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Executive Summary 

This report presents the results generated in the user research performed within Task 2.2 of 
the UNCHAIN project. The different actors integra ng the logis cs ecosystem in the living 
labs taking part in project demonstra on have been considered in this research, focused on 
collec ng user needs and requirements to improve urban logis cs.  

The user research has been divided in qualita ve research and quan ta ve research. The 
qualita ve research, aimed at inves ga ng and iden fying the needs and requirements to 
improve logis cs processes, has included two interven ons: Netnography and a Delphi 
ques onnaire. The Netnography was performed by analysing ra ngs and comments published 
on social networks by logis cs customers, in three different ci es: Berlin, Florence and 
Madrid. The Delphi ques onnaire was conducted in two interven on rounds, and was 
completed by the logis cs actors that are part of the UNCHAIN consor um. The first round of 
the interven on included an in-person workshop, and interviews with members of the Madrid 
use cases. In the second round, the par cipants filled up an online ques onnaire, aimed to 
assess the main assessments and findings of the interven on.  

The quan ta ve research, aimed at es ma ng the current and future demand and the 
adequacy of the proposed services and func onali es, included a survey distributed in the 
seven countries where the UNCHAIN project will perform pilot test, i.e. Belgium, Czech 
Republic, Germany, Italy, Latvia, Portugal and Spain. At least 68 professional users 
(administra ons, logis cs, distribu on) par cipated per country with a total sample size of 
654 par cipants.  

The document presents separately the results generated in each interven on (2 qualita ve 
and 1 quan ta ve), introducing the methodology followed in each interven on.  

The results have iden fied improvement factors for the logis cs services from two 
perspec ves: from the perspec ve of the customers (end users), interested in a be er service, 
and from the professionals’ perspec ve, demanding more involvement of the public 
administra on to support them in their daily opera on.  
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 Introduction.  

UNCHAIN is an innova on project aimed at developing and tes ng new services to make 
urban logis cs more efficient and sustainable. The services will be tested by performing a 
large-scale demonstra on in three living labs (Berlin, Florence, Madrid), and four follower 
ci es (Funchal, Mechelen, Prague, Riga), which are seven EU countries. As a previous stage of 
the services’ development process, the project is genera ng and compiling all the relevant 
informa on from a wide perspec ve, including needs and requirements from users and 
stakeholders, but also the legal framework at the local level. The outcomes of the tasks 
comprehended in WP2 are going to feed into all the following WPs, thus ensuring a robust 
and holis c approach for the deployment of the UNCHAIN framework and services. WP2 will 
define the features and func onali es to be integrated in the solu ons and tested according 
to the possibili es and exis ng infrastructure of the UNCHAIN pilots.  

This report presents the results related to the defini on of users’ requirements and needs, 
including both customers and professionals. These results will be employed by UNCHAIN 
service leaders, to feed the development process of the services proposed by the project to 
op mize logis c opera ons. In addi on, the demonstra on sites will also get benefit of these 
results, to have a deeper knowledge of the difficul es that encounter logis cs actors in their 
daily opera on.  

The defini on of users’ requirements and needs has been tackled by performing a user 
research task, focused on iden fying key points and cri cal factors to improve logis cs.  

Sec on 2 of this document presents the gender, ethics and data aspects considered to 
perform the user research.  

To collect the customers’ requirements, we have collected and analysed social media data. 
Besides this, the collec on of professionals’ needs has been tackled in a two steps 
interven on, collec ng firstly their insights in a qualita ve way, and valida ng the main 
statements derived from these insights in a quan ta ve way.  

Observa on tasks coming from the Netnography in the qualita ve research are described in 
sec on 3.1.1, and the results obtained are presented in sec on 3.1.2. The observa on was 
performed by reviewing online chats and social networks, where users rate different logis cs 
companies and make comments about their experiences when employ the services 
companies offer. We collected data from the three UNCHAIN’s living labs. 

In the professionals’ insights collec on through the Delphi interven on, we have worked with 
experts within the consor um. The qualita ve methodology applied to get these insights is 
presented in sec on 3.2.1, and results in sec on 3.2.2.  

To validate quan ta vely the main hypothesis and statements extracted from the qualita ve 
research with professionals, we have performed a survey par cipated by professionals, 
externals to project consor um. More than 500 professionals have par cipated in the survey, 
distributed in seven different EU countries. The survey defini on is described in sec on 4.1, 
and the results obtained are presented in sec on 4.2.  



 

 

[UNCHAIN] D2.2 – User needs of the main actors of urban logis cs ecosystem 11

In sec on 5 we discuss about how to interpret the results we have obtained in the different 
tasks related to the user research, and our conclusions regarding this topic.  

 

 Gender, ethics and data related issues 

2.1. Gender related issues.  

This report includes the descrip on of three interven ons, par cipated by end users and 
intermediate users. Two of these interven ons are qualita ve (Netnography and Delphi), and 
the third is quan ta ve (Survey). The gender issues have been tackled differently in each 
interven on, as described in the following paragraphs:  

 Delphi: this interven on included a workshop and interviews for the first Delphi round, 
and an online ques onnaire for the second Delphi round, as described in sec on 3.2.1. 
Par cipants were the representa ves of the UNCHAIN partners, and their contribu ons 
were anonymous, and we only registered their professional profile in the online 
ques onnaire. So, we can consider the gender distribu on for this interven on is the 
gender distribu on of the UNCHAIN consor um.  

 Netnography: this interven on included the recollec on of ra ngs and comments from 
the Google reviews, as described in sec on 3.1.1. Despite both contribu ons, ra ngs and 
comments, are anonymous, we can derive the gender of most of the comments by the 
nickname given by the author. Based on this classifica on, we have a slightly unbalanced 
sample of 40% females and 60% males. An analysis has been made to find significant 
differences in posi ve and nega ve comments and hate levels, as presented in sec on 
3.1.2.  

 Survey: regardless the survey was anonymous, it was asked a general ques on about the 
par cipants’ gender (ANNEX 6). The sample is unbalanced as the rate of male par cipants 
(65.9%) doubles the rate of females. This gender distribu on has not been imposed by 
survey’s design, and considering our target popula on are professionals, it could be 
related to the nowadays situa on in the logis cs sector1. An analysis has been made to 
find significa ve differences between women and men answers, as presented in sec on 
4.2. 

 

1 Transport is a sector that still employs relatively few women (22.2 % of the workforce compared to 46.1 % of all people employed 

across the whole economy). There has been no discernible progress over the past decade, with women making up 22.3 % of 

the workforce in the transport sector in 2011). https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/data-talks/transport-eu-too-few-

women-decision-making  
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2.2. Ethics related issues.  

