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Judgement

Raghvendra Singh Chauhan, CJ

1. The appellant has challenged the legality of the order dated 23.12.2020,
passed by the learned Single Judge, whereby the learned Single Judge had

dismissed the writ petition, inter alia, on the ground that the appellant-writ
petitioner does have an alternative remedy available to him. Therefore, the

writ jurisdiction should not be invoked.

2. The learned counsel for the appellant, submits that, according to the learned
Single Judge, the alternative remedy is one available under Section 19

of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (a??the Acta?? for short). However, the
alternative remedy is not under Section 19 of the Act. Therefore, the

order passed by the learned Single Judge needs to be interfered with.
3. Heard the learned counsel for the appellant.

4. Although, the learned counsel for the appellant is correct in contending that
the alternative remedy is not available under Section 19 of the Act, but
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the alternative remedy is available under Section 20 of the Act. Even then, the
order passed by the learned Single Judge need not be disturbed by this

Court. For merely mentioning of a wrong provision of the Act, it would not vitiate
the order passed by the learned Single Judge. Since the appellant

has an alternative remedy available under Section 20 of the Act, instead of
approaching this Court, the appellant should have invoked his remedy under

Section 20 of the Act.

5. For the reasons stated aforesaid, this Court does not find any illegality in the
order passed by the learned Single Judge. The appeal is devoid of

merit. It is, hereby, dismissed.

6. Pending application, if any, stands rejected. (Raghvendra Singh Chauhan, C.J.)
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