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Although the history of The Eurasia Tunnel Project (known as The Istanbul 

Strait Road Crossing Project earlier)  dates back to 5 years ago, the public 

became aware of the project only after the groundbreaking ceremony. 

While neither the upper -scaled plans of Istanbul nor the particular plans 

focusing on the Historic Peninsula (one of Istanbulõs cultural assets that is 

pledged to be conserved) contained an impact as sessment of the Eurasia 

Tunnel Project, the project was closely and worriedly monitored by 

transportation specialists, relevant professional chambers, non -

governmental organizations, history and architecture communities and 

UNESCO, and it was also subject to heavy criticism for the devastation that 

is expected to impose on the Historic Peninsula. Moreover, our concerns 

grew further during the timeline towards the groundbreaking ceremony 

because of the lack of cooperation in terms of participation and knowle dge 

sharing as well as the ignorance to the criticisms, counter opinions and 

meeting requests. For the abovementioned reasons, as the UCTEA* 

Chamber of Urban Planners, we have decided to initiate a new study that 

aims to increase the knowledge of all invol ved parties including the public 

by providing a more elaborate, academic -based evaluation of the project 

that welcomes criticism and participation. Similar to our ò3rd Bosporus 

Highway Bridge Evaluation Reportó, we have prepared this booklet for the 

purpose of informing the public by referring to our professional background 

and by receiving the aid of specialists in an effort to pay our dues to our 

profession and the city of Istanbul. We are pleased to share the òEurasia 

Tunnel Project Evaluation Reportó prepared approximately in 3 months 

with an aim to create an efficient public awareness.  

 

We would like to acknowledge all individuals and organizations that took 

part in and contribute to this report which judges if The Eurasia Tunnel 

Project is òa synthesis of the best practices of all tunnel projects to date 

within the developed countries (as stated in the official documents of the 

project)ó or òa project that will not be able to present a sustainable 

solution to the Bosporus crossing problem while imposing  irreversible 

impacts on the integrated transportation system and urban planning future 

of Istanbuló. 

 

UCTEA Chamber of Urban Planners Istanbul Branch  

Administrative Board  

 

* UCTEA: Union of Chambers of Turkish Engineers and Architects  
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The idea of crossing the Bosporus by a tunnel was first brought to the 

agenda in the 19th century but later cancelled due to administrative and 

technical shortcomings. Consequently, the Bosporus crossing was initially 

made possible by bridges. Today, the ever increasing motor vehicle 

demand for Bosporus crossings that primarily started with the introduction 

of the first Bosporus Bridge in 1973 is tried to be met by highway -

dependant solutions; namely a 3rd highway bridge and an underwater 

tunnel. In reality, like bridges, tunnels are or should  be the last solution of 

the mankind when nature presents insurmountable obstacles for further 

advancements of highways which are also built only to serve the 

individuals and to aid them for fulfilling their needs. The tunnels are the 

obvious last solution  because they are underground structures that must 

have a heightened security level, they are overly expensive and possess 

little or no flexibility and/or irreversibility. Therefore, it is extremely 

important to carefully scrutinize and exhibit the necessi ty and the value of 

The Eurasia Tunnel Project (that had the groundbreaking ceremony, 

recently, on February) for the integrated transportation plans of the city in 

the light of future developments.  

 

The first section of the report contains a detailed defin ition of the project 

and an introduction. In the second section, the 5 year chronicle is 

presented by focusing on the critical turning points in order to generate a 

better understanding of the lifecycle of the project. The third section is 

devoted to a num ber of essential evaluations with respect to the reasons 

behind the construction decision and route selection, the transportation 

system, the tunnel design fostering security, the historic composition and 

silhouette, the environmental effects and planning sustainable urban 

policies. The Conclusions section brings a summary of the evaluations 

presented in the prior sections. By delivering similar tunnel and ventilation 

shaft examples from other countries in the Appendix section it becomes 

possible to create a comparison basis for the project. Finally, the report is 

ended by relevant board reports about the project, transportation projects 

proposed in the 1997 Transportation Master Plan and a UNESCO letter 

without further comments.  
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The Eurasia Tunnel Project  (alternately known as The Istanbul Strait Road 
Crossing Project) connects Kazlĕ­eŀme and Gºztepe, from the Kazlĕ­eŀme 
interchange on the European side and the Gºztepe-Uzun­ayĕr interchange 
on the Asian side by implementing widening to particular roads, building 
approach tunnels and a main tunnel in order to provide an  alternative 
option Bosporus crossing ONLY for highway vehicles. Since the project is 
contracted out with a guaranteed total of 25 million vehicle crossings, it is 
anticipated to maintain 68,500 vehicle crossings daily. In the context of 
the project which is expected to cost for USD 1.1 billion and have a total 
length of 14.6 km. the following practices are planned to be carried out:  

 
Á 2 lanes will be added to the existing coastal road seaward on the 
European side (Kennedy Street) and to the existing D -100 highway (known 
as E-5) on the Asian side to increase the number of lanes from 6 to 8 for 
both roads.  
 
Á The approach tunnels will be built by utilizing conventional tunneling 
methods on both sides of the Bosporus. 
 
Á The single main tunnel track will be double decked in order to 
segregate the direction of the traffic between stories and will have one 
ventilation shaft on each side of the Bosporus (Map 1).  
 
Á The tunnel access toll (the initial demand is assumed to be 80,000 
vehicles) will be collected at the entra nce points (toll plazas) on both sides 
of the Bosporus. 
 
Á No at-grade pedestrian crossings or traffic lights will be present along 
the tunnel track. The speed limit is planned to be set at 80 km/hr for the 
entire track except the U -turn underpasses that wil l have a speed limit of 
40 km/hr.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Map 1. The parts of the project and the locations of the ventilation shafts  
 

1. DEFINING THE PROJECT 
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Á Due to design related preferences, only light vehicles (small busses, 
minibuses and passenger vehicles) will be allowed to u se the tunnel 
whereas heavy vehicles (standard public transport buses and vehicles with 
similar clearances) as well as two -wheeled vehicles (motorcycles and 
bicycles) will be forbidden.  
 
Á As a result of the construction works at the Kennedy Street (coastal 
road on the European side) the surface area of the parkland along the 
coastline will reduce around 20% and places such as Kumkapĕ Wholesale 
Fish Market and several other establishments will be adversely affected.  
 
Á The access fee of the tunnel will be USD 4+18% VAT for passenger 
vehicles and USD 6+18% VAT for larger vehicles eligible to use the tunnel. 
 
Á The access fee of the tunnel will be (increased) directly proportional 
to the USA Consumer Price Index. 
 
Á As regulated by the contract, the Turkish government will guarantee 
25 million passages per year (68,500 passages per day). 
 
Á The construction of the project are anticipated to be completed in 55 
months and after an operating term of 25 years, 11 months and 9 days by 
Avrasya T¿neli ľŀletme ve Yatĕrĕm A.Ŀ. (ATAĿ), the operation of the tunnel 
will be handed over to General Director ate of Railways, Harbors and 
Airports Construction (DLH).  

 
                                                          

 

 

 

                          

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  The profile of the tunnel  
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Á The main tunnel between Haydarpaŀa and Kumkapĕ will have a single 
track having a diameter of 12.5 m and an unchanged grade of 5%.  
 
Á Both stories of the tunnel will have 2 lanes by means of an 
unconstrained vertical clearance of 3 m. The tube tunnelõs inner diameter 
will be 11.4 m and outer diameter will be 12.4 m. 
 
Á 1 intersection will be redesigned at Yenikapĕ and 5 new U-turns will be 
built on the European side (See, Section 1, Figure 2).  
 
Á On the Asian side, 2 intersection redesigns will be needed at Ey¿p 
Aksoy and Uzun­ayĕr (See, Section 3, Figure 2). 
 
Á Two ventilation shafts will be built; one on the European side, in the 
neighborhood of Sultanahmet -¢atladĕkapĕ; one on the Asian side, around 
the historic Selimiye Barracks (Figure 2).  
 
Á The main tunnel providing Bosporus crossing will be without a stand -
alone emergency tunnel for pedestrians whereas the emergency exits will 
be supplied only by small -volume hatch sections (See, Section 2, Figure 2).  
 
Á The vertical clearance of the toll plazas (the tunnel will be operated 
according to freeway standards) that will be l ocated at the entrance point 
on both sides of the Bosporus will not be higher than 5.5 m.  
 
Á The height of the ventilation shafts above the ground will be 5 m while 
the height underground will be 25 m.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2.  The technical specification s of the project  
 

    Some of the important technical aspects of the project are as the following:  
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The emergence of the project and the timeline of its stages could only be 
evaluated according to information collected indirectly and by following 
the already occurred developments since everything about the project is 
deliberately av oided to be shared with the public and determined behind 
the closed doors. Therefore, the stages of the project presented below 
offer a solid proof of the lack of transparency, participation, knowledge 
sharing and openness during the decision-making process. 
 
Á April 27, 2006  - DLH became authorized to establish the project 
according to Code No. 5494 entitled òThe Code that Alters the Code that 
Regulates the Organizational Structure and Duties of the Ministry of 
Transportó which is approved by the Turkish Grand National Assembly 
expressly defining the following:  
 
Planning, building or outsourcing (including Built -Operate-Transfer 
models) transportation infrastructures such as tubes and tunnels which 
connect two coasts of seas from underwater; preparing, outsou rcing, 
auditing and approving the construction plans and specifications of these 
structures; handing over the completed structures to relevant 
organizations; setting the security, and repair and maintenance standards 
and taking necessary measures during the operation phaseé 
 

Á May 2, 2006  - The abovementioned law was published in the Official 
Gazette and became effective.  
 
Á December 30, 2006  - The contract type of The Istanbul Strait Road 
Crossing Project is selected as Built -Operate-Transfer and tender 
announcement was released. 
 

Á January 16, 2007  - 16 companies purchased the tender specifications.  
 

Á October 16, 2007  ð The Ministry of Environment and Forest released a 
notification (No 11682) stating that the project is exempted from the 
relevant Environmental Im pact Assessment Regulations. 
 

