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Istanbul, the largest city in Turkey and a major commercial, industrial, cultural and logistics centre, has undergone major transformations, particularly during the past half a century. Benefiting from influx of major resources from both within and outside of Turkey, it has established itself as a noteworthy player on the international market place. The city however, faces challenges that could jeopardize its ambition to become a major regional centre for finance, tourism, culture, logistics and select high technology industry. Constraints on human capital development; extent of the informal sector; deficiencies in local governance are hindering productivity levels and overall efficiency and effectiveness. Istanbul, urgently needs a much improved, integrated strategic planning system; a national strategy to reduce regional disparities; limit further urban sprawl due to migration; and establish carrying-capacity levels concerning all metropolitan parameters.
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Introduction
Istanbul is the only major city in the world to be situated in two continents with the eight kilometres long Golden Horn cutting through the heart of the European side. Across the Bosphorus lies the Asian section of the city between the Black Sea in the North, Sea of Marmara in the South. The one-time capital of three empires (Roman, Byzantine and Ottoman), Istanbul stretches out to embrace a festival of diversity of population, natural and man-made environment ( see map ). [image: image1.jpg]o umgsmu

=~ EUROPE

o s
W





Following the transfer of the capital to Ankara in 1923, Istanbul remained as the nation’s industrial and business centre, its greatest port, the focus of transportation network, and the centre of cultural and intellectual life. Limited though they were, it attracted most of the private industrial and commercial investments during the initial decades of the Turkish Republic (Keleş, 2003:6). 

At the time of the proclamation of the Turkish Republic in 1923, the City of Istanbul had a population of less than 1 million. Its growth remained relatively moderate until the 1970s when it reached about 2 million. Since then, accelerated economic development, which fuelled strong internal migration especially from the Eastern regions of Turkey, led to a rapid expansion of both population and built-up area. By the end of 2007, the city reached a population of 12.6 million on a territory that covers 5,343 hectares. Less than 60% of this is available for urban development and the remainder consists of protected natural spaces. Currently, about two thirds of the population (8 million) live on the European side and one third (4 million) across the Bosporus on the Anatolian side (World Bank, 2007:18; Hürriyet, 3 January 2008).

According to conservative projections of the Metropolitan Planning Office (IPM), the population of Istanbul could reach about 18.5 million by 2030 (Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality, 2007a:5). Other sources estimate population numbers of 20-25 million for that same date (Chamber of Urban Planners, 2006:11). Regardless of the final number, the critical issue the city is confronted with for its future growth is that the geographical site of Istanbul cannot absorb more than about 2.5 million additional inhabitants without either dramatically increasing the - already excessively high - population densities in the existing built-up areas or expanding into protected natural spaces, or both. The invasion of sensitive watershed areas, in particular, could have dramatic consequences for the future of Istanbul's supply of drinking water (Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality – IMM, 2007b:7).

Istanbul, the demographic and economic heart of Turkey, has gone through enormous changes over the past century. This mega-city has seen its population increased more than tenfold since 1950. It has benefited from a favourable national economic environment, triggered by a broad and continuous reform process, strengthening its position on the international marketplace. It produces almost 27% of national GDP, 38% of total industrial output and more than 50% of services, and generates 40% of tax revenues. Its GDP per capita exceeds the national average by more than 70%. With gradual specialization in higher-value-added activities, Istanbul’s productivity level also exceeds the national average by almost 50%. Not surprisingly, Istanbul gets the lion’s share of total foreign direct investment (FDI) and generates half of total exports in Turkey. Though it ranks low among OECD metro-regions in terms of gross domestic product per capita, Istanbul has registered one of the highest output growth rates since the mid-1990s (OECD, 2008:1-2).

Istanbul however, faces challenges that could hamper its ambition to become a hub for finance, logistics, culture and tourism in the Euro-Asia region, as well as its development in general. It is changing from an economy driven by labour-intensive activities to one based on knowledge industries, while traditional and labour-intensive sectors (e.g., textiles and its supply chain) are shifting only gradually and slowly to other complementary industry segments. Constraints on human capital development and the extensive informal sector have hindered productivity levels and increased income disparities. Over-migration is putting a burden on Istanbul’s transport, public infrastructure and housing, and earthquake risk management. The scale and variety of these challenges necessitates improving the overall planning system, local public management and implementing a national strategy to reduce regional disparities and limit migration flows (OECD, 2008:1).

