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Abstract: The European context has had a majordipathe Lille metropolis.

Two geographical factors have proved key elememtfsi development: the
position of the metropolis in the centre of theig&russels-London triangle
(TGV) and the cross-border situation of the ardsese two mutational factors
have interacted with the conurbation’s original refcteristics. The initial tri-

polar structure (Lille-Roubaix-Tourcoing), is helgi to lead to its

transformation as a multi-polar cross-border stmectthat integrates urban
centres from the Belgian side. The complexity of thtructure, where the
traditional fabric is interwoven in a system of gties based on peripheral
networks also provides opportunities for integmgtiita diffusatype structures,

which are highly present in Belgium. Working frommist basis, the research
enabled us to investigate the articulation of ttsesles, the city fabric, the city
of networks and the diffused city as reference herarks in the governance of
the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis.

Keywords: cross-border metropolis, multi-polar stawe, mutation, complexity,

governance.

Our study is part of the “large-scale architecturesearch programme, initiated
by two French ministries: the Ministry of CultureacaCommunication and the
Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development ananiing.

This original teaching and research programme weslresearchers from two
research centres: Philippe Louguet from Lille NaélbSchool of Architecture
and Landscape (the LACTH, Director of Research)Madyvonne Prévot from
Lille 1 University (TVES), who work in collaboratmowith faculty members
from three higher education institutes: the ENSARhe Institut Supérieur
d'Architecture Saint LutSaint Luc Higher Education Institute of Architex in
Tournai (Belgium) and thénstitut d'Aménagement et d'Urbanisihestitute of
Planning in Lille. In all, the research team in@ddtwo architect-planners
(Benedicte Grosjean, Severine Michel), a landschgsegner (Denis Delbaere)
and two spatial planning and development historigviaryvonne Prévot and
Florence Wierre), led by architect/planner (Phiéippouguet, Director of the
LACTH).



The study seeks to further understanding of thesaticross-border metropolis
development model, comprised of 2 million inhabisanwhich links the
inhabitants from the Lille conurbation (1 milliomhabitants) with those of
Kortrijk (Flanders-Belgium: 500,000 inhabitants) darifournai (Wallonia:
500,000 inhabitants). It explores the scales ampogalities of building this
Euroregion (Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometropolis ag officially created in
February 2008), as well as the governance issuesvied, firstly within the
context of a seminar that brings together reseesded spatial planning actors,
and secondly, within its own specific multi-fieldamework. The current
president of the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometrdm is Stefaan De Clerck,
mayor of Kortrijk (Courtrai) and Belgian Ministerf dustice, who took over
from the mayor of Lille, Martine Aubry.

The European context has had a large impact onntibitants of the Lille
conurbation. Two geographical factors have beemgndial in this respect: the
position of the metropolis in the centre of theig&russels-London triangle
(TGV), and the cross-border situation of the area.

THE CROSS-BORDER METROPOLIS

The creation of the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai metropslis the outcome of an
urbanisation process based on at least three diictors:
- The unique structure of theille Roubaix Tourcoingconurbation as a
basis for the construction of the metropolis.
- The French policy of balanced conurbations, dewsap the 1960s.
- The historic, cross-border status of the metrogoldrea.

The structure of the metropolis: a multipolar dimeion based on three historic
cities

Taking the metropolis as an uninterrupted compfexmed from the effects of
condensation and marked by flows, without a realtreeor a real periphery, the
historic structure of the three cities (Lille-Roub& ourcoing) offers an excellent
opportunity for gaining insights into this kind ofban area. In fact, the conurbation
has never had suburbs as such, as the city cdratvesnever been able to obtrude on
the area overall and, even at the time when thehat walls, it had to take free,
non-enclosed urban areas into account. This kindstaicture that has been
multipolar from the outset is likely to be able adapt relatively easily, without
changing its intrinsic nature. It also makes itgole to continually add urban area
to urban area (like the way the metropolis has desbthe new town, built to the
east in the 1970s). Today, it can easily be exwnue absorbing Kortrijk and



Tournai. The conurbation of Lille has a variablemetry by definition. We want to
emphasise the exceptional character of this streictuis relatively well-known that
Lille is a cross-border conurbation, but this i anough to define it. Built around
three towns, it has been multipolar since the Middges, and is consequently
unique in the French landscape.

multipolar structure

What at first sight might seem to be a weaknesg @kparation of three
neighbouring and long-time rival cities) now apgeas a strength in an age of
globalization. Its structure has also meant thdidh’t need to create new suburbs.
Consequently, the problems due to high-rise housingects are virtually unknown
in Lille, apart from a few outbursts in some hogsprojects in the south of Lille,
Burgundy in Tourcoing, or Haut Champs-Longs in Heoubaix. The specific
structure of the three cities was also behind aukbgn event, a true precursor of its
recognition on the scale of conurbation: namelg tonstruction of the Grand
Boulevard at the beginning of the 20th century,namting the three towns of Lille,
Roubaix and Tourcoing. This outstanding, linearroptlitan design, which drew a
highly visible Y-figure in the urban landscape, deated nine towns around a
visionary project developed by the engineer, Momnglypse plan and cross-section
that included side-roads, riding lanes, a cyclekrand a tramway, reflect the
principles of theCiudadlineal described by Arturo Soria (the tramway has kept the
name of Mongy, commemorating this exceptional design. The comptrat
managed the project was called the ELRElerctrique Lille Roubaix Tourcoing



Y-figure in the urban landscape

The origins of balanced conurbations

In order to understand how the Lille developmewjgut arose, we need to look
at the history of Lille, whose urban growth is s&bciable with the change in
scale of urban design during the 20th century, thigl needs to be set in the
more general framework of State policy during teeand half of the 20th
century.

