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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(ititer)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, wreehg 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 developmenitpalf a country is balanced development of the lvho
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 preseaiesif regional development has to be studiedeabdlise for
further economic and political decisions. Each gsed territorial area should be based on complegnpo
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 andcditffito
manage from the administrative point of view. Besmawf that i.e. »functional region« is the most
appropriate unit for economic analysis and for rextéon 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 categorizingalbuilt-up areas that form contiguous cores lomr
areas, and commuters’ belts; FUA is therefore aftmin which a fixed percentage of commuting to kvisr
directed mainly within the area. The FUA limits atetermined 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 thiea 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 concentratiais
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 mtrlor 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 joarsh and search for labour is much more intendiaa t
the inter-regional counterparts. The dominant cphoedefining functional regions is that of (logébour
markets (Corvers, Hensen and Bongaerts, 2009)wihsitllustrated by the substantial literaturehis tfield

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 metthods
delimitate the functional regions using only datacommuters have already been analysed and discimsse
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 ati@e 3. In Section 4, background of functionalioeg,
materials and practical methodology for identifyifugnctional regions using labour market approaah ar
presented. Moreover, the functional regions in &ho& 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 hierarchycehtral places defined by VriSer (1988), seveelkof
central places were designed for spatial plannimgragional policy purposes in Slovenia: local ces(1-4
lower level) and regional centres (5-7 higher Ipwelthe Long-term Development Plan of Slovenia @898
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 meskgva Gorica, Murska Sobota, Postojna, and secéyal
clusters (conurbations) such as: Koper-lzola-Piferhovje-Zagorje ob Savi-Hrastnik, Slovenj Gradec-
Ravne na KoroSkem-Dravograd, Krsko-Brezice, JeseRmdovljica, 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 iipalities (147-192-193-210-211, etc.), the urba
hierarchy has been slightly transformed in the i@pdevelopment Strategy of Slovenia (SPRS 2004)
defining »centres of (inter)national, regional,emmunicipal 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 »cerdfeational importance«) in SPRS (2004) are: ljjuna,
Maribor, conurbation Koper-lzola-Piran, Celje, Kjiadovo 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, Krskod&ice-(Sevnica) with their gravitation zones (il&.
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 atalgity 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@@6): 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 aneirnunicipal importance (regional and local cer)treh city clusters,
agglomerations and functional urban areas in tiygcpotric urban system of Slovenia (SPRS 2004)

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

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

e o 12 »centres of national importance«: 8 towns @WarSobota, 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; BreZice-Krsko-
(Sevnica);

« 16 »centres of regional importance«: 13 towns andb@n conurbations (Domzale-Kamnik; Smarje
pri JelSah-Rogaska Slatina; Te-Bistrica);

« 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 regidosgvns of Ptuj and Velenje were in 2008 proposgthie
Government of RS as centres of two new adminisgaldUTS 3 provinces. Only one »centre of national
importance« — city cluster (conurbation) Jeseniaddrljica-(Bled) in Gorenjska statistical NUTS 3jien
has not been officially proposed as the centrecof administrative NUTS 3 province.

In the polycentric development concepts from 198Bs, most important urban centres in Slovenia (e.g.
regional centres) with their gravitation areas ifplag 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@antral Europe. Therefore polycentric developméri8o
12-16-20) regional and local (urban) centres cpords to the balanced regional development coraregpt
development infrastructure along main Europeanidans VV and X. During the preparation of the (redys
polycentric development concept in the StrategySpétial 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, astw@kty, institutional links and networks, and em
border, inter-regional and trans-national coopematand 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 cormgut
occurs in the gravitation areas of the largest eynpent (regional) centres such as Ljubljana, Kranj,
Maribor, Celje, Velenje, Kr8ko-BreZice, Koper-lzdbiran, Novo mesto, Nova Gorica, Ptuj, Slovenj @Giad
Ravne na KoroSkem, Murska Sobota. The Strategy pefti& 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 critenpplemented 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 pegal methodology without any special modificatiohs.

a result, six FUA of European importance were $eted_jubljana (with Kranj), Maribor (with Ptuj), élje
(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 FUAswiven 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 importe (as one urban centre) with the common travelerk
and gravitation areas. Therefore, it is more likelyalk about 15 FUA of European importance invBtaa,

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

2




Samo Drobne, Miha Konjar, Anka Lisec, NataSa Pichlg@anovi¢ and Alma Zavodnik LamovSek

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 Koro3kem-Dravograd; JesdRéclovljica-(Bled); Zagorje ob Savi-Trbovlje-
Hrastnik; BreZice-Krsko-(Sevnica); Postojna).

