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EEDING OF THE PERMIT GRANT COMMITﬂEE MEETING HELD ON
‘ 2 ON VIRTUAL MODE AT S.T.A, (DDISHA CUTTACK FOR

;.:;';SROUTE- BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) To KANAS VIA DELANGA
- # 'MARKET, KALYANPUR AND BACK, BISHNUPRIYXA PATTANAIK OWNER OF
- WTHE VEHICLE OR02BA4411.
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Applloant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasa li Mishra. He stated that the

smoe the route for TP applied by the applicant does * ot touch Puri, this may be
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: There is no objection.

P|'hls may be verified whether the route applied by the applicant does not touch
Purr‘ lt may also be verified whether the route is covgr,ed either partly or fully in

ratloha‘l ised route. '5 ‘
o R
202. ROUTE- RAMTARA TO PURI MUNCIPALTY!BUS STAND VIA SHIKHAR,
JOGESHWARPUR AND BACK, UMAKANTA PADHI, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE OR05Z27124.
£ )
ﬁpplloant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasaohl Mishra. He stated that the

app||o1ants applied route is a new route and applicant has apphed to obtain a TP to ply
his service in this route which is not rationalised route. There is no service plying in the
route. i ,

_ Ipere is no objection. This may be considered sul;{jeptto verification of clash free
time. P
203. .ﬁR@UBi;Q% NAYAGARH TO SARANGAGADA VIA BADALA, BRAHMANPADA

AND LAXMIDHAR SAHOO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD041814.
A‘bphoant is absent.

e

Ll'"'rlye'r”e is an objection filed by Shri Akshay Kum?r ‘Routray, owner of vehicle
No.ODO05H-3330 (replaced old vehicle No.OD02BE-2830) through Advocate Sri
Sabya;s*gchi Mishra. He stated that there is clash of time in édiown trip at Banigochha and
Dasgpalla. The vehicle of the objector is depg;‘tiqg from Banigochha at
15-.3@h1(.$éwhereas the applicant has proposed to depart Banigochha at 15.30hrs. which
is just 5 minutes ahead of the service of the objector and'it will clash up to Nayagarh
which isy-75 kms. Similarly, at Dasapalla, the applicant’s. vehicle will arrive at 16.23hrs.
and: leave at 16.38hrs. in between the halting time of the objector's vehicle i.e. arr-
16. ZOth - dep. 16.25hrs. In between Banigochha and Dasapalla the objector’'s vehicle
Ap,
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will overtake the applicant's vehicle. Hence the objector has requested that the
applicant may be allotted 20 minutes after the departure of the objector's vehicle from

Banigochha.

This may be considered subject to verification of clésh free time.

204. ROUTE-PURUNAGARH TO CUTTACK (BADAI\/IBADI) VIA GUDIAKATENI,
SATAMILE AND BACK, BHAGYADHAR SAHU,: OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
OD196677.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P. Mohanty.
Following vehicle owners have filed objections.

1., 9r Gayadhar Swain, owner of vehicle No.ORZZE—2194 is represented by
Advocate Shri B.N.Prasad. He stated that there is clash of fime at Angul. The vehicle of
th{é %bjgctor is departing Angul at 5.50hrs. whereas the applicant has applied to depart
Angul at 5.44 which is just 6 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. The clash of
time wll' continue from Angul to Cuttack. Hence, the’ Eb'bjec’tor requested that the
appllcant may be given time after the service of this: obJector from Angul i.e. after
5. 50hrs y .

2. $fl Bijay Kumar Rout, owner of vehicle No.OD0O5AQ-7288 is represented by
Advoceix_tg Shri M.B.K. Rao. He stated that there is direct clash of time at Cuttack point.
The service of the objector is departing Cuttack at 13.10hrs. whereas the applicant has
proposéd to depart Cuttack at same time i.e. at 13.10hrs.” Secondly, the objector has
statedétat the route applied by the applicant is covering under rationalised route which
may béverified. AR

Acdl el DE

3"7“~~»< S“n r\Sarbeswar Sahoo, owner of vehicle No. OD28 7088 (replaced old vehicle

No, OR19N -2588) is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasalchl Mishra. He stated that at
Chhendlpada there is clash of time. The service of the objector is departing
Chhenndxpada at 4.30hrs. whereas the applicant has applied to depart Chhendipada at
4.27hrs'Which is just 3 minutes ahead of the service ofthis objector. The same will
Clé‘sﬁ:’lﬁ‘bfoﬁAngul which is 41 kms. Besides, the applicant has applied for Express nature
of seffide but in route and time information has provided §téppages with 4 kms., 7 kms.,
11kmi§243kms, 12kms, 8kms, 7kms etc. distance. Hence, he has requested that the

applicalit:if considered for TP, may be allowed to ply hié 'vehicle in express nature of
Soba v :
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service with maintaining 25 kms. distance from one stoppage to another and it may be
allotted 20 minutes after the departure of the objector’s service from Chhendipada and

the same gap be maintained up to Angul.

4. Sri Tushar Kanta Beura, owner of vehicle No.OD05A-8757 is represented by
Advocate Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that there is clash of time at Rasol point.
Thé vehicle of this objector is departing Rasol at 7.18hrs. whereas the applicant has
praposed to depart Rasol at 7.14hrs. that means the applicant has proposed to ply his
vehicle just 4 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. At Bhapur, the applicant has
applied departure time at 7.47hrs. that means the vehicle of the applicant will overtake
the objector’s vehicle in between Rasol and Bhapur. Further the objector stated that the
applicant has applied to ply his vehicle as express service with ordinary stoppages.
Hente! the objector has requested that if the applicant will be considered TP, then in up
trip fiohr Rasol, it may be allotted 20 minutes after the service of this objector through
Jatmur}():l‘ia not through Sankarpur-Dhabaleswar through rgute and stoppages may be
rey\i{ale:gl‘ igpaintaining 25 kms. distance from one stoppage ftc;) }another.

5/ "5y Nabadwipa Nayak, owner of vehicle No.ORD5AW-1161 is represented by
AdVStAtE Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the oBjéctor is plying his vehicle on
thes 188tk Chhotapada to Bhubaneswwar via Hindol, Ghatipri Bhapur, Athgarh and back
sincdI4st 10 years which is rationalised route f&" Cuttack/Bhubaneswar to
Nara"'lé’iir‘iﬁhpur via Athgarh. Now the applicant has appli&d ‘timing in the down trip to
depart Gluttack at 13.10hrs. whereas the service of the objector s is departing Cuttack at
13, 1‘3hr§ ‘which is just 3 minutes ahead of the service ‘of the objector. Further the
objec’tor stated that the applicant has applied to ply his vehitle as express service with
or‘c:ifinary'/"stoppages Hence, the objector requested that |f'ar1|y TP will be considered in
favo it the vehicle of the applicant, then in the up trip fron Cuttack it may be allotted
2‘0.:m|n%’§(ias\clash free time after the service of the object_.(?:r,“,s“semce through Jatmundia
notutpr%gh Sankarpur-Dhabaleswar through Athagarh \goibgt,e, and the stoppages may

be:~rervi§§q...maintaining minimum gap as required for an e,xp‘r:ess service.

6. " There is an online objection given by Sri Ghanashyam Nayak, owner of vehicle
No. @FQ'O@H 2657. The objector stated that from Chhendlpada to Gudiakateni the vehicle

is ahead ‘of my vehicle for distance 75 km from 4.40 am t0'7. 00 am.
S :
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This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

205. ROUTE- BARAPADA TO ANGUL VIA PABITRANAGAR, SAMAL AND
. BACK, PRADEEP KU NANDA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR19M8898.

Applicant is present. He stated that he is withdrawing his application as he wants

to sale his vehicle.
Applicant is allowed to withdraw his TP application W_hich is rejected.

206. ROUTE- BERHAMPUR TO CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) VIA BALUGAON,
KHURDA AND BACK, BALARAM PANIGRAHI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
ODO07AJ9639.

Appllcant is represented by Advocate Shri M BKRao He stated that the
appllcan{ has sought for Berhampur departure at 4. OOhrs Whlch is ahead of his own bus
beéring:Regn. No. ODO7AG 9639 which departs Berhampur at 4.30hrs. and as such

there sHould not be any objection from any quarter.

There is an objection filed by Shri Dinesh Panlgrahl owner of vehicle
No ODO7AE 2424 through Advocate Shri Anupam Dash. He stated that the service of
this objetor is departing Bhubaneswar at 1.10hrs. whereds the applicant has applied to
degert IE:‘Blhl;{baneswar at 12.57hrs. Hence, the objector heﬁe,:vr_equested that the applicant
may be:given time to depart Bhubaneswar at 12.45hrs. 0.

or
This may be considered subject to verification of olesh free time.

207‘ -ROUTE- PURI MUNCIPALTY BUS STAND .+ TO BERHAMPUR VIA
BALUGAON KESHPUR AND BACK, SHESADEY MISHRA, OWNER OF THE

VEHICLE OD13P8175.
EHTE
Apphcant is present. He stated that he has apphed to obtain TP to ply his vehicle

via Jagalnnath Sadak.

SIS nod

) There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free
tire.

AT .
20}8 ROUTE- DEOGARH TO ANGUL VIA BHALUKI, PABITRANAGAR AND

W ‘BACK, BIJAYA KUMAR SAHU, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD35A3096.
Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi-‘Mishra.
fikie following objectors have filed objections. N

fie
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1. Sri Santosh Kumar Mishra, owner of vehicle NO.QD1QB—2531 stated that the
applicant has not surrendered the permit and applied from Sonepur to Angul via Boudh.
On verification a permit from till 18.03.2021 is seen in OPMS.

2. Sri Ratnakar Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.03196-4512 stated that at

Pallahara, there is clash of time.

This may be verified whether the applicant has app'li'ed TP without surrendering
the PP. If so, this should not be considered. Otherwise, this may be considered subject

to verification of clash free time.

209. ROUTE- PAILIPARHA TO CUTTACK (BADAMBADI!) VIA POLASARA
BHEJIPUT AND BACK, MURARI PRASAD BEHERA, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE OD11Q3208.

| Apphcant is represented by Advocate Shri Santanu Kumar Das.

I
is

There is an objection filed by Sasmita Sahoo, owner of vehicle No.OD02AC-3132
through Advocate Shri M.B.Rao. He stated that at Hatlo’;é there is clash of time. The
vehlcle of this objector is departing Hatiota at 4.35hrs. whereas the applicant has
proposet to depart Hatiota at 4.20hrs. The clash of timel'will continue upto Cuttack
distahicelbf which is 200 kms. Besides, the objector has stated that the timing proposed
by theispplicant is irrational.

“m

?’h|3amay be considered subject to verification of clash‘free time.
Hi i

210. ROUTE- BUGUDA TO PURI VIA DARPANARAYANPUR, RANAPUR AND
BACK, PRADIPTA KUMAR ACHARYA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
OD25C1095

Abplicant is represented by Advocate Shri Abhay Kurhar Behera.
e -t.Z;:[There is no'objection. This may be considered subjett to verification of clash free
tirfiedl® ¢ R

211.43ROUTE- BHETBAR TO PURI VIA HAJA, TRAMESWAR AND BACK,
-1 RINAMANI PRADHAN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE ©D23C4681.

.. Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N.Mohanty.

The-re is an online objection given by Shri Biswa"nath Das, owner of vehicle

NorORl14S -4973. He stated that Departure from Purt of applicant (vehicle no-
! &
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OD23C4681) before 5 minutes from my old permit vehicle no-OR14S4973. Vehicle No-
OD23C4681 Departure Time-14.30(New Permit) Vehicle No-OR1454973-Departure.

2. There is an objection filed by Sri Ajay Kumar Mohapatra, owner of vehicie
INo.OR13A-0484 through Advocate Mr. H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is
plying his vehicle on the route Odagaon to Puri. But now the applicant has applied to
obtain TP to ply his vehicle on the route Bhetbar to Puri via Haja, Rameswar and back.
The service of the objector departs Puri at 14.40hrs. whereas the applicant has applied
to depart Puri at 14.30hrs. i.e. just 10 minutes prior to the service of this objector and
will cover a major portion of its route. Hence, the objector has requested that the
timings proposed by the applicant from Puri at 14.30hrs. be revised and it be allotted
timing-after the service of the objector i.e. after 14.40hrs" keeplng minimum gap of 15
minifes’bétween the services. -

],'.lhi_s_may be considered subject to verification of cIa\sh free time.

2‘1‘2'“ ROUTE-ANGUL TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA NARHUAPADA,
_ANSUPA AND BACK, BINODINI SAHOO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
(])DO?.AY1305

i

:,l_ﬁ\ppllcant is represented by Advocate Shri Sabyasa{cbi Mishra.

M There is an objection filed by DTM, OSRTC, AngulfHe stated that the applicant
has @pplied a new TP from Angul to Bhubaneswar via Narhuapada, Ansupa and back
which feaves by 54 minutes before OSRTC bus from BHubaneswar. But it reaches
Govitidplut 'in its down trip before 12 minutes of OSRTC*timing by making delay in
bé:’cWéénY?Bﬁubaneswar to Govindpur and there is clash of timing with OSRTC vehicle
No.OD02BC-6647. Thereafter timing of applicant's vehicl&iiill clash from Govindpur to
An,gu[ by reachlng 5 minutes before OSRTC timing of 9. OOPI\/I Hence he has requested
that the tlmmgs given by the applicant may be changed and sufficient time gap may be

malntamed.
I'v' | 1
" The DTM, OSRTC has also given an online objectlon mentioning the said

objectlorﬁs Lo
H ]1 !

= ,‘A\ppllcant stated that due to problem shown m OPMS the error has been

occurred which may be corrected. He stated that the actual distance from Trisulia to

DRUH ST ot DY

ngrmdg%ur,yvnl be 9 kms. instead of 33 kms. e
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This may be considered subject verification of clash free time.

213. ROUTE- BANPUR TO BERHAMPUR VIA CHACHINA, ATHAGADAPATNA
AND BACK, KESHAB SAHU, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD02J7115.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Santanu Das,.
The following vehicle owners have filed objections.

1. Sri Amrit Prasad Mishra, owner of vehicle No.OD07AD-6899 is represented by
Advocate Shri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that there is clash of time at Angargaon and
Aska point. The objector's vehicle is departing Angargaon at 5.10hrs. and Aska at
7.20hrs. respectively whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Angargaon and
Aska at, 5.00hrs. and 7.15hrs respectively which is only gap of 10 minutes and 5
mlnutes ahead of the service of the objector at the pomt Angargaon and Aska point
respectl\(ety Besides, the objector stated that the allgnmeqt of route mentioned by the
appllce‘[tgt_“lt_s not in a proper manner. Though there is a st“ra’lght route from Banapur to
Chachina via Angargaon, Sandhamulu, but the applicant has proposed to start from
Banpur ito Pratapur then divert to Daiki Chhak, Kumarpari then to Hansatuli,
Sandhamulu, Chachina, Athagadapatna, Aska, Berhampur.but deliberately omitted the
rrtajo‘r }e-toppages like Kodala to avoid any objection to ble_:;given by existing operators.
Besi,ol%smto opeate just ahead of the service of this objectgir:,} the applicant has proposed
to operate his vehicle as Express Service though the route from Banapur to Berhampur
is onIy 132 kms. At Aska the applicant has proposed to halt for more than 17 minutes
only to operate just 5 minutes ahead of the service of thls objector. In view of this the
aop_lgegzaﬂtuetated that the timing of the applicant may be f;ez\/.gl:?ed and he may be allowed
to::oﬁ%rgite:}his service from Angargaon and Aska after the service of this objector as

ordinar service.
SN Se

2 IUTHSre is an online objection given by Shri E.!‘Lokanath, owner of vehicle
INo:@D07H-2077 stated that the applicant has proposed to ply his vehicle in exact time
of 'thée “sérvice of this objector. This may be examined: He further stated that “the
depéttifre time from Berhampur to Hinjilicut is same as my existing timing i.e 14.00 P.M.

Henée'dbnt issue TP against the vehicle”. N
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3. There is an online objection given by Rosalin. Mishra, owner of vehicle
No.OD07L-1907. She stated that “the departure time from Berhampur to Hinjilicut is 3

minutes after my departure time.
This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

214. ROUTE- SORADA TO BERHAMPUR VIA BAHARPUR, SERAGADA AND
BACK, NARMADA SAHU, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE ODO7AB7825.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri M.B. Rao. He started that the

applicant has applied to ply his vehicle in a local route.
. Following objectors have filed objections.

1. Smt Sarita Panigrahi, owner of vehicle No. ODO?F 6575 is represented by Shri
H. P Mohanty He stated that there is clash of time at Sergada point. The service of this
objector is departing Sergada at 7.25hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart

Sergada at 7.20hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead of this.objector. The common corridor

SGECEIm T o

is from Berhampur to Seragada.The objector has also glven an online objection stating

that “departure time from Seragada to Hinjilicut is 5: mlnutes before my departure

e I LT

timing” B

2. it:There is an online objection given by another objector Shri Lalaji Mohapatra,
owner *cfivehicle No.OR07G-4485. He stated that, “the departure time from Hinjilicut to
Seragada is 10 minutes before my departure timing so not to issue the said timing

agalnsf the vehicle.

p:
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3.. y Shrl Akhaya Kumar Panigrahi, owner of vehicle No ODO?T 3553 is represented

by Advocate Shri H.P. Mohanty. He stated that there is clallsh of time at Sorada point.
Th,e ser‘\/tce of this objector is departing Sorada at 5. OOhrs whereas the applicant has
propqsed to depart Sorada at 4.55hrs. which is just 5 mmutes ahead of the service of
thls objector Hence the objector requested that the apphcant may be given time after

the service of this objector.

4. Shn Akhaya Kumar Panigrahi, owner of vehicle No ODO?AD 9889 is represented
by Advocate Shri H.P. Mohanty. He stated that there 1s clash of time at Berhmapur

pomt Tl?e service of this objector is departing Berhampur at 9.17hrs. whereas the

Shy _
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applicant has proposed to depart Berhampur at 9.15hrs. which is just 2 minutes ahead
of the service of this objector and shall cover the entire route up to Asurabandha and
thereby create unhealthy competition on the route. Hence the objector requested that

the applicant may be given time at 9.45hrs. which is a gap timing.
This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

215. ROUTE- JANHIKUDA TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA PALURU
JN, RAMBHA AND BACK, SUMIT KUMAR JENA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
ODO2AF5421.

Applicant is present.

There is an objection filed by Shri Jayant Kumar Mali, owner of vehicle
No. O‘DSéR 5039. He stated that there is clash of time at Bhubaneswar point. His
service' IS departing Bhubaneswar at 12.20hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to
depart Bhubaneswar at 12.17hrs. which is just 3 minutes ahead of the service of this
objector. Hence the objector has requested that the apphcant may be given time after

his servige.

