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Joseph Garruba 
28 Winchester Dr. 
Hollis, NH 03049 
4/19/2021 
 

To: Members of the Hollis Planning Board 

RE: KV Partners Assessment of Independent Engineer’s Report of Non-Compliances With the 

Proposed Roadway at 365 Silver Lake Road 

 

 

 

The Developer Has Not Proven That the  

Proposed Roadway Can Be Built  

Without Waivers to Hollis Regulations 
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1. Purpose 
 This report serves to point out inconsistencies in the position of the Town Engineer and 

developer regarding their responses to engineering concerns raised with the developer’s fourth 

Alternate Roadway-2 Layout Submitted on 1/28/2021. This submittal is particularly important 

since the Hollis Planning Board has been adamant that this project would not be considered for 

waivers unless the developer could demonstrate that the development could be built to comply 

with our ordinance and regulations without them. In fact, the Board had required three other 

designs prior to this one, and all were not compliant. The key point to note is that if this 

development cannot be built without waivers, it must be downsized to comply.   

The Planning Board has said on many occasions that waivers are only to be issued if there is a 

benefit to Hollis Town residents. The issuance of waivers is a prerogative of the Planning Board, 

and as such, providing waivers for a project that could not otherwise be built places the 

responsibility for the size of this development in the hands of the Planning Board members who 

consent to such action.   

A report from an independent, licensed engineer explains the significant non-compliances.  

This document outlines those non-compliances as well as the contradictory positions the Town 

engineer has taken over the course of the project. Explanations for why our Town engineer’s 

most recent interpretations are incorrect are provided below. In addition, you will find references 

to his prior written reports, which contradict his most recent position. It will be left to the reader 

to decide which position is correct and what influences may have been exerted to drive the Town 

Engineer to take such a contrived position in February. 
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2. Maximum Grade 100 Feet From an Intersection Not to Exceed 3% 
Independent Engineer’s Report Identifying Non-Compliance 

The language below is excerpted from a letter sent to the Planning Board by Mr. McQuilkin, a 

licensed civil engineer in the State of New Hampshire, along with an image of the full letter in the 

appendix: 

 

Town Engineer’s Contrived Explanation Supporting the Developer’s Position 

The Hollis Town Engineer, Mr. Mike Vignale responded with the contrived position below.  

 

Mr. Vignale quotes the AASHTO guidelines to support his interpretation that our regulations 

only apply to intersections with STOP conditions. This is a faulty position for two reasons. First, 

the specific consideration here is section IV.7 E of the Hollis Subdivision Regulations. These are 

the regulations that development in Hollis must conform to regardless of whether industry 

guidelines may be less stringent. Secondly, I have reviewed a copy of the AAHSTO guidelines and 

can find no support for Mr. Vignale’s statement. In fact, the AASHTO guidelines recommend 

avoiding grades greater than 3% in the vicinity of the intersection without referencing a stop 

condition. The language below is excerpted from P586 of the Policy on Geometric Design of 

Highways and Streets; Fourth Edition. (Rectangle added for emphasis.)  
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Even more concerning are Mr. Vignale’s own statements in his letter of August 31. These 

statements support the position that all three legs of the internal intersection must meet the 3% 

maximum grade requirement. An image of Mr. Vignale’s prior comments on the subject is shown 

below. Take note of his use of the plural “landing areas” when referring to all three legs of the 

intersection. An image of the full letter is provided in the appendix.  

 

Table of Geometric and Other Standards in Section IV.7 E of the Hollis Subdivision Regulations 

Included for the reader’s full understanding is the Table of Geometric and Other Standards in 

section IV.7 E of the Hollis Subdivision Regulations, partially included for reference below with 

rectangles added for emphasis. It clearly requires that roadway grade within 100 ft. of an 

intersection be 3% or less. The roadway design submitted by the developer on 1/28/2021 is not 

compliant between STA 11+00 and STA 12+00.  

