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NEW DELHI : The Supreme
Court on Tuesday questioned
the Centre over its decision to
cap trade margins on anti-
cancer medicines at 30 per
cent, asking why the govern-
ment had taken so long to act
on the issue and expressing
concern over the substantial
mark-ups charged by private
hospitals on medicines and
medical consumables.  

A Bench of Justices
Vikram Nath and Sandeep
Mehta said the issue con-
cerned patients' lives and
could not be viewed merely
through the prism of com-
mercial  and economic policy.
"Why did you suddenly decide
to cap the trade margin on
cancer medicines at 30 per
cent? Why were you silent for
so many years? Do not force
us to ask harsh questions.
You are dealing with matters
concerning people's lives. Do
not treat this as a business,"
the Justice Nath-led Bench
told the Centre.

The apex court made the
observations while hearing
public interest litigations
(PILs) concerning the regula-
tion of medicine prices,
generic medicines, medical
devices and prescription

practices.
The apex court expressed

dissatisfaction with the
Centre's explanation that the
decision to cap trade margins
was aimed at balancing the
interests of various stake-
holders. It also questioned the
burden placed on patients
when government-backed
health schemes like
Ayushman Bharat provide
reimbursement only up to a
specified limit, observing that
the additional expenditure
ultimately had to be borne by
patients themselves.

It further raised concerns
over the substantial mark-
ups charged by hospitals on

medical consumables, citing
the example of a saline drip
line that costs a retailer
around Rs 15 but is billed to
patients at Rs 250. "Why is
the DPCO in place if this is
what is happening? The gov-
ernment itself is allowing this
to happen," the Supreme
Court observed, referring to
the Drug Price Control Order
(DPCO), which provides the
regulatory framework for
controlling drug prices.

The Justice Nath-led
Bench also referred to an
incident involving a drug
dealer whose wife was under-
going cancer treatment at a
prominent private hospital. It

said the dealer had informed
the hospital that he could pro-
cure a chemotherapy injec-
tion at a dealer price of Rs
11,000, but the hospital
refused to administer the
medicine and instead charged
Rs 1.30 lakh for the same
injection.

"Can you show any justifi-
cation for this loot, please?
Why this difference? Where
does the money go?" the
Supreme Court asked.

Appearing for the private
hospitals, senior advocate
Mukul Rohatgi argued that
hospitals needed to procure
medicines through their own
pharmacies to ensure the
availability and quality of
drugs administered to
patients. The senior counsel
submitted that hospitals had
to maintain infrastructure
and facilities round the clock
and that medicines available
in the market could not
always be trusted to be gen-
uine.

Rohatgi also contended
that reducing medicine prices
would not necessarily bring
down the overall cost of treat-
ment, as hospitals would have
to recover their operational
expenses through other

means.
However, the Justice Nath-

led Bench rejected the justifi-
cation, observing that hospi-
tals could recover their costs
through legitimate means
rather than imposing exces-
sive mark-ups on medicines.
"A hospital can survive
through other means, not
through this dacoity. You are
a commercial hospital. You
charge for everything. But
why should a medicine be
quoted at 100 or 200 times its
price?" the apex court asked.

The Centre had earlier
informed the Supreme Court
that capping trade margins
on anti-cancer medicines at
30 per cent of their maximum
retail price (MRP) was expect-
ed to save patients around Rs
2,500 crore annually.

In an affidavit filed before
the top court, the Department
of Pharmaceuticals said the
proposed measure could
reduce the MRP of cancer
medicines by 20 to 70 per
cent, depending on the drug.
The government had said the
move was intended to curb
excessive trade mark-ups
while retaining reasonable
margins for distributors and
retailers.
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Class 12 student died after
allegedly immolating herself
in East Delhi, another student
died by suspected suicide at
her residence in Delhi's
Bharat Nagar area, police said
on Tuesday. 
The body of the Class 12 stu-

dent was found at her home
with a scarf tied around her
neck, under the Bharat Nagar
police station area. According
to the investigators, a prelimi-
nary probe suggests it is a
case of suicide. The Bharat

Nagar police have taken cus-
tody of the body and initiated
an investigation into the mat-
ter. Police said that some chat
messages have surfaced dur-
ing the initial probe, indicating
that the girl had been under
distress. 
However, the case is being

investigated from all possible
angles. The incident comes
days after a Class 12 student
died after allegedly pouring an
inflammable substance on
herself and setting herself on
fire at Sarvodaya Bal/Balika

Vidyalaya in East Delhi's
Krishna Nagar area.

The recovery of the stu-
dent's charred body at
Sarvodaya Bal/Balika
Vidyalaya triggered panic
among teachers and students
on the school premises,
prompting the authorities to
initiate an investigation into
the circumstances surround-
ing the student's death.

Officials said certain suspi-
cious items were reportedly
found in the student's school
bag.

Another Class 12 student found
dead in Delhi; suicide suspected

NEW DELHI : Congress
leader Jairam Ramesh on
Tuesday sharply criticised the
Election Commission of
India's affidavit filed in the
Supreme Court, calling it
deceptive, deceitful and
duplicitous, and said it had
severely damaged the poll
body's own credibility. 

In a detailed statement,
Ramesh alleged that the ECI
had engaged in patent decep-
tion over the amendment of
Form 6.  He said the
Commission first claimed that
a new declaration attached to
Form 6 had been upheld by
the Supreme Court, a claim
the Court later contradicted. 

The ECI subsequently
maintained that the declara-
tion was separate and that

Form 6 itself had not been
amended. Ramesh rejected
this explanation, noting that
Form 6 could not be submit-
ted online without filling the
mandatory declaration.

He also pointed to shifting
stands; on 26 September
2026, the Commission
described the declaration as
attached to Form 6, but later
asserted it was not part of the
form.  According to him, this
amounted to a clear violation
of the Registration of Electors
Rules, 1960. Ramesh further
accused the Commission of
unilateral decision-making by
the Chief Election
Commissioner. 

While the affidavit claimed
that major Special Intensive
Revision (SIR) orders had

been formally approved by all
three Election
Commissioners, the two other
Commissioners had objected
on record to what they
described as grave violations
and illegal actions ordered by
the CEC. Their objections
were disregarded, and in
some cases they learnt of the
decisions only through news
reports, he said. 

The Congress leader also
highlighted the use of the
ECINET system to centralise
control over electoral rolls
and override Electoral
Registration Officers, who are
the statutory authorities.

He said the two
Commissioners had placed
their concerns on record, and
evidence of EROs being over-

ruled had emerged from sev-
eral SIR states including Goa,
West Bengal, Uttar Pradesh
and Uttarakhand. 

Ramesh criticised the IT
division of the Commission,
alleging that it operated
opaquely, overstepped its
mandate and took unautho-
rised actions. 

The two Commissioners
had written to the Cabinet
Secretary about these issues
and about ECINET, yet no
corrective action had been
taken despite subsequent rev-
elations. 

He described the SIR exer-
cise itself as a disaster
marked by numerous illegali-
ties, including the widespread
misuse of Form 7 for mass
deletions across states. 

ECI's affidavit on SIR deceptive: Jairam Ramesh 


