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PRO *DING OF THE PERMIT GRANT COMMITTIEE MEETING HELD ON 
04.0d:.gdg1 ON VIRTUAL MODE AT S.T.A., .6DISHA, CUTTACK FOR 
CONiSIO,ERATION OF GRANT OF NEW TEMPORARY STAGE CARRIAGE 
PERMITS • ii • • 
2 OI .: ; ROUTE-    	BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO. KANAS VIA DELANGA 

''`MARKET, KALYANPUR AND BACK, BISHNUPRlY!A PATTANAIK OWNER OF 
E VEHICLE OR02BA4411. 1  . 	, , 1 I 

„Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasaelli Mishra. He stated that the 

since ;the route for TP applied by the applicant does 1pot touch Puri, this may be 
! , 

considered. 

There is no objection. 

11 ''gfis may be verified whether the route applied biqhe applicant does not touch 

Puri,!IIrmay also be verified 	whether the route is covered either partly or fully in 

raiioalMe'd route. 

202. RIQUTE- 	RAMTARA TO PURI MUNCIPALTY!,BUS STAND VIA SHIKHAR, 
31GESHWARPUR AND BACK, UMAKANTA PADHI, OWNER OF THE 
VEHICLE OR05Z7124. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri SabyasaChi Mishra. He stated that the 
r 	 I. ' - applic?nt's applied route is a new route and applicant has applied to obtain a TP to ply 

his service in this route which is not rationalised route. There is no service plying in the 

route. 

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

2031.. ROUTE- 	NAYAGARH TO SARANGAGADA VIA,  BADALA, BRAHMANPADA 
AND 	, LAXMIDHAR SAHOO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD041814. 

'''''At4plicant is absent. 

T,Ileee is an objection filed by Shri Akshay KumTr; Routray, owner of vehicle 

No.0D051-1-3330 (replaced old vehicle No.ODO2BE-2830) through Advocate Sri 

Sabyakchi Mishra. He stated that there is clash of time in down trip at Banigochha and 

Das40.11,a. The vehicle of the objector is departing from Banigochha at 

15..3.54r,s,2*ereas 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 is!-75 kms. Similarly, at Dasapalla, the applicant's ;yehicle will arrive at 16.23hrs. 

and' leave at 16.38hrs. in between the halting time of _the objector's vehicle i.e. arr- 
.;. 	 !! , 

16.20hp..,- dep. 16.25hrs. In between Banigochha and Daapalla, the objector's vehicle 
Ap 7, 

time. " 
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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 clsh free time. 

204. ROUTE-PURUNAGARH TO CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) 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. Sri Gayadhar Swain, owner of vehicle No.OR22E-2194 is represented by 

Advoic.t? Shri B.N.Prasad. He stated that there is clash of: tp-ne at Angul. The vehicle of 

this plbjeictor 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 wiii‘ continue from Angul to Cuttack. Hence, tho' objector  requested that the 

ap16licdritt.  may be given time after the service of this objector from Angul i.e. after 

2. 811 Bijay Kumar Rout, owner of vehicle No.OD05AQ-7288 is represented by 

Advocat,p 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 

proposed to depart Cuttack at same time i.e. at 13.10h4..7*Secondly, the objector has 

statedqh,at the route applied by the applicant is covering under rationalised route which 

maYb6Verified. 

3. Sri Sarbeswar Sahoo, owner of vehicle No.0D28-7088 (replaced old vehicle 

Np.Oc
op.(
R19N-2588) is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that at 

Chhendipada, there is clash of time. The service of the objector is departing 

Chhenndipada at 4.30hrs. whereas the applicant has applied to depart Chhendipada at 

4.27h4)1Which is just 3 minutes ahead of the service 	objector. The same will 

clagi:Itto Angul which is 41 kms. Besides, the applicant has applied for Express nature 

of.seNieb but in route and time information has provided 'efOppages with 4 kms., 7 kms., 

11-kr6g,'N3kms, 12kms, 8kms, 7kms etc. distance. Hen'be, he has requested that the 

ap'PlrealnY if considered for TP, may be allowed to ply 	Vehicle in express nature of 

• 
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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.ODO5A-8757 is represented by 

Advocate Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that there is clash of time at Rasol point. 

The vehicle of this objector is departing Rasol at 7.18hrs. whereas the applicant has 

proposed 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 

applit'dnt has applied to ply his vehicle as express service with ordinary stoppages. 

Hen6e,I the objector has requested that if the applicant will b‘e considered TP, then in up 

trip -Wm-  Rasol, it may be allotted 20 minutes after the service of this objector through 

Jatmurpdia not through Sankarpur-Dhabaleswar through route and stoppages may be 

revised maintaining 25 kms. distance from one stoppage to another. 

Nayak, owner of vehicle No.OROAVV-1161 is represented by 

AciV6Catb Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the oBjeCtor is plying his vehicle on 

thb 	Chhotapada to Bhubaneswwar via Hindol, Ghatlipfi Bhapur, Athgarh and back 

since ìlast 10 years which is rationalised route 	Cuttack/Bhubaneswar to 

1\lralii'diipur via Athgarh. Now the applicant has appligd 'timing in the down trip to 

debdrt'Cuttack at 13.10hrs. whereas the service of the objector's is departing Cuttack at 

13.-ilirs;::which is just 3 minutes ahead of the service .:of the objector. Further the 

obje8i6P stated that the applicant has applied to ply his vehicle as express service with 

ordinestoppages. Hence, the objector requested that if any TP will be considered in 

fa\i6a-of the vehicle of the applicant, then in the up trip 'frorYi Cuttack it may be allotted 

20.minktes,,clash free time after the service of the objector's service through Jatmundia 
,:,ri 

ngt through Sankarpur-Dhabaleswar through Athagarh ,route, and the stoppages may 

be re';
vised-,maintaining minimum gap as required for an express service. 

	

) 	1 . • 

6. „ There is an online objection given by Sri GhanashVam Nayak, owner of vehicle 

	

No.0 	H-2657. The objector stated that from Chhendip6da to Gudiakateni the vehicle 

is atiead'of my vehicle for distance 75 km from 4.40 am to '7.00 am. 



wi 
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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 which is rejected. 

206. ROUTE- 	BERHAMPUR TO CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) VIA BALUGAON, 
KHURDA AND BACK, BALARAM PANIGRAHI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 
OD07AJ9639. 

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

applica'rif has sought for Berhampur departure at 4.00hrs. which is ahead of his own bus 

bearing ,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 Panigrahi, owner of vehicle 

No.ODO7AE-2424 through Advocate Shri Anupam Dash. He stated that the service of 

this objector is departing Bhubaneswar at 1.10hrs. whereds the applicant has applied to 

depart Bhubaneswar at 12.57hrs. Hence, the objector has .requested that the applicant 

may be,:giVen time to depart Bhubaneswar at 12.45hrs. 

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

207. LROUTE- 	PURI MUNCIPALTY BUS STAND i TO BERHAMPUR VIA 
BALUGAON, KESHPUR AND BACK, SHESADEV ,MISHRA, OWNER OF THE 
VEHICLE OD13P8175. 

Applicant is present. He stated that he has applied to obtain TP to ply his vehicle 

via Jagahnath Sadak. 

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

tni7 	 -7, 

208. ROUTE- 	DEOGARH TO ANGUL VIA BHALUKI, PABITRANAGAR AND 
BIJAYA KUMAR SAHU, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD35A3096. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasathi -Mishra. 

The following objectors have filed objections. 	li 

1=0, ' 
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1. Sri Santosh Kumar Mishra, owner of vehicle No.0D19B-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.OR19G-4512 stated that at 

Pallahara, there is clash of time. 

This may be verified whether the applicant has applied 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 , 
BIJE-JIPUT AND BACK, MURARI PRASAD BEHERA, OWNER OF THE 
VEHICLE OD11Q3208. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Santanu Kumar Das. 
.!; 

There is an objection filed by Sasmita Sahoo, owner of vehicle No.OD02AC-3132 

through Advocate Shri M.B.Rao. He stated that at Hatiota, there is clash of time. The 

vehicle of this objector is departing Hatiota at 4.35hrs. whereas the applicant has 

propose'd to depart Hatiota at 4.20hrs. The clash of tirriej.Will continue upto Cuttack 

ditaii6elbf which is 200 kms. Besides, the objector has stated that the timing proposed 

by.thei.Wicant is irrational. 

iiiici's;may be considered subject to verification of cidghtfree time. 
i 

t,i: 
210. ROUTE- 	BUGUDA TO PURI VIA DARPANARAYANPUR, RANAPUR AND 

BACK, PRADIPTA KUMAR ACHARYA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 
0'025C1095. 

Alpplicant is represented by Advocate Shri Abhay Ktrhar Behera. 
r. -H

1There is no'objection. This may be considered subje'ct to verification of clash free 

tihiegi c 

211 ;1:!,3R`OUTE- 	BHETBAR TO PURI VIA HAJAHRAMESWAR AND BACK, 
,i. RINAMANI PRADHAN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD23C4681. t 

Appl:icant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N.Mohanty. 

There is an online objection given by Shri Biswahath Das, owner of vehicle 

No.OR14S-4973. He stated that Departure from Puri of applicant (vehicle no- 
„ 

6) 
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OD23C4681) before 5 minutes from my old permit vehicle no-OR14S4973. Vehicle No-

00230468.1- Departure Time-14.30(New Permit) Vehicle No-OR14S4973-Departure. 

2. 	There is an objection filed by Sri Ajay Kumar Mohapatra, owner of vehicle 

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• keeping minimum gap of 15 

rnirri4ellSe'tween the services. 

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

212: 'ROUTE-ANGUL TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA NARHUAPADA, 
ANSUPA AND BACK, BINODINI SAHOO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 
Ob02AY1305. 

• Si - 
Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. 

:MThere is an objection filed by DTM, OSRTC, Angull'He stated that the applicant 

has raPpIred a new TP from Angul to Bhubaneswar via Narhuapada, Ansupa and back 

whielli leaves by 54 minutes before OSRTC bus from, Bhubaneswar. But it reaches 

Gokiiiidfpfffrin its down trip before 12 minutes of OSRTC'timing by making delay in 

b6tiAident:Bhubaneswar to Govindpur and there is clash of timing with OSRTC vehicle 

No.00020C-6647. Thereafter timing of applicant's vehicWiVvill clash from Govindpur to 

An,gul by..reaching 5 minutes before OSRTC timing of 9.00PM. Hence he has requested 

that the,timings given by the applicant may be changed arid sufficient time gap may be 
t:11: 

maintained. 

The DTM, OSRTC has also given an online objection mentioning the said 

objectiat. 	
, 

, Applicant stated that due to problem shown in OPMS, the error has been 

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

Govindpur,will be 9 kms. instead of 33 kms. 
1:.  

Ii r. 
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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 ODO2J7115. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Santanu Das,. 

The following vehicle owners have filed objections. 

1. Sri Amrit Prasad Mishra, owner of vehicle No.ODO7AD-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 

minutes ahead of the service of the objector at the point Angargaon and Aska point 

respecIirly. Besides, the objector stated that the alignrr,) ent of route mentioned by the 

applicant
)1 
 is not in a proper manner. Though there is a straight route from Banapur to 

1   
Chachina via Angargaon, Sandhamulu, but the applicant has proposed to start from 

Banpuri Ito Pratapur then divert to Daiki Chhak, Kumarpari then to Hansatuli, 

Sandhamulu, Chachina, Athagadapatna, Aska, Berhampur,but deliberately omitted the 

major stoppages like Kodala to avoid any objection to be given by existing operators. 

Besides
i  to opeate just ahead of the service of this objector, the applicant has proposed pt 	 or,  

to operate his vehicle as Express Service though the route from Banapur to Berhampur 

is - onlyal: 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 th,ip objector. In view of this the '3 
app.lip,apt stated that the timing of the applicant may be revised and he may be allowed 

to .operate his service from Angargaon and Aska after the service of this objector as 
t:: 	 : 	. 

service. 

2. ,:"Irf-Here is an online objection given by Shri E:I.Lokanath, owner of vehicle 

INoidtiO7H-2077 stated that the applicant has proposed to ply his vehicle in exact time 

of 'the service of this objector. This may be examined He further stated that "the 

depirttire time from Berhampur to Hinjilicut is same as riV existing timing i.e 14.00 P.M. 

Hen6e(abnt issue TP against the vehicle". 	 : 1 
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3. 	There is an online objection given by Rosalin Mishra, owner of vehicle 

No.ODO7L-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 OD07AB7825. 

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.OD07F-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 

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

that "departure time from Seragada to Hinjilicut is 5 ; minutes before my departure 

timing".,  

2.-  k::;1111ere is an online objection given by another objector Shri Lalaji Mohapatra, 

owner of vehicle No.ORO7G-4485. He stated that, "the departure time from Hinjilicut to 
I. 

Seragada is 10 minutes before my departure timing so not to issue the said timing 

againskhe vehicle. 

.1 
3. 	Shri Akhaya Kumar Panigrahi, owner of vehicle No.ODO7T-3553 is represented 

I 	I.. 

by, Aqlvocate Shri H.P. Mohanty. He stated that there is clash of time at Sorada point. 
• P.: 	•., 	 j• 

Th‘e se vice of this objector is departing Sorada at 5.00hrs.• 
 whereas the applicant has 

,nris I)  
prppqsed to depart Sorada at 4.55hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead of the service of 

this objector. Hence the objector requested that the applicant may be given time after 
II:: 	• 

the service of this objector. 

4. 	Shri Akhaya Kumar Panigrahi, owner of vehicle No.D07AD-9889 is represented 
. 	fy 	 ..

O
: 

by Advocate Shri H.P. Mohanty. He stated that there is clash of time at Berhmapur 

point. The service of this objector is departing Berhampur at 9.17hrs. whereas the 
11.; 	.1' 

-i • 
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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 
OD02AF5421. 

Applicant is present. 

There is an objection filed by Shri Jayant Kumar Mali, owner of vehicle 

No.0D33R-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 

objePtbil: Hence the objector has requested that the applicant may be given time after 

his servipe. 

may be considered subject to verification of clp.sh free time. 
.11, 1 

216. (ROUTE- THAKURGARH TO NTPC CHHAKA VIA BAMUR, BOINDA AND 
,BACK, SUVENDU KU DASH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR19H5571. 
'1f.1 

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

RTA, Angul. Application rejected. 

