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CONTEXT  

SEGRO is a UK Real Estate Investment Trust (REIT), and a leading owner, manager and developer of 

modern warehouses and light industrial property. In Greater London, our portfolio extends to over 12.5 

million sqft of light industrial and urban logistics space. It is home to over 420 customers operating 

from 55 estates across the Capital, and supports over 20,000 jobs. In the last five years, we have 

delivered 1.6m sqft of new industrial development across London. 

RESPONSE TO M92 

M92: Would the cumulative cost of the policy requirements set out in the Plan, along with any other 

national and local requirements, threaten the economic viability of development and put implementation 

of the Plan at serious risk? 

Urban Greening 

In our written statement in response to M62 (Urban Greening) we expressed our concerns regarding 

the viability impact of Policy G5 on new development. This impact is only magnified when other 

requirements of the plan, such as those relating to design, sustainability and carbon emissions, are 

taken into account. Our specific concerns regarding the viability of the urban greening policy (G5) are 

set out below. 

In order to increase urban greening in industrial development to a level of 0.3, as currently required by 

Policy G5, the provision of extensive green roofs and green walls would be required. Installing these 

items significantly increases structural loads, and in the case of green roofs (which we have investigated 

in great detail) would increase typical structural load for industrial developments by c.50%, resulting in 

a total increase in development costs of c.15%.  

The London Plan Viability Study Addendum Report (Three Dragons/ Turner & Townsend/ Housing 

Futures Ltd, 2018) states that a cost for premium urban greening types of £41.50/sqm has been 

applied to all development floorspace. We have tested the build cost implications of installing green 

roof (and the associated structural works required) on a number of example schemes and have 

identified that the additional cost of achieving this is c. £123/sqm on industrial developments. This is 

approximately three times as much as is tested in the viability study. 

Through our extensive experience of designing and delivering Grade A industrial development, we 

conclude the following: 

• Achieving an UGF of 0.3 is not deliverable in viability terms.    

• The London Plan evidence base does not support the application of an UGF of 0.3 to new 

industrial development, and the viability study’s cost estimates for achieving this fall well short 

of the reality when applied to industrial development. 

• In the context of the NPPF (2012), Policy G5(b) is not ‘justified’ or ‘effective’ with regards to 

industrial development.  

In order to ensure that policy G5(b) is ‘justified’ and ‘effective’, and to ensure that the implementation 

of the Plan is not put at serious risk, we propose that the policy is amended as follows:  

“Boroughs should develop an Urban Greening Factor (UGF) to identify the appropriate amount of urban 

greening required in new developments. The UGF should be based on the factors set out in Table 8.2, 

but tailored to local circumstances. In the interim, the Mayor recommends a target score of 0.4 for new 

developments that are predominately residential, and a target score of 0.3 for predominately 
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commercial development (except predominantly industrial development which should have a target 

score of 0.15)”. 

Mixed Use Development – Industrial/Housing  

As noted in our original representations, mixed use development comprising industrial space and 

housing has unique design and viability considerations, which are especially challenging for vertically 

arranged developments.  

The construction costs of development are higher for both the industrial development and the 

residential development when delivered together, due to the need to ensure design measures are 

included to protect residential amenity and secure an uncompromised industrial function.  

These higher than average costs for both use classes are likely to be accompanied by lower than 

average values, as for both residential occupiers and industrial operators, the shared environment is 

considered to be sub-optimal. Furthermore, the need for separate access and appropriate separation 

of uses means that design efficiencies and overall development density are likely to be compromised 

verses a single use scheme. 

The London Plan Viability Study does not appear to account for differences in costs and values where 

these uses are combined. We believe that the London Plan Viability Study should try to account for the 

unique challenges posed by mixed use development, and that the preparation and application of 

London Plan policies should allow for flexibility on certain requirements of the Plan in order to 

incentivise the delivery of this type of development.   

 


