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1920-06 Madera County and City of Madera Government
Public Servants or Self Serving

OVERVIEW:
The Madera County Board of Supervisors (BOS) serves as the legislative and executive 
governing body of Madera County government. The Board of Supervisors is made up of five 
elected officials from five supervisorial and geographical districts in the County. Within the 
limits prescribed by State law, the Board enacts ordinances and rules, determines County policy, 
supervises the activities of County departments, adopts an annual budget, and negotiates and 
approves salaries.  

The Madera City Council, a board of seven, is the elected legislative body of the City of 
Madera. Members of the City Council are elected by district, and the Mayor is elected at 
large. There are six (6) Council districts. Members of the City Council, including the Mayor, 
serve four-year terms. According to the National Association of Counties’ Code of Ethics, the 
code requires that the duty and responsibilities to the communities remain unbiased, are fair and 
open to the public, and receive community input. 

The self-serving practices of the City of Madera and County of Madera governments have 
repeatedly ignored the rights, voices, and the needs of the constituency. As elected officials, their 
duty is to serve the residents of Madera County and the City of Madera honestly, openly, and 
purposefully.

In this 2019-2020 Grand Jury report, the Madera County Grand Jury (MCGJ) addresses the 
following complaints. 

� Part I:  Madera County Administrative Officer (CAO) Management Practices
� The rights of employees have been squelched and dismissed. 

o The complaints were that Workplace Harassment issues were not addressed.
� Part II: Coarsegold Rezoning
� The repeated requests of residences have been shoved to the side. 

o The complaints were failure by the BOS to listen to impacted constituents.
� Part III: Madera Municipal Airport Closure of Runway 8-26
� The needs of a long-valued and heralded agricultural industry are experiencing frequent 

incursions of urban expansion without prior notice.  
o The complaints were that adequate Public Notice not provided in accordance 

with the Brown Act. 
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PART I
Madera County Administrative Officer (Cao) Management Practices
The complaints were that Workplace Harassment issues were not addressed. 

SUMMARY:
During the last 10 years several workplace harassment complaints from Madera County
employees have been reported to local news agencies and the Madera County Grand Jury
(MCGJ). The 2012-2013 Madera County Grand Jury reported on these issues and they were not 
resolved by the Madera County Board of Supervisors or Human Resources Department. This 
2019-2020 Madera County Grand Jury report further documents the ongoing and newly reported 
issues that occurred in the Chief Administrators Office (CAO) of Madera County.

BACKGROUND:
During the 2019-2020 year, the MCGJ received complaints which had previously been addressed 
in the MCGJ Report of 2012-2013 regarding misconduct by the County Administrative Officer 
(CAO). The response to the 2012-2013 report by BOS dismissed the findings of the MCGJ and 
denied the existence of any problems. Therefore, the MCGJ was prompted to revisit the 2012-
2013 issues expecting that progress in resolving workplace harassment issues would have been 
made. After reviewing the new complaints, the MCGJ was appalled that these serious issues 
regarding the office of the CAO persisted. 

FINDINGS:
F1. The MCGJ finds that the Board of Supervisors committed nonfeasance by not taking 
appropriate action on a timely basis on the ongoing workplace harassment complaints and issues. 
F2. The MCGJ finds that the CAO’s $306,000 salary is excessive commensurate to the size of 
the County population and budget.
F3. The MCGJ finds that the CAO’s severance of $113,168.34 was paid by county taxpayers. 
F4. The MCGJ finds that the Board of Supervisors negligent in failing to address the ten years of 
harassment thus allowing the unhealthy work environment to persist.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
R1. The MCGJ recommends that the Board of Supervisors immediately address, review, and 
curtail all abuses of power in the county workplace by working with the County Human Resources 
Director to ensure that adopted Policies and Procedure protocols are enforced.
R2. The MCGJ recommends that the County Director of Human Resources immediately conduct 
compensation research and salary review for the CAO position as it relates to counties and budgets 
similar in size to Madera County.
R3. The MCGJ recommends that the Board of Supervisors immediately document and provide a
rationale for the severance package and payout made to the CAO. 
R4. The MCGJ recommends that immediately changes are made to Resolution No. 2019-128
“Policy and Guidelines on Discrimination and Harassment,” adopted by Madera County Board
of Supervisors August 20, 2019, to enable employees to report issues to the Human Resources 
Department without fear of retribution or retaliation.
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PART II
Coarsegold Rezoning:
The complaints were failure by the BOS to listen to impacted constituents.

SUMMARY:
The Madera County Grand Jury (MCGJ) responded to complaints regarding the ongoing request 
to rezone a Coarsegold neighborhood from residential rural to light industrial. Residents of the 
area in question presented to the Board of Supervisors’ objections to this rezone, provided a 
signed petition by all neighbors and continue to oppose this rezoning. This issue has come before 
the Board of Supervisors and County Planning Department numerous times beginning in 2002 
and continuing through 2018.

