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| Government of Mad;ras,i :




Praceedings of the Madras Government, Public Départhzent,
6ih April 1868.

‘Read the following :— ,

No. \%4. Despatch from the Right Honorable the Secretary of State for India,
to His Excellency the Right Honorable the Governor General of India
in Council ; dated India Office, London, 31st January 1868, No. 24.

In continuation of my Despatch of the 14th of September last, No. 135, I for-
ward, herewith, for the information and guidance of your Excellency in Council, a
copy of a letter, dated the 14th instant, with its enclosures, which has been received
from the Colonial Office, relating to the form of Money Orders to be issued to
coolies for the remittance of their savings to India.

From Sir F. ROGERS, Bart., &c., &c., &c., to the Under Secretary of State for India ; dated
Downing Street, 14th January 1868. :

I am directed by the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos to transmit to you, for the informa-
tion of the Secrctary of State for India, in con-
nection with my letter of the 13th July last, a
copy of a Despatch* from the Governor of Mauritius, on the subject of the form of Money Orders
to be issued to coolies for the remittance of their savings to India. I am algo to enclose a report
by the Emigration Commissioners upon that subject, and am to state’that the suggestions which
it embodies have been adopted by the Duke of Buckingham.

® No. 272, dated 23rd October 1867.

From Sir H. BARKLEY, Governor of Mauritius, to His Grace the DUKE of BUCKINGHAM
and CHANDOS, &e., &c., &e. ; dated 95th October 1867, No. 272, Miscellaneous.

With reference to your Grace’s Despatch, No. 86, of 6th July, replying to mine of 25th

- March, No. 64, on the subject of the proposed

Prggzgt.or of ?mmlgrant’s letter, No, 1584 of 23rd October  yooylations for facilitating the remittance of

money to India by cooly immigrants, I have the

honor to enclose some further explanations on the subject from Mr. Beyts, the Protector of Immi-
grants.

2. Ag regards the limitation of each Money Order to 100 Dollars, the alteration suggested
by me in my Despatch abovementioned is, as pointed out by your Grace, clearly unnecessary, as this
limitation forms no part of the * Notice,” and it will, of course, rest with the Governments of
Mauritius and India to issue and pay larger sums by one or more orders, as may, in practice, prove
wost convenient.

3. With reference, however, to the forfeiture of money deposited, if the order be not pre-
sented within twelve months, I scarcely think that the remotc analogy to the Post Office system in
England can be safely relied on to outweigh actual experience as to the ideas and habits of Indian
immigrants in this Colony ; and I venture respectfully to state that I should still prefer to see

" Rule No. 3 modified by the addition at the end of the words ‘“ in India.”

4. 1 am, however, perfectly ready to acquiesce in the Regulations as they at present stand,
since an appeal is allowed in this case to the Government of India.

5. In conclusion, I beg to state that I should be glad to receive a supply, as promised in your
Grace's Despatch, of the orders, with Notices printed upon them in English and the Native lan.
guages spoken in each of the three Presidencies of India. :
From H. N. D. BEYTS, Esq., Protector of Immigrants, to the Honorable F. BEDINGFELD,

Colonial Secretary to the Government of Mauritius; dated 23rd October 1867, No.
158-67A.

I have the honor to acknowledge tha receipt of your letter, No. 235D, dated 10th ultimo,
giving cover to & copy of a Despatch from e Secretary of State (No, 86 of 6th July 1867), on the

subject of remittances of money to India by Indian immigrants.
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Proceedings of the Madras Government, Public Department,
6th April 1868.

2. With reference to the limit assigned to the amount of each remittance (8 100), 1 beg to
state that hitherto the majority of the remit-

tances made through my Office have exceeded
that limit, and that, therefore, it would simplify matters to remove the limit altogether.

3. With regard to the period fixed as that within which the Money Order should be pre-
sented, I take leave to mention that, although I think it perfectly right that, ‘¢ for the conveni-
ence of the Office on which it is made payable,” the Money Order should be helg to be cancelled
after a certain period. I do not see how it follows that the money should be Jorfeited by the
remitter. Many circumstances may occur rendering the Money Order cancell
without the fault either of the remitter or the person to whom the money is remitted ; the party
to whom it is addressed may die, or have gone away from his supposed domicile ; the remitter,
intending to receive the money himself in India, may, after the despatch of the remittance, be
hindered from leaving the Colony, or induced to prolong his stay here. Under such cireumstances,
and indeed under all circumstances, I think that, if the Money Order be not presented within the
preseribed period, the order should be cancelled, and payment in India refused ; but that the
amount should be returned to this Colony, to be given over to the remitter, or those who hold his
rights.

