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1 ABSTRACT

The main focus of this paper has been to determfiaefunctional regions in the heterogeneous area of
Slovenia defined by integrated urban system at(ithter)national level. The notion of polycentrichan
development is taken from the local and regionasective based on the principle of proximity wheoe
operation, exchanges and networks among citiescoatribute to the development of integrated urban
systems to overcome the legacy of the inheritecnurdtructures. Delineation of Slovenia into funatib
regions is based on labour market approach, wheehg ldbour commuting has been considered as the ma
factor, which determines connectivity/relation beén predefined local urban centres and municipaliti

the functional regions. The urban centres of nati@nd international importance in Slovenia havenbe
determined mainly according to the number of inteatts and their role in the polycentric urban systd#
Slovenia according to the Spatial Development &gabf Slovenia (SPRS 2004).

2 INTRODUCTION

The main aim of sustainable spatial developmentydaf a country is balanced development of the leho
territory, considering also sustainable developmehtwider area from the international perspective.
European Spatial Development Perspective (ESDP )188fnes three fundamental goals that should be
achieved equally in all the EU regions. The goalks @conomic and social cohesion, conservation and
management of natural resources and cultural yerind a more balanced competitiveness of thepgaro
territory. For achieving these goals the presaiesif regional development has to be studiedeabdke for
further economic and political decisions. Each gsed territorial area should be based on complpgnpo
dynamic and nonlinear system that works on basifttional connections between smaller and larger
territorial areas. Region is in this way consideasda dynamic system that is very complex andcditfito
manage from the administrative point of view. Besmawf that i.e. »functional region« is the most
appropriate unit for economic analysis and for ratéon of political, social and economic processes
(Tomaney and Ward 2000).

Nowadays, the urban region/area has become the @sssntial functional level of urban and regional
systems (Antikainen 2005). However, two main cotediave appeared: the concept of Functional Urban
Area (FUA) and the concept of Functional Urban RediFUR). These concepts are some of the means to
study social and spatial disparities in differeity centred (urban) areas, and related problemsh s$
residential segregation, outward diffusion of eaqoiwactivities and people from urban cores or ditipa

in labour markets.

The European FUA concept focuses on categorizingelbuilt-up areas that form contiguous cores lomir
areas, and commuters’ belts; FUA is therefore aftmin which a fixed percentage of commuting to kvisr
directed mainly within the area. The FUA limits altetermined through percentages of commuters having
their job in the core or in another FUA unit. Folample, the project ESPON 1.1.1 (2004): Potentmis
polycentric development in Europe considered fameti urban areas, as travel-to-work areas of thie ma
urban centres according to the common criteria émginted for approximately 1600 FUA in 29 European
countries. Here, FUA consisted of an urban corethadsurrounding area that was economically intedgra
with the centre, and represented the (sub)regilaf@iur market area. In the countries with more th@n
million inhabitants, FUA was defined as having abam core of at least 15,000 inhabitants and oOg(®

in total population. For smaller countries, FUA slibhad have an urban core of at least 15,000 itdrab
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and more than 0.5% of the national population, @&l &ws having functions of national or regional
importance.

Like the European FUA concept, the Functional UrBagion (FUR) concept reflects an urban definition
and delimitation based on daily flows, in practafeen commuting to work. It represents anothemayteto
capture the economic sphere of influence of a with a core city defined in terms of concentratiaris
employment and a commuting hinterland composed| dhase areas from which more people commute to
the particular city in question than to some otb#y. In everyday language, FUR is probably best
approximated by the term metropolitan area. Howether FUR concept is broader that FUA concept: they
are more extensively defined than local labour mtErlor travel to work areas, because they impossutio
off limits (such as 15 or 20 % of their residenpplation) on commuting. They are more urban, indeed
metropolitan, because they do impose lower linafs15,000 — 20,000 jobs before counting a focakharb
area as an urban core.

