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Mega Projects, Mega projects are an undeniable redlity in today's world, occupying a central place
1915 Canakkale Bridge in the development strategies of almost every country. Particularly due to the
Project, benefits they will provide for economic development, securing a place in the global
Osmangazi Bridge Project, competitive environment, and urbanisation, it is among policymakers' priority
Tiirkiye. targets. At this point, although criticised from various perspectives, they are seen

as the most important and widely accepted tools for economic growth and urban
policies on a global scale. For this reason, mega projects in our era are not merely
construction activities but also symbols of economic power. This study focuses on
the multidimensional nature of mega-projects, examining why the recently
constructed and operational 1915 Canakkale Bridge and Osmangazi Bridge
projects in Tiirkiye are at the centre of controversy, their benefits and costs, and
the aspects on which they are criticised. Ultimately, it is possible to say that the

Received April 19, 2026 projects have a conflict structure that manifests itself in the form of a concrete

Revised June 27, 2026 tension between the anticipated benefits and the alleged socio-economic and
Accepted July 2, 2026 ecological costs they have caused or will cause.
Introduction

The construction of living spaces, one of the most widespread human activities globally, has
undergone a significant structural change over the past century. In response to technological
advancements and the new dynamics brought about by globalisation in the economy, unprecedented
projects have begun to emerge in terms of scope, cost, and development time. These projects, which
have significant impacts on living spaces, are called mega-projects. Historically significant, mega-
projects are both widely favoured and criticised in today's world and remain a subject of public
debate. At this point, the most important reasons for the widespread preference for mega-projects
can be cited as economic prosperity, the ability to gain a foothold in the global competitive
environment, and their role as important tools for urbanisation (Brookes, 2014: 242). On the other
hand, allegations of significant cost overruns, extensive delays, high risks and uncertainties, lack of
public information and transparency, lower-than-expected revenue, and inefficient use of public
resources have brought these projects to the forefront of criticism and public discourse. However,
despite having various risks and drawbacks in practice, it remains a focus of attention for decision-
makers and is particularly central to urban policies. Indeed, multi-billion-dollar large-scale projects,
ranging from transportation and energy to telecommunications and nuclear power, are encountered
internationally in almost every field. Mega projects, which are widespread in a significant number of
countries, continue to be built in ever-increasing sizes and numbers (Biiylikpinar and Sezer, 2025:

924).
Mega projects, which have a similar development trend in Tiirkiye, are the subject of this study. The
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1915 Canakkale Bridge Project and the Osmangazi Bridge Project, two major mega-projects that were
recently constructed and are now operational, constitute the main areas of study. In this context, the
study concretises these projects not merely as technical infrastructure projects, but within a multi-
dimensional framework encompassing their social and environmental impacts, treasury guarantees,
toll fees, and the use of public resources, and focuses on the aspects from which these projects are
criticised, as well as their benefits and costs. This is examined under the themes of project objectives
and expected public benefits, ecological and environmental impacts, public-private partnership
(PPP) models and public harm debates, as well as accessibility and public benefit. Both projects are
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analysed focusing on the concepts of “expected public benefits”, “ecological and environmental

impact”, “accessibility”, “public benefit”, and “efficient use of public resources”. This study aims to
contribute to the mega-project literature in this respect.

Research Method

This study asks, "On what grounds are the 1915 Canakkale Bridge and Osmangazi Bridge Projects
the focus of criticism and objections, in addition to the benefits they offer?" It aims to find an answer
to the question. This study employed a qualitative research method to investigate the issue in depth.
At this point, each project is examined holistically, based on a case study approach, considering its
construction process, financing model, cost, intended public benefits, reasons for objections, and the
criticisms directed at it. The study's data were obtained through document analysis, and a
comprehensive literature review was conducted. The data obtained in this study were analysed using
content analysis, a qualitative data analysis method. At this point, both projects have been analysed
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focusing on the concepts of “expected public benefits”, “ecological and environmental impact”,
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“accessibility”, “public interest” and “efficient use of public resources”.

In the study, the main reason for examining these projects is that both represent the most concrete
and controversial examples of Tiirkiye's recent trend towards mega-projects in transportation
infrastructure. The 1915 Canakkale Bridge, which holds the title of the world's longest suspension
bridge with a central span of 2023 meters (ERM, 2018: 15), and the Osmangazi Bridge, which
reduces the bay crossing time to 6 minutes (KGM, n.d.), are on the public agenda not only for the
economic benefits and engineering achievements they will provide, but also for their negative
impacts on the environment and living things, the vehicle passage guarantees given, and the
allegations that they lead to the waste of public resources. Examining these two projects provides an
important basis for understanding how large-scale infrastructure projects can create polarisation
centred on societal benefit, economic development, and their impact on living organisms and the
environment.

