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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The deliverable D3.2 describes part of the activities undertaken under the stakeholder’s 

involvement work package 3 that contributes to the achievement of the objective 1 “Define a 

shared framework for an energy efficient urban freight transport demand management and 

planning strategy through a cooperative approach between public and private stakeholders. “ 

This work package ensures that all activities of C-LIEGE are embedded in a local framework 

of relevant stakeholders and that the inclusion of local stakeholders leads to approaches 

reaching beyond the pilot projects, resulting in city/regional sustainable strategies and round 

tables.  

The routine procedure to check completeness and consistency of the soft measures was 

applied to the seven pilot sites and the next chapters present the analysis of the results from 

the exercise undertaken. 

An overall assessment of the check procedure is presented and recommendations already 

done and to be done are given so that C-LIEGE ensures a complete and consistency 

strategy. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Objective 

This deliverable describes part of the activities undertaken under the stakeholder’s 

involvement Work package 3 that contributes to the achievement of the objective 1 “Define a 

shared framework for an energy efficient urban freight transport demand management and 

planning strategy through a cooperative approach between public and private stakeholders. “ 

This work package ensures that all activities of C-LIEGE are embedded in a local framework 

of relevant stakeholders and that the inclusion of local stakeholders leads to approaches 

reaching beyond the pilot projects, resulting in regional sustainable strategies and 

roundtables. 

The round tables will develop a common understanding of urban freight transport issues, 

problems and needs, among all stakeholders of each pilot case. Those common issues will 

promote the definition of common objectives towards efficiency, environmental and social 

concerns and the selection of soft measures related to the urban freight transport 

implemented under Work package 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1– Round table held in Szczecin (Poland) and Emilia Romagna (Italy) 
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These round tables will work out as a tool to establish a constructive dialogue to build 

understanding and consensus between each of the stakeholder groups on what the key 

issues should be, identify the problems of all in the big picture, and define tangible impacts 

and solutions for urban freight transport problems that benefits all parties. Finally, this will 

lead to a Local Joint Strategy per pilot case, and this will be an output for the “Road map to 

establish and promote a Premium Quality Partnership among concerned private and public 

key actors” and for the Local Action Plan (WP7). 

In order to guarantee that a consistent and complete local strategy for each pilot is defined 

besides the activities related to the vertical local stakeholder involvement (task 3.1) and the 

local concertation actions – 4 round tables in each of the 7 pilots (task 3.2), a local joint 

strategic exercise has been performed at the round tables and a completeness and 

consistency check of the pilot sites selected measures as well. To achieve this, a routine 

procedure to make sure that the stakeholders identify the relevant urban freight key issues 

and the better targeted measures was defined and applied. 

 

Figure 2– General methodology applied for the completeness and consistency checks 
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The aim of this document is to present an overview of the proficiency of the pilot cases 

responding to the round tables exercise, identifying the positive and negative points and 

above all highlighting what can and should be done to improve these type of local 

concertation actions, in order to bring added value to the urban logistic on behalf of C-LIEGE. 

The following chapter presents the procedure that was developed and applied to the 

roundtables proposals addressing “what to check” and “how to check”.  

 
2.2 Description of the procedure to check completen ess and consistency 

For the completeness and consistency check, the C-LIEGE project adopted a routine 

procedure with concrete check points that were developed and applied to all pilots 

performing the same assessment and identifying why in some cases the methodology 

defined in the stakeholders engagement manual and round tables manual (D3.1) was not 

enough to reach the same type of achievements that the others have and to help those 

cases overcome those barriers.  

This routine procedure is complementary to the guidelines defined in the stakeholder’s 

engagement manual and round tables manual and intends so make a double check to the 

consistency of the proposals selected for implementation at the round tables. 

As it was already shown in several European Research projects, stakeholder’s engagement 

is one of the key aspects for a successful initiative and it is not easy to achieve, especially in 

a topic like last mile transport and logistics management where we need to address both 

public and private sector interests. This is why in C-LIEGE we consider all activities related to 

WP3 – Stakeholders involvement so relevant and a key success factor to reach the expected 

energy efficiency related impacts. 
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In the Stakeholder Engagement Manual, stakeholders must 

be engaged in order to: 

·  Do the work of the round tables,  

·  Start the pilot project,  

·  Work out the regional Goods Transport Strategy 

and prepare its implementation. 

 

Relevant public institutions, associations and intermediaries, 

private actors and others are to be checked as potential 

stakeholders and guidelines on how to approach those 

stakeholders groups were defined.   

