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ABSTRACT

This paper examined the usability of large urbanilifees in spatial transformation as a case
study of regional shopping centres (also refereeds shopping malls) in the metropolitan
city of Istanbul, Turkey. The research is origimhtbom the idea that large urban
developments attract new land uses and users itoptfeximity, and/or repel some existing
land uses and users around them during the praddssnefit and/or profit maximization.
This process can also be named as “voluntarilystoamation” process. In this context, we
performed user surveys in residential and commlencids as well as at real estate agents in
the proximity of two large shopping centres; namélgmerkez (Begiktas County) and Tepe-
Nautilus (Kadikdy County) in Istanbul. In additiom the study areas data on land use
changes collected by the State Statistics Inst{ts®) of Turkey during the last two decades
have been examined. It is concluded that the shgppientres stimulated urban
transformation on real estates in their close pnityi and in time they created
transformations from residential to commercial witttheir primary influence boundaries,
and beyond those up to a certain distance, thegnbeattractive zones for residential use.

Key words: Shopping mall, urban transformation, ding satisfaction, commercial office
satisfaction, Istanbul
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1 INTRODUCTION

Due to the dynamic nature of the urban developnrenieveloping countries in parallel to
rapidly changing economic, social and technologiealironments, decisions based on
master plans do usually fail. Therefore, spatahsformation is the number one prerequisite
for creating more liveable cities in countries whi&and use and location decisions do greatly
divert from master plans which ill-fully represehe nature of urban development in rapidly
changing environment. It is very unfortunate tlie¢ Imany developing countries, the central
government as well as all local governments withaowt exception in Turkey have adopted
this approach which is totally inappropriate foe tthanging environment of Turkish cities
due to rapid urbanization. The urbanization rat@unkey was 4.35% per annum from 1965
to 1985 compared to the rate of 3.5 and 3.7% peuranin average in middle and low
income economies, respectively. The rate was amageeof 1.5% per annum in the
industrialized countries. The percent of urban pajan in the largest city in Turkey,
Istanbul, was 24% in 1980 compared to 18% in 198@ population of Istanbul was 11.2
million in 2000 compared to 11.3 million of Parisdal1.1 million of Osaka, Kobe (World
Development Report by World Bank, 1984).

In the metropolitan city of Istanbul, there are mwous neighbourhoods as well as urban
centres that need spatial transformation or renéovahe betterment of urban space. Being
the majority of Turkish cities in earthquake prammes, many urbanized areas need serious
transformation in order to improve building and biog qualities as well as to make
communities and neighbourhoods more liveable. Maaydings in central and outlying
areas of large Turkish cities need to be rebuitiwklver, this transformation needs multi-
trillion dollars so that no such private or pubtiganization(s) can cover easily. Thus, this
transformation needs to be done slowly over a Iptigee span by the owners (probably the
new owners) of the land. Large shopping malls migave superior effects on urban
transformation especially in slums and lower- oddie-income areas. This paper examined
the usability of large urban facilities in spattehnsformation as a case study of regional
shopping centres (also referred to as shoppingsinadl the metropolitan city of Istanbul,

Turkey.



1.1 Research Motive

In this paper, new urban developments with gre#¢raalities, such as shopping centres,
introduced to an urban area were questioned agl @ftarban transformation or renewal for
the betterment of urban space. This study is caigidh from the idea that large urban
developments attract new land uses and users itopifoximity or repel existing land uses
and users from them for the purpose of benefitrofipmaximization. This process can be
seen as a “voluntarily transformation” process.stipport our approach, Dennis at al. (2002)
interestingly reported in their study, Northern Hon, that the fist step in urban renovation
was to renovate retail shopping and shopping cenlinethis context, value, surplus value and
rent are defined, and then, the effects on landuegmland transformations of such
developments were determined in the greater mditapa@rea of Istanbul by employing user
surveys in residential and commercial areas asagedit real estate agents in the proximity of
two large shopping centers; namely, Akmerkez (EtilBesiktas) and Tepe-Nautilus
(Acibadem, Kadikdy) in Istanbul. In addition, iretetudy areas the data on land use changes
collected by the State Statistics Institute (S$IJurkey over the last two decades have been
examined. After the analyses of the survey and las®l data, it is concluded the shopping
centres examined in this study stimulated urbamsframation on real estates in their close
proximity, and in time they created transformatidram residential to commercial within
their primary influence boundaries, and beyond ehgs to a certain distance they became

attractive zones for residential use.

