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Town of Troy Board of Civil Authority 

Hearing on August 20, 2026 
DRAFT Minutes 
August 23, 2026 

 
Board of Abatement members present in person:  Gaston Bathalon (Selectboard), 
Helene Croteau (Justice of the Peace), Sam Douglass (Justice of the Peace), Robert 
Langlands (Selectboard), Terri Medley (Town Treasurer), Anne Quirion (Selectboard), John 
Starr (Justice of the Peace), Robert (Bobby) Starr (Justice of the Peace), Holly Wyllie (Justice 
of the Peace). 
 
Other attendees present in person:  Matthew Krajeski (contracted Town of Troy Assessor, 
New England Municipal Consultants, Ltd.).  A representative and/or Jessica Murszewski 
(applicant) were/was not present. 
 
I.  Open the hearing – Gaston asked Terri to turn on the recorder and called the meeting of 
the Town of Troy Board of Civil Authority Tax Appeal Hearing to order at 6:03 PM.  He 
indicated that the Hearing was being recorded, had participants introduce themselves, 
and asked the witnesses to provide written evidence so that any evidence may be 
distributed to BCA members noting that all evidence provided to the BCA will be included 
as documentation when in deliberation.  Matt provided the BCA with copies of his evidence 
(Exhibit 1).  [Sam arrived during this portion of the Hearing and is included in the BCA 
quorum.]  Gaston then indicated that the BCA Tax Appeal Hearing was being held to hear 
the tax appeal submitted by Jessica Murszewski, for the property located at 5504 Loop 
Road, with a parcel ID number of 130036.2.   
 
II. Adopt the BCA Rules And Procedures – Gaston reported that he was unable to make 

the recommended edits made at the BCA reorganization meeting.  He indicated that he 
would continue to work on the policy and have a second draft ready for review at the 
next BCA Hearing / meeting. 

 
III. Tax Appeal Oath by BCA – As required, members took, subscribed to, and filed their tax 

appeal oath with the Town Clerk.  Gaston noted that the tax appeal oath is taken 
annually by the BCA.  Matt asked if he was to take the tax appeal oath or the witness 
oath as he has had to take one or the other.  Gaston replied that he thought his taking 
the witness oath would be in keeping with the guidance provided in the “Handbook on 
Property Tax Assessment Appeals” (the Handbook) as published by the Office of the 
Secretary of State and Division of Property Valuation and Review. 
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IV. Witness oath – Gaston then asked Matt (as the only witness present) to take the 
witness oath by raising his right hand and reciting “Under the pains and penalties of 
perjury, do you solemnly swear (or affirm) that the evidence you give in the cause under 
consideration shall be the whole truth and nothing but the truth (or, under the pains and 
penalties of perjury)”).  Matt replied in the affirmative. 

 
V. Disclosure of any conflict of interest (COI) and / or ex parte communication – 

Gaston then defined ex parte communication as being “direct or indirect 
communication between a BCA member and any party, party’s representative, party’s 
counsel or any person interested in the outcome of the tax appeal process, that occurs 
outside the hearing and concerns the substance or merits of the hearing) that has taken 
place.”  He then asked if there was any direct communication (i.e., in-person, email, or 
phone) that had been made with the appellant.  The following were noted: 
A. Ex Parte Communication: 

1. Matt indicated that he had had communication with the lawyer representing the 
appellant.  He indicated that the communication was objective and limited to 
providing requested information (i.e., property record cards).   

2. Terri indicated that she did not have direct communication with the appellant aside 
from responding to or sending information.   

B. Conflict of Interest: 
1. Helene disclosed what she thought was not a conflict of interest but wanted it 

noted for the record that she is identified on the property record card under 
‘activity information’ as having inspected the subject property on 5/5/2021 in her 
capacity as a Lister for the Town of Troy.  She clarified that she and a fellow Lister 
limited their visit to inspection of and measuring a newly added porch by the 
previous owner.  She indicated that she never entered or viewed the inside of the 
property. 