 
Figure 1.    Table of Geometric and Other Standards, Hollis Subdivision Regulations Sec IV 7 E   
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 This report presents members of the Planning Board with a comprehensive explanation of 

the regulation. The issue to be decided is whether the developer’s plan meets the Hollis 

Subdivision regulations. Specifically, I am referring to the plan submitted on 1/28/21, since this 

project is predicated on the developer being able to submit plans that show the project could be 

built without waivers from the Planning Board. Town residents count on Planning Board members 

to uphold the regulations. It is clear that, based on the information presented by Mr. McQuilkin 

and the contradictory contrived rebuttals provided by the developer and the town engineer, that 

all legs of intersections must not exceed 3%. Therefore, the developer has not proven that this 

project could be built without waivers.  

3. Requirement for Max Disturbed Width of Land Sec IV.7 F 2 of Road Standards 

Section of Subdivision Regulations  
The Hollis Road Standards Section of the Subdivision Regulations contains a restriction on the 

maximum width of disturbance permitted for the construction of a road. This requirement is 

detailed in section IV.7 F 2 of the document. An image is included below for reference. Rectangles 

have been added for emphasis. The independent, civil engineer points out that the roadway 

design submitted is not compliant with this regulation. His explanation is cited below  

Independent Engineer’s Report Identifying Non-Compliance 

 

Continues on next page of letter: 

 

Mr. Vignale responded with the following statement: 

Town Engineer’s Response Failing to Address the Requirement for Open Drainage 
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Mr. Vignale was recently hired to serve at the Hollis Town Engineer. It is understandable that 

he may not be as familiar with the regulations as longtime residents may be. It seems that he has 

overlooked the Town’s requirement for roadways to be constructed with open drainage systems. 

Closed systems are only allowed by waiver of section IV.7 E of the Hollis Subdivision Regulations. 

The requirement is again included in the Table of Geometric Standards as Item 14.  The citation is 

included for reference below with a rectangle added for emphasis.  

 

 

 Mr. Vignale argues that the additional width required for a guard rail is not needed because 

of the curb that is proposed. As we have seen, the closed drainage itself would require a waiver of 

item 14 of the table above. If the road is constructed to the requirements an additional 1 foot of 

width is needed for the guard rail in an open drainage system as per Fig 2 below. A roadside ditch 

is the only drainage system which complies without the benefit of a waiver. The required ditch 

also causes the width of the disturbance to exceed the allowable maximum of 100 feet. The Hollis 

Road specifications are shown below for reference: 
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Figure 2    Hollis Road Specifications Section D Pavement Design Typical Roadway Cross Section 

 

Since Mr. Vignale has overlooked key requirements of the Hollis regulations and his 

comments have been shown to be inaccurate, it is clear that the Planning Board must take the 

position of the independent engineer. This independent engineer has stated unequivocally that 

the submittal is not compliant with Hollis relations regarding the maximum width of disturbed 

land requirement for roadway construction and has provided references and rationale to support 

those assertions. 

4. Conclusion 
 The developer was requested to submit a proposal that met the Town’s requirements 

without the benefit of waivers. The materials submitted have not shown that a compliant road 

can be built or that fifty units can be developed on the site without waivers. The Planning Board 

should require the developer to submit a compliant proposal. This may require that the 

developer reduce the number of units proposed, but it is incumbent on the Planning Board to 

make sure that the regulations of the Town of Hollis are followed. 

 The developer has proposed that a waiver is needed to position the road further from the 

property line, but this is a misdirection. Without a waiver of the three requirements presented in 

this report, the developer cannot build a compliant road. If there is no compliant road, there is no 

reason to adjust its position further from the property lines.  It is imperative that the planning 

board require the developer to submit a compliant proposal before allowing this project to 

proceed further. It is not in the town’s interest to issue a waiver to move a road further from the 

property lines if that road itself does not comply with our regulations as this report proves. 

Regards, 

Joseph Garruba 

4:1 down gradient shoulder 

required 4ft Horizontal with 

1ft vertical drop  

1Foot Shoulder required to 

accommodate guard rails  
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5. Appendix    Letter from Licensed Engineer Explaining Non-Compliance 
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6. Appendix   Letter from Town Engineer explaining that 3% grade is required at all 

intersection legs (#2)  
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7. Appendix Letter from Town engineer contradicting his original position of 8-31-20 
 

 

 


