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Abstract: An increased interest in the logistics real estate sector has recently been shown by industries, such as e-
commerce and retailing, seeking warehouses and cross-docking facilities compliant with their logistics needs. The ever-
growing demand for quality in logistics services, the paradigm of Industry 4.0 within logistics facilities and the 
institutional pressure for improved sustainability have contributed towards refocusing attention on logistics buildings. 
In this evolving landscape, this paper aims to build guidelines to help investors determine the most valuable features 
of a warehouse, identify the characterizing traits of the evolution of the logistics real estate sector and uncover its latest 
trends, also extending the rating model previously developed to an international context. It reports the results of the 
application of the rating model to 79 warehouses owned or rented to logistics service providers (LPSs). The results 
show an increased level of the overall quality of the logistics buildings surveyed, in particular a higher quality rate for 
the elements included in the building and internal areas sections. Moreover, the buildings physical aspects related to 
the layout of the facility are aligned to the operational requirements (functionality rates). The findings prove that 
logistics estates have evolved from conventional warehouses into more complex facilities equipped with automated or 
semi-automated handling and storage systems. From a theoretical perspective, this research fills a gap in the body of 
knowledge, which lacks empirical studies. From a practical viewpoint, it builds guidelines that help practitioners to 
evaluate their assets and improve them when presenting themselves to the marketplace. 
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1. Introduction 

Logistics real estate has been experiencing a recent rebirth 
also driven by industries such as e-commerce and retailing, 
searching for warehouses and cross-docking facilities 
compliant with their logistics needs.  

According to the annual report of Prologis, a global leader 
in logistics real estate, logistics real estate growth remained 
considerable in 2018, with rents rising 6% globally. In 
Europe, rents rose 5%, a nearly doubling in growth from 
2017. It is the highest annual rate in this region in the last 
10 years. The Italian market is in the early stage of growth 
(Prologis Research, 2019). In 2017, the Italian real estate 
rebirth was driven by third-party logistics (3PL) providers 
(45% of the total take-up measured in Italy), retailers (22%) 
and e-commerce companies (17%). The number of 
transactions (contracts and financial transactions) 
concerning new constructions overtook those for existing 
buildings (61% versus 39%), with a reversal of the historical 
trend taking place in 2017. The growth of this industry is 
also proven by another index: the vacancy rate - i.e. the 
number of empty facilities available on the market - which 
has been reduced by half since 2013 (GVA Redilco, 2018). 

The literature reports few studies regarding the 
characteristics of the logistics real estate industry. Studies 
provide a number of assessment models for logistics 
buildings, measuring a building’s marketability through 
financial indicators (French, 2004) or its sustainability 
performances (Mattoni et al., 2018). The models presented 
are rarely tested on large samples to assess the evolution of 
the sector over time. Consequently, literature is poor in 

empirical works. To fill this gap, the present paper aims to 
analyse the state-of-art of the Italian logistics real estate 
industry and build guidelines to help investors to determine 
the most valuable features of a warehouse, starting from 
the results provided by the application of a rating model to 
79 warehouses owned or rented to logistics service 
providers (LPSs). The model is based on a structured and 
holistic assessment designed specifically for logistics 
buildings. This model was originally created in 
collaboration with companies operating in the real estate 
industry and logistics providers in Italy (Baglio et al., 2019). 
It measures both the quality (e.g. architectural and 
equipment features) and the functionality (i.e. compliance 
with logistics requirements) of logistics buildings. 
Moreover, an extension of the rating model to an 
international context was performed by applying it to UK 
facilities. 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. 
Section 2 describes the existing literature, addressing the 
relevant features related to the logistics real estate industry. 
Section 3 reports the objectives of the research, while 
section 4 shows the methodology adopted to achieve the 
purpose of the study. Section 5 describes the main findings 
and, finally, the last section presents discussions, 
conclusions and the main implications for academics and 
practitioners, and further future research opportunities. 

