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Decision

1. Appellant, Jatindra Barik, is present. Kamalakanta Sahoo, P1O-cum-ABEO, Office
of the Block Education Officer, Sadar, Balasore is also present. The PIO makes a written

submission. The same is taken on record.

2, The appellant filed the subject appeal vide an appeal memo ‘i Form-E dated
20.04.2015 enclosing therewith, among other things, three applications in Form-A dated
11.12.2014, 12.12.2014 and 24.12.2014 and two appeal memos in Form-D dated
27.01.2015 and 28.01.2015. The appellant alleged in the second appeal that the PIO and
the First Appellate Authority did not take necessary action on the applications filed by him
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under Section 6(1) as well as first appeal memos filed by him under Section 19(1) of the
Act.

& At the time of vide earlier hearings on 25.05.2017 and 11.10.2017, after noting that
the appellant had filed a single / combined appeal in continuation of three separate sets of
applications in Form-A and appeal memos in Form-D, the Commission had given an
opportunity to the appellant to state as to which specific set of application in Form-A and
appeal memo in Form-D the subject appeal relates to. In response to the query thus
raised, the appellant has submitted during the course of the hearing today that he has
since rectified the error earlier committed by him of filing single appeal against separate
sets of applications in Form-A and appeal memos in Form-D; and, he has also filed
separate second appeals before the Commission vide appeal memos dated 24.08.2017
and 24.4.2017.

3.1 In view of the submission thus made by the appellant, the Commission does not
consider it necessary to proceed with the subject appeal any further. The same is

accordingly closed.

4. In connection with the hearings in this case notices had been earlier issued thrice
to the PIO and the Headmaster of Manikhamba Primary School. However, while one
notice was returned with the remarks: “door locked”, two other notices were returned with
the remarks: “addressee refused’. In the circumstances, the Commission appointed the
District Education Officer, Balasore as an Authorized Officer under Rule 7(1)(c)of the
QOdisha Information Commission (Appeal Procedure) Rules, 2006 with a direction to make
an enquiry into the matter and ascertain as to how the notices issued by the Commission
to the PIO and the Headmaster of Manikhamba Primary School were returned / not
received. In compliance of the direction thus issued, the DEO made an enquiry and

submitted his report. It was reported by the DEO that the notices could not be served as