BACKGROUND:
Over the past 17 years, a property owner in the Meadow Springs Ranch neighborhood has
repeatedly requested the rezoning of a 30-acre parcel from Residential Mountain Single Family 
(RMS) to Industrial, Urban or Rural, Light LI. The request also included an amendment to the 
General Plan and Coarsegold Area Plan designations from Rural Residential (RR) to Light
Industrial (LI). The property is located on the West Side of Highway 41, between Veater Ranch 
Road and Stone Creek Drive. The parcel was split into two lots in 2014 (APN #054-090-095 and 
APN #095-090-096) and is surrounded entirely by residential homes.  A petition signed on June 
12, 2018 by 121 residents, has continually opposed the rezoning citing noise, traffic flow issues,
and environmental impacts. Additionally, reviews completed and recommendations by the 
County Planning Department, Cal Trans, and the Regional Water Control Board also 
recommended denial of this rezoning and filed a negative environmental impact report. This 
report addresses the ongoing requests and opposition presented to the Board of Supervisors by 
the various agencies and concerned property owners.

FINDINGS:
F1. The MCGJ finds that the Board of Supervisors’ behavior towards the public and the 
constituents is contrary to the National Association of Counties’ Code of Ethics.
F2. The MCGJ finds that elected officials of the Board of Supervisors acted outside the Public 
Hearing process and may have violated the Brown Act.
F3. The MCGJ finds that the Board of Supervisors acted negligently by showing favoritism to 
the property owner requesting the rezoning and ignoring the recommendations of the regulatory 
agencies and aggrieved tax paying property owners. 

RECOMMENDATIONS:
R1. The MCGJ recommends that the Board of Supervisors immediately adhere to and comply 
with the National Association of Counties’ Code of Ethics that states that well-functioning 
counties form the basis for the people’s trust in government. 
R2. The MCGJ recommends immediately that all Board of Supervisor members read and follow
the Brown Act as required by law.
R3. The MCGJ recommends that immediately the Board of Supervisors make a final decision on 
this rezoning request and close the request.
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PART III
Madera Municipal Airport
Part III. The needs of a long-valued and heralded agricultural industry are experiencing frequent 

incursions of urban expansion without prior notice.

The complaints were that adequate Public Notice was not provided in accordance with the 
Brown Act.

SUMMARY:
The self-serving practices of the City of Madera and the County of Madera have repeatedly 
ignored the rights, voices, and the needs of the constituency.   Along with issues addressing 
work-place harassment (Part 1) and repeated requests for rezoning (Part 2) contained in this 
overall report (Madera County and the City of Madera Government: Public Servant or Self-
Serving), this investigation into the closure of Runway 8-26 (Part 3) further highlights the City of 
Madera and the County of Madera’s self-promoting agendas rather than the interests of the 
residents of Madera County in an honest, open, and purposeful fashion.

Within the City of Madera and the County of Madera there has been much public interest and an 

outcry concerning the closure of Runway 8-26 at the Madera Municipal Airport. The topic of the 

closure of Runway 8-26 has been discussed in the Madera Tribune and during Madera City 

Council meetings. In addition to the public responses to the closure of Runway 8-26, the Madera 

County Grand Jury (MCGJ) received several citizen complaints regarding the closure of Runway 

8-26.

In order to operate, every airport is required to submit to the Airport Land Use Commission 
(ALUC – “The Commission”) their Master Plan (“Master Plan”). The Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP – “The Plan”) was originally drafted for the Madera Municipal 
Airport in 1993. It is required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and State 
Aeronautical Act (SAA). The Plan utilizes composite compatibility zones. Four compatibility 
factors are considered: noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight. The Commission was 
intended to promote compatibility between airport operators and surrounding land use. From this 
Master Plan of the airport, The Commission then completes The Plan. The Plan is approved by 
the FAA, not the County, City, or Airport Advisory Committee.

BACKGROUND:
The Madera Municipal Airport is a general aviation airport owned and operated by the City of 
Madera, situated on 524 acres on the northwest edge of the City of Madera, and is supervised by 
the Madera Public Works Department. It is self-supporting and does not receive any subsidies 
from the City of Madera. Revenues from the airport finance the cost of operations and 
maintenance with the surplus going into the Enterprise Airport Fund.
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The Airport has two asphalt paved runways. The primary runway, Runway 12-30, is 5544 feet 
long and the secondary, agriculture runway, Runway 8-26, is 3702 feet long and is restricted to 
aerial agriculture application, crop dusters, only. There is no tower, and pilots follow FAA 
procedures.

