
-----Original Message----- 
From: Mike Jurecki <MJurecki@grosseile.com> 
 
To: James Budny <jbudny@grosseile.com> 
 
Cc: James Budny <jbudny@grosseile.com>; David Nadeau <drncpc@gmail.com>; Joe 
Porcarelli <joeporcarelli@grosseile.com>; Jamison Yager <JYager@grosseile.com>; Ute 
O'Connor <uoconnor@grosseile.com>; Derek Thiel <derekt@grosseile.com>; Bryan Friel 
<bryanf@grosseile.com>; muddycuddy@yahoo.com <muddycuddy@yahoo.com>; Scott 
Longton <attorney.sjlongton@gmail.com>; Erik Ranka <eranka@camacollc.com>; Jeff Hubbard 
<jhubbard717@yahoo.com>; zelaskorobert@yahoo.com <zelaskorobert@yahoo.com>; Mark 
Lane <markklane@gmail.com>; miag@michigan.gov <miag@michigan.gov>; 
ssassack@yahoo.com <ssassack@yahoo.com>; jrsabat@comcast.net 
<jrsabat@comcast.net>; gwilliamheil@gmail.com <gwilliamheil@gmail.com>; 
kathyachtamigo@yahoo.com <kathyachtamigo@yahoo.com>; Kevin Flavin 
<kflavin77@yahoo.com>; Greg Karmazin; Carl Bloetscher <cbloetscher@grosseile.com> 
 
Sent: Thu, Dec 9, 2021 9:21 am 
 
Subject: Fwd: Interviews 
 
Mr. Jim Budny - Grosse Ile Township Supervisor, 
 
As per your note below, I am glad to hear we are having a study session to discuss the process 
to hire the next Police Chief as I’m very concerned that the interview process that you are 
attempting to implement (essentially removing the Police Commission from the interview 
process) in your note below, is unreasonable,  violates Township ordinance 67-10, and is not in 
the best long-term interest of our community or our school children, and is unnecessarily putting 
our Township at significant risk.   
 
As a reminder,  Article I. 67-10 (67-10) of the Township’s   specifically states : “ The Police 
Commission is delegated the authority to hire personnel for available positions within the 
organizational structure of the The Township’s Police Department; provided, however, that the 
appointment above the rank of sergeant shall be done by the Township Board after 
recommendation thereon has been received by the Township Board from the Police 
Commission with respect to such appointment or promotion.”   
 
It is my understanding that the interpretation of 67-10, both in words, spirit and practice for 
Grosse Ile Township for the past ~ 50 years, has been for the PC to have full access to 
resumes & relevant materials of all candidates and interviews etc.  
 
To see the most recent example of how this process has worked remarkably well we need to 
look no further than the last Police Chief, Joseph Porcarelli who was hired through this 
process.  During his tenure, the Township achieved the status of being the safest municipality in 
the State with a population of 10k or more for 9 of the 10 years he served as Chief.   Right 
before Chief Porcarelli retired, the Police department was well on its way (work done -needed to 
pass audits) of obtaining what are believed by many professionals to be the most valued 
accreditations at the State (Police Chief Association of MI ) and National (CALEA often referred 
to as the “Gold Standard) levels as they are known to reduce legal risk and best practices when 
their procedures are implemented and followed.   
 



Conversely, the one time the Township departed from this process after Joe retired, the efforts 
to obtain the aforementioned accreditations were immediately dropped.  We now find our 
Township 3rd or 7th safest municipality in the State, depending upon what poll you follow, the 
PD’s relationship with our Schools has significantly deteriorated (which puts our school children 
at risk), and, I’m told by many, that morale at the department is at an all time low. 
 
Maybe Jim, it’s not such a great idea to deviate from the historical interpretation and process the 
Township has successfully practiced relative to 67-10? 
 
As to your accusation or rationale for removing the PC from the interview process for the next 
Chief of Police is because of a “perceived bias shown by the Commission” (again, in your note 
below) I will say that you are 1/2 right.    
 