Á May, 2007  - UCTEA Chamber of Architects and UCTEA Chamber of Civil 
Engineers filed a lawsuit against the project and UCTEA Chamber of Urban 
Planners joined the suers as intervening party. In the lawsuit, the 
chambers objected t he project by pointing out its absence in the Land -Use 
Plan and Transportation Master Plan of Istanbul as well as the failure to 
share critical documents such as the feasibility report, technical reports on 
transportation, planning and environment, and not  preparing any analytical 
surveys. 
 
 
 

2. THE TIMELINE OF THE PROJECT 
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Á May 30, 2008  - Only two joint ventures placed a bid.  
 

Á June 30, 2008  ð The project was re -tendered.  
 
Á October, 2008  - According to the printed media a South Korea -Turkey 
joint venture win the competitive bidding.  
 

Á October 17, 2008  - The Assembly of Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality 
approved the 1/5000 and 1/1000 scaled plan proposals of the project by 
majority of votes  without making any modifications.  
 
Á November 14, 2008 - The Assembly of Istanbul Metropolitan 
Municipality approved the 1/5000 and 1/1000 scaled plan proposals of the 
project -for a second time - by unanimity of votes  and again without 
making any modifications.  
 
Á January 13, 2009  - The winner joint venture of the competitive 
bidding has signed the contract.  
 

Á July 20, 2009  - UCTEA Chamber of Architectures and UCTEA Chamber 
of Civil Engineers filed a lawsuit for the rescission of the contract.  
 
Á August 19, 2009  - The 4th  Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation 
Board of Istanbul denied the adoption of the Land Use Plan modification 
containing The Istanbul Strait Road Crossing Project .  
 

Á September 20, 2010  - The 4th Cultural and Natural Heritage 
Conservation Board of Istanbul conditionally accepted  the adoption of the 
Land Use Plan modification containing The Istanbul Strait Road Crossing 
Project .  
 

Á October 7, 2010  - The 6th Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation 
Board of Istanbul take an affirmative decision  for  The Istanbul Strait Road 
Crossing Project.  
 
Á October 8, 2010  - The 5th Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation 
Board of Istanbul take an affirmative decision  for  The Istanbul Strait Road 
Crossing Project.  
 
Á October 11, 2010  ð The Renovation Areas Cultural and Natural 
Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul  take an affirmative decision  for  
the adoption o f the Land Use Plan modification containing The Istanbul 
Strait Road Crossing Project.  
 
Á December 2, 2010  - UCTEA Chamber of Urban Planners Istanbul 
Branch filed a lawsuit against the adoption decision of the Land Use Plan 
modification containing The Istanbul Strait Road Crossing Project  by The 
4th Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul.  
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Á February 23, 2011  - The Ministry of Public Works and Settlement 
approved the 1/5000 scaled Land -Use Plan of The Istanbul Strait Road 
Crossing Project.  
 
Á February 24, 2011  - UCTEA Chamber of Urban Planners filed a lawsuit 
against the adoption of the Land Use Plan modification decision by The 
Renovation Areas Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of 
Istanbul.  
 
Á February 25, 2011  - DLH and ATAĿ signed the contract of the project 
that will be realized by Build -Operate-Transfer model. According to the 
terms of the contract, ATAĿ will be responsible for the detailed design, 
construction and the operation of the project for 25 years, 11 months and 
9 days, and will hand over the operation to DLH afterwards.  
 
Á February 26, 2011  - The groundbreaking ceremony took place at 
Harem with the Turkish prime minister in attendance.  
 

Á March 7, 2011  - ATAĿ shared some significant information from its 
website for the f irst time and release the preliminary report of 
Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) study in an effort to 
generate a participation platform among relevant stakeholders.  
 

Á March, 2011  - The project was started to be named as The Eurasia 
Tunnel Project  and a homepage for the project (www.avrasya tuneli.com) 
was introduced.  
 
Á April 26, 2011  - UCTEA Chamber of Urban Planners, UCTEA Chamber 
of Architects and UCTEA Chamber of Civil Engineers filed a collective 
lawsuit for the recission of the contract between DLH and ATAĿ. 
 
Á The 1/1000 scaled Land Use Plan that contains the route of the project 
was posted at relevant district municipalities (The posting period ended on 
April 11, 2011  at Fatih, on April 4, 2011  at Zeytinburnu and ¦sk¿dar, and 
on May 6, 20 11 at Kadĕkºy) 
 
Á April 6 - May 6, 2011  - The 1/5000 scaled Land-Use Plan that contains 
the project route is approved by The Assembly of Istanbul Metro politan 
Municipality and posted.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*ATAĿ: The primary contractor, is established for the realization of The Eurasia 

Tunnel Project  with the partnership of Yapĕ Merkezi from Turkey, SK E&C, 

Kukdong, Samwhan and Hansin Corp. form Korea and in 2010. 

7 



 

 

The reasons and motivations of the decision -makers is the essential 

element in making an assessment about a project which also enables the 

general qualities of the project to be understood. Afterwards, the 

probable multi -faceted impacts of the project that will be reflected on the 

implementation area should be analyz ed. The primary requisite of this kind 

of an analysis is the sharing of all related knowledge including various 

details and expected future developments by relevant organizations in an 

effort to discuss the case with professionals and inhabitants, and upda ting 

the project for various modifications should a need arise. However, 

unfortunately, it is almost impossible to assess The Eurasia Tunnel Project 

which will connect two sides of Bosporus with a subsea structure operated 

in freeway standards by means of processes defined and executed by any 

legitimate organizational structure. As explained briefly in the Timeline of 

The Project section, since the much needed information is not shared and 

a sound contribution process is not provided, assessments about such an 

important project could be carried out only by using some information 

obtained indirectly or informally by individual or organizational efforts and 

some information (and reports) released by ATAĿ after the decision-making 

stage passed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.  The cross section of the tunnel under the seabed  

3. THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROJECT 
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First of all, the project is assessed in terms of the grounds for the 
construction decision and the route selection  with respect to the feasibility 
and the validity of the decision benchmarks o f the project. The subsection 
named the transportation analysis  examines the role, the probable impacts 
and the necessity of the project in the urban transportation system of 
Istanbul and Bosporus crossings, on the basis of scientific data. In the one 
of t he most important subsections entitled security and the tunnel design ; 
the capacity of the project, the comprehensiveness of it in the urban 
transportation system of Istanbul, the security aspects of it are evaluated 
and some important conclusions are draw n. The economical structure of 
the project according to the access fees and pre -tender guarantees are 
analyzed in the subsection named economical analysis-public benefit , the 
impacts of the project on the Historic Peninsula, and an analysis of the 
environment and silhouette on the basis of the ventilation shafts is 
delivered in the effects on the historic fabric, the environment and the 
silhouette  subsection. The last subsection named planning and its inter -
relation with sustainable urban policies  of this section deals with the place 
of the project in the Historic Peninsula and the future of urban planning 
studies in Istanbul.  
 

 
 
 

 
According to the statements made by DLH, the report of the plan that 
includes the project and the preliminary documentation of the 
Transportation Master Plan studies currently in progress (run by Istanbul 
Metropolitan Municipality Directorate General of Transportation), the 
decision-makers set the bases for the construction decision as the demand 
for Bosporus crossings, the number of private vehicles and the increase 
trend in the population of Istanbul. A summary of the deductions from the 
abovementioned sources is compiled below:  
 

Á ò The population of Istanbul was 12 million in 2007, will be 17 million 
in 2015 and -assuming that the similar trend continues - will surpass 20 
million in 2023.  

Á Each year 160,000 newly registered vehicles enter the city traffic and 
the 2005 total figure of 1.3 million is expected to become 4.2 million by 
2023. 

Á During the morning and the evening peaks vehicle queues more than 15 

km are regularly experienced on the peripheral roads providing access to 

both of the Bosporus bridges (and the problem worsens). Furthermore, 

very dense traffic levels up to 60% are witnessed on the D -100 highway." 

          3.1.  The Reasons for the Construction Decision and  

                 The Route Selection  
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Based on the reasons listed above, it is stated that imminent solutions are 
required in order to ease the traffic problem of Istanbul and the following 
implementations are suggested:  
 
Marmaray Rail Tube Tunnel (Under construction)  
Metrobus (In operation and expansion is u nderway)  
Bosporus Tube Highway Tunnel (Under the preparation process of the 
construction)  
 
It is also declared that in the context of the project 5 different routes 
were evaluated and route No. 4 was found to be appropriate (Map 2). 
Although, heavy critici sm by highway specialists and academicians were 
directed towards decision -makers due to the absence of a legitimate 
analysis during this selection process and an obvious deficit of the selected 
route which is not connected to any of the major arterials of Istanbul road 
network, a selection between the alternatives based on a number of 
technical measures such as cost, distance, expropriation and the level of 
construction difficulty is expressed to be performed and general 
comparisons under the following topi cs are provided:  
 

Á Transportation, Compliance to Geologic, Topographical and 
Geometrical Properties  

Á Integration with the Current Transportation System  

Á Interaction with the Cultural Heritage  

Á Tunnel Length 

Á Consistency with the Distance between Present Bosporus Bridges 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map 2. Surveyed route alternatives of the project  
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Route 

No 

Tunnel Length 

(km)  

Max. Depth 

of Sea (m)  

Construction 

Overhead-Rate 

1 18 km  100 m  2.5  

2 8 km  44 m  1.6  

3 5.5 km  43 m  -  

4 5.8 km  52 m  1.0  

5 10 km  60 m  2.0  

 

Table 1.  Comparison of the route alternatives  
    

 

 

 

In this subsection, first of all the stated reasons behind the construction 
decision of the project; (the high demand for Bosporus crossings and the 
expected increases in the population and the n umber of private vehicles) 
are evaluated. Next, an assessment for the necessity of the project for 
Istanbul will be followed by a general transportation analysis.  
 

