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HOME (MISCELLANEOUS) DEPARTMENT

G.0. No. 989, 10th August 1917
~. 4 Government Servants’ Conduct Rules
Directing the issue of a Special Liocal Ruling to the — enjoining upon every Government
servant, who consults a medical practitioner with a view to obtaining leave on medical certificate,

to disclose to that practitioner the fact of his having previously consulted any other practitioner
and the result of such consultation. B = ¥

®

-
-

Order—No. 989, Home (Miscellaneous), dated 10th August 19‘17.'

The Government direct that the following shall be added to the Government
Servants’ Conduct Rules, as Special Local Ruling No. 12, in Appendix A :— :

« Tt shall ‘be the daty of every Government servant who comsults a medical practitioner

with a view to obtaining leave or an extension of leave on medical certificate to disclose to that

practitioner the fact of his having consulted any other practitioner for the same purpose and the

_ result of such consultation. Omission on the part of any public servant to do this or any false
statement made by him to a medical practitioner in this respect will entail serious departmental

notice.” : = ‘

* (True Extract)

R. RamacHANDRA Rao, ‘
Secretary to Government. -

To the Heads of Departments'under Home Department (including District and Sessions Judges).
Copy to departments of the Secretariat. -
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Please see articles _833 and 834 of the Civil Service Regulations and paragraphs
576 a,pd 585 of the Civil Medlca} Code. It would appear that, unless a Presidency
Distriet Surgeon sees reason to differ from the recommendation made in the certificate,
he is bound to countersign if, : ' Il B s R
XN 21 607 4%
V.8.—22-6-17, ' ;
S ; V. T. KrisHvaMA AcHARIYAR—22-6-17.

__In the particular mnstance quoted, the circumstances, if'ﬁnexl;laminéd; might have

Justified the District Surgeon in refusing to countersign. It does not seem necessary

_ to'make any further rule. i ' : : :
\ et S BOCAY GRAaAM —25-6-17,

What actually happens in these cases is, T understand, that 4, a Government
servant, wants to get an extension of leave on medical certificate. He goes to B who
originally certified him as requiring leave and asks for certificate enabling him to
obtain an extension. B finds that the man has recovered and is quite fit for duty and
refuses to give him a certificate. A4 then goes on to € and concealing from € tlie fact
that B has refused to give him a certificate for extension of leave obtains a certificate
for extension from €. Another aspect of the matter is that, when A goes to B for 4
eertlﬁegte to enable him to get an extension of leave and B demars to grant it, 4 says
to B “if you won’t grant me a certificate, I will go to C'and transfer the care of
the health of myself and family to €. B is thus coerced into granting a certificate
which he does not in his judgment believe to be necessary. 5

2. The question is how we are to deal with these cases of abuse of medical certi-
ficates. I understand that they are not very uncommon, hut I am in some doubt as
to what rule should be laid down. What we really want is to be able to impose some
penalty upon 4 who really obtains or seeks to obtain leave on medical certificate under
false pretences or at any rate by suppression of fact, It seems to me that in the first
place 1t should be incumbent upon every public officer who applies to a medical officer
to examine him with a view to extension of leave to disclose to that medical officer the
fact that he has already consulted another medical officer and been refused if that is
the case and owmission to disclose this fact should constitute an offence for which 4
publie servant in question can be punished departmentally. Tn order to elicit infor-
mation as to whether an officar who applies for certificate for extension of leave has
gone to some other praetitioner and been refused, it should be the duty of every
medical officer to question the applicant on this point and if he ascertains thaf
the gpphcant has been refused medical gertificate by another practitioner he should
deelgne to cen:t{fy bhim, Any public servant who makes a false statement ta a
- medical practitioner on this point should be subject to departmental punishment.
I think this would be better thanl requiring a certificate always to be produced from
the same officer who granted the original certificate, Will the Secretafy kindly
examine this proposal,

A, G, ClarDpEW |—26-6-17,
Note.
R.A.G—27-6-17.

