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Executive summary 
 
 
1. This mid-term report sets out progress with the CAEE study, whose primary 

purpose is to examine the relationship between agglomeration economies and 

city-regional/metropolitan governance.  As noted in the study team’s original 

proposal and the subsequent inception report, this involves significant conceptual 

as well as empirical challenges. However these challenges are worth facing 

because of the importance of linking together two vigorous debates that have 

taken place, in academia and policy-making circles, largely independently, in 

recent years.  The first focuses on the importance of ‘new’ agglomeration 

economies to patterns of European spatial economic change and especially the 

apparent ‘stretching’ of national and international urban hierarchies (i.e. growing 

differences in the economic performance of urban areas). The second concerns 

claims that are made for the emerging importance of governance arrangements for 

‘natural economic areas’ in facilitating effective adaptation to economic change.  

 

2. In bringing these two debates together, the CAEE study is attempting to go 

beyond a ‘black box’ approach to the relationship between agglomeration 

economies and city-regional/metropolitan governance, which has identified an 

association between superior economic performance and the existence of a city-

regional/metropolitan tier of governance of any sort. Instead, it attempts to assess 

which characteristics of city-regional/metropolitan governance, if any, enable and 

shape agglomeration economies and with what effect. It is only if we can 

understand how city-regional/metropolitan governance matters and to whom, 

rather than simply noting that it appears to matter, that the study can improve 

upon existing knowledge and fulfil its aspiration to inform debates about policy 

choices and institutional design. 

 

3. The project consists of five main work packages which are described in the body 

of the report but can broadly be divided into two main sets of tasks; one which 

enables a ‘wide and shallow’ analysis, designed to put the case study city-regions 
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focused upon Barcelona, Dublin, Lyon and Manchester into their wider national 

and international contexts, and; another designed to provide a ‘narrow and deep’ 

analysis of the case study areas and the extent to which governance arrangements 

at the city-regional/metropolitan scale could feasibly have affected economic 

performance.   

 

4. Initial results from the first ‘wide and shallow’ element of the study, which 

involves mapping of European spatial economic change, confirms that each of the 

case study cities stand at the centre of broader city-regions that are amongst the 

most economically productive in Europe.  More relevant to the study’s main 

purposes, they also confirm that the case study city-regions, and especially the 

core areas that contain the central cities, experienced economic growth rates, 

during the decade that preceded the current global recession, that were high by 

European standards and stood out within their particular national contexts.  In 

short the case study areas were not simply beneficiaries of a sustained period of 

national economic growth, they were important drivers of that growth. 

 

5. The second element of the ‘wide and shallow’ analysis is designed to assess 

whether agglomeration economies, as measured by the relative importance of the 

degree of concentration of economic activity compared to other factors associated 

with spatial economic change, help explain the level of growth experienced in the 

case study cities and surrounding areas relative to selected others within their 

particular national contexts. This work is ongoing and adopts a form of 

econometric analysis which is described in the report and is based upon 

completion of one of the two key conceptual  and methodological building blocks 

for the study. 

 

6. The other main conceptual task of the study has also been completed. This 

involved developing a methodology through which it is possible to assess 

comparative levels of ‘city-regional/metropolitan autonomy’. On the basis of this 

work, the project team has identified a range of measures of local government 
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autonomy in the four national contexts within which the case study areas sit which 

can be captured quantitatively or tested qualitatively through planned case study 

interviews. 

 

7. Alongside the completion of the initial ‘wide and shallow’ econometric analysis, 

the study team is developing a ‘deep and narrow’ approach to assessing the 

implications of agglomeration, within particular economic sectors, on the 

geography of economic activity within each of the city-regions and their 

surrounding areas. This work will examine the extent to which detailed patterns of 

economic change within the case study areas take the form that would be expected 

if agglomeration economies in key ‘knowledge industries’ have driven city-

regional change. 

 
8. The more detailed econometric analysis is in the process of being defined and 

operationalised. It forms one element of the approach to case studies.  The other 

entails (a) a structured comparison of city-regional/metropolitan institutions and 

governing arrangements which extends the work already completed on the 

historical development of city-regional/metropolitan governance arrangements, 

and (b) a series of case study interviews, in discrete policy areas, designed to 

assess the extent to which policy choices that might most feasibly promoted and 

shape agglomeration benefits – in transport, housing, land-use planning and 

economic development – have, in practice, been influenced by city-

regional/metropolitan bodies. 

 

9. The case study analysis will benefit from advice provided by the CAEE Steering 

Group. The final phase of the project, following the production of a draft report, 

will entail structured dialogue between the study team and Steering Group 

members on the implications of the study findings for policy reform, institutional 

design and cross-national learning.  The results of this dialogue will be 

incorporated into the final report. 
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1. Introduction 
 
 
The CAEE study forms part of the ESPON 20013 programme that is devoted to 

‘targeted analyses’ and falls under category (2), ‘targeted analyses based on user 

demand’.  The ‘users’, in this instance, are four key policy-making and delivery 

bodies based in Manchester (UK), Barcelona (Spain), Dublin (Republic of Ireland) 

and Lyon (France) which, under the leadership of the Commission for the New 

Economy in Greater Manchester (formerly Manchester Enterprises), developed the 

CAEE framework as a way of further exploring their interests in the impact of 

agglomeration economies within and beyond the territories they cover and the extent 

to which the beneficial impacts of recent patterns of agglomeration have been shaped, 

and might be managed more effectively, by public policies and programmes.   

 

The users, in co-operation with ESPON, established a challenging brief that was 

intended to promote the achievement of a number of key objectives, namely: 

 

• To provide an understanding of the sources of agglomeration within the four 

nominated case study areas, and outline whether there is a policy role for 

influencing agglomeration economies 

 

• To provide a comparative analysis of agglomeration, including both potential 

economies and diseconomies, across the case study areas, and 

 

• To develop strategic policy options which ensure that ‘hot spot’/agglomeration 

growth spill(s) over to benefit the wider regional economy, drawing as 

appropriate upon lessons from the success and failures of past policy responses 

and looking at policy options in light of governance arrangements in the target 

areas and how this has helped or could potentially help future growth, 

 

It was expected that, in addressing these challenges, the CAEE project could serve the 

broader purposes of the ESPON programme by: 
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• Providing added value to specific types of territories (in this case ‘urban’) by 

offering new comparative insight and understanding on territorial potentials and 

challenges from a European perspective, and 

 

• Ensuring that similar types of territories/regions can benefit from the output of the 

analysis. 

 

Our initial proposal identified a number of open questions which lay implicit within 

the study’s objectives, paramount among which were whether:    

 

• There is clarity about what the term ‘agglomeration’ means and how it and its 

effects can be measured,  

 

• It is possible to assemble consistent, cross-national evidence on agglomeration 

economies and diseconomies which can (a) put the case study areas into a 

broader, European context and (b) identify the ‘sources’ of agglomeration within 

these areas, 

 

• It is possible not only to identify ‘past policy responses’ to agglomeration 

processes but also to judge whether they have broadly failed or succeeded, 

 

• It is possible to specify particular policy levers, at various levels within 

governmental systems, that can be pulled in future in order to  maximise the 

benign effects of agglomeration and encourage spill-over effects in neighbouring 

areas, 

 

• It is possible to judge the effect that governance arrangements in the target areas, 

and not just policy choices, have on spatial economic performance, and 
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• It is possible, on the basis of case study observations, to set out practical policy 

and governance implications that can be taken up in other (national) contexts.  

 

Rather than assuming the answers to these questions to be self-evident, our inception 

report argued that they needed to be addressed directly by the study team through the 

research process.  It put the key questions and objectives identified for the study into 

the context provided by ‘state of the art’ existing knowledge about the relationship 

between agglomeration economics and city-regional governance before setting out a 

number of work programmes designed to fulfil the project brief and a timetable for 

delivery.  The inception report reworked the objectives as follows:   
 

• To clarify how agglomeration effects can be measured, in principle, using the data 

available to the research team and, if feasible, to apply a common measurement 

methodology across each of the case study areas,  

 

• To derive some measures of city-regional autonomy with which to compare 

governance arrangements in and for the case study areas and to determine, from 

the application of these to the case study observations, the extent to which city-

regional policy choices have affected and can feasibly affect the nature and 

pattern of agglomeration economies, 

 

• Building on the above, to provide an understanding of the sources of 

agglomeration within the four nominated case study areas, and to assess whether 

there is a policy role for influencing agglomeration economies, and if so for 

whom 

 

• To provide a comparative analysis of agglomeration, including both potential 

economies and diseconomies, across the case study areas,  
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• To propose potential strategic policy options, to be developed iteratively with 

Steering Committee members, which might, for example, encourage ‘hot 

spot’/agglomeration growth to spill over to the wider regional economy, and 

 

• Drawing as appropriate upon lessons from past policy initiatives, to assess the 

extent to which governance arrangements in and for the target areas have enabled 

(or constrained) city-regional development in the past and are likely to do so in 

the future. 

 

The work packages that flowed from these objectives were:  

 

Work package 1:  Review of European spatial economic change. 

 

Work Package 2: Conceptual/methodological review; agglomeration 

 

Work Package 3: Conceptual/methodological review; city-regional governance 

 

Work Package 4: City-regional governance and economic change 

 

Work Package 5: Econometric analysis of agglomeration effects 

 

The inception report also set out the way in which results from the work programmes 

will be synthesised and arrangements for agreeing the policy implications of the 

project findings with inputs from the Steering Group. 