Mega Projects: A Conceptual and Critical Framework

Mega projects, seen as a major driving force behind economic development and urban
transformation worldwide, are more controversial than ever today. This is influenced by factors
including negative impacts on ecological and social life, as well as risks of economic losses and
inefficient use of public resources. Mega projects, which are examined from different perspectives in
the literature, are generally defined in terms of cost and construction time. Accordingly, it refers to
large-scale projects costing $1 billion or more, taking many years to plan, develop, and construct,
involving numerous private or civil stakeholders in addition to the public sector, having a
transformative nature, and affecting millions of people. Unlike smaller, more traditional projects,
mega-projects, which are characterised by their ability to transform pre-existing structures rather
than simply adapt to them, are designed to ambitiously alter the fabric of society (Flyvbjerg, 2014:
6; 2017: 2). Therefore, it has the potential to significantly affect population density, national
economies, and the physical environment. Therefore, designing and delivering them in a way that is
most beneficial to all stakeholders is an essential element (Fiori and Kovaka, 2005: 1).
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Although mega-projects, as mentioned above, are generally characterised and differentiated based
on cost criteria, they are characterised by a much broader scope due to their diverse qualities. For
example, according to Fiori and Kovaka (2005: 1), the characteristic that elevates a project to the
status of a mega-project is that it involves a phenomenon far more complex than project cost (He et
al., 2015: 549). These projects are generally characterised by high-cost overruns, extensive delays,
high risks and uncertainties, lack of public information and transparency, lower-than-expected
revenue, and heated conflicts (Fiori and Kovaka, 2005; Zekovié¢v et al., 2018: 153). At this point,
projects that were initially seen as effective tools for economic growth begin to be redefined as
potential obstacles to economic growth (Flyvbjerg et., 2003: 10). Here, megaprojects, described as
the “wild beast” of the project world (Zidane et al., 2013: 349), are likened to unruly trolls that are
difficult to tame and control (Klakegg et al., 2016: 1).

According to Zhai et al. (2009: 99), mega-projects refer to projects requiring large investments of
approximately $140 million or more, characterised by extreme complexity, significant risks, long
duration, numerous participants, and far-reaching impacts on the society, economy, technological
development, and environment of the region or even the entire country. According to Gellert and
Lynch (2003: 15—-16), mega-projects refer to projects that profoundly transform landscapes in rapid,
deliberate, and highly visible ways, requiring the coordinated application of public and private sector
power. Collaboration between the public and private sectors and the presentation of new financing
methods constitute a key distinguishing feature of the projects (Orueta and Fainstein, 2008: 760).

With each passing day, larger and more numerous mega-projects are being built, and consequently,
they are becoming the focus of much criticism and debate. The first criticism concerns environmental
and social impacts. According to this criticism, the environmental and social impacts of projects are
often not considered or are seriously miscalculated during the project development process, and this
has become a major topic of public discussion (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003: 11). According to D’Almeida
(2015), who gives various examples in her study on this subject, Ethiopia’s massive Gilgel Gibe III
hydroelectric power plant is causing a rapid increase in hunger and threatening the lives and
livelihoods of hundreds of thousands of people who have relied on fishing and the surrounding
forests for generations. It also notes that large-scale projects, financed by the World Bank, displaced
an estimated 3.4 million people between 2004 and 2013. It is stated that the majority of those
displaced are from Asia and Africa. Furthermore, these projects, which are claimed to have similar
effects worldwide, are criticised for the risks they pose, including displacing people, endangering
animal and plant species, destroying habitats, triggering earthquakes and landslides, destroying
cultural and historical sites, and permanently degrading the quality of life due to increased traffic
and pollution. For this reason, it is necessary to acknowledge that mega-projects around the world
create new value but can also destroy various forms of value, and to take adequate measures in this
regard (Musonda et al., 2025: 1-2). Indeed, environmental problems that are not considered during
the preparation phases of projects often emerge during construction and operation, and when such
problems are not carefully addressed, they often lead to the destabilisation of habitats, communities,
and mega-projects. (Flyvbjerg et al., 2003: 11).