A Functional Region (FR) is a region characteridgda high frequency of intra-regional economic
interaction, such as intra-regional trade in goadd services, labour commuting and household shgppi
patterns (Karlsson and Olsson 2006). From thatesdfR® concept is much broader than FUR (or FUA)
concept. The basic characteristic of a functiomgjion is the integrated labour market, in whichrant
regional commuting as well as intra-regional jolrsk and search for labour is much more intendiaa t
the inter-regional counterparts. The dominant cphaedefining functional regions is that of (logébour
markets (Corvers, Hensen and Bongaerts, 2009)wihsitllustrated by the substantial literaturehis field

by, for example, Andersen (2002), Coombes, GreenGpenshaw (1986), Casado-Di"Az (2000), Eurostat
(1992), and OECD (2002).

In some previous research (Drobne, Konjar and L2889; Konjar, Lisec and Drobne 2010), the mettods
delimitate the functional regions using only datacommuters have already been analysed and discfmsse
Slovenia. Those methods have been already testefioe administrative regions of Slovenia as well
(Drobne et al 2009). In this work labour market rggh has been used to define functional regions in
Slovenia using pre-defined centres of national iaternational importance of Slovenia — accordinghe
(SPRS 2004) — as core centres for functional regibar that purpose, we discuss first the polyeeotban

and regional development concepts of Slovenia ¢ti@e 3. In Section 4, background of functionalioeg,
materials and practical methodology for identifyifugictional regions using labour market approaah ar
presented. Moreover, the functional regions in &to& are calculated using software developed by the
authors of this paper.

3 POLYCENTRIC URBAN AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT CONCEPTS IN SLOVENIA

According to the implementation of the hierarchycehftral places defined by VriSer (1988), seveelkof
central places were designed for spatial plannithragional policy purposes in Slovenia: local ces(1-4
lower level) and regional centres (5-7 higher Igwelthe Long-term Development Plan of Slovenia @98
2000 adopted in 1986 as the comprehensive strategysocial, economic, spatial, regional and
environmental development of the Republic of Slaaewithin the former Yugoslav Federation. This
development plan was formulated according to thecept of polycentric development considering
specificities of different (geographical) areasl@ming regions«) and the network of regional amchl
centres (58 towns) with different population sizel gunctions. The most important 12 regional centre
were: Ljubljana, Maribor, Celje, Kranj, Novo meskigva Gorica, Murska Sobota, Postojna, and secéyal
clusters (conurbations) such as: Koper-lzola-Piferbovje-Zagorje ob Savi-Hrastnik, Slovenj Gradec-
Ravne na KoroSkem-Dravograd, Krsko-Breice, Jesmiiadovljica, with their gravitation areas (i.e.
»planning regions«) covering the whole territorysédvenia (see Fig. 1).

After independence of Slovenia in 1991 and thellgosernment reforms since 1994 with transformatén
former (larger) communes (62) to new small NUTS tiipalities (147-192-193-210-211, etc.), the urba
hierarchy has been slightly transformed in the i@pddevelopment Strategy of Slovenia (SPRS 2004)
defining »centres of (inter)national, regional,emimunicipal importance« — together 51 »urban eswtr
with 64 towns and other urban settlements, conisigealso urban conurbations (city clusters) atelkls.
The most important regional centres (or the »cerdfenational importance«) in SPRS (2004) are: ljjua,
Maribor, conurbation Koper-lzola-Piran, Celje, Kjjadovo mesto, Nova Gorica, Murska Sobota, Velenje,
Postojna, Ptuj, and conurbations: Slovenj GradegRana Koroskem-Dravograd, Jesenice-Radovljica-
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(Bled), Zagorje ob Savi-Trbovlje-Hrastnik, KrikoeBice-(Sevnica) with their gravitation zones (iE5
potential functional urban areas) that are notitteially specified and overlap between each other.
Ljubljana, Maribor and conurbation Koper-lzola-Rirare also considered as »centres of international
importance« due to their size, the status of atalbgity of Ljubljana, the importance of the poftkoper in
Central Europe, and geographical location of urbanurbation Koper-lzola-Piran near the borders with
Italy and Croatia, and the second largest city afibbr near the border with Austria, close to Huggand
Croatia (see Fig. 2).
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Fig. 1: Long term development plan of SRS 1986-20@86): Urban network of 15 regional centres (deddty green colour) and
43 local centres with city conurbations
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Fig. 2: Centres of (inter)national, regional aneéirnunicipal importance (regional and local certreh city clusters,
agglomerations and functional urban areas in tiygcpotric urban system of Slovenia (SPRS 2004)

