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Abstract

Purpose

This study mainly aims to evaluate comparatively the Quality of Urban Life (QoUL) in Konya city on
the basis of Karatay, Meram and Selguklu districts from the perspectives of two expert groups and to
show the suitability of Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) methodology for QoUL Assessment.
Design/Methodology/Approach

In the scope of the study, AHP has been utilized to explore the importance weights of each and overall
performances of QoUL criteria in the hierarchy in terms of 19 sub-criteria of 5 criteria groups of
"Environmental Quality, Physical Quality, Functional Quality, Safer Places, and Social Connection and
Interaction at Micro and Macro Environment” from the perspectives of local authority experts and
academicians.

Findings

The expert groups have determined different priority weights on the basis of the criteria groups and
sub-criteria, and also each district have different criteria performance scores separately. However,
the multi-criteria district-based overall QoUL priority rankings of both expert groups are same with
different weight rates. Meram is the district with the highest quality of life (QoL), while Karatay is the
district with the lowest QoL from the perspective of expert groups.

Research Limitations/Implications

The outputs of the methodology contribute to a better understanding of comparative QoUL
performances of three districts via comparing each of them in terms of each QoUL criteria from the
perspectives of experts for decision-makers. However, the lack of inhabitant opinions of the city for
an overall participatory QoUL assessment is the limitation of the study. Thus, studies focusing on
inhabitants” views have potential to valuable contribution to further researches and urban planning
& design applications.

Social/Practical Implications

In practice, the manuscript has potential to guide local government units and other relevant
stakeholders regarding with appropriate actions and transformations to increase the QoUL and
create urban areas with high QoUL. The widespread use of the proposed QoUL assessment
methodology, which is adaptable for other cities to a significant QoUL evaluation, can lead to a better
participatory planning process and finally more qualified urban environments thus can enhance
QoUL.

Originality /Value

The study presents a rational and adaptive QoUL assessment approach for local authorities, relevant
occupation disciplines and researchers who aim to enhance QoUL.

Keywords: Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP), Konya, liveability, quality of urban life, quality of
urban life assessment
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INTRODUCTION

The deterioration of many urban environments due to increasing number
and size of cities have led to a growing concern regarding the problems
of city for the future of cities and for the well-being of city dwellers
(Pacione, 2003). Enhancing the QoUL of residents has become a
fundamental component in the urban growth management strategies of
many cities (Allen, 2016) as a response to the confronted urban
problems. There has been growing public interest in understanding the
relationships between the economic, environmental and social aspects of
life (DIT, 2012). Increasing population in cities has increased the
importance of researches examine the relationship between the qualities
and characteristics of an urban setting and the perceived satisfaction of
its users (MacLean & Salama, 2019) via QoUL concept, which is a multi-
dimensional and interdisciplinary notion (Papachristou & Rosas-Casals,
2015; Wtodarczyk, 2015) that is able to monitor the multi-dimensional
nature of cities (Psatha et al., 2011).

Liveable cities support the health, wellbeing and QoL of people who live
and work in them. The way they are planned, designed, built and
managed can enhance or detract from liveability. The physical
characteristics that contribute to the liveability of cities include land use,
built form, quality and conservation of public spaces and natural
environments, efficiency of transport networks, accessibility to work,
education, health and community services and social and recreational
opportunities (DIT, 2012). Lowe et al. (2013) suggests that liveable
places are safe, attractive, socially cohesive and inclusive,
environmentally sustainable, affordable and diverse housing, easy access
via convenient public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure to
urban amenities such as education, public open space, local shops, health
and community services, leisure and cultural opportunities. The relevant
literature points out the relationship between liveability and the quality
of space and the built environment (ACE, 2019; Carmona, 2019;
Parkinson et al., 2006).

Measurement of QoUL is a complex multi-dimensional process due to
multiple criteria and multiple stakeholders it involves. Multi-criteria
decision-making (MCDM) methods can considerably serve as beneficial
decision support systems for measurement of QoUL. AHP is a structured
MCDM technique for organizing and analysing complex decisions, based
on mathematics and psychology (Ganebnykh et al., 2019). AHP simplifies
complex and multi-criteria decision-making process, thus leads to better
decisions determining most appropriate solutions in a clear and rational
way (Ganebnykh et al., 2019; Harker & Vargas, 1987; Lotfi & Solaimani,
2009; Onnom et al., 2018).

Current study aims to evaluate QoUL of Konya city’s three districts
comparatively from the perspective of two expert groups via an AHP
based QoUL assessment methodology. As part of the assumption of “well-
designed interventions in the built environment ensure social, economic,
health, and environmental benefits, thus enhance the QoUL via creating
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liveable environments”, QoUL assessment methodology is structured on
to the five significant evaluations criteria: environmental quality,
physical quality, functional quality, safer places, social connection and
Interaction at Micro and macro environment. In this framework
manuscript has five parts:

At “Introduction” part, the aim of the study and importance of QoUL
researches were explained.

Quality of Urban Life (QoUL) notion and QoUL Assessment Criteria were
handled at the “theoretical background”. In this term, liveability, QoL and
QoUL notions were described showing the differences between them.
Additionally theoretical and methodological approaches to the
conceptualizing and measuring of QoUL and the necessity of subjective
and objective dimensions to measure QoUL were evaluated. QoUL
Assessment Criteria, consisting “Environmental Quality, Physical Quality,
Functional Quality, Safer Places, Social Connection and Interaction at
Micro and macro environment”, were explained comprehensively
through relevant literature.

Thirdly at “Material and Methodology” part, the characteristics of Karatay,
Meram and Selguklu districts of Konya city which constitute the main
material of this study were explained. Also, the advantages of AHP based
QoUL assessment methodology are discussed with the review of relevant
researches. Afterwards, the basics of survey were also discussed via
explaining the “survey design”, “survey application” and “AHP based
QoUL assessment phases”.

Finally, the findings of the study were presented within the scope of three
evaluation principles consisting “Expert assessments regarding QoUL
criteria groups”, “Expert assessments regarding QoUL sub-criteria” and
“Assessments of experts for QoUL in central districts of Konya city”.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Quality of Urban Life (QoUL) Notion

One of the confusing things in the QoUL literature is the proliferation of
notions of well-being, satisfaction, happiness (Marans, 2012;
Papachristou & Rosas-Casals, 2015), liveability, QoL and space and place
quality.

Liveability reflects the wellbeing of a community and comprises the many
characteristics that make a location as a place where people want to live
now and in future (Lowe et al, 2013). QoL is often confused with
liveability. Liveability can be regarded as a subset of QoL concept that
covers a much broader range of topics such as education, poverty,
economic deprivation, health, the environment and congestion (DIT,
2012).

According to Murgas & Klobu¢nik (2018), QoL and QoUL are two different
notions thus, the QoUL exists as an original category of QoL. QoL is the
QoL of the individual, and it is secondary to where the individual lives,
whether in the city or village. QoL is often considered a notion that refers
both to prosperity and well-being (Wtodarczyk, 2015). World Health
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Organization (WHO, 2020) defines Quality of Life as an individual's
perception of their position in life in the context of the culture and value
systems where they live and in relation to their goals, expectations,
standards and concerns. It is a broad ranging concept affected in a
complex way by the person's physical health, psychological state,
personal beliefs, social relationships and their relationship to salient
features of their environment. Mohit (2014) suggests that QoL can be
construed from a happiness and life satisfaction approach due to the fact
of happiness and life satisfaction are the central objectives of most
people’s well-being in life. QoL is the concept of the good life, which is
lived in a good place (Murgas & Klobu¢nik, 2018). Although happiness
and life satisfaction are not the same, they are mutually interrelated with
the notion of QoL (Mohit, 2014).

QoUL has been conceptualized by several authors (MacLean & Salama,
2019; Marans, 2012; Marans & Stimson, 2011; Murgas & Klobuc¢nik,
2018). Despite the high attractiveness of QoUL concept, it has no a
generally accepted definition (Parkinson et al., 2006; Salihoglu, 2016).
However, similarities and correlations observed in QoUL measurement
concepts in related literature are significant to understand OoUL.

The QoUL is a societal quality, where the key word is a place. QoUL is the
good life, which is lived in a certain city as a good place. QoUL is holistic
and has two dimensions - the personal, which comprises life satisfaction
in a certain city, and the spatial, which comprises quality of place.
External conditions create the quality of place for living a good life. Thus,
QoUL approach has both subjective (well-being) and objective (quality of
place) components and dimensions (Atkins et al., 2015; Marans, 2012;
McCrea et al,, 2005; Murga$ & Klobu¢nik, 2018).

The QoL at societal level is related with the capabilities and chances
offered to society members in order to obtain a good personal QoL
(Psatha et al., 2011). The perception of quality of life varies from person
to person as well as from one place to another and from one scale to
another (residential environment, city, national, international or
regional) (Ministry of Development, 2018).