Another criticism of mega-projects concerns cost overruns and the misuse of public resources.
According to Flyvbjerg (2004: 54), nine out of ten projects experience cost overruns. According to
D’Almeida (2015), who explains this situation with examples, the cost of the Suez Canal in Egypt has
been exceeded by 1,000%, the cost of Denver International Airport in the USA by 200%, and the cost
of the Channel Tunnel (a 50-kilometre passage connecting the United Kingdom to France) by 80%.
The fact that the cost of these delays and additional expenses is often covered by public funds is the
most significant point of criticism. Despite all this, Flyvbjerg (2004: 55) notes that the reason these
projects are preferred by decision-makers is due to their lengthy construction process, suggesting
that decision-makers may be inclined to say, “When they finally cut the ribbon and problems start to
emerge, I won’t be in office anymore”. In other words, the cost of a potential disaster is not borne by
those who make the decisions. Costs and criticism are then shifted onto others who say, “We didn’t
make the decisions. We're just here to manage this project, so don’t criticise us”. Herein lies an issue
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of accountability and the distribution of responsibilities stemming from long-term construction
processes.

Another notable point of criticism regarding mega-projects concerns the issue of participation in the
project processes. Mega-projects are projects that affect and are affected by multiple stakeholders
with differing interests and demands. At this point, managing the project by considering the needs
and requirements of the project stakeholders constitutes a fundamental element of project success
(Aaltonen and Kujala, 2010: 381). According to Flyvbjerg et al. (2003: 12), actors responsible for
project execution often disregard practices such as governance, transparency, and participation in
democratic decision-making processes, viewing them as obstacles to project progress. Project
managers often avoid such practices, either due to lack of knowledge or because they believe they are
counterproductive to the initiation of the projects. This situation leads to a lack of accountability,
transparency, and participation regarding mega-projects.

Mega projects, with their physical structure that overshadows the humanity they are intended to
serve, are controversial, primarily in terms of the benefits they offer, but are globally accepted as
important tools for economic growth and urbanisation (Brookes, 2014: 242). Indeed, in today's
world, we are witnessing the construction of mega-projects on almost every continent. Projects worth
billions of dollars—ranging from tunnels and bridges to high-speed rail networks, dams, highway
systems, airports, seaports, telecommunications networks, cross-border pipeline systems for oil and
gas transportation, nuclear power plants, and international power grids—encounter this wherever
you go in the world. This situation shows that mega-projects are seen as attractive projects by
decision-makers.

There are several reasons why mega-projects become attractive to decision-makers (Flyvbjerg, 2004:
53). The first reason is technological. Accordingly, these projects, which are the subject of advanced
technology, have become feasible and rapidly preferred as technology has advanced. Secondly, mega-
projects are prioritised by politicians because they are both physically massive and possess symbolic
value. Thirdly, there is the economic factor. Accordingly, large projects have always offered various
groups the opportunity to earn large sums of money. This is the focus of attention for everyone who
wants to take advantage of this opportunity. Finally, the growth in the economies of many countries
around the world is increasing interest in these projects (Flyvbjerg, 2004: 53). Therefore, they are
seen by decision-makers as suitable planning tools for implementing local, regional, and even
national planning strategies and for positioning small and medium-sized cities in the international
urban competitive environment. In other words, it constitutes the most important pillar of the
planning approach adopted to enhance the competitiveness of a city or region (Albrechts, 2015: 106).

Frey (2020), who examines this situation in terms of national development, states that “if your city,
region, community, or country is not working on its own mega-projects, it will definitely fall behind”.
At this point, it can be said that although there are setbacks in achieving the goals of such projects,
they involve numerous negative aspects and carry various risks in implementation, they constitute a
leading area of interest in urban policies (Leick, 2014: 54-55). Indeed, it is important to note that
some of the largest projects involving high levels of resource allocation are as large as or greater than
the gross domestic product (GDP) of many countries (Flyvbjerg, 2017: 3-4). Therefore, it is
interesting that despite all the drawbacks and risks, an increasing number of mega-projects are being
built every day, both quantitatively and qualitatively. Flyvbjerg et al. (2003) refer to this situation as
the “megaproject paradox”.

