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The goal of this paper is to explore the intersection between two streams of literature: port cities and port-centric
logistics. While many ports have moved out of city locations, partly facilitated by intermodal corridors, some
ports remain in city locations, many retaining a large share of distribution activity in or near the port. This paper
will consider distribution challenges arising from the port-city dynamic in relation to the port-inland distribution
axis, in particular the role of port and city planners and decision makers in managing this process. The case
analysis is based on the Port of Gothenburg, the largest port in Scandinavia.
Findings suggest that the majority of inﬂuencing factors are marginally in favour of siting distribution facilities inland rather than near the port, yet city planning and national sentiment continue to incentivise development near the port. There are two conclusions for the port-centric city. First, it needs to coordinate its
logistics from a regional perspective, determine what activities belong near the port and not compete with inland
locations for what is better located there. Second, port-centric logistics needs to be better aligned with an urban
freight transport and city logistics perspective.

1. Introduction
The goal of this paper is to explore the overlap between two streams
of literature: port cities and port-centric logistics. Certain key issues are
already known from the rather large literature on the port-city relationship, one of the main discussions considering ports located in or
near cities compared to those established in new purpose-built sites
away from urban conurbations. Ports still located in city locations face
challenges from congestion and pollution and city planners try to ﬁnd
solutions to these problems while retaining the port's economic contribution to the city. There is also a growing literature on port-based
distribution or “port-centric logistics”. This research considers the
current reality of what used to be the port's traditional role as the site of
warehouse and distribution activities. Just as many ports have moved
out of city locations, much distribution activity has moved inland,
seeking cheaper land, more space, less congestion and increased
proximity to origins and destinations. Increased quality of transport
infrastructure, particularly high volume intermodal corridors, has facilitated this trend. Nevertheless, many ports still retain a large share of
distribution activity in or near the port. By means of case study analysis,
this paper will consider distribution challenges arising from the portcity dynamic in relation to the port-inland distribution axis, in
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particular the role of port and city planners and decision makers in
managing this process.
The case analysis is based on the port of Gothenburg, the largest
port in Scandinavia. With recently privatised terminals, the port authority is seeking to redeﬁne its role with its Swedish hinterland by
growing the area of port land devoted to logistics activities. This could
be considered a contrast to the last decade which has seen a large focus
on the rail network and inland terminals for transporting goods to the
hinterland. A conceptual framework on the relative attractiveness of
ports and inland locations for the siting of distribution activities will be
used to explore the relationship between the port, its immediate locality
and city environs and the larger hinterland. A supplementary goal of
the paper is thus to test the framework and make any revisions arising
as a result of this empirical application.
Section 2 reviews the literature on port cities to establish the key
issues, while Section 3 identiﬁes the major inﬂuences on decisions to
locate distribution activities at the port or inland. The methodology is
described in Section 4, followed by the empirical application to the port
city of Gothenburg in Section 5. The case study is followed by discussion and synthesis of the framework factors to identify the key inﬂuences on distribution strategies in the port-centric city in Section 6.
Section 7 concludes with two clear recommendations for the port-
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centric city.
2. Port cities
Some of the earliest transport geography publications considered
the port city relationship (Bird, 1963; Hoyle, 1968). At that time most
world ports were still located in the same natural harbour and estuary
locations where they were ﬁrst established hundreds or even thousands
of years previously. Even from such early days of the container revolution resulting from the ﬁrst container ship trials in 1956, Bird's
(1963) work already identiﬁed the expansion of some ports away from
the original town port site towards large purpose-built berths with
deeper water in tandem with the move towards specialised handling
facilities, such as specialised container terminals. Later literature continued to chart the increasingly common trend of ports migrating to
new locations due to congestion in the port city area and the decline of
traditional break bulk and general cargo handling activities (Hayuth,
1982; Hoyle, 1989). While this decline was in some cases oﬀset by the
rise in container handling as containerisation took hold in the latter
decades of the twentieth century, container ports generally focus on
economies of scale, preferring a smaller number of large deep berths
rather than the more traditional estuary or harbour with many small
terminals and quays with ﬁnger piers, and the resulting hinterland
transport requirements turned port cities into bottlenecks.
These challenges led ports to focus inland, with a higher focus on
intermodal corridors and inland terminals not simply for transporting
containers inland but for processing and administration activities also
(Notteboom and Rodrigue, 2005; Roso et al., 2009; Monios and
Wilmsmeier, 2013). Witte et al. (2014) considered the port-city relation
on behalf of inland port cities, as large inland ports with high capacity
connections to sea ports also face many of the same issues as large sea
ports. Congestion and emissions are transferred to the inland location as
a result of the economic development ambitions of the inland cities
vying for the location of these connected inland terminals (see also
Debrie and Raimbault, 2016; Monios, 2016). Thus the port-centric city
concept elaborated in this paper could also be applied to an inland city
attempting to balance these sometimes conﬂicting perspectives.
New container ports were built in purpose-built locations away from
the city, often seeking deeper water for the new generations of larger
vessels and larger areas for container stacking as much as less congested
and higher capacity inland transport networks. Moreover, inland penetration of container networks meant that any port in a range could
serve an inland location and liner networks developed towards serving
smaller numbers of larger ports, so many local city ports lost their
traﬃc entirely and focused more on leisure use. Nevertheless, while
many container ports have moved out of the city centre, Hall and
Jacobs (2012) point out that most of the world's top ports by tonnage
(both container and/or general cargo ports) remain located in cities, at
least in the wider urban agglomeration if not in the city centre. Indeed
as it will be seen in the case of Gothenburg, relocation of the container
terminal west of the city centre but still within the metropolitan area
exacerbates the challenges facing port-centric development today. This
ties in with the ﬁnding of Hall and Jacobs (2012: 203) that “reverses the
assumption that ports are able to free themselves from urban space.
Instead, it seems that ports and other urban uses will continue to share
and compete for the same physical space”.
The departure of goods handling activities in many cities resulted in
large areas of available brownﬁeld land, often followed by a period of
urban renewal and waterfront regeneration with policy-led developments of new apartments, restaurants and oﬃces (e.g. McCalla, 1983;
Hoyle, 1989; Hall, 2003; Wang, 2014). In some cases, however, this was
followed by new developments in the port (as in the Gothenburg case
discussed in this paper), as port authorities sought to attract business
back to the port area (Ducruet and Lee, 2006), leading in some cases to
port-centric logistics strategies (discussed in the next section). However, renewed port expansion can cause new conﬂicts with city policies

