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INFACfO: 

6. in accord with canon 57, §3, the Dicastery issues this disposition, already indicated by its silence; 

7. as to the matter of lack of their canonical expertise as an excuse for not following the time 
frames dictated by the law or following proper legal procedures, posed by some recurrents in 
their submission of May 29, 2007, this is not admissible as an argument in a canonical process, 
as it is the responsibility of those who seek recourse according to canon law, to ensure that such 
is presented in a canonical fashion. In fact, it is indicated in the letter of May I , 2007 that the 
recurrents are seeking canonical advice and such is referred to elsewhere in the voluminous 
material presented by them; 

8. the lack of canonical clarity as to the specific object of the recourse, as to who precisely the 
recurrents are and what their status at law is, has made this particular recourse very difficult to 
deal with. Indeed it has been necessary for the Dicastery to fix certain points so that the matter 
can be evaluated; . 

9. furthermore, no group lacking juridical personality ,has standing in law to present a recourse, as 
indicated in the response of the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts of 29 April 1987, [AAS 
80 (1988) 1818]; 

10. thus the Dicastery chooses Ms. LaTray et alia, as the recurrents, always with the presumption 
that the "alia" are residents within the territory tinder discussion, if they are not, but their names 
were affixed to non-authenticated lists, then they have no standing in law regarding this recourse; 

11. as to the matter of the suppression of the Parish in question and the modification of its juridical 
status, this cannot be questioned a year after the fact, as is clear from the law, so there is no need 
to dwell further on this point; 

12. neither is there evidence that the requirements of canon 1734 were followed in any timely 
fashion; 

13. as to the awareness of persons as to what occurred, it is clear, from the Acta that it was known by 
all concerned that what was once a Parish was now a "Mission" of another Parish and that since 
2001, due to the changing demographics, shortage of clergy and other reasons, the pastoral 
configuration of the whole area was under study with a view to streamlining it to fit the resources 
available, human and otherwise; 

14. from the Acta it is clear tllat extensive consultation had taken place, the Presbyteral Council had 
been consulted as to any modifications to the pastoral alignment of territory. As this was being 
implemented over time, the Ordinary communicated the closure of St. Mary's Mission in 
Jamesville by letter of April 27, 2007 , with effect on 1 July 2007. The Bishop indicated, at least 
in summary fashion, the reasons for his actions, and they are sufficient; 

15. on May 5, 2007, a group composed, supposedly, of individual parishioners, wrote asking the 
Bishop to reconsider his decision; 

16. on May 26, 2007, in what is a very confusing canonical action, a document, with identical text, is 
sent simultaneously to the Ordinary of the Diocese and this Congregation requesting recourse as 
indicated in #3 above; 3 of 4 



17. from it's examination of the entire voluminous file on this issue, the Dicastery must first of all 
state that due to the confusion regarding the nature of hierarchical recourse and the procedures 
necessary for it, exhibited in this presentation, certainty is difficult to attain, however, 

18. it is clear that the recourse with regard to the suppression of the parish in question is well outside 
of the time limits required by law for its licit presentation; 

19. the recourse regarding the disposition of the Ordinary in closing the Mission of St. Mary's has 
not respected the time limits imposed by the law for the Bishop'S response and further confused 
the issue by the simultaneous presentation to the Congregation for the Clergy and the Bishop of a 
request for hierarchical recourse on the same date, (May 29, 2007), and thus has not respected 
the procedures outlined in the Code of Canon Law; 

therefore, the Congregation for the Clergy 

Decrees 

that the recourse presented against the dispositions of the Ordinary of Syracuse (USA), the 
Most Rev. James M. Moynihan, regarding his suppression of the Parish of St. Mary and the 
subsequent closing of the Mission church, is hereby 

Given at the Seat of 
The Congregation for the Clergy 
Vatican City 

5th August 2008. 

rejected 

1-~~21' 
Titular Archbishop of Vittoriana 

Secretary 

Monsignor J. Anthony McDaid 
Department Head 
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