1+ JEhis may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.
N
216. (ROUTE- THAKURGARH TO NTPC CHHAKA VIA BAMUR, BOINDA AND
BACK, SUVENDU KU DASH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR19H5571

'\[l

Thls is an application with RTO, Angul region. Hence he is advised to apply in

i E
RTA, Angul Application rejected.

217.;::: -ROUTE- MANATRI TO GANESWARPUR VIA,REMUNA, BALASORE AND
, EISACK DEEPAK KUMAR DASH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD048505.

i

- fypplicant is represented by Advocate Mr. K. Mohammad.

i”{”“’tjﬁere is an objection filed by Sri Kartik Chandra Pradhan, owner of vehicle
No. ODOfA-7777 through Advocate Mr. M.B.Rao. He stated that the applicant has tried
to confuse ‘this Authority to get the route permit. Sketch Map would show that from
Thana hhak if one goes to right, the road leads to Bhogral and to left road goes
towardsIDeulahat whereas the applicant has applied TP, t(I) operate to both Bhograi and
Deulahat and moreover without mentioning Thana Chhak. Besides, the applicant has

. g

proposed to depart Balasore at 8.50hrs. whereas the objector's service is departing
[44 SE

[372 W
fir 0/"(:\
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Balasore at 9.15hrs. which is 25 minutes ahead of the Sgrvice of this objector. Further
the objector stated that there is no justification or reason on the part of the applicant to
halt his service at a mid-station such as Balasore from 7.47 hrs. to 8.50hrs. (more than
one hour) which will be inconvenient to commuting public. ‘Further, the objector stated
that there are three buses from balasore towards Jaleswar which are at 5.30hrs,
7.25hrs. and 8.35hrs. prior to the service of this objector which is at 9.15hrs. Hence, the
objector stated that if the applicant can avail anytime as suggested above ie. in

between 7.48hrs. to 8.00hrs, the objector has no objection.

Advocate appearing for the applicant stated that applicant is agreed if he will be
allotted 8.10hrs. or 8.15hrs. to depart from Balasore. '

T T Gl
., This may be examined and considered subject to verification of clash free time.

218, “ROUTE-  TUKPOLASIA TO PANCHULINGESWAR VIA PRATAPPUR,
-BADASAHI AND BACK, SUDARSAN NAYAK, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
. OD11K2985.

i
'

;.. Applicant is absent.

[
!

t There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free
timey: &, !

219. ROUTE- RAIRAKHOL TO BARKOTE VIA NAKTIDEULA, CHHATABAR
AND BACK, BULU PRUST!, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR1551647.

it Sapiicant is represented by Advocate Sri J.N.Mohanty.

" There is an objection filed by Sri Sribatchha Hota‘bwner of vehicle No.OD15D-
9741 He stated that there is clash of time at Rairakhole. His service is departing
RairakkGle at 7.30hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Rairakhole at
7.15hrs['f!l\'/vhich is 15 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. He has also filed an
online ‘BBjection station that “my bus OD15D-9741plying from Boudh to Rourkela and
back. lts,departure time towards Rourkela is 07:30. Byt.owner of bus OR15S8-1647
pfobosed new time from Rairakhol towards Barkote Qp to 130kms.” This may be

cofisidéréd subject to verification of clash free time. SR
YR R
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220. ROUTE- SARASKANA TO KEONJHAR VIA RAIRANGPUR, JASHIPUR
- AND BACK, PARESH KUMAR GIRI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR09H8193.

Applicant is present.

There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free
time.

221. - ROUTE- GONDROTOLI TO GARPOSH VIA EKMA , BARGAON AND
BACK, NIRANJAN SINHA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16E6231.

Applicant is absent.
Following objectors have filed objections.

1. Smt Sabita Rout, owner of vehicle No.OD14A- 0193 Is represented by Advocate
Sri. HP l\/lohanty He stated that the objector is an oId and existing operator and
operates on the roue Jharsuguda to Rourkela and back. The service of this objector
departs Sundargarh at 15.10hrs. in slot No.105. Appllcant has applied forgrant of TP on
the route of Gondrotoli to Garposh and back coverlng the rationalised portion from
Sundargarh to Bargaon and set of timings which is directly clashing with the service of
the 'objfe:otor. The applicant has proposed to depart hiis: vehicle from Sundargarh at
11.25hrs:] on the up trip and at 15.07hrs. in the down trip in which the applicant in its
down trip shall operate just 3 minutes ahead of the service of the objector from
Sundargarh to Bargaon. The objector further stated that the applicant has proposed a
timing to depart Sundargarh at 11.25hrs. in the up trip when there is a vehicle (OR14G-
lrraftggrr[géﬂtlmlngs applied by the applicant to destablllse:tt‘]e rationalised timings on the
portion Sundargarh to Rourkela. Hence, the objector requested that the application of
the apphcant may be rejected as he has proposed to obtain TP which covers
ratronalrsed portion and directly clashing with the exrstlng services on the route

Sundargarh to Rourkela.

2/ There is an online objection given by Mr. Gayasuddin, owner of vehicle
No.®DY6F-1991. He has stated that “I Md Gayasuddin! Wants to report that as per
permangnt permit vide permit no. PP99/140006/G is valid'till 13-02-2024 which comes
URdet #itiohalized route, Rourkela to Sundergarh and videi Versa”. There is clash of time

af! Sttndérgarh point. The service of this objector is deparﬁng Sundargarh at 11.26 in
el o

Than s @r
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slot No.70 whereas the applicant has proposed to depart ‘Sundargarh at 11.25hrs. which

is.jLnst 1 minute ahead of the service of this objector.

This may be verified whether the applicant has probosed to ply his service in any
portion of the rationalised route from Sundergarh to Rourkela or in any vacant slot of
rationalised timing. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time,
route applied by applicant is covering under rationalisation route, as well as vacant slots

or not.

222. ROUTE- DEOGAON TO ROURKELA VIA BARGAON, KUTRA AND BACK,
NIRANJAN SINHA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16G4554.

Apphcant is absent.
Followmg vehicle owners have filed objections.

1. | Mr. Sukhjinder Singh, owner of vehicle No.OD16G-4334 stated that he is plying
his service on the route Rourkela Station to Rajgangj'p'ti‘ri His service is departing
Rourkéla’ at 10.05hrs. The applicant has proposed to' départ Rourkela at 10.01hrs.
which "i%"“j‘USt 4 minutes ahead of the service of this objector: He further stated that the
TP'aoplfi’e'd by the applicant is covering approximately" 75% portion of Rourkela-
Rajagangpur-Sundargarh Rationalised Route (i.e. from Bargaron upto Rourkela), where
existing buses are plying on the rationalised timing slots in 6 minutes gap from one to
anothetli: Hence, the objector has requested that since'the applicant has applied to

obtain P on the rationalised route, the application of the application may be rejected.

2. g'ﬁ'/l; Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.OR16C-8774 stated that he is plying his
servicdBn' the route Kutra to Rourkela. His service is ‘départing Kutra at 8.40hrs.
wReréastthie the applicant proposed to depart Kutra at 8:40hrs. which is exact time of
this djector. The clash of time will continue from Tudalagd to Rourkela. Hence, he has
reques‘t‘ed that since the applicant's applied route “is" covering 70% portion of

Sundardarh Rajagangpur-Rourkela rationalised route, his apphcant may be rejected.

3. ; Srl Ratan Sarangi, owner of vehicle No. OD160 6215 has stated that he is
operatlng his service on the route Rourkela station to Suncfargarh via Kutra, Bargaon in
slot No 59 His service is departing Rourkela at 10. O1hrs whereas the applicant has
also proposed to depart Rourkela at 10.01 which is the exact time of this objector.

Beside$ithe objector stated that the proposed route applled by the applicant is covering
MWL 6O S
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75% portion of Rourkela-Rajagangpur-Sundargarh rationalised route and there are so
many buses are plying with 6 minutes timing gap. Hen'cé,;the objector has requested

that the application of applicant may be rejected.
Besides, there are 5 online objections received from the F'oll_owing vehicle owners.

a) Sri Indrajit Singh, owner of vehicle No.OD16-3697 stated that “While plying from
Rajgangpur station at 07.45 Hours my said bus departing Ranibandh station at 08.05
hours regularly from many years. Now, applicant has applied just 2 Minutes before my

bus timing”.

b) Sri Sukhijinder Singh, owner of vehicle No.OD16G-4334 stated that “I Sukhjinder
Sirgh' Regd. owner of bus no. OD 16 G 4334 humbly beg to say that the applicant
applied 10.01 Hours departure timing which is just 4 Minutes ahead to my bus service

fréorh Rourkela Station”.

c)'¢ * :Mohammed Gheyasuddin, owner of vehicle No. OD14X-3363 stated that “I am
holdmg the permanent permit from Haldibahal to Rourkela via Bargaon , kutra. My
depaturei timing from Bargaon is 8:15 AM and from Kutra |s 8 45 AM. The applicant has

proposed the departure time” P

d) * ''Sil Ratan Sarangi, owner of vehicle No.OD16C-6215 stated that “Same Rourkela

Dep. tlmmg 10.01 hours applied with my bus timing as, |no|uded in Slot No. 59 of
Rourkqla— Rajgangpur- Sundargarh Rationalization chart .

e ©v51M Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.OD16A2377 has stated that “I SM
ShaniuAkhtar, Regd. owner of bus OR 16 C 8774 beg to say that my valid permit in
respect of said bus is not updated in OPMS due to some[technlcal fault due to which |

am objectmg from my another”. .

This' &Yy be verified and a report may be submitted to the TC for taking a decision in

thé miatter.

223. ROUTE- SUBDEGA TO ROURKELA VIA TUDALAGA, KUTRA AND BACK,
-, ASHWINI KUMAR NAIK, OWNER OF THE VEHIGLE OD16B0491.

b L:Ag;plicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhaya Kumar Behera.

Eoliowing vehicles owners have filed their objections.:

Wi e S
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1. Md. Yahiya, owner of vehicle No.OR16B-8667 is represented by Advocate Sri
H.P.Mohanty. He stated that his service is plying on the route Barangakachar to
Rourkela and Rourkela to Salangabahal and back. Now the applicant has applied for TP
on the route Subdega to Rourkela via Tudalaga, Kutrafand back. The service of the
objector is departing Ekma at 6.55hrs. Tudalaga 7.40hrs., Kutra 8.20hrs. and
Rajgangpur at 8.50hrs. towards Rourkela. Now the applicant has proposed to depart
just 10 to 15 minutes ahead of his service from above stations i.e. Ekama 6.45hrs.,
Tudalaga 7.25hrs., Kutra 7.50 hrs. and Ranibandha(Rajgangpur) 8.27hrs. Further in
down trip, the applicant has applied 10.50hrs. departure time, which is same with the
service of this objector from Rourkela point upto Ramabahal which is 30 kms. on same
route. This objector further stated that moreover, the TP applied by the applicant is
Co\/,e..r_ilrl\g[)‘l .approximately 70% portion of Sundargarh-Rajagaﬁgpur-RourkeIa Raionalised
Route |e from Tudalaga to Rourkela, where there ar‘e'so many buses are plying.
Heqoe 'tLhe objector has requested that the application of aoplioant may be rejected as
the maximum portion of route is coming under rationalised. route He further stated that
the proposed timings given by the applicant in up trip may not be adjusted after his
SeerCe from Ekma towards Rourkela as two existing buses OR16C 8774 and OD16A-
2377 are already plying in 20 to 30 minutes after the serwoe of this objector on same
route f{om Subdega up to Rourkela. Hence, the obJeCtor has requested that TP may not
be,oogs,t,dered since the route applied by the apphoant !s covering a portion of the

rationalised route.

! "Besides, following 5 online objections have been received.

1. " sH Ganjhu Bagh, owner of vehicle No.OD16G-3636 has stated that ‘“the
apbili:c‘:ant‘applied Rourkela dep. timing at 11.04 Hours, which is just 1 minute before my
bus dep t|m|ng and will hamper me 52 Km on same routefupto Kutra”.
o |
2. . -Md. Yahya, owner of vehicle No.OR16B-8667 stated that “the proposed timing in
resip:ec;_;t, of bus no. OD 16 B 0491 is clashing with my bus, timing in various stoppages in

villa_.géeir:oute as mentioned in timing objection as attached, h!erewith.”

3. 7igi Radheshyam Prasad Jaiswal, owner of vehicle'No.OD16B-7455 stated that
'Ii

“the'abpiioant has applied 08.50 Hours proposed dep. timing just 2 minutes before my
I PR
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bus from Ranibandh Rajgangpur point. It will clash with my bus from Tudalaga upto

Rourkela, which is 60 KM on same route.”

4. Sri Ratan Sarangi, owner of vehicle No.OD16C-6215 'stated that “Sir, according to
permanent permit PP99/130278/G valid till 22.03.2023 iséued from the STA Odisha, my
said bus while plying from Sundargarh towards Rourkela, regularly departing Kutra
stoppage at 08.00".

5. Sri Sukhjindar Singh,owner of vehicle No.OD16G-4334 stated that “the proposed
timing 08.27 Hours clashing with my bus timing at Ranibandh point. As this is a

rationalized route, no timing vacant after my bus timing at Ranibandh.”

This may be verified and put up before the T.C. for orders: = -

224" ROUTE- GAMBHARIPOS! TO SUNDARGARH VIA KESEIBAHAL,
NIKTIMAL AND BACK, TIKESWARI MAHAKUL OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
-0D286631.

"I"E'Appllcant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N. Mohanty

] .:There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free

225, . ROUTE- BRAJARAIJNAGAR TO GARPOSH- VIA UJALPUR, TANGARPALI
o AND BACK, SANGRAM KESHARI SETH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
. 10D 14K9305.

. @_}pplicant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N.Mohanty.

Theretis no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free
il :
time.

226. ROUTE- GHATGAON TO BARIPADA VIAKARANJIA, JASHIPUR AND
BACK SUSHIL MAHANTA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR04H1289.

Apphcant is absent.

‘Following vehicle owners have filed objections.

C o . o

1. '§H Sunil Kumar Das, owner of vehicle No.OD1 1B':7‘(")8'5 objector stated that he is
operatlng his service on the route from Baripada to Keonjhar The proposed timing
given by the applicant is clashing at Baripada point. The service of this objector is

.. e
RN
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departing Baripada at 11.45hrs. in up trip towards Keonjhar, whereas the applicant has
proposed to depart Baripada at 11.35hrs. which is just 10 minutes ahead of his
service. The clash of time is continuing upto 100 kms. Hence, the objector stated that

the applicant may be given time after his service.

2. Sri Sudarsan Nayak, owner of vehicle No.OD11F-2185 stated that there is clash
of time at Karanjia. His service is departing Karanjia at 6.06hrs. whereas the applicant
has proposed to depart Karanjia at 6.00hrs. He stated that the applicant may be given

time after his service.
This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

227.: ROUTE- JODA TO THAKURMUNDA, VIA RARUAN, KHICHING AND
. .BACK, MANAS| MISHRA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD07D6595.

- Applicant is absent.

': I'I;:':o:llowing vehicle owners have filed objections.

1. 8f Maheswar Saha, owner of vehicle No.OR11J-1469 is represented by
Advocate Sri M.B.Rao. He stated that from Joda even tholigh applicant has suggested
05:20hrs! departure time which is 5 minutes after the seivide of this objector, but on the
néxt station onwards till Sukruli (73kms) the applicant has proposed to ply his vehicle
before .the__ service of this objector which is irrational an.d.,;r?eeds rectification increasing

the gap

2 8rl Symul Rahaman, owner of vehicle No. OR11J 6727 is represented by
Advocate Sri Abhaya Kumar Behera. He stated that Joda to Raruan is common

corridor. He requested that applicant may be given time after service of this objector.
gf"; .

J:ms may be considered subject to verification of olai.s.’h.‘free time.

228 ROUTE- KUTRA TO ROURKELA VIA SALANGABAHAL, BIRMITRAPUR
oy ,,’-\ND BACK, RIMA DEY, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD14X1983.

147 +fApplicant is represented by Advocate Shri B.N.Prasad:

s Following objectors have filed.

' i 1

1. . Shrl Minaketan Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.OD14-6933 is represented by

N
Advocate Sri D.B.Das. He stated that the objector is operatmg his vehicle on the route
it ‘ .

=
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Kansbahal to Biramitrapur via Rourkela. Applicant has e:p_plied to obtain a new TP on
the routeKutra to Rourkela via Salangabahal, Birmitrapur and back. He stated that
there is clash of time at Rourkela. The objector’'s service is departing Rourkela at
1.08hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Rourkela at 1.00hrs. which is
just 5 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. He further stated that there is no
time slot immediately after the service of the objector is free. At 1.10PM, vehicle
No.OD14-N-9379 departs from Rourkela and vehicle No.OD14H-5799 departs from
Rourkela at 1.15hrs. Hence the objector stated that if ‘ap'plication of applicant will be
considered for TP, then applicant may be given any other time sufficiently after the

service of the objector.

2.4+ Shti Samar Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.OD14H-5799 is represented by
Advétate Shri D.B.Das. He stated that there is clash of time ‘at Rourkela. The service of
this‘objector is departing Rourkela at 1.15hrs. whereas'the’ applicant has proposed to
depdrt Rourkela at 1.00hrs. which is 15 minutes ahead of the service of this objector.
Hence, the objector has requested that the applicant may be granted any other time

sufficiently after the service of the objector.
I I vl V

3. Md Fakruddin, owner of vehicle No.OD14M 2094 lS represented by Advocate
Mr, D B Das He stated that there is clash of time at Blramltrapur point. The service of
thIS obJector is departing Biramitrapur at 4.35PM whereas the applicant has applied to
depart Blramltrapur at 4.30hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead of the service of this
objectofiHence, the objector has requested that the appllcant may be granted any other
tirhie: sdﬁlmently after the service of the objector. o

"H,

4. SrlIBatla Lakra, owner of vehicle No.OD14G-9559 is represented by Advocate Sri
D. B Das He stated that the objector is an old operato_r on the routeBiramitrapur to
Rourkelaland Rourkela to Nuagaon and Rourkela to Sofd.a which he is operating since
long.Now the applicant has applied for a new TP to ply his vehicle on the route Kutra to
Rourkel: via Salangabahal, Biramitrapur and back. There is clash of time at Rourkela.
The $étvice of this objector is departingRourkela at 6.00hfs.' whereas the applicant has
prépésed to depart Rourkela at 5.50hrs. which is just 10 minltes ahead of the service of
thig: objeétor Hence, the objector has requested that the: applicant may be granted any
ofh&f tirhé sufficiently after the service of the objector. v i

S "
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5. Sri Saroj Kumar Sahoo, owner of vehicle No.OD14U-0155 is represented by
Advocate Sri M.B.Rao. He stated that the objector is operating his vehicle on the route,
Dalki to Rourkela and back. Now the applicant has sought for grant of TP to operate his
service on the route, Kutra to Rourkela via Biramitrapuf.'He stated that the objector is
departing Biramitrapur at 14.55hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart
Biramitrapur at 14.50hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead of the service of this objector.
Hence, the objector has requested that the applicant may be granted any other suitable

time after the service of this objector.