 

The Round Table Manual builds upon the observations made in the Stakeholder 

Engagement Manual, and deals specifically with the situation of the round tables, that is: 

·  Handling with the round tables: 

o Preparation of the meetings 

o What to expect from the participants 

o What to expect from the meetings 

o How to proceed  

·  Typical situations that might occur: 

o High Expectations 

o Existing conflicts  

o Egos and personalities 

o Knowledge 

o Active interest of the participants  

o Political support 
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There are two specific moments where a completeness and consistency check of the 

proposals should be done. One of these moments should be after the objectives definition, to 

ensure that the objectives are SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and 

Timed), and the other should be performed after the soft measures selection, to guarantee 

that the chosen measures solve the problems and needs mentioned before.  

 

Figure 3– Specific methodology applied for the completeness and consistency check 

 

To reach consistency and consensus between each user group perspective, at the round 

tables there should be assessed the relevance of the problems/needs, objectives and 

measures facing the impact in the urban freight efficiency. 
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During the process, the urban freight transport issues have to be checked against the 

strategies of the involved stakeholders. Foreseeable conflicts will be laid open and synergies 

will be searched for. The result is a realistic view on the local key issues and the resulting 

strategic potential for solutions. For the check procedure, there was the need to gather more 

information about the pilot city (e.g. master plan objectives, freight surveys, etc.) as a way to 

ensure consistency and completeness of the local joined strategy. 

The outcome of this task is the agreement – in each pilot city – between local authorities and 

business stakeholders on the soft-measures to be implemented under WP5 and which 

benefits are expected by each involved party through their implementation. 

 

What to be checked? 

The main goal is to apply the routine procedure to find inconsistencies, such as:  

1. Measure inconsistency: find inconsistency in the measures contributions to solve 

the goals 

o Whether the measures selected at the round tables solve the problems and 

needs of the city/region,  

o Whether the measures selected at the round tables are in line with the 

transport plan objectives, 

o Whether the measures selected contribute to environmental impacts,  

o Whether the measures selected at the round tables promote the definition of 

common objectives towards efficiency, environmental and social concerns  

o If at the round tables the tangible targets/objectives are being associated to 

each measure  

2. Partnership inconsistency: find an imbalance in the partnership 

o If the number of participants is representative 

o If the composition of partnership  is well balanced in terms of type of stakeholders  

3. Strategy inconsistency: identify gaps in the strategy 
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How to check? 

This exercise was done from an external point of view to the roundtables, meaning that the 

partner that have performed the assessment has not attended to local round tables and 

therefore the produced material within WP5 (selected measures and steps towards the 

implementation and overall approach), WP6 (suggested impacts from the measures) and 

roundtables minutes per pilot constitute the information assessed. Besides these inputs the 

consistency check templates have been reviewed by the local partners with a double goal, a) 

to avoid interpretation misunderstandings and b) to be able to “correct” the inconsistencies 

found and guide the following round tables in a more effective way. 

The routine procedure is supposed to be applied to the round tables outputs to contribute to 

the definition of a consistent and complete local strategy for each pilot site, ensuring that the 

stakeholders identify the relevant urban freight key issues and the better targeted soft 

measures. Initially it was designed with “five check moments” that were mainly addressing 

the measures inconsistencies as it is presented in the figure below to guarantee a 

completeness and consistency check of the measures chosen at the round tables to be 

implemented in the pilots.  
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Figure 4– Routine procedure to be applied to each pilot city to check completeness and 
consistency 
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Check Point #1 – Consistency among the already identified problems & needs at WP2 and 

roundtables 

After the identification of the problems and needs regarding urban freight identified in the fact 

sheets of the pilots and pointed out in the round tables, the first check should be to the 

additional aspects identified in the round tables. It should be checked if the problems and 

needs pointed out are the same, if there are additional aspects that have arisen from the 

discussion or if it is just one stakeholder point of view. 

Problems already identified in WP2 
(fact sheets and related events)

Problem A Problem B Problem C Problem D Problem E Proble m F

Problem A

Problem C

Problem D'

Problem G

Problems identified at the Round Tables

 

not matching

matching slightly

totally matching  

 

Check Point #2 – Objectives defined contribute to solve the identified problems? 

The second check point, after the definition of the objectives to solve the problems and to be 

reached, should verify if the objectives really solve the problems or not, and if they are 

tangible targets/objectives or not. One should check if the objectives are SMART, meaning 

whether they are specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and timed. 

Selected measures Problem A Problem B Problem C Problem  D Problem E Problem F
Measure #1

Measure #2

Measure #3

Measure #4

Measure #5

Measure #6

Problems identified 

 

not matching

matching slightly

totally matching  
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Check Point #3 – Measures fit the objectives? 

