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Abstract: The European context has had a major impact on the Lille metropolis. 
Two geographical factors have proved key elements in its development: the 
position of the metropolis in the centre of the Paris-Brussels-London triangle 
(TGV) and the cross-border situation of the area. These two mutational factors 
have interacted with the conurbation’s original characteristics. The initial tri-
polar structure (Lille-Roubaix-Tourcoing), is helping to lead to its 
transformation as a multi-polar cross-border structure that integrates urban 
centres from the Belgian side. The complexity of this structure, where the 
traditional fabric is interwoven in a system of polarities based on peripheral 
networks also provides opportunities for integrating città diffusa type structures, 
which are highly present in Belgium. Working from this basis, the research 
enabled us to investigate the articulation of three scales, the city fabric, the city 
of networks and the diffused city as reference benchmarks in the governance of 
the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis. 
Keywords: cross-border metropolis, multi-polar structure, mutation, complexity, 
governance. 
 

Our study is part of the “large-scale architecture” research programme, initiated 
by two French ministries: the Ministry of Culture and Communication and the 
Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development and Planning. 
 
This original teaching and research programme involves researchers from two 
research centres: Philippe Louguet from Lille National School of Architecture 
and Landscape (the LACTH, Director of Research) and Maryvonne Prévot from 
Lille 1 University (TVES), who work in collaboration with faculty members 
from three higher education institutes: the ENSAPL, the Institut Supérieur 
d'Architecture Saint Luc /Saint Luc Higher Education Institute of Architecture in 
Tournai (Belgium) and the Institut d'Aménagement et d'Urbanisme /Institute of 
Planning in Lille. In all, the research team included two architect-planners 
(Benedicte Grosjean, Severine Michel), a landscape designer (Denis Delbaere) 
and two spatial planning and development historians (Maryvonne Prévot and 
Florence Wierre), led by architect/planner (Philippe Louguet, Director of the 
LACTH).  



 
 

 
The study seeks to further understanding of the current cross-border metropolis 
development model, comprised of 2 million inhabitants, which links the 
inhabitants from the Lille conurbation (1 million inhabitants) with those of 
Kortrijk (Flanders-Belgium: 500,000 inhabitants) and Tournai (Wallonia: 
500,000 inhabitants). It explores the scales and temporalities of building this 
Euroregion (Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis was officially created in 
February 2008), as well as the governance issues involved, firstly within the 
context of a seminar that brings together researchers and spatial planning actors, 
and secondly, within its own specific multi-field framework. The current 
president of the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis is Stefaan De Clerck, 
mayor of Kortrijk (Courtrai) and Belgian Minister of Justice, who took over 
from the mayor of Lille, Martine Aubry.    
 
The European context has had a large impact on the inhabitants of the Lille 
conurbation. Two geographical factors have been primordial in this respect: the 
position of the metropolis in the centre of the Paris-Brussels-London triangle 
(TGV), and the cross-border situation of the area.  
 
THE CROSS-BORDER METROPOLIS 
 
The creation of the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai metropolis is the outcome of an 
urbanisation process based on at least three distinct factors: 

- The unique structure of the Lille Roubaix Tourcoing conurbation as a 
basis for the construction of the metropolis. 

- The French policy of balanced conurbations, developed in the 1960s. 
- The historic, cross-border status of the metropolitan area. 

 
The structure of the metropolis: a multipolar dimension based on three historic 
cities  
Taking the metropolis as an uninterrupted complex, formed from the effects of 
condensation and marked by flows, without a real centre or a real periphery, the 
historic structure of the three cities (Lille-Roubaix Tourcoing) offers an excellent 
opportunity for gaining insights into this kind of urban area. In fact, the conurbation 
has never had suburbs as such, as the city centres have never been able to obtrude on 
the area overall and, even at the time when the city had walls, it had to take free, 
non-enclosed urban areas into account. This kind of structure that has been 
multipolar from the outset is likely to be able to adapt relatively easily, without 
changing its intrinsic nature. It also makes it possible to continually add urban area 
to urban area (like the way the metropolis has absorbed the new town, built to the 
east in the 1970s). Today, it can easily be extended by absorbing Kortrijk and 



 
 

Tournai. The conurbation of Lille has a variable geometry by definition. We want to 
emphasise the exceptional character of this structure. It is relatively well-known that 
Lille is a cross-border conurbation, but this is not enough to define it. Built around 
three towns, it has been multipolar since the Middle Ages, and is consequently 
unique in the French landscape.  
 

  
multipolar structure 

 
What at first sight might seem to be a weakness (the separation of three 
neighbouring and long-time rival cities) now appears as a strength in an age of 
globalization. Its structure has also meant that it didn’t need to create new suburbs. 
Consequently, the problems due to high-rise housing projects are virtually unknown 
in Lille, apart from a few outbursts in some housing projects in the south of Lille, 
Burgundy in Tourcoing, or Haut Champs-Longs in Hem-Roubaix. The specific 
structure of the three cities was also behind a key urban event, a true precursor of its 
recognition on the scale of conurbation: namely, the construction of the Grand 
Boulevard at the beginning of the 20th century, connecting the three towns of Lille, 
Roubaix and Tourcoing. This outstanding, linear metropolitan design, which drew a 
highly visible Y-figure in the urban landscape, federated nine towns around a 
visionary project developed by the engineer, Mongy, whose plan and cross-section 
that included side-roads, riding lanes, a cycle track and a tramway, reflect the 
principles of the Ciudad lineal described by Arturo Soria (the tramway has kept the 
name of Mongy, commemorating this exceptional design. The company that 
managed the project was called the ELRT or Électrique Lille Roubaix Tourcoing). 



