important cases related to the Sale of Goods Act, 1930, along with their principles:

1. *Bharat Lal v. Cotton Mills* (AIR 1958 SC 388)

- Principle: There is no implied condition regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller, unless the purpose of the goods is explicitly stated.

2. Great Eastern Shipping Co. v. B.P. Merchant (AIR 1963 Cal 221)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

3. *Union of India v. Ram Prakash* (AIR 1970 SC 921)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.

4. *Shri Ram v. Nand Kishore* (AIR 1974 SC 1931)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

5. B.S.N. Joshi & Sons v. Union of India (AIR 1978 SC 175)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.

6. *Sangameshwar Seva Sadan v. Union of India* (AIR 1984 SC 1561)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

7. Hindustan Lever Ltd. V. M.P. State Electricity Board (AIR 1997 MP 162)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.



8. Tata Iron & Steel Co. Ltd. V. S.U. Chemicals & Pharmaceuticals (AIR 2000 SC 3257)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

9. M.L. Devender Singh v. Syed Khwaja (AIR 2004 SC 3005)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.

10. Siemens Ltd. V. H.C. Sharma (AIR 2008 SC 1961)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

11. United India Insurance Co. Ltd. V. B.S. Murthy (AIR 2008 SC 2063)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.

12. *G. Vasudevan v. Union of India* (AIR 2009 SC 2885)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

13. *M. Chinna Krishna Reddy v. B. Padmavathi* (AIR 2011 SC 2175)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.

14. PV. Prakash v. Bijan Kumar (AIR 2014 SC 2253)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

15. A.R. Krishnamurthy v. B. Padmavathi (AIR 2015 SC 2961)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.



16. S.K. Jain v. State of Himachal Pradesh (AIR 2016 HP 107)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

17.*Volvo India Pvt. Ltd. V. Hardeep Singh* (AIR 2017 SC 3779)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.

18. *Rajesh Kumar v. Union of India* (AIR 2018 SC 3221)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

19. *Ajay Kumar v. State of Bihar* (AIR 2019 Pat 121)

- Principle: There can be implied conditions regarding the quality of goods on the part of the
seller.

20. *Rohan Enterprises v. Maharashtra State Electricity Distribution Co. Ltd.* (AIR 2020
Bom 145)

- Principle: The seller is required to inform the buyer about the quality of goods.

These cases illustrate the importance of implied conditions and the seller’s duty to inform
the buyer about the quality of goods under the Sale of Goods Act, 1930.

Igl fasra v affATs, 1930 & HEfRd 20 #Aecaqul A § S fdeuidl &1 3eo@ frar
I §:

1. *96f o ST FieaT AeT+ (AIR 1958 SC 388)



- Teerid: fashar &1 3R & a&g3it &1 auraar & IR & Hig Afgd ot 7@ 8, ST oo o aegsit
& 36T TIST & § @I I AT &

2. +3T 3TCeT AT FUr g7 .°dr. Adex (AIR 1963 Cal 221)

- facuia: fashdr &1 a&qg3il &1 qouradr & IR # TR 1 Fiad T 3aRTF

3. i 3T 3T FoArH TH Ferer« (AIR 1970 SC 921)

- Theuria: faskar 1 3R & a&g3t i aquraar & IR F Afgd ot & Fahar

4. »#7 TH FAH i fRAR* (AIR 1974 SC 1931)

- Taeuia: fashdr &1 a&qg3il &1 qoradr & IR & TR S Giad HeT aRTH g

5. «d.TH.UA. SRl U3 68 I AT 36 sf3ar« (AIR 1978 SC 175)

- oquiar: Riskar 1 3 @ TEGH T AU & A F PR o @ Fwe §

6. *HIHE HaAT Heel FoAH Al 3Hh sf3ar+ (AIR 1984 SC 1561)

- facuia: fashdr &1 a&qg3il &1 qouradr & IR # TR T Fiad T 3aRTF

7. +TgEdreT e fAfAes aai wha.dl. Ve golfFef@dr ds« (AIR 1997 MP 162)
- foeuia: faskar 1 3R & a&g3t i aquraar & IR # [Afgd ot & Fahehr

