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ABSTRACT

Urban development depends on construction activity to improve sustainability, yet the logistics required to move materials, equipment, waste, and
workers remains insufficiently integrated into urban planning. This paper examines how construction logistics can be integrated into municipal
urban planning by analysing how actor groups perceive its impacts and coordinate value creation across fragmented urban systems. The study
applies a qualitative interactive research design based on a Swedish construction logistics project. Data were collected between August 2022 and
March 2024 through eight semi-structured group interviews, joint workshops, actor-specific validation workshops, and a final synthesis workshop
with developers, main contractors, suppliers, and trade organizations. The analysis combines iterative thematic coding with value configuration
theory. The findings show that suppliers emphasize efficiency and climate savings, main contractors focus on project efficiency and safety, de-
velopers stress sustainability, accessibility and accountability, while trade organizations highlight knowledge-building and sector coordination.
These differences create misalignment because societal benefits are often separated from project-level costs. Four conditions are identified as
central: clearer procurement requirements, stronger logistics knowledge, scalable logistics service designs, and systematic follow-up of time, cost,
and emission effects. The paper concludes that municipalities should use procurement, planning requirements and follow-up mechanisms to enforce
construction logistics values in urban planning.

1. Introduction

The construction industry accounts for roughly 40% of global energy use and about one-third of worldwide greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions (Pearce & Ahn, 2017). Urban construction projects rely heavily on transport for the timely delivery and removal of materials
and waste, with typical activity of 2-10 daily deliveries or 8-10 tons of material per construction project, making construction-related
movements 20-35% of urban freight traffic in European cities (Guerlain et al., 2019; Brussels Mobility, 2016). Construction transport
generates significant emissions, congestion, and noise in rapidly developing urban areas, yet remains essential for enabling urban
growth and infrastructure development. This creates a major challenge for urban planning: reducing the negative impacts of con-
struction transport while supporting long-term urban growth.

There is a recognition that cities are central to climate change mitigation, as urban areas account for a large share of global energy
use and GHG while remaining highly vulnerable to environmental change (De Toro & Mautone, 2026). Research on freight
transport-related air pollution has shown that vulnerable urban populations, particularly children and elderly people, are dispro-
portionately exposed to emissions and health impacts concentrated around urban transport hotspots, emphasizing the need for
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municipal planning decisions to better integrate construction logistics considerations into sustainable urban development strategies
(Brusselaers et al., 2023).

Transport planning has since long been on the table as an important question in sustainability strategies. For example, Wey (2019)
proposes dynamic transport planning strategies that integrate sustainability, quality of life, and growth management, highlighting
inclusive planning, land-use integration, and accessibility as central to sustainable and livable cities. Even though Wey (2019) is a few
years old, the importance of sustainable growth and sustainable transport is still a highly relevant and debated topic.

Ye et al. (2026) examine how urban growth, investment, and labor dynamics shape the synergistic relationship between con-
struction land development and sustainable spatial planning across China. However, despite its strong focus on land-use outcomes and
urban development patterns, the study leaves a significant gap in understanding how construction logistics processes themselves
contribute to urban congestion, emissions, spatial inefficiencies, and sustainability challenges within urban planning systems.

In recent research, it is shown that previous research has explored smart cities, urbanization, and low-carbon cities largely as
separate or paired systems, emphasizing themes such as digital governance, energy efficiency, and green urban transformation, while
paying limited attention to their integrated and dynamic interrelationships (Zhang et al., 2026). Zhang et al. (2026) present in their
study a coupled smart city-urbanization-low-carbon city (SUL) framework, providing understanding of how technological innovation,
urban growth, and low-carbon transitions interact, coordinate, and create barriers or trade-offs within complex urban systems. In this
editorial urbanization, land expansion, infrastructure development, green travel, and low-carbon transitions are discussed, however
construction logistics are not explicitly included. Though, it is important to see construction activity and the movement of construction
materials, equipment, and workers are part of the broader urban systems shaping carbon emissions and urban sustainability.
Furthermore, focus within sustainable transport remains largely on public mobility systems and urban accessibility, with limited
attention given to logistics and freight transport despite their significant environmental and spatial impacts on urban sustainability
(Cui et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2026). The need of connecting urban planning, logistic and freight transport remain an issue not yet
covered (Sun et al., 2026).

To tackle this existing gap in understanding how urban development processes themselves contribute to congestion, emissions, and
low-carbon transition challenges and capturing the interrelationship between construction logistics and urban planning and land-use is
of high importance (Palacios-Argiiello et al., 2025). Therefore, the purpose of this paper is to examine how construction logistics can be
more effectively integrated into municipal urban planning processes to support sustainable urban development and reduce negative
environmental and social impacts. Two research questions (RQ) have been formulated to answer this purpose.

RQ1: How do different actors involved in the construction logistics system perceive the environmental, social, and operational
impacts of construction logistics within urban planning processes?

RQ2: How can construction logistics activities be coordinated and integrated into municipal urban planning to create value for both
urban development and the actors involved in the construction logistics system?

