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M E M O R A N D U M  
 
 
 
 
TO:       Members of the Parish Council of St. Mary’s by the Sea Catholic Church: 
Reverend           Martin Tran, Tim Ransom, Mary Tierney, Nina Merlino, Ginny Aragon, 
Bob               Spellmier, Steve Byers, David Gill, and Mike Banner 
 
FROM:    Kenneth M. Fisher, Founder and Director 
         Concerned Roman Catholics of America, Inc. 
 
SUBJECT:  Response to Request for Ideas or Suggestions to Increase Sunday Collections 
 
DATE:     September 15, 2006 Our Lady of Sorrows 
 
 
 
This Memorandum presents three proposals to dramatically increase the Sunday collections at 
St. Mary’s by the Sea Catholic Church that have plummeted to alarmingly low levels during the 
past fourteen-month administration of Reverend Martin Tran.   
 
The Memorandum is submitted to members of the parish council of St. Mary’s on behalf of those 
parishioners and former parishioners of St. Mary’s who are members of Concerned Roman 
Catholics of America, Inc. (CRCOA) in response to a request for ideas or suggestions to increase 
Sunday collections that appeared in the parish bulletin (PB) dated July 23, 2006.   
 
CRCOA respectfully requests that members of the parish council consider and adopt each of the 
three proposals at the council’s next scheduled meeting on Wednesday, September 20, 2006.   
 
If the parish council rejects or does not consider any of these proposals at this meeting, CRCOA 
will take the action set forth below for that proposal. 
 
In this regard, CRCOA expects to be notified in writing by Administrator Tran of the action 
taken by the parish council on each of these proposals.  If CRCOA is not so notified by 
September 27, 2006, it will be assumed that the proposals were either not considered or rejected.   



PROPOSAL NO. 1:  REQUEST THROUGH THE PARISH COUNCIL THAT BISHOP 
TOD D. BROWN AUTHORIZE THE CELEBRATION OF THE LATIN TRIDENTINE 
MASS AT ST. MARY’S ON SUNDAYS AND HOLY DAYS.   
 
The celebration of the Tridentine Mass was authorized by Pope John Paul II in a letter from the 
Congregation for Divine Worship dated October 3, 1984.  The letter stated that the pope wished 
to be responsive to priests and faithful who remained attached to the Tridentine rite and listed 
certain conditions for its celebration.  The principal condition was: “There must be unequivocal, 
even public, evidence that the priest and people petitioning have no ties with those [the followers 
of dissident Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre] who impugn the lawfulness and doctrinal soundness 
of the Roman Missal promulgated in 1970 by Pope Paul VI.” 
 
The Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei issued a letter in 1991 (Origins 21 (1991) 144-145) 
containing six guidelines for the “wide and generous” celebration of the Tridentine Mass: 
• The Tridentine Mass can be celebrated in a parish church, so long as it provides a pastoral 

service and is harmoniously integrated into the parish liturgical schedule.   
• When requested, the Mass should be offered on a regular Sunday and holy day basis, “at a 

central location, at a convenient time” for a trial period of several months, with “adjustment” 
later if needed. 

• Celebrants of the Mass should make it clear that they acknowledge the validity of the 
postconciliar liturgy. 

• Although the commission has the authority to grant use of the Tridentine rite to all groups 
that request it, the commission “would much prefer that such faculties be granted by the 
Ordinary himself so that ecclesial communion can be strengthened.”   

• While the new Lectionary in the vernacular can be used in the Tridentine Mass, as suggested 
by the Second Vatican Council, it should not be “imposed on congregations that decidedly 
wish to maintain the former liturgical tradition in its integrity.” 

• Older and retired priests who have asked permission to celebrate Mass according to the 
Tridentine rite should be given the chance to do so for groups that request it. 

