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City-regions in Europe

The potentials and the realities

Focusing on Ina @centhy toshionabls Cihyregion’ [metopolion area) ssve, this orticla aa-:plme-s 1he
patential confnbution of cily-regions io the susiainoility ond compatitivenass of uban areos. Two very
dillerent souces of information are taken inio occount: the URBACTT projec METROGON, which
locuses on explonng odminisiolive setups end reritoricl policies within eight Evicpeon mettopclitan
areas [Birmingham, Budopest, Celogne, Frankhun, Glosgow, lille, Malmd, Milan], end the ESPON
| .43 analysiz of urban lunclions for metropoliton oreas, which differentiotes betwesn morpholagical and
[unctional whan areas. The combination of fewe souwces cllows COMpAnsan al r:hdmimil‘lc:lrdehr,r"pdi!i-
cally dominated “actions’ and geogrophiceconomic relities’ for the eight case study utban orecs. On
this basis Ihe article explores the large difterences omang EU countries [and regions] regarding cityregian
leve! cooperation. The poper fist discusses the ganeral challenges tor citrregions. |t then summarises the
results of the METROGOY project and confronts these with ESPOIN' morphological approach. This is
fallowad b-,,r analysis of dilterent lunctions and cooperalion o the ditfasant Cily-Tagion sy

Urban areas and city-regions

The expansion of European urban areas accelerated in the twentieth century,
becoming, over the last 30-40 vears, a Europe-wide issue. Urban sprawl has led to
larger and larger catchments of cities within their surrounding areas. 'T'his has created
major problems for cities, as they lose an important part of their economic assets (retail
and leisure in particular) and even resident population to neighbouring municipalities.
The surrounding smaller municipalities gain substantial revenues but also have 1o face
the problems caused by rapid growth. In addition, the massive increase in car traffic
hits the whole urban area with all its negative consequences.

Urban Europe today is characterised by large, functionally unified urban areas,
which lack democratic accountability because political structures have not adapted 1o
this evolution. Even in those countries where the administrative and political svstems
do not vet recognise it citv=regions are an economic and social reality

The double challenge for urban areas

European cities face external challenges and internal changes in their recent develop-
ment, which the cities cannot address in isolation. The external challenges are those
of globalisation, the growing role of international trade, and large multi-national
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cconomic players, which all require greater economic performance of cities. Collabo-
ration with surrounding areas is one of the important factors which provide enough
strengths and economies of scale for cities to perform well. The internal challenges
tiake the form of suburbanisation and urban sprawl, causing growing environmental
and social discrepancies within the urban areas around some large cities and, in other
cities, parallel growth of the inner and outer areas. The handling of the internal terri-
torial restructuring also requires collaboration with the surrounding areas.

There is a long history of national attempts to modify administrative structures
in order to respond better to these challenges, In the 1g6os and 1970s there were
many attempts by central governments to create metropolitan-wide administrative
systems, either through mergers of municipalities or through the establishment of a
new government level (OECD, 2000, 6). The 1980s and 1g9g0s, however, brought a
retreat from these efforts. With the exception of the French communautés urbaines, mosi
ol the earlier established structures were dissolved (see for example the abolition of
metropolitan councils in the UK). New initiatives usually proved to be unsuccessful,
as, for example, with the deleat of the proposal to create city-provinces in the Nether-
lands (see Kreukels, 2000, 474). ‘Attacks’ on the metropolitan level came both from
above (political considerations) and from below (distrust from the population).

Since the late 19gos the idea of metropolitan governance has enjoyed a revival,
The OECD — one of the international think-tanks supporting the idea — lists Bologna,
Toronto, Mexico City and London as positive examples of area-wide experiments for
strategic planning and the establishment of structures with some legal capacity and
authority (OECD, 2000, 6i). The new attempts differ [rom the earlier models in putting
more emphasis on governance, network-like structures and flexibility

Inter-communal cooperation around large cities requires special attention in the
Eurapean context, as countries are very different in their political, institutional, histor-
ical and culral circumstances and set-ups. For example, in 1966 the French law
{parliamentary act) created the level ol communauté urbaine, preseribing the compulsory
cooperation of communities around some large cities (Lille, Bordeaux, Strashourg,
Lyon, Nantes). This looks like an attempt 1o ereate city-regions — however, as munici-
palities in France are much smaller than in most other countries of Europe, the commu-
naule wrbaines merely replicated the size of ‘normal’ cities. Elsewhere in Europe, where
municipalities are larger, for example in Scandinavia, similar compulsory cooperation
around large cities would mean a genuine step towards city-regions.

It is important o distinguish the city-region issue from regionalisation, The estab-
lishment of regions is very important, especially in centralised countries such as the
UK or Ireland. One of the main supporters of regionalisation is the European Union,
supporting their increased importance relative to that of nation-states. Some decades
ago the EU changed its cohesion policy from the national to the regional level, ereating
the system of NUTS (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics) 1 and 2 regions
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as the level ol hnancial allocation within the Structural Funds. Consequently, in the
last decade or so, the role of regions has grown. However, these regions are in most
cases larger than the functional urban areas around large cities, so the establishment
of NUTS 1 and 2 regions does not usually solve the problem of the absence of city-
region level governance. Moreover, the politically strong NUTS 1 and 2 regions may
seek 1o block the emergence of functional metropolitan regions, perceiving them as
potential competitors for scarce resources,

Tasks for city-regions

Regarding the content ol city=region cooperation, there are different tasks to be dealt
with. On the one hand, there are positive issues, for example, improving competitive-
ness and strategic planning, in the case of which all partners might win i’ the collabo-
ration works, On the other hand, there are regulatory vasks in which the interests of
scttlements might differ and it can become a zero-sum game, at least in the short run
{for example waste disposal), The positive issues are mainly economic: the regulatory
ssues mainly social and environmental. In general the positive economic issues are
easier to build cooperation around than the regulatory ones.