In this moment, the measures that fit the objectives should be selected from the C-LIEGE 

databank and from the output O4.2 during the roundtables. The third check will check if the 

measures fit the objectives. If not, it should be evaluated whether the selection of the 

measures should be done again or if there is the need to have additional measures to ensure 

that the objectives are reached. 

Selected measures Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 3 O bjective 4 Objective 5
Measure #1

Measure #2

Measure #3

Measure #4

Measure #5

Measure #6

Objectives defined in the round tables

 

not matching

matching slightly

totally matching  

 

Check Point #4 – Measures against key issues and objectives from other local and/or 

regional plans 

To ensure completeness and consistency, the measures selected should be checked against 

the key issues and objectives from the regional and/or local transport plans that might exist, 

and they should be in line with them. If not, it should be evaluated whether the selection of 

the measures should be done again or if there is the need to have additional measures to 

ensure that the objectives are reached. 

 

Check Point #5 – Contribution of the measures to environmental impacts 

Check how far the measures selected cover the problems. This check can be done through 

their contribution to the environmental impacts, by checking if the measures are likely to 

contribute to at least one of the following impacts: 

·  Higher energy efficiency 
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·  Emission reduction 

·  Noise reduction 

·  Use of cleaner energy sources 

·  Better traffic flow 

·  Easier parking for delivery vans 

·  Avoidance of unwanted traffic (access restrictions) 

·  Avoidance of unclean traffic (energy zones) 

·  Better utilisation of transports (load factor) 

·  Less loading/unloading points 

If not, it should be evaluated whether the selection of the measures should be done again or 

if there is the need to have additional measures to ensure that the measures cover the 

problems identified. 

Selected 
Measures

Higher 
energy 
efficiency

Emission 
reduction

Noise 
reduction

Use of 
cleaner 
energy 
sources

Better traffic 
flow

Easier 
parking 
for 
delivery 

Avoidance 
of 
unwanted 
traffic 

Avoidance 
of unclean 
traffic 
(energy 

Better 
utilisation of 
transports 
(load factor)

Less 
loading/ 
unloading 
points

Measure #1

Measure #2

Measure #3

Measure #4

Measure #5

Measure #6

Contribution to environmental impacts

 

After the second roundtable it was considered relevant to have an additional check, more 

focused to partnership and strategy inconsistencies, to guarantee that we achieve high level 

participation and more relevant than that, a balanced composition of the audience to cover all 

urban logistics related points of view and reach agreement between businesses stakeholders 

and local authorities on soft measures needed to be implemented locally to enhance the UFT 

sector. 
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3. RESULTS FROM THE COMPLETENESS AND CONSISTENCY CH ECK 

Hereunder it is presented all the selected measures (vertical and horizontal) implemented 

and planned for the 7 pilot sites which were discussed and selected at the round tables to be 

applied (or already being applied) by the pilot cases.  

This list of measures does not match entirely to the initial selection. Once completed the ex-

ante assessment and the first check to the measures inconsistencies it was highlighted the 

potential downsizing of the performance impacts (both within the project duration and 2020) 

and therefore additional measures were selected at a later stage due to this need of 

reinforcing potential impacts of the pilot measures in each C-LIEGE pilot cities. 

The routine procedure will be applied to the measures listed in this chapter to assess the 

completeness and consistency of this selection towards the check moments in order to 

identify inconsistencies and make recommendations. From the carried out assessment it 

became clear that the group of pilot cities are heterogeneous. In fact there are cities that 

have a different perspective and development when addressing this thematic area. 

For that reason, each pilot case has used their own approach to the topic, meaning that 

some of them has analysed their problems in a holistic and integrated way and the measures 

pointed out are being designed and implemented in order to give an answer to the problem 

as a whole. Meanwhile others have presented for each problem a precise measure which 

aims at solving per the respective problem. This procedure is in fact more detailed and 

shows that problems are being tackled already for some time and attention and funding to 

solve key issues are being provided. 