 
 

  
Y-figure in the urban landscape 

 
The origins of balanced conurbations  
In order to understand how the Lille development project arose, we need to look 
at the history of Lille, whose urban growth is indissociable with the change in 
scale of urban design during the 20th century, and this needs to be set in the 
more general framework of State policy during the second half of the 20th 
century.  
The French State introduced laws designed to govern the country’s urbanization 
throughout the 20th century, especially after the Second World War. At that 
time, a centralized regional planning policy was drawn up, aiming to make good 
the growing imbalance between Paris and the rest of France. During the sixties, 
the idea of regional planning and regional action began to emerge, and in 1963, 
the delegation of regional planning and regional action (DATAR) was created in 
order to counterbalance the rapid growth of the Parisian area. The concept of 
metropolitan area, corresponding to groups of built-up areas, and balanced 
conurbations, first made their appearance, with planning blueprints designed to 
orient and energize the largest urban areas outside the capital. This policy 
resulted in the creation of the first urban communities in 1967. Among them was 
Lille, with the creation of the new town to the east of Lille (the present day 
Villeneuve d'Ascq). Initially, this policy led to disequilibrium in the conurbation, 
in favour of the west of Lille and to the detriment of the north-east, which only 
got an underground link in 1999, sixteen years after the western side of the 
conurbation. However, the political weight of Pierre Mauroy’s presidency gave 
rise to the Eurometropolis which sought to redress this imbalance by putting the 
border cities of Roubaix and Tourcoing to the fore. 



 
 

  
 
France/Belgium: Borders and cross-border cooperation 
The border between France and Belgium presents no physical obstacles as such. 
However, the border is certainly present between the two distinctively sized 
states,1  marking the historic and geographical jurisdictions of power, and their 
legal boundaries. Over the course of history, this border has been reinforced by 
different administrative operations: centralization of power in France, and 
increasingly strong federalism on the Belgian side. It thus marks the boundary 
between different political, economic, cultural and social systems. All of these 
elements constitute invisible yet highly prevalent boundaries for both countries 
in the development of joint projects.  
In France, the area to the north was perceived for many years as an industrial 
area, or even a “cul-de-sac.” Historically, Nord-Pas de Calais has been seen as 
an intermediate space which often served as a battleground for the great 
European powers. With the disappearance of the military threat in the second 
half of the 20th century, followed by the gradual disappearance of the 
administrative borders within the European Union, growth prospects based on 
trade between the major cities began to develop.  
In the 1960s, the geographical interest of the Lille conurbation, situated at a 
European crossroads, was seen as a real development advantage.2  
 

 
« Schéma de structure de la métropole du Nord », Henry Bernard 

                                                 
1 Over 10 million inhabitants in Belgium against 63 million in France 
2 Cf “Schéma de structure de la métropole du Nord,” notes by Henry Bernard, 1964 - Henry Bernard Funds [266 AA] 
Academy of architecture/Centre of architectural archives of the 20th century, Cité de l’architecture et du patrimoine /IFA 
Later on, the idea of balanced conurbations, which included Lille-Roubaix-Tourcoing, also led to the creation of 
organizations to study the metropolitan area planning (OREAM). OREAM-Nord focused on the North of the metropolitan 
area, later extended to regional level. With regard to the “international function” of this metropolis, it could be considered as 
a European crossroads but: “the urban or metropolitan area lacks stability, it’s businesses are not very competitive, investors 
have little interest in the space that is too heterogeneous, and there is strong competition from more powerful neighbours 
(London-Brussels-Paris), absence of an image-bearing economic development project, polarization around Lille of the 
international function and not enough daily cross-border exchanges.”  



 
 

 
However, it was not until the end of the 1980s and the beginning of the 1990s 
that this advantage was truly exploited. The Euroregion was created in 1991 
(with the status of a European economic interest grouping), linking the areas of 
Kent, Flanders, Wallonia and Brussels, the capital. The cross-border challenges 
were not mentioned in the Flanders spatial structure plan (Ruimtelijk 
structuurplan vlaanderen) however, although they could be dealt with in the 
framework of certain sector-based policies (i.e.: transport, environment…). At 
the same time, the regional development plan for Wallonia introduced “trans-
regional cooperation areas,” notably with Lille.3 
 
THE URBAN AREA  
 
We believe that as an open metropolis, the Lille conurbation plays a major role 
in forming these European “new forms of cities and metropolis” which Bernardo 
Secchi considers through the notion of the “Megacity.”  The Megacity resembles 
“a large inhabited park in which old and denser cores can be recognized, 
drowned in the dispersion.”4 
 
“The metropolitan area” 
In the case of Lille, we speak about the “conurbation of the north,” the “cross-
border conurbation,” and the “metropolitan area,” depending on the context. The 
latter term is the title of a paper by Didier Joseph-François, published in Lille 
Métropole in 1993.5 The characteristic urban model of the concentric city does 
not apply to the “metropolitan area” of Lille. Rather, it is an area whose urban 
extensions have been “conditioned by the main designs bequeathed by the 
century of industry;”6 a unique metropolitan area, whose multipolar structure 
has been based on three cities since the Middle Ages, as already mentioned 
above.7  
  There thus appears to be a relative absence of an obvious model for the 
Lille conurbation, and its complexity stems from diverse urban systems that 
have been superimposed or juxtaposed in time and in space. 

                                                 
3See Lapierre (Eric), “Metropoles en Europe,” Paris, Editions Le Monitor, 2004 with regard to the specificity of the 
Eurometropolis area in comparison with other metropolitan territories. This book compared recent planning projects in the 
Lille conurbation with other European metropolis. 
4 Secchi (Bernardo), “Traverser les échelles : la “città diffusa,” un objet de recherche pour une nouvelle dynamique de 
projet,” in Cahiers Thématiques n°6, “L’espace de la grande échelle,” Villeneuve d' Ascq/Paris, Lille National School of 
Architecture and Landscape publications /Jean-Michel Place, 2006, pp. 294-295 
5 Joseph-François (Didier), “Un territoire métropole,” in Lille Métropole. Un siècle d’architecture et d’urbanisme, Lille 
School of Architecture / Agence de développement et d’urbanisme de la métropole lilloise, Paris, éd. Le Moniteur, 1993, pp. 
30-35.  
6 Joseph-François (Didier), “Un territoire métropole,” op. cit., p. 31. 
7 Louguet (Philippe) “Complexification des modèles urbains: question à la recherche et recherche d’un nouveau modèle,” in 
Cahiers Thématiques n°6: L’espace de la grande échelle, Lille National School of Architecture and Landscape / Jean Michel 
Place, 2006, p. 280. 