Fig. 2 shows 51 »urban centres« of Slovenia (43hsoand 8 urban conurbations (21 towns and urban
settlements) equals to 64 towns and urban settisingefined by (SPRS 2004):

3 »centres of international importance«: LjubljaNaribor and Coastal conurbation (Koper-lzola-
Piran);

. 12 »centres of national importance«: 8 towns @W®arSobota, Ptuj, Celje, Velenje, Kranj,
Novo mesto, Postojna, Nova Gorica) and 4 urban rbations (Jesenice-Radovljica-(Bled); Zagorje
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ob Savi-Trbovlje-Hrastnik; Slovenj Gradec-Ravne KaroSkem-Dravograd; Bre ice-Krsko-
(Sevnica);

16 »centres of regional importance«: 13 towns ancban conurbations (Dom ale-Kamnik; Smarje
pri JelSah-Rogaska Slatina; TrBistrica);

20 »centres of inter-municipal importance«.

These 15 »centres of national importance« candsel also as regional centres in Slovenia. Twefve
them are also centres of statistical NUTS 3 regidosvns of Ptuj and Velenje were in 2008 proposgthie
Government of RS as centres of two new adminisgallUTS 3 provinces. Only one »centre of national
importance« — city cluster (conurbation) Jeseniadéd®ljica-(Bled) in Gorenjska statistical NUTS Jjien
has not been officially proposed as the centrecof administrative NUTS 3 province.

In the polycentric development concepts from 1980Bs, most important urban centres in Slovenia (e.qg.
regional centres) with their gravitation areas ifpiag regions) have been already highlighted. Tee n
polycentric urban development concept (as befamg)hasises the improved (equal) accessibility tdipub
goods — administration, jobs, services and knovdedgat is located in these urban centres whicrabse
important transportation nodes in Slovenia, an@amtral Europe. Therefore polycentric developméri8eo
12-16-20) regional and local (urban) centres cpords to the balanced regional development coraregpt
development infrastructure along main Europeanidmns V and X. During the preparation of the (redps
polycentric development concept in the StrategySphtial Development of Slovenia (SPRS 2004), the
importance of urban agglomerations, city conurlmestiand their morphological and functional urbaragre
are being envisaged by the experts and policy rsakéth potentials for cross-border cooperationrghkn
consideration improved cross-border mobility, astmkty, institutional links and networks, and em
border, inter-regional and trans-national coopemgtand Slovenia’s accession to the EU in year 2004

3.1 Functional urban areas

Most jobs and economic activities in Slovenia avacentrated in the urban areas of Ljubljana, Maribo
Celje, Coastal conurbation Koper-lzola-Piran, fokal by Kranj, Novo mesto, Velenje, Nova Gorica.
Therefore travel-to-work migrations are the mosenmsive towards these cities. Most intensive conmgut
occurs in the gravitation areas of the largest eynmpent (regional) centres such as Ljubljana, Kranj,
Maribor, Celje, Velenje, Kr8ko-Bre ice, Koper-1zeRiran, Novo mesto, Nova Gorica, Ptuj, Slovenj @@ad
Ravne na KoroSkem, Murska Sobota. The Strategy pafti& Development of Slovenia (SPRS 2004)
promotes 15 »centers of national importance« (egional centres), including four city clusterseith
gravitation and commuting zones as potential fmeti urban areas, even though they are not tealitor
defined. Twelve of these 15 centres of nationaldrtgnce are also centres of current 12 NUTS 3igttatl

or development) regions.