Fig. 1. Matrix of port-city relations.
Source: Ducruet and Lee (2006).

to redevelop brownﬁeld land for other uses (Wiegmans and Louw,
2011; Daamen and Vries, 2013). The ﬁve-stage typology developed by
Hoyle (1989) illustrates a clear trend from original port towns and cities
(natural estuary and harbour locations) to expanding industrial ports,
then the retreat of industrial activity from the waterfront (either to the
inland or to new purpose-built locations outside the city) and ﬁnally
redevelopment of the waterfront. In a more dynamic formulation,
Ducruet and Lee (2006) developed a 3 × 3 matrix of port-city relations
with centrality on one axis and intermediacy on the other, aiming to
determine the intersection between the size of the city and the port,
respectively (Fig. 1). The matrix demonstrates the range of models
found today, from “global port cities” that retain their large port within
the large city (e.g. Hamburg) to “hub ports” distanced from cities (e.g.
Marsaxlokk, Malta), “coastal metropolises” which are world cities
whose ports have mostly departed the city environs (e.g. London) and,
for the purposes of this paper, a “gateway port” like Gothenburg which
has a large port still in the medium-sized city that is nonetheless less
dominant than in the past.
Ducruet and Lee (2006; 110) make a point that is highly relevant for
the current study: “On the one side, in the urban hierarchy, it can be
argued that only global cities are competing at a global scale, and
secondary cities are only concerned by their regional and national
urban system. For cities, therefore, the global scale is relevant only for
those which are capable of competing for international ﬁnance, major
companies' headquarters and tourism more appropriately reﬂected by
air transport ﬂows. On the other hand, for the port hierarchy, even the
so-called global ports are in fact competing with their neighbouring
competitors within a regional area. Ports compete locally as well as
regionally against other ports because they serve the same hinterland
inland areas”.
Gothenburg is the second largest city in Sweden, after the capital
Stockholm. Due both to being the country's industrial centre and its
location on the west coast, the port of Gothenburg is by far the country's
major port. From a macro-regional perspective, it is the largest port in
Scandinavia, so, drawing on the literature just mentioned, the port
perspective in this case may be characterised as quite diﬀerent from the
city perspective. Yet, despite the port's regional dominance thus far, it
54
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For example, Monios (2015) found that, of two supermarkets utilising a
port-centric location at Teesport, UK, better optimisation of secondary
transport costs was achieved by the supermarket that had stores closer
to the port.
Indeed, the centralising tendency and the importance of inland hubs
are strongly associated with the rise of intermodal transport. There has
been an explosion of interest in intermodal transport and inland
terminals in the last decade (Roso et al., 2009; Bergqvist et al., 2010;
Monios and Wilmsmeier, 2013). Besides the transport cost analysis,
some of the key research questions have surrounded issues of governance, business models and increased vertical integration. Particularly
relevant for this paper is the diﬀerent roles taken by the port authorities
and terminal operators in the development of hinterland links, and, in
some cases active roles in the inland terminals themselves. Whether
inland terminals are better developed by port or inland actors and the
resulting play of inﬂuences and strategies has been a topic of great
interest (e.g. Wilmsmeier et al., 2011). Yet in some cases the missing
element from this transport and infrastructure based discussion is the
distribution choices made by shippers and forwarders providing the
cargo for these transport links and nodes, which themselves are inﬂuenced by several factors. According to Monios et al. (2016: 7): “The
variables which aﬀect site selection are thus numerous and quite diverse, cf. centrality, accessibility, size of the market, reputation/experience, land and its attributes, labour (costs, quality, productivity),
capital (investment climate, bank environment), government policy and
planning (subsidies, taxes) and personal factors and amenities. Traditional location selection criteria have emphasized cost-related variables
such as economies of scale and transportation costs. Nowadays, however, non-cost-based variables have taken a more prominent role, such
as infrastructure support, local labour market characteristics, environmental considerations, and institutional factors”.
Monios et al. (2016) developed a framework for identifying the
various inﬂuences on the choice of port or inland sites for locating
distribution activities. The 14-factor framework was divided into ﬁve
sections: production and transport economics (cost and availability of
land and labour, unit types and transport), capacity and congestion
(access to infrastructure and logistics facilities), market structure and
trade strategy (trade proﬁle of the region, integration, port competition), supply chain management (regional inventory proﬁle, primary/
secondary distribution, merchant/carrier haulage) and policy and regulation (labour regulation, economic development, FTZ, customs). Each
factor has a continuum and the location on each range identiﬁes the
inﬂuence on whether distribution activities are more appropriate to be
located within the port perimeter, near the port (i.e. in the port city) or
inland. The framework was developed based on regional case studies
but has not yet been tested on an individual port case, therefore a
supplementary goal of the paper is to test the framework and make any
revisions arising as a result of this empirical application.

increasingly faces competition from Northern Range ports (primarily in
Germany) that will soon have improved overland access to the Swedish
hinterland due to new infrastructure developments.
The key issue arising from this literature with regard to the interest
of this paper is the role of public policy and city planning in relation to
the economic impact of the port on the city. The ongoing but seemingly
irresolvable question is whether the port contributes to (through jobs,
taxes, direct revenue if it is city-owned) or detracts from (through
congestion, pollution, actually small number of jobs provided, often
needing ﬁnancial support for infrastructure) the economy of the city
and how do port and city stakeholders manage the issue for mutual
beneﬁt (Woxenius, 2016)? While port stakeholders make bold claims of
their beneﬁts to the city (it is interesting to note that the analysis of
socio-economic impact statements by Dooms et al., 2015 revealed a
striking diﬀerences in methodologies and communicated impacts to
stakeholders), a number of criticisms have been made of the port's
contribution. Wakeman (1996: 65) suggests that “a port is often the
most voracious of welfare recipients, demanding constant and everincreasing infusions of public money to remain competitive.” Hall
(2009) showed that port jobs have declined due to technology and,
despite a few high earning positions, are mostly low and medium wage.
Negative environmental consequences in port city areas continue to be
a problem (Fenton, 2015), such as ship emissions (Mellin and Rydhed,
2011; Tichavska and Tovar, 2015), truck emissions (Houston et al.,
2008) and noise (Badino et al., 2016).
3. Port-centric logistics
Distribution has evolved from a simple transport procedure to an
integrated system based on large distribution centres, which have
themselves been transformed from simple storage warehouses into
large buildings with storage, cross-docking, customisation, light processing and information management. Some recent trends of logistics
management that inﬂuence distribution decisions are the centralisation
and relocation of plants and distribution centres, a reduction in the
number of suppliers and a consolidation of carrier provision
(Abrahamsson and Brege, 1997; Lemoine and Skjoett-Larsen, 2004).
From the transport perspective, a less fragmented system can reap
economies of scale and scope and enable more integrated planning.
Supply chains are being reconﬁgured around rationalisation of transport requirements, changing distribution strategies and new hub locations. Just as new port terminals were built away from their former
urban locations, so were large distribution nodes, with a focus on the
optimal regional or national market accessibility, and clustering and
agglomeration strategies resulted in large multi-tenant logistics platforms. Fewer, larger DCs and multi-tenant sites also provide the consolidation necessary to support the growth of intermodal corridors.
Port-centric logistics is usually deﬁned as the provision of distribution facilities and value-added logistics services at a port (Mangan
et al., 2008: 36). While this deﬁnition could take various forms, from
stripping to sorting or customisation (e.g. labelling for diﬀerent countries), these activities are already commonplace whereas locating a full
DC within the port perimeter, from which the distributor serves customers, is less common. The distinction between whether the DC is
located actually inside the port perimeter or in fact near the port is
often overlooked but clearly represents a major diﬀerence, even if the
former is not very common (Monios et al., 2016). Port-centric logistics
minimises the primary distribution leg from the port to an inland-based
DC. From a port's point of view, port-based distribution allows them not
only to secure cargo but to earn additional revenue from these activities
on its own land (Pettit and Beresford, 2009). Whether this presents an
attractive option to a port depends on factors such as how much land is
available and the quality of hinterland connections (Monios and
Wilmsmeier, 2012). Yet, questions remain as to which circumstances
actually favour a port-centric strategy, and in which cases ports can
overcome the strong centralising tendency observed in most countries.

