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FOREWORD

| his book, Romanian Orthodoxy in Americh991 2026, is more than a sequence of dates,
documents, and administrative circumstances. It bears witness to a particularly important period for
Romanian Orthodox Christians in America and, especially, for the community of Holy Trinity
Romanian American Orthodox Church in Los Angeles. As a membé#reoEommunity and a
person involved in its administrative life, | have seen the sacrifice, patience, prayer, and
responsibility required to preserve our ecclesial and Romanian identity. In these pages, institutional
life is viewed through the people whased, gave, and kept the community alive.

Chapter | is devoted to the two decades of dialogue between ROEA and the Mother Church in
Romania, presents the hopes, efforts, and difficulties surrounding the desired reunification. It is the
story of a natural spiration: that Romanian Orthodox Christians in America might rediscover and
preserve their living connection with their spiritual, historical, and national roots. The dialogue is
placed in the context of responsibility toward faith, tradition, and thiésgdiunity of Romanians in
the diaspora.

Chapter Il follows the history of the Sunland property and the vision of a new church or
community center suitable for the parishés d
difficulties, and unrealized pjects, this chapter speaks of the generosity and desire of the faithful
to leave a lasting inheritance to future generations. It also recalls the perseverance of those who
supported the project, even when material conditions made its fulfillment difficult

Chapter Il shows how the Sunland matter gradually became the beginning of a broader
confrontation. It helps the reader understand that many misunderstandings arise not only from
documents or administrative interpretations, but also from a lack of daléigm suspicions, and
from the manner in which certain circumstances are presented publicly. The reader can therefore
follow more clearly how a concrete issue came to affect trust between institutions and the
community.

Chapter IV examines the developmieof relations between ROEA and Holy Trinity Parish
during the period from June 2021 to June 2022. It presents requests, responses, meetings, and
efforts at clarification during a time when tension increased and mutual trust weakened. The
documents of tisi period are presented in order to offer a chronological and as balanced as possible
picture of the stages that were passed through.

Chapter \/ describes the parish deliberation and the change of jurisdiction. For the faithful of
Holy Trinity Church, this vas neither an easy decision nor one made in haste, but the result of
consultation, statutory resolutions, and the desire to find an ecclesial path through which the
community could continue in peace and dignity. At the center of this deliberation rentlaéned
continuity of parish life, the peace of the community, and the freedom to follow its ecclesial
conscience.

Chapter VI addresses the course from legal demand to the withdrawal of the civil action. This
chapter highlights the importance of documentsallegsponsibility, and the defense of a parish
patrimony built through the sacrifice of several generations of faithful. It also shows that justice
may be pursued firmly without losing respect for truth and the law.
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The account highlights the role of légaunsel and of the decisions taken to protect the assets
entrusted to the parish.

Chapter VIl is devoted to the canonical confrontation and to questions concerning jurisdiction,
procedure, and the right of defense. Without turning the work into a polémeicauthor makes
available to the reader a chronology and docu
position and that of Father Constantin Alecse parish priestThe reader may thus distinguish
among the administrative, legal, and cacahaspects of a complex situation.

Chapter VIII brings together the personal and comityudimensions: fifty years of priestly
service, pastoral activity, cultural work, and the defense of a community in times of trial. It is a
chapter about steadfastnessvocati on, and aon thesideofsis faithfuldThe vy t o
witness of this chapter speaks of ministry as faithfulness to God and to the people entrusted to
pastoral care.

Chapter IX presents the chronology of the life and trials of Bishopel, a subject that
completes the broader picture of tensions within Romanian Orthodoxy in America. The reader is
invited to consider the facts with care, sensitivity, and discernment, especially edilérg dvith
the suffering of a Kerarch and the corguences of institutional conflicts. The presentation does not
seek to judge persons, but to understand a history that has left deep marks on church life.

Chapter X gathers, in conclusion, the meaning of this work: the memory of a community must
not belost, and its documents must be preserved and made known. A parish is not merely a building
or an organization, but a familyf faithful, a history of prayer, sacrifice, and hope passed on to
future generations. This shared memory has value both forwiaséved through these events and
for the generations that will study them.

Chapter Xl expresses gratitude to all thostose prayers, work, courage, and loyalty sustained
Holy Trinity Parish during the trials of 20P2026.

Chapter Xl provides a ollection of digital documents, archives, photographs, and links that
support the bookds historical, canonical, and

| his Book was written from the sincere desire to make the truth known, as it emerges from the
documents, letters, decisiora)d testimonies preserved in the parish archive. It is not intended to
foster hostility, but to offer readers the opportunity to understand the facts, the context, and the path
traveled by our community. Only through knowledge of the truth, responsilaihty faith can we
look peacefully toward the future. For this reason, the author invites a careful reading, in a spirit of
responsibility, respect, and the desire for peace.

Reggie Dissanayake
Holy Trinity Romanian American Orthodox Clalr
Los Angeles, @lifornia, 2026
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CHAPTER |

The Dialogue for the Reunification of Romanian
Orthodoxy in America, 1991 , 2011

The road toward unity

The history of the two Romanian Orthodox jurisdictions in the United States and Canada after the
fall of communism is, above all, the history of a long desire for ecclesial unity. It is a story of hope,
patience, institutional effort, and disappointment. For nearly two decades, clergy and laity on both
sides of an inherited division asked whether Romanidino@ox Christians in North America could

once again find a common canonical home without sacrificing their spiritual inheritance, their
communities, or the legitimate concerns that had developed over many decades.

The political changes of 1989 altered #mire horizon of this question. With the collapse of the
communist regime in Romania, one of the principal historical causes of estrangement between the
Romanian Orthodox Church and portions of the Romanian Orthodox diaspora no longer existed.
The old dvision had been shaped by dramatic twentesthtury circumstances: exile, the fear of
political control over church life in Romania, the need to preserve religious freedom abroad, and
competing understandings of canonical responsibility. Those circurestaoeild not simply be
forgotten. Yet, after 1989, they could be examined anew.

At that time, Romanian Orthodox life in North America was organized principally in two distinct
structures. The Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America (ROEA), centeredaat VBto m©n e a s ¢ |
in Michigan, functioned within the Orthodox Church in America. Alongside it stood the Romanian
Orthodox Archdiocese in the Americas and Canada (ROAA), canonically connected directly to the
Romanian Orthodox Church. Both served Romanian fdjtipieserved Romanian liturgical and

cultural traditions, and carried the memory of a common origin. Their separation, however, had
endured for decades.

The central question was therefore both simple and difficult: could the unity of Romanian Orthodox
Christians in North America be restored in a single ecclesial structure while preserving the identity,
tradition, patrimony, and legitimate canonical concerns of both communities? The answer could not
be supplied by sentiment alone. It required dialogue, tutisthal authorization, canonical
reflection, legal analysis, financial transparency, and patience. It also required the courage to
acknowledge wounds that had not disappeared merely because the political world had changed.

This chapter follows the princh documentary stages of that effort from 1991 through the impasse
that became evident in 2011. It distinguishes, as carefully as possible, between official documents,
contemporary testimony, and later interpretation. The purpose is not to assign aesimpliflict,

but to show that the desire for unity was real, sustained, and repeatedly assumed at institutional
levels. It is also to explain why a process that came remarkably close to a concrete framework
nevertheless did not produce the final reunionafbich many clergy and faithful had hoped.

Page 7




Two Decadesf Failled Dialoque, Confrontation & Return Hort891-2026

199106 Renewed contact with the Mother Church

The year 1991 marks an important documentary beginning. On May 8, 1991, Patriarch Teoctist of
Romania addressed a letter to Bishkdyathaniel Preserved in the offial archive of the Romanian
Orthodox Episcopate in America, the letter confirms the existence of a direct channel of
communication between the Romanian Patriarchat
a period of postommunist normalization.

This correspondence should be placed in its proper historical context. The end of communist rule
did not erase the anxieties of the diaspora, nor did it resolve all questions concerning church
administration. It did, however, make possible a new kind of contae no longer defined
primarily by the political conditions that had made communication difficult or suspect. Archbishop
+Nathanieb s of f i ci al bi ography | i kewise refers to
Church after 1989 and to efforts ¢altivate a better understanding between the Episcopate and the
Romanian Orthodox Church.

For many Romanian faithful in North America, this renewed contact possessed more than
diplomatic significance. Romania could again be contemplated not only asntietahd of parents

and grandparents, but also as the Mother Church from which the diaspora had historically sprung.
The recovery of this spiritual relationship did not prejudge the final juridical form of unity. It did,
however, create the moral and eca@eatmosphere in which that question could be asked openly.

199219938 From private initiatives to official dialogue

In the early 1990s, a group of clergy increasingly pressed for a more deliberate approach to
reunification. Among the voices a@CAting this cause were the twelve priests associated with the
Initiative Committee for the establishment of a Romanian Metropolia in America; five of them
served as deans within the ROEA Episcopate. Their concern was that the Romanian Orthodox
presence in North Ammea should not remain permanently divided when the historical
circumstances that had helped create the separation had fundamentally changed.

According to the recollections preserved in this research, th@Ghloy of these clergy initially
encountered resance. They were described as having been warned that persistent insistence on
reunification could bring disciplinary consequences. Such recollections should be read as testimony
about the climate of the period rather than as a substitute for a conguetd of every private
discussion.

Their historical importance lies in showing that the question of unity was not merely a later
institutional project; it had already become a matter of conscience for priests who believed that the
Romanian Orthodox diasporequired a coherent, canonical future.

By 1992 1993, the subject had moved beyond informal initiatives. ArchbisiNgihanielagreed

to contact the Romanian Missionary Archdiocese in order to begin an official discussion concerning
possible reunificatio.

From these contacts emerged the first organized form of a Joint Dialogue Committee. Its task was
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not simply to express goodwill. It was to explore a canonical and administrative formula capable of
healing a separation that had affected Romanian Orkhiddan America for more than sixty years.

For those who supported the initiative, the preferred horizon was the formation of a Romanian
Metropolia in America. Such a structure would unite the Romanian dioceses in a common
metropolitan framework, presexvtheir pastoral life andbcal heritage, and restore an explicit
institutional relationship with the Romanian Orthodox Church. The envisioned hierarchs would
participate in the Holy Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church, thereby connecting the North
American Romanian communities organically to the Mother Church.

Official ROEA documents later confirmed that 1993 was the reliable institutional starting point of
the dialogue. In an official clarification signed by Archbishgyathanielon October 18, 2010, ¢h
Episcopate stated that the dialogue with the Romanian Orthodox Archdiocese of the Two Americas
had been initiated in 1993 by the Diocesan Congress, rather than merely by the Diocesan Council.
This distinction matters. The process was not the privateriaka®y of a bishop or a small circle of
clergy; it was a dialogue repeatedly authorized by the highest deliberative body of the Episcopate.

The 2008 document entitlderoposal to Establish a Romanian Orthodox Metropolitanate of North
Americamade the sampoint in direct terms, stating that the two dioceses had been in dialogue
since 1993 in an effort to heal a separation of more than sixty years. From this perspective, the
beginning of the official dialogue is not an inference. It is an institutionabfdaiowledged in the
documents of the process itself.

1994 19950 Visits to Romania and the renewal of personal ties

The years 1994 and 1995 gave the dialogue a more personal and visible dimension. Official
documents of the ROEA and the Orthodox ChurchAnmerica confirm that ArchbishopNathaniel

made a pilgrimage to Romania in 1994, visiting regions associated with the homeland of his parents
and with the wider life of the Romanian Church.

Archpriest Constantin Alecse, then an archpriest of the Romamtanddx Episcopate in America

and a participant in the delegation, records that between May 7 and May 22, 1994 he traveled with
Archbishop +Nathanie] five other priesi® Archpriest Roman Braga and Fathers Lazar, Pavel,
Tofan, and Grabowséi and two lay repgsentativesthe Cruga Family

The delegation traveled at the invitation of Patriarch Teoctist. A contemporary report published in
Calendarul Solidor 1995, pages 15396, documented the visit with photographs.

According to Ar chptimong gsht joulneyewas rmtlimitedto pilgrimage daneé s
protocol. It also provided an opportunity for conversations with hierarchs of the Romanian
Patriarchate concerning the framework in which the reunification of the two Romanian dioceses in
North Americamight be pursued. This statement is presented as the testimony of a participant, not
as a claim that every informal discussion constituted an official decision of the delegation. The
distinction is essential. Personal testimony has historical value, apaghen it comes from
someone present at the event, but it must be identified honestly as testimony.
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One particularly significant moment occurred during the weekend of M&ay514.994, when the
ROEA delegation was received at Brancoveanu Monastery ilrb%&ma de Sus. At
Archimandrite Irineu Duvlea was abbot of the monastery. On the eve of the Divine Liturgy at the
Metropolitan Cathedral of Sibiu, ArchbishopNathanie] after consultation with Archpriest
Constantin Alecse, resolved to invite Antiandrite Irineu to America as a close collaborator and
prospective bishopicar of the ROEA Episcopate. The decision reflected pastoral, monastic, and
institutional considerations and would | ater
America and his election as bishojar.

In 1995, Archbishop+Nathaniel again visited the Romanian Patriarchate at the invitation of
Patriarch Teoctist, on the occasion of the 110th anniversary of Romanian autocephaly and the
seventieth anniversary of the eddon of the Romanian Church to the rank of Patriarchate. The
repeated invitations and visits show that the relationship was neither isolated nor merely symbolic.
Contacts continued, and the possibility of a renewed ecclesial relationship remained tpart of
wider conversation.

The decade from the early 1990s to the beginning of the 2000s should not, however, be portrayed as
a straight line toward union. There were visits, personal relationships, and moments of approach,
but no final institutional settlerm¢ Time was needed to clarify the past, rebuild trust, identify
canonical possibilities, examine statutes, protect property, and find a formula that both dioceses
could accept without abandoning their core responsibilities.

— .. - I'
I\
I\

Dialog l
Dialogue

CHAPTER I — MIXED BILATERAL DIALOG COMMISSION
OF ROEA & ROAC 1994-2011

3
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2002 20050 Bishop Irineu and the wider diaspora context

In 2002, Archimandrite Irineu Duvlea was elected and consecrated Bishop of Dearborn Heights and
bishopvicar of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate in America. From that point onward, Bishop
Irineu became an important episcopaufigpe i n the | ife of the Dioces
the Romanian Orthodox community of the Detroit area. His title linked him directly to the cathedral

and community in that region, a connection visible in the visits and photographic records of the
period.

