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Area Population in 1999 GDPpps in 1999
EU 15+2 77 % 79 % 95,20 %
EU 10+2 23 % 21 % 4,80 %
In total 4 694 523 km? 494 945 720 inh. 9 357 099 mill. Euro

Table 3.1. The area, population and GDPpps in total (29 countries) and according
to relative shares (EU 15+2, EU 10+2).
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Austria [ 67 33 2001
Belgiurn I 100 0 2001
Denmark 85 15 1998
Finland 81 19 1995
France (A) 75 25 1999
Germany [ ] @5 15 2001
Gresce 60 40 1991
Ireland 58 42 1996
Italy (B) [ 7B 25 1986
Luxembourg [ 92 g 2000
MNetherlands 80 20 1999
Fortugal 70 30 2001
Spain 75 25 2001
Sweden 84 16 1995
United Kingdom (C) [ ] 72 28 2001
Morway . 77 23 2002
Switzerland 68 32 2000
Cyprus [ 69 31 2001
Czech Republic || 79 21 2001
Estonia 69 31 2000
Hungary 65 35 2002
Lat\”a ............... 69 31 1998
Lithuania 88 32 1998
Malta || 91 9 2000
Poland 62 38 2002
Slovakia ) || 56 44 2001
Slovenia s - o e e s R e 51 49 210z
Bulgaria 68 32 2000
Romania || [ ] 53 47 2002
CECD [ ] s = =

®hordregio - ESPCON 1.1.2, 2003
(1) The delimitation of urban and rural population by government decision may sometimes also be based on conceptional frameworks
(2) Threshold 2,000 inhabitants always
(3} Mote!l The following thresholds apply for different reference units. Denmark/Finland/Morway/Sweden: 200 inhabitants,
Germany: around 100,000 inhabitants, France: 2,000 inhabitants, Spain 10,000 inhabitants, Czech Republic: 2,000 inhabitants,
Malta: 1,500 inhabitants, Slovakia: 5,000 inhabitants, Switzerland: 10,000 inhabitants, Ireland 1,500 inhabitants
(4) Germany: 150 inhabitants/km?, Netherlands: 500 addresses/km?, Portugal: 100 inhabitants/km?,
QECD: 150 inhabitants/<n® (Eurostat modified: 100 mhabltantsﬁkmz)
5) Cyprus: Nicosia and district towns covered by local town plans
5) Netherland: neighbourhoods comprising "buurten”, Portugal: parishes (freguesias)
A Excluding Guadsloupe, Martinigue, Guyane and Reunion
BE) The list of criteria also includes active population {»14 yvears, women), age cohort > 14 years,
average number of family members, number of private owned dwellings and penetration rate of phone contracts
(C) Excluding Morthern Ireland, Scotland and Wales. The set of criteria for England also includes ratio of active and inactive population,
use of public transport and share of ethnically non-white people.
- =Mo data
* = Not available
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Table 3.2. Main components of national approaches on delimitation of urban and
rural population.
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Map 3.1. Urban population density based on national classifications.
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High High High Medium | Medium | Medium | Low Low Low Regions with
rurality, | rurality, | rurality, | rurality, | rurality, | rurality, | rurality, | rurality, | rurality, contradictory
NUTS3 high medium | low high medium | low high medium | low values (in

regions density | density | density | density | density | density | density | density | density | Total | red)