4. Methodology
The chosen methodology is a case study of the port of Gothenburg
based on mixed methods of qualitative and quantitative analysis.
Gothenburg was chosen because it is a city port with a long history and
the largest port in Scandinavia, of signiﬁcant regional importance. In
the past it has enjoyed dominance due to its location and has also
beneﬁted from the development of a strong hinterland rail network.
Now it is facing challenges from several directions, partly from its city
location which results in a lack of space, congestion and labour conﬂicts, but also due to emerging competition from other ports. This
threat comes both from smaller regional ports in Sweden and also from
Northern Range ports due to infrastructure developments allowing the
Swedish hinterland to be served overland from Germany. The port is
now seeking to expand its market oﬀering through a strategy of portcentric logistics, thus providing an excellent opportunity to explore the
overlap between port-centric logistics and port cities.
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The qualitative research was based on documents and interviews.
The former included a range of published material, including relevant
policy, strategy and planning documents for the port and the city (e.g.
the freight transport strategy published by region Västra Götaland in
2016), as well as news items, websites and company information related to local and regional logistics actors, which has been cited
throughout Section 5. 12 interviews were conducted with key actors in
the port authority, the terminal operator, the city, the region, rail operators, forwarders, shippers and inland actors such as municipalities
and inland terminal operators. The sampling was based on a snowball
technique, where previous respondents recommended new people to
interview. The interviews were undertaken during August 2015–December 2016.
Quantitative analysis was undertaken of the transport and logistics
costs of the port and inland options. This was based partly on documents containing oﬃcial tariﬀs/fees and rates regarding infrastructure
which in Sweden most often are public and ﬁxed, and partly on interviews with transport provides and large shippers to obtain costs. In
addition, the authors also arranged a workshop in October 2015 involving representatives of the port terminal operator, a large regional
shipper, a large international forwarder and a municipality where the
cost analysis was presented and discussed, in order ﬁrst to conﬁrm its
accuracy, and second to understand how strategic and policy considerations relate to the cost ﬁndings and whether one outweighs the
other in certain circumstances.

Fig. 3. Rail volumes at the port of Gothenburg 2000–2016 (TEU).
Source: Port of Gothenburg (2017a).

Cullinane, 2017).
The privatisation involved three diﬀerent terminals and companies
where 25-year concession agreements were oﬀered under a tendering
process. The process was controlled by the municipality of Gothenburg.
After negotiations, the three terminal operating companies were sold to
external parties in 2011. The container terminal was sold to APM
Terminals, the RoRo terminal to a joint venture between DFDS and C
Ports and the car terminal to Logent Ports and Terminals. It is important
to note that the port-centric strategy is being driven by the public port
authority rather than the private terminal operators.
In relation to hinterland connections, over the last two decades
several hinterland rail shuttles were developed by inland actors (rail
operators, terminal developers and public authorities), branded and
marketed as “Railport Scandinavia” by the port authority. Since 2009,
the port authority has had the goal that at least 50% of the increase in
container movements to/from the port should go by rail (City of
Gothenburg, 2009). They have been quite successful in this goal, as the
share of hinterland transport by rail has increased from around 20% in
2000 to around 45% in 2016 (Port of Gothenburg, 2016a; Fig. 3). This
is an outcome from the port authority's strategic work (cf. Bergqvist,
2009, 2013) in working collaboratively with inland actors to stimulate
more freight on rail through the development of rail shuttles but
without taking a direct stake themselves. The network currently serves
around 30 diﬀerent destinations (see Fig. 4). The shuttles have improved the port's environmental performance signiﬁcantly (Port of
Gothenburg, 2016a).
The port itself as well as much of its connecting road and rail infrastructure are classiﬁed as being of national interest by the Swedish
Transport Administration (Fig. 5). The most important infrastructure
projects relevant to the port are the upgrade of the 8.8 km main railway
line (Hamnbanan) connecting the port with the rail network as well as
the plan to increase the depth of the current fairway in order to accommodate even larger vessels in the future. The port authority provides (by means of sub-contracting to the Norwegian company Baneservice Skandinavia AB) mandatory shunting for the traﬃc along this
line between the port rail terminal and a second terminal where trains
are marshalled, and from there they are taken by the rail operators on
the inland network. At present, the limited capacity on Hamnbanan
restricts eﬃcient freight transport to/from the port, which will only get
worse due to an expected increase in demand from the current 50 trains
per day to 125 trains per day in 2022. Hamnbanan is also a large barrier
in the densely populated neighbourhoods adjacent to the line. Often
port-centric strategies overlook important questions, such as where the
rail terminal is located (e.g. in the port or nearby), the need for
shunting and room for marshalling, so in this case it is important to be
aware of this need for additional shunting rather than a single movement to/from the port terminal. This additional cost to the use of rail
transport needs to be spread over greater volumes and distances which

