Appeal No. 6293 of 2025

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

Appeal No. 6293 of 2025

Appellant
Commodore Lokesh K Batra (Retd.) IN-1967

CPI1O, SEBI, Mumbai : Respondent

ORDER

The appellant had filed an application dated December 04, 2024 (received by the respondent through RTI
MIS Portal) under the Right to Information Act, 2005 (“RTI Act”). The respondent, by a letter dated
December 27, 2024, responded to the application filed by the appellant. The appellant filed an appeal (Reg.
No. SEBIH/A/E/25/00014) dated January 13, 2025. 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 December 04, 2024, sought the

following information:

“(a) Provide me the Date/ Dates when the current Chairperson of the SEBL, Ms. Madhabi Puri Buch had made
declaration(s) of complete details of “Financial Assets and Securities” held by her (Ms. Madhabi Puri Buch) to the SEBI
Board and Government of India. The details of declaration(s) not repeat not required.

(b) Provide me the Date/ Dates when the current Chairperson of the SEBL, Ms. Madbabi Puri Buch had made declaration(s)
of complete details of Tinancial Assets and Securities’ held by her concerned family members to the SEBI BOARD and

Government of India. The details of declaration(s) not repeat not required.

(¢) Provide details of all the matters where Chairperson had recused herself involving potential conflict of interest.”
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Reply of the Respondent - The respondent, in response to the application, informed that the information
sought is confidential personal information available to SEBI in fiduciary capacity. Therefore, the said
information is exempt u/s 8(1)(e) of the RTI Act. Further, the respondent informed that the information
sought is personal information, the disclosure of which has no relationship to any public activity or interest
and may cause unwarranted invasion into privacy of the individual. Hence, the same is exempt u/s 8(1)(j)

of the RTT Act.

Ground of appeal — The appellant has filed the appeal on the ground that he was provided incomplete,

misleading or false information.

I have perused the queries and the response provided thereto. I note that similar queries were sought
by the appellant in his earlier RTI application (Reg. no. SEBIH/R/E/24/01081) dated August 30,
2024, for which the respondent had already provided the reply vide his letter dated September 20,
2024. Further, FAA order dated November 11, 2024 is also passed with respect to the said earlier RTI
application in Appeal no. 6200 of 2024. Hence, I find that the said requests are repetitive in nature. In the
context of filing repetitive requests under RTT Act, the Hon’ble Central Information Commission in the
matter of Shri Ramesh Chand Jain vs. Delbi Transport Corporation, GNCITD, Delhi (File No.
CIC/AD/A/2013/001326—SA decided on June 25, 2014) held that “The universal principles of civil justice also
recognized ‘constructive res judicata’, which in the RT1 context means when an applicant uses an opportunity of obtaining
information on a particular subject as per law, he is expected to seek all the related information in that first ever opportunity
itself. He cannot file another application for a bit or piece which he forgot to ask, or not advised by bis lawyer, or for any other
reason. He should ask all possible aspects of information about that subject matter, in the first ever available opportunity.
Even if be does not, it is presumed by law that he asked for that and was refused after due trial........ Thus, once information
is given, applicant shall not seek the same once again in the guise of different form or language. 1f the applicant seeks
information again and again, the PIO, the First Appellate Authority and the Commission would be forced to spend their
time on this repeated application, and in the process the authorities would lose that much time to address the other RTI
applications or performing their general duties in their public office. Repeated R'IT applications will amount to clogging the
office of public authority and CPIO would be justified in refusing the same with intimation of reasons. Because the repeated
RTT application has an effect of clogging the public offices, it would amount to obstructing the free flow of information to
deserving and genuine RTT applicants, besides preventing the officers from performing their general duties attached to their

office”. In view of the above, I find that no further intervention of this forum is warranted at this stage.
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In view of the above observations, 1 find that there is no need to interfere with the decision of the

respondent. The Appeal is accordingly dismissed.

Place: Mumbai RUCHI CHOJER
Date: February 06, 2025 APPELLATE AUTHORITY UNDER THE RTI ACT
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA
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