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Classification and Benchmark of City Logistics Measures: An Empirical Analysis

Urban freight distribution accounts for a significant share of pollution and congestion in urban areas.
To reduce these negative impacts, municipalities have implemented several City Logistics (CL)
measures. This paper presents the empirical analysis of a dataset of 70 European cities that have
been piloting or rolling out a CL measure, to provide an updated indication of the status of CL
initiatives and analyse the diffusion of CL internationally. The research objective is also to help
understand the contextual factors might explain their introduction. To this end, a set of City
Logistics Indices (CLI) is used as indicators of the breadth and number of CL measures
implemented in a city. A statistical correlation of these CLIs with respect to a set of independent
variables, namely the contextual factors, is also performed. Results reveal that the level of pollution,
the diffusion of e-commerce and GDP are important drivers of CL deployment.

Keywords: City Logistics; Classification; Dataset; Factor analysis; Correlation analysis
Introduction

In recent years, both local governments and private organisations have been implementing measures to
reduce the negative impact of last-mile freight distribution (Thompson, 2014). This trend originates from
the importance of logistics in both urban environments and global supply chains. On the one hand, freight
transport accounts for up to 20% of vehicle-kilometres travelled on urban roads (Gonzalez-Feliu et al.,
2012) and logistics activities use from 3 to 5% of urban land (Dablanc, 2009). On the other hand, a
significant proportion of supply chain activities and up to 40% of their cost are related to last-mile
distribution (Schaffeler and Wichser, 2003; Roumboutsos et al., 2014). In this context, road traffic
congestion in urban areas is often perceived as one of the most important factors affecting the costs and
services in relation to freight transportation activities (Sankaran et al., 2005).

As a consequence, urban freight distribution systems are largely accountable for pollution, traffic
congestion and other concerns in cities. For instance, a large French distributor estimates that their last-
mile logistics activities in urban areas account for more than 60% of its CO2 emissions (Bohne and

Ruesch, 2013). Earlier surveys also report that the share of CO2 emissions from freight vehicles in



relation to total urban traffic is about 20 to 30%, while, for Particulate Matter (PM), this figure reaches
around 50% (Schoemaker et al., 2006).

To try to reduce these negative impacts, several measures have been devised, tested and
implemented in many cities around the world and especially in Europe. These measures are typically
referred to as City Logistics (CL) initiatives. CL is defined as a comprehensive solution for “totally
optimizing the logistics and transport activities by private companies in urban areas while considering
the traffic environment, the traffic congestion and energy consumption” (Taniguchi et al., 2002). A CL
system consists of a number of supply chains that start at the intercity transportation hubs, flow through
logistic terminals and shopping centres, and end at the shoppers’ home (Yang and Moodie, 2011).

However, most CL initiatives do not take into account all these aspects together, but are instead
fragmented and mainly address just some of these elements individually. For example, some industry
players have been using green vehicles or reshaping delivery time windows to increase their
environmental efficiency and reduce the operational costs of urban delivery (Wygonik and Goodchild,
2011). Similarly, some municipalities have put in place, or are currently implementing, public policies
to reduce the number of freight vehicles (Marcucci and Danielis, 2008; Crainic, 2008).

In this context, the interest of academia and institutions, such as the EU, has been directed towards
sharing international best practices and developing roadmaps and guidelines to support the planning and
implementation of effective public and private CL policies (Taniguchi et al., 1999; Ballantyine et al.,
2013; Schliwa et al., 2014). In addition, emphasis has been placed on the impact that a specific public or
private CL measure has on a particular stakeholder in terms of its economic, environmental and social
impact (European Commission, 1998; Quak and de Koster, 2007; Russo and Comi, 2011; Mufiuzuri et
al., 2013).

Therefore, the variety of stakeholders and approaches involved, in addition to commitment by

multiple levels of government (local, national, supranational) make up the main characteristics of the



almost two-decade long structuring process of the CL arena. These features are responsible for a mixed
landscape of CL experiences across different regional contexts. To shed some light on the rationale for
implementing certain CL initiatives, several classifications and overviews of CL measures and initiatives
have been proposed in literature, together with some examples of real life applications and international
best practices.

However, there is a shortage of studies that present an updated indication of the status of CL
initiatives and analyse the diffusion of CL internationally to help understand which of the CL measures
have been more widely introduced and the possible reasons for different ways of interpreting and
implementing CL systems and measures in different cities internationally.

In an attempt to bridge this research gap, this paper presents an empirical analysis of a dataset of
70 European cities that have been piloting or rolling out a CL project. In order to understand the extent
to which a city has implemented a CL initiative, the dataset classifies and lists the possible infrastructural,
regulatory and technological CL measures that have been adopted by the sample European cities. Since
existing classifications of CL measures are theoretical in scope, it is necessary to build an empirical
classification. To do so, real life implementations of CL measures are integrated into a classification
scheme that has been adapted from literature. The dataset also includes relevant urban, demographic and
environmental factors, such as levels of pollution and population density, which might affect and help
explain the reasons of local CL variants. This is pursued via the definition of a set of City Logistics
Indices (CLI) used as indicators of the breadth and number of CL measures implemented in a city and
analysis of their statistical correlation to the observed relevant external factors.

An Aggregated City Logistics Index (ACLI), referred to as a weighted summation of the set of
CLlIs, is also proposed as a parameter for the range of the CL initiative and as a useful benchmark metric

to compare and rank the various CL initiatives in Europe.



The paper is structured as follows: firstly, we present several classifications of CLs available in
literature and, from these, we classify and define the relevant types of infrastructural, regulatory and
technological measures of a CL system. Secondly, we explain the research methodology and provide an
illustration of the dataset. Following this, we analyse the dataset and interpret the results. Finally, we
discuss the main implications and draw our conclusion.

Classifications of CL Measures

Several classifications of sustainable urban freight distribution measures are available in literature.

For example, Rosini (2005) classifies measures of urban sustainable freight transportation into
two axes, one related to elements subject to regulation (e.g. infrastructures, operating times, vehicles)
and the other associated with the methods of regulation (e.g. the level of intervention by the public
sector). This classification does not include the technological aspects of the CL and is limited to selected
Italian cities.

Mufiuzuri et al. (2005) classify measures in terms of their scope and stakeholders involved. Urban
freight solutions are divided into five groups depending on their field of application, namely: Public
Infrastructures, Land Use Management, Access Conditions, Traffic Management, Enforcement and
Promotion Tools. This classification is an overview of the potential measures and solutions that can
theoretically be put in place by a public administration for CL purposes. However, it lacks an empirical
application to existing measures.

Van Duin and Quak (2007) classify CL measures according to three main areas of interest,
namely: flow improvements (e.g., consolidation centres), hardware (e.g. infrastructures) and policy (e.g.
licensing and regulation). These categories represent some approaches that can be adopted for solving
the issues arising from urban freight transportation systems.

A classification developed exclusively according to the analysis of existing case studies is that of

Dasburg and Shoemaker (2007), who identify four categories of measures:



e Infrastructure, Technology and Equipment;
e Restrictions and Incentives;

e Logistics and Transport Organisation;

e Accompanying measures;

Russo and Comi (2011) study and classify CL measures in terms of their time horizon (i.e.
strategic, tactical, and operative) and their expected outcomes, following a similar approach to that of
Mufiuzuri et al. (2005). This classification is made up of four categories: Material Infrastructure measures
include linear or nodal infrastructures devoted to CL purposes; Intangible Infrastructure measures include
ITS, which require a significant amount of investment in order to be implemented, as well as softer
initiatives in the fields of research and training; Equipment measures include regulation of both loading
unit standards and transportation units (i.e. vehicles). These measures aim to optimise handling and
transportation performed with low-emission vehicles; finally, Governance measures consist of traffic
regulations such as time-window access and low emission zones. The authors then provide a tentative
framework for helping policy makers choose the most suitable measure in relation to the predetermined
goal.

A fairly comprehensive and updated classification is also proposed by Thompson (2014), who
categorises CL measures into four management types. However, the identified measures are not well
balanced and not thoroughly explained and detailed.