 
VI. Appellant presents their proposed valuation and supporting evidence – Gaston 

asked the BCA how to proceed given Ms. Murszewski was not in attendance.  Terri 
confirmed that she notified her by letter that was mailed on August 12, 2026.  Further, 
that she did not receive an email or message from Ms. Murszewski as to whether she 
would attend the Hearing.  Matt suggested that because Ms. Murszewski’s legal counsel 
submitted a Notice of Appeal to the BCA the BCA had to consider her appeal regardless 
of whether she appeared at the Hearing.  Robert added that his interpretation is that the 
BCA would continue with the Hearing even if the only witness at the Hearing is the 
Assessor.  That it was the BCA’s obligation to render a decision as Ms. Murszewski has 
not rescinded her appeal.  By not being present at the Hearing, Ms. Murszewski would 
not present her evidence, and the BCA would not be able to ask follow-up question(s).  
The process allows for an Inspection Committee visit as part of the Hearing.  
Summarizing that the Town attempted to notify Ms. Murszewski of a BCA Hearing and 
that even though she did not attend the BCA would interpret the evidence presented at 
the Hearing and would schedule a full inspection of her property.  At that point if the 
Inspection Committee is denied entry to conduct the inspection, then the tax appeal is 



Page 3 of 10 
 

deemed withdrawn.  Gaston noted that because the appellant or representative was not 
appearing before the BCA to provide evidence that he would, on behalf of Ms. 
Murszewski, read the submitted appeal into the record (Exhibit A).  The written appeal 
would then serve as evidence for the Tax Appeal Hearing. 

 
VII. Assessor introduces the property, presents their valuation and supporting 

evidence, and responds to the appellant’s evidence – Gaston asked Matt to respond 
to the evidence (i.e., Notice of Appeal) submitted by Ms. Murszewski and to present his 
valuation and supporting evidence.  He noted that he made a mistake in the order of the 
Hearing in that Matt was to have introduced the property on appeal before he read her 
testimony into the record by briefly describing the property.  Clarifying that this 
explanation was an overview aimed at establishing how he determined the value of the 
property and provide a necessary background for the hearing.  Gaston then asked Matt 
to introduce Ms. Murszewski’s property and then continue with presenting his evidence. 

 
Matt introduced Ms. Murszewski’s property as being located at 5504 Loop Road, with a 
parcel ID of 130036-2 and SPAN number 654-206-10938 (Exhibit 1).  The current 2026 
grand list assessment is $288,000.00.  The property consists of a conventional dwelling 
sited on 3.1 acres.  The house was built in 2014 and contains one bathroom and three 
bedrooms with 1600 ft2 of finished living area with the upper floor of the home being 
unfinished.  The home is situated on a rural dirt road bordering the town of Westfield.  In 
2025 / 2026 a small shed was added to the property.  

 
Matt clarified that the standard used by the New England Municipal Consultants is that a 
stick-built outbuilding may be identified as adding to real estate value (as in this case).  
Certain structures are not added, e.g., a shipping container, as they are believed to be 
more personal property.  To his knowledge there is no statute that specifically requires 
inclusion or exclusion of such outbuildings.  Matt indicated that should he be made 
aware of such a statute then he would consider or interpret it.  He lastly stressed that 
consistency in making such determinations is important. 
 
Matt indicated that the property valuation was reduced from $305,000.00 to the current 
assessment of $288,000.00 as a result of Ms. Murszewski’s grievance.  Matt emphasized 
that it was important to note that he as the Assessor nor any of his stal have been 
allowed or permitted a full inspection of Ms. Murszewski’s property, i.e., permitted to 
view the interior of the house.  Several requests made have been denied.  That 
inconsistencies being suggested by Ms. Murszewski could have been resolved had he 
and/or his stal been given permission to view the interior of the house. 

 
He also wanted to clarify that in terms of equity that it is appropriate for him to consider 
a market sales approach to value.  The current common level of appraisal in Troy is 
85.85% [indicating that properties are being sold above the assessed value].  The last 
Town-wide reappraisal in Troy was conducted in 2024.  To be equitable the baseline for 
the Town-wide reappraisal was the cost, i.e., price sold, across sales parameters.  
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Therefore, the current grand list value for Ms. Murszewski’s property was based on the 
sale price in 2023 to equalize her property value in 2024 when Town-wide properties 
were equalized. 
 
Sales chasing in a non-reappraisal year, i.e., 2026, is when an assessor equalizes a 
property assessment to the sale price when the rest of the community is potentially 
stagnant.  When conducting a Town-wide reappraisal, i.e., 2024, the goal is to equalize 
values to match 100% of their current sales.  Sales chasing is not necessarily a relevant 
term in a reappraisal year, i.e., in 2024, because ultimately that is what the assessor is 
striving to do - equalize both sale and non-sale properties to reflect what properties are 
currently worth.  In this case 2024 is that baseline. 
 