The Honourable Meniber’s proposals are—

(1) that every Government servant consulting a medica] officer or practitioner
with a view to obtain an extension of leave should disclose the fact of his havine
previously eonsulted any other practitioner, and 3

(2) that every medical officer or pragtitioner so consylted should question the
applicant whether he has had any previous consultation and refuse to grant a certifi-
cate if one has been refused by another practitioner. St :

2. It has to be noted that absence on leave on medical certificate involves
ordinarily the sacrifice of at least 50 per cent of an officer’s salary. This fact alone
will 1n most cases act as a deterrent to Government servants applying'f',('u‘ extenéions
except in pases of real necessity. I'ne only classes of persons who may be anxious to
obtain extensions on false preiences will be those who are in the habit of shirking
their duty or who have been, for whatever cause, refused any other sort of leave,

Such cases must be fairly well known to the heads of the offices, who are given full.

discg'etiou to call fqr an explanation or to require the countersignature of the Distriet

' gervant producing a certificate for extension of leave from a medical practitioner, other

_ man other than the one who granted the original certificate.

\
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Surgeon if certificates of a doubtful character are produced before them. When
forwarding such certificates for countersignature, heads of offices can always furnish the
Surgeon with a statement of the circumstances and request him, if necessary, to keep
the applicant under observation before deciding whether to countersign or not. It
would thus appear that heads of departments or offices have already sufficient powers.
to prevent malingering subordinates from escaping from duty on false pretences and
that no new rule on the subject need be laid down. 4 e

3. It may also be pointed out that a new rule to the effect that a medical officer
or practitioner should refuse certificate if it has been previously refused by another
medical man will work real hardship in-some cases and does not provide for an honest
difference of opinion among medical experts—for instance, the medical practitioner first
consulted may not be able to diagnose the case properly or may, for other private
reasons, be unwilling to grant a certificate. In such cases areally suffering official
who is in need of leave for treatment and rest should not, it is submitted, be sacrificed
to a rigid compaet of the medical profession. - “ied SR
4. In view of these considerations, it would seem best on the whole to leave things
as they are and allow full discretion to heads of offices as regards the countersignature
of certificates in all doubtful cases. ; Clam e R e
5. If however it is decided that it is expedient to lay down a rule as proposed, it
would seem sufficient to issue a Government Order that all Government servants must
disclose to their consulting medical practitioners the fact of their having previously
consulted another practitioner and having been refused a certificate and that failure
to do so will entail departmental notice and punishment. . : . ;
In the case however of medical practitioners, it would seem that the Medical
Couneil is the proper authority to issue a rule that all registered practitioners, before
granting certificates of extension of leave to Government servants, should question
them as to their having previously consulted any other practitioner [and refuse them
certificates if one has been refused by another member of his profession already].
V.S.—4-7-17.
A rule that a medical practitioner should refuse a certificate for extension of
; leave if one has been previously refused
Yes. by the medical practitioner who gave the
A.G. ClaroEw|—8-7-17. | original certificate is likely to work hard-
| ship in some ecases. : :
2. There is no objection to the Medical Council instrueting practitioners on Gt
register to question public servants, when they apply for eertificates for extension; as
to their having previously consulted other practitioners and recording their answer.
Yes l Medical practitioners should{_howevey be
3 at liberty to furnish certificates as a
A G Olanoewl Ot € ! result of their medical examination of
the public servants, even if some other practitioners had refused previously. i
3. So far as the Government are concerned, a rule may be laid down that a publie

than the one who gave the original certificate, should explain the reason to the head :
of his office when he submits hi§ application for extension. If the head of the office
has reason to distrust the certificate produced, he may send the public servant to the
District Surgeon for examination. 5 R0 RS
V. T. KrisuNnaMa AcCHARIYAR—H-T-17.

I doubt if it would be much good instructing medical officers to whom applications
for certificates to cover extensions of leave are made to ask the applicants whether the
have already applied to the officers who granted the original cerfificates. All sorts o
reasons could be given for changes of medical adviser. I think it must be left to the
head of the office in each case to call for an explanation, if he sees grounds for doir
so when, on an application for an extension, the certificate is granted by a me

If the applicant does not appear in person before a Presidency .Diqtrigf“s rg
the latter’s countersignature can be no more than a voucher to the respectability

the practitioner who signs the certificate. s
R. A. GRARMAM—
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‘T am not much impressed by the arguments brought forward in the office-note.
 Itisurged that the heads of offices have already sufficient powers to prevent
- malingering, but 1 am assured that experience does not support that view. .