This distinction between “positive’ and ‘regulatory” tasks is similar to Patsy Healey's
distinction between place-making and regulatory planning in her 1997 book on collab-
orative planning (Healey, 1997). The novelty is in the application of this concept to the
case of city-regions, as in other works (see e.g. Heinz, 2000, 540) the sirengths of the
city-region cooperation are measured by the number of tasks that are controlled by
the citv-region level, regardless ol the type of task.

The positive tssues: cdy-regions and competthiveness. There 1s a long-lasting debate about
Tocation competitiveness’, as some economists doubt that the notion ol economic
competitiveness can be applied o territorial units. However, it seems to be inereas-
ingly acknowledged that the ‘competitiveness of cities’ makes sense and that this
should refer to the whole functional area. instead ol narrowly only to the ity itsell
[Tosics, zoosh, 7g).

A growing number of studies indicate the critical success factors of competitive-
ness, all of which draw upen this more inclusive approach. Two examples are Begg's
{zooz2) ‘urban competitiveness maze” and the ‘Parkinson principles” (Parkinson, 2004).
Both emphasise employvment, diversity, quality of life, innovation, skills, strategic
capacity, and connectivity as key factors. While these give an important indication of
the required direction of wravel cities need to embark on, others (e.g. Jones et al., 2006)
indicate that more specific ambitions need a greater focus. For example, cities need o
focus on distinctiveness as a means ol attracung knowledge workers and businesses:
they need a vibrant university that is closely integrated with the planning around the
knowledge cconomy as well as the more generic goals such as improving skills and
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connectivity. Hickman and Hall (2005) have been even more specific in prioritising
the aspects ol the urban environment central 1o boosting competitiveness: ‘Integrated
transport planning and urban design are [...] critical to the successful functioning
(and continued competitiveness) of our urban areas’ (2005, g1).

It is clear that cities are the drivers of regional change — “the most competitive
regions [in Europe] also had the most competitive cities — we found no examples of
successiul regions which had unsuccessful cites at their core’ (Parkinson. 2004, 53).
While regions are seen as important, there is a growing consensus that they are too
large in terms of area to tackle economic competitiveness, while the administrative
city is too small. Rather the citv-region is seen as providing the right critical mass and
expertise in order to improve economic performance.

The OECD has noted a paradigm shift in urban policy from a ‘remedial’ or passive
i'l.'lill PI'{ Iill'h tﬂ?\"p'tllﬂﬁ 'L'l]‘i}él.“ I']'Iilnﬁﬁ'(‘n'll'_‘ﬂt o a ]]T{Iilfti\'{"‘ .H.I]Prﬂa.['h ‘I.'l.'h[‘l'{' maore d}rnﬂtni[‘
policies have been put in place to improve competitiveness (Kim, 2o06). Cities are
beginning to strengthen cluster connections, mobilise innovative capacity and human
capital; and invest in their attractiveness and quality of life with the aim of improving
cconomic performance — although there may still be a long way to go in terms of
shaking off negative images and addressing social exclusion and high unemployvment
(Jones et al., 2006),

City-regrons and the regulatory agenda, Besides striving for more competitiveness, successful
city-regions also need to address the challenges of sustainable development. According
to the recently adopted European Commission document Thematic Strategy on the Urban
Environment (EC, 2000, 3),

Alost cities are confronted with a common core set ol environmental problems such
as poor air quality, high levels of raffic and congestion, high levels of ambiem noise,
poor-guality built environment, develict land, greenhouse gas emissions, urban sprawl,
generation of waste and waste-water. The cavses of the problems include changes in
lifestyle (growing dependence on the private car, inerease in one-person households,
increasing resouree use per capita) and demographic changes, which have 1o be taken
inte account in developing solutions,

|...] the most successtul local authorities use imegrated approaches to manage the
urban environment by adopting long-term and strategic action plans, in which links
between different policies and obligations. including at different administrative levels,
are analysed in detail [ | Obligations imposed at local, regional, national or European
level (e.g land-use, noise, air quality) can be more effectively implemented at the local
level when integrated into a local strategic management framework.

From the city-region perspective, there are two important statements in the above
quotation: as well as policies, obligations are also needed: and not only at the city



Cityregions in Europe

779

level, but also at higher administrative levels, These should include the city-region
level, which in many cases provides the most appropriate level at which to develop a
strategic response to problems such as waste water, air pollution and carbon emissions
caused by transport, et

Addressing the fieo agendas. City-regions basically need to fulfil both agendas for lasting
success. Circumstances for this are very different across countries, While the establish-
ment o competitiveness agreements in most countries depends on the municipalities
(and other stakeholders) of the city-regions, the conditions for the regulatory agenda
are very different, ranging from total independence of local municipalities to compul-
sory, higher level, coordinated organisation of some public services.