2. Literature 

Logistics real estate industry growth is driven by the rise of 
industries such as e-commerce and retailing (GVA Redilco, 
2018). It has changed from a traditional development 
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pattern to a modern one. The traditional pattern was 
characterised by a few speculative developments, lease or 
rent contracts of at least 10 years, local or national 
developers who were in charge of building the new facilities 
and weak investment in the market. Instead, the modern 
pattern has seen an increased number of rent and lease 
contracts, an increased demand for shorter contract (3-5 
years), the coming of international developers into the 
market, brokers and investment trusts who have built 
speculatively logistics parks on significantly larger lots 
(Hesse, 2004). Even warehouses have changed during the 
last two decades, they are getting taller, larger and smarter 
(McKinnon, 2009). According to McKinnon (2009) the 
future characteristics of logistics real estate will be affected 
by: the new configuration of supply chains, the increase in 
the relative cost of freight transport, attention to 
sustainability, growth of online retailing and advances in 
warehouse technology. 

So far, there has been little investigation into logistics real 
estate, few empirical studies analysed the evolution of the 
industry and how the characteristics of a warehouse 
changed. The research of Buttimer et al. (1997) is the first 
example of an empirical study in logistics real estate. They 
examine the determinants of industrial warehouse rental 
prices in the US, using a panel data model to analyse cross-
sectional and time-series data. They prove that industrial 
rents are a function of both time-invariant features (the 
building’s physical characteristics) - as already shown by 
Ambrose (1990) - and time-varying characteristics (such as 
market vacancy rates). The building characteristics analysed 
focus only on layout aspects, in line with the traditional role 
of the warehouses (Baker, 2004). On the contrary, 
interesting findings are provided by the more recent 
researches of Oh and Shin (2016) and Ma et al. (2018). 
Their empirical studies test the determinants of warehouse 
rental prices respectively in South Korea and China (Bejing 
area). The first model considers different aspects: from 
location-related information to macro-environment issues, 
as shown in Table 1. The second model is based mostly on 
the building’s physical characteristics and the local house 
prices. Unlike the results of Buttimer et al. (1997), these 
researches show that warehouse rent is affected mainly by 
its location features, while macro-environmental variables 
(named time-varying characteristic in study of Buttimer et 
al.) do not affect rent significantly. Moreover, they both 
suggest including additional items to estimate the 
warehouse value more comprehensively. Finally, 
Mattarocci and Pekdemir (2017) bring in new features 
when assessing a logistics facility. They started as the 
above-mentioned studies from the analysis of location – 
focusing on proximity, real estate market and infrastructure 
– progressing to the extensive analysis of other features 
(e.g. age, size and type of loading bays). Moreover, they 
introduced the concept of ‘purpose of usage’ to capture the 
complexity and diversity of logistics buildings.  

Table 1: Logistics real estate main features mentioned by 
the main references 

Reference Logistics real estate main features 

Ambrose 
(1990) 

Physical characteristics (i.e. building size, 
office space, ceiling height, dock-high 
doors, drive-in doors, sprinklers, proxy 
of building age);  

Location (i.e. presence of a railroad 
siding). 

Buttimer 
et al. 
(1997) 

Physical characteristics (i.e. rentable square 
footage, ceiling height, percentage of 
office space, number of years since its 
construction, number of loading bays, 
presence of a sprinkler system); 
Location (i.e. distance from nearest 
freight railway yard);  
Economic measures (i.e. market vacancy 
rate, market conditions). 

Oh and 
Shin 
(2016) 

Physical characteristics (i.e. floor area, plot 
size, number of parking spaces per plot 
size, ceiling height, building age, cold 
and frozen storage facilities, tenant); 
Location (i.e. area; access to ports, major 
cities and the motorway system; width 
of adjacent streets);  
Economic measures (i.e. gross regional 
domestic product for the region, 
employment to population ratio). 

Ma et al. 
(2018) 

Physical characteristics (i.e. the size of the 
logistics building); 
Location (i.e. district, latitude, longitude, 
distance from city centre and from the 
nearest house);  
Economic measures (i.e. local house prices). 