1.2 Usability of Large Shopping Malls in Urban Trarsformation

While the issue of urban transformation is espcladt and preferential issue in the agenda
of the new government in Turkey, an increasing nemmif city officials, planners, and
policymakers are examining the potential for akitre land use changes in urban areas to
stimulate the desired urban transformation. Theomlaypothesis of this research is that the
stimulation for such transformation in some neigitboods and communities can be
achieved by building large shopping malls that iremease the land value and stimulate the
transformation without any public intervention. Byis way, the public share of the cost of
the transformation would be virtually zero. In thlientext, this research investigates the
relationship between increased land value and untaansformation at locations around two
large shopping malls in Istanbul, Turkey. One @& ghopping malls is 12 years old, named
“Akmerkez Shopping Centre” in Biktas County, and the other is a new one built about
three years ago, named “Tepe-Nautilus Shoppingr€em Kadikdy County, Istanbul. The



results of this research are expected to help dffigials, planners, and urban designers
involved in the process of betterment and revigdion of neighbourhoods and communities

where squatter housing or housing with lack of iqpah required amenities is dominating.
2 LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Urban Transformation or Renewal

Urban transformation without any direct public mention (such include demolishing old
building and reconstructing new ones, or revitalizineighborhoods or buildings along a
major street in central areas) is dependent uponynfactors, working singly or in
combination, may keep the desired transformati@mfigoing its desired direction; these
include the housing and office market in the imrmaegliareas, the strength of the local
economy, and the attractiveness and appropriateokedbe residential and commercial
development itself. Planners can play a major tmlereate this urban transformation without
any direct public intervention by, for example,aiieg desired externalities in subject areas.
It is believed that large shopping malls can createh externalities to stimulate spatial
transformation around them, especially within te@-Bneter radius and beyond. This kind of
transformation is called amenable-transformationtheut any direct government
intervention. However, limiting private propertghits with the power of eminent domain and

zoning is the forced-transformation.

2.2 Urban Transformation Studies in Turkey

Renewal was defined as clearance and redevelopméhthe mid-1960s. This approach for
the urban betterment was changed in the 1970stablieshing legal ground via improvement
and development plans. In contrast to this, in Iréo the radical changes in economic
policies in the 1980s, renewal policy for the pesbétic locations in large urban areas were
again equalled regeneration, and spatial transfiwmawere made for the capitalization of

global interests in the name of urban rent by fansation projects (Dundar, 2001).

Recent discussions on the issue of urban transtmmbave focused on two areas. First is
the necessity of transformation of the squattershnguareas as well as the areas where most
of the buildings could not pass the test for thehemake durability along the seashore of
Marmara sea in Istanbul. Second is the financitilcdity to reconstruct new houses and
revitalize neighbourhoods to ensure the liveabilty the areas. Improvement and

development plans (I&DP) were seen the only way faut urban transformation until



recently; however, those plans couldn’t either tedsuccessful results or transform the
squatter housing areas successfully because ofaghidly changing economic, social and

technological environments of the metropolitan aliearurkey (Dindar, 2001).

The transformation projects, on the other handehfund limited application (Portakal
Cicegi, Dikmen Vadisi, Ege District and Zafer Plaza urlieansformation projects and some
others) due to two great limitations: finance, gnuiblic acceptance towards transformation
projects. To overcome these obstacles in generaie sapproaches are developed, such as
[HT-IHTr-Real-estate planning tools (Goksu, 2003), nigsns for earthquakes and natural
disasters (Istanbul Metropolitan City Master Plan Earthquake Planning, 2004) and KED
Model (Celikhan et al., 2004). However, these apphes have not found widespread
application yet due to necessary legal changesrémgyire and most importantly the finance
needed for the transformations desired in urbamsar&nder the economic and social
conditions in developing countries, what expectedifideal transformation approaches is to
create financial tools during the process and terdhe urban rent to land owners primarily
in order to speed up the transformation processidsvthe desired direction by creating
voluntarily participation at the utmost level ara reduce the legal problems due to new

developments and land use change to be introducthe iarea by the transformation projects.
2.3 Effects of Shopping Centres on Externality andccessibility

2.3.1 Externality

When we talk in a broad sense, what people expech their neighbourhoods are the
economic benefits and psychological satisfaction. another words, individuals and
companies are expected to rationalize their belbaviolocation choices and investments in
terms of maximum profit with minimum cost (Arslat®97). Retail and commercial service
stores cluster together in certain streets or afeagxample. In London, Oxford Street has a
cluster of major department stores and most ofribgr bookstores in the UK can be found
in Charing Cross Road. This trend in retail stohestering must be motivated by some
incentive or advantage for those stores agglonmgyatgether. In retail location theory,
Nelson (1958) was the first to illustrate that dgglomeration of retail activities is based on
the theory of cumulative attraction and the priatipf compatibility. In his research, the
theory of cumulative attraction states thHat given number of stores dealing in the same

merchandise will do more business if they are ledatdjacent or in proximity to each other



than if they are widely scattere(Nelson 1958, p58)Retail store spatial affinities were also

observed by Getis and Getis (1976). In their rede#itey suggested that retail store spatial
affinities are based on three location theories;ttieory of land use and land value, central
place theory and the theory of tertiary activitfteh examining retail stores in the CBDs of a
sample of cities in the US, they confirmed thahitettore spatial affinities do exist and are
matched with notions from central place theory {&ahd Getis 1976). Among these location
theories, Christaller’s central place theory, whastiablished the hierarchy of retail activities,
and Hotelling’s principle of minimum differentiatioin homogeneous agglomeration of
retailers are known the two location theories suyp® this phenomenon (Eppli and

Benjamin 1994). All the above theories relating store clustering give us some hints
concerning the agglomeration of retail stores; Wwhetthey are homogeneous or

heterogeneous, whether they generate some kindllettive or inter-store advantages and

whether these consequently increase transacticoriypyties and store profits.

