IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA
CRIMINAL ORIGINAL JURISDICTION

WRIT PETITION (CRIMINAL) NOS. 206-210 OF 2003

N. RAVI & ORS. PETITIONER(S)
VERSUS

SPEAKER, LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, RESPONDENT (S)
CHENNAI & ORS.

WITH

WRIT PETITION (CIVIL) NO. 508 OF 2003

ORDER
1. The genesis of the present writ petitions lies in a series of
articles published in the daily newspaper The Hindu on 12.04.2003,
13.04.2003, 23.04.2003 and 25.04.2003, reporting on the proceedings
of the Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly. Thereafter, on 26.04.2003,
The Murasoli carried a verbatim Tamil translation of the editorial
published in The Hindu on 25.04.2003. On the basis of these
publications, the Speaker referred the matter to the Committee of
Privileges under Rule 226 of the Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly

Rules, for examination and report.

2. The Committee of Privileges met on 05.05.2003 to examine the
news items, articles and editorials in question, and formed the
opinion that certain statements contained therein constituted,
prima facie, a breach of privilege. Notices were, accordingly,
issued to the petitioners, calling upon them to appear before the

Committee on 12.05.2003 and to furnish their explanation. The
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3. It appears that, even before the petitioners could appear
before the House, the Legislative Assembly, by a resolution dated
07.11.2003, held the publications in question to constitute a gross
contempt of the House and a breach of its privileges, and sentenced
the petitioners to simple imprisonment for a period of fifteen

days.

4. It is this action of the State Legislative Assembly that is

assailed in the present writ petitions.

5. By an order dated 08.12.2003, this Court noted that
substantial questions of law arose for consideration in these
proceedings, touching upon the interpretation of Articles 194 (3),
19(1) (a) and 21 of the Constitution, the interplay between Articles
194 (3) and 19(1) (a), and the interpretation of other provisions of
the Constitution. The matter was, accordingly, referred to a Five-

Judge Bench.

6. In the interregnum, the Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly passed
another resolution on 30.07.2004. The relevant portion thereof has
been extracted in the affidavit dated 24.08.2004 filed by Mr. V.
Rajaraman, the then Secretary of the Tamil Nadu Legislative
Assembly, which reads as follows:

“IT. I state that the resolution passed by the Tamil
Nadu Legislative Assembly reads as under:

“Extract of the Government Resolution passed by the
Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly on 30.7.2004”



“While publishing the proceedings of the House, the
Press, in the interest of +the State and in the
interest of the people, should be neutral and publish
the actual version of the report without giving room
for any personal bias. The rules and guidelines of
the House are only to prevent the publication, by any
newspaper, of false and distorted news relating to the

proceedings of the Assembly. If it is not ensured,
the public could be misled 1leading to undesirable
conclusions. Therefore, in the hope that the Press

and the visual media will unflinchingly adhere to this
essential principle which is wvalid for all time, and
in the hope that "“The Hindu” and other dailies would
publish true and faithful report of the proceedings of
the Assembly keeping in view the prestige, dignity and
privileges of the House, I move that the resolutions
passed by the House on 07.11.2003 based on the
recommendations of the Committee of Privileges in the
Privilege issue against “The Hindu” and other
newspapers be cancelled and that all the actions taken
against “The Hindu” and other dailies on the basis of
those resolutions be dropped.”

7. It, however, appears that this significant subsequent
development, whereby the Legislative Assembly unanimously resolved
to withdraw its earlier resolution dated 07.11.2003 against the
petitioners, escaped the notice of this Court. Thus, on 08.12.2004,
without the benefit of this development, this Court noted that
certain observations in Pandit M.S.M. Sharma v. Sri Krishna Sinha &
Ors., 1959 Supp. (1) SCR 806, a decision of a Five-Judge Bench,
appeared to be in conflict with the exposition of the powers,
privileges and immunities of State Legislatures in Re: Special
Reference No. 1 of 1964, (1965) 1 SCR 413, a decision of a Seven-
Judge Bench, notwithstanding that the latter had expressed its

agreement with Pandit M.S.M. Sharma (supra). In view of this



apparent inconsistency, the matter was referred to a Seven-Judge

Bench.

