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FOREWORD 

This book, Romanian Orthodoxy in America 1991ï2026, 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 member of the community and a 
person involved in its administrative life, I 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 who served, gave, and kept the community alive. 

Chapter I  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 aspiration: 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 the spiritual unity of Romanians in 
the diaspora. 

Chapter II  follows the history of the Sunland property and the vision of a new church or 

community center suitable for the parishôs development. Beyond figures, approvals, technical 
difficulties, and unrealized projects, 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 III  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 dialogue, from 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 development of 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 this period are presented in order to offer a chronological and as balanced as possible 
picture of the stages that were passed through. 

Chapter V describes the parish deliberation and the change of jurisdiction. For the faithful of 

Holy Trinity Church, this was 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 remained the 
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 documents, legal responsibility, 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 legal counsel and of the decisions taken to protect the assets 
entrusted to the parish. 

Chapter VII  is devoted to the canonical confrontation and to questions concerning jurisdiction, 

procedure, and the right of defense. Without turning the work into a polemic, the author makes 
available to the reader a chronology and documents that permit an understanding of the parishôs 
position and that of Father Constantin Alecse, its parish priest. The reader may thus distinguish 
among the administrative, legal, and canonical aspects of a complex situation. 

Chapter VIII  brings together the personal and community dimensions: fifty years of priestly 

service, pastoral activity, cultural work, and the defense of a community in times of trial. It is a 
chapter about steadfastness, vocation, and a priestôs duty to remain on the side of his faithful. The 
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 Bishop Irineu, 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 when dealing with 
the suffering of a Hierarch and the consequences 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 be lost, and its documents must be preserved and made known. A parish is not merely a building 

or an organization, but a family of faithful, a history of prayer, sacrifice, and hope passed on to 

future generations. This shared memory has value both for those who lived through these events and 

for the generations that will study them.  

   Chapter XI expresses gratitude to all those whose prayers, work, courage, and loyalty sustained 

Holy Trinity Parish during the trials of 2021ï2026. 

   Chapter XII  provides a collection of digital documents, archives, photographs, and links that 

support the bookôs historical, canonical, and legal research. 

This Book was written from the sincere desire to make the truth known, as it emerges from the 

documents, letters, decisions, and 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, responsibility, and 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 Church 

Los Angeles, California, 2026  
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CHAPTER I  

The Dialogue for the Reunification of Romanian 

Orthodoxy in America, 1991 2̧011 

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 Romanian Orthodox 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 the entire 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 division had been shaped by dramatic twentieth-century 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 circumstances could 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), centered at Vatra Rom©neascŁ 

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 faithful, preserved 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, institutional 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 principal 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 a simplified verdict, 

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 reunion for which many clergy and faithful had hoped. 
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1991 ð 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 Bishop +Nathaniel. Preserved in the official archive of the Romanian 

Orthodox Episcopate in America, the letter confirms the existence of a direct channel of 

communication between the Romanian Patriarchate and the Episcopate at Vatra Rom©neascŁ during 

a period of post-communist 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 contact: one no longer defined 

primarily by the political conditions that had made communication difficult or suspect. Archbishop 

+Nathanielôs official biography likewise refers to the resumption of relations with the Romanian 

Church after 1989 and to efforts to cultivate 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 as the homeland 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 ecclesial atmosphere in which that question could be asked openly. 

1992ï1993 ð 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 advOCAting 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 America 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, the advOCAcy of these clergy initially 

encountered resistance. 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 complete record 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 diaspora required a coherent, canonical future. 

By 1992ï1993, the subject had moved beyond informal initiatives. Archbishop +Nathaniel agreed 

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

possible reunification.  

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 Orthodox life in 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, preserve their pastoral life and local 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 Archbishop +Nathaniel on October 18, 2010, the 

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 private undertaking 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 entitled Proposal to Establish a Romanian Orthodox Metropolitanate of North 

America made the same point 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 institutional fact acknowledged in the 

documents of the process itself. 

1994ï1995 ð 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 Church in America confirm that Archbishop +Nathaniel 

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 Romanian Orthodox Episcopate in America 

and a participant in the delegation, records that between May 7 and May 22, 1994 he traveled with 

Archbishop +Nathaniel, five other priestsðArchpriest Roman Braga and Fathers Lazar, Pavel, 

Tofan, and Grabowskiðand two lay representatives, the Cruga Family.  

The delegation traveled at the invitation of Patriarch Teoctist. A contemporary report published in 

Calendarul Solia for 1995, pages 155ï196, documented the visit with photographs. 

According to Archpriest Alecseôs direct testimony, the journey was not limited to pilgrimage and 

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 America might 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, especially when 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 May 14ï15, 1994, when the 

ROEA delegation was received at Brâncoveanu Monastery in SâmbŁta de Sus. At that time, 

Archimandrite Irineu Duvlea was abbot of the monastery. On the eve of the Divine Liturgy at the 

Metropolitan Cathedral of Sibiu, Archbishop +Nathaniel, after consultation with Archpriest 

Constantin Alecse, resolved to invite Archimandrite Irineu to America as a close collaborator and 

prospective bishop-vicar of the ROEA Episcopate. The decision reflected pastoral, monastic, and 

institutional considerations and would later be realized through Archimandrite Irineuôs arrival in 

America and his election as bishop-vicar. 

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 elevation 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 part of the 

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 settlement. 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. 
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2002ï2005 ð Bishop Irineu and the wider diaspora context 

In 2002, Archimandrite Irineu Duvlea was elected and consecrated Bishop of Dearborn Heights and 

bishop-vicar of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate in America. From that point onward, Bishop 

Irineu became an important episcopal figure in the life of the Diocese of Vatra Rom©neascŁ and in 

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 

+Nathaniel, Bishop Irineu, and Archbishop Nicolae were already associated. The participation of 

Archbishop Nicolae of the Romanian Archdiocese of America and Canada in events related to 

Bishop Irineuôs consecration demonstrates that contacts among the three hierarchs predated the 

most intensive phase of the reunification negotiations. 

This observation does not establish that all later developments were planned in advance 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 in 2008ï2010.  

Chronology matters because it protects historical interpretation 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 Western Europe 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 identity, transmission of 

faith to younger generations, the Churchôs relationship with Romanian communities abroad, and 

ecclesiological and canonical questions arising from diaspora life. 

Among the hierarchs associated with this initiative were Metropolitan Serafim JoantŁ; Metropolitan 

Iosif Pop; Archbishop Nicolae Condrea; Archbishop +Nathaniel Popp; Bishop Sofian BraἨoveanul; 

Bishop Siluan ἧpan; and Bishop Irineu Duvlea.  

