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Abstract. The high volume of traffic originates two well-known problems in many cities: congestion and pollution. In re-
cent years, a social phenomenon is emerging cooperation. This work is aimed at evaluating the circumstances under which 
transport cooperation is possible between different stakeholders operating in the same geographical area. To this end, a 
double survey process was conducted in a marketplace situated in the Seville City (Spain) centre. The first survey was de-
signed to know the characteristics of the retailers and their preferences with respect to cooperation and regulations. A rela-
tional analysis between retailer features and their willingness to cooperate was carried out. After analysing the motivations 
for non-cooperation, a mixed proposal was designed and surveyed. Although the research was limited to a marketplace, 
the relevant data gathered from this double survey process highlights some implications: (a) the importance of personal 
relations in retailer cooperation; (b) a high volume of freight and the use of vans as on-street warehouses appear as signifi-
cant motivations for non-cooperation; (c) forcing changes in the statu quo encourages cooperation. 
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Introduction

Urban goods distribution is indispensable for the eco-
nomic development of cities. However, the distribution of 
those products contributes to the worsening of the traffic 
congestion and pollution (Muñuzuri et  al. 2005). Fresh 
food marketplaces are not an exception, with typical con-
gestion problems and lack of parking areas around their 
locations. Therefore, different measures should be planned 
by all the involved stakeholders; one of them is coopera-
tion in the distribution process. 

Implementing urban freight initiatives represents an 
alteration of the balance in urban space and/or economic 
resources among the different groups competing for it: 
drivers, residents, shop owners, pedestrians, transit sys-
tem operators, local administrators, etc. Thus, it is recom-
mendable to assess the point of view of every stakeholder 
group, before developing any possible policies (Österle 
et al. 2015). While the main concerns of the city govern-
ment are the welfare of the citizens (parking areas avail-
ability, low level of traffic, etc.) and environmental aspects 
(pollution and noise), retailers have other worries, such as 
low taxes, flexibility of deliveries, parking areas near their 
shops, etc. Obviously, there is sometimes a clash of in-
terests that must be addressed (Lindholm, Browne 2013).

Although there exist different works related to coop-
eration in urban distribution (Dablanc et al. 2011; Lind-
holm, Browne 2013; Österle et al. 2015), none is focused 
on this type of facility (marketplace), where retailers often 
have common providers, or whose providers are located 
at a common facility (like a fresh food wholesale market). 

The purpose of this article is to find constructive ways 
of collaboration in the context of a heterogeneous market-
place with multiple types of products, roles, and conflict-
ing objectives. In general, local authorities have problems 
to regulate and organize distribution in order to make it 
more efficient. Thus, our objective is to know under which 
conditions this cooperation is possible and to determine 
whether certain urban freight initiatives could contribute 
to alleviate the daily delivery process at a fresh food mar-
ketplace. This study is carried out in the city of Seville 
(Spain). The following sections present: (a) the descrip-
tion of the problem; (b) a review of related works; (c) the 
research method, where we present both the different pro-
posed measures and the development of the survey pro-
cess; (d) an analysis and discussion of the achieved results; 
(e) the conclusions and references. 
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1. Background 

Fresh Food Marketplaces consist of large buildings con-
taining multiple stands belonging to independent retailers 
who sell commonly fresh food, including fish, meat, fruit 
and vegetables. In Spain, they constitute a traditional type 
of premises where a group of retailers are merged in one 
single building. 

These buildings are usually located in traditional areas 
of the city, so their freight delivery necessities frequently 
face problems related to accessibility and parking. Jaller 
et al. (2013) discuss different strategies for the manage-
ment of freight parking demand developed by govern-
mental agencies and other organizations, stressing that 
the main challenge in urban freight deliveries is often the 
availability of parking spaces, with many drivers attempt-
ing to find curb space to pick up or deliver their supplies. 
The authors emphasize that the challenge of looking for 
a parking slots is even greater in old cities where there 
are narrow streets originally designed for non-motorized 
societies. The lack of parking policies or solutions in these 
areas has resulted in the current scenario: frustrated driv-
ers circling the block or double-parking.