Istanbul was strongly affected by worldwide globalization during the 1980s and 1990s. Since the strategic points of connection are the cities and their economic, financial and socio-cultural and political institutions, Istanbul, as the only city in Turkey which possessed most of the characteristics of a world city, assumed an increasing role in enhancing the interests of international capital. Attempts to remove all obstacles before the free flow of international capital produced adverse influences on the cultural and natural environment of the city. In other words, rapid globalization had directly or indirectly, negative effects upon natural and historical values, in and around the city (Keleş, 2003:10).   
Recent changes in the structure of Greater Istanbul indicate that dynamics affecting urban sustainability will no longer be controllable by domestic institutions and will be rather shaped internationally as a result of globalization. If the necessary measures are not taken the negative impact of these changes on the historical identity of Istanbul will continue to be detrimental for the environment in the years to come. 

Spatial and Social Organization of the city
Istanbul is a multicoloured mosaic composed of great many “social areas” with more or less homogeneous structural features. This has to do, with the unevenness of income distribution within the metropolis. Istanbul displays a much more inequitable distribution of income than Turkey as a whole. In Istanbul, the wealthiest 20 percent of the households have 57.6 percent of the wealth, while the poorer 20 percent has only 4 percent (Sönmez, 1996: 48).  These inequalities correspond almost identically to the planned districts and the squatter settlements, respectively. 

Socio-spatial changes have taken place under the impact of the following factors: The increase of squatter settlements; the emergence and expansion of suburbs; the impact of class structure upon urban space; the emergence of a multi-nucleated pattern as a result of the changes in the central business district; and finally, the integration of previously unintegrated parts of the city as a result of modernization of transportation systems (Ortaylı, 1986:19). Following all these changes, the spatial organization of the city lost its base of religious and ethnic affiliation. However, places of worship belonging to various religious and ethnic communities have continued to exist in the city. Even today, there are 142 churches and 14 synagogues in Greater Istanbul, serving minorities under the guarantees provided by the Turkish Constitution and international conventions ratified by Turkey. 
In parallel with its spectacular growth, Istanbul underwent an internal restructuring. The number of central business districts increased and new institutions have been created to meet the needs of increasing economic, cultural, touristic and intellectual relationships; and the effects of its being Turkey’s primary city enlarged both its territory and population. Nevertheless, differences in Greater Istanbul are manifested in the variations in a number of demographic, economic and socio-cultural indices across neighbourhood populations (Sönmez, 1996). Accordingly, wealthier classes create enclaves in Levent, Etiler, Ulus and Akatlar in Beyoğlu side, and in Moda, Fenerbahçe and Bostancı on the Anatolian side, while the poorest enclaves are formed in Eminönü, Balat, Fener, Eyüp Kasımpaşa, Sütlüce and Dolapdere. The share of the city’s population living in squatter settlement is around 50 percent and the great majority of newly established squatter settlements are located north of the city. 
The Economy: Challenges and Opportunities
The service sector, including activities such as tourism, banking and finance, consulting and other business services, is the fastest growing part of Istanbul’s economy, while the surviving textile industry is the primary manufacturing sector. This is also reflected in urban land use where the city centre has been occupied mostly by producer services in recent years (Berköz, cited in Erkip, 2000:372).
Industry has been leaving the urban core since 1980s due to high land prices and the state incentives given to the adjacent cities to decentralize industry in Istanbul. All these changes motivated the fragmentation of population within the borders of the city. Middle and upper income groups are attracted by suburban development following global examples, although Istanbul has a unique character with a clear identifiable historical and cultural inheritance in the urban core. However, due to the transformation in the economy and consequent land-use, most of the popular residential neighbourhoods with historic and authentic characteristics are prone to the invasion of non-residential use (Erkip, 2000:372). 