In fact both approaches are correct and possible but it makes difficult any foreseen 

methodology to carry out the final analysis, and it does not facilitate the task of drawing 

conclusions either. 
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3.1 Analysis of the results from HAL-TARXIEN (MALTA ) 

The final selection of measures for Hal Tarxien is composed by three vertical measures and 

three horizontal measures, as it is presented in the table below: 

 

HAL-TARXIEN (MALTA)

1.    Re-route transit light traffic (private vehicles) during main goods 
loading/unloading time 
2.    Access restriction for heavy goods vehicles (HGV) crossing the 
main road
3.    Allocation of loading/unloading bays with time-window for freight 
vehicles and restriction in other time-windows
4.    City Logistics Manager establishment (CLM)
5.    Freight Quality Partnership establishment (FQP)
6.    Local Freight Development Plan (LFDP)

 

Hal-Tarxien city centre experiences traffic 

congestion due to its strategic location between the 

East coast and the centre of the Island. Solutions to 

reduce traffic and to help shop owners to have more 

parking space for loading/unloading, is part of a 

wider traffic management strategy developed by the 

FQP through a LFDP. 

 

Check point 1:  The problems identified in the fact sheets and those that were addressed on 

the round tables are matching and in fact they are all related. No additional problems have 

appeared in a later stage. 

 

Check point 2:  In the first assessment this exercise was not correctly understood but this 

has been improved in the additional assessment that was made. The chosen measures fit 

the objectives of decreasing freight traffic into the city centre and offer the community an 

effective way to discuss freight traffic problems and identify common solutions. 

 

Check point 3:  For each problem some strategic idea/objective were identified but they have 

not identified concrete objectives. This fact will make difficult the future assessment, 
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therefore and despite the fact that some general overview was presented the check point is 

not satisfactorily addressed. 

 

Check point 4:  No local or regional transport plan addressing urban logistics. 

 

Check point 5:  The measures are addressing the mandatory topics. 

 

3.2 Analysis of the results from STUTTGART (GERMANY ) 

The final selection of measures for Stuttgart is composed by three vertical measures and 

three horizontal measures, as it is presented in the table below: 

 

STUTTGART (GERMANY)

1.    Ad-hoc freight traffic routing – Stuttgart Region
2.    Location analysis among neighbouring municipalities for gas 
station for trucks - Mobility Master Plan
3.    Electric van-sharing (e-Vans) – City of Ludwigsburg
4.    City Logistics Manager establishment (CLM)
5.    Local Freight Development Plan (LFDP)
6.    Freight Quality Partnership establishment (FQP)

 
Two pre conditions where required for the measures selection: 

• They had to fit into the strategies of the region and the town of Ludwigsburg, not just 

in a general sense, but also in an operative way.  

• There was the need to be a realistic chance of funding via the relevant institutions, or 

via an available funding program.  

 

The C-LIEGE measures database has been the basis for the measures selection. Then, 

budget restrictions and the need to keep complexity low did influence the decisions heavily. 

However, the measures will be used for the local freight development plan, and they will be a 

base both for the freight quality partnership and the work at the city logistics manager. 
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Check point 1:  No problems regarding goods transport are mentioned besides noise, which 

is specifically addressed in the fact sheets. However, all typical problems of a larger 

agglomeration apply, regarding road traffic. 

The air pollution problem is highlighted, because it is the obvious point. The other problems 

were not addressed in the fact sheets, because the freight orientation of a traffic problem 

was not so clear from the beginning. 

 

Check point 2:  Reasonable objectives for the proposed measures were defined, but they 

may still need to be adjusted and discussed in the fourth round table. 

 

Check point 3:  All the problems raised during the round table sessions are mirrored in the 

measures that are being applied. The selection of the measures contributes to solve most of 

the problems.  

 

Check point 4:  There is no specific freight transport plan for the area. However, within the 

general traffic planning, the legislation/regulation applied to urban freight in the municipality 

is: 

·  Through truck traffic is not permitted in Stuttgart (except on one central axis). 

·  Local regulation is based upon federal law. 

·  Loading time restrictions apply in downtown areas. 

·  Green zones exist in several urban areas of the region. 

There is no contradiction with the selected measures. 

 

Check point 5:  All the foreseen measures are aligned with the mandatory topics and 

therefore they intent to provide an answer to each one of them. 

It should be pointed out that the contribution of the measures 4 and 5 to the targets depends 

on the topics they will deal with and thus cannot be forecasted with the same accuracy as for 

the other topics. 
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3.3 Analysis of the results from MONTANA (BULGARIA)  

The final selection of measures for Montana is composed by three vertical measures and 

three horizontal measures, as it is presented in the table below: 

 

MONTANA (BULGARIA)

1.    Differentiated fees for loading/unloading operations
2.    Access restriction (related to the tonnage of the vehicles)
3.    Freight map
4.    City Logistics Manager establishment (CLM)
5.    Freight Quality Partnership establishment (FQP)
6.    Local Freight Development Plan (LFDP)

 

Political tailwind in favour of the C-LIEGE measures in Montana paves the way for the 

introduction of differentiated fees for loading / uploading as well as the enactment of access 

“time windows”.  

