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Abstract: Background: How can flexible applications of the space and infrastructure of urban distri-
bution centers (UDCs) be organized to help lower demands on space and infrastructure in cities?
The application of flexible use of space and infrastructure can improve the efficiency of a UDC,
but the challenge lies in the organization of the application of flexibility. Methods: The goal of this
research was to identify how flexibility can be organized to impact overall societal benefits for the
stakeholders in UDCs. This explorative and qualitative research was applied to the case of Food
Center Amsterdam. Results: The results show that stakeholders have a limited understanding of
the potential that flexibility can offer; that there is a need for an independent organizing capability
and responsibility for collaboration on flexibility; and that a clear way to divide costs, benefits, risks,
and opportunities in relation to stakeholder interests is required. Conclusions: Overall, flexibility
shows potential to improve the efficient use of infrastructure and space. Further research avenues
include the initiation of an organizing capability and distribution method for costs, benefits, risks,
and opportunities between stakeholders. The remaining question is, can we get this organized in
order to do more with less?

Keywords: flexibility; forms of flexibility; flexible infrastructure; flexible space; organizing capability;
urban distribution centers

1. Introduction

The continuous “battle for space” between housing, businesses, public space, etc. in
cities puts pressure on existing and new to develop space. This, combined with growing
demands for space [1] and infrastructure (such as charging infrastructure for electric
vehicles) [2] and developments in the accessibility of cities due to vehicle restrictions in
central areas caused by zero-emission zones [3,4], limited time windows for delivery [5],
and car-free zones [6], introduce new preconditions for logistics in cities. Urban distribution
centers (UDCs), as part of the logistics in cities, require space for their building, operations,
parking, etc. With the pressure for space increasing and new preconditions arising, this
emphasizes the need for efficient use of the space of UDCs, in order to better deal with the
overall battle for space in cities.

A possible way to improve the efficiency of space for UDCs is to apply flexibility in
their development and use. Flexibility is defined as “the ability to be easily modified” [7].
It can exist in different forms, such as flexibility of physical infrastructure, management,
stakeholders, and goals [8]. Furthermore, flexibility contains elements such as resilience,
adaptability, and robustness [9]. This shows that both the form of flexibility and the applied
elements can differ, indicating the broadness of the topic of flexibility. Examples of flexibility
applications include the shared use of charging infrastructure of electric buses by logistic
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vehicles, and the shared use of parking areas between companies during different time
periods. As indicated in the World Cities Report 2022, urban spaces are in general not
flexible enough [10], which indicates that there is room for further application of flexibility.
Since flexibility can have a positive impact on the efficient use of space and infrastructure
for UDCs, it could help alleviate a UDC’s demand for space.

The scientific literature on urban logistics, hubs, and UDCs is growing rapidly [11–13].
At the same time, the literature on the application of flexibility for UDCs is limited, and
an overview of the possibilities of flexibility in the development, use, and management of
infrastructure and space for UDCs is missing. Since there is a potential positive societal
impact from the application of flexibility for passenger transport hubs [14], this brings
up the question of if this is also the case for UDCs. Furthermore, given the number of
stakeholders involved in UDCs [15,16] and the importance of continuously updating the
understanding and collaboration between these stakeholders [17], a full understanding of
stakeholder perspectives on collaboration is needed, in order to build an understanding of
the potential of flexibility and its required organizing capability.

The goal of this explorative research was to develop a qualitative understanding of
how the forms of flexibility in the use of space and infrastructure of UDCs can be organized
for societal benefit. This is given form in the following research question: how can flexibility
be organized to impact the overall societal benefits for stakeholders in urban distribution
centers? This research gives a qualitative indication of the concept of flexibility and the
potential approach to incorporating flexibility into infrastructure development and use
for UDCs. Its novelty is in showing how the potential of flexibility can be unlocked in the
current approach to space and infrastructure development and use of UDCs.

This research focuses on utilizing space and infrastructure as a dynamic shared space
and infrastructure for different goals over the day/week regarding UDCs. The focus is
on urban distribution centers as specific hubs, given their presence in urban areas where
space is under pressure, as well as their role in reducing the impact of other preconditions
(such as bundling freight) [18]. A UDC is defined as “a facility [. . .] that performs consoli-
dation, warehousing, packaging, decomposition, and other functions linked with handling
freight” [19]. Within this research, the focus is on UDCs with multiple users and not on
single-user UDCs (such as dark stores for fast grocery delivery services). The timeline for
the research is set from current to future developments for the period until 2050, to fully
take into account any developments and potential changes in demand and supply. The
flexibility of the network and/or the full origin–destination of products is outside the scope
of this study.

This paper is structured as follows: After the introduction, a literature review of
flexibility and collaboration between stakeholders for UDCs is given, from which a frame-
work follows. This is followed by an introduction of the methodology and a case study
object. Next, an overview of the results and their analysis is given. The paper finishes with
the conclusions.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Aproach to the Literature Review

The literature review focused on the current knowledge about the organization of
forms of flexibility for UDCs. The literature was collected using (1) a search on Google
Scholar and Scopus for (combinations of) the words “Urban/city distribution/consolidation
centers/hubs”, “flexibility”, “infrastructure/space” and “organizing ability/cooperation/
collaboration/stakeholder”; (2) references in the papers found; and (3) authors and papers
as indicated by experts. Papers were subsequently selected based on their relevance in
regard to the topics. The review was structured by starting with a review on flexibility and
subsequently on collaboration between stakeholders on UDCs. This was followed by a
framework being derived from the literature review.
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2.2. Literature Review of Flexibility and Collaboration between Stakeholders for UDCs
2.2.1. Forms of Flexibility of Space and Infrastructure

Flexibility of space and infrastructure exists in a variety of forms, including flexibility
in the physical infrastructure (and space), management of infrastructure, changing goals
for space and infrastructure over time, and stakeholder involvement, as indicated for
passenger transport hubs [8]. From the perspective of UDCs, a variety of literature related
to specific forms of flexibility exist for logistic hubs, including shared space in UDCs [20]
and automation in warehousing [21]. These applications of flexibility entail one or several
forms of flexibility but lack an overview of the forms of flexibility for UDCs. To fill this gap
in the overall view, the forms as identified by Pennings et. al. were further applied [8].

In regard to the application of flexibility in collaborations, limited knowledge on the
topic of flexibility and its application exists among stakeholders [8,9,22]. Furthermore,
challenges in the integration of flexibility in projects limit its actual application [23]. This
hampers its application and shows a gap in the understanding of what flexibility can bring
to a project and how it can be applied.