MANATRI TO GANESWARPUR VIA, REMUNA, BALASORE AND 
BACK, DEEPAK KUMAR DASH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD048505. 

• 
....,pplicant is represented by Advocate Mr. K. MohaTnmad. 

here is an objection filed by Sri Kartik Chandra Pradhan, owner of vehicle 

No.0129AA-7777 through Advocate Mr. M.B.Rao. He staited that the applicant has tried 

to confine this Authority to get the route permit. Sketch Map would show that from 

Thana -iphak, if one goes to right, the road leads to B,Ilograi and to left road goes 

towardq Deulahat whereas the applicant has applied TP.to operate to both Bhograi and 
• 

Deulahat and moreover without mentioning Thana Chhak. Besides, the applicant has 

proposed to depart Balasore at 8.50hrs. whereas the objector's service is departing 
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Balasore at 9.15hrs. which is 25 minutes ahead of the service 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 i.e. 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. 
:. 1,. 
This may be examined and considered subject to verification of clash free time. 

218. .•ROUTE- 	TUKPOLASIA TO PANCHULINGESWAR VIA PRATAPPUR, 
i!,E3,,ADASAH1 AND BACK, SUDARSAN NAYAK, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 

OD11K2985. 

Applicant is absent. 

" 'There is no objection. This may be considered subjedt to verification of clash free 

219. ROUTE- 	RAIRAKHOL TO BARKOTE VIA NAKTIDEULA, CHHATABAR 
MID BACK, BULU PRUSTI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR15S1647. 

is represented by Advocate Sri J.N.Mohanty. 

There is an objection filed by Sri Sribatchha Hota,qmner of vehicle No.0D15D-

9741: He stated that there is clash of time at Rail-aid-pie. His service is departing 

RairakIWle at 7.30hrs. whereas the applicant has prop6§ed to depart Rairakhole at 

7.15hrs. which is 15 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. He has also filed an 

online objection station that "my bus OD15D-9741plying from Boudh to Rourkela and 

back: Its;. departure time towards Rourkela is 07:30. Bptcowner of bus OR15S-1647 

pfOrPosed new time from Rairakhol towards Barkote up to 130kms." This may be 

ccifisiddr'd subject to verification of clash free time. 
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220. ROUTE- 	SARASKANA TO KEONJHAR VIA RAIRANGPUR, JASHIPUR 
AND BACK, PARESH KUMAR GIRT, 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 H.R,,M,ohanty. He stated that the objector is an old and existing operator and 

operat9m)h the roué Jharsuguda to Rourkela and back. The service of this objector 

departs Sundargarh at 15.10hrs. in slot No.105. Applicant has applied forgrant of TP on 

the  routb of Gondrotoli to Garposh and back covering 'the rationalised portion from 

Sundargarh to Bargaon and set of timings which is directly clashing with the service of 
1,, 

the obj0tor. The applicant has proposed to depart his: 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 

SundatiVarh to Bargaon. The objector further stated that the applicant has proposed a 

timing tonctepart Sundargarh at 11.25hrs. in the up trip when there is a vehicle (OR14G-

6,174)atf,11.26hrs. (slot No.70) in the rationalised slot and .this proves the illegal and 

irrational timings applied by the applicant to destabilise,the rationalised timings on the - 	sc 	• 
portion:  Lindargarh to Rourkela. Hence, the objector regyested that the application of 

the applicant may be rejected as he has proposed to obtain TP which covers 

rationalised portion and directly clashing with the existing services on the route 
• 

Sundargarh to Rourkela. 
• 1.3. )1 IC 

2. 	11.,here is an online objection given by Mr. Gayasuddin, owner of vehicle 

No:OlAb.F-1991. He has stated that "I Md Gayasuddin! Wants to report that as per 

peri-rifi:dhrt permit vide permit no. PP99/140006/G is vallidtill 13-02-2024 which comes 

uridgi iiNtidnalized route, Rourkela to Sundergarh and vide' Versa". There is clash of time 

atindbr.garh point. The service of this objector is deOthriing Sundargarh at 11.26 in 

(4 
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slot No.70 whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Sundargarh at 11.25hrs. which 

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

This may be verified whether the applicant has prOposed 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. 

Applicant is absent. 

Following 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 Rajgangplir! His service is departing 

Rourkera' at 10.05hrs. The applicant has proposed to' depart Rourkela at 10.01hrs. 

which 'i61ust 4 minutes ahead of the service of this objectbr. He further stated that the 

TP ap'plied by the applicant is covering approximately 75% portion of Rourkela-

Rajadangpur-Sundargarh Rationalised Route (i.e. from Bargaron upto Rourkela), where 

existing: uses are plying on the rationalised timing slots , in 6 minutes gap from one to 

anotheW Hence, the objector has requested that since qhe applicant has applied to 

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

2.~M Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.OR16C-8774 stated that he is plying his 

servicdkin' the route Kutra to Rourkela. His service i;"(departing Kutra at 8.40hrs. 

whereas the the applicant proposed to depart Kutra at 8'40hrs. which is exact time of 

thiS dI5j6ttor. The clash of time will continue from Tudalag4 to Rourkela. Hence, he has 
. 	. 	, 

requesfed that since the applicant's applied route 	covering 70% portion of 

Sunddridkh-Rajagangpur-Rourkela rationalised route, hi6' applicant may be rejected. 

• 
3. 	Sri Ratan Sarangi, owner of vehicle No.0D16C,6215 has stated that he is 

operating his service on the route Rourkela station to Surlargarh via Kutra, Bargaon in 

slot No.p. His service is departing Rourkela at 10.01hrs. whereas the applicant has 

also proposed to depart Rourkela at 10.01 which is the exact time of this objector. 

Besides:411e objector stated that the proposed route applied by the applicant is covering 

C. 3 c 
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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. Hence, the objector has requested 

that the application of applicant may be rejected. 

Besides, there are 5 online objections received from the Following vehicle owners. 

a) Sri Indrajit Singh, owner of vehicle No.0D16-3697 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 

Sin'gh Regd. owner of bus no. OD 16 G 4334 humbly beg to say that the applicant 

applied 1`0.01 Hours departure timing which is just 4 Minute's ahead to my bus service 

frOth ,RbLirkela Station". 

,Mohammed Gheyasuddin, owner of vehicle No.0D1,4X-3363 stated that "I am 

holding ,the permanent permit from Haldibahal to Rourkela via Bargaon , kutra. My 

delpaNre 
L
timing from Bargaon is 8:15 AM and from Kutra is 8:45 AM. The applicant has 

prop9sed the departure time" 

d) iSri Ratan Sarangi, owner of vehicle No.OD16C-6215 stated that "Same Rourkela 

Dep. timing 10.01 hours applied with my bus timing as, , .included in Slot No. 59 of 

Rourkela;  Rajgangpur- Sundargarh Rationalization chart ." 
i." 

e) Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.0D16Ai2377 has stated that "I SM 

SfirrkMiAkhtar, Regd. owner of bus OR 16 C 8774 beg to say that my valid permit in 

respect,,pf .said bus is not updated in OPMS due to somlitpchnical fault due to which I 

am objecting from my another". 
r 	ti 	' 	 1;:..I.  

ThIS7 MbSt be verified and a report may be submitted to :th"e IC for taking a decision in 

th6 'rifi6t16 r. 

223. ROUTE- 	SUBDEGA TO ROURKELA VIA TU:DALAGA, KUTRA AND BACK, 
:MHWINI KUMAR NAIK, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16B0491. 

,•h Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhaya Kumar Behera. 

BollOwing vehicles owners have filed their objectiOris.,• - • 

;'1' 	•• 

0' 
7 
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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, Kutra and 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 

covering approximately 70% portion of Sundargarh-Rajagangpur-Rourkela Raionalised 

Route i.e. from Tudalaga to Rourkela, where there are so many buses are plying. 

Hence, the objector has requested that the application of applicant may be rejected as 

the maximum portion of route is coming under rationalised ;route. He further stated that 
,3! 

the proposed timings given by the applicant in up trip may, not be adjusted after his 
1'. 

service from Ekma towards Rourkela as two existing buses. OR16C-8774 and OD16A-
' 

2377 are already plying in 20 to 30 minutes after the service of this objector on same 

route, f om Subdega up to Rourkela. Hence, the objectorihassequested that TP may not 

be, considered since the route applied by the applicant is covering a portion of the 

rationalised route. 

7Besides, following 5 online objections have been received. 

1. 1:  Srl Ganjhu Bagh, owner of vehicle No.0D16b-3636 has stated that "the 

apP,16n't applied Rourkela dep. timing at 11.04 Hours, v\ihi4i is just 1 minute before my 

bus :dep'. timing and will hamper me 52 Km on same roufer  upto Kutra". 

I 
2: 	Yahya, owner of vehicle No.OR16B-8667 stated that "the proposed timing in 

respect of bus no. OD 16 B 0491 is clashing with my bus, timing in various stoppages in 

vilygeiropte as mentioned in timing objection as attached, herewith." 

	

3. 	Radheshyam Prasad Jaiswal, owner of vehicleiNo.0D16B-7455 stated that 

"the 4,11611cant has applied 08.50 Hours proposed dep. timing just 2 minutes before my 
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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 issued 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.0D16G-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- GAMBHARIPOSI TO SUNDARGARH VIA KESEIBAHAL, 
NIKTIMAL AND BACK, TIKESWARI MAHAKUL, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 
0D286631. 

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

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

time. 

225.. ROUTE- 	BRAJARAJNAGAR TO GARPOSH -VIA UJALPUR, TANGARPALI 
AND BACK, SANGRAM KESHARI SETH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 
to14K9305. 

• 	. . Mplicant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N.Mohanty. 

Theil6 is no objection. This may be considered subject' to verification of clash free 

time. 

226. ROUTE- 	GHATGAON TO BARIPADA VIA fKARANJIA, JASHIPUR AND 
BACK, SUSHIL MAHANTA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE ORO4H1289. 
r 	 - • . 

Applicant is absent. 

Following vehicle owners have filed objections. 
.. EC. 

1. 	6i1 Sunil Kumar Das, owner of vehicle No.0D1113-768.5 objector stated that he is 

operating his service on the route from Baripada to Keonjhar. The proposed timing 
s
jr given 6V" the applicant is clashing at Baripada point. the service of this objector is 

• 11-i? 
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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.0D11F-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 
MANASI MISHRA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD07D6595. 

Applicant is absent. 

Fqllowing vehicle owners have filed objections. 

1. 	Sri Maheswar Saha, owner of vehicle No.OR11J-1469 is represented by 

AdVdcatd Sri M.B.Rao. He stated that from Joda even thobgh applicant has suggested 

05:20hrV departure time which is 5 minutes after the servile of this objector, but on the 

next :Statrob onwards till Sukruli (73kms) the applicant has proposed to ply his vehicle 

before .the service of this objector which is irrational and needs rectification increasing 
l. 

the gap. 

•; 

2. 	Sri Symul Rahaman, owner of vehicle No.OR11J-6727 is represented by 

Advoc0 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. 

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

228 ;ROUTE- 	KUTRA TO ROURKELA VIA SALANGABAHAL, BIRMITRAPUR 
.,AND BACK, RIMA DEY, OWNER OF THE VEHICLp, QD14X1983. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri B.N.Prasad: 

Following objectors have filed. 

1. 	Shri Minaketan Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.0D14-6933 is represented by 

Advocate Sri D.B.Das. He stated that the objector is operating his vehicle on the route 
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Kansbahal to Biramitrapur via Rourkela. Applicant has applied 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 

1.05hrs. 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.0D14-N-9379 departs from Rourkela and vehicle No.OD14H-5799 departs from 

Rourkela at 1.15hrs. Hence the objector stated that if application of applicant will be 

considered for TP, then applicant may be given any other time sufficiently after the 

service of the objector. 

.8hri Samar Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.0014H-5799 is represented by 

Advobbte Shri D.B.Das. He stated that there is clash of tiMe 'at Rourkela. The service of 

thisHobjector 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. 

Henee, the objector has requested that the applicant may be granted any other time 

sufficiently after the service of the objector. 

3. Md. Fakruddin, owner of vehicle No.0D14M-2094 is represented by Advocate 

Mr, D.,B.Das. He stated that there is clash of time at Biramitrapur point. The service of 

this objector is departing Biramitrapur at 4.35PM whereas the applicant has applied to 

depart Biramitrapur at 4.30hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead of the service of this 

objectdilr-lence, the objector has requested that the applilde'rit may be granted any other 

tiMV::Offibiently after the service of the objector. 

4. Sri Batia Lakra, owner of vehicle No.OD14G-9559 is represented by Advocate Sri 

D.I3.Das
tr  ., He stated that the objector is an old operatpr on the routeBiramitrapur to 

Rourkela and Rourkela to Nuagaon and Rourkela to Sorda which he is operating since 

long.Now the applicant has applied for a new TP to ply his vehicle on the route Kutra to 

Rourkdl'A:via Salangabahal, Biramitrapur and back. There is clash of time at Rourkela. 

The e'rV:iCe of this objector is departingRourkela at 6.00hFS.' whereas the applicant has 

prb'pbS'ed to depart Rourkela at 5.50hrs. which is just 10 m'in'utes ahead of the service of 

thiiblbj663r. Hence, the objector has requested that the: applicant may be granted any 

of-ftefirMe.Sufficiently after the service of the objector. 
iii 	!E 
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5. Sri Saroj Kumar Sahoo, owner of vehicle No.0D14U-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 Biramitrapur. 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.OR14S-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 route Kutra to Rourkela via 

Bir4Mitt4br. There is clash of timeat Rourkela point. The service of this objector is 

delArtinbi-Rourkela at 5.55hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Rourkela 

at &,50hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead of the service Icif this objector. Hence, the 

objbek*has requested that the applicant may be granted rdriy other suitable time after 

theri4erviae of this objector. 

ii 	I 
7. Sri Saroj Kumar Sahoo, owner of vehicle No.OD14T-0155 is represented by 

Advocate Sri M.B.K.Rao. He stated that the objector is operating his above service on 

the:IiidteRajgangpur to Rourkela and back and Rourkelartol Sorada and back. Now the 

aPpiiidrft has proposed to ply her vehicle on the th'ute Kutra to Rourkela via 

Birdi;tiltr6pk. There is clash of time at Biramitrapur point:The service of this objector is 

der3gAlfieBiramitrapur at 11.55hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart 

BiYaffiltF6pLir at 11.50hrs. which is just 5 minutes ahead .bf the service of this objector. 