For the current purpose of providing an empirical analysis based on the actual implementation of
CL measures, all previously reviewed classifications fall short to some extent. In fact, some are too
theoretical in scope (Mufiuzuri et al., 2005; Van Duin and Quak, 2007), and others are not well structured
or balanced between major categories, or fail to provide the reasons behind the creation of the categories
(Dasburg and Shoemaker, 2007; Russo and Comi, 2011; Thompson, 2014) or even fail to include the

basic technological aspects of CL (Rosini, 2005).



Finally, the foundation behind this work is demonstrated by the most recent classification
proposed by Creazza et al. (2014). This classification is founded on four pillars, namely:

e Restrictive measures (e.g. low emission zones, time windows);

e Infrastructure, which comprises the development of new CL facilities as well as the use
of urban spaces by freight vehicles;

e Technology, based on the use of innovative Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) and
low emission vehicles;

e Regulation measures, which include public measures aimed at promoting the improved
and optimised use of infrastructures and freight vehicles (e.g. off-hour deliveries and
multi-use lanes);

It is assumed here that the classification by Creazza et al. (2014) provides a suitable framework
for the quantitative analysis of the diffusion of CL measures, as it is both non-redundant and mostly
practical in nature.

CL Measures

This classification allows the identification of eleven measures that have been implemented as part of a
CL system. These measures are listed in Table 1 according to a breakdown adapted from Creazza et al.
(2014). However, some modifications have to be made to take into account some potential flaws that
might hinder its ability to represent effectively a CL system. In particular, Restrictive and Regulation
measures both cover public policies regulating urban freight transport and thus have been condensed into
one category.

Table 1 divides the CL measures into three domains, namely Infrastructure, Regulation and
Technology, and gives a literature source for each measure. An explanation of these categories and

associated measures is provided in the following paragraphs.



Table 1. Review of CL measures

Infrastructure

This category comprises CL initiatives that require either the planning or building of new logistics
infrastructure or the use and improvement of existing infrastructure, including the allocation of public
spaces for freight transportation purposes. The use of shuttle trains or trams on existing railway or
underground systems has not been included in the classification (Munuzuri et al., 2005; Russo and Comi,
2011; Thompson, 2014) insofar as it has not yet proved to be feasible (Arvidsson and Browne, 2013).

A consistent number of works has focused on the development of urban consolidation centres
(UCC) in the outskirts of the city as a means of consolidating goods and reducing the number of vehicles
moving in the inner city. Browne et al. (2005a) provide a comprehensive review of UCCs. UCCs have
different characteristics, in terms of spatial coverage, range and type of products handled, ownership and
operation (for example, they might be public or private, and operated by a single operator or a joint
venture). Moreover, UCCs can provide some potential benefits, both from an operative point of view
(e.g. better inventory control) and in terms of economic and social benefits. However, the implementation
of UCCs sometimes struggles with high set-up costs or limited attractiveness to logistics companies,
given that freight flows are already consolidated at an intra-company level and the UCCs are not able to
handle a wide range of goods.

Today most cities have dedicated roadside lay-by areas to avoid the problem of double-parking
by trucks that will eventually use roadside space reserved for other purposes (Dablanc, 2009). Double-
parking not only generates congestion but also puts significant strain on enforcement costs. The lack of
lay-by areas is also seen as one of the major issues that carriers have to face in urban environments
(Stathopoulos et al., 2012). However, some scholars point out the fact that public administrators should

design the location of loading and unloading areas more carefully, in order to minimise the cost and time



of delivery (Aiura and Taniguchi, 2005). Moreover, they should set strict rules regarding their usage
time in order to guarantee a fair through-flow for the benefit of all carriers. Sometimes, lay-by areas can
be used only in combination with time windows, as is the case in Paris (Crotti, 2006). Two types of areas
are devoted to logistics purposes: one where loading and unloading is permitted during daytime only and
one permanently dedicated to loading and unloading activities. In this case, freight vehicles can use those
areas depending on their occupying space: if this is less than 29 m? vehicles can load and unload between
10am and 5pm; for vehicles over 29 m?, logistics operations can be carried out at night-time only.

Micro-consolidation centres (MCC) are small warehouses located within the city centre, in which
goods are transhipped from heavy commercial vehicles to electric distribution vehicles for the last mile
of the delivery process. Janjevic et al. (2013) provided a review of micro-consolidation schemes, arguing
that they might be more profitable than UCCs, although for smaller goods (e.g. packages, mails, office
supplies). Overnight deliveries to micro-consolidation centres may further increase the productivity of
operations (Browne et al., 2011; Verlinde et al., 2012).

The use of bus lanes or the allocation of dedicated goods delivery routes can reduce congestion
levels, optimise existing road networks and increase carrier efficiency (Russo and Comi, 2011). In fact,
planning commercial routes within the existing road networks provides methods of diverting commercial
traffic from congested roads to more suitable and efficient routes. This measure requires dynamic road
signalling (e.g. variable message signs) and may be supported by a navigation and communication tool
that indicates the planned routes to the drivers. Multi-use lanes have been implemented in Barcelona
(Hayes et al., 2006): variable message signs show the actual access rights per user group in real time. In
fact, roads can be used by private vehicles and public transportation between 8am and 10am and 5pm
and 9pm, while commercial vehicles only can use the selected lanes between 10am and 5pm.
Regulation

Regulation measures include three classes of public policies: restriction or limitation of the access of



delivery vehicles to the city centre, imposition of monetary disincentives for certain types of vehicles,
and incentives to encourage more sustainable transportation companies (e.g. third-party delivery).

The main objective of regulation measures is to reduce the level of noise, pollution and congestion
in urban areas, to improve the quality of life and to protect the environment and architectural structure
of city centres. Regulating the access of commercial vehicles to city centres also improves the pedestrian
safety and increases the attractiveness of urban areas during store opening hours.

Historically, scholars have focused a lot of attention on restriction measures, such as low emission
zones (Carslaw and Beevers, 2002; Anderson et al., 2005; Browne et al., 2005b; Lindholm, 2010;
Arvidsson, 2013), time windows (Quak and de Koster, 2007; Van Duin et al., 2012) and restrictions on
vehicle weight and volume (Behrends et al., 2008; Awasthi and Chahuan, 2012). A load factor control
might also be a suitable regulation measure to encouage greater loads and, in turn, fewer freight vehicles
(Taniguchi and Van der Heijden, 2000; Comi et al., 2008) but it has been adopted by very few cities (Teo
et al., 2014). Such restrictive policies prevent or limit access of commercial vehicles based on their size
(weight, space occupancy) and/or emission levels to certain areas of the city (typically historic centres).
Despite their widespread use and potential for successfully reducing negative impacts, restrictive policies
have to be carefully calibrated or they could significantly hinder freight operations (Ballantyne et al.,
2013).

Night deliveries can resolve issues generated by freight transportation, by shifting deliveries to
during less congested time periods. This can also increase the efficiency of delivery operations, with
lower and more reliable journey times. Public administrators could also implement this solution to foster
the attractiveness of third-party delivery to retailers. In fact, delivering outside of office hours demands
the deployment of more resources, therefore it is profitable only with high volume deliveries (Holguin-
Veras et al., 2014). However, implementing this solution might be unfeasible; Holguin-Veras et al.

(2014) argue that both the consignee and the carrier must understand the benefits of the solution and



therefore enter into a contract agreement. Moreover, from a public administration perspective, this
solution is only feasible when low emission and noiseless vehicles are used.

Technology

Technology measures involve the introduction of technology-based infrastructures to the urban freight
transportation system. These include, for instance, ICT platforms connecting a system of sensors and
other hardware deployed in the city to monitor and control the occupancy level of a particular area (e.g.
parking sensors) or the access to the city centre (e.g. cameras).

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) focus on improving carrier operations (e.g. route and
trip planning), as well as providing value-added services for carriers and their customers (e.g. reliable
estimated time of arrival). They can be divided into two main categories (Allen et al., 2007): freight
transport management systems (e.g. fleet management systems) and traffic management systems (TMS).