4. Under present arrangements, it is quite eagy to obtain the return of an
at any time ; and this, I think, has greatly contributed to the confidence whi
have inspired, and to the success which has hitherto attended their operation

Vide Enclosure No. 1.

able after its issue

¥ amount” remitted
¢h our Regulations

Vide Enclosare No. 2, . 5. Several cases have already occurred in

which it has been found requisite to cancel
remittances and claim back the sums remitted,

—

Excrosvrg, No. 1.

Remittances made by Immigrants to the several Presidencies of India, from the 1st

February 1866 to the 23rd October 1867,

. Sums ex-| Sums of ’ Total lj Total
Presidency to which remitted. ceeding | # 100 or ‘numbg;'o amount of
1t-

100, L Trem remit-

# less. 1 tances. | tances,

RS.
Calcutta .., 111 75 186 50 612‘
Madras ... ... .. . 7 oopT 15 15 1.140'
Bombay ... e 4 4 2:900
|
Total......| 115 | 90 205 54,652;

Excrosure No. 2.
Sums remitted to India which have subsequently been returned to Mauritius and refunded
to the Remitters.

[ , To . . 'w;_ )
Date of remittance. { By whom remitted. Premden&yittt% ;. hich re. Amount.
!' —

| ks.
29th October 1866... ...\Chooliah... ...jCalcutta ., 25
5th September 1867 .../Tusrut... N _ 70
4th March 1867... ....Ramdhony... vy e 400
Do. ....Bhawonah... ye el 400
Total...... 895

1,

Proceedings of the Madras Government, Public Department,
6th April 1868.

From T. W. C. MURDOCH, Esq., to Sir F. ROGERS, Bart, &c., &e., &e. ; dated Emigration
Board, 4th January 1868, ,

Thave to acknowledge your letter of 29th ultimo, with a further Despatch® from the
Governor of Mauritius, on the subject of the
form of the Money Orders to be issued to coolies
for the remittance of their savings to India.

2. Two objections were raised by the Government of Mauritius to the form proposed by us :—

1st.—It was objected that the limit of 100 Dollars for each order was too low. It was

answered that there was no limit to the number of orders a cooly might take out ;

and practically, therefore, no limit to the amount he might remit. Sir H. Barkley

expresses himself satisfied with this explanation, and withdraws the objection.

2nd.—TIt was objected that the forfeiture of the order, if not presented within 12 months,

was unnecessarily harsh, and that the money ought, instead, to be returned to the

Colony for re-payment to the remitter. It was answered that it was necessary,

both for the convenience of the Office on which the order was made payable, and to

prevent frauds, to require its presentation within alimited time ; that this could only

be done by attaching a penalty to its non-presentation ; that to lay down a rule that

lapsed orders should be re-paid to the Remitter would involve much trouble, both to

the Indian Government and the Colony ; and that there was no reason to fear that

the Indian Government would be over-rigid in enforcing forfeiture, where a reason-

able explanation of the delay could be given. Sir H. Barkley says he should still

. prefer that the lapsed orders should be re-payable in the Colony, but that he is per-

fectly ready to acquiesce in the Regulations, since an appeal is allowed in these
cases to the Government of India.

3. To prevent delay, we were directed, by your letter of 13th J uly last, to instruct the Emi-
gration Agents in India to have the orders printed at once in the form and with the endorsements
proposed. The necessary instructions were sent to them by the mail of 26th July, and have
o doubt been acted on, although no copies of the orders have been sent to thig country. I would
submit, therefore, that, in answer to Sir H. Barkley’s application for a supply of these orders, he
should be directed to apply to Mr. Eales, to whom, as well as to the Agents for the West Indian
Colonies, the instructions of 26th July were sent. ' .

4. I'would also submit that the result of the correspondence should be communicated to
the Secretary of State for India.

* No. 272, dated 25th October.

No. 1308
Copy forwarded to the Government of Madras, in continuation of Endorsement
No. 5863, dated the 26th October 1867.
(By Order),

(Signed) J. GEOGHEGAN ,
Under Secy. to the Govt. of India.

Home DEPARTMENT,
Fort WiLLiAy,
12tk March 1868,

ettt

No.‘7)\5. OrpER THEREON, 6th April 1868, No. 449,

Communicated to the Protector of Emigrants, and to the Accountant General,

in continuation of G. O., dated the 19th November 1867, No. 14486.

(True Extract).