These premises are usually located in dense commer-
cial areas, which further aggravates parking problems. The 
majority of fresh food retailers operating in marketplaces 
are aware of these problems. In fact, the distribution of 
goods spends most of the time in the final stage, due to 
the high level of congestion on the available loading zones. 
Modern Fresh Food Marketplaces have specific parking 
facilities available for the retailers and loading/unloading 
operations, as do the new marketplace in the city of Huel-
va or the restored marketplace of Triana in Seville, which 
have incorporated an underground parking lot. However, 
old marketplaces (most of them) usually present a short-
age of car park or spaces destined for pickup and delivery. 
Muñuzuri et al. (2005) underline the correlation between 
congestion levels and freight delivery conditions. In addi-
tion, it points to the lack of specific infrastructure aimed 
at facilitating access, parking, loading, unloading and de-
livery of goods as one of the main problems faced by city 
logistics stakeholders. 

As a good example of this type of marketplaces, we 
conducted our case study at Feria Fresh Food Market-
place, located in the historical centre of the city of Se-
ville, the most populous town in the South of Spain, with 
around 700000 inhabitants. Besides, its historical centre 
is the most extensive of Spain with over 4 km2. Figure 
1 shows a map of the city, where the shaded area is the 
historical centre and point A is the marketplace location. 

Although the marketplace offers mainly fresh food 
such as meat, fish, fruit and vegetables, there is also a 
large variety of other types of shops selling products like 
fresh pasta, canned food, drinks, ice cream or sushi. The 
distribution of commercial activities is shown in Table 1. 
Since the Feria Marketplace is mainly destined to fresh 
food, the most important supply centre is MercaSevilla, a 
wholesale centre located 7 km away from the marketplace 
(point B in Figure 1). 

Due to its location, the accessibility of the Feria Mar-
ketplace is not easy, and the parking areas are limited. It 
is accessible by road only from one side, where the load-
ing zones are located. In Figure 2, shaded vehicles identify 
these zones with capacity for 5 vehicles. These market-
place loading zones are reserved for retailers during the 
7:00 and 11:00 am. During the afternoon hours, they are 
reserved for the local waste collection company. Further-
more, two additional loading zones in the nearby area for 
seven and three vehicles respectively can be used to ser-
vice the marketplace.

Table 1. Distribution of commercial stalls in Feria Marketplace

Type of commerce No of stalls

Meat (M) 5
Pork products (PP) 2
Fruit and vegetables (FV) 10
Fish (F) 8
Chicken (C) 3
Others (O) 17

In the case of the Feria Marketplace, the efficiency and 
reliability of deliveries, as well as the availability of park-
ing space is a concern for both carriers and receivers. The 
narrow streets in the area, the access time windows and 
the delivery frequencies imposed by supply chain consid-
erations are the main transport-related worries for these 
stakeholder groups. Conversations with retailers and the 
analysis of the area led us to conclude that:

 – almost all the delivery activities take place on a daily 
basis, increasing the parking problems, especially 
during the 7:00…9:00 am period;

 – the opinions with respect to the difficulty of parking 
in the reserved spaces are unanimous;

 – the options are either to double-park, which is not 
always feasible in a one-lane street with plenty of car 
and bus traffic, or to find a parking space away from 
the marketplace, with the subsequent difficulties for 
the final delivery. 

Figure 1. Location of Feria Marketplace (point A) in Seville

A

C

B



Transport, 2018, 33(4): 881–889 883

Thus, the marketplace requires a solution to improve 
this situation. In the logistics of marketplace deliveries, 
retailers can choose to seek cooperation with others to 
exploit synergies (Razzaque, Sheng 1998). In our case, the 
preliminary consultation with all the stakeholders about 
this problem pointed out two possible solutions: coopera-
tion and regulation. 

2. Literature review

Cooperation in transportation is based on the shared use 
of vehicles for freight distribution, requiring a previous 
agreement among the stakeholders involved. As indicated 
by Chen et  al. (2012), urban cooperative deliveries can 
significantly reduce congestion and emissions by consoli-
dating deliveries of goods at a facility outside urban ar-
eas. The implementation of this measure would result in 
a reduction of the congestion of loading zones. A similar 
problem is developed by Marcucci et al. (2011) and Mar-
cucci, Gatta (2014), for deliveries to non-food shops in 
Rome. In Gammelgaard (2015), an urban consolidation 
centre is proposed to achieve these objectives.