Electronic access control and road pricing systems or access charges simplify the interaction
between freight carriers and public administration. TMSs of this sort must work via an integrated IT
platform that can be accessed by different players (municipality, private citizens, operators, banks, etc.)
via different online and mobile methods. A possible example of a policy that requires significant TMS
investment is road pricing or congestion charges. The congestion charge is paid for using urban roads
and the rate depends on either the access time (i.e. higher charge during peak hours) or the emission level
of the vehicle. According to Quak and Van Duin (2010), this policy promotes a more balanced use of the
existing infrastructure and the adjustable charge forms an effective tool to achieve this goal. As stated by
McKinnon (2006), it is expected that, by being forced to pay a congestion charge, carriers will be
encouraged to optimise use of their vehicles or reduce the negative polluting impact of their fleet.
Therefore, this policy acts as a disincentive to inefficient or polluting freight transportation.

TMSs also deliver value-added services, such as real-time information about traffic and

occupancy of lay-bys. Monitoring the usage of lay-bys and providing real-time occupancy information



on their can increase the rotation in the use of urban infrastructure, while potentially reducing the number
of vehicle-km travelled. In fact, carriers can change their routes according to the availability of the nearby
areas, and therefore reduce idle time looking for a free roadside parking spot. Monitoring lay-bys has the
second advantage of being a more effective, real-time method of preventing illegal parking. In the long
term, the improved monitoring b of lay-by areas may be a successful deterrent against the illegal use of
these areas, leading to the improved correct use of the road network. This issue is particularly significant
in most cities; by most accounts, only a small percentage of carriers occupy lay-bys for deliveries (Comi
et al., 2011). Monitoring the occupancy of lay-bys is often included as part of the electronic booking
service, which enables a specific area to be booked in advance. It is certainly the case that, in the case of
electronic booking, the strong enforcement of occupancy regulations is required to secure the booking
and make the service feasible. Moreover, the traditional operational methods of carriers forms a potential
barrier to the introduction of online booking of loading bay areas, as they are often not able to plan their
stops in advance (Alho and Abreu e Silva, 2015) (e.g. they need to be flexible for last-minute pick-up
and delivery jobs). The effectiveness of a monitoring and booking system can be significantly enhanced
by dynamic or static routing algorithms that compute optimal delivery routes. This measure provides a
technological solution to increase the efficiency levels of carriers and reduce negative impacts (Russo
and Comi, 2011). Such tools exploit existing algorithms developed for solving the typical Vehicle
Routing and Scheduling problem (VRP), which are studied particularly in literature with regard to time
window constraints (VRPTW) (Braysy and Gendreau, 2005a, 2005b; Fuellerer et al., 2009; Crainic et
al., 2010).

Finally, technology does not just concern ICT platforms, but also vehicle innovation. Different
types of low-emission vehicles have been experimented for city logistics purposes, namely electric,
hybrid or fuel cell vans (Nesterova et al., 2013; Pelletier et al., 2014; Trip and Konings, 2014; Cagliano

et al., 2015) or small electric distribution vehicles (Browne et al., 2011; Nesterova et al., 2013; Melo et



al., 2014). The investment required for a large uptake of low-emission vehicles is very high, and
sometimes the benefits may be not enough to cover all initial expenses.

Research Methodology

This research paper is developed according to the following three steps:

First, we define and classify the spectrum of possible CL measures based on the adapted
classification from Creazza et al. (2014), which is modified to adapt to the CL context, as previously
discussed.

Second, we select and study a sample of 70 European cities that have been developing initiatives
in one or more of the three CL domains measures, namely: infrastructure, regulation and technology. The
selection and study of these cities is carried out in reference to project documentation, national reports
(Ambrosino et al., 2005; Crotti, 2006), European (Dablanc, 2009, Bohne and Ruesch, 2013, Posthumus
etal., 2014) and regional reports (Roche-Cerasi, 2012; Campbell et al., 2010), scholarly papers (Morganti
and Gonzalez-Feliu, 2015), conference proceedings (Van Rooijen and Quak, 2010; Pulawska and
Starowicz, 2014) and websites that gather data on the measures set up by municipalities

(http://sootfreecities.eu/city). The decision to consider European cities only as part of the survey is based

on the demand expressed by European urban areas for projects aimed at enhancing CL operations. A
number of initiatives have been launched to promote CL projects, such as the “Interregional Co-operation
Programme” or the Horizon 2020 framework programme. The European Commission has also focused
heavily on the logistics sector, developing a freight transport logistics action plan. This plan highlights
the importance of logistics to European society, since it is associated with many current problems, such
as pollution, congestion and oil dependence (CityLog, 2010).

In the sample group, there are both small towns such as Burgdorf in Switzerland (15,584
inhabitants) and big cities like London, UK. The sample cities are distributed according to geographical

area. 32 out of the 70 cities are located in the South (Italy, Spain, Monaco), 13 in the North (Denmark,
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Norway, UK, Sweden), 12 in the Central Western Europe (Belgium, France, the Netherlands), and 13 in
the Central Eastern Europe (Germany, Austria, Estonia, Latvia, Poland and Romania).

A score of 1 or 0 is given to each CL measure depending on whether a city has carried out a CL
project or introduced a measure in that specific field or not. Following the factor analysis to determine
the relative importance of each measure with respect to the three domains, a CLI is computed for each
single domain as a weighted sum total of the measure scores. The same task is repeated to compute the
upper-level Aggregated City Logistics Index (ACLI), which is calculated as a weighted sum total of the
three single domain CLIs. The ACLI expresses the number of domains that are covered by CL measures
implemented by a city. Thus, the proposed index can be considered a summary expression of the ability
of a city to create a comprehensive and large-span CL system with a wide spectrum of measures to tackle
the different aspects of CL vertical domains. This is assumed to be the indicator of an effective CL
system. In fact, Marchau et al. (2008) argue that an integrated view of the different policy options is
necessary for urban transport policy making. According to Browne (2013), combining solutions and
reinforcing different networks is beneficial to the effectiveness of CL initiatives and systems. Few
European cities have assimilated these notions and have written CL strategies that include several
measures at once. The most notable example is the Sustainable City Logistics Charter signed in 2013 in
Paris, which includes 16 projects including electric vehicles, modernisation of delivery zones, night
deliveries and parking space reservation, among others (Levivfe, 2016).

According to the ACLI, a rank of the cities is proposed in the Appendix.

Third, assuming the set of CLIs to be the dependent variables, correlation analyses with relevant
urban, demographic and environmental factors are conducted using a statistical software tool to
understand the influence that the various external independent variables may have in shaping the local
CL system. The unit of measure, the statistics and database source of the chosen relevant external

variables are presented in Table 2.



Table 2: Relevant urban, demographic and environmental factors

Relevant independent variables are selected based on literature evidence. Typically, higher levels
of complexity for an urban area call for more CL initiatives. The complexity of the urban environment
is here measured via the population, the city area and the population density. In particular, it is expected
that highly populated cities are called upon to implement multiple CL initiatives due to an increased
demand for goods and consequent further pressure on urban logistics (Behrends, 2016). Similarly, the
spatial expansion of a city in terms of squared kilometres is related to an increased interest in the problem
of urban logistics and this has a positive impact on CL initiative development (Jedlinski, 2014). Also,
big cities are usually more capable of implementing such projects due to greater available financial
resources. Therefore, large and populated cities are expected to be willing to run projects to enhance
logistics activities.

The concentration of air pollution is also taken into account, since logistics have a significant
impact on the environment (Awasthi et al., 2016): the higher the level of particulate matter in the air, the
higher the number of CL projects that are likely to be carried out to reduce the negative effects of
pollution.

Also, the increasing success of e-commerce has caused a shift in the operations of logistics
companies from Business to Business (B2B) to Business to Customer (B2C). In this context, the
possibility of achieving efficiencies from load consolidation is reduced. Thus, the higher the level of e-
commerce, defined as the computer-to-computer processing of a transaction for the purchasing of a
service of product (Ng, 2009), in both absolute and market share, the greater the impact on a CL system
(Teo et al., 2012) and the lower the initiatives in the CL arena that can obstruct its success.