Cities face particular difficulties in establishing regulatory agreements in those
countries where decentralisation and devolution of power are extensive and local
governments have become very independent. When combined with the lack of a
culture ol cooperation, almost hopeless situations might develop from the point of
view of city-region cooperation — as can be seen in some of the new east-central

European member states of the European Union (Tosics, 2005a).

Defining city-regions in economic, social and cultural terms

Though city-regions are an economic and social reality, it may be difficult 10 define
them precisely in physical or political terms. Addressing the question of how city-
regions might be defined, a recent report for the UK’s Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister (Marvin et al., 2006) quoted the following potential definitions:

“We have defined “citv-region™ to refer to a strategic and political level ol admin-

istration and policy-making, extending bevond the administrative boundaries of

single urban local government authorities to include urban and/or semi-urban

hinterlands’ (Tewdwr-Jones and MeNeill, 2000, 1531).

*  “The Citv-Region transcends the local level (as the basic adminisirative unit) and
also goes bevond the city level, In a spatial sense, the Cirv-Region is very much like
aconurbation or metropolitan area. Most importantly, the City-Region is far more
ol a complex system than a monolithic entity. The evolving Citv-Region consti-
tutes a political and economic power field, with a variety of cultures and societies’
(Ache, 2000, To4-703).

* “The concept of [the] City-Region covers not only the commuting hinterland
ol the eity but also the whole area that is economically, socially and culturally
dominated by the ciy’ (Davoudi. 2004, o86).

*  The conceptof the City-Region can be understood as a functionally inter-related

geographical area comprising a central, or Core City, as part of a network of

centres and rural hinterlands” (ODPM, 2005).
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* ‘From a geographic point of view, global Citv-Regions constitute dense polarised
masses of capital. labour and social life that are bound up in intricate ways in
intensitving and [ar-flung extra-national relationships. As such. they represent an
outgrowth ol large metropolitan areas — or contiguous sets of metropolitan areas

together with surrounding hinterlands of variable extent which may themselves
bie sites ol scattered urban settlements’ (Scot, 2001, Big).

While the literature shows a wide variety of views of what a eity-region is, some
common strands emerge. City-regions exist where the city’s economic, social and
cultural footprint exceeds that of its administrative boundary. They are fluid and are
likely 1o keep growing, having ‘fuzzy edges’ at their extremities. The size ol the city-
region will be issue dependent: for example, the economic footprint might be bigger
than the social footprint. Finally, they are complex systems with a plethora of internal
and external relationships.

There is also a debate surrounding nomenclatre: different terms have different
implications, and carry different political sensitivities, in the various EU member
states, Examples ol terminology (other than ‘city-region’) include ‘functional urban
zone/area’, ‘metropolitan area’ and ‘larger urban zone’. A new study on the topic
{van den Berg et al., 2007) uses the term ‘metropolitan region’. There are also those
terms that are specifie to particular member states: for example, the communauté urbaine
(and, more recently, the aire métropolitaine — metropolitan area) in France. As such, it is
important to note that while the term “citv=region’ is used in this article, it is not neces-
sarily appropriate in every context.

Cities working with their surrounding authorities as a city-region need to support
their parterships with a robust evidence base, However, understanding the extent
ol the city-region is a complex issue and requires a muliidisciplinary overview of
cconamic, social, cultural and historical geographies; further the size ol the city-
region boundary is likely to fluctiate depending on which issue is being considered
(Parr, 2005). The process might also be fraught with political tensions and sensitivities
whether it is top-down (e.g a designation from central government) or bottom-up and
decided on the basis of empirical evidence (Baldueci et al., 2004).

Although recent literature shows that the labour market catchment (measured
through travel-to-work) is the most widely used method of definition, a range of data
might be used in delining citv-regions. According to Marvin et al. (2006}, parameters
for definition may be grouped as follows:

* Labour-market definitions. Predominantly focused on TTW.

*  Economic activity-based definitions. Access to labour markets is key [or the privawe
sectar, but other lactors might also be important (e.g the supply chain).

*  Housing-market definitions. “Citv-regions can [...] be defined as those areas in
which houscholds search for residential locations” (Marvin et al., 2000, 4).
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s Service-district definitions. For example retail catchments, access to hospitals,
theatres, international airports ele.
¢ Admimstrative defimitions.

However, data are not always readily available, or of the right quality, so developing
an evidence base at the city-region level may have significant resource implications.

According to ESPON 1.1.1, in the wider Europe, there are some 120 metropolitan
arcas with 500,000 or more population in contiguous urban areas. They contain 280
million (6o per cent) ol the 470 million population of the European Union. ESPON
has identified 1555 Functional Urban Areas (FUAs) with over 50,000 population, of
which 64 Metropolitan Growth Areas (MEGAs) seem to be the most important. The
latter consist of the following: 2 global nodes (Paris and London), 13 European engines
(such as Munich and Stuugart), 10 strong MEGAs (such as Stockholm and Gothen-
burg), 23 potential MEGAs (such as Lyon and Brauslava), 16 weak MEGAs (such as
Naples and Valetta),

The most recent ESPON 1.4.3 study brought an important methodological innova-
tion over the ‘classic’ ESPON 1.1.1 study, which established for the first time the map
ol European FUAs. The new study takes no account of administrative boundaries at
either settlement, regional or national level. From a city-region perspective especially
the definitions of the Morphological Urban Areas (MUA, containing the densely
populated city core and the contiguous urban landscape) and Functional Urban Areas
(FUA, the ‘labour basin® of the Morphological Urban Area) are important.