In the 1/100,000 scaled Master Plan of Istanbul, the increase rates of 
population and relate d scientific projections are computed. According to 
this plan, under the current dynamics and trends, the population of 
Istanbul is anticipated to be around 22 -25 million by the year 2023; a 
population this big is obviously overwhelming for the city based on the 
sustainability principles. The Master Plan reports the suitable population 
figure for Istanbul as 16 million for the year 2023 based on current plans, 
empty space projections, current and future building stock, and natural 
and artificial thresholds (See, page 562 of The Master Plan). In summary, 
The Master Plan which must be taken as the basis for all sub -scaled 
transportation plans and all land -use decisions, aims to limit the 
population of Istanbul to 16 million for the year 2023 in an effort to su pply 
better living conditions to the inhabitants and by taking current physical 
and natural conditions into consideration.  
 

Turning back to the population -related comments among the construction 
reasons delivered by DLH, it is understood that the most imp ortant 
document, The Master Plan, is disregarded as evidenced by the statement 

           3.2. The Transportation Analysis  
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òThe population of Istanbul is rapidly increasing as it was 12 million in 
2007, will be 17 million in 2015 and this trend will continueó which is 
simply and mistakenly assuming an unchanged trend and ignoring issues 
related with sustainability, mentioned above. Dealing with the population 
analysis for such an important project that connects two sides of such an 
important city by dismissing the findings of the population projectio n 
models presented in the upper -scaled plans (The Master Plan) while only 
taking standard population increase trends that give manipulated results 
(in terms of physical and natural constraints of the city) is an unacceptable 
and an unfavorable method accor ding to transportation and planning 
sciences. Moreover, the usage of the 2015 population figure as 17 million 
in the project computations (which is almost 1 million more than the figure 
presented in The Master Plan) reveal the unilateral sensitivity of the  
project team (See, page 486 of The Master Plan).  
 

On the other hand, the figures presumed by DLH in terms of the increase in 
the number of motor vehicles (160,000 newly registered vehicles each 
year; 4.2 million registered vehicles in 2023) are determined  by using an 
approach similar to the population projections; only and simply taking the 
current trends into consideration while deliberately ignoring planning and 
administrative decisions that intents to limit the demand for private 
vehicle trips. The repu gnance of these figures is further evidenced by the 
fact that if the trends assumed in the project turn into reality, Istanbul 
would need new Bosporus crossing projects every 5-10 years! 
 

The statements regarding the vehicle queues surpassing 15 km (during  
morning and evening peaks) and very dense traffic on the D -100 highway 
represent the severity of the traffic congestion for Bosporus crossings 
during peak hours (for the commuting trips) but deliberately neglects the 
actual traffic conditions on the Bospo rus bridges and their place in the 
entire transportation system of Istanbul. In reality, the share of Bosporus 
crossings constitutes only 11% of the total trips in Istanbul and therefore 
should be examined and understood in this regard.  
 

As it can be seen in Table 2, considering the Bosporus crossings, during the 
morning peaks the share of the trips from Asia to Europe is 72% and 28% in 
the opposite direction. The actual reason of this proportional disparity 
(that is also mentioned among the construction r easons) is because of the 
high concentration of work places on the European side (which generates a 
high demand for commuting trips from the Asian side). These trips (around 
600,000 trips) accumulate more than a half of the total Bosporus crossings 
(a tota l of 1.1 million). The dominance of the European side in the morning 
commuting trips should be translated as a need for a better design for 
maintaining the population -employment equilibrium and encouraging mass 
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transit instead of individual means of transp ort by developing such projects 
rather than proposing new Bosporus crossing projects for private vehicles.  
 

Side of 

Bosporus Asian European  Total  

Asian 6.993.447  783.883  7.777.330  

European  313.137  12.833.667  13.146.804  

Total  7.306.584  13.617.550  20.924. 134  

 

Table 2.  The number of trips per side of Bosporus (computed according to 
all trips at the morning peak hours including walking trips)  

 

 

 

Among the individuals crossing the Bosporus regularly, the highway bridges 
have a share of 81% whereas by the sea transportation means have a share 
of 19% (Table 3). 
 
When the composition of the vehicles using two Bosporus bridges are 
considered, the share of the private vehicles which is the primal source of 
the traffic congestion is around 82% (in other words 82% o f the vehicles 
using the bridges are private vehicles) while these vehicles carry only 24% 
of the total passenger demand. On the contrary, the share of the mass 
transit vehicles which carry around 63% of the total passenger demand is 
only 10% in the total vehicles using the bridges. These figures (the 
discrepancy between number of passengers and shares of two opposite 
modes) show that mass transit oriented projects is the actual need of the 
city and is essential in terms of solving the transportation relate d 
problems. 
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Transportation Mode  Share (%)    

 Private Vehicle  23,8  

% 

81  

 Taxi 2,0  

 Service Vehicle 13,3  

 Minibus 2,7  

 IETT Operated Transit Bus 33,1  

 Privately  Operated    
 Transit  Bus 5,7  

 Motorcycle 0,4  

 Ferry 14,8  

% 

19  
 Sea Bus 1,5  

 Motorboat 2,4  

 

Table 3.  The shares of modes for Bosporus crossings 
 

Interestingly, both in the documents prepared by ATAĿ and DLH and in the 
1/5000 and 1/1000 scaled Land Use (Land Use) Plans that contain The 
Eurasia Tunnel Project , one of the points for advocating the reasons 
behind the construction decision is stated as the alleged mentioning and 
supporting of a highway tunnel crossing in the 1997 Istanbul Transportation 
Master Plan. However, in the context of the urban travel based  and 
Bosporus crossings demand based modeling and transportation analysis 
studies of the Transportation Master Plan prepared by the collaboration of 
Istanbul Technical University and Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality 
neither a reference to such a highway tunnel nor a survey analysis for it is 
present. On the contrary, the only reference to a project related with 
Bosporus crossings is under the Metro/Suburban Train heading entitled 
òBosporus Railway Tunnel Crossingó (Appendix 2). Evidently, the 
Transportati on Master Plan which is signed and approved by then the 
mayor (and now the prime minister) R. Tayyip ERDOļAN in 1997 did not 
offer a new highway tunnel nor a third Bosporus bridge. Opposite to that, 
the basic projections of the plan are based on railway ma ss transit 
projects.  
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Á At the project implementation area, existing traffic flow from Bakĕrkºy 
towards Sarayburnu-Sirkeci direction will be merged with a heavy flow that 
will be generated by the demand for using the tunnel in the Europe -Asia 
direction  and the total demand will make the existing highway capacity of 
the Historic Peninsula area inadequate especially during the morning peak 
hours. The highway attraction zone that is anticipated to form with the 
emergence of this new demand along the coastl ine will encourage the 
private vehicle usage while suppress the public transport system and 
walking access particularly around Historic Peninsula and areas that 
interact with the coastline.  

 

Á The Marmaray Railway Tube Tunnel Project  that lies parallel to th is 
project will be put into service earlier (the test rides are expected to start 
as early as October 2013) and has a passenger capacity of 1 million 
passengers daily. On the other hand, The Eurasia Tunnel Project  will start 
service with 80,000 vehicle cap acity and is expected to reach its maximum 
capacity of 130,000 vehicles by 2025. Even a crude analysis shows that 
both at the time of the commencing of the service and at the maximum 
capacity state in 2025, the Marmaray project has the sufficient capacity to 
meet the entire demand for The Eurasia Tunnel Project  (around 350,000 
passengers daily). It should never be forgotten that the essence of any 
Bosporus crossing project should be òproviding cheap, environmental 
friendly and easy access to all individuals ó. 
 

Á Since the project generates an induced demand because of its freeway 
quality operational standards a new demand will arise (similar to the 
course of events that took place after the Dolmabah­e tunnel was put into 
operation on Dolmabah­e-Beŀiktaŀ route in 2009). This occurrence will 
make the tunnel operate under low -speed, high density, high demand 
conditions. Consequently, the initial short -term benefits of the project (in 
terms of reductions in the congestion costs and fuel consumption) will be 
quickly  replaced with increased emissions and accident risk.  
 

Á The arterials adjacent to the project route will likely suffer from the 
spill -over effects especially if the tunnel capacity is constrained and access 
control measures are implemented in order to incre ase the safety. In this 
case, particularly during morning and evening peak hours, the queues at 
the entrance points of the tunnel and consequent traffic congestion will 
push some drivers to divert to nearby arterials which will worsen the 
traffic condition s on these roads, as well.  

 

                        Expected impacts of the project  on the transportation  
                                              system could be listed as the following:  
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Á Considering the inadequacy of the road network of the Historic 
Peninsula, the coastline and the surroundings; even after the capacity 
increase sustained by additional 2 lanes, the coastal road (Kennedy Street) 
which has secondary level of importance (2 nd degree) in the road hierarchy 
of Istanbul, will not be able to sufficiently meet the newly generated 
demand (because of the tunnel). According to independent transportation 
specialists, the proposed intersection and road modific ations will fail to 
establish a decent supply for this additional traffic demand on the Historic 
Peninsula coastline road network and therefore new freeway connection 
roads will become a necessity, especially on the European side to dissipate 
the traffic l oad. Therefore, sooner or later an additional arterial (at least 
2x2 and freeway-quality) will be built towards Yedikule, Zeytinburnu and 
Merter, and this new arterial in addition to the intersection (re)designs will 
inflate not only the total cost of the project but also the traffic load at the 
Historic Peninsula region.  
 

Á According to The 17th Regional Directorate of Highways responsible for 
the Istanbul road network, the half of the tunnel demand will be 
generated from drivers diverting from Bosporus Brid ge (1st bridge) while 
the other half will be new. In this case, only a 7% reduction in the traffic 
load of Bosporus Bridge should be expected. Keeping in mind that the 
number of vehicles crossing the Bosporus Bridge is around 205,000 daily, it 
is obvious that a reduction of 7% has a little or no function in tackling the 
congestion problems during the peak hours and the role of this project in 
alleviating congestion and related problems is only marginal.  
 

