
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attended By: 
• Harry Viens, Richard Hanson, Richard Drenkhahn – Center Harbor Select Board Member 
• Neil Irvine, Nathaniel Sawyer, Jr., Kenneth Mertz – New Hampton Select Board 
• Executive Councilor Joe Kenney 
• State Representative Valerie Fraser 
• State Senator Jeanie Forrester 
• Bob Landry, PE, Kevin Daigle, Jillian Edelmann, Bill Cass – NHDOT  
• Chris Fournier, PE, Ryan McMullen, EIT – HEB Engineers, Inc. 
• Approximately 70 members of the public in attendance  

 

Purpose of Meeting: 
• Introduce Town Officials, residents, and interested parties of Center Harbor and New Hampton to the Options 

created by NHDOT to address the redlisted Mosquito Bridge and receive feedback. 
 

Items discussed:   
• The Center Harbor Select Board opened the meeting. 
• Bob Landry (NHDOT) began the presentation portion of the meeting.  Bob asked the members of the public who 

attended the previous meeting on October 27, 2015.  Approximately 60% of the public in attendance had 
attended the previous meeting.  

• Bob reviewed the agenda for the presentation including an introduction of the project team. 
• Bob reviewed the existing conditions including several aerial photographs and inspection photos.  The bridge 

information was also reviewed. 
• Bob reviewed the cultural resources review processes and outlined the results. The bridge was determined to 

not be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the New Hampshire Department of 
Historic Resources (NHDHR) agreed.  At this point Bob opened it up for questions from the public with Jillian 
Edelmann of NHDOT providing feedback on the questions regarding the eligibility of the bridge for the NRHP 
and Bob providing feedback for the rest. 

• The age of the bridge was questioned. Some residents believed it was from the mid 1800’s and not 1928 and 
therefore should be reconsidered for the NRHP. 
o The abutments may be from the mid 1800’s, but the deck was not cast until 1928 so that is considered to be 

the age of the bridge. Furthermore, the abutments have changed overtime and abutments alone are not 
enough for the bridge to be considered historic. Additionally, the trends of development in the area were not 
determined to be caused by the bridge.  

• A resident asked if the National Department of Historical Resources looked to determine if the bridge was 
historic or just the NHDHR? It was believed that the requirements for being considered historic may be stricter 
at the federal level than just the State level. The resident also asked who ultimately paid for the historian who 
conducted the historical evaluation and completed the Individual Inventory Form. 
o The Individual Inventory Form was submitted to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), as well as 

NHDHR, and reviewed by both registers.  Ultimately, the NHDOT paid for the historian to complete the 
Individual Inventory Form. Jillian offered to provide copies of the Individual Inventory Form. 
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• Some residents inquired about what it means to be a Red Listed Bridge and if the bridge was Red Listed, why 
was it not posted. 
o To be considered Red Listed, one structural component on the bridge must be rated as “poor” and therefore 

are inspected twice a year. Although the bridge is Red Listed, the load carrying capacity has not yet been 
compromised, therefore the bridge is not yet posted. 

• How and when the average daily traffic count was conducted was questioned. The resident questioning this felt 
that the number was high and mentioned that the traffic going over the bridge varied based on the season. 
o Bob believes that the number is a seasonal average, but was not certain as to when the count was done.  

The NHDOT will gather more information on the traffic count and get back to the residents. 
• Bob continued with the presentation proceeding to the inspection photos. The inspection photos showed two 

feet of exposed rebar on the edge of the underside of the concrete deck, as well as voids in the stone 
abutments. 

• Bob reviewed the alternatives for addressing the deficient bridge. The condition of the bridge was too poor to 
consider repair as a viable option. Bob discussed that there was no good way to repair the bridge because there 
were no patches that would last 20 years. For rehabilitation, the deck condition is beyond rehabilitation and 
needs replacement, the stone abutments should be preserved and protected with supplementary abutments 
provided. Replacement is not being considered. 

• Bob showed an animation of how the rehabilitation would be done. This showed the existing superstructure 
being removed from the stone abutments, new abutments being built behind the stone abutments with a new 
superstructure resting on the new abutments and spanning over the existing stone abutments.  

