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Four Questions Submitted by Friends of India Point Park  

Regarding National Grid’s Estimate for Burying the Waterfront Power Lines 
 

1. Why does the new estimate increase the cost by nearly 50%? The new estimate of $33.9 million 

represents an increase of $11.2 million,  a nearly 50% increase above National Grid’s 2013 estimate 

of $22.7 million, which may itself have been unduly high because it was calculated by adding a 3% 

escalation figure to National Grid’s 2007 estimate of $18.9 million during a period of significant, 

sustained downturn in the economy when other major construction projects, such as those under the 

auspices of the Narragansett Bay Commission, were coming in substantially under the projected 

amount.  

 
2. Why does the new estimate include the full cost of acquiring a parcel in Providence whose 

owner has twice expressed his willingness to grant an easement for the power lines? The burial 

project would require a National Grid easement on part of a parcel of land adjacent to Al Forno 

Restaurant in Providence. Amar Singh, the new owner of the property, indicated at the Energy 

Facility Siting Board (EFSB) hearing in August that he is willing to grant such an easement. Yet 

National Grid’s estimate submitted two months later includes $1.9 million for acquiring that 

Providence parcel and administrative costs of doing so.  

 

When Mr. Singh repeated his interest in granting an easement at the October EFSB hearing, National 

Grid responded that it included the $1.9 million acquisition cost in its estimate as “basically a place 

holder.” National Grid has not contacted Mr. Singh about negotiating such an easement in the five 

months since he expressed interest in doing so. A successful negotiation would mean the bulk of the 

$1.9 million acquisition item would not need to be included in the new cost estimate. Mr. Singh 

purchased the parcel for $1,050,000 in December, 2012. Knowing of his interest in granting an 

easement, National Grid nevertheless increased the “ROW/Land & Land Rights” category by nearly 

50%, from $1.3million in its 2007 estimate to $1.9 million in its new estimate. Why?  

 

3. Why does the new estimate apply the +/- 25% tolerance to the $5.5 million contingency? In its 

November 7 response to East Providence’s Data Request No. 1-2, National Grid indicates that its 

tolerance of +/-25% applies to the entire $33.9 million estimate, including its $5.5 million 

contingency item. Applying a significant tolerance to a significant contingency item would appear to 

be redundant. 

 
4. Why does the new estimate increase the contingency for the underground portion of the 

project by more than 200% after extensive borings conducted along the underground route to 

determine the project’s feasibility indicated that “we can do it. The riverbed would be suitable,” 

according to National Grid’s spokesperson, David Graves, as quoted in the Providence Journal 

on November 4th?  If the 12 soil borings to a depth of 15 feet along the proposed burial route 

conducted by National Grid’s consultant, Power Engineers, in the fall of 2014 showed that “the 

riverbed would be suitable” and “we can do” the project, why did National Grid increase its 

contingency for the underground portion of the project from $1.74 million in its 2007 estimate to 

$4.329 million in its 2014 estimate? National Grid has given no indication in its report to the EFSB 

that the borings revealed significant underground obstructions, yet it has more than doubled its 

contingency for the undergrounding.  

 

            

mailto:info@friendsofindiapointpark.org
http://www.friendsofindiapointpark.org/