Economic growth has resulted in attracting dramatic waves of migrants from other parts of Turkey as well as from neighbouring countries at one of the fastest rates in the world. Such inflow of migrants has put the city’s physical infrastructure under considerable strain and led to sizeable congestion costs. The two bridges crossing the Strait of Istanbul (the Bosphorus) run above capacity and the newly developed public transport systems (tramways, light rail and metro) is by far too limited to cope with the situation. Informal settlements, housing around 50% of the population, have proliferated, sprawling towards water reserves and preserved forest areas. The Strait of Istanbul is considered one of the most crowded and potentially dangerous waterways in the world. The 1999 earthquake, one of the most damaging earthquakes in the world, and the threat of another major earthquake during the next 30 years make addressing these issues even more pressing. Migration has also spurred the informal sector of the economy (around 30% of the city’s working labour force) as economic growth has been insufficient in providing jobs for a large number of newcomers into the labour market. The large number of small firms that make up the informal sector has particularly helped to relieve urban employment tensions during the economic downturns. However, it also explains the relatively low productivity due to less employee access to adult education, on-the-job training, and other means of human capital development; all necessary for upgrading skills and increasing the innovation capacity of firms. Increasing competition from low-labour-cost countries has impacted on the real income of workers in labour intensive activities. Rapid economic growth has been insufficient in creating jobs for newcomers to the labour market (the unemployment rate stands at 11.4%)  (Dünya Newspaper, 5 February, 2008). Income disparities have increased with the new, highly educated and high-wage group working in more advanced and services oriented activities. This process is common in economies experiencing a major shift in industrial mix, but the effects in Istanbul have been magnified by the large influx of low-skilled migrants over a relatively short period. To face international competition and become an innovation hub in Turkey capable of generating positive spillovers in the rest of the country, Istanbul needs to accelerate the positive trends in restructuring towards complementary segments. This includes Istanbul’s attempts to progressively develop higher technology content activities (e.g., chemical, pharmaceuticals and medical devices, and electrical equipment and devices) and continued restructuring in the textile industry, expanding employment in clothing linked to global markets and contracting in knit fabrics. A lack of microeconomic adjustments and institutional bottlenecks are however slowing the pace of industrial transformation (OECD, 2008:2). 

