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DNO/5781/CCPD/2026
 
In the matter of —
 
Shri Satender Yadav       … Complainant
 
Versus
 
The Chairman, 
Airport Authority of India     … Respondent 
 
 
Parties Present on the date of preliminary hearing:
(1) Shri Satender Yadav, the Complainant
(2) Shri S.K. Malik, General Manager, ED (CNS-OM), for the Respondent
 
 
 
1. Gist of the Complaint:
 
1.1 Shri Satender Yadav, working as a Manager – CNS at Indira Gandhi
International Airport, Delhi, filed a complaint on the Portal regarding cancellation of
his transfer order issued by Airport Authority of India (Respondent) on the grounds
that he is a caregiver to his father who is a person with 83% Multiple Disabilities.
 
1.2 The matter was taken and scheduled for preliminary hearing on 10.03.2026
through hybrid mode; to decide whether the matter is admissible to register a case
for further trial or not.
 

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS
 
2.1 The representative appearing for the Respondent submitted that as per the
transfer policy, it is a mandatory requirement that his father should be financially
dependent on him.  Since his father is drawing a pension and the pension amount
is more than the amount specified in the transfer policy, and that is why, his father
cannot be treated as dependent family member of the Complainant.  Had his father
been dependent on him, the cancellation of his transfer would certainly be
considered.
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2.2 The Complainant reiterated his complaint.  However, in reply to the questions
he submitted that his father is a senior citizen.  His father and his mother are
residing with him.  His mother is a breast cancer operative and is, thereby, not able
to fully take care of his father.  His elder brother is not residing with him.
 
3. Observations & Recommendations:
 
3.1. It is an admitted fact that the complainant’s father is a person with 83%
multiple disabilities. However, he is not entirely dependent upon the complainant,
as the complainant’s mother is also residing with him. Further, as submitted by the
Respondent, financial dependency alone cannot be treated as the sole criterion;
physical dependency and caregiving requirements must also be considered.
 
3.2 In the present case, the primary caregiver is the complainant’s mother, while
the complainant himself acts as a secondary caregiver. Therefore, the caregiving
circumstances are clearly distinguishable. Where there is no other family member
available to support a person with disabilities and the employee alone is the sole
caregiver, a recommendation for cancellation of the transfer order may be justified.
 
3.3 This Court is of the view that, independent of the Respondent’s arguments and
considering the practical realities of the matter, since there is another person
available to provide care, the dependency cannot be said to rest solely upon the
complainant.
 
4. Accordingly, the matter is closed, being not fit for registration for further
trial/proceedings.
 
 
 
 
 
 

(S. Govindaraj)
Commissioner for Persons with Disabilities
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