Á Many transportation specialists noted that the projec t will generate a 
temporary relief in the traffic conditions of the Bosporus Bridge due to 
diverted individuals in the short -term. However, after not so long, the 
diverted drivers will be replaced by new ones who aim to benefit from the 
improved traffic co nditions and eventually the gridlock will repeat itself. 
With the emergence of this induced demand (in technical terms), the 
traffic conditions will return to its original state in the middle - or long-
term. A similar occurrence was experienced during the c ourse of the 
openings of first 2 bridges in Istanbul. Obviously, a real reduction in the 
demand for motor vehicle trips would be recorded if and only if policies 
encouraging the usage of the public transportation system are developed.  
 

Á Another indirect adv erse impact of the project will be on the access to 
Sirkeci, Eminºn¿ and Yenikapĕ areas by means of sea transportation. Such a 
project encouraging (!) private vehicle usage and generating private access 
opportunities will certainly play a role in the decre ase of the preference 
shares of sea and public transport modes.  
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Today with the emergence of new modeling tools, approaches and 
methods, the idea of supplying new infrastructure and building new roads 
for current and future transportation demand is replac ed by the travel 
demand management strategies. However, the insistence on using 
traditional transport management approaches, dismissing the opportunities 
of creating modern and long -term solutions and continuing to develop 
large-scaled, expensive and infle xible projects for urban transportation 
and Bosporus crossing problems in Istanbul is evidenced by The Eurasia 
Tunnel Project  one more time.  
 
As a result, due to the probable adverse impacts of the project on the 
urban road network and Bosporus crossings, the project is viewed as 
unnecessary and inessential by independent specialists and technical staff 
of The 17th Regional Directorate of Highways. In addition, DLHõs lack of 
experience in constructing and operating highway tunnels until today, 
raises furthe r questions for the profoundness of the expertise level and the 
precision of the design.  
 

 

 

 

One of the essential components of highway tunnel projects is the efficient 
design of the escape ways and the emergency response elements under 
emergency conditio ns including accidents, fire etc.  
 

The Eurasia Tunnel Project  is designed as a double-decked single track 
segregating the directional traffic (Figure 3) and allows only for the usage 
of light vehicles. Critical issues in terms of safety are the height of e ach 
deck being only 3.3 m and the design of the emergency exits which allows 
access to the other deck only by stairways located in closed hatches at 
certain intervals.  
 

Risky issues are listed as follows:  

 

Á If the scale of the emergency situation (such as f ire, vehicle 
breakdown etc.) requires emergency response equipments and/or vehicles 
(such as tow truck, fire engine etc.) that do not fit the tunnel clearance 
due to the limited inner capacity of the tunnel (3.30 m height and 2 lanes 
length), there is a (r ather low) possibility of a risk for devastation in terms 
of loss of life and property especially during the peak hours.   
 
 

            3.3. Security and the Tunnel Design  
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Á The preference of double -decked single track eliminates the 
construction of a stand -alone emergency exit tunnel while the continuit y 
of the emergency exits is tried to be sustained by locating closed hatches 
(that allows access to the other deck through stairways) at intervals. Since 
heavy vehicles including busses are not permitted to use the tunnel, even 
when an emergency case occurs, the probability of a need for vast number 
of individuals to be evacuated is low, initially. However, if and when the 
anticipated demand of 120,000 -130,000 vehicles are realized (around the 
year 2020 or earlier), the capacity and efficiency of the evacua tion will 
become much more important. In this case, queuing and delays in front of 
the emergency exits would cost the life of many individuals and therefore 
the emergency exit system should be sufficient with respect to capacity 
and number.  
 

Á The design of the evacuation hatches which allows access to the other 
deck poses a great danger for individuals if an accident occurs at close 
locations in both of the decks, simultaneously. In such cases the system 
may fail to get the individuals away from the risky ar ea while the tunnel 
will probably be locked and long queues may form (Figure 4 -5).  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 4 -5.  The cross-section of the subsea tunnel and the emergency                       

                  exits  

 

Á In cases when an accident or a vehicle br eakdown occurs, the situation 
must be immediately handled. However, in such cases, since the 
projections predict a demand surpassing the capacity, connection and 
approach roads of the tunnel will be adversely affected while the queues 
will spill to other p arts of the city road network.  
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Á In the official documentation of the project no prohibitions are 
mentioned for Liquefied Petroleum Gas (LPG) propelled vehicles which has 
the potential to amplify the fire and damage risk, if an accident occurs. 
The safety design should include provisions for LPG propelled vehicles, as 
well.  

 

 

 

 

 

In general, highway tunnel projects should be coherent with the 
environment and city fabric while impacting the quality of life as few as 
possible. The route of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  which follows a path 
parallel to the coastline and connects to the main arterials on the 
European side passes through areas hosting many important historic 
structures and their surroundings on both sides of the Bosporus. Along the 
route of the proj ect lies many historic and cultural structures such as Hagia 
Sophia Museum, Blue Mosque, Little Hagia Sophia Mosque, the ruins of city 
walls, Topkapĕ Palace on the European side; Selimiye Barracks, Marmara 
University School of Medicine and GATA Haydarpaŀa Military Hospital on 
the Asian side. Moreover, the greenbelt including the parks along the coast 
in the Historic Peninsula region is an important recreational area which is 
seriously threatened by the project. When the project is put into 
operation, the po llutants emitted by the motor vehicles inside the tunnel 
will be transferred to the outside through ventilation shafts. Both the 
harmony of these shafts with the city silhouette and the presence of 
additional emissions are important issues that must be ass essed when the 
impacts on the historic fabric, the environment and the silhouette are 
considered. 
 

 

 

The land-use and transportation decisions related with the Historic 
Peninsula should be based on precise evaluations and assessments since 
this area essentially represents the urban identity of Istanbul, have civic, 
national and international importance while most of the cultural, natural, 
historic and archeological merits of Istanbul coexist in this area. The 
sustainability of this area should be retained  by keeping the tangible and 
the intangible heritages under the radar according to preservation 
principles. In this aspect, one may state that since The Eurasia Tunnel 
Project  uses the coastline route and mostly runs along the fill areas, it will 
not affec t the Historic Peninsula adversely. However, a detailed analysis of 

           3.4. Effects on the Historic Fabric, the Environment   
                   and the Silhouette  
 

            The Impacts on the Historic Fabric : 

19 



the project will reveal many problems and show how the project will 
affect the Historic Peninsula both directly and indirectly.  
 

The areas where the route of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  touches and 
impacts the Historic Peninsula possesses the most important merits of 
historic and cultu ral heritage of Istanbul. Not only The Sultanahmet 
Archeologic Park region covering Topkapĕ Palace, Hagia Sophia, Blue 
Mosque and others which is distinguished as a World Heritage by UNESCO 
starting from 1985 but also the antiquities that are known the bur ied 
underground establish the superior universal value of this area (Map 3). 
Retaining the sustainability of this area without damaging its integrity and 
originality is important in terms of contemporary preservation practices 
and such actions are actively  promoted by UNESCO all around the world. 
The Marmara Sea city walls and the heritage at Yenikapĕ that dates back to 
the Neolithic Age are two of the most important areas that will be 
adversely impacted and transformed by the project. Moreover, the inland 
city walls which follows the same course with the Historic Peninsula to 
become a World Heritage is under a similar risk since the route of the 
project passes from the southern edge of these walls.  
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            Map 3. The World Heritage, Sultan ahmet Archeological Park 

 

All upper -scaled plans and relevant reports about Istanbul suggest rail and 
sea transportation based investments as the solution for the transportation 
problems of the city. Furthermore, the Historic Peninsula is planned to be 
tr ansformed into a pedestrian -only zone, as advocated by the Cultural and 
Natural Heritage Preservation Board for some time and evidenced by the 
inclusion of such a decision in a number of previous plans. Considering the 
abovementioned facts, setting out the  project solely based on expected 
future increases in the demand for motor vehicle trips is totally 
incomprehensible. The projectõs dead-end solutions are analyzed in details 
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in the Transportation Analysis subsection of this report. As a result of the 
proj ect, the number of trips made by motor vehicles will increase while 
more and more demand for establishing new and dense residential areas in 
the Historic Peninsula will arise. This occurrence will negatively affect the 
pedestrian traffic and the touristic activities around the Historic Peninsula 
which is supposed to be an urban and historic protection area.  
 
None of the development projections and transportation related decisions 
included in The Historic Peninsula Management Plan makes reference to 
The Eurasia Tunnel Project  or a similar highway based project. On the 
contrary, the suggestions are for a non -motorized zone and an improved 
public transport system which helps preserving the traditional fabric of the 
area in order to maintain the socio -cultural a nd touristic activities. In this 
context, other important expectations for the probable impacts of The 
Eurasia Tunnel Project  on the Historic Peninsula can be obtained from 
Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats (SWOT) analysis utilized in a 
conference during the preparation stage of The Historic Peninsula 
Management Plan and presented in the draft version of it. In the 
evaluations, the SWOT analysis is used as a strategic tool to define the 
objective of The Historic Peninsula Management Plan. Quite int erestingly, 
both transportation and The Eurasia Tunnel Project  (named as The Tube 
Tunnel Project in the analysis) are categorized as a part of the òThreatsó. 
 
THREATS 
Transportation Projects, Being the Focal Point of Transit Trips  

Á Environmental Pollution, increase in density  

Á The Tube Tunnel Project  

Á Being the transit point  
 
According to the reasons mentioned above, The Eurasia Tunnel Project  
(which is not present in the city -scaled plans or in the area -scaled plans) 
will transform the Historic Peninsula into  the focal point of transit traffic 
and a transit corridor while prompting a development incompatible with 
the historic and cultural fabric and the identity of the area.  
 