The French State introduced laws designed to gawericountry’s urbanization
throughout the 20th century, especially after tleeddd World War. At that
time, a centralized regional planning policy waavan up, aiming to make good
the growing imbalance between Paris and the reBtarice. During the sixties,
the idea of regional planning and regional actiegdn to emerge, and in 1963,
the delegation of regional planning and regionibad DATAR) was created in
order to counterbalance the rapid growth of thasier area. The concept of
metropolitan area, corresponding to groups of fupltareas, and balanced
conurbations, first made their appearance, witinmplag blueprints designed to
orient and energize the largest urban areas outbkieecapital. This policy
resulted in the creation of the first urban comrtigsiin 1967. Among them was
Lille, with the creation of the new town to the ea$ Lille (the present day
Villeneuve d'Ascyq Initially, this policy led to disequilibrium ithe conurbation,
in favour of the west of Lille and to the detrimaritthe north-east, which only
got an underground link in 1999, sixteen yearsrdfte western side of the
conurbation. However, the political weight of PeeMauroy’s presidency gave
rise to the Eurometropolis which sought to redtbssimbalance by putting the
border cities of Roubaix and Tourcoing to the fore.



France/Belgium: Borders and cross-border cooperatio

The border between France and Belgium presenthiysigal obstacles as such.
However, the border is certainly present betweenttino distinctively sized
states, marking the historic and geographical jurisdictiaof power, and their
legal boundaries. Over the course of history, blusder has been reinforced by
different administrative operations: centralizatioh power in France, and
increasingly strong federalism on the Belgian sitd¢hus marks the boundary
between different political, economic, cultural aswtial systems. All of these
elements constitute invisible yet highly prevalboundaries for both countries
in the development of joint projects.

In France, the area to the north was perceivednfamy years as an industrial
area, or even a “cul-de-sac.” Historically, NorcsRee Calais has been seen as
an intermediate space which often served as aefaitind for the great
European powers. With the disappearance of thdamlithreat in the second
half of the 20th century, followed by the graduakagppearance of the
administrative borders within the European Uniorgvgh prospects based on
trade between the major cities began to develop.

In the 1960s, the geographical interest of theeLdbnurbation, situated at a
European crossroads, was seen as a real developdemtagé.

« Schéma de structure de la métropole du Nord myyHBernard

! Over 10 million inhabitants in Belgium against®8lion in France

2 Cf “Schéma de structure de la métropole du Norbtes by Henry Bernard, 1964 - Henry Bernard d2uf266 AA]
Academy of architecture/Centre of architecturahases of the 20th centurgité de I'architecture et du patrimoiné-A

Later on, the idea of balanced conurbations, whintiuded Lille-Roubaix-Tourcoing, also led to theeation of
organizations to study the metropolitan area plagqiOREAM). OREAM-Nord focused on the North of tiretropolitan
area, later extended to regional level. With redarthe “international function” of this metropaqlis could be considered as
a European crossroads but: “the urban or metr@poétea lacks stability, it's businesses are not eempetitive, investors
have little interest in the space that is too lmgeneous, and there is strong competition from rmporgerful neighbours
(London-Brussels-Paris), absence of an image-bgastonomic development project, polarization arolsite of the
international function and not enough daily crossdler exchanges.”



However, it was not until the end of the 1980s #rel beginning of the 1990s
that this advantage was truly exploited. The Eugiomre was created in 1991
(with the status of a European economic interestiging), linking the areas of
Kent, Flanders, Wallonia and Brussels, the capithé cross-border challenges
were not mentioned in the Flanders spatial strectptan Ruimtelijk
structuurplan vlaanderenhowever, although they could be dealt with in the
framework of certain sector-based policies (i.eans$port, environment...). At
the same time, the regional development plan folldMa introduced “trans-
regional cooperation areas,” notably with Lille.

THE URBAN AREA

We believe that as aspenmetropolis, the Lille conurbation plays a majolero
in forming these European “new forms of cities ametropolis” which Bernardo

Secchi considers through the notion of the “MegdciThe Megacityresembles

“a large inhabited park in which old and denseresocan be recognized,
drowned in the dispersiofi.”

“The metropolitan area”
In the case of Lille, we speak about the “conudratrf the north,” the “cross-
border conurbation,” and the “metropolitan areapending on the context. The
latter term is the title of a paper by Didier Jdsépancois, published ihille
Métropolein 1993° The characteristic urban model of the concentiig does
not apply to the “metropolitan area” of Lille. Rathit is an area whose urban
extensions have been “conditioned by the main dssigequeathed by the
century of industry® a unique metropolitan area, whose multipolar stmec
has been based on three cities since the Middles,Ag®e already mentioned
above’

There thus appears to be a relative absence obwous model for the
Lille conurbation, and its complexity stems fronvelise urban systems that
have been superimposed or juxtaposed in time aspdoe.

3See Lapierre (Eric),Metropoles en EuropeParis, Editions Le Monitor, 2004 with regardthe specificity of the
Eurometropolis area in comparison with other metdtlitgn territories. This book compared recent piagmprojects in the
Lille conurbation with other European metropolis.

4 Secchi (Bernardo), Traverser les échelles : la “citta diffusa,” un @bjde recherche pour une nouvelle dynamique de
projet” in Cahiers Thématiques n°@.’éspace de la grande échell&/illeneuve d' Ascq/Paris, Lille National Schaufl
Architecture and Landscape publications /Jean-Miklece, 2006, pp. 294-295

® Joseph-Francois (Didier)Uh territoire métropole’ in Lille Métropole. Un siécle d’architecture et d’urbisme Lille
School of Architecture / Agence de développememntfwbanisme de la métropole lilloise, Paris, éd.Noniteur, 1993, pp.
30-35.

® Joseph-Francois (Didier), “Un territoire métropblep. cit, p. 31.

” Louguet (Philippe) Complexification des modéles urbains: question eetnerche et recherche d’'un nouveau modate
Cahiers Thématiques’6: L’espace de la grande échellelle National School of Architecture and Landged Jean Michel
Place, 2006, p. 280.



It is interesting, however, to note the singijaiwf the metropolitan
extension by observing the metamorphosis of thdlgmans located on both
sides of the Franco-Belgian border to the nortthefconurbation (in particular
on each side of the Lys boundary) on the one hamdl to the east, on the other
(i.e. where there is relatively uninterrupted uibkaton between Tourcoing and
Mouscron, and where transformations undertakenesihe 19th century have
conditioned the aspect of towns that were, for mgegrs, linked to the textile
industry).

