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An interactive process with stakeholders – meetings and workshops: 

The Project METROBORDER
p g p

• EU & consultation committee
09.01.09, 04.05.09, 05.05.09, 29.10.09, 10.03.10, 11.03.10, 08.11.10

• Greater Region• Greater Region 
03.03.09, 22.04.09, 12.05.09, 25.06.09, 12.03.10, 13.07.10, 04.10.10, 7.11.10, ongoing 

• Upper Rhine
19.02.09, 26.02.09, 27.03.09, 11.12.09, 14.09.10, 02.12.10, ongoing g g

Consultation Committee, Walferdange, March 2010 



S i tifi i t ti

The Project METROBORDER
Scientific interaction: 
• 3 TPG Meetings, 
• 4 ESPON-conferences, 
• 4 reports, ongoing scientific publication in journals and on conferences,4 reports, ongoing scientific publication in journals and on conferences, 
• ... 

TPG M tiTPG Meeting 
February 2009 
Walferdange



The Project METROBORDER
‚Cross-Border Polycentric Metropolitan Regions‘ (CBPMR): 

• Where are they? 
H th iti d?• How are they positioned? 

• Political conclusions: How can their governance be improved? 
• ... 



1. ‘CBPMRs‘ – where are they? 

The spatial setting: The 
Functional Urban Areas 
(FUAs) of the cross-border 
polycentric metropolitan 
regions (CBPMRs) 



1. ‘CBPMRs‘ – where are they? 

Greater Region   – Upper Rhine 
Functional Urban Areas 



1. ‘CBPMRs‘ – where are they? 

The ‚Summit of the Greater Region‘ as The ‘Upper Rhine Conference‘ as a 
a multi-level cooperation multi-level cooperation 



1. ‘CBPMRs‘ – where are they? 

right: core spaces for increased cross-border 
cooperation in the case study region results from a left: cross-border institutions and their cooperation in the case study region – results from a 
Delphi study, differentiated for the national backgrounds 
of the responding experts 

perimeter within the Upper Rhine region
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1. ‘CBPMRs‘ – where are they? 
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right: core spaces for increased cross-border 
cooperation in the case study region results from a left: cross-border institutions and their cooperation in the case study region – results from a 
Delphi study, differentiated for the national backgrounds 
of the responding experts 

perimeter within the Greater Region



2. ‘CBPMRs’ – how are they positioned? 

CBPMR-cities in the CBPMR-cities in the 
GaWC-monitor 
(marked in red)

each square indicates a each square indicates a 
metropolis, and its 
position roughly 
represents the position on 
the world map 

(source: GaWC 2008; 
own graphic). 

VI = Vienna: alpha city (in 4th of ten world city categories) 
GN = Geneva: beta city (6/10) 
CP = Copenhagen: beta city (6/10) 
LX = Luxembourg: beta city (6/10) 
BV = Bratislava: gamma plus city (8/10)BV = Bratislava: gamma-plus city  (8/10) 
(Basel and Strasbourg are mentioned as showing “sufficiency” but are not included in this map) 



2. ‘CBPMRs’ – how are they positioned? 



2. ‘CBPMRs’ – how are they 
positioned? 

Metropolitan accessibility? 
Number of flights per day and 
airport for the two case study 
regions and their surrounding regions and their surrounding 
areas 



2. ‘CBPMRs’ – how are they positioned? 
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2. ‘CBPMRs’ – how are they 
positioned? 

Commuting flows in the Upper Rhine

Commuting... 
... is an overall domestic phenomenon 
... can override border effects, but does not 

always do. 



2. ‘CBPMRs’ – how are they 
positioned? 

Place of residence of high-tech and KIS 
workers employed in Luxembourg and
number of persons working in the number of persons working in the 
Luxembourg MUA, 2005... 
... a cross-border logic 
... with still visible border effects 



Interactions Convergence

2. ‘CBPMRs’ – how are they positioned? 

g

Cross-
border 

t

Cross-border 
public 
t t

Similarity of 
GDP PPS per 

it

Residents’ 
citizenship

commuters transport capita
Luxembourg 5 5 1 4
Saarbrucken 3 3 4 2
Basel 4 4 1 3
Strasbourg 1 1 5 1
Geneva 5 4 1 5
Basel 4 4 1 3
A h Li M t i ht 2 2 4 2Aachen-Liege-Maastricht 2 2 4 2
Lille 3 1 5 2
Nice-Monaco-San Remo 3 2 1 4
Copenhagen-Malmo 2 4 4 2Copenhagen Malmo 2 4 4 2
Vienna-Bratislava 1 5 4 1
Katowice-Ostrava no data 1 5 no data

1= very weak, 2 = weak, 3 = moderate, 4 = strong, 5 = very strong.