Although the application of flexibility is seen as showing potential for lowering overall
societal costs for passenger transport hubs, the challenge lies in the valuation of the added
value of flexibility [14]. For UDCs, which similarly to passenger transport hubs are also
battling for space, the question is whether there is also added value in the application of
flexibility. Decision-making on whether or not to apply flexibility in projects is hampered
by uncertainty about life cycle costs [9], the risk of entrenchment [24], and the costs (both
financial and in time) in applying flexibility [23]. These elements indicate a gap in the
valuation of flexibility and thereby the challenge in the trade-off of its application in projects.

To conclude, the literature shows gaps in the overview of what forms of flexibility
exist for UDCs, the limited understanding of flexibility by the relevant stakeholders, and
the challenges in the valuation of flexibility for UDCs.

2.2.2. Collaboration on UDCs

Collaboration in the logistic sector already exists in many forms, in order to improve
efficiency by sharing available resources (such as warehouse space, vehicle load space,
and personnel). This can bring financial, environmental, and social benefits, such as
lower costs, less congestion, and lower CO2 emissions [25,26]. An important aspect of
collaboration is that it should bring stakeholders extra profits, greater than the value when
a stakeholder acts alone [26]. For UDCs, the literature shows that these can offer overall
benefits compared to situations where every party works for themselves [13,15], which
indicates a potential driver of collaboration. At the same, limited examples of successful
multi-user UDCs exist, which in turn brings the question of to what extent multi-user UDCs
are successful in practical application, or whether acting alone provides more benefits. As
seen in examples of operating UDCs [13,27], there is a strong dependency on government
support and subsidies for these UDCs to continue operating. With growing demands
on overall delivery and service levels, expenses can be overcome to create and maintain
logistic facilities in urban areas [28], which indicates the potential business case for UDCs,
especially in the changing landscape of preconditions for logistics in urban areas. Overall,
this shows potential for collaboration on UDCs. It shows that, in theory, much potential is
seen, but at the same time the limited examples of successfully operating UDCs indicate
that thresholds exist for the development of UDCs.

An essential element in order to make collaboration work is a viable value case (from
a combined financial, environmental, and social perspective) and a working business case
(from a purely financial perspective). The challenge in sharing (parts of) a logistic chain is
that the value proposition is based on collective savings, instead of higher customer prices,
which means that investment costs need to be compensated by operational efficiency and
positive societal results that do not directly impact the financial benefits [29]. This highlights
the challenge in satisfying the financial side as well as the environmental and social side.
The challenge with the environmental and social parts is to find a willing stakeholder—e.g.,



Logistics 2023, 7, 90 4 of 15

local authorities—to pay for these benefits [29]. Different methods such as a business model
canvas and business model analysis can help stakeholders in their assessment of decision-
making [29,30] and help show whether benefits are financial, environmental, and/or
social. Overall, a business model analysis can help to clearly demonstrate the financial,
environmental, and social potential of solutions to each stakeholder, but challenges exist in
finding a suitable and willing combination of stakeholders to form a beneficial combination.
This includes the question of to what level are governments and other stakeholders willing
to pay for social benefits while commercial parties can still make a profit. Furthermore,
collaboration requires long-term commitment and aligned information and communication
between partners [31], which might be in contrast to the short-term needs and agility a
stakeholder requires. Overall, these challenges show the need for an understanding of the
focus and willingness for stakeholders to invest in these different types of benefits and how
suitable solutions can be found to overcome these challenges.

The literature shows a number of challenges for the development of collaboration on
UDCs. These include the diversity of stakeholders and their objectives, and potential con-
flicting and common goals [16,32–35]; the conflicting interests of stakeholders [16,36]; lack-
ing collaboration, the involvement of stakeholders and gaining stakeholder support [15,37];
the difference between the level of maturity of stakeholders for sharing, liability, insurance,
transparency, and regulation frameworks [22]; the undefined overall problem owner [32];
the required neutrality of the person managing the process [37]; the timing of implementa-
tion [13]; the dispersed costs and benefits [38]; and the division of these costs and benefits
between the stakeholders in collaboration [32]. Given the variety of possible challenges
for stakeholders in collaborating, the question is which challenge(s) are the main issues
hampering collaboration on UDCs and how (and whether) these can be overcome from each
stakeholder’s perspective. This highlights the importance of investigating stakeholders’
interests and needs.

The literature shows possible solutions in a dedicated approach to identifying the
value proposition(s) [31], as well as the setup of an agreement between the partners on how
to fairly allocate profits gained from the collaboration between stakeholders [26]. These so-
lutions require significant up-front knowledge of unique local situations, which highlights
the required effort to make these work. This furthermore requires combining physical,
financial, and information flows [13], while this introduces the challenge of the willingness
of potential competitors to share information. As can be seen in other sectors—for example,
in the case of the construction sector—solutions lie in the authorization of an independent
authority to facilitate the collaboration process, acknowledging interdependencies between
stakeholders (which requires an holistic view), and creating awareness between stake-
holders [39]. Overall, this shows solutions to the challenges in setting up and managing
a collaboration, and highlights the need for different parties to make trade-offs. What is
of interest here, is what the different stakeholders see as possible solutions to their (and
other’s) challenges.

For UDCs, the stakeholders involved can include municipalities, city regions, lo-
gistic service providers, retailers, user associations, the UDC management, and whole-
salers [16,33]. At the same time, the specific stakeholders are case-dependent. Cities can
play a key role as infrastructure providers, coordinators for stakeholders to work together
for efficient logistics [40], and in allocating costs and benefits [38]. This shows the puzzle
of aligning stakeholders with common goals and bridging conflicts of interests to come to
collaboration. Overall, this shows the importance of a full understanding of stakeholder
involvement, interests, and drivers, in order to set up a successful collaboration and the
potential role of a city/government.

A variety of stakeholder management methods exist, based on topics such as engage-
ment, decision-making, relationship-management communication, and innovation [41,42].
In regard to flexibility in UDCs in this research, the focus is on the stakeholder approach,
since this contributes to the active integration of the interests of stakeholders [43], as indi-
cated by the challenge in the development of collaborations. From the point of individual
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interests versus collective maximum value creation [44], the setting up of stakeholder
governance (central to shared) is taken into account, to build on the understanding of the
required organizational capability and the preferences of stakeholders.