 
When Reverend Daniel Johnson retired as pastor of St. Mary’s in 2004, a petition was signed by 
1,200 persons and presented to Bishop Tod D. Brown requesting that he continue the tradition 
started by Johnson of celebrating the Tridentine Mass on Sundays and holy days at St. Mary’s. 
 
Unfortunately for traditional Catholics in the Orange Diocese, Bishop Brown rejected the pleas 
from the 1,200 petitioners and refused to allow the celebration of the Tridentine Mass at St. 
Mary’s.  In so doing, Bishop Brown also refused to comply with Pope John Paul’s specific  
authorization of and disobeyed the pontifical commission’s regulations for celebration of the 
Tridentine Mass. 
 
The result of Bishop Brown’s arrogant and baseless rejection of the petition and public 
disobedience of Vatican regulations caused 400 parishioners to leave St. Mary’s and attend a 
Latin Tridentine Mass at a chapel in Garden Grove.   
 
Many of these traditional Catholics would surely return to St. Mary’s if the Tridentine Mass 
were again offered on Sundays and holy days.  The donations made by these returning 



parishioners would likely more than make up for the reported decrease in Sunday collections 
since January 2006. 
 
For the record, Administrator Tran has stated (2/26/06 and 7/23/06 PB’s) that parishioners “need 
to accept the fact that we have no ‘indult’ to have the Tridentine Mass celebrated in our parish 
any more,” even as a way to increase parish income, and that “we need to find other ways to 
increase our income if we want our parish to run our normal services/activities.”  These 
statements seem to imply that Tran has no intention of asking Bishop Brown to reintroduce this 
timeless memorial of the passion and death of Jesus at St. Mary’s, even to prevent 
“trim[ming]/cut[ting] down services and activities.”  Faced with such an attitude, one both mean-
spirited and spiteful not to mention crosswise with Church regulations, it will be up to the lay 
members of the parish council to convince Tran of the merits of and to support adoption of this 
proposal or to adopt the proposal without his approval, if that is possible under the council’s 
rules. 
 
In the event the parish council does not consider or rejects this proposal, CRCOA will again 
formally petition Bishop Brown to authorize celebration of the Tridentine Mass at St. Mary’s on 
Sundays and holy days.  Should Bishop Brown again reject the petition, CRCOA will submit a 
formal request to the Ecclesia Dei commission to grant the use of the Tridentine rite at St. 
Mary’s.   
 
In the event CRCOA does petition Rome, CRCOA stands ready to commit many thousands of 
dollars already pledged by its wealthy supporters to a campaign to publicize in the international 
media its efforts to bring back the celebration of the Tridentine Mass at St. Mary’s. 
 
 
PROPOSAL NO. 2:  PUBLISH A PROFESSIONALLY PREPARED AUDIT OF THE 
FINANCIAL ACCOUNTS AND RECORDS OF ST. MARY’S FOR THE LAST FISCAL 
YEAR AND MAKE THESE ACCOUNTS AND RECORDS AVAILABLE TO 
PARISHIONERS FOR INSPECTION.   
 
There is concern and suspicion by some parishioners and by CRCOA member-parishioners of St. 
Mary’s that a substantial part of the reported deficit of $7,197.46 (5/14/06 and 7/23/06 PB’s) is 
likely due to waste, abuse, mismanagement and incompetence in the administration of parish 
finances and affairs.  Adding to this concern and suspicion is the fact that Administrator Tran 
failed to publish a professionally prepared audit of St. Mary’s books at the time he announced 
the deficit and made a plea for increased donations.  Not a few parishioners are wondering if this 
failure to publish such an audit for the period July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006, is an attempt 
to hide waste and financial mismanagement by Tran. 
 
Parishioners are certainly justified to be concerned and suspicious: For one thing, Administrator 
Tran reported (7/23/06 PB) that “from $5,000.00 to $8,000.00 per regular Sunday collection [is 
needed] to run [‘the normal services/activities of’] our parish.”  These amounts, corresponding to 
a required annual operating fund ranging from $260,000.00 to $416,000.00, appear to be 
unusually high to operate a parish with one priest-administrator, one retired priest whose entire 
salary and daily meals are currently being provided by outside sources, a few part-time paid 



employees, many unpaid volunteers, a handful of programs, services and activities that require 
only minimal financial support from the parish, and a church and rectory that appear to be in 
excellent condition and have minimal deferred maintenance.   
 