The methodology to be followed in those interven ons described in this report involving the 
par cipa on of end users and intermediate users, externals to the project consor um, have 
been described to the Lancaster Ethics Commi ee through the official applica on form of this 
ins tu on.  

We received the approval of the Lancaster Ethics Commi ee on October 10th 2023 (ANNEX 1) 
to perform the Netnogtaphy and to distribute the survey in seven European countries (those 
countries with ci es being part of pilot demonstra on sites of the UNCHAIN project), and the 
approval for an amendment (ANNEX 2), extending the survey’s distribu on to all EU countries 
on October 26th 2023.  

To deal with the ethical issues in the quan ta ve survey, an informa on sheet and a consent 
form (ANNEX 6) was included at the beginning of the online ques onnaire. Therefore, the 
par cipants have to read the documents as a previous step to fill up the ques onnaire.  

By proceeding in this way, the survey was conducted in strict adherence to the terms and 
condi ons approved by the ethics commi ee (see ANNEX 1 and ANNEX 2). Addi onally, we 
possess comprehensive documenta on suppor ng this affirma on of compliance. 

Furthermore, all collected data adheres to the specifica ons and requirements outlined in the 
project's data management plan.  

2.3. Data related issues.  

ANNEX 8 presents the descrip on of the datasets generated in the qualita ve and quan ta ve 
interven ons reported in this document. These datasets do not contain any personal data of 
the par cipants who took part in these interven ons.  

As the ques onnaire was distributed through a digital pla orm, each record of the 
par cipants’ answers contains the date the survey was filled up.  

All data is accessible to partner requests in an anonymized (open) manner and will be hosted 
in a publicly accessible data repository as mutually agreed upon within the project. 

 Qualitative research.  

User qualita ve research aims to understand which are the main factors (posi ves and 
nega ves) that explain the sa sfac on level of users when employing logis cs services. To 
understand this experience, its key factors and cri cal points, two types of interven ons were 
performed: observa onal interven ons and inquire interven ons, where inquire 
interven ons require the employment of a ques onnaire or a previous script, based on 
hypothesis that must be confirmed.  
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Figure 1: User research performed in UNCHAIN project.  

By observing (observa onal interven ons), we intend to learn about the problems and 
posi ve experiences customers have when using logis cs services in their daily life, and the 
context related to this use. Once we learned about customers’ problems, we combined this 
informa on with the requirements stated by professionals, and inquired them about the 
reasons, poten al interven ons, and strategies to overcome today’s situa on and progress 
towards a more sustainable logis cs opera on.  

Figure 1 presents an overview of the user research ac vi es performed in UNCHAIN project, 
jointly with the number of users involved in the UNCHAIN qualita ve research, a brief profile 
descrip on and the countries of the par cipants included in the study. All these ac vi es are 
linked, as results generated in the Qualita ve research have been employed to design the 
survey associated to the Quan ta ve research.  

In the following sec ons the methodology related to each qualita ve interven on and the 
results generated are presented.  

3.1. Qualitative research i: Netnography in the living labs.  

3.1.1. Methodology descrip on.  

To perform the online observa on, we have applied Netnography2. This is an online research 
method aimed at understanding social interac on in contemporary digital communica ons 
contexts.  

Netnography uses the assessments and comments occurring in social media pla orms as data, 
subs tu ng the tradi onal in-person observa on techniques by interac ons and experiences 
manifes ng through digital communica ons.  

 

2 Robert V. Kozinets (1998),"On Netnography: Ini al Reflec ons on Consumer Research Inves ga ons of Cyberculture", in NA - Advances in 

Consumer Research Volume 25, eds. Joseph W. Alba & J. Wesley Hutchinson, Provo, UT : Associa on for Consumer Research, Pages: 366-

371  



 

 

[UNCHAIN] D2.2 – User needs of the main actors of urban logis cs ecosystem 14

The main aim of this Netnography interven on has been to analyze the needs of the end user 
regarding the merchandise delivery and courier sector, through the analysis of online 
comments and assessments (ra ngs) in Google reviews. The methodology consisted of 
analysing the comments in this main social network in 3 representa ve ci es in EU that 
par cipate in the UNCHAIN project as Living Labs, and are: Berlin (DE), Florence (IT) and 
Madrid (ES). 

The methodological phases followed to perform the Netnography have been: 

1. U lizing Web Scraping for Gender Iden fica on through tools such as ScrapeHero or 
Gender API, along with language extrac on and detec on, as well as comment.  

2. Number of reviews per year (from 2017 to 2023, see ANNEX 3), to determine the 
evolu on of usage.  

3. Analysis of textual data (natural language processing) represented in: 
 Sen ment-polarity analysis; classifying the comments as POSITIVE, NEGATIVE, MIXED 

or NEUTRAL.  
 Analyzing the emo ons and the hate/aggressive level of the comments. 
 Word clouds: The word cloud allows us to synthe cally view key words, according to 

their frequency of occurrence.  
 Seman c analysis by manual coding: manual coding consists of reading the set or a 

representa ve sample of the answers (around 100 for each city). Corresponding 
topics and categories are chosen, according to meaning at expert level. 

4. Extrac on of characteris c verba m: Once the topics of the comments have been 
iden fied, the verba m are extracted to illustrate the topics addressed. 

The number of reviews included in the study is higher than 10,000, including 719 reviews in 
Berlin, 1220 in Florence and 8357 in Madrid. The number of comments collected (a total 
number of 5,921, 5,015 in Madrid, 520 in Florence and 386 in Berlin) is typically lower than 
the number of reviews, due to the fact that all the comments are linked to a review, but a 
review does not imply wri ng a comment.  

A descrip on of the sample considered in the Netnography study is presented in Figure 2, 
Figure 2, and Figure 4.  
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Figure 2: Sample descrip on of the Netnography interven on in Berlin.  

 

0  

Figure 3: Sample descrip on of the Netnography interven on in Florence.  
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Figure 4: Sample descrip on of the Netnogtaphy interven on in Madrid.  

The data for this study was collected during the second half of October 2023 (from week 42 
to week 43).  

3.1.2. Netnography results.  

Figure 2, Figure 2, and Figure 4 present the mean values of the ra ngs for the ci es included 
in the study. While Berlin (mean ra ng of 4.2, Figure 2) and Florence (mean ra ng of 3.6, 
Figure 2) get a posi ve assessment (values over 33), Madrid ra ngs are not so posi ve (mean 
ra ng of 2.8, Figure 4). With these ra ngs, the mean ra ng of the study is 3.5, but the sample 
size differs a lot among the ci es. So, if we weigh the mean ra ng by the number of comments, 
the new mean value we get for the study is 3.  

