
April 6, 2005 

Ms. Anne Glynn Mackoul 
25 Gallup Rd. 
Priiic.eton, N J 08540 

Dear- Anne: 

As you ind~cated In your letter, ~t has been a long t~nie since we have tallieci 1~~711s 11 IS 

that fa~lure to have discussed these questions with Charles, rile or anyotie else ot-i :jetlaif c i  
our Archdrocese, that has resulted In many of the lnaccuracres that we noreci 111 yo~ti- letlei- '1  

seems fron? the tone of your letter, that you have only consulted with those who have 
,~ioffered themselves as advocates for reversing the decision of the Holy Synod rrrevocahfy 
grsniing our Archdiocese self rule. 

Eotli Charles and I feel that your letter, ~lnfoltunately, has nuinerous eriois false 
assumptioi-IS and misunderstandings. As we lawyers knnliv to dei5:i>;!ne I ~ c " ~ :  11 CC-JI J , . 
amended one must first look to the constitution itself. It IS of coui-se an eienr?i.nrary 121-I IC~I:J:. 

but one that is overlooked by those not familiar w~th  basic Amerrcan ju~-ispi-t~dence ot ti10.t 
who are result oriented. The constltutlon d~ctates the only manner that 11 may be anlc-nazi 
and 112 add~tion when the amendment becomes effective. 

YOLII- erroneous assumptions simply ignore our Constitution, ths numeroils ciiscuss~ct;s !i;~?: 
preceded it, the call for the special convention and the action that occurred in P~t.isi?~itcjr-i 
Yo~ l r  characterization of all that effort as only a "draft" is legally unsound as well as an ~t?s~! i i  
to all those, including members of your own parish, who carne, artended, voted a r d  pssse, !  
unanimously our newly amenaecl i;onsrltutron. trtorts Py others to lender tile ai~li i i '<!ed 
Constitution as nothing more than a worthless piece of paper, as ~t \r~ocrlci have bee[) iiaii i~ 

only been a "draft" suggests to me ulterior motives 

The I ioly Synod of Antioch IS and was fully aware that the only way our- Constrtutio? co~ilci /:2 
amended was by a general assembly Our Constitut~on has been previously approved at 
oil iiie with the Patr~archate for many years The provrslon on amendmei?t 1s not r l t ~ i /  

Moreover, Metropolltan PHI l lP had repeatedly so adv~sed the Holy Svnccl 1 1 1  Tari + 1 _ 
Cctober 9, 2003 resolut~on requ~red that an "amended Const~t~!tion' nor a u:zir i , ~  ijr ~ C I  I 

to the Holy Synod. 

i c;ni sure there are a very few who wished that the Holy Synod did not irrevocably g r ~ n t  si~i, 
r~ i ic i  to our Archd~ocese but in God's providence the Hoiy Synod drd so act. Few peopie 111 

our f,rchdrocese would accept a reversion to a state of authority and self rule that wo~l ld 132 
less .I~ai> it was prior to the Holy Synod so acting. 