5. The Gothenburg case
5.1. Background
The port of Gothenburg is the largest gateway hub in Scandinavia.
Around 50–60% of all containers shipped to/from Sweden go through
the port (Ports of Sweden, 2016). It is the only port in Scandinavia that
accommodates direct trans-ocean lines to Asia and America. The port
has experienced extensive growth, especially in the container market,
during recent decades (Fig. 2). The 2008 dip was quickly restored to
growth in 2009–2011, but since then volumes have fallen sharply,
losing almost 10%.
One of the major changes related to the port was the privatisation of
its main terminals in 2010, which was one of the biggest privatisations
ever in Sweden, worth around €600–700 m. Within the context of port
privatisation, it is important to recognise that Sweden has a long tradition of possessing many private ports, usually serving the speciﬁc
needs of the owner. The privatisation was given much industry and
media attraction because of the port's dominant role as a gateway port
for both Scandinavia in general and Sweden in particular, as well as the
fact that the port with its terminals is the centre of a cluster oﬀering
many job opportunities in the city of Gothenburg (Bergqvist and

Fig. 2. Container volumes for the Port of Gothenburg 1969–2015.
Source: Port of Gothenburg (2016a).
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5.2. Logistics planning for the port city
The city of Gothenburg is undergoing a transformation, a process
that started several years ago when old industrial and terminal areas
were converted to residential areas (Olsson et al., 2016). For example,
Norra Älvstranden (north bank of the river) has changed from a shipyard and industrial area into a cluster for high-tech companies, education and residential areas. As a consequence of the current and historically strong logistics position of the city, there is a conﬂict of
interest between residential/commercial areas and some of the main
transport routes. Examples of this are the transport of dangerous goods
that under current conditions would prevent buildings being located
there but they already exist because of the area's historical development
(Olsson et al., 2016). The port very much dominates the logistics developments in the city of Gothenburg; for example, 85 of 135 freight
terminals in the city are located close to the port area (Olsson and
Larsson, 2015). Gothenburg is frequently ranked as the most attractive
location to establish logistics facilities in Sweden (Intelligent Logistik,
2017). In the next 20 years, 5 million m2 of logistics facilities are going
to be developed there, of which more than 1 million m2 will be developed by initiation of the port authority.
From a port-centric perspective, land availability inside the actual
port is relatively low but recently some land was used to develop a
terminal for receiving wagon loads of paper and pulp to be stuﬀed in
containers and cross-docked for export. However, there is great demand
for further expansion of logistics facilities close to the port. A 1 million
m2 logistics platform is currently being developed near the port, led by
the port authority in conjunction with four other companies: NCC,
Prologis, Eklandia and Bockasjö (Port of Gothenburg, 2017b). In total,
the logistics development is estimated to generate some 2000 jobs and
is projected to be completed by 2025 (Port of Gothenburg, 2017b).
Parts of the logistics platform will allow for ceiling height of up to 35 m,
enabling high-rack warehousing.
A recent study commissioned by the port authority arrived at the
conclusion that a port-centric location in Gothenburg is a competitive
location for distribution centres in Scandinavia (Port of Gothenburg,
2017c). The study compared costs for transport of import freight from
the port, palletised distribution, warehousing, customs and land. Four
diﬀerent locations were compared: Gothenburg, Jönköping, Stockholm
and Vestby (Oslo). This study would seem to conﬂict with the general
trend of migration of port-related logistics activities to hinterland locations with a better centre of gravity in relation to market population
as compared to coastal locations at the outskirts of the market, supported by the growth of the “Railport” system described earlier. This
new study further illustrates the strategic move by the port authority to
focus more on port-centric logistics, an approach potentially at odds
with the previous hinterland rail strategy. The next section evaluates
this strategy by a cost analysis comparing a distribution centre located
at the port with a hinterland location about 125 km east of the port and
connected by rail.

Umeå

Oslo
Stockholm

Gothenburg

Jönköping

Helsingborg

Fig. 4. Railport destinations 2016 with major cities highlighted.
Source: Port of Gothenburg (2016b).

acts against short-distance rail transport.
Given the nature of the project with many stakeholders involved
and public sensibilities, the planning process has been very long. The
initial feasibility study was done in 2005 and the project will not
commence until 2018, expecting to be completed in 2022, although the
work will be implemented by step-wise upgrades.
The port authority is one of the most important and powerful stakeholders in the city, its members often consulted by politicians at the
national and regional levels, which is reﬂected by its strategic importance in infrastructure plans at the national and regional levels
(Table 1). Another illustration of its importance is that, of all cityowned companies, the CEO of the port authority is one of the highest
paid (Göteborgs-Posten, 2017).
While the port has been dominant for decades, it is beginning to face
competition from local small to medium sized ports in Sweden
(Helsingborg and Malmö). A new port is also being developed at
Stockholm – currently they have a small city port but the new coastal
port will have its ﬁrst service in 2020 and a planned capacity of
300,000 TEU. The aim is to use feeders from Hamburg rather than rail
from the port of Gothenburg. Also the new tunnel across Fehmarn Belt
from Germany to Denmark (completion in 2027–28) will increase
competition from overland rail connections to Hamburg. Thus the port
authority is seeking new strategies to anchor its ﬂows at the port to
reduce threats from such competition.

5.3. Port-centric vs hinterland location – the Gothenburg case
As illustrated in Fig. 4, the network of rail shuttles to inland locations in Sweden is extensive. Many of the hinterland locations have
logistics platforms and industry areas adjacent to their local intermodal
terminals. As shown in the Jula case discussed by Bergqvist and Monios
(2016), close collaboration between the shipper, forwarder, terminal
operator, haulier and municipality can achieve signiﬁcant cost savings
and supply chain optimisation beneﬁts at such a location. The case
selection was based on choosing a location relatively near the city that
could still realistically serve the region but at the same time substantially outside the city border. The case chosen was Falköping, located about 125 km from the port, a town with a small rail terminal
with shuttles to the port. The network design is illustrated in Fig. 6.
The cost analysis presented in Table 2 is based on a speciﬁed
57
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Fig. 5. Map of Gothenburg showing the port location and the major road and rail connections.
Source: Port of Gothenburg.