This paper contributes to the debate raised in the CUPS editorial (Lai, 2026) by showing how urban development outcomes emerge
through complex interactions among multiple actors with competing values, priorities, and decision logics. Rather than treating
construction logistics as a purely technical or efficiency-driven issue, the study demonstrates how sustainability, coordination, and
value creation are negotiated across municipalities, developers, contractors, and suppliers within fragmented urban systems. In doing
so, the paper provides empirical support for the editorial’s argument that urban planning must move beyond linear optimization
models toward approaches that recognize uncertainty, interdependence, and adaptive decision-making in complex urban
environments.

The paper is organized as follows. First, a literature review of earlier research within construction logistics is presented. Second, the
theoretical framework including value creation and value configuration logic is presented. Third, the methodology is elaborated upon.
Fourth, the data collected is analysed and fifth and final discussion and conclusions are presented.

2. Litterature review

Construction logistics should be understood as a multi-actor urban coordination system rather than a project-level operational
function. For long the construction sector has been described as a system of loosely coupled actors (Dubois & Gadde, 2002). Though,
with the growing body of construction logistics literature, the construction system has widened from the traditional construction actors
only, to consider also the coordination with the other actors within the urban setting needed to be coordinated to accomplish an
efficient land use (Fredriksson et al., 2021). The construction logistics system can be understood as three subsystems, municipal,
developer, and main contractor, where the main contractor subsystem includes subcontractors, suppliers, Third Party Logistics (TPL)
providers, and transporters, while the developer subsystem comprises the developer, architects, and consultants (Fredriksson &
Huge-Brodin, 2022). Construction projects are complex to manage because logistics activities must be coordinated with actors outside
the construction logistics system but within the urban transport system, such as goods deliveries, public and private transport, and
emergency medical services, to avoid competition for limited infrastructure (Castrellon & Sanchez-Diaz, 2023; Eriksson et al., 2021).

As an effect of the existing gap of limited understanding of how construction logistics can be incorporated into municipal planning,
construction is often seen as a temporary disruption that will pass once the project is finished. However, from an urban perspective,
there will always be ongoing projects, it is only their location that will shift (Fredriksson et al., 2022). This limited attention to
construction logistics reflects a planning gap within urban planning between urban land use and transport planning (Eriksson &
Fredriksson, 2025). Freight transport is a cross-cutting issue requiring policy and organizational integration (Rosales & Haarstad,
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2023) and overlooking freight activities within urban transport policies leads to conflicting scenarios regarding urban land use and
especially public spaces, leading to negative consequences for urban sustainability, livability and productivity of both industry in
vicinity of construction as well as the construction site in themselves (Castrellon & Sanchez-Diaz, 2023; Fredriksson et al., 2022).
Which in turn lead to persistent tensions between municipal urban planning and construction transport planning managed by de-
velopers and main contractors (Eriksson & Fredriksson, 2025).

Traditionally, construction logistics has been handled individually by contractors without business models to capture its value or
recognition as a productivity-enhancing tool, contributing to tensions between main contractors and subcontractors or suppliers that
can undermine trust through cost-driven and potentially unfair practices (Janné & Fredriksson, 2022; Donato et al., 2015). As a
response, construction logistics setups (CLSs) have emerged as a popular strategy for managing logistics in complex construction
projects (Janné & Fredriksson, 2022). CLSs coordinate and streamline logistics activities across the three subsystems of the con-
struction logistics system, supported by a growing market of specialized providers such as waste managers, material suppliers, rental
companies, and TPL providers. While CLSs play a key role in managing relationships and optimizing resources, participating actors
pursue different goals and incentives for engagement (Fredriksson et al., 2021). As main contractors are responsible for planning and
coordinating construction sites, many have introduced CLS to manage logistics across projects and streamline on-site processes
(Lundesjo, 2015). With the rise of prefabrication and modular construction to reduce on-site time (Cheshmehzangi, 2021), the co-
ordination of off-site logistics is a vital part of CLS offerings. The developers and municipalities, on the other hand, focus on the need to
coordinate construction traffic as a part of the overall traffic system and to maintain good relationships with residents and businesses in
vicinity in terms of accessibility and mobility (Eriksson et al., 2021). Because of these different focuses, developers and municipalities
compared to main contractors perceive the need to include different logistics services in a CLS (Eriksson et al., 2021).

Achieving value in CLSs requires alignment among the different actors’ perspectives on the values of logistics services (Eriksson
et al., 2021). TPL providers increasingly view the delivery of construction-specific services as both their core task and an opportunity
for business development and service differentiation (Gremyr et al., 2023). Fredriksson et al. (2025) studied a CLS to examine how
value is co-created and found trust and commitment as central to value creation, with main contractors actively engaging in service
co-creation and TPL integration, while subcontractors’ late involvement and weak coordination initially slowed progress.

Given the complexity of construction projects, effective logistics is critical for avoiding conflicts and gaining competitive advan-
tage, thereby supporting value creation for developers and main contractors (Hedborg Bengtsson, 2019). As developers, often
municipally owned, these aim to deliver public value, value creation entails generating benefits that exceed costs for firms and provide
societal benefits such as decreased emissions, noise, air pollution and queues (Kadric et al., 2025; Porter & Kramer, 2011). By providing
time and place utility, logistics can increase revenues through efficiency and environmental sustainability (Mentzer et al., 2001) as
well to decrease the conflicts of land use (Castrellon & Sanchez-Diaz, 2023). While its role in improving construction efficiency is
increasingly recognized (Fredriksson et al., 2024), its contribution to reducing emissions and improving resource use is less clear. Thus,
to see the combined efficiency and environmental sustainability value is lacking (Sundquist et al., 2018).