The joint presence of Bishops Nicolae, +Nathaniel, 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 practice even when administrative 

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 showed that 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 Monastery at Rives Junction as important points 

of reference. The documented itinerary included Vatra Rom©neascŁ, the Detroit/Dearborn Heights 

cathedral area, the monastery, and other Romanian Orthodox communities.  

These visits should not be confused with formal meetings 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 America and 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 cannot 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 to assume responsibility. 

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 Romanian Orthodox 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 retain a 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 future of Romanian Orthodoxy 

beyond the borders of Romania. 

2006ï2007 ð 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 Archbishop +Nathaniel through 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 character of 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 upon a draft plan 

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 convergence before it was 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 ecclesial responsibility, because the enduring division of 
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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 should 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 hope that the process 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. The question was 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. This shiftðfrom general aspiration 

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

2008 ð 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 of the process. After decades of estrangement, a delegation of the Romanian Orthodox 

Episcopate of America led by Archbishop +Nathaniel met with representatives of the Romanian 

Patriarchate. Their Joint Declaration sought to clarify the historical causes of the rupture 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 stated 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 endured by both sides. Bishops Policarp MoruἨca 

and Archbishop Valerian Trifa were mentioned as confessors of the faith who suffered persecution 

and marginalization in the conflict between the Church and the communist 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 relationship between the 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 the mutual request 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 in a canonical relationship with the Romanian Orthodox Church.  
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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 

outside. It would have to follow the Episcopateôs internal procedures and receive the consent of its 

Congress. The dialogue commissions were therefore asked to continue examining 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 landmark text: Proposal to Establish a Romanian 

Orthodox Metropolitanate of North America. The 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 sixty years. It proposed a Romanian Orthodox Metropolia composed of  two 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 organization, a 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 America. It was, 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 basis for continuing 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 it reject 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 hierarchs and 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 setting. It did not 

record a completed administrative separation of the ROEA from the OCA. Rather, it expressed the 

OCAôs readiness to permit such a separation should the ROEA Congress vote to return to the 

Romanian Orthodox Church, subject to the completion of appropriate internal 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 describe 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 aspiration. That also 

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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ROEAôs canonical bond with the OCA. 

This dual characterðadvanced yet incompleteðexplains 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, clarification, and lawful 

implementation. The closer the process came to a real decision, the more sharply every unresolved 

issue came into focus. 

2009ï2010 ð Concrete negotiation and due diligence 

On March 21, 2009, representatives of the two Romanian dioceses met at St. Mary Cathedral in 

Cleveland. The Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America, led by Archbishop +Nathaniel, and the 

Romanian Orthodox Archdiocese of America and Canada, led by Archbishop Nicolae, gathered in a 

common setting to discuss the possibility of union. The 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 through the participation of the diocesesô 

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, a finalized form had been received by the 

Council of the Diocese of Vatra Rom©neascŁ, and work began on an annotated version explaining 

the meaning of its provisions and the shared vision of the two sides. The discussions included the 

status of the future Metropolia; 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 proposed common 

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 consequences: property 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 October 1, 2010, the Congress of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate in America described the 

Joint Commissionôs proposal and annotations as a preliminary step and a good theological basis for 

the establishment of a Romanian Orthodox Metropolia in North America. The decision also referred 

to the importance of a Patriarchal Grammata 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 remained Bishop of Dearborn Heights and bishop-vicar 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 this wider history of 

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

the third meeting of Romanian hierarchs from the Western diaspora and North America. The theme 

was ñConscience and Canonical Orthodox Ecclesiology.ò The gathering included Romanian 

hierarchs from Western Europe, Germany, Central and Northern Europe, and North America, and 

included a Divine Liturgy in the Catacombs of Saint Callistus. 

This Roman meeting was not a formal session of the ROEAïROAA 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 almost final document 

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 another. 

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, property, and 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 process 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 common synod 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 

Patriarchate and to the broader Orthodox environment in North America? These were not technical 

distractions from the dialogue, a practical form that any authentic unity would have to take. 

2011 ð Enthusiasm, impasse, and unresolved questions 

In 2011, Bishop Irineu attended 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 recollections, faithful 

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 among people who had 

lived with the division for many years. The 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 action, and on the increasingly detailed work of 2009ï

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 by telephone 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 become closer 

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. 

 

No single decision, 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; the exact canonical 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, however necessary goodwill may be. 

The distinction between de facto closeness and de jure union is therefore essential. In 2011, the two 

communities may have experienced genuine human and pastoral reconciliation. But the institutional 

process had not completed the 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 of such 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 finances, patrimony, or 

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 responsible historical task 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 certainty. Each 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 documentary 

steps that can be established and describes the unanswered questions as unanswered. Such restraint 

is not weakness; it is a condition of trustworthy historical writing. 

It is also necessary to distinguish the failure of a particular institutional process from 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, patience, repentance where necessary, and a willingness to reopen 

dialogue when circumstances permit. The history of 1991ï2011 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 reciprOCAl understanding of property, liabilities, governing 

documents, revenue, obligations, title, and legal authority. This is not an expression of distrust 

alone. It is an ordinary requirement of responsible stewardship. 

The due-diligence 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 a joint institutional 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 property, what 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 

debts, 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, acquisition, 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 burdened it; and 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, the question ñWho said no?ò cannot be reduced to a slogan. Was the impasse 

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 converged. An 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 be acknowledged 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, prevent later misunderstandings, 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 

due-diligence 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 dimension. 

Church property is not an abstraction. It represents the sacrifices of parishioners, the labor of clergy, 

the generosity of donors, and the memory of communities that built churches, schools, monasteries, 

homes, and charitable institutions. Any proposal affecting those assets must account not only for 

legal title but also for pastoral trust. That is why the questions surrounding property had to be 

answered with rigor before a union could be responsibly completed. 

After the impasse: the Metropolia of the Two Americas 

The dialogue that 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 the Romanian 

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 at Saint-Hubert/Montreal, and 

nominated Bishop Ioan Casian Tunaru. 

The Holy Synod of the Romanian Orthodox Church, by Decision no. 9138 of October 28ï29, 2016, 

approved the Metropolitanate, composed of the Romanian Orthodox Archdiocese of the United 

States of America and the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of Canada, and elevated Archbishop 



Two Decades of Failled Dialoque, Confrontation & Return Home - 1991-2026 

 

 
 

 Page  20 

 

  

Nicolae Condrea to the rank of Metropolitan. 

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

the dignity of Metropolitan. The organization of the Canadian Episcopate and the election and 

installation of Bishop Ioan Casian were also confirmed through the relevant metropolitan acts. 

Together, these documents established and canonically confirmed the two dioceses as suffragan 

dioceses of the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas within the Romanian 

Orthodox Church. 

 

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 declaration 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 its own proper procedures, to enter that common structure. 