The level of GDP is related to the financial availability for developing projects. Also, it is

expected that, by 2020, 85% of European GDP will be produced within urban areas (European



Commission, 2013); therefore, the higher the rate of GDP per capita, the greater the opportunities for CL
initiatives. In line with the above, the higher the rate of growth of GDP, the greater the willingness to
implement new CL projects.

Finally, based on the fact that the oldest cities have more fragile and narrow streets, the Age of
the cities has been included in the analysis. This variable expresses the age of a city from its year of
foundation. It is here assumed that the older a city the lower the level of robustness of its road

infrastructure and, in turn, the higher the need for enacting CL initiatives.

Results

Diffusion of CL initiatives

Figure 1: City Logistics Index according to sub-domain

Fig. 1 is an illustration of the diffusion of CL initiatives. In particular, three types of measures are
implemented in more than 50% of the panel of European cities, namely: Low Impact Vehicles, UCCs
and Low Emission Zones. Moreover, each type is part of one of the three identified sub-domains. This
confirms that a wide array of CL practices has been already put in place across Europe.

Factor analysis

The objective of this analysis is to identify the significant contextual variables that are likely to influence
the CLIs and the ACLI. To this end, CLIs are calculated as the weighted total sum of their subdomain
scores. Weights are consistent with the loadings computed using factor analysis as per Nicoletti et al.
(1999). The results of this factor analysis are given in Table 3. This shows that the three identified
domains can be related mainly to load consolidation practices and to stakeholder coordination initiatives.
In fact, one of the key goals of a CL system is to blend these two factors (Bektas et al., 2015). Therefore,

the factor analysis enables the computation of the weights for every CLI.



Table 3: The identification of loadings in factor analysis

Correlation analysis

Correlation analyses are carried out in order to understand the impact of the contextual variables on the
set of CLIs. The level of dependence between two quantities is expressed by the Pearson coefficient that
ranges from -1 to +1. It is equal to +1 in the case of total positive linear correlation, -1 in the case of total
negative linear correlation, and 0 in the case of no linear correlation (Rodgers and Nicewander, 1988).
The reliability of the relationship is represented by the p-value, which ranges from 0 to 1 and represents
the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis given below.

HO: there is no significant relationship between the variable and the CLI

H1: There is significant relationship between the variable and the CLI

The significance level, which is typically equal to 0.05, represents a constant critical value. If the p-value
is smaller than the given critical value, the null hypothesis is rejected and it can be concluded that the
relationship is significant. On the contrary, if the p-value is greater than the critical value, the test fails to
reject the null hypothesis and it can be concluded that there is not enough evidence to prove a significant

relationship (Bhattacharaya and De Sale, 2002).

In particular, their effects have been considered at two different levels: by taking into account the
coverage of all the domains identified and then via exploring the coverage of each single domain (see

Table 4).

Table 4: Result of the correlation analyses



The results given in Table 4 show that the city size in terms of number of people, extension and
population density is not correlated to the implementation of CL initiatives in each domain; moreover, at
the aggregated level, the City Area variable appears to be correlated with the ACLI.

GDP per capita has proven to drive adoption of CL measures in urban logistics, in the
infrastructure and regulations domains.

Pollution positively impacts on carrying out initiatives in the infrastructure domain. This is likely
due to the fact that polluted cities are dealing with environmental challenges via implementing initiatives
to improve air quality. This result reaffirms the importance of the environmental benefit as a primary
goal associated with CL projects.

Another consideration is that the rate of growth of GDP negatively influences CLIs, especially in
the infrastructure domain. This result may be associated with the need expressed by cities experiencing
important economic growth rates to focus on other aspects of urban life not necessary related to CL.

Both the e-commerce to GDP ratio and the proportion of e-commerce as a fraction of total sales
show a negative influence on the CLlIs in both infrastructure and regulation domains. These relationships
mainly depend on the fact that e-commerce activities do not allow for efficient load consolidation due to
fragmented deliveries and, in turn, efficient trip routings. Thus, cities enjoying widespread growth in e-
commerce are unlikely to implement projects that may jeopardize its success. In other words, the higher
the number of CL initiatives, the higher the number of obstacles and constraints related to collection and
delivery and, in turn, the lower the diffusion of e-commerce. As well as the above, the Age of the City
also has an impact on the CLlIs, particularly in the Infrastructure domain. This result shows that oldest
cities call for new CL projects in the light of the weakness of their road infrastructure that was not
designed for modern vehicles. On the contrary, the technology domain does not depend on any

contextual variable.



Another important observation can be made based on the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)
presented in Figure 2, which shows the geographical differences in developing CL initiatives across

Europe.

Figure 2: Results of the one-way ANOVA: CLI versus Geographical Area

For instance, Southern European cities appear to be more active in implementing CL initiatives
than cities in Central Western, Central Eastern and Northern Europe.

Moreover, Southern European cities belong to countries where lower e-commerce purchase
penetration is recorded and this could confirm the negative relationship between the diffusion of e-
commerce and CLIs.

Discussion of Results

To deal with the challenges of increasing traffic congestion, pollution and noise, urban areas are called
upon to invest in CL initiatives that can improve the environmental sustainability of last mile freight
distribution and, in turn, enhance the quality of life of citizens. To sustain this growing interest, public
policy makers still require support in the implementation of CL projects, to better understand their effects
and to identify potential improvements and opportunities.

In this context, this paper attempts to provide a more structured understanding of the notion of
CL and an empirical evaluation of current trends at a European level. To this regard, several
considerations and discussions can be made.

From a geographical point of view, Southern European cities show higher CLIs. This is likely
due to the fact that Southern European cities have undertaken fewer measures to reduce traffic congestion
and pollution in the past compared to other regions and are now trying to bridge the gap. Nevertheless,

some cities in other regions, such as Graz, Bath, Bremen among others, show relatively low ACLI even



though they have invested in infrastructure projects (e.g. UCCs). On the one hand, it can be argued that
they have probably focused on selected projects rather than on a wide range of activities and, hence, the
analysis should include this aspect in the calculation of the ACLI. On the other hand, the financial
sustainability of CL projects and availability of financial resources could also be considered as an
important factor (i.e. independent variable) to explain why some cities are lagging behind schedule in
the deployment of CL initiatives. This is an intrinsic flaw of the study, caused by the fact that, due to
missing data, it was not possible to include the implementation costs of CL initiatives in the study.

Population and density do not seem to be correlated with the breadth of integrated CL measures.
This could be due to the fact that the level of congestion is arguably a more important factor, when it
comes to optimising urban freight distribution, than the size of a city. Traffic congestion is usually higher
in the city centres, where streets are narrower. As older cities are more likely to feature narrow streets
and congested city centres, this is measured by means of the Age of the City. The Age of a city is thus
associated with the strength and capacity of the road infrastructure, and it significantly affects the
propensity to implement CL initiatives. This result demonstrates that the need for new CL projects is
particularly high in old cities where the efficiency of the last mile distribution process is lower. Narrow
streets and congested city centres are also more likely to be present in smaller cities and not just in older
cities. This is one of the considerations explaining the negative correlation between the ACLI and the
City Area.

The Infrastructure domain is correlated with the level of pollution. This demonstrates that
pollution is an important driver of the development of CL projects. Polluted cities have created
consolidation centres for more efficient collection and delivery, set up lay-by areas and dynamic routing
algorithms to optimise vehicle stops, promoted the introduction of micro consolidation centres and low
emission vehicles for more sustainable freight deliveries and dedicated lanes within the road network for

faster freight vehicle travel.



In addition, the negative relationship with GDP growth demonstrates that those areas that are
affected by intense economic growth are still not focused on enhancing CL projects. On the contrary,
low growth rates are associated with more CL initiatives, based on the demand for increased efficiency
and to create cheaper methods of urban logistics organisation. In particular, the effect of the growth in
GDP is significant for infrastructural measures, showing that local administration may be interested in
infrastructural investment to counteract the economic trends and stimulate growth at a local level. This
is confirmed by the negative correlation between Infrastructure measures and GDP per capita.