Overall, this shows the importance of building an understanding of the ways in which
collaboration between different stakeholders can be set up for UDCs. A combination of
challenges and solutions can possibly be made into a positive business and value case. This
requires clear insights into the interests of the different stakeholders involved.

2.3. A Framework for the Application of Flexibility and Its Added Value for UDCs

Based on elements from the literature review, a framework was developed. This
framework—as shown in Figure 1—indicates the relations between the assets, stakeholders,
and the financial benefits, based on the current situation (approached individually per
stakeholder). It furthermore shows the approach to which forms of flexibility are applied
in a collaboration between stakeholders for UDCs, with a subsequent influence on the
financial, environmental, and social benefits. This shows the starting point for the appli-
cation of flexibility, with the different forms of flexibility, which in turn sets a basis for a
collaboration, with subsequent added societal value.
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3. Method

This research is aimed at giving a qualitative indication of the concept of flexibility and
potential approaches to incorporating forms of flexibility into infrastructure development
and use in logistic hubs. A case study is applied, in order to build an in-depth understand-
ing of the processes [45]. This can help analyze what gaps exist and give insights into
important aspects of the topic [46]. The information required for this qualitative approach
was obtained through interviews with relevant stakeholders. This approach was chosen
since it can gather detailed information from different stakeholder perspectives.

The data collection consisted of four steps: (1) the determination of the relevant
stakeholder types for the case, (2) the determination of suitable parties and roles to interview,
(3) conducting of the interviews, and (4) the analysis of the output of the interviews. This
analysis consisted of (i) in-depth thematic analysis of the collected output per interview
and the identification of themes, (ii) the determination of common themes between the
stakeholders and types of stakeholders, (iii) the identification of similarities and differences
between stakeholder’s perspective per theme, and (iv) the processing of the information
into the results, based on the structure of the framework.

The scope of this research was focused on a single urban hub location with a physical
area as a common asset. Food Center Amsterdam (FCA) was chosen as the case study,
since (1) it is an existing UDC in an urban area that is under pressure from the demand for
space, (2) it has clear transport and data flows for specific products (perishable products),
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(3) its users make shared use of limited space, and (4) there is easy access to stakeholders
for research purposes.

The case study was based on a set of representative interviews with stakeholders
with specific knowledge and experience. To decide on the number of stakeholders, two
criteria were used: (1) having at least two interviewees per stakeholder type (as indicated
in Figure 1), and having saturation in input from the interviews. In total 17 people were
interviewed during the period January–April 2023. Their roles and organizations are
indicated in Appendix A. The interviews consisted of an explanation of the case study, the
involved stakeholders, and the introduction of the forms of flexibility. All stakeholders
were asked to answer the questions from their single stakeholder’s perspective.

Based on the framework, the interview questions were classified as

1. What is the understanding of flexibility and its forms?
2. What is the perception of the potential added value of forms of flexibility, both in

general and case-specific?
3. What interests do stakeholders have in relation to flexibility applications?
4. In what way can collaboration be organized to achieve the potential value of flexibility?

4. The Study Object: Food Center Amsterdam
4.1. The Context of Food Center Amsterdam

Food Center Amsterdam (FCA) is a physically enclosed (gated) wholesale market
for food located in Amsterdam West. It houses approximately 70 companies, supplying
retailers, the catering industry, supermarkets, and more. It was established in 1934, further
developed over time, and is currently being restructured [47,48]. The restructuring means
that part of the area is being redeveloped as a residential area. FCA is located within an area
where no extra electricity grid capacity is available, which means that they cannot obtain
additional grid capacity on top of their current grid capacity [49]. Overall, it represents
an existing urban UDC under redevelopment with certain preconditions. The focus of the
research was on the sharing of infrastructure and space, and not the redevelopment per se,
although this does offer new opportunities for applying flexibility.

4.2. The Physical Object Aspects of FCA

Regarding the physical development of the business area, this means that the available
space will be reduced by approximately 35%, but a similar capacity of business is planned.
This implies a more compact business area, with new and up-to-date infrastructure. Figure 2
shows the division of the area into residential and business areas. Part of the existing
buildings in this area will be demolished and redeveloped, and part will be retained [50].
Overall, this indicates a growing pressure on available and new business infrastructure
and space, all as part of the battle for space in Amsterdam.

4.3. The Stakeholders and Their Relations at FCA

The relevant stakeholders for FCA and their responsibilities are indicated in Table 1,
and the relations between these stakeholders are indicated in Figure 3.

The relations between the stakeholders indicate different stakeholder positions, which
in turn lead to different interests per type of stakeholder. These different interests can lead
to different preferences in the way collaboration is organized and the desired outcome of
the collaboration. These stakeholder interests and preferences on how the collaboration
can be organized were incorporated into the question list for the interviews.
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Table 1. Overview of the stakeholders and their responsibilities.

Stakeholder Type Responsibilities

Wholesalers
(Users of FCA with their own physical location; companies)

This includes major (e.g., BidFood) and smaller companies (e.g.,
companies in specific perishable goods). These companies are
all member of the cooperation. The wholesalers are mainly
business-case driven.

Cooperation
(Area management: includes both Vereniging Herstructurering

and Coöperatie FCA)

The cooperation represents the interests of all (member)
companies in the FCA-area and is responsible for the
management of the area. It coordinates collaboration on, e.g.,
collective garbage disposal, collective energy approaches, and
charging infrastructure. Vereniging Herstructurering exists to
support the wholesalers with the process of the restructuring of
the area.

Developer
(consortium Marktkwartier)

Developers are responsible for the redevelopment of the area.
The consortium Marktkwartier holds the concession. The
consortium is a joint venture of Ballast Nedam Development BV
and VolkerWessels Vastgoed BV.

Municipality
(Gemeente Amsterdam)

The municipality is responsible for public space, land, and
transport infrastructure, and is the commissioning party for the
Marktkwartier (concession). The municipality is owner of the
land of FCA, and part is under leasehold (‘erfpacht’) [48].
Relevant departments of the municipality include Verkeer en
Openbare Ruimte, Ruimte en Duurzaamheid, Economische
Zaken, Grond en Ontwikkeling, and Deelnemingen. These
departments can have different interests, therefore the
municipality can be seen as a number of stakeholders. The focus
of the municipality has both societal and financial perspectives.
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5. Results and Analysis
5.1. Results and Analysis of Organizing Collaboration on Flexibility

In the part below, the main results of the interviews are elaborated and discussed per
topic, based on the structure of the framework shown in Figure 1. This starts with the forms
of flexibility, followed by the perceived added value of forms of flexibility, the alignment of
stakeholders, and the organization of flexibility between stakeholders.

