Appeal No. 7067 of 2026

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

Appeal No. 7067 of 2026

Kailash Kumar : Appellant

CPI1O, SEBI, Mumbai : Respondent
ORDER

1. The appellant had filed an application dated August 10, 2026 (received by SEBI on August 13, 2026) under
the Right to Information Act, 2005 (“RTI Act”). The respondent, by a letter dated August 20, 2020,
responded to the application filed by the appellant. The appellant filed an appeal dated August 27, 2026 (Reg.
No. SEBIH/A/P/26/0060, received by the Office of Appellate Authority on September 01, 2026). 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 regarding

refund in PACL matter:

«“3fcT:: G BT SHABIN SHTEFTE, 2005 & Sl [FGIIGT a7 T ARG FqcTsE/ FT7 BT

PP PHo—

=i 7T 10 JFATY

1. N7 Yf8/ TR G&IT B! PACL Led. & Ta197 Tara &1 G,/ gica & AT &3 B STEN T 62 595
T3 J FUcTE 1G], U7, FRAad, NI S/al 3~ eI &1 THIfoid Fid FUcisy &3 oy

2. N YF B PACL Lid. H1 G107 & &7 T T &9 & Tal6d Brge T, BIF/d GATaR, STHaT
od e HNIE] B] THIOT Tiadl T B3 e/

3. BN YT BT GERT 73, GIT 75, TIAGI BT 714 TF YfF Gqefl [davTT PACL & N1 7 [ Gidy sfaeg
G T [597 7T Ge8d Nevle,/ aedrasr &1 JHiford Fid Fucis #v7g oy /
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4. 13 YT B PACL Lid. P G & &G T G5 B § Gga Galdd Iored [a4FT/TedieT sraiad &
YT & GG UF ITored SHTHG] BT Trg= BT T o F1a &, @l GraT &g Het Y g7 7T I
Raid/Gav &1 gaforg giaar Fuds H7s g/

5 B YT F Gad gy/gida 7 i a3 G Galdd BRAE [T SBR Srfaa,/afmid grT &1 75
T ST/ BIFITT BT 715, GG T FTUTE RbIS & TR BIaTE B1 ARG FTTE BTG T/

6. BN YA B PACL Led. 31 G0t Gl g1 8 A & & Gae/ 7 313 &5 ZJrarerd &7 AR, SEBI &7
SHIQT, TR BT QT UG 3= G FIABTR] BT ARV RIS B FTTE/ 8, Tl 37 LI T FTeTE!
#TE oY

7. B Y B PACL Led. &1 G0l T/ mide @ g7, GIET B Sryar Srafa aof - & Tag 7 T
53, G135, fRI-A3%T Ud Gaad B Sa<T &1 JHIf id Fuds &g ag/

8. NI YT G TGIITPACL Lid. & RPBIS 7 TG TH GaET gedrany/ Haei@] vq Brge e &1 FHiorT
qiadr 3T HIE o/

9. Flg B YT @ Gafea &% @ 4 1% §%, PACL Lid., TG SGT 5T TRIT & & 7 B3 74/,
IR, 3T, O 1 ST FRIP 35 &, @ T8 Galald AR/ AT B FHINOT JIT ST FTE g/

10. TI 1711 T Q1 BT BIF YT 3103 Brafcrdy GFNEIHER 7 FUcTsE 781 6 TT T8 1% 317 T FIfdaeor
& N7 FTTH &, Tl G BT HBIR 795, 2005 B &R 6(3) & STl AT & TaET 41T Bt
TST T Ga-7 HABINT/ [TUIT B RITTITRT B B T B 7T 3B -7 Tal FaT7 &9 1”

Reply of the Respondent — The respondent, in response to the application, informed that the information
sought is not available with SEBI. Notwithstanding the aforesaid, the respondent stated that all
communication regarding refund status is handled by the Justice (Retd.) R.M. Lodha Committee. The
respondent also advised the appellant to approach the said Committee. Further, the respondent informed
that the details of PACL Matters- Public Notices, Press Releases, Status Report and FAQs etc. are available

on SEBI website.

Ground of appeal — On perusal of the appeal, it appears that the appellant is not satisfied with the response

of the respondent.

I have perused the application and the response provided thereto. The respondent, in his response, has
categorically mentioned that the requested information is not available with SEBI. In this context, I note that
the Hon’ble Central Information Commission (CIC) in the matter of Sh. Pattipati Rama Murthy vs. CPIO,
SEBI (Decision dated July 8, 2013), held: ... #f iz (SEBI) does not have any such information in its possession, the
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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.

6. The appellant, in appeal, has requested the instant forum to direct the respondent to transfer his application
to the concerned public authority, if the information sought is not available with SEBI. I note that the
responsibility of disposal of the properties and repayment to investors, is entrusted with the Justice (Retd.)
R. M. Lodha Committee (under the Chairmanship of Hon’ble Mr. Justice R.M. Lodha, former Chief Justice
of India), which has been constituted, pursuant to the order dated February 2, 2016 of the Hon’ble Supreme
Court of India. Further, Hon’ble CIC in its decision in M Shanmugam v CPIO, Pearls Agrotech Corporation 1.1d.
& Or. (Date of decision: 14.03.2024) had accepted the contention of the respondent that the Justice Lodha
Committee is not public authority under section 2(h) of the RTI Act. Accordingly, I do not find any

deficiency in the action 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.

Place: Mumbai RUCHI CHOJER
Date: September 21, 2026 APPELLATE AUTHORITY UNDER THE RTI ACT
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA

Page 30f 3