Such an eventual integration should not be described as one sideôs capitulation to another. Its proper 

theological meaning would be the fulfillment of a shared ecclesial aspiration: the unity of Romanian 

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 framework for 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 future reunification 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 

1993ï2011 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 faithful associated 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 participant 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. His involvement 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 his departure from that jurisdiction in 2022. 

The authorôs perspective is that Bishop Irineu and other clergy who supported difficult questions of 

truth, unity, and institutional responsibility suffered serious personal consequences. Such claims 

belong to the authorôs testimony and interpretation and should be examined together with the 

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

The present chapter does not ask the reader to replace documentary evaluation with personal 

loyalty; it asks that personal testimony not be excluded from the historical record merely because it 

is inconvenient. The subsequent continuation of Archpriest Alecseôs ministry under the omophorion 

of Metropolitan Nicolae within the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia 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 accumulated experience 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 understood, while allowing readers to compare that testimony with the surviving 

documents. For this reason, the authorôs first-hand statements should be retained, clearly identified, 

and examined fairly.  A history written only from formal resolutions can miss the 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 author also belongs 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 

human dimension 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 offered sine ira et studioðwithout anger and without 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 records, and 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 built on fear, silence, 

selective memory, or the suppression of difficult questions. Durable reconciliation requires 

truthfulness, transparency, reciprOCAl accountability, and respect for the conscience of those who 

serve the Church. It also requires a complete memoryðone 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 concrete project studied 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 not harmed by research, by the comparison of sources, or by the memory of those who 

were present. For this reason, the story of the 1991ï2011 dialogue deserves to be preserved. It 

records a genuine longing for the unity of Romanian Orthodoxy in America, the serious work 

undertaken to make that unity possible, and the unresolved issues that prevented a final settlement. 

In the words of the Gospel, ñYou shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you freeò (John 

8:32). 
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CHAPTER II  
 

Holy  Trinity and the Sunland Project, 1982 2̧021 

ñSunlandò: between the dream of building and the trials of time 

Adapted and expanded from the report presented by Archpriest Constantin Alecse to the Episcopal 

Council of the Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America on May 13, 2021, at the request of the 

Episcopal Chancellery.  

 

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 faith, language, 

tradition, and Romanian Orthodox identity while serving a changing immigrant community in 

Southern California. It is also a history of extraordinary hope, sustained sacrifice, difficult 

administrative realities, financial risk, and the humility required when a cherished plan cannot be 

completed within one generation. For 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 generations 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 decisions without reference 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 communityôs long-term mission.  

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 

Christians 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. These buildings became the setting 

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

Orthodox tradition.  

The parishôs pastoral history includes the service of Rev. Martin Ionescu, from 1939 to 1947; Rev. 

Grigore Coste, from 1948 to 1957; Rev. Victor BŁrbulescu, from 1957 to 1969; Rev. Anchidim 

UἨeriu during the period recorded in parish history; and Rev. Richard Grabowski, from 1971 to 

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 

until the parishôs 2022 reception into the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas, 

then he continued to serve for another 5 years under the jurisdiction of the Mother Church. 

Father Alecseôs own pastoral formation provides important context for the project. Born and 

educated in Romania, he began his priestly ministry in Europe.  

From 1976 to 1980, he served the Romanian Orthodox Church of Saint George in London, then 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 1982. After his appointment to Los Angeles in 

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, Archbishop +Nathaniel also entrusted 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 a local property, but preparing a strong institutional home for the Romanian Orthodox 

presence in Southern California. 
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A growing community and the decision 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, connected to the 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 community. 

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 activities, dinners, 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 without discussion. During 1986 and 1987, the Parish 

Council considered several possibilities for enlargement. The eventual conclusion was that the most 

practical long-term answer was not merely to modify the existing property, but to purchase land on 

which a purpose-built 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 was 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 dream a concrete lOCAtion. 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 cost 

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 total cost of the envisioned project was estimated 

at approximately $6ï7 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 demanding. The 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 twenty-one conditions. Many were not unreasonable in themselves, but 

their cumulative cost and technical 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 authorities. Fundraising 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 to establish 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 between a local parishôs ordinary income and a 

multi-mill ion-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. What it did 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 

California. The opening of Romaniaôs borders allowed some people who had settled in the United 

States to return home. Others moved to Oregon, Washington, Nevada, Arizona, and other western 

states. New Romanian communities and parishes appeared, each becoming a local center for 

worship, fellowship, and the preservation of Romanian identity. This development was a blessing 

for Romanian Orthodoxy in the West, but it also changed the demographic assumptions behind the 

Sunland project. The Romanian population in Southern 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 growing, but it was also becoming geographically dispersed and institutionally 

diversified. 

By 1990, the construction project had entered a prolonged waiting period. From 1990 to 2007, it 

was not formally abandoned, but it did not advance to the construction of infrastructure, 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. The community 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 Agripina ἧerban gradually ceased active involvement, 

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 already been 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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Even in 2006, despite 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 PeekerïPAESI proposal ï A New Hope 

In 2005ï2006, the parish encountered a new opportunity that appeared capable of changing the 

financial prospects of Sunland. Christian Vahab, a parishioner, inventor, scientist, businessman, 

president of the Viitorul Român Society, and financial adviser to the Parish Council, presented an 

innovative clean-energy 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 beneficiary. The 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 hoped-for revenue could provide a financial foundation that conventional fundraising had never 

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 then estimated at approximately $5-6 million. 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 



Two Decades of Failled Dialoque, Confrontation & Return Home - 1991-2026 

 

 
 

 Page  28 

 

  

Sunland complex. 

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 the technology.  

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 nevertheless continued to be presented as a potentially 

significant investment. 

In 2007, the Construction Commission approved a short-term loan secured by the Sunland property 

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

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 

would generate resources for the parishôs construction plans. 

Father Alecseôs later account is candid about the limits of his own expertise. He did not have the 

technical background to evaluate the viability of the technology independently.  

At the time, however, the presentations, patents, and projected financial benefits seemed persuasive. 

In a parish faced with a $6ï7 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 2007ï2009 changed the financial environment dramatically. Short-

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 obligations associated with the Sunland 

property, other sources of capital had to be sought, including private financing and short-term loans 

on more costly terms. 

The loan history illustrates the growing burden. After Resolution no. 04 of May 27, 1998 

concerning the management 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, 2008, that obligation 

was refinanced at $440,000 through Marshall Gumbiner. On February 25, 2009, hard-money 

financing of $850,000 was obtained through Rick OôHara and Associates, bringing the higher 

interest, points, and costs commonly associated with that form of lending. The burden continued. 

On March 30, 2014, the Building Trust Fund Committee negotiated a further hard-money financing, 

implemented through an $850,000 promissory note dated April 3, 2014 and due April 1, 2016.  

