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  BEFORE THE APPELLATE AUTHORITY 

(Under the Right to Information Act, 2005) 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA 

 
Appeal No. 6106 of 2024  

 

Prerit Kailash Misra : Appellant 

 Vs  

CPIO, SEBI, Mumbai : Respondent 

 
ORDER 

 
1. The appellant had filed an application dated August 02, 2024 (received by the respondent through RTI 

MIS Portal) under the Right to Information Act, 2005 (“RTI Act”). The respondent, by a letter dated 

August 09, 2024 responded to the application filed by the appellant. The appellant filed an appeal (Reg. 

No. SEBIH/A/E/24/00172) dated August 10, 2024. 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.  

2. Request in the application - The appellant, vide his application dated August 02, 2024, sought the 

following information:  

“SEBI has stated in a Reply to a Complaint PMOPG/E/2022/0120xxx,Dt 19/05/2022 (same attached), with the 
Subject: DOEAF & DEACM complaints ...in the matter of Varun Resources Limited (VRL) and Varun Global 
Limited (VGL)- that SEBI met Officials of the above mentioned Companies VRL and VGL several times. Provide all 
SEBI Records of the above stated Meetings.” 
 
 

3. Reply of the Respondent - The respondent, in response to the application, informed that the query is 

vague and not specific. Accordingly, the same cannot be construed as "information", as defined u/s 2(f) 

of the RTI Act, 2005. 

4. Ground of appeal - The appellant filed the appeal on the ground that he was refused access to 

information requested. 

5. I have perused the request and the response provided thereto. On perusal of the application and the 

appeal, I find that the request of the appellant is vague and not specific. It is an established law that the 

information sought for in order to be disclosable under the RTI Act, must be clear, specific and available 
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in the records of the public authority. In this context, I note that the Hon’ble Central Information 

Commission in the matter of Ms. Sarika Jain vs National Hydroelectric Power Corporation Limited (order dated 

April 25, 2014) held that “As   regards   the   first   part   i.e.   copies   of   all   documents   in   relation   to   the 

contracts mentioned in the RTI application, the Commission finds that the term "all” used by the Appellant here is very 

vague and does not pin point the particular document she wants to obtain from the Respondents. The Appellant is, 

therefore, advised to be more specific and identify the documents she wants to obtain from the Respondents …” 

Accordingly, I do not find any deficiency in the response of the respondent. 

6. 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 RUCHI CHOJER 

Date: August 29, 2024 APPELLATE AUTHORITY UNDER THE RTI ACT 

 SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA 

 


