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  BEFORE THE APPELLATE AUTHORITY 

(Under the Right to Information Act, 2005) 

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA 

 
Appeal No. 6233 of 2024  

  

  

Logu Dhamodaran 
 

  

       : 

 

Appellant 

 

  Vs   

CPIO, SEBI, Mumbai  : Respondent  

 
ORDER 

 
1. The appellant had filed an application dated October 25, 2024 (received by the respondent through RTI 

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

November 07, 2024, responded to the application filed by the appellant. The appellant filed an appeal 

(Reg. No. SEBIH/A/E/24/00278) dated November 14, 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 October 25, 2024, sought the 

following information: 

“ All mutual funds are required to publish their daily Net Asset Value (NAV) on the same day or the next day. This is 

done with the assistance of two credit rating agencies: CRISIL Ratings and ICRA Ratings.  

Why is there no shuffling, rotation, or any other fair procedure in place to provide opportunities for other large credit rating 

agencies, such as CARE Ratings and Indian Ratings, particularly the fully indigenous CARE Ratings? 

 What is your stance on the practice of exclusively engaging with CRISIL Ratings and ICRA Ratings from the outset, 

considering it may lead to unfair practices, unequal opportunities, monopoly, or unhealthy corporate governance?” 

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

queries of the appellant are in the nature of seeking clarification/opinion. Accordingly, the same cannot 

be construed as “Information”, as defined u/s 2(f) of the RTI Act. 
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4. Ground of appeal – The appellant has filed the appeal on the ground that he was refused access to  

information requested. 

5. I have perused the application and the response provided thereto. On consideration, I concur with the 

response of the respondent that the information sought is in the nature of seeking 

clarification/confirmation and are interrogative queries. In my opinion, the CPIO is not supposed to 

provide clarification/opinion; or to interpret information; or to compile information as per the desire of 

the appellant under the ambit of the RTI Act. In this context, reliance is placed on the matter of Laxman 

Prasad Kayal vs. CPIO, State Bank of India (Order dated June 20, 2023), wherein the Hon’ble Central 

Information Commission (CIC) held that “9. The Commission based on a perusal of the facts on record finds that 

the dissatisfaction of the Appellant with the reply provided by the CPIO is bereft of merit as the RTI Application merely 

seeks for clarifications and answers to interrogative queries.” 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. 
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