 

Of the work packages outlined above: Work Packages 2 and 3 are completed and 

provide the basis for the delivery of Work Packages 4 and 5; initial analysis for Work 

Package 1 has been completed; initial historical contextualisation work for Work 

Package 4 has been completed, and; exploratory work for Work Package 5 has been 

completed.  The remainder of this mid-term report summarises the work completed so 

far in three main sections. Section 2 sets out how the team has further developed the 
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methodology for the study. Section 3 sets out some preliminary findings arising from 

the study so far.  Section 4 describes the remaining tasks for the study and how the 

team proposes to complete them. 
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2. Development of the study methodology 

 

The project faces three key methodological challenges.  The first, drawing primarily 

upon economics, is to develop measures of agglomeration that can (a) put the case 

study areas into the broader European context and (b) examine more localised 

patterns of economic change within the Barcelona, Dublin, Lyon and Manchester 

city-regions.  The second, drawing largely upon political and administrative science, 

is to develop ways of assessing the degree of autonomy possessed by metropolitan or 

city-regional levels of governance within their particular national contexts. The third 

is to relate the findings on agglomeration to those on governance in order to test the 

extent to which the latter have influenced, and can feasibly influence, the former.  

Each of these challenges is intellectually demanding and much of the work completed 

for the project thus far has focused on addressing them in such a way that the later, 

case study-based fieldwork is best able to address the ultimate objectives of the study.  

Below, we summarise progress in addressing the first two challenges in turn.  The 

third is the main focus of the later case studies and the process of iteration between 

the research team and the Steering Group. 

 

The economics of agglomeration 

 

In designing the project’s approach to measuring agglomeration economies, we have 

examined the development of the concept of agglomeration over time and paid 

particular attention to empirical studies that have attempted the sorts of cross-national 

analysis that is feasible for a study such as ours, given resource and data availability. 

The study of the economics of agglomeration can be traced back to the work Marshall 

(1890; 1919; 1930) and tends to be summarised into a triad of ‘external economies’ – 

a pooled market for workers with specialised skills, a growing number of increasingly 

specialised input suppliers and technological spillovers. 

The local pool of labour can provide an efficiency gain for both workers and firms by 

maximising job-matching opportunities and thus reducing search costs (Gordon and 
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McCann, 2000; Simpson, 1992), while the associated accumulation of human capital 

can enhance both labour skills (Arrow, 1962) and firm productivity (Romer, 1987; 

Scott, 1988). As regards input relations, a localised industry can support more 

suppliers, which increases the level of specialisation and efficiency of the supply base 

and, in turn, presents an efficiency gain for the customers (Harrison, 1992). The 

actual driver for geographical proximity between firms is the desire to reduce the 

costs of transactions across space (Krugman, 1991). This may involve 

transport/logistics costs and/or the cost of intentional information exchange between 

the firms (van Egeraat and Jacobson, 2005 and 2006). The third advantage that is 

commonly distilled from Marshall’s work, technological spillovers, involves 

informational or knowledge externalities which result from the concentration of (both 

vertically and horizontally) related firms, facilitating processes of learning and 

innovation in the locality (Malmberg and Maskell, 1997 and 2002). Technological 

spillovers are believed to be intensified by proximity to “untraded interdependencies” 

(Storper, 1995) and to be independent of the degree of intentional interaction. 

Knowledge tends to become embedded in the local milieu (Malmberg, 1996) or, as 

Marshall famously put it, “the mysteries of trade (…) are in the air” (Marshall, 1898, 

p.350). This unintentional interaction (Oerlemans and Meeus, 2005) within a group of 

firms involves the acts of observation and comparison by firms (Malmberg and 

Maskell, 2002) which are facilitated by non-geographical forms of proximity, notably 

social, cultural and institutional proximity (although these other forms of proximity 

can indirectly be augmented by geographical proximity) (Boschma, 2005). 

 

Hoover (1937) further refined the theory of agglomeration economies by dividing 

such economies into two distinct types: localisation and urbanisation economies. 

Localisation economies, as identified by Marshall (1890), are advantages that firms in 

a single industry (or a set of closely related industries) gain from being located in the 

same location while urbanisation economies are advantages gained by all firms, 

regardless of sector, from being located together. Urbanisation economies are 

partially based on economies of scope and are related to the phenomenon that people 

and economic activity in general tend to concentrate in cities or core industrial 
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regions (Malmberg and Maskell, 2002). Urbanisation economies, in particular, offer 

agents located in densely populated markets the opportunity to take advantage of 

positive externalities, such as those associated with knowledge spillovers across firms 

both within and between industries, the presence of a more extensive division of 

labour or increasing returns owing to firm-level economies of scale and improved 

firm-worker matching (Wheeler (2001), as well as improved access to inter-industry 

information flows, better access to specialised services, and access to general public 

infrastructure and facilities (see Melo et al., 2009; Fujita and Thisse, 2002; Fujita et 

al., 1999). Of course, negative externalities such as congestion may also arise, though 

Ciccone and Hall (1996) find that for densely populated areas in the US 

agglomeration effects more than offset the associated congestion effects.    

 

One of the main criticisms of agglomeration theory is its historical ineffectiveness in 

explaining or predicting the empirical reality of industrial concentrations (Malmberg 

and Maskell, 2002). It is often unclear which particular agglomeration factors are 

responsible for observed concentrations. Emphasising cost-reduction in inter-firm 

transactions is no longer regarded as being helpful given the fact that in many cases of 

agglomeration most firms have few local backward linkages (Phelps, 1991; McCann, 

1995). Partly as a result of this, the focus of analysis has shifted to technological 

spillovers and related social, cultural and institutional issues (Martin, 1999; 

Malmberg and Maskell, 2002). However, such technological spillovers are difficult to 

identify and measure. 

 

Empirical research estimating the extent to which agglomeration economies influence 

labour productivity generally find a positive relationship, though the estimates tend to 

vary in magnitude (Melo, 2009). Ciccone (2002) estimates agglomeration effects in a 

cross-section of NUTS 3 regions in France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the UK. 

Ciccone (2002) finds that a doubling of employment density increases labour 

productivity by 4.5% - compared to a corresponding elasticity of 6% estimated for the 

United States (Ciccone, 1996). Ciccone (2002) also finds that agglomeration effects, 

education, and country-dummies explain 64 percent of the variation in productivity 
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across European regions; agglomeration effects do not appear to differ significantly 

between France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the UK; and production in neighbouring 

NUTS 3 regions has a significant effect on regional productivity. Further European 

estimates come from Cingano and Schivardi (2004), who estimate a long-run 

elasticity of plant productivity to Italian city employment of 6.7%, and Rice et al. 

(2006), who estimate the effect of proximity to economic mass (controlling for 

occupational composition) on regional productivity to yield an elasticity of 3.5%.  

However, when Brülhart and Mathys (2008) employ a panel data approach estimating 

the effect of employment density on productivity across several European countries 

they find elasticity estimates in the region as high as 13%. The wide range of 

agglomeration-productivity elasticity estimates is greatly influenced by the estimation 

techniques employed and how these techniques tackle the potential sources of 

endogeneity or reverse causality in empirical studies of agglomeration effects. It is 

therefore important to be clear how the problem of endogeneity can be treated, and 

the empirical approaches that can be utilised to handle it. 

 

It has been well documented in empirical studies of agglomeration effects that, when 

regressing regional productivity on a measure of regional agglomeration, there is a 

risk of causality running from productivity to the agglomeration measure i.e. reverse 

causality. A range of different estimation procedures have been employed to account 

for this possible source of endogeneity.  The general approach is to replace the 

agglomeration variable (be it employment density or employment mass) with an 

instrumental variable that is correlated with the agglomeration variable but not 

correlated with productivity.  In a cross-sectional study Cicone (2002) instruments 

employment density with regional land area.  The underlying idea is that regional 

boundaries drawn mostly in the 19th century are correlated with 19th century 

population (and with current population and employment) but not with current 

productivity. Artis, Miguelez and Moreno (2009) incorporate both a spatial 

component and instrumental variables into a cross-sectional 2 stage least squares 

approach. Two external instruments are used: (i) the population in 1801 for regions 

whose centre is within two travel time bands as per Rice et al. (2006) and (ii) total 
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land area of regions as per Ciccone (2002). Brülhart and Mathys (2008) exemplify the 

movement away from this type of “external” instrument by using past levels and past 

changes of the agglomeration variable (“internal instruments”) in a dynamic panel 

data setting. 

 

While the Arellano and Bond (1991) DIFF-GMM estimator used first differences as 

instruments, this was found to behave poorly in small samples. The SYS-GMM 

estimator of Arellano and Bover (1995), used in Brülhart and Mathys (2008), uses 

both lagged levels and first differences as instruments and is seen to perform better in 

small samples. Brülhart and Mathys (2008, p353) outline a number of useful methods 

for testing whether the instrument strategy is performing well.  They estimate 

agglomeration economies at the NUTS 2 level for European regions.  Their dependent 

variable is labour productivity defined as constant GVA per employee in the region.  

Employment density of each region is calculated as the number of employees divided 

by area and this is used as a dependent variable along with the log of employment and 

the lag of log labour productivity.  They compare a number of different estimation 

methodologies: OLS, fixed effects, DIFF-GMM and SYS-GMM (with the latter 

giving preferred results as it suffers less with small sample bias). As well its ability to 

control for reverse causality, Brülhart and Mathys (2008) note that panel data 

estimation approach is also more robust to error than cross-sectional approaches as 

time-invariant additive measurement error is absorbed into the region-specific effects 

of the panel specification. 

 

In order to put the project’s case study areas into a broader, European context, we 

follow the estimation approach outlined by Brülhart and Mathys (2008) who utilise 

dynamic panel estimation techniques to quantify the effect of agglomeration.  We 

adapt the Brülhart and Mathys (2008) equation so in our case we are analysing city 

regional productivity which depends on lagged productivity, present and lagged 

employment density and other control variables as follows: 
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Where  is a column vector of dtX ( )Kk ....1∈  control variables; α, β and γ are 

coefficients to estimated; dε  is a city-specific effect; tρ  is a period-specific effect 

and  is a stochastic error term.  could contain variables representing the 

availability of human and physical capital in city d, or variables reflecting the time-

varying component of the regional business climate of the political environment. 

dtv dtX

 

Brülhart and Mathys (2008) quantify the effect of agglomeration by testing the long-

run equilibrium relationship between employment density and productivity in 

equation (1) given by 
α
ββ

β
−
+

=
1

10
LR .  We compute this nonlinear combination and 

the linear restriction 010 =+ ββ  with a Wald test.  If the restriction is rejected we 

can conclude that density has a statistically significant long-run effect on city 

productivity.  But if the restriction is not rejected but the parameters are individually 

statistically significantly different from zero, the interpretation is that changes in 

density have short-run effects on city productivity without impacting on the long-run 

productivity level. 