On the other hand, the increasing number of resources allocated to mega-projects makes the
management of such projects even more important. Selecting the most suitable projects and
accurately determining their economic, social, and environmental impacts is the most important
point for decision-makers. Ultimately, the potential benefits of building the right projects in the right
way are numerous, but the potential waste of building the wrong or faulty projects has far more
negative impacts on the country and region (Flyvbjerg, 2014: 8). Therefore, mega-projects, even if
very successful, are inherently challenging projects due to the technology they require, their high
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costs, and the risks involved (Merrow, 1988: 3). It is important to bear in mind that the success or
failure of such projects has the potential to affect all nations in both the short and long term
(Flyvbjerg et al., 2003: 9-11). According to Merrow (1988: 3), the failure of such projects can lead to
the collapse of companies and even governments. However, throughout history, humanity has
constructed, and continues to construct, massive projects aimed at achieving both economic
prosperity and the advancement of its spiritual world. The 21st century has seen a rapid increase in
such projects as important tools for economic development, securing a place in the global
competitive environment, and urbanisation. (Brookes, 2014: 241). In this new era, we are witnessing
the construction of numerous projects worldwide that cost well over $1 billion and many of which
are worth over $10 billion (Mace Group, 2025: 7). These projects, known as "gigaprojects," typically
involve investments exceeding $10 billion, take a decade or more to complete, and have the potential
to transform entire nations. According to a study conducted in 2025, the number of mega-projects
and programs has increased by 280% in the last 15 years, exceeding 11,000, and more than 250 giga-
projects and programs are being implemented (Mace Group, 2025: 7).

In Tiirkiye, which has followed developments in parallel with global trends, there has been a shift
towards the development of large-scale projects and programs, especially since the 2000s (Dag and
Biiyiikpinar, 2024). The 1915 Canakkale Bridge Project and the Osmangazi Bridge Project, which
began construction during this period and recently became operational, are among these large-scale
projects. These projects, which symbolise Tiirkiye's recent large-scale transportation investments
and related economic choices, constitute important examples of a mega-project-focused
development approach. However, they are also the focus of criticism due to their negative impacts
on the environment and living things, the guaranteed vehicle passage agreements, the high toll fees,
and the allegations that they lead to a waste of public resources. Therefore, examining these two
projects offers a functional framework for concretising the debates surrounding the impact of large-
scale transportation projects on public benefit and economic well-being. In the next section of the
study, these projects will be examined in detail, focusing on why they are at the centre of the
objections, their benefits, costs, and the aspects from which they are criticised.

The 1915 Canakkale Bridge: Benefits, Costs, and Criticisms

The 1915 Canakkale Bridge and Highway Project, constructed in the Western Anatolia region of
Tiirkiye, forms an important part of the Kinali-Tekirdag-Canakkale-Savastepe Highway Project,
which starts in the Kinal district of Istanbul and ends in the Savastepe district of Balikesir (1915
Canakkale, n.d). The project, located between the Lapseki and Gelibolu districts of Canakkale, has a
total length of approximately 92 km, consisting of an 88.5 km long highway and a bridge
approximately 3.6 km long (ERM, 2018: 15).

The project was first brought up during the period between 1984 and 1989. During these years, the
idea of connecting the continents of Asia and Europe via the Dardanelles came to the fore. The
project, which was brought up again in 1994, was put out to tender in 1995, but the winning firm
subsequently withdrew from the project, citing the impossibility of constructing a bridge connecting
two continents (Unay, 2022). The project, which resurfaced after 20 years, saw the initiation of both
the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and the tender process in 2016. EIA approval for the
entire 324.4 km project was granted in November 2016 (ERM, 2018: 15).

The project, which is carried out under the responsibility of the General Directorate of Highways
(KGM) affiliated with the Ministry of Transport and Infrastructure, was put out to tender with the
decision that it would be operated under a build-operate-transfer model within the framework of a
public-private partnership for a period of 16 years, 2 months and 12 days (ERM, 2018: 15-23). The
process continued with the tender being won by a consortium consisting of Limak and Yap1 Merkezi
from Tiirkiye, and Daelim and SK Engineering from South Korea (1915 Canakkale, n.d..; ERM, 2018:
15). Subsequently, Canakkale Highway and Bridge Construction Investment and Operation Inc.
(COK Inc.) was established by the aforementioned consortium (ERM, 2018: 15).
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The foundations of the project were laid after the establishment of COK Inc., the company
responsible for the project's implementation, and the signing of the implementation contract in 2017
(ERM, 2018: 23). In the same year, the “Circular Regarding the Kinali-Tekirdag-Canakkale-
Savastepe Highway, Malkara-Canakkale Section (Including the 1915 Canakkale Bridge) Project” was
published (Circular Regarding the Kinah-Tekirdag-Canakkale-Savastepe Highway, Malkara-
Canakkale Section (Including the 1915 Canakkale Bridge) Project, 2017). This circular, consisting of
18 articles, sets forth measures to ensure that the work on the Kinali-Tekirdag-Canakkale-Savastepe
Expressway and the Malkara-Canakkale (including the 1915 Canakkale Bridge) Section Project can
be completed within the specified timeframe. Since 2018, decisions regarding expedited
expropriation have been published within the scope of the project. The project was completed and
put into service in 2022. The project will be transferred to public ownership in 2034, the year the
operating period ends. The total cost of the project is 3.1 billion Euros (Diinya Gazetesi, 2023).