By the exclusion of the administrative criteria and the novelty of using a homoge-
neous research method for all countries, the ESPON 149 study showed the number
and importance ol cross-border MEGAs, and called attention to the importance of
the core within the city-region: ‘with identical populations, it clearly appears that
FUAs which have better opportunities are those having a strong MUA in their centre,
especially il the latier has some good quality histonical and cultural heritage, This is an
important element in the new forms of cross-city competitiveness’ (ESPON 1.4.3, 7).

City-region cooperation in European Metropolitan Areas

The following analysis is based on both METROGOV' - an URBACT=1 project
surveving the administrative set-ups and territorial policies within eight European
metropolitan areas — and the ESPON 1.4.3 analysis ol urban functions for all EU
metropolitan areas, exploring the morphological and functional urban areas around
cities,

i AT TR was an LRBACT project led b Birmmgliam Chey Council, with expert wput from Ivin Tosecs,
Mlerroguolitan Risearcds Tensiome, The Goal repont of te METROGON progect [Homsan et al. eoaz) mspired this
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City-region relationships in the METROGOY cities

The eight METROGOV cities are situated in seven countries which represent all the
different types of national regional systems of’ Europe:

» Federal countries (German cities: Cologne, Frankfurt; partly Belgian city-region
around Lille);

*  Regionalised countries (ltalian citv: Milan; UK city: Glasgow);

»  Decentralised countries (Swedish city: Malmi);

e Unitary countries (UK eity: Birmingham; French city: Lille; Hungarian city:
Budapest).”

The different national systems in Europe provide different regional contexts within
which city-regions might be discussed. The political and administrative strength of
regions is greatest in the federal siates and reduces in the other types, with the weakest
examples being in the unitary countries,

The METROGOV project concentrated on city-regions around larger cities,
where the core eity’s economic, social and cultural footprints substantially exceed
those of its administrative boundary. From European competitiveness and sustain-
able development perspectives the most important opportunities and the most severe
problems arise around large cities, in which the majority of Europe’s population lives.
While the cases of monocentric city-regions dominate, some of the METROGOV
cities (Lille and 10 some extent Cologne, Frankfurt and Malma) are parts of polycen-
tric regions, and their special problems and opporwnities are also discussed. Most
urban areas remain within the borders of the country, except for Lille (and to a lesser
extent Malmi and Frankfurt), which allows us 10 analvse special problems within
cross-border regions.

Comparative data on the METROGOV cites (Homan et al., 2007, 92) show
that there is a clear difference between the eities regarding their economic strengths,
ranging [rom rich German cities through “average” Swedish, French and Italian cities
and slightly below-average British cities 1o the relatively poor Hungarian capital.

Defining city-regions

There are numerous ways in which city-regions may be defined and their functional
reach assessed. This functional reach may also varvaccording to the issue — for example,
the size of the ‘commuting city-region” might be different from that of the *cultural
city-region’. In some cases, two neighbouring city-regions can even overlap with each

e It i diflienb e classity dhe Uk as Bedonging ieone caregory As o whale, thie UK can be comsidered as i regpon-
alisedl conntry. while Seotlamd amd Englaml (as pares ol the LIK) van b corsiclered in themselves as uniary

CiMIninrs
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other. A political decision has to be made as to which criteria will be used to designate
a city=region partnership and how to accommodate the administrations at the *fuzazy
edges” ol this area. This process can lead to tensions — both with surrounding authori-
ties, who may feel they have been left out of a partmership, and with authorities who
arc included but perhaps do not see the city=region as their priority partnership.

The issue of definition is not as straightforward as it might first appear. It can be
seen as casy lor observers outside the political process to draw boundaries and demar-
cate the spatial extent of eitv-regions, but political realities within the city-regions
themselves are often the main drivers. Whatever the socio-economic evidence shows,
historical alliances often end up driving the reality of partnerships on the ground.
This may result in confusion and hostility from those outsice the partnership who
cannot understand why a particular combination of partners has become invaolved.

Establishing tight definitions of the city-region, and subsequently building a formal
partnership around this, might also cause problems when growth in the functional
urban area occurs. This has been demonstrated in France, where the communauté urbaine
no longer represents the physical (economic) reality, and a new laver of governance
arrangements have now been put in place — the aires métropolitaines, which are informal
and based on voluntary political arrangements. However, this might subsequently result
in a further level of administration and governance structure, The need for flexibility is
one reason why no formal metropolitan institution has been set up in Malmi,

A lurther problem with definition s that the economic reality may indicate the
need for only a partial inclusion of an administration surrounding the core city,
particularly i that authority covers a large arca or is predominantly rural with one
or two key towns with strong commuting flows. This can be a particular problem in
Scandinavian countries and the UK where the local authority areas are larger than
in countrics such as France or Italy, There are advantages and disadvantages in both
situations. While in France the definition may be made casier, the number of partners
can make decision-making harder.

