Central Information Commission
TR, AT
Baba Gangnath Marg, Munirka

TEfawett, New Delhi — 110067
faeftaerfierear / Second Appeal No.:- CIC/PGCIL/A/2019/654964-UM

Mr.Gnanasivamoorthi

... 3dterat/ Appellant
VERSUS
EEIL]

CPIO,

Power Grid Corporation Of India Limited
Southern Region Transmission System -1 RHQ,
Near RTO Driving Test Track, Singanayakanahalli
YelanhankaHobli, Bangalore — 560064

wferardimr /Respondent

Date of Hearing : 04.08.2021
Date of Decision : 05.08.2021
Date of RTI application 28-08-2019
CPIO’s response . 16-09-2019
Date of the First Appeal 23-09-2019
First Appellate Authority’s response 22-10-2019
Date of diarized receipt of Appeal by the Commission Nil

ORDER
FACTS

The Appellant vide his RTI application sought informationon 09 points, as under:-
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1) Whether any notification was issued by the Power grid Corporation for erecting high tension towers |
at Yavipalayam village Palladam taluk , Tirupur District- . If so, kindly send the details of nonfication
containing list of peopels.

2 | whether notification was published by Power grid Corporation in Local newspapers of any other
Gazette Publication Whether any objections was received or Not If so send copy of paper publicanon
Gazette notificaton also abjections, f any received Whether any orders passed by considering
objactions send copy of same

3 ) whether Power grid corporation had obtamed any sanction or panning from appropriate
Government for erecting high teasion towers at vavipalayam village #alladam as required under indian
glectricity Act if 50, send the copy of sancton. Whether Strictly requiremants 8/l are comphed by power
grnd carporation

4.} Whether as a check surveys, field measurements, GPS technology was utilized for ascartaini ng

tower locations in the notified villages wWhether final route plan was prepared in accordance with tower
scheduled locations, whether any alterations, modification were made in the final route pian, |
“hether the final route plan was approved by the authorities and who approved the final route plan
and whean it is approved Send the details, 15 pending copy of final approved of route map

5 | Whether applicant property comprised in SF.N0.814/1B, 638 situated at Vavipalayam village
Paliadam was earmarked for erecting tower.

6.} Whether the applicant property comprised in 5.NOEB14/ 1B situated at vavipalayem village Paliadam ©
was earmarked for erecting tower

7.} whether any compensation was paid to the persons How is it was determined | /f also, send the
same ;

8 ) Whether every entre up on permission is pending before concarted district collactor

8| Whether any compensaton was paid to any other [3nd owner

The CPIO vide letter dated 16.09.2019, furnished a reply to the Appellant. Dissatisfied with the
reply received from the PIO, the Appellant filed a First Appeal.The FAA vide order
dated22.10.2019, informed the Appellant that the document sought by the Appellant cannot be
shared and the same is confirmed by Hon:ble High Court of Madras and Hon’ble Supreme Court

of India.

Thereafier, the Appellant filed a Second Appeal before the Commission with a request to
providethe information.
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HEARING:

Facts emerging during the hearing:

The following were present:

Appellant: Absent,

Respondent: Mr. V. Rajesh, Sr. G.M, present through AC.

The Appellant remained absent during the hearing. The contact details of the Appellant were also
not available to enable the Commission to carry out Audio/ Video Conferencing owing to palpable

COVID scare in the country.

The Respondent while reiterating the contents of the RTI Applications submitted that vide letter
dated 16.09.2019 they had furnished a point-wise reply to the Appellant. The Respondent further
submitted that information sought is a technical document which cannot be shared according to.

Judgements of Hon’ble of High Court of Madras and Hon’ble Supreme court of India.

DECISION:

Keeping in view the facts of the case and the submissions made by the Respondent, the
Commission observes that an appropriate reply has been furnished by the Respondent. No further

intervention by the Commission is required.

-
The Appeal stands disposed accordingly. M?_I/

(Uday Mahurkar) (329 HATZLHY)
(Information Commissioner) (T ATYH)

Authenticated true copy

f&T* / Date: 05.08.2021
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Mr.Gnanasivamoorthi
3/599 VavipalayamKethanur
Palladam - 641761 Tamil Nadu
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