These measures are to be complemented by a freight 

map for appropriate routes and vehicular restrictions 

which is a popular tool among local stakeholders to 

reduce the average daily number of freight vehicles 

entering Montana city. Montana will secure the future 

of its sustainable city logistics commitment by a local 

freight development plan and freight quality 

partnership due to be consolidated in two upcoming round tables. 

 

Check point 1:  From the information provided it is clear that there is a gap between the 

problems identified in the fact sheets and the ones discussed at the first two round tables. 

The third roundtable clarified the problems and needs identification. 

 

Check point 2:  During the round tables exercise no concrete objective was presented. After 

the first check they started defining objectives to contribute to WP6 evaluation.  
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Check point 3:  The selection of the measures contributes to solve all the problems. The 

initial list of measures was a long list of measures and there is was no budget for that, the 

consortium suggested prioritizing and keeping just 5 measures. 

 

Check point 4:  In Bulgaria is applied the Law for Road Traffic and its Implementing Rules. 

Montana Municipality has also a Regulation for the movement organization. There are road 

signs which prohibit the traffic of trucks with over 4 tons weight in the central part. Smaller 

trucks can access the centre at the conditions of a licensing regime, regulated by the local 

authorities. No specific objectives regarding urban freight in transport plans. 

 

Check point 5:  Despite the fact that they have presented a table dully filled in there is no 

significant support that the identified measures if implemented will be targeting the 

mandatory topics, further assessment was recommended. 

 

3.4 Analysis of the results from SZCZECIN (POLAND) 

The final selection of measures for Szczecin is composed by three vertical measures and 

four horizontal measures, as it is presented in the table below: 

 

SZCZECIN (POLAND)

1.    Loading/unloading bays 
2.    Reallocation of pack-stations 
3.    ITS application for re-routing 
4.    Promotion campaigns
5.    City Logistics Manager establishment (CLM)
6.    Freight Quality Partnership establishment (FQP)
7.    Local Freight Development Plan (LFDP)
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Check point 1:  From the exercise of comparing the problems identified in the fact sheets 

and during the round tables sessions it can be concluded that new facts were addressed 

during the round tables exercise. This is a success factor of having different type of 

stakeholders at the same table discussing the same issue. 

 

Check point 2:  All the objectives discussed and presented during the round tables are being 

taken in account on the defined measures to be implemented in the city. 

 

Check point 3:  All the problems raised during the round table sessions are mirrored in the 

measures that are being applied. The quantitative assessment on the measures 

implementation efficacy will be unlikely to be made just because they were not planned in 

that way. 

 

Check point 4:  There is no transport plan, considering urban freight, being developed or 

implemented. There is no transport policy implemented or planned addressing this topic. 

Strategic freight transport plans will be based on analysis of Szczecin core parts freight traffic 

and will include the goals and activities for the medium and long term. It will include 

assumptions for future development of Szczecin’s intelligent transport system, which will 

contribute to analyse, manage and the routing of freight deliveries inner the city. Local 

Freight Development Plan, prepared under the C-LIEGE project, will be included into the 

Strategy for Szczecin, which is being prepared by Szczecin Municipality. 
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Check point 5:  All the foreseen measures are aligned with the mandatory topics and 

therefore it is expected to provide an answer to them. 

 

3.5 Analysis of the results from NEWCASTLE (UNITED KINGDOM) 

The final selection of measures for Newcastle is composed by four vertical measures and 

four horizontal measures, as it is presented in the table below: 

 

NEWCASTLE (UNITED KINGDOM)

1.    Freight Operators Recognition Scheme (FORS) 
2.    Freight map application 
3.    UTMC centre: traffic management and improvement for city of 
Newcastle
4.    Containerised Cargo Carbon calculator 
5.    Information/education campaign to reduce accidents
6.    Rail Freight partner group
7.    City Logistics Manager establishment (CLM)
8.    Freight Quality Partnership establishment (FQP)

 

The measures were selected on the criteria that: 

a) They were new measures not previously implemented in Tyne and Wear; 

b) They contributed to addressing some of their problems;  

c) They were deliverable within the C-LIEGE timescale and had budget allocated to them; 

d) They had the support of the Freight Quality Partnership, as established at quarterly 

Partnership meetings. 
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Check point 1: Taking into account the main problems identified in the fact sheet and the 

ones afterwards discussed during the round tables, it becomes clear that in both situations 

the issues were addressed and they are in fact the key relevant topics for Newcastle. During 

the round tables the five topics identified by Newcastle were disaggregated into 7 (Measure 8 

was already established), and as it seems that after they were properly discussed and it was 

possible to go deeper into the topics. 