~ Itis then said that if a really suffering official, who has been refused a medical
~ certificate by one practitioner, were bound to disclose the fact of refusal to any other

~ medical practitioner, he would be < sacrificed to the rigid compact of the medical pro-
~ fession.” This argument is based on the assumption that the second medical officer

~or' practitioner will dishonestly refuse a medical certificate merely because another
 medical officer has refused it. But this is an argument based merely on prejudice.
It is against the interests of a medical practitioner to refuse a medical certificate

~ without good reason, and what we know is the actual course of events is that certain
officers grant them with too great laxity and become notorious for doing so. It then
results that a Government servant, who can’t get a medical certificate honestly, goes
to live within the jurisdiction of the medical officer who is known to be lax and gets
‘a certificate from him. 1f the medical practitioner is called to account, he denies all
knowledge of the applicant’s having been refused a certificate by someone else. The
supposed ¢ rigid compact of the medical profession ” is a mistake. Everyone knows
the proverb about doctors differing.

Every Insurance Company makes it a condition of ingurance that the fact that an
~applicant’s life has been refused by another company shall be revealed, and conceal-

~ment of this fact is legal fraud and invalidates the insurance, if granted.

Tt appears to me that no Government servant can have any valid ground for
~concealing from one medical officer, to whom he applies for a medical certificate, the
fact that he has been refused a certificate by another. Such a fact is a material point
~ which ought to be known to the medical officer who is last consulted, and the only
reason for concealment is the desire to secure some undue advantage through the
ignorance of the second medical officer. A Government servant ought therefore to be
bound to disclose this material fact, and a rule requiring him to do so would be well
 justified and should be made. :

 We may, as suggested, leave it to the Medical Council to require registered
practitioners, before granting certificates for extension of leave to Government servants,
to question them as to their having previously consulted any other practitioner and

recording their answer.
A. G. O[arpEW | —8-7-17.

A draft order and a draft demi-official are submitted for approval.
9. The Surgeon-General’s proposal related only to medical certificates recom-

mending extensions of leave, but this restriction is no longer necessary as the question
has now assumed a quite different aspect. The present decision may be made appli-
cable to all sorts of medical certificates, whether required when an officer first proceeds
on leave or when subsequently extending it.
3 As all Government servants are affected by the rule, it would perhaps be best
to incorporate it in the Government Servants’ Conduct Rules™ i the form of a
~ supplementary local ruling. The Home (Miscellaneous) Department may be consulted
on this point and, if 1t agrees, the draft order may perhaps issue in that department.
K.N.—11-7-17.
V.8.—12-7-17.
V. T. KrisusaMa AcHARIYAR—12-T-17.
R. A. Gramau—14-7-17.

Houg (MIisoRLLANEOUS) DEPARTMENT.

* Qubmitred that there is 1o rule at present in the Government Servants’ Conduct
Rules. under which the proposed instruetions can be brought as a supplementary local
ruling. If therefore it is considered necessary to embody the instructions in the
yules, they will have to be included as an additional special local ruling in Appendix
A to the rules. 1t is for orders whether the following may be added as Special Local
Ruling No. 12:— : :

« Tt shall be the duty of every Government servant who consults a medical practitioner
with a view to obtaining leave or an extension of leave on medical certificate to disclose to that
practitioner the fact of his having consulted any other practitioner for the same purpose aud the

1

Y
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Tesult of such consultation. Omission on the part of any public sex;v}ant to do this or any fﬂlse-’r' :

statement made by him t { e . : ;
de ¥ bim to a medieal practitioner in this respeet will entail serious departmental

MR- 25-7-17. :
P.DER.-26-7-17.

3}

E. A. Harvey—27-7-17.

The demi-official to the Surgeon-General will have to issue in Medical.

7 2. Regarding the suggested ; : 5 i L gd
Medical will kind%y send l;:ﬁg eﬁsl:a3 wirt(il]i;ot(}:: Rome w1ll‘ t2ke l R ; J

R. RAMACHANDRA RA0—30—7—17.

. : : Locar axp Muwicrear, (Mepicar) DepARTMENT. o
he demi-official to the Surgeon-General may issue in this department e

2. After issue the file mayv b ' - i e A
el ay be transferred to the Home {Miscellaneous) Depart-

KN._ 31-7-17.
NI KRISHNAMA ACHARIYAR—1-8-17.