The project ESPON 1.1.1 (2004) considered functiomban areas (FUA) as travel-to-work areas of the
main urban centres according to the common critenplemented for approximately 1600 FUA in 29
European countries. The FUA consists of an urbae emd the surrounding area that is economically
integrated with the centre, and represents the)r@gibnal labour market area. The analysis of FUA i
Slovenia was prepared firstly according to the psgal methodology without any special modificatiohs.

a result, six FUA of European importance were $eted_jubljana (with Kranj), Maribor (with Ptuj), lje
(with Velenje), Novo mesto, Koper-lzola-Piran andvs Gorica. According to the weighted results of
ESPON 1.1.1. indicators (2004), Ljubljana FUA is tinly urban area in Slovenia with the status ofakx
MEGA (Metropolitan European Growth Area) as on&@8fMEGAs in Europe. Due to the sea port function
of international importance Koper-lzola-Piran FUAs\wiven the status of transnational/national FUiev
Maribor (with Ptuj), Celje (with Velenje), Novo mes Nova Gorica were identified as regional/local&:

Since it is important for Slovenia to be focusedsamall towns and middle-sized cities, and for theppse

of implementation of the INTERREG 1lIB project PlaNCenSE in Slovenia, the Ministry of Environment
and Spatial Planning of RS (re)defined 10 FUA if&8aving showed the most important regional centre
Ljubljana, Maribor, Koper-lzola-Piran, Celje, Krariyelenje, Novo mesto, Nova Gorica, Ptuj, Murska
Sobota. Despite lower criteria for identificatiori other urban centres, the project did not take in
consideration four city clusters of national impaorte (as one urban centre) with the common travelerk
and gravitation areas. Therefore, it is more likelyalk about 15 FUA of European importance invBiaa,
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including MEGA Ljubljana, that are also importamban nodes in the polycentric and balanced devedopm
of Slovenia. Fig. 3 shows 10 FUA (re)defined in @hd marks 5 potential FUA (from top to bottom:
Slovenj Gradec-Ravne na KoroSkem-Dravograd; JesdRéxlovljica-(Bled); Zagorje ob Savi-Trbovlje-
Hrastnik; Bre ice-KrSko-(Sevnica); Postojna).

Most recently »Strategy for Regional Polycentricbalr System in Central-Eastern Europe Economic
Integration Zone« (RePUS 2007) project implementedier the framework of the EU programme
INTERREG IlIB CADSES addressed the problems of aarmlanced, sustainable and polycentric urban
system of middle-sized cities and small towns, thatld strengthen emerging Potential Economic
Integrating Zone (PEIZ) in Central and Eastern pardAccording to the RePUS methodology implemented
in Austria, Italy, Hungary, Czech Republic, Hungand Slovenia, 42 local functional urban areaddeal
labour systems) and 17 regional functional urbagasir(as regional labour systems) were identified in
Slovenia (RePUS 2008); see Fig. 4.

el
Fper

Fig. 3: Ten functional urban areas in Slovenialf& (PlaNet CenSE 2006)

Fig. 4: Local and regional functional urban aredét wrban network in Slovenia (RePUS, 2008)

4 FUNCTIONAL REGIONS

Functional region (FR) is the region defined by mueore intense economic interactions inside thanreg
than with any other area outside the region. A tional region is characterised by its agglomeratén
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activities and by its intra-regional transport asfructure, facilitating a large mobility of peopfroducts,
and inputs within its interaction borders.

In practise, two different concepts to delimit ghto-work-areas are used: (a) delimitation aroarzentre,
and (b) delimitation using algorithms or clusteralgsis based on combination of distance, closeness,
commuting thresholds, travel times, etc. It shdaddnoted that certain centre-based definitions atynilo

not represent a division into regions or an exhagidireakdown of the national territory but corrasg to
areas of extended urban influence; those portidrhe national territory which lie outside this aref
influence are all considered as rural areas. limikaltion based on centres, particular care neede ttaken

in definition of these centres. While some coustidentify centres according to the populationemel of
employment, others consider commuting conditionghk latter case, the centre must be »self-saffigi
which means that the number of workers living aratking there is higher than the number of workers
commuting to another centre, or it must attractuenimer of workers that is substantially higher thiae
number of workers leaving the centre to work o@sid

4.1 Delimitation of functional regions using labour maiket approach

In our application of delimitation of functionalgi®ens, we used centre-based labour market appribath
uses one-way commuter flows of inter-municipal vilogk population. The model for delimitation of
functional regions was described and discusseBiiobpe, Konjar and Lisec 2009), where centres feshb
defined by »functional approach« considering ordiacbn commuters. Here, the municipalities werel ase
the smallest geographical areas to aggregate thémtlie functional regions. Data on inter-municipal
commuting to work were acquired from Census 20@RS 2009a). In 2002, there were a total of 287,272
inter-municipality commuters between 192 municigesi in Slovenia.