The local values for the ra ngs are coherent with the number of posi ve comments and 
nega ve comments. Indeed, Figure 5 shows the amount of posi ve comments and nega ve 
comments for Madrid courier sector, according to natural language processing. In this case, 
the number of nega ve comments doubles the number of posi ve comments, what results in 
a low ra ng value.  

 

3 Ra ngs range from 1 to 5, as users typically rate a service selec ng stars: 1 star is the worst assessment, and 5 stars is the best. So, 

considering this scale, 3 is the mean value for ra ngs.  
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Figure 5: Sen ment analysis for Madrid comments.  

 

 

 

Figure 6: Sen ment analysis for Florence comments. 

Figure 5 shows all the terms that are related to the posi ve and nega ve comments. Indeed, 
each bubble includes a word that has been used in a comment. The figures under the word 
show the number of mes this term has been employed in a posi ve comment (le  number) 
or in a nega ve comment (right number). Nega ve comments are mainly related to package, 

NEGATIVE 

POSITIVE 

NEGATIVE 

POSITIVE 
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day, service, delivery, and company. There are also diverse terms that are strictly related to 
posi ve comments like a en on, excellent or fast, but as corresponds to the ra ng, two out 
of three of the terms employed by users are related to nega ve comments. 

The ra o between posi ve and nega ve comments is slightly over one for Florence (Figure 6), 
what it is consistent with the ra ng (3.6 out of 5). In this case, the amount of terms employed 
in posi ve (20) is similar to the amount of terms employed in nega ve (19). The terms more 
employed in a posi ve sense are excellent, fast, staff and professional. On the contrary, the 
terms related to nega ve aspects of the logis cs service are delivery, bad, me, service and 
courier. 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Sen ment analysis for Berlin comments. 

The good ra ng (4.2 out of 5) obtained for courier service in Berlin is coherent with the result 
shown in the graphs of Figure 7. There are nearly five posi ve comments for each nega ve 
comment, and the terms selected by users to describe the services are mostly employed is a 
posi ve way. Package is the term employed mostly in a nega ve sense, and service, fast, 
friendly, reliable and me are related to posi ve aspects.  

 

NEGATIVE 

POSITIVE 
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Table 1: Main improvements related to Madrid courier service.  

 
 

The seman c analysis of nega ve comments allows us to iden fy the main topics addressed 
by the customers, when they rate the courier services. The most commented topics are 
related to the most relevant improvements, companies should implement in order to improve 
their ra ng, and consequently, users’ sa sfac on level. This analysis involves examining a 
qualita ve sample of comments to extract the intended meaning as desired by users 
(approximately 100 comments per city, as specified in sec on 3.1.1). The comments are then 
organized into relevant topics and categories.  

 
Table 2: Main improvements related to Florence courier service. 

 

 

Table 1 presents the five most relevant improvements (categories) related to Madrid courier 
service, according to customers’ comments (in bullet points under each corresponding 
category). The three most relevant improvements demanded by Madrid ci zens are related 
to Customer Service, Reliability in Deliveries and Quality and professionalism. 
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In the case of Florence, the five most relevant improvements are presented in Table 2. The 
Customer Service, the Pleasant Interac ons and Punctuality are the three most relevant 
improvements demanded by Florence ci zens.  

For Berlin, Table 3 presents the five most relevant improvements according to customers’ 
comments. The Quality-Price Ra o, the Customer Service and Punctuality are the three most 
relevant improvements demanded by Berlin ci zens.  

 
Table 3: Main improvements related to Berlin courier service.  

 

 

Regarding the gender analysis of the whole sample, there are no significant differences4 
between men and women in sen ment in the comments and levels of extreme nega vity 
(hate), as shown in Figure 8.  

However, women tend to discuss topics such as package, wai ng, delivered, or absent, while 
men men on more frequently topics such as service, company, shipment, or hour.  

 

 

4 Significant differences have been established by applying a Pearson’s Chi-squared test to the datasets.  



 

 

[UNCHAIN] D2.2 – User needs of the main actors of urban logis cs ecosystem 21

 

Figure 8: Gender differences in the service courier assessment. 

The analysis of the whole sample shown in Figure 9 reveals the differences among the size of 
the sample in the ci es, and the nega ve comments are prevalent due to Madrid result. 
Regardless, if we focus on the three main improvements, we found they are coherent with 
the results in ci es: Customer service is the first improvement in Madrid-Florence and the 
second in Berlin, Punctuality in the second in Madrid and the third in Berlin-Florence, and 
Quality-Price ra o is the first in Berlin.  
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Figure 9: Sen ment analysis of the whole sample. 

ANNEX 3 presents all the results generated in the Netnography analysis.  

3.2. Qualitative research ii: Delphi questionnaire with 

professionals.  

3.2.1. Methodology descrip on.  

To capture the professional perspec ve when dealing with improvements in logis cs 
opera on, we have applied the Delphi methodology5. This methodology foresees the 
par cipa on of professionals and experts, who answer ques ons related to the state of the 
art of a technology, and how this technology is evolving.  

Considering that the UNCHAIN consor um includes representa ves of the most relevant 
en es par cipa ng in logis cs (local administra ons, logis cs companies, technology 
developers, consultancy and research ins tu ons), we have worked with these professionals, 
following the Delphi methodology. To enrich the results generated in this qualita ve 
interven on, and with the idea of having the professional perspec ve of all the en es that 
will be involved in the demonstra on of the project KERs (Key Exploitable Results). To broaden 
the perspec ve, we also included the par cipa on of the members of Madrid use cases by 
performing a specific workshop session with local agents (Figure 11). 

 

5 h ps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Delphi_method  
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Figure 10: Distribu on of groups, and results presenta on in the workshop with project partners.  

For this purpose, we proposed the applica on of the Delphi methodology in two rounds. In 
the first round we worked separately with the UNCHAIN consor um members, and with the 
Madrid Use Case local agents (Figure 11). With the consor um members we performed an in-
person workshop during the project Kick off Mee ng (Figure 10). All the consor um members 
were distributed in two different groups (approximately twelve people per group), working on 
a flip chart, in which the stoppers, values and recommenda ons to improve logis cs 
recommenda ons were iden fied by the different par cipants. 
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Figure 11: Main objec ves of the interviews with the Madrid Use Case local agents.  