Let me explain.  What I believe is, this community is very fortunate to have an extremely 
qualified and talented PC (like most of our Commissions) with many years of experience 
identifying and hiring great leaders and they volunteer their precious time to help us do the 
same.  They consist of persons with about a 100 years of experience of successfully hiring 
leaders.  If they didn’t, they would never have achieved the success that they have.  
 
The PC includes two persons with many years of CEO’s experience, a Vice President of 
Business Development for a major OEM supplier, a former Plant Manager for Ford and a very 
accomplished Attorney and yes, they are all biased  to selecting leaders with: 1) great 
performance records and experience;  2) proven accomplishment; and 3) adherence to values 
like the ones you and I campaigned on — “Integrity” — “Community” acting in the best long-term 
interest of the community — “Excellence” having a passion  for continuous improvement and a 
can do attitude — and  “Team” — treating everyone with respect and fairly.  
 
As it relates to your accusation of the PC having a “perceived bias shown by the Commission” 
toward one applicant, Lt. Ken Pelland, I believe it is groundless, and that the history of your 
actions to prevent the PC from presenting its recommendation to the Board summarized below 
demonstrate that you most likely have a strong bias against Lt. Pelland.    
 
 To make it easy for you to recall some of the qualities that the PC based their unanimous 
decision to recommend Lt. Pelland for Police Chief back in our February, and again in our 
October meetings, I’ve attached his resume and written recommendations. 
 
History 
 
In January of this year following the retirement of Mark Warnick, yourself, Paul Anderson and I 
met to discuss a proposal you had to promote Deputy Chief Brent Hardin and Lt. Ken Pelland to 
Police Chief and Deputy Chief respectively.   Both Paul and I insisted upon following the 67-10 
process where the Police Commission (PC) has successfully for past ~ 50 years using 
interviews, references, past performance and all information available to them to select a 
candidate for recommendation to the Board.  
 
Within about two weeks following the January meeting mentioned above and after following the 
67-10 process which included rigorous interviews, reviews of performance recommendations 
and more from both candidates the Police Commission (PC) attempted to present their 
recommendation for Police Chief to the Board  and you did not allow it as suddenly you said we 
had a budget issue and we needed to wait until the budget was complete (late March). 
 



 Curiously, following budget approval (April time frame) which unsurprisingly didn’t eliminate the 
Police Chief position, we asked again to present our recommendation to the Board and you said 
we couldn’t because Lt. Pelland could be involved in a criminal investigation that many 
professionals  believed  had a very questionable origin or justification (a waste of taxpayers 
money + resource) and ended up with no criminal wrongdoings found. 
 
  It is important to note, the investigation was handled by the State Police, initiated by our 
Deputy Chief/ Acting Chief Hardin who was in competition with the PC’s recommended 
candidate and lost.  Toward the end of the Criminal Investigation, a grievance/complaint was 
launch against Deputy Chief/ Acting Chief Hardin (DCAC Hardin) by a patrol officer who was a 
suspect in the investigation regarding DCAC Hardin’s involvement in the criminal 
investigation.  The PC adjudicated the matter and ruled in favor of the Police Officer.   Following 
this outcome Deputy Chief/ Acting Chief announced he was going to retire on December 3rd.     
 
At the October 19th PC meeting, when it was known that DCAC was retiring and Lt. Pelland 
was currently hospitalized but recovering from Covid in an open televised meeting with a good 
amount of public participation, the PC took a fresh look at what they should do regarding the 
open Police Chief position.   It was unanimously agreed to recommend Lt. Pelland for the 
position based on his outstanding qualifications and a rapid recovery/rehabilitation 
communicated to his family by the medical staff caring for him which is very close to coming to 
fruition with Lt.  Pelland now at home with a goal of returning to work in January. 
 
