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Home Department.

Sanitary.

SIR,

“* No. 514, dated 6th February 1891

Stmla, the ’T:',}/'

A

¥ G,
C. J. LYALL, EsQ, C.LE, S, Ay vz
/s ik
Sceretary to the Government of Inda, “ TS e et
To

A m#«

: April 1891.
/

s I AM directed tovforw‘ard, for 4z information ‘% oL < o /Q,(

a copy of a letter®* from the Bombay Gov-

ernment and its enclosure, in which it is

represented that much inconvenience is caused at Bombay in consequence of the
Port Health Officer being compelled to pay two or more visits to an outward
bound vessel for the purpose of granting a bill of health, on account of the
absence of some of the crew or passengers, or owing to the circumstance that
timely notice has not been given him of the deferred departure of the vessel.
The Government of Bombay suggest the imposition of fces on the Agents of
e first which the Health Officer of a Port is obliged
to make for any reason for which the Agents are responsible. It is proposed that
the fees should in the first instance be credited to Government which could then,
mpensation fo the Health Officer for the additional

vessels for every visit after th

if it thought fit, give some co
work thrown on him.

1 am to request that the Government of India may be favoured with an

expression of ths  opinion

MNaie [yey.— G

Gowena X whether

it would be advisable to impose fees in the cases stated, and, if so, on what scale

the fees should be charged.

I have the honor to be,

Sir,

Your most obedient servant,

Secretary to

% Government of India.

i
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; ' No. 514, dated Bombay Castle, the 6th February 1891
From—G. W, Vipar, Bsq., ¢.5., Acting Chief Secretary to the Government of Bombay,

To—The Sseretary to the Government of India, ITome Department (Sanitary) Calentta.

Iy Mav 1889 the Ilealth Officer of the Port of Bombay brought to the
notice of this Government the fact that although  he gave due intimation to
Captains or Agents of vesscls of his intended visits for the purpose of granting
theth a bill of health, several ships and buggalows had to be visited by him
more than once owing to the absence of some of the crew or postponement of
the date of sailing, and that consequently in addition to making several trips to
the docks in the Leat of the day he had to incur considerable expense for
carrinze hire.  He therefore suggested that Government should sanction the
imposition of a fec of Rs. 20 on all vesscls that had to be visited twice by him.
The Trustees of the Port of Bombay, who were consulted on the subject,
did not however think it advisable at once to authorise the levying of a fee
as proposed hy the Port IIealth Officer, but stated that they would bring the
matter to the notice of Agents of ships in Bombay, and that if that measure
did not prove eflicacious the question regarding the imposition of a fine might,
if Government thought it desirable, be reconsidered. The suggestion made by -
the Port Trustees was approved by this Government.

3. The Iealth Officer of the Port now reports that but little improvement
has taken place in the matter and that the time has come when steps should be

“taken to lessen the grievance referred:#6 by him, or failing that to compensate

him for the extra worry and expense he is put.to-in'having to make recurring
visits to putward boupd vessels. 'the reasons assigned by the Health Officer in
support of his proposals have been given in paragraphs 4—7 of his letter No.
9291, dated 9tls June last, a copy of which is appended hereto. The Trustees
of the Port of Bombay, who were requested to favour Government with their

- opinion on the subject, have stated that they are in favour of the levy of ‘a fee

‘ _ rs,  at the rates noted in the margin from
Yor squarc rigged vessols 20 vessels to which more than one visit has
to be paid by the Health Officer in connec-

tion with.thu issie of bills of health, and that such fees should be levied for
cvery visit after the fivst.

3. The Governor in Council considers it desirable to levy a fee from ves-
sels in case of repeated visits, but is of opinion that such fee ought to_rest on
an identical rule or at least on a uniform principle in all the Indian ports, T
am accordingly directed to request that you will be so good as to move the
Government of India to issuc such orders on the subject as may. he deemed ex-
pedient. Iam to add that the fees should at first be credited to Government

‘which could then, if it thought fit, give the Health Officer of the Port an allow-

ance for cach extra visit or clse a small addition to his regular salary.

1

No. 201, dated Bombay, the 9th June 1890.

From—S8urceon Masor T, ¥, MacCarTir, MB, Health Officer of the Port of
Bombay,* :

To—.-'l‘he Sanpitary Commissioner for the Government of Bombay.