Heride:,:lthe objector has requested that the applicant maybe granted any other suitable 

tirrie':gtbr his service. 

I 
8. Shri Anand Viswakarma, owner of vehicle No.0D14F-6394 is represented by 

Advocates Shri D.B.Das. He stated that the objector is opei-kng his service on the route 

LodtbrAkto Rourkela and Rourkela to Sorda via Biramitrgpur. Now the applicant has 

proposed 'to ply her vehicle on the route Kutra to Rourkela via Biramitrapur. There is 

claA':bfitithie at Rourkela point. The service of this objector is departing Rourkela at 
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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 

tinlelafter.the service of this objector. 

,1 
10. There 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$4J-0155 has stated that "objector vehicle No. OR14U0155 departure from 

R8ikkelb. ins 10:15 AM and applicant vehicle No. OD14X1983 has applied departure 

frth'rii01:Rotirkela is 10.10hrs." The objector in respect of hit another vehicle No.OR14A-

6448.'; ikteghas stated that "objector vehicle No.0D14A6448: departure from Biramitrapur 

is 7?(ZIPMi applicant applied for new permit departure from Biramitrapur is 6.55PM. 

ir~..'I:' 

Advocate appearing for applicant stated that the applicant may be given time 

after making it clash free time after verification of office record. 

This may be verified and put up before the T.C. for order. 
1, 

22:9i.1:1 4RbUTE- 	KELO TO BIRMITRAPUR VIA LAIRIAPALI, GHUNGUTI AND 
(2r4 BCK, MUKESH SINGH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE-OR14R6435. 

I r,Appticant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.MohOnty. 

'There is one online objection by Md. Gyasuddin, 'owner of vehicle No.0D16A- 
,,) 

1881. He stated that at Kutra, there is clash of time. His' service is departing Kutra at 

1.50hrs. Whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Kutra at 1.40hrs. Similarly, the 

servicePQf the objector is departing Bargaon at 14.20hrs. , the applicant has proposed to 

depart-RaV14.21hrs. which is just 1 minute after the service pf this objector. Hence, he 

has requested that the applicant may be given time by maintaining 15 gap. 
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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 subject 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 OD04A5572. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. 

This comes with one region i.e. Keonjhar. Hence rejected. 

232. ROUTE- 	KEONJHAR TO DEOGARH VIA PALA LAHARHA, BAMPARADA 
ANl BACK, SABITA PATTANAYAK, OWNER OF THEE VEHICLE OD281193. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhaya Kumar Behera. 

Th'e're is no objection. This may be considered subjelct to verification of clash free 

time. 

233. ROUTE- CHANDIKHOLE TO JASHIPUR 	HARICHANDANPUR, 
GlHATGAON AND BACK, SANJU MAHESWARI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 
OD042879. 

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

Since the route applied by the applicant covers under rationalised route, this 

should leibtbe considered. 

Following vehicle owners have filed objections. 
)1; 	 .r 

1. 	There is an objection filed by Sri Anadi Charan Mohanty, owner of vehicle 
•!i• 

No.0D11
.1•0A-0799. He stated that he is operating his service on the route from Baripada 

to,  Kankadahada and back via Harichandanpur, Ghatagaon and Brahmanipal. There is 

c6g1 Ortime at Brahmanipal. His service is departing Brallmanipal at 7.51AM whereas 

the appApprit 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, MINATI DANI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD15R1195. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Abhay Kumar Behera. 

Following vehicle owners have filed objections. 

1. "'Si Chandra Gupta Sahu, owner of vehicle No.0016D-3325 is represented by 

AdVocate Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is the husband of the permit 

holder i1.L,ate Smt. Sushila Gupta and this objection is filed by him because the 

appiidaition for transfer of PP after the death of the permit, holder is pending before the 

Secretwy,:,STA since long. He stated that the objector is an old operator and operating 

his vehicle on the route Taparia to Rourkela via Sundargarh and back since very long 

on theB&Arength of permanent permit issued by STA. The service of this objector is 

leaving Taparia 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 

appliecrfor'grant of TP on the route Haladiabahal to Rourkela and back which covers 

the objector's route from Bargaon to Rourkela and has pirpposed to depart Bargaon at 
. 

8.56hrs, Ranibandha at 10.10hrs and in the down trip, the applicant has proposed to 

depart Rourkela at 13.25hrs. Hence the objector stated that the applicant very cunningly :1 
and .with_ the ulterior motive to harass the objector and other existing services on the 

•o•:13 
rationalised route Sundargarh to Rourkela has applied on a route which covers 105kms. 

of the, ,rationalised portion of Sundargarh to Rourkela route. Hence the objector 
clicH 	 lit r 

requested tat the application of the applicant for TP may be rejected as the applicant 
•:1) criz. 	 11 

ha& qpplied to obtain TP to ply his vehicle in a route which is covering 72% of the 

rationalised route. 
iii 	I o 

2. 	Prasanna Kumar Patel, owner of vehicle No.0015N-8929 stated that he is 

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

t 

I 
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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 

ar6e- ,Krisbahal and Ranibandh points before the service of this objector which is 

irrational:' Thereby, there is clash of time from Rourkela tb Ranibandh which is 36 kms. 

on tlie6rne route. Besides, the objector has stated that the applicant's applied route is 

cOVelitid)14proximately 75% portion of Rourkela-Rajgangpur-Sundargarh Rationalised 

Route (iR. from Bargaon up to Rourkela) where existing pyses are already plying in 6 

minutes _timing 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 

grp:MARtthey had applied to ply their vehicle on the rationalised route which were not 

vacant;  slpts. Hence, the objector has requested that application of the applicant for TP 

n19y.,1?p!ejected as the applicant has applied to obtain TP to ply his vehicle in a route 

which i& covering major portion of the rationalised route. This objector has also filed an 

onlipe.911?jection stating the same objections. 

4. tit: Sri Amit Sharma, owner of vehicle No.0D16H-9355' is represented by Advocate 

Shrrill)P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector has given . 6;r1 online objection against the 

TP )a15[5.iied by the applicant. The objector stated that "RO6rkela departure applied at 

01,:25fiM Imy vehicle OD16H9355 is departing rourkela ai, 011:26pm in slot no 92 from 

Rodilrel'al to Sundergarh". This may be verified. 
1 11111 

ityF!).ilayam, owner of vehicle No.0D16D-1955 h§:1;given an online objection 

against, the TP applied by the applicant. The objector .stated that "the applicant has 

appli,ed the departure time 13.25 PM from Rourkela towards Haldibahal via Kutra , cri 
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Bkgaon. rhave timing objection from Rourkela stoppage, my Rourkela depature time 

as per rationalize". This may be verified. 

	

6. 	Mohammed Gheyasuddin, owner of vehicle No.OD14X-3368 has given an online 

objection 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 in any vacant slot subject to 

	

14 	t. i  
verification of clash free time. 

pei 

235. ROUTE- 	KATHAKHATA TO UDALA VIA THAKURMUNDA, SARAT AND 
PRASANNA KUMAR ROUT, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD01AK4445. 

Applicant is absent. 	
E. 

There is an online objection given by Saraswpti Sahu, owner of vehicle 

No1:9RpON-4465. She has stated that at Anandpur and Thakurmunda, there is clash of 

time. The objector further stated that "applicant has applied Anandapur to 
i. 

 

Thakurmunda. 

.ne,ille,::has applied express type & my service is orcljnary .Time taken by applicant 

aqciltoPjpcItpr to reach Anandapur to Thakurmunda". 

1!!i. ifiktiVriay be considered subject to verification of claWfree time. 

236. .ROUTE- 	CHAUMUKHI TO AGARPADA VIA BALASORE, SERGARH AND 
BACK, SUBRATA BARIK, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 0001D9915. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Santanu,Qas. 

,I.OH119 
There is an objection filed by Smt. Shantilata Nayak, owner of vehicle No.OR22- 

03772 troughAdvocate Shri H.P.Mohanty. He stated 'thiPt there is clash of time at 
rim 

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

the appliepot has proposed to depart Balasore from 9.0;U:hrs.. which is just 10 minutes 

1;: 

. HO; 
F,Iii 

ir1.1 I 
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ahead of the service of this objector. Hence, the objector has requested that the 

applicant may be given time after the service of this objector from Balasore point. 

Thismay be considered subject to verification of clash free time. 

237. ROUTE- 	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 subject to verification of clash free 
time. 

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

,t,.1 
Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N.Mohanty. He stated that the 

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

Following vehicle owners have filed objections. 

nc'JL;. 
1. 'Soumendra Kumar Mohanty, owner of vehiclo, .No.0D11J-1790 has stated 

that hq, is 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 

Raruaand the applicant has applied to depart RarirangpLir at 8.19a.m. towards Raruan 

which is just one minute ahead of his service. Hence, the objector has requested that 
‘, 

the appilint may be given time after half-an-hour of his service. 

2. rii Chinnnay Kumar Mishra Brahma, owner of \4ehible No.ORO9N-7107 stated 

thatIlHeThioPerating his vehicle on the route Jhumpura 	Barbil and back Champua via 

Joda aplIgasudevpur 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 furtridr stated that his service is departing Barbil at g.,51hrs. whereas the applicant 

hág ploposed to depart Barbil at 9.36hrs. which is just151,Minutes ahead of the service 

of thigoobj6ctor. Besides, the objector stated that the timing applied by the applicant is 

irratiffal; as the applicant has applied to ply his service! .as express service. But the 

veh:i'Vf !this objector is plying as ordinary service. Thevapplicant has proposed such 

an irraiikal time which is taking 2hrs. to pass 34 kms. dince, whereas the service of 

this objector which is plying as ordinary service is taking;  1 hrs. 8 minutes to pass 34 
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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 

operating his service on the route Deojhar to Champua, Champua to Barbil and back to 

Deojhar under the permit issued by RTA, Keonjhar. His service is departing Champua 

at 11.24hr. 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 

thbitinlii4bf the service of this objector. 

4. Sri Sudhansu Sekhar Das, owner of vehicle No.ODO5M-1485 stated that he is 
, 

operatiiid his service on the route Cuttack to Jajpur Tbwn' and back and Cuttack to 

J.KRIodtl. and back. The objection given by this objector' is not related to this applicant. 

tritilg,rdia5tng to sl.no.279. Hence, the objection petition bb dealt with sl.no.279. 

. First, this may be verified whether the applicant has applied to ply his service as 

alter service of OD11A-2087. If so, the objection should not be entertained. Otherwise, 

this may. bp considered subject to verification of clash free time. 
oi5! 

	

23gii:1:FOUTE- 	RABAGA TO AINTHAPALI VIA LAIKERA, SAMASINGH AND 
.;,r.iinpSA9K, PRAMOD RANJAN SAHOO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD03C3052. 

Applicant is absent. 

°f!reC:Tr,bere is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free 

ti  TPNi u,.J Eii 

	

is139LITE- 	CHUDAMANIPUR TO BALARAMGADI VIA GANDHI CHHAK, 
• • NALABAHAR AND BACK, SANJEEB PATTANAYAK, OWNER OF THE 

ORO1T3391. 

!•1,' ;Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Moharty. 

3 ro w; 
" There is no objection This may be considered subject'to verification of clash free 

time. pc:
Eiitl 
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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 applica'nt 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 

13.39hrs. 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. ,F4Pther, the objector stated that the applicant has. not applied in any vacant slot 

in rationalised route Sundargarh-Rajgangpur-Rourkela.' Hence, the objector has 

requested that the TP application of applicant may be rejected under the ground that the 

applicant has not applied in any vacant slot of this rationalised route. 

'I Thus may be verified whether the route applied by the applicant is coming under 

any'refidn'elised route, if so whether the applicant has applied in any vacant slots or not. 

OtheMig'efhis may be considered subject to verification of Clash free time. 

242... ROUTE- 	SAMBALPUR TO SOLE VIA SATKOMA, KHANDOKATA AND 
' BACK, PRAMOD MUDULI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR15N6204. 

!; 	ti 
Applicant is absent. 

q...11-11.e.rp is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free 
time. 

243.. ROUTE-r 	GARPOSH TO ROURKELA VIA KIJTRA, RAJGANGPUR AND 10E 
BLACK, SUSHIL KUMAR SHARMA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR16D0455. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P.Mohah'W. 

There are 10 online objections have been given by different vehicle owners. 

1. 	Sri Subrat Kumar Panigrahi, owner of vehicle Nor0D15H-3344 has stated that 

"Rourkia(departure in 2nd trip is just 1 minutes ahead: ;of, the vehicle OD15H3344. 

Althoug4I'the departure time showing in the OPMS is 14.55 the route is rationalised and 

fixed at 15.01 and accordingly ". 

' 
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2. Sri Ratan Sarangi, owner of vehicle No.OD16C-6215 has stated that "I beg to 

submit timing objection against temporary permit applied with Rajgangpur point 

proposed 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. Sri Prabhat Kishore Swain, owner of vehicle No„OR14S-5574 has stated that .1111 
"The applicant proposed 12.30 PM Arrival timing and 12.35 PM Departure timing same . ;:r,t 
with my, bus OR 14 S 5574 at Kutra towards Rajgangpur, Rourkela on same route. 