Mattarocci 
and 
Pekdemir 
(2017) 

Physical characteristics (i.e. age, total floor 
space, type of loading bays for trucks 
and lorries, 360-degree circulation 
around the building, cross-docking 
configuration and car/truck parking); 
Location (i.e. proximity to customers, to 
suppliers, to carrier hubs, to 
infrastructure/transport modes, to 
economic networks, quality of road 
access, transport  costs);  
Economic measures (i.e. availability and 
flexibility of labour, labour costs, 
regulatory issues, incentives, real estate 
costs, availability of land, availability of 
existing modern warehouses). 

 

The models analysed above displayed a different approach 
to the assessment of logistics buildings. In the late 90s the 
main focus of the analysis of logistics buildings was on a 
few of the building’s physical elements such as age, ceiling 
height and floor space, in line with the traditional role of 
the warehouse: a simple building used for storage. 
Nowadays, due to the new requirements of logistics 
providers and industries such as e-commerce and retailing, 
logistics buildings are evolving into more complex facilities 
performing other functions such as goods handling, order 
picking, product customisation and recycling (McKinnon, 
2009). 

Even if the new studies try to provide a more 
comprehensive analysis of the logistics building, they still 
focus only on the relation among some specific facets and 
the rental price without including in the analysis also the 
‘purpose of usage’ of a warehouse. Moreover, an 
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understanding of the evolution of the industry has not been 
addressed yet.  

3. Objective of the research 

The literature review has revealed a lack of studies on the 
logistics real estate sector aiming to define the 
characteristics of the investments in this industry over time. 
Moreover, the literature lacks empirical studies assessing 
logistics buildings’ quality also in relation to the operating 
requirements. Quality, in line with Baglio et al. (2018), has 
to be understood not only as a combination of architectural 
characteristics and equipment features, but also as a set of 
characteristics (e.g. site location, external spaces, building 
technical characteristics, internal areas, utilities and ‘green 
systems’) affecting the overall building evaluation. 
Likewise, functionality refers to the level of suitability of a 
logistics building to host a certain type of logistics activities 
(e.g. storage, picking and sorting). 

Building on the elements that emerged, the present 
research aims to fill the identified research gap by analysing 
the evolution of the logistics real estate industry and 
uncovering its latest trends, applying the original model 
developed by the authors and presented in Baglio et al., 
(2018). Therefore, the intended aim is to build guidelines to 
help investors to determine the most valuable features of a 
warehouse and to identify the logistics building’s 
weaknesses – features needing qualitative improvements – 
and strengths – features in which the industry has already 
invested. In addition, an application to the UK context 
provides insights into the differences among the buildings 
in UK and Italy.  

4. Methodology 

The research methodology was structured into different 
stages. First, a literature review was performed in order to 
identify the characteristics of the logistics real estate 
industry and the logistics buildings. Second, the model 
developed in the previous research of the authors (Baglio 
et al., 2018) was applied to a sample of Italian logistics 
buildings.  

Authors decide to define a homogeneous sample, selecting 
the logistics building according to inclusion and exclusion 
criteria. This approach was chosen since it is a first attempt 
to gather data on logistics real estate industry to outline its 
evolution and to build guidelines to help investors to 
determine the most valuable features of a warehouse. A 
heterogeneous sample applied to a wide variety of data 
(such as logistics buildings) could not give interesting 
findings and valid generalisations (Robinson, 2014). So, the 
warehouses selected were built or refurbished after 1998, in 
order to exclude older buildings not compliant with the 
newest regulations. Moreover, to rule out not operating or 
obsolescent buildings, a focus on warehouses owned or 
rented to logistics service providers (LPSs) in Italy is 
provided. Additionally, to outline the future trend of the 
buildings, the sample was adjusted by removing logistics 
buildings with a dimension greater than 500 m2. The 
assessed warehouses were identified using the database of 
the Contract Logistics Observatory (as per Marchet et al., 
2018). Started in 2011 and dedicated to topics regarding 
logistics outsourcing, it is a permanent research initiative 
launched by Politecnico di Milano School of Management. 
Thanks to the contact database of the Observatory, it was 

possible to survey up to 150 logistics service providers 
LSPs with the questions related to the model. As a result, 
after having applied the inclusion and exclusion criteria, a 
sample of 79 warehouses owned or rented to LPSs in Italy 
was defined.  The characteristics of the sample are 
described in the following section (see Section 5), together 
with the main results (see Section 6). 