One reason for this may be that the two values - efficiency and environmental sustainability - are not mutually exclusive but partly
intertwined, there are synergies as well as conflicts of interest between these when implemented operationally (Castrellon &
Sanchez-Diaz, 2023). Increased efficiency may but must not result in increased environmental sustainability, and many environmental
practices relate to other aspects than efficiency. For example, the use of circular material may create increased costs for material
handling, sorting and transport. Hence, the benefit of environmental sustainability is mainly on a societal level, and the industry actors
presently largely consider environmental sustainability efforts as cost drivers (Fredriksson et al., 2024). Janné and Fredriksson (2022)
show that there is an inherent conflict, where the municipal actors (including public developers) see the need from the city’s best to
decrease transport impact and contractors request to see value from a construction project perspective. This is because on system level
sustainability values are distributed differently among actors depending on how logistics activities are organized. It is noteworthy that,
at a societal level, values such as resilience, health, and safety linked to the construction industry and the built environment have
gained significant prominence and are expected to shape future policies and practices, as highlighted by Cheshmehzangi (2021).

Consequently, the challenge is not only to improve the efficiency of construction logistics, but also to understand how different
actor perspectives on value influence the ability to integrate these activities into urban planning processes. This represents an
important gap in current knowledge regarding the governance of construction transport for sustainable urban development.

3. Theoretical framework

Creating value in an organization emanates from a set of activities, rationally designed to meet the organization’s needs under
economically feasible conditions (Thompson, 1967). The value customers and suppliers obtain can be defined as the results of the
benefits they receive from an offering and the sacrifices they need to make (Minerbo et al., 2021). Value can be measured in terms of
costs, return on investments and GHG emissions. When it comes to logistics services, value creation is based on operational perfor-
mance, provider capabilities and relationship quality (Minerbo et al., 2021). According to Marchet et al. (2017) logistic service can
create value through four factors: economy of scale/scope, learning economies (increased knowledge decrease service unit cost, which
can replicate to other customers or developed over time), the ability to introduce innovation (new services) and flow management
capabilities (well developed skills in project planning and managerial coordination).

Organizations manage their own resources but depend on others for inputs and outputs, creating interdependencies. Based on
Emerson (1962), Thompson (1967) discusses organizations’ dependencies in terms of relative power in a studied constellation of
organizations. Such interdependencies need to be coordinated across organizational borders, and Thompson (1967) suggests coor-
dination by: i) standardization; ii) plan; and iii) mutual adjustment. Because of the interdependence between actors in service delivery,
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there are several challenges in delivering value (Yazdanparast et al., 2010): 1) knowing what the customer values, 2) providing
services that create true value for the customer, and 3) updating the service offering based on current and future drivers for value
among customers. Service improvements range from radical innovations to repositioning and cost reductions, each requiring different
skills and resources (Snyder et al., 2016). As customer segments vary in their logistics needs, customizing services enhances effec-
tiveness, efficiency, and customer relevance by delivering solutions that create value and support profitable growth (Mentzer et al.,
2001; Yazdanparast et al., 2010; Gronroos, 2017).

Building on Thompson (1967), Stabell and Fjeldstad (1998) proposed a value creation typology to complement the value chain
model (Porter, 1985), addressing the rise of service industries and increased focus on technology. Their framework distinguishes firms
by long-linked, intensive, and mediating technologies.

The value chain model (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998) is built on the long-linked technology (Thompson, 1967). The value chain model is
useful for describing and analyzing companies with sequential operations, where key cost drivers are economies of scale and capacity
utilization (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998). Thompson (1967) underlines the rationality aspect characteristic for the underlying long-linked
technology, where standardization and repetition will eliminate imperfections and support increased efficiency. The use of the value
chain model is widely spread in the extant research literature as well as a metaphor for organization in several industries.

The value shop model, based on intensive technology (Thompson, 1967), explains how companies create value by combining
resources to solve customer-specific problems, where reputation is a key driver (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998). Common in professional
services such as medicine, architecture, and engineering, and relevant to construction—value shops rely on case-specific, often cre-
ative resource configurations, yet remain sparsely used in the literature compared to the value chain (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998).
Thompson (1967) describes how the selection, combination and application of resources are decided by the specific object, where the
configuration and matching require a certain degree of creativity. The configuration is unique to the object, however can be based on
standards, and as such be connected to modularization of services (Fredriksson et al., 2024).

The value network model (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998) is built on the mediating technology (Thompson, 1967). The value network
model is used for firms whose value creation is based on mediation of network relationships, where economies of scale and capacity
utilization drive both costs and value (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998). The wider business system is described in the form of layered and
interconnected networks (ibid.). Thompson (1967) further explains how the mediating technology assembles and links complementary
needs of different customers, which require standardized workflows and a certain extension to become profitable.

To improve efficiency, Thompson (1967) argues that domain consensus can facilitate planning, a concept relevant to construction
logistics systems. Differences in value-creation logics between supply chain actors, such as transport buyers following a value chain
logic and TPL providers a value network logic, can create coordination conflicts (Huemer, 2012), which also hinder joint environ-
mental strategies that are generally more effective than isolated efforts (Huge-Brodin et al., 2014). Thompson (1967) argues that
technical rationality alone is insufficient for organizational rationality, as companies must also manage inputs and outputs beyond
their core technologies, highlighting interdependence and complexity. Building on this, Stabell and Fjeldstad (1998) show that
different value configurations—value chains, networks, and shops—are grounded in distinct logics, which increases system-wide
complexity and helps explain why coordination challenges between organizations are often underacknowledged.