2.3.2 Accessibility

Since large shopping malls in Turkey can attrast@mers even from very distant locations
by providing free-of-charge customer transportatitmey are not really bound by the
customers very close to it. Thus, developers uguatiuld not mind to build the malls in

middle or lower-income neighbourhoods. Sometimey threfer such locations to lower the

cost of land which takes a big share in the capitat.

2.4 Shopping Centres as a Transformation Tool

Local governments use retailing for city centredibility as an instrument of urban planning.
Davies (1995) points out that this strategy hasl@ in assuring a vital and viable future for
city centre areas. Retail planning is a subsead luse planning, and, as Davies shows, “it
has been used not only to attempt control overamging pattern of retail development but
also as away to improve city centres, whateverreatepressures they may face.” Also,
Balsas (2000) describes the “commercial urbanisfdrtugal” as the use of retailing as an
instrument of urban planning capable of assuring lilieability of city centre areas in
conjunction with other public planning policies. éde examples clearly points out that
building shopping centres at areas that need rdreamabe used as a transformation tool for
liveability.



Dennis et al. (2002) in their paper attempted dirpneary exploration of the use of retail
attractiveness measures in defining positions énhilerarchies and hinterland boundaries for
shopping centres and towns. They interestingly mtegan their case study of north London
that the first step in urban renovation is to reatewetail shopping and shopping centres. The
authors’ work demonstrated the link between shapped retail attractiveness to be part of a
dynamic process in which planners and developeghtmitake the initiative in providing
shops, leading to changes in population, exper@it@sidence patterns and indeed bringing
new life into run-down areas. Residential develsp&nd institutional lenders can benefit
from improvements to the prediction of house paobanges. Planners will be able to model
the effects of regeneration projects in order toemaxcurately assess required infrastructure
improvements and residential provision associateith wetail and shopping centre

developments.

Since 1990 rapidly increasing shopping centres fmeen affecting and guiding the spatial
development and distribution in the metropolitagaaof Istanbul. Though such developments
bring negative externalities such as congestioisenand air pollution into the area being
built, as Yakar (1999) points out that the areaclwhwvas introduced with a shopping centre

experiences increases in rents and beautificafitimecenvironment.

2.5 Shopping Centres in Turkey

Whilst shopping centres are becoming popular inet@nomically developed countries, the
retail shopping sector characterized by small axattsred shops in Turkey has experienced a
great transformation by the introduction of intdimaal shopping chains. Firstly Istanbul and
then all other major cities house large shoppinglsmeajority of them belong to
international capital (Ozus, 2001). Figure 1 shakes trend of shopping centres in Turkey
between 1988 and 2003. In this study, Akmerkez Beple-Nautlilus Shopping Centres in
Besiktas and Kadikdy County, respectively, in Istanbul hdeen selected to study the
effects of them in urban land in terms of increaseland value and in turn urban

transformation.



Shopping Centers in Turkey
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Fig 1. The trend of shopping centres in Turkey leetwv 1988 and 2003 (Source:
www.arkitera.com)

2.5.1 Akmerkez Shopping Centre insBeas County

Akmerkez shopping centre was opened in 1993 igsikBs County in the European part of
Istanbul, located at the intersection of the ditérof Nispetiye, Akad and Kultir as shown in
Figure 2. Average number of week day visitors reacto 75.000 and at weekends the
shoppers are about 100.000. Thus, the monthlyovssdre between 2 and 2.5 million (Eren,
2000). Akmerkez can be classified as a regionapging centre with the characteristics it
has. The centre from the day it opened till todgther with the activities and architectural
characteristics it owns, poses as a prestige arédangs a very high prestige to the area
where located. The centre besides the supermaalkets and 17 storey office buildings and
24 storey residential flats. The centre built areetangular parcel has three atrium connected
to each other by proper paths. Having 41 escalatars panoramic elevators, and 30
elevators open to visitors and services, the cgtreides good accessibility and mobility to

its customers (akmerkez.com.tr, 2004).
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2.5.2 Tepe-Nautlilus Shopping Centre in Kadikdy figu

Tepe-Nautilus shopping centre opened in 2002 inilikkad County in the Asian part of
Istanbul, located in the district of Acibadem sumrded by the districts of Kayolu,
Hasanpga, Rasimpsa, and Osmarga as shown in Figure 4. Average number of week day
visitors reaches to 30.000 and at weekends thepsheare about 50.000. The centre, besides
130 shops, houses many restaurants, cafes, antlregyle theatres. It has an intelligent
parking showing available lots with the capacity 16f thousand vehicles. The centre has
aimed to be the Akmerkez Centre of the Asian phtstanbul. Its service areas are given in

Table 1 as follows (www.tepe.com.tr, 2004).