AT Count 0 2 20 2 1 3 7 0 0 35 7

% of regions 0 6 57 6 3 8 20 0 0 100 20

BE Count 0 0 5 0 0 0 18 3 17 43 20

% of regions 0 0 12 0 0 0 42 7 39 100 46

BG Count 0 2 15 1 1 4 3 1 1 28 9

% of regions 0 7 53 4 4 14 10 4 4 100 33

CH Count 5 1 9 0 0 0 8 1 2 26 9

% of regions 19 4 34 0 0 0 31 4 8 100 35

CcYy Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

% of regions 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0

Ccz Count 2 0 6 0 0 1 3 1 1 14 5

% of regions 14 0 43 0 0 7 22 7 7 100 35

DE Count 1 1 158 0 0 4 180 34 63 441 103

% of regions 0 0 36 0 0 1 41 8 14 100 23

DK Count 0 2 8 1 0 0 4 0 0 15 3

% of regions 0 13 53 7 0 0 27 0 0 100 20

EE Count 1 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 5 2

% of regions 20 0 40 0 0 0 20 0 20 100 40

ES Count 3 1 29 0 0 1 16 0 0 52 5

% of regions 6 2 56 0 0 2 31 0 0 100 10

Fl Count 3 3 7 3 0 0 4 0 0 20 9

% of regions 15 15 35 15 0 0 20 0 0 100 45

FR Count 3 2 58 8 1 3 20 0 1 100 17

% of regions 3 2 58 8 1 3 20 0 1 100 17

GR Count 1 2 32 1 2 6 3 1 3 51 14

% of regions 2 4 62 2 4 12 6 2 6 100 28

HU Count 2 3 8 0 0 3 1 1 2 20 11

% of regions 10 15 40 0 0 15 5 5 10 100 55

IE Count 1 0 6 0 0 0 1 0 0 8 1

% of regions 13 0 75 0 0 0 12 0 0 100 13

IT Count 10 5 27 2 1 4 28 7 19 103 47

% of regions 10 5 26 2 1 4 27 7 18 100 46

LT Count 0 0 7 0 0 0 3 0 0 10 0

% of regions 0 0 70 0 0 0 30 0 0 100 0

LU Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

% of regions 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0

LV Count 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 0

% of regions 0 0 80 0 0 0 20 0 0 100 0

NL Count 0 1 19 2 1 1 13 2 1 40 7

% of regions 0 3 47 5 3 3 32 5 2 100 18

NO Count 1 0 9 3 1 0 5 0 0 19 4

% of regions 6 0 47 16 5 0 26 0 0 100 22

PL Count 4 4 16 2 2 5 7 2 2 44 19

% of regions 9 9 36 5 4 11 16 5 5 100 44

PT Count 5 1 14 2 0 0 5 0 1 28 9

% of regions 18 4 50 7 0 0 18 0 3 100 32

RO Count 4 6 15 2 3 3 4 0 5 42 20

% of regions 9 14 36 5 7 7 10 0 12 100 47

SE Count 6 2 8 2 0 0 3 0 0 21 10

% of regions 28 10 38 10 0 0 14 0 0 100 48

Sl Count 0 2 4 1 1 1 2 1 0 12 5

% of regions 0 17 33 8 8 8 18 8 0 100 41

SK Count 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 8 5

% of regions 12,5 25 12,5 12,5 12,5 12,5 12,5 0 0 100 62,5

UK Count 13 5 17 2 0 0 55 1 0 93 21

% of regions 14 5 19 2 0 0 59 1 0 100 22

Total | Count 66 47 504 35 17 40 396 55 119 1279 362

% of regions 6 4 39 3 1 3 31 4 9 100 29

Table 3.3. Relative

density.

rurality in relation to national averages of population




High High High Medium |Medium [Medium |Low Low Low Regions
rurality, |rurality, |rurality, [rurality, [rurality, [rurality, [rurality, [rurality, [rurality, with
high medium [low share |high medium [low share |high medium [low share contradic
share of |share of |of share of |[share of |of share of |[share of [of tory
artificial |artificial |artificial |artificial [artificial |artificial |artificial |artificial |artificial values (in
surfaces |surfaces |surfaces |[surfaces |[surfaces |[surfaces |surfaces |[surfaces |surfaces |[Total |red)
AT ICount 4 0 18 3 1 2 7 0 0] 35 9
% of regions 11 0 51 9 3 6 20 0 0] 100] 26|
BE Count 0 0 5 0 0 0 21 5 12 43 17|
% of regions 0 0 11 0 0 0 49 12 28 100 40|
BG Count 8 1 8 3 0 3 5 0 0| 28 15|
% of regions 28 4 28 11 0 11 18 0 0] 100 54
CH ICount 3 0 12 0 0 0 8 1 2 26| 6
% of regions 11 0 46 0 0 0 31 4 8 100 23
Cz ICount 2 2 4 0 0 1 3 2 0| 14 7
% of regions 14 14 29 0 0 7 22 14 0] 100 49
DE ICount 6 5 149 0 0 4 190 29 58] 441 102
% of regions 1 1 34 0 0 1 43 7 13| 100 23
DK ICount 1 2 7 1 0 0 4 0 0] 15| 4
% of regions 7 13 46 7 0 0 27 0 0 100 27
EE Count 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0] 5 0
% of regions 0 0 60 0 0 0 40 0 0] 100] 0
ES Count 4 2 27 0 0 1 14 0 1] 49 8|
% of regions 8 4 55 0 0 2 29 0 2] 100 16|
FI ICount 3 1 9 3 0 0 4 0 0| 20 7
% of regions 15 5 45 15 0 0 20 0 0] 100 35
FR ICount 8 6 49 9 2 1 17 2 2] 96 28
% of regions 8 6 49 9 2 1 17 2 2) 100 28|
GR ICount 5 1 26 2 0 7 3 1 2 47 18]
% of regions 11 2 56 4 0 15 6 2 4 100 38|
HU ICount 5 3 5 0 0 3 1 1 2 20 14
% of regions 25 15 25 0 0 15 5 5 10] 100 70]
IE ICount 1 0 6 0 0 0 1 0 0] 8 1]
% of regions 12,5 0 75 0 0 0 12,5 0 0| 100 12,5
IT Count 9 3 30 3 1 3 29 4 21 103 43
% of regions 9 3 29 3 1 3 28 4 20| 100 42|
LT Count 1 2 4 0 0 0 2 1 0 10| 4
% of regions 10 20 40 0 0 0 20 10 0] 100 40
LU ICount 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0| 1 0f
% of regions 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0] 100] 0
LV ICount 0 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 0| 5 0|
% of regions 0 0 80 0 0 0 20 0 0] 100 0
NL ICount 0 4 16 1 3 0 15 0 1] 40 6]
% of regions 0 10 40 2,5 7,5 0 37,5 0 2,5 100 15]
PL ICount 5 4 15 2 0 7 9 0 2) 44 20
% of regions 11 9 34 5 0 16 20 0 5 100 46
PT ICount 3 3 14 2 0 0 5 0 1 28 9
% of regions 11 11 50 7 0 0 18 0 3] 100 32
RO Count 11 10 4 3 1 4 1 2 6 42 36|
% of regions 26 24 10 7 2 10 2 5 14 100 86|
SE Count 8 3 5 2 0 0 3 0 0| 21 13|
% of regions 38 14 24 10 0 0 14 0 0] 100 62
S| ICount 1 1 4 1 1 1 2 1 0| 12| 5
% of regions 8,3 8,3 33 8,3 8,3 8,3 17 8,3 0] 100 415
ISK ICount 2 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 0| 8| 4
% of regions 25 0 25 12,5 12,5 12,5 12,5 0 0] 100 50
UK ICount 18 2 15 2 0 0 55 1 0| 93 23
% of regions 20 2 16 2 0 0 59 1 0] 100 25
Total |Count 108 55 441 38 11 38 403 50 110 1307 399
% of regions 8 4 34 3 1 3 31 4 8| 100 31