The year 2003 is significant because it documents an ecclesial context in which Archbishop
+Nathanie] Bishop Irineu, and Archbishop Nicolae were already associated. The participation of
Archbishop Nicolae of the Romanian Archdiocese of America @adada in events related to

Bi shop I rineubés consecration demonstrates tha
most intensive phase of the reunification negotiations.

This observation does not establish that all later developments were planaddance or that
every aspect of the relationship between the hierarchs is fully documented. It establishes a narrower
and more reliable conclusion: their contact did not begin only inTZui®.

Chronology matters because it protects historical indémgion from the temptation to begin the
story wherever a later narrative finds it convenient. The evidence places these hierarchs in a shared
ecclesial setting by 2003, and that fact should be recognized.

In April 2004, Romanian hierarchs serving in Westé&urope and North America met in a
gathering of broad diaspora significance.

The agenda went beyond the situation of the two North American dioceses. It concerned the
pastoral organization of the diaspora, preservation of Romanian Orthodox idengigssion of
faith to younger generations, the Churchodos re
ecclesiological and canonical questions arising from diaspora life.

Among the hierarchs associated with this initiative were Metropolitan SerafimtJaéa; Metropol
losif Pop; Archbishop Nicolae Condrea; ArchbishdgathanielP o p p ; Bi shop Sofian

Bi shop Siluan Afnpan; and Bishop Irineu Duvl ea.

The joint presence of Bishops NicolagNathanie] and Irineu has particular relevance for the
history of the two American jurisdictions. It illustrates that the question of their relationship was
being considered within a broader Romanian Orthodox concern for the diaspora.

The same period also revealed that cooperation was possible in practiceheveadministrative
separation continued. In 2004, communities connected to both the ROEA Episcopate and the
Romanian Archdiocese participated in humanitarian initiatives for Romania. Such collaboration did
not solve jurisdictional questions, but it showdt institutional boundaries did not eliminate the
capacity for common service, solidarity, and pastoral concern.

In May 2005, a second meeting of Romanian diaspora hierarchs took place in America, with
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Michigan and the Assumption of the Virgin Mary Motey at Rives Junction as important points
of reference. The documented itinerary includ:
cathedral area, the monastery, and other Romanian Orthodox communities.

These visits should not be confused with farrmeetings of the Joint Dialogue Commission. The
available documents do not establish that each stop on the itinerary was a commission session.
Nevertheless, they reveal a growing awareness among Romanian hierarchs of the pastoral reality in
North Americaand provide the wider setting in which the conversation about unity developed.

The importance of these encounters is often understated because they did not themselves produce a
signed act of union. Their value was preparatory.

A reunification project camt be sustained only by texts exchanged between offices. It also depends
upon familiarity: hierarchs, clergy, and representatives of communities must be able to see the
places, institutions, traditions, and pastoral needs for which they are asked te essponsibility.

The meetings of 2004 and 2005 helped create this wider human and ecclesial familiarity.

They also placed the North American question inside the larger challenges of the Romanian
diaspora. The same questions were emerging wherever Ronfarttlasdox communities were
growing outside Romania: how to preserve language and liturgical tradition; how to serve families
formed in a new cultural environment; how to transmit the faith to children who might not speak
Romanian fluently; and how to retaa real connection with the Mother Church without weakening
local pastoral responsibility.

The possible union of the two American jurisdictions was therefore not simply an internal
administrative matter. It was part of a larger reflection on the futbrRomnanian Orthodoxy
beyond the borders of Romania.

2006 20070 Suspension and renewed efforts

The dialogue did not proceed without interruption. In 2006, the process between the two Romanian
Orthodox dioceses in America and Canada was suspended by AgghbiSathanielthrough an

Easter letter addressed to his clergy. According to the account preserved in this chapter, the
members of the Joint Dialogue Commission and Archbishop Nicolae had not been informed in
advance of the decision. The unilateral chamaof the announcement made the interruption
particularly striking.

The suspension came after a period in which there had been reason for cautious optimism. In June
2005, the three hierarchs and members of the Dialogue Commission had agreed uponandraft p
for achieving unity. The plan was expected to be presented to the Diocesan Congresses and then
discussed with the Romanian Patriarchate and the Orthodox Church in America. Thus, the dialogue
appeared to have reached a stage of substantive convergémeeifowas interrupted.

Members of the Archdiocesan commission who continued to favor unity responded by reaffirming

their willingness to resume the work. In their understanding, unity was not a mere administrative
preference. It was a canonical and esil responsibility, because the enduring division of

Page 12




Two Decadesf Failled Dialoque, Confrontation & Return Hort891-2026

Romanian Orthodox Christians in North America could not be treated as a normal or desirable
permanent condition. They sought to avoid public polemic and maintained that difficult historical
matters shold be clarified through documents rather than transformed into obstacles to dialogue.

The interruption was painful precisely because it followed many years of effort. Yet the ideal was
not abandoned. The commission members continued to express hopleetipaddess could be
relaunched through patience, mutual respect, and a freely assumed consensus. The years 2007 and
2008 would demonstrate that the suspension of 2006 was not the final word.

By 2007, the dialogue was entering a more concrete phase. T$teoguweas no longer whether the

two jurisdictions should become closer. It was how they might be united in a form that could be
canonically recognized, pastorally workable, and legally secure. Thi8 $tofh general aspiration

to institutional desigh is one of the most important transitions in the entire history of the dialogue.

20080 Reconciliation with the Patriarchate and the metropolitan proposal

The meeting held in Bucharest from February 25 to 27, 2008 was one of the decisive documentary
landmarks bthe process. After decades of estrangement, a delegation of the Romanian Orthodox
Episcopate of America led by Archbishelathanielmet with representatives of the Romanian
Patriarchate. Their Joint Declaration sought to clarify the historical caugeg ofipture and to

open a path toward reconciliation.

The declaration recognized that the break between the Romanian Episcopate in America and the
Romanian Patriarchate had arisen in the dramatic context created by the communist regime in
Romania. ROEA sited that its separation did not constitute a rejection of the Mother Church, but a
measure believed necessary to protect faith, identity, and continuity within the Romanian
community in America while church life in Romania was subject to political control

The document also acknowledged the sufferings
and Archbishop Valerian Trifa were mentioned as confessors of the faith who suffered persecution
and marginalization in the conflict between the Church and thememist regime. This shared
recognition of suffering was not a minor ceremonial gesture. It made possible a different moral
language: one based not on the perpetuation of accusation, but on an honest recognition of the
wounds that history had inflicted.

The declaration further recorded that, after the fall of communism, the Holy Synod of the Romanian
Orthodox Church had recognized in 1991 the canonicity of the Romanian Episcopate in America
and the apostolic succession of its hierarchs. The relationshigdietthe Romanian Patriarchate

and the ROEA was thus no longer to be understood only through the rupture of the past. It was to be
viewed through a new process of dialogue, forgiveness, and cooperation.

A deeply symbolic part of the declaration was theualitequest for forgiveness for past errors and
actions that had contributed to division. More importantly, the document looked toward the future
and expressed the desire to achieve the unity of all Romanian Orthodox Christians on the American
continent ina canonical relationship with the Romanian Orthodox Church.

Page 13




Two Decadesf Failled Dialoque, Confrontation & Return Hort891-2026

Union no longer appeared as a private project advanced by a few clergy or faithful. It had become
an objective recognized within the dialogue between the ROEA and the Romanian Patriarchate.

At the same time, the ROEA made clear that no such decision could simply be imposed from
out si de. It would have to follow the Episcopat
Congress. The dialogue commissions were therefore asked to contammiegy a viable path to

unity. This reservation did not invalidate the aspiration toward union; it defined the procedural
conditions under which such union could receive legitimacy.

In June 2008, the Joint Commissions produced a landmarkPieyosal toEstablish a Romanian
Orthodox Metropolitanate of North Americ&he proposal began by acknowledging that the two
dioceses had been engaged in dialogue since 1993 in an attempt to heal a separation lasting more
than skxty years. It proposed Romanian Ofiodox Metropolia composed afvo existing dioceses

and enjoying the greatest possible degree of autonomy within the Romanian Orthodox Church.

The proposed structure was not merely an administrative merger. It envisioned a common
metropolitan organizatiorg territory extending across North and South America, an internal synod
and governance structure, preservation of Romanian spiritual tradition, and cooperation with other
Orthodox jurisdictions in the wider effort toward Orthodox unity in North Americaal, in other

words, an ecclesiological project for the future of Romanian Orthodoxy in the Americas.

During the summer of 2008, the proposal came before the governing bodies of the two dioceses.
The ROEA Congress accepted it as an acceptable basisnforuiog the work toward a final text

to be presented to the Romanian Orthodox Church. It also requested legal and financial due
diligence studies. This is an important point: the Congress did not treat the proposal as a completed
union, but neither did iteject it. It recognized it as a serious, workable foundation that required
careful verification.

On August 12, 2008, the Joint Dialogue Commission met at St. George Cathedral in Southfield,
Michigan. The meeting was held with the blessing of the hiesaacidl pursuant to the mandate
received from the congresses of both dioceses. By this time, the process had clearly become
structured, documented, and institutional.

An OCA document dated August 20, 2008 also has significance for the canonical settithgnoit d

record a completed administrative separation of the ROEA fro@¥&. Rather, it expressed the

OCAbs readiness to permit such a separation s|
Romanian Orthodox Church, subject to the completion of apptepmternal procedures. The
document therefore recognized a possible canonical path; it did not itself accomplish the transition.

The sequence of these 2008 events is important because it corrects two opposite misunderstandings.
The first would be to desibe the project as an already completed reunion. It was not.

The required acts of reception, reorganization, legal integration, and internal approval had not been
completed. The second would be to treat the project as an informal or marginal asfiretialso

would be inaccurate. The proposal had been drafted by the joint commissions, received by the
diocesan congresses, discussed with the Romanian Patriarchate, and examined in relation to the
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ROEAGs canoni cGCA bond with the

This dual charactér advanced yet incompledeexplains both the enthusiasm of those years and the
fragility of the process. The dialogue had crossed a threshold: it possessed a proposed institutional
model. But every feature of that model still required consent, clarificatiod, lawful
implementation. The closer the process came to a real decision, the more sharply every unresolved
issue came into focus.

2009 20100 Concrete negotiation and due diligence

On March 21, 2009, representatives of the two Romanian dioceses metvarsCathedral in
Cleveland. The Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America, led by Archbidtehanie] and the
Romanian Orthodox Archdiocese of America and Canada, led by Archbishop Nicolae, gathered in a
common setting to discuss the possibility of imi®he metropolitan proposal prepared by the Joint
Commission formed the basis of the conversation.

This meeting was one of the high points of the process because it demonstrated that unity was being
examined not only in broad theological terms but throtghe parti ci pati on o
institutional representatives. The dialogue had moved beyond an abstract ideal. It was now
concerned with the detailed architecture of a future common structure.

During 2009, the proposal was revised. By October, aifedlform had been received by the
Council of the Diocese of Vatra Rom©neasct, a
the meaning of its provisions and the shared vision of the two sides. The discussions included the
status of the future Metropa; the nature and limits of its authority; its relationship to the
Romanian Patriarchate; the election and role of hierarchs; administration of patrimony; legal
identity; finances; and the relationship of the two existing jurisdictions to the proposedoco

structure.

In June 2010, the annotated version was presented to the Diocesan Council. At the same time, legal
and financial due diligence continued. This work was indispensable. A proposed ecclesial union
necessarily had civil and legal consequengeeperty had to be identified, title arrangements
understood, liabilities verified, obligations disclosed, and the legal status of each entity examined. A
spiritual aspiration could not responsibly become a juridical reality without this foundation.

On Ocbber 1, 2010, the Congress of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate in America described the
Joint Commissionbs proposal and annotations as
the establishment of a Romanian Orthodox Metropolia in North Amédrieadecision also referred

to the importance of a Patriarchal Graaa or corresponding act of recognition for the future
structure. In practical terms, this was perhaps the most advanced point reached by the negotiations.

At this stage, Bishop Irineu reamed Bishop of Dearborn Heights and bisivagar of the ROEA
Episcopate. He belonged to the episcopal generation that witnessed the project at its closest point to
concrete institutional realization. His later biography cannot be separated from thisisider of

hopeful, difficult, and ultimately unfinished reunification.
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From November 22 to 27, 2010, Archbisheldathanieland Bishop Irineu participated in Rome in

the third meeting of Romanian hierarchs from the Western diaspora and North Ameridaebe

wa s AConscience and Canonical Ort hodox Eccl e
hierarchs from Western Europe, Germany, Central and Northern Europe, and North America, and
included a Divine Liturgy in the Catacombs of Saint Callistus.

This Roma meeting was not a formal session of the ROEAAA Joint Dialogue Commission. It
belonged to the broader framework of diaspora episcopal meetings. Yet the timing is striking:
during the same year in which the two American dioceses had reached an alalosvodument
concerning unity, Romanian hierarchs were reflecting together on conscience, ecclesiology,
canonical order, identity, and mission. The wider diaspora conversation and the North American
dialogue cannot be equated, but they illuminate one anoth

The legal and financial work of this period deserves special attention because it is easy to confuse it
with a lack of spiritual commitment. In reality, careful due diligence is an expression of
responsibility. Church institutions receive gifts, prdperand charitable resources entrusted by
generations of faithful. The leaders of any prospective union have an obligation to know precisely
what is being administered, what restrictions apply, and what consequences would follow from
reorganization. A praess that neglected those questions would have risked creating conflict after
union rather than peace through union.

The same is true of governance. A metropolitan structure would have required a clear and accepted
account of authority. How would the commsynod function? Which matters would remain within

each diocese? What procedures would govern the election of bishops, the reception of parishes, or
the administration of common ministries? How would the future Metropolia relate to the Romanian
Patriarcha¢ and to the broader Orthodox environment in North America? These were not technical
distractions from the dialoguapractical form that any authentic unity would have to take.

20110 Enthusiasm, impasse, and unresolved questions

In 2011, Bishop Irineuteended the Congress of the Missionary Archdiocese at a time when the
atmosphere surrounding possible reunification was unusually hopeful. Many participants felt that
the long separation was finally nearing its end. According to contemporary recolletitns)

and clergy greeted one another warmly, embraced, and spoke as if God had already granted the
desired unity. Such responses should not be dismissed as mere emotion.

They reveal that the process had created a genuine pastoral expectation amptsgvpedad

lived with the division for many year$he joy of that moment had real foundations. It rested on
nearly two decades of contact, on official commissions, on the 2008 declaration in Bucharest, on the
metropolitan proposal, on congressional actiand on the increasingly detailed work of 2009
2010. Yet, in retrospect, the second half of 2011 marked the beginning of an impasse.