The model assesses quality and functionality for each 
facility. The model is structured in 4 main sections: 
‘Location and relationship with the context’, ‘External 
spaces’, ‘Building technical characteristics’ and ‘Internal 
area, utilities and green systems’. The model does not 
measure the presence of automated systems since they are 
installed by the tenant according to the type of goods stored 
and handle. The model evaluated a logistics building from 
a real estate perspective, focusing only on the building’s 
features and not the operative requirements.   

The required inputs of the model for a given logistics 
facility are: 

• general data about the building; 
• one option selected for each feature from each of 

the four sections (as shown in Table 2). 
 

Table 2: Structure of the rating model for logistics 
buildings 

Sections Sub-sections Features 
examples 

Location and 
relationship with 
the context 

Context  

Proximity to 
transport 
infrastructures 

e.g. proximity to 
logistics parks, 
courier hubs, 
large cities, 
highway exits, 
ports and airports 

External spaces External yard 

Loading/ 
unloading bays 

e.g. dimensions of 
front/back yard, 
number of car 
and truck parking 
lots, direction of 
traffic, number of 
loading bays, 
dock levellers 

Building technical 
characteristics 

Warehouse size 

Structure 

Flooring 

 

e.g. building 
layout, height, 
depth, mesh, roof 
structure, panels, 
fire resistance (R) 

Internal area, 
utilities and green 
systems 

Offices and 
other spaces 

Utilities and 
green systems 

e.g. office areas, 
recharge areas for 
material handling 
equipment, 
technical rooms, 
fire-fighting 
system, lighting 
system 

 

Based on the inputs, the model produces four outputs: 

• the predominant functionality of the logistics 
facility (in percentages), measured in the number 
of the distinguishing features selected that are 
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associated to two types of logistics buildings: 
warehouses or cross-docking facilities, 

• the overall quality of the building expressed in the 
number of stars (1 to 5), calculated by adding 
together all the scores associated to the options 
selected; 

• the quality scores for each section (in 
percentages); 

• the list of the 10 weakest elements that emerged 
from the gap analysis (for each section, calculated 
as the difference between the score of the selected 
options and the ‘best’ options available). 
 

Third, the model was translated into English, adjusted and 
applied also to the UK context, in order to extend the 
understanding of commonalities and diversities of the two 
countries and uncover the latest trends in the logistics real 
estate industry. The adjustments were made according to 
the results of 5 interviews with UK logistics managers and 
logistics real estate experts. This country was chosen since 
it has the highest rate of outsourcing among all European 
countries proving the higher level of the industry’s 
development (Jaafar & Rafiq, 2005; McKinnon, 2009). 
Indeed, the UK has confirmed its leading position in the 
logistics and industrial investment market in Europe 
according to the latest reports (BNP Paribas Real Estate, 
2019).  

5. Sample 

The final dataset includes 79 observations which represent 
the warehouses owned or rented to LSPs: 3PLs and 
transportation companies. The logistics buildings are 
located mainly in the north of Italy, in the Lombardy region 
(40 facilities). This region is one of the most industrialized 
areas in Italy and an important hub for logistics.   

The warehouses assessed have different characteristics with 
regards to: 

1. Floor space (size): >= 40,000 m2 (13 facilities), 10,000 
- 40,000 m2 (44 facilities), and <= 10,000 m2 (22 
facilities). 

2. Clear building height: >= 9 m (63 facilities), <= 7 m 
(4 facilities), and 9 - 7 m (12 facilities). 

3. Average loading/unloading bay density [No. 
bays/m2]: >= 1/800 bays/m2 (35 facilities), 1/800 - 
1/200 bays/m2 (35 facilities), and <= 1/200 bays/m2 
(9 facilities). 

4. Year of construction: from 1998 to 2018, with a focus 
on recent facilities (31 facilities <= 10 years old).  
 

6. Results from empirical research 

This section presents the results obtained from the model 
application on the sample previously described.   