Chief Secretary.

To the Protector of Emigrants.

»  Accountant General.

Xxd. F, R, Bantleman,



India Office;
London, 31st January 1868.
Publie, :

No. 24.

To His Excellency the Right Honorable the GOVER-
NOR GENERAL of India in Council,
SIR,

IN continuation of my Despatch of the 14th of Septem-
ber last, No. 135, I forward herewith, for the information and
guidance of your Excellency in Council, a copy of a letter dated the
14th instant, with its enclosures, which has been received from the
Colonial Office, relating to the form of Money Orders to be issued
to coolies for the remittance of their savings to India.

I have,. &c.,
STAFFORD H. NORTHCOTE.

From Si¢ F. Roaurs, Bart., &e., &e., &, to the Under Secretary of State for
' India,—Dated Downing Sirceet, the 14th January 1868.

1 A directed by the Duke of Buckingham and Chandos to transmit o you,

o, . ‘ for the iuformatlot} of the Secretary of State for

No. 272, dnted 23rd October 1867-  1,4ia  in conuection with my letter of the 13th

July last, a eopy of a Despateh® from the GGovernor of Mauritius, on the subject of

o prm—e _the firn_of Money Quders to_be issued to eoolics for the remittance of_ their savings
~ o India. 1 am also to eaclose a Report by the Emigration Gommissioners unc-
that subject, and am to state that the ‘s:ggesﬁgus which}'t embudies: )

adepted lip-the Duke of Duvkisgnius. -

Tovernor of Mauritius, to His Grace the Dugz of Brokivg-

A Qir cLEY, ¢ . . )
Irom Sir IT. Bagkney, K., &, &e.,~—No, 272, (Miscellaneous,) dated the 25th

nay and CHANDOS,

October 1867. )
Witk reference to your Grace’s Despatch No. 86 of 6th July, replying to

mine of 25th March, No. 61, on the subject of the proposed Regulations for faci-
litating the remittance of money to India by
Protector of Immigrant’s letter No.  ¢o0ly immigrants, I have the honor to enclose '
1384 of 23rd October 1867. some further explanations on the subject from Mr.
" f Immigrants. : )
Beyt;,. thAsP :g:icr?sr OtheI limitation of each Money Order to 100 dollars, the altera-
tion suggested by me in my Despatch atove mentioned is, as pointed out by your
Grace, clearly unnecessary, as this limitation forms no part of the ““ Notice, and
it will, of course, rest with the Governments of Mauritius and India to issue and
pay larger sums by one or more orders, as may, in practice, prove most convenient.
S. With reference, however, to the jforfeiture of money deposited, if the
order be not presented within twelve months, I scarcely think that the remote
analogy to the Post Office system in England can he safely relied on to ontweigh
actual experience as to the ideas and habits of Indian immigrants in this Colony ;
and I ventare respectfully to state that I should still prgfe,x; to see Rule No. 8
modified by the additiou at the end of the words ““in India. :

4. I am, howover, ;ygg;fectly“ ready to acgniescain the Rﬂgqlaﬁonsrns’ they

at présent stand, since an appeal is allowed 1iu this case to the Government of
India. )

5. In conclusion, I beg to state that I should be glad to reccive a supply, as
promised in your Grace’s Despatch, of the orders, with Notices printed upon them
in English and the Native languages spoken in each of the three Pesidencies of

India.

L)

From H. N. D. Bgevrs, Esquire, Protector of Immigrauts, to the Hon’ble F.
Bepinarerp, Colonial Secretary to the Government, Mauritivs,—No, 158-67A,
dated the 23rd October 1867,

1 nave the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter No.23»D,
dated 10th ultimo, giving cover to a copy of a Despatch from the Secretary of




(3)
(2)

Sir F. RoGERS, Bart, &e., &c., &ec.,—Dated

'squl s to
- From T. W. C. Mmﬁ)slciféat?(;g‘l}!}far‘d, the 4th January 1868.
State (No. &6 of 6th July 1867), on the subject of remittances of money to India :
by Indian immigrants.

‘ i further Despatch®
h ultimo Wlt\h. a .
rfIEttethf(?c?\Eerxxor ot Mauritius, ?cn %’e fggﬁg&t &f
rom N Orders to be
. the Money
. Vo, 272, dated 25th October, the form O
2. With reference to the limit assigned to the amount of each remittance "
) (% 100), I beg to state that hitherto the majority .