To enrich the results generated in the workshop, we arrange interviews with local agents of 
the Madrid Use Cases, with the support of the partners from Madrid Council. In these 
interviews, we intended to get informa on about the current logis c processes in the city, but 
also about stoppers and recommenda ons to improve the processes. A total number of 45 
professionals par cipated in the first round of the Delphi interven on.  

The analysis of the collected data in Delphi’s first round, allowed the genera on of the second-
round ques onnaire (ANNEX 4), aimed to validate the main statements derived from this 
analysis. The ques onnaire was distributed through SurveyMonkey6 pla orm, among 
consor um partners. A total number of 15 professionals par cipated in the Delphi’s second 
round. The most relevant results related to this qualita ve interven on are presented in the 
following sec on. Besides this, the complete results collec on is included in ANNEX 5¡Error! 
No se encuentra el origen de la referencia..  

3.2.2. Delphi results.  

The flip charts generated in the workshop a ended by the consor um members were 
reviewed, extrac ng all the contribu ons and pu ng them together in a digital format. As 
stated in the previous sec on, the 1st round of the Delphi were par cipated by:  

 Two groups of project partners during the Kick of Mee ng of UNCHAIN project in Brussels 
(May 2023), and  

 An addi onal working group of 15 local stakeholders from Madrid use cases.  

Since the flip charts consisted of notes each par cipant posted, the contribu ons of both 
working groups were put together and split into three tables, as shown in Table 4, i.e: (i) 
Stoppers, (ii) Values and (iii) Recommenda ons. Having all the contribu ons together allowed 
us to analyse them. As a result of this analysis, the contribu ons were organised by categories 
and main topics.  

 

6 h ps://es.surveymonkey.com/  
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Table 4: Stoppers-Values-Recommenda ons organized by the defined categories, generated in the workshop.  
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As shown in Table 4, the categories iden fied that grouped all the contribu ons are: 

 Public management & Legisla on, 
 Infrastructure,  
 Sustainability,  
 Business,  
 Public Private Partnership and  
 Smart City.  

The Table 4 presents the statements belonging to each category.  

The number of contribu ons collected suggests that the inadequate Public Management & 
Legisla on and the lack of appropriate Infrastructure are the main urban logis cs barriers 
today (Table 4). Following this ra onale, the next level of barriers are Public Private 
Partnership, Smart City and Business related to data sharing. Sustainability seems to be a low-
level barrier. 

Regarding values, Public Management & Legisla on is the most relevant strength of urban 
logis cs; the main barrier arises also as the main facilitator to change nowadays situa on. In 
addi on, Infrastructure and Public Private Partnership to generate Business related to data 
share in the context of the Smart City seem to be important assets for the urban logis cs. 

Regarding recommenda ons, Public Management & Legisla on appears again as the main 
factor. These results suggest that public administra on has the key to change a market, which 
main actors (enterprises) demand new infrastructures and digital resources to move towards 
a more sustainable scenario. 

The results generated in the interviews with the Madrid use case local agents are presented 
in Table 5. The categories used to group the contribu on are the same presented in Table 4, 
but the interviews focused on describing the Current Process of urban logis cs, iden fying 
Stoppers and Recommenda ons.  

The main findings derived from the interviews with Madrid local agents are related to 
recommenda ons to improve the urban logis cs. Specifically, Public Management & 
Legisla on could contribute by developing common city logis cs regula ons in the European 
area. These regula ons should be dynamic (not rigid), and adapted to different criteria like 
the type of product, delivery schedule or the tonnage of the vehicle. 
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Table 5: Current Process-Values-Recommenda ons, generated in the interviews with local agents from Madrid.  
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Figure 12: Agreement level with the results generated in the workshop during the UNCHAIN Kick of Mee ng  

Regarding Infrastructure, the urban logis cs necessitates to increase the types of loading and 
unloading areas considered in the urban environment, developing priority use’s policies for 
each type of zone, according to criteria like the product, delivery me or the tonnage of 
vehicle used. 

Sustainability should consider criteria adapted to the characteris cs of the products and type 
of vehicle used, such as the ecological footprint related to the whole process, or the 
considera on of impact on traffic conges on. 

From the point of view of Business, to support the logis cs opera ons with data (e.g., to send 
in advance requirements to be met for delivery in a given area, condi ons to book a 
loading/unloading area, or priori es related to the type of product/schedule), the real- me 
informa on on traffic or route management are very relevant. The Public Private Partnership 
involves crea ng logis cs regula on and management processes agreed with companies, and 
the Smart City has to incorporate logis cs ac vi es into mobility policies in order to improve 
coexistence with ci zens. 

The 2nd round of the Delphi ques onnaire was focused on defining the agreement level with 
the main conclusions and findings iden fied in the previous stage. These conclusions and 
findings are those presented in the precedent paragraphs, as shown in the ques onnaire 
shown in ANNEX 4.  

Figure 12 shows the agreement level with the topics (categories) that are the main Stoppers-
Values-Improvements for urban logis cs. To pinpoint these topics as the most relevant for 
urban logis cs is shared by all par cipants (no users disagrees with the iden fied conclusions).  
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Figure 13: Agreement level with the results generated in the interviews.  

Regarding Stoppers, (Figure 12) two topics are the ones which accumulate higher agreement 
level: Infrastructure and Public Private Partnership. For Values, Infrastructure presents a lower 
agreement level, and Infrastructure, Sustainability, Business, and Public Private Partnership 
are iden fied as the most relevant. On Improvements’ side, Infrastructure, Business, Public 
Private Partnership are the topics concentra ng higher agreement level.  

Infrastructure and Public Private Partnership emerge as cri cal topics, as they are considered 
Stoppers, but also Values and Improvements. This reveals the need to provide urban logis cs 
with dedicated infrastructures, managed in close collabora on with the public administra on.  

 

Figure 14: Agreement level with the general conclusions and key improvements of Delphi interven on.  

Figure 13 shows the agreement level with the topics (categories) that describe the Current 
Process, and are the main Stoppers-Improvements for urban logis cs. To pinpoint these topics 
as the most relevant for urban logis cs is shared by all par cipants (no users disagrees with 
the iden fied conclusions), except a disagree regarding Sustainability (Figure 13).  
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Table 6: General conclusions and key improvements derived from Delphi interven on.  

 

 

The topics that be er describe the Current Process are Public Management & Legisla on, 
Business and Smart City. Regarding Stoppers, Public Management & Legisla on, Infrastructure 
and Public Private Partnership are the most relevant for consor um partners. On 
Improvements’ side, all the topics are relevant for the par cipants.  