Atkins et al. (2015) conceives that objective QoUL factors refer to
measurable and countable things such as cost of housing, climate, number
of urban amenities (hospitals, schools), public transport availability, and
crime level, while the subjective QoUL factors are linked to personal
feelings such as likes, dislikes, social connection and beliefs, traditions
and spiritual connections to places (Atkins et al., 2015).

QoUL has an objective dimension, but the assessment of this notion
depends on a subjective system of values and opinions as to the extent to
which people’s needs and aspirations are satisfied (Wtodarczyk, 2015).
For many years, scholars have been arguing that “quality” of any entity
has a subjective dimension that is perceptual as well as having an
objective reality (Marans, 2012; Marans & Stimson, 2011). The reviewed
literature shows the importance of measurement of urban amenities in
terms of objective dimension as well as subjective dimension of QoUL.
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Papachristou & Rosas-Casals (2015) have emphasized the
complementary role of objective indicators in QoUL studies. According to
Dempsey (2008) it would be misleading to suggest that good, or high,
quality is a wholly subjective concept. The measurement of high quality
should not be limited to users’/residents’ subjective opinions or
satisfaction with, or perceived rating of, a good or service. The quality of
spaces can also be measured objectively. Therefore, QoUL requires an
understanding of both components and relationships between them
(Marans, 2012) and studies addressing combination of subjective and
objective dimensions of QoUL can contribute to more effective QoUL
assessments (Atkins et al., 2015).

Theoretical and methodological approaches to the conceptualizing and
measuring of QoUL are widely addressed with an increasing interest
Michalos (2014) emphasized that since the 1960s two overlapping but
fairly distinct research communities and traditions have developed
concerning ideas about the quality of life, individually and collectively,
one with a fairly narrow focus on health-related issues and one with a
quite broad focus. QoUL studies are oriented towards subjective and
objective dimensions of QoUL and QoUL measurement (Marans &
Stimson, 2011). A number of studies undertaken in this scope interpret it
in a variety of ways and propose different tools and methods for
measuring it. Studies investigating the QoUL vary considerably in terms
of scale such as neighbourhood (Delsante, 2016; Dempsey, 2008; Din et
al,, 2013; Leby & Hashim, 2010; Salihoglu &Tiirkoglu, 2019), city (Allen,
2016; Lotfi & Solaimani,2009; Rezvani et al., 2013; Turkoglu et al., 2006),
region (Pacione, 2003), country (Sar1 & Kindap, 2018; Wtodarczyk,
2015), international (such as Mercer Quality of Living Survey, the
Economist Intelligent Unit's Liveability Index) and the focused
measurement dimensions i.e. social, economic, environmental, physical,
political and psychological and mobility (Din et al., 2013). Many different
approaches of this concept can be found not only between papers of
different disciplines (health sciences, social sciences or planning), but
also in the context of the same scientific field (Psatha et al, 2011).
Contemporaneously with the studies focusing on objective QOUL criteria
(Stimson & Marans, 2011), subjective QoUL criteria (McCrea et al., 2011)
or both criteria (Allen, 2016; Merschdorf, 2014; Papachristou & Rosas-
Casals, 2015) in empirical researches at different scales/contexts, there
are conceptual studies aiming to present an effective road map on the
quality of QoUL measurement by reviewing (Lowe et al., 2013; MacLean
& Salama, 2019; Marans, 2012; Marans & Stimson, 2011; Murgas &
Klobucnik, 2018).

In QoUL studies, different indicators are formed with selected variable
set, the weights assigned to the variables, the characteristics of the area,
the adopted approach and method (Salihoglu, 2012; Sar1 & Kindap, 2018).
The subjective and objective indicators of QoUL are far from having a
standard (Psatha et al., 2011) due to the multidimensionality of the QoUL
concept. However, some indicators and indicator titles such as
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environmental, social and economic indicators are repeated in many
studies (Sar1 & Kindap, 2018).

QoUL Assessment Criteria

The QoUL assessment criteria titled as “Desirable Liveability Indicators”
were set through government’s ‘Cleaner, Safer, Greener’ programme by
United Kingdom Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (OPDM). “Desirable
Liveability Indicators” consisting 13 sub-liveability indicators under four
main headings and concentrating on the public realm and the built
environment, in terms of both observed outcomes and citizens’
perceptions of their local urban environment have commonly been used
in QoUL researches in England (Parkinson et al., 2006; Yeang, 2006) and
in the related literature. Turan & Erdénmez Dinger (2017) analysed the
Pariser Platz and Potsdamer Platz squares in Berlin comparatively, based
on the “Desirable Liveability Indicators” of OPDM. Mousavi (2013), on the
other hand, discussed the physical and social dimension of the definition
of liveability dimension in measuring the liveability of historical urban
environments. Five main QoUL criteria, were confronted with partially or
holistically in the abovementioned literature are “Environmental Quality,
Physical Quality, Functional Quality, Safer Places, Social Connection and
Interaction at Micro and macro environment”. Finally, these indicators
explained comprehensively at below through relevant literature, have
also guided the current study.

Environmental quality criteria in context of QoUL

The pressures on space, ecosystems, infrastructures, facilities and
personal lifestyles due to global population growth are increasing. The
importance of environmental problems, which also affect the quality of
life, is increasing. Evaluation and monitoring of urban environmental
quality become an important issue in decision making and planning of
more liveable and sustainable cities (Krishnan & Firoz, 2020; Silva &
Mendes, 2012). This criteria category focuses on four elements regarding
environmental quality: "noise pollution”, "environmental cleanliness",
"crowd (human density)" and "building quality” (Parkinson et al., 2006;
Yeang, 2006). Urban air pollution and urban noise are major factors that
can degrade quality of life in cities. These problems generally get
worsened as a result of unbalanced urban development, increase of
mobility and road traffic (Silva & Mendes, 2012). A clean and natural
environment, the beauty and aesthetics of the living environment
(Ganebnykh et al., 2019; Leby & Hashim, 2010) and the observed and
perceived cleanliness of the streets in the built environment are also an
important environmental quality parameter. A balanced and effective
distribution of population density (Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
2013) is necessary for more liveable environments. The crowdedness of
cities is also a subjective QoUL indicator. The creation of quality-built
environments (architecture, street design, building quality, aesthetics
etc.) should be encouraged in liveable cities (Lowe et al., 2013), buildings
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should have a high level of maintenance (Leby & Hashim, 2010;
Shamsuddin & Abu Hassan, 2013).

Physical quality criteria in context of QoUL

Urban space and place quality and place value are intrinsically
interconnected, and qualified physical environments positively affect
health, social, economic and environmental outcomes, thus positively
affect the quality of life for their users (Carmona, 2019; inceoglu & Aytug,
2009). This criteria category consists of "quality of the built
environment”, "less abandoned spaces”, "quality of parks and green
spaces”, "'maintenance of residences and open spaces” and " public realm
quality" criteria.

There is a broad consensus on the fact that a built environment high-
qualified positively impacts people’s everyday lives (ACE, 2019;
Carmona, 2019). Designing a high-quality built environment is a creative
and innovative process whose final outcome has a fundamental impact
on how people perceive, function and behave. Quality makes a direct
contribution to our everyday lives and should be considered as an agent
of change. High-qualified architecture can enrich lives of individuals and
a society in different ways. High-qualified built environments, form
effective interaction for the communities thus, strengthen culture and
identities, support sustainable development, enable economic
contribution via creating attractive spaces and creating healthy living
environments (ACE, 2019). In general, high quality public spaces
(pedestrian roads, squares, building interfaces, etc.) and open-green
spaces contribute to the improvement of liveability by strengthening
economic and environmental factors (Beck, 2009). It is important to
design public spaces where communication with the city and city
dwellers will be provided in while ensuring the QoUL (Tekeli et al., 2004).
Therefore, quality of public spaces in terms of parameters such as design,
comfort, safety and maintenance should be supported. Carmona (2019)
has pointed out a very strong positive association between place derived
value of all types (health, social, economic and environmental) and
greenness in the built environment (notably the presence of trees and
grass, water, and open space).