Thompson (1967) distinguishes long-linked, mediating, and intensive technologies by their openness, noting that mediating and
intensive technologies are more exposed to external variation, though all depend on inputs and outputs beyond their control. Building
on this, Stabell and Fjeldstad (1998) differentiate value chains, networks, and shops by activity organization (standardized vs.
customized) and value logic (transformative vs. mediative), providing three dimensions for comparing value-creation logics.

4. Methodology

This research adopts a qualitative and interactive research design inspired by Ellstrom et al. (2020) who define it as “a collaborative
research approach characterized by recurrent interactions and joint learning activities between researchers and practitioners in
commonly agreed upon efforts to study change and innovation in organizations”.

This design is suitable given the study’s aim to capture multiple actors’ perspectives on value creation of construction logistics
services (RQ1) and to explore how construction logistics activities and services can be reconfigured to enhance value creation (RQ2).
The interactive format enables rich, context-specific insights while also facilitating dialogue and joint reflection among actors, which is
particularly important for analysing complex multi-actor urban coordination systems.

Compared to alternative approaches, such as surveys, case studies, or action research, the chosen design offers several advantages.
Survey-based methods would have limited the ability to capture the evolving perceptions of value across actor groups. Similarly, a
traditional case study without an interactive component would not have enabled the exploration of future-oriented reconfiguration.
While action research shares a collaborative orientation, it typically places greater emphasis on researcher-led change processes and
practical intervention. In contrast, the interactive research design enables joint learning and reflection while maintaining a stronger
focus on contributing to theory development (Ellstrom et al., 2020).

The study builds on a multi-actor perspective, focusing on actors within the developer and main contractor subsystems of the
construction logistics system (Fredriksson & Huge-Brodin, 2022). These actors are central to the design and implementation of logistics
services (Sundquist et al., 2018) and not yet been extensively studied in the municipal perspective (Fredriksson et al., 2025).

Given that the value of construction logistics services is often unclear prior to implementation (Fredriksson et al., 2025), an
interactive research design is particularly relevant. The participating organizations, all engaged in a three-year research project on
fossil-free construction logistics shared a strong interest in developing logistics services to improve efficiency and environmental
sustainability. This context provided a unique opportunity to study both existing perception and emerging solutions in a real-world



A. Fredriksson et al. Journal of Urban Management 16 (2027) 100567

setting characterised by ongoing change.

The actors included in the study were grouped into four categories: 1) Developers, consisting of two public developers and one
government developer, 2) Main contactors, consisting of two private main contractors among the largest in Sweden, 3) Suppliers,
including a material supplier, a waste management company and a supplier providing fossil-free fuels, and 4) Trade organizations,
including an organization within the construction industry and one within logistics and transport. Data were collected through a series
of semi-structured group interviews and interactive workshops conducted in four steps, between August 2022 and March 2024. The
data collection and analysis in the four steps are described below.

Step 1 Perception of value (RQ1): In the first step (early autumn 2022), eight semi-structured group interviews were carried out
with individual companies, each involving 1-4 representatives. These workshops focused on value creation in construction logistics
providing insights into how companies perceive impact and challenges in current logistics practices. The representatives were
typically business developers, projects leaders and sustainability managers. The interviews lasted around 1.5 h each, were digitally
and recorded. An interview protocol was used to formulate interview questions based on insights from the research project context
and the theoretical framework.

The analysis followed an iterative thematic approach (Nowell et al., 2017), involving initial coding, theme development, and
continuous refinement through team discussions. The recorded interviews were written into text and following up questions sent out to
the respondents. Data was analysed at the individual company level to identify how each organisation conceptualised value. The
researchers work systematically through the data set, identifying interesting aspects. Subsequently, a cross-case analysis was con-
ducted within and across actor groups (suppliers, main contractors, developers, and trade organizations) to identify similarities and
differences in value perceptions. Inductive coding was used to identify themes within current practices and services, which were
categorized into higher-order categories. The framework by Thompson (1967) and Stabell and Fjeldstad (1998) was then used to
support the categorization and to identify dominant value configurations of the different actor groups. Research meetings were held
throughout the coding process to allow time for peer debrief.

Step 2 Reconfiguration and future value creation (RQ2): In the second step, the findings and propositions from Step 1 were
presented and discussed in a 3-h physical joint workshop (November 2022) involving all participating organizations. The workshop
focused on reflecting on current value creation and identifying potential pathways for enhancing value of future logistics services.
The discussions were documented and results from the documentation was followed by semi-structured group interviews with each
company focusing specifically on how they could reconfigure their activities to support future value creation. These interviews
were conducted digitally and recorded, involving 5-7 participants per session and lasted around 1.5 h. The analysis was carried out
in a similar manner as in Step 1. Workshop and interview data were coded to identify central themes related to activities and
services of today and the future. These were then grouped into higher-order categories guided by the theoretical framework
representing future value configuration and potential future value logics.