 
 

  It is interesting, however, to note the singularity of the metropolitan 
extension by observing the metamorphosis of the small towns located on both 
sides of the Franco-Belgian border to the north of the conurbation (in particular 
on each side of the Lys boundary) on the one hand, and to the east, on the other 
(i.e. where there is relatively uninterrupted urbanization between Tourcoing and 
Mouscron, and where transformations undertaken since the 19th century have 
conditioned the aspect of towns that were, for many years, linked to the textile 
industry). 
When we look at the historical background of these urban fabrics, we see that 
the urbanized fringes of the Lille conurbation cross-border territory were largely 
conditioned by specific layouts, such as: 
- the lines and architectural and urban elements bequeathed by history and the 
century of industry 
- the lines and components of the landscape, in particular the Lys river, which 
has also contributed to historically delimiting the north of the conurbation, at the 
same time forming a space for developing openings. 
- the line of the Franco-Belgian border. 
 
The territorial value of Euralille  
In international terms, Euralille remains the emblem of the conurbation. This is 
largely due to the fact that the complex, which occupies a specific place in the 
city itself, today appears as the archetype post-industrial city. Officially, 
Euralille fits into this scenario, the eclipse of the urban planning dimension 
(thanks to its ZAC/concerted development zone or special planning area status, 
and as a project managed by a mixed public/private interest structure), which is 
the most obvious sign of the new urban thinking, based on a dynamic and 
constantly reassessed equilibrium. Nonetheless, we might ask whether what is 
considered as new urban thinking isn’t simply what always occurred in the city 
(namely, ongoing management of relative equilibrium), but today underpinned 
by a theoretical dimension due to the failure of planning, considered here in its 
historical sense of the overall progressive city project. In the present case, if 
Rem Koolhaas is the hero of this particular adventure, it is because he produced 
the narrative, going so far as to consider architecture as the exception in the city, 
thus marking the end of progressive thinking which, on the contrary, considered 
the city as a unity via its contents. 
 



 
 

   
Euralille 

 
Consequently, in this instance, following the fall of Utopias, it sought to give 
new method to the social-democratic concept of the city. Rem Koolhaas’ project 
provides an interpretation that introduces the encounter between intramural and 
regional scale through the buildings. It is this telescoping which underlies the 
project here, as if defining a new European space. In this new space, architecture 
takes centre stage, giving rise directly to a regional scale, and without having to 
bother with the planning aspect as such.   
 

 
 
 
THE FEDERATING ROLE OF THE LANDSCAPE, UTOPIA AND 
REALITIES  
 
Euralille remains an exception, however. This project cannot shoulder the 
conurbation’s identity on its own. This, along with the recognition of the urban 
area’s complexity, is no doubt why the landscape was positioned as a 
determining factor in the regional project once the authorities had appointed the 
bodies responsible for studying the cross-border project. Indeed, in theory, the 
landscape presents the dual advantage of forming an effective reality and of 
ignoring the borders. Given that the creation of a new institutional entity implies 
firstly ousting the former administrative boundaries, and secondly, asserting a 
new, universally accepted regional identity, the landscape can constitute a tool 



 
 

for appraising the old boundaries. On both sides of the Franco-Belgian border, 
the area is characterised by the landscape of “flat lowlands.” 
 
The first initiative, in 1993, involved the conversion of the border post at 
Rekkem and the Park of Ferrain. This comprised developing vast landscape sites 
in a two-stage project which began with the conversion of the largest Franco-
Belgian border post at Rekkem, located on the motorway between Lille and 
Ghent, followed by the related project of creating an immense landscaped park 
on the scale of a vast cross-border region around Ferrain, to the north of the 
border post.  
Following a landscape designers bid, the project by the Belgian landscape 
designer, Paul Deroose, was selected. The project aims to reflect the existing 
landscape structure through the development of the Ferrain park, where 
agriculture, nature and buildings cohabit in a system marked by space, silence 
and calm.   
The project also includes the creation of a “circular road,” a grid of pathways, a 
main pedestrian and cycling path, “a kind of highway for slow circulation” that 
starts at the border post and forms an “esplanade,” including a 500-hectare forest 
in Kortrijk.  
 

 

 
The Paul Deroose 's  project 



 
 

 
In 1998, a new stage in the landscape initiative developed by the COPIT came 
about with the introduction of effective reading and landscape development 
tools through the publication of the Cahiers, published by the Atelier 
Transfrontalier/cross-border workshop.  
The first report in the periodical aimed to provide a “toolbox that set out the 
different landscape development operations in the cross-border area, so as to test 
the potential synergies. The reasoning was more pragmatic than prospective: the 
landscape totems needed to be recorded so as to optimise the integration of any 
future projects. These included: 

- the landscape development of the communication and transport routes in 
the Lys valley, as part of the major extension to the canal,  
- the Park of Ferrain,  
- the unused Ypres-Comines Canal to the north of the metropolis, whose 
reconversion as a nature trail site is under study 
- the Roubaix canal, whose urban and landscape reconversion is under 
study, but without being extended to Belgium.  

The report also mentions a number of reconversion projects involving old 
railways and canals.  
In conclusion, a short summary defined a NE/SW urban cross-border axis 
between two rural areas.     

 
The third stage involved a global study of the cross-border landscape entrusted 
to the Lille-based landscape designer, Philippe Thomas, published in Cahiers by 
the Atelier Transfrontalier/cross-border workshop two years later.  
The study notes that the boundaries of the area in question do not correspond to 
any geographical regularity. The metropolitan space instead involves 
“combinatorics of the landscape.”  
By adopting the theoretical perspective of complexity, the landscape designer 
attempts to distinguish large geographical regularities within an 11 “landscape 
units” complex.  
He then posits the metropolitan landscape as structured by a network containing 
a series of patterns.   
 “We’re talking about a stretch of countryside comprising a mix of trees, fields, 
meadows, houses and factories, which become denser as it gets closer to the 
cities. It presents a certain unity with diverse expressions according to the 
natural conditions, customs, or local practices and cultures. It is like a bocage in 
pixels, a scattered structure or an organization of patterns. It’s a hand-woven 
landscape that is both accessible and fragile. (...). Very loosely, we can 
distinguish two main areas: i.e. predominantly and strongly rural (around Ypres 



 
 