Table 1. Service areas of Tepe-Nautilus Shopping Ge

Parcel area 170.000 m2

Building floor area 56.401 m2

Shopping area 73.545 m2

Auto park area Unsheltered 79.995 m2

Sheltered 14.747 m2
Loading and unloading area 8.765 m?2
Road, intersection and green area 8.091 m2
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Fig 4. Tepe-Nautilus Shopping Centre in Acibademtiizit, Kadikdy County, Istanbul
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3 CASE STUDIES: AKMERKEZ & TEPE-NAUTILUS SHOPPING C ENTRES

Use of large shopping centres as tool of transfGoman urbanized areas is studied through
the case studies of two large shopping malls emtstl, one in the European part (Akmerkez
SC) and the other in the Asian part (Tepe-Naut8@ of the metropolitan city. Akmerkez
shopping centre, since opened in 1993 during thgeb2-period, changed the land use and
created a transformation around it in many landgseand parcels. On the other hand, around
Tepe-Nautilus shopping centre which is just builthree years ago in 2002, the course of
spatial transformation has just started and wilittme many years as so we believe. In fact
most cities and states are born and rise, and @aigntfall and die due to their dynamic
nature. However, we actually do not talk about il of change. We studied the kind of
urban transformation created by the externalittesaaous urban developments large enough
to affect the existing land use and/or spatialcstme around them and thus can create more
liveable areas through the introduction of thenmteAthe transformation starts in the urban
spatial structure and/or land use because of therretities created by a certain type of
development (let's say a large shopping mall),rlate such externalities can seem to be the
own characteristics of the area and the changég®itand use and spatial structure would not
be attributed to the facility in there. After thétthere is still transformation going on in the
area, this cannot be clearly identified as an adtignsformation which is attributable to the

facility.

3.1 Case 1: Bgktas County and Akmerkez Shopping Centre
Besiktas County has a very strategic location in the Euaopeart of the city, being the

closest point to the Anatolian part and connectéth weaway and highway over the two
bridges crossing the Bosporus Channel. The couasy Historical places, excellent view
points, universities and many other features endoghake it as a prestige area. The features
the county have create positive impacts on reakestalues and the values normally exceed
the averages of the city’s. The districts in theinity of Akmerkez house high-income
dwellers with luxury flats and single houses. Thed values in the five districts in the

vicinity of the Shopping Centre (Akmerkez) are suamized in Table 2.
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Table 2. Land values in the five districts in the icinity of Akmerkez SC

Average land value per m, 1.000 Turkish Currency

Districts 1985 1990
Value®
Value Rates Value’ Rates 1000
Kltar
40/46= | 40/48.4= 530/472| 530/515.3 209/197 | 209/209
(where SC 40| "987 | o083 | %% | =112 | =103
located)
Nispetive 54 | 54/46= | 54/48.4= | oo | 864/472| 864/5153 254/197 | 254/209
petly 1.17 1.12 =183 | =168 =1.29
48/46= | 48/48.4= 600/472 | 600/515.3 216/197| 216/209
Akatlar 48 1.04 | 099 600 | =127 | =116
Etlor 7 | 67/46= | 67/48.4= | oo~ | 831/472| 831/5153 14/197] 314/209
1.46 1.38 =176 | =161 =159
72/46= | 72/48.4= 738/472| 738/515.3 245/197 | 245/209
Levent (e 157 | 1.49 738 | 156 | =143 [IEEACEEEEEPYE RSP
Average cc | 56/46= | 56/48.4= 712/472] 712/515.3 [ISNIPYEUTIPYEPRS
g 1.22 1.16 =151 | =138 =126 | =1.19 |
Average in 26 46/48.4= 472/712| 472/515.3 [N ECTPYIREI I
Other Districts 0.95 =0.66 =0.92 =0.79 =0.94
Besiktas
County ‘ ‘ 209

As seen in Table 2, the five districts in the vityirof the Shopping Centre (Akmerkez) have
higher land value per fithan the other districts of and the wholeiRes County in all years

(1.22 and 1.16 times higher in 1985, 1.51 and 1ir88s higher in 1990, and 1.26 and 1.19
times higher in 2002 respectively), except in KilRistrict in 1985, where the Centre is
located. In Figure 5 (a, b, and c), the valuesl&dbd in Table 2 were graphed for getting a

better picture of them.
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Land values around Akmerkez SC and in the whole Be  siktas County in
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Land values around Akmerkez SC and in the whole Be  siktas County in
2002
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Figure 5. Land Values around Akmerkez SC and in Bgktas County

As seen in Figures 5a, b, and c, average of lahtesan Bgiktas County was always came
in the middle in all years, being the average okéhin the five districts was the highest and
the average of the other districts was the lowaktes.