In the course of the METROGOV project the need 1o deal with two diflerent city-
region delinitions for the same urban area became evident: the sarowe definition of the
city’s commuting hinterland might be very different from the city’s wider economic,
social and cultural footprint. This differentiation between the narrower and broader
definitions of city-regions will lead later to the conclusion that these may require
different public interventions.

Existing multi-level governance structures and the city-region

The establishment of a “city-region” tier of governance is highly complex because of
the number and range ol organisations involved. As with definition, it is often the case
that historical working arrangements influence the present shape ol any new partner-
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Table 1 Size of city-regions and administrative regions compared to size of core city in the
eight METROGOYV cities

Ralio relofive tocity population

City Cliry populalion

[housands) Pdeanrena Broad Pext

City-region are cibyregion areg cdminisimtive level

Cologne 85 30 B.1 8.3
Frankbur 447 3459 B2 @4
Birmingham QF7 28 14 54
Glasgow 580 3.0 52 B.&
Miikan 1,260 29 4.8 i
Malma 270 22 36-133 4.3
Lilke 227 6.2 15.9 |76
Lille® 1,090 .7 3.3 3.6
Budapes 1,700 1.4 24 e

*Toking the Communawé Lirbaine s the city

The delinitions for the narow cineregion [funcional urben area) and the troad eityregion (orea of econamic influ-
encal were developed for each ity in the course of the METROGON work and con be found in the final repari
at METROGOV [Homan et ol , 2007)

ships. Where historical alliances exist, sub-regional partnerships that involve one or
two city-region partners may also extend bevond the citv-region, making geographi-
cally bounded decision-making difficult.

[t is also important that any new level in multi-level governance structures adds
value to existing arrangements. Careful dialogue and planning is necessary in order
o hinel a *niche’ for the city-region, particularly where there is a call for devolution
ol policy-making downwards — that is, where partners are calling for new areas of
responsibility that are currently the remit of regional or national organisations.

Furthermore, appropriate partnership and governance arrangements need to be
put in place to ensure that effective communication takes place with the spheres above
and below that of the city-region, as well as to ensure as inclusive an approach as
possible.

However challenging the development of a citv-region approach might be, it is
clear from the METROGOV case swdies that a city-region partnership is a highly
valued and necessary mechanism for addressing particular issues where the region is
seen as too big, and the local authority area as woo small, for effective delivery.

In the course of the METROGOV project representatives of all the eight cities
worked out the potential territorial delimitation(s) of the narrow and of the broad
version of their city region areas (see Homan et al., 2007, 96-397). Table 1 shows the
population size ratios ol the different city=region levels and their core cities.
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Five of the METROGOV cities (Cologne, Frankfurt, Birmingham, Glasgow,
Milan) show a similar picture: the narrow city-region (functional urban arca) has 3-3.5
times the population of the core city, while the wide city-region (area of economic
influence) has 4-8 times the population. The population of the wide definition of the
city-region usually remains below the size of the next (regional) administrative level.

The exceptional values of Lille and Malmo can be explained by cross-border
linkages and by the polveentric character of their areas, and those of’ Budapest by the
fact that the city is itsell” very large compared to the country as a whole — 17 per cent
of Hungarians live in the capital ity

In all METROGOV cities, city-regions are the newest level ol governance that
needs to “slot into’ olten already overcrowded structures. In all cases, there are at
least four existing levels: the city, the region, the nation state and Europe, all of which
have different policies and strategies that need aligning with a city-region approach.
Further, as discussed above, it can be difficult to replace existing structures, which
mav require changes to legislation. Careful thought needs 1o be given as to how the
city-region is incorporated without duplicating strategies elsewhere and upsetting a
delicate political balance,

It is also important to consider other partnerships that may exist across some or
all of the city-region. Some of these partmerships may just include one of the city-
region authorities and a number of other administrations, private and community
sector organisations outside the *boundary’, Depending on the strategic priorities of
the city-region, serious consideration may need to be given as to how some ol these
partnerships become integrated into realising city-region aims and objectives.

City-region definitions and administrative arrangements compared with
geographic and economic realities

Table 2 compares the geographic-economic approach of the ESPON 1.4.3 study with
the recent METROGOV project, which focuses on administrative arrangemenits
and territorial policies. As can be seen, there are large differences between the cities
regarding the size of the morphological urban area (MUA) compared to the adminis-
tratively defined core city. This relationship shows two basic patterns. In the *normal’
case the MUA is only slightly larger than the administrative city and the FUA is close
to the narrow definition of cityv-region (e.g. Cologne, Malmo, Lille and Budapest). In
the ‘shilted’ case, the MUA is much larger than the administrative city, being close to
the narrow definition of city-region, and the FUA is close 10 the larger economic area
(e.g. Birmingham, Milan and Frankfurt).