Functional quality criteria in context of QoUL

While the functional quality of a building is to provide appropriate level
of support for the desired activities to provide appropriate economic
contribution and affordable price (Iinceoglu & Aytug, 2009), functional
quality for the cities points out suitability of urban actions in socio-
economic and environmental context. This category covers the criteria of
"convenient pedestrian circulation”, "quality of public transport”, "low
traffic speeds & density" and "live vitality and viability of services and
urban amenities" regarding how cities and urban areas are used. While
the first three criteria are indicators of liveability in themselves, the
fourth criteria represent a reflection of the success of liveability in
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attracting people and businesses to a region (Parkinson et al., 2006). The
relative easiness of walking and bicycle rides (transportation safety,
pavement and pedestrian pathways, comfort, etc.), which is an important
component of functional place quality by providing physical,
environmental and economic benefits to the city and to the community,
can reveal whether the urban area is pedestrian friendly. The quality of
public transport (comfort, time, price policy, accessibility, route
efficiency, safety, speed of public transport, distance to public transport
stop, etc.) and relative assessments of traffic density (traffic speeds and
traffic purge measures, transport safety, etc.) contribute to improve QoUL
by detecting and eliminating problems caused by transportation.
Carmona (2019), examined 271 studies on the quality of the place,
pointed out that there is a very strong positive relationship between place
derived value of all types (health, social, economic and environmental)
and functional quality indicators such as; "the diversity of land uses
(mixed uses)", "low levels of traffic", "the walkability and bikeability of
places”, "the use of more compact (less sprawling and fragmented)
patterns of development” and "a good public transport network”, etc.
Vitality and viability of services and urban amenities (socio-cultural
facilities, parks, infrastructure, cleanliness, etc.) in terms of accessibility,
diversity, service quality and maintenance have positive effects on the
vitality and life comfort level of the city. This indicator is useful in
measuring people's usage levels in urban centres and the performance of
the local retail business environment (Parkinson et al., 2006).

Safer places criteria in context of QoUL

In the relevantliterature, indicators of crime and security perceptions are
accepted as a basic requirement to ensure liveability. The areas have low
crime rates and where the residents’ fear of crime rates is lower are more
liveable areas. Security of a place or city can be measured via objective
indicators such as; crime rates (crimes against property, crimes against
individuals, juvenile crime rates), street lighting level, traffic safety,
domestic violence per 10,000 people, personal assault, robbery records,
etc. (Ganebnykh et al,, 2019; Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,, 2013;
Parkinson et al.,, 2006; Tiirkoglu et al., 2008; Yeang, 2006) and also
personal security perception indicators such life and property security,
being alone at home during the day and night, walking alone at night in
public places, being alone at night, etc. (Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
2013; Tiirkoglu et al,, 2008). Leby & Hashim (2010) evaluated accident
rates and frequency as safety indicators. In this study, "safer place"
criteria were evaluated with "low crime rate" and "safety of life and
property".

Social connection and interaction at micro and macro environment
quality criteria in context of QoUL

QoUL is a concept that expands with social quality. Family, friends,
neighbours and relatives of the individual are important social support
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providers in terms of QoUL (Hollar, 2003). Social cohesion studies
focusing on social connections, social relations and understanding of
common benefit in social life can reveal important findings for the
relationship or degree of "living together" and "social trust" for the
relevant society (Ataseven & Bakis, 2018). “The number of relatives and
friends in the environment” is an objective indicator for the existence of
social connection. In addition, friendship and social communication are
key to human resource and participation. The second feature that
connects societies is “good neighbourhood relations” (Tiirkoglu et al.,
2008). The concept of belonging in the urban space, as a result of the
dynamic and reciprocal relationship between the individual and the
environment, expresses the state of belonging to a place, where people
feel right and responsible for that space. Belonging is supported by
feeling of security, and there is a relationship between physical
environment and personal feelings, thoughts, attitudes and societal
culture (Giileg Solak, 2017). According to Ozden (2010), urban
sustainability can be achieved by creating socially and spatially
compatible, integrated areas. At this point, social integration and
harmony includes elements such as the socio-cultural, economic and
spatial coexistence of a community within the framework of respect,
tolerance and trust, the purification of urban tension and conflict. In this
study, the criteria of “social connection and interaction at micro and
macro environment” were evaluated with “the number of relatives and
friends living nearby”, “good neighbourhood relations”, “feeling part of
the community” and “ensuring social integration / harmony” sub-criteria.

METHODOLOGY AND METHODS

The main material of this study is the Meram, Karatay and Selcuklu
districts located in the city centre of Konya. The method of the study is
literature review and expert questionnaires which are compatible with
AHP based QoUL assessment.

Study Site: Konya City

Konya, consists of 31 districts, is the largest province in Central Anatolia
in terms of surface area (Figure 1). According to data of Turkey Statistical
Institute (TSI, 2019) Konya province has a population of 2.232.374 and is
the seventh most populous city of Turkey. The population in the central
districts of Konya (Karatay, Meram, Selguklu) is 1.346.330, which
constitutes 60.3% of the population of the Konya Metropolitan Area.
Selguklu is the district has highest population (662.808; 29.69%). The
most populous other districts than Selcuklu are respectively Meram
(344.546; 15.43%) and Karatay (338.976; 15.18%).
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Konya, is one of the most economically developed agricultural and
industrial city of Turkey. Konya, which is one of the leading places in the
country in terms of agriculture, the abundance of usable lands and
agricultural technologies, is the province in Turkey has the largest
agricultural contribution with a share of 5.8% (MEVKA, 2019). Besides,
Konya, which hosts five universities, is also accepted as a student city.
While the strong human capital infrastructure in the city leads to less
costly and more efficient physical infrastructure and public services, it
also makes an important contribution to the development of investment
and business environment (Mangir, 2016). The city, which has a rich
cultural heritage as well as natural wealth due to being the capital of
Anatolian Seljukian and Karamanoglu Principality in the historical
process, has potential for multiple types of tourism as well as culture and
faith tourism.

In the “Life Index Province Rankings and Index Values in the Cities in
2015” study prepared by Turkey Statistical Institute Life index indicators
were handled in 11 titles with their sub-indicators. According to this
study Konya is at 18t rank of 81 provinces in Turkey with the overall
index value of 0.6163 while the provinces of Isparta [0,6745], Sakarya
[0,6737], Bolu [0,6553], Kiitahya [0,6520] and Istanbul [0,6494] are in
the top 5, while Ankara is in the 17th place [0, 6190], while izmir is
ranked 21st [0,5996].

Characteristics of Karatay, Meram and Selcuklu districts

Karatay is the district where traditional Konya urban texture is located
in. There are 1-2 storey houses having semi-rural character at low density
in the urban periphery. However, 6 and 8 storey, high density residential
environment is being created in new settled and / or urban renewal
areas. Meram where population density has increased in recent years
also is the greenest district. There are residential areas at very low
density in the county has a natural protected status. Multi-storey (more
than 10 storey) houses are being built in urban transformation areas such
as Ahmet Ozcan and Sefik Can Streets also at the Havzan District. There
are scattered residential areas at the southern of the district. Selguklu is
the latest constructed district of Konya where the high-storey buildings
mostly exist in. There are two sub-centers-Bosna Hersek and bus station

Figure 1. Location of Konya
City and Central Districts
(illustration: author)



Figure 2. Built Up Area
Development Comparison of
Karatay, Meram and Selguklu
(Prepared  via  Turkish
Statistical Institute data of
2009-2019 construction
permits)
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sub-centers- which have high population density in Selguklu. In addition,
Yazir neighborhood consisting prestige residences has the highest
population density in Selcuklu county (Yavuz, 2021).

Serdaroglu Sag (2021) conducted a study in Konya focused on assessing
urban development and sprawl for the period between 1985 and 2020,
states that Konya underwent a rapid urban growth in time and the
physical growth of the city has had an expanding and disorganized
manner for the last 30 years. In line with population growth of Karatay,
Meram and Selcuklu districts, residential and non-residential
constructions have increased. The construction permits issued for
Selcuklu (40%) in period of 2009-2019, are much more than the
construction permits issued for Karatay (31%) and Meram (29%) (Yavuz,
2021) (Figure 2). In terms of QoUL, this population and construction
increase have positive consequences such as improved living conditions
in residential areas, vitality of services and urban amenities,
differentiated living, working and entertainment areas, etc. However, it
has negative consequences such as decreased environmental quality due
to the high-density built-up environment, decreased social connection
and interaction due to gated communities, etc.
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600
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—+-2009 —+—2010 —+-2011 —+-2012 —+2013 —+ 2014 —+-2015 —s—2016 —+—2017 —=—2018 —+2019

Karakayact & Karakayaci (2019), aimed to search the impact of
urbanization pressure on the farmland in Konya, explained the spatial
growth process of Konya urban region and its spatial, social and economic
structure via 9 sub-regions (Figure 3). Their findings also give an idea
about the status of Karatay, Meram and Selcuklu districts in terms of
QoUL criteria below: i) In terms of “environmental quality” criteria status
of the district being more or less congested and building quality. ii) In
terms of “physical quality” criteria such as quality of the built
environment (high- or low-density residential areas, scattered built-up
environment), quality of parks and green spaces and public realm quality.
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iii) In terms of “functional quality” criteria status of the vitality and
viability of services and urban amenities such as the status of public
transportation (strong or poor) and existence of public institutions
(university, business districts etc.). iv) In terms of “social connection and
interaction at micro and macro environment” criteria the characteristics
of the built environment (such as scattered settlements, gated community
development, harmony and inconsistency in the spatial distribution of

income groups, etc.) to ensure social integration / harmony.