Most recently »Strategy for Regional Polycentricbalr System in Central-Eastern Europe Economic
Integration Zone« (RePUS 2007) project implementedler the framework of the EU programme
INTERREG I1IB CADSES addressed the problems of aerimalanced, sustainable and polycentric urban
system of middle-sized cities and small towns, thatld strengthen emerging Potential Economic
Integrating Zone (PEIZ) in Central and Eastern pardccording 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 areés wrban network in Slovenia (RePUS, 2008)

4 FUNCTIONAL REGIONS

Functional region (FR) is the region defined by mueore intense economic interactions inside thenreg
than with any other area outside the region. A tional region is characterised by its agglomeratién
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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 cormasg to
areas of extended urban influence; those portidrhe national territory which lie outside this aref
influence are all considered as rural areas. limitaltion 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 owsid

4.1 Delimitation of functional regions using labour maiket approach

In our application of delimitation of functionalgiens, we used centre-based labour market apprbath
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 feghb
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 municigesiin 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) KOPET 120la, Piran (51,354+15,046+17,338)
4 Celje 38,047 Celje 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
o N . 18,374 . “ . 67,487
11 Brezice-Krsko-Sevnica (6558+7027+4789) Brezice, 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 forirdightion 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 agglaten, 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 cen{grbups of) municipalities were created till cdrah (1)
was satisfied:

FR, ={x: fi(x) 2 f;(¥}, (@)

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 maximgeommuting flows for three types of municipalitiéa)
the municipalities, that are directly connectechtiteir maximum commuting flow of working populatito
the central municipality; (b) municipalities thatanot directly connected with their maximum comimgit
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 turban 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 la¢ 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),rehgubljana FUA is the only one urban area in 8ioa
with the status of »weak« MEGA (Metropolitan EurapeGrowth Area) as one of 76 MEGAs in Europe
(see also Fig. 7).

. National centre of international importance
National centre of international imp. - conurbation
Central municipality at international level

I:l Municipality

DStale border

Functional region

Ljubljana

Maribor

0 2.0 40 \ g BID km Koper-lzola-Piran

Fig. 5: Three functional regions defined by twoamtcentres and one urban conurbations of intemeltimportance in Slovenia
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@ Centre of national importance
@ Centre of national import. - conurbation
[5] Central municipality at national level
[ IMunicipality
DSla(e border
Functional region
Ljubljana
Maribor
Koper-Izola-Piran
Celie
Kranj
Zagorje ob Savi-Trbovlje-Hrastnik
Velenje
Jesenice-Radovijica-Bled
Novo mesto
Pluj
BreZice-Krsko-Sevnica
Sloven; Gradec-Ravne na K -Dravograd
Nova Gorica-Sempeter pri Gorici
0 20 40 80 km Murska Sobofa
L ! ! ! | 1 1 1 | Postojna

Fig. 6: Fifteen functional regions defined by nirban centres and six urban conurbations of ndtion@ortance in Slovenia

This map does not

necessarily reflect the

opinion of the ESPON
Monitoring Committee.

b - T
55}3!1‘ © Nordregio - Project 1.1.1, 2003 it )
Geographical Base: Eurostat GISCO
B Metropolitan European Growth Areas (MEGAs) Origin of data: EUI_?OSTAT, National Statistical Offices,
= Transnational / national FUAs Nalional exglerts

= Regional / local FUAs Source: Nordregio

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

Tab. 2 and 3 show some basic characteristics atibmal regions at NUTS 2 and NUTS 3 level in Stoae

At both level, functional region Ljubljana has theghest population. Discrepancy between functional
regions at NUTS 2 level is obvious: urban conudratKoper-lzola-Piran can not compete with functiona
region Ljubljana at all: there is almost 17-timesd population in the smallest FR (Koper-1zolai®Bithan

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 functbmegions are more comparable at the NUTS 3 |&\ed.
average functional region at NUTS 3 level has patah of almost 135,490 inhabitants (without L;jaiola
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 c(dired
conurbations) and for functional regions (compaa®.Tl and Tab. 3). Comparing the relative importanic
functional regions to relative importance of url@amtres (conurbations), there are five functioegiions
that have higher relative importance than theimarbentres (including urban conurbations); thoseCalje,
Novo mesto, Nova Gorica—Sempeter pri Gorici, MurSkdoota and BrezZice-Krsko-Sevnica. Five functional
regions with lower relative importance than theban centres (conurbations) are Koper-lzola-Piraaijh-
Portoroz, Kranj, Velenje, Jesenice-Radovljica-Bladd 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).

Rank Functional region Population Number .O.f
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 2,032,362 100,0% 210
Tab. 2: Population and number of municipalitiefuinctional regions at NUTS 2 level in Slovenia
Rank Functional region Population Number .O.f
Number % municipalities
1 Ljubljana 627,565 30,9 % 41
2 Maribor 265,423 13,1 % 28
3 Celie 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 Brezice-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 44,75Q 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 gutes effective, moderate and balanced spatial
development (Zavodnik Lamovsek, Drobne and Pidkidainovi¢ 2009).

In the paper, we discussed polycentric urban agmbmeal development concepts in Slovenia which tesul
defined urban centres of international and natiégmglortance 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 functionalrons
can be used as a good starting point and framefwofkirther analyses and research.
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