Another important result is associated with the negative impact of e-commerce practices. Areas
where e-commerce has large market shares are less oriented towards CL measures. A possible
explanation for this counterintuitive result could lie in the peculiarity of the B2C delivery market. In fact,
the delivery of e-commerce goods is characterised by smaller, fragmented and more frequent deliveries.
Most of B2C deliveries are made by a few global Logistics Service Providers (LSP) that need to invest
large amounts of money in warehousing and vehicle fleet capacity to compete for their market shares.
Therefore, as far as infrastructural measures are concerned, it would be complicated for these companies
to proactively participate in CL initiatives, whose objective is to consolidate goods coming from other
LSPs. As for regulatory measures, it can be argued that in countries with a larger penetration of e-
commerce, the bargaining power of these major global LSPs is strong enough to restrain the
implementation of restrictive measures implemented by local administration. Finally, the technology
domain does not appear to be related to any contextual variables. This could be explained by the fact that
the implementation of technology in CL does not depend on the local urban structure of the city, but
rather on its maturity and on the willingness of some private players to make IT investments. A typical
example is the diffusion of electric vehicle for collection and delivery in urban areas, where the

involvement of private companies is crucial.



In addition, some considerations can be drawn based on the relationship between load
consolidation and stakeholder coordination. Projects aimed at consolidating loads are influenced by
certain contextual factors, such as the level of pollution and e-commerce diffusion. On the contrary,
stakeholder coordination projects do not appear to be related to these factors. This result might be due to
the fact that the coordination of various CL actors is becoming a common objective for every public
authority, independently of the progress and the level of success of the CL projects that they have been
undertaking.

Implications, Limitations and Future Research

The present study gives rise to both theoretical and practical implications.

From a theoretical point of view, this work can be considered as a precursor to a stream of
research on the classification of CL projects and their relationships with urban contexts. In particular,
this work provides for a comprehensive definition of the CL notion, classification of CL measures, and
identification of current European trends. It illustrates how the notion of CL has been interpreted and
applied in different European geographical areas, laying the foundations for exploring the socio-cultural
implications of various CL implementations in the European regions.

Also, the methodology proposed for computing the set of CLIs can enhance existing qualitative
works such as that presented by Russo and Comi (2016), can be considered as a basis for the CL
integrated metrics for diffusion analysis of CL projects, and can provide more robust results to garner
insights regarding the status of CL initiatives across Europe.

From a practical point of view, this paper could assist the managers of public bodies to measure
the magnitude of their CL initiatives and set their future objectives. In fact, the proposed definitions of
CLlIs and ACLI offer a systemic and structured definition of CL initiatives to drive policy makers’
strategic and planning efforts (Michelucci et al., 2016). Also, the identification of significant contextual

variables shows the crucial aspects that should be taken into account by policy makers and managers of



public bodies in defining CL programmes and CL measures that can be included towards the expansion
of the breadth and range of intervention.

As mentioned above, a major limitation of the analysis proposed in this paper lies in the lack of
detailed financial variables indicating the capacity of a city council or private company to fund the
implementation of a CL project, alongside more aggregate factors such as GDP per capita and growth of
GDP.

This work is limited to a sample of European cities and does not provide a worldwide analysis.
CL appears to be a typically European practice and few municipalities are actively involved in CL
projects in other international regions. This may be due to the fact that European cities have been facing
traffic congestion and pollution problems for longer than cities in emerging and fast-growing countries.
Furthermore, the present CLIs do not take into account the success or impact of CL initiatives that have
been implemented in the sample cities.

Future research will be directed towards overcoming these limitations by collecting extended
international samples and developing key performance indicators that would support the evaluation of
the effects and impact of CL projects on local urban contexts. Such further research will help analyse
and possibly confirm the preliminary results of this study by engaging in a more quantitative assessment
of the impact of single CL initiatives via the principal environmental, social and economic performance
indicators, in such a way that the breadth of a CL programme will be also combined with its effectiveness
to create a more sustainable city.

Conclusion

This work is a preliminary, challenging, informative, empirical analysis that helps classify and

understand current trends of CL development in Europe.



To this end, three main domains (Infrastructure, Regulation, and Technology) and their related
sub-domains of CL deployment were identified and a set of CLIs were computed as the proportion of
domains covered by a city’s CL initiatives as a ratio of the total potential domains and sub-domains.

Then, a list of contextual variables was created and correlation analyses were performed so as to
identify their relationship with the dependent CLIs. Results reveal that the level of pollution, the
diffusion of e-commerce and GDP are important drivers of CL deployment.

This work is intended to stimulate the adoption of CL systems that would embrace multiple
measures in all infrastructure, regulatory, and technological domains of a CL system and that would
contribute to the current debate on the present and future trends of CL. Furthermore, this work may assist
public authorities in understanding these factors and shaping proper strategies and plans for the future of
their cities.

Acknowledgements

The authors are grateful to Ms. Silvia Moroni for her active involvement and contribution to this research as a
Master student in the M.Sc. Program in Engineering & Management at the Politecnico di Torino.

References

Aiura, Nobunori, and Eiichi Taniguchi. 2005. “Planning on-Street Loading-Unloading Spaces
Considering the Behaviour of Pickup-Delivery Vehicles.” Journal of the Eastern Asia Society for
Transportation Studies 6: 2963—74.

Alho, André Romano and Jodo de Abreu e Silva. 2015. “Lisbon’s Establishment-Based Freight Survey:
Revealing Retail Establishments’ Characteristics, Goods Ordering and Delivery Processes.”
European Transport Research Review 7 (2). doi: 10.1007/s12544-015-0163-7.

Allen, Julian, G. Thorne and Michael Browne. 2007. “BESTUFS-Good Practice Guide on Urban Freight
Transport.” www.bestufs.net.

Ambrosino, Giorgio, M. Boero, M. Di Bugno, S. Guerra, and A. Librato. 2005. “A Centre for Eco
Friendly City Freight Distribution: Urban Logistics Innovation in a Mid-Size Historical City in
Italy.” http://srvweb01.softeco.it/LIFE-CEDM/.



Anderson, Stephen, Julian Allen and Michael Browne. 2005. “Urban Logistics - How Can It Meet Policy
Makers’ Sustainability Objectives?” Journal of Transport Geography 13 (1 SPEC. ISS.): 71-81.
doi:10.1016/j.jtrange0.2004.11.002.

Arvidsson, Niklas. 2013. “The Milk Run Revisited: A Load Factor Paradox with Economic and
Environmental Implications for Urban Freight Transport.” Transportation Research Part A:
Policy and Practice 51: 56-62. do0i:10.1016/j.tra.2013.04.001.

Arvidsson, Niklas and Michael Browne. 2013. “A Review of the Success and Failure of Tram Systems
to Carry Urban Freight: The Implications for a Low Emission Intermodal Solution Using Electric
Vehicles on Trams.” European Transport - Trasporti Europei.

Awasthi, Anjali, Taiwo Adetiloye and Teodor Gabriel Crainic. 2016. “Collaboration Partner Selection
for City Logistics Planning under Municipal Freight Regulations.” Applied Mathematical
Modelling 40 (1): 510-25. doi:10.1016/j.apm.2015.04.058.

Awasthi, Anjali and Satyaveer S. Chauhan. 2012. “A Hybrid Approach Integrating Affinity Diagram,
AHP and Fuzzy TOPSIS for Sustainable City Logistics Planning.” Applied Mathematical
Modelling 36 (2): 573-84. doi:10.1016/j.apm.2011.07.033.

Ballantyne, Erica E F, Maria Lindholm and Anthony Whiteing. 2013. “A Comparative Study of Urban
Freight Transport Planning: Addressing Stakeholder Needs.” Journal of Transport Geography
32:93-101. doi:10.1016/j.jtrange0.2013.08.013.

Bhattacharya, B. and De Sale, H. 2002. “Median of the p value under the alternative hypothesis”, The
American Statistician, 56(3): 202-206. Doi: 10.1198/000313002146

Behrends, Sonke. 2016. “Recent Developments in Urban Logistics Research — A Review of the

Proceedings of the International Conference on City Logistics 2009 — 2013.” Transportation
Research Procedia 12: 278-87. doi:10.1016/j.trpro.2016.02.065.