Selguklu

Selcuklu
Karatay

Selcuklu
Karatay

Selguklu
Karatay

Karatay

SPATIAL GROWTH PROCESS t : : ! i Meram
OF KONYA URBAN REGION

AS HISTORICAL PERIODS ] ] Karatay

: v - 1950 ; F Sel(;uklu
Karatay

Meram
Karatay

Meram

HE NEIGHBOURHOODS A5 SPATIAL UNITS

Characteristics: 1. University area, dense student population, middle-low income,
the strong public transportation, sub-business centre; 2. Industrial and military
areas, airport, urban parks, the strong transportation connections; 3. Middle income,
the strong public transportation; 4. Dense student population, middle income, the
strong public transportation, sub-business centre, gated community growth, etc.; 5.
Industrial areas, publics institutions, new university areas, urban parks, the strong
transportation connections and public transportation; 6. Central business district,
publics institutions, new university areas, high income and residential areas, the
strong transportation connections and public transportation, etc; 7. Low income,
agricultural land, poor public transportation, scattered built -up environment; 8.
Middle low income, agricultural land, public transportation, green areas, low-dense
residential areas; 9. Low income, agricultural land, poor public transportation,
scattered built -up environment, rural activities, passive green areas.

QoUL Assessment via AHP

AHP, a multicriteria decision making approach in which factors are
arranged in a hierarchy structure (Saaty, 1990) was developed by

Figure 3. Spatial growth
process and characteristics of
Konya’s central districts
(Adapted from Karakayac1 &
Karakayaci, 2019)
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Thomas Saaty in 1980 and it has proven to be an extremely useful method
for decision making and planning (Harker & Vargas, 1987). The AHP
offers a systematic approach in defining stakeholder goals and
preferences in the solution process of complex, multi-criteria and multi-
stakeholder decision problems (Sitorus et al., 2019). AHP is commonly
used as a decision support system in a wide range of uses, both for
individual and group decision-making because of its applicability,
correctness, theoretical suitability, and capacity for addressing any
intangible and tangible criteria (Dissanayake et al., 2020).

Table 1. The Relevant Literature Used AHP Methodology in QoUL Assessment

. Study
Reference Methodology Aim Area
Ganebnykh  AHP To determine indicators of -
etal, 2019 urban development quality
and their weight coefficient
using AHP
Hosgor et AHP To determine the priorities of  Istanbul
al,, 2016 the factors that affect the University
Quality of Work Life of Faculty of Health
administrative and academic Sciences
personnel
Lotfi & AHP To measure and prioritize the ~ Two northern
Solaimani, urban quality of life in the two  cities of Iran
2009 case study cities
Antognelli & AHP witha To get the overall liveability Italy
Vizzari, combination of index map
2016 GIS techniques
Chen, 2020 AHP in To selecta 13 cities of China
combination suitable MCDM model for 6 2 3
with other evaluating the liveable
techniques such  environment of cities.
as Hopfield
neural network,
TOPSIS, Gini,
PCA, fuzzy
Borda, and TS
fuzzy neural
network
methods
Dissanayake AHP+gradient To create a life quality index Kandy City, Sri
etal,, 2020 analysis (LQI) and identify the spatial Lanka
distribution pattern of LQI in
Kandy City, Sri Lanka
Hsueh & AHP+ Delphi To get the weight value of
Lin, 2018 method each dimension and each Fujian, China
critical success factor of
urban environmental quality
Onnom et AHP+Geographic To develop a Liveable City Thailand
al,, 2018 Information Index for Medium Class Cities
System in Developing Countries
Yildizetal,  AHP+fuzzy To evaluate life quality Thirty-one
2019 logic+ member
Delphi+TOPSIS countries of the

European Union

AHP based QoUL assessment methodology initiates a simple, transparent
and rapid stakeholder-oriented decision support system that measures
QoUL which is substantially a MCDM problem. Thus, there are many




Fadim Yavuz

624

QoUL studies in the relevant literature, which use merely AHP
(Ganebnykh et al., 2019; Hosgor et al., 2016; Lotfi & Solaimani, 2009) or
use AHP in combination with other techniques such as fuzzy logic,
TOPSIS, Delphi, GIS, ANP (Antognelli & Vizzari, 2016; Chen, 2020;
Dissanayake et al., 2020; Hsueh & Lin, 2018; Onnom et al., 2018; Yacan,
2016; Yildiz et al.,, 2019) (Table 1).

Survey Design and Application

Survey design

The actions of some of the experts such as architects, planners, designers,
engineers are directly or indirectly effective in the formation of the built
environment and the creation of (un)liveable environments. QoUL can be
measured via objective evaluations of experts abovementioned and via
the subjective evaluations of inhabitants of the city. Hence, in this study
experts who have a direct or indirect role in planning and shaping urban
spaces in the assessment are handled for Konya city centre’s QoUL
assessment. In this way, it is also aimed to make more effective
determinations by bringing together the objective and subjective
evaluations of the experts residing in the city.

Although there are three districts distinction, experts’ QoUL assessments
enabling the priorities or importance degrees of indicators for the
district-wide were made on a macro scale instead of microenvironmental
assessment such as neighbourhood being lived in. Thus, QoUL
evaluations made by academicians and technical personnel working in
local government units such as city planners, architects, engineers, etc.,
provide important contributions in terms of presenting both
professionally objective data and subjective data as a resident.

This study uses AHP method to evaluate QoUL in Konya city on the basis
of Karatay, Meram and Selguklu districts from the perspectives of two
expert groups (local authority experts-LAEs and academicians).

The AHP is utilized to derive importance weights for each QoUL criteria
comparing in a pairwise manner and explore the each of and overall
performances of QoUL criteria in the hierarchy from the perspectives of
LAEs and academicians. The outputs of the methodology contribute to
understand the comparative QoUL performances of the three districts via
comparing each of them in terms of each QoUL criteria.

QoUL assessment criteria of the study have majorly been adopted from
the “Desirable Liveability Indicators” of OPDM were confronted with
partially or holistically in literature. Consequently, five main QoUL
criteria group (Environmental Quality, Physical Quality, Functional
Quality, Safer Places, Social Connection and Interaction at Micro and
macro environment) and 19 sub-criteria (Table 2) have been developed
within the scope of "determining the QoUL level of Karatay, Meram and
Selcuklu districts in Konya city" through a comprehensive literature
review.
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Table 2. QoUL Assessment Criteria Used in the Study

QOU!‘ QoUL sub-criteria: Reference:
criteria:
Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
EQ-1 Being noisier or quieter 2013; Parkinson et al., 2006;
2 Salihoglu, 2016; Yeang, 2006
Tg Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
= EQ-2 Being dirtier or cleaner 2013; Parkinson etal, 2006;
T — 8 Salihoglu, 2016; Tapsuwan et al.,
58 2018; Yeang, 2006
E Being more or less Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
3 EQ-3 congested (human 2013; Parkinson et al., 2006;
E density) Tiirkoglu et al., 2008; Yeang, 2006
= 1 . ACE, 2019; Leby & Hashim, 2010;
EQ-4 Svli,liggg quality, better or Lowe et al.,, 2013; Parkinson et al.,
) 2006; Yeang, 2006
ACE, 2019; Ganebnykh et al,, 2019;
uality of the built owe et al., ; Parkinson et al.,
PQ-1 Quality of the buil L 1., 2013; Parki 1
environment 2006; Shamsuddin & Abu Hassan,
— 2013; Yeang, 2006
g PQ-2 Less abandoned spaces Parkinson et al., 2006; Yeang, 2006
2 Carmona, 2019; Delsante, 2016;
= uality of parks an eby ashim, ; Lombardi ve
= PQ-3 Quality of parks and Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lombardi
é’, green spaces ark,, 2012; Lowe et al., 2013;
= Parkinson et al., 2006; Yeang, 2006
> .
2 PQ-4 ?/elzzliEZincirslc:n?ifo en Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
= p 2013:22; Tiirkoglu et al,, 2008
spaces
Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
PQ-5 Public realm quality 2013; Parkinson et al., 2006; Yeang,
2006
Carmona, 2019; Delsante, 2016;
= FQ-1 Convenient pedestrian Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
= circulation 2013; Parkinson et al., 2006; Yeang,
2 2006
= Carmona, 2019; Delsante, 2016;
N . . ) ) ) )
é’, FQ-2 Quality of public Lowe et al,, 2013; Parkinson et al.,
transport
= 2006; Yeang, 2006
E FQ-3 Low traffic speeds Carmona, 2019; Leby & Hashim,
= &density 2010; Lowe etal, 2013
§ Vitality and viability of Carmona, 2019; Leby & Hashim,
= FQ-4 |services and urban 2010; Lombardi et al.,, 2012;
amenities Parkinson et al., 2006; Yeang, 2006
Ganebnykh et al,, 2019; Leby &
] Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,, 2013;
_:_% — SP-1 Low crime rate Parkinson et al,, 2006; Tapsuwan et
A B al., 2018; Tiirkoglu et al., 2008;
Pt
& Yeang, 2006
B SP-2 Safety of life and Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
property 2013; Tiirkoglu et al., 2008
- scl-1 | Thenumber of relatives 1,4 o, ot a1, 2008
S = and friends living nearby
s -§ SCI-2 Good neighbourhood Leby & Hashim, 2010; Lowe et al,,
E E —_ relations 2013; Tiirkoglu et al., 2008
5 -
S£3 |sci-3 |Feclingpartofthe Giileg Solak, 2017; Lowe et al,, 2013
= community _
52 Ensurine social Choon et al., 2011; Ozden, 2010;
l° SCI-4 | 5 Tiirkoglu et al., 2008; Lowe et al.,
integration / harmony 2013
*"Liveability Dimensions” of Parkinson et al., 2006 and Yeang, 2006 has been
cultivated via the cited literature in the table by author.
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A comprehensive questionnaire compatible with AHP methodology and
also consisting open ended questions have been prepared in order to
measure the knowledge, experience, perceptions and approaches of the
experts within the framework of research questions and related
literature.