Hurrip.J request to not consider the applicant" 

:' 1: 1 8riSikendra 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 

from Rourkela point towards Rajgangpur, Kutra on my same route. Further, the permit . 	1..t% 

is appiied „on major portion". This objector has also given offline objection statin the 

same objection. 
•(' 

6. Md Gayesuddin, owner of vehicle No.0D16A-1881, . has stated that "Sir, with :::iri .! 
reference, to the proposed timing schedule notified in respect of bus OR 16 D 0455 in ! s! ,41:11 , i 	 I!: 
OPMS

N
vide 
	 hearing meeting e S. No 242 of the STA 	 ting dated 04.08.2021 as enclosed . 	. 

herewith I came to know that" 
. ticEj W : 

7. indarjit Singh, owner of vehicle No.0D16-3697 has stated that "The applicant has orl 	 •:: ; 
applied Rourkela departure timing 09.50 Hours, Rajgangpur arrival timing 10.50 Hours, 

13pjparligpv1 departure timing 10.55 Hours, which is just ,5 Minutes before my bus 
: fi . 

departure, timings". 

8f :,1 711c:  ghifarjit Singh, owner of vehicle No.0D16-B-8899 has stated that "As per 

propospfl timing bus OR 16 D 0455 will depart 10 Minute., after my Bus OR 16 B 8899 

dpparture timing at 09.50 Hours from Rourkela Station but arrive 25 Minutes before my 
. 	, 

bus a;r,riVal timing at Ra" 
Vii:r VI: 
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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.0D16-3697. He stated that his service is departing Rourkela station at 9.55hrs. and 

Rajgangpur station at 11.00hrs towards Tarkela via Rajgangpur, Kutra since long. But 

the applicant has now proposed to depart Rourkela at 9.50 which is just 5 minutes 
) 

ahead of,his service and also to depart Rajgangpur at 10.55hrs. which is also 5 minutes 

ahead of his service. Moreover, the proposed timings applied in respect of above bus is 

clashinb'With his timings from Rourkela upto Kutra which is '52 kms. on the same route. 

He ii°1141-i4 stated that the proposed route and timing 'applied by the applicant is 

coVerlin'6japproximately 60% portion of Rourkela-RajagarigPur-Sundargarh rationalised 

Route where there are other buses are plying in 6 minutes timing gap from one to 

anotheholjlence the objector has requested that the Tp iof 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. 
.1 

12. a )irkdre is another objection filed by Sri Indarjit 	owner of vehicle No.0D16- 

13:-88199:nkle stated that his service is departing Rourkela station at 9.40hrs. whereas the 

appli'ca'nt has proposed to depart Rourkela at 9.50hrs. whidh is just 10 minutes after the 

serVI6aijcif this objector. Besides, the objector stated that the route applied by the 

appiibii4 is covering approximately 60% portion of Rourkela-Rajgangpur-Sundargarh 

ratibii416Aed route where so many buses are plying in 6 minutes time gap from one to 

ahage0Hence the objector has requested that the TP rof7 the applicant may not be 

cOiiYiliered.as the route applied by the applicant is coming'. 6nder rationalised route and 

th'elaVPIidgrit has not applied in any vacant slot. 

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

o6jectial%tating her service is departing Kutra towards' ROurkela via Rajgangpur at 
11'61; El. Fi 

: 	of 



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 ;applicant 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.0D16F-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 

pr)6681to depart Rajgangpur at 8.00hrs. which is a gap& only 5 minutes. Hence, the 

orSjee5tai4 jha's requested that the TP may not be considered in respect of the vehicle of 

thbl.ri'plib-ant as he has proposed to ply his vehicle in' rationalised route which is 

coVetiilidi60 )̀/0. 

: 	 . i s 
Advocate appearing for the applicant stated that the applicant has applied in a 

vacant permit. He will produce the permit. (This may be verified). 
~ Mitt 

. 	The objector Mr. Sikendra Singh stated that the route applied by the applicant is 

not a vacant permit. This may be verified from respective RTO. He further stated that 
31" 

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

:::I3Trg may be verified and put the facts before the Tt. for taking decision in the 
r 	r. 
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244.. ROUTE- 	SULEIPAT TO JODA VIA BUDAMAHA, CHAMPUA AND BACK, 
`"rigc96MYA SHREE PRIYADARSHINI PRADHAN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 

OR19F4752. 
Act: 
Applicant is absent. 

There is an objection given by Mr. Dillip Mahanta, owner of vehicle No.ODO9A-

9753 ti-POUgh Advocate Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that4e objector is operating his 

serAPO'n'the route Hatibari to Barbil. His service is departing Champua at 8.30hrs. 

he applicant has proposed to depart Champut 8.10hrs. which is just 20 

minutespaipad of the service of this objector. Hence,-ithe objector stated that the 

9Nvors. timing at Champua be revised to 8.10hrs. as it is halting there from 7.57hrs. 
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to 8.30hrs. 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. 

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

245. 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.ODO1C-9777. The route is day and night service. 

Following objectors have filed objections. 

t • !'t! (1\11.1ti Sujata Bala Behera, owner of vehicle No.OD02E-7675 (Replaced old 

vehicl& ,No.ODO1B-2209) is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated 

that this objector is operating her service on the route Bhubaneswar to Olamara via 

CUitackV1jhadrak, Soro, Jhinkiria,Nalagaja, Denganali, R;a'ibania and back. He stated 

that the/applicant has applied time in the up trip to depart Olmara stoppage at 18.50hrs. 

whereap the objector's service in the down trip at Olmara is 19.00hrs. that means the App! 
applicant's vehicle will depart just 10 minutes ahead of the service of the objector from ,1  
Olnly9)1 T:he applicant has applied time at Raibania in up trip 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 objector's vehicle will depart 10 minutes ahead of the service of the applicant. 

Besides the applicant has applied in the down trip from Bhubaneswar which clashes 

wAbirthpi.c1,,9Arn trip timing of the objector's vehicle from Bhubaneswar. In the down trip, 
' 

th'e, applicant has applied time i.e. 19.55 whereas the objector's vehicle time at a 
Bh4aneswar is 20:10hrs. At Cuttack the applicant has applied to depart at 21.45hrs. 

whprtmeillhe objector's departure time at Cuttack is 22.00hrs. That means the 

applicant's vehicle will depart 15 minutes ahead of the.service of the objector from 

Cuttack ,Hence there will clash of timing in entire route. The objector stated that if the H 
be..considered in respect of the vehicle of the apptiCant, then it may be given 20 

nniriute8 after the departure of the objector's vehicle in both up and down trip and the ;1::1 
samFgaRpe maintained. 

• -! I:11! 

!:; is. 

zt!., 
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2. 	Mr. Jayant Kumar Behera, owner of vehicle No.ODO1U-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, 

Balagore, Soro, Cuttack and back. There is clash of time atMorada stoppage. In up trip, 

his service is departing Morada at 20.55hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to 

depart at 20.40hrs. just 15 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. Similarly, the 

applicant has proposed to depart Chitrada at 20.55hrs.whereas the objector's service is 

departing 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. Thereby, in entire route timing will be clashed. Hence, the objector 

stated ,that if any TP of applicant's vehicles are considered then it may be given 20 

minutes after the departure of the objector's vehicle from Moroda and the same gap be 

maintained. 

:: ,")Applicant stated that his time is at 7.10AM and not 19.10hrs. 

This may be considered subject to verification of cla'sh free time. 

246. ROUTE- 

	

	CHUDAMANIPUR TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA 
BAISINGA AND BACK, MR AJAY KUMAR SAHOO, OWNER OF 

)irijinN/EHICLE OD01C9777. 

. 	:)I;)jSIncg the applicant has applied to obtain TP to ply:pis vehicle as alter service of 

sl,,N0,124'5, i.e. vehicle No.0033T-1212, the observations given in sl.no.245 shall be 

followechrf 

247. 'ROUTE- 	PANAPOSHI TO HARICHANDANPUR VIA BURINGI, BALIJORI 
iii'MOD BACK, DHANURDHAR MOHANTA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 

OD11A3974. 
'I 

iika;:licant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhay Kumar Behera. 
"Li; 	 I 

AC5. There is no objection. This may be considered :subject to verification of clash 

free tirrileiri,  

248. , 13.9UTE- 	PANDAPADA TO NUDHUDIA VIA GAMBHARIA , JUALIKANTA 
• AND BACK, DHANURDHAR MOHANTA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 

. 	,.F11J3974. 	 i 

.,c!vu.'eApplicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhay Kumar Behera. 
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There is no objection. Verify if it covers proposed rationalised route. This may be 
considered subject to verification of clash free time. 

249. ROUTE- 	BAULA TO UDALA VIA OUPADA , PADMAPOKHARI AND BACK, 
SAPANAJIT SAMAL, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR11K6188. 

Applicant is absent. 

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

250. ROUTE- 	RASALPUR TO KEONJHAR VIA BANIANPANK, SOSA AND 
BACK, GANESH CHANDRA JENA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD05E8409. 

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

T'hp, applicant has obtained TP in respect of vehicIpNo.ODO1V-2288 which was 

vddiYr8M18.11.2019 to 26.3.2020/ But not lifted PP as it was old vehicle. Hence the 

apiolicdhhas applied TP afresh. 

There is an objection filed by Sri Braja Bihari Jena, owner of vehicle No.ODO9C-!  
3401. He stated that there is clash of time at Ghatagaon. The applicant has applied the 

exact d6Parture time of objector's vehicle from Ghatagaon'. Besides, there is clash of 

time from Anandpur to Keonjhar. 

ThisliQ be verified and considered subject to verifica`t'ion of clash free time. 

251. ROUTE- 	BAHALDA TO JODA VIA JASHIPUR, RARUAN AND BACK, 
Ply,RNIMA BASA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD11,E1476. 

-!Ii:licApOicant is represented by Advocate Shri Abhaya Kumar Behera. 

- i: I 
Following vehicle owners have filed objections. 

1. 	Sri Judhisthir Rout, owner of vehicle No.0D11A-2087 is represented by 

AdVocate Sri J.N.Mohanty. He stated that in the return trip the objector's bus arrives at 
;,(;1 il E  

Jada 	1'0'.'00AM and departs towards Rairangpur at 10.05AM. In the same direction at 

Joca, towards Rairangpur/Bahalda, the applicant has proposed arrival time at 9.34hrs. 

and'rdepqrture time 10.05hrs. which is exactly same ,a5 .the departure time of the 

objecto'r's bus. Hence, he has requested that the applicant's departure time at Joda may 
' I. 	 , 

kindly fik?el after the service of this objector with a wide gap. The Advocate appearing 

for the objector further stated that the applicant is a.;  habituated tax evader. The 
Apt 

I. 	t 
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applicant 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.ODO9A-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 just 4 minutes ahead of the 

service of this objector. Hence, the objector has requested that, if the application of 

be considered for TP, then it may be given time to depart Champua after 

the service of the objector. 

3. Pravati Manjari Mahanta, owner of vehicle No.OR09Q-4678 is represented by r 
Advocate Sri M.B.Rao. He stated that the objector is operating her vehicle on the route 

Karanjia to Chaibasa via Jashipur and back. Now the applicant has applied for a TP on 
t,  • 

the rout& Bahalda to Joda and back via Badampahad andJashipur. He stated that the 

aci6g•di4tance between Rairangpur to Badampahad is 25. kms. but the applicant has 

sh&ViiiittraS 17kms. Similarly, the distance between Badampahad to Jashipur is 18 

kitiPiRittti applicant has shown it as17 kms. This is not fairand proper and need to be 

cosh' `e 	that the bus of the applicant will automatically; goafter the service of this 

0.jeetiit;t 

Secondly, the proposed time given by the applicant:at Jashipur point is clashing 

with thgqirhing of the service of this objector. The service cif this objector is departing 

Jabliifidreat 6.40hrs whereas the applicant has proposed toidepart Jashipur at 6.27hrs. 

H6ii*ItIlib objectors stated that since he is a senior ope'rator in the route, his interest 

nded:403b6 protected by allotting any other suitable timiPgS to the applicant's vehicle 

affel.qh6,g6rvice of this objector. 
.it 

Applicant stated that what OPMS taken the distapce, he has put the same as 
• r.  

thpreis,p,othing can be done by the applicant. 
irt!]t ii 

'1.0cirrihis: 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.Mohanty. 

Following vehicle owners have filed objections. 

1. 	Sri Kashinath Mahala, owner of vehicle No.ODO5Z-9192 is represented by 

Advocate Shri M.B.Rao. 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. As such STA is not entertaining 

TPapplications in the past and even notified not to apply for permits till the process of 

rationalisation is fully completed. Secondly 
 {,t ri4

, if suggested Bhadrak departure time of 
1.1:55111- 1 ,is allotted to the applicant, the same shall be iclirectly clashed with the timing 

of the \6616'ctor's vehicle. The objectors' vehicle is departing Bhadrakh at 11.55hrs. 

which is,lexact 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,ec
ritor. 

Sri Sisir Kumar Patra, owner of vehicle No.OD05E-9192 is represented by 

AMake-Sri M.B.Rao. He stated that the route applied byithe applicant is coming under 

BI-W5arlie§War-Cuttack-Bhadrakh-Balasore-Baripada corridor which is now under 

rdibli4lit.ation process and not yet been completed. As such STA is not entertaining TP 

appli66kidhs in the past and even notified not to apply:.fOrt permits till the process of 

ratigial§aticon is fully completed. Secondly the depdrkire timings applied by the 

thdaffil'fibm Bhubaneswar and Cuttack i.e. at 6.52hrS. land 7.57hrs. is clashing with 

the'thlinig's given to the objector's vehicle. The service Of the objector is departing 

Bhob'6141Awar at 6.40hrs. and Cuttack at 8.00hrs. which is only gap of 12 minutes from 

BHubdriewar and 3 minutes from Cuttack that means the applicant has proposed to 

obtain TP just only 12 minutes and 3 minutes ahead of the,-service of this objector from 

BItApAr,war and Cuttack respectively. Similarly, the proposed departure time given by 

the applicant at Bhadrakh is exact time of the objector's service.e 	He further stated that 1. 1 :1E11101i 

the timing suggested by the applicant is irrational which may be rectified. Hence, the 

objector. statedthat if the application of applicant will be considered for grant of TP, then 

ititrwrypipiiyen after the service of this objector. 

umr1f.gi 
O7 
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3. Sri S.S.Rout, on behalf of Jyotsnamayee Rout, owner of vehicle No.ODO4Q-

1991. He stated that there is clash of time at Bhubaneswar point. His service is 

departingi Bhubaneswar at 7.00hrs. whereas the applicant has applied to depart 

Bhubaneswar at 6.52hrs. which is just 8 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. 