5.1.1. There Is a Limited Understanding of What Flexibility Is and When to Apply It

When asked what applications of flexibility are seen, interviewees indicate shared
parking, collective cooling and heating, collective solar panels and energy storage, shared
charging infrastructure, and shared space and storage. Based on these four forms of flexi-
bility [8], most interviewees indicated that they see flexibility in the physical domain, and
to lesser extent over time and in management. Flexibility of actor involvement was hardly
mentioned, and when it was mentioned, it was seen in strong relation to management
flexibility. This shows a limited application of the different forms of flexibility. This is not
surprising per se, since these forms of flexibility are not generally applied. It does, however,
show that—from this perspective of “unknown unknowns”—much potential can exist in
making the potential of different forms of flexibility known to the stakeholders involved.
Furthermore, the interviewees indicated that path-dependencies and the increased impact
of combined forms of flexibility can bring added value. Overall, this shows a lack in
overall understanding and overview of the forms of flexibility, which can lead to a bias
in decision-making [8,9,22]. With this limited knowledge on, and overview of all, options
of flexibility, the application of flexibility is currently hampered. This indicates a need
for a better understanding of flexibility by the stakeholders, in order to make appropriate
trade-offs in flexibility.

The timing of application of flexibility also has a strong influence on its effectiveness.
The interviewees indicated that when initial plans, policies, and (long-term) contract
requirements do not give sufficient space for flexibility in the initial stages of a development,
this limits the options for flexibility in later stages of a project, where progressive insights
into flexibility become visible and applicable. At the same time, uncertainty at the beginning
of the project, limits this application. This is in line with the literature [13] and indicates
a chicken-and-egg situation. Overall, this shows the strong interlinkages between the
different forms of flexibility and the limitations in application due to uncertainty and lack
of clarity on where to start.
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5.1.2. The Potential for a Value Case for Flexibility Is Seen, the Business Case Is
More Difficult

Almost all interviewees saw a strong value case (combination of social, environmen-
tal, and financial elements). These drivers were seen as lowering the overall space and
infrastructure needed, lowering vehicle movements, and reducing the pressure on the
electricity grid, as well as developing a possible showcase for the application of flexibility
collaboration in hubs. Note that these drivers all look beyond the area of the UDC. This
requires a clear overview of possible costs and benefits, which is currently lacking. As
stated by the interviewees, “It is important to have a clear answer on why stakeholders
should move from ‘what’s in it for you?” to “what’s in it for us all?” and “we need to go
from our focus on optimizing costs to optimizing benefits together”.

For the business case, the interviewees indicated that they saw a business case to
a lesser extent. As the main reason, they showed a limited understanding of the full
potential added value of the application of flexibility, in line with the earlier findings in
this research and the literature [14]. This does not mean that there is no positive business
case, but it does indicate that an overview for developing one is missing. As drivers for the
business case, interviewees saw reductions in costs for the use of infrastructure, storage and
distribution, timely access to sufficient electricity grid capacity, and adding value to real
estate and land. Challenges are identified in whether the business case of flexibility is more
beneficial than other business cases (for example, it might be more beneficial for a real estate
party to bring their own business models), in the balance of power between short-term
profit and long-term interests, and in changing external priorities and needs over time (for
example, when the concession for Marktkwartier was given, the issue around limited grid
capacity was far less pressing). This requires a good understanding of costs, benefits, risks,
opportunities, and the minimum required stake for each stakeholder in order to participate,
in line with the existing literature [32]. This stakeholder mapping could help build a good
understanding of each type of stakeholder interest (financial, environmental, and/or social)
and thereby find combinations to collaboratively unlock the potential of flexibility.

Overall, the potential of the value case was seen, but for a business case was seen to a
lesser extent. This was partly due to limited insights into its actual added value, which in
turn highlights the limited understanding of stakeholders about what flexibility can bring.
In order to make this more visible, this requires clarity before a project starts on what added
value can be attained. This highlights a current lack in the approach towards projects.

5.1.3. A Challenge Lies in the Alignment of Stakeholders’ Interests to Come to a Win-Win

In regard to stakeholders’ own interests, these showed a range between purely financial
to a combination of financial, environmental, and social. Wholesalers saw the continuity
of their business as their main interest, which shows a strong financial drive. For the
municipality, the interests were more from a social and environmental point of view.
Developers indicated the need for a positive business case as their interest, together with the
value of their real estate, which also indicates a strong financial drive. For the cooperation,
the main interests were the representation of their members and the logistics system, as well
as creating and maintaining a positive business climate. This makes this an indirect financial
drive. This variety in interests between the types of stakeholders and the potential of
conflicts of interests are in line with the literature [16,33,34]. This underlines the importance
of building a full understanding of these positions, in order to address the mismatches and
motivate stakeholders to collaborate.

In regards to motivating stakeholders to collaborate, a project developer put this as
follows: “The biggest value is for stakeholders to understand their interest in adjusting
their existing business cases to make use of the potential of flexibility”. This understanding
is further needed to better understand the trade-off between individual and collective
flexibility for each stakeholder. The interviewees saw possible returns for collaboration in
lower costs, since the costs would be shared between more parties and with quicker access
to limited assets (such as charging infrastructure), but they would have to forfeit part of
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their own flexibility. As the main challenges for collaboration, interviewees indicated that
each stakeholder focuses on their own interests, has a limited sense of urgency, and does
not yet see the value of collective interests, as well as each party having their own beliefs
and culture. Furthermore, the trade-off between individual versus collective flexibility was
indicated as a challenge, since a stakeholder needs sufficient reassurance and benefits to
make the decision towards collective flexibility. The question here is when the collective
approach towards flexibility will be positive enough for stakeholders to overcome the
risks. A challenge that needs to be overcome is that positive societal results do not directly
impact financial benefits [29], therefore introducing a further challenge to make this puzzle
fit. The understanding of this turning point is key to finding a balance in the system to
realize a win-win situation for all. Overall, this shows a number of thresholds that should
be overcome. This indicates the need for a distribution method for financial and societal
costs and benefits between stakeholder types with different interests, to come to a win-win
situation in the application of flexibility.