Step 3 Actors specific validation and deepening: In the third step workshops were conducted with each actor group in autumn
2023. The workshops were digital and lasted about 1 h each and the aim was to further explore and validate the emerging findings
from Step 2. These sessions enabled a deeper understanding of actor specific perspectives on future roles, coordination, and
business opportunities. The analysis focused on refining and validating previously developed propositions while identifying
additional nuances within each actor group.

Step 4 Synthesis and dissemination: As a fourth and final step, the combined findings addressing both research questions were
synthesized and presented in a join workshop with all participating actors. The results were discussed and validated across actor
groups. In addition, the findings were disseminated and reflected upon in a conference with participants from the construction
industry, allowing for further external validation and contextualization.

The research draws on established criteria for trustworthiness in qualitative research (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). Data was triangu-
lated across actor groups and data collection methods enhancing credibility. Iterative validation workshops and group interviews
strengthened confirmability by providing opportunities to reflect on and refine the findings. The stepwise design contributed to
dependability by enabling continuous refinement of data collection and analysis. At least two researchers were involved in all stages of
data collection, and all three researchers participated in the thematic analysis. This facilitated ongoing comparison and discussion of
codes, and emerging themes, reducing the risk of individual bias and enhancing the credibility of the findings (Nowell et al., 2017).

Several underlying assumptions has been made which has implications for the analysis and as such need to be highlighted (Nowell
etal., 2017): 1) the actors involved are able to articulate their perceptions of value and their roles within the system, 2) the interactive
approach fosters open dialogue and critical reflection and 3) the participating actors capture key roles within the construction system,
although they are not statistically representative. The results should be understood as analytically generalisable insights rather than
statistically generalisable findings. In line with the concept of transferability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), the aim of this research is not
statistical generalisation, but to provide context-rich insights that allow readers to assess the applicability of the findings to other
settings.

5. Results

The results are divided into two subchapters based on the two research questions.
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5.1. The value of efficient and environmentally sustainable logistics

Table 1 summarizes how the four actor groups look upon value and how they see that they add value by construction logistic.

Table 1 indicates that value is defined by the role of the actors in the construction project. Starting with the supplier group it becomes
clear that they view value based on their own abilities and the service they can provide. Suppliers see value as specific to the specialty
of the supplier, which fits well with the logic of the value chain. The suppliers add an additional service to a larger flow and increase the
value of the product (the construction project) by creating efficiency and opportunities for climate saving in the main contractors’
delivery of the final product.

For the main contractor group there are three parts that constitute value: satisfied customers (i.e. developers), security for their
workers, and sustainability. There are conflicts as well as synergies between those parts, and in the discussions with the main con-
tactors it became clear that it is important to find the right balance between those value constructs. As with the suppliers, efficiency is
central for the main contractors in adding value and this efficiency is highly connected to the project and the activities carried out on-
site when building the product. This, in turn, is in line with the value shop logic. The value creation lies in the ability to combine the
resources (i.e. sub-contractors and suppliers) in an effective way to satisfy the customer’s needs. Although there are standardized
resources as a basis the combination of them are unique for each delivery to the customer. In the discussions the main contractors tend
to focus on the uniqueness of the product and not the similarities in logistics activities between projects. According to the main
contractors, the customer is in charge, and the main contractors do what they can to meet customer requirements. There is a tendency
to be in the “back seat” and let the customer dictate the terms.

The developer group expresses broad value expectations, focusing more on what should be achieved than how, with positive values
largely framed through a value chain logic. They take a linear, ‘building-for-building” approach, yet discuss society and third parties
without recognizing how construction and supply operations are organized. As for the suppliers and the main contractor efficiency is
mentioned as important but so is also increased knowledge, and to demonstrate “good practice” on sustainable construction logistics.
Where sustainability is not only environmental but also social. Their customer role includes not only setting and following up re-
quirements but also supporting contractors and suppliers, for example through longer contract periods. This also points towards how
the system is evaluated as it is the developers that are responsible for showing to the regulatory bodies (local and regional munici-
palities as well as certification organs) that the expected environmental sustainability values have been reached and to their owners
that the cost (i.e. efficiency) has been within budget.

The trade organization group does not focus on value from their own role but links value creation to the other actors and the entire
sector. As they are not responsible for deliveries, they contribute general sector knowledge and a holistic perspective, an indirect value
they aim to pass on.

5.2. How construction logistics systems actors configure their activities to create value

Table 2 summarizes how the four actor groups see that they can reconfigure their activities to add value through construction
logistic in the future.

Four general themes were identified as essential to increase the use of logistics services and to see the value in form of efficiency and
environmental sustainability: Procurement demands, Knowledge and interest of logistics, CLS design, and Scaling-up.

The procurement demands of different actors is central for how the project is planned and conducted. As shown in the con-
struction logistic system model (Fredriksson & Huge-Brodin, 2022), there are sequential dependencies between the actors where the

Tabell 1
Value and value creation within construction logistics presented group wise.

Supplier group Main contractor group Developer group Trade organisation group

What is value for Climate savings Satisfied customers Safe and trouble-free for the 3rd man -  Climate savings - raising awareness

ou? rou igher increasing accessibilis of sustainable transport an
you? through high g bil. f sustainable transport and
efficiency and the right  Security Move away from fuel issues - focus on  transport impacts
fuel efficiency
Sustainability Increased coordination and

communication - control and
employee satisfaction

How do you add Effective waste Efficiency - how to maintain ~ Smooth project Time and place efficiency - creating

value to management to get rid  job satisfaction while an understanding of the need to
construction of waste standardizing and planning work on efficiency recurrently
logistics? Creating efficiency work Save time and money - Sense of between projects.