The documents of the ROEA indicate that contacts did not cease completely. Commission members
continued to communicate hglephone and electronic correspondence. What changed was the
movement of the process. Discussions no longer produced the institutional progress that had seemed
possible in the preceding years. The transition from enthusiasm to stagnation was particularly
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difficult because personal and pastoral closeness was no longer being matched by corresponding
advances in legal, canonical, and administrative arrangements.

This was one of the central contradictions of the period: in many places, people had became close
to one another than the institutions that represented them. Personal goodwill and shared religious
identity were powerful, but they could not by themselves answer every question involved in the
creation of a new legal and ecclesial entity.

CAPITOLUL I — COMISIA MIXTA DE DIALOG BILATERAL
ROEA & ROAC 1994-2011

No single deision, meeting, or person can responsibly be identified as the sole cause of the impasse
without a complete documentary record. The unresolved issues were substantial. They included the
relationship of the two jurisdictions to their mother churches; xetecanonical status of the future
structure; the status of hierarchs, clergy, and parishes; governing authority; property; legal identity;
finances; and the future administration of common assets. Such questions cannot be resolved by
goodwill alone, howeer necessary goodwill may be.

The distinction betweede factocloseness ande jureunion is therefore essential. In 2011, the two
communities may have experienced genuine human and pastoral reconciliation. But the institutional
process had not completdte steps required for a final, recognized union. The joy was not false; it
was simply not enough to create the legal and canonical reality for which it hoped.

The absence of a complete final public report by the Joint Commission remains consequential. An
ideal record would have stated clearly which points had been resolved, which remained in
disagreement, what documentation was exchanged, what conditions were placed before each party,
and why the process could not proceed to completion.

In the absence afuch a comprehensive public account, later interpretation has often depended on
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fragments: individual documents, personal testimony, recollections, and competing assumptions.

It has sometimes been suggested that the final obstacle concerned financesmnyator
incomplete transparency. These suggestions should not be converted into established fact unless
supported by the complete documentary record. They remain perceptions and interpretations that
must be tested against evidence. The responsibleib#ttask is neither to suppress such questions

nor to present them as proven conclusions without proof.

There is a methodological lesson here. When a long dialogue fails to reach its expected conclusion,
memory can quickly turn uncertainty into certairBach community may preserve the documents

that support its own reading and lose sight of the fact that the other side experienced the same
process differently.

This chapter avoids claiming more than the available record permits. It identifies the d@ymen
steps that can be established and describes the unanswered questions as unanswered. Such restrain
is not weakness; it is a condition of trustworthy historical writing.

It is also necessary to distinguish the failure of a particular institutionaégsdoom the failure of

the ideal itself. The process that had accelerated between 2008 and 2010 entered an impasse after
2011. Yet the Christian aspiration to reconciliation does not expire with one failed negotiation. It
continues to call for truth, patnce, repentance where necessary, and a willingness to reopen
dialogue when circumstances permit. The history of 19011 is therefore unfinished in its moral
meaning even if the institutional sequence described here reached a pause.

Patrimony and due diligence: a necessary condition of unity

The financial and patrimonial dimension of the dialogue was not secondary. Any proposed union of
ecclesial institutions requires a full and re€@@Al understanding of property, liabilities, governing
documents, revere, obligations, title, and legal authority. This is not an expression of distrust
alone. It is an ordinary requirement of responsible stewardship.

The duediligence process was therefore intended to clarify the assets, obligations, property titles,
legal status, financial structures, and administrative responsibilities of the two dioceses. The
Romanian Archdiocese maintained that it had met the requirements placed before it by the due
diligence committee. In a process resembling the preparation of arjsiittitional undertaking,
reciprocity required that equivalent standards of verification be applied to both parties.

It was not sufficient simply to state that documents existed. The parties needed to be able to
determine who held legal title to propertyhat governing rules applied, what liabilities or
encumbrances existed, which rights might belong to third parties, and how each asset could lawfully
be transferred, retained, or integrated into a common structure. The same analysis was necessary for
debs, expenses, administrative obligations, and any financial commitments that could affect the
future Metropolia.

The situation of St. Andrew House/Study Center was one example cited as raising questions that
required clear legal answers: ownership, acdarsit authority to administer, and the legal
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consequences of any institutional reorganization. The purpose of identifying such issues was not to
create scandal. It was to ensure that a future union would rest on documentary clarity rather than
uncertainty.

An effective reunification could not be only a proclamation of spiritual desire. It required a clear
answer to practical questions: what patrimony existed; to whom it belonged; under what titles it was
held; who administered it; what obligations burderteénd what legal regime would apply after
union. Without a uniform and verifiable picture of the assets and liabilities involved, neither side
could responsibly assume the obligations of a new common entity.

For that reason, t h e nnqgtbe educed t© a BldYénoWas the ithpass® ? 0
caused by canonical disagreement, jurisdictional concern, property, clerical status, personal
tensions, or the absence of sufficient ecclesial will? The most prudent answer may be that several
factors convergedAn official dialogue deserves an official explanation when it reaches a standstill.

If it was abandoned, the reasons should be stated. If it was suspended, the conditions for resumption
should be made clear. If responsibility was shared, it should bewalddged with honesty.

There is a broader principle at stake. Transparency is not the enemy of communion. When exercised
with discretion and respect, it is one of the means by which communion becomes durable. Clear
records protect the faithful, preventdatmisunderstandings, and allow bishops and councils to
make decisions with a full awareness of their consequences. Conversely, a lack of clarity can make
even an honorable proposal vulnerable to suspicion. The careful documentation requested in the
duediligence process should therefore be understood as a safeguard for both dioceses and for the
future common structure they hoped to create.

The historical importance of the patrimonial question must not obscure its human dim:
Church property is not ambstraction. It represents the sacrifices of parishioners, the labor of ¢
the generosity of donors, and the memory of communities that built churches, schools, mon
homes, and charitable institutions. Any proposal affecting those asset&cenasht not only fol
legal title but also for pastoral trust. That is why the questions surrounding property hac
answered with rigor before a union could be responsibly completed.

After the impasse: the Metropolia of the Two Americas

The dialoguettat began in 1993 did not culminate in the incorporation of the ROEA into a single
common structure. Nevertheless, the ideal of Romanian Orthodox unity in America did not
disappear. In 2016, the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas and thai&oma
Orthodox Episcopate of Canada were established through a sequence of canonical acts.

The eightieth Congress of the Archdiocese, meeting in Hamilton, Ontario, from July 1 to 3, 2016,
approved the establishment of the Diocese of Canada, centered waH@sern/Montreal, and
nominated Bishop loan Casian Tuna

The Holy Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church, by Decision no. 9138 of Octdala, 2816,

approved the Metropolitanate, composed of the Romanian Orthodox Archdiocese of the United
States of Arerica and the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of Canada, and elevated Archbishop
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Nicolae Condrea to the rank of Metropolitan.

Patriarchal Letter no. 1/2016 of Patriarch Danielficored the elevation of Archbishop Nicolae to

the dignity of Metropolitan. Therganization of the Canadian Episcopate and the election and
installation of Bishop loan Casian were also confirmed through the relevant metropolitan acts.
Together, these documents established and canonically confirmed the two dioceses as suffragan
diocess of the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas within the Romanian
Orthodox Church.

+ DRUMUL SPRE CASA

A\ Sfanta Treime din Los Angeles si Ortodoxia Romaneasca
in America (1991-2026)

From the perspective advanced in this chapter, the establishment of the Metropolia did not have to
signify a permanently closed door for the ROEA. The 2008 geaa continued to stand as an
important expression of reconciliation, mutual forgiveness, and the desire for unity.

The new metropolitan structure could be understood as a canonical home capable of receiving the
ROEA should it freely choose, through @&n proper procedures, to enter that common structure.

Such an eventual i ntegration should not be des
theological meaning would be the fulfillment of a shared ecclesial aspiration: the unity ofiReman
Orthodox Christians in the Americas within a recognized relationship to the Romanian Orthodox
Church.

The formation of the Metropolia also demonstrates that canonical development remained possible
even after the 2011 impasse. It offered a stable framevor the Archdiocese and the new
Canadian Episcopate and preserved the larger vision of a Romanian Orthodox presence in the
Americas organized in communion with the Mother Church.

At the same time, it changed the institutional landscape. Any futungication discussion would
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have to take account of the existence, statutes, pastoral responsibilities, and canonical identity of
this metropolitan structure.

That development does not diminish the significance of the earlier dialogue. On the contrary, the
1993 2011 process supplies much of the historical background against which the 2016 organization
must be read. It shows how long the desire for a metropolitan structure had existed, how carefully it
was debated, and how strongly many clergy and faittdsb@ated it with the healing of an old
division.

Archpriest Constantin Alecse: witness, participant, and chronicler

Archpriest Constantin Alecse occupies a particular place in this history. He is not presented merely
as a later commentator, but as a pgrtint and witness who attended meetings, supported
initiatives, and knew many of the people and circumstances involved. His testimony is part of the
evidentiary landscape of this chapter, while remaining distinct from institutional documents.

For Archpriest Alecse, unity was never a convenient ecclesiastical slogan. It was a conviction
linked to the continuity of Romanian Orthodox identity, the healing of historical division, and the
obligation to speak candidly about matters affecting the community. ridiglvement in the
reunification movement and his support for Bishop Irineu were followed, in his own account, by the
deterioration of his relationship with the leadership of the ROEA, a process that deepened after
approximately 2010 and culminated in hepdrture from that jurisdiction in 2022.

The authorés perspective is that Bishop I rinedu
truth, unity, and institutional responsibility suffered serious personal consequences. Such claims
belong to the @t hor 6s testi mony and interpretation a

documents, correspondence, ecclesiastical actions, and records to which the book refers.

The present chapter does not ask the reader to replace documentary evaluation witd perso
loyalty; it asks that personal testimony not be excluded from the historical record merely because it
isinconvenientT he subsequent continuation of Archprie
of Metropolitan Nicolae within the Romanian Orthoddetropolia of the Two Americas forms an
important epilogue. His separation from the ROEA did not mean separation from the Orthodox
Church, the priesthood, or the Romanian mission. His pastoral service continued in a canonical
setting, and his accumulatedperience became part of the living memory of a process that has not
ceased to matter for Romanian Orthodox Christians in North America.

The role of a witness in a historical work is not to claim infallibility. It is to preserve what he saw,
heard, and wterstood, while allowing readers to compare that testimony with the surviving
document s. For t hi shand gstadements shouldibe retained, tlearty @entified, r s t
and examined fairly. A history written only from formal resolutions can gsithe pastoral
atmosphere in which decisions were received. A history written only from memory can lose the
precision of documentary chronology. This chapter seeks to hold both forms of evidence in
conversation.

The personal cost described by the authso &#elongs to the history of the period. Institutional
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conflicts are never experienced only by institutions. They are experienced by priests, families,

parish councils, and faithful people whose loyalties and consciences are tested. Recognizing that
humandimension does not predetermine every disputed question. It does, however, prevent the
narrative from becoming an impersonal account of minutes, titles, and resolutions.

Concluding reflection

This chapter is offeresine ira et studi® without anger and whout partisan passion. Its purpose is
neither to denigrate persons nor to revive conflict for its own sake. It rests on an extensive body of
materials: official documents, correspondence, decisions, photographs, audio and video recordings,
public recordsand the testimony of participants. Some materials are public; others are preserved in
church archives. Each must be assessed according to its nature and evidentiary weight.

The history of the dialogue for reunification teaches that unity cannot be hufaon, silence,
selective memory, or the suppression of difficult questions. Durable reconciliation requires
truthfulness, transparency, reéiCAl accountability, and respect for the conscience of those who
serve the Church. It also requires a comple¢enoryd one that includes gestures of brotherhood,
moments of progress, institutional hesitation, errors, suffering, and the real costs borne by
individuals.

The fact that the process did not reach a final union in 2011 does not erase the decades of sincere
effort that preceded it. Nor does the later existence of the Metropolia of the Two Americas eliminate
the importance of the questions left unresolved. The documentary record shows that, for many
years, unity was not an abstract dream. It was a concrgeeipstudied by commissions, discussed

by congresses, addressed with the Romanian Patriarchate, received with hope by clergy and faithful.

An authentic future reconciliation, if it is ever achieved, will not require the erasure of this past. It
will require its honest understanding. Where documents speak, they should be heard. Where
testimony is offered, its status should be clearly identified. Where interpretation remains uncertain,
uncertainty should be acknowledged rather than concealed.

The truth is nbharmed by research, by the comparison of sources, or by the memory of those who
were presentFor this reason, the story of the 199011 dialogue deserves to be preserved. It
records a genuine longing for the unity of Romanian Orthodoxy in Americasetti@us work
undertaken to make that unity possible, and the unresolved issues that prevented a final settlement.

I n the words of the Gospel, AYou shall know t
8:32).
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CHAPTER |I
Holy  Trinity and the Sunland Project, 1982 , 2021
ASunl ando: bet ween the dream of building and t

Adapted and expanded from the report presented by Archpriest Constantin Alecse to the Episcopal
Council of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of Acaedn May 13, 2021, at the request of the
Episcopal Chancellery.

A Vision for a Growing Community

Eagie Rock-Glendale, California + Sunland

The history of the Sunland project is inseparable from the history of Holy Trinity Romanian
Orthodox Church in Los Angeles. It is the history of a parish that sought to preserve faithgéangua
tradition, and Romanian Orthodox identity while serving a changing immigrant community in
Southern California.lt is also a history of extraordinary hope, sustained sacrifice, difficult
administrative realities, financial risk, and the humility reqdiivéhen a cherished plan cannot be
completed within one generatioRor many parishioners, Sunland was never only a parcel of land.

It represented a vision: a larger Romanian Orthodox church, a social and cultural center, and a place
from which future geneations could continue the life of the community. The project was born at a
time of demographic growth and genuine optimism. It was tested by rising costs, demanding
municipal requirements, the dispersal of the Romanian population, the passing of its early
supporters, and a series of financial pressures that gradually changed the meaning of the
undertaking.

This chapter presents the principal stages of that history. It does not attempt to obscure its
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disappointments, nor does it judge earlier decisionsowitheference to the circumstances in which

they were made. Its purpose is to show why the parish undertook the project, how the obstacles
accumulated, and what the experience teaches about stewardship, responsibility, and faithfulness to
a Cc 0 mmu ngiernyndissionl o n

The pastoral setting and the history of Holy Trinity

Holy Trinity Romanian Orthodox Church in Los Angeles is more than a building or a legal
corporation. It is a living community formed by successive generations of Romanian Orthodox
Chrisians who carried their faith to California and labored to preserve it in a new society.