5.1.4. The Organization of Collaboration on Flexibility Requires Initiation, Independent
Au-Thority, and a Fair Division of Costs and Benefits

When asked about the best way to organize collaboration on flexibility, the intervie-
wees indicated several elements of importance:

First, they indicated the importance of an initiator to start up the collaboration and an
independent authority to protect the interests of all stakeholders and to develop and run
this collaboration. For the initiator, the interviewees described this role as a stakeholder
responsibility and a number of competencies a person executing this role should have. As
the most logical party to do this, opinions differed between a governmental responsibility,
the existing cooperation, and a combination of users. The argument behind these choices
all came from the financial and/or societal responsibilities of each of the parties. For the
competency specifics, this required people who are intrinsically motivated and driven to
achieve development or change. This was indicated as going further than solely having
a role and responsibility. It indicated both the complexity in the fragmented stakeholder
field, which is in line with the literature [8], and the specific demands stakeholders had
for the actual person(s) executing this role. For the independent authority, the goal is to
protect the interests of all stakeholders and to develop and run the collaboration. Some
interviewees also indicated that this should be combined with a counsel consisting of
stakeholders and independent experts, to protect the continuity of the collaboration and
limit opportunism. This is in line with earlier findings for flexibility for passenger transport
hubs [8] and further emphasizes the challenge for setting a clear scope for flexibility, as also
indicated by the fragmented application of the literature to specific forms of flexibility [23].
The need for a neutral party to take charge is in line with [32,37] and highlights a current
missing role within the stakeholder landscape. Interviewee answers on which party should
be in the lead varied between the cooperation and the municipality. Arguments for putting
the municipality in charge were based on its broader societal and geographical focus.
Arguments for the cooperation or single users were based on a positive business case as
a driver and the need for the involvement of the members of the cooperation. A possible
way to fill this role is by giving a mandate or a concession to a specialized and neutral
third party.

Second, the interviewees indicated the importance of maintaining fairness regarding
who is going to invest at what time and how costs, benefits, risks, and opportunities will
be divided. In regard to setting up the allocation of costs and benefits, most interviewees
indicated that this should be coordinated by the municipality, since it sets the rules and
regulations, while the executing party could be a different party than the municipality. For
the operation, the costs should be paid by the parties who make use of it. This requires that
it should bring more benefit to use it than to approach this individually. This motivates
the system to keep costs low. The challenge in the dispersed costs and benefits, and the
division of these costs and benefits between stakeholders in collaboration, are in line with
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the literature [38] and the division of these factors [32]. For the allocation of benefits, the
interviewees indicated that the benefits should be used to lower the costs of the service,
to keep the service as attractive as possible. Part of the (initial) benefits could go to the
party who set this up and took the risk. It was seen as important that the benefits returned
back to the users. One way to achieve collective buy-in of flexibility would be to get the
involved stakeholders to put skin-in-the-game by investing in the initiation. However, this
relies on a widening of the scope of responsibilities of the stakeholders involved, which of
course would introduce its own challenges.

Furthermore, as other elements of importance, the interviewees indicated the impor-
tance of setting clear goal(s) together, clear agreement on the collective way of working, and
clarity and commitment on the rules and regulations from the government. Overall, this
is in line with the expectations from literature [16,31,33,34,36,39]. This highlights the com-
plexity of the puzzle to deal with the broad variety of preconditions, since it requires both
stakeholders to align their goals, a long-term commitment, and clarity from the government
on rules and regulations.

Challenges for the feasibility of a collaboration were seen in the required number of
parties in the collaboration. As questioned by one interviewee: “does flexibility need to
fully involve all stakeholders or will a combination of a smaller number relevant partners
work better?” The interviewees indicated the risk of smaller collaborations forming between
users, with possible consequences for other users such as not receiving enough charging
infrastructure in time for the application of the ZE-zone. To counter this fragmentation,
several interviewees emphasized the importance of involving all stakeholders and that this
could be handled through a collective approach. This would require the participation of
each stakeholder.

Overall, the lack of full ownership and a clear collective goal limits the potential for
organizing ownership to add more value. This shows the complexity of developing an orga-
nizing capability to setup a collaboration on the application of flexibility. It is recommended
to build further understanding on how to initiate collaboration between stakeholders in
collective value and business cases in complex multi-stakeholder environments in relation
to flexibility.

5.2. Reflection on the Case and Its Added Value

Currently limited flexibility is being applied in the FCA case. Although with the
redevelopment there is much potential for further collaboration by sharing infrastructure
and space, the question remains whether this will happen and to what extent. The way this
will be organized is still unclear, although different options exist and some are partly in
place. The case study showed a complex situation, due to the redevelopment of the area.
In the interviews, it was already seen that, when flexibility is applied, this is expected to
mix with other discussion points in relation to the redevelopment, thereby enlarging the
discussion. The complexity of the issues facing users might overwhelm them, which leaves
no or limited capacity to also initiate a collaboration focused on flexibility. An exception is
where flexibility can help directly solve existing issues. This raises the question of whether
the addition of flexibility will help or disturb the redevelopment process.

An added value of the case study is in giving a real-life picture of the application
of flexibility in an environment with a wide variety of stakeholders, each with different
interests and as potential competition for each other. This shows the potential struggle in
aligning stakeholders in common interests and similar timelines, while at the same time
proposing changes in their way of working. Although this case is not seen as the standard
situation of UDCs, it does give an in-depth picture of the challenges ahead for applying
flexibility to existing UDCs, with their own unique setup, challenges, and opportunities.
One question that arose here is whether the benefits and opportunities of flexibility will
outweigh its costs and risks. Flexibility is not a goal in itself but a means to an end, and it is
important to keep this nuance in mind.
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Since the case study was based on interviews, there was potential weakness due to the
potential bias in the actual relationships between stakeholders [45]. In total, 17 interviews
were conducted with a variety of stakeholders. The number of interviews was decided
through having at least two representative stakeholders per stakeholder type and for
achieving saturation of interviewee input. Although this number was seen as sufficient
for explorative and qualitative research, it indicates limitations in the robustness of the
case study. For validation of the research, it can be seen that much of the findings were
topic specific, in line with the existing literature. Given the context-specific and explorative
nature of this research, this also indicates the limitation of the case study in extrapolating
its findings to general cases.