• Bob discussed Option 1 for the rehabilitation. This includes a single 11-foot lane with 4-foot shoulders, 
maintaining the existing rail to rail width of 20 feet (the existing bridge is 19 feet 4 inches). However, the State 
will not own a one lane bridge so if one is built, it will have to be owned by both Towns after construction is 
complete. Accommodating a modern crash-tested bridge rail system, the total bridge width will increase from 21 
feet 2 inches to 23 feet 4 inches.  The current width of the stone abutments varies from 22 to 24 feet. A graphic 
of the proposed cross section of Option 1 was displayed. Bob stated that the existing rail is substandard and 
needs to be addressed. Option 1 accommodates a modern crash-tested rail system with T2 rail shown on the 
slides. Bob noted that T101 rail is also sufficient, but is very low.  

• Bob discussed Option 2 for the rehabilitation. Option 2 was similar to Option 1, but provides a one-lane width of 
17 feet and an elevated, curbed platform for viewing and/or fishing. The total bridge width increases to 23 feet 4 
inches (the same as Option 1).  A proposed cross section of Option 2 was displayed. 

• Bob discussed Option 3 for the rehabilitation.  Option 3 provides two lanes with a width of 22 feet. This is 
narrower than what is typical for two lanes, but Bob is okay with this. This results is a bridge width increase to 25 
feet 4 inches and accommodates the modern crash-tested bridge rail system with the T2 rail. A proposed cross 
section of option 3 was displayed. 

• Slides for option 4 were displayed in the presentation. Option 4 includes a two-lane width of 24 feet which meets 
minimum federal criteria.  This results in increasing the total bridge with to 27 feet 4 inches with a 5-foot 
widening to occur. The existing stones would be reconfigured to match the new width. The proposed expansion 
would take place on the Snake River side of the bridge causing significant wetland impacts.  Graphics showing 
the proposed cross section of this option and the proposed expansion were displayed. 

• Bob highlighted the next steps in the process. These included selecting the preferred alternative, reviewing the 
project with Natural Resource Agencies to get their input and comments, completing NEPA process for 
environmental permitting, developing preliminary plans, and having a third public informational meeting to 
present the progress and preliminary plans. The project is currently scheduled to start construction in 2021.  

• At this point Bob opened it up for questions. Approximately 30 residents of Center Harbor or New Hampton 
spoke up during the meeting to provide a comment or ask a question, with Bob Landry of NHDOT providing 
feedback. 
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• One resident commented that the photos shown in the presentation of the voids in the stone abutments were 
misleading and the voids were not actually that large. The resident questioned if concrete could be injected into 
the voids to repair the abutments.  
o This can be done, but is not viewed as a long term solution. 

• A resident asked if the curve would be taken out of the road. 
o No, the alignment of the road will stay the same. 

• A resident asked if the bridge was currently considered a one-lane bridge. 
o No it is not. Bob clarified that if the bridge were to become a one-lane bridge, it would have to be owned by 

both the Towns of Center Harbor and New Hampton. This would include all of Waukewan Road from 
Winona Road to Route 3 as well. 

• Some residents inquired about a do nothing option. 
o This option had been discussed at the previous public information meeting. This would result in the bridge 

being load posted and closed over time. The timeframe of this is unknown. 
• A resident stated that the reality was that people have an attachment to the bridge and federal money has more 

pressing areas of use. People do not want a new bridge and the Towns do not want a new bridge. 
o The NHDOT has not received a letter from either Town and is still on the ten-year plan. Bob noted that the 

purpose of the public information meeting was to gather public input. 
• A resident questioned if the project was taken off federal funding and if it would have to follow the same 

standards if so. 
The project still has federal funding and would have to follow the same standards even if it was no longer 
federally funded. 

• A resident asked why the State could not make an exception to the width of the bridge so a repair can have the 
same out to out width as the existing bridge. The resident cited the exception made for the blind one-way a few 
miles from the bridge site and cited old roadway guardrail that is not up to current standards.  
o The exceptions made on other projects will not be made for the bridge rail. The NHDOT is already 

minimizing the width by considering the road as a low volume road (<400 ADT) despite a traffic count 
showing slightly higher numbers and using the Low Volume Road Guide Standards. Bob mentioned that 
roadway guardrail is different from bridge rail because it can deflect up to 6 feet whereas bridge rail cannot 
deflect as much or someone will end up in the water.  