6. Sri Saroj Kumar Sahoo, owner of vehicle No.OR148-2768 is represented by
Advocate Sri M.B.Rao. He stated that this objector is operating his above service on
the route! Bihabandha to Rourkela and back via Biramitrapur and Kuarmunda. Now the
applicant has proposed to ply her vehicle on the foute Kutra to Rourkela via
Biraiitrdpiir. There is clash of timeat Rourkela point. The service of this objector is
departing'Rourkela at 5.55hrs. whereas the applicant has! proposed to depart Rourkela
at 5i50Hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead of the servicé !6f this objector. Hence, the
objector has requested that the applicant may be granted any other suitable time after

the'sérvice of this objector.

(.‘u..l .
7. Sri Saroj Kumar Sahoo, owner of vehicle No.OD14T-0155 is represented by

Advétate Sri M.B.K.Rao. He stated that the objector is operating his above service on
the folte' Rajgangpur to Rourkela and back and Rourkeldlto' Sorada and back. Now the
appliédrit ‘has proposed to ply her vehicle on the foute Kutra to Rourkela via
BirgHitrapdr. There is clash of time at Biramitrapur point. The service of this objector is
dépattitigh Biramitrapur at 11.55hrs. whereas the applidant has proposed to depart
Birafittaplr at 11.50hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead bf the service of this objector.
Hende!lthis objector has requested that the applicant may be granted any other suitable

timé'after his service. S

Sy

8; Shri Anand Viswakarma, owner of vehicle No.OD14F-6394 is represented by
Advocaté Shri D.B.Das. He stated that the objector is opetating his service on the route
Lodfaritto Rourkela and Rourkela to Sorda via Biramitrdpur. Now the applicant has
prop"éis'é?d"to ply her vehicle on the route Kutra to Rourkela via Biramitrapur. There is
claghi: dfltime at Rourkela point. The service of this objector is departing Rourkela at

IR
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7.45hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Rourkela at 7.35hrs. which is
just 10 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. Hence, the objector has requested

that the applicant may be granted any other time sufficiently after his service.

9. Sri ":Sushil Kumar Sharma, owner of vehicle No.OD16A-4655 is represented by
Advocate Shri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector has given an online objection
stating that “Rourkela departure 04.25PM towards Biramitrapur”. The Advocate
appearing for the objector stated that the service of the objector is departing Rourkela at
4.30hrs. whereas the applicant has applied to depart Rourkela at.4.25hrs. which is just
5 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. He further stated that it may be verified
whether the applicant has applied in any vacant slot or not. The applicant may be given
time‘afterthe service of this objector. '

Do

16{ “';Fhe:re are two online objections filed by Sri Sanjay Kumar Singh, owner of
vehicle No.OR14U-0155 and OR14A-6448. The objector in respect of his vehicle
No.OR#4U-0155 has stated that “objector vehicle No.-OR14U0155 departure from
Rotitkela is 10:15 AM and applicant vehicle No. OD14X1983 has applied departure
frori‘Rotlikela is 10.10hrs.” The objector in respect of his another vehicle No.OR14A-
6448 hethas stated that “objector vehicle No.OD14A6448' departure from Biramitrapur

is 73@0 PM: apphcant applied for new permit departure from Blramrtrapur is 6.55PM.

NI
Advocate appearing for appiicant stated that the appllcant may be given time

aft‘e,; j‘%g}ﬁlng it clash free time after verification of office record.
v o 03 BN
Ipie may be verified and put up before the T.C. for '_o'rc,ier.

22013 sROUTE- KELO TO BIRMITRAPUR VIA LARIAPALI, GHUNGUTI AND
i.C1:BACK, MUKESH SINGH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE-OR14R6435.

LR T AN

otk dpplicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty.

]

There is one online objection by Md. Gyasuddln owner of vehicle No.OD16A-
1881 ‘Lle istated that at Kutra, there is clash of time. His service is departing Kutra at
1. 50hrsI whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Kutra at 1.40hrs. Similarly, the
ser\_nce{.@fxthe objector is departing Bargaon at 14.20hrs. , the applicant has proposed to
dfegaftjl;eff;314.21hrs. which is just 1 minute after the service of this objector. Hence, he

has requested that the applicant may be given time by maintaining 15 gap.
ik S .
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This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

230. ROUTE- LAING TO BUDHI KUDAR & VIA KUARMUNDA,
- KHUKHUNDIABAHAL AND BACK, PAPUN SAHOO OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE OD16H4174.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty.

There is no objection. This may be considered subjéci to verification of clash free

time. Issue letter to RTO, Rourkela to verify if it comes within one region or not.

231. ROUTE- BANIANPANK  TO  THAKURMUNDA  VIA  HADAGARH,
CHHENAPADI! CHHAK AND BACK, SUSHIL KUMAR RAO, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE ODO04Ab5572.

Apphcant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachl Mlshra

A o

}I’;hls comes with one region i.e. Keonjhar. Hence re:J,eoted.

232. i'?l(;)UTE- KEONJHAR TO DEOGARH VIA PALA LAHARHA, BAMPARADA
AND BACK, SABITA PATTANAYAK, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 0D281193.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhaya Kumar Behera.
1oy I

T FHere is no objection. This may be considered subjéct to verification of clash free
time.
233, ROUTE-  CHANDIKHOLE TO JASHIPUR +VIA HARICHANDANPUR,

@HATGAON AND BACK, SANJU MAHESWARI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
OD042879

‘]) V]

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P. Mohanty

" H
Slnce the route applied by the applicant covers under rationalised route, this

should not J'be considered. L

Followmg vehicle owners have filed objections.
Al S

1. There is an objection filed by Sri Anadi Charan Mohanty, owner of vehicle
Né.:9D1HA-O799. He stated that he is operating his service on the route from Baripada
to Kankadahada and back via Harichandanpur, Ghatagaon and Brahmanipal. There is
clash of ;ume at Brahmanipal. His service is departing Brahmanlpal at 7.51AM whereas

the apphcant has applied to depart at 7.38hrs. which is Just 13 minutes ahead of the
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service of this objector. The clash of time will continue from Karanjia to Tamka on down

trip.

it may be verified whether the route applied by the applicant is coming under any
rationalised route. If so TP should not be considered. Otherwise, the same may be

considered subject to verification of clash free time.

234. ROUTE- HALADIBAHAL TO ROURKELA VIA BAMURA, BARGAON AND
BACK, MINAT!I DANI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD15R1195.

Ap‘plicant is represented by Advocate Shri Abhay Kumar Behera.

Following vehicle owners have filed objections.

PV ll

1. “Sri Chandra Gupta Sahu, owner of vehicle No.ODHGD-3325 is represented by
Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is the husband of the permit
holder iLate Smt. Sushila Gupta and this objection is filed by him because the
application for transfer of PP after the death of the permit holder is pending before the
Secretary,.STA since long. He stated that the objector is an old operator and opeérating
his vehicle on the route Taparia to Rourkela via Sundargarh and back since very long
on itheistrength of permanent permit issued by STA. The service of this objector is
Ieavmg Taparla at 5.10hrs, Sundargarh at 8.25hrs in the up trip. In the down trip it
departs Rourkela at 12.02hrs. to reach Taparia at 18 20hrs But the applicant has
applled for-grant of TP on the route Haladiabahal to Rourkela and back which covers
the objector's route from Bargaon to Rourkela and has .pl.roposed to depart Bargaon at
8. 56hrs:h Ranlbandha at 10.10hrs and in the down trip, the appllcant has proposed to
d?‘?:%rt R_S),‘urkela at 13.25hrs. Hence the objector stated that flthe applicant very cunningly
andiwith the ulterior motive to harass the objector and other existing services on the
ratlonahsed route Sundargarh to Rourkela has applied on a route which covers 105kms.
of the} ratlonallsed portion of Sundargarh to Rourkela; route Hence the objector
requested that the application of the applicant for TP may be rejected as the applicant
hals' apphed to obtain TP to ply his vehicle in a route WhICh is covering 72% of the
ra'tleﬂétls‘ect route. :.:Slt" |

o i #UsH Prasanna Kumar Patel. owner of vehicle No.OD15N-8929 stated that he is

opefatifig his service on the route Deogarh to Rourkela via Bhajpur, Kuchinda, Bamara

st
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and back. His service is departing Kuchinda at 6.45hrs. whereas the applicant has
proposed to depart Kuchinda 6.45hrs. which is exact time of this objector. Hence, the
objector has requested that the applicant may be given time to leave Kuchinda after the

service of this objector.

3. . Sri Sukhjinder Singh, owner of vehicle No.OD16G-4334 stated that he is
operating his above service on the route Rourkela to Rajgangpur via Kansbahal,
Ranibandh. The departure time of his service from Rourkela at 13.20hrs. whereas the
applicant has proposed to leave Rourkela at 13.25hrs. which is just 5 minutes after the
service of this objector. Though the departure time proposed by the applicant from
Rourkela is 5 minutes after the service of this objector, but the applicant's vehicle will
artilé ‘Kansbahal and Ranibandh points before the service of this objector which is
irratiénal: Thereby, there is clash of time from Rourkela t6 Ranibandh which is 36 kms.
on tH&’$ame route. Besides, the objector has stated that the ‘applicant’s applied route is
covefifiglapproximately 75% portion of Rourkela-Rajgangpur-Sundargarh Rationalised
Route (l(? from Bargaon up to Rourkela) where existing Qqses are already plying in 6
mir}-%%ﬁ;ﬂmmg gap from one to another. The objector}further stated that in the last
permit grant committee meeting, number of applications has been rejected on the
ground that they had applled to ply their vehicle on the ratlonallsed route which were not
varcla(nt slots Hence, the objector has requested that applloatlon of the applicant for TP
may. P?I::."?Leded as the applicant has applied to obtain 'IT{P .to ply his vehicle in a route
whlcb iﬁ:ooyering major portion of the rationalised route. ,:I:llti,.,s objector has also filed an

onlil,rileobjection stating the same objections, L

4, e gr Amit Sharma, owner of vehicle No.OD16H-9355 is represented by Advocate
Shri H2.Mohanty. He stated that the objector has given an online objection against the

TP ‘&pglied by the applicant. The objector stated that “Rourkela departure applied at
01:25¢ m'my vehicle OD16H9355 is departing rourkela at-01:26pm in slot no 92 from

Rotifkela t6 Sundergarh”. This may be verified.

TR RHE) ' Y

5 . rtMlC«j Kayam owner of vehicle No.OD16D-1955 has given an online objection

agamst the TP applied by the applicant. The objector. stated that “the applicant has
appllled.the departure time 13.25 PM from Rourkela towards Haldibahal via Kutra ,
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Bargaon I have timing objection from Rourkela stoppage my Rourkela depature time

as per ratlonallze This may be verified.

6. MOhammed Gheyasuddin, owner of vehicle No.OD14§(-3368 has given an online
objectien;against the TP applied by the applicant. The objector stated that “the applicant
has applied Haldibahal departure timing 04:45 AM, which is just 5 minute before of my
bus Haldibahal departure timing 04:50AM and will hamper my bus from Haldibahal

stoppage towards same”. This may be verified.

This may be verified whether the route applied by the applicant is covering
rationalised route or not and the applicant has whether applied in any vacant slot. Then
it may be conSIdered if the applicant has applied ln any vacant slot subject to

verlufleca‘uolnc of clash free time.
L El

235. ROUTE- KATHAKHATA TO UDALA VIA THAKURMUNDA, SARAT AND
BACK PRASANNA KUMAR ROUT, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD01AK4445.
i ('IAIE)pllcant is absent. :
S bl
« ¢ dlnere is an online objection given by Saraswati Sahu, owner of vehicle
NojQROON-4465. She has stated that at Anandpur and Thakurmunda, there is clash of
time. The objector further stated that “applicant has applied Anandapur to

Thakurmunda
ol f 4 i

e Hevhas applied express type & my service is ordinary .Time taken by applicant

a-l[;;;qf:@h).j‘,e_qatpr to reach Anandapur to Thakurmunda”.

vy, Tkigimay be considered subject to verification of clafs,h'_afree time.
BA, it
236. -ROUTE- CHAUMUKHI TO AGARPADA VIA BALASORE, SERGARH AND
BACK SUBRATA BARIK, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD01D9915.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Santanu, Das.

1
There is an objection filed by Smt. Shantilata Nayak owner of vehicle No.OR22-

C- 3772 t]'lrough Advocate Shri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that there is clash of time at

i
Balasorel point. The service of the objector is departing Balasore at 9.15hrs. whereas

0L

the applicant has proposed to depart Balasore from 9.0%hrs. which is just 10 minutes

ke TR o3 (B

Thaz
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ahead of the service of this objector. Hence, the objeotbr has requested that the

abplioant.may be given time after the service of this objector from Balasore point.
Th;isf}_may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

237. RéUTE- JHARSUGUDA TO BANAI VIA BALIMAL, TUREI AND BACK,
' JITENDRA TANDIA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD23J9164.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N. Mohanty.

There is no objection. This may be considered subjéct to verification of clash free
time.

238. ROUTE- JAMDA TO ROURKELA VIA CHAMPUA, BARBIL AND BACK,
JUDHISTHIR ROUT, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR11J7575.

RS ICTH I

Applloant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N. Mohanty He stated that the

il

applloani has applied TP to ply his vehicle as alter service of OD11A-2087.

N Lo
ll[":' : HE

Following vehicle owners have filed objections.

1. B ‘Sllﬁ“"téoumendra Kumar Mohanty, owner of vehio.lvc‘—:ffv,»No.OD‘l1J-1790 has stated
that he, l,g,, operating his service on the route from Tata Mines to Guhaldangiri via
Raruan Karanjia, Duburi. His service is departing Rairangpur at 8.20a.m. towards
Raruan é‘nd the applicant has applied to depart Rarlrangpbr at 8.19a.m. towards Raruan
Whlch is just one minute ahead of his service. Hence, the objector has requested that

|"!

R
the applllg;ant may be given time after half-an-hour of his servnce

2. 8Hi'Chinmay Kumar Mishra Brahma, owner of viehicle No.ORO9N-7107 stated
that'iié i§ bperating his vehicle on the route Jhumpura te Bafbil and back Champua via
Joda apg”l%asudevpur under the permit issued by RTA,Keonjhar. He has stated that he
has_put his objection through Advocate on dt.18.12.2020 against the said bus owner.
He furthidr 'stated that his service is departing Barbil at §51hrs. whereas the applicant
has ptépdsed to depart Barbil at 9.36hrs. which is just15'iinutes ahead of the service
of fhfi%*”obj"é'otor. Besides, the objector stated that the timing applied by the applicant is
irratiérial as the applicant has applied to ply his service' as express service. But the
vehiéleof this objector is plying as ordinary service. Thée''applicant has proposed such
an ifatibhal time which is taking 2hrs. to pass 34 kms. distance, whereas the service of

this ob_jg,c';tor which is plying as ordinary service is taking: 1 hrs. 8 minutes to pass 34

e s U @’ I
ea and F : \O\f! :
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kms. distance i.e. from Joda to Champua. Hence, the objector requested that the

timings applied by the applicant may be changed.

3. Sri Sambhunath Mohanta, owner of vehicle No. OD09J 3747 stated that he is
operatmg hIS service on the route Deojhar to Champua, Champua to Barbil and back to
Déojhar uneer the permit issued by RTA, Keonjhar. His service is departing Champua
at 11.24hrs. towards Barbil whereas the applicant has proposed to ply his service just
10 minutes ahead of the service of this objector from Champua which is a little gap for
operating a bus. Besides, the objector stated that the applicant has given an irrational
time which is not justified. Hence, the objector has requested that if the TP will be
considered in favour of the vehicle of the applicant, then the timing may be given after

the! tlming' of the service of this objector.

pinos g,
4. Srl Sudhansu Sekhar Das, owner of vehicle No.OD05M-1485 stated that he is
operatmg his service on the route Cuttack to Jajpur Town'and back and Cuttack to
J.K.Road &nd back. The objection given by this objector'isi not related to this applicant.
Th‘rsl'ls‘rélattmg to sl.n0.279. Hence, the objection petltlon be dealt with sl.no.279.
: ! l ") ’“ M
First this may be verified whether the applicant has apphed to ply his service as
alter serV|ce of OD11A-2087. If so, the objection should not be entertained. Otherwise,

thgl'spngﬂy be considered subject to verification of clash free tlme
I

2395 ROUTE- RABAGA TO AINTHAPALI VIA LAIKERA, SAMASINGH AND
,” ﬁmQK PRAMOD RANJAN SAHOO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD03C3052.

Appllcant Is absent.
ﬁ Jl l p

argt fhere is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free
tm-el“-inz:zz_=_l 3 i

240: is ROUTE- CHUDAMANIPUR TO BALARAMGADI VIA GANDHI CHHAK,
NALABAHAR AND BACK, SANJEEB PATTANAYAK, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE ORO01T3391.

‘
I"

m & prphcant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P. Mohanty

¥ ‘ (RS
" “There is no objection. This may be considered subJect to verification of clash free

tima. B ¥
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241. ROUTE- PALA LAHARHA TO BANAI, VIA JANGARA, JAKAIKELA AND
BACK, PRABHAT KISHORE SWAIN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD14G3474.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty.

There is an objection given by Mr. SM Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle
No.OD16A-2377. He stated that his service is operating on the route Rourkela to
Subdega via Rajgangpur, Kutra. His service is departing Rourkela at 13.40hrs. whereas
the applicant has proposed to obtain TP to ply his service on the route Palalahara to
Rourkela via Jangara, Jakaikela and back in which he proposed to depart Rourkela at
13.3%hrs. which is just 1 minute ahead of the service of this objector and there will be
clash of time from Rourkela up to Rajagangpur, Kutra which is 52 kms. on the same
route. .Further, the objector stated that the applicant has. not applied in any vacant slot
in ratlonallsed route Sundargarh- Rajgangpur-RourkeIa Hence, the objector has
requested that the TP application of applicant may be reje¢ted under the ground that the

applican)t has not applied in any vacant slot of this rationalilsed route.

“1-This may be verified whether the route applied by the applicant is coming under
any'rationalised route, if so whether the applicant has applied in any vacant slots or not,

Othehii\iigé?fhis may be considered subject to verification of ¢lash free time.
RIEtCI aro
242, ROUTE- SAMBALPUR TO SOLE VIA SATKOMA, KHANDOKATA AND
et BACK PRAMOD MUDULI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR15N6204.
CH G b
_ Appllcant is absent.
e, o
rz'ifhere is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free
time.

sl C
243 -ROUTE- GARPOSH TO ROURKELA VIA KUTRA, RAJGANGPUR AND
Bk\CK SUSHIL KUMAR SHARMA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR16D0455.
Abplicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Mohahty.
9!"‘1‘1 ”i'J
e ;['heEe are 10 online objections have been given by dlfferent vehicle owners.