- Poperinge, Pévèle, east of Tournai), and secondly, areas influenced by the to 
the city (around Kortrijk, Weppes, Ferrain…).” 
And the patterns:  
“The patterns stand out from the network. They are like accidents, events, or 
specific or continuous elements that act as markers, organize perception and 
give meaning to the landscape. They are permanent, invariable elements. In fact, 
they are exceptional elements that can lead to discovery, or to an amusing, 
interactive use of the environment (...). They include the valleys (Lys, Escaut, 
Yser, Deûle…), the mounts (Kemmel, Saint Aubert, Enclus, Mons en Pévèle), 
the quarry basin of Tournai, and the empty horizons of Mélantois.” 
By putting its homogenizing impact into perspective, this concept provides us 
with a unifying vision of the space, underpinned by the inevitable notion of 
‘lowland’: the network is constant and omnipresent, but its density, its thread 
and the patterns imprinted on it are not always the same. This vision is probably 
influenced to some extent by that proposed by Bernardo Secchi for the Hoog 
Kortrijk project a few years earlier.  
In line with Philippe Thomas, it involves a cultural break with the geographical 
or infrastructural initiatives that had previously been dominant. The idea of the 
network was also intended to stimulate a creative, inventive relationship with the 
landscape, rather than one of preservation, as it is based more on moving 
structures than on fixed forms.  
The study was accompanied by landscape recommendations, which included 
operational recommendations based on four main groups of identified patterns: 

- the groups of hills (to the south-east of Ypres, north-east of Tournai, and 
south and east of Kortrijk): the principle put forward in this case was to 
preserve these hills from urbanization, or to enhance its integration.  

- the park of Ferrain.  
- the quarries around Tournai, which were subject to  a specific landscape 

proposal 
- the valleys: i.e. Deûle, Lys, Marque, Yperlee, which involves managing 

the “public landscape,” in particular using the many industrial wastelands 
- the empty horizons of Mélantois, which involves avoiding empty spaces 

and urbanization, maintaining open views from the motorways and 
organizing pathways.  

 



 
 

 
The Philippe Thomas'  study 

 
The park of Ferrain is still included in the regional projects. However, the most 
interventionist aspects of Paul Deroose’s project have not been followed up 
(such as the forest of Kortrijk, for example). Philippe Thomas’ study is also only 
rarely mentioned nowadays. These signs seem to indicate either that, beyond 
paying it lip service, the landscape is no longer inevitably considered as a tool 
for building a strong, sustainable identity of the conurbation, or else that these 
projects have not yet found their governance. 
Whatever the reason, this failure not only leaves the issue of the complexity of 
the metropolitan area and its legibility on hold, but also calls into question the 
governance of the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis. 
 
 
THE QUESTION OF GOVERNANCE: JURISDICTION, ACTORS AN D 
STRUCTURES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CROSS-BORDER 
EUROMETROPOLIS   

 
 

Euroregion, Eurometropolis: Pierre Mauroy’s unique position in the 
socialist combat to promote regionalization  
 
In a recent and short opus,8 Laurent Jalabert described the key moments and 
analyzed the principal ideas put forward by the French socialists, in the broad 
sense of the term, with regard to fifty years of regionalization. The book, which 
is mainly a written history, says little about the concrete experiments by the 
socialist presidents of Regional Public institutions, and then of regions, that 
were truly innovative and faithful to their original ideas. While he justifiably 
mentions the leadership of personalities like Gaston Defferre and Alain Savary,9 
the role played by Pierre Mauroy deserves greater emphasis. Indeed, it was 
under his leadership that the socialist combat for regionalization took on a new 
                                                 
8 Jalabert, Laurent, Un combat socialiste : la régionalisation (1950-2007), Coll. Encyclopédie du socialisme, 2008, 127 p. 
9 Prévot, Maryvonne, Alain Savary. Le refus en politique, Tournai, La Renaissance du Livre, 2003, 365 p. 



 
 

dimension with the promotion of the “Euroregion” concept10 and that of cross-
border cooperation on a metropolitan scale. The author underscores the fact that 
the most original and most visionary aspect of the socialist party’s perception 
since 1968 was indeed the introduction of an approach to regionalization via the 
construction of Europe. When Lionel Jospin entrusted Pierre Mauroy with the 
presidency of a parliamentary committee responsible for drawing up an 
assessment of decentralization and presenting proposals for its future in October 
1999,11 the latter decided to redefine regional spaces, based on European models 
that extended and thus changed the scale.12 By this time, he was already 
presiding over experimental structures, both at local level since 1993, and at 
national and European level (COPIT,13 MOT14), and he had got the Urban 
Community of Lille (LMCU) into international city networks.15 The future 
creation of the Franco-Belgian Lille Eurometropolis GECT16 was supported by 
Jean-Pierre Raffarin, Prime Minister, who came to Lille in November 2002 to 
attend the Local Freedoms Conference. He continued the decentralization 
project 20 years after the Mauroy government, and thus gave him a real helping 
hand to bring his project to fruition by authorizing the legal initiatives it 
required.17 By promoting the construction of a Eurometropolis for over fifteen 
years, Pierre Mauroy seems to have understood earlier than most that the most 
vital level - at any rate, the principal beneficiary of regional restructuring - 
would be that of the large urban areas. 
 

 
Leo Belgicus 

 

                                                 
10 Alliès, Paul, “Les valeurs heuristiques de la notion d’Eurorégion,” Pouvoirs Locaux. Les cahiers de la décentralisation, n° 
72, 2007, pp. 127-132. 
11 The text, containing 154 proposals, published in 2001 and entitled “Pour l’avenir de la decentralisation,” was not used by 
Jospin’s government but it partially inspired the Raffarin government in 2003.  
12 Mauroy, Pierre, Vous mettrez du bleu au ciel, Paris, Plon, 2003, 516 p. 
13 Permanent inter-municipal cross-border conference 
14 Operational cross-border mission  
15 Like “Eurocités,” of which the LMCU was a member of the Executive Committee for three consecutive mandates from 
1995 to 2004. We could also mention the French Association of the Council of European Municipalities and Regions and, 
more recently, the United Cities and Local Governments network. 
16 European Grouping of Cross-border Cooperation. 
17 Paris, December 18, 2003: an interdepartmental regional planning committee concluded that it needed to begin to set up a 
specific governance institution to promote discussion and political decision-making at Eurometropolis scale.  This includes 
the creation of a technical tool to develop analyses and to prepare the debates (tool in the form of a cross-border planning 
practice). Cf. supra. 