6. Conclusions

The main question in this research was how can flexibility be organized to impact
the overall societal benefits for stakeholders in urban distribution centers? The research
showed, for the case of Food Center Amsterdam, that this requires sufficient understanding
by stakeholders of what flexibility is, in what forms it can be applied, and what added
value it can bring. The main points of attention in making this work are seen in how to
initiate a collective business and value case in complex multi-stakeholder environments,
and the need for a distribution method for the financial and societal costs, benefits, risks,
and opportunities between stakeholders with different interests, in order to come to a
win-win situation in the application of flexibility. This requires a party to initiate and
take ownership of the overall opportunity of applying flexibility, which in turn highlights
the need for a new and neutral organizing capability. The case study showed a strong
resemblance to specific findings in regard to collaboration between stakeholders [16,33,34].
It showed that, as long as an overall responsibility in facilitating the application of flexibility
is not taken by a party, the solutions remain limited to known applications, leaving a vast
area of opportunities to make better use of space and infrastructure untapped. This, in
turn, can hamper relevant transitions, such as the one toward zero-emission vehicles, and
negatively impact the business and value cases of the different stakeholders involved. This
shows the novelty of this research, since it highlights the potential of applying flexibility,
but at the same time indicates the limitations in the current approach towards space and
infrastructure development and use for a UDC. Although this explorative research focused
on a single case, its findings are relevant for the application of flexibility to UDCs in general.
This leaves the questions of to what level the application of flexibility can be brought
into practice on UDCs in general, and who is going to take the lead to do this? With the
growing pressure on space and infrastructure, it is clear that flexibility can help us to do
more with less.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Overview of the interviewees for the FCA case study.

Interviewee Type Organization Role

Users
(Companies present at FCA)

Bidfood Branch Director
Jan van As Vishandel Director

Area management

Vereniging Herstructurering FCA Chairman

Vereniging Herstructurering FCA Former coordinator negotiation and
planning

Coöperatie FCA Project lead

Municipality

Gemeente Amsterdam, Verkeer &
Openbare Ruimte Strategist

Gemeente Amsterdam, Economische
Zaken Spatial economic advisor

Gemeente Amsterdam, Programma
Logistiek Senior advisor logistic hubs

Developers/advisors

Intospace Project manager CLIC

STEC Groep Director

n/a Development Manager

Transport Authority/Metropolitan
Region Amsterdam

Vervoerregio
Amsterdam/Metropoolregio Amsterdam Network director

Knowledge Institutes
Hogeschool van Amsterdam Professor in City Logistics
Hogeschool van Amsterdam Lector/Researcher Food Logistics

BUAS/TNO Lector/Senior Scientist

Experts ALICE Director
Leen Menken Foodservice Logistics Founder/Advisor

References
1. PBL. Prognose: In 2035 Vooral Meer Inwoners in en om Grotere Gemeenten. Available online: https://www.pbl.nl/nieuws/2022

/prognose-in-2035-vooral-meer-inwoners-in-en-om-grotere-gemeenten (accessed on 6 July 2022).
2. TNO. Elektrisch Rijden Personenauto’s en Logistiek: Trends en Impact op Het Elektriciteitsnet. Planbureau voor de Leefomgeving.

2022. Available online: https://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/downloads/pbl-2022-elektrisch-rijden-personenautos-en-
logistiek-trends-en-impact-op-het-elektriciteitssysteem-4973.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2022).

3. ICCT. Update on Zero-Emission Zone Development Progress in Cities. Available online: https://theicct.org/publication/update-
on-zero-emission-zone-progress-aug22/ (accessed on 30 August 2022).

4. Green Deal. Zero Emission Stadslogistiek—Samenvatting Green Deal 173. Available online: https://www.greendeals.nl/green-
deals/zero-emission-stadslogistiek (accessed on 16 July 2018).

5. Bachofner, M.; Lemardelé, C.; Estrada, M.; Pagès, L. City logistics: Challenges and opportunities for technology providers. J.
Urban Mobil. 2022, 2, 100020. [CrossRef]

6. TOI. European Cities with Car-Free City Centres. 2016. Available online: https://www.toi.no/getfile.php/1342377-1458656602
/Publikasjoner/T%25C3%2598I%2520rapporter/2016/1476-2016/1476-2016-sum.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2022).

7. Oxford Dictionary. Definition of Flexibility in English. Available online: https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/us/
flexibility (accessed on 2 January 2017).

8. Pennings, R.; Wiegmans, B.; Spit, T. Are We Missing the Bus? A Case Study on Flexibility Options for Charging Infrastructure at
the Amsterdam Central Station. Infrastructures 2023, 8, 47. [CrossRef]

9. Sanchez-Silva, M. Managing Infrastructure Systems through Changeability. J. Infrastruct. Syst. 2019, 25, 04018040. [CrossRef]
10. UN Habitat. Envisaging the Future of Cities; United Nations Human Settlements Programme (UN-Habitat): Nairobi, Kenya, 2022.
11. Lagorio, A.; Pinto, R.; Golini, R. Research in urban logistics: A systematic literature review. Int. J. Phys. Distrib. Logist. Manag.

2016, 46, 908–931. [CrossRef]
12. Campbell, J.F.; O’Kelly, M.E. Twenty-Five Years of Hub Location Research. Transp. Sci. 2012, 46, 153–169. [CrossRef]
13. Quak, H.; Van Duin, R.; Hendriks, B. Runnings an urban consolidation centre: Binnenstadservice 10 years back and forth. Transp.

Res. Procedia 2020, 46, 45–52. [CrossRef]
14. Pennings, R.; Wiegmans, B.; Spit, T. Can We Have Our Cake and Still Eat It? A Review of Flexibility in the Structural Spatial