The larger this difference, the more pressing is the need for the city to gain some
tvpe ol influence over the continuous urban area around it. According to the data
this is the case with the cities of’ Milan, Birmingham, Frankfurt and Glasgow, where
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Table 2 Existing governance arrangements and potential city-region areas in the eight
METROGOYV cities (ratios)

Falio ralotive to city populolion

City City Maorphologic Polenticl Funclional ~ Brooder MNUTS 3 Mexl existing
Imunicipality  populstion wban areg narmow whanarea  economic  proxy  odministaotive
Ihousands] ALIA [ESPOMN|  citeiegion  FUA [ESPON)  ares l=vel
Cologne Fa0 1.4 3.0 31 8.1 27 8.3
Frankfur b7 2.3 34 6.3 8.2 &5 9.4
Birmingham QF7 24 28 i8 3.5 iz 54
Glosgow 580 2.1 3.0 2.4 52 26 8.4
Milan 1260 29 25 47 4.8 59 7.2
Malma 270 1o 2.2 2.3 38 31 4.3
Lills* 1090 09 L7 29 3.3 32 36
Budapes) | 200 b3 1.4 1.5 2.4 1.7 1.7

*Taking the Communauté Urbaine as the city

the continuous urban area has more than twice the population of the administrative
territory of the city,

The ratio between the population size of the [unctional urban area and the admin-
istratively defined core city can be considered as a second type of ‘push-factor’ for
city-region initiatives, This ratio is especially large in the case of Frankfurt and Milan,
Itis large for Birmingham and Cologne, a little less so for Lille, Malmo and Glaszow,
and relatively small for Budapest.

Finally, the third type of “push-factor” lor city-region initiatives is the ratio between
the population size of the larger economic area and that of the administratively defined
core. This ratio is especially large for Cologne, Frankfurt, Glasgow, and Milan. 1t is
large for Birmingham, Malmé and Lille, while relatively moderate for Budapest.

These ratios describe different aspects of the territorial structure around the
city. Provided that the ESPON definition of the morphaological urban area (densely
populated city core and contiguous urban landscape around, determined by settle-
ment level density figures and satellite images) is correct, the large ratio of this area
compared to the administrative city sheds light on the potential problem of admin-
istrative city borders. In the case of Milan, Birmingham and Frankfurt the possibili-
ties o amalgamation of the surrounding area should be explored, as the continuous
urban area seems to be wo large compared to the size of the administratively defined
city. I the extension of the city border through the very direct and strong method
ol amalgamation is not feasible (which is likely be the case in most European cities
nowadays), the creation of strong city-region relationships, also with potental use for
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joint public services and regulatory tools, should be considered as a more politically
aceeptable solution.

Another aspect of the problem is the existence of the next administrative level
above the city (usually the region). The larger the ratio between this level and the
city, the less the region is able 10 take over the functions of an eventual city-region.
In this regard Cologne, Franklurt, Glasgow, Milan and Birmingham are citics whose
surrounding regions are far too large to be able 1o exercise a citv=region role. The
other extreme is Budapest, where the regional level is very close in size o the city-
region. (There is also the entirely separate, albeit very important, question of how
strong’ the administrative region is, whether it would be able 10 exert the control
[unctions considered to be necessary at the citv-region level.)

The analysis ol the geographic-economic ‘realities” of the urban areas has shed
light on the fact that from this point of view the city-region issue, as potential provider
of the needed administrative-political framework, is most pressing for the German,
Brivsh and halian (METROGOV) cities and is least important for Budapest. Lille
and Malma have to be considered as special cases, since both are part of cross-horder,
multi-nodal, polyeentrie regions,

Positive and regulatory functions and enhanced
cooperation in city-regions

As already discussed, in the citv=regions in general the “positive’ issues are casier to
build cooperation around than the ‘regulatory” ones. The latter can be illustrated
through the example of sustainable urban development in large urban areas, which
is only possible on the basis of overarching public policies, related 1o different aspecis
ol urban development, either directly through sectoral policies (waste, water, ete) or
indirectly through financial equalisation and taxation (Tosics, 2004, 71}, Achieving
area-wide agreements on a joint waste-treatment policy or on tax equalisation are
among the most difficult and highly politicised issues, much more difficult than signing
agreements on joint future policies towards economic competitiveness, While positive
lunctions, such as competitiveness, are most often a ‘win-win’ agenda (advantageous
or satistactory to all parties involved),” regulatory policies are usually nov To achieve
such regulatory agreements top-down power is needed, or very wise, forward-looking
behaviour on the part of municipalities, some ol which have to bear short-term
burdens in order 1o gain long-term advantages.

I} Thias as, sl comrse, an L'r\'rl'-w.i||||r|:il'||'1| stastermment i order v show the dilferenee beoween the tao tvpes of Tinction,
In realiny, connomue developroeatand transpon are oot puuecly sonswine - there ane winmers and hsers depending
o whio gets e wvestment mnew infrastraciore, jobs, o
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Analysis of city-region functions

In order to obtain a more systematic overview of capacities at the city-region level,
three different functions (strategic planning, public transport and waste disposal) were
selected and METROGOV cities were compared regarding the extent to which these
functions are performed in their city-region areas.

Strategte planning is considered to be one of the most important win-win functions, as
without a basic agreement on the present position and future direction of develop-
ment no arca can systematically cooperate and become competitive. On the other
hand., strategic plans usually mean only loose agreements on future actions without
too much constraint on present decision-making at the municipal level.

Public transport has win-win elements, as a well-developed public transport system is an
important ‘location factor’, ensuring the necessary links for local residents throughout
the whole area o places of work, commerce, culture, ete. On the other hand, public
transport also has regulatory elements — an effective transport system requires forma-
hised structure because of financing (and the huge coordination rasks between different
providers) and close cooperation of the municipalities, with the taking over of many
binding elements.

