Appeal No. 6626 of 2025

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

Appeal No. 6626 of 2025

Urmila Devi : Appellant

CPIO, SEBI, Mumbai : Respondent

ORDER

1. The appellant had filed an application (received by SEBI on September 03, 2025) under the Right to
Information Act, 2005 (“RTI Act”). The respondent by a letter dated October 31, 2025 responded to
the application. The appellant filed an appeal dated November 11, 2025 (received by the Office of
Appellate Authority on November 19, 2025). 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, vide her application dated October 27, 2025, sought the

following information regarding Sahara Q Shop Scheme and the money collected under this scheme:

1. 7§t Sahara Q Shop # =97 T %7 Global Form ¥ w=r i< fFe A v a=«r w=r?
2. agATA H A ST Titr 1 RafE w47 & (Account/Unit wise details)?

3. # T =1 a5 =9 (Current Value) Bra=r 87

4, == TR it =0 R (Maturity Date) =7 27

5. ¥=aTReEt sraaT sErT v o feer s v smae?

6. =t areft T e T gew & o FRwest S wwrar ft afepa wra-dihr = £

7. 5w R % A3aret H Rrrraayarar w37 fg e srafea 3 ot & g9 fvar sme, st 927 9ar ua 994
B

8. Sahara Q Shop #it #=TtFt Tfir (Maturity Value) FY Global Four ¥ =T 74T & AT ¥aer = 3w afer
{Invested Amount} %t & Global Form 3 sit=T 7137 &2

9 If¥ Sahara Q Shop i F=9TE TFEr (Maturity Value) F1 Global Four @i 77 fwar
T §, 97 39 FsARE i s =y S i A3 5 v giva w9 7 ey Rar
STEIT?
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3. Reply of the Respondent - The respondent, in response to the application, informed that the

information sought is not maintained by SEBI.

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

response of the respondent.

5. I have perused the application and the response provided thereto. I note that 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
Central Information Commission in the matter of Sh. Pattipati Rama Murthy vs. CPIO, SEBI (Decision
dated July 8, 2013), held: “... if it (SEBI) does not have any such information in its possession, the CPIO cannot
obvionsly 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. I note that the appellant, in her appeal, has requested for transfer of her application to the concerned
public authority, if the information sought is not available with SEBI. In this regard, I note from the
available records that the respondent, by letters dated September 05, 2025, transferred the application to
Economic Offence Wing (EOW), UP and Registrar of Companies (RoC, Mumbai) in accordance with
Section 6(3) of RTT Act. However, EoW, vide their letter October 27, 2025 returned the application to
SEBI stating that they did not have the requested information. In light of the aforesaid, I find that no

further intervention of this forum is warranted.

7. 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: December 12, 2025 APPELLATE AUTHORITY UNDER THE RTI ACT
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE BOARD OF INDIA
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