For another, the large difference between these annual operating amounts ($416,000.00 - 
$260,000.00 = $156,000.00) indicates that Administrator Tran is either unable or not competent 
to determine the actual funds required to operate St. Mary’s.  Something is very wrong indeed 
when the individual managing the financial affairs of this parish, with a total annual income 
reportedly of $434,000 (based upon the report (5/14/06 PB) of quarterly income of $108,289.46), 
is only able to determine the parish’s operating funds to within 36% of reported total income 
($156,000 ÷ $434,000 x 100 = 36%). 
 
Finally, Administrator Tran has repeatedly lied in substantial matters to parishioners of St. 
Mary’s in the dispute involving liturgical changes mandated for the parish by Bishop Brown.  
The details of his deceptions are discussed in Proposal No. 3 below.  This fact alone means that 
parishioners will always have doubts about and tend to disbelieve whatever Tran tells them.  
This is particularly true when it comes to financial matters.   
 
Hanging like a dark cloud over the parish deficit problem and the lack of any financial 
accounting is the problem of commingling of parish funds.  If administrators at St. Mary’s have 
not taken steps in the last two years to segregate donations in accordance with restrictions 
imposed by the donors and regulations established and published by the diocese and reiterated in 
parish bulletins, this would constitute actionable fraud, among other causes of action, and entitle 
donors to be compensated for their damages, and possibly awarded punitive damages, in civil 
actions.  CRCOA investigators are currently looking at this aspect of the parish finances.  For 
details of a stupid attempt by Administrator Tran to improperly commingle parish funds, see 
Proposal No. 3 below. 
 
Church law requires the rendering of an account to the faithful concerning offerings made by the 
faithful to pastors and other public juridic persons: “According to norms to be determined by 
particular law, administrators are to render an account to the faithful concerning the goods 
offered by the faithful to the Church.”  (Canon 1287 §2) 
 
The action(s) that CRCOA intends to take if the parish council does not adopt this proposal will 
not be revealed at this time. 
 
 
PROPOSAL NO. 3:  REQUEST THROUGH THE PARISH COUNCIL THAT BISHOP 
TOD D. BROWN REMOVE REVEREND MARTIN TRAN AS ADMINISTRATOR OF 
ST. MARY’S AND REPLACE HIM WITH A HOLY, TRUSTWORTHY, AND 
ORTHODOX PRIEST WHO WILL BRING BACK THE REVERENT, DECADES-OLD 
LITURGICAL TRADITIONS AT ST. MARY’S IN KEEPING WITH BISHOP BROWN’S 
• PUBLIC PLEDGE CONTAINED IN THESIS (4) OF “THE COVENANT WITH THE 

FAITHFUL” TO CREATE A NEW ERA OF OPENNESS AND TRUST IN THE 
CHURCH OF ORANGE INVOLVING COLLABORATION WITH PARISHIONERS 



AND THEIR EMPOWERMENT AS PARTNERS AND PARTICIPANTS IN 
PAROCHIAL AFFAIRS, AND  

• PROMISE IN AN UNDATED PASTORAL LETTER (POSTED ON OFFICIAL 
WEBSITE OF THE DIOCESE OF ORANGE: WWW.RCBO.ORG) OF A CHURCH 
THAT MINISTERS IN A “MORE OPEN, TRANSPARENT AND PARTICIPATORY 
MANNER.” 

 
During his fourteen months at St. Mary’s, Administrator Tran has committed numerous 
ecclesiastical delicts and misdeeds that show he is no longer competent and capable of 
administering St. Mary’s.  Tran’s misconduct has been extensively investigated and chronicled 
by CRCOA and by other lay individuals and activist groups.   
 