I 5AVE the honour to for i :
ward Government Resolution, General Depart-
Ilgﬁ?gllf%fsggtohO&igtfggggqizwsg’ with a copy of Sul:ge()’n Crimmin’s letter
teo for bills of hoalth issum a request that the question of imposition of a

1 ed to vessels to whi isi
made may be reconsidered. to which more than one visit has to be

2. When [ resumed charge of my datics as ITealth Officer of ‘the Port in
January 1890, Surgeon Crimmin directed my attention to the above mentioned

Gove{nmcn’q Resolution, but T thought it right to see for myself whether the
state of affairs referred to in his letter N, 311 of 28th May 1889 still existed.

)
e
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o
and f.thlhlx‘l(;gfrl(;gtt?} ]mtwjo to state that }‘»ut little improvement has taken place,
ariev f" 1e time has come when steps should be taken to lessen the
8 ance re erred to in Dr. Crimmin’s letter, or failing that to compensaie the
Health Officer for the extra worry and expense heis put to in having to-make
recurring visits to ontward bound vesscls. 2,
ut of 555 oufward vessels, inspected be-

overnment Resolutinn and 31st May. of
272 visits were made

. I find from my returns that o
tween the date of the above mentioned G
present year, 122 were inspected more than once, and that
to those 122 vossels. ()nlya porLiOH of these \'CSSCIS WOere €ases of postponed
departure, the extra visits in some cases heing due to the absence of yacmbers
of crew or passengers from inspeetion, ov the remedying some sapitary defect,
but the cases of ])()stpon(*d departure arc very frequent, and matters will not, 1
submit, improve until it is made clear that a fee will be Jevied in the event of
more than one visit having to be made to such vessels.

5. Tt is noticeable that when a ship’s departure is postponed the Captain
rarely takes the trouble to inform the Port Health Oflicer of the fact in suffi-
cient time to save him the worry and expense of making a necdless visit to the
vessel, and it would seem to be 2 hardship that the inspecting officer should
have to bear the very considerable expense in ghari-hire due to the extra labour
Ancurred by rccurrin’g visits to vessels.

6. I would also point out another matfer which Surzeon Crimmin’s letter

os much worry and expense, tis., the fact that

.does not refer to, and which caus ' , '
in many cases Ship-Caplains or Agents do not give 21t hours’ notice of a
vessel’s intended departure. In some instances I have had to visit outward
vessels on an hone's notice, and o <ericus o matter is it delaying a vessel's
sailing that I have almost invariably proceeded to inspect then. Such cases
. cause more worry and trouble thau even cases of postp(»ncd departure, and., I
respectfully submit, should be dealt with in the same manner as surgeon Crim-
min suggests in the cases of postponed departure, viz., by the imposition of 2
fec for the bill of health.
7. With reference to the two above mentioned classes of vessels, viz., those
postponiug or thosc anticipating time of departure, 1 may state that I have

reason to suppose that Ship Agents would cheerfully pay a fee for the inspec-
tion, for when I have on oceasions complained of the extra labour entailed by

irregularity in sailing, surprise has been evinced that no fee was Icviable.

» » » . .

G. C. Press, Simla.~No, 13 H. D, —6-4-01—110.
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. o 4 No.5lpdated Bombay Castle, the 6th February 1891
From—G. W. VmA;‘, Esq.y ¢.s.; Acting Chief Seeretary to the Government of Bombay,

To—-—i‘lfé%ccnahwy to the Government of India, Ilome Department (Sanitary) Culeutta, -

Ix May 1880 the Health Officer of the Port of Bombay brought to the
notiee of this Government the fact that although he gave due intimation to
Captains or Agents of vesscls of his intended visits for the purpose of granting
them a bill of health, several ships and buggalows had to be visited by him
more than ence owing to the absence of same of the crew ot postponement of
the date of sailing, and that consequently in addition to making several trips to
{he docks in thetieat of the day he had to incur comsiderable cxpense for
earriage hire. He therefore suggested that Government should sanction the
imposition of a fec of Rs. 20 on all vessels that had to be visited twice by him.
The Trustees of the Port of Bombay, whe were consulted on the subject,
did not however think it advisable at once o authorise the levying of a fee
as proposed by the Port {calth Officer, but stated that they would bring the
matter to the notice of Agents of ships in Bombay, and that if that measure
did not prove efficacious the question regarding the imposition of a finc might,
if Government thought it desirable, be reconsidered. The suggestion made by
the Port Trustees was approved by this Gyvernment.