 

As in Brülhart and Mathys (2008) we intend to compare a number of different 

estimators when presenting our results, but the most reliable estimator is the system 

GMM estimator of Arellano and Bover (1995).  To understand whether localisation or 

urbanisation agglomeration effects are important we use the regional Cambridge 

Econometrics dataset (detailed more fully in the next section) and take the sectoral 

breakdown between industry and services to test own and other sector effects in the 

same way as described above. 

 

Because the purpose of the overarching element of the econometric analysis is to put 

the case study areas into a wider perspective, a number of comparators within the four 
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national contexts covered by the study have been chosen. The comparators exclude 

the megacities of London and Paris but include Gerona, Leida, Madrid, Tarragona, 

Valencia and Zaragoza, in Spain, Aix-Marseille, Lille, Montpellier, Nantes and 

Toulouse, in France, Belfast, Birmingham, Bristol, Cardiff, Edinburgh, Glasgow, 

Leeds-Bradford and Newcastle, in the UK, and Cork and Galway in the Republic of 

Ireland.  The definitions of the city-regions based on each of these cities, constructed 

following consultation between the research team and Steering Group members, are 

based on ‘best fit’ combinations of NUTS 3 areas and are included at Appendix A, 

along with an initial table that shows the various domains from which indicator sets 

will be drawn, using Europe-wide data from Cambridge Econometrics. 

 

The autonomy of sub-national units of governance 

 
The link between urban governance and spatial differences in prosperity has 

generated considerable research.  Statistical analyses have tried to link characteristics 

of governance with indicators of economic performance such as wealth, income or 

jobs growth, and productivity.  Focusing on European cities for example, Cheshire 

and Magrini (2008) examine the impact of the spatial structure of governance on GDP 

growth.  Their hypothesis is that growth supporting policies are more likely and 

should be more effective where administrative boundaries of organisations match 

‘true’ economic areas.  They explore whether there is a ‘Goldilocks’ element to urban 

governance – too small and the benefits of growth spill over boundaries and collective 

action problems arise, too large and the focus on the city-region may be diluted. Their 

empirical results support the claim that underbounded cities grow more slowly, 

however they find little sign of an effect from governance structures that are too large.    

 

 A US study exploring similar issues came to slightly different conclusions (Nelson 

and Foster, 1999).  They rejected arguments for smaller and more numerous local 

governments.  However, the analysis did suggest that some competition between 

jurisdictions within a metropolitan area was associated with faster income growth but 

also that the existence of a co-ordinating metropolitan structure is associated with 
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income growth. Stansel (2005) has contested these findings, taking issue with the 

specification of models and the incompleteness of the samples. His alternative 

analysis finds greater fragmentation to be beneficial, but he does acknowledge that 

the benefits of decentralisation may diminish with size when large infra-structure 

projects such as rapid transit systems become more valuable and are hard to develop 

in a fragmented context.  

 

An analysis of English cities found that cities which are enclosed in the jurisdiction of 

one local authority unit experienced greater population growth over a period between 

1995 and 2005 and it also found some weaker evidence of a relationship between 

local government competence and jobs growth (Greasley et al, 2009).  Beyond the 

institutional organisation of governance a wealth of case study research has analysed 

the local capacity for action as a consequence of public-private relationships, political 

stability or local culture (Harding, 2000; Kantor and Savitch, 2002; Stone, 1989).  

However, none of this research is directly related to the findings that economic 

density might affect development strategies.  Others have focused on a different line 

of causation that is less concerned with the impact of policies on the business 

environment, narrowly defined, and more concerned with more general features of 

urban attractiveness in stimulating migration.  If, as some speculate, people move to 

places which have ‘good government’ (Glazer and Kondo, 2007) then the general 

capacity of public sector organisations to deliver a range of public services efficiently 

may be important.  

 

In much of the research the key variables used are often very general and the causal 

links are often poorly specified.  There are good reasons for this – the performance of 

very specific policies may be closely linked to contextual conditions and an effect 

may be difficult to generalise from one place to another.  To a certain extent, 

concentrating on more general indicators of governance avoids this problem by 

arguing that certain factors allow governments to better select, evaluate and 

implement the policies best suited to their particular context.   

 

 18



The critical issue for the study is to find a structured way of comparing the capacity 

for governing decisions that reside at the metropolitan/city scale and to examine the 

extent to which this capacity is and can be used to influence the way in which 

agglomeration economies function.  This is not a straightforward undertaking given 

the contrasting histories and structures of governance at this scale within the four 

countries covered by the study. In practice, it therefore makes sense to examine 

differences in national variables that affect the autonomy of sub-national government 

in a general sense, to give a sense of cross-national variation, and to use case studies 

to test the extent to which the particular characteristics of the study’s chosen cities 

depart from national norms.  In our view, this means addressing differences in: 

structure; favourability; and, capacity. Appendix B gives details of the range of 

indicators that might be used to compare degrees of urban autonomy, along these 

dimensions, in the case study contexts.  These have formed the basis of consultation 

between partners. The next stage will be to isolate a small number of indicators that 

capture variation across (and within) the countries represented in the study, to 

complete further work on the institutional structures of city-regional/metropolitan 

governance for each of the case study areas, and to define ways of assessing levels of 

city-regional/metropolitan autonomy and the way it is employed through the 

qualitative element of the case studies.   
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3. Preliminary findings 
 
 
The results of the first round of econometric modelling work will provide country by 

country comparisons of the extent to which productivity in the case study areas, relative 

to other key urban areas within their national contexts, is based upon agglomeration 

advantages. In order to put this country-specific analysis into a broader European context 

(through Work Package 1), the study is mapping patterns of generalised economic 

change, drawing on Eurostat data available at the NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 scales.  Appendix 

C contains the initial findings of this European mapping exercise in the form of four maps 

which show Gross Value Added (GVA) for the latest data point (2006) at both NUTS 2 

and NUTS 3 scales along with GVA change over the previous decade.   

 

These maps confirm that (a) each of the case study cities stand at the centre of broader 

city-regions that are amongst the most economically productive in Europe, and (b) that 

the case study city-regions, and especially the core areas that contain the central cities, 

experienced economic growth rates, during the decade that preceded the current global 

recession, that were high by European standards and stood out within their particular 

national contexts.  This suggests that the case study areas were not simply beneficiaries of 

a sustained period of national economic growth, they were important drivers of that 

growth. 

 
In the case of Barcelona, the NUTS 2 ‘unit’ is Catalonia, one of Spain’s seventeen 

autonomous communities, or regions, comprising close to 950 municipalities. At the 

NUTS 3 level, the city-region is embraced by Barcelona Province, which comprises a 

total of 311 municipalities. In this sense the NUTS 3 level is more appropriate for 

examining the structure and dynamics of the city-region or urban agglomeration. The 

NUTS 2 maps confirm Catalonia’s leading position in Spain together with Madrid in 

terms of economic activity and prosperity in 2006, as well as the rate of GVA growth 

over the ten year period leading up to 2006. The same rate of GVA growth was only 

experienced in the southern region of Andalusia. Furthermore what needs to be 

emphasised is that these Spanish NUTS 2 areas were amongst the ten highest performing 
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areas of the EU25 group of countries. The more detailed NUTS 3 maps reflect the 

concentration of critical mass in terms of economic activity within the urban 

agglomeration or city-region of Barcelona. Again the Barcelona Province holds a leading 

position, together with Madrid (sharing the same administrative limits as the region), but 

also with the Province of Valencia. However in terms of the rate of GVA growth in the 

ten year period 1996-2006, the same leading position of Barcelona Province was shared 

with Madrid and Valencia as well as the Provinces of Malaga and Seville, in the southern 

region of Andalusia, Alicante lying immediately to the south of Valencia, and Vizcaya in 

the north of Spain of which Bilbao is the capital. Therefore both sets of maps clearly 

show the significant contribution to Spain’s overall economic prosperity deriving from 

the Barcelona city-region and urban agglomeration, and reflect Barcelona’s achievements 

in having made the adjustments required of a knowledge-based economy.  
 

In the case of Dublin, the Republic of Ireland comprises of two NUTS 2 regions: the 

South and Eastern region and the Border, Midlands and West region. The South Eastern 

region, which contains both Dublin and Cork, has long been recognized as the more 

prosperous of the two regions and this is reflected in the Objective 1 status assigned to 

the Border, Midlands and West region for the purpose of European Structural Funding. 

The South Eastern region also accounts for 73% of the Irish population. The distinction 

between the two NUTS 2 regions is clearly visible in the NUTS 2 maps, both for 2006 

GVA levels and GVA growth over the period 1996-2006.  

 

The Greater Dublin area comprises of the Dublin NUTS 3 region and the Mid-East 

NUTS 3 region. This extended area encompasses both Dublin city itself and the 

satellite/commuter towns of the Greater Dublin area. The amalgamation of these NUTS 3 

regions also captures both the strong services sector growth of Dublin city throughout the 

last two decades and the substantial high-tech IT manufacturing presence located in the 

peripheries of the Greater Dublin area. Given the phenomenal economic growth 

experienced in Ireland over the period 1996-2006, it is not surprising that, relative the 

other EU countries, all 8 NUTS 3 regions in the Republic of Ireland feature in the upper 

tiers of GVA growth over this ten year period. The NUTS 3 map of GVA levels for 2006, 
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however, does hint at the underlying differences between recent economic performance 

in the NUTS 3 regions, as the Midland NUTS 3 region appears to lag behind its Mid-East 

and Dublin neighbours.    