The following are a few examples of Tran’s egregious misconduct: 
 
1. Administrator Tran has fulfilled all the conditions required to be found formally guilty of 

heresy and not being in communion with the Holy See by stating publicly at a meeting held 
on September 22, 2005, that he believes God calls women to be priests (“Save Saint Mary’s” 
(SSM) Issue #10 and meeting notes taken by attendees): 

  
 “Yes, in my opinion, God does call women to be priests.  I can’t teach 

that because the Church doesn’t teach that, but, yes, I believe God 
calls women to be priests.” 

  
 In Ordinatio Sacerdotalis (Apostolic Letter on Reserving Priestly Ordination to Men Alone, 

May 22, 1994), Pope John Paul II reiterated the constant teaching of the Church that God’s 
plan for His Church excludes women from the priesthood, and that this teaching is to be 
definitely held by all the Church’s faithful.  Those who willingly embrace what they know to 
be contrary to the Catholic faith are formally guilty of heresy.  (Catechism of the Catholic 
Church, 2nd ed., n. 2089).   

  
2. Administrator Tran warned parishioners (2/19/06 PB) that if they “intentionally oppose 

these liturgical norms [liturgical changes mandated by Bishop Brown], PARTICULARLY 
BY NOT STANDING AFTER THE ‘LAMB OF GOD’ AND AT THE ‘FINAL 
BLESSING’, [sic] either as individuals or as a group, it is TOTALLY WRONG and a 
SERIOUS MATTER/SIN: INTENTIONAL DISOBEDIENCE not simply to the local 
Bishop, but also TO ROME, and ultimately TO GOD. …  [I am] responsible for your 
souls before God. …”  (Words capitalized, underlined and bold-faced for emphasis.) 

  
 Not content with shocking the sensibilities of his long-suffering parishioners with this 

disgraceful “fire-and-brimstone” warning, Tran went beyond the pale of Christian love by 
further warning parishioners one week later (2/26/06 PB) that for any person or group to 
“take it into their own hands [to] intentionally [set up] their own norms” of “public worship” 
without obtaining the permission or in defiance of the authority of Bishop Brown “is clearly 
REBELLION, GRAVE DISOBEDIENCE and MORTAL SIN, SEPARATING 
ONESELF FROM THE CHURCH.”  (Emphases added.) 

  
 The two warnings from Tran are unconscionable attempts to take away the precious rights of 

faithful Catholics in his parish and inexcusable violations of Church law.  Canon 214 of the 



1983 Code of Canon Law gives the Christian faithful the “right … to follow their own form 
of spiritual life so long as it is consonant with the doctrine of the Church.”  (Emphasis 
added.)  The spiritual practices, particularly those relating to worship, that faithful Catholics 
worshipping at St. Mary’s have followed since 1978 under Reverend Johnson are clearly and 
unquestionably in accordance with Church doctrine.  Moreover, these “rights … which 
directly regard the spiritual life of the Christian faithful” are of such paramount importance 
in the life of the Church that they are not subject to prescription.” (Canon 199, 3°).  No 
Church law of any kind involving the passage of any period of time can abrogate such 
fundamental rights. 

  
 The second right stated in canon 214, to follow a form of spiritual life consonant with Church 

teaching. also allows for legitimate diversity and flexibility within the unity of the Catholic 
Church.  This fundamental right flows from the personal and sacrosanct relationship between 
God and an individual, the basis of Church communio.  Unity does not require uniformity; 
legitimate diversity should exist within the one Church.   