Nowadays, the distribution chains of several retailers 
tend to incorporate higher degrees of cooperation. This 
fact has been accelerated thanks to the current develop-
ment of information technologies, which allow more 
transparency and therefore closer collaboration among 
retailers and carriers. Consequently, it is possible to reduce 
vehicle kilometres and to improve their loading rates (Ver-
linde et al. 2012). Gonzalez-Feliu et al. (2013) complete a 
first classification of vertical and horizontal collaboration 
in urban logistics, and propose an assessment of horizon-
tal collaborations for urban distribution. Pomponi et al. 
(2015) present a theoretical framework for the design and 
development of horizontal collaboration in the supply 
chain context. 

The establishment of effective cooperative measures 
is likely to improve many aspects of urban distribution 

(Saeed 2013). Along this line, the importance of a frame-
work to facilitate the interaction between stakeholders 
has been highlighted in the literature (Österle et al. 2015), 
stressing the need for local authorities to play a major role 
(Lindholm, Browne 2013).

The EC (2001) defines horizontal cooperation as “con-
certed practices between companies operating at the same 
level(s) in the marketplace”. These can be either compet-
ing or unrelated companies that share private information, 
facilities or resources to reduce costs or improve service. 
Bengtsson and Kock (1999) identify four types of horizon-
tal relationships. As it will be outlined below, the meas-
ure of cooperation considered in this paper is associated 
with the first type, where the cooperative relationships do 
not include any economic exchanges and the goals of the 
companies are stipulated independently. Additionally, the 
authors define other types: regulated cooperation (tight 
bonds exist between companies that define and pursue 
common goals), basic competition (the same or compara-
ble suppliers and target the same group of clients), and co-
opetition (cooperation takes place for non-core activities, 
while competition remains unchanged for core activities).

The literature shows different examples of horizontal 
cooperation in logistics, like joint route planning and pur-
chasing groups (Jaržemkis 2007). Horizontal cooperation 
is based on identifying and exploiting win-win situations 
among shops that are active at the same level of the supply 
chain in order to increase performance. These companies 
can be suppliers, retailers or receivers (customers). The 
first goal of the transportation cooperation is to reduce 
transportation costs. A severe competition in marketplac-
es and heightened customer expectations have resulted in 
reductions in the profit margins. For this reason, there is a 
strong incentive to decrease the costs of non-value-adding 
activities. Consequently, the trade is experiencing a funda-
mental reorganization and since the potential of internal 
logistics optimization is almost completely exploited, at-
tention has shifted to better managing external relations in 
the supply chain, establishing joint efforts to develop co-
operation, the customization of the logistics solution, and 
a fair sharing of benefits and risks (Skjoett-Larsen 2000). 

Cruijssen et al. (2007) present a review of horizontal 
cooperation. This type of cooperation requires inter-firm 
coordination, a concept that is well studied in organiza-
tional literature. They review the opportunities provided 
by horizontal cooperation and relate them with costs, 
productivity, customer service, marketplace position and 
others. The impediments and threats posed by horizontal 
cooperation are identified by: the partners, determining 
and dividing the gains, negotiation, and coordination. 
The facilitators of horizontal cooperation are related to 
information sharing, incentive alignment, relationship 
management and contracts, information technology and 
others. In Gonzalez-Feliu and Salanova (2012), several 
collaborative urban freight transportation systems are 
defined. After the simulation and analysis, they observe 
collaboration has some advantages, but it is not always the 

Figure 2. Loading zone in front of the Feria Marketplace
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best solution for each criterion. Besides, other two appre-
ciations are presented: first, the solution preferred by one 
operator does not necessarily coincide with the best solu-
tion for the system; and second, collaborative strategies 
present risks that have to be evaluated. Pan et al. (2014) 
apply pooling cooperation to the collection of small and 
medium-sized western France food suppliers serving the 
same retail chain, in order to demonstrate the efficiency 
(cost and CO2) of the pooling system. 