Current policies to foster regional innovation and productivity could be further strengthened by establishing new Technology parks; technology development in logistics; and managerial and technological modernization of SMEs. Such initiatives could be complemented by specific policies to tap all the potential of FDI in technology transfer. A cluster policy would be relevant to exploit specific niches, for instance, in design and fashion. Pharmaceutical manufacturing, medical and surgical equipment, and domestic chemicals (18% of the total Istanbul’s value added) also have the potential to trigger positive technological externalities on other sectors like biotechnology. Other promising sectors include the industrial chemical and medical sectors, which have shown recent growth patterns and the prospect of health tourism. One of the main priorities for upgrading Istanbul’s economy is to address the informal sector. This will require a long-term strategy that includes broad-based and integrated reforms, with a particular focus on creating a legal framework for micro-firms. Local government could promote formalization through incentives like reducing local red tape, simplifying export rules and regulations. Connecting small firms and the sector of internationally competitive, export-oriented firms would contribute to bridging the technology gap due to the lack of information about production methods and processes. The policy challenge is to reach these firms and provide access to financing and to create venture capital systems (OECD, 2008:2-3)
Although the historical business centre was located on the European side, in the historic city and  adjacent areas to the north, Istanbul has become, over the last four decades, a multi-centred metropolis with several business districts located in various parts of its territory containing institutions of finance, imports and exports, corporations, retail, wholesale, etc. In other words, Istanbul is a mosaic of commercial districts, industrial plants, strip development, residential zones, transportation facilities, military bases and forests that ring the waterways. Industrial development is more intensive in the extreme west and east of the city’s linear development pattern. Heavy industry is particularly concentrated in the eastern industrial estates which have suitable transportation connection with the rest of Turkey. The main central business district (CBD) is situated on the west side of the Bosphorus, hence creating daily journeys between both sides. Water, certainly along with other modes of transport plays an important part in mass transportation. In the CBD, which has a nation-wide economic importance, there are forms of land use which need not really be there. Therefore, the Planning Authority of Istanbul proposed in the early 1980s, the relocation of some functions into sub-centres to be established along the 100 kilometres of length of the metropolitan area. But developments are still haphazard. Industrial establishments are unevenly distributed over the city. Their locations are not chosen as a result of an optimization of economic, social and physical location factors, giving due consideration to their likely impact upon the environment. Excessive concentration of industrial establishments in the central zones has become a matter of concern from the point of view of national security and strategic considerations during the 1960s and consequently, upon the suggestion of the National Security Council, the city council adopted a new industrial settlement plan which aimed at the decentralization of new industrial establishments to areas away from the centre. While this process is going on in Istanbul, some other industries started re-locating in the neighbouring countries. This is in conformity with the new strategic plan of the city. 
Istanbul as part of European urban-region system 
Istanbul’s new strategic plan promotes  vision of a regional centre, interacting with cities-regions in the Mediterranean, south-east Europe, the Balkans, the Black Sea zone, and the Middle East (IMP, 2005: 13-16). At the same time, the European Spatial Development Perspective, 2007-2013 (ESPD), underlines economic integration as a main goal; stresses the importance of local and regional communities in spatial development; and encourages cooperation with neighbouring states and cities (European Commission, 2007: 3-7). Although Turkey is only a candidate country, both within the country and outside of it, scenarios are developed envisaging particularly the Istanbul region as part of European urban-region system. A transition plan for National Development was prepared in 2006, to harmonize national plans and budget with that of the EU for the 2007-2013 period (State Planning Organization, 2006). IMP planners talk about the possibility of the development of a new global integration zone that includes Istanbul, Athens, Bucharest and Sofia, also incorporating secondary centres like Thessaloniki, Izmir and Bursa. Istanbul Metropolitan Planning Bureau has developed scenarios related to regional cooperation, referring both to actual and potential developments. One such scenario reminds of the role Istanbul used to play in the Mediterranean basin and points to areas of cooperation such as maritime trade; coastal and environmental management; science, education and technology cooperation; tourism promotion; civil society dialogue, and inter-faith dialogue (IMP, 2007b:10). Another scenario stresses that EU’s enlargement towards the East offers opportunities for Turkey and Istanbul. Some Istanbul firms are already ‘relocating’ and ‘outsourcing’ in eastern European countries, and / or buying productive units, under privatization schemes (IMP, 2007b: 13-15). This development is in line with the strategic plan of Istanbul which envisages the ‘deconcentration’ of industry both across the borders as well as to other regions in Turkey. Yet another scenario targets the Black Sea region, particularly the Russian Federation, Ukraine and the Belarus. Various cooperative projects have been developed with countries in the region, covering areas like energy; coastal and environmental management; navigational regulation; tourism promotion; international contracting and free trade (IMP, 2007b: 17-21).  Cooperation with the Russian Federation in energy projects is of particular significance, since the pipelines already built (Turkey-Greece) or under construction (Samsun-Ceyhan) will contribute to the energy security of Europe and make Istanbul a safer city by drastically reducing the number of oil tankers passing through the Bosphorus. 
There are other important projects such as the re-vitalization of the Silk Road, as a means of promoting trade, tourism and culture (World Tourism Organization, 2001). The North-South Trans-European Motorway (Traceca) and London-Shanghai Rail Link, both passing through Istanbul, are nearing completion. All these projects and initiatives will contribute to regional integration and will help to incorporate Istanbul as part of European urban-region system. 
The Environment

Istanbul's rapid population increase over the past few decades has severely taxed its capacity to deal with urban development problems. Unplanned and uncoordinated urban growth have contributed to a downward trend in the living conditions of many of Istanbul's inhabitants, created severe constraints for the city's economy and exacted a high toll from its natural environment. New and often illegal settlements and industrial plants have in many cases expanded into areas that were environmentally fragile and warranted being protected as natural resources. Air pollution has become a major issue in many areas in spite of the expansion of the network of natural gas. Growing inefficiencies in collection and safe disposal of solid waste, especially from industries, are becoming potential public health hazards. Sea pollution caused by the shipping industry, port activities and other industries, is at the root of serious environmental problems for the waters of the Bosporus and the Sea of Marmara (World Bank, 2007:19). Istanbul lies on one of the world's most active earthquake fault zones. Prior to 20th century, there were 37 recorded earthquakes affecting Istanbul with an estimated magnitude ranging from 6.1 to 7.7 on Richter scale. The 1999 Marmara earthquake, whose epicentre was only 60 km from Istanbul, caused a death toll of about 17,000 and its negative direct economic impact was estimated at about 2.5 % of GNP (World Bank, 2007: 20-21). 
Earthquake risk mitigation is a common area of concern throughout Istanbul, and the IMM and some district municipalities have taken steps to address the issue. Some examples are the Earthquake Management Master Plan recently prepared by the IMM; inventories of buildings at risk that were undertaken by the district municipalities of Zeytinburnu and Bakırköy; and the recently completed microzonation study. Much remains to be done, however, and much is being planned. One key element in planning is to ensure that utilities and infrastructure can withstand an earthquake. The IMM's Strategic Development Plan is currently being developed on a micro level. Two major objectives of the plan are to reduce seismic vulnerability and improve the quality of life in the city. Included here is the need to create new green spaces and improve existing public spaces, such as waterfronts and parks, upgrade infrastructure to improve the level of services and increase access in case of emergency and to replace poor quality, crowded housing in areas of particular seismic sensitivity with stronger housing, improved commerce and open spaces (World Bank, 2007:13).
Metropolitan Governance 
Metropolitan governance, though not a new phenomenon, is spreading as a result of globalization. It is obvious that the global economy has changed the structure of local governments. The processes have shifted from governing to governance (Göymen, 2004 and 2006). Therefore, the number of actors involved in decision-making and implementation stages of many public services have increased, and the private sector has become widely involved (Göymen, 2008a and 2008b). At the same time, bottom-up policies have replaced top-down policies. Nevertheless, the goal of developing governance in the forms observed in the American and the European context is dubious in a country like Turkey. As the examples from Istanbul show, the organizational systems are increasingly decentralized. Each one is becoming more and more dependent on its own resources. However, the transition from a managerial to a participatory system of government (governance), as well as the regulatory reform that would stimulate this shift, is still incomplete. On the other hand, there is movement in that direction, which is a sign of the ongoing impact of globalization (Uzun, 2007:136).