Development and Passenger Transport Relation in Developing Countries. Sustainability 2020, 12, 6091. [CrossRef]

https://www.pbl.nl/nieuws/2022/prognose-in-2035-vooral-meer-inwoners-in-en-om-grotere-gemeenten
https://www.pbl.nl/nieuws/2022/prognose-in-2035-vooral-meer-inwoners-in-en-om-grotere-gemeenten
https://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/downloads/pbl-2022-elektrisch-rijden-personenautos-en-logistiek-trends-en-impact-op-het-elektriciteitssysteem-4973.pdf
https://www.pbl.nl/sites/default/files/downloads/pbl-2022-elektrisch-rijden-personenautos-en-logistiek-trends-en-impact-op-het-elektriciteitssysteem-4973.pdf
https://theicct.org/publication/update-on-zero-emission-zone-progress-aug22/
https://theicct.org/publication/update-on-zero-emission-zone-progress-aug22/
https://www.greendeals.nl/green-deals/zero-emission-stadslogistiek
https://www.greendeals.nl/green-deals/zero-emission-stadslogistiek
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.urbmob.2022.100020
https://www.toi.no/getfile.php/1342377-1458656602/Publikasjoner/T%25C3%2598I%2520rapporter/2016/1476-2016/1476-2016-sum.pdf
https://www.toi.no/getfile.php/1342377-1458656602/Publikasjoner/T%25C3%2598I%2520rapporter/2016/1476-2016/1476-2016-sum.pdf
https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/us/flexibility
https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/us/flexibility
https://doi.org/10.3390/infrastructures8030047
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)IS.1943-555X.0000467
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPDLM-01-2016-0008
https://doi.org/10.1287/trsc.1120.0410
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2020.03.162
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12156091


Logistics 2023, 7, 90 14 of 15

15. Kin, B.; Verlinde, S.; Mommens, K.; Macharis, C. A stakeholder-based methodology to enhance the success of urban freight
transport measures in a multi-level governance context. Res. Transp. Econ. 2017, 65, 10–23. [CrossRef]

16. Van Duin, R.; Slabbekoorn, M.; Tavasszy, L.; Quak, H. Identifying dominant stakeholder perspectives on urban freight policies: A
Q-analysis on urban consolidation centres in the Netherlands. Transport 2018, 33, 867–880. [CrossRef]

17. Xiao, Z.; Yuan, Q.; Sun, Y.; Sun, X. New paradigm of logistics space reorganization: E-commerce, land use, and supply chain
management. Transp. Res. Interdiscip. Perspect. 2021, 9, 100300. [CrossRef]

18. Kennisinstituut voor Mobiliteitsbeleid. Verkenning van het Concept Mobiliteitshub. Available online: https://www.kimnet.nl/
publicaties/rapporten/2021/05/31/verkenning-van-het-concept-mobiliteitshub (accessed on 31 May 2021).

19. Rodrigue, J.-P. Logistics and Freight Distribution. 2020. Available online: https://transportgeography.org/contents/chapter7
/logistics-freight-distribution/ (accessed on 1 December 2022).

20. Snoeck, A.; Winkenbach, M. The value of physical distribution flexibility in serving dense and uncertain urban markets. Transp.
Res. Part A 2020, 136, 151–177. [CrossRef]

21. Custodio, L.; Machado, R. Flexible automated warehouse: A literature review and an innovative framework. Int. J. Adv. Manuf.
Technol. Vol. 2019, 106, 533–558. [CrossRef]

22. Torres-Rincon, S.; Villarraga, D.F.; Sánchez-Silva, M. Conceptual and Numerical Analysis of Flexibility in Infrastructure Systems.
J. Infrastruct. Syst. 2020, 26, 04020012. [CrossRef]

23. Sanchez-Silva, M.; Calderon-Guevara, W. Flexibility and adaptability within the context of decision-making in infrastructure
management. Struct. Infrastruct. Eng. 2022, 18, 950–966. [CrossRef]

24. Egyedi, T.; Spirco, J. Standards in transitions: Catalyzing infrastructure change. Futures 2011, 43, 947–960. [CrossRef]
25. Van Duin, R.; van den Band, N.; de Vries, A.; Verschoor, P.; el Ouasghiri, M.; Warffemius, P.; Anand, N.; Quak, H. Sharing logistics

in urban freight transport: A study in 5 sectors. In Proceedings of the 5th International Conference Green Cities 2022: Green
Logistics for Greener Cities, Vienna, Austria, 20–21 October 2022; pp. 1–11.

26. Yea, M.; Chung, S.; Cheong, T.; Kim, D. The Sharing of Benefits from a Logistics Alliance Based on a Hub-Spoke Network: A
Cooperative Game Theoretic Approach. Sustainability 2018, 10, 1855. [CrossRef]

27. Morganti, E.; Gonzalez-Feliu, J. City logistics for perishable products. The case of the Parma’s Food Hub. Case Stud. Transp. Policy
2015, 3, 120–128. [CrossRef]

28. Rai, H.B.; Kang, S.; Sakai, T.; Tejada, C.; Yuan, Q.J.; Conway, A.; Dablanc, L. ‘Proximity logistics’: Characterizing the development
of logistics facilities in dense, mixed-use urban areas around the world. Transp. Res. Part A 2022, 166, 41–61.

29. Quak, H.; Balm, S.; Posthumus, B. Evaluation of City Logistics Solutions with Business Model Analysis. Procedia-Soc. Behav. Sci.
2014, 125, 111–124. [CrossRef]

30. Zenezini, G.; van Duin, R.; Tavasszy, L.; De Marco, A. Stakeholders’ roles for business modelling in a city logistics ecosystem:
Towards a conceptual model. In City Logistics 2: Modeling and Planning Initiatives; Wiley Online Library: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2017;
pp. 344–358.

31. Van Duin, R.; Quak, H.; Anand, N.; Van den Band, N. Designing sharing logistics as a disruptive innovation in city logistics. In
Proceedings of the 4th International Conference Green Cities, Online Event, 3–5 June 2020.

32. Balm, S.; Browne, M.; Leonardi, J.; Quak, H. Developing an Evaluation Framework for Innovative Urban and Interurban Freight
Transport Solutions. Procedia-Soc. Behav. Sci. 2014, 125, 386–397. [CrossRef]

33. Russo, S.M.; Voegl, J.; Hirsch, P. A multi-method approach to design urban logistics hubs for cooperative use. Sustain. Cities Soc.
2021, 69, 102847. [CrossRef]

34. Vuorinen, L.; Martinsuo, M. Value-oriented stakeholder influence on infrastructure projects. Int. J. Proj. Manag. 2019, 37, 750–766.
[CrossRef]

35. Anderluh, A.; Hemmelmayr, V.C.; Rüdiger, D. Analytic hierarchy process for city hub location selection—The Viennese case.
Transp. Res. Procedia 2020, 46, 77–84. [CrossRef]

36. Buldeo Rai, H.; Van Lier, T.; Meers, D.; Macharis, C. Improving urban freight transport sustainability: Policy assessment
framework and case study. Res. Transp. Econ. 2017, 64, 26–35. [CrossRef]

37. Macharis, C.; Kin, B. The 4 A’s of sustainable city distribution: Innovative solutions and challenges ahead. Int. J. Sustain. Transp.
2017, 11, 59–71. [CrossRef]

38. Van Duin, R.; Quak, H.; Munzuri, J. New challenges for urban consolidation centres: A case study in The Hague. Procedia Soc.
Behav. Sci. 2010, 2, 6177–6188. [CrossRef]

39. Morel, M.; Balm, S.; Berden, M.; Ploos van Amstel, W. Governance models for sustainable urban construction logistics: Barriers
for collaboration. Transp. Res. Procedia 2020, 46, 173–180. [CrossRef]

40. Freichel, S.; Annika, N.; Wortge, J. The role of urban logistics real estate in last mile deliveries: Opportunities, challenges and
succes factors for integration. In Proceedings of the 19th International Conference Business Logistics in Modern Management,
Osijek, Croatia, 10–11 October 2019; pp. 441–457.