-9: 'The Health Officer of the Port now reports that but little improvement
has taken place in the matter and that the :ime has come when 'steps should be
taken to.lessen the gricvance referred to by him, or failing that to compensate

him for the extra worry and éxpense he s put to in having to make rccurring

visits to outward bound ‘yessels.  The regsons assigned by the Health Officer'in
support of liis proposals have been given In paragraphs 4—7 of his lettér No.

-991, dated 9th June last, a copy of which is appedded herefo. The Trustees
of the Port of Bombay, who were requestel to favour Government with their

opinion on the subject, have stated that they are in favour of the levy of a fee
) S ‘ rs.  at the rates noted in the margin from

square rigged ves - : NN
T e et e %0 veswls to which more than one visit has
' to ba paid by the Health Officer m connec-

tion with the issue of bills of health, and that such fees should be levied for
every visit after the first.

8." The Governor in Council considers it desirable to levy a fee from ves-
sels‘ in case of repeated visits, but is of opinion that such fee ___éught to rest on
an identical rule or at least on a uniform principle in all the Indian ports.
am accordingly directed to request that you will be so good as to move the
Government of Tndia to issue such orders on the subject ‘as may be dcemed ex-
pedient. Iam to add that the foes should at first be credited to Government
which could then, if it thonght fit, give the Health Officer of the Port an allow-

* ance for each extra visit or clse a small addition to his regular salary.

.

No. 201, dated Bombay, the 9th June 1890.

\ st ' : £ : , .
From—Surcges Masor F. F. MacCartie, u.n, Health Officer of the Port of
_Boxnb;;y, i

-T"“f'mie Sanjtary Commissioner for the Governmeﬁt of Bombay.

s

I mAvVE the hdhnur tof : ' i

L the orward Governmient Resolufion General Depart-

%CIl&l? %.ESS(S)QEOI 15th Augu.s 1889, with a copy of Surgeo,n Crimmin’s letter
! 0. ;)_j e tfvafay 1889 ‘with a rcquest that the question of imposition of & -
ee for bills of health issucd to vessels to which morc than one visit has o be
made may be reconsidered. .

2. When T resumed charge of my duties as Health bfﬁecr of the Port in
January 1890, Surgeon Crimmin directed my attention to the above mentioned

. Government Resolution, but I thought it right to see for myself whether the =

state of affairs referred fo in his letter No, 311 of 28th May 1889 still existed.



. e 1 : : A
1 i} I regret to have to state that but little improvement has tﬁken p%ace, Ve
an think that the time has colne when steps should be taken to lessen the
grievance referred to in Dr. Crimmia’s letter, or failing that to compénsate the

Health Officer for the extra worry and expense heis put to in having to make .No. 514, dated Bombay Casfle, the 6th February 1891.