Despite these improvements, Istanbul’s governance system remains too complex and fragmented. Conflicts often arise because of strong control by central government and the provincial authorities over local matters as well as overlapping responsibilities. Several ministries intervene in infrastructure and land-use development, sometimes in contradiction with urban plans. Istanbul would benefit from a less fragmented planning process and a clearer implementation programme. There is still a multitude of plans that involve a large number of actors with ill-defined competences leading to a diluted global vision and lack of focus on the principal priorities. This is particularly apparent in transport and land-use planning (OECD, 2008:6).

Since the 1990s, Turkey has had urban governance on its agenda (Göymen, 2004; Göymen, 2006). Some implications of these changes may be observed in Istanbul. Urban management systems are influenced by global forces, and the participation of a number of new stakeholders in urban development has clearly been increasing. Yet, local political cultures are still more effective in urban governance in Istanbul. Indeed, clientelism and patronage relations are widespread and are dominant in the allocation of resources. This culture has been closely related to the electoral process, whereby services are exchanged for votes. The political choices of the mayors also have had direct effects on the governance system, especially at the level of local and central government relations. With the decentralization of municipal authority, the number of actors has increased. Yet their effectiveness and organizational power is questionable. If urban governments are to become governance systems, the institutional structure has to be re-established and re-defined (Uzun, 2007:136).
As a municipality Istanbul is administered through a two-tier local government system that consists of the Istanbul Metropolitan Municipality (IMM) at the top level and 39 District Municipalities (DMs) at the lower level. IMM is responsible for the management of all citywide municipal services and infrastructure whereas DMs are primarily in charge of local matters. Virtually all municipal services provided by IMM are delivered through IMM-owned commercial companies such as, the Istanbul Solid Waste Utility (ISTAC), which is responsible for solid waste disposal. Like all municipalities in Turkey, IMM has limited decision-making authority in both revenue generation and expenditure management. However, within the limits set by national legislation, IMM has managed to become financially viable and it is, at this point, the only one of 16 metropolitan municipalities in Turkey with a significant borrowing capacity and creditworthiness for external borrowing recognized by the Government (World Bank, 2007:2).