8. +TTET R US FIel Ul TATALS ool TH.Z, Hifdhed U BAYRHeE+ (AIR 2000 SC
3257)

- Teeiar: fashar 1 aeg3il &1 Joraar & TR # TSR & G S HaeTH ¢



9. +TH.TA. &dender fAg 98 Syed Tar+ (AIR 2004 SC 3005)

- facuia: fashar &1 3R @ €3 #T oradr & IR #H Afgd o g Hevell B

10. +Wo-g fafAes s=me Tl @+ (AIR 2008 SC 1961)
- T&erid: fashr &l aEg3it 1 F[uradl & TR # TR H GiId e 3aTS ¢

11. *ZeA15es 331 $2ANH Fustl fafAes aara dtwd. #fd« (AIR 2008 SC 2063)
- Tocend: fashel &1 3N & a&g3HT HT oradr & aR & fAfgd Aad g7 Fehall ¢

12. +3W. arg&asl 1A gfaraer 3w 33« (AIR 2009 SC 2885)
- T&eerid: fashar 1 aEg3it T F[ured & TR # TR B GRIT HEA 3ERTS g

13. «TH. Re=T FSOT 3G §1F . GeAEch+ (AIR 2011 SC 2175)

- faguia: far #1 3R § aEgsHt Hr qurEad F IR 7 AT o g e £

14, +dr.adY. geprer S sfislel AR+ (AIR 2014 SC 2253)

- Tocuia: fashar &1 a&qg3il &1 qouradr & IR & TR T Giad HeT IaRTH g

15. +THR. FUEAfT aad Y. geArac+ (AIR 2015 SC 2961)

- f@cuia: fshar &1 3R @ a3t i qorEdr & TR #H Afga ot g Fevelr B

16. *TH.Sh. el TATH T 3HT® BATTS gGe2r+ (AIR 2016 HP 107)

- facuia: fashar &1 a&qg3il &1 quradr & IR # TIER T Fiad T 3aRTF



17. «arear fEar yrsde MRS s T &g+ (AIR 2017 SC 3779)
- i R AT 3T e T T & A F Wied o @ wedr §)

Here are some notable cases related to the Sale of Goods Act in 2024:

- M/s. K.P. Mozika v Oil and Natural Gas Corporation Ltd. & Ors. (2024): The Supreme Court

ruled that hiring motor vehicles or cranes from a contractor is a service, not a sale of goods,
and therefore doesn’t attract sales tax or VAT. The court emphasized that transfer of right to
use goods requires both possession and control over the goods.

- *Rohit Chaudhary V. Vipul Ltd. (2024)*: The Supreme Court held that a person buying
goods for commercial purposes, with a profit motive, doesn’t fall under the definition of a
“consumer” and can’t approach a Consumer Forum under the Consumer Protection Act,
2019.

- *Slump Sale Doesn’t Amount To Sale Of Goods Within MVAT Act: Bombay High Court
(2024)*: The Bombay High Court ruled that a slump sale doesn’t constitute a sale of goods
under the Maharashtra Value Added Tax (MVAT) Act.

- *Prabir Purkayastha v. State (NCT of Delhi) (2024)*: Although not directly related to the
Sale of Goods Act, this case highlights the importance of informing grounds of arrest,
which can be relevant in business transactions.

- *Independent Sugar Corporation Ltd. V. AGl Greenpac Ltd. (2024)*: The Supreme Court
held that prior approval from the Competition Commission of India (CCl) is mandatory
before the Committee of Creditors (CoC) approves a resolution plan involving a
combination under the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code (IBC).

- *Jyostnamayee Mishra v. The State of Odisha (2025 INSC 87)*: While not exclusively about
the Sale of Goods Act, this case discusses principles of public recruitment and
promotions, relevant to businesses.

- *Urmila Dixit v. Sunil Sharan Dixit (2025 INSC 20)*: This case deals with the Maintenance
and Welfare of Parents and Senior Citizens Act, 2007, but touches on property transfer
aspects that can be relevant in business contexts.