For each logistics facility under assessment, Figure 1 
reports the relationship between warehouse functionality 
and cross-docking functionality rate. The graph pinpoints 
three groups of facilities: (1) at the top left (red points) are 
the cross-docking facilities, (2) at the bottom right the 
warehouses (blue points), (3) the third group identifies the 
‘hybrid’ facilities. These latter buildings do not have the 
typical characteristics of warehouses and cross-docking 
facilities (i.e. they have both functionality rates under the 
threshold of 60%). Finally, no warehouse has been found 

with a functionality rate greater than 60% for both 
warehouse and cross-docking types. The majority of the 
observations are reported in the ‘warehouse’ quadrant (i.e. 
63 facilities with stock functionality rate equal to or greater 
than 60%), since the sample includes mostly 3PLs’ 
buildings, typically used to store, pick and sort the goods of 
their clients rather than perform cross-docking activities. 

The alignment between the characteristics of the logistics 
buildings surveyed and the ones defined beforehand for 
either the warehouses or the cross-docking facilities is 
verified. In general, the features most aligned are the ones 
related to the layout such as depth, building clear height and 
floor space. Indeed, the ranking of the most repeated 
distinguishing characteristics of the two type of logistics 
building was performed. The top five characteristics for 
warehouses and cross-docking facilities are represented in 
the following table (see Table 3).  

On the one hand, between the expected typical features of 
cross-docking facilities there are the building clear height 
and the floor load. However, these buildings show higher 
value of building clear heights and floor load than the ones 
expected (e.g. for the building clear height the mean value 
is equal to 9.5 m vs an expected mean value under 7 m). 
This could be due to LSPs looking for flexible facilities that 
could also be able to host ranks for possible storage needs.  

On the other hand, looking at the warehouses, the two 
expected features not shown by the sample are: the number 
of sides with loading/unloading bays (1 side) and the type 
of loading/unloading bays (for trucks only). The reasons 
why this occurs are twofold. First, the layout of the 
warehouse can vary according to the floor space: larger 
facilities need 2 sides of loading/unloading bays to manage 
the inbound and outbound activities efficiently. Second, the 
new loading/unloading bays can easily serve both types of 
means: trucks and vans. Indeed, there is no relation 
between type of loading/unloading bays and the 
functionality rate.     

Table 3: Distinguish characteristics for the two types of 
logistics buildings  

Top 5 distinguish 
characteristics for 

cross-docking 

% 
cross-
dock 

facility 

Top 5 distinguish 
characteristics for 

warehouses 

% of 
wareho

use 

Building depth: < 
70 m 

88.9% Building depth: >= 
70 m 

88.9% 

Internal spaces to 
total floor space 
ratio: < 40% 

88.9% Building clear 
height: >= 9 m 

85.7% 

Distance from the 
nearest city: <= 30 
km 

88.9% Type of 
loading/unloading 
bays: dock house or 
flush loading dock   

84.1% 

No. sides with 
loading/unloading 
bays: 2 opposite 
sides 

77.8% Average loading 
bays density: <= 
1/500 [No. 
bays/m2] 

76.2% 

Average loading 
bays density: > 
1/300 [# bay/m2] 

77.8% Maximum size of 
the building mesh: 
<= 23 m 

61.9% 
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Figure 1: Comparison between functionality rates (stock 

warehouses vs. cross-docking facilities) 

Regarding the quality rate, the data seem to show an 
increasing trend over time: recent warehouses have a higher 
standard of quality (see Figure 2). As reported in the graph, 
the year of construction is used as a measure of time, since 
it considers the year of construction or the year of the last 
refurbishment (i.e. refurbishment is defined as a change in 
the building’s structure, such as an extension of the floor 
space, improvement in the cladding, etc.).  

 
Figure 2: Analysis of quality over time  

There are several reasons are being behind this growth. 
First, an increased quality of the building material has 
contributed to improving the performance of the estates, 
together with the presence of technological equipment, 
firefighting and/or green systems. These latter aspects are 
now a fundamental part of establishing whether or not a 
warehouse is a top-class logistics facility (Aljohani, K. et al., 
2016). Therefore, they are easily found in the recent 
buildings. Second, 3PLs need to satisfy their new 
customers’ operating requirements and an ever-growing 
demand for quality (Raut et al., 2018). This endless search 
for quality has an impact even on the logistics buildings 
(McKinnon, 2009). Third, new investments in the logistics 
industry and the growth of the logistics real estate sector 
have also helped to refocus the attention on this type of 
estate. As such, logistics facilities have been evolving 
gradually from conventional buildings fitted out with pallet 

racks and forklift trucks to more complex buildings 
equipped with technological devices. 