Described as the “necklace of the Dardanelles Strait” and the "bridge of symbols" (Euronews, 2022a),
the project is said to provide public benefit in many aspects. Among these, the most prominent is the
transit time between the continents of Europe and Asia. With the project, while emphasising the
importance of reducing an intercontinental journey that used to take hours to just 6 minutes in terms
of time savings, it is also stated that commercial activities will continue without interruption
(Ministry of Transport and Infrastructure, 2022; Unay, 2022). The importance of the 1915 Canakkale
Bridge Project is also highlighted in terms of “improving the connection between Europe and
Istanbul towards the Aegean Sea and the Middle East”, “providing an alternative connection between
the western (European) side of Tiirkiye and Izmir (Tirkiye's 3rd largest city)” and “providing a
connection between Gebze-Izmir and Northern Marmara” (ERM, 2018: 91).

On the other hand, despite its stated importance and benefits, the project is being criticised and
debated in the public sphere from various perspectives. The first of these criticisms concerns the
alleged negative impacts the project will have on the natural environment. Accordingly, it is claimed
that “the new highways to be built along with the bridge will cause great damage to the Kaz
Mountains and agricultural areas in the region”, “will change the face of the entire Marmara region,
especially Southern Marmara”, and “Marmara will be surrounded by highways like a handcuff...
these highways will form the infrastructure and trigger for the construction that will take place there”
(Altimisik, 2016). Another criticism levelled against the project concerns the fact that it is being
implemented with a treasury guarantee. Accordingly, the project has a guaranteed daily passage of
45,000 vehicles and an annual passage of 16,425,000 vehicles (memurlar.net, 2023; Euronews,
2022b). According to 2024 data, 2,684,738 vehicles crossed the bridge, which has a guaranteed
annual traffic volume of 16,425,000 vehicles. The project, which is said to have a 16% completion
rate and an 84% margin of error, has faced significant criticism in this regard. It is stated that this
leads to a waste of public resources and creates a burden on the treasury. This situation, which calls
into question the sustainability of the project, raises claims that the project needs to be reviewed in
light of the principle of public benefit (Burasi Canakkale, 2025). Among the criticisms levelled
against the project is the view that it “will create problems rather than add value to the region”.
Accordingly, while the project is expected to solve the traffic problem in the short term, there are
claims that in the long term, it will lead to a further increase in traffic problems due to increased
migration to the region (Kozleme and Cil, 2021: 4268). Another criticism levelled against the project
concerns the bridge toll. According to the agreement, the toll fee for cars, which is 15 Euros + VAT
per vehicle, is charged at 795 TL as of January 2025. It is argued that the high toll fees, which are
contrary to the nature of a public service, are unaffordable for a significant portion of the public, and
for those who can afford them, resulting in an "economic burden" on the public, a waste of public
resources, and a failure to serve the public interest (Gazete Halkim, 2025). All these different
opinions and perspectives have persisted from the time the project was first conceived to the present
day.
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Osmangazi Bridge: Benefits, Costs, and Criticisms

The Osmangazi Bridge Project is a suspension bridge project that forms the most important part of
the Gebze-Orhangazi-Izmir Highway Project (including the Izmir Bay Crossing and connecting
roads), which has a total length of 426 km. The project, which connects the two sides of the Izmit
Gulf with its length of 2,682 m, was built between Hersek Cape, located on the border of Dilovasi
district of Kocaeli and Altinova district of Yalova (KGM, n.d.).