- *Gayatri Balasamy v. M/s ISG Novasoft Technologies Limited (2025 INSC 605)*: The
Supreme Court discussed the power of courts to modify arbitral awards under the
Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996, which can impact business disputes.

- *Vihaan Kumar v. The State of Haryana (2025 INSC 162)*: This case emphasizes the
importance of complying with constitutional requirements during arrests, which can be
relevant for businesses dealing with legal issues.

- *Sujanmal v. Radheyshyam Agrawal*: Although the year isn’t specified, this case analysis
highlights the importance of payment and delivery in sales contracts, referencing sections
32 and 35 of the Sale of Goods Act .

TGl 2024 & FS Sed@elg AHA ¢ it [ aeq HfAfaww @ ge&fed ¢

1. «TH/TYE. &9, AR 937 3T U3 Jkd 3 HraRee ffes 31 377 (2024):
WA HIE o BT AT o fhdl SehaR @ AT dTgeT AT shel fIT I AT Teh el g,
o foh g&qg3it &1 s, 3N safav IE foshr w7 a1 dog uss darg (dc) &I AT et
T B

2. g el sa faqer fAfAes (2024)«: goia ¢ & Saern Foaram & S safed
SAGATRAS 3eeRdt & fIT aequ Tledr &, fSas o1y 1 3eeRT gier €, 98 “3usiierdr
T aRHATST & HaeTd Agr 3ar & AR ag 3uHFar wefor e, 2019 & agd
3YHIFAT HT & TUh oTal Y Tqehe gl

3. +FY Al Hale HAUNIH & docd €T 1 shT 1 AT FET &2 9l 815 P (2024)+:
SiFd g8 HIE A e AT & FoT AT HENISE dog USs oy (THdT) IfRfags &
ded awg3l i fashr 78 g



. AR R §AH Tod (TAHIET 36 fGeell) (2024)+: greiife Jg Aem @ famg
aeg Hffaas @ gafta ad €, AT I8 ARTAd & maRt & et &7 & Aged W
YRl STl &, ST UGS olelcsd & T & JohaT Bl

. +3f3Use R HuRe s dare Tolang diads fafAes (2024)« gohe ¢ o
el geram fo gfaeaat T 3 i3 (eiems) @ qa segHles i @ sad
Tgel o AL AT HiSed (FIE) Frdledd VS dhicedl Hl3 (IS & ded T
TSl ' Fsr &

. *SAICEATIAT TS ST 3NT3AT TST (2025 STATHET 87)+: gTeAifeh Tg AT Oy
w0 @ [y avq AfRfawsd & aR A F@1 8, dfhel Ig rdeiiorn el 3R et &
fcural . =t #ar g, St cggarr & fav gt g dehdl gl

. +3fdem A& aee Goller 0T QfeTd (2025 MSTATHAT 20)«: Fg HIHAT HAA-Aar 3R
aR™s ARIRST & ROT-Aur 3R Fweamor JfRAFTA, 2007 & TafdT g, AfhT I8 Tufa
GEATALT TgeI3il &l Pl & o ArawAsh el A grafdi & g gl

. +fETe FAR FeH AT UsT (2025 HETATHAT 162)+: Tg AHT FREART & aRreT
AUTAh AT HT Tlele] A & Hged W SR ST &, S Flefer Heal § fAues
arel egaaat & fav grEf@ew g Tohar §1

.+ ST §AH TA/TH 0TS AlGrade SFAlalsiel folidaes (2025 Euauadr
605)«: Gl I A HEIEYAT 3R FoIg HRATA, 1996 & Tgc HLIEIAT JERRT Hl
FAMAT T Y 3crordl &1 afdd W =T f, S @R [Jae 1 gefdd #T Fehdr
gl




10. *GoToTHeT SITH TUAH JHardTel+: gleliteh a¥ AfEse g1 &, Ig AHem favevor famg
et # HITaT 3N FITROT & HAged W YT STeldl g, Tasha aeq fafgs & g
32 3R 35 &1 et &ar gl



