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 We have heard the authorized representative of the appellant and the 

learned counsel for the respondent Board.  The only charge levelled against the 

appellant is that there was delay on its part in dematerializing the shares of its 

investors/shareholders.  As per the regulations framed by the Securities and 

Exchange Board of India, requests for dematerialisation are supposed to be dealt 

within 15 days.   In the case before us, there was a delay in complying with the 

requests of the investors in 213 cases and the delay ranges from 10 to 120 days.  

The fact that there was a delay is admitted by the authorized representative of the 

appellant.  This being so, we are satisfied that the appellant violated the 

provisions of Regulation 54(5) of the Securities and Exchange Board of India 

(Depositories and Participants) Regulations, 1996.  Since the charge has been 

established, penalty must follow.  Since all the requests from the 

investors/shareholders have now been complied with, the adjudicating officer 

appears to have taken a lenient view and imposed a penalty of ` 2 lacs.  The 
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authorized representative of the appellant contends that the amount of penalty 

may be reduced.  Since the adjudicating officer has imposed a paltry sum of only 

` 2 lacs, we do not find any ground to reduce it further. 

 In the result, we find no merit in the appeal and the same stands dismissed 

with no order as to costs. 
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