The obligation was extended on March 22, 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 for technical corrections. 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 

documents, the device was returned again for modifications.  

The situation was presented to the Construction Committee in June 2012, and the need for a more 

realistic assessment became increasingly apparent. The parish had invested hope, time, and money 

in a technology whose anticipated commercial benefits had not materialized. 

Reassessment of the property and the 2015 sale 

Nearly twenty-five years after the Sunland purchase, the parish still had not begun construction. It 

possessed land, plans, and much of the 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 

was becoming a serious burden. 

In September 2013, the Construction Committee recommended that the 2014 General Assembly 

make a concrete decision about the propertyôs future.  

Several alternatives were discussed: partial development and construction of social facilities 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 asking only how 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 Boghossian, who 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 parish time 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 additional 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 Vahab was 

authorized to sign the documents on behalf of the parish, and the transaction closed on 04-30-2015. 

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 temporary strategy 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 continuity might still have value. If the parish could eventually stabilize its 

finances and obtain the estimated $6ï7 million required for the complete complex, it could seek to 

buy back the property and resume the project. 

2016ï2021: loss, uncertainty, and the final report  

The hoped-for 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 

PeekerïPAESI system. Yet Vahabôs death altered the projectôs prospects profoundly.  

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 intellectual property, and the parishôs possible rights became increasingly 

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 contractual relationships. In the absence 

of a clear, functioning legal structure continuing Vahabôs work, the parish could not identify a 

definite entity from which recovery of invested sums could realistically be sought. The prospect of 

recovering the investment became extremely limited. 

On May 9, 2021, at the request of the ROEA Chancellery, Father Constantin Alecse submitted an 

eleven-page report to the Episcopal Council explaining the history of Sunland and the situation of 

the former parish property. More than six years had passed since the 2015 transfer.  

The land remained undeveloped, and the signðñThe Future Romanian Orthodox Church of the 

Holy Trinityòðstill stood as a visible reminder of the original purpose for which the community 

had purchased and preserved 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 complication: 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 than assumptions. 

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 broader reconsideration of the parishôs priorities and future projects.  

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

of 2015. Any future initiative would need to reflect the parishôs present needs, available resources, 

pastoral direction, and current legal circumstances. 
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Christian Vahab - Inventor, Parishioner, and Visionary 

Christian Vahab (February 15, 1951ïAugust 20, 2016) is remembered by the author not only as an 

engineer, inventor, and businessman, but as a man of ideals who was deeply attached to 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 technology. He became 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 support churches, elderly persons, young people, and those in need. His 

death left many expectations unfulfilled, including the hope that the technology associated with the 

PeekerïPAESI project might secure the resources required for Sunland. 

The lesson of this episode 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 

financial evaluation. The parishôs experience shows how strongly a community can be drawn 

toward a proposal that appears to offer an answer to a pressing needðand how painful the 

consequences can be when that answer does not materialize. 

What was not built, and what was preserved 

The Sunland church complex was not built. That fact 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 of the moral foundation of Holy Trinity Parish. The 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, married, and 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 through circumstances they did not choose. 

The authorôs final reflection is therefore not one of despair. One generation may be called to 

conceive a project, acquire land, secure permits, and preserve a community through hard years; 

another may be given different resources, different opportunities, and a different path.  

The work of the earlier generation is not meaningless simply because it did not see the final 

building completed. If, one day, a new Holy Trinity church rises somewhere in Southern California 

and its bells 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 to its future. The Sunland project 

remains, above all, a witness to that enduring faith. 
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CHAPTER III  

The Sunland Case and the Beginning of the 

Confrontation, May A̧ugust 2021  

From a parish vision to a jurisdictional dispute 

The conflict that emerged in 2021 between Holy 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 was 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 succession, and the parishôs growing desire to renew its relationship with the 

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 familiar history 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 August 2021. It distinguishes where possible 

between documented facts, the parishôs interpretation of those facts, and the authorôs personal 

testimony. The purpose is not to convert a contested history into an unqualified conclusion. It is to 

show why the parish leadership 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 in Los 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 these pastoral, social, 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 members of the community. This was not merely a building plan. It was a 

pastoral vision for the long-term 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, cultural space, and a possible home for the 

elderly. Its anticipated total costðapproximately $6ï7 millionðreflected the scale of the 

communityôs aspirations. 

The property lacked adequate infrastructure. Four public hearings were required between December 

1987 and July 1988, and the relevant authorities imposed twenty-one development conditions. 

Some conditions carried substantial costs. The community nevertheless continued to work: dinners, 

picnics, celebrations, programs, and fundraising events were organized; parishioners 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 many 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 retired, relOCAted, or could 

no longer participate as they had before. The land remained, but the generation that 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 secret initiative or a sudden departure from the parishôs 

ordinary life. It 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 

circumstancesðcost, permits, demography, financing, and the passage of timeðnot of a simple 

failure of desire or effort. 

Father Constantinôs diocesan service and the wider ecclesial context 

For approximately three decades, Father Constantin served as Dean of the ROEA Pacific Coast 

Deanery. He knew closely the parishes, clergy, and pastoral concerns of the Romanian Orthodox 

Episcopate in the western United States. Alongside his parish work, he supported the long-discussed 

hope that the Romanian Orthodox structures in America might one day achieve a form of unity 

connected to the Mother Church. 

In 2002, Irineu Duvlea was elected bishop-vicar 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 became involved in Sunland-related matters as a 

representative of Archbishop +Nathaniel. In the parishôs understanding, this direct involvement 

confirmed that the diocesan leadership was informed about the project and its evolution. 

When relations later deteriorated between Bishop Irineu and the leadership of ROEA/OCA, 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 resignation 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. His concern was increasingly 

directed toward what would remain after him: pastoral continuity, parish identity, and the 

communityôs ability to protect the legacy built by generations of parishioners. 

The creation in 2016 of the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas renewed an older 

hope within Holy Trinity. The parishôs connection to the ideal of reunification was not recent. In 

1975, the parish had been received into the ROEA in a historical context that included the hope of 

future reconciliation with the 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 Metropolitan of the new Metropolia. The gesture expressed more than 

courtesy. It signaled openness to a church reality that he and many parishioners viewed as 

consistent with the communityôs historical longing for closer communion with the Romanian 

Orthodox Church. What was still only an aspiration in 2016ï2017 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 November 21, 2022, the 

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 2021, questions 

about diocesan oversight, parish property, Father Constantinôs retirement, and the future of the 

community were not abstract questions. They were increasingly tied to the parishôs consideration of 

its identity and canonical future. 

