
 
REF.: BBL/SECT/         September 2, 2025 
To,            
The BSE Limited       
Department of Corporate Services,                 
Phiroze Jeejeebhoy Towers      
Dalal Street, Mumbai – 400001                 
                                                         

Sub: Intimation under Regulation 30 of the SEBI (Listing Obligations and Disclosure 
Requirements) Regulations, 2015.  

 
Ref.: Your email dt. 02.09.2025 for Additional Details Required for Corporate Announcement 

filed under Regulation 30 of SEBI (LODR) Regulations, 2015.  
 

Dear Sir,  

This is to inform you that Hon’ble High Court of Judicature at Allahabad has stayed on  28.08.2025 
the order dt. 30.06.2025  passed by Regional Director (Northan Region) Ministry of Corporate Affairs 
New Delhi in the matter of appeal filed by company against the order of Registrar of Companies, 
Uttar Pradesh, in which they have imposed penalty of Rs. 6 lacs ( Rs. 5 lacs on company and Rs 1 lac 
of KMP) against non/delay compliance of Section 90 of the Companies Act 2013 and in accordance 
with Regulation 30 of the Securities and Exchange Board of India (Listing Obligations and Disclosure 
Requirements) Regulations, 2015 (“Listing Regulations”), the detail of the same is as under: 

Name  of   the 
authority 
 

Nature and details of the 
action taken, initiated or order 
passed 
 

Date of receipt of 
direction or order,  or 
any other 
communication  from  
the authority 

Details of the 
violation/contravention 
committed or  alleged
to be committed 
 

Hon’ble High 
Court Judicature 
Allahabad Stay 
order in Writ – C 
No. 39573 of 2025 

That Hon’ble High Court 
Judicature Allahabad has 
passed an interim order on 
28.08.2025 in Writ Petition No. 
39573 of 2025, copy attached. In 
said order Hon’ble High Court 
has stayed the operation of the 
orders dt. 28.06.2024 passed by 
ROC UP and order dt. 
30.06.2025 passed by your 
goodself (RD NR).  

On 28.08.2025 hearing 
held in Writ Petition No. 
39573 of 2025 and order 
uploaded at High Court 
website on 01.09.2025 and 
not  received original 
order as on date. By this 
we have received  order  
from High Court website 
on 01.09.2025.   

Order of adjudication of 
penalty Under Section 
454 of the Companies 
Act 2013 read with Rule 
3 of the Companies 
(Adjudication of 
Penalties) Rules 2014 for 
violation of provisions of 
Section 90 of the 
Companies Act, 2013.  
The Penalty amount to be 
deposited within 90 days 
of receipt of order or file 
and appeal before RD 
with 60 days.   

You are requested to take the above information on record.  

Thanking you, 

For BANARAS BEADS LIMITED 
 
 
 

(R.K. SINGH) 
COMPANY SECRETARY  
Encl. As above  
 



HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT ALLAHABAD

WRIT - C No. - 29573 of 2025

Court No. - 33 

HON'BLE PRAKASH PADIA, J.

1. Heard Shri Siddharth Singhal, learned counsel for the petitioners and 

Shri Sanjay Kumar Yadav, learned counsel appearing on behalf of 

Respondent No.1.

2. The petitioners have preferred the present writ petition inter-alia with 

the following prayers:-

"i. Issue a writ order or direction in the nature of Certiorari quashing the 

impugned order dated 28.06.2024 passed by Adjudicating Officer 

(Annexure No. 1 to the writ petition).

ii. Issue a writ order or direction in the nature of Certiorari quashing the 

impugned order dated 30.06.2025 passed by respondent No.2 in Appeal 

(Annexure-2 to the writ petition).

iii. Issue a writ order or direction in the nature of Prohibition restraining 

the respondents from taking any coercive measures pursuant to the orders 

dated 28.06.2024 and 30.06.2025 passed by respondent No. 3 and 2 

respectively."

3. Facts in brief as contained in the writ petition are that the petitioner 

no.1 company was incorporated as a private limited company and 

converted on 02.01.1995 as a Public Limited Company with its shares 

listed with BSE and NSE. A show cause notice dated 26.04.2024 was 

issued by the Respondent No.3 on allegations of delay in filing of Form 

BEN-2 which is in violation of the provision of Section 90(4) of the Act 

Versus

Counsel for Petitioner(s) : Ankita Singhal, Siddharth Singhal
Counsel for Respondent(s) : A.S.G.I., Sanjay Kumar Yadav

Banaras Beads Limited And Another
.....Petitioner(s)

Union Of India And 2 Others
.....Respondent(s)



of 2013. A detailed reply was submitted by the petitioners in response to 

the aforesaid show cause notice. 

4. It is argued that without considering the reply submitted by the 

petitioner, the Respondent No.3 passed an impugned order dated 

28.06.2024 whereby it has been held that the petitioners liable for penalty 

under Section 90(11) for violation of Section 90(4) of the Act of 2013.

5. Aggrieved against the aforesaid, statutory appeal was filed by the 

petitioners before the Appellate Authority which was turned down by the 

Respondent No.2 vide order dated 30.06.2025. It is argued that both the 

orders impugned dated 28.06.2024 and 30.06.2025 passed by the 

Respondent No.3 and 2 respectively are wholly arbitrarily and do not 

consider the specific case pleaded by the petitioners before the said 

authorities. The orders impugned have been passed in a most mechanical 

manner and there is no discussion on the stand of the petitioners rendering 

the said orders unsustainable and contrary to the settled principles of 

natural justice.

6. Counsel for the petitioners placed reliance upon the judgment and order 

passed by this Court in Writ C No.37953 of 2024 (Upendra Nath 

Tripathi vs. State of U.P. and 4 others) decided on 19.11.2024 as well 

as Judgment and order dated 13.09.2019 passed by this Court in Writ C 

No.25502 of 2019 (Ahmad Ullah vs. Union of India and 5 Others).  

7. Heard counsel for the parties and perused the record.

8. From perusal of the record, the Court is of the prima facie opinion that 

the appellate order passed by the Respondent No.2 was passed without 

providing any reasons whatsoever. After noting down the contentions 

made by the parties and without recording any independent findings the 

appeal filed by the petitioners was rejected.

9. Matter requires consideration.

10. Admit.

11. Issue notice. Since all the parties were represented by the learned 

Standing Counsel, notices need not be issued to the Respondents.
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12. Counsel for the Respondents prays for and granted six weeks' time to 

file counter affidavit. Petitioners will have two weeks' thereafter to file 

rejoinder affidavit.

13. List for final disposal in the month of March, 2026.

14. Until further orders of this Court, effect and operation of the orders 

dated 28.06.2024 and 30.06.2025 passed by respondent Nos. 3 and 2 

respectively, shall remain stayed, provided the petitioners will deposit a 

security other than cash or bank guarantee for the sum of Rs.6,00,000/- 

before the Respondent No.2, Regional Director (Northern Region) 

Ministry of Corporate Affairs, New Delhi. 

August 28, 2025
Swati
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(Prakash Padia,J.)

Digitally signed by :- 
SWATI PATHAK 
High Court of Judicature at Allahabad
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