  
 Faithful Catholics attending St. Mary’s who follow their own form of spiritual life including 

liturgical worship that is consonant with Church teaching, such as and particularly by 
kneeling at the Agnus Dei and the final blessing, are acting in accordance with Church law 
and clearly not guilty of grave disobedience and mortal sin, clearly not disobedient to Rome 
or God, clearly not separating themselves from the Church, and clearly not involved in 
serious sin.  Tran’s two warnings to the contrary are not only serious violations of Church 
law — a tragic irony of ironies! — but also constitute an unconscionable aggression of souls.  
A priest who for whatever reason forbids the faithful under pain of serious sin/mortal sin 
from kneeling at the Agnus Dei as a sign of adoration of Christ as the Lamb of the Sacrifice 
of the New Law, is an aggressor souls and should be shunned by every Catholic who fears 
God and seeks to know, love and serve Him in this world. 

  
 The recent publicity given by the national media to Tran’s monumental blunder has caused 

unjustified criticism to be leveled at the traditional worship practices at St. Mary’s and made 
Tran into a laughingstock. 

  
3. Administrator Tran claims (7/16/06 PB) that it was a mistake for him to use the term “mortal 

sin” in the bulletin for February 26, 2006.  Tran further claims that the press misinterpreted 
what he wrote in this bulletin and the preceding one “as a condemnation of ‘kneeling’ as a 
kind of a mortal sin.  This is not accurate.  (The diocesan website has more on this: 
www.rcbo.org.).”   

  
 The latter claim of Administrator Tran is patently untrue.  Numerous publications issued by 

the “Save Saint Mary’s” group give the lie to Tran’s claim (e.g., SSM Issues #33, #29, #28, 
#26, #25, #24, #22, #19, #18, #17 and #16).

  
 CRCOA intends to make this latest misrepresentation by Administrator Tran a prominent 

part of its massive media campaign exposing Tran’s misdeeds at St. Mary’s, should such a 
campaign be necessary. 

  
4. Administrator Tran announced from the altar at Masses on March 4 and 5, 2006, that there 

would be no parish bulletin for that Sunday “because there was an error in sending it.”  
However, there never was any error in sending the bulletins because members of the “Save 



Saint Mary’s” group found hundreds of them discarded in the Church dumpster.  The group 
learned that Tran had ordered the bulletins to be thrown out.  The reason Tran lied from the 
altar and had the bulletins thrown out was to conceal from parishioners the fact that Tran and 
Bishop Brown may have seriously violated Church law by making pronouncements in the 
bulletins “inviting” by name all “dissident/disobedient” members of the group to leave the 
parish and diocese.  Additional details of Tran’s damnable lie from the altar and attempted 
ecclesiastical delicts are given in SSM Issue #18. 

  
 A lie is an offense against the truth, a violation of the eighth commandment.  Lying is the 

work of the devil, as Our Lord tells us (Jn 8:44).  Jesus said: “Say, ‘Yes’ when you mean 
‘Yes’ and ‘No’ when you mean ‘No.’  Anything beyond that is from the evil one.”  (Mt 5:37) 
Every offense against truth entails a duty of reparation.  Has Tran made reparation for his 
public lie (made from the altar, no less!)?  Without public reparation by Tran, how can 
anyone ever believe anything this priest says?   

  
5. Administrator Tran further destabilized the faith community of St. Mary’s by telling 

Reverend Eamon Mackin privately around the middle of July 2006 that his services would no 
longer be required and ordering him to leave the parish by September 6, 2006, giving the 
reason that parish income was no longer sufficient to pay his monthly salary of $400 and the 
cost of his meals.  For more than two years now, Mackin has received a paltry salary of 
between $400 and $500 per month as compensation for celebrating weekday and weekend 
Masses, hearing confessions and performing other priestly duties (with the recent exceptions 
of officiating at weddings, funerals and baptisms) associated with his de facto position of a 
parochial vicar on call 24/7 at St. Mary’s.  Mackin’s current salary is only 15% — yes, 
fifteen per cent — of the salary he received while performing the same priestly duties under 
Reverend Johnson.   

  
 The payment of an unjust wage to an employee is a violation of the seventh commandment.  

