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Abstract

The Companies Act, 2013 (hereinafter “the Act”) represented a paradigm shift in the regulation
of corporate entities in India, replacing the Companies Act, 1956 with a framework oriented
towards enhanced corporate governance, investor protection, and - corporate social
responsibility (CSR). However, the consequential expansion in the volume, frequency, and
granularity of compliance obligations has imposed a substantial administrative, financial, and
managerial burden on Indian corporations, particularly micro, small, and medium enterprises
(MSMEs) and closely-held private companies. This paper examines the nature and scope of
the compliance burden created by the Act and its subordinate rules, identifies the principal
managerial challenges encountered by company secretaries, chief financial officers, directors,
and promoters in discharging these obligations, and evaluates the legislative and regulatory
responses introduced to date, including decriminalisation initiatives, the In-house Adjudication

Mechanism (IAM), and the Companies (Amendment) Acts of 2015, 2017, 2019, and 2020.

Employing a doctrinal-cum-empirical approach that synthesises statutory analysis, Ministry of
Corporate Affairs (MCA) data, judicial pronouncements, and findings from practitioner
surveys reported in secondary literature, the study finds that compliance costs are regressive in
nature, disproportionately affecting smaller entities, and that the frequency of regulatory

amendments itself constitutes a significant source of managerial uncertainty. The paper
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proposes a multi-pronged strategic framework comprising technology-enabled compliance
management (RegTech and Governance, Risk and Compliance [GRC] platforms), restructured
board and committee processes, capacity-building for key managerial personnel, regulatory
horizon-scanning mechanisms, outsourced and co-sourced compliance models, and continued
advocacy for proportionate, risk-based regulation. The findings are intended to inform
corporate practitioners, policymakers at the Ministry of Corporate Affairs, and academic

researchers engaged in corporate law and governance studies.
Keywords: Companies Act 2013; compliance burden,; corporate governance; regulatory

reform; Ministry of Corporate Affairs; decriminalisation; RegTech, ease of doing business;

Indian corporations, managerial challenges

1. Introduction

The enactment of the Companies Act, 2013 marked the most significant overhaul of Indian
company law since independence, replacing a statute that had governed corporate entities for
over five decades. Driven substantially by the recommendations of the J.J. Irani Committee
(2005) and the lessons drawn from a series of high-profile corporate governance failures,
including the Satyam Computer Services scandal of 2009, the new Act was designed with the
explicit objectives of strengthening corporate governance norms, enhancing the accountability
of directors and key managerial personnel (KMP), protecting the interests of minority
shareholders, institutionalising corporate social responsibility, and aligning Indian company
law with international best practices, particularly those embodied in the OECD Principles of

Corporate Governance and comparable provisions of the UK Companies Act, 2006.

While the normative objectives of the Act are widely regarded as sound and consistent with the
evolving expectations of stakeholders in a modern market economy, the operational experience
of corporations, professionals, and regulators over the period 2014 to 2026 reveals a persistent
and, in several respects, intensifying tension between the regulatory aspiration of robust
governance and the practical reality of compliance fatigue. The Act, together with the rules
framed thereunder by the Ministry of Corporate Affairs (MCA), introduced an extensive
architecture of statutory registers, disclosures, e-filings, board and committee requirements,
secretarial standards, internal control certifications, and reporting formats that apply, in varying
degrees, to private limited companies, public companies, listed entities, Section 8§ companies,

and one-person companies (OPCs) alike.
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For large, well-resourced corporations with dedicated legal, secretarial, and finance
departments, these requirements, although onerous, are generally manageable within existing
organisational capacity. For micro, small, and medium enterprises (MSMEs) and closely-held
private companies, however, which constitute the overwhelming majority of registered
companies in India, the compliance architecture often represents a disproportionate diversion
of managerial time, financial resources, and professional attention away from core business
activities. The Ministry of Corporate Affairs itself has acknowledged this asymmetry through
successive waves of reform, most notably the decriminalisation of a substantial number of
procedural and technical defaults through the Companies (Amendment) Act, 2020, the
introduction of the In-house Adjudication Mechanism (IAM), and periodic relaxations for

small companies, OPCs, and start-ups.

This paper undertakes a systematic examination of the compliance burden imposed by the
Companies Act, 2013, the managerial challenges that arise in discharging this burden, and the
strategic responses available to corporations and policymakers. The study is positioned at the
intersection of corporate law, management studies, and public policy, and is intended to
contribute to the ongoing discourse on ‘ease of doing business’ reforms in India, particularly
in light of the government’s stated commitment to reducing the regulatory cost of compliance

for the private sector.

1.1 Statement of the Problem

Despite repeated legislative amendments aimed at simplification, empirical and anecdotal
evidence from professional bodies such as the Institute of Company Secretaries of India (ICSI),
the Institute of Chartered Accountants of India (ICAI), and various industry chambers
continues to indicate that compliance under the Companies Act, 2013 remains a source of
significant managerial anxiety, cost escalation, and, in certain instances, inadvertent default
leading to penal consequences. The problem is compounded by the overlapping jurisdiction of
multiple regulators — the MCA, the Securities and Exchange Board of India (SEBI), the
Reserve Bank of India (RBI), the Goods and Services Tax (GST) authorities, and the Income
Tax Department — each imposing its own set of filings, timelines, and disclosure formats,

often with limited inter-agency data sharing or harmonisation.

1.2 Significance of the Study

This study is significant for several reasons. First, it provides a structured, evidence-informed
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mapping of the compliance landscape under the Act, which is useful for corporate practitioners
seeking to benchmark their internal compliance functions. Second, it contributes to the
academic literature on regulatory burden in emerging market economies by situating the Indian
experience within a broader comparative and theoretical context. Third, the strategic
framework proposed in Section 9 offers a practical roadmap that can be adapted by corporations
of varying sizes, and the policy recommendations in Section 11 are directly relevant to ongoing

MCA consultations on further simplification of company law.

2. Review of Literature

The literature on regulatory compliance burden in corporate law can be broadly classified into
four streams: (i) doctrinal commentary on the provisions of the Companies Act, 2013 and its
evolution; (il) empirical and survey-based studies on the cost of compliance for Indian
businesses; (iii) comparative studies examining corporate law reform in other emerging

economies; and (iv) policy reports issued by government committees and regulatory bodies.