Based on the figures given in Table 2, in the filistricts in the vicinity of the Shopping
Centre (Akmerkez), increases in overall land valwese 11.9 and 350 times between 1985
and 1990 (the Centre not existed), and 1990 and® Z@®e centre opened in 1993),
respectively as indicated in Table 3. Also, incesais land values between 1985 and 1990 in
the five districts in the vicinity of the centre kg€el.28 and 1.24 times higher than those in the
other districts and the whole 8ktas County, respectively. Between 1990 and 2002, the
increases in the five districts in the vicinitytbe centre were 0.86 times lower than those in
the other districts and were equal to those inwhele Bgiktas County. During the same
periods, increases in land values in the othericlistwere almost equal to those in the whole
Besiktas County when the centre was not existed, and wagleeh (1.17 times) after the

Centre was opened.



Table 3. Land value increases in the five districts the vicinity of Akmerkez SC

Land value increases
Between 1985-1990, Between 1990-2002
Districts (SC not existed) (SC opened in 1993
[(Value®/Value?)-1] [(Value®/Value®)-1]
Value Rates Value Rates

Kdiltar (where SC 123 12.3/9.3=| 12.3/9.6= 393 393/408= 393/350=

located) ) 1.32 1.28 0.96 1.12
. . 15.0/9.3=| 15.0/9.6= 293/408=| 293/350=

Nispetiye 15.0 161 156 293 0.72 0.84
11.5/9.3=| 11.5/9.6= 359/408=| 359/350=

Akatlar 11.5 124 1.20 359 0.88 103
. 11.4/9.3=| 11.4/9.6= 377/408= 377/350=

Etiler 114177 53 1.19 317 0.92 1.08
9.3/9.3= 9.3/9.6= 330/408=| 330/350=

Levent 9.3 1.0 0.97 330 0.81 0.94
11.9/9.3=| 11.9/9.6= 350/408=| 350/350=

Average 11.9 1.28 1.24 350 0.86 1.0
Average in Other 93 9.3/11.9=| 9.3/9.6= 408 408/350=| 408/350=

Districts ' 0.78 0.97 1.17 1.17

Besiktas County 9.6 350

15

3.2 Case 2: Kadikéy County and Tepe-Nautilus Shoppg Centre

Kadikéy County is a major junction in the very doutest point of the Asian part of the city
(see Fig 4) and serve as a very important cityreefor commercial and cultural activities.
The County houses two major highways (D-100 and TEMI the major commuter railway,
and seaways between the two parts of the city.a$ very cosmopolitan socioeconomic
structure and is one of the oldest counties incitye The land values in the five districts in
the vicinity of the Shopping Centre (Tepe-Nautil@}e summarized in Table 4. Tepe-
Nautilus was the first and largest thematic shopgientre in Turkey. The theme of the centre

is marine and sailing. Thus, decorations in thdreeare all about marine and sailing.
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Table 4. Land values in the five districts in the icinity of Tepe-Nautilus SC

Average land value per n, 1.000 Turkish Currency
1985 1990 1998
Districts o
i g £k
2 Rates 2 Rates =< Rates
S S Sc
Aclibadem
17/22.1 | 17241 2401214 | 240/227 15/18 | 15/19 203/238
(where SC | 471 "_077 | =o71 | 24| =142 | =106 | *° | =083 | =079
located)
15/22.1 | 15241 2801214 | 2801227 16/18 | 16/19
Kosuyolu |15 | "Znee | g2 | 289| =131 | =123 | 1® | 089 =084
) 36/22.1 | 36/24.1 3501214 | 350227 27/18 | 27/19
Rasimpga | 36 | _4g3 | —149 | %90| —164 | =154 | %7 | =15 | =142
177221 | 17241 160/214 | 160/227 16/18 | 16/19
Hasanpga | 17 | —077 | =071 | *%%] =075 | =070 | *® | =089 | =084
70/22.1 | 701241 3501214 | 350227 27/18 | 27/19
Osmanga | 70 | 397 | _590 | °°9| —164 | =154 | %' | =15 | =142
31/22.1 | 31724.1 276/214 | 2761227 20/18 | 20/19
Average || 81 | 45 | Z1929 | 28| “999 | =122 | 20 | -111| =105 . .
Average in
22.1/31 | 24.1/31 2141276 | 2271276 18/20 | 19/20
Other | 2211 "“577 | =078 |2 | =078 | =082 | 8 | =0.90| =0.95
Districts
Kadikoy 24.1 227 19
County

In Figure 6 (a, b, c and d), the values tabulated@able 4 were graphed for getting a better

picture of them.