The reappearance of Sunland as an administrative issue 

As the parish consolidated its administrative and financial life, differences with the ROEA became 

increasingly focused on property and control. From the parish leadershipôs perspective, the issue 

was no longer limited to personal 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 maintained through 

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 had been undertaken without first obtaining the blessing or approval of Archbishop 

+Nathaniel. The parishôs response was that the project had never been unknown to the diocese: its 

history had unfolded over decades within a continuing administrative relationship with 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 

administrative 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 ordinarily submitted beforehand for diocesan 

review, observations, and approval. In the parishôs view, this meant that the Sunland project, its 

challenges, and the relevant parish decisions were disclosed within an ongoing pattern of diocesan 

oversight. 

The dispute therefore turned on different interpretations of authority and responsibility. How far did 

diocesan authority extend over local parish property? What approvals were required under church 

rules, corporate law, and past practice? To what extent could a long series of parish decisions, 

known to the diocese over decades, later be treated as unauthorized? These questions became 

central not only to Sunland but to the parishôs understanding of its own future. 

May 2021: the Episcopal Council summons and the eleven-page 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 explanations and information 

concerning the ñSunland Property,ò to clarify questions regarding ownership and legal title, and to 

assist the Council in deciding how the matter should be addressed. 

The summons brought the old project formally before the Episcopal Council. Father 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 timeline in advance and be able to review the circumstances of the 

project, the decisions taken by the parish, and the parishôs explanation regarding the property. 

He prepared an eleven-page 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 affected the property. 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, Archbishop +Nathaniel, and the 

ROEA Chancellery. 

At the May 13 meeting, Father Constantin presented the parishôs position and answered questions 

from Archbishop +Nathaniel, the investigator Father Ian Pac-Urar, and other members of the 

Council. The meeting gave the diocesan leadership an opportunity to request 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 of the meeting was especially important in the parishôs later understanding. 

Archbishop +Nathaniel thanked Father Constantin for the presentation and reportedly used the 

expression ñto put it to restò regarding the Sunland matter. Father Constantin understood those 
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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 parishôs entire administration, financial records, governance, and pastoral life. 

This expectation would soon be challenged. 

 

June 2021: from the 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 requested 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 June 30, to identify, retrieve, 

verify, and organize thousands of documents accumulated over more than three decades. The 

request arrived while Father Constantin and the Parish Council were preparing for the parishôs feast 

day. From the parishôs standpoint, it was not a limited document request but a demand for a 

substantial historical archive on very short notice. The 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 make compliance impossible. Yet the sequence is relevant: a very broad request, a short 

period for production, and later allegations of non-cooperation or disobedience based in part on the 

parishôs response. The parish therefore saw the June 9 letter as an expansion of the Sunland inquiry 

into a much wider administrative intervention. 
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The broader setting increased the parishôs concern. At the same time, Holy Trinity had become the 

beneficiary of an important testamentary gift, commonly referred to as the Fanous Estate, 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 parishôs perspective, a legitimate question arose: was the Chancellery seeking only to clarify a 

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 cases and the parishôs concerns 

Before Holy Trinityôs requested documents had been produced and examined, the ROEAôs official 

Solia publication placed the ñSunland Propertyò alongside two other contemporary disputes: the 

Ascension monastic community in Clinton, Michigan, associated with Bishop 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 property on September 3, 2021. The Sunland matter, by contrast, was 

still at an internal stage, with Holy Trinityôs requested records not yet supplied or evaluated. 

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 timing cannot be definitively proven, it 

understandably intensified the parishôs fear that its case had already been prejudged. 

During the November 2019 Romanian Orthodox Episcopate of America (ROEA) clergy conference 

in Detroit, Father Constantinôs concerns were deeply intensified by how leadership addressed the 

Troy church precedent. While attending the event, which coincided with the election of Father Dan 

HoarἨte as the sole candidate for ROEA vicar bishop, Father Constantin became troubled by the 

Chancery representatives' explicit focus on maintaining "control of parishes." His apprehension 

grew after hearing Archbishop +Nathaniel make highly disparaging remarks about Father Gheorghe 

Cârstea, the founder and construction coordinator of the Troy parish who was actively leading the 

church's disassociation from the ROEA. According to Father Constantinôs direct testimony of the 

event, the Archbishop told the clergy about one of his hospital visit to the ailing Father Cârstea, 

claiming he had to read the Prayers of Saint Basil because "demons were growling" inside him. 

Father Constantin interpreted 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 deeply hostile and 

derogatory environment cultivated by the ROEA hierarchy. 

The Anaheim case provided 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 30 years 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, public protests by parishioners, and 

civil litigation in Orange County in 2022. 

To the leadership at Holy Trinity, the Anaheim situation demonstrated the real-world fallout of a 
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poorly handled priestly retirement and succession. This worry extended beyond Father Constantin 

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 consensus. 

The later Palm Springs case involving Father Iustin 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 Holy Archangels Michael and Gabriel Parish 

in Palm Springs in 2019ï2020. After contributing personal resources and helping build the 

foundation of a new church community, his relationship with ROEA authorities deteriorated. The 

matter culminated, according to the 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 casesðSaint Mary in New York during the pastorate of Father Casian Fetea, Saint Andrew 

House/Center for Orthodox Studies in Detroit, and additional parish disputesðhad their own facts 

and should not be collapsed into a single claimed policy without evidence. But their cumulative 

effect was real. To Holy Trinity, they 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 carefully about its own future. 

 

The parishôs position: authority, responsibility, and continuity 

The concern of Holy Trinity was not based on a rejection of Orthodox episcopal authority. The 

parish recognized the dioceseôs responsibility for canonical order, discipline, and pastoral oversight. 

The question was how that authority should be exercised when a local community, its Council, and 
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a long-serving priest believed that the communityôs patrimony and continuity were at risk. 

For Father Constantin and the Parish Council, the 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 

generations 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 of contemporary 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 legal determination of intent. 

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 inquiry that began with a thirty-year-old 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 Council unanimously 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 the time allowed 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 about what he 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 being de-escalated. 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 would reappear, and the relationship 

between the ROEA and Holy Trinity would move into a new phase. 

Concluding observation 

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

Holy Trinity. For decades, it had symbolized a hoped-for church and Romanian community center. 

By 2021, it had become the subject of an inquiry that, in the parishôs view, quickly extended into a 

challenge to its administration, patrimony, and pastoral future. 

The chapter does not assert that every administrative 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 eleven-page report and Council meeting understood 
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to have resolved 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 longer solely 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 the community it had spent generations building. 
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CHAPTER IV  

The Evolution of Relations  Between ROEA and Holy 

Trinity Parish, June 2021 J̧une 2022  

From the Sunland inquiry to a crisis of trust 

During the summer of 2021, the administrative disagreement between 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 gradually expanded into disputes about documents, legal 

expenses, priestly retirement, pastoral succession, parish governance, and the proper relationship 

between diocesan authority and the local community. The parish did not initially seek confrontation. 