(CCC, 2nd ed., nn. 2409, 2434)  The longstanding payment of an unjust wage to Reverend 
Mackin by his clerical superiors including most importantly Administrator Tran is 
particularly mean-spirited and evil because these clerics knew or certainly should have 
known that the financial injustice they were inflicting on one of their own was a grave 
violation of God’s commandment not to steal. 

  
 The financial harm done to Reverend Mackin at the hands of his clerical superiors including 

most importantly Administrator Tran must be corrected.  An employer who violates the 
seventh commandment by paying an unjust wage to an employee is obliged to pay the 
amount of the damage done to the employee.  (CCC, 2nd ed., nn. 2412, 2454) 

  
6. During Reverend Johnson’s over-25-year pastorship of St. Mary’s, Masses were celebrated 

week-after-week, year-after-year Monday through Saturday at 7:00 and 8:00 A.M., and 
confessions were heard before these daily Masses.  That grace-filled tradition continued until 
August 21, 2006, when without warning or explanation Administrator Tran informed the 
faithful in a five-line bulletin statement (8/20/06 PB) that “St. Mary’s by the Sea will no 
longer have a 7:00 a.m. daily Mass (Mon.-Sat.)” and “daily confessions will now be held 
only after the 8:00 a.m. Mass upon request.” 

 



Tran’s unexpected, unexplained, unprecedented and arbitrary action in doing away with six —
yes, six — weekly Masses and the sacrament of Reconciliation before these Masses is a 
grave violation of Church law.  Canon 843 §1 prohibits any denial of the sacraments to the 
faithful by the ordained ministers of the Church without cause: “Sacred ministers cannot 
deny the sacraments to those who seek them at appropriate times. …”  This prohibition is 
based on the right of the faithful to receive spiritual nurture in word and sacraments and to 
receive it from the sacred pastors: “The Christian faithful have the right to receive assistance 
from the sacred pastors out of the spiritual goods of the Church, especially the word of God 
and the sacraments.”  (Canon 213) 

 
Administrator Tran’s exercise of raw ecclesiastical power in summarily eliminating no less than 

six weekday Masses at St. Mary’s constitutes an intolerable affront to the Eucharist itself.  It 
is also an abuse in the celebration of the Mass: In the instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum 
(“The Sacrament of Redemption”) issued on April 23, 2004, by the Vatican Congregation for 
Divine Worship and the Sacraments, suspending the celebration of the Mass was listed as 
one of the abuses to be avoided regarding the Most Holy Eucharist.   

 
In the encyclical letter Ecclesia de Eucharistia (“Church of the Eucharist”) issued by Pope John 

Paul II on April 17, 2003, the primary responsibility for “fostering the frequent and fruitful 
access of the faithful to the Eucharist table” is given “to the Church’s Pastors, each according 
to his rank and ecclesiastical office.”  John Paul tells priests how to carry out this important 
responsibility and develop the spiritual strength to perform their pastoral duties:  “… how 
important it is for the spiritual life of the priest, as well as for the good of the Church and the 
world, that priests follow the [Second Vatican] Council’s recommendation to celebrate the 
Eucharist daily: ‘for even if the faithful are unable to be present, it is an act of Christ and 
the Church.’  In this way priests will be able to counteract the daily tensions which lead to a 
lack of focus and they will find in the Eucharistic Sacrifice — the true center of their lives 
and ministry — the spiritual strength needed to deal with their difficult pastoral 
responsibilities.  Their daily activity will thus become truly Eucharistic.”   

 
It is important to note here that Church law urges daily celebration of the Eucharist by priests.  