When we look at the historical background of theggan fabrics, we see that
the urbanized fringes of the Lille conurbation srt®rder territory were largely
conditioned by specific layouts, such as:

- the lines and architectural and urban elementgidsthed by history and the
century of industry

- the lines and components of the landscape, iticplar the Lys river, which
has also contributed to historically delimiting th@th 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 emblef the conurbation. This is
largely due to the fact that the complex, whichupees a specific place in the
city itself, today appears as the archetype pahistrial city. Officially,
Euralille fits into this scenario, the eclipse tieturban planning dimension
(thanks to its ZAC/concerted development zone ecisp planning area status,
and as a project managed by a mixed public/privdezest structure), which is
the most obvious sign of the new urban thinkingsdoaon a dynamic and
constantly reassessed equilibrium. Nonethelessmigét ask whether what is
considered as new urban thinking isn’t simply walatays occurred in the city
(namely, ongoing management of relative equilibdiubut today underpinned
by a theoretical dimension due to the failure @nping, considered here in its
historical sense of the overall progressive citgjgut. In the present case, if
Rem Koolhaas is the hero of this particular advemtil is because he produced
the narrative, going so far as to consider architecas the exception in the city,
thus marking the end of progressive thinking whmh the contrary, considered
the city as a unity via its contents.



Euralille

Consequently, in this instance, following the fall Utopias, it sought to give

new method to the social-democratic concept otitye Rem Koolhaas’ project

provides an interpretation that introduces the enter between intramural and
regional scale through the buildings. It is thieseoping which underlies the
project here, as if defining a new European spactais new space, architecture
takes centre stage, giving rise directly to a negiscale, 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 mbjeannot shoulder the
conurbation’s identity on its own. This, along witle recognition of the urban
area’s complexity, is no doubt why the landscapes vpmsitioned as a
determining factor in the regional project once dlu¢horities had appointed the
bodies responsible for studying the cross-bordejept. Indeed, in theory, the
landscape presents the dual advantage of formingffactive reality and of
ignoring the borders. Given that the creation ok institutional entity implies
firstly ousting the former administrative boundari@and secondly, asserting a
new, universally accepted regional identity, thedscape can constitute a tool



for appraising the old boundaries. On both sidethefFranco-Belgian border,
the area is characterised by the landscape ofltileinds.”

The first initiative, in 1993, involved the convens of the border post at
Rekkem and the Park of Ferrain. This comprised ldpugg vast landscape sites
in a two-stage project which began with the coneer®f the largest Franco-
Belgian border post at Rekkem, located on the ma@grbetween Lille and
Ghent, followed by the related project of creatalgimmense landscaped park
on the scale of a vast cross-border region arowerdain, to the north of the
border post.

Following a landscape designers bid, the projectthry Belgian landscape
designer, Paul Deroose, was selected. The projes ® reflect the existing
landscape structure through the development of Reeain park, where
agriculture, nature and buildings cohabit in a elystmarked by space, silence
and calm.

The project also includes the creation of a “ciacubad,” a grid of pathways, a
main pedestrian and cycling path, “a kind of higi@r slow circulation” that
starts at the border post and forms an “esplanaaaiding a 500-hectare forest
in Kortrijk.

The Paul Deroose 's project



In 1998, a new stage in the landscape initiativeelbped by the COPIT came
about with the introduction of effective readingdalandscape development
tools through the publication of th€ahiers, published by theAtelier
Transfrontaliefcross-border workshop.
The first report in the periodical aimed to providéetoolbox that set out the
different landscape development operations in thescborder area, so as to test
the potential synergies. The reasoning was morgnmaéic than prospective: the
landscape totems needed to be recorded so asitasgthe integration of any
future projects. These included:
- the landscape development of the communicatianti@msport routes in
the Lys valley, as part of the major extensiorhw¢anal,
- the Park of Ferrain,
- the unused Ypres-Comines Canal to the north @fmtletropolis, whose
reconversion as a nature trail site is under study
- the Roubaix canal, whose urban and landscapenvecsion is under
study, but without being extended to Belgium.
The report also mentions a number of reconversimjegts involving old
railways and canals.
In conclusion, a short summary defined a NE/SW mirbeoss-border axis
between two rural areas.

The third stage involved a global study of the srberder landscape entrusted
to the Lille-based landscape designer, PhilippenTd®) published i€ahiersby
the Atelier Transfrontaliefcross-border workshop two years later.

The study notes that the boundaries of the argaastion do not correspond to
any geographical regularity. The metropolitan spaicstead involves
“combinatorics of the landscape.”

By adopting the theoretical perspective of compiexihe landscape designer
attempts to distinguish large geographical regiigariwithin an 11 “landscape
units” complex.

He then posits the metropolitan landscape as stettty a network containing
a series of patterns.

“We're talking about a stretch of countryside coisipg a mix of trees, fields,
meadows, houses and factories, which become dassergets closer to the
cities. It presents a certain unity with diverseressions according to the
natural conditions, customs, or local practices antures. It is like a bocage in
pixels, a scattered structure or an organizatiopaiferns. It's a hand-woven
landscape that is both accessible and fragile.. Mery loosely, we can
distinguish two main areas: i.e. predominantly atrdngly rural (around Ypres



- Poperinge, Pévéle, east of Tournai), and secomaddas influenced by the to
the city (around Kortrijk, Weppes, Ferrain...).”

And the patterns:

“The patterns stand out from the network. They ldee accidents, events, or
specific or continuous elements that act as markanganize perception and
give meaning to the landscape. They are permameatjable elements. In fact,
they are exceptional elements that can lead toodesy, or to an amusing,
interactive use of the environment (...). They ude the valleys (Lys, Escaut,
Yser, Dedle...), the mounts (Kemmel, Saint Aubert¢clEs, Mons en Péveéle),
the quarry basin of Tournai, and the empty horizafrigélantois.”

