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Fig.1: The study idea in a diagram
Reference: The author

4, CASE STUDIES

The selection of case studies was based
on the Plan Bleu (2016), UNEP (2016) and Blue
Frontiers (2018) studies and recommendations.
Preference went to cities with more available
data, similar cultures and different economic
situations. Three cities fulfil these criteria
(Figure 2): ElI Mina-Tripoli (Lebanon),
Alexandria (Egypt) and Antalya (Turkey).
Furthermore, these case studies are taken from
three different economic and touristic levels —
low condition, medium condition and good

condition, respectively — which will be ) o )

discussed sequentially in the following sub- Fig.2: Case studies in the Mediterranean

sections Reference: The author based on Google
' Maps
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o EIl Mina/Tripoli in Lebanon (Figure 3):

Located within Tripoli city in the north of Lebanon, EI Mina occupies the location of the old
Phoenician city of Tripoli and known as the jewel of the east.

It is a coastal city located in the continent of Asia on the Mediterranean. It spreads on an area
of 3.8 km2 and contains a population of 18,869. It contains industrial and commercial areas, built
up area, informal area, unused land and a harbour, (UN-Habitat Lebanon, 2016). Urban
development reached the coastal edges of EI Mina city which changed from a natural shape to a
planned form with main two-way road all along the coast with a port which keeps extending through
years since 1954 until now 2019 by backfilling the sea. High pollution from sewage and dumps
threatens the quality of water, marine life and the health of citizens. Recent developments focused
on removing informal kiosks from the corniche zone and move it to a rent village system in the
buildings zone; along with re-furnishing the corniche with new pavements, handrails, benches, bins
and flower boxes. These developments where made without considering people opinions and needs
and the used community engagement where only through informing using boards and media.
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Fig.3: El Mina case study in Lebanon
Reference: The author based on Google Maps

¢ Alexandria in Egypt (Figure 4):

Alexandria is the second biggest city in Egypt, located in the continent of Africa and known
as the pearl of the Mediterranean. It was built in 331 BC, by Alexander the Great, and it is named
after him. Its population is 5.2 million at 2017 and it spreads on an area of 2.818 km2, (Sharaf El
Din & Ragheb, 2017). The waterfront of Alexandria is known by its historical buildings from the
19th and 20th centuries in the building zone. A main two way-street separates the buildings from
the corniche which is composed mainly from parking zones, cafeterias, bus stations, tunnels and
private beaches. The changes and developments on Alexandria waterfront as enlarging the roads,
prevent visual accessibility to the sea view by concrete blocks and cafeterias, were not based on
community involvement in decision making. As in EI Mina city, community engagement was made
through informing at early stages by media and boards.
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Fig.4 Alexandria case study in Egypt
Reference: The author based on Google Maps
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e Antalya in Turkey (Figure 5):

Antalya is a popular Turkish touristic city and considered as the fifth most important city
in the country. It is located in the continent of Asia and known as heaven on earth. It was one
of the oldest settlements of Anatolia. The total population in Antalya is 1.2 million (Antalya,
Turkey Population 1950-2019, 2019) at 2019 and it spreads on an area of 1,417 km?2. The study
is made on parts of Konyalti and Muratpasa zones. The recent changes on the waterfront
respected the natural issues by preserving the forest, sea and marine life. The beach park added
additional restaurants, pathways, playgrounds, sports facilities, parking zones, street furniture
and separated roads from the sea by parks. As the above cities, main community engagement
tools focused on informing at early stages of the design.
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Fig.5 Antalya case study in Turkey
Reference: The author based on Google Maps

4.1. Attractiveness and Safety of Waterfronts

As shown in Graph 1 and 2, in EI Mina, the community considered the waterfront to be
an attractive one, as it is still natural and without man-made developments. Further, they
considered the waterfront to be safe only in the daylight. In the case of Alexandria, the
community had changed their perception of the waterfront after the recent changes which
blocked the sea view by concrete blocks and cafeterias, considering it to be unattractive and
unsafe. Contradictory to the first two case studies, Antalya waterfront was still considered
attractive and safe from the community perspective after the changes and addition of the Beach
Park which added entertainment facilities on the corniche zone.
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Graph 1: Attractiveness of waterfronts Graph 2: Safety of waterfronts
Reference: The author Reference: The author