1.2 ‘Srl Subrat Kumar Panigrahi, owner of vehicle No OD15H 3344 has stated that
“RearkeIaLdepar’ture in 2nd trip is just 1 minutes ahead of the vehicle OD15H3344.

Althougb the departure time showing in the OPMS is 14.55 the route is rationalised and
fixed at 15 01 and accordingly “. :
BaL R

“p
o
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2. Sri Ratan Sarangi, owner of vehicle No.OD16C-6215 has stated that | beg to
submit tim:ing objection against temporary permit applied with Rajgangpur point
pro:posed arrival timing 10.50 Hours & departure timing :10.'55 Hours in respect of bus
OR 16 D 0455, which is just”. The objector has also filed an offline objection stating the

said objection.

3. Sahina Tabsum, owner of vehicle No.OD16F-7956 has stated that “I Sahina
Tabsum Owner of bus no. OR 16 B 2243 beg to say that my valid permanent permit
vide permit no. PP99/170219/G valid till 30.03.2022 obtained from the STA Cuttack is
not updated in OPMS so

4, Sjn Prabhat Kishore Swain, owner of vehicle No OR145-5574 has stated that
“The appllcant proposed 12.30 PM Arrival timing and 12. 35 PM Departure timing same
W|th My, bus OR 14 S 5574 at Kutra towards Rajgangpur Rourkela on same route.

Humble request to not consider the applicant”

5. " “iSriSikendra Singh, owner of vehicle No.OD16E-5656 has stated that “The
applicant[in down trip applied same 15.00 Hours departure timing with my bus timing
fro,n Rourkela point towards Rajgangpur, Kutra on my sarpe route. Further, the permit
lS applred Lon major portion”. This objector has also glven offline objection statin the

same quectlon

6. Md Gayesuddm owner of vehicle No.OD16A- 1881 has stated that “Sir, with
referetalce to the proposed timing schedule notified in respect of bus OR 16 D 0455 in
OPI_VIS vrde S. No 242 of the STA hearing meeting dated 04.08.2021 as enclosed

here\mth I came to know that”

. !.gl‘_(lia:rjlt Singh, owner of vehicle No.OD16-3697 has.sﬂtated that “The applicant has
app!ied'Rourkela departure timing 09.50 Hours, Rajgangpur arrival timing 10.50 Hours,
Rajpangpu{ departure timing 10.55 Hours, which is Just 5 Minutes before my bus
deplar{ture tlmlngs

8ii TIC, ﬂn‘iﬂfarjlt Singh, owner of vehicle No.OD16-B-8899 has stated that “As per
proposed timing bus OR 16 D 0455 will depart 10 Mmutes after my Bus OR 16 B 8899
departure tlmlng at 09.50 Hours from Rourkela Station but arrlve 25 Minutes before my

bus amval timing at Ra” S
{ .
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9. CEO, SUTT, operator of OD14F-7179 stated that “SUTT bus OD14F-7179
existing time from Rajgangpur towards Rourkela is 13.05 owner of bus OR16D-0455

proposed time from Rajgangpur towards Rourkela is 13:00 just before 5 minutes.

10.  Susant Kumar Swain, owner of vehicle No.OD14Q-4074 has stated that “now
bus No.OD14Q-4074 is plying on rationalized time at slot No.58 of Rourkela departure
time 9:53 but owner of bus No. OR16D-0455 proposed timing from Rourkela 9:50 hrs.
which covers up to 55KM *“. |

11. Besides, there is an offline objection given by Sri Indarjit Singh, owner of vehicle
No.OD16-3697. He stated that his service is departing Rourkela station at 9.55hrs. and
Rajgangpu.r station at 11.00hrs towards Tarkela via Rajgangpur Kutra since long. But
the, apphoant has now proposed to depart Rourkela at 9. 50 which is just 5 minutes
ahead of hlS service and also to depart Rajgangpur at 10. 55hrs which is also 5 minutes
ahead of his service. Moreover, the proposed timings applled In respect of above bus is
oIashmg»wzth his timings from Rourkela upto Kutra whichis 52 kms. on the same route.
Hei fufieér stated that the proposed route and timing ‘applied by the applicant is
ooveﬁin*él-‘approximately 60% portion of Rourkela-Rajagangpur-Sundargarh rationalised
Routé ‘where there are other buses are plying in 6 minutes timing gap from one to
anothe{g Hence the objector has requested that the TP of the applicant may not be
oqneldereq“as the route applied by the applicant is comlng under rationalised route and

PG

th% a(&)phoant has not applied in any vacant slot, .
il i

12, & ’Tl'here is another objeotlon filed by Sri Indarjit Smgh owner of vehicle No.OD16-
abpllea’nft has proposed to depart Rourkela at 9.50hrs. which is just 10 minutes after the
selvitayof this objector. Besides, the objector stated that the route applied by the

applic&htt is covering approximately 60% portion of Rourkela-Rajgangpur-Sundargarh
ratxoné‘héed route where so many buses are plying in 6 minutes time gap from one to
ano’che ‘'Hence the objector has requested that the TP 'of the applicant may not be
consinere'd,?as the route applied by the applicant is coming‘tnder rationalised route and
ttﬁ"‘é’é%i"éWﬁééht has not applied in any vacant slot. o

woarplicar
13.  Sabina Tabassum, owner of vehicle No.OR16B-2243 has given an offline

o%jeotiah'Estating her service is departing Kutra towards’ Rourkela via Rajgangpur at
Auta, H ELE

coohins i W
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12‘40hrs since long. The applicant has proposed to depart Kutra 12.35hrs. which is
Just 5 minutes ahead of her service. Besides, the objector stated that the route applied
by the ,apphcant is covering approximately 60% portion of Rourkela-Rajgangpur-
Sundargarh rationalised route where so many buses are plying in 6 minutes time gap
from one to another. Hence the objector has requested that the TP of the applicant may
not be considered as the route applied by the applicant is coming under rationalised

route and the applicant has not applied in any vacant slot.

14.  Md. Zahir, owner of vehicle No.OD16F-6121 has stated that he is operating his
service on the route from Sadhumunda to Rourkela via Kutra, Rajgangpur. His service
is departing Kutra at 7.40hrs. ad Rajgangpur at 8.05hrs. whereas the applicant has
profBsed to depart Rajgangpur at 8.00hrs. which is a gap iof only 5 minutes. Hence, the
objeétéiihals requested that the TP may not be consideted in respect of the vehicle of
th‘e‘?z"a‘rj‘pli’dant as he has proposed to ply his vehicle in- rationalised route which is
covélifigi60%.

RIS I on

l,w\Ac‘j,,v_oca’te appearing for the applicant stated that th'e_ applicant has applied in a
vac;ann;ﬁ(ermit. He will produce the permit. (This may be verified).

' ’Fljpe objector Mr. Sikendra Singh stated that the route applied by the applicant is
th a vacant permit. This may be verified from respec’uve RTO. He further stated that

the route applled by the applicant is coming more than 50% under rationalised route.

*oThls may be verified and put the facts before the: T:C. for taking decision in the
maﬁ'e‘ru‘ her ST
e goplice,
244, ROUTE- SULEIPAT TO JODA VIA BUDAMAHA CHAMPUA AND BACK,

I SAMYA SHREE PRIYADARSHINI PRADHAN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
' OR19F4752.

/1L|
Appllcant is absent.

0 SR

. LT'here is an objection given by Mr. Dillip Mahanta, owner of vehicle No.ODQ9A-
9753 thrlough Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that’ the objector is operating his
servicé"Gn'the route Hatibari to Barbil. His service is departmg Champua at 8.30hrs.
Wheréas tHe applicant has proposed to depart Champua at 8.10hrs. which is just 20
mlnutes-i.;a§head of the service of this objector. Hence, jthe objector stated that the
qgj_ggefr’s-timing at Champua be revised to 8.10hrs. as it is halting there from 7.57hrs.
, 1 E
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to 8'.3.0!hrs. and the applicant being a new applicant be allotted Champua timing at
8.20hrs. or the applicant may be allotted a timing to operate his service after the service

of the objector from Champua.
5 This may be considered subject to verification of etesh free time.

24;5_.  ROUTE- CHUDAMANIPUR TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA
BETNOTI, BAISINGA AND BACK, SIMANCHAL ROUTRAY, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE OD33T1212.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the
applicant has applied to ply his service as alter service of sl.No.246 i.e. vehicle
No.OD01C-9777. The route is day and night service.

”M\#gllowmg objectors have filed objections.
1.7"¢ (Vrs: - Sujata Bala Behera, owner of vehicle No.OD02E-7675 (Replaced old
vehicle.No.OD01B-2209) is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachl Mishra. He stated
that thlsl ’e,bjector is operating her service on the route Bhubaneswar to Olamara via
Cuftacki‘Bhadrak, Soro, Jhinkiria,Nalagaja, Denganali, Ralbanla and back. He stated
that thel,apiphcant has applied time in the up trip to depart Olmara stoppage at 18.50hrs.
whereasrthe objector’s service in the down trip at Olmara is 19.00hrs. that means the
appllcants vehicle will depart just 10 minutes ahead of the service of the objector from
Olma[q . The applicant has applied time at Raibania in up trlp at 19.10hrs. which is the
exact time of the objector’s service in down trip at Raibania i.e. 19.10hrs.. At Denganali
the obfe’c‘:‘tér’s vehicle will depart 10 minutes ahead of the service of the applicant.
Besudes the applicant has applied in the down trip from Bhubaneswar which clashes
wsth 1']he, down trip timing of the objector’s vehicle from Bhubaneswar [n the down trip,
thet appllcant has applied time ie. 19.55 whereas the obJectors vehicle time at
BthaneS}Nar is 20.10hrs. At Cuttack the applicant has apphed to depart at 21.45hrs.
whereas the objector's departure time at Cuttack |s 22 00hrs. That means the
apphcants vehicle will depart 15 minutes ahead of the serwce of the objector from
C’uttlack Hence there will clash of timing in entire route. The objector stated that if the
TP YV“I be' considered in respect of the vehicle of the apphCant then it may be given 20
mtqH!eﬁ_ﬂeﬁer the departure of the objector's vehicle in both up and down trip and the

same ﬁap, be maintained.
DO 0 x {3 SRR
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2.7 M., Jayant Kumar Behera, owner of vehicle No.OD01U-1552 is represented by
Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the objector is operating his service on
the ‘route Suliapada to Bhubaneswar via Morada, Chitrada, Jhikiria, Rasgovindpur,
Balaéore Soro, Cuttack and back. There is clash of time atMorada stoppage. In up trip,
his serwce is departing Morada at 20.55hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to
depart at 20 40hrs. just 15 minutes ahead of the sewlce of this objector. Similarly, the
applicant h_as proposed to depart Chitrada at 20.55hrs.whereas the objector’s service is
départing Chitrada at 21.05hrs. which is also10 minutes .gap i.e. ahead of the service of
the objector. At Balasore, the applicant’s vehicle also depart 15 minutes ahead of the
objector’s service. The_reby, in entire route timing will be clashed. Hence, the objector
stated !i;ma_t if any TP of applicant's vehicles are considered then it may be given 20
mqu}tesafter the departure of the objector’s vehicle from Alavzloroda and the same gap be

m_aiqfqgi:rgc—;d, L

: ’5“'-7Applicant stated that his time is at 7.10AM and not 19.10hrs.

Thls may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

P

246 ROUTE- CHUDAMANIPUR TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA
3'" ‘BEFNOTI, BAISINGA AND BACK, MR AJAY KUMAR SAHOO, OWNER OF
THE VEHICLE ODO1C9777.

4

: ﬁ;»lzz»j:S;,me,e the applicant has applied to obtain TP to ply-his vehicle as alter service of
skNe@4% i.e. vehicle No.OD33T-1212, the observations given in sl.no.245 shall be
followed ‘

247" "RBUTE-  PANAPOSHI TO HARICHANDANPUR VIA BURINGI, BALIJORI
CivpAND BACK, DHANURDHAR MOHANTA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
OD11A3974.

]
Hohcant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhay Kumar Behera.
“Fise i

45 ;l’here is no objection. This may be considered .Ls,ubj_ect to verification of clash
KIS N oy

free tlm.e... It Lt
C T E .
248. ROUTE- PANDAPADA TO NUDHUDIA VIA GAMBHARIA JUALIKANTA
ANE) BACK DHANURDHAR MOHANTA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
3.2@R11J3974. TP

.',E'!L'\J’E‘Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhay Kumar Behera.

7 . 1!\,\.1'
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There is no objection. Verify if it covers proposed ratio_nalised route. This may be
consndered subject to verification of clash free time.

249, ROUTE- BAULA TO UDALA VIA OUPADA , PADI\/IAPOKHARI AND BACK,
SAPANAJIT SAMAL, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR11K6188.

Applicant is absent.

There is no objection. This may be considered subje‘c?:‘t to verification of clash free
time. :

250. ROUTE- RASALPUR TO KEONJHAR VIA 'BANIANPANK, SOSA AND
- BACK, GANESH CHANDRA JENA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD05SE8409.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P. Mohanty. He stated that

The applicant has obtained TP in respect of vehicleNo.OD01V-2288 which was
valid'fdi28.11.2019 to 26.3.2020/ But not lifted PP as it was old vehicle. Hence the
apblloaxnt has applied TP afresh. AR

‘}l . ): '
There is an objection filed by Sri Braja Bihari Jena, owner of vehicle No.OD09C-
Cap !
3401. He stated that there is clash of time at Ghatagaon. The applicant has applied the
exaot départure time of objector’s vehicle from Ghatagaon Besides, there is clash of

tlme from Alnandpur to Keonjhar.
i i":.‘v.yh

Thls['r'ﬁay" be verified and considered subject to verification of clash free time.

f\lx

251. ROUTE- BAHALDA TO JODA VIA JASHIP”U‘R, RARUAN AND BACK,
PURNIMA BASA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD11E1476.

~li+f irApplicant is represented by Advocate Shri Abhaya Kumar Behera.

Giding il
e Followmg vehicle owners have filed objections.

1. Sr| Judhisthir Rout, owner of vehicle No.OD1 1A 2087 is represented by
Advc‘acgte Sr| J.N.Mohanty. He stated that in the return trlp the objector's bus arrives at
Joda 'af 10'.OOAI\/I and departs towards Rairangpur at 10.05AI\/I. [n the same direction at
JBgagtJo{/\‘/e]l'rds Rairangpur/Bahalda, the applicant has proposed arrival time at 9.34hrs.
aﬁd’rd-epaﬁure time 10.05hrs. which is exactly same'avs':-the departure time of the
objector‘stbus Hence, he has requested that the applncant’s departure time at Joda may

I
kindly ﬂxed after the service of this objector with a W|de gap The Advocate appearing

for,the!!_l%bjeotor further stated that the applicant is a habituated tax evader. The

' f;’b!' : W
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a‘b.plicant has not paid tax in respect of his another two vehicles No.OR11E-1392 and
OR11J5772 for last 2-3 years and Taxing Officer has initiated Tax Recovery Case.

Then the objector stated that if application of applicant will be considered for TP,

then it may be given time after the service of this objector preferably after 15-20 minutes
gap.

2. Sri Dillip Mahanta, owner of vehicle No.OD09A-9753 is represented by Advocate
Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is operating his above service on the route
Hatibari to Barbil. The service of the objector departs Champua at 8.30hrs. whereas the
applicant has proposed to depart at 8.26hrs. which is juet 4 minutes ahead of the
service of this objector. Hence, the objector has requested that, if the application of
aeplleant WI|| be considered for TP, then it may be glven tlme to depart Champua after

the service of the objector.
h SR
3., ﬁltevati Manjari Mahanta, owner of vehicle No.ORQ9Q-4678 is represented by

Aéél\;'ecate Sri M.B.Rao. He stated that the objector is opefaﬁng her vehicle on the route
Karanjia to Chaibasa via Jashipur and back. Now the applicant has applied for a TP on
the routei Bahalda to Joda and back via Badampahad an‘deeshipur. He stated that the
actusl didtance between Rairangpur to Badampahad is: 25" kms. but the applicant has
showrrittas 17kms. Similarly, the distance between Badampahad to Jashipur is 18
k¥t tHe applicant has shown it as17 kms. This is not falt'and proper and need to be
COrbéote@ do that the bus of the applicant will automatlcally go after the service of this

objltstort v

CHETAY(SFS
- Secondly, the proposed time given by the applicant.at Jashipur point is clashing

with th€timing of the service of this objector. The service. of this objector is departing
Jalstiipiicat 6.40hrs whereas the applicant has proposed to'depart Jashipur at 6.27hrs.
Héﬁ&’é“‘}ﬂﬁe objectors stated that since he is a senior operator in the route, his interest
need Ito'dbe protected by allotting any other suitable tlmlngs to the applicant’'s vehicle

aftefethiis ‘Sérvice of this objector.

i SR Ty
Appllcant stated that what OPMS taken the distange, he has put the same as

t‘l‘“ 1“
tneFe is r;p_t_hmg can be done by the applicant. .
Jirstiec S

f“’.éf:?iff*ﬁ[his'j may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.
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252 ROUTE- BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO KHAIRA VIA CHARAMPA,
RANITAL AND BACK, SATYA RANJAN MOHAPATRA, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE OD22R3585.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.I\/Iohanty.
Following vehicle owners have filed objections.

1. Sri Kashinath Mahala, owner of vehicle No.OD057-9192 is represented by
Advocate Shri M.B.Rao. He stated that the route apphed by the applicant is coming
under Bhubaneswar-Cuttack-Bhadrakh-Balasore- Baripada corridor which is now under
rationalisation process and not yet been completed. As such STA is not entertaining
TPapplications in the past and even notified not to apply for permits till the process of
ra't'lonallsatlon is fully completed. Secondly, if suggested Bhadrak departure time of
ﬁ éSh[s/, l;s allotted to the applicant, the same shall be. dlrectly clashed with the timing
of the \objectors vehicle. The objectors’ vehicle is departing Bhadrakh at 11.55hrs.
which isgxact time given by the applicant. Hence, the objector stated that if application
of applicant will be considered for grant of TP, then it may be given after the service of

this obj,_eﬁtor.