of entry (e.g. border-crossing point for imports), which may make the
port-centric location suitable for some ﬂows. In many cases the cost of
outbound transport for the inland location will be lower as a result of a
location closer to the centre of gravity from a population perspective, so
in some senses the result of equal outbound transport costs for port and
inland DC locations in this analysis was a surprise. However, this results
from the fact that the case was chosen because many of the outbound
destinations are within both the Gothenburg and Falköping areas, according to the rationale that a case with most destinations far from
Gothenburg would not be a fair comparison and would overestimate the
ﬁnal result for the inland location. The transport service providers interviewed for this paper revealed that for this example the distance
between Gothenburg and Falköping was too small to make much difference in outbound transport cost. In this regard, it is important to add
that the shipper Jula has substantial outgoing ﬂows to the Norwegian
market, therefore some outbound movements travel substantial distances.
It is also important to consider the relative proximity between the
terminal and the warehousing at the inland location, allowing strategies
such as using cheap storage at the terminal for stock buﬀering which is
not possible at a highly congested port terminal. In this case it is a
couple of kms from the port to the logistics zone, whereas in the
Falköping example it is a matter of a few hundred metres (although of
course not all inland locations will be the same). Also at inland locations they can often use private roads between the warehouse and the
terminal so they have more freedom to use tugmasters rather than registered road vehicles and also transport heavier loads than are allowed
on public roads. A truly port-centric location, meaning within the port
perimeter, would also allow these advantages but many “port-centric”
developments in reality mean locations a few kms from the port. The
ﬁndings in Table 2 are important because few studies have been

number of unitised movements (containers inbound from port to DC,
trucks outbound from DC to customer) to actual locations served by a
DC. It has been developed based on oﬃcial fees and costs determined
by public actors (published in oﬃcial municipality documents) for
services such as power connection, water and waste, and costs related
to personnel are based on oﬃcial statistics from Statistics Sweden. The
size of land and labour force were designed to correspond with the level
of traﬃc in the model, and translated into a yearly cost for comparison.
The transport costs were obtained from transport providers, terminal
operators and large shippers. During the stakeholder workshop, both
the underlying data and the resulting cost comparison were conﬁrmed
with transport service providers, shippers, contractors and three different 3PLs. In this example, the inland location was 4.8% cheaper than
the port-centric option.
One of the biggest reasons behind the advantage of the inland location is that of land purchase which is many times more expensive in
port-centric locations for city ports (about 800SEK per m2 near the port
and 50-200SEK per m2 inland). Successful port-centric development
usually relies on cheap brownﬁeld land that public authorities are
highly motivated to develop, rather than on valuable city land with
alternative uses. With high volumes and high frequency intermodal
connections, the cost disadvantage of higher inbound cost is oﬀset by
the relative advantage with regard to cost of land.
In terms of outbound transport costs, the location of distribution
centres is very dependent on the closeness to the centre of gravity in
relation to the market it serves which normally corresponds well with
the centre of gravity of the population (see Fig. 7). Locating directly at
the centre of gravity might seem an obvious choice but, in order to
minimise the total cost, inbound transport cost needs to be considered
as well, normally shifting the optimal location of the distribution centre
away from the population centre of gravity to the direction of the point
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Table 1
Planned infrastructure projects in the Port of Gothenburg area.
Source: Based on Olsson et al. (2016) and Port of Gothenburg (2012).
Current/ongoing
Railway

0–10 years

from single to double
• Hamnbanan:
tracks
railway bridge: double tracks
• New
connection to Halvorsäng
• Railway
• New track to Skagerrak terminal

New port areas

Road

Logistics area

• Tankgate viaduct

area (250,000 m )
• Tankgate
(400,000 m )
• Halvorsäng
railway electriﬁcation to
• Extended
terminals
intermodal terminal at
• Extending
Älvsborg Railway yard
connection south of
• Railway
Nordatlanten
Nordatlanten, new terminal
• Close
south of Skandia RY
terminal south of Arken
• New
intermodal terminal
tracks in car terminal
• Restore
connection for loading of
• Additional
energy products
to expand within present
• Possible
areas for the next 10 years
new super post-panamax cranes
• 3(container
terminal)
2

2

Terminal space in port area with
railway connection

Port terminals
Berths, cranes

Beyond 10 years

capacity and rail track changes in
• Increased
Skandia and Höke railway yard
capacity to Arendal area
• Strengthen
double track Hamnbanan
• 100%
of Arken intermodal terminal/
• Expansion
stuﬃng area
2 (between Älvsborg and Arendal
• Arendal
terminals)
1&2
• Risholmen
of crossing Oljevägen/
• Expansion
Nordatlanten/Arendals allé
of High Capacity Transport
• Expansion
between terminals and nearby logistic areas
of Hisingsleden
• Expansion
road link
• Halvors
road between Sörredsmotet and Arendal
• New
terminal
• Logistics centre (565,000 m )
of Skandia railway yard in connection
• South
to container-/car-/roro terminal
2

to new land area in Ardalsbergen
• Track
to Risholmen
• Track
of Arken intermodal terminal
• Expansion
and Älvsborg railway yard
3 (expansion of
• Risholmen
Torshamnen)

• New road to Risholmen

• West of Halvorsäng, South Ardalsberget

expansion at container terminal and
• Berth
energy port

between sparsely populated inland locations in central Sweden varies
substantially less than between the highly populated regions, and fees/
rates and tariﬀs related to infrastructure in connection to warehouse
development are often nationally regulated.

undertaken of the relative total logistics system costs of a port-centric or
inland DC location. Although the cost analysis in this paper is based on
the location of Falköping, similar results would be achieved for other
similar inland locations. The reason for this is that the price of land

Fig. 6. Transport network for cost analysis based on port-based
DC (left) and inland-based DC (right).
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Table 2
Cost comparison between port-centric location of DC compared with hinterland location
in Falköping (cost in SEK, 1 SEK = approx. 0.105€).
Cost component

Purchase of land
Size of land in m2
Price of land per m2
Price of land
Registry of property (Lantmäteriet
Fastighetsbildning)
Tax and expedition (4,25% + 825 SEK)
Total cost purchase of land
Municipality fees
Water and waste
Total municipality fees
Financing
Discount rate %
Cost per year
Cost of construction
Size of warehouse (m2)
Construction cost per m2 incl. Ground and land
work
Total construction cost
Depreciation time
Residual value %
Residual value SEK
Discount rate %
Present value of residual value
Capital cost per year
Operating cost
Heating per year and m2 (70 SEK/y/m2)
Insurance per year
Maintenance cost per year
Total operating cost per year
Cost of personnel
Number of employees
Cost per employee (per month)
Social fees, pension fees etc. (%)
Total cost of personnel per year
Inbound transport cost (to the DC)
Number of incoming 40f containers
Cost of incoming containers (including posthaulage from terminal to DC)
Total cost inbound transport
Outbound transport cost (from the DC to ﬁnal
customer)
Number of outbound transports (trucks less loaded
than incoming containers hence greater number)
Cost per outbound transport
Total cost outbound transport
Total yearly cost
Yearly diﬀerence
Diﬀerence in %