 
 

A new form of border: creator of hybrid areas  
 
The action research project “inventing the futures of the cross-border 
metropolis” is part of the ongoing reflections on the emergent shapes of 
borders,18 alongside the traditional notion of the terrestrial State border or border 
line. Among these ideas we find the reticular border, devised to foster transport 
networks. The idea of creating a “hub” in Lille, between London and Brussels, 
was indeed one of the ideas that underpinned the Lille cross-border metropolis 
project from the arrival of the TGV at the end of the 1980s, and even from the 
1970s with the OREAM-Nord scheme and the Channel Tunnel project that was 
temporarily abandoned in 1974. The question of scale is at the heart of this new 
form of border. Among the emergent forms of borders, we also find the frontière 
gestionnaire, which gave rise to more or less formal organisations (ADULM,19 
COPIT), able to draw up initiatives and projects and subsequently to act at 
political and judicial level (Franco-Belgian Parliamentary Group, then GECT) in 
order to “create territories” of a cross-border kind. These initiatives should, as 
we already saw above, be placed in the broader context of State relativization,20 
successive decentralizations with supra-official constructions (Europe) which 
then take their rightful place in the governance systems. The border thus appears 
as a condition for the emergence of places of hybridization, able to go beyond 
the strict framework of proximity-based relations to invent original 
representations and governance practices, illustrated by the GECT, and 
providing a halfway area or a new march,21 from which we would see cultures 
and specific local practices emerging. 
 

The proactive effort to produce cross-border proximity  

 
The action research project “Inventing the futures of the cross-border 
metropolis” should also be included as part of the effort to produce cross-border 
proximity, begun over 15 years ago by the ADULM then the COPIT, Euro6 then 
Euro3 (the Franco-Belgian Chambers of Commerce), and then by the SGAR,22 
the MOT and the parliamentary Franco-Belgian working group between 
November 2005 and March 2007. This cooperation, which was not always as 
easy as the official discourse, depicting it as a ‘natural’ process that is daily 

                                                 
18 Border group, “La frontière, un objet spatial en mutation,” in EspaceTemps.net, November 2006, 15 p. 
19 Lille Metropolis Development and Urbanism Agency  
20 Particularly French, as Belgium is already a federal state. 
21 A march was generally an area of land on the border of two countries or territories that was more or less under the control 
of a central power. The administration of this march was generally in the hands of a powerful local lord who would, in 
exchange for great autonomy bordering on independence, defend and manage the territory as it wished as long as it avoided 
attacks. 
22 General Secretariat of regional affairs (regional prefecture). 



 
 

‘tangible’ between neighbours, would have us believe (SGAR, Franco-Belgian 
parliamentary working group, 2007: 10-11). The undertaking to develop cross-
border proximity involves “compiling the evidence of” cross-border inter-
communality formulas. This involves both “inventing a tradition” and 
“deconstructing the present border,” which plays on the notion of a shared 
identity and  the dream of cooperation, and is designed to help set up technical, 
economic and cultural projects in liaison with EU support schemes (Interreg4 A 
programme, for example). In the speeches concerning the Franco-Belgian 
metropolis, we find recurring reference points, notably to the areas of Lorraine 
and Saarland,23 beginning with the evocation of a geographical unit. When the 
border is said to be “open” or “artificial” (like the twin cities of the Lys valley), 
it is also a way of furnishing the almost ‘physical’ proof that both sides of the 
localities “are made” to work together. The Franco-Belgian border was 
presented as the archetype of the artificial border24 many years ago as it does 
not correspond to any significant natural accident, the divided territories were 
under the same jurisdiction for many years, and it even splits in two some towns 
like Comines or Mouscron. The portrayal of a historic unit thus serves the same 
proactive and political production aim of cross-border proximity from which it 
draws its roots; the geographical homogeneity of the former Netherlands 
territory had a political unit as a corollary that was gradually built up through the 
eras of the different dynasties (dukes of Burgundy, Valois, Hapsburg and 
Bourbon), empires and kingdoms. The symbolic lion of Flanders (“Leo 
Belgicus,” which alludes to Roman Belgium Gaulle) is present from Lille to the 
Belgian French and Dutch-speaking provinces. Another unifying factor is the 
economic and commercial boom and an urbanization ratio that was already over 
37% in 1600.25 
 
Which territory and which name for this “open undertaking”?  
 
An “open undertaking”  
The Franco-Belgian Eurometropolis undertaking is already well underway, the 
outcome of multiple scenes and scenarios that serve a metropolitan ambition 
with initially variable territorial contours. While the COPIT, created in 
September 2000 and dissolved in November 2007, was an association in the 
strictest sense of the term, with political bodies, a budget, staff, and external 
resources and activities, it also included, from the outset, a political Conference, 

                                                 
23 Hamman, Philippe, “Vers un intérêt général transfrontalier ?,”  Annales de la recherche urbaine, n° 99, 2005,  pp. 102-
109. 
24 Giblin-Delvallet, Béatrice, “Lille Métropole, une Eurométropole en devenir,” Vingtième Siècle, n°81, 2004, pp. 69-80. 
25 Denys, Catherine, Paresys, Isabelle, Les anciens Pays-Bas à l’époque moderne (1404-1815). Belgique, France du Nord, 
Pays-Bas, Paris, Ellipses, 2007, 262 p. 



 
 

created as early as October 1991,26 which did not end with the association’s 
launch. It was an open political forum or political stage that acted as a forum for 
discussion and dialogue, allowing the partners to launch cooperation projects, 
some of which benefited from European programme funding. It promoted the 
cross-border opening of a certain number of schemes and projects that were 
initially ‘unilateral’: planning and land development schemes, development 
strategies, a bid to host the Olympic Games, Lille 2004 European capital of 
Culture, etc. 
One of the COPIT’s initial aims was to examine the upgrade potential of the 
structural framework of cross-border cooperation. In this sense, the cross-border 
metropolis project was perceived as an open, iterative undertaking from the 
outset.  
 