Demi-official—from M.R.Ry. V. 1. KRiSENAMA ACHARIYAR Avarga.l, : Under

Pl : ; } a i 2
n::::.ary to Goovernment, Liocal and Municipal (Medical) Depart- -

T'o—the Hon’ble Surgeon-General W. B. BANNERMAN, ¢S§.I., K.H.P., M.D., D.5C
, €81, E.HP.,MD., o2

"LM 8., Surgeon-G- 1 wi . ;
v Augg - 19(=:‘n7e.ra with the Governmenf of Madras. :

No.—1285-2/Medl.

W' . . m p P

L 0?2}23?23'2’: tt'(‘)ﬁy 0{‘"’ dZmI-Oﬁiclal No. 1—7_6, dated 14th June 1917, on the subject of the
R S bre]re(?n:;" :1 ZG?vergrpenb consider that the inconvenience to which you draw
practitiover with a view t:; lebt i e ‘G'OVel‘nment_ servant who consults a medical
Daihons i lw obtaining leave on medical certificate to disclose to the latter the fazb
il "%egl_gim‘]‘s y Cgllﬂll_ltEd atgd_falled to obtain a certificate from amy other practitioner.
obliga,tidu :m medl'lg:IY u,n er issue giving eﬁect to this decision. The question of imposing a i
en o 2 practitioners fo question all applicants asto the fact of their hp o

any. other practitioner and record their answers is, in the opinion of Governxég;g (":))ll:;:

which can suitably be dealt with by the Medi 1 1 : !
action in the matter in eonsulta.t-iony wifh t}fg ligld?:zﬁnég;mcgou il oot tee e :

Hour (MiscrLrLANEOUS) DEPARTMENT.

Please see tl i .
o see the notes of this department and of Local and Municipal (Medical)

2. A draft order issuing a special local ruli i Moo ikt ‘
the Government Servants’ Condu%t Rules is ﬁﬁﬁ&igu lng Mo e oot o
M.D.R.—4-8-17, :

P.pER.~—6-8-17" ] S
E.AH.—7-8-17.
For approval. i
COCIRIB S B
H. F. W. Glmiaman]—9-8-17.
A. G. C[akpEW]—9-8-17.
Issue. by e

RR—10-8-17.

[G.O. No. 989, Home (Miscellaneous), dated 10th August 1917.] g
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HOME (MISOELLANEOU‘S) DEPARTMENT S

G.0. No. 989, 10th Amgust 1917 « . .
Government Serva.nts Conduat Rules

Directing the issue of a Special T.ocak Rnhug to. the — en,]@;mng u]_)o:n,every\-‘(iL ove:
Servant, who consults a medical practitioner with a view to obtammg leave on medical certificate,

to disclose to that practitioner the fact of his having prekusly oonsulted .any ob!hbr prac tlonel:.
and the result of such consultation. B AN gD U

Order—No. 989, Home (M1sce11anequs), dat%d 10th August 1917.. ,,L} " J\g

The Government direct that the following shall be added fq the Government
Servants’ Conduct Rules, as Special Local Ruling No. 12, in. Appendix A :— =Y

It shall be the daty of every Government servant who ooﬂ'sults,a. ‘medical praehjl%loner .:"'
With a view to obtaining leave or an extension of leave on medical certificate  to d18010§0 that
practitioner the fact of his having consulted any other praetitioner for the aame.purposa and the
result of such consultation. Omission on the part of any public servant to do this or any fa 8g
statemeut madé by him to a medical praotzhoner in tlus respect will entail serious depar&meﬁal ¢
notice.” % <.

© (True Extra'et)
' ‘ . R. RAMAOHANDRA RAO

gl - Secretary to. G’owmmnt.
To the Heads o( Departments under Home Department (iqolndmg Distriot and Sessions Judges).
Copy to departments of the Secretariat.

>
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Is there any rule under which a Presidency District Surgeon is bound to~

countersign ? :
; R. A. Graman—19-6-17.
: Please see articles 833 and 834 of the Civil Service Regulations and paragraph

576 and 585 of the Civil Medical'Code. It would appear that, unless a Presidency
District Surgeon sees reason to differ from the rééommendation made in the certificate,
He is bound to countersign it. i ' i i
| KN.—21-6-17.

& V.§—22-6-17.