Table 3.4. Relative rurality in relation to national averages of the share of
artificial surfaces.



High High Medium |Medium |Medium |Low Low
High rurality, |rurality, |rurality, |rurality, rurality, |rurality, |[rurality, |Low Regions in
rurality, medium |low share [high medium |low share [high medium  |rurality, with
high share |share of |of share of |share of |of share of |share of [low share contra-
of agricult- {agricult- |agricult- |agricult- |agricult- |agricult- |agricult- |agricult- |of agricult- dictory
ural land [ural land |ural land |ural land [uralland |ural land |ural land [|ural land |ural land values (in
use use use use use use use use use Total |red)
AT Count 10 2 10 1 1 4 2 3 2 35 22
% of regions 29 6 29 3 3 10 6 8 6 100 62
BE Count 3 0 2 0 0 0 17 11 10 43 30
% of regions 7 0 5 0 0 0 39 26 23 100 70
BG Count 10 1 6 2 2 2 1 1 3 28 13
% of regions 35 4 21 7 7 7 4 4 11 100 47
CH Count 9 1 5 0 0 0 8 0 3 26 14
% of regions 35 4 19 0 0 0 31 0 11 100 54
Ccz Count 3 4 1 0 1 0 0 2 3 14 7
% of regions 21 29 7 0 7 0 0 14 22 100 50
DE Count 65 47 48 0 3 1 65 48 164 441 209
% of regions 14 10 11 0 1 1 15 11 37 100 48
DK Count 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 1 3 15 11
% of regions 0 66 0 0 7 0 0 7 20 100 73
EE Count 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 5 2
% of regions 40 0 20 0 0 0 0 20 20 100 40
ES Count 8 8 17 1 0 0 2 5 8 49 33
% of regions 16 16 35 2 0 0 4 11 16 100 68
FI Count 6 1 6 3 0 0 4 0 0 20 14
% of regions 30 5 30 15 0 0 20 0 0 100 70
FR Count 34 10 19 4 2 6 4 5 12 100 48
% of regions 34 10 19 4 2 6 4 5 12 100 48
GR Count 11 7 14 4 0 4 3 2 1 46 34
% of regions 24 15 30 9 0 9 7 4 2 100 74
HU Count 1 7 5 1 2 0 2 1 1 20 16
% of regions 5 35 25 5 10 0 10 5 5 100 80
IE Count 4 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 8 3
% of regions 50 25 12,5 0 0 0 0 0 12,5 100 37,5
IT Count 27 6 9 2 1 4 20 11 23 103 52
% of regions 27 6 9 2 1 4 19 11 22 100 50
LT Count 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 10 8
% of regions 10 50 10 0 0 0 0 20 10 100 80
LU Count 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
% of regions 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 100 0
LV Count 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 5 2
% of regions 40 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 20 100 40
NL Count 11 8 1 1 3 0 0 6 10 40 16
% of regions 28 20 2,5 2,5 7 0 0 15 25 100 40
PL Count 10 9 5 1 5 3 0 3 8 44 21
% of regions 23 21 11 2 11 7 0 7 18 100 48
PT Count 4 5 11 0 0 2 0 5 1 28 23
% of regions 14 18 39 0 0 8 0 18 4 100 82
RO Count 10 5 10 3 1 4 3 0 6 42 25
% of regions 26 12 24 7 2 10 7 0 14 100 60
SE Count 5 3 8 1 1 0 1 2 0 21 15
% of regions 23 14 38 5 5 0 5 10 0 100 72
Sl Count 3 0 3 1 0 2 0 1 2 12 7
% of regions 25 0 25 8 0 17 0 8 17 100 58
SK Count 2 0 2 0 1 2 0 1 0 8 5
% of regions 25 0 25 0 12,5 25 0 12,5 0 100 62,5
UK Count 32 3 0 2 0 0 13 7 36 94 25
% of regions 34 3 0 2 0 0 14 8 39 100 27
Total [Count 273 144 187 27 25 34 145 118 300( 1253 655
% of regions 22 11 15 2 2 3 12 9 24 100 52

