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(iv) REPORTED TAKING OFF OF AN AIR-
BUS FROM BOMBAY AIRPORT IN VIOLA-
TION OF SECURITY REGULATIONS.

SHR]I C. M. STEPHEN (Idukki): I
rise to call the attention of ihis House
to what I consider to be a very shock-
ing incident which took place yester-
day. It has been reported in the
press-today’s Statesman carriegs the
news—that an airbus took off from
Bombay yesterday in complefe viola-
tion of security regulations,

The security regulations with which
the airlines are absolutely strict stipu-
late that wunaccompanied baggage
should not be carried in the aircraft.
The reason is so clear. An un-accom-
panied baggage can possibly contain a
time-bomb or a grenade, some ex-
plosive something like that. Somebody
can push it in and go away. If it is
put in the aircraft, the aircraft may
explode. It so happened that the hag-
gage belonging to four passengers was
in the aircraft and fhe aircraft took off
without those four passengers. The
pilot knew that the aircraft was with-
out those passengers and still took off.

The anti-hijack staff and the security
staff took objection. It is reported that
they informed the airlines and con-
tacted the control tower. It has
zot to be explained how
it is that the pilot took off. I have
experience and some other members
will also be having experience of 2n
Airbus being delayed for one or two
hours. When an attempt was made
to take off, the passengers protested
that they would not travel by that air-
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<craft and they got all the baggage un-
loaded and the un-accompanied bag-
gage taken away.

How is it that the piiot took off? Did
the pilot inform the control .tower
and the airlines? Did the control to-
wer instruct the pilot to come back
and get grounded? If such an instruc-
tion was given, did the pilot disoley
the instruction and still continue to
fly the aircraft? These are important
matters on which an inquiry is neces-
sary and the House must be informed
about it.

There is another thing also. The
aircraft carried two cabinet Ministers.
The lives of the Cabinet Ministers are
important and one of them was Mr.
Raj Narain who, according to me, is
too precious for this nation to spare.
He also travelled by that aircraft. The
preserver of the health of the nation,
the symbol of our great tradition and
too precious a jewel for this natior
was going to be risked by the »nilot.
‘We want to know how he dared to
risk the life of Mr. Raj Narain. Did
he consider in a moment of discovery
that punctuality of aircraft was more
necessary than the safety of the air-
craft and, therefore, he took off the
aircraft like that?

These are matters on which an in-
guiry must be held. I appeal to the
Minister of Civil Aviation to make an
inquiry and inform the House as to
how the whole thing happened. It
is too serious a matter to be over-
looked.

14.18 hrs.

MOTION OF THANKS ON THE PRE-
SIDENTS ADDRESS

MR. SPEAKER: We now take up the
Motion of Thanks on the President's
Addresss. Shri Gauri Shankar Reai.

SHRI C.M. STEPHEN (Idukkf): Sir,
I rise on a point of order.

The Motion of Thankg is with res-
pect to an Address delivered by the
Presiden. Under the rules or as per
the precedent, a copy of the Address
was laid on the Table on the House.
The Address that is laid on the Table
of the House is not, according to me,
the complete Address delivered by
the President. I was there, all of us
were present there. Before reading
out the English part of the speech, 1
heard the President for abouf two or
three minutes reading out something
from a Hindi text. I do not know
Hindi. Therefore, I do not know what
he really spoke. Under the Constitu-
tion, when he rises and speaks, every
part of what he speaks, is a part of
the Address he delivers to the mem-
bers of both the Houses assembled to-
gether. It is a joint session. WNobody
has got any business to withh6ld any
part of it. The Address how before
the House does not contain that part
of the speech of the President. There-
fore, the Address before the House is
not the complete Address.

My point of order is that the entire
Address has got to be placed before
the House. I would like to have your
ruling on that. There is a constitutio-
nal provision. Nobody has got a
right to bypass that. This is an im-
portant question. 1Is it that the Presi-
dent spoke that parf of it without the
sanction of the Cabinet? Is it that the
Cabinet permitted him to speak tl:at
and, if so, does it reflect the language
policy of the Government? The whole
thing comes there. Therefore, that
part of the speech cannot be withheld.
That part also must be placed on the
Table of the House.

PROF. P. G. MAVALANKAR (Gan-
dhinagar): I am a point of order with
regard to his point of order.

MR. SPEAKER: There cannot be
a point of order on the point of order.

PROF P. G. MAVALANKAR: 1
want to say something. My point of
order is that whatever my friend Mr.
Stephen has said just now, I am