Behrends, Sonke, Maria Lindholm and Johan Woxenius. 2008. “The Impact of Urban Freight Transport:
A Definition of Sustainability from an Actor’s Perspective.” Transportation Planning and
Technology 31 (6): 693—-713. doi:10.1080/03081060802493247.

Bektas, Tolga, Teodor Gabriel Crainic and Tom van Woensel. 2015. “From Managing Urban Freight to
Smart City Logistics Networks.” CIRRELT-Research Paper no. 17. Montreal, Canada.

Bohne, Simon, and Martin Ruesch. 2013. “Best Practice Handbook 1- BESTFACT Deliverable D2.2.”

www.bestfact.net.


https://dx.doi.org/10.1198%2F000313002146

Braysy, Olli and Michel Gendreau. 2005a. “Vehicle Routing Problem with Time Windows, Part I: Route
Construction and Local Search Algorithms.” Transportation Science 39 (1): 104-18.
d0i:10.1287/trsc.1030.0056.

Braysy, Olli and Michel Gendreau. 2005b. “Vehicle Routing Problem with Time Windows, Part II:
Metaheuristics.” Transportation Science 39 (1): 119-39. doi:10.1287/trsc.1030.0057.

Browne, M. 2013. “Effective City Logistics — Challenges and Opportunities”. Presentation to IRU Goods

Transport Council, 07 November 2013. Available at: https://www.iru.org/ Accessed on 12
January 2017.

Browne, M., M. Sweet, A. Woodburn and J. Allen. 2005a. “Urban Freight Consolidation Centres Final
Report.” Transport Studies Group, University of Westminster.

Browne, Michael, Julian Allen and Stephen Anderson. 2005b. “Low Emission Zones: The Likely Effects
on the Freight Transport Sector.” International Journal of Logistics Research and Applications 8
(4): 269-81. doi:10.1080/13675560500405899.

Browne, Michael, Julian Allen and Jacques Leonardi. 2011. “Evaluating the Use of an Urban
Consolidation Centre and Electric Vehicles in Central London.” IATSS Research 35 (1): 1-6.
doi:10.1016/j.iatssr.2011.06.002.

Cagliano, Anna Corinna, Giulio Mangano, Carlo Rafele, and Giovanni Zenezini. 2015. “Assessing the
Diffusion of a City Logistics System Based on Low Emission Vehicles.” In Sustainability in
Logistics and Supply Chain Management, edited by Wolfgang Kersten, Thorsten Blecker, and
Christian M. Ringle, 229-58. epubli GmbH, Berlin.

Campbell, J., L. MacPhail and G. Cornelis. 2010. “Freight Consolidation Center Study Final Report.”
SEStran (South East Scotland Transport Partnership).

Carslaw, David C. and Sean D. Beevers. 2002. “The Efficacy of Low Emission Zones in Central London
as a Means of Reducing Nitrogen Dioxide Concentrations.” Transportation Research Part D:
Transport and Environment 7 (1): 49-64. doi:10.1016/S1361-9209(01)00008-6.

CityLog 2010. “The trends of Urban Logistics in Europe 27" Sustainability and Efficiency of City
Logistics.

Comi, A., P. Delle Site, F. Filippi, E. Marcucci, and A. Nuzzolo. 2008. “Differentiated Regulation of
Urban Freight Traffic: Conceptual Framework and Examples from Italy.” In Proceedings of 13th

International Conference of Hong Kong Society for Transportation Studies. 13-15 December
2008, Hong Kong.


https://www.iru.org/

Comi, A., P. Delle Site, F. Filippi and A. Nuzzolo. 2011. “Ex-Post Assessment of City Logistics
Measures: The Case of Rome.” In Transport Management and Land-Use Effects in Presence of
Unusual Demand, edited by L. Mussone and U. Crisalli, 235-52. Franco Angeli, Milan, Italy.

Crainic, Teodor Gabriel. 2008. “City Logistics.” CIRRELT-Research paper no. 25.

Crainic, Teodor Gabriel, Guido Perboli, Simona Mancini and Roberto Tadei. 2010. “Two-Echelon
Vehicle Routing Problem: A Satellite Location Analysis.” In Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 2:5944-55. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.04.009.

Creazza, A., S. Curi, and F. Dallari. 2014. “City Logistics: Panoramica Delle Best Practice Nazionali E
Internazionali.” 271. LIUC Papers-Serie Tecnologica 26. Castellanza (VA), Italy.

Crotti, A. 2006. “City Logistics: Quali Prospettive?” Le Strade 10: 102-8.

Dablanc, Laetitia. 2009. “FREIGHT TRANSPORT FOR DEVELOPMENT TOOLKIT: Urban Freight.”
World, 50. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTTRANSPORT/Resources/336291-
1239112757744/5997693-1266940498535/road.pdf.

Dasburg, N. and J. Schoemaker. 2007. “Quantification of Urban Freight Transport Effects II-BESTUFS
Deliverable Report 5.2.” www.bestufs.net.

European Commission. 1998. “COST 321-Urban Goods Transport: Final Report of the Action.”
http://cordis.europa.eu/cost-transport/home.html.

European Commission. 2013. “Together towards Competitive and Resource-Efficient Urban Mobility-
A Call to Action on Urban Logistics.”

Fuellerer, Guenther, Karl F. Doerner, Richard F. Hartl and Manuel Iori. 2009. “Ant Colony Optimization
for the Two-Dimensional Loading Vehicle Routing Problem.” Computers & Operations
Research 36 (3): 655-73. doi:10.1016/j.cor.2007.10.021.

Gonzalez-Feliu, Jesus, Christian Ambrosini, Pascal Pluvinet, Florence Toilier and Jean Louis Routhier.
2012. “A Simulation Framework for Evaluating the Impacts of Urban Goods Transport in Terms
of Road Occupancy.” Journal of Computational Science 3 (4): 206-15.
doi:10.1016/j.jocs.2012.04.003.

Hayes, Simon, Lluis Ros, Xavier Rosello, Julio Garcia Ramdn, Enric Vilar and Juanma Perez. 2006.
“REPORT ON EVALUATION RESULTS Annex 3 — 2nd Implementation Report for Barcelona-
MIRACLES Project Deliverable D 4.2.”

Holguin-Veras, José, Cara Wang, Michael Browne, Stacey Darville Hodge, and Jeffrey Wojtowicz.
2014. “The New York City Off-Hour Delivery Project: Lessons for City Logistics.” Procedia -
Social and Behavioral Sciences 125: 36-48. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.1454.



Janjevic, Milena, Philip Kaminsky and Alassane Ball¢ Ndiaye. 2013. “Downscaling the Consolidation
of Goods-State of the Art and Transferability of Micro-Consolidation Initiatives.” European
Transport - Trasporti Europei, no. 54.

Jedlinski, Mariusz. 2014. “The Position of Green Logistics in Sustainable Development of a Smart Green
City.” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 151: 102-11.
doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.10.011.

Levivfe, H. 2016. “Sustainable urban logistics - City of Paris”. CityLab project presentations. Available

at: http://www.citylab-project.eu/presentations.php Accessed on 12 January 2017.

Lindholm, Maria. 2010. “A Sustainable Perspective on Urban Freight Transport: Factors Affecting Local
Authorities in the Planning Procedures.” In Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2:6205—
16. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.04.031.

Marchau, V., Walker, W. and van Duin, R., 2008. “An adaptive approach to implementing innovative
urban transport solutions”. Transport Policy, 15(6), pp.405-412.

Marcucci, Edoardo and Romeo Danielis. 2008. “The Potential Demand for a Urban Freight
Consolidation Centre.” Transportation 35 (2): 269-84. doi:10.1007/s11116-007-9147-3.
McKinnon, Alan C. 2006. “A Review of European Truck Tolling Schemes and Assessment of Their
Possible Impact on Logistics Systems.” International Journal of Logistics Research and

Applications 9 (March 2015): 191-205. doi:10.1080/13675560600859110.

Melo, Sandra, Patricia Baptista and Alvaro Costa. 2014. “Comparing the Use of Small Sized Electric
Vehicles with Diesel Vans on City Logistics.” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 111:
350-59. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.068.