The parish was formally incorporated in 1940. Over time, the community acquired a former
Episcopal church and later added a parish hall and parish house. Thesg$bidiame the setting

for worship, family life, cultural events, charitable work, and the transmission of Romanian
Orthodox tradition.

The parishodés pastoral hi story includes the ser
Grigore Coste, from448 to 1957; Rev. Victor BLrbul escu,
UHeriu during the period recorded in parish h

1982. In 1982, Father Constantin Alecse was appointed parish priest by Bishop Valerian.

He served Holy Trinity under the jurisdiction of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America
unt i | the parishds 2022 reception i nitmericas,he RO
then he continued to serve for another 5 years under the jurisdictios other Church.

Fat her Al ecsebdbs own pastoral formation provi
educated in Romania, he began his priestly ministry in Europe.

From 1976 to 1980, he served the Romanian Orthodox Church of Saint George on,Ltbiedh the
only Romanian Orthodox parish in England under the jurisdiction of the Romanian Patriarchate.

In 1980, he was received into the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate in America and served Saint
Mary Church in Saint Paul, Minnesota, from 1980 to 198fr his appointment to Los Angelas

1982 he became responsible not only for the spiritual life of Holy Trinity but also for the broader
pastoral challenges of a rapidly changing Romanian community.

From 1985 through 2014, Archbisheplathanielalso etrusted him with the administration of the
West Coast Deanery of the Romanian Orthodox Diocese of America. This wider ministry gave him
direct knowledge of the growth, mobility, and changing needs of Romanian communities across the
western United States.

The Sunland project should therefore be understood as part of a larger pastoral vision: not simply

expanding docal property, but preparing a strong institutional home for the Romanian Orthodox
presence in Southern California.
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A growing community and thedecision to build

When Father Alecse arrived in Los Angeles in 1982, there were only two Romanian Orthodox
parishes in Southern California: Holy Trinity, under the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of
America, and Holy Archangels Church in Torrance, connectéitet Romanian Patriarchate.

In the years that followed, immigration from Romania increased significantly. Many newcomers
had left for political, economic, or family reasons and arrived in Southern California looking both
for work and for a spiritual comuamity.

The existing Holy Trinity facilities soon proved inadequate for the growing pastoral, cultural, and
social life of the parish. The church and associated buildings were old; they could not easily
accommodate the larger assemblies, youth activitieseds, educational work, and community
events that a growing parish required. Between 1982 and 1987, the question of a larger church and
community center appeared repeatedly in the annual General Assemblies.

The parish did not rush into the project withaliscussion. During 1986 and 1987, the Parish
Council considered several possibilities for enlargement. The eventual conclusion was that the most
practical longterm answer was not merely to modify the existing property, but to purchase land on
which a puposebuilt Romanian Orthodox complex could be developed.

A Special General Assembly was prepared on February 14, 1987, and on June 14, 1987, it approved
the construction of a new church and social center. On February 14, 1988, a Construction
Commission wvas established and given broad responsibility to study financing, design, permits, and
construction.

On October 14, 1987, the parish purchased vacant land in the Sunland area of Los Angeles County
for approximately $230,000. The purchase gave the dreamnerete OCAtion. The intended
complex was to include not merely a sanctuary, but an institutional center capable of serving the
pastoral and social needs of a Romanian Orthodox community for decades to come.

The first obstacles: utilities, permits, and cet

The apparent simplicity of owning vacant land quickly gave way to the realities of development.
The Sunland property lacked the utilities needed for construction. By 1988, the estimated cost of
utility connections alone exceeded $360,000. The totalofdke envisioned project was estimated

at approximately $67 million, a formidable sum for a parish whose members were giving
generously but whose resources could not match the scale of the proposal.

Obtaining municipal approval proved equally demandifige parish sought a Conditional Use
Permit and passed through four public hearings between December 4, 1987 and July 26, 1988.

The project was subjected to twetaige conditions. Many were not unreasonable in themselves, but
their cumulative cost and tewical demands created a serious burden. Before any actual church
building could begin, the parish had to invest in design work, civil engineering, architectural plans,
studies, and efforts to satisfy the conditions imposed by public authdrtiedraisng was pursued
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with determination. Parishioners organized monthly meals, picnics, bingo evenings, and other
community events. These activities demonstrated commitment and solidarity; they also had
unavoidable limits.

The newer immigrants were working &stablish homes, careers, and families in America. The
older generation continued to give, but many were advancing in age. The funds raised, though
meaningful, could not by themselves close the gap betwémakp ar i shoés ordinary
multi-million-dollar construction project.

The Sunland project thus entered the difficult territory in which a sound spiritual vision confronts
the scale of material reality. The parish had a legitimate need, an approved direction, land, and
devoted people. Whatdlid not yet possess was the financial capacity to transform the project into a
completed complex.

Changes in the Romanian diaspora and seventeen years of waiting

The fall of communism in 1989 changed the Romanian world, including the diaspora in Southern
Cali forni a. The opening of Romaniabs borders a
States to return home. Others moved to Oregon, Washington, Nevada, Arizona, and other western
states. New Romanian communities and parishes appeared, each beedal center for
worship, fellowship, and the preservation of Romanian ideriitys development was a blessing

for Romanian Orthodoxy in the West, but it also changed the demographic assumptions behind the
Sunland project. The Romanian populatiorSwuthern California became more numerous yet less
concentrated around a single parish. Holy Trinity no longer occupied the same regional position it
had held when it was one of only two Romanian Orthodox churches in the area. The larger
community was growig, but it was also becoming geographically dispersed and institutionally
diversified.

By 1990, the construction project hantered a prolonged waiting period. From 1990 to 2007, it
was not formally abandoned, but it did not advance to the constructiofragtructure, much less

to the building of the proposed church complex. The 1994 Northridge earthquake and the changing
circumstances of parish life added to the burdens of the period.

The original Construction Commission also diminished over time.cbnemunity lost dedicated
supporters: Mircea Popa died in 1995, Traian Pincu in 1999, and Nicolae Olar in 2007. Joe Oros
withdrew after the death of his wife Betty. Miron Bonca moved to Orange County, while Maria
Pincu, Grigore Birtoc, and Dorian and Agripa  fler ban gradually cease
though they remained members of the community. Efforts were made to reorganize and recruit new
people, but the original momentum could not easily be recreated.

During these years, parish resources had alrbady committed to the preparatory work required

for the project. The land was still there, the plans and much of the authorization work existed, but
the passage of time had made the original financial assumptions increasingly unrealistic.
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CAPITOLUL I1
Holy Trinity si proiectul Sunland (1996-2021)

Even in 2006, depite the work of civil engineer George Boghossian and legal assistance from
Attorney Steven Sapera, significant municipal obstacles remained. The prospect of beginning
construction was still distant.

The Peeker PAESI proposali A New Hope

In 2005 2006, he parish encountered a new opportunity that appeared capable of changing the
financial prospects of Sunlan@hristian VVahab, a parishioner, inventor, scientist, businessman,
president of the Viitorul Roman Society, and financial adviser to the ParighciGquresented an
innovative clearenergy project. His proposal involved a generator or battery based on thorium
technology.

The parish was not asked to become the technical developer of the invention. It was to act as a
partner and prospective benefigialhe church would provide a setting for installation and testing

of a prototype, which, if successful, might later be commercialized and extended to other parishes.
The hopeedor revenue could provide a financial foundation that conventional fundrdiashgever

been able to supply.

In connection with this collaboration, the parish received 500,000 shares in PAESI, a company
owned by Christian Vahab. Based on the intellectual property and patents associated with the
project, their potential value was thestimated at approximately -$5million. At the time, the
prospect was understandably attractive. If the technology succeeded and the shares could be
realized at the anticipated value, the parish might obtain the resources necessary to build the
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Sunlandcomplex.

The broader Peeker project also became associated with the possible privatization of the Romanian
company Electroputere. In 2006, the acquisition of that company was viewed as a possible
industrial platform for manufacturing and distributing teethinology.

Father Constantin sought to help Christian Vahab explore potential assistance and contacts in
Romania, including persons he knew there. The effort did not succeed; the Electroputere contract
was awarded to another investor. The project needgbe&ontinued to be presented as a potentially
significant investment.

In 2007, the Construction Commission approved a gkamt loan secured by the Sunland property

to support a seed investment in the project. Later, discussions also involved anenvesimpany

from the Middle East represented by Dr. Salah A. Rustum, a diplomat and engineer specializing in
aerodynamics. The hope was that development and commercial exploitation of the technology
woul d generate resourceas.for the parishoés cons

Fat her Alecseb6s | ater account I's candid about
technical background to evaluate the viability of the technology independently.

At the time, however, the presentations, patents, and projected éihbenefits seemed persuasive.
In a parish faced with a $8 million building need and without ordinary means of obtaining that
sum, the possibility of a transformative investment carried great weight.

Financial crisis, refinancing, and growing exposure

The global financial crisis of 2002009 changed the financial environment dramatic&lyort

term loans came due at a time when banks were increasingly cautious and reluctant to refinance
risky projects. To sustain the investment and meet the obligatestiated with the Sunland
property, other sources of capital had to be sought, including private financing anteshddans

on more costly terms.

The loan history illustrates the growing burden. After Resolution no. 04 of May 27, 1998
concerning the nagement and investment of funds intended for construction, and following the
issuance of the 500,000 Peeker shares on February 14, 2007, the parish obtained a $350,000 loan
from Gaffken & Barriger Fund, LLC, on February 16, 2007. On February 2, 20@&khgation

was refinanced at $440,000 through Marshall Gumbiner. On February 25, 2009ndreay
financing of $850, 000 was obtained through Ri
interest, points, and costs commonly associated with that folending. The burden continued.

On March 30, 2014, the Building Trust Fund Committee negotiated a furthemioarely financing,
implemented through an $850,000 promissory note dated April 3, 2014 and due April 1, 2016.

The obligation was extended on Mar@2, 2016 to April 1, 2018; the documentation cited

$137,239.49 in extension and finance costs. Taken together, the successive refinancings, interest,
points, fees, and extensions substantially increased the financial cost of preserving the project.
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During 2009, development of the Peeker prototype was reported to have progressed, but the
technology was not yet ready for commercial use. The prototype was expected to undergo tests later
that year, yet it had to be returned to its Arizona manufacturer fonitattcorrections. Further
testing, certification, and regulatory requirements emerged, requiring specialized work in California
and lengthening the timeline.

By 2012, after two prototype tests had not produced the expected results according to company
doaments, the device was returned again for modifications.

The situation was present¢o the Construction Committee June 2012, and the need for a more
realistic assessment became increasingly apparent. The parish had invested hope, time, and money
in atechnology whose anticipated commercial benefits had not materialized.

Reassessment of the property and the 2015 sale

Nearly twentyfive years after the Sunland purchase, the parish still had not begun construction. It
possessed land, plans, and much ef approval history, but it also faced financial obligations,
property taxes, insurance, operating expenses, and the consequences of loans connected with the
Peeker investment. Maintaining an undeveloped property without a clear prospect of construction
washbecoming a serious burden.

In September 2013, the Construction Committee recommended that the 2014 General Assembly
make a concrete decision about the propertyos

Several alternatives were discussed: partial development and construction ofesnidials that
could produce rental income; subdivision of a portion of the land for one or two homes; a possible
partnership with the Armenian Diocese; or, as a final alternative, sale.

The central question had changed. The parish was no longer askyngoov to finance a new
complex. It was asking how to preserve the value of the property, reduce financial pressure, and act
responsibly toward the community.

Civil engineer George Boghossiarwho knew the Sunland project and its long history intimately,

was asked to reassess the situation. His conclusion was that the parish did not then have the money
or time necessary to continue under the existing conditions. He offered to buy the property and
retain it without immediate development, allowing the patigie to stabilize its finances and
potentially repurchase the land if the Peeker project generated the resources originally hoped for.

The proposed arrangement contemplated an initial waiting period of approximately three years,
followed by roughly two aditional years during which the parish might repurchase the land, with

the purchaser recovering reasonable costs incurred to inspect and prepare the property. The 2015
General Assembly approved the approach and sale to George Boghossian. Christian \éahab wa
authorized to sign the documents on behalf of the parish, and the transaction clo489-@015.

For the leadership of the parish, the sale was not viewed as a final repudiation of the dream of
Sunland. It was understood as a protective and tempataayegy designed to preserve the
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possibility of a future return. The land was transferred to an entity whose name retained the
connection to the church and the original project, reflecting the hope that the earlier authorizations
and institutional continty might still have value. If the parish could eventually stabilize its
finances and obtain the estimated $@énillion required for the complete complex, it could seek to
buy back the property and resume the project.

2016 2021: loss, uncertainty, and thdinal report

The hopedor recovery became more difficult after the death of Christian Vahab in 2016. Available
documents indicate that General Dynamics in San Diego was then conducting final tests on the
PeekeiPAESI system. Yet \pahog bebcst 6dse aptrho sapletcetrse dp rtohfe

He had been the central figure around whom the companies, professional relations, and
technological vision were organized. Without a clear administrative and legal succession, the status

of the companies, their intellectualr oper t vy, and the parishbdés poss
difficult to establish.

There was also the possibility that rights associated with particular patents or technologies had been
transferred or assumed by entities connected with existing ctudtaelationships. In the absence

of a clear, functioning | egal structure cont.i
definite entity from which recovery of invested sums could realistically be sought. The prospect of
recovering the investrmé became extremely limited.

On May 9, 2021, at the request of the ROEA Chancellery, Father Constantin Alecse submitted an
elevenpage report to the Episcopal Council explaining the history of Sunland and the situation of
the former parish property. Morkan six years had passed since the 2015 transfer.

The land remained undeveloped, and the&iinT he Fut ur e Romani an Orth
Hol y Torstillrstodd ya visible reminder of the original purpose for which the community
had purchased and gerved the property for almost three decades.

The report described the continuing uncertainty surrounding the future of the land and the practical
difficulty of returning to the 2015 arrangement. The death of George Boghossian in 2022 added a
further compication: both individuals most directly associated with the prior arrangements were no
longer living. Any later examination of intentions, obligations, or potential options would therefore
require careful reliance on the documentary record rather thamgissus.

By 2022, the parish itself had entered a new ecclesiastical and administrative context when it left
the ROEA and was received into the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas. This
change required a br oad erioritiesand tuture prajeets. at i on of t

The former Sunland property could no longer be evaluated only through the plans and assumptions

of 2015. Any future initiative would need to I
pastoral direction, ancurrent legal circumstances.
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Christian Vahab - Inventor, Parishioner, and Visionary

Christian Vahab (February 15, 19%ugust 20, 2016) is remembered by the author not only as an
engineer, inventor, and businessman, but as a man of ideals who was degigdato the
Orthodox faith and the Romanian community. A graduate of the Polytechnic Institute of Bucharest,
he later continued his engineering formation in the United States, served in the U.S. Air Force, and
worked in research and advanced technolétgybecame an entrepreneur and inventor and devoted
his later years to energy technologies that he believed could benefit society.