Table 3.5. Relative rurality in relation to national averages of the share of
agricultural land use.
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Map 3.10. Population density
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Map 3.11. FUA-ranking and population density
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The average share of artificial surfaces in EU23+3 is 3,48 % (no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway).

Map 3.12. Share of artificial surfaces
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The average share of agricultural land use in EU23+3 is 50,36% (no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway).

Map 3.13. Share of agricultural land use
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Map 3.14. Share of residual land use
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Graph 3.3. Share of discontinuous urban fabric as percentage of all artificial
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Graph 3.4. Share of discontinuous urban fabric in relation to share of artificial
surfaces.



ESPN

UERZAET (© Project 1.1.2 CURS 2003

Share of discontinuous urban fabric (% of all artificial surfaces)

in NUTS3 regions
MWsi6 -100
W73 - 8459
M7005 - 73,209
58,7 - 70,04
0,22 - 586

(353 NUTS3 regions)
(353)
(100)
(216)
(216)

The average share of discontinuous urban fabric in EU22+2 is 71,67%
(no data on Cyprus, Malta, Sweden,Norway and Switzerland).

Typology of Functional Urban Areas (from ESPON Action 1.1.1)

B European/Global (MEGAs) (76 cities)
4 National/Transnational (268)

O Local/Regional

(1264)

This map does not
necessarily reflect the
opinion of the ESPON
Menitoring Committee

hics A iation for the ini ive b daries

Land cover:
Qrigin of data: EEA, Corine Land Cover 90 (250 m grid)

Source: ESPON Data Base

Ranking of Functional Urban Areas (FUAs):
Qrigin of data: EUROSTAT, National Statistical
Cffices, Mational experts
Source: Nordregio, ESPON Data Base

Map 3.15. Share of discontinuous urban fabric as percentage of all artificial

surfaces



Population density

10 000G

1 000+

100

10

I

Regional/Local Transnational/National Global/European
FUA ranking
Population density
Country group
EU15+2
10 00GH m
New
members
E and
accession
countries
1 000
o
100+
*
10
o
I I I
Regional/Local Transnational/National Global/European
FUA ranking
FUA ranking Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range
Regional/ EU15+2 469 156 2 5392 5390
Local New mgmbers arjd 110 73 18 189 171
accession countries
Total 579 116 2 5392 5390
Transnational/ EU15+2 204 201 3 5122 5119
National New mgmbers ar_1d 45 105 18 324 306
accession countries
B Total 249 148 3 5122 5119
Global/ EU15+2 58 919 28 20161 20134
European New members and 18 1785 78 8677 8599
accession countries
Total 76 1019 28 20161 20134
EU15+2 1130 158 2 20161 20 160
Total New members and
accession countries 189 84 18 8677 8659
Total 1319 137 2 20 161 20 160
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Graph 3.7. Share of agricultural land use in relation to population density
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Graph 3.8. Population density in relation to the shares of different land cover
types in EU 23+3.
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Map 3.16. Artificial surfaces per capita
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is 5,6 km*/1000 inhabitants (no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway).