2.1rle Sy Sisir Kumar Patra, owner of vehicle No.OD05E-9192 is represented by
AdV6cate -Sri M.B.Rao. He stated that the route applied by'the applicant is coming under
Bﬁdﬁar’tésWar-Cut’taok—Bhadrakh-Balasore-Baripada corridor which is now under
ratiohialisation process and not yet been completed. As stch STA is not entertaining TP
a]dplrc&atlons in the past and even notified not to apply for' permits till the process of
ratloriallsatlon is fully completed. Secondly the depatiire timings applied by the
appi Gant*ffom Bhubaneswar and Cuttack i.e. at 6.52hrs.*and 7.57hrs. is clashing with
thé“fimings given to the objector’s vehicle. The service of the objector is departing
Bhibargswar at 6.40hrs. and Cuttack at 8.00hrs. which is 6nly gap of 12 minutes from
Bﬁuﬁé‘ﬁ’e’;s'.war and 3 minutes from Cuttack that means the applicant has proposed to
obtain TP just only 12 minutes and 3 minutes ahead of th:e:.service of this objector from
Bqdlgeigt_e:svyar and Cuttack respectively. Similarly, the prdedsed departure time given by
the‘%BR!;igiant at Bhadrakh is exact time of the objector’s. service. He further stated that
the timj:ng suggested by the applicant is irrational which may be rectified. Hence, the
db{ tor stated that if the application of applicant will be consldered for grant of TP, then

L ~.1~‘
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it rtnay be glven after the service of this objector.
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3 Sri §.S5.Rout, on behalf of Jyotsnamayee Rout, owner of vehicle No.OD04Q-
1991. He stated that there is clash of time at Bhubaneswar point. His service is
departlngt Bhubaneswar at 7.00hrs. whereas the apphcant has applied to depart
Bhubaneswar at 6.52hrs. which is just 8 minutes ahead of the service of this objector.
B_e3|des, he stated that the route applied by the - applicant is coming under
BhUbaneswar—Cuttack-Bhadrakh-Balasore-Baripada corridor which is now under
rationalisation process and not yet been completed. Hence, applicant's application for

grént of TP should not be considered.

4. Pranati Samal, owner of vehicle No.OD22R-1967 stated that she is operating her
service on the route Bhubaneswar to Balasore. She stated that in return trip from
Balasore! to Bhubaneswar, her timing at Bhadrakh is 15.55 to 16.05hrs. But the
applicaht: has proposed to timing at Bhadrakh is 15.51hrs. to 15.56hrs. Hence, the
éibﬁli’ééfhi‘hbs proposed to operate his service just 9 mindtés ahead of the service of this
objéetér-tThe clash of time will continue up to Bhubaneswar. Hence, the objector has
rédfiésted not to grant TP ahead of her service.

A aar P

Il:{j"]'lrfw'ls may be verified whether the applicant's ap‘pZIi‘ed route is covering in any
re}t;g:%%%js[eld route which has not yet been finalised. If so, the same should not be

considered.
E"lt'
253, ROUTE- KUCHINDA TO ROURKELA VIA BAMURA BAGDIHI AND BACK,
WICHIUKESH SINGH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16H7899

CLESTIO

"Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri H. P I\/Iohanty He stated that the

l Jl“..al. I. ! '
abplllcant Pas applied in rationalised route and in vacant siot
:yPIFL i IS

it Jr;(,i_cﬂ'he;FoHowing vehicle owners have filed objections.: . ::-

1:fLe:8yilPradeep Kumar Debata, owner of vehicle No.OD15P-3474. He stated that the

appllcan}t has applied TP from Kuchinda to Rourkela via Bamura and Sundargarh. The

leng’;h]cl)f the route is 222 kms whereas distance from Kuchmda to Rourkela via Bamura
1 .5

is 1%:[3“kms The applicant will return back to Sundargarh ‘and covering extra 99 kms.
which WIH neither beneficial the passengers of Kuchinda nor Bamura. They have to pay
extra 8¢, The only intention of the applicant to block the rationalised slot time in

L
Sundargarh and Rourkela.Secondly, the applicant’s applled route is covering more than

3 1' " T
;ydﬁﬂﬁjlliﬂ B
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55;"/<_>.routie i.e. 122kms in rural areas and the distance from stoppage to stoppage is less

than 20 Kms. So nature of service to be ordinary.

The objector further stated that he has applied in same time vide SI.N0.262. This
may be heard together with sl.No.253 and 262.

22 Srl Prasanna Kumar Patel, owner of vehicle No. OD15N 8929 has stated that his
serwce IS plying on the route Deogarh to Rourkela via Bhojpur, Kuchinda, Bamara and
back. The departure time of his service from Rourkela is 13.45 and his slot time is
13.40hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Rourkela at 13.40hrs. and at
Rajgangpur the applicant’s vehicle will overtake his vehicle at 2.35hrs whereas the slot
of }hl!s) gpjector is 2.40hrs at Rajgangpur. Hence, the pbgector has stated that the

apﬁj’iqu;r;may be given time after service of this objector.

3. SM Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.OD16A- 2377 stated that his service is
departlnq Rourkela point towards Subdega via Rajgangpur Kutra at 13.40hrs. whereas
the applicant has applied same time i.e. 13.40hrs. to depart from Rourkela as a result
there i§'élash of time from Rourkela to Rajagangpur, Kitra which is 52 kms. on the
saffi§douts. He further stated that the applicant has applied to ply his vehicle in slot
N&:82 fism Sundargarh point and slot No.94 from Rolrkela point of Sundargarh-
RaejfBnGpur-Rourkela rationalised route which is alreadyallotted to Bus No.OD15N-
8929 (réplaced from OR15B-5091) and the said bus is rédularly departing in 13.40hrs.
slﬁoﬁ-'"’ﬂim?i’hfg;from Rourkela point towards Deogarh from $o.many years. Hence, the
ab‘é%ﬁél‘bfs applied by the applicant are not vacant in Sundargarh-Rajgangpur-Rourkela
ratlonallsatlon chart. (This may be verified). Hence, the objector stated that TP
apr Ilcatlon as applied by the applicant with disputed tlmmgs in Sundargarh-Rajgangpur-

Rourkel]a ratlonallsed route may be rejected.

(It shoUId‘ be updated. This facts stated by the above objeotbr may also be verified)
cme ol ay

H%eades there are three online objections given by the foIIowmg vehicle owners.
4, “Sifffi!’fSl\’/l 'Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.OD16A-2377 has stated that “I SM
SHatnifilAkhtar, Regd. owner of bus OD 16 A 2377 hurnbly beg to say that as per
penma”hent permit PP99/130960/G valid till 01.01.2024 isstied from the STA Odisha, my
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said bus; regularly departing Rourkela” The objection of this objector is not specific.

Perhaps it might have occurred due to OPMS problem.

5. Md.” Gayasuddin, owner of vehicle No.OD16F- 1991 has stated that “The
applicant has applied in Sundergarh , Rourkela rationalized route. The applicant
proposed departure time from Rourkela 13:40 PM, which'is just 6 Minutes ahead to my
bus Rourkela departure timing”. He stated that the applicant has not applied in vacant

slot.

6. Md. Kayum, owner of vehicle No.OR16D-1955 has stated that “I have timing
objection. The applicant applied departure timing from rourkela 13:40 PM, which is
san}e of my timing 13:40 PM from Rourkela towards same route upto laikera. If the
(RN
app,lz,c;ant.wlll get this”
Jit n':l_ BER
ﬁd_vocate appearing for the applicant stated that the applicant has applied in

vacant slots.
' e o L

“UETHIS may be verified and put up to the T.C. for taking a decision in this regard.

TR EXRI NI U
254. ROUTE- ANGUL TO BALASORE VIA JAJPUR ROAD, PANIKOILI AND
;“‘?" BACK, MINATI SATAPATHY, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE ODO1AE4996.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P. Mohanty.

Hinctifiollowing vehicle owners have filed objections. - |: -
1. 11e Mr.-Rudra Narayan Sahu, owner of vehicle No.OR04N-1080 is represented by
Aeli\;/'Qeate\Mr. Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the objector is operating his vehicle on
the roulteE Angul to J.K.Road and back via Talcher, Parjang, Kamakyanagar, Bhuban,
Duburi.: He stated that the applicant has applied departure time in the up trip from
Kamgl%;anagar at 7.48hrs. is clashing with the timings of this objector. The service of
this objeéctor is departing Kamakhyanagar at 7.55hrs. and: applicant has proposed to
depart 7minutes ahead of the service of this objector. He further stated that the applied
r'élﬁe élija‘élested by the applicant is coming under the ratlonallsed route i.e. from
Pan'koﬁ!ﬁ,ﬁ% Balasore. Since the applied route is commg“ls,rnder rationalised route, the
same rghgy{"mt be considered. He further stated that in the last meeting held in the
mohth ‘%December 2020, the applicant has also applied in the self same route with self
siahr‘_’r;ecjt:%%ings vide sl.No.219. The present objector has a_le,e filed objection for which the
coote W

Canio b
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application of the applicant was not considered and rejeéted by STA as it covers
rationalised route, which is yet to be implemented. In view ofthis the objector has stated
that the application of the applicant should not be considered as it clashed with the
timing of the objectors’ vehicle in the up trip at Kamakyanégar up to J.K.Road as well as
the applicant has applied in the Bhubaneswar to Balasore —Baripada rationalised route

Which is yet to be implemented.

2. Sri Aswani Mohapatra, owner of vehicle No.OR19C-6531 is represented by
Advocate Shri Sabyasachi Mishra He stated that the objector is plying his service on the
rpute Angul to J.K. road and back via Nalco, Talcher, Parjang, Kamakhyanagar,
Bhuban, Duburi. The applicant has applied time in the up trip at Angul at 6.00hrs. which
is théexact departure time of the objector’'s vehicle. Hence timing in entire route from
Anglil toJ!K.Road will be clashed. Secondly, the objector stated that the route applied
by tH& applicant is coming under the rationalised route 8. from Panikoili to Balasore.
Sinéél the applied route is coming under rationalised ‘route, the same may not be
consideléd. He further stated that in the last meeting held in the month of December
2020! the applicant has also applied in the self same route with self same timings vide
sl.No.219. The present objector has also filed objection for which the application of the

ka

a}pp‘)hjcirtlt yas not considered and rejected by STA as it covers rationalised route, which
1?_ .Y':?at Jfgr;p*% implemented. In view of this the objector hgs:? stated that the application of
the.!%gﬁlici;‘gnt should not be considered as it clashed w,itr,. the timing of the objectors’
vel]llglefm j;:he up trip at Angul as well as the applicant ha,szapplied in the Bhubaneswar

to Be}la],ls_oquBaripada rationalised route which is yet to be implemented.

3. 8 Jyiosnamayee Rout, owner of vehicle No.OD04Q-4991 is represented her son
SasdhRé Shekhar Rout. He stated that at Balasore poifit there is clash of time. The
§er\}i8'e“??ibﬁ‘ the objector is departing Balasore at 14.50hi$: whereas the applicant has
pﬁi’éﬁ&"é‘éf to depart Balasore at 14.40hrs. that means thé ‘applicant has proposed to

qbéréf’é'ﬂis service in 10 minutes ahead of the service offhis‘s objector.

TR IREIE ' R
1‘“ ['I;hts may be verified whether applied route of the appllcant is covering under
)

ratlonahsed Toute.
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255 ROUTE-  MAJHAPADA TO RAJGANGPUR VIA KADOPARA, GANGAJAL
-~ AND BACK, SUBAS SINGH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD15G2684.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P.l\/lohanty.

There is an online objection given by Md. Sirazuddin, owner of vehicle
No.OD16A-7065. He has also given a written objection stating that he is operating his
vehicle on the route Rourkela to Sundargarh in rationalised route in slot No.39. His
éboVe service is departing Rajgangpur at 9.18hrs. Bargaon at 11.18. But the applicant
has suggested departing Rajgangpur at 9.20hrs. which is just after 2 minutes gap of the
service of this objector. There is clash of time from Rajgangpur to Bargaon station which
is 36 kms. distance. The objector further stated that the applicant has applied to ply his
vetiiclei:ony the route which is covering approximately, 50% portion of Rourkela-
Rajgangiour —Sundargarh rationalised route. (i.e. from Bargaon up to Rajgangpur),
where #here are so many other buses are plying in their allotted slots. Hence, the
objecton},lj_'_as requested that the application of the applioeﬁt may not be considered and

reiegied:.

© "izlsAdvocate Mr. H.P.Mohanty, appearing for the applicant stated that the route
applied-by the applicant is not coming under rationalised: Foute which may be verified.
Besides, he has stated that the actual distance from Majhiapada to Garposh is 10 kms.
buf’wrohgly the same has been mentioned as 39kms wWhich may be corrected as 10
kmé' in“stead of 39kms. i

gafola o e

. The above obJeotor has also filed an online objeoiionl wherein he has not given
i ol ALy .

the, SPeQJf]C objection. _
RS o I TR f1:

RO Hig may be verified. o

256" *ROUTE- CHAUMUKHI TO KALAMA VIA LANGALESWAR. BALASORE

Ar\llD BACK, MRS MANASI NANDA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD01H2569.
el ST}
. ’}i‘ lie f\ppl{cant is absent.

s
" Followmg objectors have filed. ‘I
;| 1) SrL;]Subrat Barik, owner of vehicle No.ODO1D-9915is represented by Advocate
Mrp, Ramiagish Acharya. He stated that the objector is an applicant on the route
Chaumukhl to Agarpada via Balasore, Sergarh and back in respect of his vehicle

e
No.OD01D-9915. The applicant has applied for TP on the route Chaumukhi to Kalama

xﬁ JRITEN =; Hic
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V|a Langaleswar Balasore and back. The objector has stated that the applicant has
been |llegally operating the route she has applied for since long without any permit for
vy,hlc_h E- ch:allan has been issued against the vehicle of the applicant on 25.11.2020. As
per resolution passed in 287" STA meeting held on 27.01.2019 in item No.3.9, it has
been indicated that “whenever it is detected that a bus operating as a stage carriage
without permit under Section 192 (A) of M.V. Act, 1988, the bus will be debarred for a
sf‘tage carriage permit for minimum two years from the date of detection of such
offence”. As such her past conduct as a stage carriage operator is a stained and she
cannot serve the travelling public with integrity. In this regard, the objector has also
enclosed the VCR and photographs of her bus currently running which has been kept in
triml;e flle of fhe applicant (permit meeting file). The objector further stated that the timing
appllelclj by the applicant does not mention that she seeks to operate from Lngaleswar to
Bﬁallamre via Haldipada which is 45.6kms. or via Gandhl Chhak which is 56.8 kms.
Whlch |s h|ghly misleading. Besides, the applicant mentlons the distance between
Lre}qrz_llg!allle(eiv\:/ar to Balasore as 38kms. which is not correlet:_. ;He further stated that the

aﬂplli\c{:ﬁnt;has applied TP in respect of his vehicle which is a sleeper vehicle.

» 1t Besides, the objector has stated that the applicant has applied her service
cfef\'iéﬁi‘ﬁ‘é a large portion of the objector's route and timihg of both the services are
clashifgithroughout the route. Applicant has applied thé 'same departure time from
GHtifitkhi as the objector, i.e. at 5.00hrs. which is just 4'minutes ahead of the service
oj‘if’cl'n'fis~3 objéctor i.e. at 5.24hrs. Similarly at Langaleswar the service of the applicant
depHRs %ith5.54hrs. which is 8 minutes ahead of the sérvice of this objector i.e.
oiﬂjeéi’é'ﬁ?s"ééervioe is departing Langaleswar at 6.02hrs. ! Hence the objector has
régi8stédithat the applicant may not be granted TP and ths $ame may be rejected.

ll {] l' T
! ThIS may be verified.

z!h
257. ROUTE- ROURKELA TO SAGJOR VIA SUNDARGARH SUBDEGA AND
i BACK, SUSHIL KUMAR SHARMA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16A3155,

"'”"l'i"A'pplicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P. l\/lo"hé’n'ty He stated that the route
appylled byithe appllcant covers under rationalised route afid the applicant has applied in

viacantiglots. !
b e «.‘- e
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There is an objection given by Shri Indrajeet Singh, owner of vehicle No.OD16-B-
8899 and No.OD16-3697. He stated that the applicant has epplied for TP with proposed
titnings on Rourkela-Rajgangpur-Sundargarh rationalised route. Despite of regular
lnstructlons given by STA and RTO, Sundargarh and Rourkela regarding plying of
bBuses in rationalised route in slot timings, the apphcant is repeatedly neglecting the
orders of the authority and not adhering the slot timings issued to his 3 to 4 existing
buses at Rajgangpur and Rourkela point which may be ean|red from the concerned
RTOS Moreover, the applicant is not interested in updating slot timings in his some
existing buses included in Rourkela-Rajgangpur-Sundargarh rationalised route and
forcefully plying buses in his own timings as per his convenience disturbing other buses
at Rajgangpur and Rourkela points. Again the applicant has apphed for TP in respect of
hlS vehlc|e mentioned above and after obtaining TP, he Wl|| not adhere the slot timings
at Ra}gangpur and Rourkela points managing the said bus in other timings as per his
corE qlenc;e Hence, the applicant has requested the authorlty to enquire into the
matter and .action may be taken to ply the other exnstlng buses of applicant in slot
tlmlngs from Rajgangpur and Rourkela points in both up and down trips as per
Rourkela ﬁajgangpur-Sundargarh The objector has also requested that the applicant
mey be ln,S|sted to give an undertaking relating to adhermg of slot timings in respect his
buses plyfmg in the above rationalised route before i lssumq the TP to the applicant.

it R may be considered subject to verification of! dlash free time as well as
vatahtislst. RTOs of Sundargarh and Rourkela may be réquested to enquire about the

facts'WHether the other vehicles of the applicant are plylng as per slot timings allotted to

4l
ce

the respectlve buses.
nveniones i,

258f ROUTE- JODA TO LAHUNIPARA VIA KOIRHA MARKET, KALTA AND
fptier BACK RUPAK PASARI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR09HB451.

cairgs o R
o Apphcant is absent.
CMRE N
'] ‘ Tpere Is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free
t”.he JE8 0 :: “

ohg " ROUTE- JODA TO LAHUNIPARA VIA KdIRHA, KALTA AND BACK,
J,%iy,PAK PASARI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE ORQ_?H_GQS‘I.
b 7

i '[r.it,@‘\.:g)[plioant is absent. -
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~ There is an online objection given by Sri Chiranjit Mahanta, owner of vehicle
No.ODOQC-2919. He stated that there is clash of time at Lahunipada. His service is
d_eparting Lahunipada at 12.20hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart at
12.00hrs. which is just 20 minutes ahead of the service of this objector.

This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

260, ROUTE-  KOIRHA TO KEONJHAR VIA MALDA AND BACK MANORANJAN
| MISHRA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR09Q6737.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty.