Besides, 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 

grant of TP should not be considered. 

4. Pranati Samal, owner of vehicle No.0D22R-1967 stated that she is operating her 

service on the route Bhubaneswar to Balasore. She stated that in return trip from 

Balasot:ei to Bhubaneswar, her timing at Bhadrakh is :15.55 to 16.05hrs. But the 

aiSi3licalrit has proposed to timing at Bhadrakh is 15.511-irs. to 15.56hrs. Hence, the 

di*Ilioarnt hbs proposed to operate his service just 9 minutes 'ahead of the service of this 

dt16'eftitYrrhe clash of time will continue up to BhubaneSin/6r. Hence, the objector has 

r6iiii(gfed not to grant TP ahead of her service. 

i : 
This may be verified whether the applicant's applied route is covering in any 

rationalised route which has not yet been finalised. If so, the same should not be 
I 

considered. 

253.. RQUTE- 	KUCHINDA TO ROURKELA VIA BAMURA, BAGDIHI AND BACK, 
l '''Ic::•11/U<ESH SINGH, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16H7899. 

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

applicant has applied in rationalised route and in vacant slot. 

iliect6F.h-CFollowing vehicle owners have filed objections,' 

t ! 1..(FH8,11Pradeep Kumar Debata, owner of vehicle No.OD15P-3474. He stated that the 

applicant,has applied TP from Kuchinda to Rourkela via ;Bamura and Sundargarh. The 
• 

length of The route is 222 kms whereas distance from Kuthinda to Rourkela via Bamura 
, qn ;1.1ric! 

is '133 kms. The applicant will return back to Sundargarh and covering extra 99 kms. 
Ivsicler 

which will neither beneficial the passengers of Kuchinda nor Bamura. They have to pay 

extra f'dr. The only intention of the applicant to block'  the rationalised slot time in 

Sundargarh and Rourkela.Secondly, the applicant's applied route is covering more than 

'01 
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55% route i.e. 122knns in rural areas and the distance from stoppage to stoppage is less 

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

Th'e objector further stated that he has applied in same time vide SI.No.262. This 

may be heard together with sl.No.253 and 262. 

Sri Prasanna Kumar Patel, owner of vehicle No.0D15N-8929 has stated that his 

service 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 this objector is 2.40hrs at Rajgangpur. Hence, the objector has stated that the 
r( 	t( 

applicant may be given time after service of this objector. 

3. 	SM Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.0D16A-2377 stated that his service is 

departipg . 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§'Iblash of time from Rourkela to Rajagangpur, Kthira which is 52 kms. on the 

s411'6'.ro'dtb. He further stated that the applicant has applied to ply his vehicle in slot 

N'ij:t2Wo'm Sundargarh point and slot No.94 from Ro'brkela point of Sundargarh-

RajNing,p6r-Rourkela rationalised route which is already allotted to Bus No.0D15N-

8A'1(M5laced from OR15B-5091) and the said bus is reju1arly departing in 13.40hrs. 

s.oi.!*ffr) from Rourkela point towards Deogarh from sb many years. Hence, the 

abOiecSIbts applied by the applicant are not vacant in Sundargarh-Rajgangpur-Rourkela 

rationajisation chart. (This may be verified). Hence, .the objector stated that TP 

apritig000:as applied by the applicant with disputed timingS Sundargarh-Rajgangpur- 
,,.. cif .011.1 

13'OUrkela'rptionalised route may be rejected. 

(ii:glio6Idlib updated. This facts stated by the above objeotbi' may also be verified) 

es *pies, there are three online objections given by the following vehicle owners. 

4.. -ganSM 'Shamim Akhtar, owner of vehicle No.0D16N-2377 has stated that "I SM 

ShgriniiiiillAkhtar, Regd. owner of bus OD 16 A 2377 humbly beg to say that as per 

parrihliOt permit PP99/130960/G valid till 01.01.2024 issLied from the STA Odisha, my 

rn 	4i c)1 ,  

•• 
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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 

same, of my timing 13:40 PM from Rourkela towards same route upto laikera. If the 

applicant.will get this" 

Advocate appearing for the applicant stated that the applicant has applied in 

Vacant slots. 

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

254. ROUTE- 	ANGUL TO BALASORE VIA JAJPUR ROAD, PANIKOILI AND 
BACK, MINATI SATAPATHY, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD01AE4996. 

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

,coctibollowing vehicle owners have filed objections. 	I 

1, 'l ie (Mr.-Rudra Narayan Sahu, owner of vehicle No.ORO4N-1080 is represented by 

Ady0,.patelMr. Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the objector is operating his vehicle on 

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

Dubun.,141e stated that the applicant has applied departUre time in the up trip from 

KaMakyanagar at 7.48hrs. is clashing with the timings of this objector. The service of 

thiS ObNctor is departing Kamakhyanagar at 7.55hrs. and: applicant has proposed to 

depart 7minutes ahead of the service of this objector. He fu rtherr 	stated that the applied 
:r “4. 	t;; 01,5 	

,. 

route .iggested by the applicant is coming under the rationalised route i.e. from 

Panikoilll~p Balasore. Since the applied route is coming) u.nder rationalised route, the 

same may. not be considered. He further stated that in the last meeting held in the 

month ppecember 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 
I " 

'1:1 Li I: El 

01 
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application of the applicant was not considered and rejected by STA as it covers 

rationalised route, which is yet to be implemented. In view of this 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 Kamakyanagar 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 

route 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 
1; i . th&bxaet departure time of the objector's vehicle. Hel'ice timing in entire route from 

AnOlia'JIK.Road will be clashed. Secondly, the objectoi-  stated that the route applied 

by 'thi& tipplicant is coming under the rationalised route ilb..from Panikoili to Balasore. 

Steel the applied route is coming under rationalised 'route, the same may not be 

ConitleVed. He further stated that in the last meeting held in the month of December 

202d,1  the applicant has also applied in the self same route with self same timings vide 

sl.No.2.19: The present objector has also filed objection for which the application of the 

appAyty.gas not considered and rejected by STA as it covers rationalised route, which 

is yet to b,e implemented. In view of this the objector has stated that the application of 14 
the ,applicant should not be considered as it clashed will. the timing of the objectors' 

vellyed) the up trip at Angul as well as the applicant ha, :  applied in the Bhubaneswar 

to Ballsorte-Baripada rationalised route which is yet to be. implemented. 

3. 1 :"JOsnamayee Rout, owner of vehicle No.OD04Q-1991 is represented her son 

SaSghtta!Shekhar Rout. He stated that at Balasore poirit there is clash of time. The 

ei.-\Si6&!ii5f the objector is departing Balasore at 14.50hA: whereas the applicant has 

to depart Balasore at 14.40hrs. that means the 'applicant has proposed to 

(*brag his service in 10 minutes ahead of the service of this', objector. 

This may be verified whether applied route of the applicant is covering under 
ilE 

rationalised _route. 

. 
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55 
 

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

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

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 

above 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 

ve.hicle1;61113 the route which is covering approximately .50% portion of Rourkela- 
: 

Rajgan
r
doU'r —Sundargarh rationalised route. (i.e. from Bargaon up to Rajgangpur), 

where qh'ere are so many other buses are plying in their allotted slots. Hence, the 

objector has requested that the application of the applicant may not be considered and 

rejected
: 

 

..*::12Ablvocate Mr. H.P.Mohanty, appearing for the applicant stated that the route 

apPlfetrbY the applicant is not coming under rationalised: `route which may be verified. 

13e%ielleg, ,he has stated that the actual distance from Majhiapada to Garposh is 10 kms. 

b.bevcii,blibiy the same has been mentioned as 39kms which may be corrected as 10 

kirn1411,r6ted'cl of 39kms. 

The:above objector has also filed an online objection wherein he has not given 

the specific Ill:_objection. 

may be verified. 

256!':'l'OUTE- 	CHAUMUKHI TO KALAMA VIA LANGALESWAR, BALASORE 
AND BACK, MRS MANASI NANDA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 0001H2569. 

100
Ar2plicant is absent. 

ai 

cilo.119wing objectors have filed. 

Barik, owner of vehicle No.ODO1D-99',16iq represented by Advocate 

1\'41rii5Rama§ish Acharya. He stated that the objector is an applicant on the route 

OhaUmukhi to Agarpada via Balasore, Sergarh and back.  in respect of his vehicle 
• I i 	• 

NO.ODQ1'D-9915. The applicant has applied for TP on the route Chaumukhi to Kalama 
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pia Langaleswar, Balasore and back. The objector has stated that the applicant has 

ki`een illegally operating the route she has applied for since long without any permit for 

which E-challan has been issued against the vehicle of the applicant on 25.11.2020. As 

per lresOlution passed in 287th  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 

stage 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 

the file of he applicant (permit meeting file). The objector further stated that the timing 

applied by, the applicant does not mention that she seeks to operate from Lngaleswar to t$i:fFi) 
Balasore via Haldipada which is 45.6kms. or via Gandhi Chhak which is 56.8 kms. t:: 
Which is, highly misleading. Besides, the applicant mentions the distance between 

:11 
Langaleswar to Balasore as 38kms. which is not correct. He further stated that the (ii 
9pili,pnthas applied TP in respect of his vehicle which is al  sleeper vehicle. 

Be'Sides, the objector has stated that the applia'ant has applied her service 

covering a large portion of the objector's route and tilting of both the services are 

dISIIII1A01-froughout the route. Applicant has applied the !same departure time from 

011811iiieikhl as the objector, i.e. at 5.00hrs. which is just 41Minutes ahead of the service 

dfiltOiS3 66.16ctor i.e. at 5.24hrs. Similarly at Langaleswdr the service of the applicant 

d,0 113t-S!,Palit5.54hrs. which is 8 minutes ahead of the:  Service of this objector i.e. 

ci13jeeldiN .q.S'ervice is departing Lahgaleswar at 6.02hrSH; Hence the objector has 

rOilCi`dsikli.that the applicant may not be granted TP and theSame may be rejected. 

This may be verified. 
I 

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

!".1  i'A.pplicant is represented by Advocate Sri H.P. Mdharity. He stated that the route 

0,15111Mojr.,  the applicant covers under rationalised route a'rid the applicant has applied in 

Va'dritiSqbts. 

!This 

ijo 
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There is an objection given by Shri Indrajeet Singh, owner of vehicle No.0D16-B-

8899 and No.0D16-3697. He stated that the applicant has applied for TP with proposed 

timings on Rourkela-Rajgangpur-Sundargarh rationalised route. Despite of regular 

instructions given by STA and RTO, Sundargarh and Rourkela regarding plying of 

buses in rationalised route in slot timings, the applicant 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 enquired 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 applied for TP in respect of 

mentioned above and after obtaining TP, he will, not adhere the slot timings 

at Rajgangpur and Rourkela points managing the said bus in other timings as per his III Lib C. 
Comenienpe. Hence, the applicant has requested the authority to enquire into the 1 
matter and .action may be taken to ply the other existing buses of applicant in slot 

timings from Rajgangpur and Rourkela points in both up and down trips as per 

R?p,illa-Fajgangpur-Sundargarh. The objector has also,  requested that the applicant 

	

rrTly 	insisted 	to give an undertaking relating to adhering: of slot timings in respect his 

buses plying in the above rationalised route before issuing the TP to the applicant. . ing I  

0: 0A-hils may be considered subject to verification ofr clash free time as well as 

N/a6'.1-104b.t. RTOs of Sundargarh and Rourkela may be requested to enquire about the 

faCWMiefher the other vehicles of the applicant are plyinUbs per slot timings allotted to 

Oerre,gpbetive buses. 

	

`5£31  ROUTE- 	JODA TO LAHUNIPARA VIA KOIRHA MARKET, KALTA AND 
RUPAK PASARI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR09H6451. 

ca:; 
Applicant is absent. 

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

	

ROUTE- 	JODA TO LAHUNIPARA VIA KOIRHA, KALTA AND BACK, 
13,U.PAK PASARI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR0r6951. 

, t.:,,.H tiRplicant is absent. 

• .1  1!..: 1  • 

1 

..t 
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There is an online objection given by Sri Chiranjit Mahanta, owner of vehicle 

No.OD09C-2919. He stated that there is clash of time at Lahunipada. His service is 

departing Lahunipada at 12.20hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to depart at 

1:2.00hrs. 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 
I 	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 service of this. objector is departing Koira at 5.15hrs., whereas the applicant has 

proposed to depart Koira at 4.55hrs. which is just 20 minutes ahead of the service of 

objector. The clash of time will be continue from Koirha to Keonjhar which is a 
•  

distance of 92kms. Then, the objector has requested that the applicant may be given 

time affei: his service. 

7if-,,I-ji.may be considered subject to verification of clash free time and also after 

the servic,of the objector. 
'+-) 

261. ROUTE- 	JHARSUGUDA TO SAMBALPUR VIA RENGALI, SASAN AND 
BACK, DINESH SAHU, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE :0D23B6681. 

Applicant is absent. 

This may be verified whether route applied by the '7plicant is coming under any 
r$01-1Alked route or not. 

BARGARH TO ROURKELA VIA JHARSUGUDA, SUNDARGARH 
I; ncAND BACK, PRADEEP KUMAR DEBATA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 

ir.19PPP3474.  

Applicant is present. He stated that he has applied in vacant slots. 
"Th 

ii:; 1,,F, f-gApwing vehicle owners have filed objections. 

, Where is an online objection filed by Md. Gayasuddin, owner of vehicle 

No.ODFfl'e1991. He stated that "the applicant has applied in Sundargarh, Rourkela 

rationaliz6c1 route. The applicant proposed departure time from Rourkela 13:39 PM, 

which ;just 7 minutes ahead to his bus Rourkela depature timing at 13.46PM. He 

• • 	 1 

r 
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stated that applicant has applied in sot No.94, but the vehicle OD15M-8925 has already 

6btained permit in slot No.94. This may be verified. 