Map 3.17. Agricultural land use per capita

Agricultural land use:
Qrigin of data; EEA, Corine Land Cover 90
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Map 3.18. Residual land use per capita
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Graph 3.11. FUA ranking in relation to the shares of different land cover types in
EU 23+3 (FUA typology by ESPON Action 1.1.1).
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The average GDP,., per capita in EU 25+4 is 18 807 euros/capita.

Map 3.19. GDPpps per capita.



GDPpps per capita
100000 S

Country group
(O EU15+2

New members
O and accession
countries

10000

R Sqg Cubic =0,238

10 100 1000 10000 100000
Population density

Graph 3.19. Population density in relation to GDPpps per capita in 1999.
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Graph 3.21. FUA ranking in relation to GDPpps per capita.
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Graph 3.24. Share of residual land use in relation to GDPpps per capita.



Artificial surfaces per 100 million euros of GDP,,

.

This map does not
necessarily reflect the
opinion of the ESPON
Monitoring Committee

.

&

in NUTS3 regions in 1999

Ws54-287
Ws:z2- 53
Wzs- 31
[T13- 24

0 - 1.2

The average amount of artificial surfaces per 100 million PPS in EU23+3

(136 NUTSS3 regions)
(136)
(75)
(472)
(472)

—
© graphics Assaciation for the adminisiralive houndari

Artificial surfaces:
Origin of data: EEA, Corine Land Cover 90

GDP,,.:
Origin of data: EU15 and CC's: Eurostal
Norway and Switzerland: National
Statistical Offices
Time reference:1999

Source: ESPON Data Base

is 2,8 km2 / 100 million euros (no land cover data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway).

Map 3.20. Artificial surfaces per GDPpps.
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Graph 3.25. Population density in 1999 in relation to population change from
1995 to 1999.
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Map 3.23. Population change from 1995 to 1999.
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Graph 3.26. FUA ranking in relation to population change from 1995 to 1999.
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Graph 3.27. Share of artificial surfaces in relation to population change from
1995 to 1999.
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Graph 3.29. Share of residual land use in relation to population change from

1995 to 1999.
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Lagging typology Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range
Non lagging EU15+2 725 203 2 20 161 20 160
New members and 4 2834 82 3476 3394
accession countries
Total 729 204 2 20 161 20 160
Potentially lagging EU15+2 224 112 9 5 864 5855
New members and 29 08 34 8677 8 642
accession countries
Total 253 107 9 8 677 8 668
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Graph 3.31. Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1) in relation to
population density.




Population change (%) in 1995-1999

100
— 8
10
=
-
-1
-107 o
-100 T T T .
Non Potentially Lagging Lagging typology
lagging lagging
Population change (%) in 1995-1999
100
Country group
W EU15+2
New members
E and accession
countries
10
.
o
| o
10 A, B
-100 T T T
Non lagging Potentiall Laggin :
99ing lagging Y 999" agging typology
Population change (%) in 1995-1999
Lagging typology Country group N Median Minimum Maximum Range
Non lagging EU15+2 726 1,19 -13,2 14,2 27,3
New members and
accession countries 3 -1.93 51 14 3.7
Total 729 1,18 -13,2 14,2 27,3
Potentially lagging EU15+2 225 0,24 -12,0 12,3 24,3
New members and 29 0,64 37 45 8,2
accession countries
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Total EU15+2 1138 0,80 -42,9 23,9 66,8
New members and 188 -0,55 75 6,3 13,8
accession countries
Total 1326 0,47 -42,9 23,9 66,3

Graph 3.32 Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1.) in relation to
population change from 1995 to 1999.
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The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (107 inhabitants/km’ in EU25+4)

- And/or at least a European level functional urban area (based on typology made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land covers

(in EU23+3, no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway):

High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (3,48%)
Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (50,36%)
Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (46,16%)

Map 3.24. Urban—rural typology.

Ranking of Functional Urban Areas (FUAs):
Origin of data; EUROSTAT, National Statistical
Offices, National experis
Source: Nordregio, ESPON Data Base

Population density:
QOrigin of data: EU15 and CC's: Eurostat
Norway and Switzerland:
National Statistical Offices
Time reference: 1989

Land cover types:
Origin of data: EEA, Corine Land Cover 90

Source: ESPON Data Base



Urban-rural [Number |Total area in |Total area|Total Total Population |(Index of Accessibility  [Index of
typology of NUTS3 (km? as % population |population [change from|population |to accessibility,

regions from EU [in 1999 as % of EU [1995 to 1999 |change (100 |transportation |reversed (100 =

25+4 25+4 total (%) = EU25+4 terminals EU25+4
average) (minutes) average)