2.1 Doctrinal and Commentary Literature

A substantial body of doctrinal literature has traced the legislative history of the Companies
Act, 2013, beginning with the recommendations of the J.J. Irani Committee Report (2005),
which emphasised simplification, the use of e-governance, and a shift towards self-regulation
supplemented by stringent enforcement against fraud. Subsequent commentaries on the
Companies (Amendment) Acts of 2015, 2017, 2019, and 2020 have documented an oscillating
legislative pattern: phases of stringent new disclosure requirements (such as the Corporate
Social Responsibility provisions under Section 135 introduced in 2013-14, and the secretarial
audit requirements under Section 204) followed by phases of relaxation and decriminalisation,
particularly for technical and procedural defaults that do not involve fraud or injury to public

interest.

2.2 Empirical Studies on Compliance Cost

Several industry-sponsored and chamber-of-commerce studies, including reports by the
Confederation of Indian Industry (CII), the Federation of Indian Chambers of Commerce and
Industry (FICCI), and the World Bank’s Doing Business and subsequent Business Ready (B-
READY) assessments, have attempted to quantify the cost of regulatory compliance for Indian
firms. While methodologies vary considerably, a consistent finding across this literature is that

compliance costs, when expressed as a percentage of turnover or operating expenditure, are
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regressive — that is, they impose a proportionally heavier burden on smaller firms than on
larger firms, which can amortise compliance costs across a larger revenue base and benefit

from economies of scale in legal and secretarial functions.

2.3 Comparative Perspectives

Comparative literature examining corporate law simplification in jurisdictions such as the
United Kingdom (the Companies Act, 2006 and subsequent ‘red tape challenge’ reforms),
Singapore (the Accounting and Corporate Regulatory Authority’s [ACRA] simplified filing
regime for small companies), and Australia (the Corporations Act, 2001 and the small business
exemptions therein) suggests that successful simplification typically involves a combination of
(a) differentiated compliance thresholds based on company size, (b) integrated digital filing
portals that pre-populate data across multiple regulatory touchpoints, and (c) a graduated
penalty regime that distinguishes between substantive violations and technical or procedural
defaults. The Indian experience, as discussed in Section 7, demonstrates partial convergence
with these international approaches, particularly through the MCA21 portal and the

decriminalisation initiatives of 2020.

2.4 Government Committee Reports and Policy Documents

The Company Law Committee Reports of 2016, 2019, and 2022, along with the Report of the
Committee to Review Offences under the Companies Act, 2013 (2018), constitute primary
policy sources that have directly informed legislative amendments. These reports consistently
identify the disproportionality between the gravity of certain defaults (often clerical or
procedural in nature, such as delayed filing of forms) and the severity of the prescribed
penalties (which, prior to 2018-2020, frequently included imprisonment) as a central concern

warranting reform.

2.5 Research Gap

While the existing literature provides valuable insights into individual dimensions of the
compliance burden — whether legislative history, cost quantification, or comparative
regulatory design — there remains a relative paucity of integrated studies that combine (a) a
structured mapping of the current compliance architecture as it stands in 2026, following the
cumulative effect of multiple amendments; (b) an analytical assessment of managerial
challenges from the perspective of those responsible for compliance (company secretaries,

CFOs, and independent directors); and (c) a practically oriented strategic framework that
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corporations can operationalise. This paper seeks to address this gap.

3. Research Objectives and Methodology

3.1 Research Objectives

1.

To map the principal categories of compliance obligations imposed on Indian
companies under the Companies Act, 2013 and the rules framed thereunder, as they
stand following amendments up to 2025-26.

To identify and analyse the emerging issues associated with this compliance
architecture, including cost, frequency of change, overlap with other regulatory
regimes, and penal consequences.

To examine the managerial challenges faced by corporations, with particular attention
to the differential impact on companies of varying size and ownership structure.

To evaluate the trajectory and effectiveness of regulatory responses introduced by the
Ministry of Corporate Affairs between 2013 and 2026.

To propose a strategic, multi-level framework for managing compliance burden at the

firm level and to offer policy recommendations at the systemic level.

3.2 Research Questions

RQ1: What is the cumulative scope and complexity of compliance obligations under
the Companies Act, 2013, and how has this evolved since 2013?

RQ2: What are the principal managerial challenges encountered by Indian corporations,
and do these differ systematically across company size categories?

RQ3: To what extent have legislative and regulatory reforms (decriminalisation, IAM,
threshold revisions) addressed these challenges?

RQ4: What strategic interventions — at both firm and policy levels — can mitigate the

compliance burden while preserving the governance objectives of the Act?

3.3 Research Design and Methodology

This study adopts a doctrinal-cum-empirical (mixed-method) research design. The doctrinal

component involves a systematic analysis of the text of the Companies Act, 2013, the

Companies (Amendment) Acts of 2015, 2017, 2019, and 2020, the rules notified thereunder

(including the Companies (Incorporation) Rules, the Companies (Accounts) Rules, the

Companies (Management and Administration) Rules, and the Companies (Corporate Social

Responsibility Policy) Rules), relevant circulars and notifications issued by the MCA, and
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select judicial and quasi-judicial pronouncements of the National Company Law Tribunal
(NCLT) and Regional Directors in adjudication matters.

The empirical component draws upon secondary data, including MCA Annual Reports, data
published on the MCA21 portal regarding company registrations and compliance filings,
reports of professional bodies (ICSI, ICAI Institute of Cost Accountants of India), and findings
reported in industry surveys conducted by chambers of commerce and consulting firms. Owing
to the secondary nature of much of this data and the absence of a unified, publicly available
compliance-cost database for Indian companies, several figures presented in Section 8 are
illustrative composites constructed to represent documented trends and relative magnitudes
reported across multiple sources; these are clearly flagged as such and are intended to support
qualitative interpretation rather than to serve as precise point estimates. Where official MCA

or government data is cited, the source is indicated.

3.4 Scope and Limitations

The study focuses on companies incorporated and registered under the Companies Act, 2013,
and does not extend to Limited Liability Partnerships (governed by the Limited Liability
Partnership Act, 2008), partnership firms, or sole proprietorships. While reference is made to
overlapping obligations under SEBI regulations, the Foreign Exchange Management Act, 1999
(FEMA), and tax statutes, a comprehensive analysis of these regimes falls outside the scope of
this paper, which is centred on the Companies Act, 2013 framework. A detailed discussion of

the limitations of the methodology is provided in Section 10.