2. 	. Sri Pradeep Kumar Patel, owner of vehicle No.OD16C-0507 is represented by 

Advocatd 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 

and Sundargarh to Rourkela. The service of the objector is departing Burla at 5.00hrs., 

Sombalpurat 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 

covering 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 

whieh iS,directly clashing with the timing of the objector and also other existing services 

onttheirottite because the applicant has not applied in any vacant slots. He further stated 

that thd,.
r  applicant has proposed to depart Bargarh at 3.45hrs., Sambalpur at 5.15hrs, 

Tharsuguda at 6.35hrs, Sundargarh at 7.43hrs. to reach Rourkela at 10.13hrs and in the ; 
down trip the applicant has proposed to depart Rourkela at 13.39hrs., Sundargarh at iy; r.!•!.1,• 
16.10,hrs, Jharsuguda at 17.00hrs. to reach Bargarh at 19.5Qhrs. Hence the applicant's 

14; 

Rrq.pig§dd .time will create unhealthy competition on the route as the proposed departure 

ticipdieglypneby the applicant at 7.43hrs. from Sundargarh vyhich is only 6 minutes ahead 

of,  the service of the objector and the common portion is 105 kms. up to Rourkela. rInL 11-i. 1  
Hernqe, thd objector stated that the route and timings .prposed by the applicant be 

rejdcitecj, as it covers 3 rationalised routes and the timings) :are directly clashing with the 

existing, services on the route because the applicant has h9lopplied in vacant slot. 

3.'1:1410ji , Abdul Sayeed, owner of vehicle No.0D16A-2055 is represented by 

A.d0:5661e Shri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that objector is ope'rOfing his service on the route 

jtiatkithi'da to Rourkela and back (2 RT) covering tvViJ,• rationalised routes from 

to Sundargarh and Sundargarh to Rourkelthe service of the objector 

d'erjbrd.:i:i.iiihrsuguda at 6.35hrs. (slot No.16) reaches SuridOrgarh at 7.20hrs. to depart • • 
7.32hrs. (slot no.31) to reach Rourkela at 9,!5,7hrs. But the applicant has 

0.0i§d.46i1,'grant of TP on the route Bargarh to Rourkeldocovering three rationalised 

rc513f6S , 	Bargarh to Sambalpur, Sambalpur to Sund6rgarh and Sundargarh to 

RthrWk611ai and has proposed a set of prior and prejudiciO1 timings which is directly 

cla§,14iTg4Vith the service of the objector and also other existing services on the route 

E 
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because the applicant has not applied in any vacant slots. The applicant has proposed 

to 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 

clashing 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 

tirtfingS.proposed by the applicant be rejected as it covers 3 rationalised route and the 

tirrfingibre directly clashing with the existing services on the route because the 

4iplidrit:has not applied in vacant slot." 

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

objection. The applicant has applied depature time from Rourkela towards Sundergarh 

is 13:39 PM which is just 1 minute ahead of my bus Rourkela depature timing 13:40 

PM, andiW01 hamper". 

fPl=tips may be verified whether the applicant has applied in any rationalised route, 

if so whether he has applied in any vacant slots. If so, then this may be considered 

subject to verification of the same. j  

268i:1:1EROUTE- 	BUNDIA TO SAMBALPUR VIA RENGALI AND BACK, SAGAR 
6aRev1,,  OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR23E4896. 

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

applicrrt has applied in vacant slots i.e. slot No.27 and 119 from Sundargarh and slot 
non. 

No.63 and 147 from Sambalpur. 

Th,ore is no objection. 

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

Wlmth,Q.Ptlilly,-applicant has applied in the vacant slots mentidned by the applicant. 

. I.. 
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204. 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 

No.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. 

205, ROUTE- 	LAIDA TO ROURKELA VIA MAJHAPADA, KIRAI AND BACK, SM 
,$HAM1M AKHTAR, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16H5845. 

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

applied route is coming under rationalised route. 

Following objectors have filed objections. 
I 	..,11;! 

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 BUTla to Rourkela covering two rationalised routes i;e. Sambalpur to Sundargarh 

ancb:5,whdargarh to Rourkela. The service of the objector. .is departing Sundargarh at 

7.49hrs. (slot no.34) to reach Rourkela at 10.30hrs. and in the down trip it departs 

Rourke01t 11.05hrs (slot no.69) to reach Sundargarh :4 0.30hrs. But the applicant 

5.. 

	

	has applied for TP on the route Laida to Rourkela arld has proposed to depart 

Sundargarh at 7.43hrs. (vacant slot No.33) to reach Rourkela at 10.08hrs and depart 

there from at 11.30hrs (vacant slot No.73) to reach Sundargarh at 13.55hrs. and 

therebhall operate ahead of the service of this objector from Sundargarh to Rourkela. 
• • 

Hence,.,the objector stated that though the applicant has,.applied in the vacant slot 

No.33 from Sundargarh at 7.43hrs. but by the process it shall operate ahead of the 

objector's
:
. service which departs Sundargarh at 7.49hrs .on slot No.34. . He further 

L•;:; Vi r4 
stated. that, the applicant being a new entrant should operate after the service of the 

objector or, the applied slot No.33 be allotted to the objector and the objector's slot I •,, 
No 3.4 be aflotted to the applicant since the objector is senior operator. 

N 
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2. 	Md.Gayasuddin, owner of vehicle No.0D14-8986 stated that his service is 

departing Badagaon at 8.50hrs. but the applicant has not mentioned the departure time 

fcbm Badagaon. He further stated that the permit is existing 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.0D15P-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 

s,ought for departure time at 1.40PM from Rourkela for the route Kuchinda to Rourkela 
1..,.1 	. 

vliaBarnura, Sundargarh and the present applicant i.e. owner of vehicle No.0016H5845 
. 	1! 

has apWied the departure time from Sundargarh at 7.43hrs.. In both the cases i.e. 
P)ir  

applicant of sl.no.253 and 265, the buses will cover more than 55% of their route in rural 

area and using part of the rationalised route. As per their permit application and 

mentioned stoppages, the TP may be considered as ordinary service. Since the 

80'0firearilt has mentioned the distance from one stoppage to another which is less than 

20 kms,. so the application of applicant may be considered .as ordinary service. Hence 

the, objector has stated that his application may be considered as he has applied to ply 

his service in total rationalised route starting from Bargat to Rourkela which is 235 

	

. 	. 
Icrn. covering entire rationalised route. (but the objector has not mentioned his serial 

n 	b.er). 

til`; ;:11(A015,licant stated that he has applied in vacant slot'Whibh may be verified.) 

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

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

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

c;;,Applicant is absent. 

• 
This is alter service of sl.no.267 i.e. vehicle No.ORI1

:
1j1875. 

• ! 

ii.11•7..-,F9Ilowing objectors have filed objections. 
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1. Soumendra Kumar Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.0D11A-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 

applied to depart at Karanjia in down trip at 11.25hrs. just before 45 minutes of his 

‘vice. It will affect 80% of his service from Karanjia to Harichandanpur in down trip. 

Hence, the objector has requested to reject the application of the applicant. 

2. : 	Anadi Charan Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.0D11A-0799 stated that he is 

operating his service on the route Baripada to Kankadahada and back via 

Harichandanpur, Ghatagaon and Brahmanipal. His service is departing Karanjia at 

11.25hrs whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Karanjia in down trip at 

11.25hrs! which is exact time of this objector. Hence, the objector has requested to 

reject the application of the applicant. 

3. . Soumendra Kumar Mohanty, owner of vehicle No.OD11J-1790 stated that he is 
t:l 	 • 

operatjng his service on the route Tata Mines to Guhaldangiri via Duburi, Ghatagaon 

and back. His service in up trip is departing Duburi at 6,20hrs. and Harichandanpur at 
tt3.11::;(-• 

8.20hrs whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Duburi at 5.50hrs. and 
• . 

Harich6ridanpur at 8.00hrs which is 30 minutes ahead 'of his service from Duburi and 

20WihUtes ahead from Harichandanpur. Indown trip 25'Minutes ahead from Karanjia. 

Fiel166Tilhe objector has requested to reject the applicatidn' of the applicant. 

.;!:. 	 . 	• 
Khirod Prasad Das, owner of vehicle No.OR02AM-.1.835 is represented by Mithun 

Das. 
He 

 stated that he is operating his service on the route from Tata Mines to Tiring via 

Karanjia,Jashipur and back. His service is departing Brahmanipal at 6.15hrs in up trip, 

qhatadi5ri, at 8.40hrs in down trip from Karanjia at 11P.66hrs. Ghatagaon at 8.20hrs. 

Ihb,i4 g..tlie applicant has proposed to depart BrahmgilOal at 6.27hrs in up trip and 

fip.i+iliGh-btdaon at 8.20hrs. which is 12 minutes after the 'service of this objector from 

brWh'nefant)bl and the bus of the applicant will overtak'lthe service of this objector at 

dhAthgthin and depart from Ghatagaon stoppage before 2'0 minutes i.e. 8.20hrs. and in 

d8Wriii!rftili5I'overtake at Ghatagaon and depart at 13.20 hrs.- Which is 5 minutes ahead of 

th6.164R,ic'e of this objector. Hence, the objector has reqt.ieted to reject the application 

qf the applicant. 

it • 

i 1..1.1 I. 
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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. No.266 i.e. vehicle 

No.0D11E0808, the observations given in sl.no.266 shall be followed. 

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

Applicant is absent. 

Following objectors have filed objections. 

IDTM, OSRTC, Angul vide his letter No.585 dt.26.71.2021 stated that two private 

vehicle No.OD11T-0139 and OD09-3663 has applied for new TPs from Sarasakana to 

Angul Ma:  Rairangpur, Keonjhar and back which makes clash of timing in every 

stoppage with OSRTC vehicle No.OD19T-3856 and OD19T-3825 which are plying on J-1.1 
the  (r?!.49 : Angul to . Baripada via Keonjhar, Rairangpur. In its up and down trip from 

Baripada to Angul and Angul to Baripada the timing of private vehicle is clashing at 

eh stbppage from Angul to Bangiriposhi which has been applied by the applicant 

before the timing of OSRTC. Hence, the-objector has requested that the timing applied 

by the applicant may be changed. OSRTC has also given an online objection stating 

that "The'Clown trip timing of private bus clashes with the UP trip timing of OSRTC from 

Bangirposi to Angul and vice versa. t.. 

Priyabrata Barik, owner of vehicle No.ORO9P-0728 is represented by 

AdVdcate -Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the objeCtor is operating his service on 

th'ejib"Qte Rourkela to Keonjhar via Bahadaposhi, Pallahatta and back. He stated that 

the applicant has applied departure time in the down tr0.from Palalahara at 7.40hrs. 

\4ihei'e:6s. the vehicle of the objector is departing at 7.4:411rs. which is just 4 minutes 

dhbhd:-Ofitlie objector's service and it will clash up to Kedrijhar which is 73 kms. Hence, 

th4:26151e6tor stated that if the TP will be considered in respect of the vehicle of the 

applIfebnt, !then timing may be given 15 after the service of the objector from Pallahara 

drfd the,itame may be maintained up to Keonjhar. He has alSo given an online objection 

"OD11T0139 PALLAHARA DEPARTURE TIME APPLIED 7:40 AM. 
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OR09P0728 PALLAHARA DEPT. TIME 7:44 AM." 

3. 	Basanti Nayak, ownerof vehicle No.ODO9N-6030 is represented by her husband 

Sri ;K.K.Nayak. He stated that the applicant's proposed time from Rairangpur is 6 

minutes ahead of the service of this objector and from Jashipur, 4 minutes ahead of the 

Service of this objector. There is clash of time up to 100 kms. The objector further stated 

that ODO9N-8030 is alter service of ODO9N-6030. The objections are same. 

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

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

„Applicant is absent. 

37,1:Pre is no objection. This may be verified and considered subject to verification 

of iclas0 free time. 

270 ROUTE- 	BALAKATI TO SULEIPAT VIA PANIKOILI, GHATGAON AND 
BACK, LINGARAJ SWAIN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD02BH5267. 

..A5plicant is represented by Advocate Shri H.P.Mohnty. 

there is an objection given by Sri Ranjan Kuthar Nayak, owner of vehicle 

NNIOR06030. He stated that the route applied by the applicant is coming under 

rationairgbd route which is under process and not implemented. Besides, there is clash 

of time:\ 1.a:t Bhubaneswar point. His service is departing Bhubaneswar at 6.45hrs. 

whereas the applicant has proposed to depart Bhubaneswar at 6.57hrs. which is just 
11 •  

12 minutes after the service of this objector. Similarly, there is clash of time at Cuttack 

Point. The service of this objector is departing Cuttack at 7.55hrs. whereas the applicant 

lldS,prdp:oSed to depart Cuttack at 7.52hrs. which is just .3 minutes aheacrof the service 

of this i;jector. 

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

route whibh is now under process and not implemented. If so, this may not be 

6,bhaigea. Otherwise this may be considered subject to Verification of clash free time 

dtiaa:fhe starting point may be given from Baramunda, Bhubaneswar instead of Balakati. 
.r;c~tl 	 In 

c9/ 
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171. 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 

Cuttack side. 

There is no objection. 

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

vacant slots. 

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

,"0-1ICLE ODO5AS1629. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi,Mishra. !, 

•:1:1112 ,:Following vehicle owners have filed objections. 

I t 	:I: 
1'. 	Shri Manish Barik, owner of vehicle No.OD05AV-5299 has given an online 

objection,  ]stating that "Timing clash between Pardeep to Bhubaneswar at down trip 

applied. timing 14:01 from Paradeep departure with SL no. 72 with vehicle no. OD 05 AS 
• I 	' 

1629 whereas his departure timing from Paradeep is 14:00". He further stated that 

though, the route is rationalised route and applicant has not applied in vacant slot, the 

4h6141'd not be considered. 

