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1.

The appellant is a Share Transfer Agent. SEBI conducted

the inspection of the books of accounts / records and documents.
In the first inspection no irregularities were found. However, in
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the second inspection various irregularities were found which
resulted in the issuance of show cause notice and on the basis of
ten violations, the Adjudicating Officer of SEBI passed an order
imposing a penalty of Rs. Three lakhs under Section 15B and
15HB of the SEBI Act, 1992. The appellant being aggrieved has
filed the present appeal.

2.

The contention made by the appellant is, that the

irregularities so indicated in the second inspection report were
basically technical which were largely removed and was
reflected in the third inspection report and consequently the
imposition of penalty was harsh and excessive. It was contended
that at best the order of penalty should be converted into a
warning as has been held by this Tribunal in Porecha Global
Securities Pvt. Ltd. vs. Adjudicating Officer, SEBI decided on
April 18, 2005.

3.

Having heard the learned counsel for the parties and

having perused the impugned order we find that the appellant
did commit the violations of various regulations and directions
contained in the circulars though it was largely redressed by the
appellant as has been found in the third inspection report.
However, the fact remains that the appellant had contravened
various provisions of the securities laws even though it may be
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technical in nature. Considering the fact that the appellant had
largely remedied the situation, we are of the opinion that a
minimum penalty should have been imposed upon the appellant
considering the factors which are stipulated under Section 15J
of the SEBI Act.

4.

For the reasons stated aforesaid, the appeal is partly

allowed. The penalty is reduced from ` 3,00,000/- (Rupees
Three Lakh Only) to ` 1,00,000/- (Rupees One Lakh Only)
which will be paid within four weeks from today.
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