Location
Gothenburg

Falköping

20,000
800
16,000,000
30,000

20,000
55
1,100,000
30,000

680,825
16,710,825
821,693
1,028,142
1,849,835

47,575
1,177,575
660,380
1,028,142
1,688,522

5
928,033

5
142,305

10,000
6500

10,000
6000

65,000,000
40
50
32,500,000
5
4,616,485
3,019,176

60,000,000
40
40
24,000,000
5
3,409,096
2,829,545

700,000
300,000
300,000
1,300,000

700,000
300,000
300,000
1,300,000

20
27,000
50
9,720,000

20
25,000
50
9,000,000

500
1000

500
2360

500,000

1,180,000
Fig. 7. Sweden's centre of gravity in relation to geography and population as of 2010.
Source: Statistics Sweden (2017).

3000

3000

1875
5,625,000
21,092,209

1875
5,625,000
20,077,850
1,014,359
4.81

customers, ﬂows and equipment, but this comes at the cost of a lack of
agility and ﬂexibility. Customers located there have less control over
their logistics setup, whereas close relationships between stakeholders
in inland locations with high levels of cooperation (e.g. the Jula case
mentioned earlier) can tailor the situation, make deals, use a private
road to the DC and reap many small beneﬁts of a customised solution,
which is easier to tailor with a higher availability of land. Also the
inland location has more availability of labour but also they are more
loyal, they have a lower turnover, fewer strikes and less disruption. So
this category has a balance between favouring the port and inland location which will depend on the market segment.
The analysis revealed a 4.8% decrease in costs per year for choosing
the inland location due to lower land and labour costs, and even the
potential in some cases to save on outbound (secondary) distribution,
although not in this case. The port has a centre of gravity for exports, so
there was a case of a pulp and paper company locating there, bringing
full trains of paper and pulp to its port-centric location which are then
cross-docked into containers for export. So this example makes sense to
be located in or near the port. But this is not normally the case for
imports of consumer goods which need to be distributed inland,
therefore locating this segment at the port would cause more diﬃculties
for secondary distribution from the DC to the inland market. In most
cases it is better to be located near the centre of gravity for population

6. Analysis and discussion
The detailed analysis of the Gothenburg case against the 14 framework factors is presented in Table 3. The analysis is qualitative and
the ratings in the ﬁnal column are simply a summary of the information
in the evidence column, for ease of presentation rather than any pretence of a quantitative analysis. Moreover, the 14 factors do not have
equal weighting therefore it is not appropriate to evaluate the result
quantitatively. What is clear is that, overall, the inland option seems
more favourable in this case. The following sections summarise the key
issues according to the sub-headings from the framework and discuss
where relevant the interplay between the port city and the freight
distribution system.
6.1. Production and transport economics
Economies of scale exist in the port due to the concentration of
60
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Supply chain management

Market structure and trade
strategy

Supply chain strategy of local shippers and distributors (e.g. push vs pull, high or
low inventory, primary/secondary distribution needs)

Dominance of merchant vs carrier haulage

10

Port competition driving new initiatives, either securing hinterlands or anchoring
tenants at the port

8

9

Degree of vertical cooperation and integration between port and inland transport
operators

7

Availability of inland distribution centres, customs clearance, container depots and
logistics facilities

5

Trade structure of the region: physical geography, resource endowment, centrality/
intermediacy, mix of foreign and locally sourced inputs, regional specialisations

Quality and capacity of hinterland connections

4

6

Congestion in the port and access infrastructure

3

Transport economics: economies of scale, empty management

2

Capacity and congestion

Production economics: relative availability and cost of land and labour

1

Production and transport
economics

Factor

No.

Category

Table 3
Mapping the Gothenburg case against the framework factors.

Land availability inside the port is very low but there is good availability nearby. Much
higher availability inland. Costs are about 800SEK per m2 near the port, and 50-200SEK per
m2 inland, depending on location. Good availability of labour in both locations but 5–10%
more expensive in GBG, and many inland companies have lower turnover of personnel.
Table 2 shows 4.8% cheaper in total logistics costs for inland.
Beneﬁts of economies of scale in the port as it is the largest port in Scandinavia and high
availability of empty load units, which makes it much easier to balance ﬂows.
Some congestion at the port gate but the main source of congestion is the city road structure
and the congestion charge generates signiﬁcant cost (and peak charges apply to the peak
port demand but diﬃcult for shippers to adjust their ﬂows to avoid that). Very large
infrastructure package in the city now underway (estimated ﬁnish date 2025–2030).
Single rail line from the port expected to reach capacity soon and occasionally can be full
but expansion has been approved. Risk of only one bridge crossing but a second crossing
was added in 2016. But rather ineﬃcient as a sub-contractor uses a single track to move
containers between the port terminal and a second terminal where trains are marshalled
and then taken by the rail operators inland. Trailer based inland connections are not good,
so secondary distribution from port-centric DCs is diﬃcult to do by rail.
In the last decade an extensive network of 25 shuttles has been developed with several
inland terminals, all developed by inland actors, most with customs clearance and handling
capacity. Also high availability of DCs near the terminals. The port has been happy to
beneﬁt from this but now seeks to recapture some value. Better availability of container
depots and facilities in the port.
Most consumption is inland. High export from the city area but low import. Most import
goes inland which creates imbalanced ﬂows. So the port is located far from the import
market but close to the export market. Consumer goods have centralised inland distribution
structures. The port is good for inter-continental ﬂows but not so good for intra-continental,
as they are the only port in Scandinavia with direct calls. Starting to see increase in direct
rail from central and southern Europe to inland Sweden, bypassing the port.
Mostly inland driven with the port not taking a direct role in inland transport operations. On
the other hand, lack of vertical integration leaves inland terminals free to cooperate with
several ports.
Increasing competition from local small-medium ports (Helsingborg and Malmö), and a new
port is being developed at Stockholm. Currently they have a small city port but the new
coastal port will have its ﬁrst service in 2020. Planned capacity is 300,000 TEU, and they
aim to use feeders from Hamburg rather than rail from Gothenburg. Also a new tunnel from
Germany to Denmark (completion in 2021) will increase competition from Hamburg
Inland terminals oﬀer cheaper storage than the port, can be used very successfully as a
buﬀer but only can be achieved through high collaboration. Also better for contingencies,
disturbances. Evidence of this currently at Falköping (Bergqvist and Monios, 2016).
Merchant haulage dominant in Sweden, which increases opportunities for consolidation.
Carriers very reluctant to open container depots inland which oﬀsets this by encouraging
empty containers to move back to port depots.