2. 	Gayadhar Swain, owner of vehicle No.OR22E-2199 is represented by 

Advocate :,Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector 'llas been allotted to depart 

Cuttack. at 9.50hrs. to reach Paradip at 11.50hrs in the up trip and in the down trip it is 
l.c 

allotted to depart Paradip at 14.00hrs. to reach Cuttack at 16.00hrs. But the applicant 

has applied for grant of TP on the route Belapada to Paradip covering the rationalised 

r66.P6173  gradip to Cuttack and has proposed an irrational: timings which shall not only 

aff8kAhel service of the objector but also other existing ; ervices plying on the said 

rpliOnMib6d - portion of the route. The applicant has pl-dPosed to reach Cuttack at 

8 	depart at 9.15hrs. to reach Paradip at 12.251-  and to depart there from at 

11W:Oilir..-tb reach Cuttack at 17.19hrs. The proposed time given by the applicant i.e. 

arrival time at Cuttack at 9.37hrs. and departure time from. Belapada at 9.15 irrational. 

.1; 
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lie further stated that the applicant has not applied in any vacant slots though the route 

4pplied 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 

same 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 

may 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 Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the 

applicant has applied in vacant slot No.29 from Paradeep and slot No. 31 from 
101:11 . .,c1 

ChandikhOle. 
r OL 	1 	t!!: 

;;Jere is no objection. 

This may be considered subject to verification ,of;Clash free time as well as 

vacant slots applied by the applicant.  

274. ROUTE- 	PARADEEP COLLEGE TO CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) VIA JAIPUR, 
TbRAPUR AND BACK, RASHMI RANJAN PARIDA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 
bd05AV8248. 	 ..1, 
I 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasac,hi Mishra. He stated that the 

applica,nt has applied in vacant slots No.24,76 and 40 from .Paradip and slots No.52,24 
1 1. t 

and 6a from Cuttack side. He further stated that the applicant has applied TP to ply as 
pia ',0:4lici• 

alter: service of ORO2Z-3279. He has requested that Paradeep be inserted instead of 

OuttackIffsl. No.19. 

There is an objection given by Sidharth Kumar Salfoo, owner of vehicle No. (not 

rhbAtibried);. He stated that the route Cuttack-Paradeep which was left by vehicle 

1194,9D105)(75155 has not been notified. He further stated hat if any time is vacant or left 

over bji:aitly existing owner of a route it should be advertied! notified to enable to other 

eligible%6S owners having new vehicles to apply for the same. The left over time 

applied'ty vehicle No.ODO5AV-8248 in al. no.274 may kindly be notified to enable other 

c
3Whir-haVing better model vehicle to apply for the same.  
ple.1 	!0 

.1 

:; Lo.i,  

kJ* 
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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 

this may not be considered. 

2/5. ROUTE- 	CHANDIKHOLE TO PARADEEP COLLEGE VIA DUHURIA, 
NILANCHAL BAZAR AND BACK, PRANATI JENA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 
ORO4N1095. 

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 Well as vacant slots. 

276. ROUTE- PARADIP 	TO 	CHANDIKHOLE 	VIA 	DUHURIA, 
'`BALICHANDRAPUR AND BACK, MADAN MOHAN SAHOO, OWNER OF THE 

VEHICLE OR05AP3575. 
kk )1 
Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sri Abhay Kumar Behera. He stated 

that applicant has applied in vacant slot 15 from Pradip, slot No.23 from Chandikhol, 

slot No.'49 from Paradip, in down trip slot No.53 from Chandikhole. 
11iplit: 

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

time as well as vacant slots. 

277. ROUTE- PARADIP 	TO 	CHANDIKHOLE 	VIA 	DUHURIA, 
)" '"bKLICHANDRAPUR AND BACK, SUJIT KUMAR BAL, OWNER OF THE 

VEHICLE OR14T7134. 
.•, 

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

qpplicaVhas applied to obtained TP in vacant slots i.e. slot No.9 and 44 from Paradip, 

slot NOAland 49 from Chandikhole which are vacant sibts. He has filed a petition on 

'8.,17.2i024: Vacant slots has been corrected. 

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

time as, well as vacant slots. 

4113 E 

: 

t i 

1 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. 

2:79. 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. 

Since the route is under rationalised process and not completed, this may not be 
1!; 

consideried. 

280. ROUTE- 	BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) ; TO KAYANAGOLA VIA 
KUAKHIA, BARUAN AND BACK, NIRAJANA KHANDAI, OWNER OF THE 
VEHICLE ORO5AW0041. 

tiApplicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. 

8106e the route is under rationalised process and nbt'completed, this may not be 

consid. 

281. ROUTE- 	ANGUL TO BHADRAK VIA KAMAKHYANAGAR, BHUBAN AND 
BACK, SASMITA MISHRA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR15R9500. 

• 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Alok Kumar Mohapatra. 

F,Q1lowing vehicle owners have filed objections. 

1 	Sri Ashutosh Sahu, owner of vehicle No.ORO4K-4337 is represented by 

Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that in up trip there is clash of time at 

Bht.ibah';IpOint. His service is departing Bhuban at 8.28hi-S Whereas the applicant has 

Ord56Secl , to depart at 8.25hrs. which is just 3 minutes ahead of the service of this 

objectqr, 	clash of time will continue up to J.K.Road, ,,,He further stated that the 

applicWthas applied to ply his service as express service and the route is not express 

in nature. The applicant has also applied timing which is coming under the rationalised 

tri ic  
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route i.e. from Panikoili to Bhadrak. Hence the objector requested that if TP will be 

considered 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.0019F-9542 is represented by 

Advocate 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 

1:3.20hrs. which means the applicant's vehicle will arrive just at the time of departure of 

the service of the objector. The applicant's vehicle will overtake the objector's vehicle in 

between 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 

PanIkoili' to Bhadrak. Hence the objector requested that if TP will be considered in 

favour:of-the applicant, then it should be considered by-giving time after 15 minutes 

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

3. i 	Mr. Ashwani Mohapatra, owner of vehicle No.OR19C-6531 is represented by 

AdVbbate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that in down trip at J.K.Road, the applicant 

has:21p.  roposed to depart his vehicle at 12.54hrs. whereas the objector's vehicle is 

deihalthiglat 13.05hrs. which means the applicant's vehicle Will depart 11 minutes ahead 

cifAh'dagerVice of the objector from J.K.Road. The entire route from J.K.Road to Angul 

cl'a'shed. He further stated that the applicant has applied to ply his service as 

eOres8 nature of service and the route is not express in Nature. The applicant has also 

apPlied'I timing which is coming under the rationalisedt route i.e. from Panikoili to 

BhaVrakh. He further stated that if the applicant will be given clash free time by making 

1-g'ee.Mbe as ordinary service, the objector has no objection. (Applicant stated that the 

vehicle
1  ., 0D35B-2221 is plying as express service). Hence the objector requested that if u 

TP wil1,12e considered 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. J,K. Road. 
. , 

4. tt .: Mr. -Rudra Narayan Sahu, owner of vehicle No:ORO4N-1080 (replaced old 

vehicle 'NO.ORO4J-5591) is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated 

thatnth'e !applicant has applied departure time from Taldher at 6.15hrs. whereas the 

ii3::EHI 

I: I 
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objector'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 

applicant 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 

applicant 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. 

This may be examined and put up before the Chairman, STA for order. 

282. ROUTE- 	RAJKANIKA TO ROURKELA VIA MANGULI, DHENKANAL AND 
BACK, KANHU SAMAL, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD02AM7907 AS NIGHT 
SEVICE. 

'- 'Applicant is present. 

;. .,Following objectors have filed objections. 

Kishore Kumar Mohapatra, owner of vehicle No.OR22E-7772 is represented by 
• 

Advocate' Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector'operating his service on the 

route`Chandanpur to Rourkela. There is clash of time at Rourkela. The service of the 

objector; is departing Rourkela at 20.00hrs. whereas the applicant has proposed to 

depart Rourkela at 19.40hrs. which is just 20 minutes ahead of the service of this 

cipfectqr1., :Hence the objector has requested that the aPRIicant's vehicle may be given 

time affgr-his time to depart from Rourkela. 

2. 	POitsottam Pallai, owner of vehicle No.OR05-AA-8877 is represented by 

Advocate :Sri H.P.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is operating his service on the 

route Olaver to Rourkela via Chandbali. But the applicant has proposed to obtain TP on 

the rotheajkanika to Rourkela via Manguli, Dhenkanand back. The service of the 

ci.E,ille6t0r4;departing Rourkela at 19.10hrs. whereas tHe': applicant has proposed to 

deOgrCR6Orkela at 19.40hrs. which is just 30 minutes aftet the service of the objector. 
? 	cl! 

„., ;fay.  
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He further stated that the applicant in the previous committee meeting availed a TP on 

the 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.0D22D-5899 is represented by Advocate 

Shri 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 

qlidnObbli .at 18.10hrs. whereas the applicant has proOoSed to depart Chandbali at 

14.'00htiv. which is just 10 minutes ahead of the servide; bf this objector and thereby 

dril-b'etVfeect the local service of the objector from Ch4ndbali to Bhadrak. He further 

t'atbel4hat the objector is a local operator and caters to the need of the local travelling 

riabli64rorn Chandbali to Bhadrak but the applicant whc3 has applied to operate as a 

night service should have proposed to start its service aftqr 19.00hrs. but the applicant 

delibgrately to harass the local and existing operators on the route has proposed this 

tirrlippsw,hich is against public interest. Hence the objector stated that the timings 

proposed, by the applicant from Chandbali at 18.00hrs. be, revised and it be allowed to 

qvgrt,chandbali 18.30hrs. 

llip:gsbram Padhi, owner of vehicle No.0D22D-116:31s represented by Advocate 

SArPHP.Mohanty. He stated that the objector is operthing his service on the route 

Eifitdrkh to Chandbali (2RT) on the strength of PP granted by RTA, Bhadrakh. The 

di5p1i66Int:•has proposed to obtain TP on the route Rajkanika to Rourkela and back. The 

4df\heel of the objector is departing Chandbali at 18.30hi-s1:.Whereas the applicant has 

OrrOjj6§6d to depart Chandbali at 18.00hrs. which is just 36-Minutes ahead of the service 

of'tk 	He further stated that the objector is a Ide6i.operator and caters to the 

rie'e4;;Of the local travelling public from Chandbali to Bhadi-ak but the applicant who has 

Olbliedlo operate as a night service should have propo66d to start its service after 

but the applicant deliberately to harass the local and existing operators on the 

route 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. 

a 	Sri Ratnakar Bal, owner of vehicle No.ORO5AT-0325 has stated that he is 

operating 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 applicant has applied for 

TP and has proposed an earlier timing to depart Chandbali at 18.00hrs. to reach 
• 

Rourkela 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 

th6 'objector i.e. after 18.25hrs. 

6, 	Sri Sangram Keshari Jena, owner of vehicle No.0D35A-1111 stated that he is 

operating his service on the route Aradi to Rourkela via Dhenkanal and back. His 

service IS arriving Bhadrakh at 7.35hrs. and departing at 7.50hrs. whereas the applicant 

har0:i-oPbsed to arrive Bhadrak at 7.21hrs. and depart at 7.22hrs. which is just 28 

minutes ahead of the service of this objector. Hence th'e ':objector requested that the 

timingapplied by the applicant may be modified and the: applicant may be given time 

afteFlfh4''Service of this objector. 

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

283'.:1: iRbUTE- 	JAJPUR TOWN TO MALKANGIRI VIA RAYAGADA, 
KAKRIGUMMA AND BACK, DILLIP KUMAR SAHOO, OWNER OF THE 
VEHICLE OD33AD4005. 

,ai:Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri J.N.MoharitY. 
• .; 

There is an objection given by Sri Sukant Moihanty, owner of vehicle No.ODO5M- ! 	pp ,..1.•  
2260, He stated that, since a portion of the route applied by the applicant i.e. Jajpur 

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

ipiplemented
yo 	

, the application of the applicant may not be considered. 
. 	. 

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

i.e. Jajpur Town to Cuttack is coming under rationalised route which is now under 

6) 
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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 OR05AP0053. 

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 

rationalised route. Now the applicant has applied time in the down tripin slot No.50 from 

jdij3br . • 'i.'e. at 8.10hrs. and in the up trip slot No.65 (departure time 14.45hrs. from 

Quttack)in the same rationalised route. The objector ,stated that in the updated 
u•fr.  

rationalisdd chart published in the Cuttack to Paradeep,,Category-B rationalised route 

on 21.06:2021, down trip slot No.50 (8.10 departure from Jaipur) and up trip slot No.65 

(14.45hitildeparture time from Cuttack) is not shown vacant. The objector has brought 

out a serious allegation that the vehicle of the applicant is being shown in that slots with 

vality,r ph permit being shown as 25.5.2017. The permit ,of the Vehicle No.ORO5AP-

0053::,(applicant's vehicle) expired on 25.05.2017. But the applicant in connivance with 

the OPMS staff has extended the validity of permit showing the validity from 5/26/2012 .. 	. 

toirt 
3/1Q/n18 in the OPMS website. Later on validity of .the permit of the applicant's 

vehicle shown in the OPMS website as 5/26/2012 to 3/16/2018. The applicant has been •I! 
plyArp:1,1-,iis vehicle without permit by manipulating his permit validity in the OPMS 

website. (This may be examined). 