Its decision to consult Attorney  Roger J. Diamond was intended as a protective and mediating 

measure. Counselôs first approach was not a threat of litigation but an invitation to meet ñon a 

friendly basis,ò clarify misunderstandings, and seek an amicable solution. The proposed meeting did 

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 summer of 2022. It is based on 

the authorôs account, parish records, correspondence, and the contemporaneous chronology. Where 

private conversations are described, they are presented as Father Constantinôs testimony and 

interpretation rather than as independently adjudicated 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 August 12, 2021, Father Constantin attended the funeral of Presvytera Maria ParŁu in San 

Diego. During the visit, he held a private conversation of more than one hour with Bishop-Vicar 

Andrei. According to Father Constantinôs account, Bishop Andrei told him that he would need to 

accept retirement and that, if he did so, ñthe Sunland case will be closed.ò 

The conversation also included criticism of Father Constantinôs long ministry in Los Angeles. He 

was told that, after nearly four decades, he had not accomplished enough 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 and 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 historical question requiring administrative clarification. It came to be perceived as pressure 

connected with a change in parish leadership, pastoral succession, governance, and ultimately the 

communityôs patrimony. 
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This is an interpretation arising from Father Constantinôs testimony, not a judicial conclusion 

regarding the intent of ROEA officials. Nonetheless, it shaped the parishôs understanding of all later 

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. 

 

January 30, 2022: the parish assembly under unusual supervision 

The annual General Assembly of Holy Trinity on January 30, 2022 was held in circumstances the 

parish regarded as unprecedented. For the first time, a bishop attended its annual meeting. Bishop-

Vicar Andreiôs presence had not been requested by the parish and was announced only by telephone 

the day before, when he was 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 ñProposals and Discussionsò was removed. In the parishôs 

view, this restricted the possibility of open discussion concerning a potential departure from ROEA.  

The Assembly was chaired by Father Constantin in accordance with the parishôs established rules. 

Bishop Andrei sat in the episcopal place and recorded the entire meeting without obtaining express 

permission from the parish. 

Officially, Bishop Andrei explained that he wished to serve for the feast of the Three Holy 

Hierarchs and observe Father Constantinôs experience in conducting an annual parish meeting.  

The parish found this explanation difficult to reconcile with the Bishopôs own substantial 

experience as a parish priest before becoming a hierarch. The removal of the open-discussion item, 
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the late notice of episcopal attendance, and the complete recording of the meeting were seen 

collectively as signs of intensified diocesan supervision. 

The Assembly itself proceeded without incident. Yet the event deepened the parishôs concern that 

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 Constantin to attend the 

ROEA Clergy Conference in Phoenix, Arizona, from February 21 to 24. He was invited to speak 

directly with Archbishop +Nathaniel and Bishop Andrei concerning the conflict between the 

Diocese and Holy Trinity. Father Constantin accepted because he still hoped 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 his long relationship with Archbishop +Nathaniel: 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 the shared work 

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 appeared to be dominated by suspicion, inquiry, 

and pressure. 

Father Constantin did not come to Phoenix as an adversary. He again explained the history of the 

Sunland property and the parishôs position, believing that there was little of substance left to clarify. 

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 retirement if doing so would 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 allowed a peaceful transition. 

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

The hoped-for closing document did not follow the Phoenix meeting. On April 13, 2022, 

Archbishop +Nathaniel sent a further letter restating earlier demands and requesting 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 Constantin repeatedly 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 presented the April 13 letter and 

the failed attempts to obtain direction. The Council decided to reconnect with Attorney  Roger J. 

Diamond, whom it had consulted during the previous summer. 

This was not a change to an offensive legal strategy. The parish continued to seek a 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 protect both 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 amicable solution reappeared. The Diocese 

wished to ñclose the case,ò but the formal initiative was to come from Father Constantin through his 

response to the April 13 letter.  

Using notes from the conversation and assistance from someone with legal training, Father 

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 changed again on May 25. In another extended telephone conversation, Bishop Andrei 

conveyed a more definite message on behalf of Archbishop +Nathaniel: Father Constantin was to 

submit a letter of retirement or resignation, effective September 15, 2022. He was also asked 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. 

Father Constantinôs response was not a rejection of retirement as such. He was willing to retire if 

that was the decision of 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 was finally closed and would 

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

The parish viewed this as a protection against an unresolved or open-ended dispute, not as 

disobedience. The Councilôs concern was that retirement should not leave the parish with an 

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 with the Parish Council president, Bishop Andrei reportedly used the 

expression, ñChildren do not tell their parents what to do,ò emphasizing the Councilôs duty to 

follow episcopal direction. In the parishôs reading, the message had become categorical: Father 

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 met informally 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 emphasized his dual responsibility: 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 Diocese. 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 formal litigation, 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 unresolved dispute. 

The legal issues identified by counsel included ROEAôs request for roughly $26,000 in legal fees; 

the status of the sale of a condominium associated with the Fanous Estate, including the 

consequences of withdrawing the property from sale after Archbishop +Nathaniel had 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 expenses and a public response to the 

Solia statements 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 public civil dispute develop. The legal position discussed 

was that the Sunland matter might involve civil and contractual questions between two nonprofit 

religious corporationsðone in California and one in Michigan.  

The parishôs holding of civil title, in this view, had to be distinguished from any canonical or 

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 occurred, the 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 and information 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 was closed 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 California, potentially during the second half of 2023, with the final transition completed through 

the parishôs 2024 General Assembly. The purpose was not delay for its own sake, but an orderly, 

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: ROEA maintained the retirement 

decision, while Holy Trinity lacked the assurance it regarded as necessary to proceed safely with 

succession. 

The phrase ñchildren do not tell their parents what to doò captures the difference in approach. From 

the diocesan perspective, 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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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 documentary 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 continued to explore a solution 

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 convinced the parish that dialogue had not produced the security it 

believed necessary for the communityôs future. 

After July 2, the center of discussion moved from private conversations between Father Constantin 

and the hierarchy to the governing bodies of the parish. The 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 on August 28ðintended in part to determine salary and benefits for a future 

priestðmade 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 closure of 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 while the Sunland file remained open. The decision was unanimous. By the 

close of summer 2022, the dispute was no longer only about land or only about the retirement of a 

priest. It concerned trust between diocesan authority and the parishôs governing bodies; the 

communityôs fiduciary responsibility for its patrimony; the manner in which pastoral succession 

should be prepared; and the conditions under which the relationship between Holy Trinity and 

ROEA could continue. 

The next stage would no longer be resolved through 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 framework, Holy Trinity would continue its mission. 
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CHAPTER V  

Parochial Deliberation and Change of Jurisdiction, 

July 2022 J̧anuary 2026  

Introduction and documentary scope 

This chapter examines the decisive stage in 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 Bishop-Vicar Andrei HoarἨte and follows the events through the parishôs October 30, 

2022 jurisdictional vote, the separate reception of the parish and Father Constantin into the 

Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas, subsequent ecclesiastical proceedings, and 

the conclusion of the civil lawsuit in January 2026. 

