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INTENTIONS

Understanding Mitigation at City Scale;

Improved Conduct and Content of
Projects ;

ISMEP covers only a minute part of
mitigation activities necessary In
Istanbul;

WB may reconsider ISMEP, revise its
approach in other mitigation projects Iin
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THE CONTEXT

1. Mitigation as a new paradigm
2. Know -how In urban mitigation

3. The historically unigue state of
Istanbul

4. Istanbul Master Plan 1/100 000
produced by IMP



APPROACH TO MITIGATION

e A Universal Consensus (to promote: Individual and

institutional commitment; Risk identification efforts; Knowledge
management; New risk management instruments)

e EMPI Approach (Generate mobilization; Determine risk sectors;
|dentify ‘high-risk’ aeras)

e ISMEP Approach (Imposition of a set of projects, reasoning

unclear; Spatial distributions ignored; Partial selection of cases; Arbitrary
criteria for prioritization)



Unique State of Istanbul

e Three Major Fronts (‘technical’, ‘market’, and ‘planning

approaches)

e ISMEP Intervention in support of ‘technical’ and ‘market’

approaches with independent projects

e EMPI Proposals comprehensive mitigation planning at city level
collaborations with take-holders



IMP- ISMEP

o Strategy Plan for Istanbul Prepared at

1/100 000 Scale by the Istanbul
Metropolitan Planning Office (IMP)

 No Coordination or Cooperation Is Visible
between IMP and ISMEP



EMPI Risk -Sectors

Risks in Macro-Form and Growth Tendencies (settlement
configuration alternatives)

Urban Fabric Risks (building height/proximity, plots, density, roads,
car-parks, etc.)

Incompatible Land-Use RIsks (buildings and districts)
Risks of Productivity Loss (industrial plants, SMOs)
Risks in the Building Stock, Infrastructure and Lifelines

Risks in Emergency Facilities and Lifelines (hospitals, schools,
etc.)

Special Risk Areas/ Special Buildings (landslide, flooding/historic
bldgs)

Risks in Hazardous Uses (LPG and petrol stations, etc.)
Open Space Deficiency Risks
Administrative Incapacities (infrastructure, experts, training, etc.)



Scope and Assessment of Risks
Involved in Hazardous Uses

Scope . Urban uses that process, store, and distribute combustible, explosive, poisonous
and pollutant materials are sources of risks in themselves and further with respect to
seismic events, the location, environment and routes of which should be separately
investigated,;

Problems : Unauthorized and ignorant operators; Ineffective regulatory devices and
standards; Disregard of the need for mitigation and contingencies, waste management and
responsibilities; No supervisory system to control spatial spread and levels of
concentration; across boundary impacts that require coordination between authorities;
Risk Management : Survey and determination of enterprises that deal with hazardous
materials, development of a comprehensive data base; Classification of enterprises
according to the potential risk contained, and their spatial distributions; Developing a
unified permit system, periodical inspections and warnings to neighboring uses;
Responsible Bodies and Stake-Holders __: IMM, Governorate, Min. of Energy, Min. of
Environment, LCAs, environmentalist NGOs, Chambers of Commerce and Industry;

Proposals : IMM-Governorate protocol for comprehensive control over the Province;
Instituting a permits and inspection system in line with EU standards and procedural
constraints; Access to the spatial data-bank and transparencies in management and
information; Proficiency requirements in the sector; Lists of hazardous materials as used
by international organizations; Enterprises processing and/or distributing hazardous
materials to share insurance costs of neighboring uses; Obligation of warning the
neighbors by the enterprise dealing with hazardous material; Preparation of a special
regulation by IMM (3030); Obligatory earthquake insurance of the enterprise; Changes
necessary in Property Taxation




Chart-1
THE METHOD OF RISK DETERMINATION RELATED TO HAZARDO US FACILITIES :
LPG and PETROLEUM STATIONS, VICINITY and SUPPLY ROU TES

Databank Formation

Compilation of Information Stock Type, Storage Capacity, Technical FeaturedPermission
Conditions, etc.

