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BEFORE THE APPELLATE AUTHORITY
(Under the Right to Information Act, 2005)
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA

Appeal No. 5635 of 2023

Panchappa Kale : Appellant

CPIO, SEBI, Mumbai : Respondent

ORDER

The appellant had filed an application dated February 22, 2023 (received by the respondent through RTI
MIS Portal) under the Right to Information Act, 2005(“RTI Act”). The respondent, by a letter dated
March 21, 2023, responded to the application filed by the appellant. The appellant filed an appeal (Reg.
No. SEBIH/A/E/23/00064) dated March 23, 2023. I have carefully considered the application, the
response and the appeal and find that the matter can be decided based on the material available on

record.

Queries in the application —The appellant, in his application dated February 22, 2023, inter alia, stated
that he is registered with m. Stock (broker). The appellant also provided his registration number. Further,
the appellant, sought the following information regarding his account on six days i.e. 17%, 20", 21%, 22,

23" and 24" February 2023:

Amount deposited at the beginning of the days, profit and loss of that day, remaining money, if

tax or any kind of money deducted each day.

The respondent, in response to aforesaid query, informed that the requested information is not
maintained by SEBI in the normal course of regulation of the securities market. Hence the same is not
available with SEBI. The respondent also advised the appellant to approach the stock broker or stock

exchanges.

Ground of appeal- The appellant has filed the appeal on the ground that access to the requested
information was refused. The appellant, in his appeal, reiterated the queries raised in his application.

Further, the appellant, /nfer alia, submitted that the respondent has provided wrong information.
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5. I have perused the query and the response provided thereto. On consideration, I do not find any reason
to disbelieve the response of the respondent that the requested information is not maintained by SEBI in
the normal course of regulation of the securities market. In this context, I note that the Hon’ble CIC, in
the matter of Lakshminarayanan R vs. SEBI (order dated February 09, 2023) observed that “Keeping in view
the facts of the case, the Commission observed that the information sought by the appellant regarding Central Depository
Services Ltd. was not maintained by the respondent anthority in the normal conrse of regulation of securities market. It is
an established law that the information sought for in order to be disclosable under the RTI Act, 2005 must be existent and
avatlable in the records. ........ In the instant case, the desired information was not available in the records of the
respondent anthority. The CPIO in his reply and written submissions has also sufficiently explained the reason for denial of
information in the present case. Therefore, the denial is justified and upheld accordingly.” In view of these

observations, I do not find any deficiency in the response.

6. Further, the appellant, in his appeal, inter alia, submitted that the respondent has provided wrong
information. I note that the appellant has questioned the correctness of the information provided by the
respondent. In this context, it is observed that the Hon’ble High Court of Delhi in Hansi Rawat & Anr.
vs Punjab National Bank & Ors. (LPA No. 785/2012-decision dated January 11, 2013) held that “The
question, as to what inference if any is to be drawn from the response of the PIO of the respondent Bank to the RTI
application of the appellants, is to be drawn in the said proceedings and as aforesaid the proceedings under the RTI Act
cannot be converted into proceedings for adjudication of disputes as to the correctness of the information furnished." The
said judgement was also relied upon by the Hon’ble CIC, in the matter of Naresh Luthra vs. CPIO,
IGNOU, Student Evalunation Division (order dated December 01, 2021). In view of these observations, I

find that the said submission of the appellant does not warrant consideration at this stage.

7. In view of the above observations, I find that there is no need to interfere with the decision of the

respondent. The Appeal is accordingly dismissed.

Place: Mumbai B RAJENDRAN
Date: April 20, 2023 APPELLATE AUTHORITY UNDER THE RTI ACT
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA
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