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The Court made the following:
ORDER:

This Writ Petition is filed for a Mandamus to declare proceedings
No.C/2713/LA/UCD/MCH/95-07/6, dated 18.01.2007, of
respondent No.3 as illegal and arbitrary.

After hearing Mr. M.Ramakanth, learned counsel representing Mr.
M.S.N.Prasad, learned counsel for the petitioners, this Court is of
the opinion that the Writ Petition suffers from uncondonable laches
as the impugned order was passed as far back as 18.01.2007.
The petitioners have not offered any semblance of explanation as
to why they have not questioned the said order for more than nine
years.

It is trite that though no limitation for filing a Writ Petition is
prescribed, the Constitutional Courts have placed self-imposed
restrictions on themselves while entertaining the Writ Petitions and
they do not entertain Writ Petitions which are not filed within a
reasonable period from the time of arising of cause of action. (See
State of Madhya Pradesh v. Bhailal Bhai, Tilokchand
Motichand v. H.B. Munshi and Roshan Lal v. International
Airport Authority of India).

The petitioners failed to offer any explanation for not questioning
the impugned order for nine long years. The petitioners averred
that they made a representation in 2011 and that was kept
pending. Even this plea was raised as a statement of fact and not
as an explanation for the long delay in filing the Writ Petition. In
any view of the matter, mere pendency of a representation cannot
constitute sufficient cause for ignoring the delay of 9 years. The
petitioners cannot be permitted to revive a stale dispute at this
length of time. Hence, the Writ Petition is dismissed solely on the
ground of laches.

As a sequel to dismissal of the Writ Petition, WPMP.No.3198
of 2016 shall stand dismissed as infructuous.
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