There is one objection given by Tulasi Baghua, owner of vehicle No.ODO9F-6194
IS represented by Advocate Shri M.B. Rao. He stated that there is clash of time at Koira.
The servroe of this. objector is departing Koira at 5. 15hrs whereas the applicant has
proPosed to depart Koira at 4.55hrs. which is just 20 mlnutes ahead of the service of

th|s objeotor The clash of time will be continue from Korrha to Keonjhar which is a

uL li v

dlstanoe of 92kms. Then, the objector has requested that the applicant may be given
time after his service. e

il B ' AR :
" This;may be considered subject to verification of clash free time and also after
the ser\(lce of the objector.
)”
261. ROUTE- JHARSUGUDA TO SAMBALPUR VIA RENGALI, SASAN AND
BACK, DINESH SAHU, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD2386681

LOTED I

) : Applloant is absent

e depy: i

: Th|s may be verified whether route applied by the aPplioant is coming under any
ratioHaflsed route or not. L

262" "WOUTE-  BARGARH TO ROURKELA VIA JHARSUGUDA, SUNDARGARH

il NCAND BACK, PRADEEP KUMAR DEBATA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE

yia £1OPABP3474.

i, Applicant is present. He stated that he has app||ed in vacant slots.

\"‘

ST rFoIdownng vehicle owners have filed objections.

141, Tlere is an online objection filed by Md. Gayasuddin, owner of vehicle
No.QDF"ﬁét&‘—1991. He stated that “the applicant has appl'ied in Sundargarh, Rourkela
ratibnaliz'e'd route. The applicant proposed departure time from Rourkela 13:39 PM,

Whlch 1s| just 7 minutes ahead to his bus Rourkela departure timing at 13.46PM. He
rl! ralise
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stated that applicant has applied in sot No.94, but the veh|c|e OD15M-8925 has already

obtalned permlt in slot No.94. This may be verified.

2 . ori Pradeep Kumar Patel, owner of vehicle No. OD16C 0507 is represented by
Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is operating his service on the
route Burla to Rourkela covering two rationalised routes from Sambalpur to Sundargarh
énd Sundargarh to Rourkela. The service of the objector isdeparting Burla at 5.00hrs.,
Sambalpur at 5.30hrs.(slot No.19), Sundargarh at 7.49 (slot No.21) to reach Rourkela at
10.14hrs. But the applicant has applied for grant of TP on the route Bargarh to Rourkela
coverlng three rationalised routes i.e. Bargarh to Sambalpur, Sambalpur to Sundargarh
and Sundargarh to Rourkela and has proposed a set of prior and prejudicial timings
wh’iéh isdirectly clashing with the timing of the objector and also other existing services
onlthétrotite because the applicant has not applied in any vacant slots. He further stated
that the:lepplicant has proposed to depart Bargarh at 3.45,h,rs., Sambalpur at 5.15hrs,
J;he‘lr)sidgdd;a at 6.35hrs, Sundargarh at 7.43hrs. to reach RoHtkeIa at 10.13hrs and in the
down trip the applicant has proposed to depart Rourkelalat 13.3%hrs., Sundargarh at
16V1Ohrs Jharsuguda at 17.00hrs. to reach Bargarh at 19. '5.0hrs Hence the applicant’s

prc‘;lpl);eeld‘tlme will create unhealthy competition on the route ,as the proposed departure
tlme glven by the applicant at 7.43hrs. from Sundargarh VYhICh is only 6 mlnutes ahead
of the selrl\lllce of the objector and the common portion IS 105 kms. up to Rourkela.
I—‘Iehnoe the objector stated that the route and timings proposed by the applicant be

rejeqted as, it covers 3 rationalised routes and the tlmlngs are directly clashlng with the

ex.l,sltl,ng services on the route because the applicant has not applied in vacant slot.
NERN It P (Y

3.0 faji . Abdul Sayeed, owner of vehicle No.OD16A-2055 is represented by
AdVieste 'Shri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that objector is operating his service on the route
Jharsdg‘u'da to Rourkela and back (2 RT) covering itwd rationalised routes from
Jh ars‘ugudé to Sundargarh and Sundargarh to Rourkeld.The service of the objector
dep:arts Jhbrsuguda at 8.35hrs. (slot No.16) reaches Sundargarh at 7.20hrs. to depart
ttﬁfe’rf’et?tt'oﬁt}ét 7.32hrs. (slot no.31) to reach Rourkela at 9.57hrs. But the applicant has
za;‘fip;bt_lij‘e,diiifo'h"'grant of TP on the route Bargarh to Rourkeld.covering three rationalised
rol"JEt?e’S*: ilely Bargarh to Sambalpur, Sambalpur to Sundargarh and Sundargarh to
R?o'itlék’é?llai and has proposed a set of prior and prejudicial timings which is directly

c_Ifa"si;H'-_i‘r'tfgi‘With the service of the objector and also other eXisting services on the route
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because the applicant has not applied in any vacant slots. vThe applicant has proposed
té depart Jharsuguda at 6.35hrs. to reach Sundargarh at 7.23hrs. in the exact timing of
the objector. Hence, the objector stated that the route and timings proposed by the
applicant be rejected as it covers 3 rationalised routes and the timings are directly
qlashing with the existing services on the route because the applicant has not applied

in vacant slot.
Applicant stated that at the time of application, the slot was vacant.
Besides there are two objections given by the following objectors.

4 SM Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.OD16A-2377 stated that “the route and
tf:rhﬁi‘hgs-»proposed by the applicant be rejected as it covers 3 rationalised route and the
tinings'taré directly clashing with the existing services:oh the route because the
dpplidant:has not applied in vacant slot.”

splen o

5. . Md. Kayam, owner of vehicle No.OD16D-1955 has stated that “I have timing

objéc“:‘tlonhThe applicant has applied depature time from Rourkela towards Sundergarh
L [

is 13:39 PM which is just 1 minute ahead of my bus Rourkela depature timing 13:40
PM, andiwill hamper”.

iFHis may be verified whether the applicant has applied in any rationalised route,
|f so whether he has applied in any vacant slots. If SO, then this may be considered

o

sub;ejct to verlﬂca’uon of the same.

268 {1SROUTE- BUNDIA TO SAMBALPUR VIA RENGALI AND BACK, SAGAR
Rﬁl OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR23E4896.

lm
: Appllcant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P. Mohanty He stated that the
apphcant has applied in vacant slots i.e. slot No.27 and 119 from Sundargarh and slot

I S

No.63 and 147 from Sambalpur.

PGl

Vi, ar:lthere is no objection.

This imay be considered subject to verification :of .clash free time and also
whetherr thig-applicant has applied in the vacant slots mentioned by the applicant.
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J64. ROUTE-  BUNDIA TO SAMBALPUR VIA RENGALI AND BACK, ARADHANA
' SINGH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD23C8608.

_ Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the
applied route is coming under rationalised route from Jharsuguda to Sambalpur and the
applicant has applied in vacant slots No.18 and 107 from Jharsuguda side and slot

l\?'io.41 and 171 from Sambalpur side.
There is no objection.

This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time and also

whether the applicant has applied in the vacant slots mentioned by the applicant.

265 ROUTE- LAIDA TO ROURKELA VIA MAJHAPADA, KIRAI AND BACK, SM
: SHAMIM AKHTAR, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16H58453.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P,Mohanty. He stated that the
applied route is coming under rationalised route. Rx

bt ) i o o
o Following objectors have filed objections. ’
Lol

1. Pradeep kumar Patel, owner of vehicle No.OD16C-0507 is represented by
Advocate Shri B.N.Prasad. He stated that the objector is operating his service pm the
rpite Bufla to Rourkela covering two rationalised routes i.&. Sambalpur to Sundargarh
anda Bundargarh to Rourkela. The service of the objector is departing Sundargarh at
749hrs (slot no.34) to reach Rourkela at 10.30hrs. and in the down trip it departs

ll
Rcfﬁ'rkelarat 11.05hrs (slot no.69) to reach Sundargarh at 13 30hrs. But the applicant

has apphed for TP on the route Laida to Rourkela arltd has proposed to depart

Sundargarh at 7.43hrs. (vacant slot No.33) to reach Rourkela at 10. 08hrs and depart
there frorn at 11.30hrs (vacant slot No.73) to reach Sundargarh at 13.55hrs. and
thereby s’hall operate ahead of the service of this objector from Sundargarh to Rourkela.
Henoe, ,the objector stated that though the applloant has applled in the vacant slot

No 33 from Sundargarh at 7.43hrs. but by the process, |t shaII operate ahead of the

[T

ob{eotors service which departs Sundargarh at 749hrs .on slot No. 34 . He further

stat'ed that the applicant being a new entrant should operate after the service of the

queotor ort the applied slot No.33 be allotted to the objeotor and the objector’s slot

NoL‘34 be allotted to the applicant since the objector is senlor operator
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2 '. Md.Gayasuddin, owner of vehicle No.OD14-8986 stated that his service is
departmg Badagaon at 8.50hrs. but the applicant has not mentioned the departure time
fﬁom Badagaon. He further stated that the permit is eX|st|ng against vehicle No.OR16C-
8744. The vehicle is plying in the slot applied by the applicant. (This may be verified).

The objector stated that last year, he has applied the same route vide sl. No.267

Which was not considered and rejected.

3. Sri Pradeep Kumar Debata, owner of vehicle No.OD15P-3474 stated that he has
applied TP on the route Bargarh to Rourkela via Jharsuguda, Sundargarh and back. In
sl. No.253, another owner of bus No.OD16H-7899 has applied the TP in which he has
sought for departure time at 1.40PM from Rourkela for the route Kuchlnda to Rourkela
ﬁa[ ?a‘rhura Sundargarh and the present applicant i.e. owher of vehicle No.OD16H5845
has apptled the departure time from Sundargarh at 7.43hrs.. In both the cases i.e.
apphcar?t of sl.no.253 and 265, the buses will cover more than 55% of thelr route in rural
area and using part of the rationalised route. As per the|r permit apphcatlon and
mentioned stoppages, the TP may be considered as ordinary service. Since the
applicant has mentioned the distance from one stoppage to another which is less than
20 kms, $0 the application of applicant may be consldered as ordinary service. Hence
the objfactor has stated that his application may be cons!dered as he has applied to ply
h:s serwce in total rationalised route starting from Bargarh to Rourkela which is 235

1
kms coverlng entire rationalised route. (but the ObjeCtOI‘ has not mentioned his serial

number) . e

gthf ‘«r(A‘pib".lioant stated that he has applied in vacant slot which may be ve'rified.)
pipiie. it i
f. Thls ‘may be considered subject to verlflcatlon of clash free tlme and also

whether the applicant has applied in the vacant slots as stated by him.

266:. ROUTE- JOKA TO JAJPUR ROAD VIA SAHARAPADA, KHAJURIDIHA
.1y AND BACK, ANURAG DAS, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD11E0808.

" 3 1 Applicant is absent.
* "“This is alter service of s1.n0.267 i.e. vehicle No.OR11J1875,
, o LT B E ‘

i 117 Following objectors have filed objections.
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1 Soumendra Kumar Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.OD11A-7749 stated that he is
operating his service on the route from Daitari to Karanjia and back via Harichandanpur,
Ghatgaon. His service is departing from Karanjia at 12.10hrs. whereas the applicant has
a;‘pplied to' depart at Karanjia in down trip at 11.25hrs. just before 45 minutes of his
s':rjervice. It will affect 80% of his service from Karanjia to Harichandanpur in down trip.

Pﬂenoe, the'objector has requested to reject the application of the applicant.

2. Anadi Charan Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.OD11A-0799 stated that he is
dperating his service on the route Baripada to Kankadahada and back via
Harichandanpur, Ghatagaon and Brahmanipal. His service is departing Karanjia at
1‘1.25hrs whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Karanjia in down trip at
1{1.25h"r~s.‘-which is exact time of this objector. Hence, the objector has requested to
ré]"e'Ct'- the application of the applicant. ;

3. . Soumendra Kumar Mohanty, owner of vehicle No. OD11J 1790 stated that he is

; b H i LB
opera’ung his service on the route Tata Mines to Guhaldanglrl via Dubun Ghatagaon

aindlhk‘aac%kI His service in up trip is departing Duburi at 6 20hrs and Harlchandanpur at
8.20hrs whereas the applicant has proposed to depar’[ Duburi at 5.50hrs. and
Haricharidanpur at 8.00hrs which is 30 minutes ahead 'of his service from Duburi and
20iinlifes ahead from Harichandanpur. Indown trip 25 iinutes ahead from Karanjia.

l—‘:iér'i'éB?*fH‘e objector has requested to reject the applioatidn‘ of the applicant.

gk

41 Se f<’h|rod Prasad Das, owner of vehicle No. OROZAI\/I 1835 is represented by Mithun
D?s F?F stated that he is operating his service on the route from Tata Mines to Tiring via
Karanjia, Jash|pur and back. His service is departing Brahmanipal at 6.15hrs in up trip,
Céhatagaonvat 8.40hrs in down trip from Karanjia at 11.00nhrs. Ghatagaon at 8.20hrs.
v@?ﬁéﬁé‘ééﬁtﬁ‘e applicant has proposed to depart Brahmahipal at 6.27hrs in up trip and
fﬁéfhléf@‘ﬁétdaon at 8.20hrs. which is 12 minutes after the' service of this objector from
Brdhianibal and the bus of the applicant will overtake tiié service of this objector at
Ghatagash and depart from Ghatagaon stoppage before 20 minutes i.e. 8.20hrs. and in
dowiii i overtake at Ghatagaon and depart at 13.20 hrs. Which is 5 minutes ahead of
the ’ser\) ¢k of this objector. Hence, the objector has reqliested to reject the application

of the %ppllcant

; ,1;;: Flo s
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Since the route is under process of rationalisation, this may not be considered.

(This may be verified whether the route is under rationalisation process).

267. ROUTE- JOKA TO JAJPUR ROAD VIA SAHARAPADA, KHAJURIDIHA
; AND BACK, BIBEKANANDA DAS, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR11J1875.

Applicant is absent. Since this is alter service of sl. N0.266 ie. vehicle
No OD11E0808, the observations given in sl.no.266 shall be followed.

253,8. ROUTE- SARASKANA TO ANGUL VIA KEONJHAR AND BACK, PRIYA
‘ DAS, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD11T0139.

Applicant is absent.

Following objectors have filed objections.

T.045 DIM, OSRTC, Angul vide his letter No.585 dt.26.7.2021 stated that two private
vehicle No.OD11T-0139 and OD09-3663 has applied for new TPs from Sarasakana to
Anéul ,\zfa Rairangpur, Keonjhar and back which mak,e_s clash of timing in every
s.toppa,g‘el with OSRTC vehicle No.OD19T-3856 and OD19T-3825 which are plying on
tggf‘.ﬁgy‘ﬁ}aﬁngul to Baripada via Keonjhar, Rairangpur.‘ !rg its up and down trip from
Baripada to Angul and Angul to Baripada the timing of private vehicle is clashing at
dHéh stoppage from Angul to Bangiriposhi which has been applied by the applicant
before the tlmlng of OSRTC. Hence, the objector has requested that the timing applied
by the appllcant may be changed. OSRTC has also given an online objection stating
that “Thé down trip timing of private bus clashes with the UP trip timing of OSRTC from

Bangirp.osi to Angul and vice versa. S

2 inlig Priyabrata Barik, owner of vehicle No.OR0O9P-0728 is represented by
AdVocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the objector is operating his service on
thé Jfotite Rourkela to Keonjhar via Bahadaposhi, Pallahara and back. He stated that
th'é applicant has applied departure time in the down trip from Palalahara at 7.40hrs.
whéréas the vehicleé of the objector is departing at 7. 44hrs which is just 4 minutes
aheéd ofn’the objector’s service and it will clash up to Keorijhar which is 73 kms. Hence,
thé: objee’[or stated that if the TP will be considered in respect of the vehicle of the
appli¢arit; ithen timing may be given 15 after the service of the objector from Pallahara
dnd théisame may be maintained up to Keonjhar. He has dlso given an online objection
sfté‘fiﬁi@ﬁthet “‘OD11T0139 PALLAHARA DEPARTURE TIME APPLIED 7:40 AM.
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éR09P0728 PALLAHARA DEPT. TIME 7:44 AM.”

3. -~ Basanti Nayak, ownerof vehicle No.OD09N-6030 is represented by her husband
Srl K.K.Nayak. He stated that the applicant’s proposed time from Rairangpur is 6
rplnutes ahead of the service of this objector and from Jashipur, 4 minutes ahead of the
sfervice of this objector. There is clash of time up to 100 kms. The objector further stated
that ODOYN-8030 is alter service of ODOIN-6030. The objections are same.

This may be verified and considered subject to verification of clash free time.

269. ROUTE- BISOl TO ANGUL VIA KARANJIA, KEONJHAR AND BACK,
DILESWAR SAMAL, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR19J1816.

L% L Applicant is absent.

There is no objection. This may be verified and considered subject to verification

of iclash free time.

270 ROUTE- BALAKATI TO SULEIPAT VIA PANIKOILI GHATGAON AND
“BACK, LINGARAJ SWAIN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD028H5267

- l‘/l\pplioant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P.Mohanty.

There is an objection given by Sri Ranjan Kuthar Nayak, owner of vehicle
lgd:,Qqu@ﬁ;ESO?,O. He stated that the route applied by the applicant is coming under
rationaliset route which is under process and not implerriented. Besides, there is clash
of timey,af Bhubaneswar point. His service is departing Bhubaneswar at 6.45hrs.
whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Bhubaneswar at 6.57hrs. which is just
1'2 mlnutes after the service of this objector. Similarly, there is clash of time at Cuttack
po;rst [Tlhlel service of this objector is departing Cuttack at 7.55hrs. whereas the applicant
has proposed to depart Cuttack at 7.52hrs. which is just 3 mlnutes ahead of the service

of thls objector

COA
~ This may be verified whether the applied route of the applicant is rationalised

route wHi6h is now under process and not implemented. If so, this may not be
dénslbieted. Otherwise this may be considered subject tb Werification of clash free time

ain"difh"e‘i starting point may be given from Baramunda, Bhibaneswar instead of Balakati.
T Gt AT i
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271 ROUTE- TALACHUA TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA TINI
:© MUHANI, DUHURIA AND BACK, PRAVASISH PANDA, OWNER OF THE
- VEHICLE OD29C2266.

 Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the
applicant has applied in vacant slot. No.4 from Pattamundai side and slot No.216 from
Cuttaok side.

 There is no objection.

This may be considered subject to verification of clash free time as well as

vacant slots.

272. ROUTE- BELAPADA TO PARADIP VIA CUTTACK (BADAMBADI),
Y NDAR PUR AND BACK, PRAKASH CHANDRA SAHOO OWNER OF THE
EHICLE OD05AS1629.

Appllcant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra.
PR PR

plir cFollowing vehicle owners have filed objections.