Again, before the PC could present their recommendation for Police Chief along with the 
justification for it to the Board, Trustee Bloetscher acknowledged the results of the PC’s October 
19th open meeting and at the November Board meeting he recommended a vote to open the 
position up for other applicants which he, Supervisory Budny, Clerk O’Connor and Treasurer 
Nadeau voted for and Trustees Jurecki, Porcarelli, and Yager voted against. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Although the PC has been denied an opportunity for what I believe to be politically 
motivated reasons to present their recommendation to the Board for Police Chief 
replacing Chief Warwick that retired in December of 2020, we stand ready to do our job 
and fairly and unbiasedly review all relevant information and interview the candidates 
who have applied for this position in accordance with Letter, Spirit and Practice of 67-
10.    
 
Moreover, I am 100% confident that if a candidate proves more qualified to serve our 
community than the high bar set by our current recommended candidate (see attached 
resume + refs),  I am certain this will be reflected  in PC vote in their recommendation at 
the conclusion of the process. 
 
Finally, not to allow the PC to carry out this function with full access to the candidates 
for interviews and relevant materials is a slap in the face to the members of the PC and 
more importantly, the Citizens of Grosse Ile that depend on this Commission and all 
Commissions for Citizen over-site. 
 
Address other Misnomers presented in your note below 
 
“ I did not want this to become politicized again like the previous police chief recommendation 
and process was” 



 
Wrong — you made it political the second you overreached and decided you were going to 
circumvent the PC 
 
Furthermore, your interference with the process by trying to persuade the interview group that 
they would be doing something wrong  is unconscionable. 
 
Wrong — another example of poor leadership on your part when you persuade them to think 
they are doing the “right thing” by circumventing 67-10 in letter, spirt, and successful practice for 
~ the past 50 years — I know some of them resisted you by supporting the study session and 
I’m proud of them for doing so.   
 
As to your arguments on (67-10) there is Nothing in that section that says the Commission will 
do interviews.  
 
You should know better — the written word assumes this and the 50 year practice pretty much 
validates the spirit and intent of the written words.   
 
As to your argument that the group doing interviews will be in violation of the OMA, there is 
nothing in the OMA the applies to that interview group, so there can't be a violation. 
 
I’ve been advised differently, in addition to all the other deprivations you are causing our 
community covered in the aforementioned, your proposed process in non-public interviews by 
managers under your influence, you are essentially depriving the citizens of this great 
community public access to the interviews conducted by citizen of the one person (police chief) 
who has the responsibility to keep our community safe, protect our children from drugs and 
much, much worse.  Do you really think that your actions, past and proposed, regarding this 
matter, are in the long term best interest of our community?   
 
Answer — No 
 
Mike Jurecki 
 
Trustee, Police Commission Liaison 
 
P.S. In the spirit of transparency and saving costs for the Township (avoid FOIA work) and 
constituents who have shown interest in this important issue/topic in the past,  I have cc’d  a 
number of them as well as others that might assist in adding clarity to what I/many believe to be 
misguided assertions/ideas in your note below … 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: James Budny <jbudny@grosseile.com> 
 
Date: December 2, 2021 at 8:48:02 AM EST 
 
To: Mike Jurecki <MJurecki@grosseile.com> 



 
Cc: James Budny <jbudny@grosseile.com> 
 
Subject: RE: Interviews 
 
Mike, 
 
I did not want this to become politicized again like the previous police chief recommendation 
and process was. 
 
So at this time we will proceed with Derek's group doing the vetting and interviews and bringing 
a candidate recommendation to the Commission for their recommendation on that candidate 
and then they will bring that recommendation to the Board. 
 
This is being done this way because of the perceived bias shown by the Commission in favor of 
one of the applicants in this package and the comments by the commission towards external 
candidates. 
 
Furthermore, your interference with the process by trying to persuade the interview group that 
they would be doing something wrong is unconscionable. 
 
As to your arguments on (67-10) there is Nothing in that section that says the Commission will 
do interviews. They are to make a recommendation, that is all and they will be able to do that. 
 
As to your argument that the group doing interviews will be in violation of the OMA,  there is 
nothing in the OMA the applies to that interview group, so there can't be a violation. 
 
I'm sorry you disagree with this, but we can discuss it at the study session. 
 
Jim  
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