\ 2001 TEM NO. 101 COURT NO 7 SECTI ON | X
SUPREME COURT OF I NDI A
RECORD OF PROCEEDI NGS
ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 6018 OF 2004
O L & NATURAL GAS CORPORATI ON LTD. Appel | ant (s)
VERSUS
COVEX SERVI CE SA Respondent ( s)
(Wth appln(s) for permission to file additional documents)
Date: 21/04/2010 This Appeal was called on for hearing today.
CORAM :

HON BLE MR, JUSTI CE MARKANDEY KATJU
HON BLE MR JUSTI CE A K. PATNAI K

For Appellant(s) Ms. I ndra Jai si ngh, ASG
M. Aj ay Kurmar Bhatia, Adv.
M. Si ddharth Jain, Adv.
M. Suni | Kumar Jain, Adv.
For Respondent (s) M. Hiroo Advani, Adv.

M. A ay Sharnm, Adv.

UPON hearing counsel the Court made the follow ng
ORDER

The appeal is allowed in terns of the signed order.

(Neetu Sachdeva) (Sneh Bal a Mehra)
Sr. P. A Court Master

(signed order is placed on the file)
IN THE SURPEME COURT COF | NDI A
Cl VI L APPELLATE JURI SDI CTI ON

ClVIL APPEAL NO(s). 6018 OF 2004

O L & NATURAL GAS CORPORATI ON LTD. Appel I ant (s)
VERSUS
COVEX SERVI CE SA Respondent ( s)
ORDER
Heard | earned counsel for the parties at |ength.
Thi s appeal has been preferred agai nst t he
i mpugned judgnment and order dated 12.3.2003 of the
H gh Court of Bonbay. The facts in detail has been
set out in the inmpugned judgnment of the Hi gh Court
and hence we are not repeating t he same her e.
W thout going very nuch in detail into the dispute

between the parties, we are of the opinion that a

proper decision should have been gi ven whether there

was a concl uded contract bet ween t he parties and
whet her there was an arbitration agreement between

them 1t has to be decided whether the Tel ex nessage



dat ed 6. 6.1988 was only a letter of i ntent

concl uded contract between the parties. As held by

Madras High Court in (2005) 2 ML.J. 653, a letter of
intent is only a docunment which shows that a party is
likely to place a contract with another party, but a

letter of i nt ent itself is not a contract.

Speci al Leave Petition against the said judgnent was
di sm ssed
We are not expressing any opinion as to whether

the Tel ex Message dated 6.6.1988 is only a letter of
- 2 -
intent or a concluded contract and we are al so not
expr essi ng any opi ni on whet her t here was
arbitration agr eenent bet ween t he parties. W

al so not going into the other questions decided by
the Hi gh Court.
Hence, we set aside the inpugned order of the
Hi gh Court and remand the matter back to the Division
Bench of the High Court for giving a fresh decision
in accor dance with law and in t he I'ight of
observations nmade above, expeditiously.
The appeal is accordingly allowed.
No cost.

NEW DELH

APRI L 21, 2010 (A K PATNAI K)
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