Appeal No. 7127 of 2026

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

Appeal No. 7127 of 2026

Himanshu Soni : Appellant

CPI1O, SEBI, Mumbai : Respondent
ORDER

1. The appellant had filed an application dated September 15, 2026 (received by SEBI through RTT MIS portal)
under the Right to Information Act, 2005 (“RTI Act”). The respondent, by a letter dated October 01, 2026,
responded to the application filed by the appellant. The appellant filed an appeal dated October 06, 2026
(Reg. No. SEBIH/A/E/26/00379). I have perused the application, the response of the respondent and the

appeal and find that the matter can be decided based on the material available on record.

2. Queries in the application - The appellant, in his application, sought the following information:

“TR gRT SEBI SCORES 4T SMART ODR ¥ &6l 1 Riebrddl & Teitl § JUAsY Action Taken
Report (ATR) / Action Taken Report & ¥ ¥ Iuasy Rpis/Ruid &t ymiiond ufa Suas W"{f
oild:

A. SEBI SCORES Ri&1ad
1. SEBIE/RJ26/JAIP/032701/1
2. SEBIE/RJ26/JAIP/028832/1

3. SEBIE/RJ26/JAIP/028829/1
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4. SEBIE/RJ26/JAIP/028827/1

B. SMART ODR RI&1d.

5. BSE-SB-2026-07-253099
6. BSE-SB-2026-07-268528
7. BSE-SB-2026-07-478562
8. BSE-SB-2026-07-369666
9. BSE-SB-2026-08-691360
10. BSE-SB-2026-08-651312

EIRIERCR|
IR YIS RIrrd o Ta9 H SEB /AT Rebls H U« Action Taken Report (ATR) & &4
T o Rple @1 718 RUI 31t Sifcd Action Taken Record &1 THIU Ui ST 15 oY |

Ig 3Mde had Aal 3ifeRg &I &1 ufaal i & & ol 81 59 6! UHR &1 718 a1
IR &R, X &, WPIHRUT & SYdT Pig (Sh HdbTa- $I HR1Y Ta! fhal T g

gfe At T2 Ja-1 BT dig U Ya-1 &1 AAGR SITaH, 2005 F Sfavia rafoid gf, O HUAT Y
JUA UG G fohT o T aTcl Reble P Ul UG & g |~

Reply of the Respondent — The respondent, in response to query no. 1 in the application, information that
the complaint handling process on SCORES is electronic and the ATR contains all information related to
processing of the complaint. The respondent also stated that no separate file noting or internal examination
notes are maintained outside the system. All actions, observations, clarification sought and responses received

are recorded as part of the action history on SCORES, which is accessible after logging in with the credentials.
With regard to query no. 2, the respondent informed that the information sought is not available with SEBI.

Ground of appeal — The appellant has filed the appeal on the ground that he was refused access to the

information requested.

I have perused the application and the response provided thereto. On consideration, with regard to query

no.l in the application i.e. information sought with respect to SCORES complaint, I note that the respondent
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has categorically informed that all actions, observations, clarifications sought and responses received are
recorded as part of the action history on SCORES, which is accessible to the appellant after logging in with
the credentials on SCORES. The respondent also stated that no separate file noting or internal examination
notes are maintained outside the system. I also note that the Hon’ble Central Information Commission
(hereinafter referred to as “CIC”) in its decision in Lena Irene Mascarenhas vs. CPIO, SEBI (Date of decision:
05.07.2024, Second Appeal No. CIC/SEBIH/A/2023/134832 & CIC/SEBIH/C/2023/615959), wherein
status of SCORES complaint was sought, has upheld a similar reply by the CPIO. Accordingly, I do not find

any deficiency in the response of the respondent.

6. With regard to query no. 2 ie., information sought with respect to SMART ODR, the respondent has
categorically stated that the requested information 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'’be RTT Act provides access to all information that is available and existing. 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 anthority, 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-
avatlable information and then furnish it to an applicant.” Further, I note that the Hon’ble CIC in the matter of 4.
Pattipati Rama Murthy vs. CPIO, SEBI (Decision dated July 8, 2013), held: “.. i 7 (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.

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

The appeal is accordingly dismissed.
Digitally signed

RUCHI  byruchi

15:56:41 +05'30'

Place: Mumbai RUCHI CHOJER
Date: November 02, 2026 APPELLATE AUTHORITY UNDER THE RTI ACT
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA
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