Besides the above quote in this regard in Ecclesia de Eucharistia that is taken from canon 
904, there is the instruction and invitation of canon 276 §2 2°: “In order to pursue this 
perfection [holiness of life]: they [clerics] are to nourish their spiritual life from the two-fold 
table of sacred scripture and the Eucharist; therefore, priests are earnestly invited to offer 
the eucharistic sacrifice daily. …”   

 
Administrator Tran’s order eliminating the Sacrament of Penance after daily Mass and 

establishing a “confession-by-request/one-set-time” system is a shameful rejection of the call 
for a “vigilant revitalization” of this neglected sacrament by Pope John Paul II in 
Misericordia Dei (“Mercy of God, On Certain Aspects of the Celebration of the Sacrament 
of Penance”), a motu proprio released by officials of the Roman Curia on May 2, 2002.  
Specifically, Tran’s order violates the following two instructions set forth in this apostolic 
letter:  
• … parish priests … should periodically verify that the greatest possible provision is in 

fact being made for the faithful to confess their sins.  It is particularly recommended 
that in places of worship confessors be visibly present at the advertised times, that 
these times be adapted to the real circumstances of penitents, and that confessions 



be especially available before Masses, and even during Mass if there are other 
priests available, in order to meet the needs of the faithful.  (Emphasis added.)   

• [A]ll those of whom it is required by virtue of their ministry in the care of souls are 
obliged to ensure that the confessions of the faithful entrusted to them are heard when 
they reasonably ask, and that they are given the opportunity to approach individual 
confession, on days and the times set down for their convenience.  (Emphasis 
added.) 

 
There is no valid reason, no proper cause (cf. canon 843 §1), for Administrator Tran to take 

away the Sacraments of the Eucharist and Penance at St. Mary’s, to deny these two 
sacraments to the faithful.  Both daily Masses have always been well attended for a weekday 
Mass; the confessional was always in use before these Masses.  Two priests — Tran and 
Reverend Mackin — are available to celebrate the Masses and hear confessions.  Mackin has 
expressed a fervent wish to celebrate daily Mass.  However, CRCOA has just been informed 
that Tran has ordered Mackin to say his weekday Masses in private at a time well after the 
sole weekday Mass at 8:00 A.M.  This latest order from Tran deprives the faithful of 
attending Mackin’s Masses and gaining their graces. 

 
Unfortunately for the beleaguered faithful at St. Mary’s, Administrator Tran has turned out to be 

a discarder of sacraments rather than a bearer of sacraments that he is called to be by his 
ministerial priesthood. 

 
7. One of CRCOA’s officers was informed by a member that Administrator Tran recently asked 

the president of the parish conference of the Society of St. Vincent de Paul to contribute the 
conference’s funds — moneys donated and raised for one purpose only: to assist the poor and 
needy of the community — to help alleviate the parish deficit.  Tran’s request was wrong and 
stupid and indicative of a lack of good judgment, besides being civilly wrong.  Tran’s 
attempt to commingle parish funds is one more reason to audit the financial accounts and 
records of St. Mary’s.  If a concerned parishioner were to inform the officials of the national 
society in St. Louis, Missouri of Tran’s outrageous request, what do you think their reaction 
would be? 

 
Administrator Tran, by committing the foregoing ecclesiastical delicts and misdeeds and others 
not discussed here while administering the affairs of St. Mary’s, has gravely disturbed parish 
fellowship, destroyed his reputation among most upright and responsible parishioners, and 
caused serious financial damage to the parish.  For these reasons, Bishop Brown has a duty under 
Church law (e.g., canons 538 §1; 1741, 1°, 3°, 5°) to remove Tran from his position as 
administrator of St. Mary’s. 
 
If the parish council rejects this proposal, CRCOA will first make a formal request to Bishop 
Brown to remove Administrator Tran.  If Bishop Brown rejects this request, CRCOA will make 
appropriate appeals for Tran’s removal to Pope Benedict XVI and other competent ecclesiastical 
authorities in Rome.  In the process, CRCOA intends to spend many thousands of dollars to 
publicize this effort in the international media.  These publicity efforts will make its recent 
efforts in exposing the homosexual domestic partnerships agenda of Bishop Brown and 
Reverend Gerald Coleman, S.S. seem like child’s play. 
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