 

In the case of Lyon, he NUTS 2 area that covers the city is the "Rhône-Alpes" region, 

which covers 8 "départements" (NUTS 3 area) and 2879 municipalities. The NUTS 3 

area that includes Lyon is the "Rhône" département, which covers 293 communes. The 

NUTS 2 maps confirm that Lyons is the capital of the richest region after the "Ile de 

France". The map of the GVA growth in NUTS 2 region shows that the Rhône-Alpes 

region was one of the regions that benefited from the highest growth rate despite the fact 

that Ile-de-France did a little better. A comparison with GVA growth patterns at the 

NUTS 3 scale shows that the département du Rhône of which Lyon is the capital has 

experienced growth comparable to the most dynamic areas of France, and in particular 

with Paris, therefore demonstrating that the Lyon city-region reinforced its position as a 

motor the regional economy and as a major centre hosting key tertiary services. 

 

In the case of Manchester, thhe NUTS 2 area that includes the core city is 'Greater 

Manchester', which covers the 10 local authority areas that were formerly part of the 

Greater Manchester Metropolitan County Council area.  The NUTS 3 areas divide 

Greater Manchester into northern and southern halves, each containing 5 local authority 

areas.  The NUTS 2 maps confirm that Greater Manchester. along with the neighbouring 

Leeds city-region, contains the highest concentrations of economic activity and wealth in 

northern England and that the rate of GVA growth in Greater Manchester over the decade 

to 2006, during a period of consistent national economic growth, bore comparison with 

that achieved in southern England. The NUTS 3 maps, however, illustrate significant 

differences in economic 'weight' and performance between northern Greater Manchester, 

which contains a number of traditional manufacturing centres that continue to experience 

industrial restructuring, and southern Greater Manchester, which contains the areas that 

have benefited most from the transition to a knowledge-rich, private service dominated 

economy. Southern Greater Manchester and Leeds are the only NUTS 2 areas in the rest 
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of England in which GVA growth between 1996 and 2006 was comparable with that 

achieved by the 'super-region' surrounding London. 

 

These contextual findings suggest that we should expect to find evidence of significant 

agglomeration advantages operating within each of the case study cities.  The extent to 

which these advantages are actively influenced by the activities of city-

regional/metropolitan institutions and/or tiers of governance, however, remains an open 

question.  Appendix D sets out the results of an initial analysis of the historical 

development of city-regional/metropolitan governance for each of the case study areas, 

set within their particular national contexts.  It illustrates some key variations in the 

degree of institutionalisation, the periods in which different forms of governance at this 

scale have been active and the capacity for autonomous action.  The implications of these 

differences will be tested through the case study programme. 
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4. Forward plan 

 

Despite some slippage, the project is on course for completion by the agreed 

submission date for the final report – 7 June 2010.  By the time of the next Steering 

Committee meeting (in Barcelona on 4 February, 2010), the first phase of the 

econometric analysis will be ready to present and Work Package 1 (additional 

mapping to contextualise the case studies within Europe) will be completed.  The 

Barcelona meeting will consider final scoping papers on the two elements of the case 

study analysis; the more detailed, city-region-specific econometric analysis and the 

interview-based fieldwork programme.  

  

Work for these two elements of the case study analysis will be undertaken during 

February and  March 2010 and the results incorporated into the draft final report. 

This is currently due on 5 April 2010 but in view of the tight schedule it would be 

useful to put the due date back slightly, to 19 April. The final scheduled Steering 

Group meeting, in Lyon on 6 May, will be designed as a workshop that will test the 

research team’s initial conclusions about the implications of the study findings for 

policy change, institutional design and cross-national learning. The results of these 

discussions, and subsequent iteration with Steering Group members, will be 

incorporated into the final report.  
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Appendix B. Framework for analysis of sub-national governance 
autonomy 
 
I. National context and local autonomy 
 
This subsection addresses how the national context and local autonomy might be 
described.  It discusses a mix of quantitative indicators, qualitative data and narrative 
accounts of the structural relationship between national and local governance.    
  
 
A. Fiscal decentralisation  

Type: quantitative  
Scope: EU15 countries 
Time: time series availability varies by country 

 Despite criticisms of local share of expenditure (or revenue) as an indicator of 
decentralisation it is one of the few indicators that can be collected and compared across 
countries.  The usual source for this data is the IMF Government Finance Statistics.  
Looking at England only the sources of local government finance show a picture that is 
centralised but not necessarily getting more so.  The jump post 1991 is the result of the 
abandonment of the poll tax.   
 
Year % of Finance from central government 
1978/79 60 
1981/82 56 
1984/85 50 
1987/88 46 
1990/91 49 
1993/94 61 
1996/97 61 
1999/2000 59 
2002/03 58 
2005/06 65 
2008/09 60 
 
 Studies of fiscal decentralisation tend to use either the local share of overall public 
expenditure or the local share of tax revenues.  These are available from IMF GFS but  
 
B. Average size of local government unit (not counties) 
  
 Average size population   

Type: quantitative 
 Scope:  
 Time : little change over time unless there has been amalgamation  
 
England 2007:   average size of 145,000 
   largest 1,010,200 
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   Manchester city council: 458, 100; 5th largest 
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C. Existence of regional tier  
 Type: categorical 
 Scope: four case study nations (could go wider) 
 Time: will be little time variation but should record start date. 
 

England :  
  Federal : no 
  Regional bodies: yes 
 
 

1. Government Office  
 Established: 1994  Abolished?: No  
Economic development role: Limited - involved in administering RSA, 

European funds, superseded by RDAs    
Governance: Elections / Unelected board: appointed regionally/ Unelected 

board: appointed centrally/ National staff in the region 
  Budget : Devolved from central departments, regional administration of 
central programmes 

 
 
2. RDAs 1999 

  Established: 1999  Abolished?: No  
Economic development role: Main purpose - took over administration of 

RSA from Government Offices; took over spatial planning from Regional 
assemblies 2008??? 

Governance: Elections / Unelected board: appointed regionally/ Unelected 
board: appointed centrally/ National staff in the region 

Budget: Devolved from central departments, mainly ‘strategic’ rather than 
implementation 
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3. Regional assemblies  
Established: 1999  Abolished: 2008?? 
Economic development role: Regional spatial planning; oversight of 
RDAs 
Governance: Elections / Unelected board: appointed regionally/ 

Unelected board: appointed centrally/ National staff in the region 
 

D. Decentralisation policies  
Type: narrative 

 Scope: four case study nations 
 Time : 1990 onwards 
 
Discussion for UK:  
 While devolution to national assemblies and parliaments has grown since 1997, 
the extent of within England decentralisation has been limited.   The previous major 
attempt to decentralise finance occurred in early 1990s with the quickly abandoned 
community charge.   The 1990s saw developments at regional level firstly with the 
establishment of Government Offices – the outposts of some Whitehall departments in 
the regions, and then the establishment of Regional Development Agencies that were 
governed by local boards. 
  For most of the first part of the labour government the agenda for local 
government reform had focused on the delivery of public services.  There was some 
loosening of the constitutional ultra vires constraint, removal of the requirement to put 
services out for competitive tender, and there have also been changes to the regulations 
on local government capital expenditure which removed some of the requirements for 
central government approval.   At the same time the performance management 
framework operated by the centre became more sophisticated.   
 More recently a study of central-local relations – the Lyons Inquiry into the role 
and functions of government (2007) - did find that the system of local government 
finance and the arrangements for inter-governmental performance management and 
regulation constrained the ability of local authorities to 'place shape'.  Since that time 
there has been some trimming of the performance management framework to include 
understanding outcomes for territory/place and the effectiveness of local authorities’ 
‘governance by partnership’.  The most important change in financing was the shift to 
three-yearly grant settlements from government.    
 
E. Existence and form of urban policy  

Type: narrative 
 Scope: four case study nations 
 Time : 1990 onwards 
  
II. Favourability  
 As well as looking at the national structure there is some indication from past 
research and the discussions in Dublin that certain places might be favoured in national 
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spatial plans and the distribution of resources.  For example, some research has argued 
that there may be political reasons for public sector investment in a nation’s largest city 
which leads to sub-optimal allocation of resources (Henderson??).  Equally, 
disproportionality and the staying-power of traditional local government boundaries has 
generated a pro-rural bias in some French and Irish institutions.  
 Whatever, the extent of policy autonomy at local level, cities are going to be 
strongly influenced by national government policies, procedures and frameworks.   A 
comprehensive accounting of financial flows between different places would be difficult 
and we are not accountants.  Although a recent study in Spain has found that 
municipalities that are politically aligned with higher level governments receive a larger 
share of grants (Sole-Olle and Navarro, 2007) and a similar analysis has been conducted 
on the determinants of transport infrastructure in Spain, France, Germany and Italy 
(Kemmerling and Stephan, 2008).   

There are a number of factors that might be used to explain bias and favouritism, 
and we need to agree across cases which are feasible to focus on.  A couple of the country 
teams seemed interested in the role of political representatives in decisions that may or 
may not favour particular cities. This might include: 

• MPs 
• Vocal advocates 
• Councillors 
• City leaders  

 
Other factors that may be important relate to a cities’ reputation building within 

central local relations.  These were the indicators that I suggested might be worth 
pursuing.  The functional areas of cities will rarely match political constituencies so 
although 1 and 2 are in principle simple some decisions will have to be made about 
boundaries if they are to be pursued, 3 is more impressionistic and would involve country 
teams making a judgment about how influential the city’s representatives have been.    

 
A. Favourability  
 

City’s Political Significance   
 1. Electoral significance 
  Location in a marginal seat (first past the post systems)  
 
 2. Party political congruence with relevant higher tiers of government 
  
 3. Political networks 
  Number of senior party members representing city 
   
 
City’s Economic Significance  

4. Contribution to national wealth/ tax-base – gross GDP relative to other 
cities 

 
 5. Growth potential    
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6. Population size – policy intervention may experience economies of 
scale 

 
Reputation  

7. Does the city government have a strong reputation (justified or not) for 
delivering projects without too much trouble? 

Questions: Can ‘reputation to deliver’ be disentangled from more objective 
measure of actual outcomes – for example through policy evaluation literatures etc.? 