EU 25+3
1 691 906 881 19| 299 173 237 60 0,84 118 33,00 134
2 52 204 887 4| 25990947 5 1,06 149 56,64 78
3 34 127 231 3| 17743721 4 1,01 142 47,91 92
4 131 523 154 11| 42177800 9 -0,18 -26 64,93 68
5 184 1049 959 22| 57913200 12 0,64 91 61,28 72
6 201 1440310 31| 42021486 8 0,08 11 64,40 68
Total 1293 4252 420 91| 485 020 391 98 0,68 96 43,69 101
Areas not in
typology 36 442 103 9 9 925 329 2 2,81 390 81,07 184
EU15+1
1 643 711 652 15| 257 320 237 52 1,10 153 29,65 149
2 42 115 629 2| 15951 947 3 1,54 214 49,27 90
3 33 124 847 3| 17486721 4 1,02 141 47,92 92
4 57 141 717 3| 12170800 2 2,21 307 46,18 96
5 156 815 493 17| 42758 200 9 0,78 109 56,61 78
6 174 1266 578 27| 34710486 7 0,28 39 62,43 71
Total 1105 3175916 68| 380 398 391 77 1,04 145 37,87 116
EU 10+2
1 48 195 229 4| 41853000 8 -0,78 -109 53,58 82
2 10 89 258 2| 10039 000 2 0,30 41 68,35 65
3 1 2 384 0 257 000 0 0,39 54 47,26 93
4 74 381 436 8| 30007 000 6 -1,15 -160 72,54 61
5 28 234 465 5/ 15155000 3 0,24 34 74,43 59
6 27 173732 4 7 311 000 1 -0,88 -122 73,75 60
Total 188 1076 504 23| 104 622 000 21 -0,64 -89 64,85 68
EU 25+4 1329 4 694 523 100| 494 945 720 100 0,72 100 44,10 100
Urban-rural |Total GDPpps |GDPpps |Index of |Change |Percentage |[Index of the |Employment|Population |Index of
typology GDPpps |as % of |per capita|GDPpps |of change of |percentage |in density population

in 1999 |EU25+4 |in 1999 |per capita|GDPpps |GDPpps per [change of |agriculture, density (100

total (100 = EU |per capita|capita GDPpps forestry and = EU 25+4
25+4 avg) |from 1995 (100 = fishing (% of average)
to 1999 EU25+4 the total
average) work force)

EU 25+3
1 6 453 790 70 21572 116 3721 21 100 N/A 330 308
2 358 441 4 13791 74 2 668 26 125 N/A 127 119
3 312 803 3 17 629 95 3034 22 106 N/A 139 130
4 404 005 4 9579 52 1254 13 60 N/A 81 75
5 818 486 9 14 133 76 2520 24 112 N/A 55 52
6 661 896 7 15751 85 2622 20 97 N/A 29 27
Total 9 009 422 98 18 575 100 3186 21 100 N/A 114 106
Areas not in
typology 182 581 2 18 396 99 4608 27 129 N/A 16 15
EU15+1
1 6 007 777 65 23 347 126 3953 20 97 2,49 361 338
2 286 082 3 17 934 97 3264 23 109 11,22 138 129
3 309 410 3 17 694 95 3041 22 106 10,90 140 131
4 217 990 2 17911 96 2585 17 82 6,96 86 80
5 719 711 8 16 832 91 2908 21 102 10,99 52 49
6 613 761 7 17 682 95 2934 21 98 10,25 27 25
Total 8154 731 89 21 437 115 3628 21 98 4,70 119 112
EU 10+2
1 446 013 5 9674 52 1604 25 117 N/A 214 200
2 72 359 1 6512 35 1650 33 157 N/A 112 105
3 3393 0,04 13 204 71 2587 24 116 N/A 108 101
4 186 015 2 5768 31 502 11 53 N/A 79 74
5 98 776 1 6 260 34 1624 34 164 N/A 65 60
6 48 135 1 5902 32 1114 21 102 N/A 43 41
Total 854 691 9 6 904 37 1321 22 102 N/A 97 91
EU 25+4 9192 003 100 18 572 100 3204 21 100 4,70 107 100

Table 3.6. Urban—rural typology in relation to core indicators.
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Graph 3.34. Population change from 1995 to 1999 in relation to urban—rural
typology.
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Population change (%) from 1995 to 1999
(EU23+4 average is 0,72%, no data on Cyprus and Malta)
77 0,73 -100% (612 NUTS3 regions)

42 91 - 0,72 (714)

The criteria for urban influence:
- Population density above the average (107 inhabitants/km® in EU25+4)

- And/or at least a european level functional urban area (based on ranking made by ESPON

Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land use
(in EU23+3, no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway):

High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (3,48%)

boundaries

Ranking of Functional Urban Areas (FUAs):
Origin of data: EUROQSTAT, National Statistical
Offices, Mational expers
Source: Nordregio, ESPON Data Base

Pop density and population change:
Origin of data: EU15 and CC’s: Eurostal
Morway and Switzerland:
National Statistical Offices
Time reference:1998

Land cover types:
Origin of data: EEA, Corine Land Cover 90

Source: ESPON Data Base

Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (50,36%)

Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (46,16%)

Map 3.25. Population change from 1995 to 1999 in relation to urban—rural

typology.
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Graph 3.35. GDPpps per capita in relation to urban—rural typology.
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The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (107 inhabitants/km® in EU25+4)

- And/or at least a european level functional urban area (based on ranking made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land use

(in EU23+3, no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway):

High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (3,48%)
Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (50,36%)
Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (46,16%)

Map 3.26. GDPpps per capita in relation to urban—rural typology.
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Graph 3.36. Change of GDPpps from 1995 to 1999 in relation to urban—rural
typology.
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Land cover types:
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Change of GDP,../capita (%) from 1995 to1999 (EU25+4 average is 21%)

7/ 22 -76% (479 NUTS3 regions)
23 -21 (842)

Source: ESPON Data Base

The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (107 inhabitants/km’ in EU25+4)

- And/or at least a european level functional urban area (based on ranking made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land use

(in EU23+3, no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway):

High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (3,48%)
Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (50,36%)
Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (46,16%)

Map 3.27. Change of GDPpps from 1995 to 1999 in relation to urban—rural
typology.



Lagging typology

typology

Non lagging Potentially lagging Lagging Total
. % of population
;']}?J‘et‘]rcbea':ﬂgh within Urban-rural 62% 21% 17% 100%
human ’ typoflogy |
. . % of population
intervention | \ithin Lagging 75% 63% 34% 60%
typology
High urban % of population
influence, within Urban-rural 25% 13% 62% 100%
medium typology
human % of population
intervention within Lagging 2% 3% 10% 5%
typology
: % of population
High urban within Urban-rural 37% 27% 36% 100%
Urban-rural influence, low Vool
typology human prO ogy .
intervention b of population
within Lagging 3% 5% 4% 3%
typology
% of population
iLn(lzIVl\Jleunr(t:):nhigh within Urban-rural 18% 13% 69% 100%
human ‘ typology
: : % of population
Intervention 1 \yithin Lagging 3% 6% 20% 9%
typology
Low urban % of population
influence, within Urban-rural 32% 24% 44% 100%
medium typology
human % of population
intervention within Lagging 8% 14% 18% 12%
typology
% of population
Lawurban | within Urban-rural 39% 21% 40% 100%
human ’ typoflogy |
- : % of population
intervention within Lagging 7% 9% 11% 9%
typology
% of population
Areas not in within Urban-rural 55% 11% 34% 100%
urban-rural typology
typology % of population
within Lagging 2% 1% 3% 2%
typology
% of population
within Urban-rural 50% 20% 30% 100%
Total typology
% of population
within Lagging 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 3.7. Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1.) in relation to urban—
rural typology.
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Typology of lagging regions by project 2.1.1
Based on GDP per capita and unempolyment rate

(343 NUTS3 regions)
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% Lagging regions
Potentially lagging or non lagging regions

The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (107 inhabitants/km® in EU25+4)

- And/or at least a european level functional urban area (based on ranking made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land use

(in EU23+3, no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway):

High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (3,48%)
Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (50,36%)
Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (46,16%)

© EuroGeographics Association for the administrative boundaries

Ranking of Functional Urban Areas (FUAs):
Origin of data: EUROSTAT, National Statistical
Offices, National experts
Source: Nordregio, ESPON Data Base

Population density, GDP per capita and
unemployment rate:
Origin of data: EU15 and CC’s: Eurostal
Norway and Swilzerland:
Mational Statistical Offices
Time reference:1999

Land cover types:
Origin of data: EEA, Corine Land Cover 90

Source: ESPON Data Base

Map 3.28. Lagging typology (from ESPON Action 2.1.1.) in relation to urban—

rural typology.
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The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (107 inhabitants/km® in EU25+4)

- And/or at least a european level functional urban area (based on ranking made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land use

(in EU23+3, no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway):

High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (3,48%)
Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (50,36%)
Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (46,16%)

Map 3.29. Accessibility to transportation terminals in relation to urban—rural
typology.