Matt indicated that he chose to use a market / sales approach to value to justify the 
current assessment of Ms. Murszewski’s property. 
 
Comparable sale #1: 4920 Loop Road, Troy, VT.  The property sold on November 8, 
2024, for $335,000.00.  It is compared to Ms. Murszewski’s property that sold for 
$295,000.00 in 2023.  Clearly, there are dilerences, e.g., her’s is on a smaller lot but 
this is an older house.  This property is located in the same neighborhood being close to 
Ms. Murszewski’s property. 
 
Comparable sale #2:  203 North Pleasant St., North Troy, VT.  The property was last sold 
on July 30, 2025.  It was built in 1910 and includes 2 ½ baths, 4 bedrooms, and a pellet 
stove.  It was renovated prior to the 2025 sale. Matt indicated that this comparable sake, 
while dilerent in many aspects, follows a trend.  The property was transferred (sold) 3 
times between 2022 and 2025 with each sale showing an appreciation of value in each 
subsequent sale.  The property sold in 2022 for $205,000.00, in 2024 for $265,000.00, 
and then in July of 2025 for $282,000.00.  Ms. Murszewski’s property followed a similar 
trend (see summary). 
 
Comparable sale #3: 1423 Vermont Route 101, Troy, VT.  Matt indicated that this 
property has more tralic going by the house as it is located ol a state highway and so 
does not have the same level of privacy as the rural setting of Ms. Murszewski’s 
property.  He indicated that the property was sold in August 2024 for $255,500.00.  It is 
an A-frame contemporary style house sited on 1.69 acres of land.  It is about 1600 ft2, 
similar to the subject property, and has 3 bedrooms and 3 baths.   
 
In conclusion comparable sale #1 is located in the same neighborhood as Ms. 
Murszewski’s property although the house is larger in square footage and acreage.  It 
sold for $335,000.00, approximately a $40,000.00 dilerence between Ms. Murszewski’s 
sale price in 2023.  Given that Ms. Murszewski’s property valuation was reduced to 
$288,000.00, the sales price of comparable sale #1 represents an approximate 
$47,000.00 dilerence between the two properties.  Comparable sales #2 and #3 were 
meant to show houses of similar square footage but with locational dilerences with 
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comparable sale #2 being located within the village and having less privacy while 
comparable sale #3 is located ol a state highway with much heavier vehicle tralic 
passing by. 
 
Further, it is worth mentioning that Ms. Murszewski’s property sold three times between 
September 2020 and December of 2023 with each subsequent sale showing an 
appreciation of value.  The house first sold in 2020 for $209,000.00, then in 2021 for 
$269,000.00 and finally sold to Ms. Murszewski in 2023 for $295,000.00.  This is a 
similar sales pattern of comparable sale #2.  Given that he has not been allowed a full 
inspection of Ms. Murszewski’s property and there is an appreciation to sales value 
across three sales between 2020 and2023.  His conclusion is that there could have 
been interior improvements made that he has not been able to capture or verify.  
Therefore, the assertion that the attorney is making on the Ms. Murszewski’s behalf that 
he subjectively and unfairly treated her property is not accurate as he has not been 
permitted full access to the property.   
 
Matt indicated that there is subjectivity in assigning bathroom and kitchen grades as 
well as the overall condition of Ms. Murszewski’s property.  He chose in good faith to 
honor the Board of Abatement Inspection Committee’s inspection of Ms. Murszewski’s 
property (i.e., attic space) in its finding that the upper floor is unfinished.  That is, Matt 
did not view the attic himself but instead relied on the veracity of the Board of 
Abatement’s Inspection Committee report.  Prior to that inspection by the Board of 
Abatement’s Inspection Committee, he was not able to conclude that he had incorrect 
data on file that previously indicated that that floor was finished – when it was not.  That 
to say that it is dilicult to accurately conclude that the assessment data (on the 
property record card) is fully accurate without doing a full inspection.  As a denovo 
Hearing he wanted to ensure that the BCA was aware of his assessment without the 
benefit of being granted access to the house.  He indicated that he made several 
request(s) to personally inspect the property during the grievance period through the 
attorney representing Ms. Murszewski but was not granted permission to enter the 
property. 
 