After the completion of the project, the Kennedy Street will be promoted 
to become a 1st degree road (it is 2 nd degree at the moment). The access 
priority provided and attraction generated by the street will stimulate 
many new national and international investments around its area while 
paving the way for an increase in the concentration of population and 
housing. These new investment opportunities not only possess a genuine 
threat for the silhouette of the Historic Peninsula and public transport 
oriented transportation policies but also present a number of decision -
making pitfalls in term s of preservation plans. The development process of 
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The Eurasia Tunnel Project  will also instigate the application of the so -
called urban transformation projects such as the one conducted in Sulukule 
(rather than improving the socio -economical and physical conditions of the 
Sulukule inhabitants, these individuals are transferred to the urban 
peripheries and the evacuated neighborhood is enabled for more esteemed 
users and usage purposes; which turns out to be a gentrification practice) 
and the one planned f or Fener-Balat area that render the unique urban and 
historic fabric to denser and more prestigious (!) purposes. Obviously, the 
accessibility by motor vehicles to these areas will significantly improve 
after the construction of the freeway quality roads a long the coastline and 
the approach roads.  
 
After redesigning the at -grade (signalized) intersections as interchanges 
and increasing the capacity of the present road infrastructure to freeway 
levels by adding new lanes as a part of the project, the total a rea of the 
greenbelt along the coastline will reduce around 20% which will damage 
the balance of the social facilities for the inhabitants of the Historic 
Peninsula while the area with its surroundings will suffer from the reduced 
connection and the level of accessibility to the coastline and the 
recreational areas along the coastline.  
 
In a letter by UNESCO, dated December 31, 2008, relevant public 
organizations and Historic Peninsula Area Management Division were 
warned for the probable risks and adverse effects of the project on the 
Historic Peninsula area that is accepted as a World Heritage since 1985 
(Appendix 3.5). Not only insufficient and improper preservation practices 
(such as the urban transformation project of Sulukule) but also a number 
of proposed transportation projects (such as Hali­ Metro Bridge) have 
already made the Historic Peninsula a candidate to enter the UNESCO 
World Heritage in Danger list. This candidacy will further be solidified (!) 
due to the probable negative impacts of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  while 
the reputation of Istanbul will be damaged and all the course of actions 
will set a negative example for a bad cultural heritage management.  
 
The following statements taken from a report by The 1 st Cultural and 
Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul dated August 2, 1985 
reveals the inconsistency of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  with its 
surroundings: òThe soon-to-be prepared Preservation-Aimed Land Use Plan 
should keep the transit traffic out of the Historic Peninsula area and  the 
transportation plans should be modified or developed according to the 
land-use plansó and òThe greenbelt between the coastal road and the sea 
along the Marmara coast should be preservedó. 
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Similar to all highway tunnel projects, this project cont ains a ventilation 
system for removing the exhaust gasses emitted by the motor vehicles 
from the tunnel. This system consist one ventilation shaft on each side of 
the Bosporus, respectively (in front of the east tower of Selimiye Barracks 
on the Asian side and around Sultanahmet-¢atladĕkapĕ on the European 
side). The height of the ventilation shafts above the ground will be 5 m 
while the height underground will be 25 m. The project seems to adopt an 
unfamiliar system/technology in terms of the tunnel -shaft connection and 
the height above the ground since similar projects around the world utilize 
ventilation shafts of 30 -45 m high. Latest air quality measurements suggest 
that with the presence of the upwards spraying jet fan system (axial fans), 
the proposed ventilation shafts will sustain acceptable air quality 
conditions that are under the threshold levels for an environmental risk. 
However, although the pollutants emitted inside the tunnel will be sprayed 
20-25 m away from the road by the ventilation shafts , this smog will be 
drifted towards the Marmara Sea by the most dominant wind regime and 
towards the Historic Peninsula by the second most dominant wind regime. 
On the other hand, various measurements show that rather than the outlet 
of the shafts, the air  pollution around the entrance and exit points of the 
tunnel will be significantly higher than the pre -project levels. In fact, 
except the environmental effects and the disruption of visual aesthetics, 
the upwards directed smog (exhausted from tunnel) does  not pose a direct 
threat for the silhouette of the city. Nonetheless, as a number of 
transportation specialists pointed out due to future increases in the 
demand for the usage of the tunnel, the proposed ventilation system may 
become insufficient and diff erent engineering solutions including higher 
shaft structures may be needed in the long -term (Appendix 1). The need 
for higher shaft structures may arise when the amount of air pollutants 
necessitates a higher vertical elevation for the pollutants to be di spersed 
to the atmosphere (in order to reduce the harmful effects). According to 
independent analysts, the design of the proposed project necessitates 
ventilation shafts as high as 35 -40 m (Figure 6, 7 and 8).  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

            The Impacts on the Silhouette : 
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Figure 6.  The proposed 5 m high shaft at Haydarpaŀa (in red) and the 
modeled 35 m high shaft (in brown).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7 -8.  The proposed 5 m high shaft at ¢atladĕkapĕ (in red) and the 
modeled 35 m high shaft (in brown).  
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Other than selecting the proper desig n and the location for the shafts, vast 
energy requirement of the ventilation system is critical for the economical 
efficiency of the tunnel operation. In addition to the ventilation system, 
the lightening system inside the tunnel and the electronic monito ring and 
control system have significant energy needs, as well. In general, the 
amount of pollutants emitted inside an urban highway tunnel in 1 minute is 
equivalent to the amount of pollutants emitted on an urban road under 
congested traffic conditions in  5-10 minutes. Therefore, tunnels require 
high-capacity ventilation systems that consume high levels of energy. In 
this context, the economical efficiency of the operation becomes a critical 
issue for The Eurasia Tunnel Project  since its location is on an attraction 
corridor and high levels of emissions will be generated especially during 
morning and evening peak hours. Besides, the harmful gasses emitted in 
tunnels start chemical reactions more rapidly than the emissions at open -
air facilities and conseque ntly the emission concentration and relevant 
risks is much higher for tunnels. Moreover, the electrical energy consumed 
during the ventilation system exhausts the harmful gasses and during the 
tunnel is under operation will increase the greenhouse gasses a nd the 
global warming effects. The experiences gained during the operation of 
the Sydney M5 East Tunnel providing access between the city center and 
the airport (a tunnel project similar to The Eurasia Tunnel Project  which 
started to operate in 2001) provi de invaluable insights about the 
environmental impacts of the tunnel projects:  
 

Á Even though the increases in fuel quality and the public campaign for 
reducing the heavy vehicle use achieve a certain level of success, the 
amount of the emissions in the M5 East Tunnel increase around 15% 
between the years 2001 and 2004. 
 

Á The M5 East Tunnel which is 4 km long and consists of 2 adjacent 2-
lane tunnels was used by an average of 91,000 vehicles in the year 2004 
while the total energy consumed (32 -35 million kWhr)  generated 32,000 
tones of greenhouse gasses. 
 

Á The inhabitants of the residential areas in the neighborhood of the 
ventilation shaft of the tunnel stated that they perceive and have no 
chance but inhale the high concentration of exhaust gasses while a numb er 
of significant health problems (visual and nasal problems, headache, 
inhalation troubles etc.) were observed even in short -term. After the 
negative effects were experienced most of these individuals had to change 
the location of their dwellings.  
 

            The Impacts on the Environment : 
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Measurements and analyses of the effects of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  on 
the individuals accommodating in the nearby areas (the receptors) reveal 
different exposure levels with respect to different land -use patterns. The 
context of the potentially high exposu re areas includes a number of 
residential locations and sensitive land -uses (such as hospitals). At each of 
the following high exposure areas, a narrow residential belt having varying 
distances between 0 and 75 m from the road will be exposed:  
 

- Along the Kennedy Street, Samatya and the patio of the Samatya 
Hospital 

- The north of the Yenikapĕ Ferry Terminal and the east end of the 
coastal park 

- The neighborhood around the Medipol Hospital adjacent to D -100 
highway 

- The area alongside D-100 highway reaching as far as the Uzun­ayĕr 
interchange 

 
Among the households accommodating around these areas, 150-160 of 
them are anticipated to be mildly exposed in the middle term while 70 -80 
of them are expected to be highly exposed in the long -term.  
 
According to the offici al documents of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  it is 
assumed that the operation of the tunnel will result in a small reduction 
(0.3% - 1% with respect to the source of pollution) in the total emissions of 
traffic generated air pollutants in Istanbul and will h ave a positive impact 
on the reduction of the greenhouse gas emissions. However, these results 
is not enough to reveal the reality since an assessment of the greenhouse 
gas emissions that will be generated by the operational elements of the 
tunnel is negle cted.  
 
 

 

 

 

In the light of planning and sustainability principles the project has no 
place or value in the upper -scaled land-use decisions and the integrated 
transportation solutions while its belated inclusion to the Transportation 
Master Plan studies (by the central government) will obviously manipulate 
the concentration in all aspects including population and dwellings around 
the Historic Peninsula area. An analysis of the project in terms of planning 
and sustainability principles delivers the following : 
 
 

           3.5. Planning and Its Inter -Relation with Sustai nable  
                   Urban Policies  
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Á According to the 1/100,000 scaled Master Plan of Istanbul that contains 
the upper -scaled planning decisions for the project implementation area, 
starting from the Historic Peninsula, all the historic fabric scattered 
around the city should be subject to policies discouraging the motor 
vehicle use and establishing pedestrian -oriented transportation 
alternatives. The presence of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  is conflicting 
with the upper -scaled planning decisions for both the Historic Peninsula 
and the enti re city since it will generate a high transportation 
concentration and introduce a transportation infrastructure that is totally 
contradictory to these decisions. This contradiction is further evidenced by 
the absence of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  or a similar transportation 
investment (such as the 3 rd highway bridge) in the Master Plan of Istanbul 
that shapes the current and the future of the large scaled land -use and 
transportation decisions of the city.  
 
