Dear Archbishop Sean, April 10, 2006

We are writing to you on behalf of a large number of our fellow parishioners at
Sacred Heart Parish in Lexington to express our concerns about the future of our parish.
However, at the outset we wish to convey to you our congratulations on your elevation to
the rank of Cardinal. We are very proud of the acknowledgement by the Holy Father of
your position of trust within both the Church of Boston and the Universal Church. Be
assured of our prayers for you as you assume these new responsibilities.

Regarding our parish, you will recall that Sacred Heart was scheduled to close in
November, 2004. At the last minute, Sacred Heart was granted an indefinite reprieve and
was assigned to the Meade/Eisner Committee for review. We prepared diligently for this
review and were encouraged by the committee’s sympathetic reception. Subsequently, last
April you appointed our Pastor, Father Arnold Colletti, pastor of both Sacred Heart and
Saint Brigid’s patishes and indicated to him that he was “expected to lead parishioners in
preparing a proposal ... within one year regarding which facilities will best serve the needs
of Catholics in Lexington in the creation of one parish." Since then, the request that Father
Colletti would be “expected to lead” was variously interpreted as a “wish”, a “hope”, a
“mandate”, or an “order” that Father Colletti must obey by reason of his promise of
obedience to his Ordinary.

Since last May, Father Colletti has been conferring with members of both Parish
Pastoral Councils, supplemented by other parishioners, to formulate such a plan and to
enlist the broadest possible support for it among all parishioners. The “creation of one
parish” will inevitably call for either the suppression of Sacred Heart or its demise by some
other means. Sacred Heart is the smaller of the two parishes with limited parking as
compared to St. Brigid’s. 1 believe that most parishioners, and many members of the
Sacred Heart Parish Pastoral Council will find it very difficult, if not impossible, to
support such a plan.

Over the past two years, a great deal of excellent information has been gathered by
members of Sacred Heart Parish to make a most convincing case that retaining Sacred
Heart as a fully functioning parish is in the best interests of the Archdiocese and the
Catholic faithful in the Lexington area, not just the town itself. In addition, you are surely
aware that a number of learned authorities are questioning a bishop's capacity, within
canon law, to suppress a healthy parish. We believe that any decision about Sacred Heart
should be made with full awareness of this and of all other relevant information. We have
included a portfolio of this information, requesting your consideration.

In addition to this request, we are asking on behalf of a large number of
parishioners, that you meet, now, with at least a few of us and Father Colletti to discuss the
future of Sacred Heart, to be able to hear at first hand our thoughts about how Sacred Heart
is part of the solution and not part of the financial and priest shortage problems in the
Archdiocese. Please, if you possibly can, take the time to read the enclosed material, and
then meet with us. Help us to

ayoid the potential for greater, scandal and pain for all of us.
Respectfilly. 1 /s 7 ﬁ%ﬂ%i; O{QW@
7 .
Neil Hegarty (617-484-6880) Ted Heuchling (781-729-4962)
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The Case for Keeping Sacred Heart Parish of Lexington Open

Executive Summary

The following is material submitted to Cardinal Sean O’Malley as an enclosure to a
letter to him of April 10, 20086, respectfully appealing to him to read it, and then to meet with
a few of the appelant parishioners of Sacred Heart Parish, Lexington, along with Father
Colletti, our pastor, to discuss the future of the parish.

The recommendations forthcoming from this material may be at variance from those
by the Master Planniing Committee convened by Father Colletti to plan for the Catholic
Community in Lexington. However, restrictions placed on the types of parish models to
be entertained by the Committee seriously compromised its ability to consider a full range
of options and the best thinking of hundreds of parishioners committed to the Faith and its

growth in the area.

The information contained herein demonstrares the overwhelming need for two
parishes serving Lexington and surrounding towns. Inasmuch as the issue at hand is the
planned closure of Sacred Heart Parish, the goal of the case statement is to demonstrate its
strength and viability, and the clear need to keep it open as a fully functioning parish. Much
of this information also demonstrates the need to keep both Sacred Heart and St. Brigid
Parish open, as they cooperate to best serve the needs of this growing west suburban

area.

The accompanying material also clearly documents the serious management, fiscal,
legal, and pastoral mistakes the Archdiocese would make if it were to leave only one parish
serving this area.

Other material presented documents the strengths of Sacred Heart Parish and the
clearly expressed will of hundreds of parishioners to support the parish and the
Archdiocese in a vision of Hope for evangelization in this growing area, after all that has
gone wrong in the Archdiocese in recent years.

If Sacred Heart were to be closed, the Archdiocese will have closed five parishes,
leaving none between St. John the Evangelist in North Cambridge and St. Brigid just west
of Lexington Center. This would leave an enormous area void of Catholic worship centers,
spanning parts of Cambridge, Somerville, Arlington and Lexington.

Much of this material was produced for and presented to the Meade-Eisner Review
Committee. However, it is not clear that the information ever went beyond that committee.
Therefore, we forward it now, in the hope that it will be made part of a review, now, by the
Cardinal and his advisors in the Archdiocesan administration.

As an aid to going through this material, the contents of each section are briefly
described on the next page



Tab 1. The Power Point slides from the presentation made to Mr. Eisner and Ms.
Batt by members of the Sacred Heart Parish Appeal Committee and Father Colletti
in early February, 2005, making the case for keeping Sacred Heart open, in part,
because two parishes are needed in Lexington.

Tab 2. The text prepared to guide the presentation referred to above, which is
a more complete statement of the case for keeping Sacred Heart open, in part,
because two parishes are needed in Lexington.

Tab 3. A brief summary of significant events in the history of Scared Heart Parish
between May of 2004 and the present.

Tab 4. A brief listing of occurrances, decisions and choices which, beginning with the
sexual abuse crisis and its cover-up, have to a degree diminished the numbers and
depressed the spirits of parishioners of Sacred Heart, and thus have damaged the

parish.

Tab 5. Excerprts from documents by well qualified authors questioning the authority
of a bishop, within the constraints of canon law, to suppress an otherwise healthy
and observant Catholic parish.

Tab 6. A summary of letters and petitions sent by parishioners of Sacred Heart
Parish to Archbishop O’Malley over the past two years, all making the case for
keeping Sacred Heart open, appealing for his consideration of that case, and by
their numbers, attesting to the vitality of the parish and its case for remaining open.

This Executive Summary cannot begin to make the case for keeping Sacred Heart
open. That case can only be appreciated from a careful and thoughtful perusal of the
material contained herein. With the life at stake of a vibrant faith community of great value to
all of its members, to the Archdiocese of Boston, and to clients of its Christian Service
outreach both within and beyond the Archdiocese, surely the case merits such attention.
Then, before a decision affecting the future of the parish is made, a face to face discussion of
that future, among the Cardinal, our pastor, and a few of the appellant parishioners is not,
we pray, too much to ask.






Sacred Heart Parish — Lexington

A report prepared for the:
Meade-Eisner Committee

January, 2005
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