8. It is in this backdrop that the matter has now come up before
us.

9. At the outset, Mr. Raju Ramachandran, learned Senior Counsel

appearing for the Tamil Nadu Legislative Assembly, invited our
attention to the affidavit dated 24.08.2004 filed by the then
Secretary of the Assembly, which places on record the subsequent

unanimous resolution of the Assembly dated 30.07.2004.

10. In view of the said resolution, whereby the earlier resolution
dated 07.11.2003 stands withdrawn, learned Senior Counsel for the
petitioners, the learned Attorney General for India and Mr. Raju
Ramachandran, learned Senior Counsel for the Tamil Nadu Legislative
Assembly, are ad idem that the present petitions have been rendered

infructuous and that no cause of action survives for adjudication.

11. Learned Senior Counsel for the petitioners, however, drew our
attention to the order dated 08.12.2004 and submitted that several
substantial questions of law would otherwise arise for
consideration. It was further submitted, and rightly so, that the
important questions of law adverted to by this Court in the said
order ought, in the circumstances, to be 1left open for
consideration in an appropriate proceeding. We find merit in this

submission.



12. Accordingly, the present writ petitions are disposed of as
having been rendered infructuous. The questions of law arising for
consideration are, however, left open to be adjudicated by this

Court in an appropriate proceeding as and when the occasion arises.

13. Pending application(s), if any, including application(s) for

intervention, stand closed.

(V. MOHANA)
NEW DELHI;
OCTOBER 06, 2026.



ITEM NO.701 COURT NO.1 SECTION X

SUPREME COURT OF INDTIA
RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Writ Petition(s) (Criminal) No(s). 206-210/2003

N. RAVI & ORS. Petitioner (s)
VERSUS
SPEAKER, LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, CHENNAI & ORS. Respondent (s)

(IA No. 235576/2023 - INTERVENTION APPLICATION, IA No. 126589/2024
- INTERVENTION APPLICATION, IA No. 30164/2024 - INTERVENTION
APPLICATION, IA No. 24580/2024 - INTERVENTION APPLICATION and IA
No. 10014/2003 - STAY APPLICATION)

WITH
W.P. (C) No. 508/2003 (X)
(IA No. 1/2003 - STAY APPLICATION)

Date : 06-10-2026 These matters were called on for hearing today.

CORAM : HON'BLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE ARAVIND KUMAR
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE PRASHANT KUMAR MISHRA
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE JOYMALYA BAGCHI
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE VIPUL M. PANCHOLI
HON'BLE MR. JUSTICE SHREE CHANDRASHEKHAR
HON'BLE MRS. JUSTICE V. MOHANA

For Petitioner(s) :Mr. Amit Anand Tiwari, Sr. Adv.
Mr. Kapil Sibal, Sr. Adv.
Ms. Devyani Gupta- 3482, AOR
Ms. Sumedha Ray Sarkar, Adv.
Ms. Saushriya Havelia, Adv.
Mr. Gautam Bhatia, Adv.
Ms. Tanvi Anand, Adv.
Ms. Vatsala Chandra Chaturvedi, Adv.
Mr. S.R.D. Suraj Varma, Adv.
Mr. Pranjal Mishra, Adv.
Ms. Aparajita Jamwal, Adv.
Ms. Sommya Kashyap, Adv.

For Respondent(s) :Mr. R. Venkataramani, Attorney General for India

Ms. Ameyavikrama Thanvi, Adv.

Mr. Abhishek Pandey, Adv.

Mr. Kartikak Aggarwal, Adv.

Ms. Anjali Agrawal, Adv.

Mr. Anirudh Sundar, Adv.

Mr. Chitvan Singhal, Adv.

Ms. Deboshree Mukherjee, Adv.
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Ms. Yamika Khanna, Adv.

Ms. C. B. Thajaswini, Adv.

Mr. Devvrat Singh, Adv.