(time and space saving)
Increase opportunities
for circularity

efficiency (reduce mistrust)
Demonstrate sustainability - Easy to
follow up and see that requirements
are met and accountability can be
implemented

Increase knowledge, be able to
understand and analyse impact of
choices - be able to steer on incentives
instead of penalties
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Table 2
How actors can reconfigure their activities to capture value, split between the spheres internally, externally (but in the supply chain) and society.

Supplier group

Main contractor group

Developer group

Trade organization group

Internally Work long-term

Take a position in the entire
construction process and
become more involved in
the process

Develop digital parts

Follow-up and
measurement

Sell your value better
Desire for external goals

Externally

Society Their conditions are
affected by society’s rules of
the game (eg the price of

HVO compared with diesel)

More planning, holistic view.
Better follow-up

Benefit from previous experience in
new projects
Employee value

Efficiency (customers demand high
efficiency but unfortunately not so
much environment, price still a
priority).

Could offer planning services

With better customer drive, you would
get more innovation (you would have
to be a little more proactive, you
follow customer demand and satisfy
their wishes)

Better on setting
requirements, reporting and
follow-up (also on
sustainability dimensions)
Planning

Cooperation and increased
understanding of different
actors

Knowledge building (in-
house and external)

Create incentives

Longer contract periods
Develop suppliers to become
“better"

R&D creates benefit on a
societal level (outside of
one’s own)

Decouple create transparent cost
picture (material costs and transport
costs)

The building contractor must get better
at selling. Bigger than that — those who
sell need to get better at telling the
customer what they need (suppliers vs
contractors too)

Knowledge building between actors

In step with increased focus on
environmental reporting and freedom
from fossil fuels, construction logistics
is becoming more important.

developer procures the main contractor, and the main contractor thereafter procures subcontractors and suppliers. This relates directly
to the value chain logic (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998), not for the single companies but for the system. The developer’s demands on the
main contractor are usually transferred to all the other actors’ part of the main contractor subsystem. According to our findings, all
actors, apart from the developers, concur that developers need to assume responsibility for initiating logistics services by setting clear
demands in the procurement process. From the workshops the developers are avoiding setting demands stating how the main
contractor will conduct the projects. It should, according to the developer, be in the interest of the main contractor to improve the
logistics as it is an operational and not strategic issue to them: “I think that the potential driving force is with you (main contractor — author
clarification). Which demands can I set that are not too detailed but still make them act correctly ... regarding logistics?” (Public developer 1).

The main contractors acknowledge that demands will move the industry forward. For example, Main contractor 1 stresses “But set
demands on work procedures. How are the contractor planning to finish the project. Merely asking ‘we want you to describe this’ brings you far.”

Main contractors argue that logistics requirements should be mandatory; otherwise, change will not occur. They want developers to
demand logistics plans, i.e. strategies based on standard services adapted to the project context rather than specific technologies. This
is in line with the value shop logic (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998). Such plans can make logistics a competitive advantage, but they require
follow-up to measure effects. All actors agree that developers should lead this follow-up, though developers lack knowledge on how to
assess impacts. Therefore, if developers set requirements, main contractors must show how logistics services link to efficiency and
sustainability outcomes, such as time, cost, and emission savings. These should be translated into measurable results, with all actors
providing data to demonstrate effect and value.

These findings align with previous literature. Thompson (1967) views demand coordination as a planning mechanism, where
transparent project planning clarifies actor tasks. The construction procurement demands show traces from all three of Stabell &
Fjeldstads (1998) models. As suggested above, the value shop logic aligns with the unique project feature. The value network model
aligns with the suggestion that the main contractor takes lead on coordinating (mediating) the need of the actors. The value-cahin logic
could be applied to specific actors, but in this case coordination between actors (network logic) promotes the value chain model in
making the system as a whole more efficient.

The second theme identified is the lack of logistics knowledge All actors agree that uncertainty about which logistics services to
use, combined with limited understanding of their impact on time, cost and GHG emissions hinder recognition of the potential values
these services offer in terms of efficiency and environmental sustainability. They also agree that the lack of knowledge is shared among
all the different actors involved in the construction project, i.e. “itis a lack of knowledge covering several tiers of dependent actors” (Trade
organization within construction). “Furthermore, both the main contractors and the suppliers are unaware of the present knowledge” (Public
developer 2), meaning that they have problems presenting their way of working with logistics in a structured way. Consequently,
logistics is not presented as a key competitive priority in main contractors offerings nor in the service they procure from suppliers.

This creates precarious situations where suppliers must offer a logistics service without subcontractor commitment, making effi-
ciency hard to achieve due to low volumes.

“The other services are add-ons. It is hard to pitch a truly holistic solution, even though that is what they are all looking for” (Main
contractor 2). Even if there is not a total lack of logistics knowledge among main contractors, it is highly “dependent on individuals with a
great interest and belief in the effect of logistics” (Main contractor 2). Dependence on individual employees makes organizations
vulnerable, as logistics knowledge often disappears when they leave. This lack of knowledge has been noted in green logistics
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(Evangelista et al., 2013) and hampers progress on environmental sustainability, consistent with our findings in construction logistics.