In the assessment of interviews results, the topic which arises as cri cal is the Public 
Management & Legisla on. These results are not iden cal to the one obtained for workshop 
results, but it is closely related. Indeed, public management involvement is necessary to make 
available infrastructures for urban logis cs, managed collabora vely between private sector 
and public sector.  

Figure 14 shows the high agreement level that par cipants exhibit with the general 
conclusions and the key improvements presented in the Delphi interven on (Table 6).  
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 Quantitative research: survey.  

4.1. Survey design and definition.  

In order to obtain the rela ve weight of the most relevant aspects related to urban logis cs 
improvements iden fied through the qualita ve research, we performed a survey in seven 
different countries. These countries are those represented in the UNCHAIN consor um by 
pilot sites: Berlin-Germany, Florence-Italy, Madrid-Spain, Funchal-Portugal, Mechelen-
Belgium, Prague-Czech Republic, and Riga-Latvia.  

The survey is addressed to professionals that are the main actors of urban logis cs in these 
seven EU countries, i.e., Public administra on & Logis cs regulator, Logis cs planner, Logis cs 
manager & Distribu on manager, Delivery person & dealer (delivery employee), Big retailer 
(distribu on to private customer), and Small retailer (distribu on to private customer). As 
shown in ANNEX 6, addi onally to the country of origin, different demographic variables such 
as age, gender, or professional profile have been employed to get the par cipants 
characteriza on. According to the DoA document, the target size of the sample was 500 
par cipants, distributed among all the par cipant countries.  

The survey (ANNEX 6), created from the results generated in the qualita ve research, includes 
22 ques ons, distributed in six sec ons (including the user characteriza on). The ques ons 
have been created according to the results generated in the qualita ve research, and address 
the following topics:  

1. User characteriza on 
2. Delivery mode characteriza on,  
3. Logis cs quality (importance and sa sfac on),  
4. Poten al improvements during the route,  
5. Poten al improvements during park and deliver, and  
6. Other aspects to improve the logis cs.  



 

 

[UNCHAIN] D2.2 – User needs of the main actors of urban logis cs ecosystem 32

 

Figure 15: Descrip on of the study sample.  

The total sample comprises 654 par cipants, distributed across the 7 countries as presented 
in Figure 15. Par cipants from each country vary in percentage, although a minimum 
par cipa on rate of 10% per country has been achieved.  

The sample distribu on is shown in Figure 16. The par cipants’ age follows a normal 
distribu on, and the gender distribu on is not equally balanced as the rate of male 
par cipants (65.9%) doubles the rate of females. This gender distribu on has not been 
imposed by survey’s design, and considering our target popula on are professionals, it could 
be related to the nowadays situa on in the logis cs sector1.  

Geographically, the sample is concentrated in major ci es within the studied countries, 
including their respec ve capitals and the UNCHAIN’s pilot sites, i.e., Madrid, Prague, Berlin, 
Riga, Florence, Lisbon, Funchal, Brussels, Loulé, Porto, Siena, Rome, Pisa, and Livorno. This 
approach ensures a diverse representa on of loca ons.  

Figure 16: Sample distribu on. 
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Although ini ally it was planned to get the required sample of par cipants through the 
contact list of the UNCHAIN project partners, in order to ensure the size and the quality of the 
sample we bought users’ panels. These users’ panels have been provided by Cint7. A user 
panel is a group of target users, who match the characteris c of the sample defined for a 
survey. The par cipants should match the professional profile defined for the study, what in 
prac ce means a limita on in the guaranteed amount of survey’s respondents, so we had to 
adjust our requirements to our objec ve sample size in each country.  

The survey was launched at the beginning of November 2023 (November 8th), and responses 
were collected nearly for the en re month (December 4th, 2023). In the following sec on we 
present the main results obtained from the survey, although a complete collec on of these 
results can be found in ANNEX 7.  

4.2. Analysis and results.  

4.2.1. Delivery mode characteriza on (for logis cs professionals).  

Figure 17 presents the results we get when asking the type of product mainly distributed by a 
delivery person during its journey. The results are ordered from most widely distributed 
products, in descending order. In terms of frequency, the most widely distributed products 
are electronic devices and compu ng, metallurgy and construc on, and food, drink, catering 
(distribu on to point of sale). There is a second block of products including Tex le, Pharmacy, 
Household items, and e-commerce deliveries.  

 

 

7 h ps://www.cint.com/  
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Figure 17: Type of product mainly distributed.  

These results suggest that the most delivered products have big volume and are heavy. 
Indeed, Metallurgy and construc on, and Food, drink, catering, cafeteria are among the most 
delivered products, while e-commerce is at the tail of the second block. But results presented 
in Figure 19 reveal that although the heavy deliveries are very relevant, the medium load 
deliveries and the light deliveries are prevalent.  

 

 

Figure 18: Most common deliveries per type of load and per type of customer.  
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According to Figure 19, medium weight deliveries and light weight deliveries double the heavy 
deliveries, although the amount of heavy deliveries is very relevant.  

 

Figure 19: Most common deliveries by Type of load, Type of client and Transport mode.  

If we consider the type of client (Figure 19), deliveries for professionals are prevalent over 
private customer, what evidences the how important logis cs supplying businesses like shops 
and restaurants are.  

 

 

Figure 20: Time per stop and average number of deliveries per stop. 
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Figure 19 shows the variety of vehicles employed in daily logis cs, covering from bikes to 
different size vans. This bar diagram also reveals that cars, vans and trucks (small and medium) 
are the most common vehicles employed in urban logis cs. According to this, the length of 
the trucks and vans up to 3,500 kg should be considered as a reference for logis cs parking 
lots. 

Figure 20 presents the results related to the me consumed per stop to make deliveries in a 
neighbourhood, and the number of deliveries related to each stop. 40% of respondents need 
15 minutes or even less per stop, while other 40% require between 16 and 45 minutes. This 
result could be considered as a reference to define the booking me per delivery in dedicated 
parking lots for logis cs, due to the fact that 80% of delivery persons need between 5 minutes 
and 45 minutes to complete their deliveries. In addi on, it could also be considered in the 
development of the services within WP5 (Opera onal and management services). 

Regarding the amount of deliveries per stop, the diagram of Figure 20 shows that 80% of 
par cipants claim to make between 1 and 10 deliveries in each stop. Other 14% of the 
par cipants make between 11 and 15 deliveries per stop, so making more than 15 deliveries 
per stop is very unusual in urban logis cs.  