4.2. Acceptance of Past Development on Waterfronts
In El Mina, the statistics in Graph 3
show that 77% of participants agreed with
the changes on the waterfront when
removing the informal kiosks from the
corniche. The majority of this percentage 150
concentrated on the enhanced view and
aesthetics of the waterfront after the removal
of the informal kiosks. Further, they agreed s, I

Acceptance of past waterfront
development

100

that this movement was a good decision for
urban development and zone organization. 0 -

People who didn’t agree thought that Accept Don't accept
the waterfront had become abandoned and
that there was a possibility of better
solutions, with a _smaller effect on people Graph 3: Acceptance of past waterfront
who had lost the_lr Jobs_ and_others who qould development
not afford the high prices in the new kiosks Reference: The author
village. This percentage considered that the
actions had ignored the community and their poor economic level.

The data collected in Alexandria, as shown in Graph 3, indicates that 96.9% of
participants claimed that they don’t agree with the recent changes on Alexandria’s waterfront
after adding concrete blocks and cafeterias on the seaside. This survey data shows that the
majority concentrated on the natural elements and the blockage of the sea view. Others
complained about legal and urban issues regarding the development targets. Some considered
that the new developments resulted in the privatization of a public space that should be for the
common people, rather than special zones for high social classes.

The recent changes and development on Antalya waterfront occurred after adding the
Beach Park, which contains many cafeterias, playgrounds and activities on the waterfront. The
gathered data, illustrated in Graph 3, shows that people didn’t have similar opinions; 48.4% of
participants didn’t agree and 51.6% agreed. The reasons behind those refusing the changes were
mostly to do with high prices and social differences, in addition to changing the environmental
status of the area. On the other hand, others agreed with the development because it enhances
the economy and brings tourists to the city.

M El Mina Alexandria Antalya
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4.3. Acceptance of New Development of Waterfronts
In El Mina, the study indicates that

85.9% of participants accept new
developments on the waterfront, as shown in
Graph 4. The reasons behind agreeing on

Acceptance of new waterfront
development

A 100
new waterfront developments include the

- . . 80
need for touristic and social attractions; and 0

the need for evolution in urban public spaces
as building new hotels, sports facilities 40
areas, seating areas and lighting issues. 20

Economic development was also a 0
significant demand for people, as Accept Don't accept
waterfronts could boost the economy of the _ )

El Mina Alexandria Antalya

country. The reasons why some people
didn’t approve on new developments on El
Mina waterfront included their insistence
that the waterfront must stay public for the
regular citizens and the poor community,
whom cannot afford high prices.

Graph 4 shows that in Alexandria, 85.9% of participants didn’t agree with new
developments on Alexandria waterfront. Most people wanted the area to be natural and claimed
that the sea view was the most important issue. They didn’t agree with developing the area to
be for special social levels, without considering the rights of the poor. They stated that a natural
public space should remain as it is, without pollution or privatization. The aesthetics of the space
are the beauty of nature and the sea view. Some claimed that a development plan should only
be made after analysing the real needs and working with the appropriate techniques.

The statistics in Antalya, as shown in Graph 4, indicate that 51.6% accepted new
developments to be implemented because they wanted more aesthetic solutions for the same
repeated restaurants, a reduction of vehicles and pollution in the site, enhanced water sports
facilities and the addition of more shading systems, greenery and parking. The other half, 48.4
%, didn’t accept any changes being carried out in the future because there is no need for more
activities and they preferred to preserve the rest of the natural space.

Graph 4: Acceptance of new waterfront
development
Reference: The author

4.4. Acceptance of Community Engagement

in Waterfront Development Plans

As shown in Graph 5, in El Mina, 91%
of participants approved the idea of giving 159
their opinions and being engaged with ;g
development decisions on the waterfront. The 80
reasons for approving on the engagement

Acceptance of being engaged in
waterfront development

. . ) 60
include their focus on the importance of 20
community opinions for democratic solutions 50
in their own city and waterfront. Moreover, 0

they agreed that participating in decision-
making in their own city development is a
human right, which increases the sense of
belonging and gives a variety of opinions

Accept Don't accept

El Mina Alexandria Antalya

from different sectors in the city. The other
part didn’t agree with participating in the
development of EI Mina waterfront, believing
that priority must be given to experts because

Graph 5: Acceptance of being engaged in
waterfront development
Reference: The author

of the ineffectiveness of the locals and the subjectivity of opinions.
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In Alexandria, Graph 5 illustrates that 98.4% of participants agreed being engaged in the
development of their waterfront because they are the main users and it is their public right to
participate. Further, participation may help in responding to public needs, functionally,
aesthetically and psychologically. Others recommended being involved since they are experts
in the field of urban planning, engineering or research. Some wanted to be part of the
development since the main influence of these developments would be reflected on them
directly as the main users.