By putting its homogenizing impact into perspectitlds concept provides us
with a unifying vision of the space, underpinned thg inevitable notion of
‘lowland’: the network is constant and omnipresdnit its density, its thread
and the patterns imprinted on it are not alwaysstrae. This vision is probably
influenced to some extent by that proposed by Bdm&ecchi for the Hoog
Kortrijk project a few years eatrlier.

In line with Philippe Thomas, it involves a cultulaeak with the geographical
or infrastructural initiatives that had previouslgen dominant. The idea of the
network was also intended to stimulate a creatnxentive relationship with the
landscape, rather than one of preservation, as based more on moving
structures than on fixed forms.

The study was accompanied by landscape recommendativhich included
operational recommendations based on four mainpgrotiidentified patterns:

- the groups of hills (to the south-east of Yprestmeast of Tournai, and
south and east of Kortrijk): the principle put f@md in this case was to
preserve these hills from urbanization, or to eckats integration.

- the park of Ferrain.

- the quarries around Tournai, which were subjectatgpecific landscape
proposal

- the valleys: i.e. Delle, Lys, Marque, Yperlee, whiovolves managing
the “public landscape,” in particular using the mardustrial wastelands

- the empty horizons of Mélantois, which involves igung empty spaces
and urbanization, maintaining open views from thetarways and
organizing pathways.



The Philippe Thomas' study

The park of Ferrain is still included in the regaprojects. However, the most
interventionist aspects of Paul Deroose’s projestehnot been followed up
(such as the forest of Kortrijk, for example). iipe Thomas’ study is also only
rarely mentioned nowadays. These signs seem toatedieither that, beyond
paying it lip service, the landscape is no long@vitably considered as a tool
for building a strong, sustainable identity of tw@nurbation, or else that these
projects have not yet found their governance.

Whatever the reason, this failure not only leavesissue of the complexity of
the metropolitan area and its legibility on holdt lalso calls into question the
governance of the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometiajs.

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 optid,aurent Jalabert described the key moments and
analyzed the principal ideas put forward by thenEhesocialists, in the broad
sense of the term, with regard to fifty years afioaalization. The book, which

IS mainly a written history, says little about tbhencrete experiments by the
socialist presidents of Regional Public instituspmand then of regions, that
were truly innovative and faithful to their originmleas. While he justifiably
mentions the leadership of personalities like Gaflefferre and Alain Savary,
the role played by Pierre Mauroy deserves greatgrhasis. Indeed, it was
under his leadership that the socialist combatdgionalization took on a new

8 Jalabert, Laurent)n combat socialiste : la régionalisation (1950849, Coll. Encyclopédie du socialisme, 2008, 127 p.
® Prévot, MaryvonneAlain Savary. Le refus en politiquournai, La Renaissance du Livre, 2003, 365 p.



dimension with the promotion of the “Euroregionnocept® and that of cross-
border cooperation on a metropolitan scale. Theawuinderscores the fact that
the most original and most visionary aspect of gbeialist party’s perception
since 1968 was indeed the introduction of an amtraa regionalization via the
construction of Europe. When Lionel Jospin entrdidegerre Mauroy with the
presidency of a parliamentary committee responsiole drawing up an
assessment of decentralization and presenting gatgtor its future in October
1999™ the latter decided to redefine regional spacesedan European models
that extended and thus changed the séaBy this time, he was already
presiding over experimental structures, both aalldevel since 1993, and at
national and European level (COPfTMOT"), and he had got the Urban
Community of Lille (LMCU) into international city etworks® The future
creation of the Franco-Belgian Lille EurometropdB&CT® was supported by
Jean-Pierre Raffarin, Prime Minister, who came iltelin November 2002 to
attend the Local Freedoms Conference. He continihed decentralization
project 20 years after the Mauroy government, &od gave him a real helping
hand to bring his project to fruition by authorigirthe legal initiatives it
required:’ By promoting the construction of a Eurometropdtis over fifteen
years, Pierre Mauroy seems to have understoocee#nhn most that the most
vital level - at any rate, the principal benefigianf regional restructuring -
would be that of the large urban areas.

Leo Belgicus

10 Alliés, Paul, .es valeurs heuristiques de la notion d’EurorégidPouvoirs Locaux. Les cahiers de la décentralisgtith
72,2007, pp. 127-132.

1 The text, containing 154 proposals, publisheddifii2and entitledPour I'avenir de la decentralisatighwas not used by
Jospin’s government but it partially inspired thafferin government in 2003.

12 Mauroy, Pierreous mettrez du bleu au ci€laris, 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 membditbe Executive Committee for three consecutive dages from
1995 to 2004. We could also mention the French éasion of the Council of European MunicipalitiesdaRegions and,
more recently, the United Cities and Local Governte@etwork.

16 European Grouping of Cross-bhorder Cooperation.

1 paris, December 18, 2003: an interdepartmentimapplanning committee concluded that it needetédgin to set up a
specific governance institution to promote disomssand political decision-making at Eurometropaligle. This includes
the creation of a technical tool to develop analysed to prepare the debates (tool in the form afbas-border planning
practice). Cf. supra.



A new form of border: creator of hybrid areas

The action research project “inventing the futurek the cross-border
metropolis” is part of the ongoing reflections omnetemergent shapes of
borders:® alongside the traditional notion of the terre$tBtate border or border
line. Among these ideas we find the reticular bordevised to foster transport
networks. The idea of creating a “hub” in Lille,tlween London and Brussels,
was indeed one of the ideas that underpinned tie dross-border metropolis
project from the arrival of the TGV at the end b&t1980s, and even from the
1970s with the OREAM-Nord scheme and the Channah&lproject that was
temporarily abandoned in 1974. The question ofesisaat the heart of this new
form of border. Among the emergent forms of bordeses also find thérontiere
gestionnairewhich gave rise to more or less formal organisetiGADULM,"
COPIT), able to draw up initiatives and projects] aubsequently to act at
political and judicial level (Franco-Belgian Panmiantary Group, then GECT) in
order to “create territories” of a cross-borderdckimhese initiatives should, as
we already saw above, be placed in the broadeexbaf State relativizatioff,
successive decentralizations with supra-officiahstouctions (Europe) which
then take their rightful place in the governancgtems. The border thus appears
as a condition for the emergence of places of kydation, able to go beyond
the strict framework of proximity-based relation® tinvent original
representations and governance practices, illestraty the GECT, and
providing a halfway area or a new mafctirom which we would see cultures
and specific local practices emerging.

