Through e-mail only

=0 : HARYANA RIGHT TO SERVICE COMMISSION
; S.C.0. No. 38 & 39 (22¢ FLOOR), SECTOR 17-A, CHANDIGARH-160017
Website- https://harvana-rtsc.gov.in/ Telephone: 0172-2711050

No. HRTSC/Comp-195/ULB/2025/ (|{ Dated: 08t Jan 2026

To 3
The Director General,
Urban Local Bodies Department, Haryana.
E-mail: dulbhry@hry.nic.in

The Designated Officer-cum-Zonal Taxation Officer,
Municipal Corporation, Faridabad.
E-mail: cmc-faridabad@ulbharyana.gov.in

Subject:- Issuance of new Property ID - Complaint of Ms. Himanshi Prajapati.
Sir,

I am directed to invite reference to the subject cited above and to send
herewith a copy of final orders dated 07.01.2026 passed by Sh. T. C. gupta, Chief
Commissioner, Haryana Right to Service Commission for information and necessary
action, please.

Additionally, you are requested to send your reply to the Commission by
28.01.2026 ONLY through e-mail: rtsc-hry@gov.in. Physical copy must not be sent.
The reply being sent must also mention the name of the signatory along with the
designation, without which the replies will not be entertained.

&‘(‘«r‘-
/—.
(Sube Khan)

Under Secretary-cum-Registrar,
Haryana Right to Service Commission

E-mail: rtsc-hry@gov.in

CC: Ms. Himanshi Prajapati (Contact No. 99533-05419, 99535-29243, e-mail:
ravimathuria9@gmail.com) for information.

E——




HARYANA RIGHT TO SERVICE COMMISSION
S.C.0. No: 38 & 39 (2" FLOOR), SECTOR 17-A, CHANDIGARH-160017

Website- https://haryana-rtsc.gov.in/ Telephone: 0172-2711050

Final Orders

(In respect of HRTSC/Comp-195/ULB/2025 - Issuance of new Property ID [RTS - 10
Days]- Complaint of Ms. Himanshi Prajapati)

Time: 10:30 am

Date: 07.01.2026

Case Type melaint Case ]
Department [ Urban Local Bodies
Name of Service Issuance of new Property ID
Date of Application 08.09.2025
RTS Timeline ' 10 days
RTS Due Date 24.09.2025
District Faridabad
Name of the Complainant Ms. Himanshi Prajapati
Designated Officer (DO) Zonal Taxation Officer (Ballabgarh-I),
’ Municipal Corporation, Faridabad
First Grievance Redressal Authority | Deputy Municipal Commissioner, Municipal
(FGRA) Corporation, Faridabad
Second Grievance Redressal Commissioner, Municipal Corporation,
Authority (SGRA) Faridabad

2. A complaint was received from Ms. Himanshu Prajapati vide e-mail dated 29.10.2025
regarding the service “Issuance of Property ID” notified under the Haryana Right to
Service Commission (hereinafter referred to as the ‘Act’). The complainant applied for a
new Property ID vide Application ID: 0700GZ7092157 on 08.09.2025. The application
was rejected with the remark “Parent ID already exists”. The complainant further stated
that, based on verification with MCF officials, no parent ID exists for her property. The
same can also be verified on the ULB Haryana Portal. The application remained pending
for over two months and was reverted several times for clarification. Despite this, it was
ultimately rejected without any valid reason. She has, therefore, requested re-

examination and approval of the Property ID after due verification.

3. Taking cognizance of the matter under Section 17(2) of the Act, a report was sought
from the DO-cum-Zonal Taxation Officer, Municipal Corporation, Faridabad vide
Commission’s letter no. 4625 dated 06.11.2025. In response, a reply was received from
Sh. Ashok Kumar, ZTO, Municipal Corporation, Faridabad vide letter no.
MCF/JC(B)/2025/38£32 dated 14.11.2025, stating that:

a. As per the Patwari’s report, some Khasra/Kila numbers submitted by the applicant
fall in approved areas, while others fall in unapproved areas. The approved numbers
include: 40//22; 46//1, 2, 9min, 10min; 55//6min, 7min, 14-17, 24, 25min;
59//3min, 4min (notified on 19.02.2014) and 59//11, 12 (approved on



5. (a)

(b)

25.07.2023). The unapproved numbers include: 54//21, 22; 59//1, 2, 9, 10; and
55//59 6, 7, 15.

b. The Junior Engineer reported that the colony boundary update work (an offline

process) is currently underway as per meetings held on 07.07.2025 and
11.07.2025. Due to the mixed status of approved and unapproved Khasra numbers
and the pending boundary updates, creation of a new Property ID was not feasible

at this stage.

c. It was further stated that the portal provides only two rejection options “PID already

exists” or “Main (Parent) PID already exists” and one of these had to be selected due

to technical limitations.

d. Accordingly, based on the JE’s report and the said technical constraints, the

application was rejected. The applicant was called to the office and informed that
her Property ID would be created once the colony boundary update process is

completed.

Upon perusal of the case details, the Commission tracked the application on the NDC
Portal. It was observed that soon after the application was submitted on 08.09.2025,
the Department on 10.09.2025, recorded that the site falls in a mix of approved and
unapproved areas. However, when the application was reverted on 15.09.2025 and
20.09.2025, the reasons were not clearly communicated and the reason cited was
merely that the site plan was not uploaded. Even at the time of rejection on 16. 10.2025,
the reasons were not conveyed satisfactorily. The reply further stated that this occurred
due to technical limitations of the portal. In the view of the Commission, at the very
least, the correct reason ought to have been specified while selecting the rejection

option, even in the presence of technical limitations.

Therefore, to proceed further in the matter, a hearing was scheduled to be held before

Sh. T. C. Gupta, Chief Commissioner, Haryana Right to Service Commission on
07.01.2026 at 10:30 am, informed to all concerned vide Commission’s letter no. 5476
dated 29.12.2025. The ZTO was directed to attend the hearing along with the official(s)

who rejected the application on each occasion. The hearing took place as scheduled,

which was attended by:

i, Sh. Ashok Kumar, Designated Officer-cum-Zonal Taxation Officer, Municipal

Corporation, Faridabad

ii. Sh. Ravi Kumar, husband of Ms. Himanshi Prajapati, complainant
Sh. Ravi Kumar stated that he has been facing difficulties in getting the Property ID

created for the last six months. Sh. Ashok Kumar reiterated the contents of his reply
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verified against the notification shared by the ZTO - it is not convinced with the limited
rejection options presently available in the system, namely “PID already exists” or “Main
(Parent) PID already exists”. Owing to these technical limitations, one of the said options
had to be selected and consequently, the application was rejected on the grounds that
the main/parent PID already exists. Naturally, in such circumstances, any
applicant/complainant would seek details of the alleged main/parent PID, which, in
fact, does not exist. To ascertain the correctness of this position, the Commission
telephonically contacted Sh. Rajiv Sehdev, GMIT, ULB during the hearing who

confirmed that only the aforesaid two options are presently available for rejection of

such applications. This situation is completely unsatisfactory and, if the Commission

may use a strong expression, is indeed ridiculous. There ought to be a specific option

for rejection in cases where the property falls fully or partly within an unapproved area.
a reason would eliminate; ambiguity, avoid unnecessary
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complaint or for the Commission to conduct a hearing in this matter. Thus, the Director

is requested to submit a report in this regard by 28.01.2026 on the

General, ULB
Commission's e-mail ID: rtsc-hry@gov.in.
‘ -sd- A
(T'C. Gupta) | |
7th January, 2026 CC, HRTSC /.
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