Within the Holy Trinity community, he was seen as a generous parishioner who hoped the success
of his inventions might suppoahurches, elderly persons, young people, and those in need. His
death left many expectations unfulfilled, including the hope that the technology associated with the
PeekerPAESI project might secure the resources required for Sunland.

The lesson of thispesode is not that vision or innovation should be treated with cynicism. Rather, it

is that charitable and ecclesial institutions must combine hope with careful technical, legal, and
financi al eval uati on. The par i sh dtyscanebe grawni e nc e
toward a proposal that appears to offer an answer to a pressing aegdchow painful the
conseqguences can be when that answer does not materialize.

What was not built, and what was preserved

The Sunland church complex was not built. Tleat Should be acknowledged without minimizing

the grief felt by those who dedicated years of prayer, labor, fundraising, and personal sacrifice to the
project. Many of its original supporters are no longer alive. Their generosity nonetheless remains
part d the moral foundation of Holy Trinity Parisithe history also records what was preserved.
Through decades of difficulty, Holy Trinity remained a functioning Orthodox parish.

The Divine Liturgy continued to be celebrated; families were baptized, masaret,buried;
children learned the faith; Romanian traditions were maintained; and the community endured.
Buildings and projects matter, but they are not the whole Church. The Church is also the people
who pray, give, forgive, and remain faithful througlcaimstances they did not choose.

The authorodés final reflection is therefore nc
conceive a project, acquire land, secure permits, and preserve a community through hard years;
another may be given different cesces, different opportunities, and a different path.

The work of the earlier generation is not meaningless simply because it did not see the final
building completedlf, one day, a new Holy Trinity church rises somewhere in Southern California
and its kells call future generations to prayer, it will carry within it the memory of those who
dreamed before them: priests, founders, parish council members, benefactors, families, and
parishioners who loved their Church and gave a part of themselves toriés fittie Sunland project
remains, above all, a witness to that enduring faith.
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CAPITOLUL III

Cazul Sunland si inceputul confruntarii

-!5; - i

Inceputul presiunilor pentru pensionarea Pirintelui Constantin Alecse
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CHAPTER IlI

The Sunland Case and the Beginning of the
Confrontation, May ., August 2021

From a parish vision to a jurisdictional dispute

The conflict that emerged in 2021 betwd#oly Trinity Romanian American Orthodox Church in

Los Angeles and the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America did not arise from a single letter or

a single meeting. Its immediate occasion was the long history of the Sunland property, but its
background wsa much broader: decades of pastoral service, differences concerning diocesan
authority and parish administration, the public defense of Bishop Irineu Duvlea, the question of
priestly retirement and success.i ealationshapwdhtiteh e p a
Romanian Orthodox Church.

For this reason, the Sunland matter must be understood in context. The property had been purchased
in 1987 with the knowledge and approval of the diocesan structure, in pursuit of an ambitious parish
project. Over more than three decades, the project was affected by permits, costs, changes in
immigration patterns, financing difficulties, and ultimately a transaction intended to protect the
parish from further financial pressure. By 2021, however, this fanfigiory was revisited not

simply as an unfinished construction plan, but as a question concerning title, administrative
authority, and the responsibility of the parish priest and Parish Council.

This chapter reconstructs the events from May through A&, It distinguishes where possible

bet ween documented facts, the parishdés interp
testimony. The purpose is not to convert a contested history into an unqualified conclusion. It is to
show why the parisheadership came to believe that a limited inquiry regarding Sunland was
becoming a broader administrative action affecting the future, patrimony, and pastoral continuity of
Holy Trinity.

The original Sunland vision

When Father Constantin Alecse arrived.os Angeles in 1982 as parish priest of Holy Trinity, the
parish was growing. Romanian families continued to settle in Southern California, seeking work,
stability, worship, and community after leaving Romania for political, economic, or family reasons.
For them, the church was not only a place for the Divine Liturgy. It was a spiritual home, a center of
Romanian language and tradition, a gathering place, and a living bridge between generations.

The existing facilities could no longer meet all of thesegraktsocial, and cultural needs. Father
Constantin and the parish envisaged a larger Romanian Orthodox center: a spacious church, a
community hall, classrooms for Sunday school and cultural education, and eventually a setting
capable of serving elderly miers of the community. This was not merely a building plan. It was a
pastoral vision for the lonterm future of Romanian Orthodoxy in Southern California.

In 1987, the vision took tangible form. A Special General Assembly of the parish, convened with
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the approval of the ROEA Chancellery, resolved to purchase vacant land in Sunland, in northern
Los Angeles. The parish paid approximately $230,000 for the property. The project that followed
contemplated a new church, parish hall, school facilities, cukpeade, and a possible home for the
elderly. Its anticipated total cd@stpproximately $67 milliond reflected the scale of the
communityobés aspirations.

The property lacked adequate infrastructure. Four public hearings were required between December
1987 andJuly 1988, and the relevant authorities imposed twengy development conditions.

Some conditions carried substantial costs. The community nevertheless continued to work: dinners,
picnics, celebrations, programs, and fundraising events were organizistijquears gave money,

labor, time, and encouragement. Yet the financial requirements of the project exceeded what
ordinary fundraising could produce.

In the early 1990s, progress slowed. The 1994 Northridge earthquake changed the lives and
priorities of may local families. Key supporters of the original plan died or moved away: Mircea
Popa in 1995, Traian Pincu in 1999, and Nicolae Olar in 2007. Others retif@@Ated, or could

no longer participate as they had before. The land remained, but the ipeniatt had first carried

the project began to diminish. The loss was not only financial or organizational; it was personal and
spiritual.

The Sunland project was therefore never a sec.!
ordinary life. L was a known diocesan matter, reported over the years through parish processes and
connected to the pastoral future of Holy Trinity. Its eventual difficulties were the product of real
circumstances cost, permits, demography, financing, and the passagiened not of a simple

failure of desire or effort.

Fat her Constantinbs diocesan service and the w

For approximately three decades, Father Constantin served as Dean of the ROEA Pacific Coast
Deanery. He knew closely the parishes, clemyyd pastoral concerns of the Romanian Orthodox
Episcopate in the western United States. Alongside his parish work, he supported-ttisdossed

hope that the Romanian Orthodox structures in America might one day achieve a form of unity
connected to # Mother Church.

In 2002, Irineu Duvlea was elected bishapar of the ROEA. Father Constantin and Bishop Irineu
developed a close working relationship. As dean, Father Constantin was involved in parish and
diocesan concerns, while Bishop Irineu also bexanvolved in Sunlandelated matters as a
representative of ArchbishopNathaniel In the parishdés understand
confirmed that the diocesan leadership was informed about the project and its evolution.

When relations later deterated between Bishop Irineu and the leadership of ROEA/ Father

Constantin publicly defended him. He did so because he believed that Bishop Irineu was being
treated unjustly. This was, for Father Constantin, a matter of priestly conscience. His public
solidarity with Bishop Irineu had consequences for his own relationship with the leadership of the
Episcopate. He gradually withdrew from diocesan administration and, in 2014, resigned his
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deanship after approximately thirty years of service.

This resignaon did not represent a withdrawal from the priesthood or from Holy Trinity Parish. On

the contrary, it allowed Father Constantin to focus more fully on the altar, the faithful, and the
future of the Los Angeles community he had served since 1982. Higroom@s increasingly

directed toward what would remain after him: pastoral continuity, parish identity, and the
communityos ability to protect the | egacy buil

The creation in 2016 of the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Americas renewed an older
hope within Holy Trinity. The parishés connec
1975, the parish had been received into the ROEA in a historical context that included the hope of
future reconciliation with he Mother Church. The broader American Orthodox ideal of unity,
voiced at Ligonier in 1994, reinforced this aspiration.

In 2017, while still formally within the ROEA, Father Constantin sent a Holy Trinity delegation to

the installation of the first Metrofitan of the new Metropolia. The gesture expressed more than
courtesy. It signaled openness to a church reality that he and many parishioners viewed as
consi stent with the communityds historical (I
Orthodox Churh. What was still only an aspiration in 202817 became, after later events, a
concrete reality: on October 30, 2022, the Holy Trinity General Assembly voted unanimously to
enter the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas, and on November221,ti2€

parish received the Antimension from Metropolitan Nicolae.

This later development should not be read back simplistically into every disagreement of 2021. It
does, however, explain the setting in which those events were experienced. By 2021ngjuestio
about di ocesan oversight, parish property, Fa
community were not abstract questions. They we
its identity and canonical future.

The reappearance of 8nland as an administrative issue

As the parish consolidated its administrative and financial life, differences with the ROEA became
increasingly focused on property and control
was no longer limited tgersonal disagreement, past ecclesiastical conflicts, or administrative
misunderstanding. It concerned the extent of diocesan authority over parish assets and the legal
rights of a California religious corporation to administer property acquired and maadhtarough

the contributions of its own faithful.

The Sunland project became the point through which these larger questions were raised. The ROEA
position, as understood by the parish, was that certain property decisions, transactions, and
agreements hableen undertaken without first obtaining the blessing or approval of Archbishop
+Nathaniel The pari shds response was that the proj
history had unfolded over decades within a continuing administrative relafjongth the
Episcopate, and Bishop Irineu had served as a direct link between the parish, the Archbishop, and
the Chancellery on important Sunland matters.
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The ordinary administrative practice of the ROEA is also relevant. Parishes prepared annual
adminigrative and financial reports for their General Assemblies. After review and approval by
parish members, the reports and meeting materials were submitted to the diocesan Chancellery. In
addition, proposed agendas for parish assemblies were ordinarilyt®abb@forehand for diocesan

revi ew, observations, and approval. I n the pa
challenges, and the relevant parish decisions were disclosed within an ongoing pattern of diocesan
oversight.

The dispute therefe turned on different interpretations of authority and responsibility. How far did
diocesan authority extend oviexcal parish property? What approvals were required under church
rules, corporate law, and past practice? To what extent could a long ;fepassh decisions,

known to the diocese over decades, later be treated as unauthorized? These questions became
central not only to Sunland but to the parishbo

May 2021: the Episcopal Council summons and the elevgrage report

On May 4, 2021, Father Constantin received an official email from the ROEA Chancellery
summoning him to participate by Zoom in a meeting of the Episcopal Council scheduled for May
13, 2021, at 8:30 p.m. Eastern Time. He was asked to provide exptenaid information
concerning the ASunland Property, o0 to clarify
assist the Council in deciding how the matter should be addressed.

The summons brought the old project formally before the Episcopalddobather Constantin did

not avoid the inquiry. He confirmed that he would participate and informed the Chancellery that,
because the history was long and complex, he would prepare a written report. His aim was that the
Council members receive the tinmed in advance and be able to review the circumstances of the
project, the decisions taken by the parish, an

He prepared an elevgrage report. The report reconstructed the history beginning with the 1987
purchase, the intention to build a new church and parish center, the difficulties of obtaining permits,
the financial pressures that prevented construction, the changing circumstances of the community,
and the transactions and agreements that later afféotedroperty. It also emphasized that the
project had been known by the diocesan leadership throughout its existence and that Bishop Irineu
had played a direct role in the relationship between Holy Trinity, ArchbisiNgihanie] and the

ROEA Chancellery.

At the May 13 meeting, Fat her Constantin pres
from Archbishop+Nathanie] the investigator Father lan Pdcar, and other members of the
Council. The meeting gave the diocesan leadership an opportungguest explanations and gave

Father Constantin an opportunity to place the events in chronological context. For him, this was not
merely a question of a land title; it was an attempt to explain more than thirty years of parish
history.

The conclusion ofte meeti ng was especially important
Archbishop +Nathanielthanked Father Constantin for the presentation and reportedly used the
expression fito put it to resto regardthosg t he
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words to mean that the relevant explanations had been supplied and that the subject was considered
closed. He had been specially summoned; he had distributed a detailed report before the meeting;
and he had responded openly to the questions asked.

No aspect of the meeting, in his view, suggested that it would be followed by an expansive
investigation into the parishdés entire admini s
This expectation would soon be challenged.

CHAPTER 111

June 2021: from he Sunland inquiry to a broad records demand

On June 9, 2021, the ROEA Chancellery sent Holy Trinity a new official request. The letter was
four pages long and required documents in fifteen separate categories. It did not remain focused on
Sunland. It regested registers, minutes, financial and accounting records, bank documents,
governance decisions, correspondence, and other administrative materials extending back to 1989.

The practical consequence was considerable. The parish was asked, by Junetfytaé@lrieve,

verify, and organize thousands of documents accumulated over more than three decades. The
request arrived while Father Constantin and th
day. From the pari s h dnstedsdocament pequest but a demandwmersa n o
substantial historical archive on very short noti€ae available record does not establish the
intention behind the deadline. It would not be responsible to state as fact that the timetable was
designed to makcompliance impossible. Yet the sequence is relevant: a very broad request, a short
period for production, and later allegations of fnmoperation or disobedience based in part on the
pari shdés response. The par i spgansiorhottheeStintamdenquaya w t I
into a much wider administrative intervention.
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The broader setting increased the parishds cor
beneficiary of an important testamentary gift, commonly referred to as thed-Bstaie, involving

assets and properties in Beverly Hills. The emergence of substantial patrimonial resources gave
heightened significance to any request for control over parish documents or administration. From
the parishos per s porardse: was the @hancedayyi seeking arlyeo canfyeas
historical property issue, or was Sunland becoming the entry point for a larger action affecting the
patrimony and future governance of Holy Trinity?