2 i  The objector further stated that as per resolution paSsed in 287th  STA meeting, it 

lidS'Idedn,  resolved that "in case of non-renewal of perrhkent Stage Carriage permit / 

StYrrerider:,'Cancellation of Permanent Permit in respect of any route or routes, same will 

belikdtifiet1;inviting applications for grant of PP to deserving bus operatorS on merit. First 
,„ 

ittlIffritt:i5UPPrinciple shall not be applicable in such cases Unless it is notified and there is 

nO7!.a.i3Oletion in response to the notification". Hence the objector stated that as per the 

pro-Wer6dilib of the 287th  meeting of STS, unless the slots are notified seeking 

ap1D116Atibns from intending operators the same shall not be granted/ allotted and first in 
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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 

said 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 notified as vacant slots as per 

STA proceeding seeking applications from intending 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.. 	Sri Rudranarayan Sahu, owner of vehicle No.ORO4N-1080 is represented by 

Advocate Sri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the objector files this objection 

chajleciging the new TP application filed by the applicapt 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, 

Kamalshya,nagar, Bhuban, Duburi and back. He stated that the objector is operating his 

service ,on the route Angul to J.K.Road and back via Talcher, Parjang, Kamakyanagar, 

B.h.upan and Duburi. Applicant has applied time the up trip to depart at Talcher 

sto.ppq9?::at 6.24hrs. whereas the objector's service is ,departing Talcher at 6.10hrs. 

which is 1,4 minutes ahead of the service of this objector. The arrival time.of the both the 
! 	I 

services of.applicant and objector at Talcher is same i.e.. at 5.56hrs. Similarly, there is 
: 

clash of, time at Kamakhyanagar point. The clash of time will continue from Talcher to 
;rti

J.K.Road which is 120 kms. and covers 80% of the route, The objector stated that if the 

	

i• 	io 4  

TP, application of the applicant shall be considered, then, it should be given 20 minutes •.:   
after,

411 
th,'e,. service of this objector from Talcher and the same may be maintained up to 

J.K.Road. 
• 

Thismay be examined and the facts in detail may be,  placed before the TC for 

perusal and orders. 
, 

285:!0: 4ROOTE- 	AIIMS TO ASTARANGA VIA KALPANA, NIMAPADA AND BACK, 

°ii III ,A1\11AM CHARAN SWAIN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 0002G9455., 

leApplicant is represented by Advocate Sri M.B.Raoi, He stated that he has not 

appl[oclifiniyacant slot. He has sought for timing of OR02AB41057 which may be given. 

'There is no objection. 

	

; 	L! 	 i; • , 

; 
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This may be verified whether the applicant has applied in rationalised route, if so 

whether he has applied in any vacant slots. If the application of applicant will be 

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

	

286. ROUTE- 	BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO KAKATPUR VIA PIPILI, 
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. 

	

'ROUTE- 	BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO DEBIDOLA VIA ADASPUR, 
HNIALI AND BACK, NIHAR RANJAN SWAIN, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 

OR22B5930. 

Applicant is absent. 

There is no objection. This may be verified first whether the applied route of the 

applicant comes under the rationalised route. If so, this may not be considered. 

Otherwise the same may be considered subject to verificatjoh of clash free time. 

	

Eg31E11,ROUTE- 	BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) TO DEBIDOLA VIA NIALI, 
PANIMAL AND BACK, PRAKASH CHANDRA JENA, OWNER OF THE 
VEHICLE OD02BQ8026. 

Applicant is present. He stated that he has applied .ip,vacant slots. 
,•1 

t6-11is may be verified first whether the applied route.cif the applicant comes under 

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

considered subject to verification of clash free time against vacant slots. 

2891  ROUTE- 	PURI TO DASAMANTHAPUR VIA PADMAPUR, RAYAGADA AND 
PRATAP CHANDRA MOHAPATRA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri M.B.Ras. :He stated that the applicant 

has app,lied to obtain TP to ply his vehicle as alter service of sl.No.290 i.e. vehicle 

No.OR'011:0339. The applicant has also applied TP to operate his vehicle as night 

service4.\ )' 

42 
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time. There is no objection. This may be considered subject to verification of clash free 

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.no.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 Pe,,rieard alongwith sl.No.286 and the applicant of-sl.no.286 has also applied to 

obtain TP in the same route. 

292. ROUTE- 	PURI MUNCIPALTY BUS STAND TO ,CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) 
VIA,KALPANA, RASULGARH AND BACK, BIJAY KUMAR SAHOO, OWNER OF 
THE VEHICLE ODO2AX1737. 

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

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

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

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

86:'Smrutiranjan Mishra, owner of vehicle No.ORO2AS-2349 has given an 

6:blebtiotating that the applicant is operating his servicb§ by adopting "Gunda Raj" 

rneflibeilIA'Oplicant has not paid tax in respect of his vehicle No.OR14G-6414 and also 

plveclinsome forgery cases like without cancellation Iof.1 HPA, the vehicle has been 

sold toftabadia". 

This may be verified. 

293. 1416UTE- 	NARSINGH PUR TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA 
$111::;,DARSHANPUR, ATHAGARH AND BACK, CHITTA IRANJAN MISHRA, OWNER 

OF THE VEHICLE OR05AG8475. 

AliPlicant is represented by Advocate Sri Sabyasa6I-ii Mishra. He stated that the 
:11 appida:1ra hs applied in slot no.21 from Narasinghpur, slot'no.67 from Cuttack side. 

11:“t Thee are two objections filed by the following vehi,cls owners: 
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1. Soubhagini Das, owner of vehicle No.0D19H-5058 stated that, since last 6 

months, no paper publication has been made regarding vacant slots available in 

Narasinghpur-Cuttack central time table and also it has not been notified in STA website 

online. 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.ODO5AQ-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 

oPerlatbrs and applications considered according to merit. Hence, the case of the 

431iliearitiffiay not be considered. He further stated that lib has applied for interchange 

ofibdte Which has been rejected. Since, the vacant route °has not been published; the 

apPlication of the applicant may be rejected. 

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

notified. 

4. Shri M.B.Rao, Advocate stated that, there was a resolution passed during 2015 

that the vacant route is required to be published and hosted in website of STA. 

Sril:86.150sachi Mishra, Advocate appearing for the applibant stated that this may be 

vpi4fie4Whether the slot have been vacant and notified oi',1hiSt. 

This may be verified and put up the details to theTC for taking a decision in the 
i! 

matter. 

294. ROUTE- 	CUTTACK (BADAMBADI) TO NARSINGHPUR VIA ATHAGARH, 
tbIRIA AND BACK, SUDHAKAR SAHOO, C5VVNER OF THE VEHICLE 

..;11::.R.ODO5AE6176. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. He stated that the 
.:; 

applic 
r
ant has applied in vacant slot No.42 from Cuttack and 124 from Narasinghpur. 

! ita 

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

time and whether vacant slots notified or not.. 
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295. ROUTE- KAMALADIHA TO BHUBANESWAR (BARAMUNDA) VIA 
BADAMBA, TIGIRIA AND BACK, KARUNAKAR MOHANTY, OWNER OF THE 
VEHICLE OR05AF8142. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Sabyasachi Mishra. 

The Following vehicle owners have filed objections. 

1. Sri Bichitra Ranjan Behera, owner of vehicle No.OD05AQ- 4249 stated that he 

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

2. Sri Biranchi Kumar Samantray, owner of vehicle No.ORO5AG-5955 is 

represented by Sri Ashok Samantaray. He stated that applicant has not applied in 

vacant slots. This may be verified. 

3. §ri Bijay Kumar Behera, owner of vehicle No.0k05X-4377 stated that he is 

operating his service on the route Khuntukata to Cuttack and back to Gopinathpur and 

again Gopinathpur to Cuttack and back to Khuntukuta (2 RT). In second trip his slot no. 

is 83 from*Narasinghpur side towards Cuttack. The applibant has applied the slot No.81 

from 11,arasinghpur side and he has applied departure time at 9.32hrs. from 

l*airtl,g,l-ipur and 10.37 from Badamba. But time given, sipt No.82 is10.44 (departure 

time). Then the objector stated that if the applicant will be allowed TP in slot no.81 from 

NarasiA'jhpur, then he should be allotted with specific route` and time of that notifed slot 

as -app'r'oved by the STA. The applicant cannot cover another slot, i.e. slot No.82 at 

Bail 

4. bd Girish Kumar Samantaray, owner of vehicle IN6.0R05AG-5955 has stated 

tWitie,is plying his service on the route Cuttack to KanpLevia Athagarh, Badamba and 

(4g!thin Cuttack to Athagarh via Kakhadi, Dhabdeswar and back (2RT) in 

E3hbbai,i'ear / Cuttack towards Narasinghpur rationallf&ed route. The applicant has 

ai5Oliea.tti''Obtain TP on the route Kamaladiha to BhubaridSwar via Kanpur, Baramba, 

Tigillai,ctamundia and back. The applicant's applied g.16Vilo.81 at Narasinghpur and 

slOPho:aia:at Baramba both from Narasinghpur side and not maintained any vacant slot 

in doviirialtrip in rationalised time table. The applicant,  lias changed the direction of 

vacant notified slot and time towards Bhubaneswar instead of Cuttack. The objector 

furth-ersfated that the proposed time given by the applicant is five minutes of his service 

at Ka9Hr stoppage and will go ahead of the service of. this objector overtaking in 

‘..)I I 
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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. 

Foll.owing vehicle owners have filed objections. 

Girija Shankar Rayaguru, owner of vehicle Nq..0R23E-3099 (replaced old 

vekielOnNo.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 

Jilinda, Narasinghpur, Badamba, Athgarh and back. The objector's vehicle is plying in 

the Cuttack/Bhubaneswar to Narasinghpur via Athagarh rationalised route in down trip 

sldiL N6Ai (departure time from Narasinghpur at 5.25hrs.) and up trip slot No.55 1.
;  

(depart.LR.time from Cuttack at 10.11). But the applicant has applied on the route 

Bandhaguda to Bhubaneswar via Badamba, Athgarh and back timing in down trip slot 
' 	! 

No.38 departure time from Narasinghpur at 5.20hrs. and down trip departure time from 

CuttacCat.13.10hrs. and the objector's time is in down trip slot no.39 from Narasinghpur 

departure at 5.25hrs. That means the applicant's vehiple ,will depart only 5 minutes 

ahead of the service of the objector in the entire route. Besides, the applicant has 

applledilip down trip in slot No.38 reserved for Dasarathyuri  as the earlier vehicle plying 

in that route and in the up trip slot No.78 reserved for Bandhaguda. The applicant has 

applied :`one slot from the reserved for Dasarathipur .and one slot reserved for 

Band,riag,uda which will disturb the rationalized route. The .objector further stated that 

earlier.thQ applicant in respect of his said vehicle has applied and issued TP on the 

ro.ute,ghoradiah to Cuttack reserved for the route Gamei. Being objected, it was heard 
L 

and..the, permit was changed from Ghoradiah to Gamei 
I
in. order to carter the needs of 

gepp.91.  

4 
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Besides, the objector stated that the slot No.78 from Cuttack side and slot No.67 

from Narasingjhpur side was allotted in favour of another vehicle bearing No.ORO5AL-

8477 on the route Cuttack to Bandhaguda. He further stated that slot No.38 from 

Narasinghpur side and slot No.122 from Cuttack was earlier allotted in favour of a 

vehicle bearing No.ORO5AG-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 

considered, 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. ..1, 

2.- 	Sandeep Dwivedi, owner of vehicle No.ODO5AC-7889 stated that he is 

op6r4tInO'his service on the route Sagar (Bahali) to Bhikkeswar. The applicant has 

applied to obtain TP from Bandhahuda to Bhubaneswar and back as per the vacant slot 

6.206ML625am (Badamba) in slot No.38 on rationalised titriing in Cuttack-Narasinghpur 

(doWniktiti15) from Bandhahuda. The objector stated that the above vacant timing is meant 

for das6rathipur to Cuttack and back with one intra trip TO Sankhamari, the departure 

Badamba is 6.25am from Dasarathipur bearing Regn. No.ORO5AG-9015 in 

sIMINt.'.38 .'(down trip) in Cuttack-Narasinghpur rationalisedlirloute. Hence, the objector 

statbEl1 'th4rthe applicant may be given time as per the robt6 and timing notified by the 

ST-kWh idh is vacant. 	 ! 

7131-iis may be verified and put up before the T.C:. :for taking a decision in the 

maltdr:i,L1 

lc: 
ROUTE- 	KOTLINGI TO ICHHAPURAM AND BACK, RAJANIKANTA 

•"'' IPATRO, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR23E3093. 

Applicant is absent. 

"i5i,mce the route applied by the applicant is an IntertState route, this should not be 

co;n:idersed.: 
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298. ROUTE- 	BOLANI TO ROURKELA VIA KALTA, LAHUNIPARA AND BACK, 
CHIRANJIT MAHANTA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR09N1787. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Sri Abhay Kumar Behera. 

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

time. 

299. 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 
P,OBUSAHI, KHURDA NEW BUSTANDA AND BACK, RASMITA PRADHAN, 
OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR02BM0224. 

Applicant is absent. 

There is no objection. 

Later the applicant stated that due to network problem, she could not join in the 

hearing of permit grant committee meeting. She has stated that, she is agreed to obtain 

Tfp'as per route notified by the STA. 

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

301. ROUTE- 	MAMATA ACHARYA, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OR02BH2654. 
.1, 	r•!L 

iriCe the applicant has not mentioned the route in which she wants to obtain TP 

to ply her vehicle, this may be rejected. 

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

Applicant is represented by Advocate K. Mohammeck 

Since the applicant has not applied TP according to the publication made by 

STA, this should not be considered. 

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

lSince the applicant has not mentioned the route inIWhich he wants to obtain TP 

to ply liis vehicle, this may be rejected. 
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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.No.26 i.e. vehicle No.0D33T-5225. 

There is an objection given by the Smt. Pankajini Panda, owner of OD32A-4535 

on 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. 

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

INTER-STATE ENCLAVE ROUTE 

305.. ROUTE- 	PATRAPUR 	TO 	BHUBANESWAR 	VIA.ICHHAPURAM, 
' 

	

	'BERHAMPUR, CHHATRAPUR, BALUGAON, BHUBANESWAR & BACK, 
DINESH PANIGRAHI, OWNER OF THE VEHICLE .0007M-2424. 

Applicant is represented by Advocate Shri Anupam Das. 

Sri M.B K. Rao, Advocate stated that his client i.e. applicant of SI.No.128 Sri 

Sachin 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 sl.NO.128 and 305. 

306. ROUTE- 	RANGAMATI TO SIMDEGA VIA.KUTI3A & BACK, GANJU BAGH, 
OWNER OF THE VEHICLE OD16A-0538. 

Appi)ipant is represented by Advocate Sri J.N.Moh86.. 

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

rejected! 
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307. ROUTE- BAGHADA TO BHUBANESWAR VIA.KHADIKA, HATIGAD, 
JALESWAR, CHANDANESWAR & BACK, MR DEBAL KUMAR MISHRA, 
OWNER OF THE VEHICLE ORO1Q-2043. 

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

rejected. 

Transport Commissioner -cum Chair 	STA, Odisha. 

rYV(-\ 
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