Typology of education level

of education level

None Local Regional National =~ European Total
% of population
High urban within Urban- 38% 5% 6% 29% 22% 100%
influence, high | rural typology
human % of population
intervention within Typology 62% 33% 36% 61% 87% 60%
of education level
High urban % of population
influence, within Urban- 30% 14% 12% 28% 16% 100%
medium rural typology
human % of population
intervention within Typology 4% 7% 6% 5% 5% 5%
of education level
. % of population
ﬁ;?;le?]::bearllow within Urban- 12% 6% 33% 31% 18% 100%
Urban-rural ) rural typology
typology _r;:rr;anm_ n % of population
interventio within Typology 1% 206 11% 4% 4% 4%
of education level
Low urban % of population
h . within Urban- 44% 9% 22% 24% 1% 100%
influence, high
human :;Jra; typoltl)gty
; : % of population
Intervention 1 ithin Typology 10% 8% 19% 7% 1% 9%
of education level
Low urban % of population
influence, within Urban- 35% 21% 10% 31% 3% 100%
medium rural typology
human % of population
intervention within Typology 12% 27% 12% 13% 3% 12%
of education level
% of population
Low urban within Urban- 38%  17% 18% 27% 0% 100%
influence, low
human rural typology
; ; % of population
intervention © O pop
within Typology 9% 15% 15% 8% 0% 8%
of education level
% of population
Areas not in within Urban- 30% 37% 4% 29% 0% 100%
urban-rural rural typology
typology % of population
within Typology 2% 8% 1% 2% 0% 2%
of education level
% of population
within Urban- 37% 9% 10% 29% 15% 100%
Total rural typology
% of population
within Typology 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 3.8. Level of education (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to urban—
rural typology.
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Table 3.9. Level of tourism (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to urban—rural

typology.




Total population (in millions)
80

60

High urban High urban High urban Low urban Low urban
influence, influence, influence, Influence, influence,

high human  medium low human high human medium

intervention human intervention intervention human

intervention intervention

Urban-rural typology
% of total population

sl Ldd

Low urban
influence,
low human
intervention

100
-21 %
- 13 %
80

High urban High urban High urban Low urban Low urban

influence, influence, influence, influence, influence,
high human medium low human high human medium
intervention human intervention intervention human
intervention intervention

Urban-ruraltypology

Low urban
influence,

low human
intervention

Typology of
tourism level

Global
European
National
Regional
Local

TN EEN

None

Typology of
tourism level

M Global
M European
M National
B Regional
] Local
[ ] None

Graph 3.40. Level of tourism (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to urban—

rural typology.
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Graph 3.41. Level of tourism (from ESPON Action 1.1.1.) in relation to
population density.
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Map 3.30. Land use sustainability (artificial surfaces per GDPpps) in relation to
urban—rural typology.
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Map 3.31. Agricultural land use per GDPpps in relation to urban—rural typology.
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- And/or at least a European level functional urban area (based on typology made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land covers
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Map 3.32. Artificial surfaces per GDPpps and agricultural land use per GDPpps in
relation to urban—rural typology.
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The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (107 inhabitants/km® in EU25+4)

- And/or at least a European level functional urban area (based on typology made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land covers

(in EU23+3, no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway):

High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (3,48%)
Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (50,36%)
Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (46,16%)
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Map 3.33. Urban—rural typology in Belgium at NUTS 5 level, based on EU 23+3

averages.
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The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (336 inhabitants/km®in Belgium)

- And/or at least a European level functional urban area (based on typology made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land covers (in Belgium):
High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (19,18%)

Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (58,63%)

Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (22,19%)

Map 3.34. Urban—rural typology in Belgium at NUTS 5 level, based on national
averages
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Map 3.35. Belgian classification for national urban—rural typology at NUTS 5
level
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The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (107 inhabitants/km® in EU25+4)

- And/or at least a European level functional urban area (based on typology made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land covers

(in EU23+3, no data on Cyprus, Malta and Norway):

High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above the average (3,48%)
Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above the average (50,36%)
Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above the average (46,16%)

Land Cover:
Origin of data: Corine Land Cover 90
Source: CURS
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Crigin of data: National Statistical Office
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Source: OIR
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Map 3.36. Urban—rural typology in Austria at NUTS 5 level, based on EU 23+3

averages
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The criteria for urban influence:

- Population density above the average (96,8 inhabitants/km?)

- And/or at least a European level functional urban area (based on typology made by ESPON
Action 1.1.1)

Degree of human intervention is estimated through the average shares of land covers:
High human intervention: at least the share of artificial surfaces above average (1,76%)
Medium human intervention: at least the share of agricultural land above average (36,34%)
Low human intervention: only the share of residual land use above average (61,9%)

Map 3.37. Urban—rural typology in Austria at NUTS 5 level, based on national
averages