The construction process for the project, which is under the responsibility of KGM (General
Directorate of Highways) affiliated with the Ministry of Transport and Infrastructure, began with a
tender held in 2009. Otoyol Yatirnm ve Isletme A.S., established in 2010 by the Nurol-Ozaltin-
Makyol-Astaldi-Yiiksel-Gocay Group, which won the tender, became responsible for the
construction and operation of the project. In the same year, a contract was signed between KGM and
Otoyol Yatirim ve Isletme A.S., and the implementation contract came into effect in 2013. With this,
work on the project had begun, and the bridge was completed in 2016 (memurlar.net, 2019; Nurol
Ingaat, n.d.). The entire Gebze-Orhangazi-Izmir Highway Project (including the Izmir Gulf Crossing
and connecting roads) was completed in 2019 (Otoyol Yatirim ve Isletme A.S., n.d.). In 2010, a
circular was issued by the Prime Ministry to ensure the smooth progress of the construction process
and the completion of the project within the specified timeframe (Prime Ministry Circular Regarding
the Gebze-Orhangazi-Izmir Highway, 2010).

The Osmangazi Bridge Project, constructed under the build-operate-transfer (BOT) model within
the framework of a public-private partnership, has a contract period of 22 years and 4 months from
the date the implementation contract came into effect. The project will be transferred to public
ownership on July 15, 2035. The transfer in question, including financing and project design, as well
as its operation, maintenance, and repair throughout this period, will be carried out free of charge,
with the project in a fully maintained, operational, and usable condition at the end of the contract
period, without any debts or obligations. The total cost of the project is 10 billion TL (memurlar.net,
2019; Otoyol Yatirim ve Isletme A.S., n.d.). The project, which is being implemented with a treasury
guarantee, has been guaranteed a daily passage of 40,000 vehicles (Independent Tiirkce, 2019).

The main objective of the project, which creates an alternative transportation model for crossing the
Gulf of Izmit, is to reduce the travel time across the gulf. Accordingly, the gulf, which could be crossed
in 1.5 hours by car and 45-60 minutes by ferry, can now be crossed in 6 minutes via the Osmangazi
Bridge (KGM, n.d.). The project also aims to reduce traffic load on the highway network in the
Marmara and Aegean Regions, to revitalize the local and regional economy by attracting industrial
investments to the provinces along the project route, to provide connectivity between the ports in
the region, and to reduce emission increases and noise pollution associated with traffic congestion
(Ministry of Transport, Maritime Affairs and Communications, 2012: 41).

In line with these goals, the Osmangazi Bridge, which has been operational for approximately 8
years, in addition to the convenience and benefits it provides, has been criticised from various angles
for the entire project. Some of these criticisms have also been taken to court and addressed on a legal
basis. Among the first criticisms and lawsuits in this regard was the circular issued to ensure the
project could be completed within the specified timeframe. Article 9 of the circular states:

When conducting environmental impact assessments for the project and its necessary facilities such
as material quarries, access roads, power transmission lines, storage areas, ready-mixed concrete
plants, asphalt plants, and production facilities required for infrastructure and superstructure
construction, the fact that the project was included in the investment program before February 7,
1993, will be taken into consideration, and the exemption from the Environmental Impact
Assessment Regulation will be evaluated accordingly (Prime Ministry Circular Regarding the Gebze-
Orhangazi-Izmir Highway, 2010).

This provision, which granted an EIA exemption for the project, was challenged in court with a
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request for a stay of execution and annulment on the grounds that the project would have
environmental and economic impacts on all provinces along its route during the construction and
operation process, and that these impacts needed to be evaluated. The relevant provision was
suspended and its execution halted by the 14th Chamber of the Council of State on the grounds that
“it introduced a regulation that broadened the exemption from the Environmental Impact
Assessment process” and “the provision of the circular was not in compliance with the
Environmental Law and the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulation on which it is based”
(Council of State Administrative Litigation Chambers Board, Case No. 2013/2534 and Decision No.
2015/915; Tayman, 2012). Following a lawsuit filed in 2013 to annul Article 9 of the Circular, Article
1 of the Regulation Amending the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulation, which came into
force in 2011, was amended again in the same year. As a result of the aforementioned change, the
EIA exemption granted to the project by the Circular has been clearly established on a legal basis
(Council of State Administrative Litigation Chambers Board, Case No. 2013/2534 and Decision No.

2015/915).