: . : V.I.K.—22-6-17.
~ In the particular instanee quoted, the circumstances, if unexplained, might have

justified the Distriet Surgeon in refusing to countersign. 1t does not seem necessary
to make any further rule. £ : SR

: R.A.G—25-6-17.
, ; j What actually happens in these cases is, T understand, that 4, a Government
% , ! = ; G ~ servant, wants to get an extension of leave on medical certificate. He' goes to B-who
T : Gl %  originally certified him as requiring leave and asks for certificate enabling him to:
j o obtain an extension. B finds that the man has recovered and is quite fit for duty and
3 G e refuses to give him a certificate. A then goes on to € and concealing from C the fact
¥ that B has refused to give him a certificate for extension of leave obtains a certificate
| : for extension from €. Another aspect of the matter is that, when A goes:to B for ak
certificate to enable him to get an extension of leave and B demurs to grant it, 4 says
to B “if you won’t grant me a certificate, I will go to €'and transfer the eare of
the health of myself and family to 0. B is thus doerced into granting a certificate
which he does not in his judgment believe to be necessary. Sor A,

2. The duestion is how we are to deal with these cases of abuse of medical certi
g E 3 ~ ficates. I understand that they are not very uncommon, but I am in some doubt as.
. to what rule should be laid down. What we really want is to be able to impose some.

j i penalty upon A who really obtains or seeks to obtain leave on medical certificate under

g i\
}

false pretences or at any rate by suppression of fact. It seems to me that in the first
. place it should be incumbent upon every public officer who applies to a medical officer
7 _ ' ¢ to examine him with a view to extension of leave to disclose to that medical officer the
; : s o SR i fact that he has already consulted another medical officer and been refused if that is
: ’ : i the case and omission to disclose this fact should constitute an offence for which a
; : ; R public servant in question can be punished departmentally. In order to elicit infor-
e : . , . S ' mation as to whether an officer who applies for certificate for extension of leave has
£ : ¢ B gone to some other pracfitioner and been refused, it should be the duty of every
medical officer to question the applicant on this point and if he ascertains tha
tHe applicant has been refused medical certificate by another practitioner he shou

decline to certify him. Any public servant who makes a false statement to
medical practitioner on this point should be subject to departmental punishment,
I think this would be‘better than requiring a certificate always to be prod.uce (
the same officer wh® granted the original certificate. Will the Secretary

examine this proposal.

Note.

The Honourable Member’s proposals are— : S
: | : (1) that every Government servant consulting a medical officer or practitio
h | v with a view to obtain an extension of leave should disclose the fact of his hav
.l 'previously consulted any other practitioner, and : s

s (2) that every medical officer or practitioner so consulted should question the
| i applicant whether he has had any previous consultation and refuse to granta ’
| - cate if onie has been refused by another practitioner. # e R
B 2. It has to be noted that absence on leave on medical certificate
| . ordinarily the sacrifice of 4t least 50 per cent ‘of an officer’s salary. This
J will in most ¢ases act as a deterrent to Government servants applying fo

rs

N et




except in cases of real necessity. The only classes of persons who may be anxlo to
obtain extensions on false pretences will be those who are in the habit of shirking
‘their duty or who have been, for whatever cause, refused any other sort of leave
Such cases must be fairly well known to the heads of the offices, who are given full
discretion to call for an explanation or to require the countersignature of the Distrie
Surgeon if certificates of a doubtful character are produced before them. Whe
forwarding such certificates for countersignature, heads of offices can always furnish the
Surgeon with a statement of the circumstances and request him, if necessary, to keep
the applicant under observation before deciding whether to countersign or net. It
would thus appear that heads of departments or offices have already sufficient powers
to prevent malingering subordinates from escaping from duty on fa,lse pretenoes and
that no new rule on the subject need be laid down. .
3. It may also be pointed out that a new rule to the effect that a medical oﬂieerr
or practitioner should refuse certificate if it has been previously refused by another
medical man will work real hardship in some cases and does not provide for an honest
difference of opinion among medical experts—for instance, the medical pra.ctltmner first
consulted may not be able to diagnose the case properly or may, for other private
reasons, be unwilling to grant a certificate. In such cases areally suffering official
who is in need of leave for treatment and rest should not, it is submitted, be sacrlﬁce(l X
to a rigid compact of the medical profession. i
4. In view of these considerations, it would seem best on the whole to leave thmg'
as they are and allow full discretion to heads of offices as regards the eountersngnatur
of certificates in all doubtful cases. L
5. If however it is decided that it is expedient to lay down a rule as proposed 1t;,
would seem sufficient to issue a Government Order that all Government servants must
disclose to their consulting medical practitioners the fact of their having previously