In Antalya, 45.2% of the participating citizens agreed with being engaged in future
developments because they wanted to consider new functions according to their preferences.
Further, they wanted to consider climate change, coastal cleaning, more water sports, more
aesthetic solutions, points of attraction and scientific solutions (Graph 5).

4.5. Preferred Methods of Engagement in Waterfront Development

The most preferred methods of being engaged in waterfront development in EI Mina
were, sequentially, by media (66%), by meetings (47.3%), by questionnaire (36.3%) and by
workshops (32%). In Alexandria, the most preferred methods of being engaged in the
development of the waterfront were, sequentially, by media (60.9%), by workshops (50%), by
meetings (48.4%) and by questionnaire (47%). In the case of Antalya, citizens preferred the
questionnaire method (64.5%) above all other methods of participation in the development of
their waterfront (Graph 6).

Preferred methods of community engagement

100
50 II
. 1 | | 1 ]

By Media By objection By meetings By workshops By questionnaire

HElMina m Alexandria Antalya

Graph 6: Preferred methods of engagement in waterfront development
Reference: The author

4.6. Preferred Stages of Engagement in Waterfront Development
In the three case studies, the community chose the primary stage as the most preferred
stage for participating in decision-making in the development of their waterfronts, because this
stage involves the options that they would like to choose before any implementation of plans on

Preferred stages of engagement

Primary Stages Design Stages Construction Stages Evaluation Stages

100
80
60
40
20

B El Mina ™ Alexandria Antalya

Graph 7: Preferred stages of engagement in waterfront development
Reference: The author
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the ground. The second most preferred stage was the design stage, where they can participate in
giving their opinions on the design or evaluate the final decisions (Graph 7).

5. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF CASE STUDIES

A preliminary classification and analysis in Table 6 is carried out to highlight the preferred
steps of participation and methods of engagement, and compare them with the existing steps and
methods during the recent developments in each case study. In EI Mina, the value of the preferred
stages is 7V, but the value of the available stages is 1V. The same values are found in both Antalya
and Alexandria, indicating that only informing methods had occurred in the urban planning of the
three waterfronts as community involvement in primary stages. When classifying the methods of
engagement in each case study, the results show that in EI Mina and Alexandria, the preferred
methods had a value of 11V and the available methods had a value of 2V (informing using media),
which indicates a significant gap between the available and the preferred methods. A difference in
Antalya is clear, where the preferred methods had a value of 7+, and the available methods has 2
value by informing using media. The most preferred methods of involvement in Antalya is the
questionnaire for evaluation of each development step; while in EI Mina and Alexandria, the most
preferred method is informing by media.

Table 6: Participation in development phases and methods of engagement between available and
preferred methods in EI Mina, Alexandria and Antalya
Reference: The author

El Mina Alexandria Antalya
Preferre | Availab | Preferre | Availab | Preferre | Availabl
d le d le d e

Participatio | Primary stages W N W N N N
nin Design stages W X W X W X
developme =00 iction stages N X N X N X
nt phases _

Evaluation stages N X N X N X

Total A W ™ W A W
Methods of | Informing | Media A W NV W N Y
(tangagemen Consultati | Meetings W X W X N X

on

Participati | Workshops W X W X v X

on

Evaluatio | Questionnaires W X W X VW X

n Objection W X W X N X

Total 11 2V 11 2 2 2

|
N Weak value | VW | Moderate W Strong X Not available
(0-20%) value (21- value
60%) (61-100%)

In the second stage of analysis (Table 7), the values for the available and preferred
participation stages and methods in waterfront projects are compared with its attractiveness and
safety along with community acceptance of recent developments and the need for new changes to
measure the success of previous waterfront projects. Also, the approval of being involved in
waterfront related projects is recommended to evaluate the need of communities in the three cities
to be engaged in further developments.
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Table 7: Comparative analysis between EI Mina, Alexandria and Antalya