Also in 2011, a lawsuit was filed requesting the suspension and annulment of Article 1 of the
Regulation amending the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulation, which amended
Article 3 of the EIA Regulation dated 2011, cited as the basis for the EIA exemption for the project
(Pekdas, 2011). The fact that the project encompasses many settlements between Istanbul and Izmir,
and that its impact on forests, agricultural lands, and wetlands is inevitable, has made the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) exemption decision a matter of debate. Therefore, various
civil actors have filed lawsuits seeking the suspension and annulment of the Ministry of Environment
and Forestry's decision to exempt the project from the EIA process, as well as the regulation article
enacted in 2011 that formed the basis for this decision. Of the three cases in this regard, two resulted
in “dismissal of the case on grounds of lack of standing” (Council of State, 14th Chamber, Case No.
2011/13296 and Decision No. 2011/450; Council of State, 14th Chamber, Case No. 2011/13742 and
Decision No. 2011/796). In the appeal of Decision No. E. 2011/13296 and K. 2011/450 of the 14th
Chamber of the Council of State, the decision to “dismiss the case on grounds of lack of standing”
was overturned (Council of State Administrative Litigation Chambers Board, Case No. 2011/2123
and Decision No. 2013/4686).

While the project faced legal challenges during the construction phase, it has also been the subject
of various criticisms since the start of operations following its completion. Firstly, two civilian actors
challenged the project, which is subject to a toll fee, in court. The case was filed on the grounds that
“while no tolls are collected on other two-lane roads, the practice of collecting tolls on the two-lane
roads crossing the Osmangazi Bridge is also contrary to the law” (Gazete Duvar, 2016). In connection
with toll roads, it was stated that this situation restricts vehicle traffic, the vehicle traffic guarantee
provided by the state is not being met, and the state is incurring losses. However, according to 2024
data, the guaranteed vehicle traffic was exceeded for the first time with 19,464,305 vehicles annually
(Bociioglu Bodur, 2025). On the other hand, there are also allegations that the state made guarantee
payments to the project company despite the vehicle traffic exceeding the guaranteed volume (Anka
Haber Ajansi, 2025). As a result, the project is heavily criticised by the public because it is being
implemented with a treasury guarantee.

The Osmangazi Bridge Project, operating as a large-scale public investment project, is facing intense
criticism due to its inclusion in the Gebze-Orhangazi-Izmir Highway Project (including the Izmir Bay
Crossing and connecting roads), both from environmental, economic, and social perspectives, and
in terms of it not being accessible to everyone. While some of these criticisms have been taken to
court, others are still being debated in the public sphere.

Analysis of the Reasons for Controversy in the 1915 Canakkale and Osmangazi Bridge
Projects

Mega projects, which constitute large-scale public investments, are a key element of economic
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growth, global competitiveness, and urbanisation strategies in today's world. Megaprojects, which
are among the priority policy objectives of decision-makers at the international level and involve
comprehensive changes, are increasingly on the public agenda due to their impacts on living
organisms and the environment, the changes they cause in social structures, and their effects on the
economy. At this point, the issue is being addressed on a broad scale, ranging from the disruption of
the demographic structure and loss of biodiversity to paving the way for various disasters such as
earthquakes, and the destruction of cultural heritage. However, allegations that costs were
significantly exceeded, public resources were wasted, construction was delayed for extended periods,
there was considerable uncertainty, and the projects were managed without accountability and
transparency also keep these projects on the agenda. This situation brings about different
perspectives and debates regarding the projects, raising questions about why mega-projects are at
the centre of objections, from what angles they are criticised, and what their benefits are.

Project Objectives and Expected Public Benefits

The main benefit and goal for both projects appears to be reducing time spent in traffic. It can be
said that the main benefit of the 1915 Canakkale Bridge Project is to save time by reducing
intercontinental crossing time, while also ensuring that commercial activities continue without
interruption. The Osmangazi Bridge Project primarily aims to reduce the travel time across the Gulf
of Izmit and to alleviate congestion on the Marmara and Aegean highway networks, thereby
balancing the traffic load. In this context, it can be said that the project aims to revitalise the local
economy by attracting industrial investments to the provinces along the route, strengthen
integration between ports, and achieve environmental improvement by reducing traffic-related noise
and emissions. On the other hand, they appear to be on controversial ground due to the costs they
are argued to cause, or will cause, on ecological, social, economic, and public aspects.

