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Constitutional right is a superior right and it overrides practices. Right to move Cut Motions is an important right of the members of the House (Lok Sabha) provided in the Constitution which cannot be curtailed.





- Smt. Meira Kumar, Speaker, Lok Sabha 
A path breaking procedural development that took place during the Budget Session of the Lok Sabha this year has given a new dimension to the concept of Cut Motions. The momentous ruling of the Speaker upheld the rights of the member to move cut motions, setting aside certain longstanding practices and conventions in this regard. 
Article 113(2) of the Constitution of India lays down that the estimates of expenditure not charged on the Consolidated Fund of India are submitted in the form of Demands for Grants to the Lok Sabha, which has the power to assent, or to refuse to assent, to any ‘demand’, or to assent to any ‘demand’ subject to a reduction of the amount specified therein. During discussions on demands for grants, a motion can be moved to reduce the amount of a demand. Such a motion is called a ‘Cut Motion’. It is only a form of initiating discussion on the demand, so that the attention of the House is drawn to the matter specified therein. It is also a procedural tool to ventilate grievances or to suggest economies. Cut motions are given by members of the Opposition only and the members of the Government do not generally give such notices as it may amount to a vote of censure, or indirectly ‘no-confidence’, in the Council of Ministers. If cut motions go through, it would amount to an expression of no confidence and the Government will have to resign. Rules 209, 210, 211 and 212 of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in Lok Sabha and Direction 43 of the Directions by the Speaker, Lok Sabha lay down in detail the formalities relating to raising of Cut Motions in the House.

Cut Motions can be classified into three categories viz., Disapproval of Policy Cut; Economy Cut; and Token Cut.

Disapproval of Policy Cut: Where the object of a motion is to disapprove the policy underlying a demand, its form is “That the amount of the demand be reduced to Re. 1”. The member giving notice of such a Cut Motion has to indicate in precise terms the particulars of the policy, which he proposes to discuss. Discussion is confined to the specific point or points mentioned in the notice and it is open to the member to advocate an alternative policy.
Economy Cut: Where the object of the motion is to effect an economy in the expenditure, the form of the motion is “that the amount of the demand be reduced by a specified amount”. The amount suggested for reduction is either a lump sum reduction in the demand or omission or reduction of an item in the demand. The notice has to indicate briefly and precisely the particular matter on which discussion is sought to be raised and speeches are confined to the points as to how the economy can be effected.

Token Cut:
Where the object of the motion is to ventilate a specific grievance within the sphere of the responsibility of the Government of India, the form is “That the amount of the demand be reduced by Rs. 100”. Discussion on such a Cut Motion is confined to the particular grievance specified in the motion.

It is necessary that a Cut Motion, irrespective of its nature or type, should mention briefly and precisely the objectives. In fact, the practice of indicating briefly and precisely the particulars of the policy, the specific matter or grievance, as the case may be, that the member wants to discuss on his cut motion—whether disapproval of policy cut or economy cut or token cut—was started in 1925 during the Budget Session.
Notice period for tabling Cut Motions

The period of notice of a cut motion is one day previous to the day on which

the demand to which it relates is under consideration, but the Speaker is empowered to waive an objection on the score of insufficient notice (vide Rule 212 of Rules of Procedure and Conduct of the Business in Lok Sabha). The Rules Committee of the Fourth Lok Sabha considered the question of inadequacy of the period of notice for tabling of Cut Motions. The Committee decided that members might be requested to table such notices at least two days before the day they are to be taken up in the House. Before the commencement of Session, members are, therefore, requested through Bulletin to table the notice of Cut Motions at least two days before the day the relevant item to which they relate is to be taken up in the House, but in any case not later than 15.15 hrs. on the previous day.
The notices of cut motions tabled up to 15.15 hours on a day are printed and circulated. The notices tabled after 15.15 hours are deemed to have been tabled on the next working day. These notices are printed and circulated on the next working day if the demands for grants to which they relate have not already been disposed of in the House.
Admissibility of Cut Motions 
In order that notice of motion for reduction of the amount of demand may be admissible, it shall satisfy some specifically laid down conditions, namely:
· It shall relate to one demand only;

· It shall be clearly expressed and should not contain arguments, inferences, ironical expressions, imputations, epithets and defamatory statements;
· It shall be confined to one specific matter which should be stated in precise terms;
· It shall not reflect on the character or conduct of any person whose conduct can only be challenged on a substantive motion;
· It shall not make suggestions for the amendment or repeal of existing laws;
· It shall not relate to a State subject or to matters which are not primarily the concern of the Government of India;
· It shall not relate to expenditure ‘Charged’ on the Consolidated Fund of India;
· It shall not relate to a matter which is under adjudication by a court of law having jurisdiction in any part of India;
· It shall not raise a question of privilege;
· It shall not revive discussion on a matter which has been discussed in the same session and on which decision has been taken; 
· It shall not anticipate a matter which has been previously appointed for consideration in the same session;
· It shall not ordinarily seek to raise discussion on a matter pending before any statutory tribunal or statutory authority performing any judicial or quasi-judicial functions or any commission or court of enquiry appointed to enquire into, or investigate any matter. However, the Speaker may in his discretion allow such matter being raised in the House as is concerned with the procedure or stage of enquiry, if the Speaker is satisfied that it is not likely to prejudice the consideration of such matter by the statutory tribunal, statutory authority, commission or court of enquiry; and 
· It shall not relate to a trivial matter.
Ultimately it is the Speaker who decides whether a Cut Motion is or is not admissible and may disallow any Cut Motion when in his opinion it is an abuse of the right of moving Cut Motions or is calculated to obstruct or prejudicially affect the procedure of the House, or is in contravention of the Rules of Procedure of the House (Rule 211).