Contemporary ROEA casess and the parishés conce

Before Holy Trinityds requested documents had
Soliapubl i cation placed the ASunland Propertyo &
Ascension monastic community in Clinton, Michigan, associatel mvithop Irineu Duvlea, and

Saint Nicholas Parish in Troy, Michigan. The cases were not identical. The Clinton and Troy
matters had entered civil court proceedings; in the Troy case, the Diocese recorded the acquisition
of title and control over the proggron September 3, 2021. The Sunland matter, by contrast, was
still at an internal stage, with Holy Trinityo

The parish strongly objected to how these events were presented together by ROEA. They believed
that describing the Sunland transfer as "unauthorized, illegal, fraudulent and void ab initio" publicly
framed them as guilty before the diocesan inquiry had finished and prior to any judicial ruling.
While the exact intent behind this phrasing and timirapnot be definitively proven, it
understandably intensified the parishos fear t

During the November 2019 Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America (ROEA) clergy conference
in Detroit, Fat her deepty snterzsified bynhove leadecshijc agldrassed thee r e
Troy church precedent. Wa attending the event, which coincided with the election of Father Dan
Hoar Ht e as the sole candidate for ROEA vicar
Chancery representatives' explicitus on maintaining “"control of parishes.” His apprelension

grew after hearing ArchbishofNathanielmake highly disparaging remarks about Father Gheorghe
Céarstea, the founder and construction coordinator of the Troy parish who was actively leading the
church's disassociation from the ROEXccordingto Fater Constantinds direc:
event, the Archbishop told the clergy about one of his hospital visit to the ailing Father Carstea,
claiming he had to read the Prayers of Saint Basil because "demons were growling" inside him.
Father Constantin intpreted these hostile comments as a direct attack on a priest defending his
community amidst an ongoing dispute. Rather than reflecting an official transcript, this account
serves as Father Constantin's personal witness to what he perceived as a deigplanubs
derogatory environment cultivated by the ROEA hierarchy.

The Anaheim caseprovided another layer of anxiety. In the summer of 2021, Father Cornel
Avramescu, who founded the Assumption of the Virgin Mary Parish in Anaheim, was retired after
over 30years of service and replaced by Father Alin Munteanu. Within a few months, a severe
conflict erupted involving the new priest, Father Avramescu, the Parish Council, and factions of the
congregation. This led to an extended closure of the church, pubtesis by parishioners, and

civil litigation in Orange County in 2022.

To the leadership at Holy Trinity, the Anaheim situation demonstrated thevoddl fallout of a
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poorly handled priestly retirement and succession. This worry extended beyond Fatbm@n
personally; it represented a collective fear within the community that a parish guided by a single
priest for decades could be completely destabilized if leadership transitions were executed without
trust, open dialogue, and broad parish consensu

The later Palm Springs case involving Father lustin Capsa was also viewed by the parish as a
warning, although it developed over a different period and involved distinct facts. Father Capsa, a
former assistant at Holy Trinity, was appointed to the Halghangels Michael and Gabriel Parish

in Palm Springs in 2012020. After contributing personal resources and helping build the
foundation of a new church community, his relationship with ROEA authorities deteriorated. The
matter culminated, according tbet documentation referenced by the author, in his removal from
parish leadership and resignation from the priesthood in 2025 after he had earlier been directed to a
period of monastic penance.

Other caseas Saint Mary in New York during the pastorate of Fatlasian Fetea, Saint Andrew
House/Center for Orthodox Studies in Detroit, and additional parish di§phéestheir own facts

and should not be collapsed into a single claimed policy without evidence. But their cumulative
effect was real. To Holy Trinitythey created a pattern of institutional conflict involving clergy,
parish leadership, jurisdiction, and property. The parish did not claim that every case had the same
cause. It did conclude that the precedents made it necessary to think carefullysatwnotfuture.

o‘i{iﬁ.
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The parishés position: authority, responsibild@i

The concern of Holy Trinity was not based on a rejection of Orthodox episcopal authority. The
parish recognized the diocese6s andpastpral oversighti | i t vy
The question was how that authority should be exercised wlomal&community, its Council, and
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alongserving priest believed that the community?o

For Father Constantin and the Parish Couribié issue was larger than his own retirement and
larger than Sunland. It concerned the altar at which he had served for decades, the faithful he had
baptized, married, and buried, the families who had sustained the parish, and the resources that
generatns had contributed for future ministry. In their view, the community was seeking a
balance: respect for episcopal authority together with recognition of the responsibilities of a parish
incorporated and organized under California law.

The accumulation o€ontemporary disputes made the Parish Council fear that an administrative
review might become a confrontation concerning leadership, succession, and property. That concern
is best understood as a perspective shaped by circumstances, not as a legabtieteohintent.

The available documents record broad requests, tense correspondence, and later ecclesiastical
conflict. They do not by themselves prove every motive attributed to diocesan officials. Yet they
explain why the parish believed that an inquilyat began with a thirtyearold development

project could affect the whole future of Holy Trinity.

Legal assistance and the calm before the storm

The June 9 letter prompted the Parish Council to act. At an emergency meeting on June 13, 2021,
the Councilunanimously resolved to retain legal counsel to protect the interests of the parish. It
engaged the Santa Monica law firm of Roger J. Diamond. After reviewing the ROEA request, the
firm considered the scope of the demand excessive in relation to thallbmed for response.

Attorney Diamond did not initially propose escalation. In an effort to avoid confrontation, he
invited the ROEA Chancellery to a direct and friendly meeting to clarify the matter amicably. His
communication expressed concern aboutatwhe regarded as an abusive and confrontational
treatment of Father Constantin. The ROEA did not respond to the proposed meeting, and it did not
take place.

Almost two months of relative silence followed. After the intense meetings and document demands
of May and June, the silence could have suggested that the issue was besuglded. In
retrospect, the parish came to see it differently: it was not a resolution, but a pause before a more
difficult stage of the conflict. By August 2021, tensions wowd@dppear, and the relationship
between the ROEA and Holy Trinity would move into a new phase.

Concluding observation

The events of MayAugust 2021 transformed the meaning of the Sunland property in the life of

Holy Trinity. For decades, it had symbolizedth@pedfor church and Romanian community center.

By 2021, it had become the subject of an inqui
challenge to its administration, patrimony, and pastoral future.

The chapter does not assert that evermiaistrative request was illegitimate, nor that every

concern of the diocese lacked a basis. It records, rather, why the chronology led the parish to
perceive an escalation: a formal summons, an elpage report and Council meeting understood
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to have reslved the matter, a broad archival demand with a short deadline, public association with
other disputed cases, and a series of contemporary precedents involving clergy, parishes, and

property.

From that point forward, the issue for Holy Trinity was no kengolely what had happened to a
parcel of land in Sunland. It was whether the parish could maintain the continuity of its ministry, its
property, its internal life, and its relationship to the wider Church without entering a conflict that
would divide thecommunity it had spent generations building.
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CHAPTER IV

The Evolution of Relations Between ROEA and Holy
Trinity Parish, June 2021 , June 2022

From the Sunland inquiry to a crisis of trust

During the summer of 2021, the administrative disagreememtebat the Romanian Orthodox
Episcopate of America (ROEA) and Holy Trinity Romanian American Orthodox Church in Los
Angeles entered a new and more difficult phase. What had begun as a request for explanations
concerning the historic Sunland property graduakpanded into disputes about documents, legal
expenses, priestly retirement, pastoral succession, parish governance, and the proper relationship
between diocesan authority and theal community.The parish did not initially seek confrontation.

Its decsion to consultAttorney Roger J. Diamond was intended as a protective and mediating
measur e. Counsel 6s first approach was not a t
friendly basis, o clarify misunThepropasedmedatinggid , an
not occur, and the period of silence that followed was later understood by the parish not as a final
resolution but as an interval before renewed pressure.

This chapter follows the principal events from August 2021 to the suroih®822. It is based on

t he authordéds account, parish records, correspec
private conversations are described, they ar
interpretation rather than as independemttijudicated findings. The central question is how a
dispute about an old development project came to be associated with the retirement of a long
serving priest and the jurisdictional future of the parish.

August 12, 2021: the meeting in San Diego

On Augus 12, 2021, Fat her Constantin attended t|
Diego. During the visit, he held a private conversation of more than one hour with Bistaop

Andrei . According to Father Constlenbuldmeedto acc o
accept retirement and that, i f he did so, fithe
The conversation also included criticism of F

was told that, after nearly four decades, he had not accomblesiough for the parish and that he
might have built a cathedral comparable to those constructed by other Orthodox communities.
Father Constantin received the tone and substance of this discussion as an effort to diminish
confidence in his pastoral work@to encourage an unconditional retirement.

For him, the significance of the conversation lay in the direct connection it seemed to make between
retirement and the closure of the Sunland inquiry. The property matter no longer appeared simply to
be a histacal question requiring administrative clarification. It came to be perceived as pressure
connected with a change in parish leadership, pastoral succession, governance, and ultimately the
communityodés patri mony.
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This is an interpretation arising from Fathe Const antindéds testi mony, r
regarding the intent of ROEA officials. Noneth
correspondence. The August 12 meeting did not formally close the Sunland case. It did, however,
convince Father Constantin that the issue could not be viewed in isolation from his proposed
retirement and the future of Holy Trinity.

UL WA
L CAPITOLUL IV-— (¥R

EVOLUTIA RAPORTURILOR ROEA—-PAROHIA «SFANTA TREIME»
(IUNIE 2021 -IUNIE 2022)

January 30, 2022: the parish assembly under unusual supervision

The annual General Assembly of Holy Trinity on January2B22 was held in circumstances the

parish regarded as unprecedented. For the first time, a bishop attended its annual meetinrg. Bishop
Vicar Andrei 0s presence had not been requested
the day before, when heaw already in Los Angeles.

The Parish Council had sent the proposed agenda to the Diocese for approval. Approximately one
week before the meeting, the usual item AProp«
view, this restricted the possibilitf open discussion concerning a potential departure from ROEA.

The Assembly was chaired by Father Constantin
Bishop Andrei sat in the episcopal place and recorded the entire meeting without obtainisg exp
permission from the parish.

Officially, Bishop Andrei explained that he wished to serve for the feast of the Three Holy
Hi erarchs and observe Father Constantinds expe

The parish found this explanation fdif c ul t t o reconcil e wi t h t he
experience as a parish priest before becoming a hierarch. The removal of tiksopesion item,
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the late notice of episcopal attendance, and the complete recording of the meeting were seen
collectivdy as signs of intensified diocesan supervision.

The Assembly itself proceeded without incident
the dispute was expanding beyond Sunland. It was no longer simply a question of past transactions.

It involved the freedom of the parish to deliberate about its own present circumstances and future
direction.

February 23, 2022: the Phoenix meeting and the hope of reconciliation

At the conclusion of the January visit, Bishop Andrei encouraged Father Constaatienid the
ROEA Clergy Conference in Phoenix, Arizona, from February 21 to 24. He was invited to speak
directly with Archbishop+Nathanieland Bishop Andrei concerning the conflict between the
Diocese and Holy Trinity. Father Constantin accepted becausélihhoped that the matter could

be resolved in an ecclesial manner through dialogue, goodwill, and mutual understanding.

The private meeting took place on February 23 and lasted nearly two hours. Before returning to
Sunland, Father Constantin recalled long relationship with ArchbishogNathaniel almost three
decades of collaboration while serving as dean of the Pacific Coast; diocesan visits; parishes and
missions supported together; difficult situations addressed with Bishop Irineu; and thevebrkred

of maintaining the spiritual and administrative life of Romanian Orthodox communities in the
western United States. According to his account, the conversation became emotionally charged
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because a relationship built over many years now appeareddimntieated by suspicion, inquiry,
and pressure.

Father Constantin did not come to Phoenix as an adversary. He again explained the history of the
Sunl and property and the parishoés position, be
During this discussion, September 15, 2022 was first presented as a definite retirement date. Though
retirement had been mentioned earlier, it now took the form of a specific deadline.

Father Constantin indicated that he was prepared to accept retiremengitdauould bring peace

and definitively close the Sunland matter. After nearly forty years at the altar of Holy Trinity, this
was not a minor concession. Nevertheless, he was willing to make it if it protected the parish from
continued conflict and alloweal peaceful transition.

April T May 2022: renewed demands and the search for a written settlement

The hopedor closing document did not follow the Phoenix meeting. On April 13, 2022,
Archbishop+Nathanielsent a further letter restating earlier demands raqdesting payment of
$25,684.97 in diocesan legal expenses. For Father Constantin and the Parish Council, the new
request was difficult to reconcile with the conciliatory spirit they believed had characterized the
Phoenix conversation.

Father Constantinepeatedly attempted to speak with Bishop Andrei to obtain clarification before
the next Parish Council meeting. After eleven calls without a response, the Council concluded that
further legal advice was necessary. On May 8, Father Constantin preserdgulitia letter and

the failed attempts to obtain direction. The Council decided to reconnecAtigtimey Roger J.
Diamond, whom it had consulted during the previous summer.

This was not a change to an offensive legal strategy. The parish contineed t defensible and
mutually acceptable way to close the dispute. Its leadership believed that, after nearly a year of
uncertainty, any settlement should be recorded in writing rather than left to oral assurances. A clear
written agreement would protecothh sides and make it possible to prepare a pastoral transition
without leaving unresolved claims behind.

On the evening of May 11, Bishop Andrei spoke with Father Constantin for more than an hour.
According to Father Constantin, the prospect of an angcablution reappeared. The Diocese

wi shed to Aclose the case, 0 but the for mal I ni
response to the April 13 letter.

Using notes from the conversation and assistance from someone with legal trainhmey, Fat
Constantin prepared a preliminary outline for possible negotiation and intended to have it reviewed
by Attorney Diamond. It was not an executed settlement, but it briefly renewed the hope that a
negotiated solution remained possible.

The situation chaged again on May 25. In another extended telephone conversation, Bishop Andrei

conveyed a more definite message on behalf of ArchbisiNgihaniel Father Constantin was to
submit a letter of retirement or resignation, effective September 15, 2022. Halseassked to
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obtain a letter from the Parish Council admitting that, in the Sunland matter, the parish had acted
wrongly toward ROEA.

Fat her Constantinds response was not a reject]
that was the decismoof the hierarchs. He could not, however, ask the Parish Council to confess a
fault which he and the Council believed had not been established. His proposed order was therefore
clear: the Diocese should first state in writing that the Sunland case \alg iosed and would

not result in further claims; afterward, he would submit his retirement letter.

The parish viewed this as a protection against an unresolved orenged dispute, not as
di sobedi ence. The Council 6s natteave the parishvaith ant h a t
admission of guilt it regarded as unjust, continued legal exposure, or new administrative demands.

In the weeks that followed, the dispute increasingly combined retirement, parish governance, and
Sunland. In a conversation Wwithe Parish Council president, Bishop Andrei reportedly used the
expression, AChil dren do not tell their parer
foll ow episcopal direction. I n the parishods r
Constantin would be retired on September 15, and the Council was expected to comply with
diocesan directives, with possible dismissal if it did not.

July 2, 2022: the proposed compromise and the retirement letter

On July 2, 2022, Father Constantin metomfally with Bishop Andrei for approximately three
hours. At the meeting, he was handed the ROEA letter concerning his retirement effective
September 15, 2022. The letter was dated June 30, 2022.