41. Pedrini, M.; Ferri, L.M. Stakeholder management: A systematic literature review. Corp. Gov. 2019, 19, 44–59. [CrossRef]
42. Nguyen, T.S.; Mohamed, S.; Panuwatwanich, K. Stakeholder Management in Complex Project: Review of Contemporary

Literature. J. Eng. Proj. Prod. Manag. 2018, 8, 75–89. [CrossRef]
43. Freeman, R.E.; McVea, J. A Stakeholder Approach to Strategic Management. In The Blackwell Handbook of Strategic Management;

Wiley Online Library: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2005; pp. 183–201.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2017.08.003
https://doi.org/10.3846/16484142.2017.1350996
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trip.2021.100300
https://www.kimnet.nl/publicaties/rapporten/2021/05/31/verkenning-van-het-concept-mobiliteitshub
https://www.kimnet.nl/publicaties/rapporten/2021/05/31/verkenning-van-het-concept-mobiliteitshub
https://transportgeography.org/contents/chapter7/logistics-freight-distribution/
https://transportgeography.org/contents/chapter7/logistics-freight-distribution/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2020.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-019-04588-z
https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)IS.1943-555X.0000546
https://doi.org/10.1080/15732479.2022.2038642
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2011.06.004
https://doi.org/10.3390/su10061855
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cstp.2014.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.1460
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.1482
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scs.2021.102847
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2018.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2020.03.166
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.retrec.2017.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/15568318.2016.1196404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.04.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trpro.2020.03.178
https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-08-2017-0172
https://doi.org/10.32738/JEPPM.201807.0003


Logistics 2023, 7, 90 15 of 15

44. Bridoux, F.; Stoelhorst, J. Stakeholder Governance: The collective action problems in joint value creation. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2022,
47, 214–236. [CrossRef]

45. Flyvbjerg, B. Case Study. In The SAGE Handbook of Qualitative Research—4th Revised Edition; Denzin, N.K., Lincoln, Y.S., Eds.; Sage
Publications Inc.: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2011; pp. 301–316.

46. Crowe, S.; Cresswell, K.; Robertson, A.; Huby, G.; Avery, A.; Sheikh, A. The case study approach. BMC Med. Res. Methodol. 2011,
11, 100. [CrossRef]

47. Food Center Amsterdam. Home. 4 February 2023. Available online: https://www.foodcenter.nl/ (accessed on 1 December 2022).
48. Gemeente Amsterdam. Food Center Amsterdam—1e Uitwerking. 19 October 2022. Available online: https://www.

ruimtelijkeplannen.nl/web-roo/transform/NL.IMRO.0363.E2005BPGST-OW01/pt_NL.IMRO.0363.E2005BPGST-OW01.xml#
NL.IMRO.PT.s195 (accessed on 1 December 2022).

49. Liander. Transportcapaciteit Amsterdam. 22 June 2023. Available online: https://www.liander.nl/grootzakelijk/
transportschaarste/beschikbaarheid-capaciteit/amsterdam (accessed on 1 December 2022).

50. Marktkwartier. Plan in Beeld. 2020. Mecanoo. Available online: https://www.omgevingmarktkwartierwest.nl/userfiles/files/
beeldkwaliteitsplan-marktkwartier.pdf (accessed on 1 December 2022).

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2019.0441
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2288-11-100
https://www.foodcenter.nl/
https://www.ruimtelijkeplannen.nl/web-roo/transform/NL.IMRO.0363.E2005BPGST-OW01/pt_NL.IMRO.0363.E2005BPGST-OW01.xml#NL.IMRO.PT.s195
https://www.ruimtelijkeplannen.nl/web-roo/transform/NL.IMRO.0363.E2005BPGST-OW01/pt_NL.IMRO.0363.E2005BPGST-OW01.xml#NL.IMRO.PT.s195
https://www.ruimtelijkeplannen.nl/web-roo/transform/NL.IMRO.0363.E2005BPGST-OW01/pt_NL.IMRO.0363.E2005BPGST-OW01.xml#NL.IMRO.PT.s195
https://www.liander.nl/grootzakelijk/transportschaarste/beschikbaarheid-capaciteit/amsterdam
https://www.liander.nl/grootzakelijk/transportschaarste/beschikbaarheid-capaciteit/amsterdam
https://www.omgevingmarktkwartierwest.nl/userfiles/files/beeldkwaliteitsplan-marktkwartier.pdf
https://www.omgevingmarktkwartierwest.nl/userfiles/files/beeldkwaliteitsplan-marktkwartier.pdf

	Introduction 
	Literature Review 
	Aproach to the Literature Review 
	Literature Review of Flexibility and Collaboration between Stakeholders for UDCs 
	Forms of Flexibility of Space and Infrastructure 
	Collaboration on UDCs 

	A Framework for the Application of Flexibility and Its Added Value for UDCs 

	Method 
	The Study Object: Food Center Amsterdam 
	The Context of Food Center Amsterdam 
	The Physical Object Aspects of FCA 
	The Stakeholders and Their Relations at FCA 

	Results and Analysis 
	Results and Analysis of Organizing Collaboration on Flexibility 
	There Is a Limited Understanding of What Flexibility Is and When to Apply It 
	The Potential for a Value Case for Flexibility Is Seen, the Business Case Is More Difficult 
	A Challenge Lies in the Alignment of Stakeholders’ Interests to Come to a Win-Win 
	The Organization of Collaboration on Flexibility Requires Initiation, Independent Au-Thority, and a Fair Division of Costs and Benefits 

	Reflection on the Case and Its Added Value 

	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	References