The proactive effort to produce cross-border proxinity

The action research project “Inventing the futurek the cross-border
metropolis” should also be included as part ofdffert to produce cross-border
proximity, begun over 15 years ago by the ADULMrtltee COPIT, Euro6 then
Euro3 (the Franco-Belgian Chambers of Commerca),than by the SGAR.

the MOT and the parliamentary Franco-Belgian wagkigroup between
November 2005 and March 2007. This cooperationclvivas not always as
easy as the official discourse, depicting it ahatural’ process that is daily

18 Border group, t'a frontiére, un objet spatial en mutatiorirf Espace Temps.netlovember 2006, 15 p.

9 ille Metropolis Development and Urbanism Agency

20 particularly French, as Belgium is already a fatistate.

2L A march was generally an area of land on the bastiavo countries or territories that was mordass under the control
of a central power. The administration of this nareas generally in the hands of a powerful locatl levho would, in
exchange for great autonomy bordering on indeperejatefend and manage the territory as it wishddragas it avoided
attacks.

22 General Secretariat of regional affairs (regiqurafecture).



‘tangible’ between neighbours, would have us bei¢S8GAR, Franco-Belgian
parliamentary working group, 2007: 10-11). The utaleng to develop cross-
border proximity involves ¢ompiling the evidence ’ofcross-border inter-
communality formulas. This involves bothinventing a traditiofi and
“deconstructing the present bordenthich plays on the notion of a shared
identity and the dream of cooperation, and isgiesd to help set up technical,
economic and cultural projects in liaison with Bipport schemes (Interreg4 A
programme, for example). In the speeches concertieg Franco-Belgian
metropolis, we find recurring reference points,atdy to the areas of Lorraine
and Saarlan& beginning withthe evocation of a geographical urWhen the
border is said to be “open” or “artificial” (likdné twin cities of the Lys valley),
it is also a way of furnishing the almost ‘physigadoof that both sides of the
localities “are made” to work together. The Frammgian border was
presented as the archetype of #rsficial border” many years ago as it does
not correspond to any significant natural accidéms, divided territories were
under the same jurisdiction for many years, amyén splits in two some towns
like Comines or Mouscron. The portrayal of a histemit thus serves the same
proactive and political productioaim of cross-border proximity from which it
draws its roots; thegeographical homogeneitpf the former Netherlands
territory had a political unit as a corollary theds gradually built up through the
eras of the different dynasties (dukes of Burgundgois, Hapsburg and
Bourbon), empires and kingdoms. The symbolic lioh Fdanders (“Leo
Belgicus,” which alludes to Roman Belgium Gaulle)present from Lille to the
Belgian French and Dutch-speaking provinces. Anothwefying factor is the
economic and commercial boom and an urbanizatito ttzat was already over
37% in 16007

Which territory and which name for this “open undertaking”?

An “open undertaking”

The Franco-Belgian Eurometropolis undertaking ready well underway, the
outcome of multiple scenes and scenarios that samwetropolitan ambition

with initially variable territorial contours. Whileehe COPIT, created in
September 2000 and dissolved in November 2007, amaassociation in the
strictest sense of the term, with political bodiashbudget, staff, and external
resources and activities, it also included, from dltset, goolitical Conference,

2 Hamman, Philippe,Vers un intérét général transfrontali@” Annales de la recherche urbain®, 99, 2005, pp. 102-
1009.

24 Giblin-Delvallet, Béatrice, Lille Métropole, une Eurométropole en devenir,” ifiieme Sieclen°81,2004, pp. 69-80.

% Denys, Catherine, Paresys, Isabelles anciens Pays-Bas & I'époque moderne (1404-1®Eyique, France du Nord,
Pays-Bas Paris, Ellipses, 2007, 262 p.



created as early as October 189Which did not end with the association’s
launch. It was aopen political forunor political stagethat acted as f@rum for
discussion and dialoguallowing the partners to launch cooperation potsje
some of which benefited from European programmelifign It promoted the
cross-border openingf a certain number of schemes gmojectsthat were
initially ‘unilateral”: planning and land developmie schemes, development
strategies, a bid to host the Olympic Games, L2004 European capital of
Culture, etc.

One of the COPIT’s initial aims was to examine tipgrade potential of the
structural frameworlof cross-border cooperation. In this sense, theseborder
metropolis project was perceived as @pen, iterative undertakinfrom the
outset.

The question of territory

The cross-border metropolis area and its delinoitativere frequently at the
centre of COPIT discussions. When it was created, 991, the latter did not
have aterritory?” in the strict sense of the term, even if had arcterritorial
ambition. There is no mention in the documents spekches of the time of any
precise delimitatiorof territory. Moreover, only the CUDL/LMCU, createn
1967/1968, and the IE& (three communes) have a univocal territorial
delimitation. In the other Belgian inter-municipgtoupings, thecommunes
could adhere in the way they wished, dependinghemiissions they wished to
adopt. Some communes were able to adhere to sewaetmunicipal
groupings simultaneously. Even in the statutes hef COPIT association,
submitted in 2000, there was no mention of a smet#ritory (or even an
ambition to build a cross-border conurbation). Hswhe technical aspects, in
particular the cartography and the processingatissical data, together with the
development of key aspects of funding for the CO&d/or its projects, which
raised the issue of the territory’s precise dehimin? Implicitly, the COPIT
territory initially covered the whole of the LMCUEG and Leiedal, the Tournai
part of IDETA and the border communes of Menin &erwick. Explicitly, it
was the Grootstad projétt or more precisely, the preliminary work it rexa

- that became botla project for a territoryand a territory for a project

%8 The idea for this conference was first positetl@w York in April 1990, during a trip by French aBeélgian political and
economic decision-makers to celebrate the loareeéral paintings by the Beaux-Arts Museum in Libé,the time being
completely refurbished.