Land values around Akmerkez SC and in the whole Be  siktag County in 1985
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Averane of the ather districts = 22.1 36|
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Acibadem (where SC located) Kosuyolu Rasimpasa Hasanpasa Osmanaga

Districts around Tepe-Nautilus SC

Figure 6a. Land Values around Tepe-Nautilus SCiakchdikdy County in 1985
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Land values around Akmerkez SC and in the whole Be

siktag County in 1990
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Figure 6b. Land Values around Tepe-Nautilus SCiamthdikdy County in 1990

Land values around Akmerkez SC and in the whole Be

siktas County in 1998
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Figure 6¢. Land Values around Tepe-Nautilus SCiamchdikéy County in 1998
Land values around Akmerkez SC and in the whole Be  giktag County in 2002
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Figure 6d. Land Values around Tepe-Nautilus SCiamthdikdy County in 2002

Figure 6. Land Values around Tepe-Nautilus SC andii Kadikdy County
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As seen in Figures 5a, b, ¢, and d, average of \ahaes in Kadikdéy County was always
came in the middle in all years, being the avedgbose in the five districts was the highest
and the average of the other districts was the dowalues, exactly in the case ofsiéas

County.

Based on the figures given on land values in the diistricts in the vicinity of the Shopping
Centre (Tepe-Nautilus), overall land value increaseKadikdy County are 8.9, 64.8 and 15
times between 1990 and 1985, 1998 and 1990, an? &0 1998, respectively, as indicated

in Table 5.

Table 5. Land value increases in the five districts the vicinity of Tepe-Nautilus SC

Land value increases before the SC opened
Districts Between 1985-1990 Between 1990-1998 Between 1998220
alue®/Valuge®)- alue“/Value”)- alue’/Value®)-
Value®/Value?)-1 Value?/Value®)-1 Value“/Value®)-1
Value Rates Value Rates Valu Rates
Acibadem
11.6/8.7| 11.6/8.9 61.5/62.8| 61.5/64.8
(Vlvohczrti(?)c 11.6 133 | =130 61.5 ~0.98 -0.95 12.5 12.5/15 6.83
17.7/8.7| 17.7/8.9 56.1/62.8| 56.1/64.8
Kosuyolu 17.7 | °_ 503 | =1.99 56.1 —0.89 - 087 10.0 10.0/15 .66
. 8.7/8.7 | 8.7/8.9 76.1/62.8| 76.1/64.8
Rasimpaa 8.7 -100 | =098 76.1 — 121 -117 21.6 21.6/154.44
8.4/8.7 | 8.4/8.9 99.0/62.8| 99.0/64.8
Hasanpsa 8.4 097 | =094 99.0 _ 158 ~153 111 11.1/15 6.74
4.0/8.7 | 4.0/8.9 76.1/62.8| 76.1/64.8
Osmanga 4.0 —046 | =045 76.1 ~ 1901 117 20.7 20.7/15 .38
10.1/8.7| 10.1/8.9 73.8/62.8| 73.8/64.8 _
Average 10.1 116 | =093 73.8 - 118 114 15.2 15.2/15=1.01
—  —— — ——— —— — — — — ——— — — — — — —— — —— — — |
Average in
8.7/10.1] 8.9/10.1 62.8/73.8| 64.8/73.8
D(i?stt?ii:s 8.7 Z086 | =088 62.8 ~0.85 -0.88 15 15/15.2 =0.99
|
'éafd'r‘]?y 8.9 64.8 15

Unfortunately, there is no data available on laallie for Kadikdy County and its districts

after Tepe-Nautilus SC is opened in 2002.
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3.3 Comparison of Land Values for Case 1 (Akmerke3C) and Case 2 (Tepe-Nautilus
SC), and Bgiktas and Kadikéy Counties

As the data Tables 2 and 4 are compared, it segrathd values in Kadikdy County was as
half as those in Biktas County in 1985 and 1990 (24,100 TI¥im Kadikéy and 48400
TL/m? in Besiktas in1985; 227,000 TL/Min Kadikdy and 515,300 TL/min Besiktas
in1990). However, the values in Kadikdy exceedet bt those in Bgktas in 2002. This
shows that around the year 2000, land in KadikdynBo became as valuable as that in

Besiktg County.

As seen in Figures 5 and 6, averages of land vatubsth Baiktas and Kadikdy Counties
were always came in the middle in all years, bergaverage of those in the five districts
was the highest and the average of the otheraistras the lowest values. These show that
both counties have the similar trends in land \&lnethe five districts around the shopping

centres, in the whole counties, and the otheridistoutside the shopping centres.

User surveys were performed in residential and ceroial units as well as at real estate
agents in the proximity of two large shopping cestmamely, Akmerkez (Biktas County)

and Tepe-Nautilus (Kadikdy County) in Istanbul. Theveys performed in residential and
commercial units disclosed the information on htw shopping centres were perceived by
residents of the area. Information gathered froah estate agents showed how the real estate
market responded to the introduction and existaficbe centre. The following sections will

summarize the results.

3.4 Survey Results for Case 1 (Akmerkez SC in Bigtas County)
A total of 30 residential (33%), 30 commercial (33&6d 30 real estate agent surveys (33%)

were performed around Akmerkez SC.

3.5 Survey Results for Case 2 (Tepe-Nautilus SC Kadikdy County)
A total of 30 residential (31%), 38 commercial (3886d 30 real estate agent surveys (31%)

were performed around Tepe-Nautilus SC.