Synthesis indicator for cross-border interactions and convergence (CEPS/Instead)



3. Political conclusions? 

What role for the EU? Results from the Delphi study (n GR= 156, n UR =89)



3. Political conclusions? 

The five most important barriers for an enhanced cross-borderp
cooperation in both case study regions (Delphi study)



3. Political conclusions? 

Th t l t li i f i d b d ti (D l hi St d )The most relevant policies for increased cross-border cooperation (Delphi Study)



3. Political conclusions? 

High 
diversity of 
governancegovernance
-settings in 
CBPMRs

(CEPS) 



3. Political conclusions? 

The example of the automotive industry: 
important on either side of the border, but little p ,
interregional cross-border cooperation 



3. Political conclusions? 



4. Political conclusions? 



3. Political conclusions? 

Upper Rhine “Scenario
2:”Two-level
cooperation”cooperation



BruxellesBruxelles

4. Political conclusions? 
LilleLille AachenAachen‐‐

LiègeLiège‐‐
MaastrichtMaastrichtMaastrichtMaastricht

Rhein/Rhein/
Main Main 

B
D

Lux.Lux.Lux.
Core FUA

Functional Urban Areas 

Trier

L

KaiserslauternKaiserslautern

ArlonArlon
Neighbouring FUA

Surrounding FUA

SaarbrückenSaarbrücken

Thionville Thionville 

MetzMetzF

NancyNancy

Main Institutional focus CBPMR

Central  CBPMR Cities

SaarbrückenSaarbrückenF

StrasbourgStrasbourg
Neighbouring domestic metropolises 

Neighbouring CBPMRs

Metropolitan CorridorsMetropolitan Corridors 

© University of Luxembourg, Project Metroborder, 2010
Level: FUA

Source: ESPON Data Base, IGEAT, FOCI, 2010
Origin of Data: ESPON Data Base, IGEAT, FOCI, 2010

© EuroGeographics Association for administrative boundaries



Developing options for the

3. Political conclusions? 

Developing options for the 
Greater Region: 

- “Economic metropolis”Economic metropolis  
- “Laboratory of Europe”
- “Mobile and accessible 

region”region

Institutional options for the ECTC Greater Region 



Overall take away messages:

3. Political conclusions? 

Overall take-away-messages: 

- CBPMRs as underestimated territorial configuration throughout 
E ith hi h t ti lEurope with high potentials 

- currently high dynamic with regard to Governance settings and 
with regard to metropolitan ambitions 

- high diversity of CBPMRs means to develop tailor-made g y p
strategies 

- ... 



4. Results beyond the scientific project Metroborder 

Visibility
e.g. Metroborder on 
TV (Jan 2011TV (Jan. 2011, 
Saarländischer 
Rundfunk) 



4. Results beyond the scientific project Metroborder 

S i tifi I tScientific Input
e.g. Webatlas of 
CEPS/Metrolux, see 
metroborder.ceps.lu



4. Results beyond the scientific project Metroborder 

Scientific Input
For other ESPON projects  
- e.g. ULYSSES or 
GEOSPECS where 
Metroborder partner are 
now involved 



Political input

4. Results beyond the scientific project Metroborder 

« Région métropolitaine polycentrique 

Political input 
e.g. Joint Declaration of the 
Summit of the Greater Region I / 
2011

g p p y q
transfrontalière (RMPT)
Les membres du Sommet prennent acte 
des résultats de l’étude Metroborder en 
les approuvant et insistent sur

2011

les approuvant et insistent sur 
l’importance de sa mise en oeuvre en 
Grande Région. Celle-ci pourra en effet 
renforcer et développer
sa compétitivité en tant que Régionsa compétitivité en tant que Région 
Métropolitaine Polycentrique 
Transfrontalière (RMPT) au sein de 
l’ensemble des régions métropolitaines 

é Seuropéennes. Les membres du Sommet 
comprennent la création d’une RMPT 
comme une contribution à la cohésion 
territoriale et la mise en oeuvre de la 
stratégie ‘Europe 2020‘ » 
(Joint Declaration p. 9)



4. Results beyond the scientific project Metroborder 

Political attention 
e.g. Joint presentation of 
Upper Rhine and GreaterUpper Rhine and Greater 
Region on the Open Days 
(BXL, October 2010)

Source: 
http://www.oberrheinkonferenz.org/fr/act
ualites/2010/, modified
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