2" Whatever its nature, a territory is defined prelyi®y boundaries and borders.

28 Inter-municipal management and study entity (MooisegComines-Warneton with around 80,000 inhabitants

29 Article 6 of the cooperation agreement signedwme26, 1993 between the presidents of 5 inter-ipati groupings and
the ADULM stipulates: “The system concerns theriit Lille, Ypres, Kortrijk, Mouscron, RoeselaredaTournai.”

%0 Brussels, 5 July 1996he ADULM and the 5 Belgian inter-municipal grouginact together in the name of the COPIT, to
answer a call for projects by the European Commmissind benefit from an experimen@rra DG 16 (now DG Regio)
programme. The COPIT thus pursues its aim to devplrtnerships for &chéma transfrontalier d’aménagement et de
développement/cross-border development and plarsthgmdpreviously called the Grootstad project).



explicitly raising the issue of territorial refex@s for its realization and its
funding.

To name is to exist

Cahier n°120of the cross-border workshop, entitlddrie métropole en réseau”
— “Een netwerkmetropool{a conurbation as a network), deals at length with
the relevance of the conurbation’s different defatons. The authors compare
the different visions of the cross-border conudratinstrumentalision: setting
up of development and land use projects, amatketing vision: realizing a
“territorial brand” - which still remains to be deéd — and concluding with the
complexityof the database (densities, proximities, functicarad institutional
relations, political project) and thgimacy of the political act

“It is only possible to promote a product when ishes own well-defined
name®*! the issue of the name thus came up on many ocrsagivits French or
Dutch translation, the COPIT never included a gaplical reference, or a
territorial indication. The 1991 charter, howeverntions the Franco-Belgian
metropolis, “the Eurometropolis.” The word “metrdisd entered the
institutional landscape and the planning and deretnt structure adopted the
name of “Lille metropolis” (ADULM) and Urban Commiiy (LMCU) around
1994. The APIM? also launched the “Lille Europe Metropolis” atsthime.
Since 2002, the political players, led by Maurosgued and worked to create
public cross-border governance structuresisually talking about the
“Eurodistrict” or even the “European District,” bwithout this corresponding to
a precise legal form. Today, although the legaimida of GECT (European
Grouping of Cross-border Cooperation) has beenneda(with the subsidiary
status of a mixed French public/private entityl ttame “Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai
Eurometropolis” is generally used, or “Eurodistfidnlike the COPIT, which
was never an operational structure but rather dys&and planning entity, the
GECT is today both the contracting authority araltrasterplanner.

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 990> and the people
recruited to manage it, reflect the influence dfy@ns modeP* a conurbation

31 Extract from the speech by Antoon Sansen, presinfdreiedal, during the creation of the COPIT int@ber 1991.

%2 The Association for the international promotiortted metropolis

33 prévot, Maryvonne,Genése métropolitaine a Lille: réseaux et héritggesBachelet Frank, Ménerault, Philippe, Paris,
Didier (dir), Action publique et projet métropolitaiRaris, L’'Harmattan, coll.L'ogiques sociale%2006.

34 Jean Frébault, Head of the Architecture and PranBiepartment for thBlinistére de 'Equipemenpromoted the creation
of the ADULM when he was the former director of tAnning Practice for Lyons. Giuseppe Buonaccevep became
assistant director of the ADULM, played an actiokerin the urban development project while at tlyeris practice. Francis



where the urban development project marked thevakwaf a strategic planning
model that tended to be built around flexible depetent scenarios, meant to
allow the city to adapt to the limitations poseddmgcio-economic changes and
globalisatior®> and formulated via dialogue, debate and compasisdrglobal
experiments with regard to the urban revival ofiéabuilt-up area¥. From this
time, the aim was to establish theétropolitisatiori of Lille as a new political
form of local urban managemelitThere was a cross-border and European
dimension in the project to renew the urban anslgsitegories which began,
concomitantly, with the review of the SDAU in 199%rguments regarding a
decisive size effect in economic competition ance theed for the
“internationalization” of citie¥ were central to the discursive strategies. The
planning practice, then the COPIT, complemented am&ther by promoting
debate about the make up of urban areas and tieiref ensuring that the
different professional networks concerned by urbasues (academics,
consultants, practitioners, etc.) were involvedha discussions and took part in
developing scenarios, strategies and metropolmancaoss-border development
projects, bringing together different visions of ethmetropolis and
“metropolitisation” to make it more legitimate, aatithe same time containing
any potential and/or real conflicts.

First phase (1991 to 1998) dominated by the ADULMitiatives

This was characterized by a certain political amliiutional facility, dominated
by the initiatives of the ADULM?® It led to the opening up of intellectual
spaces notably via “the Planners Club” (Hayer, 2088)oordinated by the
assistant director of the ADULM, Giuseppe Buonasga Planners Club that
subsequently opened up to the Belgians, among ti&arel Debaere, now
Director of Leiedal. It was during this first pedighat the ADULM launched
discussions on the Rekkem border post installatitowever, even before the
creation of the ADULM, studies had been carriedlputhe Belgian and French
Chamber of Commerce in the 1980s in favour of tlesszborder sites and to

Ampe, the new director of the practice, who originhails from Halluin, was previously mayor of Ghbéry was well-
known at the CDC and among planning practitionResad Ben Mabrouk, TaoufikL& tournant qualitatif de la prospective
urbaine et ses effets sur le gouvernement urbasmehseignements de I'expérience lilldiSeerritoire en mouvemen2007-
2, pp. 113-127 and Ben Mabrouk, Taoufile pouvoir d’agglomération en France: logiques d&gence et modes de
fonctionnemen®aris, L'Harmattan, coll. “Logiques politiques,” @&

% Linossier, Rachel, Menez, Florenck!Agence d'urbanisme de Lyon: avant-garde et creudexpertise pour une
politique urbaine stratégiquéTerritoire en mouvemen2007-2, pp. 57-71.