Vaste disposal is clearly a regulatory function, as area-wide agreement on waste disposal
requires both strong leadership at the area level, and acceptance of the rules and
regulations by the municipalities. In order 10 join such an area the municipality has
to accept cither the establishment of an unwanted facility (incinerator, landfll) on
its territory or the obligation to pay those other municipalities that take on these
functions, (It is only in Germany that waste disposal facilities are not so unwanted,
because waste burning and consequent energy production is a very profitable business
[or private and ]}LI]JH:' bodies. Thus, it 1 more a pruhlq-m ol overcapacity than one of
obligations.)

For each ol the three functions the following questions were asked of the METROGOV
cities, Is the cooperation in the given function in an area smaller, the same size as
or larger than the (narrower definition of) the eity-region? Can cooperation in this
function become a driving force for city-region relationships? What needs to be done
(and by whom?) to fullil this role?

Strategic planning, public transport and waste disposal at the city-region level

T'his section summarises the experiences of the METROGOV cities with regard 1o
the selected functions,

Strategte planning is understood very differently across the cities, reflecting the fact that
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there is no widely accepted definition and methodology for this type of planning
While each of the cities has some type of [uture-oriented strategic plan, this is rarely
the case at citv-region level, as this would need some type of formalised collabora-
tion between the municipalities ol the city region area (such a plan must be elabo-
rated, discussed and formally approved by some organisation). On the other hand,
territorial development plans usually exist on the higher, regional level. In fact, in
many cases the national legal regulation of planning excludes the possibility of having
overall strategic or structural plans for any territorial unit between the well-defined
and formalised regional and local level.

Under such circumstances mainly sectoral plans of strategic importance for some
sectors (ceonomy, environment, etc.) might exist at the city-region level, In addition, a
broad range of non-binding, loose and voluntary strategic documents can be identi-
fied, depending on the character of city-region cooperation, based on bottom-up initia-
tives by municipalities. Thus, surprisingly. strategic planning, which was considered 1o
be the ‘casiest” of the three functions under investigation, is performed in a serious,
over-arching manner only in a very few city-region areas of the eight METROGOV
cities.

Even so, it is a unanimous view among the cities that strategic planning, either
‘allowed” from above or *achieved” from below, can be an important contribution
to strengthening the city-region level. It is the cooperation-oriented procedure of
strategie planning which is most needed 1o establish and further strengthen the ciry-
region level. In [act this characteristic of sirategic planning is precisely the reason why
in many countries this type of planning is not permited by higher level authorities
who would not be happy to see any strengthening at the city-region level,

Public transport. All cities have some form of metropolitan cooperation in public trans-
port. This ranges from very well organised (Cologne, Frankfurt, Malmi, Lille) through
developing (Birmingham, Glasgow, Milan) to initial efforts (Budapest). Public trans-
port associations usually cover the citv-region area or even larger territories, with the
exceptions of Lille and Milan, where the area is smaller than the citv-region (and
Budapest, where such an association hardly exists yet).

For strong, lasting public transport partnerships based on an integrated system
(with unified ticketing and tmetabling) bath political power and resources are needed.
Among the METROGOVN cities there are cases where the political will is there but not
the resources (Budapest), where money is there but not the political will (UK cities),
and cases where both are present (German cities). Although within an integrated
public transport system competition is alse an important aim, the order of things
has 10 be chosen carefully: the city-=region partnership in public transport should be
established belore the privatisation ol transport providers,

Control over public transport might become one of the strongest roles of city-
regions (in addition to the practical advantages of enhancing the identity of the city-



lwéim Tosics

region). All cities consider public transport as crucial for efficient city-region working
and even suburban setlements are more amenable to cooperation in this area than in
others (e.g. to create joint plans for road development). Paradoxically, in those countries
where public transport has been well developed and covers large metropolitan arcas
(for example Germany and Sweden), this function no longer plays an active role in
strengthening the city-region level - since cooperation in public transport is already
functioning, the problem is solved.

The situation with regard 1o wasle disposal is quite different. Waste disposal in all
METROGOV cities is essentially a local, municipal function and, where territorial
cooperation exists, this is below the city-region level. In countries where this communal
function is well developed, it has lost its potential 1o act as a driver for wider werrito-
rial cooperation. Only those cities in which the question of waste disposal is not yet
solved satisfactorily see opportunities for more territorial cooperation, but even they
do not consider waste disposal as a driving force for city-region cooperation. Hence,
waste disposal seems to be a less suitable [unction for creating joint working at a city-
region level. This is seen everywhere as a very specific, technical rather than political
function, and is rarely accorded any strategic importance.

What brings city-regions forward?

The analysis of the METROGOV cities aimed 1o test the initial hypothesis that it s
easiest 1o achieve citv-region-wide agreement in strategic planning (which is visionary,
not binding), more difficult in public transport (which is advantageous for everyone
but needs binding solutions), and most difficult in waste disposal (where, because of
the NIMBY eflect, strong regulations are needed as the unwanted facility has 1o be
ut MiIl'Il"Wl]l'I'l:":l.