Father Constantin came seeking a solution. He emphasizeduaisresponsibility: as a priest
subject to hierarchical authority and as the parish priest responsible to his congregation for stability,
administration, and the future of the community. He stated that neither he nor the parish wished to
fight the Dioces. Their desire was for the continuation of church life in peace and cooperation.

After consulting parish counsel, Father Constantin explained that retirement could not be fully
separated from the unresolved Sunland matter. If the controversy became lftgatadn, the

parish would need first to protect its interests and clarify its legal relationship with ROEA. The
appointment of a new priest, the convening of a special General Assembly, and the structure of
succession could then be affected by the solved dispute.

The | egal i ssues identified by counsel i ncl ud
the status of the sale of a condominium associated with the Fanous Estate, including the
consequences of withdrawing the property from sdky &rchbishoptNathanielhad not approved

it; and historical questions concerning the $50,000 loan connected with Saint Andrew House/Center
for Orthodox Christian Studies in Detroit.

Counsel also considered the possible recovery of parish legal expedsagublic response to the
Soliastatements of summer 2021, which the parish regarded as inaccurate and damaging.
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These were not presented as immediate claims or threats. They were potential consequences the
parish would need to consider should a pubiwl dispute develop. The legal position discussed

was that the Sunland matter might involve civil and contractual questions between two nonprofit
religious corporatiorss one in California and one in Michigan.

The parishés hol diwveg, haufto be distinglishet framl aay, canonical dorh i s
contractual obligations connected with membership in ROEA. This was the legal assessment of
parish counsel, not an issue resolved by a court.

Father Constantin also explained that, if litigation occurtled, parish would have to present its
own documentary account of the facts. It had considered preparing material that would place
Sunland within the broader history of ROEA disputes and controversies.

Again, this was framed as a possible defense andmiatosn measure should the controversy
become public, not as an immediate attempt to coerce the Diocese.

To avoid this outcome, Father Constantin proposed a specific compromise. ROEA would issue a
clear written statement that the Sunland investigation Yeaea and that it did not intend to pursue
legal action against the parish or its representatives concerning the matter.

In return, Father Constantin would accept retirement and Holy Trinity would cooperate in preparing
an orderly pastoral transition.

The proposal contemplated a gradual process. Once relations were normalized, the intention to
retire could be communicated appropriately to the parish.

The Diocese and the parish would cooperate in introducing a successor to the Romanian community

in Califomia, potentially during the second half of 2023, with the final transition completed through
the parishoés 2024 Gener al Assembl y. The purpo
transparent succession that preserved the peace of the community.

The proposed compromise was not accepted. The retirement letter was delivered, but the requested
written confirmation that the Sunland case was closed was not issued in the form sought by the
parish. Thus, the two matters remained linked but unresolved AR@#&intained the retirement
decision, while Holy Trinity lacked the assurance it regarded as necessary to proceed safely with
succession.

The phrase Achildren do not tell their parents
the diocesan pepective, it emphasized the traditional relationship of ecclesiastical authority. From

the parish perspective, it did not answer the practical request for certainty that, once Father
Constantin retired, the old Sunland controversy would truly be at an end.

The parish believed that its proposal would have allowed no one to be a winner or a loser: ROEA

would receive an orderly transition, Father Constantin would retire, and the parish would receive a
final closure of the case.
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CAPITOLUL IV — s,

From attempted reconciliation to a jurisdictional crossroads

The period from the Sunland inquiry in 2021 through the July 2, 2022 meeting marks the
transformation of an administrative disagreement into a wider crisis of trust. The historical property
inquiry was followed by broad docwentary demands, legal consultation, direct meetings with the
hierarchs, a request for legal expenses, and increasingly explicit pressure concerning retirement and
succession.

Throughout this period, Father Constantin and the Parish Council continuedldoe exsolution

within ROEA. The July 2 proposal was the culminating expression of that effort: final written
closure of Sunland in exchange for retirement and cooperation in an orderly pastoral transition. Its
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rejection was decisive because it convindeglgarish that dialogue had not produced the security it
believed necessary for the communityés future.

After July 2, the center of discussion moved from private conversations between Father Constantin
and the hierarchy to the governing bodies of the pafiise Council unanimously reiterated on July

24 its request for written confirmation concerning Sunland, regarding it as necessary before
proceeding with the installation of a successor. A ROEA letter of July 27 and plans for a special
General Assembly oAugust 28 intended in part to determine salary and benefits for a future
priesB made the divergence clearer.

For ROEA, the immediate priority was retirement on September 15 and the organization of
succession. For the Parish Council, the priority was otosdi the issue that had initiated the
conflict. The Council did not accept the proposed August 28 Assembly in that form. It believed that
such decisions required proper consultation with parish bodies and that succession could not
responsibly proceed wililthe Sunland file remained open. The decision was unanirBguse

close of summer 2022, the dispute was no longer only about land or only about the retirement of a
priest. It concerned trust bet ween di aheresan
communitydés fiduciary responsibility for i ts
should be prepared; and the conditions under which the relationship between Holy Trinity and
ROEA could continue.

The next stage would no longer be resolWiecbugh a single private meeting. It would require
collective deliberation by the Parish Council and the General Assembly. During the autumn of
2022, the community would consider its canonical options and decide where, and within what
ecclesiastical franveork, Holy Trinity would continue its mission.

CHAPTER V

_ Parish Deliberation and Change of Jurisdiction (July 2022-June 2025)
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CHAPTER V

Parochial Deliberation and Change of Jurisdiction,
July 2022 |, January 2026

Introduction and documentary scope

This chapter examines the decisivegstain the conflict between the Romanian Orthodox
Episcopate of America (ROEA) and Holy Trinity Romanian American Orthodox Church in Los
Angeles. It begins with the impasse following the July 2, 2022 meeting between Father Constantin
Alecse and BishojvicarAn dr e i Hoar Ht e and foll ows the even
2022 jurisdictional vote, the separate reception of the parish and Father Constantin into the
Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas, subsequent ecclesiastical proceedings, a

the conclusion of the civil lawsuit in January 2026.

The narrative rests artonvocatios, minutes, resolutions, correspondence, legal notices, pleadings,
and procedural records. The documents contain competing positions. Accordingly, references to the
claims of ROEA, the parish, or counsel are presented as the positions of those parties. This chapter
does not purport to substitute for a court judgment or to resolve every canonical issue
independently. Its purpose is to preserve the chronology, expastdps taken by the parish, and
identify the procedural effect of the later civil litigation.

The central development is clear. The community moved from attempting to secure a final written
resolution of the Sunland issue to deliberating about its owonasadministrative, and canonical
future. The Parish Council began an internal process; the General Assembly of October 30, 2022
voted unanimously for a change of jurisdiction; and the parish and Father Constantin were received,
by separate acts, intbeé Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas. ROEA disputed the
validity and consequences of those steps, first through disciplinary proceedings and later through
civil litigation. The lawsuit was voluntarily dismissed without prejudicedecembe30, 2025.

|. The point of departure: the impasse after July 2, 2022

Until the summer of 2022, the Parish Council had continued to seek a solution within ROEA. At the
July 2 meeting with Bishop Andrei, the parish proposed a practical settlement: ROEA would
provide written confirmation that the Sunland matter was permanently closed and would not be
used as the basis for claims against the parish or its representatives; in return, Father Constantin
would cooperate in preparing an orderly pastoral successiba. pBrish maintains that the
requested confirmation was not issued. Instead, Father Constantin was handed a retirement letter
dated June 30, 2022 and made effective September 15, 2022.

From that point, the priorities of the parties diverged. ROEA condedtian retirement and the
arrangements for a successor. The Parish Council continued to focus on the unresolved matter that
had produced the conflict. It believed that a transition could not responsibly proceed while the
original property issue remainedepand the possibility of further action was unclear.
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The correspondence of June 30 and July 15, followed by the July 27 call for a special meeting on
August 28, increasingly directed the matter to the Parish Council and parish membership. In the
pari skeégsunt , Fat her Constantinds administrat
communications were increasingly addressed to the parish president and Council. The parish thus
began to treat the question as one involving not only succession but also itaryidigiies,
patrimony, and the ecclesiastical framework in which it could continue its mission.

Il. The ROEA convocationf or August 28 and the Council s re

On July 27, 2022, the ROEA Chancellery called a Special Parish Assembly for August 28. The
letter was sent to parishioners without the prior approval of the Parish Council, and the meeting was
to be chaired by Father Remus Grama. The Council considered both the proposed agenda and the
fact that the central disagreement had not been resolved.

On August 5, Bishop Andrei telephoned Parish Council President Edvart Rastian after an immediate
response to the ROEA letter had not been received. Parish records describe this intervention as
increasing the sense of institutional tension.

At its August 14 meetig, the Parish Council adopted a written response to ROEA and placed,
under AProposals and Discussions, o0 the possibi
was not yet a final jurisdictional act. It was the formal recognition that the commmeetged to

examine its relationship with the Diocese after more than a year of records demands,
correspondence, unsuccessful attempts at compromise, and uncertainty regarding Sunland and
succession.

The Council s choi ce mus &l Adseanblywheld enelahuary 30, 2022g h t
According to parish records, the traditional
removed from the agenda approved through the ROEA Chancellery. Council members believed this
experience demonstrated thatreeeting controlled exclusively from outside might prevent the
parish from discussing an issue it considered fundamental. For that reason, the Council sought to
establish a deliberative procedure with an express agenda, notice, minutes, and a later gommunit
vote.

[ll. Why the August 28 meeting did not occur

Holy Trinity did not accept the August 28 meeting in the form called by ROEA. The parish did not
describe this as a refusal to discuss the future of the community. Its stated reason was that the
proposedagenda would not permit the reading and examination of the August 14 Council decision,
including the passage concerning possible disassociation.

The parish believed the jurisdictional question could not be removed from community deliberation
by an agendanposed by the authority from which the parish might seek separation. On August 28,
Father Remus Grama came to Los Angeles and concelebrated with Father Constantin, but the
Special Assembly itself did not take place.

This distinction mattered to the parighturgical life continued, but the parish did not consider that
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continuation equivalent to accepting a disputed administrative procedure. The Council chose instead
to proceed through its own corporate and deliberative mechanisms, culminating in pdaialr s
meeting in which members could receive information, debate, and vote.

The parishoés position was that It was not rea
disassociation on an agenda: its experience in January 2022 suggested that@uaahigtt not be

permitted. This position does not itself resolve the competing constitutional or canonical arguments.

It explains the route chosen by the parish: direct consultation of voting members through an internal
procedure, while communicating pesition to ROEA through counsel.

IV. September 2022: preparation for a community decision

During September, communications continued between ROEA and the Parish Council. The
September 13 letter from Archbishaeplathanielwas interpreted by the parish adopting a more
conciliatory tone regarding Sunland and as an acknowledgment that the relationship between
Diocese and parish needed to be calmed. On September 15, another ROEA communication named
Father Constantipro tempore

These transitional communica ons di d not eli minate the pari st
September 25 meeting with an express agenda so that the administrative life of the parish could
continue. At that meeting, the Council reiterated the August 14 position and adoptetugores
addressing disassociation in place of the Special Assembly that had not occurred on August 28.

The Council then prepared a Special Parish Assembly for October 30. The sequence demonstrates
that the decision was not spontaneous. Between August dOetober 30 there were internal
meetings, repeated consideration, resolutions, notices, and parish information. The Council
understood itself to have a duty to put the question before the membership rather than deciding it
permanentlyby itself.

Holy Trinity is a California religious corporation with governing bodies and fiduciary obligations.
The Council 6s position was that it could not
community even from discussing its future. At the same timé,itd not treat t he
resolution as a substitute for a vote by parish members. The Special Assembly was called precisely
so the decision would be collective.

V. The October 30 Special Assembly

The notice and agenda for the October 30 SpeciattiP@ssembly were issued on October 15.

They created the formal framework for presentation, debate, and voting. On Octob#ogtey

Ant hony C. Grossman sent a letter to ROEA <co
disassociation. The parish digot conceal its course of action or reduce it to an informal
conversation; it used a formabnvocation wr i tten agenda, corporate
communicatonThe parish distinguished between infor
consent. tbel i eved t hat its membersd right to disc
could not depend on authorization from the authority whose jurisdiction was itself in question. The
parish pointed to the earlier agenda experience as an explanatittmsfprocedural choice and
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communicated its actions to ROEA through counsel.

On October 30, the Special General Assembly voted to leave the jurisdiction of ROEA and enter the
Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas. According to the minutesdecbay the

parish, more than sixty voting members were present. The resolution passed unanimously, with no
votes against and no abstentions.

The significance of the vote is that it was a corporate and community act, not a decision made by
Father Constantialone or by a small group. It expressed the choice of the members who attended a
specially convened meeting after the preceding months of Council action, correspondence, and
discussion.

VI. Separate petitions and reception into the Metropolia

The parmpipdh&sati on and Father Constantinds appl
had been retired by ROEA effective September 15, submitted his personal petition for reception into
the Metropolia on September 30, 2022. The parish corporation maaleritdecision and petition

after the October 30 Assembly. The difference is important: a cleric and a parish corporation are not
the same canonical or legal person, and their respective acts were separate even though they arose
from a common pastoral dirgan.

On November 11, 2022, the Metropolitan Council approved the reception of both Holy Trinity
Parish and Father Constantin. The letters communicating the decisions were dated November 21,
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2022, when the Antimension was sent to the parish. A carefuhalogy must preserve both dates:
approval on November 11; formal communication on November 21.

For Holy Trinity, this completed a process of community vote, petition, and reception into a
Romanian Orthodox jurisdiction connected directly with the Roma@ahodox Church. The
parish viewed the action as consistent with the historical aspiration toward reunion with the Mother
Church expressed at the time of its 1975 acceptance into ROEA. ROEA viewed the separation
differently and continued to assert that @g&n canonical and administrative authority remained
applicable. The same events were therefore described in different terms: a completed jurisdictional
change for the parish; a contested and sanctionable departure for ROEA.

Y CHAPTER V
: .. Parish Deliberation and Change of Jurisdiction (July 2022-June 2025)
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VII. Objection to the Assemblyand the parish response

After the October 30 vote, ROEA questioned the meeting through an intervention attributed to Liviu
Constantinescu. The material cited by the parish states that he had not attended the Assembly and

communicated his objection more tha month after the vote, together with opposition attributed to
other family members.

lon Anton, a parishioner, responded in writing that the objection did not satisfy the procedural
requirements of the parishos grovisiens requinng thdt ana me wo
objection be raised during the meeting, supported by at least two members present, and
communicated to the ROEA Chancellery within ten days. Under that reading, an objection made
later by a person who had not participated indékberation could not automatically be treated as a
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valid statutory challengeThis dispute illustrates the tension between the unanimous vote of
participating members and a later objection from nonparticipants. It does not eliminate the broader
dispute over jurisdiction. It does show that the parish regarded the October 30 procedure as
complete and valid under its understanding of its own rules.