Overall, the lack of logistics knowledge can explain the lack of efficiency in the construction logistics system. If logistics capacity is
not well known by the actors involved, it cannot become an important part of the value creation, according to the value shop logic
(Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998). The combination of resources is key to value creation (Thompson, 1967) also in construction projects
(Way, 2019), and missing out on logistics knowledge means missing out on combining this key resource with other resources. In
addition, the rationality creating efficiency in the system, according to the value chain model (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998) is clearly
hampered, if one efficiency-based competence is not in the equation.

The third theme is CLS design. Actors agree on the need for large-scale CLS for major projects, combining several services to
manage space and shared resources in large development areas. The challenge lies in adapting CLS for single projects without a
challenging surrounding. The logistics service offerings for these projects tend to become either too complex and thereby costly,
providing services not necessary, or only small consultancy activities, such as providing help with site disposition plans and nothing
more. Thus, there is a need for increased understanding of how to decide on “the size and extent of logistics services in a project” (Material
supplier). One of the participating main contractors have started working with what they call “basic services” (Main contractor 2).
These are services that all projects in their company should have as a minimum level: site disposition plans (external and internal),
delivery booking system and a logistics responsible within the site organisation. “This effort helps them to standardize the logistics ser-
vices” (Main contractor 2). This standardisation will increase the level of recognition and thereby knowledge among the employees. “A
standardised use also supports the actors of how to calculate the effectiveness of the logistics” (Main contractor 2). Standardization improves
knowledge of how to value the services by enabling comparison of effects and profit levels across projects, even when each project is
unique.

Among the th ee value creation models (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998) the need for standardization aligns with both the value chain-
and the value shop logic, however taking the uniqiness of the projects into consideration, the value shop logics mostly resembled the
situation above. The value shop logic requires unique combinations of resources to solve customer specific problems, however
standardized modules or procedures (Fredriksson et al., 2024) offers ways to find efficiencies also in customized projects (Stabell &
Fjeldstad, 1998). An increased level of standardisation implies spread of knowledge due to familiarity of using the standard services.
Thus, it supports the understanding of the effects from using logistics services, and increased usage through procurement demands
forcing the actors to present plans of what logistics services to include. This can lead to scaling up the use of logistics services in the
construction industry, and an increased understanding of what value different logistics services provide. This could encourage main
contractors and suppliers to collaborate and offer a joint proposal to the developer, avoiding separate procurement.

Taken together this can be described as actors together approaching a value network logic (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998). The waste
management supplier elaborates on this:” Maybe if we wrote the offering together. [Supplier and Main Contractor — author addition] takes
on the task of designing an efficient site and you will get the specification for the site and the connected cost”. This caught attention among the
other actors “Then we would have completely another type of business together. Exciting idea but haven’t seen anyone daring to take this step”
(Main contractor 2). Furthermore, the scaling-up per se aligns with the value chain model (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998), as it alludes to
economies of scale.

6. Discussion

The discussion will first elaborate on the different actor’s perspective on value and value configurations and second on the
managerial and policy implications of the study.

6.1. Actors perspectives

The results above indicate, that different value creation logics (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998) are at play in parallel in the constriction
logistics system. The analysis furthermore shows that actors in the construction logistics system follow different value creation logics,
which can lead to socio-technical conflicts, misunderstandings, and misalignment in resources, activities, and decision-making in line
with (Huemer, 2012). Below we discuss the implications of reorganizing value configurations in the construction industry.

Main contractors primarily operate within a value shop logic (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998), focusing on efficiency while preserving
their core competence in managing project-specific complexity, which limited standardization. In contrast, suppliers, positioned lower
in the hierarchy, seek deeper integration and resource pooling, indicating a shift toward a value network logic (ibid). While developers
largely maintain a linear or long-linked logic (Thompson, 1967), they sometimes bypass main contractors to procure construction
logistics services directly from suppliers (Sundquist et al., 2018; Dubois et al., 2019), a pattern also observed in this study. If suppliers
could develop a stronger network logic (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998) both environmental sustainability and efficiency could be improved
across the construction logistics system, although suppliers’ limited power constrains the perceived value of logistics services (Fre-
driksson et al., 2025).

Prior research shows that suppliers increasingly approach developers directly, bypassing the main contractor’s value shop logic and
enabling a shift toward value network logic (Fredriksson et al., 2021; Eriksson et al., 2021). In response, suppliers are consolidating,
standardizing, and modularizing construction logistics solutions, improving transparency of value creation and enabling resource
sharing across projects, which increases efficiency. This could also be seen in terms of system-wide value-shop logic. A key challenge is
involving main contractors in this transformation, where trade organizations, network-based by nature and rooted in mediating
technology (Thompson, 1967), can bridge actor logics, promote standardization, and build logistics knowledge, providing long-term
stability for change in the loosely coupled construction logistics system (Dubois & Gadde, 2002).
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Hence, the question that the actors in the construction logistics system stand in front of is how to strengthen their value provision in
a context with high variation, but also with a desire, albeit weaker, to standardize the work. The increased need for resilience
(Cheshmehzangi, A., 2021) in combination with need of standardization points to a system-level value network logic (Stabell &
Fjeldstad, 1998), where standardized, network-based coordination can enhance environmental sustainability through greater effi-
ciency and resource use. Developers, as end customers, are well positioned to drive this shift via mediative actions such as procurement
requirements and knowledge transfer, yet they currently operate largely under a linear value logic. Moving toward a value network
logic will require stronger logistics knowledge and reflects developers’ ambition to improve system-wide performance rather than
solely transform their own activities.