Survey application

The questionnaire was applied to the experts in two phases. Firstly, a
pilot questionnaire study was applied regarding QoUL assessment scale,
was used in this study. After the observation of appropriateness of the
assessment scale, the number of samples was increased and a survey was
conducted for two expert groups in 2018, with the goal of 100
questionnaires. 92 questionnaires were eligible for evaluation in the
context of consistency, which is mentioned in the AHP systematic.

LAEs questionnaires have been applied to 73 LAEs consisting urban
planners, architects and engineers working in local authorities such as
Konya Metropolitan Municipality, Karatay, Meram and Selgcuklu
Municipalities and Provincial Directorate of Environment and
Urbanization. Within the academician surveys 19 questionnaire have
been applied to academicians who are urban planners, architects and
topographical engineers and also live in Konya city. Urban planners are
predominant in expert groups (54.3%) (Figure 4).

47 T ic engineer . 5

pr—

o 10 20 30 40 50 0 20 40 60 80 100
Occupations of Local Authority Experts (%) Occupations of Academicians (%)

Archaeologist M 1

Respondent experts mostly live in Selguklu (44.6 %), then respectively in
Meram (39.1%), Karatay (15.2%) and other districts (1.1%). LAEs and
academicians have same priority order. However, among academicians,
the rate in Meram and Selcuklu is equal (42.1%). The rankings of “the
districts where the expert groups work” are Selcuklu (48.9%), Meram
(37.0%) and Karatay (14.0%) similar with rankings of “the districts
where experts live in".

LAEs mostly live in Selguklu (45.2%), then respectively in Meram
(38.4%) and Karatay (15.1%) districts. Additionally, similar with this
dispersion LAEs mostly work in Selguklu (47.9%), then respectively in
Meram (38.4%) and Karatay (13.7%) (Figure 5).

The majority of academicians live in Meram (42.1%) and Selcuklu
(42.1%) districts. The people living in Karatay are at the level of 15.1%.
Selcuklu (52.6%) is in the first place among the districts studied.
Academicians work in Meram are at the level of 31.6%, and in Karatay,
the working level is the lowest (15.8%), as is the rate of living in. Data on

Figure 4. Occupations of
Local Authority Experts and
Academicians



Figure 5. Counties Where
Expert Groups Live and Work
in (%)

Figure 6. AHP Based QoUL
Assessment Methodology
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the areas where academicians live and work show that residents of
Karatay work in Karatay, but the place selections for home and workplace
in Meram and Selcuklu districts differ slightly (Figure 5).

60

50

) -
0

Meram Karatay Selcuklu Other

B Level of Local Authority Experts' livingin ™ Level of Local Authority Experts’ working in

¥ Level of Academicians’ living in M Level of Academicians’ workingin

Analysis: AHP based QoUL assessment

AHP based QoUL assessment has been applied in five phases (Figure 6):
(i) Structuring AHP hierarchy, ii) Performing pairwise comparisons &
local weight calculations, iii) Performing global weight calculations, and
iv) Performing general priority calculations: The overall priority of an
alternative suitable.

PR = IR = P~ pE
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* Structuring *Performing *Performing *Performing *Syntheses of
the research pairwise global weight general the results to
problem as an comparisons, calculations priority determine an
AHP hierarchy local weight calculations overall

*Describing calculations s Overall outcome and
QoUL using Saaty's comparable sensitivity
assessment (2008) nine QoUL levels of analysis of
criteria point scale Karatay, the
groupsand «Calgulating Meramand judgements
sub-criteria Consistency Selpuklu

Ratio districts in
terms of two
expert groups

(i) Structuring the research problem as a hierarchy: The research
problem & aim of current study has been converted into an AHP
hierarchical structure consisting aim, criteria groups and sub-criteria.
Whereas the aim was to get a multicriteria QoUL for Konya city on the
basis of Karatay, Meram and Selguklu districts from the perspectives of
two expert groups, QoUL assessment criteria groups are described in five
categories such as “EQ: Environmental Quality, PQ: Physical Quality, FQ:
Functional Quality, SP: Safer Places, SCI: Social Connection and Interaction
at Micro and macro environment”, and 19 sub-criteria [4 EQ, 5 PQ, 4 FQ, 2
SP, 4 SCI] abovementioned and defined comprehensively in theoretical
background were developed (Figure 7, Table 2).
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Aim “To Get A Multicriteria QoUL For Konya City On The Basis Of
.......................... Karatay, Meram And Selguklu Districts From The Perspecti of
Twe Expert Groups”
.E.’EE ?'I .G:';qlfﬂs ............ Lacal Authority Academicians
Experts
EQ: PQ: FQ: SP: SCl:
QuUL . : ; Social Ci ti d
Criteria Environmental Physical Functional Safer ocial Connection an
........... Quality uali Places Interaction at Micro&Macroj
Environment

QoUL

-----------

ii) Performing pairwise comparisons and local weight calculations: In
this phase, pairwise comparisons of QoUL dimensions (here criteria
groups) and selected QoUL sub-criteria are performed using Saaty’s
(2008) nine point [where 1: equal importance; 3: moderate importance; 5:
strong importance; 7: very strong importance; 9: extreme importance and
2,4,6,8 are intermediate values] scale (Figure 6).

The obtained data from the survey have been evaluated via IBM SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) Statistics program and a
Microsoft Office Excel worksheet compatible with AHP calculations. In
this process, if QoUL sub-criteria i.e. EQ-1 is perceived “very strong
importance” than EQ-2 and is rated as 7; EQ-2 is “very less important”
than EQ-1 and must be rated as 1/7. Following these comparisons, the
experts’ judgements were reviewed in terms of Consistency Ratio
necessitates not to be equal or more than the standard limit (0.1). Finally,
the relative importance and priority weights called as local weights are
calculated using AHP’ Eigen vector approach.

iii) Performing global weight calculations: In this phase, overall
priority values & global weights are calculated (Figure 6) through
separately multiplying local weights of each QoUL criteria groups by the
local weights of each of the QoUL criteria in the same group. Finally, the
overall priority values of all QoUL criteria of which total value is equal to
1 are obtained.

iv) Performing general priority calculations: The overall priority of an
alternative suitable for AHP hierarchy is derived via multiplying each
priority of an alternative by the priority of its corresponding criteria and
adding over all the criteria (Saaty, 2003). In this context, expert groups
have separately evaluated status of 3 districts for each QoUL criteria in 0-
9 scale [where 0: none; 1: very low; 3: low; 5: middle; 7: high; 9: very high;
and 2,4,6,8 are intermediate values]. Consequently, overall comparable
QoUL levels of Karatay, Meram and Selguklu districts in terms of two
expert groups were obtained (Figure 6).

Figure 7. AHP Hierarchy for
QoUL Assessment



Figure 8. Expert
Assessments Regarding
QoUL Criteria Groups (%)
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v) Syntheses of the results to determine an overall outcome and
sensitivity analysis of the judgements: At this phase, the overall results
of AHP based QoUL assessment are discussed in terms of each expert
group’s judgement similarities or differences related with each of
districts and QoUL criteria performance (Figure 6).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

The expert groups are satisfied with the environment they live in at the
level 0f 82.6% in total. The satisfaction level of LAEs from the district they
live in is 90.4%. LAEs, who are not satisfied with the environment in
which they live, mostly complain about the ignored needs of the
inhabitants of the city in planning process, problems related to urban
transformation and incoherent constructions. The satisfaction level of
academicians with the district they live in is 52.6% while their
dissatisfaction reasons are the lack of parking lots, lack of gated
communities, the insufficient social facilities despite being a city centre,
the insufficient infrastructure in places where the density is increased
due to the plan changes, insufficiency of open areas enabling social
communication and recreational activities, insufficient public
transportation, excessive and noisy traffic, weak transportation facilities.