4. The Architecture of Compliance under the Companies Act, 2013

The compliance obligations imposed by the Companies Act, 2013 may be classified, for
analytical purposes, into seven broad categories: (i) incorporation and constitutional
compliances; (i1) board, committee, and meeting-related compliances; (iii) financial reporting
and audit-related compliances; (iv) secretarial and Registrar of Companies (ROC) filing
compliances; (v) related party transaction and disclosure compliances; (vi) corporate social
responsibility (CSR) compliances; and (vii) compliances relating to deposits, charges, and
share capital. Table 1 summarises the principal statutory provisions and the periodicity of the

associated obligations.
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Illustrative Key Provisions
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Applicable To

Periodicity

Annual

Filings

Board
Meetings

Statutory
Audit

Secretarial

Audit

CSR

Compliance

Related
Party

Transactions

Director
KYC & DIN

Compliance

Charges &

Registration

Significant
Beneficial
Ownership
(SBO)

Deposits

Form AOC-4 (financial statements),
Form  MGT-7/MGT-7A
return) — Sections 92, 137

(annual

Minimum 4 board meetings per year,
gap not exceeding 120 days — Section
173

Appointment of auditor, audit report

— Sections 139-148

Secretarial audit report, Form MR-3
— Section 204

CSR policy, spending of 2% average
net profits, Form CSR-2 — Section
135

Board/shareholder approval, Form

AQOC-2 disclosure — Section 188

Form DIR-3 KYC, DIN deactivation
for non-filing — Rule 12A

Creation/modification/satisfaction of

charges, Forms CHG-1, CHG-4 —
Sections 77-87

Declaration in Forms BEN-1 to BEN-
4 — Section 90

Return of deposits, Form DPT-3 —

All companies

All companies (with
exemptions for OPC,

small co.)

All companies

Listed COS. &

specified public cos.

Companies meeting
net

worth/turnover/profit

thresholds

All companies

(thresholds vary)

All directors

All companies with

secured borrowings

All companies

All companies

Annual

Quarterly

Annual

Annual

Annual

Event-based

+ Annual

Annual

Event-based

Event-based

Annual
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Section 73, 76 accepting
deposits/loans

Table 1: lllustrative Mapping of Major Compliance Categories under the Companies Act, 2013

Beyond the recurring annual and periodic compliances summarised above, companies are also
subject to a substantial array of event-based compliances triggered by specific corporate actions
— such as allotment or transfer of shares, change in registered office, appointment or
resignation of directors and auditors, alteration of the memorandum or articles of association,
conversion of company type, and corporate restructuring (mergers, demergers, and reductions
of capital). Each such event typically attracts a statutory timeline (commonly between 15 and
60 days) for filing the relevant e-form with the Registrar of Companies, failing which additional
fees and, in certain cases, penal consequences under Section 450 (the general penalty provision)

or specific penalty clauses become applicable.

4.1 Differentiated Regimes by Company Type

The Act and the rules framed thereunder create a differentiated, though not always coherent,
set of compliance thresholds based on company classification. ‘Small companies’ (as defined
under Section 2(85), with paid-up capital and turnover thresholds revised upward in successive
notifications) and One Person Companies (OPCs) benefit from certain relaxations, including
exemption from the requirement to prepare a cash flow statement, reduced board meeting
frequency (two per year, with a minimum gap of 90 days), and exemption from rotation of
auditors. Listed companies and certain classes of unlisted public companies, by contrast, are
subject to enhanced requirements, including secretarial audit, internal financial controls
certification by the board under Section 134(5), and constitution of additional board
committees (Audit Committee, Nomination and Remuneration Committee, Stakeholders
Relationship Committee, and CSR Committee) under Sections 177, 178, and 135.

While this graduated approach is conceptually consistent with the principle of proportionate
regulation, the practical effect has been the emergence of multiple, overlapping compliance
tiers, each with its own thresholds defined with reference to paid-up share capital, turnover, net
worth, borrowings, or a combination thereof. Corporations operating close to these thresholds
face the added managerial complexity of monitoring threshold breaches that may trigger a
change in applicable compliance tier mid-year, a phenomenon documented in professional

commentary as a source of considerable administrative anxiety, particularly for growth-stage
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companies.

S. Emerging Issues: Nature and Dimensions of the Compliance Burden

The cumulative effect of successive amendments, rule notifications, and circulars issued since
2013 has been a steady expansion in the number and granularity of compliance touchpoints
applicable to Indian companies. Figure 1 presents an illustrative trend depicting the
approximate growth in the cumulative count of distinct compliance provisions (encompassing
statutory sections, subordinate rules, prescribed e-forms, and mandatory disclosure formats)
applicable to a typical unlisted public company between 2013 and 2024, constructed from a
synthesis of documented amendments and form notifications reported in MCA circulars and
professional literature.

Figure 1: Growth in Cumulative Compliance Requirements
under the Companies Act, 2013 (Illustrative Trend, 2013-2024)

285

270

250

200 A

150 1

100 A

(Sections, Rules, Forms & Disclosures)

50

Approx. Number of Compliance Provisions

2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2024
Year

Figure 1: Illustrative growth in cumulative compliance provisions, 2013-2024 (Source:

Author's compilation based on MCA notifications and amendment Acts)

As Figure 1 indicates, the compliance architecture expanded most rapidly in the period 2017
to 2021, coinciding with the introduction of the Significant Beneficial Ownership rules (2018),
the DIN KYC requirement (2018), the CSR amendment provisions mandating unspent CSR
transfer to a specified fund (2021), and the revised Schedule III formats for financial statements
(2021). While the rate of expansion has moderated since 2021, reflecting the partial success of
decriminalisation and simplification measures discussed in Section 7, the absolute volume of

obligations remains substantially higher than at the time of the Act’s commencement.
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5.1 Frequency and Unpredictability of Amendments

One of the most consistently cited concerns in professional commentary is not merely the
volume of compliance requirements but the frequency with which the underlying rules, forms,
and timelines are amended. Between 2014 and 2025, the MCA issued several hundred
notifications, circulars, and clarifications amending various rules framed under the Act. While
many of these amendments are individually minor — for instance, a change in the format of an
e-form or an extension of a filing deadline — their cumulative effect is to require continuous
monitoring by compliance personnel, frequent updating of internal compliance calendars and
checklists, and periodic retraining. For corporations that rely on external practising company
secretaries (PCS) or chartered accountants on a retainer basis, this translates into recurring
professional fees even for routine monitoring activity that yields no immediate compliance

action.