The question of territory 
The cross-border metropolis area and its delimitation were frequently at the 
centre of COPIT discussions. When it was created, in 1991, the latter did not 
have a territory27 in the strict sense of the term, even if had a clear territorial 
ambition. There is no mention in the documents and speeches of the time of any 
precise delimitation of territory. Moreover, only the CUDL/LMCU, created in 
1967/1968, and the IEG28 (three communes) have a univocal territorial 
delimitation. In the other Belgian inter-municipal groupings, the communes 
could adhere in the way they wished, depending on the missions they wished to 
adopt. Some communes were able to adhere to several inter-municipal 
groupings simultaneously. Even in the statutes of the COPIT association, 
submitted in 2000, there was no mention of a specific territory (or even an 
ambition to build a cross-border conurbation). It was the technical aspects, in 
particular the cartography and the processing of statistical data, together with the 
development of key aspects of funding for the COPIT and/or its projects, which 
raised the issue of the territory’s precise delimitation.29 Implicitly, the COPIT 
territory initially covered the whole of the LMCU, IEG and Leiedal, the Tournai 
part of IDETA and the border communes of Menin and Werwick. Explicitly, it 
was the Grootstad project30 - or more precisely, the preliminary work it required 
- that became both a project for a territory and a territory for a project, 

                                                 
26 The idea for this conference was first posited in New York in April 1990, during a trip by French and Belgian political and 
economic decision-makers to celebrate the loan of several paintings by the Beaux-Arts Museum in Lille, at the time being 
completely refurbished. 
27 Whatever its nature, a territory is defined precisely by boundaries and borders. 
28 Inter-municipal management and study entity (Mouscron-Comines-Warneton with around 80,000 inhabitants). 
29 Article 6 of the cooperation agreement signed on June 26, 1993 between the presidents of 5 inter-municipal groupings and 
the ADULM stipulates: “The system concerns the districts Lille, Ypres, Kortrijk, Mouscron, Roeselare and Tournai.” 
30 Brussels, 5 July 1996: the ADULM and the 5 Belgian inter-municipal groupings act together in the name of the COPIT, to 
answer a call for projects by the European Commission and benefit from an experimental Terra DG 16 (now DG Regio) 
programme. The COPIT thus pursues its aim to develop partnerships for a Schéma transfrontalier d’aménagement et de 
développement/cross-border development and planning scheme (previously called the Grootstad project). 



 
 

explicitly raising the issue of territorial references for its realization and its 
funding. 
 
To name is to exist 
 Cahier n°12 of the cross-border workshop, entitled “Une métropole en réseau” 
– “Een netwerkmetropool” (a conurbation as a network), deals at length with 
the relevance of the conurbation’s different delimitations. The authors compare 
the different visions of the cross-border conurbation (instrumental vision: setting 
up of development and land use projects, and marketing vision: realizing a 
“territorial brand” - which still remains to be defined – and concluding with the 
complexity of the database (densities, proximities, functional and institutional 
relations, political project) and the primacy of the political act. 
“ It is only possible to promote a product when it has its own well-defined 
name:”31 the issue of the name thus came up on many occasions. In its French or 
Dutch translation, the COPIT never included a geographical reference, or a 
territorial indication. The 1991 charter, however, mentions the Franco-Belgian 
metropolis, “the Eurometropolis.” The word “metropolis” entered the 
institutional landscape and the planning and development structure adopted the 
name of “Lille metropolis” (ADULM) and Urban Community (LMCU) around 
1994. The APIM32 also launched the “Lille Europe Metropolis” at this time. 
Since 2002, the political players, led by Mauroy, argued and worked to create 
public cross-border governance structures, usually talking about the 
“Eurodistrict” or even the “European District,” but without this corresponding to 
a precise legal form. Today, although the legal formula of GECT (European 
Grouping of Cross-border Cooperation) has been retained (with the subsidiary 
status of a mixed French public/private entity), the name “Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai 
Eurometropolis” is generally used, or “Eurodistrict.” Unlike the COPIT, which 
was never an operational structure but rather a study and planning entity, the 
GECT is today both the contracting authority and the masterplanner. 
 

From one planning practice to another…. 

Revival of urban planning and “metropolitisation” as a tool for 
transfiguring large-scale urban development  

The (re)creation of a planning practice in Lille in 1990,33 and the people 
recruited to manage it, reflect the influence of a Lyons model,34 a conurbation 
                                                 
31 Extract from the speech by Antoon Sansen, president of Leiedal, during the creation of the COPIT in October 1991. 
32 The Association for the international promotion of the metropolis 
33 Prévot, Maryvonne, “Genèse métropolitaine à Lille: réseaux et héritages,” in Bachelet Frank, Ménerault, Philippe, Paris, 
Didier (dir), Action publique et projet métropolitain, Paris, L’Harmattan, coll. “Logiques sociales,” 2006.  
34 Jean Frébault, Head of the Architecture and Planning Department for the Ministère de l’Equipement, promoted the creation 
of the ADULM when he was the former director of the Planning Practice for Lyons. Giuseppe Buonaccorsi, who became 
assistant director of the ADULM, played an active role in the urban development project while at the Lyons practice. Francis 



 
 

where the urban development project marked the revival of a strategic planning 
model that tended to be built around flexible development scenarios, meant to 
allow the city to adapt to the limitations posed by socio-economic changes and 
globalisation,35 and formulated via dialogue, debate and comparisons of global 
experiments with regard to the urban revival of large built-up areas.36 From this 
time, the aim was to establish the “metropolitisation” of Lille as a new political 
form of local urban management.37 There was a cross-border and European 
dimension in the project to renew the urban analysis categories which began, 
concomitantly, with the review of the SDAU in 1991. Arguments regarding a 
decisive size effect in economic competition and the need for the 
“internationalization” of cities38 were central to the discursive strategies. The 
planning practice, then the COPIT, complemented one another by promoting 
debate about the make up of urban areas and their future, ensuring that the 
different professional networks concerned by urban issues (academics, 
consultants, practitioners, etc.) were involved in the discussions and took part in 
developing scenarios, strategies and metropolitan and cross-border development 
projects, bringing together different visions of the metropolis and 
“metropolitisation” to make it more legitimate, and at the same time containing 
any potential and/or real conflicts. 