The experience of the METROGOV cities. however, did not fully support this
view. For many of the cities, public transport cooperation is more developed at the
city-region level than is joint strategic planning. This is especially the case in cities
from those countries where public transport cooperation is initiated and organised
‘from above’ by the regional (or national) level and on a very broad territorial base.
In such cities the cooperation in strategic planning, which could be also a bottom-up
initiative, is less developed as it needs more effort and orientation towards cooperation
by the municipalities themselves. Moreover, in some countries higher level administra-
tions systematically hinder the development of links (through strategic planning or in
any other way) between municipalities at the city-region level.

With this caveat in mind, in general it is clear that strategic planning and public
transport seem to constitute the minimum content of any leasible city-region relation-
ships. While public transport requires a formalised structure because of financing
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and the huge coordination tasks between different providers, strategic planning might
range from voluntary, not binding visionary documents to permanently monitored,
binding plans.

Waste disposal (similarly to other infrastructure services, such as sewage), being
a very technical function, might be performed in single-function parmerships of
municipalitics, which do net necessarily correspond to the city-region area. However,
territorial cooperation agreements in relation to such infrastructure services, although
not as visible as those relating o strategic planning or public transport, are also impor-
tant, mainly from the point of view of sustainable urban development. For this reason
cooperation between municipalities in relation to infrastructure services should also
be considered as an important contribution to — although not the driving force of
the city=region partnership.

According to the evaluation of the METROGOV cities, in an ‘optimal’ scenario
regulatory functions are to some extent controlled at the cv-region level (but not
necessarily organised precisely on this territorial basis), while the positive, win-win
functions are performed at least on this level, or even in the broader city-region area,
covering the whole area of the city’s economic influence.

Conclusion

On the empirical basis of the eight participating cities the METROGOV project has
shown the large differences in approach between EU countries and regions in relation
to city-region cooperation. Dominated, on the one hand, by local conflicis between
settlements in the same area and, on the other hand, by the challenge of international
competition between metropolitan areas, substantally different cases can be observed
regarding how metropolitan-wide policies are built up (top-down or bottom-up) in
relation 1o planning, economie and regulatory functions, From the analysis it becomes
clear that in the European context the boundaries of national states and administra-
tive-political regions constitute very strong barriers against policies aiming to optimise
the position of metropolitan areas around large eiries,

There was a general agreement among the experts from the METROGOV cities
that despite all the difficulties, citv-region cooperation is of key importance in all
efforts wowards better development in urban areas. An important outcome of the
joint work was the recognition that the city-region level need not be as formalised
as the municipality or the regional government. As Salet et al. (2003, 377) put it, in
metropolitan areas ‘solutions to the problems of’ coordination and spatial planning are
not to be found in the mere establishment of new encompassing territorial govern-
ment but in new methods of “organising connectivity™’, In some countries there are
already too many government levels and it would be difficult 1o “squeeze in” another.
There are, however, functions to be performed at the citv-region level (classic regula-
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tory functions and also public transport and strategic planning) that would need some
tvpes of [ormalised structure,

On the basis of the analytical work and the discussions between the city=represen-
tatives in the course of the METROGOV meetings, it is possible 1o offer some recom-
mendations, which, in turn, could also serve as starting points for future research.

In an optimal scenario voluntary, bottom-up cooperation should become the basis
for subsequent formal structures. It is a lesson learnt from the past that over-hasty
top-down enforcement of formal structures usually leads to the death of incipient
voluntary bottom-up cooperation.

Two metropolitan functions require special attention. The concept of strategic
planning has been enriched with many new aspects and lavers in the last decade and
offers not only useful models but also procedures 1o establish cooperation between
municipalities and other entities at the metropolitan area. Public transport is the
other key function performed at the city-region level. There are many examples of
well-developed city-region cooperation that were initially based on public transport
associations (Stuttgart might be the most famous case). Public wransport is a very
much ‘wanted’ city-region function, having strong win-win elements: when it is well
organised, the participating settlements gain more than they give up. On the other
hand, running a city-region level public transport association needs well-developed
lormal structures with binding agreements. Thus, public transport cooperation, once
established, can become the basis for cooperation in other functions as well [except
where it was established top-down for very large areas, as the examples of Cologne
and Frankiure show),

As already discussed, in the ideal case city=region cooperation should start from
the bottom and should be based on voluntary cooperation between the municipalities
in the urban area. Higher levels of’ government should initiate and support such types
ol cooperation, not through the enforcement of rigid structures but through policy
and economic initatives (e.g. framework policies and the way in which public funds
are allocated). It is also important for already existing higher sub-national govern-
ment levels w support city-region level cooperation and not to consider it as a rival, A
cooperative approach and organisational efforts by the core city towards the smaller
mumnicipalities in the urban area is, of course, a prerequisite for all citv-regions.

City-regions can casily fit with the recently fashionable multi-level governance
approach, especially if’ the aim is less the creation of a stable new level of administra-
tion (government) and more a new scene for, and method of, cooperation. Establishing
city-region cooperation needs not only patience and caution, but also a longer-term
view ol cooperation and co-existence with the regional level, rather than efforts 1o
replace i,

From both competitiveness and sustainability points of view, the city-region or
metropolitan agenda is an important step forward for the development of urban areas.
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In addition, well-planned cooperation between the urban core and the suburban
areas, underpinned by functional urban transport, can help to overcome most of the
problems of sprawling suburban development. In this way city-regions are important
to pave the way for European urban areas to become the vital cities of Europe.
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