The narrative rests on convocations, 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, explain the steps 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 own pastoral, administrative, 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, into the 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 prejudice on December 30, 2025. 

I. 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 succession. The parish 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 concentrated on 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 remained open and 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 

parishôs account, Father Constantinôs administrative role became more restricted and 

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 its fiduciary duties, 

patrimony, and the ecclesiastical framework in which it could continue its mission. 

II. The ROEA convocation for August 28 and the Councilôs response 

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 meeting, the Parish Council adopted a written response to ROEA and placed, 

under ñProposals and Discussions,ò the possibility of disassociating Holy Trinity from ROEA. This 

was not yet a final jurisdictional act. It was the formal recognition that the community needed 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 Councilôs choice must be viewed in light of the General Assembly held on January 30, 2022. 

According to parish records, the traditional agenda item ñProposals and Discussionsò had been 

removed from the agenda approved through the ROEA Chancellery. Council members believed this 

experience demonstrated that a meeting 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 community 

vote. 

III. 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 

proposed agenda 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 agenda imposed 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 parish. Liturgical life continued, but the parish did not consider that 



Two Decades of Failled Dialoque, Confrontation & Return Home - 1991-2026 

 

 
 

 Page  52 

 

  

continuation equivalent to accepting a disputed administrative procedure. The Council chose instead 

to proceed through its own corporate and deliberative mechanisms, culminating in a later special 

meeting in which members could receive information, debate, and vote. 

The parishôs position was that it was not realistic to seek prior ROEA approval merely to place 

disassociation on an agenda: its experience in January 2022 suggested that such a topic might 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 its position 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 Archbishop +Nathaniel was interpreted by the parish as 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 Constantin pro tempore. 

These transitional communications did not eliminate the parishôs concerns. The Council prepared a 

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 adopted a resolution 

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 14 and October 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 

permanently  by itself.  

Holy Trinity is a California religious corporation with governing bodies and fiduciary obligations. 

The Councilôs position was that it could not give an external authority the power to prohibit the 

community even from discussing its future. At the same time, it did not treat the Councilôs own 

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 Special Parish Assembly were issued on October 15. 

They created the formal framework for presentation, debate, and voting. On October 25, Attorney  

Anthony C. Grossman sent a letter to ROEA communicating the parishôs position concerning 

disassociation. The parish did not conceal its course of action or reduce it to an informal 

conversation; it used a formal convocation, written agenda, corporate procedure, and counselôs 

communication. The parish distinguished between informing ROEA and seeking ROEAôs prior 

consent. It believed that its membersô right to discuss and vote on the future of their own parish 

could not depend on authorization from the authority whose jurisdiction was itself in question. The 

parish pointed to the earlier agenda experience as an explanation for this procedural 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 minutes provided by 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 Constantin alone 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 parishôs application and Father Constantinôs application were distinct. Father Constantin, who 

had been retired by ROEA effective September 15, submitted his personal petition for reception into 

the Metropolia on September 30, 2022. The parish corporation made its own decision 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 direction. 

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, 



Two Decades of Failled Dialoque, Confrontation & Return Home - 1991-2026 

 

 
 

 Page  54 

 

  

2022, when the Antimension was sent to the parish. A careful chronology 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 Romanian Orthodox 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 its own 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.  

 

VII. Objection to the Assembly and 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 than a month after the vote, together with opposition attributed to 

other family members. 

Ion Anton, a parishioner, responded in writing that the objection did not satisfy the procedural 

requirements of the parishôs governing framework. The parish relied on provisions requiring that an 

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 in the deliberation could not automatically be treated as a 
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valid statutory challenge. This 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. 

VIII. The 2023 Consistory proceedings and jurisdictional dispute 

In 2023, ROEA directed a series of summonses to Father 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 September 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, Attorney  Matthew Oster wrote to ROEA on behalf of Father Constantin and 

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 contest the Consistoryôs jurisdiction while 

responding to the allegations in the alternative. 

On September 1, Attorney  Oster wrote to Metropolitan Tikhon of the Orthodox Church in America 

requesting clarification of the OCAôs position and intervention concerning ROEA. The letter 

referred to Father Constantinôs reception under Metropolitan Nicolae. No response is reported in the 

available materials. The absence of a response should not be treated as acceptance of the defenseôs 

arguments. It does, however, record that a requested institutional clarification did not end the 

conflict. 

ROEAôs suspension letter was dated November 4, 2022 and was received by email on November 

10. It announced an immediate suspension from priestly, sacramental, and administrative functions 

pending resolution by the appropriate church authorities and referred, among other things, to an 

alleged ñDeclaration and Act of Loyalty.ò The defense disputed both the existence and legal effects 

of that document and challenged the coherence of a suspension announced 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 was no longer 

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 sent a formal notice and demand through counsel seeking transfer of 

parish assets to the Diocese. On April 25, Attorney  Matthew Oster responded for Holy Trinity, 

denying that ROEA had a legal right to obtain the parishôs assets. 

On June 14, 2024, ROEA filed suit 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 claims. Its defense referred to the parishôs corporate history, its 1940 

articles of incorporation, its relationship with ROEA, and its historical connection with the 

Romanian Orthodox Church. The parishôs responsive pleading was filed on November 11, 2024. 

The filing of a complaint, of course, is not a judicial finding. The documents record the partiesô 

competing claims and defenses, to be addressed under civil principles rather than as a decision 

concerning doctrine or worship. 

After mediation on December 23, 2025, ROEA voluntarily dismissed the action without prejudice 

on December 30ï31. A Notice of Entry was filed on January 2, 2026. Attorney  Oster described 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 applicable law. 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 parishôs decision developed gradually. The documents of July, August, and September 

2022 show a sequence: continued concern over Sunland; a dispute over the August 28 agenda; 

Council discussion and resolutions; a special convocation; and finally the October 30 vote. The 

Assembly was not the beginning 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 ROEA, adopted 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 

Council members. 

Third, the parishôs choice not to seek prior ROEA approval to debate disassociation was a 

documented procedural position. It did not independently resolve the constitutional or canonical 

dispute, but it was explained by the parishôs prior experience with agenda control. The parish chose 

notice, counselôs communication, an express agenda, and a recorded vote rather than a hidden or 

instantaneous decision. 