consulted another practitioner and having been refused a certificate and that failure

to de so will entail departmental notice and punishment. 3
In the case however of medical practitioners, it would seem that the Medwal’ ¢
Council is the proper authority to issue a rule that all registered practitioners, before
granting certificates of extension of leave to Government servants, should question
them as to their having previously consulted any other practitioner [and refuse them
certificates if one has been refused by another member of his profession already]
- V.8.—4-7-17. :
A rule that a medical practitioner should refuse a certificate for extensxon of-___,
leave if one has been previously refused
Yes. by the medical practitioner who gave the
A.G. Clarorw]—8-7-17. | original certificate is likely to work hard
| ship in some cases. !
2. There is no objection to the Medical Council instructing practitioners on its
register to question public servants, when they apply for certificates for extension, as
to their having previously consulted other practitioners and recording their answer.
Yes. Medical practitioners should however by
: at liberty to furnish certificates as
A G Clinaplac e l result of their medical examination of
the public servants, even if some other practitioners had refused prevmusly

3. So far as the Government are concerned, a rule may be laid down that a publi
servant producing a certificate for extension of leave from a medical practitioner othe
than the one, who gave the original certificate, should explain the reason to the hea
of his office when be submits his application for extension. If the head of the offi
has reason to distrust the certificate produced, he may send the public servant to the
District Surgeon for examination.

V. T. KRISHNAMA Aomnmn—-ﬁv
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I doubt if it would be much good instructing medical officers to whom applications
for certificates to cover extensions of leave are made to ask the applicants whether the
have already applied to the officers who granted the original certificates. All sorts of
reasons could be given for changes of medical adviser. I think it must be left to the
head of the office in each case to call for an explanation, if he sees grounds for doing
80 when, on an application for an extension, the certificate is granted by a medical
man other than the one who granted the original certificate. ’ LRk s
~If the applicant does not appear in person before a Presidency District Surgeon,
the latter’s countersignature can be no more than a voucher to the respectability o
the practitioner who signs the certificate. ' T :

3 i ! R. A. GRAHAM—6,—7_17.W,
s - I am not much impressed by the arguments brought forward in the office-note.
|
a
|

Tt is urged that the heads of offices have already sufficient powers to prevent
malingering, but I am assured that experience does not support that view. Ty
It is then said that if a really suffering official, who has been refused a medical
certificate by one practitioner, were bound to disclose the fact of refusal to any other
medical practitioner, he would be ‘ sacrified to the rigid compact of the medical pro-

& fession.” This argument is based on the assumption that the second medical officer

or practitioner will dishonestly refuse a

, ; " medical certificate merely because another

RErRQUrerss i s b S medical officer has refused it. But this
is an argument based merely on prejudice. It is against the interests of a medical e
practitioner to refuse a medical certificate without good reason, and what we know(s )
the actual course of events is that certain officers grant them with too great laxity #hd
become notorious for doing so. It then results that a Government servant, who can’t
get a medical certificate honestly, goes to live within the jurisdietion of the medical
officer who is known to be lax and gets a certificate from him. 1f the medical praeti-
tioner is called to account he denies all knowledge of the applicant’s having been
refused a certificate by someone else. The supposed “ rigid compact of the medical
profession  is a mistake. Everyone knows the proverb about doctors differing. NG
Every Tnsurance Company makes it a condition of insurance that the fact that ani
applicant’s life has been refused by another company shall be revealed, and conceal-

e e R o)

-

_ ment of this fact is legal fraud and invalidates the insurance, it granted. »
[t It appears to me that no Government servant can have any valid ground for
: concealing from one medical officer, to whom he applies for a medical certificate, the
fact that he has been refused a certificate by another. Such a fact is a material point
which ought to be known to the medical officer who is last consulted, and the only
reason for concealment is the desire to secure some undue advantage through the %
_ ignorance of the second medical officer. A Government servant ought therefore to be
Bl bound fo disclose this material fact, and a rule requiring him to do so would be well
B justified and should be made. ; LA
: We may, as suggested, leave it to the Medical Council to require registered
. B practitioners, before granting certificates for extension of leave to Government servants,

i b to question them as to their having previously consulted any other practitioner and
3 recording their answer, ' J

' A. G. C[ArDEW]—8-7-17.