Gaston asked how Matt could establish a fair market value if not permitted to view the 
interior of the property?  That the BCA Inspection Committee is to conduct a full 
property inspection and that if not allow to enter to view the interior, then the tax appeal 
is deemed withdrawn and unable to move forward under state statute.  Matt confirmed 
that the appeal is null and void and that the BCA is unable to advance it to either the 
State Hearing Olicer or Superior Court should a full inspection not be allowed to be 
made. 
 
Matt then outlined the procedure for a BCA Tax Appeal Hearing.  Ms. Murszewski did not 
appear before the BCA for the Hearing to present her evidence.  Having chosen not to 
appear before the BCA to present evidence she allowed for an Inspection Committee to 
be named and scheduled for a full inspection of her property.  If the full inspection 
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occurs, then her tax appeal can continue.  But it has to be a full and unfettered 
inspection of the property. 
 
Helene clarified that the Board of Abatement’s Inspection Committee only viewed the 
attic space, yet they could have viewed the whole property.  As it was, at that time, the 
Board of Abatement’s Inspection Committee were only allowed to enter the house and 
have access to the stairs leading up to the attic space (space under consideration).  It 
was noted that Ms. Murszewski hung sheets of black (non-transparent) plastic on both 
sides of the stair way.  That is the Board of Abatement’s Inspection Committee were 
only able to view the attic space to confirm that it was unfinished (thereby confirming 
Ms. Murszewski’s basis for the abatement).  The point is that Ms. Murszewski limited 
what the Board of Abatement’s Inspection Committee viewed and, in this case, a full 
inspection of the property is necessary.  Matt clarified that the prior limited inspection 
was for a Tax Abatement Hearing and not a Tax Appeal Hearing (that there is a 
separation between abatement and assessment Hearings).   
 
Helene then asked about the statement made by the attorney representing Ms. 
Murszewski that the “assessor instead tweaked several other components of the 2026 
assessment thereby inflating the resulting value of the subject property”.  Specifically, 
she asked Matt if he could address the comment as she speculated that this was 
referring to the subjective grading of the bathroom and kitchen areas – grading made in 
lieu of not having completed a full inspection.  Matt replied that Ms. Murszewski has 
testified that the information is incorrect but he has not been able to verify that the 
information is incorrect.  He countered that there is a level of expectation that he is 
going to make an error if he is not permitted to view the interior of the house.  How could 
he be 100% accurate if full transparency on the part of Ms. Murszewski is not provided.  
From his experience, when viewing the outside of Ms. Murszewski’s house that he and 
his stal would draw a conclusion that, for example, the upper floor, i.e., attic space, is 
finished when the Board of Abatement’s Inspection Committee verified that it was not. 
He emphasized that Ms. Murszewski ‘s assertions could have been solved if a full 
inspection had been granted.  That the history of the property with three sales within a 
three-year period showing an appreciation to value each time the property sold only 
supports his notion that work has been done on the property.  What other conclusion 
could be drawn in lieu of not being permitted to view the interior of the house? 

 
Matt then addressed Ms. Murszewski’s selection of local comparable properties “by 
square footage and room quantity” suggesting that the properties were assessed 
dilerently.  He indicated that Vermont (or any state) follows the IAAO (International 
Association of Assessing Olicers) standard.  [IAAO assessment standards are olicial 
guidelines created by the International Association of Assessing Olicers to help 
property tax olicials make fair, accurate, and uniform property values.]  Matt asserted 
that he follows IAAO standards. 
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Matt stated that there are three approaches to value.  The first is the cost approach to 
value (the cost of rebuilding the house new) that appreciates because of prevailing 
economic factors (i.e., cost of material).  Through a cost approach an assessor can 
determine the value of a house in North Troy vs. Burlington or Montpelier.  This 
approach does not necessarily account for specific economic conditions of an area. 
 
The second is a market sales approach to value.  This approach accounts for the 
specific housing market in a community.  Matt considers this approach as the most 
relevant approach for a single-family home.  This is the approach used in his 
assessment of Ms. Murszewski’s property. 
 
The third option is an income approach to value - which is not valid in this case.  This 
approach is used for commercial property that is rented.  Based on gross receipts less 
expenses (plowing, electrical, etc.) a net operating income can be calculated.  From 
that, an assessor can establish a property value, but this is not necessarily applicable 
to Ms. Murszewski’s property. 
 