 

Check point 2:  Concerning the measures and the objectives defined in the round tables, the 

exercise seems to have produced a matching. However, and as they are being described, 

the measures will not be achieving the forecast objectives because the quantitative 

assessment will not be possible to obtain (however this issue is outside from the scope of 

this assessment). 

Despite the above mentioned issues, some aspects are unclear such as: 

·  how the monitoring procedure is being developed,  

·  how FORS can in fact contribute to the success of the measures implementation, 

·  How it is being foreseen the modal change from road to rail and how this will affect it 

is or it is not necessary to account with the last mile delivery? 

Work is in hand to establish targets, although this is challenging especially as there is limited 

baseline data. 

 

Check point 3: The selection of the measures contributes to solve all the problems with the 

exception of the problem of lack of stricter controls concerning double parking in loading bay 

access.  

 

Check point 4: This consistency check is correctly addressed and Newcastle has stated that 

this topic is dully addressed in their freight-related strategy in the Local Transport Plan. Their 

Local Transport Plan presents the plans to manage transport networks which will provide for 

the safe and efficient flow of freight, by road, rail, river and sea. 
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The Plan aims to implement the policy by continuing with the work of the Tyne and Wear 

Freight Partnership, especially its mapping and information initiatives, the FORS scheme and 

the promotion of rail freight. 

 

Check point 5: The measures that Newcastle wishes to implement are covering almost all 

the mandatory topics (previously identified). With the exception of three topics, easier parking 

for delivery vans, avoidance of polluting traffic (Low Emission Zones) and less 

loading/unloading points. 

 

3.6 Analysis of the results from EMILIA-ROMAGNA (IT ALY) 

The final selection of measures for Emilia-Romagna is composed by two vertical measures 

and three horizontal measures, as it is presented in the table below: 

 

EMILIA-ROMAGNA (ITALY)

1.    Time-window restriction 
2.    Access restriction for polluting freight vehicles
3.    City Logistics Manager establishment (CLM)
4.    Freight Quality Partnership establishment (FQP)
5.    Local Freight Development Plan (LFDP)

 

The focus of the C-LIEGE project in Emilia-Romagna concerns the development of a 

harmonized framework / plan at regional level of city logistics rules.  

The selected measures specifically concern the issue of harmonization. The measures foster 

the applicability of the same rules at regional level, boosting administrative simplification at 

regional level, easier logistics operational planning by operators and also (with reference to 

electric vehicles ruling) a push towards green transport. 

 

Check point 1:  Due to specific issues related with this pilot site the implemented round table 

exercise was not fit this specific objective and therefore this check 1 does not apply. 

 

Check point 2:  Each measure contribute to reach the main objective of the Emilia-Romagna 

Region: the harmonization of the rules at regional level. 
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Check point 3:  The selected measures fit with the objective as they specifically concern the 

issue of harmonization. The measures foster the applicability of the same rules at regional 

level, boosting administrative simplification at regional level, easier logistics operational 

planning by operators and also (with reference to electric vehicles ruling) a push towards 

green transport. 

 

Check point 4:  The measures are in line with regional and/or local transport plans (which 

include freight transport), as: 

-  Programme Agreement 2012-2015 for Air Quality 

·  Harmonization of the rules of access to urban centers of electric vehicles 

and the development of regulations for city logistics (art. 4).  

·  Regional stakeholder platform to coordinate the rules of access to urban 

centers and to Limited traffic Zones (LTZ) for freight vehicles (art. 8). 

·  The attachment n. 7 of the Agreement specifically focuses on city logistics 

and pinpoints the importance of the harmonization of city logistics rules on a 

regional level. 

-   Regional Electric Mobility Plan  

·  Development of agreements with Municipalities in order to harmoniz e the 

rules of access to city centres for electric vehicles (including freight vehicles). 

 

Check point 5:  The measures identified to be implemented are not completely matching with 

the mandatory topics of this check point. The mandatory points that are being left outside 

from this case study are easier parking for delivery vans and less loading/unloading points. 

 

3.7 Analysis of the results from LEICESTER (UNITED KINGDOM) 

The final selection of measures for Leicester is composed by three vertical measures and 

four horizontal measures, as it is presented in the table below: 
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LEICESTER (UNITED KINGDOM)

1. Downloadable freight map 
2. Low Emission Zone
3. Sign Posting
4. City Logistics Manager establishment (CLM)
5. Freight Quality Partnership establishment (FQP)
6. Web Promotion of Sustainable City Logistics
7. Eco Driver Training – Greener Safer Driver Training for 
Businesses

 

The justification for the selection of the measures from Leicester is to be in line with political 

and strategic priorities, feasible measures and seen as offering real value. 