Is there a distinction between the delivery of locally-derived/designed projects 
and delivery of centrally designed projects? 

 
 

B. Local Capacity to be autonomous 
  

1. Local democracy 
a. size of largest ‘relevant’ local government unit relative to functional city 
region 
b. number of separate local government units operating in city-region 
 

 
2. Types of city-region governance 
a. Informal network, development plan covering city region  
b. Existence of overarching city region institution 

o Formally constituted with elected leadership 
o Formally constituted with appointed leadership 
o Plan/budget approved by central government, by 

other local authorities 
 

3. For both local democracy and over-arching metro governance structure 
if any (based on Hoods & Dowding’s list): 

   a. Powers in relation to: 
o Spatial planning 
o Housing markets 
o Transport investment 
o Other economic development  

b. Stability of political leadership and leadership of administration 
c. Organisational competence/ capacity  
d. Networking activity of relevant actors  
e. Financial resources  

 
C. Contextual factors underpinning  local autonomy 
Deriving further detail on Point 3 immediately above. 
 
Illustrative narrative for Manchester, within UK: 
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Manchester, like some other UK cities, is relatively underbounded and suffers from high 
proportions of low value housing stock (hence low council tax take) and high rates of 
deprivation and hence relative spending on social support/intervention. At the same time 
a sense of ‘injustice’ over the central city’s provision of cultural goods and agglomeration 
benefits many of whose consumers are out of reach for fiscal purposes. An important 
driver of moves to greater autonomy and city-regional ‘reach’. 
 
Relatedly, soft capacity to deliver projects including ability of local networks to work in 
shared culture on tweaking central policies/programmes to work better in the local 
context, or to set the direction of local policies that use central resources in more 
‘creative’ ways. 
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Appendix C. Maps 1-4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

See separate attachements 
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Appendix D. The history of metropolitan/city-regional governance in 
the case study areas 
 

Barcelona 
 

Date/period Context Barcelona city/Barcelona metropolitan area 
Governance ‘event’ 

1860  Cerdà Plan (to manage the growth of the 
city) 

1888  Universal Exposition in Barcelona  
1897-1921  Annexation of surrounding municipalities. 

Barcelona’s surface area is 98 square km 
(and will not change) 

1917  Jaussely Plan (to manage the new city after 
the amalgamations)  

1924  Inauguration of the Barcelona metro  
1929  Universal Exposition in Barcelona 
1936-39 Spanish civil war The city is bombed on several occasions 

between 1937 and 1939 
Francoist dictatorship (1939-1975) 

1948-56 Madrid grows from 68 square km to 607 
square km after annexing 13 surrounding 
municipalities  

 

1950-60s Growth of the cities (rural-urban 
migrations). Property speculation and lack 
of real urban planning  
Economic development, tourism 
 

Barcelona County Plan (1953) (Pla 
Comarcal) and Barcelona Provincial Plan 
(1959, implemented in 1963) (Pla 
Provincial): they both consider 27 
municipalities of the metropolitan area but 
have weak effect. A Commission of planning 
is created to implement them.  
Municipal Charter of Barcelona (1960) 
(more powers to manage the city) 

1968  Presentation of the Metropolitan Plan of 
Barcelona: for the first time it conceives the 
metropolitan area as a larger zone than 27 
municipalities (162). It will never be 
approved 

1974  Creation of Entitat Municipal 
Descentralitzada de Barcelona (called 
afterwards the Metropolitan Corporation of 
Barcelona): indirectly elected metropolitan 
structure of 27 municipalities with some 
responsibilities such as public transit, water 
supply, waste treatment and urban planning 
(particularly, the implementation of the 
Metropolitan Plan). 

From democracy to the Olympic Games (1977-1992) 
1975-79 Political transition, first democratic 

elections in June 1977, Spanish 
Constitution approved in December 1978, 
new elections in 1979 

Approval of the Metropolitan Plan (1976). It 
finally affects 27 municipalities. 
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1979 Local elections Barcelona and the surrounding 
municipalities are governed mainly by 
socialist and communist governments (no 
significant political changes in the 30 
following years) 

1980 Election for the Catalan Government 
(Generalitat): victory of nationalists 
Convergència i Unió (CiU) led by Jordi 
Pujol 
 

 

1982 General elections (1982): victory of the 
Socialist Party (Felipe González) (governs 
until 1996). Decentralization towards the 
Autonomous Communities (regions)  
 
 

Barcelona prepares the candidature for the 
1992 Olympic Games (Paqual Maragall, 
socialist mayor of Barcelona) 

1980s Local Government Act (1985) Decentralization of the city of Barcelona (10 
districts) 
Transformation of Barcelona and 
development of the “Barcelona Model” 
Growing tensions between the metropolitan 
level and the Generalitat. The Metropolitan 
Corporation of Barcelona executes several 
plans and develops the metropolitan plan 

1987  Abolition of the Metropolitan Corporation of 
Barcelona by the Catalan Parliament. 
Creation of two indirectly elected 
metropolitan functional bodies: metropolitan 
body of transport (covers 18 municipalities) 
and metropolitan body of environment (33 
municipalities). Other metropolitan-wide 
functions (specially, urban planning) are 
transferred to the Generalitat and to the 
cities.   

1988  Creation of the Association of Municipalities 
of the Metropolitan Area of Barcelona 
(Mancomunitat) as a forum for discussion of 
metropolitan issues and municipal 
cooperation (23 municipalities) 

1990  First Barcelona Strategic Plan 
1990s: Participation and leadership of 
international networks of cities (Eurocities, 
Metropolis, C6, etc.). 

1992  1992 Olympic Games 
The post-Olympic era  (1992-) 

1992-93 Economic crisis  
1994  2nd Barcelona Strategic Plan 
1995 General Territorial Plan of Catalonia (it 

considers the metropolitan area of 165 
municipalities as a suitable level for 
planning) 

 

1996 General Elections: victory of the Popular 
Party (José María Aznar) (conservative) 
(governs until 2004)  
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1997 Creation of the Metropolitan Transport 
Authority: coordination and integration of 
public transport fares. It includes 202 
municipalities and the large metropolitan 
area. 

1999  Joan Clos, mayor of Barcelona (socialist) 
3rd Barcelona Strategic Plan 

2000s High increase of international immigration 
(the immigrant population of Barcelona 
city passes from 2% to 18%) 

Debate on the future of Barcelona.  
22@ Plan: building a technology district 
Enlargement of the trade fair area (Fira de 
Barcelona) 
Critics on the economic model (importance 
of  tourism) and on the municipal leadership 
(housing prices, neighbourhood conflicts, 
“by-law of civility”) 

2003 Cataln election. Pasqual Maragall, new 
President of the Generalitat after the 23 
years of Pujol’s leadership. Coalition with 
two other parties 
Spanish Law: Modernization of Local 
Government 

Unsuccessful local demands for a 
simplification of metropolitan institutions  
First Strategic Metropolitan Plan (36 
municipalities) 

2004 General elections after terrorist attack. 
Socialist victory (JL Rodríguez Zapatero) 
(re-elected in 2008) 

International Forum of Cultures: 
international event to promote intercultural 
relations, peace and cooperation. It means 
the development of a new area of Barcelona 
with a different urban model and the 
importance of private capital 

2006 Catalan election. Repetition of the 
governmental coalition 
New Catalan Statute of Autonomy (some 
articles are being revised by the Supreme 
Court) 

Municipal Charter of Barcelona (approved 
by the town hall in 1998 and by the Catalan 
Parliament in 1999): more powers to the city 

2007  Jordi Hereu, mayor of Barcelona (socialist) 
Decentralisation towards the neighbourhoods 
(73, as units for planning of equipments) 

2008 Debate on financial decentralisation 
towards Autonomous Communities 
(specially Catalonia) 

Provisional approval of the Regional Plan of 
Barcelona (165 municipalities) 
The high speed train arrives to Barcelona 
with 4 years of delay: Madrid-Barcelona in 3 
hours time 

2009 Debate on financial decentralisation 
towards Autonomous Communities 
(specially Catalonia) 

Creation of the Metropolitan Consortium of 
Barcelona: voluntary association that 
includes the three metropolitan bodies 
(covering together 36 municipalities): 
environment, transport and Mancomunitat. 
New airport hub (June 2009) 
The Regional Plan of Barcelona is in the 
public information stage (June 2009) 
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Dublin  
 

Date/period Context Greater Dublin metropolitan/city-regional 
governance ‘event’ 

1898 Local Government (Ireland) Act 1898: transfers 
grand jury functions (excluding justice )to  local 
government authorities and establishes county 
government on a representative basis  
 

Dublin Local Authorities established (County and 
County Borough); also Meath, Wicklow and 
Kildare county councils. 

1916  World War 1  -  Easter Rebellion in Dublin 
 

Execution of rebels; “a terrible beauty is born” 

1919 Local Government (Ireland) Act 1919: last 
piece of British legislation in Ireland seeks to 
address unsettled post war conditions in Ireland. 
  

Introduces proportional representation to local 
government elections in Dublin and other local 
authorities 

1919 -21 War of Independence ends with  Anglo Irish 
Treaty and establishment of Free State 
 

Adoption of British government model 
 

1921-23 Civil War –sets party political loyalties for 
future decades 
 

Destruction of Four Courts 
 

1930-39 Local Government City and County 
Management system introduces professional 
management to city authorities 
  

Dublin gets its first City and County Manager  in 
1930 

1937 Constitution of "Eire”, claims 32 counties 
Attempt to draw upon American models of local 
government and apply them to Ireland 
 

 

1939 -45 World War 2: The Emergency Years in “Eire” 
 

 

1949 Repeal of External Relations Act. Ireland leaves 
Commonwealth. Republic of Ireland declared 
(26 counties) 
 

 

Local Government Modernisation Era 
1952 The USA refuses Marshall aid to 

Ireland because of its wartime 
neutrality. 
 