The Metropolitan Municipality Law passed on July 23, 2004, expanded the

geographical area of IMM about three fold from 1,830 km2 to 5,349 km2. The Law also required IMM to prepare both a Metropolitan Strategic Development Plan (Strategic Plan) and an Environmental Plan to reflect the demands of the expanded area, identify the corresponding investment needs, and explore possible sources of financing. The Strategic and Environmental Plans were completed in July, 2006 and have been approved by the Municipal Council of IMM (World Bank, 2007:2). However, as a last minute development, an administrative court in Istanbul, annulled the Environmental Plan after an objection by some professional chambers (Hürriyet Newspaper, 23 May, 2008). 
The upcoming years are critically important for Turkish local governmental institutions to learn how to incorporate different stakeholders in the implementation of strategic decisions, and how to integrate institutional strategies with those strategies necessary for regional development and competitiveness. Although new legislation provides a much better environment particularly for metropolitan governments such as Istanbul, the learning process for the development of appropriate inter and intra-institutional relations represents  a considerable challenge for those involved in strategic planning processes. Another major limitation for successful development and implementation of strategies at the metropolitan level is the lack of data on international and cross-border relations. It seems to be one major obstacle that will continue to hamper the strategic planning processes under current conditions. Another priority issue in this process will be to ensure that lower level authorities have the capacity to carry out their new duties. An interesting step in the decentralization process that will provide an additional institutional tool for governance is the intention to establish development agencies (DA) in 26 regions of the country, including Istanbul. The DAs have a number of broad objectives as they combine the functions of an investment promotion agency with that of a regional development agency. Whilst the DAs appear as a promising and necessary addition to the Istanbul region’s institutional structure, it is still unclear how the DAs will fit into the existing structure and networks (OECD, 2008; Göymen 2005).

Metropolitan Istanbul is likely to be the most affected region in Turkey during the integration process with the EU. The planning system thus needs to incorporate a research and development agenda that focuses on precise positioning of Istanbul within the Southeastern European space; to contribute to the stability and welfare in the region; and to create value for Europe as a competitive urban region. Some of the basic lines of such an agenda should cover better understanding of cross-border relations, establishment of local development priorities and their compliance with international interests; and better identification of the roles and capacities of local actors (Erkut, Baypınar, Özgen, 2006: 21).
Conclusion
Istanbul seems to have all the potential to become a vibrant global city. But the challenges are enormous. Emerging cities and regions elsewhere are threatening the city’s economic base. A comprehensive restructuring of the relatively low value-added and labour intensive manufacturing sector and upgrading towards higher-technology content activities is coming along albeit at a slow pace.  Waves of migrants, usually unskilled, continue to arrive in Istanbul, putting the housing stock and physical and social infrastructure under tremendous strain; increasing congestion costs and pushing to the limit the environmental carrying-capacity. Even the extensive informal sector cannot accommodate the newcomers, constantly adding to the already large army of the unemployed and unemployable. Youth unemployment is particularly high and there are obstacles in the employment of university graduates, in spite of the urgent need to improve human capital. The existence of important social and economic disparities creates different types of ‘dualisms’, creating the danger of a ghettoized and polarized urban culture.
Many of these problems are different, at least in intensity, from those mentioned in the recent EU Report on State of European Cities (European Union, 2008). First of all, demographic trends are almost the reverse, with most European cities experiencing a notable decline in population, or remaining stable. Internal migration has generally stopped or even been reversed in many European cities, whereas Istanbul is a magnet, still attracting large numbers from rural areas. Immigrants and their ‘integration’ is a major challenge in some European cities. Many foreign nationals come to Istanbul to find employment in the ‘informal, unregistered’ sector, but usually for a limited period. Both Istanbul and most European cities face similar challenges due to forces of globalization. Regional and international competition is fierce; economic restructuring, job creation, eradication of regional disparities, combating relative poverty (in the case of European cities), and both relative and absolute poverty in the case of Istanbul, are common items on the urban agenda. Both European cities and Istanbul face several environmental challenges, but of varying intensity. Istanbul has inadequate water resources; has problems with waste management and air quality in parts of the city (similar to some southern and eastern European cities); and faces natural risks, particularly due to sporadic earthquakes.  A common challenge is urban transport; both in terms of congestion costs; impact on the environment; a rational balance between public / private transportation and spaces allocated to vehicles and urban dwellers. Although, there are differences in the type and intensity of urban transport problems, it is possible to talk about a convergence of policies both in European cities and Istanbul, along the lines of Aaalborg, Aaalborg + 10, European Urban and Leipzig Charters (http://wcd.ceo.int). The section of the EU Report which might have the most notable potential impact on Istanbul is on governance. The city is in search of efficient, innovative approaches to meet the enormous challenges. Over-concentration in Istanbul has reached its critical level, necessitating the development of an overall national strategy and better use of spatial planning to direct and manage developments in the future. This should be reinforced by an empowered metropolitan governance structure, able to facilitate the participation and contribution of all stakeholders to the development of Istanbul, in a sustainable manner. Future development of the city, should take into consideration not only global trends and dynamics but also the post-enlargement Spatial Development Perspective of the European Union, as this may offer opportunities, as well as new challenges. 
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