Evidence from Gothenburg

(continued on next page)
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6.2. Capacity and congestion
The interviews revealed high road congestion around the port but
overall good capacity, many services and good availability of inland
terminals and logistics facilities so this deﬁnitely favours the inland
location. The main challenge from the inland perspective from this
category is persuading carriers to establish inland container depots.
This would make it more complex for them, but it would make it better
for inland shippers and reduce empty container repositioning.
From a port-city perspective, actors in the inland location have
greater control over the planning, development, road and traﬃc management and thus greater opportunity to coordinate and synchronise
infrastructure with demand. Thus there has been signiﬁcant proactive
inland terminal development over the last decade. The port city has
many challenges with such development, evidenced by existing congestion and very long timescales for major infrastructure projects. They
have to balance logistics developments with resident needs and passenger transport, making it diﬃcult to align the port perspective (more
of a national and regional approach) with traditional urban freight
transport approaches in the city (which tend to focus on smaller issues
like restricted loading zones and times).

Factor

Economic development strategies of public sector agencies leading to favourable
land use policy, zoning, ﬁnancial incentives

Policies related to foreign trade zones and customs procedures

Cargo safety and security

Regulatory labour framework (e.g. unionisation)

11

12

13

14

Strong national sentiment re the importance of the port for the region and the country (even
if not entirely true). Municipalities in Sweden are small and there is high competition
between them but inland municipalities have less power against a major city like
Gothenburg, which also beneﬁts from the national sentiment related to its port. The port
authority is owned 100% by the city of Gothenburg and the port pays dividends to the city.
Some municipality actors say that they are concerned about environmental eﬀects of port
traﬃc but little evidence of action.
No FTZ. Customs available in the port and at most inland locations, but in most cases the
large shippers are actually self-certiﬁed so they don't need to do clearance.
New regulation for all containers to be weighed but already easy to do this inland (with
reachstacker weighing readout) so no beneﬁt to the port for doing this task. If x-raying
becomes necessary then economies of scale and security already existing in the port might
favour that location (rather than every inland location having to provide facilities),
although it would cause signiﬁcant congestion.
Port dock workers have a very strong labour union – many strikes and actions at the port
since privatisation of the terminals. More ﬂexible conditions inland.

Port

and reap economies of scale on the primary leg from the port. This is
similar to many ports competing with centralised inland distribution
structures.

No.

Evidence from Gothenburg

Port or inland
favoured
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6.3. Market structure and trade strategy
Increasing port competition and infrastructure development is
making it easier for ﬂows to bypass the port and arrive either from
other Swedish ports or direct overland from ports such as Hamburg. The
rail system has been inland-driven with cooperation but not investment
or ownership from the port authority which at the time was not motivated to integrate and secure this system. This left it open for other
ports to make deals with inland locations, even perhaps closely integrated arrangements. This category, therefore, also tends to favour
inland locations. Direct rail services from Northern Range ports would
be a real game changer in the region and, according to the inland
terminals interviewed, this has been on their radar for many years, even
when it seemed rather far-fetched.
From a port-city perspective, the city of Gothenburg has to compete
with other port cities that have traditionally not been very competitive
due to the port's favourable location and regional dominance. The inland cities have always been on the periphery and with little port
choice. Now they have options from other ports, some local
(Helsingborg, Malmö, Norrköping, Stockholm), some far away (e.g.
Hamburg). The city should focus on making sure the port is as competitive as possible in its core business of handling containers and
moving them through to the hinterland, which is where the port has a
comparative advantage. Securing a market by locking businesses into
using the port through a port-centric model is a risky strategy that may
not be secure in the longer term. It may be more beneﬁcial to work in
tandem with increasing customer tendencies towards centralised inland
distribution structures and focus on improving its core business. The
port city should compete with other port cities rather than seeking
competition with inland cities. A more coordinated regional perspective
might be a better approach (see Policy section).

Policy and regulation

Category

Table 3 (continued)

6.4. Supply chain management
Due to some of the advantages raised in Section 6.1, the shipper
locating in the inland region has the opportunity to be proactive in
integrating the inland terminal in its supply chain. It can be used
proactively as a buﬀer, for free storage, late opening, direct communication and the ability to call containers as needed to optimise the
container ﬂow management to/from its DC. So this tends to favour the
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labour costs at a non-city port, but it would be closer to (at least some)
ﬁnal customers in a city port.
Port-centric also reduces the opportunity to utilise rail as it is not
feasible for most secondary distribution to customers, as in this case,
which was all road-based. Rail was, however, used for the primary leg
from the port to the inland DC, a model that has proven very successful
at the port of Gothenburg over the last decade. Yet costs are higher than
they should be due to an 8.8 km shunt from the port rail terminal and
the changeover to operators on the national network.
In Sweden inland DC locations are better for imports of consumer
goods whereas the port is better located for export goods. The interviews covered both types of traﬃc but the cost analysis was based on
import movements of unitised goods, assuming for the most part a return trip with empty containers. Findings reveal that in the Gothenburg
case speciﬁc segments may be favourable for port-centric, such as exporting goods that need to be containerised, characterised by large
volumes, quick handling (cross docking rather than intermediate storage) and low margins, requiring economies of scale to be successful.
Such a strategy is not suitable to consumer goods that need much more
handling, storage and processing, requiring more land and thus increasing the land cost which was the largest factor in the cost analysis.
The problem is that to earn revenue the developers need to market portcentric as suitable to many diﬀerent traﬃc types so they propose it to
consumer goods importers and distributors who need a large space for
inventory and have complex secondary distribution requirements,
particularly far inland from the city.
The challenge is, therefore, for the developer (and the port or city
actor supporting them) to deﬁne the message clearly to capture the
appropriate market segments suitable to port-centric distribution. There
is a risk of city stakeholders being persuaded by the port actors of the
importance of the national port sentiment, yet the port will obtain all
the beneﬁts from the port-centric strategy while the city suﬀers all the
negative consequences of emissions and congestion. This relates back to
the point by Ducruet and Lee (2006) about understanding that global
port and global city perspectives should not be assumed to be in
alignment. Coordination between port strategy and city strategy should
be easier to achieve in a case like this one where the port is owned by
the city but this seems not to be the case. This could be identiﬁed as a
situation of too much organisational and institutional proximity as
described by Hall and Jacobs (2010), leading to capture by a dominant
actor and institutional lock in. A separate study from an institutional or
actor-centric approach would be beneﬁcial to explore how these factors
inﬂuence the planning decisions.
The next task is to consider the framework itself, which revealed
many diﬀerent aspects of the question, beyond the simple cost analysis.
The economic analysis (part one) showed that land price savings outweighed increased transport costs, and that supply chain optimisation
at the inland location (part four) can also decrease transport costs,
overcoming challenges of capacity and congestion (part two) at the port
location. It was particularly interesting to observe in the interviews the
rather subjective views on congestion and a potential lack of urgency in
seeking to address it. On the other hand, market structure (part three)
was more mixed, demonstrating that the port is well placed for exports
and has beneﬁted internationally from its geographical location in the
past, although the situation in Scandinavia is beginning to show signs of
change, with competition emerging from other ports. The result of these
conﬂicting and interconnecting pressures was that policy (part ﬁve)
played the deﬁning role, where national and regional inﬂuence and city
sentiment reﬂected in infrastructure plans and city zoning have clearly
chosen the port-centric location. Thus the temporal aspect becomes
clear in the framework, as some previous strengths are beginning to be
eroded which alter the comparative advantages of the port of
Gothenburg, and the question is whether policies constructed in previous times remain appropriate to the changing circumstances. The aim
of this paper is not to provide a simplistic answer but to identify tensions and inﬂuences within these decisions. For example, the