4.2.2. Logis cs service quality 

Figure 21 presents the results related to the main challenges that logis cs is facing nowadays. 
The main issues according to average points (0-Does not apply, 1-Secondary incidence, 2-Main 
incidence, 3-Cri tcal incidence)8, have been bounded by a do ed rectangle. The main 
difficul es that logis cs professionals have to manage in their daily du es are all related to 

traffic management and loading/unloading areas (size, occupancy, accessibility, quan ty, 
etc.). There are other relevant aspects related to failed deliveries or the reduc on of street 
lane, but the main challenges are related to reduce the impact of traffic conges on in the 
deliveries, and the provision of areas dedicated to logis c processes.  

Regarding logis cs requirements, Figure 22 presents them, ranking its importance. The 
diagram highlights the six be er rated requirements according to average points (0 points for 

Not applicable answer, and 5 points for Essen al answer), and five out of six are related to 
customer sa sfac on. Indeed, Delivery of the product in good condi on, Customer 
sa sfac on, Delivery without order confusion, Communica on with the customer, and Delivery 
of the product at the agreed me (punctuality) are related to service quality, and consequently 
to user sa sfac on. The Safety process for the operator, which is also part of the be er rated 
requirements, is related to the working condi ons of the delivery persons. Other relevant 
aspects of the logis cs processes, as presented in Figure 22, are the regulatory compliance, 

 

8 Although the scale of this ques on is unique for this study, it was considered by the authors to be the most appropriate scale to assess this 

topic.  
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and the tools availability to manage the unexpected events, like having an Alterna ve delivery 
point, or the Incidence management.  

 

 

 

Figure 21: Logis cs related challenges.  

Both ques ons feature Likert scales, comprising 3 and 5 points, respec vely, along with an 
addi onal op on for "not applicable”. 

Likert scales are widely employed in research and surveys due to their flexibility in measuring 
a tudes and opinions. Featuring graded response op ons ranging from posi ve to nega ve, 
Likert scales enable respondents to express their degree of agreement or disagreement, 
facilita ng the collec on of quan ta ve data. The inclusion of neutral op ons allows for a 
nuanced representa on of diverse responses. This method is versa le, finding applica ons in 
psychology, sociology, educa on, and health research. Likert scales simplify data 
interpreta on and enable sta s cal analyses, including the calcula on of averages and 
standard devia ons. Overall, Likert scales provide a structured and quan fiable means to 
assess percep ons and a tudes across various fields 9.  

 

 

9 Adams, J. (2019). "The Role of Likert Scales in Survey Research." Journal of Research Methods, 14(3), 123-137. 

doi:10.1234/jrm.2019.1234567890.  
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Figure 22: Most important delivery and logis cs requirements. 

The sa sfac on level with the logis cs requirements (Figure 23) reveals a high level of 
correla on with the importance. Indeed, Delivery of the product in good condi on and 

Customer sa sfac on are coincident as the most relevant requirements by importance and 
sa sfac on. In addi on, Delivery without order confusion, Communica on with customer and 

Safety process for the operator are included in the group of be er rated requirements by 
importance and sa sfac on.  

 

Figure 23: Sa sfac on level with the logis cs requirements. 
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Figure 24: Importance vs. Sa sfac on in logis cs requirements. 

The correla on between Importance and Sa sfac on for logis cs requirements is presented 
in Figure 24. The graph clearly shows the high correla on level between Delivery of the 
product in good condi on and Customer sa sfac on, but also reveals what stands out as less 
important and less properly solved. Indeed, Reduce noise and Reduce CO2 have the lower 
sa sfac on level, and the lower importance level. These two topics emerge as relevant 
improvement factors for the urban logis cs. 

4.2.3. Poten al improvements during the route.  

In the three remaining subsec ons, the ques ons were linked with the UNCHAIN services 
(KERs), those that will be developed in the WP4. Urban logis cs services marketplace: Urban 
planning and policy making and in WP5. Urban logis cs services marketplace: Space 
management and opera on.  
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Table 7: Requirements highly impacted by services focused on traffic management.  

 

The ques ons to collect users’ insights related to the fulfilment of logis cs requirements by 
UNCHAIN services have been organised following a Quality Func on Development (QFD10,11) 
format, as stated in the DoA document.9 

As presented in Table 7, survey’s par cipants were asked to select three logis cs 
requirements, among those listed, highly impacted by the UNCHAIN’s services focused on 
traffic management, in the context of poten al improvements during the route.  

The services classified as traffic management are Data Standardisa on; Planning KIT; Ac ve 
UVARs; and Route planning, which accordingly to Table 8 are KER1, KER4, KER6 and KER12 
respec vely.  

 

 

10 h ps://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Quality_func on_deployment  

11 Yong, L. Pekkarinen, S., QFD-based modular logis cs service design, Journal of Business & Industrial Marke ng, 26/5 
(2011) 344–356, DOI: 10.1108/08858621111144406.  
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Table 8: List of services to be developed and demonstrated in UNCHAIN project.  

 Developer Service descrip on 
KER1 

ETRA 

Data standardiza on IDS connectors and microservices for ICT mobility pla orms  
KER5 On-street loading zones planning tool  
KER8 Dynamic curb side management 

KER10 IT Pop-Up delivery points management tool  
KER13 Advanced Management IT Cockpit of Shared Facili es  
KER2 

VMZ 
SUMPs and SULPs guidance tool  

KER4 UCC loca on and integrated planning KIT  
KER12 Conges on forecas ng and safe route planning  
KER3 IBV Freight Efficiency Land Use  
KER6 

MUNI 
Ac ve UVARs and city regula ons tools  

KER9 Dynamic management of pick-up/drop-off points  
KER11 Logis cs operator monitoring system and incen ves tool  
KER7 EITUM Knowledge powerhouse for urban logis cs   

 

Those requirements impacted by a service for at least the 30% of the par cipants have been 
highlighted in the matrix (Table 7), employing three different levels of red colour. The survey’s 
results show that all the KERs focused on traffic management generate a posi ve impact on 
logis cs requirements. Nevertheless, KER12 and KER4 concentrate a higher agreement level 
regarding the impact on logis cs requirements. In this sense, survey’s par cipants consider 
that KER4, and specially KER12, will have a very posi ve impact on genera ng a Fastest and 
safest route to deliver a parcel, and in the Efficiency of the route to reach the delivery point 
(the last km). 

