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Though the case has been called tw ce, the appellants
are not present in person. W have taken the assistance of
Shri K. S. Chauhan, |earned counsel appearing for the State.

The controversy raised in this case is covered by the
judgment of this Court in Ramesh Chand v. ~State of U P.
[(1980) 1 SCR 498] where this Court had held that "failure
to specify nunber of services would not invalidate the draft
schenme under Section 68 C or the approved schene under
Section 68D of the Mdtor Vehicles Act, 1939". Sane is-the
guestion in these appeals also. Under these circunstances,
the omssion to specify the nunber of services in the
approved scheme does not invalidate the schenme already
appr oved.

The appeals are accordingly dismssed but in the
ci rcunmst ances without costs.