inland also, although it is challenged by the lack of involvement by
carriers in inland haulage in Sweden and the lack of inland depots as
already noted.
6.5. Policy and regulation
Legacy impacts of transport infrastructure exert a long inﬂuence and
this is certainly the case here regarding the tradition of the port. There
exists a strong national sentiment regarding the importance of the port
for the region and the country. A contributing factor is that municipalities in Sweden are small and there exists strong competition between them, which reduces the ability to coordinate logistics from a
regional perspective. The port authority is entirely owned by and pays
dividends to the city, which increases the inﬂuence of the port authority
on city decisions.
It seems clear that the overall conclusion from the analysis is that in
the Gothenburg case, inland is favoured for DC activities, so why is
there such a push for port-centric development? It derives partly from
the port actors who want to secure tenants and earn revenues, but it
was also revealed in interviews that the land developers tend to favour
a city location. High congestion is not necessarily viewed in a negative
way as it actually signals to developers that it is a popular location with
high demand. There is higher availability of white collar workers and
agglomeration beneﬁts for oﬃce locations. They are not so keen to
move inland to obtain better access to blue collar workers if that means
having less access to white collar workers. One option is to separate
these workers (i.e. retain oﬃces in the city but move more operations
inland) but that increases costs and loses agglomeration beneﬁts.
Turning to the 3PLs' perspective, they revealed in interviews that they
favour consolidated logistics platforms with several clients, so even if
some of their clients would ideally be located inland, the overall
package might suit the 3PLs to be located at a port.
One aspect not made explicit in the original framework is the
temporal perspective. Some factors in the framework may currently
favour the port or at least remain neutral. But additional factors indicate that they may trend towards favouring the inland location in the
next decade. These include population growth in the city, rising traﬃc
congestion and a growth in inland trade demand increasing economies
of scale on inland rail links. This leads to the key point, which is that
port city actors may be aware that ports are not necessarily the ideal
business for their city (as they question whether the economic input
from the port outweighs the negative aspects of congestion and pollution), yet they maintain the tradition. So the city perspective constrains
their ability to plan from a neutral perspective. The analysis shows that
many factors favour a dynamic inland-focused system and an eﬃcient
port with good facilities will still perform very well and have no lack of
business, yet city planners continue to feel pressure to support any port
development.
7. Conclusion: Port-centric cities?
The ﬁrst question to be addressed is whether port-centric or inlandbased distribution is the best strategy in this case. In theory, it makes
more sense to be located closer to the ﬁnal customer to obtain economies of scale on the inbound ﬂows between the port and the DC and
reduce the secondary distribution distance to the customer. In this case,
the spread of ﬁnal customer destinations between Gothenburg and
Falköping resulted in equal outbound transport costs from either the
port or the inland location. This shows that secondary distribution from
port-centric locations can work if it is local city distribution rather than
far inland. Yet the diﬀerential in land costs between port and inland
resulted in an overall cost reduction of 4.8% for the inland location.
This land cost diﬀerential also suggests that port-centric development is
more suitable to a non-city port, with high availability of cheap land
and low employment. Therefore a contradiction is revealed, in that a
port-centric logistics development would obtain cheaper land and
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framework highlights the diﬀerence between a city and a non-city port.
If a port is not already the traditional location for DCs and they attempt
to apply a port-centric strategy, they face diﬀerent pressures trying to
overcome traditionally centralised inland structures. But in Gothenburg
the tradition has always been port-centric, and that is partly because of
the port-city link, built on traditional market structure (part four) as
well as policy at diﬀerent governance scales (part ﬁve).
Building on this point, the ﬁnal step is to return both the speciﬁc
case ﬁndings and the reﬂection on the framework to the overall goal of
the paper, which was to explore the intersection between two streams
of literature: port cities and port-centric logistics. The case analysis
revealed that there appears to be a contradiction between urban
transport policies such as establishing urban consolidation centres and
putting in bike lanes and then approving a development plan that will
attract large volumes of trucks to the city. This is a topic for future
research derived from a lacuna at the heart of the port cities literature:
urban freight transport and port-centric need to be brought together in
the same context. Much of the port city literature (partly due to its
geographical approach) tends to focus on a more macro level spatial
analysis. But these approaches do not currently overlap with the literature on urban freight transport, which has very little to say about
ports, focusing on smaller scale topics like consolidation centres, electric vehicles, time restrictions and exclusion zones. Port-centric logistics
in practice is not a matter of macro analysis of port vs inland but a daily
micro issue of logistics, trucks, roads and congestion. Thus port-centric
needs to be viewed as urban freight transport, meaning that the portcentric city needs to integrate port planning and distribution both with
the regional level and also with more locally focused city distribution
and urban freight transport approaches.
There are therefore two clear conclusions for the port-centric city.
First, it needs to coordinate its logistics from a regional perspective,
determine what activities belong near the port and not compete with
inland locations for what is better located there. Second, port-centric
logistics needs to be better aligned with an urban freight transport and
city logistics perspective.
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