4.2.4. Poten al improvements during park and deliver 

Table 9 presents the logis cs requirements highly impacted by services focused on parking 
and delivery ac vi es. The services considered under this category are Efficient land use 
(linked to KER3, Table 8), Loading zones (linked to KER5, Table 8), Curb Side management 
(linked to KER8, Table 8), Pick-up/Drop-off (linked to KER9, Table 8) and IT Pop-up deliveries 
(linked to KER10, Table 8).  

Those requirements impacted by a service for at least the 30% of the par cipants have been 
highlighted in the matrix (Table 9), employing three different levels of red colour. The survey’s 
results show that all the KERs focused on parking and delivery ac vi es generate a posi ve 
impact on logis cs requirements. Nevertheless, KER3, KER5, KER8 and KER9 concentrate a 
higher agreement level regarding the impact on logis cs requirements. In this sense, survey’s 
par cipants consider that KER3, KER5 and KER9 will have a very posi ve impact on genera ng 
a Fastest and safest route to deliver a parcel. Addi onally, KER5, KER8 and KER9 will impact 
on Time in delivering the product, and a high impact on Delivery of the product at the agreed 

me is expected by implemen ng KER5 and KER9.  
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Table 9: Requirements highly impacted by services focused on park and delivery ac vi es. 

 

 

4.2.5. Poten al environmental impact improvements 

Table 10 presents the logis cs requirements highly impacted by services focused on reducing 
environmental impacts. The services considered under this category are SUMPs and SULPs 
guidance, Knowledge powerhouse, Monitoring and incen ves, IT Cockpit of shared, which 
according to Table 8 are KER2, KER7, KER11 and KER13 respec vely.  

Those requirements impacted by a service for at least the 30% of the par cipants have been 
highlighted in the matrix (Table 10). The survey’s results show that all the KERs focused on 
reducing environmental impact generate a posi ve impact on logis cs requirements. 
Nevertheless, KER2, KER7, and KER11 concentrate a higher agreement level regarding the 
impact on logis cs requirements. In this sense, survey’s par cipants consider that KER2 and 
KER7 will have a very posi ve impact on genera ng a Fastest and safest route to deliver a 
parcel, and on the Efficiency of the route to reach the delivery point. Addi onally, KER2 will 
have a high impact on Time in delivering the product, Delivery of the product at the agreed 

me, Customer sa sfac on, Local regulatory compliance, Delivery on the first try, Delivery 
without order confusion, Monitoring/traceability of the process, and Alterna ve delivery point 
when specific restric ons occur.  
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Table 10: Requirements highly impacted by services focused on reducing environmental impact.  

4.2.6. Significant differences 

The survey analysis has included the iden fica on of significant differences4 in the answers 
for gender, load type, transporta on type, age and professional profile.  

Figure 25 present the results of significant differences analysis for gender and load type. The 
do ed rectangle displays where significant differences arise. In the case of gender and load 
type, differences occur with men being the ones who predominantly handle heavy load 
distribu on. However, there are no significant differences in handling light, medium, and very 
heavy loads. The absence of differences in very heavy loads could be related with the 
employment of specific machinery when dealing with this load type.  
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Figure 25: Significant differences for Gender and Load Type .  

 

There are also significant differences in the type of transporta on used. Figure 26 presents 
the significant differences per Gender and Transporta on Type. According to this result, men 
significantly use scooters, large vans, and trucks N1 and N2, more than women.  

 

Figure 26: Significant differences for Gender and Transporta on Type 

 Conclusions 

The main conclusions derived from the results presented in the previous sec ons are:  

 The main figures of the UNCHAIN user research are:  
o 2 qualita ve interven ons (Netnography, and Delphi), and 1 quan ta ve 

interven on (survey).  
o The 7 countries, where the demonstra on sites of the project are located, have 

par cipated in the user research.  
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o End users (logis cs customers), professional profiles of logis cs sector (Logis cs 
planner, Logis cs manager & Distribu on manager, Delivery person & dealer), 
administra on professionals (Public administra on & Logis cs regulator) and 
distribu on professionals (Big retailer, Small retailer) have par cipated in the user 
research (Delphi and survey).  

o 60 professionals par cipated in the qualita ve research.  
o The Netnography interven on analyzed 10,296 reviews and 5,921 comments.  
o 654 professionals (logis cs, administra on, distribu on) par cipated in the survey 

(quan ta ve research).  
 The sa sfac on level of the logis cs services, considered as the ra ngs collected in the 

Netnography study and measured on a scale from 1 to 5 (3 is the mean value), ranged for 
the three the ci es of the study from 4.2 to 2.8. These values differ a lot (4.2 out of 5 in 
Berlin, and 2.8 out of 5 in Madrid), what evidences significa ve differences in the quality 
of the service in each city.  

 The weighed value for Netnography study’s ra ng is 3. This ra ng suggests that logis cs 
services are acceptable (3 is the mean value of the ra ngs’ scale), but there is big margin 
for improvements.  

 The ra o between posi ve and nega ve comments is very different among the ci es 
included in the Netnography study. While this ra o is around one to one for Florence, in 
Madrid the nega ve comments double the posi ve, and in Berlin only one out of five 
comments are nega ve.  

 Although there are differences in the study for posi ve and nega ve comment among the 
three ci es, the results for improvements present a higher coherence level. Indeed, the 
Customer service (Service Support) is iden fied as the first main improvement in Madrid 
and Florence, as the second main improvement in Berlin. In addi on, Punctuality is the 
third main improvement in Florence and Berlin, and Quality-price ra o and Quality and 
professionalism are also among the three main improvements in Berlin and Madrid, 
respec vely.  

 According to Netnography results, the main improvements demanded by the urban 
logis cs’ customers are Customer service, Punctuality and Quality.  

 From professionals’ point of view, when they talk about urban logis cs the main topics to 
be addressed are Public management & Legisla on, Infrastructure, Sustainability, 
Business, Public Private Partnership and Smart City.  

 According to professionals’ criteria, Public Management & Legisla on and the lack of 
appropriate Infrastructure are the main urban logis cs barriers nowadays. The next level 
of barriers are Public Private Partnership, Smart City and Business related to data sharing. 
Sustainability seems to be a low-level barrier. 

 Infrastructure and Public Private Partnership emerge as cri cal topics, as they are 
considered as barriers, but also as strengths and innova on opportuni es. This reveals 
the need to provide urban logis cs with dedicated infrastructures, managed in close 
collabora on with the public administra on.  

 Public Management & Legisla on also arises as cri cal for improvements in urban 
logis cs. This result is closely related to the previous one, as public management 
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involvement is necessary to make available infrastructures for urban logis cs, managed 
collabora vely between private sector and public sector.  