Expert Assessments Regarding QoUL Criteria Groups

Pairwise comparisons of "QoUL criteria groups" compatible with AHP
technique show that "Environmental Quality" is the most important QoUL
criteria from the perspective of expert groups. The expert groups then
overrated the "Social Connection and Interaction at Micro and Macro
Environment ", "Functional Quality", "Physical Quality” and "Safer Places"
criteria groups, respectively. Although the priorities of LCAs and
academicians regarding QoUL criteria groups are in the same order; LCAs
more supported the "Functional Quality” and "Social Connection and
Interaction at Micro and Macro Environment" criteria groups, while
academicians supported the "Environmental Quality", "Physical Quality"
and " Safer Places" criteria groups more (Figure 8).

Academicians

Local Authority Experts

0.0 5.0 10.0 15.0 20.0 250 30.0 35.0 40.0 45.0
M Social Connection W Safer Places ™ Functional ™ Environmental ™ Physical
& Interaction at [SP] Quality Quality Quality
Micro&Macro Environment [FQ] [EQ] [PQ]

[sc1
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Expert Assessments Regarding QoUL Sub-Criteria

LAEs have emphasized the importance of the [EQ] “Environmental
Quality” criteria category (41.1%) in the “local weight distributions” for
QoUL criteria groups. When the local weight distributions of all QoUL
criteria are evaluated holistically from the perspective of LCAs, the most
prioritized criteria are [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter" (16.16%), [EQ-3]
“Being more or less congested" (12.84%) and [SCI-1] “The number of
relatives and friends living nearby” (11.53%). However, the least
prioritized criteria by LAEs are [PQ-3] "Quality of parks and green spaces”
(1.21%), [PQ-4] "Maintenance of residences and open spaces” (1.40%)
and [PQ-5] “Public realm quality” (1.48%) (Figure 9).

Academicians have also emphasized the importance of the [EQ]
“Environmental Quality” criteria category (41.9%) in the “local weight
distributions” for QoUL criteria groups. When the local weight
distributions of all QoUL criteria are evaluated holistically from the
perspective of academicians, the most prioritized criteria are [EQ-1]
“Being noisier or quieter" (17.41%), [EQ-3] "Being more or less
congested " (9.85%) and [SCI-1] “The number of relatives and friends
living nearby” (9.60%). However, the least prioritized criteria by
academicians are [PQ-5] “Public realm quality” (1.51%), [PQ-3] "Quality
of parks and green spaces" (1.53%) and [PQ-4] "Maintenance of
residences and open spaces"” (2.20%) (Figure 9).
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Expert assessments regarding local weights of environmental
quality [EQ] criteria

[EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter” (16.16%) and [EQ-3] “Being more or
less congested” (12.84%) criteria have the highest priority in
“Environmental Quality” category from the point of LCAs. However, [EQ-
2] “Being dirtier or cleaner” has the lowest priority (4.82%). According to
academicians [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter” (17.41%) and [EQ-3]
“Being more or less congested” (9.85%) criteria have the highest priority
in “Environmental Quality” category. However, [EQ-4] “Building quality,
better or worse?” has the lowest priority (5.69%) of academicians (Figure
10).

Figure 9. Expert
Assessments Regarding Local
Weights of QoUL Sub-Criteria



Figure 10. Expert
Assessments Regarding Local
Weights of Environmental
Quality [EQ] Criteria (%)

Figure 11. Expert
Assessments Regarding Local
Weights of Physical Quality
[PQ] Criteria (%)
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Expert assessments regarding local weights of physical quality [PQ]
criteria

According to LCAs [PQ-2] "Less abandoned spaces” (4.94%) and [PQ-1]
"Quality of the built environment" (4.52%) have the highest priority;
while [PQ-3] “Quality of parks and green spaces” (1.21%) is the least
prioritized “Physical Quality” sub-criteria. According to Academicians;
[PQ-1] “Quality of the built environment" (5.85%) and [PQ-2] "Less
abandoned spaces” (3.99%) have the highest priority; while [PQ-5]
“Public realm quality” (1.51%) is the least prioritized “Physical Quality”
sub-criteria (Figure 11).
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M Local Authority Experts B Academicians

Expert assessments regarding local weights of functional quality
[FQ] criteria

According to LCAs in "Functional Quality” category, the highest values are
in [FQ-1] "Convenient pedestrian circulation" (6.72%) and [FQ-4]
"Vitality and viability of services and urban amenities" (3.82%). [FQ-2]
“Quality of public transport” is the least prioritised (2.22%) sub-criteria
by LCAs in this category. According to Academicians in "Functional
Quality" category, the highest values are in [FQ-1] “Convenient
pedestrian circulation” (4.61%) and [FQ-3] “Low traffic speeds &density"
(4.23%). However, [FQ-2] “Quality of public transport” is the least
prioritized (2.36%) criteria in this category (Figure 12).
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Expert assessments regarding local weights of safer places [SP]
criteria

In terms of "Safer Places" [SP-1] "Low crime rate" are considered more
important (6.08%) than the [SP-2] "Safety of life and property” (2.82%)
criteria by LCAs. According to Academicians in terms of “Safer Places" [SP-
1] “Low crime rate" are considered more important (7.72%) than the [SP-
2] "Safety of life and property" (3.42%) sub-criteria by academicians
(Figure 13).
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Expert assessments regarding local weights of social connection and
interaction at micro and macro environment [SCI] criteria
According to LCAs; In "Social Connection and Interaction at Micro and
macro environment" category, the importance of [SCI-1] "The number of
relatives and friends in the environment" has been emphasized (11.53%),
while [SCI-2] "Good neighbourhood relations" has been least prioritized
(2.83%). In "Social Connection and Interaction at Micro and Macro
Environment" category, the importance of [SCI-1] "The number of
relatives and friends in the environment" (9.60%) and [SCI-2] "Good
neighbourhood relations” have been emphasized (3.65%) by
academicians. However, [SCI-3] “Feeling part of the community" has been
least prioritized (2.27%) (Figure 14).

Figure 12. Expert
Assessments Regarding Local
Weights of Functional Quality
[FQ] Criteria (%)

Figure 13. Expert
Assessments Regarding Local
Weights of Safer Places [SP]
Criteria (%)
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Global weight distributions of both expert groups have similar priority
rank with their own local weight distributions (Figure 15).
g
P
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Table 3. Assessments of Experts for QoUL Criteria Importance Weights
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* Color scales have been prepared based on the QoUL criteria groups.
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In terms of overall global weight dispersions, all the environmental quality
criteria such as [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter”, [EQ-2] “Being dirtier or
cleaner”, [EQ-3] “Being more or less congested” and [EQ-4] “Building
quality, better or worse?”, and also the criteria of [SCI-1] “Number of
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relatives and friends in the environment” are the top 5 prioritized QoUL
criteria by both expert groups. Although, the least prioritized QoUL
criteria by both expert groups in terms of overall global weight
dispersions are [PQ-3] "Quality of parks and green spaces”, [PQ-4]
"Maintenance of residences and open spaces”, [PQ-5] “Public realm
quality”, [FQ-2] “Quality of public transport”, [FQ-3] “Low traffic speeds
and density”, [FQ-4] "Vitality and viability of services and urban
amenities" and [SP-2] "Safety of life and property". Priority rankings of
these criteria, whose weight values are approximate, differ slightly within
their own criteria groups (Figure 15, Table 3).

Assessments of Experts for QoUL in Central Districts of Konya City
(Karatay, Meram and Sel¢uklu)

Following the weight determinations for QoUL criteria, both expert
groups have separately evaluated status of 3 districts for each QoUL
criteria via rating them in 0-9 scale [where 0: none; 1: very low; 3: low; 5:
middle; 7: high; 9: very high; and 2, 4, 6, 8 are intermediate values]. The
scores of the expert groups for each criterion were included in the
calculation as group decision with arithmetic mean. In the holistic
evaluations of the experts on the district-based QoUL situation in Konya
with a multi-criteria approach (Table 4, Table 5); LAEs and academicians
agree that QoUL in the context of criteria Meram is more successful
[LAEs: 38.5%; Academicians: 41.6%] than respectively Selcuklu [LAEs:
35.1%; Academicians: 34.5%] and Karatay [LAEs: 26.4%; Academicians:
23.9%] districts.