B P
1. Shri Manish Barik, owner of vehicle No.OD0O5AV-5299 has given an online

objection ‘stating that “Timing clash between Pardeep to Bhubaneswar at down trip
applied. t,iming 14:01 from Paradeep departure with SL no‘..l'v/'g with vehicle‘no. OD 05 AS
1;629 k/v:.:hereas his departure timing from Paradeep is 14:00". He further stated that
though, the route is rationalised route and applicant has not applled in vacant slot, the

same sh@Uld not be Con3|dered

A
2. S]’I Gayadhar Swain, owner of vehicle No.OR22E-2199 is represented by
Advocste “Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector h,as been allotted to depart
Guttaclﬁ.cat; 9.50hrs. to reach Paradip at 11.50hrs in the up trip and in the down trip it is
allot_t:_ed to depart Paradip at 14.00hrs. to reach Cuttack at 16.00hrs. But the applicant
has ap?:fili’éd for grant of TP on the route Belapada to Paradip covering the rationalised
routé’ Paradip to Cuttack and has proposed an irrational timings which shall not only
affabtdhel service of the objector but also other existing 'services plying on the said
ra?"tfl"é')?ha'li'ééd' portion of the route. The applicant has prdposed to reach Cuttack at
9 3T7Hrs. ‘and depart at 9.15hrs. to reach Paradip at 12. 25hr’s and to depart there from at
1*4‘O1hrs 16 reach Cuttack at 17.19hrs. The proposed time given by the applicant i.e.
arrlval tln?e at Cuttack at 9.37hrs. and departure time f.ror:n;éBelapada at 9.15 irrational.
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He further stated that the applicant has not applied in any: vacant slots though the route
applled by him is coming under rationalised route. Hence the objector stated that
though the route is rationalised route and applicant has. not applied in vacant slot, the

Sgame should not be considered and rejected.

This may be verified whether the applicant's applied route is coming under
rationalised route or not. If so whether he has applied any vacant slots. Otherwise this

rnay be considered subject to verification of clash free time and also vacant slots.

273. ROUTE- KORUA TO PARADIP VIA HALADIAGADA, BADAPALGADA AND
BACK, QUIMANA DAS, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD29G4822.

Applicant is represented by'Advocate Sri Sabyasachl Mishra. He stated that the

appllcant has applied in vacant slot No.29 from Paradeep and slot No. 31 from

l BRI
Chandlkhole
FOLL e, the

iir1¢ sThere is no objection.

This may be considered subject to verification of;iclash free time as well as
v,apant‘_slgts applied by the applicant. e

374 "'RGUTE-  PARADEEP COLLEGE TO CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) VIA JAIPUR,

;i LARAPUR AND BACK, RASHMI RANJAN PARIDA OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
s OD05AV8248

lx "'

Apphcant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachl Mishra. He stated that the

pp!
anwd}l 6‘8 from Cuttack side. He further stated that the appllcant has applled TP to ply as
atter servnce of OR02Z-3279. He has requested that Paradeep be inserted instead of

Cuttack hfsl. No.19.

There is an objection given by Sidharth Kumar SaHos, owner of vehicle No. (not
mentidnéd). He stated that the route Cuttack-Paradeep which was left by vehicle
N%&QD&5;>;<75155 has not been notified. He further stated..tnat_ if any time is vacant or left
over by any existing owner of a route it should be advertised/ notified to enable to other
elig’ible":g:ﬂt.s owners having new vehicles to apply for the same. The left over time
apphed By vehicle No.OD05AV-8248 in al. no.274 may klndiy be notified to enable other

ovt/n’er havmg better model vehicle to apply for the same. .
t‘:te:: S0 6
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~ This may be verified whether the route applied by the applicant is against
surrender of a permit by the owner of OD05X-5155 which has been notified. Otherwise
thrs may not be considered.

i :

275.. ROUTE- CHANDIKHOLE TO PARADEEP  COLLEGE VIA DUHURIA,

: NILANCHAL BAZAR AND BACK, PRANAT! JENA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
OR04N1095.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhay Kumar Behera. He stated that.
the applicant has applied in vacant slots No.12 from Chandikhole, slot No.33 from

Paradeep and in up trip in slot No.36 from Chandikhol and slot No.62 (down trip).

There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free

time as ell as vacant siots.

. I
M

2_7§ . ROUTE- PARADIP T0 CHANDIKHOLE VIA DUHURIA,
f "BAIICHANDRAPUR AND BACK, MADAN MOHAN SAHOO, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE OR05AP3575.

AR

Agplicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sri Abhay Kumar Behera. He stated
that appfrcant has applied in vacant slot 15 from Pradip, siot No.23 from Chandikhol,
slot No. 49 from Paradip, in down trip siot No.53 from Chandrkhole

P& il vht

I There is no objection. This may be considered subJect to verrfroatron of clash free

trme as weII as vacant siots.

217, ROUTE- PARADIP  TO  CHANDIKHOLE ~ VIA  DUHURIA
“BALICHANDRAPUR AND BACK, SUJIT KUMAR BAL, OWNER OF THE
" VEHICLE OR14T7134.

P Applrcant is represented by Advocate Sri H. Pl\/lohanty He stated that the
applrcah’c has applred to obtained TP in vacant slots i.e. slot No.9 and 44 from Paradip,
slot No18'and 49 from Chandikhole which are vacant sléts. He has filed: a petition on

7817 2021 Vacant slots has been corrected. i

S ).' | | I REETEE
There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free

trme as weII as vacant slots. J
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278. ROUTE- AMRUTAMANOHI TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA
BARI, BARUAN AND BACK, BISWARANJAN SWAIN, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE OD05D0735.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra.

Since the route is under rationalised process and not completed, this may not be

conSIdered

i

279 ROUTE- BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO. KANDIA VIA BARUAN,
JAJPUR TOWN AND BACK, AFTAB ALAM, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
OR11G7595.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N.Mohanty.

Slnce the route is under rationalised process and not completed thls may not be

(s
conSIdered

280. ROUTE- BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA):" TO KAYANAGOLA VIA
KUAKHIA, BARUAN AND BACK, NIRAJANA KHANDAI OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE ORO5AWO0041.

s Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra.

1", Birée the route is under rationalised process and not completed, this may not be
N RE
consndeqled
281. ROUTE- 'ANGUL TO BHADRAK VIA KAMAKHYANAGAR, BHUBAN AND
BACK SASMITA MISHRA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR15R95OO
"t i

”:A"qoplicant is represented by Advocate Sri Alok Kumar Mohapatra.

=

Mot
Following vehicle owners have filed objections. ;|-
Yo

1 , Sr| Ashutosh Sahu, owner of vehicle No. ORO4K-4337 is represented by
Advocate Sr| Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that in up trlp there is clash of time at
Bhubanflpomt. His service is departing Bhuban at 8.28hrs! whereas the applicant has
préposed to depart at 8.25hrs. which is just 3 minutes ahead of the service of this
Obj‘?Ct()[fL?nd clash of time will continue up to J.K. Road He further stated that the

applicant has applied to ply his service as express serwce.and the route is not express

m nature. The applicant has also applied timing which is'ooming under the rationalised

S TSI
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route i.e. from Panikoili to Bhadrak. Hence the objector requested that if TP will be
donsidered in favour of the vehicle of the applicant, then it should be considered by

giving time after 20 minutes after the departure of the objector's vehicle from Bhuban.

2, Sri Pratap Kumar Sahu, owner of vehicle No.OD19F-9542 is represented by
l:\dvocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that in down trip the applicant has applied
to depart Duburi at 13.23hrs. whereas the service of the objector is departing at
13.20hrs. which means the applicant’s vehicle will arrive just at the time of departure of
tfwe service of the objector. The applicant’s vehicle will overtake the objector’s vehicle in
b;etween Duburi and Bhuban. He further stated that the applicant has applied to ply his
service as express nature of service and the route is not express in nature. The
applicant has also applied timing which is coming under the rationalised route i.e. from
Panikeili-to Bhadrak. Hence the objector requested that if TP will be considered in
févéu.‘ﬁo'ff*fthe applicant, then it should be considered by-giving time after 15 minutes

after the departure of the objector’s vehicle from Duburi.

3.MUiNle,. Ashwani Mohapatra, owner of vehicle No.OR19C-6531 is represented by
Advdtate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that in down trip at J.K.Road, the applicant
hés?-‘brdposed to depart his vehicle at 12.54hrs. whereas the objector's vehicle is
debéftingat 13.05hrs. which means the applicant's vehicle will depart 11 minutes ahead
of*th&etvice of the objector from J.K.Road. The entiré foute from J.K.Road to Angul
v\;?ilf?’B’e‘f cldshed. He further stated that the applicant has applied to ply his service as
é-‘)éﬁﬁé’éé hature of service and the route is not express in nature. The applicant has also
éﬁb‘lié&llti"ﬁning which is coming under the rationalised! route i.e. from Panikoili to
Bhadrakh.:He further stated that if the applicant will be given clash free time by making
Hi&'sérlice as ordinary service, the objector has no objection. (Applicant stated that the
%ehicler‘9D358-2221 is plying as express service). Hence}_}the objector requested that if
TF:‘V\(I”‘Lbe considered in favour of the vehicle of the applicant, then it should be
c]qinSI:dered by giving time after 20 minutes after the depa@ure of the objector’s vehicle

fgc:;}[pi J:K.Road.

4. % M. Rudra Narayan Sahu, owner of vehicle No.OR04N-1080 (replaced old
viehicle No.OR04J-5591) is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated

th&t'h& tapplicant has applied departure time from Taléher at 6.15hrs. whereas the
welizg o Py
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dbjector’s vehicle is departing at 6.10hrs. which means the applicant’s vehicle will arrive
in between the halting time of the objector's vehicle. The applicant’s vehicle will
overtake the objector's vehicle in between Talcher and Parjang. In the down trip, the
a‘pplicant has applied exact departure time at Parjang i.e. at 15.40hrs. which will hamper
the smooth plying of the vehicle of the objector. He further stated that the applicant has
applied to ply his service as express service and the route is not express in nature. The
a}bplicant has also applied timing which is coming under the rationalised route i.e. from
Panikoili to Bhadrakh. Hence the objector requested that if TP will be considered in
favour of the vehicle of the applicant, then it may be considered after rationalisation of
the Angul to Jajpur Road route or may be considered after the objector's time being

allowed to be changed to express nature of service.

[ .
B

. “-:This may be examined and put up before the Chairman STA for order.

Sredte !
282' ROUTE- RAJKANIKA TO ROURKELA VIA MANGUU DHENKANAL AND
e BACK KANHU SAMAL, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD02AM7907 AS NIGHT
tooar SEVICE.

2l Applicant is present.
grolic oo S

.15 + Following objectors have filed objections.

KIShOI’e Kumar Mohapatra, owner of vehicle No. OR22E 7772 is represented by
Advdeate Srl H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector |s opera’ung his service on the
ri')'ute Chandanpur to Rourkela. There is clash of time at Rourkela. The service of the

objector; s departing Rourkela at 20.00hrs. whereas the: applicant has proposed to
depart Rourkela at 19.40hrs. which is just 20 mmutes ahead of the service of this

time after hIS time to depart from Rourkela.

‘l..

2. Plrusottam Pallai, owner of vehicle No.ORO5- -AA-8877 is represented by
Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is operating his service on the
route OIaver to Rourkela via Chandbali. But the applicant has proposed to obtain TP on
the rodte RaJkamka to Rourkela via Manguli, Dhenkanal'and back. The ervice of the
o,t;ijecter ig” departmg Rourkela at 19.10hrs. whereas the®applicant has proposed to
d'éﬂa'rtCRéUrkela at 19.40hrs. which is just 30 minutes aftet the service of the objector.
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He further stated that the applicant in the previous committee meeting availed a TP on
tﬁ'e route Dhamra to Rourkela and without operating for a single day surrendered the
same and has again applied on the present route Rajkanika to Rourkela to harass the
objector. Hence, the objector has requested that the timings proposed by the applicant |
from Rourkela be revised/modified and it be allowed to depart Rourkela after 20.00hrs.

3. Sitikantha Panda, owner of vehicle No.OD22D-5899 is represented by Advocate
Shn H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is plying his service on the route
Bhdadrakh to Balasore and Bhadrak to Chandbali on the strength of PP granted by
STA. Now the applicant has proposed to operate his service on the route Rajkanika to
Rourkela via Manguli, Dhenkanal and back. The service of the objector is departing
Qﬁel'ridib‘-a'li at 18.10hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Chandbali at -
1%'87.’06)7hr's=. which is just 10 minutes ahead of the servide of this objector and thereby
ci:?ii’e‘cftl)‘i'affect the local service of the objector from Chandbali to Bhadrak. He further
statédthat the objector is a local operator and caters to the need of the local travelling
publi¢‘from Chandbali to Bhadrak but the applicant whd' has applied to operate as a
night service should have proposed to start its service after 19.00hrs. but the applicant
deluberatJer to harass the local and existing operators on the route has proposed this
tl‘rriupg‘sfvv’mch is against public interest. Hence the obJeEgtor stated that the timings
prggoggq,’,by the applicant from Chandbali at 18.00hrs. bg ,:r'cf-:;‘vised and it be allowed to
ci;’eéplalg’g&hgndbali 18.30hrs.

e .
]
N

4% pgtsuram Padhi, owner of vehicle No.OD22D-1163"i represented by Advocate
§Fﬁrf‘:H.‘P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is opera’tihgj his service  on the route
Bligitakh to Chandbali (2RT) on the strength of PP grafted by RTA, Bhadrakh. The
applicant-has proposed to obtain TP on the route Rajkanika to Rourkela and back. The
senigd of the objector is departing Chandbali at 18.30hts. whereas the applicant has
proposéd to depart Chandbali at 18.00hrs. which is just 30 finutes ahead of the service
of thigrobjector. He further stated that the objector is a Id¢al operator and caters to the
Heedif the local travelling public from Chandbali to Bhadtak but the applicant who has
dpplied to operate as a night service should have proposed to start its service after
1§$§§OO'h'r‘sif but the applicant deliberately to harass the local and existing operators on the

(p;ute has, proposed this timings which is against public.interest. Hence the objector
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stated that the timings proposed by the applicant from Chandbali at 18.00hrs. be
revised and it be allowed to depart Chandbali after 18.30 — 19.00hrs.

3
!

5. Sri ‘Ratnakar Bal, owner of vehicle No.OR0O5AT-0325 has stated that he is
dperating his service on the route Rourkela to Chandbali with a timing to depart
Chandbali at 18.25hrs. to reach Rourkela at 5.36hrs. But the Aapplicant has applied for
TP and has proposed an earlier timing to depart Chandbali at 18.00hrs. to reach
Rjourkela at 7.34hrs. The applicant has deliberately proposed such irrational timing to
depart 25 minutes ahead of the service of this objector from Chandbali i.e. to reach
Rourkela 2 hours after the service of the objector. Hence the objector requested that the
applicant being a new entrant be allotted timing to depart Chandbali after the service of
the objector i.e. after 18.25hrs. o

i s
PR PRI B

6 Sri Sangram Keshari Jena, owner of vehicle No‘ODA35A-1111 stated that he is
o‘peratind his service on the route Aradi to Rourkela vid Dhenkanal and back. His

s‘e’r:Vi‘ee‘ is érriving Bhadrakh at 7.35hrs. and departing at 7.50hrs. whereas the applicant

,,,,,,

mintites ahead of the service of this objector. Hence thé ‘objector requested that the
timitig-applied by the applicant may be modified and the: apphcant may be given time

aftérthe service of this objector.

Dk e v
i ThlS may be considered subject to verification of Clash free time.

28’3(-31'JRO'UTE- JAJPUR TOWN TO MALKANGIRI VIA RAYAGADA,
. KAKRIGUMMA AND BACK, DILLIP KUMAR SAHOO, OWNER OF THE
i MEHICLE OD33AD4005. e

?;3'-53*51'1-'Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N.Mohé‘nty

lalv )[,"‘ |l

. 'There is an objection given by Sri Sukant Moihanty, owner of vehicle No ODO0O5M-

22,6,5,0; He stated that, since a portion of the route applled by the apphcant i.e. Jajpur
BRI BA (F LI

Town to Cuttack is coming under rationalised route which |s now under process and not

Hll"

lmple{nented the application of the applicant may not be Con3|dered

ThIS may not be considered since a portion of the route applied by the applicant

i‘'e. Jajpur Town to Cuttack is coming under ratlonahsed route which is now under
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process and not implemented. Jajpur Town to Cuttack comes under rationalisation

portion. Hence the route may be considered from Cuttack to Malkangiri.

284, ROUTE-  SANDHAKUDA TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA
. RAHAMA, JAIPUR AND BACK, MANOJ KUMAR MOHANTY, OWNER OF THE
. VEHICLE ORO5AP0053.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhay Kumar Behera.

There is an objection given by the Mr. Shakti Prasad Swain, owner of vehicle
No.ORO5AH-3254 through Advocate Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the
objector is operating his service on the route Nuagaon to Bhubaneswar via Kujanga,
Rahama, Jaipur, Tarpur, Cuttack and back in the Cuttack to Paradeep, category-B in
rationaliséd route. Now the applicant has applied time in the down tripin slot No.50 from
Jdipur- 1%, at 8.10hrs. and in the up trip slot No.65 (departure time 14.45hrs. from
Cuttaok) |n the same rationalised route. The objeotor stated that in the updated
rahonahsed chart published in the Cuttack to Paradeep, category-B rahonahsed route
on 21.06.2021, down trip slot No.50 (8.10 departure from Jaipur) and up trip slot No.65
(14.45hr8i*departure time from Cuttack) is not shown vacant. The objector has brought
out a serlous allegation that the vehicle of the applicant is bemg shown in that slots with
vallglty{ of permlt being shown as 25.5.2017. The permlt of the Vehicle No.ORO5AP-
Q(.)!5?§::,;;§1,pphoants vehicle) expired on 25.05.2017. But ’chel Iapplloan’c in connivance with
the OPMS staff has extended the validity of permit showing the validity from 5/26/2012
to 3/19/2018 in the OPMS website. Later on validity of the permit of the applicant’s
vem,ole shown in the OPMS website as 5/26/2012 to 3/1 6/2018 The applicant has been
ply{,reg,hls vehicle without permit by manipuiating his perm|t validity in the OPMS

we“psne (ThlS may be examined).

w1 2 1. thé bbjector further stated that as per resolution passed in 287" STA meeting, it
h‘a”s Hash resolved that “in case of non-renewal of permanent Stage Carriage permit /
Sdrrerider Cancellation of Permanent Permit in respect of any route or routes, same will
belifistifiel inviting applications for grant of PP to deserving bus operators on merit. First
ih:!ﬁif%t:bfui?’brinoiple shall not be applicable in such cases unless it is notified and there is
nd?%éﬁﬁliéﬁtion in response to the notification”. Hence the objector stated that as per the
proteéditg of the 287™ meeting of STS, unless the -slots are notified seeking

ap'bii"c!;éti‘dhs from intending operators the same shall not'b‘:eﬂgranted/ allotted and first in
ey e
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first out principle shall not be followed. The applicant’s permit has been expired more
than 4 years ago, he has no rights over the said permit. The objector is waiting for the
s‘_aid slots to be made vacant to apply for the same as his other vehicle is plying in that
route. Hence the objector requested that not to consider the TP in respect of the vehicle
of the applicant as the slots applied by the applicant are not being shown vacant in the
updated rationalised chart published on 21.06.2021 on the Cuttack to Paradeep,
category-B rationalised route and the same should be notlfred as vacant slots as per
gg7th STA proceeding seeking applications from |ntend|ng operators. The objectors
have produced some copies of the permits given to the applicant’s vehicle which validity
was more than 8 years and 11 months. (This may be verified).