 
First phase (1991 to 1998) dominated by the ADULM initiatives  
This was characterized by a certain political and institutional facility, dominated 
by the initiatives of the ADULM.39 It led to the opening up of intellectual 
spaces, notably via “the Planners Club” (Hayer, 2006),40 coordinated by the 
assistant director of the ADULM, Giuseppe Buonaccorsi; a Planners Club that 
subsequently opened up to the Belgians, among them, Karel Debaere, now 
Director of Leiedal. It was during this first period that the ADULM launched 
discussions on the Rekkem border post installation. However, even before the 
creation of the ADULM, studies had been carried out by the Belgian and French 
Chamber of Commerce in the 1980s in favour of the cross-border sites and to 

                                                                                                                                                         
Ampe, the new director of the practice, who originally hails from Halluin, was previously mayor of Chambéry was well-
known at the CDC and among planning practitioners. Read Ben Mabrouk, Taoufik, “Le tournant qualitatif de la prospective 
urbaine et ses effets sur le gouvernement urbain: les enseignements de l’expérience lilloise,” Territoire en mouvement, 2007-
2, pp. 113-127 and Ben Mabrouk, Taoufik, Le pouvoir d’agglomération en France: logiques d’émergence et modes de 
fonctionnement, Paris, L’Harmattan, coll. “Logiques politiques,” 2006. 
35 Linossier, Rachel, Menez, Florence, “L’Agence d’urbanisme de Lyon: avant-garde et creuset d’expertise pour une 
politique urbaine stratégique,” Territoire en mouvement, 2007-2, pp. 57-71. 
36 Gachelin, Charles, La métropole et sa région, ronéotype, Faculty of Geography, 1994. 
37 “Métropolisation, une nouvelle géographie du développement,” Urbanisme, special issue, 1993. 
Following the signature of the “Charte des grands maires/Charter of large town halls” in November 1989 that preceded the 
election of Pierre Mauroy as president of the Urban Community, it called for the realisation of infrastructures and urban 
projects liable to lead to the “metropolisation” of the Lille conurbation. 
38 Vion, Antoine, Pinson, Gilles “L’internationalisation des villes comme objet d’expertises,” in Pôle Sud n° 13/2000. 
39 Interview with Jef Van Staeyen by Maryvonne Prévot, 23 April 2008. He entered the ADULM in spring 1991. 
40 Created by Jean-Paul Baïetto, in particular, who headed the Euralille operation.  



 
 

showcase them. For the COPIT, this first phase was one of legal non-existence 
and the absence of a permanent operational team. It was not until 1994 that the 
COPIT obtained a first operational budget, managed by the ADULM, and only 
in 1997 that it had a permanent team (a cross-border workshop together with a 
technical and political steering committee), still located on the ADULM 
premises, in the framework of the Grootstad project.41 In effect, the COPIT 
existed (as a technical-political study structure) thanks to the provision of 
European Interreg funds, and began a process, at least a relative one, of 
ADULM individualization. “Europe gave us a huge amount of credit - not just 
financial but also intellectual, by also giving us a degree of freedom”42 
 
Second phase (1998-2001): the cross-border COPIT workshop: a network 
of experts more than institutions 
The cross-border workshop launched a vast multiple study programme. Most of 
the studies focused on externalized expertise (Flemish, Wallonia and French 
academics and practitioners) and publications (books, COPIT reports). A 
network of actors thus gradually extended the work and initiatives that covered a 
broad range of issues that went well beyond the operational and/or legal 
competencies formally allocated to them by law and/or statute. All the 
stakeholders acted “on a purely individual basis.” They took part in this joint 
initiative as experts without the structures or institutions they came from being 
involved as such. In short, at that time, the cross-border network discussing the 
“Strategy for a cross-border metropolis” (COPIT, 2001) was a network of 
experts rather than a network of institutions. This was its strength at the 
beginning, but would prove to be a weakness later on. The work was developed 
by, and at the same time, was the product of, a dense and “close-knit”43 network 
of actors that supported its versatility but also led to certain comments, even 
then, that it was difficult to see the big picture of cross-border cooperation, its 
strengths and its weaknesses. At this point, the COPIT ceased being simply a 
political forum or network to also become a French associative legal structure. 
Jef Van Staeyen, head of the Grootstad project for the ADULM, then combined 
the roles of project leader for the ADULM and director of the COPIT. The latter 

                                                 
41 The Groostad project, set up in 1997/1998, was basically a technical initiative, followed locally by the politicians: “Pierre 
Mauroy discovered the programme. Francis Ampe was totally absorbed in Lille’s bid to host the Olympic Games. In fact, we 
found enough solid, external echoes (Europe, civil society) to convince people internally (ADULM),” (interview with Jef Van 
Staeyen by Maryvonne Prévot). The French and Belgian inter-municipalities paid their contributions to the ADULM and the 
commitments and payment for the studies taken by the permanent secretariat of COPIT were transmitted to the ADULM for 
execution by the LMCU (operational secretariat). From a legal point of view, this mode of functioning was facilitated by the 
adherence to the ADULM of the Belgian inter-municipalities, which was regularly associated with the work of the permanent 
secretariat and with the technical management of the cooperation projects, like the studies on the “Lys cross-border area,” the 
cross-border mapping and the cross-border atlas… 
42 Interview by Maryvonne Prévot with Jef Van Staeyen. 
43 For example, the EURES network which, since 1992, brings together trade union, business organisations and public 
services for employment, is now part of a vast group of players who work to improve reciprocal project integration, between 
employment, training and mobility. 



 
 

moved premises on January 1, 2002, which in fact put an end to the ADULM’s 
involvement in the COPIT’s initiatives. This new autonomy (including physical 
autonomy since the cross-border COPIT/workshop offices left the ADULM 
premises to settle in Risquons-Tous in Mouscron) in fact led to the 
disappearance of the “cross-border” stage in the ADULM work programme. 
 
Third phase (2003-2006): a sphere of activity which draws closer to make a 
denser structure function  
In 2003, in a Priority Operational Programme (POP) within the framework of 
the Interreg projects, the COPIT and the inter-municipal groupings launched 
fifteen joint, 3-year projects, with the assistance of the APIM, ADULM and 
Metropolitan Natural Space. However the contractual framework between the 
partners was weak and the success rate varied widely.44 The majority of working 
groups were faced with two major problems: i.e. the resources mobilized for the 
stated objectives on the one hand and, on the other, some of them drew more 
interest from external authorities (areas, communes) than the inter-municipal 
groupings themselves. As this consequently implied discussing the 
implementation, it was the authorities that were called on as such rather than the 
non institutionalized participation of actors/experts. In the end, it was the 
COPIT’s legitimacy that was called into question during this phase, and in 
particular its interest in external topics (bilingualism, for example) with the 
operational and legal competencies of its members. For some, it was useful in 
bringing together the elected officials from both sides of the border but, despite 
its publications, it did not go beyond the stage of an over-confidential structure 
for the “happy few”, especially since its delocalization to Mouscron, compared 
to the potential for action and the weight of a techno-structure such as the 
LMCU.45 
 