 

Check point 1:  In Leicester the FQP met more than 4 times during the time of the project. 

This is because the FQP was keen to meet quarterly to maintain momentum and show firm 

commitment from the local authority. Problems presented in the fact sheet were properly 

identified during the exercise in the round tables. Due to the national budget cuts additional 

problems came to light. Primarily that budgets that were already identified for freight were 

withdrawn and secondly it became increasingly difficult to identify new sources of funding to 

cover the shortfalls. This problem seems not to be reflected on the problems that were 

presented as outputs from the round table exercise. 

However there are two additional problems addressed during the round tables discussion 

that are not reflected at the fact sheets as these problems emerged during the duration of the 

project. They are: 

·  The East Midlands Airport is the UK’s largest freight handling airport and is looking to 

increase it’s freight handling capacity.   

·  Electrification of the East Midlands rail line, will be taking place around 2015 and 

therefore there is an opportunity to use rail to move freight around and through the 

city, however there are no plans to create a freight station in the city so it means that 

freight may pass through the city on rail rather than by road. 

 

Check point 2 : For each identified measure it is being fixed a precise objective which will 

strengthen the measures’ implementation. 
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Check point 3:  For the reason above presented the same approach was used, therefore for 

each problem discussed at the round tables a specific measure was defined. 

 

Check point 4:  Good and detailed information is presented. Leicester has a transport plan 

and it is presented how the objectives of this plan fit into the measures defined for C-LIEGE. 

It is also presented how the actions concerning freight transport presented in the plan are 

aligned with the measures defined for the project. 

 

Check point 5:  The compulsory topics are being addressed by the measures that are 

planned to be implemented. Although the measures presented on this check point are not 

the same that were presented in the check point 3. For this reason it should be clarified what 

measures are in fact the ones to be considered. 



 

 

Deliverable 3.2   Page 29 of 33                               30/05/2013

4. STEPS TO A LOCAL JOINT STRATEGY 

The activities performed within the stakeholders involvement WP3 have pave the ground for 

the definition of a “Local Joint Strategy per pilot” as at policy level it has already been pointed 

out the need to build a strong cooperation and partnerships among public bodies, logistics 

and transport operators for more efficient urban transport and logistics management. 

Urban freight measures take time to discuss, get consensus and commitment and finally to 

implement.  

The approach followed in C-LIEGE represents the steps to follow toward the Local Joint 

Strategy definition: 

1. Identify and involve key stakeholders & key issues in urban logistics;  

2. Define common goals and measures to achieve those goals – action plan; 

3. Link with existing local, regional and national plans; 

4. Get the stakeholders actively involved and committed to adopt the plan 

5. Set-up monitoring processes 

 

C-LIEGE developed specific guidelines to follow in order to develop and achieve this Local 

Joint Strategy:  

• Use the guidelines from the C-LIEGE stakeholders engagement manual;  

• Use the Round tables manual procedures to organise and guide the meetings;  

• Apply the check points established in the routine procedure (Task 3.3) to ensure 

consistency;  

• Sign an agreement or letter of intentions between local authorities and business 

stakeholders on the measures to implement.  
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5. OVERALL ASSESSMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The round tables held work out as an effective tool to foster measures implementation. This 

strategic joint exercise developed a common understanding of urban transport issues, 

problems and needs among all stakeholders that contributed to the definition of common 

tangible objectives and therefore consensus building on the better targeted measures to 

each pilot. This cooperative approach between private and public stakeholders leads to a 

“Local Joint Strategy per pilot” and the first step to set a Freight Quality Partnership.  

The routine procedure created to check consistency is complementary to the monitoring and 

evaluation activities and contributed to a consistent and complete local joint strategy. The 

analysis of the pilots results (identification of measure, partnership and strategies 

inconsistencies) allowed to strengthen the measures selection and implementation as 

sometimes local authorities chose success measures implemented elsewhere without 

understanding clearly if those measures solve their problems. 

The first assessment that was made, after the second round table, shown that pilot cities 

have used different approaches for the measure selection, as they are in different stages of 

development in what urban logistics is concerned. While some cities have analysed their 

problems in a holistic perspective and selected the measures to address the problem as a 

whole, other cities have selected a specific measure for a specific problem. Both are correct 

and related to the urban logistics development stage of the pilot and the budget available, i.e 

more developed cities tend to select specific measures while less developed cities (and/or 

with lower budgets) tend to choose the measure the contribute to solve most of the 

problems. 