To investigate which features have a more significant 
impact on the overall quality rate, a detailed analysis of each 
section of the model is provided.  

For location-related information (i.e. the section named 
‘Location and relationship with the context’) and external 
element of the building (i.e. ‘External spaces’), the analysis 
over time does not display any significant relation (see 
Figure 3).  

 
Figure 3: Analysis of the two sections of the model 

‘Location’ and ‘External spaces’ over time 

First, regarding location, in general it has always been an 
important feature from both the real estate (Diziain et al. 
2014; Ma et al., 2018) and the logistics point of view 
(Dablanc and Ross, 2012; McKinnon, 2009). In particular, 
cross-docking facilities prove to have on average higher 
quality rate for the location section rather than warehouses 
(90.1% average location quality for cross-docking vs 81.7% 
average location quality for warehouses). This confirms 
what experts highlighted during interviews: cross-docking 
facilities are placed in strategic locations in order to cover 
areas with high population density, while warehouses are 
built in cheaper areas where the rental prices (€/sqm) is 
lower. Moreover, the location quality has a high standard 
deviation since the best locations are already saturated and 
new ones are exploited (Dablanc & Ross, 2012). Second, 
external spaces have always been an important feature for 
logistics literature since they come into play when 
measuring the performance of the warehousing activities. 
For instance, the number of loading/unloading bays has a 
great impact on the inbound/outbound productivity 
(Staudt et al., 2015). Regarding the following two sections 
of the model (‘Building technical characteristics’ and 
‘Internal area, utilities and green systems’) the data shows a 
different result. In this case, it seems to be a slight positive 
linear relationship between time and the quality rate related 
to these two features (see Figure 4). The increased level of 
quality for building is could mainly due to the improved 
technical characteristics of the building elements. The 113
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internal areas include different elements such as the 
presence of specific areas (i.e. offices, recharge areas for 
material handling equipment and mezzanine) and utilities 
(i.e. firefighting, air-conditioning, lighting system) with a 
specific focus on sustainability (i.e. sustainability 
certification, LED lighting system and photovoltaic 
system). This aspect has gained attention over the last 
decade given the institutional pressure to increase the 
environmental performance of buildings (Zimmermann et 
al., 2005). Indeed, in this period the 61.5% of the total 
buildings assessed have obtained a sustainability 
certification (30.8% LEED, 7.7% BREEAM, 23.0% other) 
56.3% have set up a photovoltaic system for self-
consumption and 52.8% have adopted LED as their main 
lighting system.  

However, even if in these two areas there has been a 
generally improved level of quality in the last few years, 
some logistics buildings displayed lower values, meaning 
that there is room for improvement.  

 
Figure 4: Analysis of the two sections of the model 

‘Building’ and ‘Internal areas’ over time 

7. A case: UK warehouses 

The rating model just applied is based on the characteristics 
of the Italian context. To extend the model to an 
international context, further analyses were performed on 
the logistics real estate industry in UK. To apply the model 
to the UK context some adjustments were made. 
Interviews with experts allowed us to define which features 
are different compared to the ones within the rating model 
based on the Italian context. The adjustments are made 
mainly on the UK’s specific characteristic. For example:  

• in the location section, the distance from the nearest 
seaport is added since seaports are more important 
in UK rather than in Italy due to its geography;  

• in the external areas section, the scores associated 
with the traffic direction within the building plot 
were switched (counterclockwise vs clockwise);  

• in the building section, the question on earthquake-
resistant interventions was replaced with a question 

on flood protection improvement, since this is the 
most frequent environmental risk in UK; also the 
scores of the roof structure were modified since in 
UK the most widely used construction material is 
steel while in Italy it is reinforced concrete.  