recurring visits to outward bound vessels. ' ~ From—G. W, Vinar, B, s, Acting Chif Sceretary to the Government of Bombay, -
b ‘l"tlI find from my refurns th:-lt out of 555 outward VG?SC]S, inspected be- To—The Secretary to the Government of India, Home Department (Sanitary) Caleutta.
ween the date of the above mentioned Government Resolution and 31st May of
%)rescnt y eg;-, 122 were inspected more than once, and that 272 visits were made In May 1889 the Ilealth Officer of the Port of Bombay brought to the
o those 122 vessels. Only a portior of these vossels were cases of postponed notice of this Government the fact that alihough he gave due intimation to
departure, the extra visits in some cases being due to the absence of members Captains or Agents of vesscls of his intended visits for the purpose of granting
of crew or passengers from inspection, or the remedying some sanitary defect, them a bill of health, several ships and buggalows had to be visited by him
but the cases of postponed departure are very frequent, and matters will not, I more than-once owing to the absence of sowe of the erew ot postponement of
submit, improve until it is made clear that a fee will be levied in the event of : the date of sailing, and that conscquently in addition to making several trips to
more than one visit having to be made to such vessels. the docks in thefhoa.t of the day he had to incur considerable expense for
B. Tt is noticcable th L, . ain carriage hire. Ic therefore suzgested that Government should sanction the
rarely takes the trouble t:tinv;(l)l:; :h:{‘g):tdﬁ%g iﬁ%&ile};oggpt?:dfaﬂeiﬁag fléi- , u‘nposition of a feo of Rs. 20 on all vessels that had to be visited twice by him.
cient time to save him the worry ax?d‘;expense of making a needless visit to the ' The Trustees of the Port of Bombay, who were consulted on the subject,
vessel, and it would seem to be a han h-ip -that the' inspecting officer should did not however think it advisable at once to authorise the levying of a fee
have to bear the very consi o in ghari-hire due to the extrs Fabour L as proposed by the Port ealth Officer, but stated that they would bring the
incurred by recurrthg visit# To vessels - o : I{}alttertto ‘the ngtice of Agents of ships in Bombay, and that if that measure
_ ‘ : _ - o : did not prove eflicacious the « uestion regarding the imposition of a fine might,
does %otlrwi?ulg also point out another matter which Sargcon ermmln’s Tetter if Govemn‘xent thought it deslirable, be reconsidered. 'Il‘hc suggestion made by
{ efer to, and which causes pjuch worry and expense, oiz., the fact that the Port Trustees was approved by this Government
_in many cases Ship-Captains or Agents do not give 24 hours’ notice of a '
vessel's intended departure. In some instances I Shave had to visit outward 2. The Health Officer of the Port now reports that but little improvement
: has taken place in the matter and that the time has come when steps should be

vessels on an hour’s notice, a i .. . )

o nd so spious o matter is it delaying a vesseis . , _ \ : m

sailing that I have almost ’invariam“? ceeded to imspect them. Such cases f]chen to }essen the gu‘evan((zleerefcrredlt? by him, or failing4hat to compensate
and, T : \im for the extra worry and €xXpensc ne 1s put to in haviug to make recurring

cause more W than ef i

renpeottully subimit, should be denlt € cates o o s Surgeon Orin st o obmr O T e

min A ) 0 en T as SULse. support of his proposals have been given in paracraphs 4— ; -
P f::gg:sg,s ﬂj(u:, ftg:a c:::‘ of‘ Postpo o departure, viz., by the imposition of a , : 991, dated Oth June last, a copy of which ivg) :lx;)igxll()lglgh(‘Z'ezi h}.i;}'htlaet;}‘erf FO.
: e : of the Port of Bombay, who were requested to favor i o srees

s ’ > . - 4 S TNC ir G ) ,- :

: pd.tgocni‘r;tgr‘l:ﬁg:gnco t;‘o;i;;};;:‘wo ﬁ?n ¥& mentioned classes of vessels, viz., those opinion on the subjcet, have stated that they are in fm’ogz(i;pg;;nlzv‘;{ I(t)? ;h;:g
' reasop to suppose tl‘:?ShiP-—I- 8““_ §5m1 m:yf;hif;rtm‘l baﬂ.a For squaro rizzod vessels » Re at the rates noted in $he margin from
tion, for when I have on & Sa8l0NS OOk wﬁmﬁk] boitr :enmiwe{:;‘ For Native ciaft .., " =~ # vessels to which more than one visit has
irrogalarify in sailing, surPriee has beew-ovinced th#t T foe was leviable. tion with the issuc of bills of healtl t?,db" paid by the ITealth Officor in conneo-

. e o ) S . ) - : o S 1€ L N » ‘o Q n
- S ) TN s » . . every visit after the first, alth, o :hat such fees should be levied for

" S TN N SR
L U\ g s . . SN '

R 3. 'The Governor in Council considds it desizdbile toclevy a fee from vos-

- sels in case of repeated visits ; g

o an identical full(;pérlféllg-lzlt&’ }‘):f As*;)f iniow that guch fee ought to rest on

N am accordi . ast on i uniforn principle in all®the Indian ports. I
\ﬁ. 1 0% » G accordingly du'u.ctcd to request that ydu will be so good as to move the

, - & % : overnment of Tndia to issue sugh drdérs.on' the subjcct%s may he deemed CT;

gv)t‘}rld.lclnt. L am to add that the foes th.ulﬁ at first be credited Lto (rovernment

v ic lf could then, if it thought fit, give the ilowlth Oflicer @ the Port an allows

ce for cach extra visit or clse a~smull|§£ddi1.i¢"‘to his regular salufy.

