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

Appeal No. 6379 of 2025

Sanjay Kumar : Appellant

CPIO, SEBI, Mumbai : Respondent

ORDER

The appellant had filed an application dated April 25, 2025 (received by the respondent through RTI MIS
Portal) under the Right to Information Act, 2005 (“RTT Act”). The respondent, by a letter dated May 08,
2025, responded to the application filed by the appellant. The appellant filed an appeal (Reg. No.
SEBIH/A/E/25/00091) dated May 09, 2025. I have catefully 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 April 25, 2025, sought the following

information:
“1)Does PAN BDKPS0974F have any active Demat account(s) registered with NSDL/ CDSL.2 If yes, kindly provide:
a)Depository Participant (DP) Name, DP ID and contact details
b)Client ID and acconnt status (active/ dormant)
¢)Date of account opening and last transaction date
d)Complete list of current holdings (stocks, bonds, E'TF, etc.) with quantities and approximate market value
2)W hether there are any mutual fund investments (lunapsum/ SIP) linked to PAN BDKPS0974F? If yes, kindly provide:

a)Name of Asset Management Companies (AMCs), folio numbers, and scheme names
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b)Current valuation and SIP details (if applicable)

¢)Transaction bistory (last 3 years) including purchase/ redemption dates and amounts
3)Details of any other securities (bonds, debentures, REITSs, InvITs, ete.) held in her name or jointly.

4)If SEBI does not maintain this data directly, please provide: a)Provide the name and contact details of the
anthority/ depository (NSDL/CDSL/ AMCs) holding this information.”

Reply of the Respondent —The respondent, in response to query nos. 1 (a to d); 2(a to ¢); 3 and 4 in the
application, informed that the information sought by the appellant is not maintained by SEBI in normal
course of regulation of securities market. Hence, the same is not available with SEBI. However, the
respondent also informed that appellant can refer to the respective websites of CDSL, NSDL and the

respective Mutual Funds and contact their help desk with regard to the information sought.

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 application and the response provided thereto. On consideration, I note that the
respondent has categorically stated that the requested information is not maintained by SEBI in normal
course of regulation of securities markets and hence, is not available with SEBI. I note that the respondent
can only provide information that is available in the records. In this context, I note that the Hon’ble
Supreme Court of India in Central Board of Secondary Education & Anr. vs. Aditya Bandopadhyay & Ors
(Judgment dated August 9, 2011) held that “I'he RTT Act provides access to all information that is available and
excisting. This is clear from a combined reading of section 3 and the definitions of “information' and “right to information’
under clanses (f) and (j) of section 2 of the Act. If a public anthority has any information in the form of data or analysed
data, or abstracts, or statistics, an applicant may access such information, subject to the exemptions in section 8 of the Act.
But where the information sought is not a part of the record of a public authority, and where such information is not required
to be maintained under any law or the rules or regulations of the public anthority, the Act does not cast an obligation upon
the public anthority, to collect or collate such non-available information and then furnish it to an applicant.” Further, I note
that the Hon’ble Central Information Commission in the matter of Sh. Pattipati Rama Murthy vs. CPIO,
SEBI (Decision dated July 8, 2013), held: “... 7 it (SEBI) does not have any such information in its possession, the
CPIO cannot obviously invent one for the benefit of the Appellant. There is simply no information to be given.” Accordingly,

I do not find any deficiency in the response of the respondent.
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Notwithstanding the above, I find that the respondent has appropriately guided the appellant for obtaining

the requested information.

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: May 23, 2025 APPELLATE AUTHORITY UNDER THE RTI ACT
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA
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