Ms. Purnima Krishna- 2741, AOR
Mrs. Anil Katiyar- 50, AOR

Mr. Raju Ramachandran, Sr. Adv.
Ms. Haripriya Padmanabhan, A.A.G.
Ms. Rupali Francesca Samuel- 4335, AOR
Ms. Bidya Mohanty, Adv.

Mr. Aradhya Trivedi, Adv.

Ms. K.v. Vinaya, Adv.

Ms. Raji Gururaj, Adv.

Mr. Vishal Sinha, Adv.

Ms. Shruti Narayan, Adv.

Ms. Nida Khan Salim, Adv.

Ms. Jahnavi Taneja, Adv.

Mr. Varun Varma, Adv.

Mr. Prashant Khari, Adv.

Mr. Chandril Chattopadhyay, Adv.
Mr. T. Hari Hara Sudhan- 3967, AOR
Mr. S.k. Majid Ali, Adv.

Mr. Hitesh Kumar Sharma, Adv.

Mr. Sarthak Upadhyaya, Adv.

Ms. Aastha Sharma, Adv.

Mr. Arvind Kumar Sharma- 1133, AOR
Mr. R. Venkataramani, Attorney General for India
Mr. Tushar Mehta, Solicitor General
Mr. Kartikeya Aggarwal, Adv.

Mr. Abhishek Kumar Pandey, Adv.

Mr. Chitvan Singhal, Adv.

Ms. Prathiba Banu, Adv.

Mr. Gurmeet Singh Makker-aor, Adv.
Mr. Aman Mehta, Adv.

Mr. Amrish Kumar - Aor, Adv.

Mr. Dr. N. Visakamurthy (aor), Adv.

Mr. Satwik Misra- 4292, AOR
Ms. Gunjan Dogra, Adv.
Ms. Devashree, Adv.

Ms. Fauzia Shakil, Adv.

Mr. Ujjwal Singh- 3226, AOR
Ms. Nazmeen Ahmed, Adv.

Mr. Varun, Adv.

Mr. Shadan Farasat, Sr. Adv.

Mr. Vikram Aditya Narayan- 4248, AOR
Mr. Kaustubh Chaturvedi, Adv.

Ms. Tanvi Tuhina, Adv.



Ms. Suvarna Swain, Adv.
Ms. Sama Zehra, Adv.

Dr. Abhishek Manu Singhvi, Sr. Adv.
Ms. Neha Rathi- 2613, AOR

Mr. Prateek Yadav, Adv.

Mr. Amit Bhandari, Adv.

Mr. Abhishek Tripathi, Adv.

Ms. Kajal Giri, Adv.

Ms. Somya Kumari, Adv.

Ms. Arti Raghavan, Adv.
Ms. Mansi Binjrajka- 4338, AOR
Ms. Arushi Goel, Adv.

Dr. Menaka Guruswamy, Sr. Adv.
Ms. Bhumika Yadav, Adv.

Ms. Shaswati Parhi, Adv.

Mr. Anmol Gupta, Adv.

Ms. Ninni Susan Thomas- 4252, AOR
Ms. Chinmayi Shrivastava, Adv.

Ms. Varisha Sharma, Adv.

Mr. Uday Bedi, Adv.

Ms. Kriti Bhatia, Adv.

Mr. Vardhman Kaushik- 2736, AOR

Ms. Arundhati Katju, Sr. Adv.
Ms. Amrita Panda- 3113, AOR
Mr. Ruchir Joshi, Adv.

Mr. Harsh Bansal, Adv.

Ms. Sereen Fatima, Adv.

Ms. Spriha Pachauri, Adv.

Mr. Chirag Basu, Adv.

Mr. Piyush Pandit, Adv.

Ms. Kadudas Sree Madhuri, Adv.
Ms. Anauntta Shankar, Adv.

Mr. Pradeep Kumar Rai, Sr. Adv.
Mr. Saif Rizvi, Adv.

Mr. Vinay Kumar Rai, Adv.

Mrs. Rajshree Rai, Adv.