4 , :} . . - . ;
R . T . : No. 291, ‘{ﬂted‘Bombuy,'*tb# 3th June 1690,

From—SvuRcE h .
0 B;;({)Zt;:: Major F, K, A\IACCM}?—I&"-M.B., Health Officer of the Port of

Tom . o
. I o—The Sanitary Commissioner for the Government of Bombay.
‘ K e HAVE the h = T : .
; | ' . o ment, No. 3300 Of"‘i‘g‘gatxforward Government Resolution, General Depart-
: © No. 811 of 98th May 1889 ity -0, With 2 Bdpy of Surgeon Crimmin’s letter
39 with a requbst that é}xe question of imposition of a -
A

Fl

fee Tor bills of health issy 9
! e g T reconsid’ereill.led to, Vessf'bjﬁ @ whjdh. more than one visit has to be
| s ' ’
2. When T res o aties g3 i i
/ January lgg)l(l) Isltx(iﬂsr?r(ne%c.harbf) Of. my duties as HMealth Officer of the P(_)rt -
/' G.C. Pross, Simia.~Ho. 18 H, Dt 401110 : : ' Gove ; SUrgeon Lrmmin directedd my attention to the above mentioned
=F. 18 &, D 4012100 . ‘ stat,:lr‘)rém(#lq Resolution, b‘}t I.thought it ri{,:ht to sec for myself whether the
. » of affairs veferred to in his letter No. 311 of 28th May 1889 still cxisted.

K

+




3. I regrot t s ' A
and 1 thinkbtr]fl‘at :htat‘;g] 1;0 state that but little improvement has taken place,

grievance reforred £y - has come when steps should be taken to lessen the

Health Officer ;‘Sr t&o m .i)r - Crimmix’s letter, or failing that to compensate the
. I NC eXira wo is i ' .

FeCUTring visits to outyns worry aad expense heis put to in having to ‘make

1 d bourd vesscls. '
. If 555 irispected b
ween ti l(;la(iefl;)ofn‘tlhlzl);l:etums that eut of 555 outward vessels, irispected be-

rese ) .
%)O,t};(?steylegazr’v is‘?s?‘e Izere(;nSpeCted more than once, and that 272 visits were made
departure, the extra vi nly a portion of these vessels were cases of postponed
of crew or passen ‘el_Vlelts 1 some cases being duc to the absence of members
but the cases of (it y r(éxr& Inspection, or the remedying some sanitary defect,
submit, impmvepuntﬁopte- eparture are very {requent, and matters will not, I
more than opg vicir b o made clear that a fec will be levied in the event of

b. Tti 1€ Visit having to be made to such vessels.

* 1118 noticeable that when a ship’s d i ’ ;
rarel g a ship’s departure is postponed the Captain
cientyt;;];etsotgfvzr?ble to inform the Port Health_Oiﬁceg of pthe fact in I;uﬁi-
vessel, and it yo o im the worry and expense of making a needless visit to the

ave 10 boar tho o seem to be a hardship that the inspecting officer should
incurred by recurri}g ‘é‘i’;liilsdtegtg;lses :l);pense in ghari-hire due to the extra labour .

6. I would also yoi .
does not refer to, asx(l)dpm?t out another matter which Surgeon Crimmin’s letter

which causes much worry and expense, viz., the fact that

1n many cases Ship- ; .
vessel’s intended dlé;)ggggt‘:ﬂs or Agents do not give 21 hours’ notice of a

. vessels on an houp’ ; I(;l some énstances I bave had to visit outward

sailing that T h » 4Na 80 serious a matter is it delaying a vessel’s
causegmore wori;xéffsgliﬁvgmbly proceeded t inspect thcm).r Such cases
respectfully submit, should an even cases of postponed departure, and, I

" Iin suggests in the cases of ot € same manner as Surgeon Crim-
fee for the bill of health. ~ Lo Poned departure, viz., by ‘the imposition of &