Undeveloped Areas Act provides scheme of 
financial incentives for industrial development 
in designated areas  
 

 

1955 Ireland joins United Nations – which provides 
expertise and other supports for preparation of 
strategies for industrial and associated urban 
development 
 

 

1959 First Programme of Economic Expansion aims 
to attract foreign industry to Ireland – to be 
subject to “maximum dispersal” policy 
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1963 London Government (Planning and 
Development) Act introduces planning as a 
mandatory local authority function in Ireland – 
eight subsequent amendment acts were 
introduced between 1976 -1999 to address 
operational deficiencies in the planning system. 
All local authorities (there are 88 including the 
5 city councils of Dublin, Cork, Limerick, 
Galway, and Waterford) were required to 
prepare five year development plans within 
three years, that later had to be renewed at least 
every six years (originally every five years after 
the 1963 Act). These plans are meant to give 
guidance for land-use zoning, traffic, urban 
renewal and amenity preservation. Despite the 
developmental and localized approach to 
planning emphasis reflected in the title of the 
legislation, planning in practice turned out to be 
a tool that was used to control rather than to 
foster development. Local authorities were 
constrained by both the planning and City-
County Management legislation from adopting 
proactive  approach to planning 
 

The local authorities for Dublin City and 
County agree produce co-ordinate plans for 
their respective jurisdictions 
UK planning consultant Myles Wright prepares 
a regional strategy in 1966 to guide the 
preparation of the Dublin Region 
Dublin City and Dublin County produce their 
first Development Plans in 1967.  

1968-1973 
 

Buchanan Report prepared to guide regional 
development policy for Ireland. Recommends 
Growth Centre Policy to be applied to selected 
urban centres throughout the country as a 
counter-magnets to the hegemony of Dublin 
 
Regional Development Organisations (RDOs) 
established in 1969 on a non-statutory basis in 9 
regions to coordinate the development 
programmes of the local planning authorities. 
The RDOs operate on an informal basis until  
disbanded in 1987 
   
Ireland joins the EEC (now EU) in 1973. 
 
The national centre-left coalition  government 
takes office in 1973 ending 16 years of 
dominance by the populist centre party Fianna 
Fail and ushering in an era of centre-right and 
centre-left coalition governments 
 

The second round of Development Plans for 
Dublin City and Dublin County (1972/73) 
pursue a modified version of the Myles Wright 
plan for new town development in the west of 
Dublin in the County to accommodate future 
population and economic growth in the Dublin 
‘sub-region’. 

 Adaptive Governance and Flexible Planning Era 
1986 National Economic  Crisis gives rise to 

preparation of Plan for Economic Recovery 
and consensus on need for collaboration and 
mobilisation of efforts to address national 
economic problems 
 
National partnerships (with expanding 
stakeholder representation) become the norm 
alongside  elected  coalition governments  
 

Eastern Regional Development Organisation 
(ERDO) Report produces ‘trend plan’ for 
continued decentralised growth patterns in the 
Dublin the decline of Dublin City Centre. 
Resultant outcry about ‘abandonment of the city’ 
stimulates preparation of revitalisation strategies 
for the city through City Development Plan and 
Urban Regeneration Incentives and Designations 
 

 40



1991-4  Following the recommendations of the 
Barrington Report in 1991, the Local 
Government Act  1991 provides for: the  
lifting of restrictive  “ultra vires” provisions 
on local authorities in 1992, the sub-division 
of Dublin County into three local authorities 
with their own  management and staff 
(introduced in 1993); and the re-establishment 
of regional planning bodies which saw the 
creation of 8 Regional Authorities in 1994 
representing their constituent local authorities 
for coordinated planning and development 
purposes 
 

Dublin is designated as European City of Culture 
for 1991  
 
The Dublin sub-region becomes four local 
authorities in 1993. Dublin City Council develops 
its own ‘more democratic and more socially 
oriented’ model of urban regeneration in 
opposition to the exclusively physical-economic 
focus of the Dublin Docklands QUANGO model. 

1996-2000 Reports and initiatives to ‘emancipate’ and 
‘energise’ local government by augmenting 
representative democracy with new avenues 
of participatory and stakeholder democracy;  
e.g.:  
• Better Local Government  1996 
• Integration of Local Government and 

Local development Systems, 1998 
• Preparing the Ground: Guidelines for the 

Progress from Strategy Groups to 
County/City Development Boards, 1999 

• A Shared Vision for County/City 
Development Boards: Guidelines on the 
CBD Strategies for Economic, Social and 
Cultural Development, 2000 

 
Following protracted discussions with the EU 
Commission and Eurostat , two regional 
Assemblies established in 1999 with functions 
relating to the management of regional 
programmes under subsequent National 
Development Plans (2000-6; 2007-2013 to 
date) and to monitor the impacts of EU 
programmes in their respective jurisdictions 
 

The Dublin City Council model of urban 
regeneration is endorsed as best approach to 
renewal by Central Government commissioned 
management consultants KPMG. The model is 
“mainstreamed” and Integrated Area Plans (IAPs) 
based on this ‘stakeholder’ model are prepared for 
numerous designated areas in Dublin and other 
urban centres throughout the country. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Regional authorities do not have statutory powers 
of strategic decision-making but, at the behest of 
the Dept of the Environment, the Dublin and Mid-
East Regional Authorities produce Strategic 
Planning Guidelines for the Greater Dublin Area 
in 1999 which is much admired as a model effort 
to coordinate regional planning functions without 
infringing upon the autonomy of the constituent 
local authorities.  
 

Spatial Planning and Development 
2000-2001 Planning Act 2000 and Local Government 

Act 2001 
 
Towards Sustainable Local Communities: 
Guidelines on Local Agenda 21, 2001 
 

The new Planning Act accords statutory status to 
the Strategic Guidelines for the Greater Dublin 
Region and requires the  preparation of statutory 
Regional Planning Guidelines by each of the 
Regional Planning authorities  
 
Dublin Transportation Office (DTO) publishes an 
integrated transportation strategy for Dublin 
(entitled A Platform for Change) for the period 
2000-2016 based on the Strategic Planning 
Guidelines for Dublin. It sought to establish 
Dublin as a “...leading European City at the heart 
of a strong, competitive, dynamic and sustainable 
region.” 
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2002 National Spatial Strategy (NSS) is published 
in late 2002. It identifies key gateways and 
hubs as focus of Balanced Regional 
Development and investment spending under 
the national Development Plan (NDP) 
The NSS describes itself as being: “...about 
people, places and potential. Making 
the most of our cities, towns and 
rural places to bring a better spread 
of opportunities, better quality of life 
and better places to live in. Key to 
the strategy is the concept of 
balanced regional development. The 
NSS will sustain Dublin’s role as the 
engine of the economy while 
strengthening the drawing power of 
other areas, bringing people, 
employment and services closer 
together. It will mean better quality 
of life – less congestion, less long 
distance commuting, more regard to 
the quality of the environment and 
increased access to services like 
health, education and leisure. By 
making the most of our cities, towns 
and rural places, we will get the 
growth and development to reach our 
potential.” 
 

Dublin is designated as the primary gateway city 
in the NSS but  this is contradicted by subsequent 
decisions by central government to decentralise 
central government towns to small towns 
throughout the state  
 
The Dublin Spire (the world’s tallest sculpture) is 
erected at end 2002 as a centrepiece of the O 
Connell Street IAP. 
 
 

2003 -2004 Regional  Planning Guidelines (RPGs) to 
provide regional planning frameworks  for 
12-20 year time horizons that give effect to 
the aims and objectives of the NSS 

Following a 2003 Direction from the Minister for 
the Environment, the Dublin and Mid-east 
Regions prepared a revised regional strategy. 
Along with all of the other RAs they produce 
guidelines by mid 2004 
 

2004- 2009 National Development Plan (Economic Plan) 
published in 2007 formalises NSS as 
framework for infrastructure and other 
state/regional funding allocation 
Planning Bill 2009 is published requires 
greater consistency and clearer integration 
between central, regional and local 
development plans. 

Belfast-Dublin Corridor studies 
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Lyon 
 

Date/period Context Metropolitan/city-regional governance 
‘event’ 

1851-1870 Second Empire Great urban works on the model of the 
Haussmanian reorganisation of Paris 
(construction of large avenues, creation of 
large urban parks, construction of the 
Perrache railway station, etc) 

  Development of the industries : textile, 
chemicals, mechanics, development of the 
mining sector in Saint-Etienne 

1863  Creation of the Crédit Lyonnais, confirming 
the role of Lyons as the first French financial 
centre  

1975-1940  Third Republic. This period is known as 
the “City Halls era”: the State 
administration is marginalised by the new 
republican elites because of its proximity 
to the imperial regimes; on the opposite, 
the parliament give much autonomy to 
local authorities 

 

1884 Municipal Law: municipalities acquire 
autonomy in dealing with « municipal 
affairs » ; the prefect control is reduced 

 

1905-1957  Mayoral mandates of Edouard Herriot, 
proeminent figure of the Republican Radical 
party at national level 

1906-1933  The great urban works of Arch. Tony 
Garnier: Gerland slaughterhouse, Gerland 
Stadium, Grange Blanche Hospital, Quartier 
des Etats-Unis 

1914  The City of Lyon proposes to the 
neighbouring communes of Villeurbanne and 
Saint-Fons the amalgamation of the three 
communes: failure 

1920’s  Development of single purpose inter-
municipal cooperation consortia 

1924, 1926, 
1932 

Edouard Herriot is Prime Minister 

1941 The Vichy Regime takes over urban 
planning  

 

A French provincial city under the guardianship of the central state (1945-1969) 
1944 Creation of the Ministère de la 

Reconstruction et de l’Urbanisme by the 
Conseil National de la Résistance, 
confirming the taking over on urban affairs 
by the central State  

 

1947 Jean-François Gravier published his book 
“Paris et le désert français” that will 
inspire French regional policies 
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1957 The ZUP (Zones à Urbaniser en Priorité) 
procedure is created : the central 
administrations take over the housing 
policies and its main feature: the 
construction of high rise social housing 
estate 

 

1957-76  Mayoral mandates of Louis Pradel, centre-
right independent, alderman of Edouard 
Herriot in charge of sports and arts 

1960 The State creates 22 “Circonscriptions 
d’action régionale” (then “Régions” when 
the Decentralisatin Acts of 1982 transform 
them into full exercice local authorities) 

Lyon becomes the capital of the 
“circonscription d’action régionale” Rhône-
Alpes 

1960  Start of the construction of the high rise 
social housing estate of La Duchère (20 000 
inh. In 1968) 

1960  Creation of the Société d’Equipement du 
Rhône et de Lyon, a semi-public 
development agency (owned by local 
authorities and the Caisse des Dépôts, a State 
bank in charge of urban policiens financing) 
that will design and implement most of Lyon 
large urban projects. 

