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*** 
 

O R D E R 
 

MUHAMMAD SHAFI SIDDIQUI, J:- This bunch of petitions involves a 

common question with regard to applicability of laches since the cause to these 

petitioners accrued in the year 2013 when the recruitment was denied. On 



29.03.2022, we heard a bunch of petitions, leading being No.D-868 of 2022 and 

others involving a common question and the following order was passed: 

“2. This process of recruitment was triggered in the 

year 2013 and petitioners claimed to be a part of that 

process; however, the recruitment was denied. They have 

now filed these petitions after almost nine years that their 

rights were ignored; and that they should have been 

appointed in the recruitment process that was initiated in 

the year 2013. Learned counsels for the petitioners submit 

that they would be satisfied, if the petitioners be directed to 

surrender before the Grievance Redressal Committee, as 

ordered by different Benches. They have relied upon an 

order of a Division Bench of this Court dated 16.02.2022, 

passed in C.P No.D-290 of 2022, attached as annexure-B. 

3. We have heard the learned counsels and perused 

the record. At the very outset, we are of the view that the 

petitioners’ grievance, if any, was triggered in the year 

2013, when the alleged recruitment was denied. They could 

have initiated legal proceedings for the denied relief, but 

they failed. They have now moved these petitions after 

almost nine years and apparently the petitions suffer from 

laches. The reliance on the order dated 16.02.2022 cannot 

be made, as the issue of laches was not conclusively 

decided therein. For the legal question under 

consideration, the referred judgment cannot be relied upon. 

Petitioners may have outstanding credentials or they may 

be successful in all written examinations, as alleged, with 

outstanding numbers, but such alone would not overcome 

the point of laches, as involved in these petitions. None of 

the Benches, whose orders have been cited, have addressed 

this point, therefore, we are of the view that since the point 

of laches has not been decided conclusively, those orders 

would not bind this Bench to follow similar view in view of 

the point under consideration. There is no such order of 

equal Bench of this Court, which has addressed on the 

issue of laches and then ordered for appearance before 

Redressal Committee. Since the question of laches was 

never discussed in detail in any of the cited orders, we are 

of the view that these petitions suffer from laches and hence 

same are accordingly dismissed alongwith listed 

application(s).  

2. Now since similar question is involved in these petitions we cannot take a 

different view and accordingly these petitions are dismissed alongwith listed 

applications on the same count.       

         

JUDGE 
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