7. With veference to the tw. e menti : : .
. 1 ¥0 above mentioned . :
fOstpox;mg or those anticipating time den 101:;31-9’(31i1.sses:l ;fsvesselts;, 'v:zi t]?m
cason to suppoge that Ship Agents would cheerfull caave

tion, for when I have on.ocoasions complained of thg pamay - fl(:zebofl?rr ;:;(taaiilnspec-

irregularity in sailing, surprise has been evinced that no fee was leviable ed by
* » * . ’
*

(W.F (8% ]

G. C. Press, Siwla.~=No, 13 H, D,~6-4-91~110.

1y

ove mentioned Government Resolution and 31st May of -

~tion with the issue of hills of healtl
* every visit after the first. '

No. 514, dated Bombay Castle, the 6th February 1891.

M . mba
From—G. W, Vipar, Exq, €5, Acting Chiel Sceretary to the (fovernment of Bombay,

. ik alcutta.
To—The Sceretary to the (iovernment of India, [Tome Dl‘[’““me“t (S“mt‘”y) Caleu

Iy May 1889 the 1lealth Officer of the Port of Bombay bl'o-u_gl'lt EO or?;g
notice of this Government the fact that although he gave due 111’({11112} llntinlﬂ’
Captains or Agents of vesscls of bis infended visits for the purpose o ; n{)& Lo
them a bill of health, several ships and buggalows had to he \flslte Znt o
more than once owing to the absence of some of the erew or P"Stpomfntl]i s to
the date of sailing, and that consequently in addition to m.tlkmg several trp for
the docks in the hLeat of the day he had to incur considerable CXP‘E.HSG the
carriace hire.  He therefore sugeested that Government sl}quld sane 11011} -
imposition of a fee of Rs. 20 on all vessels that had to be visited twice )‘y | }not-- 4
The Trustees of the Port of Bombay, who were consulted on 'the 5‘; )]feri ‘
did not however think it advisable at once to authorise the ]cvymo%."1 Y 2thé
as proposed by the Port TTealth Officer, but stated tliat they ,%"Otllﬂ._t );'1112551‘11'8
matter to the notice of Agents of ships in Bombay, :.md that 1 ¢ mﬁne micht,
did not prove eflicacious the question regarding the imposition 0 a 'tdg by
if Government thoucht it desirable, be reconsidercd. The suggestion M

the Port Trustees was approved by this Government.

\ . the Port mow'reports that but little impl‘ovement
has t?xk:nh;liia}gltl?emncliztfr and that the time has come when steps should be
taken to lessen the grievance referred to by him, or failing that o compensate
him for the extra Worry and expense he is put to in having'to make recurring
visits to outward bound Vessnls.’ 1 hp reascns assigned by the Hea}th Officer in
support of his proposals have béen given in pm'agraphs 4-—7 of hlS‘ letter NO‘
991, dated 9th June last, a copy of which is appended hereto. The ‘Trustees
of the Port of Bombay, who were requested to 'fav:our Government Wltl} their
‘opinion on the subject, have stated thal they are 1o favour of the levy of a fee

&e  at the rates mnoted in the margin from
For square ri';g.\td vessels - e 20 vessels to Which more than one visit has
For Native craft . 8 to be '[)ald by the Heﬁlth Officer in connec-
1, and that such fees should be levied for

. : : a fee from ves-

3. The Governor in Council considers it desl?gllilsofggvgu:hieetor rest on .
. ) . . 4 , Sul o]

sels in ease of repeated visits, but is of opinion thab st the Indian ports. I

. . . inciple in all
an identical rule or at least on a unlfgzn;ogrgfﬁxlplgemsg 200l as to move the

am accordingly dirccted to request th s ray be deemed ex-

f Tndia to i ers on the subject as :
A o b Ol;(xlould at first be credited to Gover nment

pedient. Lam to add that the S've the Health Officer of the Port an allow-

which ¢ , if it thought fit, give the I o -
ancf(s }ocro'gzlxcclht l:i'?;'a visit or else a small addition to his regular salary

e 1890.

‘No. 291, dated Bonﬂgay, the 9th Jun
Health Officer of the Port. of

From—Sizaeon Mazor F. ¥. MacCArTIE, M.B.
Bombay,

To—The Sanifary Commissioner for the Government of Bombay.