1964 Creation of the DATAR (Délégation à 
l’Aménagement du Territoire et à l’Action 
Régionale), a central State agency in 
charge of regional policies and of 
industrial and administrative 
decentralisation projects 

 

1965 The DATAR launches its “Métropoles 
d’équilibre” policy 

The Lyon-Saint-Étienne-Grenoble city 
region is declared « métropole d’équilibre » ; 
a State controlled organisation is created to 
prepare locally the hosting of industrial and 
administrative decentralisations and to 
design development projects: the 
“Organisme d’études d’aménagement de 
l’aire métropolitaine” (OREAM) 

1966 Creation of the “Ministère de 
l’Equipement” by the unification of the 
ministries of Public Works and Urban 
Planning and Construction 

 

1966 A law creates 4 metropolitan government 
(communautés urbaines) in 4 large city 
regions: Lyon, Bordeaux, Lille and 
Strasbourg 

 

1967 The “Loi d’orientation foncière” renews 
the planning procedures, creating a master 
planning document at the city regional 
level: the “Schéma Directeur 
d’Aménagement et d’Urbanisme” 

 

1968  The City of Lyon and the OREAM launch 
the Part Dieu urban renewal project for the 
construction of a regional business district 

1968  Creation of the Société d'Etudes du Métro de 
l'Agglomération Lyonnaise (SEMALY) 

 44



The rise of a new urban leadership and of the metropolitan level (1969-1995) 
1969  Effective creation of the Communauté 

urbaine de Lyon (COURLY) gathering 55 
communes 

1969  The OREAM publishes its first master plan 
for the Lyon city-region 

1971  Opening of the Fourvière Tunnel enabling 
the passage of the A7 (Paris-Marseille) 
motorway through Lyons city-centre 

1974  Inauguration of the first Subway line 
1974  Creation of ADERLY (Agence pour le 

développement économique de la region 
lyonnaise) by the COURLY, the Chamber of 
Commerce, the MEDEF and the Conseil 
général du Rhône 

1976-1989  Mayoral Mandates of Francisque Collomb, 
centre-right independent 

1977  Opening of the Hotel de la Communauté 
Urbaine in the Part Dieu neighbourhood 

1978  The Courly adopts its first SDAU 
1978  Voting of the first “mandate project” at the 

metropolitan level 
1982 Decentralisation Acts  
  Riots in Lyons suburban social housing 

estates hit the national headlines and give 
birth to a national policy in favour of 
deprived neighbourhoods 

1983  Every single communes has representatives 
in the COURLY assembly 

1983  
 

The COURLY acquires control on the 
elaboration of the municipal land use 
planning documents (POS) 

1984  Inauguration of Eurexpo, inter-municipal fair 
facility 

1985  Lauching of the revision process of the 
master plan (SDAU) 

1989-1995  Mayoral Mandate of Michel Noir (RPR, 
right) 

1989  Creation of the “Région Urbaine de Lyon”, 
an association gathering the Grand Lyon, the 
Rhône-Alpes Region, the départements of 
Rhône, Ain, Isère and Loire, the 
communauté d’agglomération of Saint-
Etienne and 5 other communautés 
d’agglomération (678 communes, 2,5 
millions inh.). The aim of the association is 
to provide a forum to develop a common 
vision of the future of the Lyon city region 
and to promote collective actions in fields 
such as economic development, transports, 
tourism 

1989  Interpol opens its European headquarters in 
Lyon 
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1991  The name of the communauté urbaine de 
Lyon is transformed from COURLY to 
Grand Lyon 

1991  A same urban furniture for the whole 
territory of Grand Lyon 

1992  Adoption of the Strategic Plan “Lyon 2010” 
by the Grand Lyon Assembly 

1993  Euronews opens its headquarters in Lyons 
The quest for internationalisation and critical size (1995-…) 

1995-2001  Mayoral Mandate of Raymond Barre (ex-
prime minister, UDF, centre-right) 

1995  Adoption of a inter-municipal housing 
planning document at the metropolitan scale 
(Programme Local d’Habitat) 

1997  Lauching of the “Millénaire 3” device, 
permanent and participatory city-visioning 
device following up the strategic planning 
process 

1997  Adoption of the first inter-municipal 
mobility planning document (Plan de 
déplacements urbains) 

1999 Voynet Act creating the “Conseils de 
Développement” at the inter-municipal 
level 

 

1999 Chevènement Act for the reinforcement 
and the simplification of inter-municipal 
cooperation. The Communautés urbaines 
acquire new functions 

 

2000 SRU (Solidarités et Renouvellement 
Urbains) Act renews the urban planning 
instruments replacing POS by PLU and 
SDAU by SCOT (Schéma de Cohérence 
Territoriale) 

 

2000  Voting of an “Agglomeration Project” by the 
Grand Lyon Assembly 

2001-08  First Mandate of Gérard Collomb (PS, 
centre-left), elected with the support of 
Raymond Barre 

2001  Installation of the “Conseil de 
Développement”, a participative forum 
composed of co-opted representatives of the 
business, cultural and associational sector  

2003  Implementation of the single rate business 
tax (Taxe professionnelle unique) and of a 
fiscal redistribution device between 
communes 

2004 The DIACT (ex DATAR) launches the 
“Pôles de compétitivité” policy 

The Lyons city region obtains the “Pôle de 
compétivités” label for 5 poles: 
“LyonBioPole” (biotechnologies) ; 
« Axelera » (Chemicals, environment) ; 
« Lyon Urban Trucks and Bus » ; 
« Imaginove » (audiovisual cultural 
industries) ; « Techtera » (textiles) 

2004  The SCOT elaboration process is launched in 
Lyon 
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2005  Vote of the inter-municipal Agenda 21 by 
the Grand Lyon Assembly 

2006  Lyon obtains the chair of Eurocities for 2 
years 

2006  The urban planning agencies of Lyons and 
Saint-Etienne launch the Inter-SCOT process 
aiming at coordinating the propositions of 
the two planning instruments 

2007  2 more communes are integrated in the 
Grand Lyon : Givors and Grigny 

2008  Reelection of Gerard Collomb in Lyons ; 
Maurice Vincent (PS) is elected in Saint-
Etienne 

 
 

Manchester 
 

Date/period Context Greater Manchester/Manchester City-
Regional Governance ‘event’ 

1929.  1st Manchester municipal airport 
1938  Ringway Airport (later to become Manchester 

International Airport) opened 
Post-WW2  Airport returned to (joint) municipal 

ownership, having been requisitioned during 
the war 

Local government modernisation era 
1957 Herbert Commission on London 

Government established 
 

1963 London Government Act  
1965 2-tier metropolitan government created 

for London: (strategic) Greater London 
Authority plus 32 London Boroughs 
(amalgamated from pre-existing 
authorities) 

 

1966-69 Redcliffe-Maud Commission on Local 
Government.  Charged with proposing 
new structure for local government 
(outside London), providing a workable 
balance between efficiency, 
accountability and integration of urban 
and rural areas.  Proposed primarily 
unitary system of local government 
except for the metropolitan areas centred 
upon Liverpool, Manchester and 
Birmingham, which were argued to need 
a 2-tier system, as for London.   
 
Dissenting memorandum from one 
Commission member (Derek Senior) 
proposed 2-tier solution, countrywide, 
based upon 35 (strategic) city-regions and 
148 lower-tier districts 

 

1972 Local Government Act  
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1974  Creation of Greater Manchester County 
Council 
(one of 6 new metropolitan councils covering 
the largest conurbations outside London) for a 
more tightly-drawn area than was 
recommended by Redcliffe-Maud or Senior.  
Given strategic powers in transport (including 
airport), planning, waste, but, unlike county 
councils outside the metropolitan areas, no 
direct service delivery responsibilities 
(education, social services).  Number of local 
authorities operating in Greater Manchester 
reduced from 72 to 11 (GMCC plus 10 
districts) 

1979 Election of Conservative Government 
with Margaret Thatcher as Prime Minister 

 

Early-mid 
1980s 

‘Local socialism’ in urban England 
(including Manchester, under leader 
Graham Stringer).  Conflict between 
national government and urban local 
councils, primarily over finance.  Use of 
centrally-appointed bodies to regenerate 
urban areas 
 
 

 

1983 ‘Streamlining the cities’ White Paper 
proposes abolition of Greater London 
Council and the 6 metropolitan county 
councils and the return of most of their 
powers to lower tier councils 

 

1985 Local Government Act  
1986  Abolition of Greater Manchester County 

Council. Creation of a variety of indirectly 
elected metropolitan functional bodies to 
continue providing services across/for Greater 
Manchester in areas like transport (where 
airport turned into a company jointly owned 
by the 10 Greater Manchester local 
authorities), police, fire services.  Other 
Greater Manchester-wide services and 
functions (research, pension fund) delivered 
by 1 of the 10 GM authorities acting as 
principal agent.  Association of Greater 
Manchester Authorities (AGMA) created as 
forum for discussion of metropolitan issues 

Spatial development era 
Late ‘80s-
mid-90s 

From local socialism to local corporatism.  
Manchester City Council adopts strategy 
of pragmatic co-operation with central 
government, its agencies, neighbouring 
authorities, private sector, especially on 
economic development, regeneration, 
transport.   