VIIl. The 2023 Consistory proceedings and jurisdictional dispute

In 2023, ROEA directed a series of summortseSather Constantin to appear before the Spiritual
Consistory The first summons was received on January 24. The defense raised lack of jurisdiction
as a threshold issue. Its chronology was straightforward: Father Constantin had been retired
effective Sepember 15, 2022; he had petitioned personally for reception into the Metropolia on
September 30; and the Metropolitan Council had approved his reception on November 11.

On February 3, 2023 ttorney Matthew Oster wrote to ROEA on behalf of Father Constaarid

the parish, demanding that what his clients considered harassment and intimidation cease. Further
summonses followed in August, and a third summons was sent on August 17 for a September 8
hearing in Washington State. The defense continued to cdhésSbnsistory s j ur i sdi ct i ©
responding to the allegations in the alternative.

On September JAttorney Oster wrote to Metropolitan Tikhon of the Orthodox Church in America
requesting clarification of th®©CA6 s posi ti on and IROEA Thedattdri on
referred to Father Constantinbés reception unde
avail able material s. The absence of a response
arguments. It does, however, recoldtta requested institutional clarification did not end the
conflict.

ROEAGs suspension |l etter was dated November 4
10. It announced an immediate suspension from priestly, sacramental, and administrativesfunction
pending resolution by the appropriate church authorities and referred, among other things, to an
all eged ADecl aration and Act of Loyalty. o The
of that document and challenged the coherence of a sisgpeannounced after the retirement and
petition chronology on which it relied.

The dispute was therefore not merely factual but jurisdictional. ROEA continued to claim
disciplinary competence. Father Constantin and his counsel maintained that he wagearo lo
subject to ROEA after retirement and reception into the Metropolia. The chapter records the conflict
without declaring either canonical position definitively resolved.

IX. From ecclesiastical controversy to civil litigation

On April 1, 2024, ROEA sem formal notice and demand through counsel seeking transfer of
parish assets to the Diocese. On April 2&prney Matthew Oster responded for Holy Trinity,
denying that ROEA had a Il egal right to obtain

On June 14, 2024, ROEA filediis in the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles,
Case No. 24STCV14954. The verified complaint sought, among other remedies, quiet title,
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declaratory relief, an accounting, and a constructive trust. The dispute had now entered a civil
forum and concerned parish property, funds, governance, and corporate relationships.

Holy Trinity disputed the <cl ai ms. Its defense
articles of incorporation, its relationship with ROEA, and its historical odtiore with the

Romani an Orthodox Church. The parishdés respon
The filing of a complaint, of course, 'S not

competing claims and defenses, to be addressed gidleprinciples rather than as a decision
concerning doctrine or worship.

After mediation on December 23, 2025, ROEA voluntarily dismissed the action without prejudice
on December 3B1. A Notice of Entry was filed on January 2, 2088orney Oster dscribed the

result to the parish as a practical victory. In procedural terms, the action was closed without a
judgment on the merits. A dismissal without prejudice does not itself settle every issue or
necessarily prevent a later action subject to appécialw. It does mean that the 2024 case did not
produce an adverse judgment against Holy Trinity and was withdrawn by the plaintiff.

X. Documentary conclusions

Several conclusions follow from the record.

First, the parishods de docwnentsrof Jdlye Augustp gned Septembes d u a
2022 show a sequence: continued concern over Sunland; a dispute over the August 28 agenda;
Council discussion and resolutions; a spec@bvocation and finally the October 30 vote. The
Assembly was not the begimg of the conflict but the point at which a question that had matured

over months was put into formal community deliberation.

Second, the Parish Council and General Assembly had distinct roles. The Council analyzed the
situation, corresponded with ROEAMAdopted preliminary resolutions, and called the Special
Assembly. The voting members made the final collective choice. The unanimous October 30 result
therefore represents the will of the participants at that Assembly, not merely the preference of
Councilmembers.

Third, the parishdés choice not to seek prior
documented procedural position. It did not independently resolve the constitutional or canonical
di sput e, but it was explcewihagénddopntrol. Atee parishrchoseh 6 s
noti ce, counsel 6s communicati on, an express a
instantaneous decision.

Fourth, the separate nature of FatherialGachst ant
followed its own route and received a separate letter of reception. This distinction prevents the
simplification of treating the parish as merely an extension of the priest or the priest as merely an
officer of the corporation.

Fifth, the 2023 Consistory dispute focused on jurisdiction. The defense asserted that Father
Constantinds ROEA relationship had ended bef
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opposite view. The documents preserve both positions; they do not authorize this chapteleto deci
them conclusively.

Sixth, the 2024 lawsuit shifted the controversy into civil law, where the questions concerned
property, administration, and corporate relations. The later voluntary dismissal is procedurally
significant but must be described accunaté was a withdrawal without prejudice, not a final
merits judgment resolving all rights of the parties.

Overall, the documentary record supports the conclusion that Holy Trinity first sought to resolve the
dispute through dialogue, then followed a pgarigrocedure through its Council and voting
membership, and finally requested reception into a Romanian Orthodox framework it considered
consistent with its history. ROEA rejected that interpretation and continued to contest the
consequences. The sequende ewents, however, is identifiable: deliberation, vote, separate
reception of parish and priest, ecclesiastical contestation, civil litigation, and the procedural closure
of that case at the beginning of 2026.
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CHAPTER VI

Civil Litigation: ROEA v S. Hol y Trinity (2024 ., 2026)

From demand to dismissal

By the beginning of 2024, almost three years had passed since the Sunland controversy first became
an acute conflict between Holy Trinity Romanian American Orthodox Church in Los Angeles and

the Romanian Orthak Episcopate of America (ROEA). Nearly two years had also passed since
the parishés 2022 decision to enter the Romani
dialogue between the parish and the ROEA Chancellery had largely broken down, whip tie
concerning Fat her Constantin Al ecse conti nue
disciplinary procedures.

In 2024, the controversy acquired an explicit civil and patrimonial dimension. The principal
procedur al steps wexle tagatobhowemaROEAGSs Apr i |

| egal response of April 25; ROEAG6s verified c
on November 11; ROEA6s motion for summary adj
October 27 2025; medi ation in December 2025; and

December 3031, 2025, with a Notice of Entry of Dismissal issued on January 2, 2026.

This chapter distinguishes between theadagreharties
findings, and the rulings actually issued by the Superior Court. The central legal result is narrow but
important: the specific action brought by ROEA was voluntarily dismissed without prejudice;
ROEA did not obtain the early court ruling it sotigin jurisdictional validity or title to parish

property.

. ROEAGs April 1, 2024 demand for parish asse
On April 1, 2024, ROEAG6s counsel , Paul E. Gas
of ficial demand for traosflee Bpi sbepptaei sROEBEAG{
Holy Trinitydés separation from its jurisdict:i

assets to be turned over to ROEA.

The demand addressed the Verdugo Road real estate, parish accounting anadrydekfneam
August 2022 onward, an inventory of movable property, and information concerning assets or funds
transferred after the separation. In substance, ROEA claimed an interest in the institutional and
material resources of Holy Trinity.

The letterwasprel i t i gati on | egal demand, not a court

the governing documents and property relationship; it did not establish a right of ownership or
create a judicial obligation to transfer assets.
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[ Hol y TI25respohsg 6 s Apr i

On April 25, 2024 Attorney Matthew Oster of Wolf, Rifkin, Shapiro, Schulman & Rabkin LLP
responded for Holy Trinity. The parish did not agree to transfer its patrimony. Instead, counsel
challenged the factual and legal basis of the ROEAncknd requested the documents on which
ROEA relied.

The response questioned whether ROEA could produce evidence that Holy Trinity had been subject
to ROEA authority from 1940 onward. It also challenged reliance on the statutes of the Orthodox
Church in Anerica OCA) as a basis for a property claim, stating that the parish had no record of
adopting those statutes or of being legally bound by them.

Counsel requested production of the rele@@tA materials and evidence establishing their alleged
applicability, expressly reserving all rightShis exchange marked the beginning of the civil dispute

in practical terms. The parties had moved beyond disagreement about ecclesiastical membership
and were now asserting conflicting positions about property, corpgoaernance, and the legal
effects of the parishdés change of jurisdiction

lll. The verified complaint filed on June 14, 2024

On June 14, 2024, ROEA filed a Verified Complaint in the Superior Court of California, County of
Los Angeles, Case No. 24STCV14958he action sought declaratory relief, quiet title, an
accounting, and a constructive trust. The filing brought the dispute into a civil court forum.

ROEA chall enged the | egal ef fect of Holy Trir
assets werbeld for the benefit of the Diocese. Its eight causes of action sought remedies involving

the Verdugo Road real estate, funds and accounts, personal property, parish records, and the
administration of the parishds patri mony.

The complaint was a statemert o ROEA6s ¢l ai ms, not a deter mii
distinction is essential. The court had not yet found that ROEA owned parish property, that Holy
Trinityés jurisdictional change was invalid,

complaint simply initiated litigation in which those issues would be contested.
| V. Holy Trinityds answer and its nineteen aff

On November 11, 2024, Holy Trinity filed its Answer to the Verified Complaint through counsel.
The parish admittk certain historical and corporate matters that were not disputed but denied that
ROEA retained jurisdictional authority over it or possessed rights to its property.

Holy Trinity relied on the 2022 parish decisions, the subsequent affiliation with the nkoma
Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas, and the position that property claims should be
evaluated under neutr al principles of <civil |
and asserted nineteen affirmative defenses.

The prayer for regf requested that ROEA take nothing by its complaint, that Holy Trinity recover

Page 59




Two Decadesf Failled Dialoque, Confrontation & Return Hort891-2026

its costs, and that the court grant such other legal or equitable relief as might be appropriate. The
defense thus framed the case as a property and corporate dispute wded By documents,
deeds, statutes, bylawand Califorma lawd not by the court resolving theological doctrine or
church discipline.
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V. ROEAGs motion for summary adjudicati on

On July 3, 2025, ROEA filed a Motion for Summary Adjudication. It sought dy rding without
a full trial on the first two causes of action: declaratory relief and quiet title. ROEA argued that
there was no genuine dispute of material fact and that it was entitled to judgment as a matter of law.

ROEAG6s theory wiysas pantafta hidrarthical church rstructure and remained
subject to the ROEA Constitution and Bylaws andO@GATr ul e s . On this reasort
2022 vote to disassociate and to affiliate with the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two
Americas ould not have legal effect because it allegedly violated governing ecclesiastical rules.
ROEA also relied on the decision of its Episcopal Council dated November 17, 2022 and on its
2024 demand letter.

ROEA argued that civil courts should defer to the cetapt ecclesiastical authority on matters of
doctrine, discipline, government, and jurisdiction. It cifaibian Orthodox Diocese v. Milivojevich

and related California authorities to support the proposition that a civil court could not
independentlyreados i der a hi erarchical churchdés det er mi

For the Verdugo Road properties, ROEA sought ¢

Although title deeds were in the name of Holy Trinity, ROEA argued that the property was subject
to a trustin favor of the higher church structure. It relied upon its readinQ@A materials, the
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ROEA Constitution and Bylaws, and restrictions on the alienation of church property.

The motion advanced two alternative legal paths. Under thé fingt principle ofhierarchical
governmend ROEA maintained that an ecclesiastical decision controlling the dispute should be
respected by the court. Under the seéonéutral principles of la& it argued that deeds, corporate
documents, church rules, and California law establhed a tr ust i n ROEAOGS
litigating positions advanced by ROEA, not conclusions adopted by the court.

VI . Holy Trinityds opposition

Holy Trinity opposed the motion and argued that the dispute was one of property and corporate
rights capal# of analysis under neutral principles of law. The parish relied on title records for the
campus at 3301 and 3313 Verdugo Road, acquired during the 1950s and 1960s. It cited a February
16, 2007 grant deed recording the property in the name of the Califetigious corporation and a
February 26, 2024 corporation grant deed refl
Romanian American Orthodox Church without any change of legal title.

The parish also relied on Article IX, section 4(a) of the R@ylaws, which states that each parish
Anshall own and contr ol its personal and real [
Council management and Parish Assembly decisions involving the purchase, sale, lease, mortgage,
or encumbrance oproperty. Holy Trinity argued that the controlling documents contained no
express trust clause in favor of ROEA.

The defense further relied on the 1970 agreement between ROE@G#Adarguing that ROEA

remained a distinct administrative unit governed Byodvn Constitution and Bylaws even while
underOCA6 s canonical jurisdiction. Holy TrOCAiIity m
an interest in the property of ROEA parishes a
incorporation ontained no administrative subordinatiofdG@A or its bylaws.

On declaratory relief, Holy Trinity presented a legal alternative. If the controversy could be

determined using neutral principles, it argued that ROEA had not eliminated material factual
dispues. If, however, validity of the jurisdictional change depended upon doctrine or ecclesiastical
law, then the civil court lacked authority to adjudicate it. On either analysis, the parish contended
that summary adjudication should be denied.
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VII. Thecour t 6s October 27, 2025 r

ul i ng

Following a hearing on October 17, 2025, Judge Maurice A. Leiter of Department 54 issued a
/ Ruling on Submitted Matter o
Motion for Summary Adjudicationisdei e d . 0

Mi nute Order

With respect

to decl aratory

relief, ROEA

n Oc

had

to disassociate violatddCA and ROEA governing documents and was therefore invalid. The court
declined the premise that an internal ecclesiastietrohination could be converted into the civil
judgment ROEA sought. The court stated that it could neither affirm nor disturb an ecclesiastical
decision. ROEA therefore had not established entitlement to judgment as a matter of law on that

cause of action

The cour't di
di sassoci ati

d not affirm

t he

validity of

on as ROEA requested. The rul
determinationWith respect to quiet title, the court rejecR@@EA6s request to
through a claimed trust. It held that the property dispute could be examined under neutral principles
of law by considering deeds, corporate and administrative documents, and relevant secular law.

The court consideresii gni fi cant t he

control i ts

per sonal and

ROEA
real

Ho l
i ng
est

Byl aws | anguage

property. o

and administrative jurisdiction: Holy Trinity was described as canonically aaimainistratively

under ROEA; ROEA as canonically, but not administratively, un@@A; and the relevant

The

constituent and administrative documents as lacking an express trust clause. On that record, the
court found at least a triable issue of fact regardirey property. That was sufficient to defeat

summary adjudication.
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