• in the internal spaces section, the question regarding 
the presence of a photovoltaic system for self-
production of electricity has been modified also 
adding the option of a wind turbine system, which 
is more widespread in UK rather than in Italy.  

Data on 6 warehouses owned by an international 3PLs were 
collected. The warehouses are located in different parts of 
England, mainly in the north-east, in the counties of 
Yorkshire and Derbyshire. Some characteristics of the 
buildings analysed are presented: (1) the floor space varies 
from 8,350 sqm to 28,650 sqm (average equal to 16.550 
sqm), (2) the building clear height spans from 8 m to 12 m  
(average equal to 10.4 m), and (3) the number of 
loading/unloading bays ranges from 8 to 40 (average 22). 
Five logistics building have the functionality rate equal to 
‘warehouse’ (i.e. a warehouse functionality rate higher o 
equal to 60%), while one building is a ‘hybrid’ with 
‘warehouse’ functionality rate equal to 50% and ‘cross-
docking’ functionality rate equal to 30%. The overall quality 
rate spans from 54.5% (3 stars) to 71.3% (4 stars). The low 
score is mainly influenced by the year of construction; 
indeed, all the buildings are more than 30 years old. 
Looking at the quality of each section, data seem to display 
the same results as the Italian sample: the quality of location 
and external spaces is neither positive or negative related to 
time, while building and internal areas have a positive 
relation.  

8. Discussions and conclusions 

The objective of the proposed rating model is twofold: on 
the one hand, analysing the evolution of the logistics real 
estate industry and uncovering its latest trends, applying the 
model presented in Baglio et al. (2018); on the other hand, 
to determine the most valuable features of a logistics 
buildings together with their weaknesses and strengths.  

The value of this research is to offer insights into trends in 
the logistics real estate industry extending the body of 
knowledge, which lacks empirical studies applying a 
structured and holistic model for the analysis of logistics 
buildings. The findings draw guidelines for future 
investments in the industry, underlining the current most 
important features. The results provide several interesting 
considerations. First, the buildings’ features are aligned 
with the ones indicated in the functionality rate. This means 
that the model assesses the operational requirements 
properly, and they are mainly related to the layout aspects 
of the building. Second, the improving overall quality rate 
of the logistics buildings proves how the estates are 
evolving over time from conventional buildings to more 
complex buildings. LSPs are paying more attention to this 
asset than before in order to satisfy their new customers’ 
operating requirements and the ever-growing demand for 
quality. Third, some features were exploited before others 
by the industry. Indeed, the features regarding location and 
external spaces have a constant level of quality over time, 
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while building and internal areas leave room for further 
improvements.  

The present work has both practical and academic 
implications. From an academic perspective, the findings 
address an identified gap in the existing literature, which 
lacks empirical analysis of the sector. In literature logistics 
buildings were always considered as a must-have element 
of the service provided by LSPs – i.e. a low level of quality 
of the asset reduces the customer satisfaction while a high 
level does not improve it (Asian et al., 2019) – while results 
from the data analysis shows it plays a new and significant 
role. These results can be used as a starting point to further 
investigation on the role of the warehouse in the logistics 
service quality. From a practical viewpoint, it offers 
significant implications for the real estate industry. Indeed, 
the findings can be used by real estate agencies, appraisers, 
brokers, property developers, investors and fund managers 
as guidelines in investment choices. The results presented 
in this paper may also be useful for LSPs to build a 
benchmark which allows companies to position their 
logistics facilities against the sector and present themselves 
on the marketplace. Moreover, they can use the results 
from the model to strategically improve the quality of their 
existing logistics buildings by identifying the weakest 
elements and evaluating the potential technical 
improvements necessary to gain value in the market. 

This first analysis presents some limitations that should be 
noted. First, an extension of the sample could provide an 
improved validation of the results obtained and support 
statistically the findings. For instance, a larger number of 
transportation companies should be involved in the 
research in order to compare the evolution of the features 
of the two main types of buildings (warehouses vs cross-
docking facilities) over time. Second, new data on the UK 
logistics buildings are necessary to perform a cross-
sectional analysis between the real estate industry in Italy 
and in UK.  
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