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p 18:   we conclude that the circuit court erred in its holding that there was a division in the Anglican Communion for purposes of the application of Code § 57-9(A) in these cases.
pp. 27-28:  The evidence presented by the CANA Congregations clearly establishes that a split or rupture has occurred within the Diocese and, given the evidence of similar events in other dioceses of TEC, the split or rupture has occurred at the national level as well. Likewise, there can be no question that as a result, members and congregations have separated from the Diocese and TEC and have aligned with different polities, formed in response to the dissension within the Diocese and TEC. Accordingly, we hold that the circuit court did not err in finding that a “division” had occurred in the Diocese and TEC within the meaning of Code § 57-9(A).
p. 28:  we agree that for purposes of Code § 57-9(A), the CANA Congregations established that they were previously “attached” to TEC and the Diocese.

p. 28:  We turn now to consider the circuit court’s finding that CANA and the ADV are “branches” of TEC and the Diocese for purposes of applying Code § 57-9(A). For the reasons that follow, we hold that the circuit court’s finding was erroneous.

p. 30:  we hold that, within the meaning of Code § 57-9(A), CANA is not a “branch” of either TEC or the Diocese to which the congregations could vote to join following the “division” in TEC and the Diocese as contemplated by Code § 57-9(A).

pp. 30-31:  The record in these cases shows that the CANA Congregations satisfied the first of these requirements in that there was a division within TEC and the Diocese, but not the second, as CANA clearly is not a branch of either TEC or the Diocese. Accordingly, we hold that the circuit court erred in ruling that the CANA Congregations’ petitions were properly before the court under Code § 57-9(A).

p. 31:  In light of our holding that the circuit court erred in granting the Code § 57-9(A) petitions, the control and ownership of the property held in trust and used by the CANA Congregations remains unresolved. Accordingly, the declaratory judgment actions filed by TEC and the Diocese, and the counterclaims of the CANA Congregations in response to those suits, must be revived in order to resolve this dispute under principles of real property and contract law.

p. 32:  CONCLUSION

For these reasons, we will reverse the judgment of the circuit court and remand with direction to dismiss the CANA Congregations’ Code § 57-9(A) petitions. We will further direct the circuit court to reinstate the declaratory judgment actions filed by TEC and the Diocese and the counterclaims of the CANA Congregations to those actions, and conduct further proceedings thereon consistent with the views expressed in this opinion.