Vide enclosure No. 1.

m i ings to India.
coolies for the remittance of their savings to

of the remittances .ade. through my co have

exceeded chat limit, and that, therefore, it would simplify matters to remove the

1 mavE to acknowledge you

3 itius to the form
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k . s imi rs for each order v
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hmltgaltog\;ith regard to the period fixed as that within which the Maney Order , lt_\vas 'al?z\:)f:te' and practlcally, therefore, imit 1o the amonnt o
should be presentzd, I take leave to mention that, although I think it perfectly : might ta ;
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] ‘ag gbhlecte . ha . .
how it follows that the money should be fu-feited by the remitt.er. . Many circum- 2"‘1’151;::;;5]’6;35 unnecessar}ly harfsf};;_ iﬂi}f‘y'"ent to the remitter. h1>t0f\;iz:
stances may oceur rendering the Money Order concellabie after its 1ssue without the to be returned to the Colony both for the convenience of the iee
fauls eitber of the remitter or the person to whom the money 18 remitted ; tue ;s\vex‘ed that it was Decessarys able, and to prevent frauds, btodreqe )
party to whom it is addressed may die, or have gone away f?om h1§ supposed domi- a ['1 which the order was mad_e E?Zd tix’ne; that this could onlz'1 e o;l rul%
cile; the rewitter, intending to receive the money bimaself in India, may, after the 9(:5 resentation within 2 llmln- resentation; that to lay oWlne oy
despatch of the remittance, be hindered from leaving 1he Colony, or induced to ;tt;chin"' a penalty to ltsbnge.paid to the remitter would I(Llwzhvat here
prolong his stay here. Under such circumstances, and mdegd }mder all circum- that lap;’ed orders should aovegnment and the Colony; an
stances, 1 think that, if’ the Money Order be not presented within the preseribed
period, the order should be cancelled, and payment in India refused ; but that the
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' trouble, both 2?) tf}elzrlfk]}mt the Indian %loverr;r&i:;ttio‘;"of the delay could
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: which it has been fouud requisite to cancel remit.
tances and claim back the sums
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. . rinted at once in t
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instruet the Lmigrabich e &~ hosed. bt acted on, although mno
remitted, form and with the 'elndf?r;‘;iléllf J ul)If), and have no dt(i.ubt t‘_,[ee:vould submit, therefore(i
, o ‘ ‘ to them by hthe :3::5 fmve been send to ?hli. (;’10}1011 ays’upply of these orders, hef sho:llle )
; . . Enolosure. No. L ; cﬁpfsifinzwif to Sir H. Barkley’s agf 1:;:;01::1’ as well as to the Agents 0?
‘Remitéances made by Immigrants to the several Presidencies of India, from the lst _ ;)ea Zirected to apply to Mr. E:Ief,},ions of 26th July were set, .
' February 1866 fo the 23rd Octoder 1867, e e L] Indian Colonies, the instruGtiofs U8 FL o o v
B “Weet 1ndian 0100155 R Ind
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¢ L 2 = 2= - i municated to the Secretary of State tor 28 i
[ . ’ ' 2 = ‘g B o
. .u.._Tw:e- S vo TR o T Pt g S, L IRP SR YO - . B ,.p}._“.__ . (24
+ sty 1o whioh Temittog ; ‘E?D E_g; \é = g fué s g _ ‘ ’ . No. 722 / ol //(' « din v
. . = '—;._= ) ! : 3 TR -‘
wg = E ° E%% . g—-g 53 ' Cory forwarded to the -* ; II:T;( - ?I/ g dated the 26th October 1867.
. ~: . et . Endorsemcu LI S . . .
. in continuation of
Rupees : \ - : By Order,
‘Calcutta "5 ‘ Home DEPARTMENT, /) ,
e was 1 11 {0 186 50,612 Forr V‘VILLIAM ; (/,' . WM
Madras 5 | PusLIc, : -
e I 3 1 140 The /7 March 1868. ' the Govt. of India
. ovt, .
Bombay ... w4 4 2,900 Under Seey. b0
Total 115 90 205 54,652
] . .
Enclosure. No. 2.
Sums remitted to India which have subsequently boen returned to Mauritius, and
refunded o the Remitlers.
Date of remittance. By whom remit- Presidency to which Amount. P 4 | ]
ted. remitted. . e J)/// /RN (/ gt
Co & : e
Rupees. i ) k
29th October 1566 ..« | Chooliah ... | Caleutta S 25 :
5th Septembor 1867 - Tusrut 5 70
4th Muarch 1567 Ramdhony ... »y _ 400
» Bhawonah ... " e 1 400
Total 895
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