Urban centre Municipality
Rank Name Population Name Population
1 Ljubljana 268,423 Ljubljana 276,091
2 Maribor 96,408 Maribor 113,113
Koper-Izola-Piran-Lucija- 48,865 . 84,638
3 Portoro (24,658+11,317+4150+5793+203¢) KOPE 120la, Piran (51,354+15,046+17,338)
4 Celje 38,047 Celie 48,991
5 Kranj 36,357 Kranj 54,188
6 Zagorje ob Savi-Trbovlje- 27,844 Zagorje ob Savi, Trbovlje, 44,750
Hrastnik (6546+15,525+5773) Hrastnik (17,098+17,545+10,107)
7 Velenje 25,935 Velenje 33,226
. . 24,715 ) - 48,674
8 Jesenice-Radovljica-Bled (13,542+5924+5249) Jesenice, Radovljica, Bled (21,828+18,698+8148)
9 Novo mesto 22,874 Novo mesto 35,570
10 Ptuj 18,321 Ptuj 23,699
. “ . 18,374 . « . 67,487
11 Bre ice-Krsko-Sevnica (6558+7027+4789) Bre ice, KrSko, Sevnica (24,238+25,600+17,649)
12 Slovenj Gradec-Ravne na 17,885 Slovenj Gradec, Ravne na 37,425
KoroSkem-Dravograd (7519+7030+3336) KoroSkem, Dravograd (16,662+11,722+9041)
Nova Gorica-Sempeter pri 16,810 L& . 38,250
13 Gorici (13,054+3756) Nova Gorica, Sempeter-Vrtojba (31,911+6339)
14 Murska Sobota 11,705 Murska Sobota 19,433
15 Postojna 8994 Postojna 15,455

Tab. 1: Urban centres of (inter)national importa(@BRS 2004) in municipalities and population on2DQ9 in Slovenia (SORS
2009b)

As a first stage of the applied methodology forirdigation of functional regions, municipalities thare
strongly self-sufficient should be identified. Iruroapplication we used 15 centres of national and
international importance defined in the Spatial ®epment Strategy of Slovenia (SPRS 2004), ancdjre
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indicated on Figs. 3 and 4. Tab. 1 shows 15 urbemtres and urban conurbations of (intern)national
importance in Slovenia (SPRS 2004) and the ce(dedd-sufficient) municipalities that were appligdthe
labour market approach of delimitation of functibregions of Slovenia; note, that urban centre Ssemp
pri Gorici has been included in a new urban agglatn, together with Nova Gorica, due to very high
percentage of commuters between them.

When self-sufficient municipalities, respectivelyogps of municipalities defined as urban conurlvejo
were defined, chains of municipalities from cenf{grbups of) municipalities were created till carah (1)
was satisfied:

FR, ={x: £,(0° £,(¥}, (@

where f (x) is the commuting frequency to the centre a dbcation X, f(x) is the commuting frequency to
the centre j at a location x, and FRthe extension of the functional region i

(FR; ={x: f;(x) >0})

In practise, the chains of municipalities to thdf-sefficient centres have been formed using bellow
explained procedure. The chains have been caldutateomatically using our own software based oraJav
platform, which considers the principle of maximaeommuting flows for three types of municipalitiéa)
the municipalities, that are directly connectechwtiteir maximum commuting flow of working populatito
the central municipality; (b) municipalities thakeanot directly connected with their maximum comimgt
flow to the central municipality, but they are cented with their maximum commuting flow to non self
sufficient municipality, which is than connectedth® one of the central municipality; and (c) ttaére of
municipalities, which present to each other theidatson of the maximum flows, have been connedted
the region, in which the direction of the seconckimam flow was oriented.

Fig. 5 shows three functional regions defined by tarban centres and one urban conurbations of
international importance at the NUTS 2 level, amgl B shows fifteen functional regions defined hgen
urban centres and six urban conurbations of ndtion@ortance in Slovenia at the NUTS 3 level.