Matt indicated that under Vermont law the burden of both persuasion and production 
lies with Ms. Murszewski.  That the law presumes that the assessor is correct.  That he is 
providing an unbiased opinion of what each property is worth through the equitable 
parameters that were created in the 2024 Town-wide reappraisal.  He clarified that the 
burden of persuasion and production lies with Ms. Murszewski as she must prove to the 
BCA, beyond a reasonable doubt, why her assessment should be changed. 
 
Helene asked about comparable sale #1 as having a garage (dilerent from Ms. 
Murszewski’s house).  Matt replied that when describing each of the comparable sales 
he evaluates acreage, square footage, number of bedrooms and bathrooms.  Matt 
indicated that the reason he included this comparable sale was that there is 
approximately a ~$47,000.00 dilerence between the sale price of comparable sale #1 
and Ms. Murszewski’s property value.  He agreed that a 2-car attached garage is a 
positive aspect of comparable sale #1.  However, Ms. Murszewski’s property was built 
in 2014 while comparable sale #1 was built in 1980.  Also, comparable sale #1 has a 
larger lot (7 vs. 3.1 acres).  The issue before the BCA is whether the properties are 
dilerentiated enough in terms of one property having an attached 2-car attached 
garage with four more acres but is an older house, to account for the ~$40,000 
dilerence between the two sales.   
 
Robert asked about the shed that was added to the property.  Matt indicated that the 
shed was 12’ x 16’ and is assessed at $2,300.00.  The shed was added in 2025 and 
came to his attention as a building permit was filed (and approved by the Town).  That 
then flagged the property for a data collector to visit Ms. Murszewski’s property.  Matt 
reiterated that the determination of whether a shed will add to a property’s vale is made 
based on past experience and judgement.  Earlier he provided the example of a 
shipping container as not being added to a property’s value as they are considered as 
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personal property because it could be viewed as a detriment to value (i.e., an an 
eyesore).  Items not typically added to a property’s value are kids playhouses, plastic 
Rubbermaid trash sheds, outhouses, and chicken coops.  In terms of a stick-built shed 
located on a property that has a decent aesthetic then it is typically added to the value 
of a property.   The key aspect being whether it would add to the sale price of the 
property.   
 
Ms. Murszewski’s assessment was initially increased so she was sent a change of 
appraisal notice (up to $305,200.00) for 2026.  That Ms. Murszewski indicated during 
the grievance appeal that she did not believe the shed should be included in the 
property assessment.  In response Matt did include the shed in the property 
assessment and that in lieu of not being allowed to conduct a full inspection he chose 
to honor the Board of Abatement object report that the attic space was unfinished.  
That he used some subjectivity in terms of speculating what the grade (and condition) 
of the kitchen and bath might be when reviewing the sales history of Ms. Murszewski’s 
property.  That is what is being referred to in her Notice of Appeal as “tweaked”.  The 
statement is specifically referring to the lawyer having requested a new copy of the 
property record card so that he could compare the new card with the prior card.  In 
doing so he was able to see the subjectivity of the ratings that had been adjusted.  
Although the square footage was adjusted accordingly.  In summary Matt alirmed that 
he chose to ultimately assign less appreciation to the property and increase the grades 
of things like kitchen and bath. 
 
Gaston pointed out that Ms. Murszewski identified a number of comparable sales in her 
appeal notice that the BCA has no Property Record Card for and, therefore, has no way 
of determining the condition of 5532, 1127, 5749, or 4920 Loop Road (although it was 
noted that 4920 Loop Road was in evidence as a comparable sale #1 by Matt) to 
compare her property against.  He asked how the BCA should respond in terms of not 
being provided evidence for the identified comparable sales.  Matt asserted that Ms. 
Murszewski’s burden was to submit evidence to the BCA to consider at the Tax Appeal 
Hearing. 
 
Gaston added that Ms. Murszewski was to present credible testimony and other 
evidence in favor of a lower valuation.  That if Ms. Murszewski does this to the BCA’s 
satisfaction, then the presumption in favor of the assessor's valuation is gone and the 
assessor must present testimony and other evidence that she can then try to rebut.  
That Ms. Murszewski ultimately has the final burden of proving by a preponderance of 
all the evidence that her valuation should prevail.  Therefore, the burden rests with Ms. 
Murszewski to present credible evidence to the BCA.  It was noted that the only 
evidence submitted is the Notice of Appeal statement.  No other evidence regarding 
identified comparable sales were provided to the BCA to consider.   