5.2 Multiplicity and Overlap of Filings

A second emerging issue concerns the multiplicity of filings required across different
regulatory touchpoints, often involving substantially overlapping information. For example,
financial information disclosed in the audited financial statements filed with the ROC in Form
AOC-4 substantially overlaps with information required for GST annual returns, income tax
returns, and, for companies availing of bank credit, periodic statements furnished to lending
institutions under the Reserve Bank of India’s reporting framework. The absence of a fully
integrated data-sharing architecture across the MCA21 portal, the GST Network (GSTN), and
the Income Tax Department’s portal means that companies must, in practice, prepare and
submit substantially similar financial data multiple times in different formats, to different

authorities, on different timelines.

5.3 Cross-Statute Regulatory Overlap

Beyond intra-MCA overlap, companies — particularly listed entities and those with foreign
shareholding — must navigate compliance obligations under the Companies Act, 2013 in
conjunction with the SEBI (Listing Obligations and Disclosure Requirements) Regulations,
2015, the Foreign Exchange Management Act, 1999 and regulations made thereunder
(particularly in respect of foreign direct investment reporting through the Reserve Bank’s
FIRMS portal), the Insolvency and Bankruptcy Code, 2016 (in respect of resolution and
liquidation processes), and sector-specific regulators (for instance, the Insurance Regulatory

and Development Authority of India for insurance companies, or the Reserve Bank of India for
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non-banking financial companies). Each of these regimes prescribes its own definitions,
thresholds, and disclosure formats, which do not always align with the corresponding concepts
under the Companies Act, creating interpretational ambiguity and increasing the risk of
inadvertent non-compliance arising from definitional mismatches — for instance, differing
definitions of ‘related party’ under Section 2(76) of the Companies Act as compared to the
SEBI LODR Regulations and applicable Accounting Standards.

5.4 Penal Architecture and the ‘Fear of Default’

Prior to the Companies (Amendment) Act, 2020, a significant number of procedural and
technical defaults under the Act — including delayed filing of annual returns, failure to
maintain statutory registers in the prescribed format, and certain disclosure lapses — attracted
penal consequences that included the possibility of imprisonment for directors and officers in
default, in addition to monetary fines. While prosecutions for such technical defaults were
relatively infrequent in practice, the mere existence of custodial liability for what were, in
substance, administrative lapses generated a disproportionate degree of anxiety among
independent directors, particularly non-executive and nominee directors who may have limited
day-to-day involvement in the company’s compliance function but remain exposed to liability
as ‘officers in default’ under Section 2(60). This phenomenon has been documented as a
contributing factor in a wave of resignations by independent directors from the boards of Indian
companies during 2019, as widely reported in business media and subsequently acknowledged

in MCA policy discussions preceding the 2020 decriminalisation amendment.

5.5 Cost Asymmetry across Company Size

A recurring theme across the empirical literature, discussed further with reference to Figure 5
in Section 8, is that the financial cost of compliance — comprising professional fees (company
secretary, statutory auditor, secretarial auditor, tax consultants), software/portal costs,
government filing fees, and the opportunity cost of management time — represents a
substantially higher proportion of turnover for small and medium-sized companies than for
large or listed companies. This regressive cost structure has been identified by the Company
Law Committee and by industry bodies as a structural impediment to formalisation, insofar as
it may incentivise smaller businesses to remain unincorporated or to operate through
partnership or proprietorship structures that fall outside the scope of the Companies Act,
thereby foregoing the benefits of limited liability and access to formal credit associated with

corporate status.
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6. Managerial Challenges: An Analytical Assessment

While Section 5 examined the structural and regulatory dimensions of the compliance burden,
this section turns to the managerial challenges — that is, the operational difficulties
experienced within the firm by those responsible for ensuring compliance. These challenges
can be understood as arising at the interface between the external regulatory environment and
the internal organisational capacity of the firm, and they manifest differently depending on the
role of the individual concerned (company secretary, chief financial officer, independent

director, or promoter-director).

Figure 2: Perceived Distribution of Compliance Burden
by Functional Area (Survey-Based Composite, n=Illlustrative)

Others

Audit &

Board & Internal Controls

Governance

Related Party
Transactions

CSR &
Sustainability

Financial
Reporting

Secretarial
& ROC Filings

Figure 2: Perceived distribution of compliance burden by functional area, illustrative

composite based on synthesis of practitioner survey findings reported in secondary literature

Figure 2 presents an illustrative composite distribution of where compliance burden is
perceived to be concentrated within the typical mid-sized Indian company. Financial reporting
and secretarial/ ROC filings together account for the largest share, reflecting the intensity of
annual and event-based filing obligations discussed in Section 4, while board and governance-

related processes and audit/internal control requirements form the next largest categories.
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6.1 Shortage of Qualified Compliance Personnel

A frequently cited managerial challenge is the limited availability, particularly outside major
metropolitan centres, of qualified company secretaries and compliance professionals capable
of managing the full range of obligations under the Act. Section 203 mandates the appointment
of a whole-time company secretary for companies meeting prescribed paid-up share capital
thresholds, yet the supply of qualified members of the Institute of Company Secretaries of India
(ICSI) relative to the number of companies requiring such appointments has historically lagged
demand, particularly in Tier-2 and Tier-3 cities. This shortage manifests managerially as high
attrition among compliance staff, reliance on part-time or retainer-based practising company
secretaries who service multiple clients simultaneously (and may therefore have limited
bandwidth for proactive advisory), and, in some instances, appointment of company secretaries
who lack familiarity with sector-specific regulatory overlays relevant to the company’s

business.

6.2 Board and Committee Fatigue

The Act’s requirements regarding board composition (including mandatory representation of
independent and women directors for prescribed classes of companies under Sections 149 and
152), committee structures (Audit, Nomination and Remuneration, Stakeholders Relationship,
CSR, and Risk Management Committees for applicable companies), and meeting frequency
have, in aggregate, substantially increased the time commitment expected of directors,
particularly independent directors who may serve on the boards of multiple companies.
Anecdotal and survey evidence suggests that the proliferation of committee meetings, each
requiring pre-reading of detailed agenda papers, has led to a phenomenon sometimes described
in governance literature as ‘board fatigue’, wherein the quantity of governance process risks
crowding out the quality of substantive deliberation on strategic matters — arguably contrary
to the Act’s underlying objective of strengthening, rather than merely formalising, board

oversight.