3.6 Comparison of Survey Results for Case 1 (Akmeedgz) and Case 2 (Tepe-Nautilus)

The most related questions and their answers anenswnized in the following tables. Table 6

presents the comparison of residential-user-suresylts for Case 1 (Akmerkez SC) and
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Case 2 (Tepe-Nautilus SC). Table 7 presents thepanson of residential-user-survey results
for Case 1 (Akmerkez SC) and Case 2 (Tepe-NauBifDs Table 8 presents the comparison

of real estate-agent-survey results for Case 1 @kez SC) and Case 2 (Tepe-Nautilus SC).

Table 6. Comparison of residential-user-survey redts for Case 1 (Akmerkez SC) and
Case 2 (Tepe-Nautilus SC)

Responses of the residents

around the SCs Case 1: Akmerkez SC Case 2: Tepe-Nautilus SC

<

Being close to the SC is advantage 96 % 79 %

Factors increasing the value of
apartments around the SCs:

1.Being close to CBD 48% 78%

2.The base of buildings is quake- 32% N/A*
resistant

3. Being close to the SCs 30% 22%

Factors decreasing the value of
apartments in the area:

1. No reason stated 40% 30%
2. Population density 20% N/A*
3. Lack of enough parking lots N/A* 22%

Positive impacts of the SCs on the rea
estates around them

1.Values increased due to the 96% 94%
existence of the SC
2.Easiness in accessibility to the 81% 89%

activities in the SC increased values

Negative impacts of the SCs on the real
estates around them
1. No negative impact stated 60% 61%
2. Traffic congestion due to the SC N/A* 33%

The percent of the respondents that prefer
the SC instead of another possible facility 81% 61%
in the area likely to be built

Moving to another place from his/her
current location:

1. No 96% 79%
2. Yes 4% only 21%
The percent of the respondents that
would not move there if the SC were not 46% 69%
existed

N/A*: not applicable

As we see in Table 6, the residents around both &pseciate being close to the centres;

however, only one-third (around Akmerkez SC) or @fte of them (around Tepe-Nautilus
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SC) think that being close to the SC increasesvitiees of their apartments. Since Tepe-

Nautilus SC is only opened three years ago, thdeets around it think that being close to

the CBD increases the value of their residencesrtt@n being close to the centre (78% as

compared to 22% around Tepe-Nautilus in Kadikdy r@pubut 48% as compared to 30%

around Akmerkez in Bgktas County). The shopping centres are seen as prdatigiies in

their areas. 46 and 69% of the residential respusdg&round Akmerkez and Tepe-Nautilus

SCs said, respectively, that they would not moeegtif the SC is not existed.

Table 7. Comparison of commercial-user-survey restd for Case 1 (Akmerkez SC) and

Case 2 (Tepe-Nautilus SC)

Responses of the commercial
users around the SCs

Case 1: Akmerkez SC

Case 2: Tepe-Nautilus S

Being close to the SC is advantage 84% 53%
Factors increasing the value of commercijal
units around the SCs:
1.Being the residents around the SC 32% N/A*
belonging to high-income level
2.Being close to the SCs N/A* 59%
3. Transportation opportunities N/A* 56%
Factors decreasing the value of
commercial units around the SCs:
1. Lack of parking lots
2. Abundance in the availability of 26%
commercial units 21%
3. No factor stated
4. Availability of the SC N/A* 41%
N/A* 19%
Positive impacts of the SCs on the real
estates around them
1. Values increased due to the existence 95% 75%
of the SC
2. Increase in population and increased 2% 56%
mobility of population around the SC
3. Easiness in accessibility to the N/A* 9%
activities in the SC increased values
4. Increase in the number of commercial 88% 42%
units
Negative impacts of the SCs on the real
estates around them
1. No negative impact stated 79% 42%
2. Traffic congestion due to the SC N/A* 23%
The percent of the respondents that prefer
the SC instead of another possible facility 79% 67%
in the area likely to be built
The percent of the respondents think
that they are affected by the increase in %18 %46
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the number of commercial units in the
area

The percent of the respondents that do not

consider moving from the place where they 95% 84%
are now

The percent of the respondents that

would not move there if the SC were not 33% 38%

existed

N/A*: not applicable

Table 8. Comparison of the survey results by realstate agents for Case 1 (Akmerkez

SC) and Case 2 (Tepe-Nautilus SC)

Responses of the real estate ager
around the SCs

By the introduction of the SCs, real
estate market experienced some changes

]tSCase 1: Akmerkez SC

94%

Case 2: Tepe-Nautilus S

100%

By the introduction of the SCs, demand for
the use of real estates changed

86%

67%

Before the introduction of the SCs, the
demand for the use of real estates

92% residential

67% residential

After the introduction of the SCs, the
demand for the use of real estates

79% commercial

67% commercial
100% residential

Factors increasing the value of real
estates around the SCs
1. Being close to CBD
2. Being close to the SCs
3. Being the residents around the SC
belonging to high-income level