Regarding regulation measures, Muñuzuri et al. (2012) 
present the picture of the current scenario and the typi-
cal regulation schemes in Spain, analysing the reasons for 
failure of the system and the possible efforts (relatively 
cheap and easy to implement) that could be undertaken 
towards the improvement of urban freight deliveries. 
Mingardo et al. (2015) analyse the evolution of parking 
policy in Europe, including different aspects of parking 
regulations and their generic evolution. These regulations 
usually generate controversy; while the perception of this 
policy was positive in the case of Toledo, the shop owners 
in Mérida were clearly against it, believing that it discour-
aged sales rather than promoting them, since the cost to 
be assumed by the final customers was now increased by 
the parking fee amount.

3. Methodology

With the purpose of identifying elements that may facili-
tate or hamper the cooperation in marketplaces, we con-
ducted a double survey process in the Feria marketplace. 
This paper focuses on survey research to contribute to the 
general body of knowledge in a particular area of inter-
est, namely the circumstances under which cooperation is 
possible among the stakeholders of a fresh food market-
place. Previously to the in-depth survey process, prelimi-
nary and informal talks were held with all the stakehold-
ers, with the objective of achieving a global view. 

Survey research is a method used to perform empiri-
cal researches in Operation Management (Karlsson 2008) 
and widely used in consultation related to cooperation 
initiatives (Dablanc et al. 2011; Österle et al. 2015). Due 
to the characteristics of the scenario, we designed a two-
stage survey: in a first phase, we explored acceptability and 
availability to collaborate. Besides, this survey provided 
information about the characteristics of the retailers. 
Forza (2008) defines this preliminary step as “exploratory 
survey research”. The objective is to provide a more in-
depth knowledge about the scenario in order to analyse 
collaborative solutions, motivations, difficulties and limits 

regarding several types of actions. A set of attributes can 
be derived from three main sources: literature survey, pre-
vious quantitative studies and focus group meetings with 
relevant expert stakeholders. The possible solutions are 
explored via interviews and conversations. In the second 
phase, after analysing the first phase results, a measure 
is induced and a second survey is implemented. Forza 
(2008) defines this methodology as “confirmatory survey 
research”, which takes place when the knowledge of a phe-
nomenon has been articulated in a theoretical form. In 
this case, the data collection process is carried out with 
the specific aim of testing the adequacy of a new proposal. 
This was conducted to study the acceptability and deploy-
ment conditions of this measure. Finally, we assessed the 
suitability of this measure empirically. A more extensive 
explanation of this double survey process is provided be-
low. 

Following indications from the local authorities, any 
solution to be implemented in the Feria Marketplace 
should be supported by the majority of marketplace re-
tailers. Initially, two options were proposed to them: (a) 
cooperation in transportation and logistics, which was 
our primary objective; (b) the introduction of regulation 
enforcement, with the introduction of parking meters, 
which was suggested by some of the shop owners during 
the preliminary talks. 

Two cooperation possibilities (Figure 3) were present-
ed to the retailers in the Marketplace. First, the possibility 
of establishing a direct consolidation point in MercaSevil-
la, the local wholesale market for fresh food, which is the 
main supply centre for this Marketplace. Second, the crea-
tion of a consolidation point in the outskirts of the city 
centre, around 2.5 km away from the premises (point C in 
Figure 1). These solutions follow a similar approach to the 
one found in Gammelgaard (2015). 

The introduction of parking meters would be aimed at 
improving the accessibility of both customers and retail-
ers to the marketplace. Since the users of parking spaces 
would have to pay for using it, this measure should result 
in higher levels of rotation in the parking area. 

Both measures were tested in parallel, so we could 
compare the result obtained. Besides, the retailers were 
asked with an open question about other possible meas-
ures. In this first round of surveys (made in the first 
months of 2014), we also analysed the characteristics of 
the retails. 

The results of these surveys is shown in Table 2. Each 
row represents a retailer surveyed (a total of 39). They 
were grouped according to their activity: group 1 repre-

MercaSevilla

Consolidation 
point 1

Consolidation 
point 2

Carrier 1

Carrier 2

Carrier i

Feria 
market place

Figure 3. Proposed cooperative schemes
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Table 2. Surveys to retailers
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Group 1

FV M O ST D H × 1, 2 × 7 A
FV M O V D H × 1, 2, 3 × 7 A
FV M O V D H × 1, 2 × B
FV M O V D H × 1, 2 × 9
FV M O V D H × 1, 2, 4 × 8
FV M O V D H × 4, 5 × 9
FV M O V D H × 1, 2 ×
FV M O V D H × 1, 2 ×
FV M O V D H × 1, 2 × A