Á The Eurasia Tunnel Project  is an upper-scaled transportation project 
which should have to follow a bottom -up approval process (approved first 
by local authorities then by related bodies of the central government) 
according to Turkish planning regulations. However, the decision was 
initially made by the ce ntral government and by actuating the Article No 9 * 
of the Construction Land Use Law which hands full authority to The 
Ministry of Public Works and Settlement, the project was adjoined to the 
1/5000 scaled Land-Use plan of the Istanbul and presented to The  
Assembly of Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality afterwards (a top -down 
process). The plan was fully legalized after the approval and posting by 
The Assembly of Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality. As the project route 
covers particular areas in the jurisdic tion regions of ¦sk¿dar, Fatih, 
Kadĕkºy and Zeytinburnu districts, relevant 1/1000 scaled Implementation 
Land-Use Plans were prepared, approved (by the respective assemblies of 
district municipalities) and posted. Evidently, the approval process of the 
project with respect to the plans (that the project adjoined) possess a 
number of violations of the Construction Land Use Law and the 
repugnancies according to the city planning principles summarized as 
follows:  
 

- The parts of the Historic Peninsula Land Use Plans containing The 
Eurasia Tunnel Project  covers unplanned areas which have no transition 
period settlement provisions. According to the Code No. 2863 named 
The Code of the Protection of Natural and Cultural Properties and the 
Preservation-Aimed Land Use Plan Regulations no projects can be 
developed for Protected Zones unless a Preservation-Aimed Land Use 
Plan for the area exists. Therefore, due to the absence of a 
Preservation-Aimed Land Use Plan and since the transition period 
settlement provisions for the Historic Peninsula were repealed, 
approval of the plans of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  (no matter who 
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prepared the plans; even if the relevant ministry) turns into a practice 
contradictory to the Land Use Law and planning principles.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- In t he 5th article of the Land Use Law (Code No. 3194) entitled 
òDefinitionsó, The Land-Use Plan is defined as a plan that is plotted 
onto the base maps including the cadastral situation -if available - 
according to regional or Master Plans -if available -, serves as the basis 
for Implementation Land -Use Plans and contains a detailed report that 
supplements the maps by presenting issues such as the general usage 
formats, primary zone types, future concentration of the population, 
the building stock -if needed -, the direction, the magnitude and the 
principles of the development of various residential areas, the 
transportation systems and solution recommendations for problems of 
various land segments etc. The same article defines the 
Implementation Land -Use Plan as a plan that is plotted on the 
approved base maps including the cadastral situation by referring to the 
Land-Use Plan and delivers the implementation stages and other 
relevant information required for setting the ways and means of the 
land-use application programs designed for the realization of planned 
concentration and arrangement of the city blocks of various regions. As 
it can be understood from these definitions, although the Land -Use 
Plans should contain basic land-use decisions together with the desi gn 
of the related transportation system for the residential areas, the Land -
Use Plan that adopts The Eurasia Tunnel Project  only includes the route 
of the project and approbation lines running along the both sides of this 
route; the sole decision included in this plan is the route of the project. 
With the abovementioned setting, the Land -Use Plan that adopts The 
Eurasia Tunnel Project  has no relation with the same plan defined by 
the Land Use Law and only serves as a profile of the transportation 
system. On the other hand, the Implementation Land -Use plans must be 
prepared according to the guidelines set by upper -scaled Land-Use 

* ARTICLE 9: THE AUTHORITY OF THE MINISTRY IN PREPARING THE 
LAND USE PLANS: The ministry has the authority to prepare, 
outsource, modify or go for ex -officio approval of a part of or entire 
Land Use and settlement plans for civic structures, plans related with 
natural disasters, mass housing practices or the law against squatter, 
metropolitan Land Use plans that concern more than one district or 
Land Use and settlement plans of areas containing or adjacent to a 
part of a railway or highway, containing an airport or containing or 
adjacent to an airport or a seaway connection by informing relevant 
agencies including municipalities.  
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plans and could only contain transportation planning projects if the 
purpose fits with this context. As regulated by the relevant l aw, the 
Implementation Land -Use Plan must contain land-use decisions 
congruent with the upper -scaled plans and must include subsystem 
practices (in terms of transportation, infrastructure, concentration of 
the population, employment, urban fabric etc.) bas ed on these 
decisions. For these reasons, similar to the Land -Use Plan, the 1/1000 
scaled Implementation Land -Use Plans that adopt The Eurasia Tunnel 
Project  are conflicting with the Land Use Law and only serve as a 
profile of the transportation system , as well.  

 

- According to the hierarchy of the planning practices for an area, as 
regulated by law, before the approval process of the 1/1000 scaled 
Implementation Land -Use Plan started, first the approval and posting 
processes of the upper level 1/5000 scale d Land-Use Plan should be 
completed while the latter must be readied by referring to the 
principles outlined by the Master Plan. However, interestingly, the 
1/1000 scaled Implementation Land -Use Plans of The Eurasia Tunnel 
Project  are posted before the 1/5 000 scaled Land-Use Plan of the same 
project. No matter what the context of these plans is, this occurrence 
is totally contradicting to the hierarchy of the planning practices and 
the Land Use Legislation.  

 

Á The principal transportation decisions in The His toric Peninsula 
Management Plan suggest that high-capacity railway systems and a solid 
railway network will be the main elements of the transportation system of 
Istanbul in the future for meeting the urban travel demand. Following this 
suggestion, the idea of limiting new highway connections while integrating 
sea transportation system with other available mass transit modes is also 
embraced. For the reasons mentioned above, The Eurasia Tunnel Project  is 
contradicting with the principles and transportation d ecisions of the 
Management Plan of the entire Historic Peninsula area.  
 

Á On August 19, 2009, The 4th Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation 
Board of Istanbul unanimously rejected the project (Decision No. 3191). 
The same board granted approval to the s ame project, more than a year 
later, on September 2010 even though none of rejection reasons is altered 
or improved (Appendix 3.1 and 3.2). The Renovation Areas Cultural and 
Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul also sanctioned the same 
project o n October 11, 2010 and all the legal boundaries with respect to 
board approvals were successfully (!) removed (Appendix 3.3). Although no 
altercations were recorded in terms of the reservations stated by relevant 
boards these questionable approval grants i s certainly conflicting with the 
legislative power of the boards, allowing them to change their previous 
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decisions if and only if a conservation benefit arise  and with the 
preservation and planning principles.  

 

The segments of the project that lie in the j urisdictional area of 
Conservation and Renovation Boards are actually unplanned areas and no 
transition period settlement provisions are present. According to the Code 
No. 2863 entitled The Code of the Protection of Natural and Cultural 
Properties and the Preservation-Aimed Land Use Plan Regulations a 
Preservation-Aimed Land Use Plan is required for implementing projects in 
the Protected Zones and altering relevant plans of these zones. Therefore, 
due to the absence of a Preservation -Aimed Land Use Plan and since the 
transition period settlement provisions of the area were repealed, 
approval of the project and plan altercations is against law and planning 
principles.  

 
Á After the completion of the project, the Kennedy Street which will 
become a 1st degree road will posses a superior access priority and will 
turn into an attraction corridor. This transformation will stimulate many 
new national and international investments around the area while paving 
the way for an increase in the concentration of population an d housing.  

 
Á With the introduction of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  and the upgrading 
of the coastal r oad, the civic areas including the greenbelt around not only 
the Historic Peninsula and its proximities but also districts as far as 
Zeytinburnu and Bakĕrkºy that lie along the coastline on the European side 
will be pressurized in terms of the demand for h igh concentrated and more 
esteemed housing projects of unearned income. An inclination towards a 
transformation of the civic areas prioritized for public use by means of 
profit -oriented projects and implementations is repellent both to the 
precaution measures for looming Istanbul earthquake which compel the 
open-air civic areas to be conserved in any case and to the efforts that aim 
to sustain the active involvement of the inhabitants to the social life and 
the interaction of the individuals with the sea.  

 
Á Due to the absence of the project in the 1/100,000 scaled Master Plan 
of Istanbul, the project was nowhere to be found in the ongoing Istanbul 
Transportation Master Plan studies, initially. The inappropriate inclusion of 
the project into these studies happ ened only after the mentions by The 
Ministry of Transport and the entire transportation model of the Master 
Plan had to be modified (similar to the inclusion of the 3 rd highway bridge) 
which delayed (and still delays) the release of the Master Plan.  
 

Á The Eurasia Tunnel Project  is an evidence of the adoption of a 
petroleum -oriented project that prioritizes highway transport and 
sacrifices the public good for the economical benefits rather than a 
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sustainable transportation system that renders the equilibrium  between 
environmental and urban development. Although in the light of urban 
planning and transportation principles the only possible solution is 
establishing a sustainable and well -balanced transportation system and 
consequent Bosporus crossing alternatives for the future of Istanbul, the 
experienced course of actions could only be explained by a top -down 
decision making process ousting scientific realities. Actually, the scarce 
public spaces, the available resources and services should be committed to 
projects based on integrated plans with the aim of sustaining the public 
good in the long -term rather than projects of this kind.  
 

 

 

 

In retrospect, crossing the Bosporus with bridges which prolonged for half a 
century is filled with righteous, justifiable a nd scientific struggles for 
rendering the environmental sustainability and the equitable treatment of 
all citizens in terms of providing social and fair living conditions, for 
applying appropriate plans which aim to sustain a decent physical 
development of  the city and mostly for objecting the mentality which 
suggests highway-oriented tunnel and bridge alternatives for solving the 
accessibility and transportation problems between the two sides of the 
Bosporus. The message of this opposition is sound and clear:  
 
òAny transportation investment in Istanbul must put public transport in 
the forefront and seek the common good while aiming to manage the 
current transport demand without generating new ones. In this context, 
we find it necessary and offer to apply a twofold policy which utilizes rail -
based systems without building a new bridge and sustains employment -
population balance between sides of Bosporus in the light of urban 
planning practices. Furthermore, it will be erroneous not to consider the 
potential fo r developing efficient solutions by referring to new rail -based 
long-term policies that would arise after the introduction of the 
Marmaray Project in 2 years time, and suggest a limited -range highway 
project which will start operation in approximately 5 ye ars time to be the 
permanent solutionó 
 
With the undemocratic administrative approach and lack of transparency 
during the emergence and development periods, and its limited potential 
in terms of providing a sound, efficient and long -term solution for the 
transportation and planning problems of Istanbul in the future, The Eurasia 
Tunnel Project  has no scientific grounds. Despite of the presence of the 
plain facts for the impacts on the environment and historic fabric, the 
engineering solutions, the impacts on the traffic conditions of the Bosporus 
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and the Historic Peninsula, the common good and economic structure, the 
limited target group, the design that puts the public transport into the 
background, and many justifiable criticisms and counter options, the 
implementation process of the project is still continuing.  
 