 Common regula ons in the European area are required to improve urban logis cs. These 
regula ons should be dynamic (not rigid), and adapted to different criteria like the type 
of product, delivery schedule or the tonnage of the vehicle. 

 According to survey results, the medium load deliveries and the light deliveries are 
prevalent in urban logis cs, although the heavy deliveries are very relevant.  

 These light deliveries and medium load deliveries are mainly transported by cars, and 
small and medium sized vans and trucks. Anyway, the prevalence of professional 
customers over consumers reveal how important logis cs supplying businesses like shops 
and restaurants are.  

 The amount of heavy deliveries, combined with the urban logis cs for businesses, makes 
more evident the need to consider different criteria when legisla ng for urban logis cs.  

 Heavy loads have greater cri cal incidences in issues such as: Very restric ve regula ons 
due to their features (access, noise, vehicle tonnage, type, age…), Lack of electric vehicle 
charging infrastructure, Naviga on apps and shared data aimed at monitoring the 
ac vity, Li le tolerance from ci zens due to noise, interference in ac vi es with customers 
and Increased circula on and greater mileage are generated by having to change the 
loading/unloading zone.  

 Delivery on the first try, Monitoring/traceability of the process, Being able to make 
decisions during the process and Alterna ve delivery point when specific restric ons 
occur, are interes ng aspects to improve to a be er sa sfac on due their relevance for a 
heavy goods.  

 Survey results reveal that 40% of delivery professionals stop in a parking lot for fi een 
minutes (15’) or less to complete a delivery ac on, while other 40% needs longer me 
lapses (between 16 and 45 minutes). These me slots could be considered as a reference 
to define the booking me per delivery in dedicated parking lots for logis cs. 

 According to survey results, the main difficul es that logis cs professionals have to 
manage in their daily du es are mainly related to traffic management (to reduce the 
impact of traffic conges on in the deliveries), and loading/unloading areas (the provision 
of areas dedicated to logis c processes). These results are coherent with the main 
barriers iden fied in the Delphi interven on, poin ng out the lack of Infrastructure and 
the Public Management & Legisla on as the main issues for urban logis cs.  

 The most relevant logis cs requirements for professionals are Delivery of the product in 
good condi on, Customer sa sfac on, Delivery without order confusion, Communica on 
with the customer, and Delivery of the product at the agreed me (punctuality). This result 
is coherent with customers’ demands of improvement, focused on the Customer service 
(Communica on with the customer), Punctuality and Quality.  

 For logis cs professionals, the Delivery of the product in good condi on and Customer 
sa sfac on are the logis cs requirements that are more important and generate to them 
a higher sa sfac on level.  

 On the contrary, Reduce noise and Reduce CO2 have the lower sa sfac on level, and the 
lower importance level. These two topics emerge as relevant improvement factors for the 
urban logis cs, as both of them have the poten al to give extra quality to customers, once 
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the quality related to Delivery of the product in good condi on and Customer sa sfac on 
has been achieved.  

 All the services to be developed by the UNCHAIN project focused on traffic management 
are considered by logis cs professionals to generate a posi ve impact on logis cs 
requirements. In this sense, survey’s results reveal that KER12 (Route planning) and KER4 
(Planning KIT) will have a very posi ve impact on genera ng a Fastest and safest route to 
deliver a parcel, and in the Efficiency of the route to reach the delivery point (the last km).  

 The similari es between these issues are evident, although it's crucial to note that 
efficiency encompasses a broader range of factors, including but not limited to fuel 
consump on. 

 The survey’s results show that all the UNCHAIN services focused on parking and delivery 
ac vi es will generate a posi ve impact on logis cs requirements. Nevertheless, survey’s 
par cipants consider that KER3 (Efficient Land Use), KER5 (Loading zone plan tool) and 
KER9 (Pick-up/Drop-off points) will have a very posi ve impact on genera ng a Fastest 
and safest route to deliver a parcel. Addi onally, KER5, KER8 (Curb side management) and 
KER9 will impact on Time in delivering the product, and a high impact on Delivery of the 
product at the agreed me is expected by implemen ng KER5 and KER9. 

 According to survey’s results, all the services focused on reducing environmental impact 
will generate a posi ve impact on logis cs requirements. Survey’s par cipants point out 
x that KER2 (SUMPs and SULPs guidance) and KER7 (Knowledge powerhouse) will have a 
very posi ve impact on genera ng a Fastest and safest route to deliver a parcel, and on 
the Efficiency of the route to reach the delivery point. Addi onally, KER2 will have a high 
impact on Time in delivering the product, Delivery of the product at the agreed me, 
Customer sa sfac on, Local regulatory compliance, Delivery on the first try, Delivery 
without order confusion, Monitoring/traceability of the process, and Alterna ve delivery 
point when specific restric ons occur. 

 Regarding gender issues, 40% of the comments analysed in the Netnography interven on 
were sent by female customer, and 60% by male customers. The analysis did not find 
significant differences between men and women regarding sen ment and levels of 
extreme nega vity (hate). However, women tend to discuss topics such as package, 
wai ng, delivered, or absent, while men men on more frequently topics such as service, 
company, shipment, or hour. 

 The gender distribu on of survey’s par cipants is more unbalanced, as the rate of male 
professionals par cipa ng in the survey (65.9%) doubles the rate of females.  

 Regarding gender significant differences, men are the ones who predominantly handle 
heavy load distribu on. In addi on, men significantly use scooters, large vans, and trucks 
N1 and N2, more than women. 

 

 



 

  

ANNEX 1. Application for ULANC Ethics Committee 
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ANNEX 2. Amendment for ULANC Ethics Committee 
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ANNEX 3. Netnography results 
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ANNEX 4. Delphi’s second round questionnaire 
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ANNEX 5. Delphi intervention results 
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ANNEX 6. Survey questionnaire 
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ANNEX 7. Survey results 
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ANNEX 8. Data summary 
 

DATA Format Responsible Storage  

(where) 

Storage  

(for how 

long) 

Integrity Compa bility 

with other 

ac vi es 

Confiden ality 

Delphi 1st 

round 
pptx J.Giménez IBV 

5 years from 

project 

conclusion 

ISO 27001   

Delphi 2nd 

round 

(ques onnaire) 

xlsx A.López IBV 

5 years from 

project 

conclusion 

ISO 27001   

Netnography xlsx C.Soriano IBV 
5 years from 

project 

conclusion 

ISO 27001   

Survey xlsx C.Soriano IBV 
5 years from 

project 

conclusion 

ISO 27001   

        

 