Symbolised by 2 successive bids to stage 
Olympic Games, supported by other GM 
authorities, national government, private 
sector 

1992  Opening of Manchester Metrolink tram 
service (public-private partnership) 
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1994  Publication of 1st ‘City Pride’ prospectus; 
non-statutory development plan for inner 
metropolitan area (Manchester, Salford, 
Trafford) 

1995  AGMA opens office in Brussels 
1996 Richard Leese replaces Graham Stringer 

as leader of Manchester City Council (and 
is still in the role) 

 

1997 Election of Labour Government Creation of MIDAS, inward investment 
agency, initially for 3 local authority areas 
(Manchester, Salford, Trafford), later for all 
10 
 
Creation of Marketing Manchester, 
promotional and tourism agency for all 10 
authorities 
 
Publication of 2nd City Pride prospectus for 
wider area (including all of southern Greater 
Manchester) 

1999 Creation of Regional Development 
Agencies (RDAs) in each of the English 
regions (including the North West, the 
region in which Manchester sits). 
 
NWDA eventually adopts sub-regional 
approach, working with sub-regional 
partners (including Greater Manchester) 

 

2002  Manchester Enterprises (ME) created (from ?, 
?) as sub-regional partnership for purposes of 
delivery of regional strategy.  Means 
producing occasional sub-regional economic 
development strategies 

2003 Re-election of Labour, nationally.  Part of 
manifesto promises to offer Elected 
Regional Assemblies to people in the 
English regions if there is sufficient 
demand 
 
Pressure groups/think tanks/academics  
argue for selective city-regional reform 
on the basis of accountability/identity, 
efficiency, providing a means for 
addressing unevenness in regional 
economic performance. Core Cities group 
of local authorities make similar claims 
(covering the authorities at the centre of 
the largest conurbations) 
 
National Government launches 
‘Sustainable Communities Strategy’ 
which distinguishes between growth 
management in southern England and 
need for regeneration (especially of 
housing) in northern and midland 
England 
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2004 Northern Way initiative announced with 
aspiration to reduce the gap in economic 
performance between northern and 
southern English regions.  Northern Way 
encourages City-Regional Development 
Strategies (CRDPs) for 8 northern 
English city-regions 
 
1st referendum on whether to create an 
Elected Regional Assembly rejected 
decisively by the people of the North East 
region.  Government abandons plans for 
elected regional government 

 

2005  Manchester City-Region Development Plan 
(non-statutory) published 

2006 Local Government White Paper advocates 
development of ‘Multi-Area Agreements’ 
(MAAs) between sub-regional 
partnerships and Government 
departments 

 

2007 Review of Sub-National Economic 
Development and Regeneration (‘SNR’) 
emphasises importance of functional 
economic areas,and sub-/cityy-regional 
governance. Confirms plan for MAAs 
 
Greater Manchester local authorities plan 
an unusually ambitious and costly 
transport investment package through a 
joint-TIF (transport investment fund) bid.  
Government indicates it is prepared to 
support a large bid but only on the 
proviso that Greater Manchester will 
introduce a congestion charge to part fund 
later stages of the programme   

 

2008 Government response to consultation on 
SNR responds to concerns about capacity 
and accountability of sub-/city-regional 
partnerships by giving a commitment to 
‘statutory MAAs’, new Economic 
Prosperity Boards at sub-/city-regional 
level and possibility, longer term, of 
statutory city-regions.   
 
AGMA leaders unable to agree on 
congestion charge (which requires 7 out 
of 10 authorities’ support).  Decide to call 
a referendum on the transport/congestion 
charge package 
 
Referendum on transport improvements 
& congestion charge produces emphatic 
‘no’ vote in all 10 local authority areas. 
Government withdraws funding package  

Greater Manchester MAA signed off by 
Government. 
 
Manchester Enterprises launches Manchester 
Independent Economic Review; a path-
breaking research programme designed to 
support the rethinking of city-regional 
development strategy. 
 
AGMA adopts new constitution and new 
executive structures based upon a number of 
Commissions, led by different combinations 
of AGMA authorities 
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2009 Government, in its pre-Budget statement, 
announces intention to invite proposals 
for ‘pilot city-region’ status from sub- and 
city-regional partnerships, making a 
specific reference to Manchester 
Independent Economic Review 

Manchester Independent Economic Review 
published. 
 
Greater Manchester and Leeds awarded pilot 
city-region status, detail to be decided by July 
through negotiation with Government 
departments.  Manchester negotiations led by 
HM Treasury (finance dept), Leeds 
negotiations led by department with 
responsibility for local government  
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Appendix A. Case study definitions and domains for econometric analysis 
Table 1: Cambridge Econometrics defined city regions for the UK and Ireland 
NUTS 3 code City 

Index 
City Name NUTS 3 Region(s) Population 

2006 (mlns)
NUTS 2 

code
NUTS 2 Region 

ukn01+ukn02 1 Belfast Belfast + Outer Belfast 0.642 ukn Northern Ireland Nuts 1 region 
ukg3 2 Birmingham West Midlands Nuts-2 region 2.596 ukg3 West Midlands  

ukk11+uk12 
 

3 
Bristol 
 

City of Bristol+Bath and North East 
Somerset, North Somerset and South 
Gloucestershire 

1.028 
ukk1 

 

Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and 
Bristol/Bath area 

ukl22+ukl21+
ukl18 

4 
Cardiff 
 

Cardiff and Vale of Glamorgan + 
Monmouthshire and Newport + 
Swansea 

0.897 
ukl2 

 

East Wales (no Swansea)  
 

ukm23+25+28 
 

5 Edinburgh  
 

Edinburgh City + East Lothian & 
Midlothian + West Lothian 

0.811 ukm2 
 

Eastern Scotland 

ukm31+34+35
+36 

 
 

6 Glasgow 
 
 
 

East and West Dunbartonshire and 
Helensburgh & Lomond + Glasgow 
City + Inverclyde, East Renfrewshire 
& Renfrewshire + North Lanarkshire 

1.489 ukm3 
 
 
 

South Western Scotland 

uke4 
7 Leeds-

Bradford 
Bradford+Leeds City+Calderdale, 
Kirklees and Wakefield 

2.132 
uke4 

West Yorkshire 

ukd3 8 Manchester Greater Manchester Nuts-2 region 2.550 ukd3 Greater Manchester  
ukc22 9 Newcastle Tyneside  0.813 ukc2 Northumberland, Tyne and Wear 
ie025 10 Cork South-West  0.627 ie02 Southern and Eastern Ireland 

ie021+ie022 11 Dublin   Dublin + Mid East 1.67 ie02 Southern and Eastern Ireland 
ie013 12 Galway West 0.419 ie01 Border, Midlands and Western 

Note: 2006 Population estimates from Cambridge Econometrics are for regions listed in column 1 
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Table 2: Cambridge Econometrics defined city regions for Spain and France 
NUTS 3 code City 

Index 
City Name NUTS 3 Region(s) Population 

2006 (mlns)
NUTS 2 

code
NUTS 2 Region 

es511 13 Barcelona  Barcelona  5.226 es51 Cataluña 
es512 14 Gerona  Gerona  0.666 es51 Cataluña 
es513 15 Lerida  Lerida  0.403 es51 Cataluña 
es3 16 Madrid  Comunidad de Madrid 5.226 es3 Comunidad de Madrid 

es514 17 Tarragona  Tarragona  0.716 es51 Cataluña 
es523 18 València València  2.416 es52 Comunidad Valenciana 
es243 19 Zaragoza Zaragoza  0.909 es24 Aragón 
fr824 

 
20 Aix-

Marseille Bouches du Rhône  
1.910 fr82 

 
Provence-Alpes-Côte d'Azur 

fr301 21 Lille Nord  2.583 fr3 Nord - Pas-de-Calais Nuts 1 region 
fr716+fr711 22 Lyon Rhône + Ain 2.231 fr71 Rhône-Alpes 

fr813 23 Montpellier Hérault  0.995 fr81 Languedoc-Roussillon 
fr511 24 Nantes Loire-Atlantique  1.221 fr51 Pays de la Loire 
fr623 25 Toulouse Haute Garonne  1.175 fr62 Midi-Pyrénées 

Note: 2006 Population estimates from Cambridge Econometrics are for regions listed in column 1 
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Table 3: Summary Statistics for NUTS 3 annual data sample 1980-2006 
Variables  Mean Maximum Region with 

maximum 
Minimum Region with 

minimum 
Labour 
Productivity 

# cities 41.17 53.03 Dublin 29.08 Lérida 

UK 9 38.46 41.36 Bristol 34.36 Glasgow 
Ireland 3 45.49 53.03 Dublin 34.71 Galway 
France 6 47.16 49.69 Toulouse 44.18 Nantes 
Spain 7 33.50 37.76 Tarragona 29.08 Lérida 
Employment Density      
UK  590.46 1412.55 Birmingham 221.3 Cardiff 
Ireland  35.38 80.51 Dublin 9.07 Galway 
France  92.42 157.31 Lille 44.9 Montpellier 
Spain  98.28 261.59 Madrid 14.2 Lérida 
Employment (levels - 000s)       
UK  689.75 1274.19 Birmingham 294.29 Belfast 
Ireland  298.2 562.62 Dublin 129.26 Galway 
France  592.76 905.78 Lille 280.07 Montpellier 
Spain  820.94 2099.3 Madrid 172.78 Lérida 
GVA (billions of Euros, 2000 base year)     
UK  27.07 51.79 Birmingham 10.99 Belfast 
Ireland  15.68 31.56 Dublin 4.7 Galway 
France  26.70 40.06 Lille 13.24 Montpellier 
Spain  29 79.42 Madrid 5.08 Lérida 
Area in km2       
UK  1377.29 2031.51 Leeds 405.92 Newcastle 
Ireland  11161.18 14255.75 Galway 6988.29 Dublin 
France  6566.62 9042.44 Lyon 5092.64 Aix-Marseille
Spain  9747.61 17277.68 Zaragoza 5911.49 Gerona 
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