From Fig. 5, the huge functional influence of tlapital of Slovenia, i.e. Ljubljana, is evident lag¢ tNUTS 2
level. In the case of three functional regions,cfional region of Ljubljana cover 78 % of the caynf!).
That is also the result of ESPON 1.1.1. (2004),rehigubljana FUA is the only one urban area in 8lua
with the status of »weak« MEGA (Metropolitan EurapeGrowth Area) as one of 76 MEGAs in Europe
(see also Fig. 7).

Fig. 5: Three functional regions defined by twoamtcentres and one urban conurbations of intemeltimportance in Slovenia
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Fig. 6: Fifteen functional regions defined by nimban centres and six urban conurbations of ndtion@ortance in Slovenia

Fig. 7: Typology of functional urban areas (FUAsEurope (ESPON 2004)

Tab. 2 and 3 show some basic characteristics atitumal regions at NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 level in Siuae
At both level, functional region Ljubljana has théghest population. Discrepancy between functional
regions at NUTS 2 level is obvious: urban conudratoper-lzola-Piran can not compete with functiona

region Ljubljana at all: there is almost 17-timesd population in the smallest FR (Koper-1zolaiBithan
in the largest FR (Ljubljana) at NUTS 2 level ob&tnia!
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This proportion remains the same at the NUTS 3lI@vetween Postojna and Ljubljana) — but with the
exception of Ljubljana (and Maribor) other functibmegions are more comparable at the NUTS 3 |&\ed.
average functional region at NUTS 3 level has patah of almost 135,490 inhabitants (without L;jalola
100,340 inhabitants).

Delimitation of functional regions around the urbegntres and urban conurbations at NUTS 3 level in
Slovenia has re-arranged the relative importanderaftional connections in the (functional) regiétanks

of the importance (according to the populationhie &nalysed entities) are not same for urban ce(dired
conurbations) and for functional regions (compaa®.TlL and Tab. 3). Comparing the relative imporawic
functional regions to relative importance of url@antres (conurbations), there are five functioegiions
that have higher relative importance than theimarbentres (including urban conurbations); thoseCalje,
Novo mesto, Nova Gorica—éempeter pri Gorici, MurSkdoota and Bre ice-Kr8ko-Sevnica. Five functional
regions with lower relative importance than theban centres (conurbations) are Koper-lzola-Piraaijh-
Portoro, Kranj, Velenje, Jesenice-Radovljica-Blesd Zagorje ob Savi-Trbovlje-Hrastnik. And, five
functional regions of Ljubljana, Maribor, Ptuj, 8&nj Gradec-Ravne na Koroskem-Dravograd and Pastojn
have the same relative importance than their uceatres (conurbations).

. . Population Number of
Rank Functional region L
Number % municipalities
1 Ljubljana 1,488,805 73,2 % 134
2 Maribor 454,793 22,4 % 72
3 Koper-lzola-Piran 88,764 4,4 % 4
Slovenia 2,032,362 100,09 210

Tab. 2: Population and number of municipalitiefuinctional regions at NUTS 2 level in Slovenia

. . Populatior Number of
Rank Functional region S
Number % municipalities
1 Ljubljana 627,565 30,9 % 41
2 Maribor 265,423 13,1 % 28
3 Celje 190,423 9,4 % 20
4 Novo mesto 110,081 5,4 % 14
5 Koper-Izola-Piran 108,778 54 % 7
6 Nova Gorica—éempeter pri Gorici 101,904 5,0 % 11
7 Murska Sobota 99,237 4.9 % 23
8 Kranj 93,920 4,6 % 7
9 Bre ice-Krsko-Sevnica 79,075 3,9 % 7
10 Ptuj 73,859 3,6 % 16
11 Velenje 67,868 33% 12
12 Slovenj Gradec-Ravne na KoroSkem-Dravograd 67,778 3,3% 11
13 Jesenice-Radovljica-Bled 66,369 3,3% 7
14 Zagorje ob Savi-Trbovlje-Hrastnik 44,75(Q 2,29 3
15 Postojna 35,329 1,7 % 3
Slovenia 2,032,362 100,0 % 210

