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INTRODUCTION

Current investigation reveals that the number of disasters such as whirlwinds,
floods, quakes, and tsunamis spreading around the world is increasing, acknowl-
edging that human deaths, injuries, property damage, demolished buildings,
infrastructures, and crop destruction have increased after disasters (Iskender et
al.,2007; Tanyas et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2018; Karunasena et al., 2012). Emerg-
ing whether natural, human-made or technological, disasters can usually produce
large quantities of debris in the precinct (UNDP, 2013; Brown and Milke, 2009;
Rafee et al., 2008; Sahin et al., 2016). The debris afterward an earthquake causes
considerable processing and disposal challenges (Askarizadeh et al., 2017; Kim
etal., 2018). Evaluation of the rubbish produced by disaster is a complicated busi-
ness because different variables should be allowed and the assessment expanse
can diversify from a tiny amount of debris to thousands of weights (Askarizadeh
et al., 2017). Debris discharge after a disaster offers trials unusual to that disas-
ter. Frequently, the deportation of a considerable amount of debris process takes
months or even years to finish (Luther, 2006; Pramudita and Taniguchi, 2014).

In history, a principal goal was to expatriate the debris created by disasters
from an original site to its last address as quickly as possible (Kim et al., 2018).
Experience notes that rubble discharge is regularly a sorely delayed and tiresome
process, which can rigorously impede economic and social recovery (UNDP,
2013). Historically, the amount of debris has been approximately five to ten times
the yearly solid waste production in a society. This cumbersome amount of debris
produces setbacks in the debris discharge process and other emergency answers.
It springs in the postponement of the whole disaster rehabilitation process (Kim
et al., 2018). According to the U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA), almost 55% of every federal disaster spending is pointed via direct
relief; including debris relocation (Karunasena et al., 2012).
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gle, everyone has a duty and responsibility. Efforts to minimize disasters can be
achievable if a national policy may turn into a battle. The usual efficient method
to fight disasters is the rehabilitation studies before the collapse. Though the leg-
islation specifies the measures to be taken before the tragedy and the rules to be
adhered to, it has become a tradition not to obey the regulations generally due to
the absence of criminal sanctions. Debris management in Turkey should be an
essential issue in that light. At this point, there must be effective debris manage-
ment planning and policy under the umbrella of effective disaster management.
Overall, Turkey has not made sufficient studies related to debris management
aftermath of a disaster. It is evident that many reviews on this subject should be
realized as soon as possible.
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