1.‘ . Srr Rudranarayan Sahu, owner of vehicle No. ORO4N 1080 is represented by
Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that thehobjector files this objection
cha_‘llenqrng the new TP application filed by the applioant in respect of his vehicle
No.OR19J~2895 (SI.No.156, dt.3.8.2021) on the route Angul to J.K.Road via Talcher,

r"r

serwce ion the route Angul to J.K.Road and back via Talcher Parjang, Kamakyanagar

Bhuban and Duburi.  Applicant has applied time the up trip to depart at Talcher
stoppage at 6.24hrs. whereas the objector's service is departrng Talcher at 6.10hrs.

whrch is 14 minutes ahead of the service of this obJector The arrival time_of the both the

(R rr SN

""""

clash of tlme at Kamakhyanagar point. The clash of tlme erI continue from Talcher to
J. K Road which is 120 kms. and covers 80% of the route The objector stated that if the
TP applrcatron of the applicant shall be considered, then rt should be given 20 minutes

afterlthe service of this objector from Talcher and the same may be marntalned up to

J. K Road,
T 'I\ .

' s Thrs may be examined and the facts in detail may be placed before the TC for
perusal and orders. -
2485'?95aR-OUTE- AlIMS TO ASTARANGA VIA KALPANA, NIMAPADA AND BACK,
L @NAM CHARAN SWAIN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD02G9455.

App‘licant is represented by Advocate Sri M.B.Rao: He stated that he has not
applled. rn| vacant slot. He has sought for timing of OR02AB+1057 which may be given.
r 12098 )

There is no objection. -
p ll 1 . i
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: This may be verified whether the applicant has applfed in rationalised route, if so
whether he has applied in any vacant slots. If the applioatibn of applicant will be

considered TP, then it may be given from Baramunda instead of AlIMS.

286 ROUTE- BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO KAKATPUR VIA PIPIL,
PURI AND BACK, ARATI PARIDA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD02AQ0584.

Applicant is absent.

There is an objection given by Advocate Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that
the applicant of sl.no.291 has also applied for the same route which may be heard

together.
This may be heard together with sl.No.84, 286 and 291.

287 ""ROUTE- ~ BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO DEBIDOLA VIA ADASPUR,
‘LLINIALI AND BACK. NIHAR RANJAN SWAIN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
OR2285930.

Applloant is absent.

There is no objection. This may be verified first whether the applied route of the
applloant comes under the rationalised route. If so, thls may not be considered.

Other\lee the same may be considered subject to verlfloatlon of clash free time.

|l' il \‘

288’“1ROUTE- BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO DEBIDOLA VIA NIALL
PANIMAL AND BACK, PRAKASH CHANDRA JENA, OWNER OF THE

VEHICLE OD02BQ8026. i

Agphoant is present. He stated that he has applied i 'P vacant slots.

A
rljhls may be verified first whether the applied route ‘of the apphoant comes under

the ratlonahsed route. If so, this may not be considered. Otherwise the same may be

conSIdered subjeot to verification of clash free time against vacant slots.
. ¢r
289‘l ROUTE- PUR! TO DASAMANTHAPUR VIA PADI\/IAPUR RAYAGADA AND
i BACK PRATAP CHANDRA MOHAPATRA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE

i Apghoant is represented by Advocate Shri M.B. Raq He stated that the applicant
has applled to obtain TP to ply his vehicle as alter service of sl.No.290 i.e. vehicle
No.OR"H‘LO339. The applicant has also applied TP to operate his vehicle as night

servicel\ 1! e
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: There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free
time. '

290. ROUTE- BHUBANESWAR TO DASMANTHPUR VIA BERHAMPUR,
: RAYAGADA AND BACK, SMT. ALPANA DAS, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
OR11L0339.

Since the applicant has applied to ply her vehicle as alter service of sl.no.289 i.e.
vehicle No.OD05C4530, the observation given in sl.n0.289 may be followed.

291. ROUTE- BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO BANPUR VIA SUKAL,
GADASAHIJANKIA AND BACK, BIJAYA KUMAR SAHOO, OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE OD02AW5637.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that this
should ‘be:heard alongwith sl.No.286 and the applicant of:sl.n0.286 has also applied to

obtdin TP in the same route.
TEY o I
292. ROUTE- PURI MUNCIPALTY BUS STAND TO .CUTTACK (BADAMBADI)
VIA'KALPANA, RASULGARH AND BACK, BIJAY KUMAR SAHOO, OWNER OF
THE VEHICLE OD02AX1737.

,A_l;pb'licant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasa,cl':h_i Mishra. He stated that the

TN

applicant has applied TP in vacant slot No.18 from Puri, slot No.274 from Bhubaneswar,

v o
There Is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free

i

time and also whether the applicant has applied in vacant slots or not.

8ri’Smrutiranjan Mishra, owner of vehicle No.OR02AS-2349 has given an
@bj"e‘dﬁdﬁ-’@’ﬁé’cing that the applicant is operating his services by adopting: “Gunda Raj”
rﬁéfﬁ'édf'?\b‘plicant has not paid tax in respect of his vehicle No.OR14G-6414 and also
myolv %dﬂm some forgery cases like without cancellation of HPA, the vehicle has been
sold toVikabadia”. --1

"1 This may be verified.

293. ROUTE-  NARSINGH PUR TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA
‘nlin:DARSHANPUR, ATHAGARH AND BACK, CHITTAIRANJAN MISHRA, OWNER
OF THE VEHICLE OR05AG8475.

Abfﬁlicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasaé:fh:'f Mishra. He stated that the
apBlié’a'nlt has applied in slot no.21 from Narasinghpur, slot"rlfb.67 from Cuttack side.

Gk 7 1
ISR b

i T he:,r;e are two objections filed by the following vehicles owners:
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1. Soubhagini Das, owner of vehicle No.OD19H~5058 stated that, since last 6
months, no paper publication has been made regarding vacant slots available in
Narasingh@unCuttaCk central time table and also it has not been notified in STA website
enline. The applicant is trying to obtain TP by adopting; fraudulent manner which may
be verified. The route applied by the applicant has not been notified for information of
general public. Hence, the objector requested that the slot may be notified for
information of general public and the operators may be given TP according to their

merit. Hence, the case of the applicant may not be considered.

2. Sri Bichitra Ranjan Behera, owner of vehicle No.OD05AQ-4249 stated that the
applicant is trying to obtain TP on the vacant slots by adopting fraudulent manner which
may not-be considered. The route may be notified first for information of other vehicle
o‘p’e”r'étbrs and applications considered according to mierit. Hence, the case of the
a’ﬁrﬁ‘liéah't'rlﬁ‘ay not be considered. He further stated that'fie has applied for interchange
ofilbiite Which has been rejected. Since, the vacant route has not been published: the
application of the applicant may be rejected.

ST 1
3., .. Mr .Ajay stated that as on 15.4.2021, the slot has neither been vacated nor

notlﬂe?

oy
4. §hr| M.B.Rao, Advocate stated that, there was a re]solution passed during 2015
that .th,e“\t/aoant route is required to be published and hosted in website of STA.

Friina S

SrisSabydsachi Mishra, Advocate appearing for the applicant stated that this may be

vefified whether the slot have been vacant and notified ofhot.
"-;:] - |11
Thls may be verified and put up the details to the TC for taking a deC|S|on in the

matter o

294. ROUTE- CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) TO NARS]NGHPUR VIA ATHAGARH,
TIGIRIA AND BACK, SUDHAKAR SAHOO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE
*1j2:ODOSAEB176.

APplloant is represented by Advocate Shri Sabyasachl Mishra. He stated that the
app{h?ant has applied in vacant slot No.42 from Cuttack anc1 124 from Narasinghpur.

- There is no objection. This may be considered subjeot to verlﬂcatlon of clash free

Dx

tlme and whether vacant slots notified or not..

[N
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295. ROUTE- KAMALADIHA TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA
BADAMBA, TIGIRIA AND BACK, KARUNAKAR MOHANTY OWNER OF THE
VEHICLE ORO5AF8142.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Sabyasacih,i Mishra.
The Following vehicle owners have filed objections.
1 Sri Bichitra Ranjan Behera, owner of vehicle No.ﬁODO5AQ- 4249 stated that he

has obtained a TP from STA. But the same had been Cahcelled.

2. Sri Biranchi Kumar Samantray, owner of vehicle No.OR05AG-5955 is
represented by Sri Ashok Samantaray. He stated that applicant has not applied in

vacant slots. This may be verified.
R At

3. SgnBlJay Kumar Behera, owner of vehicle No.OI%é05X-4377 stated that he is
operatlng his service on the route Khuntukata to Cuttack and back to Gopinathpur and
again Gopmathpur to Cuttack and back to Khuntukuta (2 RT) In second trip his slot no.
is 83 from: Narasinghpur side towards Cuttack. The applloant has applied the slot No.81
from Narasmghpur side and he has applied departure time at 9.32hrs. from
NaraS||'t1ghpur and 10.37 from Badamba. But time glven siot No.82 is10. 44 (departure
time). Then the objector stated that if the applicant will be allowed TP in slot no.81 from
Narasifghpur, then he should be allotted with specific routé'and time of that notifed slot
as&@pprioVed by the STA. The applicant cannot cover andther slot, i.e. slot No.82 at

BaddihB: |

4, 8t Girish Kumar Samantaray, owner of vehicle’l'\:j;('iORO5AG-5955 has stated
that'heHs plying his service on the route Cuttack to Kanpurivia Athagarh, Badamba and
bagk ‘aga@in Cuttack to Athagarh via Kakhadi, Dha’bé]eswar and back (2RT) in
Bhubaheswar / Cuttack towards Narasinghpur rationalised route. The applicant has
applied to"obtain TP on the route Kamaladiha to Bhubarigswar via Kanpur, Baramba,
Tigifiai Y&tamundia and back. The applicant’s applied slot'no.81 at Narasinghpur and
slofho.83:at Baramba both from Narasinghpur side and"ne‘t maintained any vacant slot
in dowiisitrip in rationalised time table. The applicant:has changed the direction of
vacint notified slot and time towards Bhubaneswar instead of Cuttack. The objector
furthier Stated that the proposed time given by the applicant is five minutes of his service

at Kanpur stoppage and will go ahead of the service of this objector overtaking in
R Lt
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between Baramba stoppage whereas the nature of service of both of services are
ordinary. Hence, the objector has requested that the applicant may be given a specific

route and time which has been notified by the STA.

This may be examined whether the applicant has applied in any notified vacant

slots or not. If so, then this may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

296. ROUTE- BANDHAGUDA TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA
’ ATHAGARH, CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) AND BACK, BIJAY KUMAR BEHERA,
OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD05AP4349.

Applicant is represented by his brother Bichitra Ranjan Behera.

_ Following vehicle owners have filed objections.
H I S

1.4 Mr.1 Girija Shankar Rayaguru, owner of vehicle No.OR23E-3099 (replaced old
vehiclei'No.OR05AH-4944) is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He
stated that the objector is operating his service on the route Sanagaon to Cuttack via
Jlllnde_ Narasmghpur Badamba, Athgarh and back. The obJectors vehicle is plying in
the Chttack/Bhubaneswar to Narasinghpur via Athagarh ratlonallsed route in down trip

I6t- N6:89# (departure time from Narasinghpur at 5.25‘??(5') and up trip slot No.55
(departque/:tlme from Cuttack at 10.11). But the applieéht has applied on the route
Bandhg\\c};}gﬁiéa to Bhubaneswar via Badamba, Athgarh an,d,i'h,ack timing in down trip slot
No.38 departure time from Narasinghpur at 5.20hrs. and down trip departure time from
Cuttack at'13.10hrs. and the objector’s time is in down trip slot no.39 from Narasinghpur
departl#‘_r‘:e at 5.25hrs. That means the applicant's vehiiqle Wwill depart only 5 minutes
ah,e%cij,j oﬁ the service of the objector in the entire route', ~Besides, the applicant has
a:ppil?i)edili‘rc]‘,down trip in slot No.38 reserved for Dasarathi;[)l,}!rl as the earlier vehicle plying
in that route and in the up trip slot No.78 reserved for Bandhaguda‘ The applicant has
appl‘l'ed' one slot from the reserved for Dasarathipur- and one slot reserved for
Bahdhaguda which will disturb the rationalized route. The objector further stated that
earluer the appllcant in respect of his said vehicle has applled and lssued TP on the
route Ghoradlah to Cuttack reserved for the route Gamei. Bemg objected it was heard
air}g“:t.;:hegi.permlt was changed from Ghoradiah to Gamei llh :order to carter the needs of
gegra) public.
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Besides, the objector stated that the slot No.78 from Cuttack side and slot No.67
from Naraéingjhpur side was allotted in favour of another vehicle bearing No.OR05AL-
8477 on the route Cuttack to Bandhaguda. He further stated that slot No.38 from
Narasinghpur side and slot No.122 from Cuttack Wasjearlier allotted in favour of a
vehicle bearing No.OR05AG-9015 plying on the route Dasarathipur to Cuttack. Then
the route applied by the applicant is one slot reserved for Dasarathipur (slot No.38 from
Narasinghpur side) and one slot reserved for Bandhaguda (slot No.78, Cuttack side).
which will affect the smooth plying of the objector's vehicle. Hence, the objector has
requested that the application of the applicant for grant of TP may not be considered as
it clashes with the entire down trip time of the vehicle of the objector and if it will be
oon3|dered then the applicant may be allotted in the. exact route, timing and slots

earmarked in the rationalised time table as decided by the STA earlier.

2. (8ri Sandeep Dwivedi, owner of vehicle No.ODO5AC-7889 stated that he is
operating'his service on the route Sagar (Bahali) to Bhubsneswar. The applicant has
applied to obtain TP from Bandhahuda to Bhubaneswar and back as per the vacant slot
6.20am:6:25am (Badamba) in slot No.38 on rationalised tifing in Cuttack-Narasinghpur
(downitip) from Bandhahuda. The objector stated that the-above vacant timing is meant
for Dasarathipur to Cuttack and back with one intra trip 't6 Sankhamari, the departure
tie oAl Badamba is 6.25am from Dasarathipur bearing Regn. No.OR05AG-9015 in
sI6tiN8.38 (down trip) in Cuttack-Narasinghpur rationaliséd foute. Hence, the objector
statédithat the applicant may be given time as per the routeé and timing notified by the

{

STAWhiéh is vacant. Y

PHis may be verified and put up before the T.C: for taking a decision in the
matigrin :
onlisd b
297 ROUTE- KOTLINGI TO ICHHAPURAM ANP BACK, RAJANIKANTA
P/—\TRO OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR23E3093." '

e trii ol
Appllcant IS absent.

Eos NI

2 “-Simce the route applied by the applicant is an Inter:State route, this should not be

congitlered,
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298. ROUTE- BOLAN|I TO ROURKELA VIA KALTA, LAHUNIPARA AND BACK,
CHIRANJIT MAHANTA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR09N1787.

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhay KQmar Behera.

There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free

time.

289. ROUTE-ASHUTOSH SENAPATI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD15E8411.

Application made by the applicant is not valid. He has not mentioned the route in

which he apply for TP. Hence, this may be rejected.

300. ROUTE- KULASARA TO MASTERCANTEEN (CITY BUSSTAND) VIA
PUBUSAHI, KHURDA NEW BUSTANDA AND BACK, RASMITA PRADHAN,
OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR02BM0224.

APB”cant is absent.

There is no objection.
- Later the applicant stated that due to network problem, she could not join in the
hearlng of permlt grant committee meeting. She has stated that she is agreed to obtain

TP'as pér route notified by the STA.

N an
‘ :ThlS may be considered subject to verification of clash free time.

SQTII. ROUTE-- MAMATA ACHARYA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR02BH2654.

Slnoe the applicant has not mentioned the route in-'which she wants to obtain TP

to ply her vehlcle this may be rejected.
Ao

302. ROUTE- PAIKAMAL TO NUAPADA AND BACK, SK AFTAB AHAMMAD,
OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR17G9155.

Applicant is represented by Advocate K. Mohamméd: -

"w“ l:’ i "
Sm_ce the applicant has not applied TP accordlng to the publication made by

STA tHls should not be considered.

303. ROUTE- RANJIT KUMAR SAHOO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR21D3738.

Since the applicant has not mentioned the route inlwhich he wants to obtain TP

to ply his vehicle, this may be rejected. TR

»|| oo W
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304. ROUTE- BHUBANESWAR TO KORAPUT VIA ASKA, RAYAGADA AND
BACK, SRIMATI KAMALA DEVI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD33G5225.

Applicant is present. She stated that she has applied TP to ply her vehicle as
alter service of sl.N0.26 i.e. vehicle No.OD33T-5225. '

~ There is an objection given by the Smt. Pankajini Panda, owner of OD32A-4535
en virtual mode. She has also filed an online objection. She has stated that at Aska
point, there is clash of time. Her service is departing Aska at 4.55hrs. whereas the
applicant has suggested to allot 4.50hrs. Hence the service objector shall be affected as
the total route which is 170kms from Aska to Bhubaneswar is clashing. Hence, the

objector stated that the applicant may be given to depart Aska at 4.35hrs.

Thls may be considered subject to verification of cla'e:h free time.

INTER-STATE ENCLAVE ROUTE

305 ROUTE-  PATRAPUR  TO  BHUBANESWAR  VIAICHHAPURAM,
""" BERHAMPUR, CHHATRAPUR, BALUGAON, BHUBANESWAR & BACK,
11, DINESH PANIGRAHI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD07M-2424.

b prplicant is represented by Advocate Shri Anupami‘Das

!|il

Srr M.B.K. Rao, Advocate stated that his cllent |e appllcant of SI.No.128 Sri
Sachln Kumar Mohanty owner of vehicle No. ODO5AW—2473 has applied to obtain TP in

the same route. Hence, this may be heard together with sl.No.128.
This may be heard.together with s.NO.128 and 305.

306. ROUTE-  RANGAMATI TO SIMDEGA VIA.KUTRA & BACK, GANJU BAGH,
OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16A-0538.
A, v
L Applrcant s represented by Advocate Sri J.N. Mohanty
; -:,
Slnce the route applied by the applicant is an |nter-state route Hence, it is

Jected
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307. ROUTE- BAGHADA TO BHUBANESWAR VIA.KHADIKA, HATIGAD,

JALESWAR, CHANDANESWAR & BACK, MR DEBAL KUMAR MISHRA,
OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR01Q-2043.

Since the route applied by the applicant is an inter-state route. Hence, it is

G

Transport Commissioner -cum Chair - STA, Odisha.

rejected.

4~
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