Spatial Distribution and Access Roads

Determination of Impact Area Limits

'

Determination of Values in Impact Area

Supply Roads for Hazardous Materials
Traffic and Environmental Conditions

Size and Nature of Population Affected at Impact Area

Industrial and Other Uses and Facilities Processing Hazardous Matls at Impact Area

Probable Material Losses

v

Assessment of Risks in Access Routes and Impact Ase

Hazards Determined by Microzonation

- Evacuation of the Environmental and Traffic Conditions and Risk Ranking ofSupply Roads
of Hazardous Materials

- Variations in Population Features

- Industrial and other Uses Processing Hazardous Materials

- Other Probable Material Losses

The Differentiation of Routes and Stations
into 4 Risk Categories




Chart-2

RISK MANAGEMENT FOR
HAZARDOUS USES

Facilities with Highest Level of Risk:

- Powers for_ Urgent Facility Shut Down

- Enforcements for Moving to Low-Hazard Areas
- Compulsory Purchase

- Regular Inspection, Heavy Penalties for
Contraventions

Facilities with High Level of Risks:

- Incentives to Move to Low-Hazard Areas

- Consistence with the Capacity, Volume and Service
Standards demanded

- 300m Restriction zone around Schools, Librariestddic

and Cultural Heritage, etc.

- Higher Real Estate Taxes

- Compulsory Insurance and Contribution to the Inscea

Expenses of All Neighbouring Uses

- Continuous Inspection, Heavy Penalties for Violasio

Facilities with Moderate Level of Risks:

- Low Capacity Storage, and Limited Transaction
Volume per month

- 150m Restriction zone around Schools, Libraries 4
- Higher Real EstateTaxes

- Compulsory Insurance

- Compulsory Contribution to the Insurance Expens
of Neighbouring Residential Uses

- Inspections and Penalties for non-compliance

—

q

Falities with Risk

- Standard Capacity and Volume Regulations

- Restrictions on Use Intensity

- Declaration and Regular Reporting of Compliancéhey
Facility Owners

- Random Inspection and Penalties for non-conforming
Management

- Consideration of Complaints




Figure -1

RISKS in LPG/PETROL STATIONS

. Fuel Statfons Impact Areas {r=200m )

. LPG Stations Impact Areas (r=200m.)



Figure -2
RISKS In LPG/PETROL STATIONS: Affected Population

@ Facilitics with Highest Level of Risk

) Facilitics with High Level of Risk

Facilities with Moderate Level of Risk
Facilities under Risk



Figure -3
RISKS in LPG/PETROL STATIONS

Neighbouring Hazardous Units
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@ Facilities with Highest Level of Risk
@ Facilities with High Level of Risk

@ Eacilitics with Moderate Level of Risk

Facilities under Risk ‘




Figure -4

COMBINED RISK LEVELS

@ Facilities with Moderate Level of Risk Silaar

Facilities under Risk
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@ Facilities with Highest Level of Risk
@ Facilities with High Level of Risk



Figure-5
HAZARDOUS USES

and SCHOOLS
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Figure -11
HOSPITAL CAPACITIES



Figure-12
EMERGENCY ACCESS ZONES



Figure -13
HOSPITAL EMERGENCY SERVICES GAP



Formulation and Conduct
of ISMEP Projects

Short of an Urban Mitigation Plan
Partial Emergency System
Confinement to Retrofitting

Inappropriate Sampling and Case
Selection Procedures

Unrelated Projects
Ethics of Conduct



Ethics of Conduct

Professional Expertise
Transparency

Governance

Recognition of Local Know -How
Use and Mobilization of Resources
Sustainable Impact



Conclusions

e No Effective and Efficient Use of Public
Resources

e No Generation of a Proactive Environment

 Generation of a Pseudo -Contentment :
Relieving authorities/ bodies/ individuals
who are eagerly willing to transfer the
worry to a respectable international body,
to forget their own responsibilities for
action.



Recommendations

Set up a Consulting Committee of EXxperts
In Mitigation Planning

Promote Transparency
Improve Interdisciplinary Work Habits
Introduce Rigorous Auditing

Encourage Partnership and Community
Management



Thanks for Your Attention