% Gachelin, Charled,a métropole et sa régiomnéotype, Faculty of Geography, 1994.

37 «“Métropolisation, une nouvelle géographie du dévedspent’ Urbanisme special issue, 1993.

Following the signature of theCharte des grands mairk3harter of large town halls” in November 1989 the¢ceded the
election of Pierre Mauroy as president of the UrlGarmmunity, it called for the realisation of infragtures and urban
projects liable to lead to the “metropolisation”tbé Lille conurbation.

38 Vion, Antoine, Pinson, Gillesl“internationalisation des villes comme objet d’exjses” in Péle Sud® 13/2000.

% Interview with Jef Van Staeyen by Maryvonne Pré28tApril 2008. He entered the ADULM in spring 199

40 Created by Jean-Paul Baietto, in particular, wéaded the Euralille operation.



showcase them. For the COPIT, this first phase am@soflegal non-existence
and theabsence of a permanent operational tedimvas not until 1994 that the
COPIT obtained a first operational budget, mandgethe ADULM, and only

in 1997 that it had a permanent teanti@ss-border workshofpgether with a

technical and political steering committee), stiicated on the ADULM

premises, in the framework of the Grootstad prdjedh effect, the COPIT

existed (as a technical-political study structutednks to the provision of
European Interreg funds, and began a process,ast B relative one, of
ADULM individualization. “Europe gave us a huge amb of credit - not just

financial but also intellectual, by also givingaislegree of freedorff"

Second phase (1998-2001): the cross-border COPIT kkshop: a network
of experts more than institutions

The cross-border workshop launched a vast mulspldy programme. Most of
the studies focused on externalized expertise (BlenWallonia and French
academics and practitioners) and publications (bodBOPIT reports). A
network of actorghus gradually extended the work and initiativest tovered a
broad range of issues that went well beyond therabip@al and/or legal
competencies formally allocated to them by law andétatute. All the
stakeholders actedh a purely individual basis They took part in this joint
initiative as experts without the structures otitosons they came from being
involved as such. In short, at that time, thess-border networkliscussing the
“Strategy for a cross-border metropolis” (COPIT,02D was a network of
experts rather than a network of institutions. Thias its strength at the
beginning, but would prove to be a weakness lateiTbe work was developed
by, and at the same time, was the product of, aeland “close-knif® network
of actors that supported its versatility but aled ko certain comments, even
then, that it was difficult to see the big pictwlcross-border cooperation, its
strengths and its weaknesses. At this point, th€®IC@eased being simply a
political forum or network to also becomd-eench associative legal structure
Jef Van Staeyen, head of the Grootstad projedhi®ADULM, then combined
the roles of project leader for the ADULM and digecof the COPIT. The latter

“1 The Groostad project, set up in 1997/1998, wagiasa technical initiative, followed locally e politicians*Pierre
Mauroy discovered the programme. Francis Ampe wtaly absorbed in Lille’s bid to host the Olym@ames. In fact, we
found enough solid, external echoes (Europe, sodiety) to convince people internally (ADULMifiterview with Jef Van
Staeyen by Maryvonne Prévot). The French and Beligiter-municipalities paid their contributionsttte ADULM and the
commitments and payment for the studies taken &yp#rmanent secretariat of COPIT were transmitietié ADULM for
execution by the LMCU (operational secretariatprirra legal point of view, this mode of functioniwgs facilitated by the
adherence to the ADULM of the Belgian inter-munétifies, which was regularly associated with thekwaf the permanent
secretariat and with the technical managementettioperation projects, like the studies on thes“tgoss-border area,” the
cross-border mapping and the cross-border atlas...

42 |nterview by Maryvonne Prévot with Jef Van Staeyen

43 For example, the EURES network which, since 198fhgs together trade union, business organisatiomb public
services for employment, is now part of a vast grofiplayers who work to improve reciprocal projetegration, between
employment, training and mobility.



moved premises on January 1, 2002, which in fatapwend to the ADULM’s
involvement in the COPIT’s initiatives. This newtaonomy (including physical
autonomy since the cross-border COPIT/workshopcedfileft the ADULM
premises to settle in Risquons-Tous in Mouscron) fact led to the
disappearance of the “cross-border” stage in th&JAD work programme.

Third phase (2003-2006): a sphere of activity whicdraws closer to make a
denser structure function

In 2003, in a Priority Operational Programme (P®@#thin the framework of
the Interreg projects, the COPIT and the inter-rmipail groupings launched
fifteen joint, 3-year projects, with the assistarufethe APIM, ADULM and
Metropolitan Natural Space. However the contracfuminework between the
partners was weak and the success rate variedywidBhe majority of working
groups were faced with two major problems: i.e.rwmources mobilized for the
stated objectives on the one hand and, on the,atbere of them drew more
interest fromexternal authorities(areas, communes) than the inter-municipal
groupings themselves. As this consequently implidtscussing the
implementationit was the authorities that were called on assather than the
non institutionalized participation of actors/exgerin the end, it was the
COPIT’s legitimacy that was called into questiorridg this phase, and in
particular its interest in external topics (bilidism, for example) with the
operational and legal competencies of its memiders.some, it was useful in
bringing together the elected officials from boitles of the border but, despite
its publications, it did not go beyond the stageawfover-confidential structure
for the “happy few”, especially since its delocatibn to Mouscron, compared
to the potential for action and the weight of ahtexstructure such as the
LMCU.®

Fourth phase (2002-2008): change of scale in govarrce

During this last phase, an initially local initiad was supported both politically
and technically at State level. On September 16220h Brussels, the French
and Belgian Prime Ministers and the Ministers amesiéents of the Walloon
and Flemish governments and the French Communitielgium effectively
signed a cross-border cooperation agreement betwmsh authorities. Its
ratification by the respective Parliaments paved way for the creation of

a4 Such as the ups and downs of the A24 motorwayeprajnd the continuing disagreement with regattiedtineraries for
the heavy North-South traffic; the articulation atréss-border coherence between the leisure cyaktgorks remain in
their infancy and relatively invisible for the usgthe requalification of the border posts at Rekleend Camphain-Lamin has
been put on hold, despite some work done to imptbeesite at Camphain; the preparatory technicalodue for the
creation of a cross-border water observatory ia standstill following difficulties to define theaim players in Wallonia,
etc...