 
Gaston asked Matt to provide copies of the following: 
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• Prior Property Record Card (2025) to review the changes in grading – as requested by 
Helene (Exhibit 2), 

• An electronic copy of his evidence. 
 
VIII. Appoint an Inspection Committee – Gaston asked the BCA for volunteers to serve on 

the Inspection Committee.  He clarified that there needed to be at least three (3) 
members of the Inspection Committee to inspect the property at a date and time certain 
set by the chair (reasonably convenient to the property owner and Inspection 
Committee members) and report its findings back to the BCA within 30 days of the 
Hearing.  Gaston then stated that: 
• Each member of the Inspection Committee shall inspect the property under appeal. 
• An inspection is not a Hearing of the BCA and, accordingly, ex parte 

communications at the inspection is prohibited.  Clarifying that questions such as 
“where does this door go to” or “could you please unlock this door” are permitted 
but any kind of communication that could influence the Inspection Committee’s 
report is to be avoided. 

• Pursuant to 32 V.S.A. 4404(c), an appellant who refuses to grant the Inspection 
Committee access to the property, including the interior and exterior of any building 
or structure on the property, shall be deemed to have withdrawn their appeal. 

• The Inspection Committee’s report shall set forth the committee’s observations 
concerning the location of the property, its condition, the time of the inspection, 
BCA members present, and proposed decision supported by specific reasons and 
facts. 

• The Inspection Committee does not set the fair market value.  They are to inspect 
the property as the eyes of the BCA in terms of what they saw. 
 

Gaston asked whether he could, as the Chair, BCA, serve on the Inspection 
Committee?  The BCA responded that as a member of the BCA the Chair can, 
therefore, serve on the Inspection Committee.  Volunteers for the Inspection 
Committee were Helene, Robert, Carrie, and Gaston.  The inspection was scheduled 
for Thursday, September 3, 2026, at 6:00 PM.  The Inspection Committee would meet at 
the property location on the Loop Road.  Matt then asked if the Chair to ask Ms. 
Murszewski if he, as the assessor, could attend the inspection with the Inspection 
Committee.  He acknowledged that she has the right to deny his presence.  His 
rationale for the request is to finally “set the record straight” in terms of viewing the 
property to set the valuation correctly – based on what he sees vs. assuming the 
condition of the property.  Matt affirmed Helene’s concern that if he was allowed to 
attend the inspection with the Inspection Committee, he could not talk to members of 
the Committee (considered ex parte communication).  That he would be silent and 
independent of the Inspection Committee as he moved through the buildings with the 
Committee.  Matt further indicated that he could not testify to additional new evidence 
that he may observe during his visual inspection – if allowed to join the Inspection 
Committee. 
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Anne pointed out that Matt understands the grading standards.  That it could be 
beneficial for Ms. Murszewski to allow the inspection as, perhaps, the grades for the 
kitchen and/or bathroom may be lower.  That because no one has viewed the inside of 
the house since it was built, if nothing has been improved and the condition is actually 
worn down, the valuation could, in fact, be lower.  Matt agreed adding that there could 
also be improvements that are being hidden.  His conclusion, again, from not being 
allowed to view the inside of the property.  Gaston added that the valuation may also 
increase. 
 
Gaston indicated that the Inspection Committee has 30 days to conduct an inspection 
and submit a report to the BCA.  Thirty days from tonight (August 20, 2026) is 
September 19, 2026.  Completing the inspection ASAP is best.  Matt stressed that if the 
inspection date were changed that it must be rescheduled within the 30-day limit [and 
allow time for the Inspection Committee to prepare its report].   

 
IX.  Recess the hearing – Gaston recessed the hearing at 7:13 PM to reconvene the BCA on 
Thursday, September 17, 2026, at 6:00 PM to hear from the Inspection Committee and 
enter deliberative session to make a decision on the tax appeal.  Gaston noted that the 
reconvened date is within the 30-day time limit.  Further, the BCA must issue its decision 
within 15 days of after hearing the report of the Inspection Committee.  Gaston also noted 
that 15 days from September 17, 2026, is October 2, 2026. 
 
Respectively submitted, 

Gaston P. Bathalon 
Chair, Board of Civil Authority 
 


