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The proposed warehouse development is unquestionably a use envisioned by the Moreno Valley 

Industrial Area Specific Plan (Specific Plan).  However, the proposed site design is inconsistent with 

numerous provisions of the Specific Plan and the Moreno Valley Municipal Code.  The following 

comments are provided for the Planning Commission public hearing record.  Thoughtful consideration 

and response to these comments is  required prior to action by the Planning Commission. 

1. The Commission May Not Recommend Affirmative Action on the Project as Presented  

A City-wide Municipal Code amendment in 20111 created an inconsistency with the Specific Plan 

buffer provisions, which appears to have been overlooked at the time of the Municipal Code 

amendment.  Moreno Valley Municipal Code Sections 9.13.050(F) and 9.13.060(A) require that 

specific plans provide for development that exceeds the minimum standards and quality of 

development that would otherwise be permitted under the corresponding standard Municipal Code 

district.  For warehousing uses such as those proposed, development outside the Specific Plan is 

accommodated by the Light Industrial district. The 2011 Municipal Code amendment modified 

Section 9.05.040(B)(9) to require a minimum 250-foot setback from residential districts for 

warehouses over 50,000 square feet in size in the Light Industrial district.  This Municipal Code 

provision also measures the setback from the district boundary to the truck dock and does not allow 

for reduction of the 250-foot minimum distance.  Pending clarification of the Specific Plan setback 

provisions as noted in items a and b, below, the Municipal Code 250-foot setback is the applicable 

minimum standard for review of the proposed project.   

The existing setback along Indian Street for the Proctor & Gamble site is not relevant.  The Proctor & 

Gamble building as constructed was not in conformance with applicable Municipal Code provisions 

at the time it was approved and is currently non-conforming.   

The required Municipal Code consistency findings cannot be made for the Specific Plan amendment 

(PEN16-0001), Building 1 plot plan (PEN16-0003), and the parcel map (PEN16-0007) as presented.  

As noted below, there is no apparent reason the site could not feasibly comply with the current 

setback, which was established to enhance compatibility at this longstanding industrial/residential 

land use interface.  The specific plan amendment should not be granted and the project should be 

modified to comply with the 250 foot (or 300-foot) setback. 

If you wish to recommend approval of the specific plan amendment to the City Council, the project 

must be modified to include a City-wide Municipal Code Amendment, and the EIR must be revised 

to assess the potential impacts of a reduced 100-foot minimum setback City-wide. 

                                                           
1
The specific plan amendment (P07-121, Ordinance 780) that allowed the reduced setback along Indian Avenue 

was approved in 2008.  A subsequent 2011  Municipal Code amendment (PA10-0017, Ordinance 830) established a 
250-foot minimum setback.  In 2016, a City-wide Municipal Code clean-up amendment (PA14-0011, Ordinance 
912) clarified that the setback is measured to dock/loading areas, eliminating a reference to "building" incorrectly 
included in Ordinance 830. 
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In addition, the following provisions of the Specific Plan and Municipal Code require clarification 

before the Commission takes action: 

a. The meaning and intent of Specific Plan language as to whether the applicable buffer along 

Indian Avenue is 300 feet or 250 feet2.  Notwithstanding the special setback concession 

allowed for the Proctor & Gamble site, it appears that the intent of the original specific plan 

language (page III-2 excerpt attached as page 6) was to only allow more intense industrial 

uses where parcels adjoining residential properties would accommodate the 300-foot 

setback.   

b. Applicability of Specific Plan provisions for land uses with the 300 feet from Residential 

designation (Specific Plan Section III.D, Industrial Land Use Table), versus the setback and 

landscaping provisions in Specific Plan Section III.C.  The Land Use Table from the Specific 

Plan as posted on the City's website is  attached (Specific Plan pages III-3 through 5 attached 

as pages 7, 8 and 9). 

c. Krameria Avenue is not presently designated as a truck route. If the project will sanction 

primary use as such, then a corresponding Municipal Code amendment is required. By 

comparison, it is noted that the project traffic study (traffic study page 54 and Exhibit 3-8, 

excerpts attached as pages 10 and 11) indicates a requirement for designation of Indian 

Avenue as a truck route if the bridge is built.   

2. Notwithstanding the Reasons Noted above that the Commission May Not Approve the Project as 

Presented, the Commission Should Not Recommend Affirmative Action on the Project as 

Presented 

Extending back to the City's first General Plan, land use planning for this area has reflected an 

interface between industrial and residential uses.  General Plan, Municipal Code and Specific Plan 

provisions have provided guidance for intensity of industrial uses and development standards for 

industrial uses to avoid or minimize potential conflicts with surrounding uses (Specific Plan Goals 

and Objectives, Land Use Compatibility Goal, page IV-1, excerpt attached as page 12).  The limited 

range of permitted uses under the Specific Plan for lands within 300 feet of residential areas 

(Specific Plan Industrial Land Use Table attached as pages 7, 8 and 9) and the Specific Plan setback 

provisions within 300 feet of residential areas are commitments to the residents of adjacent 

neighborhoods that should not be compromised without compelling justification.   