Table 4. LAEs’ Assessments Regarding the QoUL in Central Districts of Konya City
(Karatay, Meram and Selcuklu)

QoUL Criteria . P Local | Global
UL Sub-Crit
Groups Weight |Qo! ub-Criteria Weight | Weight Karatay [ Meram | Selguklu
EQ-1 |Being noisier or quieter 1 0,162 | 0,066 4 4
Environmental EQ-2 |Being dirtier or cleaner 4 0,048 | 0,020 4 6
Quality 0,411
[EQ] EQ-3 |Being more or less congested (human density) 2 0,128 | 0,053 5 7
EQ-4 |Building quality, better or worse? 3 0,072 | 0,030 4 6
PQ-1 |Quality of the built environment 2 0,045 0,006 4 6
Physical PQ-2 |Less abandoned spaces 1 0,049 | 0,007 4 5
Quality 0,136 PQ-3 |Quality of parks and green spaces 5 0,012 | 0,002 5 6
[PQ] PQ-4 |Maintenance of residences and open spaces 4 0,014 | 0,002 5 74
PQ-5 |Public realm quality 3 0,015 0,002 4 6
FQ-1 |Convenient pedestrian circulation 1 0,067 | 0,010 4 5
Functional FQ-2 |Quality of public transport 4 0,022 | 0,003 5 6
Quality 0,153
[FQ] FQ -3 |Low traffic speeds &density 3 0,026 | 0,004 5 4
FQ -4 |Vitality and viability of services&urban amenities 2 0,038 | 0,006 4 5
Safer Places SP-1 |Low crime rate 1 0,061 | 0,005 4 5
0,089
[SP] SP-2 |Safety of life and property 2 0,028 | 0,003 4 5
Social Connection SCI-1 |The number of relatives and friends living nearb; 1 0,115 | 0,024 4 5
and Interaction at SCI-2 |Good neighbourhood relations 4 0,028 | 0,006 4 5
Micro&Macro 0,212
Environment SCI -3 |Feeling part of the community 3 0,031 | 0,007 5 5
[scr SCI-4 |Ensuring social integration / harmony 2 0,036 | 0,008 4 6
Total Weight:| 0,264 0,351
Normalized relative importance weight(%): 264 351
Ranking: 3 2
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Table 5. Academicians’ Assessments Regarding the QoUL in Central Districts of
Konya City (Karatay, Meram and Sel¢uklu)

QoUL Criteria Groups | Weight |QoUL Sub-Criteria Vt:;:ga:t VGVI;';; Karatay | Meram | Selguklu
EQ-1 |Being noisier or quieter 1 0,174 0,073
Environmental EQ-2 |Being dirtier or cleaner 3 0,089 | 0037
Quality 0419
[EQ] EQ-3 |Being more or less congested (human density) 2 0,098 0,041
EQ-4 |Building quality, better or worse? 4 0,057 0,024
PQ-1 |Quality of the built environment 1 0,058 0,009
Physical PQ-2 |Less abandoned spaces 2 0,040 0,006
Quality 0,151 PQ-3 |Quality of parks and green spaces 4 0,015 0,002
[PQl PQ-4 |Maintenance of residences and open spaces 3 0,022 0,003
PQ-5 |Public realm quality 5 0,015 0,002
FQ-1 |Convenient pedestrian circulation 1 0,046 0,006
Functional FQ-2 |Quality of public transport 4 0,024 | 0,003
Quality 0,139
[FQ] FQ -3 |Low traffic speeds &density 2 0,042 0,006
FQ -4 |Vitality and viability of services&urban amenities 3 0,027 0,004
Safer Places SP-1 |Low crime rate 1 0,077 0,009
[SP] o111 SP-2 [Safety of life and property 2 0,034 0,004
Social Connection SCI-1 |The number of relatives and friends living nearby 1 0,096 0,017
and Interaction at SCI-2 |Good neighbourhood relations 2 0,037 | 0,007
Micro and Macro 0,180
Environment SCI -3 [Feeling part of the community 4 0,023 0,004
[sci SCI-4 |Ensuring social integration / harmony 3 0,025 0,004
Total Weight:
Normalized relative importance weight(%):
Ranking:

The evaluations of the expert groups are presented comparatively in
Table 6 in order to reveal the weaknesses and strengths of the Karatay,
Meram and Selcuklu districts in context of QoUL criteria.

Table 6. Experts’ Performance Assessments Regarding the QoUL Criteria in
Central Districts of Konya City (Karatay, Meram and Selcuklu)

Karatay

Meram

Selguklu

Local
Academicians

QoULCriteria:

EQ-1

Being noisier or quieter

EQ-2

Being dirtier or cleaner

EQ-3

Being more or less congested (human density)

EQ-4

Building quality, better or worse?

PQ-1

Authority

Quality of the built environment

PQ-2

Less abandoned spaces

PQ-3

Quality of parks and green spaces

PQ-4

Maintenance of residences and open spaces

PQ-5

Public realm quality

FQ-1

Convenient pedestrian circulation

FQ-2

Quality of public transport

FQ-3

Low traffic speeds &density

FQ-4

Vitality and viability of services&urban amenities

SP-1

Low crime rate

SP-2

Safety of life and property

SCI-1

The number of relatives and friends living nearby

SCI-2

Good neighbourhood relations

SCI-3

Feeling part of the community

SCI-4

Ensuring social integration / harmony

Karatay

Meram

Selcuklu

TOTAL QoUL PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT (%):

26,4 | 239

38,5 | 41,6

35,1 | 34,5

* Color scales have been prepared based on the QoUL criteria groups.

Assessments of experts for QoUL in Karatay

The weaknesses and strengths of Karatay (Table 6), which is evaluated as
the worst district in terms of life QoUL criteria by LCAs (26.4%) and
academicians (23.9%), are explained below.

By LCAs Karatay is thought to be more successful in terms of QoUL criteria
such as [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter” (4.21%), [EQ-3] "Being more or
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less congested" (3.51%), [SCI-1] " The number of relatives and friends
living nearby” (3.09%), [FQ-1] “Convenient pedestrian circulation"
(1.75%), [EQ-4] "Building quality, better or worse" (1.68%), [SP-1] “Low
crime rate” (1.53%) and [PQ-2] “Less abandoned spaces” (1.35%).
Academicians, on the other hand, have reported that Karatay is more
successful in context of the criteria of [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter”
(4.21%), [EQ-3] "Being more or less congested" (3.51%), [SCI-1] " The
number of relatives and friends living nearby” (3.09%), [EQ-2] “Being
dirtier or cleaner” (1.99%), [SP-1]“ Low crime rate” (1.53%) and [PQ- 2]
“Less abandoned spaces” (1.22%).

LCAs consider that Karatay is weakness in terms of QoUL criteria of [SP-2]
"Safety of life and property" (0.72%), [FQ-2] "Quality of public transport"
(0.61%), [PQ-5] “Public realm quality” (0.40%), [PQ-4] “Maintenance of
residences and open spaces” (0.37%) and [PQ-3] “Quality of parks and
green spaces” (0.35%). Academicians, on the other hand, have reported
that Karatay is weakness in terms of QoUL criteria of [FQ-2] “Quality of
public transport” (0.63%), [SCI-3] “Feeling part of the community"
(0.56%), [PQ-4] “Maintenance of residences and open spaces” (0.52%),
[PQ-3] “Quality of parks and green spaces” (0.35%) and [PQ-5] “Public
realm quality” (0.34%).

Assessments of experts for QoUL in Meram

The weaknesses and strengths of Meram (Table 6), which is rated as the
best district in terms of life QoUL criteria by LCAs (38.5%) and
academicians (41.6%), are explained below.

By LCAs Meram is thought to be more successful in terms of QoUL criteria
such as [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter” (7.47%), [SCI-1] " The number
of relatives and friends living nearby” (4.32%), [EQ-3] "Being more or less
congested" (3.89%), [EQ-4] "Building quality, better or worse" (2.79%),
[FQ-1] “Convenient pedestrian circulation" (2.57%), [SP-1] “Low crime
rate” (2.50%) and [PQ-2] “Less abandoned spaces” (1.94%).
Academicians, on the other hand, have reported that Meram is more
successful in context of the criteria of [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter”
(8.47%), [EQ-3] "Being more or less congested” (3.89%), [SCI-1] " The
number of relatives and friends living nearby” (3.70%), [EQ-2] “Being
dirtier or cleaner” (3.65%), [SP-1]“ Low crime rate” (3.29%), [PQ-1]
"Quality of the built environment" (2.57%), [EQ-4] " Building quality,
better or worse?" (2.45%) and [FQ-1] “Convenient pedestrian
circulation” (% 2.00).