Mr. Paras Chauhan, Adv.

Ms. Modoyia Kayina, Adv.

Mr. Ashok Pratap Rai, Adv.

Mr. N Pradeep Sharma, Adv.

Mr. Ali Mohd Magrey, Sr. Adv.
Mr. Abhinav S Raghuvanshi, Adv.
Mr. Shivam Tyagi, Adv.

Mr. Anil Agarwal, Adv.

Mr. Jitendra Singh Tanwar, Adv.
M/S. R And R Law Associates- 2851, AOR



Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.

Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.

Mr.

Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.

Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.
Ms.

Mr.
Ms.

Mr.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Ms.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.

Mr.

Shadan Farasat, Sr. Adv.

Vikram Aditya Narayan- 4248, AOR
Kaustubh Chaturvedi, Adv.

Tanvi Tuhina, Adv.

Suvarna Swain, Adv.

Sama Zehra, Adv.

Sadashiv- 2364, AOR
Gautam Barnwal, Adv.
Vandana, Adv.

Sakshi Singh, Adv.

Ravindra Shrivastava, Sr. Adv.
Aakash Nandolia- 3496, AOR
Sagun Srivastava, Adv.

Shruti Verma, Adv.

Kavya Verma, Adv.

Khushi Rastogi, Adv.

Shubhank I Francis, Adv.

Pritha Srikumar Iyer- 2074, AOR
Pradeep Nayak, Adv.

Sankeerth Vittal, Adv.
Siddharth Aiyanna, Adv.

Nandini Patil, Adv.

Akshita Goyal, Adv.

Abdul Hadin Haneef Pallikunnil, Adv.
Kirthana Shivakumar, Adv.
Parvathy Arun, Adv.

Alina Sujith, Adv.

Impana Halgeri, Adv.

Ishita Jain, Adv.

Gopal Sankaranarayanan, Sr. Adv.
Shivani Vij- 3678, AOR

Binay Kumar- 4435, AOR

Yashwant Singh- 3912, AOR
Harshit Anand, Adv.
Dheeraj Kumar, Adv.
Nazrul Islam, Adv.

Vijay Hansaria, Sr. Adv.
Anasuya Choudhury- 3403, AOR
Kavya Jhawar, Adv.

Aashay Shukla, Adv.

Nandini Rai, Adv.

Sanchit Garga- 2748, AOR



Mr.
Ms.

Mr.
M/S.

Mr.
Mr.

Mr.
Dr.

Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.

Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.
Ms.

Shashwat Jaiswal, Adv.
Diksha Arora, Adv.

Varun K Chopra, Adv.
Vkc Law Offices- 2849, AOR

Anand Shankar- 3034, AOR
Amit Kumar, Adv.

Vivek Sharma- 3260, AOR
Vijay Kumar Sharma, Adv.

Sanjay Parikh, Sr. Adv.
Mihir Desai, Sr. Adv.

Aarthi Rajan- 2547, AOR

S. Santanam Swaminadhan, Adv.
Abhilasha Shrawat, Adv.

Aman Rawat, Adv.

Manasigauri Agrawal, Adv.

Gopal Sankaranarayanan, Sr. Adv.

Aarthi Rajan, AOR

S. Santanam Swaminadhan, Adv.
Arvind Srevatsa, Adv.
Abhilasha Shrawat, Adv.
Kartik Malhotra, Adv.

Aman Rawat, Adv.

Manasigauri Agrawal, Adv.

Ananya Kukreti, Adv.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

UPON hearing

Pradyut Kashyap, Adv.
Aayushman Aggarwal, Adv.
Shourya Das Gupta, Adv.
Tushar Shrivastava, Adv.

the counsel the Court made the following

ORDER
1. The writ petitions are disposed of as infructuous in terms of
the signed order.
2. Pending application(s), if any, including application(s) for

intervention, stand clo

(NITIN TALREJA)
ASTT. REGISTRAR-cum-PS

(Signed

sed.

(PREETHI DILEEP KUMAR)
DY. REGISTRAR

order is placed on the file)
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