The check that was made about the problems and needs identified at the beginning of the 

project and at the roundtables showed that deeper discussions and a wider participation of 

different stakeholders type help to identify “new” problems and to understand in a more clear 

way the most relevant problems that are common to more than one type of stakeholder.  

The check also revealed that the selection of the measures was not 100% decided and 

understood and further discussion about the measures, impacts and barriers was still 

needed. The measures themselves had been selected during the 2nd Round Tables. 

However, there was the need to discuss and elaborate, in order to have the measures 
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implemented. To make this happen it was essential to understand which problems the 

selected measures were solving and to define tangible and quantifiable objectives to each 

measure. The definition of the objectives, the identification of the contribution to 

environmental impacts together with the ex-ante assessment data highlighted the potential 

need of reinforcing/enlarging potential impacts expectations of the pilot measures in each C-

LIEGE city (both within the project duration and 2020). 

This exercise presented some contradictions between the minutes from the roundtables and 

the consistency templates filled in by the partners about the problems and measures 

selected. From this first assessment one can say that sometimes the pilots haven’t identified 

in a consistent way the problems, the measures (to address those problems), SMART 

objectives and their contribution to the targets and how the assessment will be done. 

Sometimes it seems that the problems are not totally understood, neither the measures 

selected. This was harmonised and better discussed at the 3rd Round Table. 

Some pilots have mentioned that they have some budget problems to implement measures 

and this could lead to implementation problems. After these acknowledge some measures 

(high budget and/or lower impacts) were disregard from the pilots. 

Recommendations on actions to be performed by the pilots: 

·  have a clear definition of the measures to be implemented (understand why there are 

differences between the fact sheets, round tables and consistency check template); 

·  have a clear definition of the objectives enabling the evaluation of WP6; 

·  un the cross check between problems and measures it should be clear that we are 

selecting  the measures that solve our problems, otherwise a sound justification 

needs to be made; 

·  analyse why budget issues for the implementation of the measures has been raised, 

if this means that we should not select so many measures; 

·  define an action plan for the measures implementation; 

·  understand how the success of the selected measures will be finally assessed. 
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For what concerns the last bullet point as above (“how to assess success of the selected 

measures”), each pilot city/region manager presented the relevance of each measures 

related to the expected impacts (e.g. higher energy efficiency, use of cleaner energy 

sources, etc.) both throughout C-LIEGE pilots duration and beyond the project towards 2020. 

The additional check that was made a couple of months later, the second check moment, 

revealed that: 

• the pilot sites have made great improvements since the previous consistency check; 

• the measures are now selected and the discussions about their implementation, 

goals, impacts and barriers have reached a mature stage in all pilot sites; 

• the measures solve or create preconditions to solve the identified problems; 

• the measures contribute to the urban freight goals: 

o Improvement of energy efficiency/clean energy usage in UFT 

o Improvement of traffic flow and safety 

o Avoidance or minimization of unwanted/unclean urban freight traffic 

o Optimization of urban freight trips/loads 

o Supporting/cross-cutting urban freight transport actions 

All Round Tables at the moment debate the measures previously chosen and work towards 

implementation. While these measures are at different stages, it can be said that in no case 

a Round Table is facing failure or oblivion. On the contrary, they all have driven forward 

measures that would not have been taken care of otherwise. 

On one hand, as a positive impact related to the round tables (and/or already established 

FQP), it is possible to point out that they are being led by the local authority and they have 

direct access into the strategic decision making process and access to resources such as 

funding, staff and IT. On the other hand, as a negative impact it was possible to identify in 

some cases the: 

• Low interest from private sector groups. It has taken a lot longer for the round tables 

(and/or already established FQP) to attract regular attendance from private sector 

organisations. Without the private –public partnership the FQP is not as 

representative as it can be; 
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• Lack of financial resources for the (and/or already established FQP). All expenditure 

for the FQP needs to go through a lengthy process within the Local authority as the 

FQP has no budget of its own. This makes things difficult to implement and can often 

lead to delays due to external funding applications, lengthy internal processes etc. 

Recommendations for the next roundtable: 

• Apparently, for the transformation of the Round Tables into a Freight Quality 

Partnership, in some cases the participation of the private sector and of other 

stakeholders will have to be strengthened, more stakeholders should be involved (in 

participation number and trying to balance more the partnership type of actors);  

• Try to involve regional and (in some cases) national authorities to guarantee the 

linkage between these political levels; 

• All stakeholders must be actively involved and the FQP agreement will be a good way 

of commitment. 

 