Ecological and Environmental Impact: Destruction of Natural Structures and
Demographic Transformation

The first criticism levelled against the projects concerns their ecological and environmental impacts,
as well as the changes that will occur in the demographic structure. Accordingly, it is claimed that
the 1915 Canakkale Bridge Project will damage the Kaz Mountains, which are among the most
important natural structures of the region, negatively affect agricultural areas in the region, lead to
significant changes in the structure of Southern Marmara, and accelerate construction with the
increase in highways. The fact that the Osmangazi Bridge Project was exempt from the EIA has
drawn numerous criticisms. It is argued that the negative impacts of the project, particularly its
effects on wildlife and the environment, are being ignored or downplayed by this exemption. It is
stated that all of these will lead to the destruction of natural life in the project areas and will have
negative effects on ecological life.

PPP Model and Public Loss Debates: The Financial Cost of Treasury-Guaranteed
Projects

The 1915 Canakkale Bridge and Osmangazi Bridge projects are examples of projects implemented
under the build-operate-transfer (BOT) model within the framework of the Public-Private
Partnership (PPP) model. The fact that the project is being carried out with a Treasury guarantee
and that there is a margin of error in the actual number of vehicles covered by the guarantee are
among the major criticisms levelled against the projects. This raises questions about whether this
situation hinders the efficient use of public resources and whether it imposes a financial burden on
the public. On the other hand, the fact that vehicle toll fees are based on foreign currency and that
the difference is covered from the general budget if the guaranteed number of vehicles is not reached
gives rise to discussions about the waste of public resources. Indeed, both projects are currently the
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subject of intense debate due to criticisms that they lead to a waste of public resources because they
are being implemented with treasury guarantees.

Public Interest Caught in the Grip of Accessibility: Questioning High Tolls

The accessibility debates surrounding the 1915 Canakkale Bridge and Osmangazi Bridge projects
remain relevant, fueled by claims that the gap between the public benefit these projects aim to
achieve and reality is widening. Public services are defined by their accessibility to all, but the fact
that these projects are subject to toll fees based on foreign currency raises questions about whether
they meet this standard. Toll fees, which increase annually depending on the exchange rate, are out
of sync with citizens' purchasing power and undermine the public benefit aspect that forms the basis
of these projects. The financial burden on citizens resulting from high tolls not only prevents
everyone from benefiting equally from these bridges as public services but also, by limiting vehicle
traffic, leads to continued payments from the general budget to meet the guaranteed number of
vehicles. This issue has been the subject of intense criticism and debate for both projects.

Conclusion

Mega projects, which are rapidly increasing in both number and physical size worldwide, are
showing a similar trend in Tiirkiye. We are witnessing the planning and construction of numerous
large-scale projects, particularly in the transportation and energy sectors. The 1915 Canakkale Bridge
Project and the Osmangazi Bridge Project, which are among the projects in question, constitute the
focus of this study. Projects that are discussed from different perspectives in the public sphere are at
the centre of various debates, in addition to their importance and benefits.

Although there are defences and opinions regarding the various benefits that both projects are
expected to provide, primarily on the ecological and economic structure, as a result of their technical
achievements, they appear to be on controversial ground due to the costs they are argued to have
caused or will cause on ecological, social, economic, and public aspects. In other words, the projects
appear to have a significant conflict between being seen as a strategic development tool due to the
anticipated benefits and the differing viewpoints regarding public and ecological costs. Within this
conflict structure, allegations stand out that the projects will disrupt the natural environment of the
project areas, lead to population growth, result in the waste of public resources due to being
implemented with treasury guarantees, and create a financial burden on citizens due to high toll fees,
thus failing to serve the public interest. In conclusion, it is fair to say that large-scale investments
have sparked major controversy.

In conclusion, this study focuses on the anticipated goals and benefits of the 1915 Canakkale Bridge
and Osmangazi Bridge projects, as well as the aspects that are criticised and debated. While it offers
a comprehensive qualitative analysis of the criticisms surrounding these projects, it does have some
limitations. Firstly, the research was conducted methodologically based on document analysis.
Secondly, the focus of the study prioritises revealing critical perspectives and objections to the
project rather than comparing the financial costs and expected public benefits. Future research is
recommended to systematically compare expected public benefits with long-term economic
outcomes using mixed or quantitative methods. Furthermore, future studies could be conducted on
similar research within the context of mega-projects that have been or are being built in different
areas. Such studies will contribute to a multifaceted understanding of the issue.
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