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RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
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WP.(C No. 800/2015
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Date : 08/ 03/2016 These petitions were called on for hearing today.
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UPON hearing the counsel the Court nmde the follow ng
ORDER

One of the questions referred to the present
Bench is extracted bel ow :
Whet her disqualification for nenbership can
be laid down by the Court beyond Article
102(a) to (d) and t he Law made by
Parliament under Article 120(e)?
In Vi ew of Article 145(3) of
Constitution, it is a Bench of a mninmumof five
Judges, whi ch in our consi der ed Vi ew, ought
answer the above question.
Though, t he | ear ned counsel appeari ng
the Union of India has placed before us a decision
of the Constitution Bench in 2014 (9) SCC 1, titled
as "Manoj Narula v. Union of India", particularly,
t he Vi ew expressed by br ot her Justi ce Madan
Lokur, having read the said views, we cannot agree
with the | earned counsel that the sanme concl usively
answers the question referred to us, as extracted
above.
We, therefore, direct the Registry to place
t he papers bef ore Hon’ bl e t he Chi ef Justi ce
India on the administrative side for referring the

matters to a larger Bench in view of Article 145(3)
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of the Constitution.

(Neetu Khaj uria) (Asha Soni)
Sr.P. A Court Master