It is a well-established Parliamentary convention that cut motions seeking to discuss the action of the Speaker or relating to Speaker’s Department or matters under the control of Speaker are not allowed. Likewise, cut motions relating to the Office of the Vice-President (who is also ex-officio Chairman of Rajya Sabha) are not admissible. At the same time, Cut motions relating to matters under consideration of a Parliamentary Committee, seeking to discuss a matter affecting relations with a friendly foreign country or details of internal administration of an autonomous body and omission of a whole grant are out of order. It has, however, been held that Cut Motions pertaining to the working of an autonomous body are admitted if they raise matters of public importance. Cut motions are not admissible if they ventilate personal grievances or if they cast aspersions on individual Government officials.
Once admitted, the printed Lists of Cut Motions to the various Demands for Grants are circulated to all members and the Minister concerned, generally two days in advance of the date on which the Demands for Grants in respect of the Ministry are to be taken up in the House for discussion.
Procedure regarding moving of Cut Motions


At the commencement of the discussion on the Demands for Grants in respect of a particular Ministry, members are asked by the Speaker to hand over at the Table within fifteen minutes, slips indicating the serial numbers of their Cut Motions that they would like to move. The Cut Motions thus indicated by the members are only treated as moved. These motions can neither be moved at a later stage, nor if there is no time for proper discussion and voting and also not by proxy.
All the Cut Motions moved by members are first disposed of by putting them to the vote of the House before the Demands for Grants are put to the vote of the House. Generally, all the Cut Motions are negatived. As already mentioned above, a Cut Motion, if passed, is tantamount to censuring or indirectly expressing ‘no-confidence’ in the Council of Ministers. Also that the members of the ruling party do not by convention give notice of, or move Cut Motions to the Demands for Grants but they can take part in the discussion and may in their speeches criticise or question the policy of the Government or the wisdom of any expenditure or financial prospect. However, there have been occasions when ruling party members tabled notices of cut motions but did not move them.
Though Cut Motions were adopted by the erstwhile Legislatures on several occasions between 1922 and 1939, there has been no such instance in the post independence era.
The Fifteenth Lok Sabha: Observation from the Chair regarding moving of Cut motions in respect of Demands for Grants whether discussed or guillotined
The Parliament of India, while conducting the business, has shown considerable flexibility regarding procedural issues. The Speaker being the centre point as the Presiding Officer tries to ensure that all sections of the House are heard. Whenever situation demands or a clarification is sought on a Point of Order, he/she is required to interpret the rules, study past precedents and decisions, give directions and pronounce rulings. And he/she does so after taking into consideration the provisions of the Constitution, the established parliamentary practices, customs, conventions and precedent. His/her observations in the form of rulings reflect the sense of the House prevailing at that point of time, constitute precedents and become the guiding principles for successive Houses. 
In this context, it would be worth mentioning the historical decision that raised and established a valid point of constitutional and parliamentary law, for years to come. It so happened, on 27 April 2010, before the submission of the outstanding Demands for Grants relating to the Ministries and Departments to the vote of the House, one of the senior members raised an important issue relating to the right of members of the House in moving cut motions on the Demands for Grants which are guillotined. Referring to article 113 of the Constitution of India, he stated that since the Constitution vests in the House of the People the power to assent to the demand subject to reduction of the amount specified in that demand, the members have the right to move cut motions on any demand submitted to the House for its approval.
The practice followed so far in this regard in the House had been that the cut motions in respect of the Demands for Grants which were to be guillotined were not circulated and thus not allowed to be moved. However, the right of a member to move a cut motion flows from the power vested in the Lok Sabha under article 113 of the Constitution. Evidently, this article of the Constitution or any of the Rules of Procedure and Conduct of Business in the Lok Sabha does not make any distinction between the demands which are discussed in the House and those which are guillotined. Therefore, while considering the issue of cut motions in respect of the Demands for Grants which are guillotined, after carefully examining the rules as well as the practices that have been followed all these years and the constitutional provision which vests the power in the House of the People to reduce any demand submitted to it, it was concluded in the Budget Session of the Fifteenth Lok Sabha that a constitutional right has precedence, and a practice cannot override a constitutional provision. The Speaker upheld the right of the members recognizing that the right to move cut motions is a crucial right, which cannot be denied and allowed the cut motions to be moved. For the first time in annuls of Indian Parliamentary history, Cut Motions on the Demands for Grants, which were to be guillotined, were treated as moved and negatived - never once did a member raise this issue in the House. After disposal of cut motions, all the Outstanding Demands for Grants were submitted to the vote of the House and voted in full.
Conclusion

An effective mechanism of scrutiny operated by dedicated and vigilant members through their more active participation in various parliamentary debates and discussions is essential for ensuring greater accountability to the Legislature. We, in India, have formulated rules and procedures and developed conventions and traditions to govern the proper functioning of the Parliament. Over the last more than six decades, many innovations have been made in the rules, several precedents evolved, a number of healthy conventions established and quite a few practices, peculiar to our own system, developed. Yet, the need to strengthen various devices of parliamentary scrutiny to give greater meaning to the concept of accountability is a continuing one. Parliament has been in the process of change. Procedure, therefore, cannot be static; it evolves itself.
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