6.3 Interpretational Ambiguity and Advisory Dependence

A significant proportion of compliance-related managerial time is consumed not by the
mechanical act of filing forms, but by the interpretational exercise of determining how a given
provision applies to the specific facts of the company’s operations — for instance, whether a
particular transaction constitutes a ‘related party transaction’ requiring disclosure, whether a

company has crossed the threshold for mandatory CSR expenditure in a given financial year

Page | 1042


http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/

www.whiteblacklegal.co.in
Volume 3 Issue 7 | June 2026 ISSN: 2581-8503

(which depends on net profit computed in a specified manner under Section 198), or whether
a proposed corporate action requires special resolution approval under Section 180. Ambiguity
in the drafting of certain provisions, coupled with the absence of timely clarificatory guidance
from the MCA on emerging interpretational questions, has resulted in many companies
adopting a conservative, advisory-dependent approach — routinely seeking external legal or
secretarial opinions even on matters that might, with clearer guidance, be resolved through
internal compliance checklists. This advisory dependence increases both direct cost and the

time-to-decision for routine corporate actions.

6.4 Technology Adoption Gaps

While the MCA21 e-governance portal (and its successor, MCA21 Version 3) has digitised the
filing interface between companies and the Registrar of Companies, the internal compliance
management processes of many companies, particularly smaller and family-owned enterprises,
remain substantially manual — reliant on spreadsheet-based compliance calendars, email-
based document management, and informal escalation processes. The absence of integrated
Governance, Risk and Compliance (GRC) software within such organisations means that the
tracking of due dates, the maintenance of statutory registers, and the documentation of board
approvals are vulnerable to human error, particularly during periods of staff transition. Larger
and listed companies have generally adopted dedicated compliance management software, but
the cost of such platforms, and the change-management effort required to implement them,
represents an additional barrier for smaller entities, creating a digital divide in compliance

capability that mirrors the cost asymmetry discussed in Section 5.5.

6.5 Promoter and Management Bandwidth in Closely-Held Companies

In closely-held private companies, where the roles of shareholder, director, and senior manager
are frequently occupied by the same individuals (often family members), compliance functions
are commonly managed directly by promoter-directors with limited dedicated support staff.
For such individuals, the cumulative time required to understand, monitor, and execute the
range of obligations summarised in Table 1 — spanning board meeting documentation, annual
filings, director KYC, charge registrations, and CSR applicability assessments (where relevant)
— represents a direct diversion from operational and strategic activities central to the business.
This challenge is compounded where the promoter-director lacks a legal or finance background
and must rely entirely on external professionals, whose availability, as noted in Section 6.1,

may itself be constrained.

Page | 1043


http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/

www.whiteblacklegal.co.in
Volume 3 Issue 7 | June 2026

ISSN: 2581-8503
6.6 Synthesis: A Severity Ranking of Managerial Challenges

Drawing together the issues discussed above and in Section 5, Figure 4 (presented in Section
8) offers a composite severity ranking of the principal managerial challenges, synthesised from
the qualitative and survey-based findings reviewed in the literature. The ranking indicates that
the frequency of regulatory amendments and the interpretational ambiguity of certain
provisions are perceived as the most significant sources of managerial difficulty, ranking ahead
even of the direct financial cost of compliance — a finding with important implications for the

design of strategic solutions, discussed in Section 9.

7. Regulatory Responses and Reform Trajectory (2013-2026)

The Ministry of Corporate Affairs has not been a passive observer of the compliance burden
discussed in Sections 5 and 6. Since 2015, a series of legislative amendments, rule notifications,
and administrative mechanisms have been introduced with the explicit objective of
recalibrating the compliance architecture, particularly for smaller companies and for technical

or procedural defaults. Table 2 summarises the principal reform milestones.

Reform

Key Compliance-Related Changes

Instrument

Removed the requirement for a minimum paid-up share

Companies _ ' ) ) )
capital for private and public companies; omitted the
2015 (Amendment) _ ) )
requirement for a common seal in certain contexts,
Act, 2015 o _
simplifying execution of documents.
) Rationalised provisions on private placement, managerial
Companies ' _ o
remuneration, and related party transactions; simplified the
2017 (Amendment) . )
procedure for board resolutions and removed certain
Act, 2017 o _ o
restrictive layering provisions.
Companies Re-categorised a number of compoundable offences as civil
201819 (Amendment) defaults attracting penalties levied by an adjudicating officer
Ordinance/Act, rather than prosecution; introduced revised framework for
2018-2019 condonation of delay.
T Companies Decriminalised 23 compoundable offences by either
(Amendment) omitting penal provisions altogether, or converting them
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2021

2021-22

2022-24

2024-26

Reform

Instrument

Act, 2020 —

Decriminalisation

Revised Schedule
I & CSR
Amendment

Rules, 2021

Revision of Small
Company
Thresholds

MCAZ21 Version 3
Rollout

Ongoing
Company  Law
Committee
Recommendations

ISSN: 2581-8503

Key Compliance-Related Changes

into purely civil defaults dealt with through the In-house
Adjudication Mechanism (IAM); introduced the Producer
Company chapter; relaxed CSR carry-forward and set-off

provisions.

Introduced enhanced disclosure formats in financial
statements (ageing schedules for trade receivables/payables,
disclosure of CSR unspent amounts); mandated transfer of
unspent CSR amounts (for ongoing projects) to a separate

‘Unspent CSR Account’.

Enhanced paid-up capital and turnover thresholds for
classification as a ‘small company’ under Section 2(85),
thereby extending compliance relaxations (reduced board
meetings, exemption from cash flow statement, exemption

from auditor rotation) to a larger population of companies.

Phased migration of company e-filing forms to an upgraded
portal architecture, with stated objectives of improved data
analytics, faster processing, and integration with other

government databases (e.g., the Central KYC Registry).

Continued deliberation on further decriminalisation of
residual offences, harmonisation of definitions across
SEBI/MCA regimes, and proposals for a unified compliance
calendar accessible through a single sign-on portal (status as
of mid-2026 remains at the consultation/recommendation

stage in publicly available material).

Table 2: Reform Trajectory of the Companies Act, 2013 Compliance Architecture, 2015-2026

7.1 The In-House Adjudication Mechanism (IAM)

The In-house Adjudication Mechanism, formalised following the 2018-2020 amendments,

empowers Registrars of Companies and Regional Directors to function as adjudicating officers
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for specified civil defaults, imposing monetary penalties through a time-bound administrative
process rather than prosecution before a criminal court. This mechanism represents a structural
shift from a criminal-justice-oriented enforcement model to an administrative-penalty model
for technical and procedural defaults, broadly consistent with the comparative regulatory
design principles discussed in Section 2.3. Adjudication orders issued under the IAM are
publicly accessible on the MCA portal, and the trend in such orders — discussed with reference
to Figure 3 in Section 8 — provides a useful, if imperfect, proxy for the incidence of compliance

default across the corporate sector.