Tab. 3: Population and number of municipalitiefuinctional regions at NUTS 3 level in Slovenia

5 CONCLUSION

The ESPON 1.1.1 project (2004) found that Slovesiane of the most polycentric European countries
despite the small size of the country. This is weali consequence of polycentric spatial and redjiona
development policies since the end of 1960s. Palyicedevelopment concept and distribution of jobs,
services and financial subsidies have been alsostrument of balanced regional development poiicy
Slovenia, which was (partly) modified only by thecél development (communal) policy in 1970s, and
market reforms in 1990s. During 1990s the polydsmithas been in the shadow of centralisation teriden
and macro-economic priorities of Slovenia, as tleev rindependent country, and the incomplete local
government reforms. But the polycentric developneamicept has been present again since year 2a@6 in
most important new strategic development documensh as the economic policy, regional policy, and
spatial development policy, that are also compldgargrwith the goals of the EU policy documents kiog
over polycentrism as the main principle that gutres effective, moderate and balanced spatial
development (Zavodnik Lamovsek, Drobne and Pidkiidéanovi 2009).

In the paper, we discussed polycentric urban agmmeal development concepts in Slovenia which tesul
defined urban centres of international and natiémglortance in Slovenia (SPRS 2004). Using those; p
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defined, centres of national and international irgace of Slovenia as core centres and labour rharke
approach, we defined functional regions in SloveRiactional regions have been analysed at NUT&d2 a
NUTS 3 levels. As showed by other authors befdne, daily interaction in the labour market can be
considered as a good approximation for the funatioegion. In this way, delineation of functionalgrons
can be used as a good starting point and framefwofkirther analyses and research.

6 REFERENCES

ANDERSEN A. K., Are Commuting Areas Relevant for thelibitation of Administrative Regions in Denmark? grmal Studies,
Vol. 36, pp: 833 — 844, 2002.

ANTIKAINEN J., The Concept of Functional Urban Ardandings of the ESPON project 1.1.1. Informatiozen
Raumentwicklung, Heft 7, pp. 447 — 454 2005.

BOLE D.: Daily mobility of workers in Slovenia = Dwea mobilnost delavcev v Sloveniji. Acta geograph8tovenica, Vol. 44,
Issue 1, pp. 25-45. Ljubljana, 2004.

CASADO-DI'AZ J. M., Local Labour Market Areas in SpaA Case Study. Regional Studies, Vol. 34, pp: 8456, 2000.

COOMBES M. G., GREEN A. E. & OPENSHAW S., An Efficiefitgorithm to Generate Official Statistical RepogiAreas: The
Case of the 1984 Travel-To-Work-Areas Revision ind#nit Journal of the Operational Research Society, 37 pp:
943 — 953, 1986.

CORVERS F., HENSEN M. & BONGAERTS D., Delimitation andh@cence of Functional and Administrative Regions,itte
studies, Vol. 43, pp: 19 - 31, 2009.

DROBNE S., KONJAR M. & LISEC A., Delimitation of Funotial Regions Using Labour Market Approach. In ZADNSKIRN
L, EROVNIK J., DROBNE S., LISEC A. (ed.). ProceedingSOR’09, 10th International Symposium on
Operational Research in Slovenia, Slovenian Sobtymatika (SDI), Section for Operational Reseai8BR),
Ljubljana, pp: 417 - 425, 2009.

DROBNE S., LISEC A., KONJAR M., ZAVODNIK LAMOVSEK A. 80GA NIK A., Functional vs. Administrative Regions:
Case of Slovenia. In VUJOSEVIM. (ed.). Thematic Conference Proceedings: Volndtitute of Architecture and
Urban & Spatial Planning of Serbia, Belgrade, pfs 3¢16, 2009.

ESPON 1.1.1, Potentials for polycentric developnierifurope. Final project report, Stockholm, Noigoe 2004.
http://www.espon.eu/mmp/online/website/content/pctg/259/648/index_EN.html; Last date accessed09.2

ESDP - European Spatial Development Perspectiwgafis Balanced and Sustainable Development of tirédrg of the
European Union. Agreed at the Informal Council ohMiers responsible for Spatial Planning. Potsdumlished by
the European Commission, pp 87, 1999.