Although the groundbreaking stage of The Eurasia Tunnel Project  is already 
history, we hope that this report combined with similar studies and efforts 
will make the inhabitants of Istanbul includi ng the soon-to-be largely 
affected individuals living along the route of the project, the press and the 
public interpret the project more effectual while we will be able to 
generate a mass awareness and raise the consciousness in terms of 
providing sound solutions.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

33 



 

Á Demir, O. (2008) A new tunnel, new traffic problems: The Istanbul 
Strait Road Crossing Project, 32nd World Colloquium on Urbanism (in 
Turkish).  

Á Ku­ukoĽlu, M. (2008) Pre-feasibility analysis of the highway tunnel 
project between Mahmutbey and KozyataĽĕ (in Turkish).  

Á Onalp, T. (2007) An evaluation of the Istanbul strait highway tunnel , 
On behalf of the Vecdi Diker Group (in Turkish).  

Á Sarĕ, ľ (2010) A report on the Bosporus crossing tunnel for rubber -
wheeled vehicles  (in Turkish).  

Á The Ministry of Transport General Directorate of Railways, Harbors and 
Airports Construction (2009) òBosporus Highway Tunneló, a presentation 
(in Turkish).  

Á Sarĕ, ľ (2010) òThe Bosporus crossing tunnel for rubber -wheeled 
vehiclesó, a presentat ion (in Turkish).  

Á UCTEA Chamber of Urban Planners, Istanbul Branch (2010) An 
evaluation report of the 3 rd highway bridge , September 2010. 

Á The committee decisions of The 4 th Cultural and Natural Heritage 
Conservation Board of Istanbul related with the proje ct.  

Á The committee decision of The 6 th Cultural and Natural Heritage 
Conservation Board of Istanbul related with the project.  

Á The committee decision of The Renovation Areas Cultural and Natural 
Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul related with the projec t.  

Á Official UNESCO letter about the project submitted to official 
authorities (December, 2008).  

Á Draft Report of the Historic Peninsula Management Plan (April, 2011).  

Á Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality, Transportation Master Plan (1997).  

Á All the official co rrespondence between UCTEA Chamber of Urban 
Planners Istanbul Branch and relevant municipalities and ministry officials 
(December, 2009 - May, 2010). 

Á http://kats15blog.blogspot.com/  

Á http://www.avrasyatuneli.com/index.html  

Á http://www.dlh.gov.tr  

Á http://ww w.m5east.com.au/history  

Á http://www.ancr.com.au/M5_East_filtration.pdf  

Á http://www.roadtraffic -technology.com/projects/a86/  

Á http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/A86_autoroute  

Á http://www.roadtraffic -technology.com/projects/m30_madrid/  
 

 

 

REFERENCES 

34 



 

 

 

The Mersey River Tunnel in Liverpool, England consists of Mersey Railway 
Tunnel, Queensway Tunnel and Kingsway Tunnel. Among these tunnels the 
Kingsway Tunnel has a distance of 2.4 km which is 1 km shorter than The 
Eurasia Tunnel Project (in terms of the tunnel distance) an d provides equal 
lanes for each traffic direction (2x2) whereas the ventilation shaft of the 
tunnel is 40 m high (Figure 9 -10) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9 -10.  The ventilation shaft of the Kingsway Tunnel  
 

With its distance of 3.2 km the Queensway Tunnel is appr oximately 
identical to The Eurasia Tunnel Project  and has a similar road 
infrastructure with 2x2 lanes. The major differences of this tunnel from 
the project in Istanbul is the height of the ventilation shaft (40 m), the 
special architectural design of its  fa­ade, the availability to multi-usage 
including offices and the permit to be used by the public transport vehicles 
(busses) (Figure 11-12). 

 
In the city of New York (USA) a total of 120,000 vehicle crossings (the 
upper limit is 130,000 vehicles for Ista nbul) is recorded for a 2.4 km long 
tunnel which supplies dedicated lanes are provided for public transport 
vehicles. The ventilation shaft of the tunnel presents an identity congruent 
with the busy office occupation of the city (Figure 1 2).  
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Figure 11.  The ventilation shaft of the Queensway Tunnel  (left)  

Figure 12.  Since the Mersey ventilation shaft is adjacent to a protection 

zone, it has an architectural structure that fits well with the silhouette 

and the historic fabric  (r ight)  

 

 

Figure 13.  A ventilation shaft of a highway    
                tunnel in the city of New York  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 4.  Tamagawa ventilation 

shaft ðJapan (above) 

Figure 1 5.  The ventilation shaft 

of the Velser Tunnel -The 

Netherlands (left)  
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The Burnley Tunnel in Melbourne, 

Australia is under heavy criticism 

and was subject to a number of 

public protests due to dense 

exhaust emissions from its 

ventilation shaft since the 

introduction of the project 

(Figure 16-17-18). 

 

 

 
 

 
Figure 16 -17-18.  The ventilation  shaft of the Burnley Tunnel in 

Melbourne, the dense exhaust emissions and the public protests  
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The ventilation shaft systems of the Madrid Calle M30 tunnel in Madrid, 
Spain which started operation in 2007 and the Paris A86 tunnel in Paris,  
France which started operation in 2011 are 2 similar examples for The 
Eurasia Tunnel Project  (Figure 19-20 and Figure 21-22). 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                               

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 19 -20.  The Madrid Calle M30 Tunnel and its ventilation shaft  
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Figure 21-22.  The Paris A86 Tunnel and its ventilation shaft  
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Table 4 .26 Proposed Transportation Infrastructure for the year 2010  

Railway Projects  

Metro/ Subur ban System Light Rail/Tramway Lines  

Yenikapĕ-Taksim-4. Levent -AyazaĽa Halkalĕ-ľkitelli 

Yenikapĕ-Topkapĕ-BaĽcĕlar Menekŀe-Beylikd¿z¿ 

Sirkeci-Halkalĕ and Haydarpaŀa-
Addition of a 3 rd line to the Gebze 
Suburban Lines 

Otogar-Mahmutbey-ľkitelli 
Organized Industrial Zone-
Olympic Village 

Bosporus Railway Tunnel Intercity Bus Terminal -Ŀiŀli 

 Yenibosna-Atat¿rk International 
Airport  

 Harem-Kartal-Kurtkºy (Airport) 

 ¦sk¿dar-¦mraniye 

 ¦mraniye-KozyataĽĕ 

 Kadĕkºy-Bostancĕ 

Highway Projects  

New Highways Road Conditionings  

Seyrantepe Interchange-KaĽĕthane-
¢aĽlayan Intersection Expressway (2x3) 

E5 (D-100) (2x4) 

Ulus (Akmerkez)-Levazĕm Sitesi (2x2) Ziverbey Road (2x3) 

Mahmutbey Interchange-Yenibosna-
Coastal Road (2x2) 

Yenibosna Interchange-
Mahmutbey Interchange (2x2) 

Mahmutbey Interchange-ľkitelli 
Interchange (North) (2x2)  

 

ľkitelli Organized Industrial Zone 
Interchange-Metris Interchange-Hal 
Interchange (2x2) 

 

Baltalimanĕ Road (2x2)  

Tuzla-Aydĕnlĕ Road (2x2)  

Ŀile-¦sk¿dar Road (2x2)  

Pendik-Kurtkºy TEM Connection Road (  

Seaway Projects  

Harem-Yenikapĕ Yenikapĕ-Bandĕrma 

Harem-Eminºn¿ Yenikapĕ-Yalova 

Harem-Beŀiktaŀ Yenikapĕ-ľmralĕ 

Harem-Kabataŀ Yenikapĕ-Kabataŀ 

Harem-Bakĕrkºy Yenikapĕ-Kartal  

Harem-Ambarlĕ Yenikapĕ-Pendik 

Tuzla-Yenikapĕ  

Kartal-Yenikapĕ  

           2. Examples of the Proposed Transportation Projects in the 1997   
             Transportation Master Plan of Istanbul  
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The document delivering the REJECTION decision of the adoption of the 
Land Use Plan modification containing the project by The 4 th Cultural and 
Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul dated August 19, 2008 and 
numbered 3191 é 

 

REPUBLIC OF TURKEY 
MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM 

The 4 th  Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul  
 

Meeting Date and Number: 19.08.2009 ð 235 Meeting Place:  
Decision Date and N umber:  19.08.2009 ð 3191 ISTANBUL 

 
THE DECISION 

Inside the borders of the districts of Eminºn¿ and Fatih both of 
which were determined as the òUrban and Historic Protection Zoneó by the 
Decision No. 6848 of The 1st Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservati on 
Board of Istanbul on July 12, 1995; a proposal is made for the òRevision of 
the Land Use Plan for The Istanbul Strait Road Crossing Projectó which lies 
in the area identified as the òHistoric Protection Zoneó by the Decision No. 
12580 of The Old Real Estate Establishments and High Commission of 
Monuments on June 19, 1981, was redetermined as the òThe Conservation 
Area of the Historic Peninsula Urban and Historic Heritageó by the Decision 
No. 6898 of The 1st Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Boar d of 
Istanbul on August 2, 1995, was recognized as the òCity Walls Insulation 
Beltó, had two major boundary altercations by the Decision No. 409 (on 
January 31, 2005) and Decision No. 1371 (on October 26, 2005) of The 1st 

Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul that clarified 
the obscurity about the fill area along its southern border and had the 
border segments that lie within the boundaries of the Zeytinburnu district 
revised, respectively. According to our boardõs decision dated October 22, 
2008 and numbered 2432, the abovementioned proposal was evaluated at 
respective meetings on March 6, 2009 and on July 7, 2009 and after a 
number of hearings focusing on the proposal the following decision has 
been made: 

According to the decision o f the 1 st Cultural and Natural Heritage 
Conservation Board of Istanbul dated August 2, 1995 and numbered 6898, 
the aims of the preservation -aimed Land Use plan of the Historic Peninsula 
are defined as keeping the transit traffic out of the Historic Peninsula 
area, preparing the transportation plans by taking the Land Use plans into 
consideration and maintaining the strip between the Marmara sea and 
coastal road along the coastline as a greenbelt. Moreover, by the 
Transition Period Preservation and Utilization Regulations, the Kennedy 

             3. Board Decisions and a Letter  by UNESCO 
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Street is determined as 2 nd degree road in order to reduce the density and 
the volume of traffic on the Eminºn¿-Yenikapĕ axis, and especially 
providing more convenient and safer access to the coast for the 
pedestrians. However, in the proposed project report, the Kennedy Street 
is identified as a 1 st degree road by ignoring the abovementioned 
provisions. Considering the technical aspects and the proposed users of 
The Istanbul Strait Road Crossing Project that will cross the Bosporus under 
the seabed and will come to the surface at th e Historic Peninsula, the 
project will transfer a significant traffic load (mostly private vehicles) to 
the Historic Peninsula that will encourage the use of private vehicles 
rather than improving the conditions of the public transportation system 
and will  be the source of a number of consequent adverse impacts 
including ruining the silhouette, destroying the urban fabric and creating 
environmental pollution. Due to the reasons given above our agency has 
decided to disapprove the proposed Land Use Plan Modification.  