Group 2

F M O V D M × + × 8
F M O V D M × ×
F M O V D M × 4 × 8
F M O V D M × × 10
F M O V D M × + × C
F M O V D M × ×
F M O V D M × 5 ×
F M O V D M × ×

O1 M O C AD L × 4, 6 × A

Group 3

M M O V D M × × 10
M S S D D – × × 7
M M S V AD – × 4 ×
M S S V AD – ×
PP S S V D – × 4 × 8
PP 1 S V 1W – × × 11
C 1 S V D – × 4 × 8
C S S ST D – × ×
C M B C 1W L × ×

Group 4

O2 S S F 2W – × 6 × 8
O3 1 B C 1W M × 6 ×
O4 M S V D – × 6 × 8
O5 S B D D L × 6
O6 1 S C AD – × 6 × 11

Group 5
O7 S S V 2W – × 6 × A
O 1 B C 2M L × 6 ×

O8 1 O V 2W L × 6 × 7

Group 6

O9 S S S 1M – × 6 × 7, 8
O10 S S V 2W – × 6 × 7
O11 1 S V 2M – × 6 × 7, 8
O12 1 O C 3W M × 6 × 9

sents fruit and vegetables traders (FV); group 2 includes 
fish traders (F) and similar activities, like sushi traders 
(O1); group 3 is formed by the meat-based products trad-
ers, including meat (M), pork products (PP) and chick-
en (C); the rest of fresh product retailers are merged in 
group 4 (O2–O6: bakery, ice-cream shop, take away food, 
fresh pasta, flower shop), group 5 (O7–O8: oils and liq-
uors and canned food) and group 6 (O9–O12: stores of 
kitchenware, electricity, shoes and pets), all of them as-
sociated to non-perishable products. The columns contain 

the group and the characteristics of every retailer, their 
opinion with respect to the measure of cooperation, their 
opinion regarding the use of parking meters, and any ad-
ditional comments or suggestions.

Dealing with the characteristics of every retailer, 6 as-
pects were evaluated: the type of commerce (classified ac-
cording Table 1), the origin of the freight (1 – one store; 
S – several stores; M – MercaSevilla), the type of carrier 
(O – own transport; S – supplier; B – both), the type of 
vehicle used (V – van; ST – small truck; C – car; S – sev-
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eral of them), the frequency of delivery (D – daily, AD – 
almost daily; ×W – × days a week; ×M – × days a month) 
and the volume of freight that they transport (H – high; 
M – medium; L – low).

The results show that a significant number of the mar-
ketplace retailers transport their own goods, which means 
that they are directly affected by the scarcity of parking 
space. Most of the retailers collect their goods at Merca-
Sevilla, typically using either large or small vans.

Their opinions with respect to the proposed coopera-
tion initiative are mainly negative, with a generalized lack 
of support for the scheme. The motivations expressed for 
this opposition are: (1) the vehicle is completely full with 
their own products; (2) the vehicle is used as an on-street 
warehouse; (3) different requirements in packaging man-
agement; (4) desire for independence in terms of sched-
ules, frequency, etc.; (5) the disagreement between retail-
ers; (6) the belief that cooperation is impossible, due to the 
particularity of their shops. The correspondence between 
these opinions and the retailers expressing them is shown 
in Table 2.

The main support for this policy came from the fish 
retailers, some of which are in fact operating the only ex-
isting cooperation case in the Marketplace (+ in Table 2). 
They did mention to us that cooperative deliveries were 
common years ago among fish retailers, but they disap-
peared when it became easier for them to own and man-
age their own vehicle. 

With respect to the possibility of incorporating park-
ing meters in the loading zones, it has a better support, 
despite the fact that one third of the surveyed retailers are 
clearly against it. Those in favour consider that this policy 
might improve rotation in the parking spaces (7) and the 
affluence of customers to the marketplace (8), while those 
against it stress that it would only represent additional 
costs (9). Other retailers are satisfied with the current situ-
ation (10), and for others, their election depends on the 
final implementation (11).