Michelucci, Fania Valeria, De Marco Alberto, Tanda, Adriano (2016). “Defining the role of Smart City
Manager: An analysis of responsibilities and skills”, Journal of Urban Technologies, 3(2): 23-
42. doi: 10.1080/10630732.2016.1164439

Morganti, Eleonora, and Jesus Gonzalez-Feliu. 2015. “City Logistics for Perishable Products. The Case
of the Parma’s Food Hub.” Case Studies on Transport Policy 3 (2): 120-28.
d0i:10.1016/j.cstp.2014.08.003.

Mufuzuri, Jesus, Rafael Grosso, Pablo Cortés and José Guadix. 2013. “Estimating the Extra Costs
Imposed on Delivery Vehicles Using Access Time Windows in a City.” Computers, Environment
and Urban Systems 41: 262—75. doi:10.1016/j.compenvurbsys.2012.05.005.


http://www.citylab-project.eu/presentations.php

Mufiuzuri, Jesus, Juan Larrafieta, Luis Onieva and Pablo Cortés. 2005. “Solutions Applicable by Local
Administrations for Urban Logistics Improvement.” Cities 22 (1): 15-28.
doi:10.1016/j.cities.2004.10.003.

Ng, ] M J. 2009. “Barriers to E-Commerce Policy in Logistics: An Exploratory Study of the Pearl River
Delta, China.” International Journal of Logistics Research and Applications 12 (3): 195-212.
doi:10.1080/13675560802200113.

Nicoletti, Giuseppe, Stefano Scarpetta and Olivier Boyland. 2000. “Summary Indicators of Product
Market Regulation with an Extension to Employment Protection Legislation.” OECD Economic
Department Working Papers. doi:10.2139/ssrn.201668.

Pelletier, S., O. Jabali, and G. Laporte. 2014. “Goods Distribution with Electric Vehicles: Review and
Research Perspectives.” CIRRELT-Research Paper no. 44. Montreal, Canada.

Posthumus, Bineke, Beste Eris, Susanne Balm, Ewoud Moolenburgh and Hans Quak. 2014. “Business
Models for Innovative and Sustainable Urban-Interurban Transport-STRAIGHTSOL Deliverable
D5.3.” www.straightsol.eu.

Pulawska, Sabina and Wiestaw Starowicz. 2014. “Ecological Urban Logistics in the Historical Centers
of Cities.” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 151: 282-94.
d0i:10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.10.026.

Quak, H. J. and M. B M de Koster. 2007. “Exploring Retailers’ Sensitivity to Local Sustainability
Policies.” Journal of Operations Management 25 (6): 1103-22. doi:10.1016/j.jom.2007.01.020.

Quak, Hans and J. H R Van Duin. 2010. “The Influence of Road Pricing on Physical Distribution in
Urban Areas.” In Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2:6141-53.
d0i:10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.04.026.

Roche-Cerasi, Isabelle. 2014. “Urban Logistics Practices-State of the Art Report.” www.sintef.no .

Rodgers, J.L. and Nicewander, W.A. 1988. “Thirteen ways to look at the correlation coefficient”, The
American Statistician, 42(1): 59-66. Doi: :10.1080/00031305.1988.10475524

Rosini, R. 2005. “CITY PORTS Project: Interim Report.” http://mobilita.regione.emilia-

romagna.it/entra-in-regione/progetti-europei/progetti-europei-conclusi-1/city-ports.
Roumboutsos, Athena, Seraphim Kapros and Thierry Vanelslander. 2014. “Green City Logistics:
Systems of Innovation to Assess the Potential of E-Vehicles.” Research in Transportation
Business & Management 11: 43-52. d0i:10.1016/j.rtbm.2014.06.005.
Russo, F. and A. Comi. 2016. “Urban Freight Transport Planning towards Green Goals: Synthetic
Environmental Evidence from Tested Results.” Sustainability 8 (4). doi:10.3390/su8040381.


https://dx.doi.org/10.1080%2F00031305.1988.10475524

Russo, Francesco and Antonio Comi. 2011. “Measures for Sustainable Freight Transportation at Urban
Scale: Expected Goals and Tested Results in Europe.” Journal of Urban Planning and
Development 137 (2): 142-52. doi:10.1061/(ASCE)UP.1943-5444,

Sankaran, Jayaram K, Amanda Gore and Baz Coldwell. 2005. “The Impact of Road Traffic Congestion
on Supply Chains: Insights from Auckland, New Zealand.” International Journal of Logistics
Research and Applications 8 (2): 159-80. doi:10.1080/13675560500166780.

Schéffeler, U. and J. Wichser. 2003. “Inner urban freight transport and city logistics”. Written material

for EU-Portal, 1-51. www.eu-portal.net

Schliwa, Gabriele, Richard Armitage, Sara Aziz, James Evans and Jasmine Rhoades. 2014. “Sustainable
City Logistics - Making Cargo Cycles Viable for Urban Freight Transport.” Research in
Transportation Business and Management 15: 50-57. doi:10.1016/j.rtbm.2015.02.001.

Schoemaker, J., J. Allen, M. Huschebeck and J. Monigl. 2006. “Quantification of Urban Freight
Transport Effects | -BESTUFS Deliverable Report 5.1.” www.bestufs.net.

Stathopoulos, Amanda, Eva Valeri, and Edoardo Marcucci. 2012. “Stakeholder Reactions to Urban
Freight Policy Innovation.” Journal of Transport Geography 22: 34-45.
doi:10.1016/j.jtrange0.2011.11.017.

Taniguchi, Eiichi, Michihiko Noritake, Tadashi Yamada and Toru Izumitani. 1999. “Optimal Size and
Location Planning of Public Logistics Terminals.” Transportation Research Part E: Logistics
and Transportation Review 35 (3): 207-22. doi:10.1016/S1366-5545(99)00009-5.

Taniguchi, Eiichi and Russell G. Thompson. 2002. “Modelling City Logistics.” Transportation Research
Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, no. 1790: 45.

Taniguchi, Eiichi and Rob E C M Van Der Heijden. 2000. “An Evaluation Methodology for City
Logistics.” Transport Reviews 20 (1): 65-90. doi:10.1080/014416400295347.

Teo, Joel S.E., Eiichi Taniguchi and Ali G. Qureshi. 2014. “Evaluation of Load Factor Control and Urban
Freight Road Pricing Joint Schemes with Multi-Agent Systems Learning Models.” Procedia -
Social and Behavioral Sciences 125: 62—74. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.1456.

Teo, Joel S.E., Eiichi Taniguchi and Ali Gul Qureshi. 2012. “Evaluating City Logistics Measure in E-
Commerce with Multiagent Systems.” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 39: 349-59.
doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.03.113.

Thompson, R. G. 2014. “Evaluating City Logistics Schemes.” In City Logistics: Mapping the Future,
edited by E. Taniguchi and R. G. Thompson, 101-13. Boca Raton, USA: CRC Press.


http://www.eu-portal.net/

Trip, J. J. and J. W. Konings. 2014. “Supporting Electric Vehicles in Freight Transport in Amsterdam.”
Delft: Interreg I\VVB project E-Mobility NSR.

Van Duin, J. HR and H. J. Quak. 2007. “City Logistics: A Chaos between Research and Policy Making?
A Review.” In WIT Transactions on the Built Environment, 96:135-46. doi:10.2495/UT070141.

Van Duin, J.H.R., Antal van Kolck, Nilesh Anand, L.6rant A. Tavasszy and Eiichi Taniguchi. 2012.
“Towards an Agent-Based Modelling Approach for the Evaluation of Dynamic Usage of Urban
Distribution Centres.” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 39: 333-48.
doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.03.112.

Van Rooijen, Tariq and Hans Quak. 2010. “Local Impacts of a New Urban Consolidation Centre - The
Case of Binnenstadservice.nl.” In Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 2:5967—79.
doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.04.011.

Verlinde, Sara, Cathy Macharis and Frank Witlox. 2012. “How to Consolidate Urban Flows of Goods
Without Setting up an Urban Consolidation Centre?”” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences
39: 687—701. doi:10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.03.140.