7.2 Assessment of Reform Effectiveness

The reforms summarised in Table 2 have been broadly welcomed by industry and professional
bodies, particularly the decriminalisation measures of 2020, which directly addressed the
concern regarding disproportionate custodial liability for technical defaults discussed in
Section 5.4. However, several limitations of the reform trajectory warrant note. First,
decriminalisation has not been accompanied by a commensurate reduction in the underlying
number of filing obligations; the obligation to file remains, with only the consequence of non-
filing being recalibrated from criminal to civil. Second, the revision of thresholds for ‘small
company’ classification, while beneficial for companies that newly qualify, has not addressed
the compliance burden faced by companies that exceed these thresholds — which, given the
nominal growth in turnover and capital values over time (including the effect of inflation), may
include companies that are not, in a substantive economic sense, ‘large’. Third, the MCA21
Version 3 rollout, while promising in its stated objectives of inter-agency data integration, has
in its initial phases (as widely reported in professional commentary during 2023) been
associated with transitional technical difficulties, including portal downtime and form
migration issues, which in the short term added to, rather than reduced, the administrative

burden on filers.

8. Data Presentation and Discussion

This section consolidates the quantitative dimensions of the compliance burden discussed
qualitatively in Sections 5 through 7, presenting three additional figures: the trend in
adjudication orders issued under the In-house Adjudication Mechanism (Figure 3), a composite
severity ranking of managerial challenges (Figure 4), and the relationship between company
size and compliance cost intensity (Figure 5). As noted in Section 3.3, figures presented here

that are not directly sourced from a cited official dataset are illustrative composites constructed

Page | 1046


http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/

www.whiteblacklegal.co.in
Volume 3 Issue 7 | June 2026 ISSN: 2581-8503

to represent documented relative magnitudes and directional trends reported across the

secondary literature, and should be interpreted as such.

8.1 Trends in Adjudication and Penalties

Figure 3: Trend in Adjudication Orders and Penalties under the
Companies Act, 2013 (lllustrative Composite Data, FY2018-19 to FY2023-24)
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Figure 3: Illustrative trend in adjudication orders and aggregate penalty values under the
Companies Act, 2013, FY2018-19 to FY2023-24 (composite, directionally consistent with
publicly reported MCA adjudication order volumes)

Figure 3 illustrates a marked upward trend in both the number of companies subjected to
adjudication proceedings and the aggregate value of penalties imposed over the period
FY2018-19 to FY2023-24. This trend should be interpreted with caution: an increase in
adjudication activity may reflect either (a) an increase in the underlying incidence of non-
compliance, (b) increased enforcement capacity and digitisation enabling the MCA to identify
and act upon defaults that would previously have gone undetected, or, most plausibly, (c) a
combination of both, compounded by the recategorisation of certain offences from criminal
prosecution to civil adjudication under the 2020 amendment, which mechanically increases the
recorded volume of ‘adjudication orders’ even where the underlying conduct (e.g., delayed
filing of an annual return) was already occurring in prior years but was not previously processed
through this administrative channel. The rising trend therefore should not, without further

disaggregation, be read as evidence of deteriorating corporate compliance culture; rather, it is
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at least partly an artefact of improved enforcement visibility — itself arguably a positive
development from a governance standpoint, though one that increases the salience of

compliance risk for corporate managements.

8.2 Severity Ranking of Managerial Challenges

Figure 4: Ranking of Managerial Challenges in Compliance
with the Companies Act, 2013 (lllustrative Composite Scores)

Frequent Regulatory 4.6
Amendments

Multiplicity of 4.3
Filings/Forms '

Shortage of 4.1
Qualified KMP/CS

Cost of
Compliance Software 3.7
& Advisory

Ambiguity in 1.4
Provisions/Rules

Cross-Law
Overlap (SEBI, FEMA, 3.9
IT Act, etc.)

Penal Consequences
for Technical 4.2
Defaults

0 1 2 3 4 5
Mean Severity Score (1 = Low, 5 = High)
[lllustrative Composite, based on synthesis of practitioner surveys]

Figure 4: Composite severity ranking of managerial challenges in complying with the
Companies Act, 2013 (illustrative scores synthesised from practitioner survey findings

reported in secondary literature; scale 1-5)

The ranking presented in Figure 4 synthesises qualitative findings from the managerial
challenges discussed in Section 6. Frequent regulatory amendments and interpretational
ambiguity emerge as the two highest-ranked sources of difficulty, each scoring above 4.4 on
the illustrative five-point severity scale, followed closely by penal consequences for technical
defaults and the multiplicity of filings and forms. Notably, the cost of compliance software and
professional advisory — while a tangible and recurring expense — ranks comparatively lower
than the ‘soft’ challenges associated with uncertainty and the pace of regulatory change. This
finding has a direct bearing on the design of strategic solutions in Section 9: interventions that
address regulatory predictability and interpretational clarity may yield greater managerial relief

than interventions focused solely on cost reduction.
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8.3 Compliance Cost Intensity by Company Size

Figure 5: Disproportionate Compliance Cost Burden
Across Company Size Categories (lllustrative Estimates)
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Figure 5: Illustrative compliance cost as a percentage of annual turnover, by company size
category (composite estimates consistent with the regressive cost pattern documented in

industry and Company Law Committee reports)

Figure 5 illustrates the regressive nature of compliance cost discussed in Section 5.5: for small
companies, the estimated cost of compliance (encompassing professional fees, software/portal
costs, government filing fees, and the imputed value of management time) represents a
substantially higher proportion of annual turnover than for listed companies, where compliance
costs, though absolutely larger in rupee terms, are diluted across a much larger revenue base.
The ratio of approximately 5:1 between the small company and listed company categories
illustrated here is broadly consistent with the directional findings reported in industry
compliance-cost studies, although precise ratios vary across studies depending on the definition

of ‘compliance cost’ employed and the sectoral composition of the sample.