In relation to parking meters, an important considera-
tion is the fact that the arguments of retailers in favour of 
this measure are focused on avoiding the occupation of 
the loading zones with vehicles used as on-street ware-
houses; however, some members of group 1 stated their 
clear preference for the current scenario.

Through the open questions in the survey, 3 sugges-
tions were proposed by the retailers:

 – new loading/unloading areas in the surrounding pe-
destrian streets;

 – areas to park the vehicles after the loading/unload-
ing operations have been completed, thus freeing the 
loading zones;

 – segmentation of loading zones by activity.
Using the results of these surveys, an in-depth analysis 

of evaluation was developed by Muñuzuri et  al. (2016), 
and a new proposal was additionally suggested to the re-
tailers. This new proposal was addressed to satisfy all the 

stakeholders, and used the information collected in the 
first surveys and conversations. Almost all the retailers 
share a common problem (difficulty of parking), but their 
interests are different. Consequently, it was necessary to 
elaborate a complex measure which looks for the best so-
lution to the global system, but where no one loses. 

The measure was based on 3 complementary ele-
ments:

 – Installation of parking meters with a strict time limit 
(about 15…20 min), so a large majority of retailers 
would be pleased;

 – Development of a specific parking point to leave the 
retailers’ own vehicles after the delivery. This point 
could coincide with the consolidation point shown 
in Figure 1. Thus, this location would allow the co-
operating retailers to park their individual vehicles 
to enter the city centre with a single van. This aspect 
would alleviate the lack of parking areas;

 – Two new parking spaces in the surrounding pedestri-
an streets. Even though this aspect is clearly against 
the pedestrianisation policy followed by the local ad-
ministration over the last decades, it was the single 
possibility to satisfy most retailers. However, the use 
of these spaces would be subject to the participation 
of retailers in the cooperation scheme. Therefore, this 
aspect would satisfy the necessity of the six retailers 
dedicated to fruit and vegetables.

This new combined initiative was presented again to 
the retailers, using a survey composed of 3 questions:

 – Question A: Current situation vs. new proposal;
 – Question B: Only regulation of parking areas with 
parking meter vs. new proposal;

 – Question C: Any comments and considerations.
With respect to the new proposed initiative, the results 

obtained can be summarized as follows. Only 9 of the re-
spondents prefer the current situation, while the rest are 
willing to test initiatives seeking to improve the situation. 
Most of the negative responses belong to retailers who use 
the loading zones as on-street warehouses. As a result, 76 
percent of the responders prefer the new proposal. When 
the choice is only between parking meters and the new 
proposal, the result changes drastically. In this case, almost 
all the previously negative responders prefer the new pro-
posal. However, some of the other respondents now prefer 
the parking meter measure. In an aggregated analysis, 82% 
of respondents prefer these combined measures.

In Question C, some retailers expressed their concern 
about the transfer time between the parking point and 
the marketplace. As shown in Figure 4, the circulation of 
particular vehicles around of the city centre is obligatorily 
done clockwise, and only public transport has a counter-
clockwise lane enabled. This public transport lane could 
be open to the participating delivery vehicles through spe-
cial access permissions issued by the local authorities. This 
could save 5 min in the displacement to the parking point, 
thus saving 50% of the transfer time. 
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4. Analysis and discussion of results

Through an exhaustive and deep analysis of the responses 
obtained in the surveys, we could obtain some interesting 
insights, apart from the results related to the acceptance 
or rejection of a specific urban freight policy. First, we can 
highlight some considerations with respect to the current 
scenario:

 – The current number of loading zones available is 
enough to serve the Feria Marketplace, if the estab-
lished rotation is maintained. The existing regula-
tions specify a maximum 15 min period for unload-
ing operations, after which the delivery vehicle has 
to leave its place to another one. The control of this 
regulation is a responsibility of the local police. How-
ever, its control is rather relaxed in the city;

 – The origin of the problem of lack of rotation in load-
ing zones is caused mainly by fruit and vegetable re-
tailers. They arrive earliest in the morning, and park 
their vehicles in the loading zones all day long. This 
does not happen only because fruit and vegetable re-
tailers are inconsiderate with the rest, since this is 
a generalized situation in other similar areas of the 
city, where retailers keep their vehicles parked in the 
same place for hours instead of simply unloading the 
goods and moving their vehicle away.