N/A*
53%
50%

83%
20%
N/A*

Factors increasing the value of real estates

around the SCs
1. Lack of enough parking lots

60%

17%

Percent of real estate agents who would
prefer the SCs than any other facility in
the area likely to increase the value of
real estates

100%

67%

The percent of the respondents that do not

consider moving from the place where they

are now

100%

93%

The percent of the respondents that
would not move there if the SC were not
existed

40%

87%

N/A*: not applicable

3.7 SSI Data: Case 1 (Akmerkez)

Since no State Statistics Institute (SSI) data Heaen collected since the year of 2000, we

cannot compare land-use data between the casestidée will only present the results for

the case of Akmerkez Shopping Centre igies County.
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The shopping centre of Akmerkez has been a majotorfathat has been creating
transformations and changing the image of the areere it's been along with Bazici
(Bosporus) University in the area, reported byrdsdents in their interviews (Demircioglu,
2004). After the opening of the centre, many sirtlyiplex and triplex houses and apartments
have changed their functional uses into office epa@dlong with these, the office spaces
included in the centre brought a new characteroofiraercial district into the area (Beygo,
2001).

In order to determine the transformations createmiraed Akmerkez SC, the number of
apartments, commercial units and buildings betwi380 and 1989, and 1990 and 2000 was
examined in the five districts (Kultir, Akatlar, Stbetiye, Levent and Etiler) and the whole
County (Baiktas). The SSI data indicated that the percent of apants, commercial units
and buildings in Bgktas County in 2000 completed between 1980 and 198% \28r 23,
and 21, respectively. Between 1990 and 2000, tfigsees were 18, 19 and 16 percent,
respectively. Based on these figures, in the CoohtBesiktas, the number of apartments,
commercial units and buildings completed betwee8018nd 1989 were more than those

completed between 1990 and 2000. Table 9 prefiemigercent of apartments, commercial

units and buildings completed between 1980 and 20@@e five districts in Bgktas County.

Table 9. Percent of apartments, commercial unitsral buildings completed between
1980 and 2000 in the five districts and in the whelBsiktas County (Demircioglu, 2004)

Percent of Apartments | Percent of Commercial | Percent of Buildings

Districts completed between units completed between| completed between
1980-89 1990-00 1980-89 1990-00 1980-89 1990-9

Kiltar (where SC located) 71 29 15 85 48 52
Akatlar 55 45 83 17 69 31
Nispetiye 68 32 31 69 69 31
Levent 40 60 42 58 42 58
Etiler 78 22 70 30 70 30
Average 62 38 48 52 60 40
Average in Other Districts 59 41 51 49 55 45
Besiktas County 60 40 56 44 58 42
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As seen from Table 9, as of 2000 the percent oftiggats, commercial units and buildings
completed between 1980 and 1989 irsiBs County were 60, 56 and 58, respectively.
These rates in the other districts (AblsaUlus, Arnavutkdy, Balmumcu, Bebek,
Cihannuma, Dikilita, Gayrattepe, Konaklar, Kurugee, Levazim, Mecidiye, Muradiye,
Ortakdy, Sinanpg, Turkali, Vsnezade and Yildiz) were 59, 51 and 55%. In thedigtricts
(Kaltar, Akatlar, Nispetiye, Levent and Etiler) thare supposed to be under the influence of
the SC, the same rates were 62, 48 and 60%. Bas#tkse figures, it can be said that the
number of apartments, commercial units and buiklingmpleted between 1980 and 1989
were more than the half of all completed as of 200€he whole Bgiktas County and the
other districts. When we look at the five districishe influence area of the SC, we see that
52% of all the commercial units were completed leetmv1990 and 200. Thus, the number of
commercial units between 1990 and 2000 in the dig&ricts was higher than the average of

those in Bgiktas County and the other districts.

4 CONCLUSIONS

The objective of this study was to demonstrate lefiective large urban developments can
be in spatial transformation and the need for &ffeand least costly method for large urban
squatter areas in metropolitan areas of Turkeyex®snples of large developments, we chose
large shopping malls examined two of them, oneedallepe-Nautilus SC in the Asian part of
Istanbul and only three years old, and the othked¢@®kmerkez SC in the European part of
Istanbul and 12 years old. We performed user sgreeyresidential and commercial users to
obtain information on how they see the SCs in tieiighbourhood, and also asked real-
estate agents how the marked reacted to the irttiotduand existence of the SCs. In addition
to the survey data, we examined the land use datined by the State Statistics Institute
(SSI) of Turkey, collected during the last two dieshave been examined. After the analysis
of the data, it is concluded that the shoppingresnstimulated urban transformation on real
estates in their close proximity (i.e., quite largsidential and commercial activities occurred
in the area under the influence of the SCs), antime they created transformations from
residential to commercial within their primary uméince boundaries, and beyond those up to a

certain distance, they became attractive zoneefential use.
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