Fourth phase (2002-2008): change of scale in governance 
During this last phase, an initially local initiative was supported both politically 
and technically at State level. On September 16, 2002, in Brussels, the French 
and Belgian Prime Ministers and the Ministers and Presidents of the Walloon 
and Flemish governments and the French Community in Belgium effectively 
signed a cross-border cooperation agreement between local authorities. Its 
ratification by the respective Parliaments paved the way for the creation of 

                                                 
44 Such as the  ups and downs of the A24 motorway project and the continuing disagreement with regard to the itineraries for 
the heavy North-South traffic; the articulation and cross-border coherence between the leisure cycling networks remain in 
their infancy and relatively invisible for the users; the requalification of the border posts at Rekkem and Camphain-Lamin has 
been put on hold, despite some work done to improve the site at Camphain; the preparatory technical dialogue for the 
creation of a cross-border water observatory is at a standstill following difficulties to define the main players in Wallonia, 
etc… 
45 Interview by Maryvonne Prévot with Gérard Flament, Director of the SGAR, in March 2008. 



 
 

cross-border public entities. This agreement came into force on July 1, 2005. It 
was a watershed in the attitude of the national authorities (and thus a qualitative, 
legal change and a change in the scale of governance) with regard to Franco-
Belgian cross-border cooperation. From (potential) spectators, they become co-
actors, paving the way for the development of the legal framework. 14 
authorities from all levels were now involved. A few days later, in Lille, on 
November 25, 2002, during the Local Freedoms Conference, Jean-Pierre 
Raffarin, Prime Minister, spoke in favour of a “real cross-border cooperation 
and extension strategy for the economic, social and cultural development of the 
metropolis and the area.” He launched the experimental cross-border initiative, 
mobilizing the national administrations. The prefectural services of the SGAR 
presided and coordinated a technical Group made up of technical agencies and 
departments from different levels of the authorities involved, to support the local 
players from civil society. This initiative also led to the subsequent setting up of 
a Franco-Belgian parliamentary working group. This in turn led to a general 
“metropolitisation” movement designed to respond to the changes in scale of the 
urban geography, between inter-municipal groups, widening the borders of 
Europe and globalisation. Unlike other cross-border cooperation schemes 
(Danish-Swedish, or Franco-German), this was the outcome of an ascending or 
“bottom up” process, financially promoted by the European Commission and 
supervised from afar by the national authorities which consequently decided to 
play an active role in the process 
In March 2006, the “planning, urbanism and development” report stage of the 
parliamentary Franco-Belgian work group, set up on November 10, 2005, stated 
the need to: “create a shared governance structure on the scale of the cross-
border area based on cross-border planning and development practice 
(discussions in progress).” Once again, among the governance issues listed by 
Workshop 4 (“cross-border urban areas”) from the MOT European Meetings of 
November 8 and 9, 2007, in Lille, emphasis was placed on the need to set up a 
dedicated technical structure. In the future this would involve a Franco-Belgian 
cross-border planning practice that would observe and discuss the concrete 
transposition methods to a transnational and European level of a reality that had 
previously been relatively specific to France.46 Thus, it would create the bases 
for work on international planning practices, as a forum for exchanging urban 
engineering knowledge and practice, as both a potential receiver and exporter, 
able to benefit from international practice and experience and to modify, if need 
be, local practices in line with these experiences. 
 

                                                 
46 Prévot, Maryvonne (dir), Les agences d’urbanisme en France: l’expérimentation, l’innovation et leurs limites, n° spécial 
2007-2 de Territoire en mouvement et Prévot, Maryvonne et al., “Les agences d’urbanisme en France. Perspectives de 
recherches pluridisciplinaires et premiers résultats autour d’un nouvel objet,” in Métropoles, n° 3, September 2008.   



 
 

 
Governance 

 
Conclusion 
 
Our study focused on an original structure – the Eurometropolis, whose set-up 
involves a dual equilibrium (French and Belgian, on the one hand, but also 
Flemish and Walloon on the other), arising from a complex and relatively 
emblematic structure in a contemporary metropolitan context. It is based on a 
complex tripartite structure in which the traditional fabrics overlap in a system 
of polarities supported by peripheral style networks (Euralille being in an 
original situation in this respect), which also open the way to the integration of a 
città diffusa type system, highly present in Belgium.  
The study effectively enabled us to consider the articulation of the three scales, 
the “fabric city,” the city of networks and the città diffusa, as benchmarks for the 
governance of the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis. 
The first, the “fabric city,” is comprised of the traditional dense cities of the 
conurbation. The second, the city of networks, associates the major traffic 
networks, the commercial hubs and the pockets of small housing estates. 
The third, the città diffusa (as understood by Bernardo Secchi) is characterized 
by loose urbanization, along transport routes and within predominantly rural 
areas (this structure is common in Belgium, as described by Bénédicte Grosjean 
in her PhD thesis).47 
In fact, what is interesting in the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis is that 
these three structures overlap. The città diffusa meet up on both sides of the 
border, to the extent that the urban boundary joins two bordering towns, one 
Belgian and the other French (Mouscron and Tourcoing), without real 
distinction. The city of networks also develops on both sides of the border: on 
each side of the main traffic networks (motorway) there is evidence of an 
emerging city-type impact. Lastly, the città diffusa is also divided: by its 
historical precedents, this is the obvious destiny of the Belgian territory, but 
                                                 
47 Grosjean Bénédicte the “city diffuses” the history proof: town planning and urbanization in the Belgian Brabant/under 
the direction of Christian Gilot,… and Yannis Tsiomis. 2007, Num. national of thesis: 2007PA082790 (France). 



 
 

specific characteristics are also present on the French side, in particular in the 
valley of the Lys, where it blends with the extensive agriculture. In addition, the 
effects of contamination are present everywhere, reinforcing the blurring, as 
Euralille shows, where the city of networks impregnates the “fabric city.”  
However, the border clearly exists, given that the proportions between these 
three contemporary types of urban areas are different in the two countries. The 
città diffusa dominates in Belgium, while the “fabric city” remains dominant on 
the French side. However, the blurring between the two confirms the notion of a 
very wide border, or a border resembling a territory. 
This complexity poses a real challenge, however: adherence to such a complex 
metropolis requires the population’s support, which paradoxically requires a 
certain degree of legibility. 
For this reason we will shortly publish an atlas of the cross-border metropolis to 
make the complex structure of this Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis easier 
to read.  
  
  
 