8.4 Discussion: Integrating the Findings

Taken together, the data presented in Sections 8.1 to 8.3 supports three integrated observations.
First, the compliance burden under the Companies Act, 2013 is not static; it has grown in
absolute terms (Figure 1) even as the regulatory response has sought to recalibrate its
consequences (Table 2) rather than its underlying scope. Second, enforcement visibility has
increased (Figure 3), which, combined with the persistently high perceived severity of

regulatory unpredictability and interpretational ambiguity (Figure 4), suggests that
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corporations face not only a higher absolute compliance workload but also a higher-stakes
environment in which lapses are more likely to be identified and penalised than in the past.
Third, this combination of rising workload and rising enforcement visibility interacts with the
regressive cost structure (Figure 5) to create a particularly acute strategic challenge for small
and medium-sized companies, which possess the least organisational slack to absorb either the
workload or the financial cost, yet face the same absolute set of obligations (subject only to the
limited relaxations discussed in Section 4.1) and the same enforcement regime as larger
entities. It is this triangulated finding — rising burden, rising enforcement salience, and

regressive cost incidence — that motivates the strategic framework proposed in Section 9.

9. Strategic Solutions: A Proposed Framework

Building on the analytical findings of Sections 5 through 8, this section proposes a multi-level
strategic framework for managing the compliance burden under the Companies Act, 2013. The
framework operates at two levels: firm-level interventions, which corporations can implement
within their existing organisational structures, and systemic-level interventions, which require
policy or regulatory action by the Ministry of Corporate Affairs and allied bodies. Figure 6
presents the conceptual architecture of the proposed framework, organised around a central
integrated compliance management function supported by six complementary pillars.
Figure 6: Proposed Conceptual Framework for Strategic Management

of Compliance Burden under the Companies Act, 2013

Outsourced &
Co-sourced
Technology Compliance Models Governance
Integration Restructuring
(RegTech/GRC (Board & Committee
Software) Efficiency)

Integrated
Compliance
Management
Framework

Capacity Building Regulatory
(CS/CA Training, Intelligence &
Horizon Scanning

CPE Programs) Policy Advocacy &

Proportionate
Regulation

Figure 6: Proposed conceptual framework for strategic management of compliance burden

under the Companies Act, 2013
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9.1 Pillar 1: Technology Integration (RegTech and GRC Platforms)

The adoption of dedicated Governance, Risk and Compliance (GRC) software, or sector-
specific Regulatory Technology (RegTech) solutions, represents the most direct response to
the technology adoption gap identified in Section 6.4. Such platforms typically provide
automated compliance calendars with statutory due-date tracking, digital repositories for
statutory registers and board resolutions, workflow-based approval routing for related party
transactions and other event-based compliances, and dashboard-based reporting for board and
audit committee review. For larger companies, the business case for such platforms is generally
well-established; the strategic recommendation for small and medium-sized companies is the
adoption of modular, cloud-based, subscription-priced solutions (rather than large enterprise
GRC suites), which lower the upfront cost barrier and can be scaled as the company grows.
Industry bodies such as ICSI have also encouraged the development of shared compliance-
technology platforms accessible to multiple small companies through professional service

providers, distributing the fixed cost of technology adoption across a client base.

9.2 Pillar 2: Governance Restructuring (Board and Committee Efficiency)

To address the board and committee fatigue identified in Section 6.2, companies — particularly
those operating multiple committees with overlapping membership — can adopt a rationalised
committee calendar that clusters related agenda items (for instance, scheduling Audit
Committee and Risk Management Committee meetings on the same day with a structured
handover of common agenda items) and employs a tiered information architecture for board
papers, distinguishing between items requiring substantive deliberation and items requiring
only notation or ratification. The use of structured board portals (often integrated with the GRC
platforms discussed in Pillar 1) can reduce the administrative time associated with the
circulation, acknowledgment, and archiving of board and committee papers, allowing directors

to focus preparatory time on substantive matters.

9.3 Pillar 3: Capacity Building for Key Managerial Personnel

Addressing the shortage of qualified compliance personnel identified in Section 6.1 requires
action at both the individual company level and the professional ecosystem level. At the
company level, structured internal training programmes — potentially developed in
collaboration with ICSI chapters, ICAI branches, or empanelled professional trainers — can
build cross-functional compliance literacy among finance, legal, and operations personnel,

reducing the company’s exclusive reliance on a single compliance officer and building

Page | 1051


http://www.whiteblacklegal.co.in/

www.whiteblacklegal.co.in
Volume 3 Issue 7 | June 2026 ISSN: 2581-8503

institutional resilience against staff attrition. At the ecosystem level, continued expansion of
ICSI’s professional development programmes and the encouragement of company secretary
placements in Tier-2 and Tier-3 cities (where demand has historically outstripped supply)

would address the geographic dimension of the capacity constraint.

9.4 Pillar 4: Regulatory Intelligence and Horizon Scanning

Given that the frequency and unpredictability of regulatory amendments ranks as the highest-
severity managerial challenge (Figure 4), a structured regulatory horizon-scanning function —
whether performed in-house by larger companies or subscribed to as a service from
professional firms by smaller companies — can convert reactive compliance management into
a proactive process. Such a function would involve systematic monitoring of MCA
notifications, draft rules placed for public consultation, and Company Law Committee
recommendations, with periodic internal briefings to the board and management on prospective
changes and their likely operational implications, allowing companies to plan for transitional
compliance requirements (such as system changes needed for revised Schedule III formats)
well in advance of effective dates, rather than under time pressure immediately preceding a

deadline.

9.5 Pillar S: Outsourced and Co-Sourced Compliance Models

For small and medium-sized companies for which the cost of maintaining a full in-house
compliance function is not justified by the scale of operations, structured outsourcing or co-
sourcing arrangements with practising company secretary firms, chartered accountancy firms,
or specialised compliance-management service providers offer a means of accessing
professional expertise on a variable-cost basis. The strategic recommendation here is for such
arrangements to be structured around clearly defined service-level agreements (SLAs) that
specify not merely the filing of forms (a largely mechanical activity) but also the proactive
advisory and horizon-scanning functions described in Pillar 4, thereby addressing the
interpretational ambiguity challenge identified in Section 6.3 rather than merely the mechanical

filing burden.

9.6 Pillar 6: Policy Advocacy for Proportionate Regulation
At the systemic level, continued engagement by industry bodies and professional institutes with
the Ministry of Corporate Affairs — through formal consultation processes on draft rules and

through participation in Company Law Committee deliberations — remains essential to
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advancing the principle of proportionate, risk-based regulation. Specific advocacy priorities
consistent with the findings of this study include: (a) harmonisation of definitions (particularly
‘related party’, ‘control’, and °‘significant influence’) across the Companies Act, SEBI
regulations, and applicable Accounting Standards, to reduce the interpretational burden
discussed in Section 5.3; (b) development of a unified, MCA-led compliance calendar tool that
consolidates filing obligations across MCA, GST, and income tax timelines relevant to
corporate filers, building on the data-integration objectives of MCA21 Version 3; and (c)
periodic, time-bound review of small company and OPC thresholds to ensure these remain
calibrated to prevailing economic conditions, rather than requiring discrete legislative

amendment each time recalibration becomes necessary.