Eurostat, Commission Regulation amending annexéshd Il to Regulation (EC) No1059/2003 of the Ewgap Parliament and of
the Council on the establishment of a common cliassibn of territorial units for statistics (NUTSIPS
2006/60/1/EN, Eurostat, Luxembourg, 1992.

KARLSSON C., Clusters, Functional Regions and CluBtdicies. CESIS Electronic Working Paper Series. K$kbckholm, 2007,
http://www.infra.kth.se/cesis/documents/WP84.pafst date accessed 01.2010.

KARLSSON C. & OLSSON M., The Identification of Fuiantal Regions: Theory, Methods, and Applicationsn/&eg Sci, Vol.
40, pp: 1 — 18, 2006.

KONJAR M., LISEC A. & DROBNE S., Methods for Delineatiof Functional Regions Using Data on Commuter®AMNHO M.
(Ed), Geospatial Thinking, Proceedings of AGILE @0Guimaraes, Portugal, pp. 1-11, 2010, to be apdea

Long term development plan of the Socialistic Rejoudl Slovenia 1986-2000, Ministry of EnvironmemidaSpatial Planning,
Ljubljana, 1986.

OECD, Redefining Territories — The Functional Regidiigyanisation for Economic Co-operation and DevelepinParis, 2002.

PLANET CENSE, INTERREG llIb, Metropolitan Networking CenSE backed by North-South Rail Corridors, FinaldrRegf the
Pilot Projects, 2006. http://www.planet-cense.retidloads/FinalReport_MetroNet_NS_Corridors.pdf, ldete
accessed 08.20009.

RePUS, Strategy for a regional Polycentric Urbartedgsn Central-Eastern Europe Economic IntegrationeZ Interreg Il B, Final
Report, BENINI R. (Ed.) 2007.

RePUS, Strategija regionalnega policemieiga urbanega sistema v srednje in vzhodno evropgksepodarskem integracijskem
obmo ju = Strategy for a regional Polycentric Urban 8ystin Central-Eastern Europe Economic IntegratiomeZo
Interreg 11l B, Konno poroilo = Final Report, University of Ljubljana, Faculb§ Arts, Ljubljana, 2008.
http://www.repus.it/repus-docs/repus_finalreport.hest date accessed 02.2010.

SORS, Persons in Employment - Daily Commuters by klpality of Residence and Municipality of Place obkl, Municipalities,
Slovenia, Census 2002, Statistical Office of Reputfli§lovenia, Ljubljana, 2009a,
www.stat.si/pxweb/Database/Census2002/MunicipalRiegulation/Activity/Activity.asp, Last date acced€09.2009.

SORS, Statistical Yearbook 2009, Statistical OfiE®epublic of Slovenia, Ljubljana, 2009b,
http://www.stat.si/letopis/LetopisPrvaStran.aspr@ken, Last date accessed 02.2010.

SPRS - Strategija prostorskega razvoja Slovenijpati8l Development Strategy of Slovenia. MinistfyfEmvironment and Spatial
Planning, Ljubljana, 2004.
http://www.mop.gov.si/fileadmin/mop.gov.si/pageusndis/publikacije/drugo/en/sprs_eng.pdf, Last datessed
02.2010.

TOMANEY J. & WARD N., England and the »New Regiosali. Regional studies, Vol. 34, Issue 5, pp. 4718; 2000.

VRISER, ., Centralna naselja v SR Sloveniji leta 188Zentral Places of The Republic of Slovenia in y¥87. Geografski
zbornik, Issue: 28. Ljubljana, 1988.

ZAVODNIK LAMOVSEK A., DROBNE S. & PICHLER MILANOVI N., Accessibility to Public Services as a TooRithieve
the Polycentric Regional Development in Slovenia? WUOSEVI M. (ed.). Thematic Conference Proceedings: Vol.
1. Institute of Architecture and Urban & Spatiahfing of Serbia, Belgrade, pp: 107 - 130, 2009.

m REAL CORP 2010:
CITIES FOR EVERYONE. Liveable, Healthy, Prosperous