Reference: The author

El Mina

Alexandria

Antalya

Acceptance of attractiveness of waterfront

Yes (62.5%)
(Non-developed)

Yes (14.4%)
(Developed with
no respect for

Yes (80.6%)
(Developed with
respect for nature)

nature)
Acceptance of safety of waterfront Yes (56.3%) Yes (39.1%) Yes (74.2%)
Acceptance of recent developments Yes (77%) Yes (3.1 %) Yes (51.6%)

(Removing of
kiosks and
infringements on
the waterfront)

(Adding cafeterias
on the waterfront)

(Implementing the
Beach Park plan)

Acceptance of new developments Yes (85.9%) Yes (14.1%) Yes (51.6%)
Acceptance of being engaged in development of Yes (91 %) Yes (98.4 %) Yes (45.2%)
waterfronts

Value of available participation stages and methods 3V 3V 3V

in the waterfront developments

Value of necessary participation stages and 18V 18V 14V

methods in the waterfront developments

Based on Tables 6 and 7, the following points are concluded:
e In El Mina, despite the participation stages and methods in previous developments on the
waterfront being very low, participants generally agreed that their waterfront is attractive after the
removal of informal kiosks and returning the waterfront to how it was without any intervention.
However, they felt that they needed new developments, which they preferred to be engaged in as an
effective part of the decision-making process.
¢ In Alexandria, the participation stages and methods in previous developments on the waterfront
were also very low. However, the community hasn’t accepted the recent changes, perceiving the
waterfront as being unattractive and generally not safe after the addition of cafeterias and enlarging
the highway, and also considering that it had lost the natural aesthetics of the original Alexandria
waterfront. Further, they didn’t approve of any new development that would result in privatization
and they preferred the natural sea view. In case of any new projects on Alexandria waterfront,
citizens recommend participation in development stages in order to choose the required elements
and plans.
e In the case of Antalya, the participation stages and methods in previous developments on the
waterfront were minor, as with El Mina and Alexandria. But the preferred stages and methods were
minor which indicates participant’s satisfaction with their current situation since the users consider
the waterfront attractive and safe. Half of participants accepted the recent changes on the waterfront
and recommended new developments. Further, they accepted the idea of being engaged in
waterfront development. This data indicates that Antalya’s development satisfied a special zone of
community and considered many factors of acceptance for waterfront development while planning
and designing the implemented project.

. CONCLUSION

After analysing the commonly used methods of community participation in several fields and
monitoring the application of participatory methods and stages on waterfront developments in the
three case studies, the findings in each case study can be summarized as follows:

In El Mina waterfront, the acceptance of engagement in recent and new developments is high,
which indicates that the natural form of the waterfront is highly recommended along with new
developments under certain circumstances which spots the light on the need of considering
community’s opinions while changing and planning their public spaces.
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In Alexandria’s waterfront, the very low value for available participation methods influenced
the waterfront development to be refused by the community, leading to perceiving their waterfront
as unsafe and unattractive. The acceptance of new development is low, as is the density of users on
the waterfront. The previous unsuccessful development influenced the high percentage of
willingness to be engaged in new waterfront projects and the high value of the needed participation
methods. In Antalya, the data indicates that the development of Antalya’s waterfront has been
successful since it has considered the key social factors for sustainable development without
community engagement techniques. This resulted in identifying the waterfront as being very
attractive and safe, with users gathering in high densities on the waterfront and enjoying many public
activities. Their positive perceptions of the waterfront resulted in the necessary participation value
being lower than in the other two case studies.

The above three case studies of Mediterranean countries prove that waterfront projects
success depends on people opinions and perceptions of the space as attractive or not. The need for
further developments indicates the gap between planner’s decision and citizen’s priorities. Thus,
citizens recommend their participation and involvement techniques in all project phases in order to
get their needs in public zones. Which means that acceptance of waterfront developments by the
community, as well as their attractiveness and safety, depend on the levels of community
participation and engagement methods in their development. Further, as in the Antalya case, the
more the development considers social values and citizens’ preferences, the more the waterfront
will become successful. Through further research, this study will be continued by analysing
waterfront activities and social values in order to formulate a participatory model relating to the
waterfronts of developing countries of the Mediterranean and dedicated to decision-makers.
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