To summarize, using Stabell and Fjeldstad’s (1998) typology, applied both to actors and to the system level, supports an improved
understanding of actor pathways and interacting value logics in sustainability transformations of construction logistics.

6.2. Managerial and policy implications

Achieving efficiency and environmental sustainability in logistics requires a systems perspective that extends beyond individual
actors to account for societal dynamics and interactions (Shan, Shou, Kang, & Park, 2022). All three actor groups, suppliers, main
contractors, and developers, express ambitions to move toward a value network logic, seeking greater collaboration, resource sharing,
and system-level coordination. This aligns with domain synchronization (Thompson, 1967) and recent findings (Li et al., 2025),
despite suppliers expressing optimism and main contractors some concern. Converging toward a shared value network logic could ease
coordination challenges (Huemer, 2012) and support improved environmental sustainability (Huge-Brodin et al., 2014). However, to
achieve this requires managerial and policy change.

First of all, from a managerial perspective increased logistics knowledge is needed to strengthen procurement and performance
follow-up. Scaling up requires joint value propositions and service configurations across developers, contractors, and suppliers,
forming a value network. However, contractors’ ambiguous view of efficiency and fear of standardization remain major barriers to
improving environmental impact and efficiency. As the central ‘spider in the web’ (Fredriksson et al., 2025), main contractors could act
as network conductors, orchestrating value creation both onsite and offsite. They hold key planning information and communicate
with developers and suppliers, though this is rarely shared (Backstrand & Fredriksson, 2022). However, their low-level ambition to
change their way of configuring their business leaves room for others to take this role, and it is rather the suppliers who are interested
in stepping up and taking on more coordination in the construction logistics system. One can wonder: what is it that hinders the main
contractors from taking the lead role?

Policy implications, are to move away from existing ignorance of construction transport as an essential effect of urban develop-
ment. Future sustainable development policies need to address how costs, benefits and responsibilities are distributed among actors.
There is a need for policy frameworks that recognize construction transport and logistics as integral components of urban planning and
facilitate the alignment of project-level incentives with broader societal goals. This will transform the observed discussion in this study
of the actors largely emphasize what others should do, as responsibility for system-level coordination remains unclear. From a policy
perspective, this reflects the construction transport planning gap identified by Eriksson and Fredriksson (2025), explaining why
multi-actor challenges such as construction transport often remain ungoverned. This study shows that developers and contractors
support sustainability requirements in procurement and land agreements, underscoring the need for municipalities to implement
policies that explicitly target construction transport impacts and broader sustainable development. Reducing the environmental
impact of construction logistics creates societal value, while municipals, through public development roles, also shapes the rules for
logistics efficiency. Clear, long-term policies are therefore critical (Eriksson et al., 2021). This will help the industry take a managerial
necessary step, to move from uniqueness and customization toward greater standardization (Stabell & Fjeldstad, 1998), that will
alleviate concerns about loss of competitiveness, with trade organizations playing a key facilitating role and broadening sustainability
to include social as well as environmental and economic dimensions.

7. Conclusion

This study shows that the integration of construction transport and logistics into sustainable urban development is not primarily a
technical challenge but a coordination challenge arising from different actor value logics. By applying the value configuration
framework, the study demonstrates how value network configurations can support the alignment of efficiency and sustainability
objectives across the construction logistics system.

The main theoretical implication is that sustainability transitions in construction logistics should be understood as inter-
organizational processes shaped by interacting value creation logics. The main policy implication is that municipalities can support
more sustainable urban development by using planning and procurement instruments to incentivize collaboration and system-wide
value creation rather than project-level optimization alone.

7.1. Limitations and further research

This study has several limitations. First, it is conducted within a Swedish context and focuses on the perspectives of developers and
main contractors, which may limit the transferability of the findings to other institutional settings and actor constellations. Second, the
study is based on actors’ perceptions of value creation and sustainability rather than direct measurements of environmental, opera-
tional, or economic performance. Consequently, the findings should be interpreted as analytical rather than statistical generalizations.
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Third, the study focuses primarily on value creation within the construction logistics system and does not explicitly examine how
municipal planning processes, governance structures, and policy instruments influence the integration of construction transport and
logistics into urban development.

Further research should follow the development of construction logistics systems over time to examine whether the identified
pathways materialize in practice. Further studies could develop measures for assessing the performance of different value configu-
rations and compare the findings with sustainability transitions in other industries and national contexts. Further research should also
explore how municipalities can use planning, procurement, and regulatory instruments to align project-level incentives with broader
sustainability objectives. There is a need for longitudinal studies examining how construction logistics considerations can be incor-
porated into urban planning processes over time and how different governance arrangements affect the coordination of construction
transport, land use, and sustainable urban development. Comparative studies across cities and institutional contexts would further
enhance understanding of how policy frameworks can support more sustainable construction logistics systems.
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