Wygonik, Erica and Anne Goodchild. 2011. “Evaluating CO2 Emissions, Cost, and Service Quality
Trade-Offs in an Urban Delivery System Case Study.” IATSS Research 35 (1): 7-15.
d0i:10.1016/j.iatssr.2011.05.001.

Yang, Zhong Zhen, and Douglas Rome Moodie. 2011. “Locating Urban Logistics Terminals and
Shopping Centres in a Chinese City.” International Journal of Logistics Research and
Applications 14 (3): 165-77. doi:10.1080/13675567.2011.609159.



Appendix: City Logistics Index for cities of the sample group

State City City Logistics
Index
Italy Brescia 71.85
Italy Parma 61.34
Italy Padua 56.69
Italy Vicenza 54.07
Italy Milan 51.35
Italy Cremona 50.14
Italy Ferrara 48.94
France Lyon 48.81
France La Rochelle 48.22
The Netherlands ~ Amsterdam 48.22
Italy Bologna 47.98
Poland Cracow 46.85
Italy Lucca 46.66
The Netherlands  Utrecht 46.01
Denmark Copenhagen 43.25
Germany Berlin 41.44
Italy Bergamo 41.32
Monaco Monaco 40.81
Italy Turin 40.6
Italy Reggio Emilia 39.31
Spain Vitoria 37.46
Italy Pisa 35.26
Italy Rome 35.26
Sweden Goteborg 34.7
Sweden Stockholm 34.7
UK Bath 34.63
Italy Lecco 34.05
France Besancon 32.54
Austria Graz 32.26
UK London 32.21
Spain Barcelona 29.68
Italy Florence 28.92
France Paris 28.57
Spain Burgos 28.57
Italy Modena 28.08
Italy Venice 28.08
Spain San Sebastian 27.43
UK Bristol 27.43
Italy Ravenna 26.76



Spain
Germany
Romania
France
Spain
Belgium
Italy
Sweden
France
Germany
Germany
Germany
The Netherlands
Spain
Denmark
The Netherlands
France
UK
Latvia
Italy
Italy
Italy
Estonia
Germany
Norway
Romania
Sweden
Switzerland
UK
Germany
UK

Cordova
Strasbourg
Ploiesti
Bordeaux
Bilbao
Brussels
Piacenza
Borlange
Nancy
Dresden
Regensburg
Bremen
Nijmegen
Seville
Aalborg
Groningen
Poitiers
Durham
Riga
Siena
Treviso
Verona
Tallinn
Stuttgart
Stavanger
Bucharest
Malmo
Bergdorf
Cambridge
Kassel
Sheffield

26.51
26.36
24.91
21.9
21.22
20.58
20.58
20.08
20.02
20.02
20.02
20.02
20.02
20.02
18.58
17.44
14.73
14.68
14.61
14.24
14.24
14.24
12.67
12.52
12.52
12.52
12.52
12.52
12.52
7.5
7.5




Table 1: Review of CL measures

Category Measure

Reference

(UCC)

Urban Consolidation Centres

Rosini (2005); Munuzuri et al. (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007);
Dasburg and Schoemaker (2007); Russo and Comi (2011); Thompson
(2014); Creazza et al. (2014);

Lay-by areas

Rosini (2005); Munuzuri et al. (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007);
Russo and Comi (2011); Thompson (2014); Creazza et al. (2014);

Infrastructure

Micro Consolidation Centres

Munuzuri et al. (2005); Russo and Comi (2011); Thompson (2014);
Creazza et al. (2014);

lanes)

vehicles lanes

Multi-use lanes (mainly bus

dedicated/preferential

Rosini (2005); Munuzuri et al. (2005); Dasburg and Schoemaker (2007);
Russo and Comi (2011); Creazza et al. (2014);

Low emission zones

Rosini (2005); Munuzuri et al. (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007);
Dasburg and Schoemaker (2007); Russo and Comi (2011); Thompson
(2014); Creazza et al. (2014);

Time windows

Rosini (2005); Munuzuri et al. (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007);
Dasburg and Schoemaker (2007); Russo and Comi (2011); Thompson
(2014); Creazza et al. (2014);

Regulation

and volume

Restrictions on vehicle weight

Rosini (2005); Munuzuri et al. (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007);
Dasburg and Schoemaker (2007); Russo and Comi (2011); Thompson
(2014); Creazza et al. (2014);

Night deliveries

Munuzuri et al. (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007); Thompson (2014);
Creazza et al. (2014);

Dynamic routing and lay-by
area monitoring and booking

Munuzuri et al. (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007); Dasburg and
Schoemaker (2007); Thompson (2014); Creazza et al. (2014);

Electronic control and charging
Technology | for access to the city centre

Rosini (2005); Munuzuri et al. (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007);
Russo and Comi (2011); Creazza et al. (2014);

vehicles and
transportation

Adoption of low emission
alternative

Rosini (2005); Van Duin and Quak (2007); Thompson (2014); Creazza
et al. (2014);




Table 2: Relevant urban, demographic and environmental factors

Context variable Unit Mean St Dev Min Max Source
Population # inhabitants 680,091 1,448,260 15,58 8,308,369  Census, 2010 [3];
4 Eurostat [4]

City area Km? 248.9 336.4 2.0 1,572.1 Census, 2010 [3];
Eurostat [4]

Demographic Density # inhabitants/ 3,439 3,925 81 21,347 Census, 2010 [3];

km? Eurostat [4]

Pollution — Pm 10 pg/me 28.96 12.63 0.1 59 World Health
Organization; WWW.
agicn.org

E-commerce/GDP % 2.066 0.0147 0.77 5.74 WWW.ecommerce-
europe.eu

E-commerce share % 5.34 0.0422 19 20.00 WWW.ecommerce-
europe.eu

GDP per capita $/inhabitant 35,553 8,001 17,21 71,977 www.indexmundi.com

8

Country GDP growth % -0.0113 0.1505 -1.698 4.226 www.indexmundi.com

Dependent variable Unit Mean StDev Min Max

City Logistics Index % 29.98 14.42 7.50 71.85


http://www.ecommerce-europe.eu/
http://www.ecommerce-europe.eu/
http://www.ecommerce-europe.eu/
http://www.ecommerce-europe.eu/

Table 3: The identification of loadings in factor analysis

Factor Domains Loadings
1 2
Load Consolidation Infrastructure 0.8880 0.0550
Regulation 0.6780 -0.3780
Stakeholder Technology .0.0810 0.9580

Coordination



Table 4: Result of correlation analysis

Total domains Infrastructure

Pearson Pearson
Variable Coefficient p-value | Variable Coefficient p-value
Population -0.127 0.294 | Population -0.131 0.279
City Area -0.198 0.000 |City Area -0.123 0.310
Demographic Demographic
Density -0.088 0.471 | Density -0.079 0.516
Pollution - pm10 0.196 0.107 | Pollution - pm10 0.247 0.041
e-commerce/GDP -0.276 0.021 |e-commerce/GDP -0.447 0.000
e-commerce share -0.246 0.046 |e-commerce share -0.434 0.000
GDP per capita -0.078 0.876 | GDP per capita -0.247 0.039
GDP Growth -0.421 0.000 | GDP Growth -0.328 0.006
Age of the City 0.311 0.009 | Age of the City 0.276 0.021
Regulation Technology

Pearson Pearson
Variable Coefficient p-value | Variable Coefficient p-value
Population -0.071 0.561 | Population 0.136 0.180
City Area -0.171 0.157 | City Area 0.145 0.231
Demographic Demographic
Density 0.027 0.823 | Density 0.043 0.723
Pollution - pm10 0.226 0.061 | Pollution - pm10 0.147 0.228
e-commerce/GDP -0.424 0.000 |e-commerce/GDP -0.052 0.670
e-commerce share -0.370 0.020 |e-commerce share -0.050 0.683
GDP per capita -0.237 0.048 | GDP per capita 0.019 0.874
GDP Growth -0.100 0.410 | GDP Growth -0.013 0.913
Age of the City 0.166 0.170 | Age of the City -0.051 0.677

Figure 1: City Logistics Index by sub-domain

Figure 2: Results of the one-way ANOVA: CLI versus Geographical Area