• Some residents asked if the crash-tested rail requirements are based on speed and if the current rail met the 
requirements.  
o The rail requirements are based on speed and the current rail does not meet the requirements. 

• A resident commented that there fender benders that have hit the rail in the past have not resulted in cars in the 
water. The question was asked if a lower speed posting would decrease the rail requirements and if T101 and 
T2 were the only rail Options. 
o The width would still be the same with a lower speed posting and there are no crash tested rails that are 

narrower than T101 and T2. 
• A resident asked if the Towns take over ownership of the bridge, are crash tested rails still required or is it the 

Town’s choice. 
o It is not an option to build the bridge below the standards. 

• Some residents questioned if there have ever been crashes on the bridge resulting in people in the water. 
o The police have only seen minor crashes and have not seen this happen in the past 18 years. 

• A resident stated that crash data shows only eight accidents from 1998 to 2014, all minor. 
o This is why the NHDOT is okay using the Low Volume Road Guide Standards despite having a slightly 

higher traffic count. 
• Some residents inquired about the Town maintaining the bridge with no NHDOT involvement. 

o The NHDOT would require letters from both Towns stating this. 
• Some residents believed that repair of the existing abutments is manageable and inquired about repairing them. 

o The NHDOT would like the lifespan of substructure to match that of the superstructure. A new 
superstructure will last 75 to 100 years. It is uncertain how long repaired stone abutments would last. 
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• A resident brought up the fact that the current structure has a short span and they do not see the granite stone 
abutments moving. 
o This has been considered, but there is already evidence of water seeping through the stones. 

• A resident asked if the bridge can be load posted to a lower weight. Also, if the federal money is not used in this 
project, will it be used for something else? If so, can the funds be used to address the beaver problem in the 
area? 
o The NHDOT cannot arbitrarily load post a structure to a lower weight. The structure’s load carrying capacity 

must warrant a load posting. The funding will be used for other things if not used. The question about 
addressing the beaver problem was not addressed. 

• A resident asked to clarify if Options 3 and 4 would be State owned. 
o Yes. 

• Some residents asked about the width of the new bridge Options and if they would be flush with the abutments 
or if there would be an overhang. 
o All Options require an overhang. The single-lane Options require a 6 to 14 inch overhang, while the two-

lane option requires a 10 to 18 inch overhang. 
• A resident asked if restoring the abutments would require a deck and guardrail replacement. 

o Yes. 
• The importance of the rural character and history of Center Harbor was stressed and it was asked to reconsider 

the bridge’s historical importance. 
• Some residents expressed concern for the abutments falling without the vertical pressure of the superstructure 

on them. 
• A resident asked if the deterioration of the concrete on the bottom of the superstructure was due to being bolted 

on rail. 
o It is believed that the deterioration is a result of salt from salting the roads in the winter and water. 

• A resident claimed that there were no bolts left on the guardrail. The resident claimed that a runaway bus had 
hit the bridge in the past.  
o The NHDOT will look into the possible lack of bolts on the guardrail. There is no record of a bus hitting the 

bridge in the past 21 years.  
• A resident asked why the bridge lanes needed to be widened. 

o Bob said that this was due to the width of the plows. The resident claimed that this was wrong. 
• A number of residents expressed their belief that the narrow bridge resulted in slower speeds and therefore 

made the bridge safer.  Concern that a wider bridge would result in faster speeds was expressed. Concern for 
the homes near the bridge and an increase in danger to the fishermen with a wider bridge was expressed. 

• Some residents requested a copy of the Individual Inventory Form. 
o The form will be posted to the NHDOT website. 

• A resident expressed concern that repairing the bridge will open up the possibility of repairing the roadway and 
increasing traffic. 

• Neil Irving (New Hampton Selectman) summarized four emails expressing their concern of widening the bridge 
and requesting to repair the bridge without federal funding. The emails are enclosed for the record.  

• A resident asked if construction starting at 2021 is attainable. 
o Yes. 

• A resident asked if the road was designated as a scenic route. 
o No. 

• The time of the next meeting was discussed. More people can attend in the summer, but waiting one year until 
the next meeting is too long. 
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