The City of Madera Airport Advisory Commission is a City Council appointed body established 
to serve in an advisory capacity to the City Council and staff on matters concerning the airport. 
The Commission is tasked with reviewing the annual budget to prioritize capital projects as well 
as reviewing and recommending airport policies, operational procedures, and action regarding 
land use surrounding the airport. The Advisory Commission meets three times a year or more if 
needed.

The Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (The Plan), required by the FAA and State 
Aeronautical Act (SAA), was originally drafted for the Madera Municipal Airport in 1993. It was 
intended to promote compatibility between airport operators and surrounding land uses. The Plan
does not have authority over existing land uses or operations of the airport, nor does it propose 
future airport or land use development or physical environmental changes. 

In 2015, the City of Madera requested an update of the original 1993 Master Plan and a 
committee was formed including City Planners. The outcome of the updated Master Plan 
included closure of the Runway 8-26, and the construction of a large housing development. This
Master Plan was presented to the public at a City Council meeting in August 2019 as a “done 
deal.” As a result, much negative commentary from pilots and users of Runway 8-26 was voiced.

Since then, the MCGJ received complaints over the closure of Runway 8-26 and the loss to local 
agriculture of the crop dusting services necessary to maintain and grow the agricultural industry.

In the past, Runway 8-26 served as an agricultural runway for the purpose of crop dusting, and 
aerial application of fertilizers, and pesticides. Runway 8-26 has been considered a vital, 
centrally located agricultural runway for the purpose of crop dusting. Crop dusting is a general 
term for aerial application of products.

With the closure of the Runway 8-26 at the Madera Airport, crop dusters no longer have a 
“designated crop duster only”- runway with which to conduct business. Crop dusters will be 
required to use the main runway, which is used by all other private and public flights. 

Changes to the airport and its operations are the purview of the City of Madera’s Airport Layout 

Plan, not The Plan, as stated in the September 1, 2015 ALUCP Staff Report. According to the 

Staff Report, the City of Madera was “in process” of updating the Airport Layout Plan (ALP), 

therefore, it fell to the City of Madera to provide Public Notice concerning those changes. 

However, it was the position of the City of Madera planners that notice provided by the County 

of Madera was adequate. The MCGJ was not able to find any separate notices addressing the 

closure of Runway 8-26 made or posted by the County. Rather, the MCGJ was told the closure 

of Runway 8-26 was a “done deal.”
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The discussion surrounding the closure of Runway 8-26 dates back to 1993. The Plan is only for 
the areas surrounding the airport. The Plan does not address what the airport does on airport 
property if the airport does not violate past Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans. The 
Commission solely serves in an advisory capacity and cannot dictate the closure of a runway. 
According to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):

The Madera Municipal Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) will replace the 
existing plan adopted in by the Madera County Land Use Commission (ALUC) in 1993. 

The proposed ALUCP is included as Attachment to the Initial Study. Preparation of the 
ALUCP is intended to promote compatibility between airport operations and surrounding 
land uses considering noise, safety, airspace protection, and overflight effects. Neither 
the ALUCP nor the ALUC have authority over existing land uses, operation of the 

airport, or state, federal, or tribal lands. Nor does the ALUCP propose future airport or land use 
development, or physical changes to the environment. Based on the analysis performance, 
adoption, and implementation of the ALUCP will not create a significant effect on the 
environment.  https://opr.ca.gov/2015071075

FINDINGS:
F1. The MCGJ finds that the City of Madera and the County of Madera did not provide 
requested documentation.  
F2. The MCGJ finds that the City of Madera and the County of Madera did not provide 
adequate Public Notice for the closure of Runway 8-26.
F3. The MCGJ finds that the City of Madera spent taxpayer’s money to purchase additional 
acreage for a fire station.
F4. The MCGJ finds that to facilitate the closure of Runway 8-26 a renewal application for 
funding was not submitted. 
F5. The MCGJ finds that private interests in leasing the airport facilities were repeatedly 
ignored.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
R1. The MCGJ recommends that immediately the City of Madera and the County of Madera 
adhere to requests for public documents when requested by the Madera County Grand Jury.
R2. The MCGJ recommends that immediately the City of Madera and the County of Madera 
adhere to the provisions of the Brown Act to provide clear, fair and unambiguous Public Notice.
R3. The MCGJ recommends that immediately the City of Madera and the County of Madera 
refrain from carelessly spending taxpayer money.
R4. The MCGJ recommends that immediately the City of Madera and the County of Madera 
maintain records and avail the city and county of renewable funding opportunities.
R5. The MCGJ recommends that immediately the City of Madera and the County of Madera 
entertain the financial investment interests of private entities.
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