45 Interview by Maryvonne Prévot with Gérard Flaméditector of the SGAR, in March 2008.



cross-border public entitiesThis agreement came into force on July 1, 2005. |
was a watershed in the attitude of the nationdlatites (and thus qualitative
legal change and ehange in the scale of governahewth regard to Franco-
Belgian cross-border cooperation. From (potenspBctators, they become co-
actors, paving the way for the development of tekgal framework. 14
authorities from all levels were now involved. AMelays later, in Lille, on
November 25, 2002, during the Local Freedoms Cenfsx, Jean-Pierre
Raffarin, Prime Minister, spoke in favour of eedl cross-border cooperation
and extension strategy for the economic, social @rtural development of the
metropolis and the areaHe launched thexperimental cross-border initiatiye
mobilizing the national administrations. The prégeal services of the SGAR
presided and coordinated a technical Group madef tgchnical agencies and
departments from different levels of the authositievolved, to support the local
players from civil society. This initiative alsod¢o the subsequent setting up of
a Franco-Belgian parliamentary working grodghis in turn led to a general
“metropolitisation” movement designed to responth® changes in scale of the
urban geography, between inter-municipal groupsjening the borders of
Europe and globalisation. Unlike other cross-bordeoperation schemes
(Danish-Swedish, or Franco-German), this was theomoe of an ascending or
“bottom up” process, financially promoted by therégpean Commission and
supervised from afar by the national authoritiesclwtconsequently decided to
play an active role in the process

In March 2006, the “planning, urbanism and develepthreport stage of the
parliamentary Franco-Belgian work group, set upNowember 10, 2005, stated
the need to: “create a shared governance structurthe scale of the cross-
border area based on cross-border planning and logenrent practice
(discussions in progress).” Once again, among themance issues listed by
Workshop 4 (“cross-border urban areas”) from theTVEEuropean Meetings of
November 8 and 9, 2007, in Lille, emphasis wasquaan the need to set up a
dedicated technical structure. In the future thaild involve a Franco-Belgian
cross-border planning practice that would obsemd discuss the concrete
transposition methods to a transnational and Eampevel of a reality that had
previously been relatively specific to Frariélhus, it would create the bases
for work on international planning practices, afbam for exchanging urban
engineering knowledge and practice, as both a pateeceiver and exporter,
able to benefit from international practice andexgnce and to modify, if need
be, local practices in line with these experiences.

8 prévot, Maryvonne (dir), Les agences d'urbanismé&mmce: I'expérimentation, I'innovation et leuimites, n° spécial
2007-2 de Territoire en mouvement et Prévot, Manypeo et al., “Les agences d'urbanisme en FraRegspectives de
recherches pluridisciplinaires et premiers réssiiéattour d’un nouvel objet,” in Métropoles, n° @p&mber 2008.



Governance
Conclusion

Our study focused on an original structure — theoEetropolis, whose set-up
involves a dual equilibrium (French and Belgian tlo® one hand, but also
Flemish and Walloon on the other), arising fronoenplex and relatively
emblematic structure in a contemporary metropolt@amext. It is based on a
complex tripartite structure in which the tradithabrics overlap in a system
of polarities supported by peripheral style netvgai&kuralille being in an
original situation in this respect), which also ople way to the integration of a
citta diffusatype system, highly present in Belgium.

The study effectively enabled us to consider thiewdation of the three scales,
the “fabric city,” the city of networks and tléta diffusga as benchmarks for the
governance of the Lille-Kortrijk-Tournai Eurometiajs.

The first, the “fabric city,” is comprised of theatlitional dense cities of the
conurbation. The second, the city of networks, eiases the major traffic
networks, the commercial hubs and the pockets aflsrousing estates.

The third, thecitta diffusa(as understood by Bernardo Secchi) is charactkrize
by loose urbanization, along transport routes aisimpredominantly rural
areas (this structure is common in Belgium, asnlasd by Bénedicte Grosjean
in her PhD thesis).

In fact, what is interesting in the Lille-KortrijKournai Eurometropolis is that
these three structures overlap. Tht&a diffusameet up on both sides of the
border, to the extent that the urban boundary jbirmsbordering towns, one
Belgian and the other French (Mouscron and Tougjomithout real

distinction. The city of networks also developsbath sides of the border: on
each side of the main traffic networks (motorwdngre is evidence of an
emerging city-type impact. Lastly, tioéta diffusais also divided: by its
historical precedents, this is the obvious destinhe Belgian territory, but

4 Grosjean Bénédictine “city diffuses” the history proof: town planrg and urbanization in the Belgian Brabamdfer
the direction of Christian Gilot,... and Yannis Tsisn2007, Num. national of thesi2007PA082790 (France).



specific characteristics are also present on teadfr side, in particular in the
valley of the Lys, where it blends with the exteesagriculture. In addition, the
effects of contamination are present everywherefaeeing the blurring, as
Euralille shows, where the city of networks impratgs the “fabric city.”
However, the border clearly exists, given thatghaportions between these
three contemporary types of urban areas are difféneghe two countries. The
citta diffusadominates in Belgium, while the “fabric city” rema dominant on
the French side. However, the blurring betweertwmeconfirms the notion of a
very wide border, or a border resembling a tetyitor

This complexity poses a real challenge, howevdreeghce to such a complex
metropolis requires the population’s support, wipahadoxically requires a
certain degree of legibility.

For this reason we will shortly publish an atlagh# cross-border metropolis to
make the complex structure of this Lille-Kortrijlelirnai Eurometropolis easier
to read.