Fourth, the separate nature of Father Constantinôs petition and the parishôs petition is essential. Each 

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 

Constantinôs ROEA relationship had ended before the summonses. ROEA proceeded on the 
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opposite view. The documents preserve both positions; they do not authorize this chapter to decide 

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 accurately: it 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 parish procedure 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 sequence of events, 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 2̧026) 

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 Orthodox Episcopate of America (ROEA). Nearly two years had also passed since 

the parishôs 2022 decision to enter the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas. Direct 

dialogue between the parish and the ROEA Chancellery had largely broken down, while the dispute 

concerning Father Constantin Alecse continued separately through ROEAôs ecclesiastical 

disciplinary procedures. 

In 2024, the controversy acquired an explicit civil and patrimonial dimension. The principal 

procedural steps were as follows: ROEAôs pre-litigation demand of April 1, 2024; Holy Trinityôs 

legal response of April 25; ROEAôs verified complaint filed on June 14; the parishôs answer filed 

on November 11; ROEAôs motion for summary adjudication on July 3, 2025; the courtôs ruling of 

October 27, 2025; mediation in December 2025; and ROEAôs voluntary dismissal, filed on 

December 30ï31, 2025, with a Notice of Entry of Dismissal issued on January 2, 2026. 

This chapter distinguishes between the partiesô allegations and legal theories, which are not judicial 

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 sought on jurisdictional validity or title to parish 

property. 

I. ROEAôs April 1, 2024 demand for parish assets 

On April 1, 2024, ROEAôs counsel, Paul E. Gaspari, sent Holy Trinity and Father Constantin an 

official demand for transfer of the parishôs patrimony to the Episcopate. ROEAôs position was that 

Holy Trinityôs separation from its jurisdiction in 2022 activated provisions that required parish 

assets to be turned over to ROEA. 

The demand addressed the Verdugo Road real estate, parish accounting and bank records from 

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 letter was a pre-litigation legal demand, not a court order. It asserted ROEAôs interpretation of 

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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II. Holy Trinityôs April 25 response 

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 ROEA claim and 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 America (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 relevant OCA materials and evidence establishing their alleged 

applicability, expressly reserving all rights. This 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, corporate governance, and the legal 

effects of the parishôs change of jurisdiction. 

III. 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. 24STCV14954. The action sought declaratory relief, quiet title, an 

accounting, and a constructive trust. The filing brought the dispute into a civil court forum. 

ROEA challenged the legal effect of Holy Trinityôs 2022 separation and maintained that parish 

assets were held 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 parishôs patrimony.  

The complaint was a statement of ROEAôs claims, not a determination of their validity. That 

distinction is essential. The court had not yet found that ROEA owned parish property, that Holy 

Trinityôs jurisdictional change was invalid, or that the assets were impressed with a trust. The 

complaint simply initiated litigation in which those issues would be contested. 

IV. Holy Trinityôs answer and its nineteen affirmative defenses 

On November 11, 2024, Holy Trinity filed its Answer to the Verified Complaint through counsel. 

The parish admitted 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 Romanian 

Orthodox Metropolia of the Two Americas, and the position that property claims should be 

evaluated under neutral principles of civil law. It contested each of ROEAôs eight causes of action 

and asserted nineteen affirmative defenses. 

The prayer for relief requested that ROEA take nothing by its complaint, that Holy Trinity recover 
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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 to be decided by documents, 

deeds, statutes, bylaws, and California lawðnot by the court resolving theological doctrine or 

church discipline. 

 

V. ROEAôs motion for summary adjudication 

On July 3, 2025, ROEA filed a Motion for Summary Adjudication. It sought an early ruling 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. 

ROEAôs theory was that Holy Trinity was part of a hierarchical church structure and remained 

subject to the ROEA Constitution and Bylaws and to OCA rules. On this reasoning, the parishôs 

2022 vote to disassociate and to affiliate with the Romanian Orthodox Metropolia of the Two 

Americas could 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 competent ecclesiastical authority on matters of 

doctrine, discipline, government, and jurisdiction. It cited Serbian Orthodox Diocese v. Milivojevich 

and related California authorities to support the proposition that a civil court could not 

independently reconsider a hierarchical churchôs determination. 

For the Verdugo Road properties, ROEA sought quiet title and transfer of the parishôs legal interest. 

Although title deeds were in the name of Holy Trinity, ROEA argued that the property was subject 

to a trust in favor of the higher church structure. It relied upon its reading of OCA 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 the firstðthe principle of hierarchical 

governmentðROEA maintained that an ecclesiastical decision controlling the dispute should be 

respected by the court. Under the secondðneutral principles of lawðit argued that deeds, corporate 

documents, church rules, and California law established a trust in ROEAôs favor. These were 

litigating positions advanced by ROEA, not conclusions adopted by the court. 

VI. Holy Trinityôs opposition 

Holy Trinity opposed the motion and argued that the dispute was one of property and corporate 

rights capable 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 California religious corporation and a 

February 26, 2024 corporation grant deed reflecting the parishôs change of name to Holy Trinity 

Romanian American Orthodox Church without any change of legal title. 

The parish also relied on Article IX, section 4(a) of the ROEA Bylaws, which states that each parish 

ñshall own and control its personal and real property.ò It cited related provisions concerning Parish 

Council management and Parish Assembly decisions involving the purchase, sale, lease, mortgage, 

or encumbrance of property. 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 ROEA and OCA, arguing that ROEA 

remained a distinct administrative unit governed by its own Constitution and Bylaws even while 

under OCAôs canonical jurisdiction. Holy Trinity maintained that the agreement did not grant OCA 

an interest in the property of ROEA parishes and institutions, and that Holy Trinityôs own articles of 

incorporation contained no administrative subordination to OCA 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 

disputes. 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. The courtôs October 27, 2025 ruling 

Following a hearing on October 17, 2025, Judge Maurice A. Leiter of Department 54 issued a 

Minute Order/Ruling on Submitted Matter on October 27, 2025. The result was direct: ñPlaintiffôs 

Motion for Summary Adjudication is denied.ò 

With respect to declaratory relief, ROEA had asked the court to declare that Holy Trinityôs attempt 

to disassociate violated OCA and ROEA governing documents and was therefore invalid. The court 

declined the premise that an internal ecclesiastical determination 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 court did not affirm the validity of Holy Trinityôs disassociation. Nor did it invalidate the 

disassociation as ROEA requested. The ruling was procedural: it denied ROEAôs requested early 

determination. With respect to quiet title, the court rejected ROEAôs request to establish ownership 

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 considered significant the ROEA Bylaws language stating that each parish ñshall own and 

control its personal and real property.ò The evidence also presented distinctions between canonical 

and administrative jurisdiction: Holy Trinity was described as canonically and administratively 

under ROEA; ROEA as canonically, but not administratively, under OCA; and the relevant 

constituent and administrative documents as lacking an express trust clause. On that record, the 

court found at least a triable issue of fact regarding the property. That was sufficient to defeat 

summary adjudication.  