The interface conditions for the proposed Moreno Valley Logistics Center site and the Proctor & 

Gamble site are quite distinct.  The Proctor & Gamble site adjoins established residential tracts along 

                                                           
2
 The text of Specific Plan Section III.C as amended by Ordinance 780 indicates the 250-foot reduced buffer applies 

along major arterials.  The specific plan identifies the areas subject to the 300-foot from Residential provisions 
(Specific Plan Figure III-1, copy attached as page 5), including many locations that are not along major arterials.  
Indian Avenue is, and has always been, designated as a minor arterial under the Specific Plan.  Accordingly, it is not 
clear whether a reduction from the 300-foot requirement was ever intended at this interface. 
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the Iris frontage, and only limited existing residential use along the Indian Street frontage.  For the 

comparable interface, the Proctor & Gamble site provides a 250-foot setback from residential uses.  

Further, the Proctor & Gamble site restricts truck access to the west side of the building (via Cosmos 

Street) and contains all on-site truck activity within 14-foot screening walls.  As these measures have 

been successfully integrated into the thriving Proctor & Gamble operation, they should be feasible 

for the proposed project. 

The Planning Commission should send the project back to staff and the applicant to revise the 

project to provide a design for Building 1 consistent with Proctor & Gamble, including: 

a)  A 250-foot setback on Indian Street adjacent to the existing neighborhoods.  Proposed 

Building 1 is 710 feet wide (measured east to west).  The Specific Plan setback requirement 

would be met by simply reducing the building width to 560 feet.  Aerial photographs reveal 

existing, occupied cross dock buildings in the City of narrower width (Federal Mogul at the 

northwest corner of Cactus and Frederick and Karma, east of Perris Boulevard at the Perris 

Valley Channel), so such a modification should be feasible.; 

b) Truck access restricted to Cosmos Street, with enforceable improvements and signage to 

ensure that truck access for the project is limited to Heacock Street, Krameria Avenue west 

of Cosmos Street and Cosmos Street.  The May 2015 Project Review Staff Committee 

minutes includes such requirements; it is unclear why they are not reflected in the plans 

before you; 

c) Extended the improved length of Cosmos Street by incorporating into the project the Not-a-

Part parcel  at the currently identified terminus of Cosmos Street; 

d) Additional dock walls enclosing on-site truck circulation routes, including the drive between 

the south and east docks at the southeast corner of the site and a new drive connecting the 

east and west docks along the north end of the building, similar to the Proctor & Gamble 

layout along the Iris Avenue frontage. 

e) Demonstrate conformance with the Municipal Code performance standard (Section 

9.10.050) requiring that operations emissions not exceed South Coast Air Quality 

Management District requirements. 

f) Demonstrate conformance with the Specific Plan air emissions performance standard 

(III.H.9.c, Page III-17, excerpt attached as page 14) requiring that emissions shall not be 

injurious to the health of workers or residents, as measured at the property line (note this is 

distinct from the projected risk of death evaluated in the health risk assessment and 

indicates an intent to establish a requirement more stringent than SCAQMD's). 

g) Demonstrate compliance with the Specific Plan performance standard of 65 Ldn maximum 

noise level at the project property line (Section III.H.9.a, attached as page 14). 

h) Demonstrate compliance with the Municipal Code Section 9.10.140 performance standard 

for 55 decibel maximum noise level at the project property line for loudspeakers, buzzers, 

gongs, etc. 
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i) Incorporate Municipal Code Section 9.05.050 Good Neighbor Guidelines for warehouses 

over 650, 000 square feet, specifically as related to location of drives, docks and internal 

circulation away from homes [9.05.050(A)(1)] and designation of truck routes to eliminate 

traffic through residential areas [9.05.050(B)(1) and (3)], including Heacock Street north of 

Iris Avenue.  The 24-hour traffic counts conducted in April 2015 as part of the EIR traffic 

study documented 59 trucks on Indian Street south of Krameria Avenue and 108 trucks on 

Krameria Avenue east of Indian Street (despite the "No truck" sign on eastbound Krameria 

Avenue at the Indian Street intersection). It is clear that more than reduced driveway widths 

and signs are required to effectively control truck traffic.  The City, together with the 

landowners and businesses in the Specific Plan area, must develop and implement an 

effective program incorporating traffic control measures such as more substantial signage, 

pavement markings, physical barriers, and an education program for owners, tenants and 

truckers. 

j) Incorporate widened sidewalks along Indian Street, Heacock Street, and Krameria Avenue in 

accordance with Specific Plan requirements (Development Framework provision D.2.h, page 

IV-8, and the Bikeways and Pedestrian Ways Exhibit, excerpts attached as pages 15 and 16).  

In addition, the project record must be clarified as to: 

i. Inconsistent information in the record regarding truck use of Driveway 6 at the south end of 

the Indian Street frontage.  The plot plan for Building 1 depicts a layout that would restrict 

truck access, while the traffic analysis in the EIR considers 20% of project truck traffic 

accessing the site at this driveway if Indian Street is extended over the flood control 

channel.   

ii. Dedication and improvement of the planned multi-use trail along the flood control channel.  

The General Plan, Specific Plan, and Bikeway Master Plan are not clear as to the intent for 

location of this facility with respect to the existing flood control right of way.  Further, there 

is nothing in those documents or the project record indicating Riverside County Flood 

Control and Water Conservation District (Flood Control) is agreeable to location of this 

facility within their right-of way.  If Flood Control does not allow this facility within their 

right-of-way and right-of-way dedication is not required at this time, then contrary to the 

statements in the EIR, approval of this project would preclude future implementation of this 

planned bikeway. 

iii. How the monoculture of warehouses proposed represented in the proposed project and 

development with the Specific Plan to date relates to the mix of industrial, business park 

and mixed-uses envisioned under the Specific Plan (See Specific Plan Goals and Objectives 

pages IV-1 and 2 attached as pages 12 and 13). 
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iv.  
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