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We need emphasize that the ETI Act does not give
to an individual or a third party an automatic veto on disclosure of
information pertaining to him which may be held by a public authority. The
PFIO and the appellate anthority are required to examine the individual or a
third party's case in terms of the provision of Section 8 (1) [j) or Section 11(1)
s the case may be and arrive at & fnding. The appellate anthority has erred
in holding that a mere ohjection by a third party to disclosure of an
information [when the information pertains to a third party) is enoagh
reason to embargs the disclosure of such information. The Law requires
application of the CPIO and the appellate antherity's minds regarding the
pros and the cons of the proposed disclosure on the basis of the facts of each

case in terms of the normes set out in Section 8 (1] [j] and Section 11 (1] of the
RTI Aot