In this scenario, the result of the analysis highlights 
some interesting aspects. The initial cooperative scheme 
is highly refused, but fruit retailers show a stronger op-
position, since they have a rather easy life with the current 
state of affairs. Only the fish retailers consider it a good 

solution. The preferred solution to the load zone rotation 
problem should simply consider the enforcement of the 
existing regulations. Most carriers are clearly in favour of 
parking meters, since they should free some of the avail-
able loading space. However, fruit carriers are strongly op-
posed to parking meters.

This situation results in the difficulties that arise when 
trying to implement a cooperative schema in an environ-
ment where some stakeholders break the existing regula-
tions. It focuses the interest of the remaining stakeholders 
on measures aimed at enforcing the existing rules (like 
parking meters, which prevent fruit and vegetable carri-
ers to park their vehicles in the loading zones during the 
whole day). 

When the combined measure was proposed, more car-
riers considered cooperation as a viable possibility. How-
ever, the stakeholders benefited from the current situation 
are opposed to any perturbations. However, when stronger 
regulations are presented as the alternative, they are more 
responsive to the possibility of cooperating. 

Thus, the agitation of the current situation and the ne-
cessity to find solutions that do not damage anybody’s in-
terests could be a catalyst for the introduction of coopera-
tive schemes. This fact was also supported by fish carriers, 
all of which used to share vehicles some years ago, when 
the cost of refrigerated vehicles was higher. Nevertheless, 
cooperation requires the active participation of the local 
authorities (Lindholm, Browne 2013) through the enforce-
ment of the rules and the issuing of special permissions.

Figure 4. In the left-hand side figure, the current route to the consolidation point is represented by a solid line, and the turning  
point B and the use of the bus lane with a dashed line; the right-hand side figure represents the way back to the marketplace
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Conclusion and future research

To prevent the rise of transportation costs, increasing con-
gestion and emissions, cooperation initially seems to be 
an interesting alternative. However, due to the different 
interests and perceptions, the evaluation of city logistics 
policies must take into account the different views of the 
different stakeholder groups, and the fact that each one 
of these groups makes decisions according to an entirely 
different set of partial objectives. 

In the heavily congested city centre of Seville (Spain), 
the Feria Fresh Food Marketplace is a typical traditional 
market, located in the old city centre, where there is sig-
nificant lack of space and parking facilities. This fact usu-
ally causes severe problems in logistics and distribution, 
resulting in a general consensus about the necessity of 
taking measures. 

This work presented the proposal and assessment of 
a cooperative scheme for the Feria marketplace. A priori, 
cooperative deliveries in a fresh food market have a high 
potential, due to the existence of common providers in 
wholesale markets and the similarity of working times. To 
evaluate the possibilities of this measure, we carried out a 
double survey process. Following a deeper analysis of the 
responses given to our surveys, we reached two important 
conclusions: the predisposition to cooperation depends on 
the degree of satisfaction with the current situation (only 
when the current situation is changed, some stakeholders 
are encouraged to cooperate) and the fact that personal 
relations sometimes have a higher weight than efficiency 
criteria. These conclusions could be extended to other 
markets and similar urban freight attractors. 

The individuality of the retailers involved is then the 
main reason behind their rejection of cooperative schemes, 
which would possibly result cheaper, more sustainable and 
free from the intervention of the administration. In their 
place, the only way out for the local authorities in view 
of the existing conflict in the Marketplace would be the 
installation of parking meters in the loading zones (which 
had been incidentally voted by the retailers, in an assembly 
with a rather low level of participation and consensus) and 
the establishment of special conditions, such as circulation 
permissions on the bus lane. These measures were pro-
posed specifically to address the existing problems in the 
Feria Market. The extrapolation of these specific measures 
to other Fresh Food Markets requires future research and 
study of their particular characteristics and stakeholder 
distribution. However, two aspects are global: local au-
thorities must establish and enforce the necessary regula-
tions to promote cooperation, avoiding the monopolizing 
of resources, and they must implement mechanisms that 
make cooperation easier.

In conclusion, although collaboration has a high po-
tential as a logistic solution for the centre of the city, its 
start-up in a fresh food marketplace requires flexibility on 
the part of all stakeholders and clear involvement of the 
local administration.
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