_ ; A draft order and a draft demi-official are submiited for approval. el i
i e et 2. The Surgeon-General’s proposal related only to medical certificates recom-

Voere " Tl o . ‘ . mending eztensions of leave, but this restriction is no longer necessary as the question
500 has now assumed a quite different aspect. The present decision may be made appli-
W : g , cable to all sorts of medical certificates, whether required when an officer first proceeds
' on leave or when subsequently extending it. , e
‘3. As all Government servants are affected by the rule, it would perhaps be best

to incorporate it in the ¢ Government Servants’ Conduct Rules”’ in the forin. of ia il
supplementary Jocal ruling. The Home (Miscellaneous) Department 1aay be consulted
. on this point and, if it agrees, the draft order may perhaps issue in that department.

i &R K.N.—11-7-17. 55
g V.8, —12-7-17.

V. T. KrIsHNAMA ACHARIYAR—I12-7-17.
R.A.G.—14-7-17.




<8

Norss 10 G.0. No. 989, Homr (Mrscrriangovs), 101m Aveust 1917
: Houe (M1scELLANEOUS) DEPARTMEN
Submitted that there is no rule at present in the Government Servants’ Conduct
Rules, under which the proposed instructions can be brought as a supplementary local
ruling. If therefore it is considered necessary to embody the instructions in the
rules, they will have to be included as an additional special local ruling in Appendix
A to the rules. It is for orders whether the following may be added as Special Local
Ruling No. 12 :— V2 S ;

“ Tt shall be the duty of every Government servant who consults a medical practitioner
with a view to obtaining leave or an extension of leave on medical certificate to disclose to that
practitioner the fact of his having consulted any other practitioner for the same purpose and the
result of such consultation. Omission on the part of any public servant to do this or any false
stat.em:ant made by him to a medical practitiouer in this respect will entail serious departmental
notice.” ; / « e

M.D.R.—23-7-17.
P.oeR.—26-7-17. : g g
E. A. Harvey—27-7-17
The demi-official to the Surgeon-General will have to issue in Medical.
2. Regarding the suggested rule, the Home (Miscellaneous) will take it up if
Medical will kindly send the file with notes. : At iale
R. RamacmanDrA Rao—30-7-17.
TocAL AND Muxicrpar (MEpICAL) DEPARTMENT.
The demi-official to the Surgeon-General may issue in this department.
2. After issue the file may be transferred to the Home { Miscellaneous) Depart-
ment u.o. for further action. b . T
K.N.—31-7-17. : A PRl ase
V. T. KRISHNAMA ACHARIYAR—1-8-17.
Demi-official—trom M.R.Ry. V. 1. KRisENAMA ACHARITAR Avargal, Under
Secretary to Government, Liocal and Municipal : (Medical) Depart-
; ment. : \ i ¢
To—the Hon’ble Surgeon-General W. B. BANNERMAN, CS.I, K.HD., MD., D.8C.,.
1.M.S., Surgeon-General with the Government of Madras. :
- Dated—the 18t August 1917., )
No.—1285-2/Medl. e T :
With reference to your demi-official No. T-76, dated 14th June 1917, on the subject of the
grant of medical certificates, the Government consider that the inconvenience to which you draw
attention can best be remedied by requiring every Government servant who consults a medical
practitioner with a view to obtaining leave on meodioal certificate to disclose to the latter the fact
of his having previously consulted and failed to obtain a certificate from any other practitione
Orders are accordingly under issue giving effect to this decision. The question of imposing a
obligation on medical practitioners to question all applicants as to the fact of their having consul
ed any other practitioner and record their answers is, in the opinion of Government, one w.
can suitably be dealt with by the Medical Council. You will no doubt take the necessary action
in the matter in consultation with the Medical Council. e 5

i

Houz (MIsonmmmous) DEPARTHENT
Please see the notes of this department and of Local and Municipal (Medica
ante.

2. A draft order issuing a special local ruling as ruling No. 12 in appendix A to
the Government Servants’ Conduct Rules is submitted. SRS

M.D.R.—4-8-17.
P.oER.—6-8-17.

EAH—7-8-17

e
H F. W. G[rLiMan}—9-
A. G. C[arpEw]|—9-8-

For approval.

Tssue. '
[G.0. No. 989, Home (Miscellaneous), dated 10th August 1917.
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