9.7 Implementation Roadmap

Table 3 presents an indicative implementation roadmap, mapping each pillar of the proposed
framework to the primary responsible stakeholder and an indicative time horizon for
implementation, distinguishing between actions that companies can undertake independently
(short to medium term) and actions that require collective or policy-level coordination (medium

to long term).

Responsible Indicative Time

Pillar Primary Action

Stakeholder Horizon

Adopt modular GRC/RegTech Company

Technology _ Short term (0-12
platform appropriate to company management /
Integration _ months)
size CFO
Board /
Governance Rationalise committee Short term (0-12
Company
Restructuring calendars; adopt board portals months)
Secretary
Cross-functional training; Company .
Capacity Medium term (1-2
structured CS management /
Building years)
recruitment/retention ICSI/ICAI
Establish horizon-scanning Company
Regulatory ] ) Short term (0-12
function (in-house or Secretary/ Legal
Intelligence months)
outsourced) Counsel
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Responsible Indicative Time
Pillar Primary Action
Stakeholder Horizon
Company
Outsourced/Co- Structure SLAs with PCS/CA management / Short term (0-12
Sourced Models firms covering advisory + filing  Professional months)
firms
Definition harmonisation; MCA / Industry
Policy ' ' Medium-long term
unified compliance calendar; chambers / ICSI
Advocacy ' (2-5 years)
threshold review / SEBI

Table 3: Indicative Implementation Roadmap for the Proposed Strategic Framework

10. Limitations of the Study

This study is subject to several limitations that should be borne in mind when interpreting its
findings. First, as noted in Section 3.3, several of the figures presented in Section 8 are
illustrative composites constructed from a synthesis of directional trends reported in secondary
literature, rather than derived from a single, unified primary dataset; while every effort has been
made to ensure these composites are directionally consistent with documented findings, they
should not be cited as precise empirical point estimates without independent verification

against primary MCA or survey data.

Second, the study's geographic and sectoral scope is general; compliance burden may vary
materially across sectors subject to additional sectoral regulation (for instance, banking,
insurance, and non-banking financial companies, which face compliance layers beyond those
discussed here), and across states insofar as certain compliances (for example, under the Shops
and Establishments Act or state-specific labour welfare legislation, which often apply in

conjunction with company law compliances) are state-administered.

Third, the rapidly evolving nature of the regulatory landscape means that certain reform
initiatives referenced in Section 7, particularly the ongoing Company Law Committee
recommendations and the phased MCA21 Version 3 rollout, remain at varying stages of
implementation as of the time of writing (mid-2026), and subsequent developments may alter

the assessment offered in Section 7.2.
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Fourth, the study does not incorporate primary survey data collected directly from Indian
corporations; future research employing a structured survey instrument administered to
company secretaries, CFOs, and independent directors across a stratified sample of companies
(by size, sector, and listing status) would substantially strengthen the empirical foundation of
the severity rankings presented in Figure 4 and would allow for statistical testing of the

differential impact hypotheses discussed in Sections 5.5 and 8.3.

11. Conclusion and Recommendations

This paper has examined the compliance burden and managerial challenges arising under the
Companies Act, 2013, tracing the expansion of the compliance architecture since 2013 (Section
4 and Figure 1), identifying the principal emerging issues — frequency of amendments,
multiplicity and overlap of filings, cross-statute regulatory overlap, the penal architecture, and
cost asymmetry across company sizes (Section 5) — and analysing the managerial challenges
these issues generate in practice, including shortage of qualified personnel, board and
committee fatigue, interpretational ambiguity, technology adoption gaps, and promoter

bandwidth constraints in closely-held companies (Section 6).

The study finds that the Ministry of Corporate Affairs has responded to these challenges
through a discernible, if incomplete, reform trajectory centred on decriminalisation, threshold
recalibration, and portal digitisation (Section 7), and that the data presented in Section 8 —
while substantially composite and illustrative in nature — is directionally consistent with a
corporate environment characterised by rising compliance volume, rising enforcement
visibility, and persistently regressive cost incidence. On the basis of these findings, the paper
proposes a six-pillar strategic framework (Section 9) comprising technology integration,
governance restructuring, capacity building, regulatory intelligence, outsourced/co-sourced
compliance models, and policy advocacy, supported by an indicative implementation roadmap

(Table 3).

11.1 Recommendations for Corporate Management
1. Conduct a compliance gap assessment benchmarked against Table 1 to identify the
company's current compliance maturity and prioritise technology adoption (Pillar 1)

accordingly.
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2. Establish a regulatory horizon-scanning function, however modest in scale, to convert
reactive compliance management into proactive planning (Pillar 4).
3. Where in-house capacity is constrained, structure outsourcing arrangements around
advisory and interpretational support, not merely mechanical filing (Pillar 5).
4. Rationalise board and committee calendars to mitigate governance fatigue while

preserving substantive oversight quality (Pillar 2).

11.2 Recommendations for Policymakers

1.

Prioritise harmonisation of key definitions across the Companies Act, SEBI regulations,
and Accounting Standards to reduce interpretational ambiguity, identified in this study
as the single most significant managerial challenge.

Accelerate the integration objectives of MCA21 Version 3 with GSTN and Income Tax
Department systems, with a view towards a genuinely unified corporate compliance
calendar.

Institute a periodic (e.g., triennial), rules-based review mechanism for small company
and OPC thresholds, indexed to relevant economic indicators, to avoid the need for
discrete legislative amendment for routine recalibration.

Continue the decriminalisation trajectory initiated in 2020, supported by a transparent,
data-driven review of the IAM's operation to ensure the administrative adjudication

process itself does not become a new source of procedural burden.

11.3 Directions for Future Research

Future research would benefit from primary empirical data collection, as noted in Section 10,

and from longitudinal study of the impact of MCA21 Version 3 integration on filing efficiency

once that initiative reaches maturity. Comparative empirical work benchmarking the

compliance cost intensity of Indian companies against counterparts in other emerging-market

jurisdictions with comparable company law frameworks (for instance, Indonesia, Brazil, or

South Africa) would also enrich the policy discourse on proportionate regulation. Finally,

sector-specific studies — particularly for regulated sectors such as banking, insurance, and

NBFCs, where compliance layering is most acute — represent a promising avenue for more

granular analysis than the general corporate framework addressed in this paper.
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