 

CHAIRMAN Ahmet TANYOLA¢  

VICE CHAIRMAN Cafer BOZKURT  

MEMBER Ŀevket D¥NMEZ 
DID NOT 
ATTEND 

MEMBER Feridun ¥ZG¦M¦Ŀ  

MEMBER ľbrahim SUBAĿI  

MEMBER Sĕrma TURGUT  

MEMBER 
Emel GER¢EL 
(Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality 
Representative) 

 

MEMBER 
Ahmet AYYILDIZ 
(Fatih District Municipality 
Representative) 

DID NOT 
AGREE 

MEMBER 
Hacer BAKKAL 
(Zeytinburnu District Municipality 
Representative) 
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ľstanbul The document delivering the unanimous APPROVAL decision for 
the adoption of the Land Use Plan modification containing the project by 
The 4th Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul dated 
September 20, 2010 and numbered 4110 é 
 

 

REPUBLIC OF TURKEY 
MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM 

The 4 th  Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul  
 

Meeting Date and Number: 20.09.2010 ð 306 Meetin g Place: 
Decision Date and Number:  20.09.2010 ð 4110 ISTANBUL 

 
 

THE DECISION 
 

In an effort to evaluate this agencyõs decision dated August 19, 
2009 and numbered 3191, òRevision of the Land Use Plan for The Istanbul 
Strait Road Crossing Projectó proposal for the area which was determined 
as the òUrban and Historic Protection Zoneó by the Decision No. 6848 of 
The 1st Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul on 
July 12, 1995, had transition period preservation and utilization provisions 
set by this agency on March 17, 2010 with the Decision No. 3632, is within 
the borders of the Fatih district, lies in the area identified as the òHistoric 
Protection Zoneó by the Decision No. 12580 of The Old Real Estate 
Establishments and High Commission of Monuments on June 19, 1981, was 
later redetermined as the òThe Conservation Area of the Historic Peninsula 
Urban and Historic Heritageó by the Decision No. 6898 of The 1st Cultural 
and Natural Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul on August 2, 1995, 
was recognized as the òCity Walls Insulation Beltó, had two major 
boundary altercations by the Decision No. 409 (on January 31, 2005) and 
Decision No. 1371 (on October 25, 2005) of The 1st Cultural and Natural 
Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul that cla rified the obscurity about 
the fill area along its southern border and had the border segments that lie 
within the boundaries of the Zeytinburnu district revised, respectively is 
reassessed in the light of the new documents prepared by The Ministry of 
Transport General Directorate of Railways, Harbors and Airports 
Construction dated December 7, 2009 and numbered 
B.11.0.DLH.0.12.00.02/17745, prepared by The General Directorate of 
Cultural Assets and Museums dated December 9, 2009 and numbered 
B.16.KVM.0.11.03.00/34.00.72/232811, and the report by the Directorate 
dated December 16, 2009 and numbered 999. The results of the meeting 
are as the following:  
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For the part of The Istanbul Strait Road Crossing Project route that 

lies within the boundaries of this ag encyõs jurisdiction range, the following 
decisions are made: 
1. As a part of the project which can be identified as a technical 
infrastructure project, considering the public good, by using a method 
(such as geo-radar, geo-magnetic or geo-electric) determined  by relevant 
specialists from the engineering faculty, applied geophysics department of 
a university in Istanbul, a survey of archeological geophysics should be 
performed and result reports approved by these specialists should be 
submitted to our agency. I f archeological finding sites are determined 
according to this report and these findings are located above the elevation 
of the excavation, scientific -based systematic archeological excavations on 
the watch of an archeologist and an art historian appointed  by this agency 
should be initiated and the related reports should be submitted to our 
agency. The construction works at the archeological finding sites could not 
be commenced before the archeological excavation is finalized and our 
agency permits.  
2. The height of the ventilation shaft must not surpass 5 m and the 
emissions around the shaft area must be below the threshold values given 
in the relevant standards.  
3. Our agency reserve the right to make any necessary modification in the 
projects and plans should a need arise. 
4. If the other parts of the project that lies within the jurisdiction area of 
the other agencies are approved by these agencies,  
 
the parts of the òRevision of the Land Use Plan for The Istanbul Strait Road 
Crossing Projectó proposal that lie within the jurisdiction area of this 
agency (as shown in the attached maps) are found to be appropriate.  
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CHAIRMAN Ahmet TANYOLA¢  

VICE CHAIRMAN Cafer BOZKURT 
DID NOT 
AGREE 

MEMBER Ŀevket D¥NMEZ  

MEMBER Funda ¥ZT¦RK KERESTECľOļLU 
DID NOT 
ATTEND 

MEMBER ľbrahim SUBAĿI  

MEMBER Sĕrma TURGUT 
DID NOT 
ATTEND 

MEMBER Mustafa ¥ZER  

MEMBER 
Cem ERľĿ 
(Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality 
Representative) 

DID NOT 
ATTEND 

MEMBER 
Ahmet AYYILDIZ 
(Fatih District Municipality 
Representative) 

 

MEMBER 
Hacer BAKKAL 
(Zeytinburnu District Municipality 
Representative) 
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The document delivering the APPROVAL decision of the project by The 
Renovation Areas Cultural and Natural Heritage  Conservation Board of 
Istanbul dated October 11, 2010 and numbered 1817...  
 

REPUBLIC OF TURKEY 
MINISTRY OF CULTURE AND TOURISM 

The Renovation Areas Cultural and Natural Heritage Conservation Board 
of Istanbul  

 
Meeting Date and Number: 11.10.2010 ð 227 Meeting Place:  
Decision Date and Number:  11.10.2010 ð 1817 ISTANBUL 

 
THE DECISION 

According to the documents prepared by The Ministry of Transport 
General Directorate of Railways, Harbors and Airports Construction dated 
September 24, 2010 and numbered B.11.0.DLH.0.12.00.02/015798 and 
dated October 7, 2010 and numbered B.11.0.DLH.0.12.00.01/16502, and 
report by the Directorate dated October 8, 2010 and numbered 683 and 
their appendixes, our evaluations about The Istanbul Strait Road Crossing 
Project which lie s within the area which was partly identified as an urban 
and historic protection zone, was partly identified as an urban 
archeological zone by the Decision No. 6848 of The 1st Cultural and Natural 
Heritage Conservation Board of Istanbul on July 12, 1995, was included in 
the boundaries of the Renovation Area determined by the Cabinet, and is 
partly inside the Historic Peninsula is as the following:  

The part of The Istanbul Strait Road Crossing Project route that lies 
within the boundaries of this agencyõs jurisdiction range is approved in 
principle while the attached maps are acknowledged as official documents;  
 

Á The cross section drawings and the project that is related with the 
jurisdiction range of this agency which reveals the relation between The 
Istanbul Strait Road Crossing Project and the city walls, the coastal road 
and various fill areas must be prepared and submitted to our agency.  

Á The route of the project must be revised by taking the premises of 
cultural assets that must be preserved into consider ation.  

Á The as-built project of the toll plazas must be submitted to this 
agency. 

Á Considering the public good, by using a method (such as geo-radar, 
geo-magnetic or geo-electric) determined by relevant specialists from the 
engineering faculty, applied geop hysics department of a university in 
Istanbul, a survey of archeological geophysics should be performed and 
result reports approved by these specialists should be submitted to our 
agency. If archeological excavations are needed, these practices must be 
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performed on the watch of The Directorate of the Archeological Museums 
of Istanbul and the step -by-step findings must be submitted to this agency.  
 

CHAIRMAN Mehmet ERDAL  

VICE CHAIRMAN Abdurrahman ¥ZDľL  

MEMBER Prof. Dr. OĽuz CEYLAN  

MEMBER Adil BAYRAM  

MEMBER Assoc. Prof. Dr. Nur URFALIOļLU  

MEMBER Dr. ľsmail KARABULUT 
DID NOT 
AGREE 

MEMBER Mustafa ¥ZER  

MEMBER 
Muzaffer ĿAHľN 
(Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality 
Representative) 

DID NOT 
ATTEND 

MEMBER 
Mustafa ¢ľFT¢ľ 
(Fatih District Municipality 
Representative)  

DID NOT 
ATTEND 

MEMBER 
Zeynep KIZILTAN 
(The Directorate of the Archeological 
Museums of Istanbul Representative) 

DID NOT 
ATTEND 
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An opinion letter from the director of the UNESCO World Heritage 
Convention, Franceso Bandarin to The Renovation Areas Management 
Department and all relevant high authorities and local organizations in 
Turkeyé 
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