LCAs consider that Meram is weakness in terms of QoUL criteria of [FQ-3]
“Low traffic speeds &density” (0.96%), [FQ-2] "Quality of public
transport” (0.78%), [PQ-5] “Public realm quality” (0.56%), [PQ-4]
“Maintenance of residences and open spaces” (0.52%) and [PQ-3]
“Quality of parks and green spaces" (0.45%). Academicians, on the other
hand, have reported that Meram is weakness in terms of QoUL criteria of
[FQ-4] “Vitality and viability of services and urban amenities" (0.96%),
[SCI-3] “Feeling part of the community" (0.96%), [PQ-4] “Maintenance of
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residences and open spaces” (0.91%), [FQ-2] “Quality of public transport”
(0.75%), [PQ-3] “Quality of parks and green spaces” (0.61%) and [PQ- 5]
“Public realm quality” (0.60%).

Assessments of experts for QoUL in Selcuklu

The weaknesses and strengths of Selguklu (Table 6), which is the district
ranked second in terms of high QoUL criteria by LCAs (35.1%) and
academicians (34.4%), are explained below.

Selcuklu is thought to be more successful in terms of QoUL criteria such as
[EQ-3] "Being more or less congested” (5.44%), [EQ-1] “Being noisier or
quieter” (4.49%), [SCI-1] " The number of relatives and friends living
nearby” (4.12%), [EQ-4] "Building quality, better or worse" (2.77%), [FQ-
1] “Convenient pedestrian circulation" (2.38%) and [SP-1] “Low crime
rate” (2.05%) by LCAs. Academicians, on the other hand, have reported
that Selcuklu is more successful in context of the criteria of [EQ-1] “Being
noisier or quieter" (4.83%), [EQ-3] "Being more or less congested"
(3.46%), [EQ-2] “Being dirtier or cleaner” (3.30%), [SP-1]“ Low crime
rate” (2.90%), [EQ-4] " Building quality, better or worse?" (2.15%) and
[PQ-1] "Quality of the built environment" (2.09%)

LCAs consider that Selcuklu is weakness in terms of QoUL criteria of [FQ-
2] "Quality of public transport” (0.83%), [FQ-3] “Low traffic speeds
&density” (0.78%), [PQ-5] “Public realm quality” (0.52%), [PQ-4]
“Maintenance of residences and open spaces” (0.52%) and [PQ-3]
“Quality of parks and green spaces” (0.41%). Academicians, on the other
hand, have reported that Selcuklu is weakness in terms of QoUL criteria of
[SCI-4] “Ensuring social integration & harmony” (0.82%), [PQ-4]
“Maintenance of residences and open spaces” (0.78%), [SCI-3] “Feeling
part of the community"” (0.75%), [PQ- 5] “Public realm quality” (0.57%)
and [PQ-3] “Quality of parks and green spaces” (0.56%).

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study, evaluated comparatively the QoUL of Karatay, Meram and
Selcuklu districts from the point of two expert groups via AHP
methodology. The findings show that from the perspective of two expert
groups, Meram is the district with the highest QoUL, while Karatay is the
district with the lowest QoUL. Although the expert groups have different
priority weights on the basis of the criteria groups and sub-criteria and
also each district has different performance scores in the context of the
relevant criteria, the multi-criteria holistic QoUL rankings of both expert
groups on the basis of districts are similar.
Performance determinations of the criteria, that are above the average
QoUL value and increase in the relevant district’s holistic QoUL criteria
ranking, for Karatay, Meram and Selgcuklu are presented at the below due
to their priorities.
= For Meram the criteria of [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter", [SCI-
1] “The number of relatives and friends living nearby”, [EQ-3]
"Being more or less congested"”, [EQ-2] “Being dirtier or cleaner”,
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[SP-1] “Low crime rate”, [PQ-1] "Quality of the built
environment”, [EQ-4] "Building quality, better or worse", [FQ-1]
“Convenient pedestrian circulation" and [PQ-2] “Less abandoned
spaces”.

= For Selcuklu the criteria of [EQ-3] "Being more or less congested”,
[EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter"”, [SCI-1] “The number of relatives
and friends living nearby”, [EQ-2] “Being dirtier or cleaner”, [SP-
1] “Low crime rate”, [EQ-4] "Building quality, better or worse",
[PQ-1] "Quality of the built environment”, [FQ-1] “Convenient
pedestrian circulation” and [FQ-1] “Convenient pedestrian
circulation”.

= For Karatay the criteria of [EQ-1] “Being noisier or quieter"”, [EQ-
3] "Being more or less congested”, [SCI-1] “The number of
relatives and friends living nearby” and [PQ-1] "Quality of the
built environment".

Performance determinations of the criteria, that are under the average
QoUL value and decrease in the relevant district’s holistic QoUL criteria
ranking, for Karatay, Meram and Selcuklu are presented at the below due
to their priorities.

=  For Karatay the criteria of [PQ-5] “Public realm quality”, [PQ-4]
“Maintenance of residences and open spaces”, [PQ-3] “Quality of
parks and green spaces”, [FQ-2] “Quality of public transport” and
[SCI-3] “Feeling part of the community".

=  For Meram the criteria of [PQ-3] “Quality of parks and green
spaces”, [PQ-5] “Public realm quality”, [PQ-4] “Maintenance of
residences and open spaces”, [FQ-2] "Quality of public transport"
and [FQ-3] “Low traffic speeds &density”.

»  For Selguklu the criteria of [FQ-3] “Low traffic speeds &density”,
[SCI-3] “Feeling part of the community”, [PQ-5] “Public realm
quality”, [PQ-4] “Maintenance of residences and open spaces” and
[PQ-3] “Quality of parks and green spaces".

Differences of opinion in the context of occupations of expert groups also
differed their degrees of concern regarding QoUL sub-criteria and/or
criteria groups. Although the views of LCAs who are mostly practitioners,
and the academicians related with QoUL in a theoretical sense, differ in
terms of criteria importance, similar findings derived via experts’ holistic
QoUL assessments indicate of both indicate an objective assessment.
Faced weaknesses of the districts against QoUL determined through the
applied AHP based QoUL, should be strengthen. Objective indicators
should also be adapted to overcome these problems. Also, the reasons for
these criteria that reduce the quality of life should be questioned.

The findings clearly show the knowledge of which indicators need to be
improved in order to create and increase QoUL, or which mitigation
strategies should be more prioritised by policy makers and decision
makers in the city on each district basis. Thus, separate and local planning
strategies can be formulated for each district which are at different QoUL
levels in order to create liveable urban areas which have high QoL in
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Konya. Besides, district-based highlighted indicators as high QoUL
indicators by experts can be a starting point for districts that stay in the
background in terms of overall QoUL rankings or in the context of the
relevant indicator. Urban areas have good and very good QoUL indicators
should be protected and also appropriate development and control
arrangements should be adopted. In areas with moderate QoUL quality
indicators should not be disrupted in the future by the preventive
strategies of the authorities. In areas with inadequate and very poor
QoUL, all planning measures and implementation strategies should be
evaluated in order to improve quality at the highest possible level.
Within the light of low QoUL rates, in Karatay public realm quality and
maintenance of residences and open spaces should be enhanced. Also, the
public transportation facilities should be enhanced and improved. Built
environment should support the social interactions of the community
and esthetical environment quality.

In Meram district, which suffers from similar QoUL reduction problems
with Karatay, strategies that increase the population and traffic density
in a balanced way should be adopted in addition to the strategies stated.
Similar with both districts, problems of decrease in parks, green spaces,
public realm and public transport quality also problem of low traffic
speeds and density should be tackled in Selguklu district. In this context
the quantity of green areas should be increased, public transportation
opportunities should be increased, maintenance of residences and parks
should be provided. Finally, strategies that increase the population and
traffic density in a balanced way, should be adopted, as should be adopted
for Meram, too.

Planning urban areas having high QoL, solving existing urban problems
and improving the QoUL are the main concerns of planners and local
administrators, and planning gains legitimacy with its contribution to the
QoUL. In this context, research findings provide important contributions
for decision-makers as the key stakeholders of urban development
regarding Konya city such as; (i) to identify the strengths and weaknesses
of the QoUL effectively thus to reveal the problems that require special
attention and solution, (ii) to determine the direction and degree of the
relationship between urban facilities and services and the urbanites and
to compare them with subsequent measurements, (iii) providing
information about the distribution of satisfaction and dissatisfaction in
society and space, (iv) monitoring the effects of policies on the space, (v)
determining effective policies that improve conditions in line with the
determinations made for the current situation, and (vi) to guide local
government units and other relevant stakeholders away on appropriate
actions and transformations to increase the QoUL via developing effective
policies against the problematic of QoUL decrease and create urban areas
with high QoL. The method applied in the study is adaptable and can be
applied to effectively evaluate the QoUL in other cities.
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