I mAVE the honour to forward Government Resolution, GO]_JC'I’al, ’Dclgztlg;
ment, No. 3300 of 16th August 1889, with a copy of Surgecon C‘mmm}rtl_ sn pther
No. 311 of 28th May 1889 with a rcquest that the question of 1mp(?51h10 o
fee for bills of health issued to vesscls to which more than one visit has t
made may he reconsidered.

Yort in
9. When I resumed charge of my duties as Health Officer of the Port1

LoDl T . : tioned
January 1890, Sargeon Crimmin directed my attention to the a{)fovv’fhlgt‘i;; the
Government Resolution, but T thought it right to sec for m§58389 <till existed.
state of affairs referred to in his letter No. 811 of 28th May



‘ ‘5)7' Lf |
B UK
t to have to state that but little improvement has taken place,
nd %‘tlfi‘;igtflcmt the time has come when steps sllou}d be taken to lessen the
a to in Dr. Crimmin’s letter, or failing that to compensate the

i o referred ' ! A
111":;‘1’?1? cOHicer for the extra worry and expense heis put to in having to make

recurring visits t0 outward bound vessels.

4. 1 find from my returns that out of 575 outward vessels, inspected be-
tween the date of the above mentioned Government Resoluh(”m apgl 31st May of
resent year, 122 were inspected more than once, and that 272 visits were made
to those 122 vessels. Onlya portion of these vessels were cuses of postponed

the extra visits in some cases heing due to the abscence of members .

departure, ! A ; . -
ofI():reW or passengers from inspection, or the remedying some sanitary doYegt,

> . : s will- Aot
but the cases of ostponed departure are very frequent, and matters will-ot,
submit, improvepuntil it is made clear that a fee will be levied in the gvent of

more than onc visit having to be made to such vessels. ) 3
Captain®

5 s« nonticeable that when & ship’s departure is postponed the
.mrel;gtglﬁ(;: ':hp,t tr?)uble to inform the Port Health Officer of the fﬂct“l.? sulilh-,
cient time to save him the worry and expense of making a Ine_ed’i\cssﬁ} Vl’sn.-h’(},o i li(t}.
vessel, and it would seem to be a hardslnp' that L;he_ 1115pect.m:, 0 e;r i 1;.)u, .
have to hear the very considerable expense 1n chari-hire due to the extra labouar

sncurred hy recurring visits to vessels. o

6. 1 would also point ont another matter which Sargeon ({flmtrli'lm} 8 ég;t.}tle?
does not refer to, and which causes much W()rryand_exp%nse, 'vz:,’ Ct'%c af.ﬁI-
in mauny cases Ship-Captnins or Agents do mot give 2% {wma n(L) 1;:;:;31.3
vessel’s intended departure.  In some instances I bave hac to v IS an
vessels on an hour’s-notice, and s0 serious a matter 1s it delaying & ;ebs,e
sailing that I have almost invariably proceeded to inspeet them. bExc (_‘é\S i;
cause more worry and trouble than even cases of postponcd departure, an b
respectfully submit, should be dealt with in the same manner as Surgeon Crim-
min suggests in the cases of postponed departure, piz., by the imposition of &

“~fec for the bill of health.

7. With refércnce to the two above mentioned classes of vessels, zi<., those
postponing or those anticipating time of departure, I may state that 1 have
yeason to sappose that Ship Agents would cheerfully pay a fce for the inspeéc-
tion, for when 1 have on occasions complained of the cxtra labour entailed bY
irregularity in sailing, surprise has been evinced that no fee was leviable.

* L ) * - ] »

[W.F.C.)

Q. C. PresssSimla, =Ko, 13 H, D —6-4Y1118.
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%g «\\ \ ‘No.
FroM " o
C.].LYALL,ESQ,CJEW' - ' .
- ' Secretary to the Government of India,
;ﬁ To

Home Department.
Sanitary T

? .
e ? .

" Simia, the ~  April 1891.

SIR,

I AM directed 0 ;ﬁﬁformation
* - a copyof a letter*® [rom the Bombay Go"}; ‘
R R e T T ernment and its enclosure, in which it is °
epresented that mgch inconvenience is caused at Bombay in consequence of the
Port Health Offices being compelled to pay two or more visits to an outward
bound vessel for the purpose of granting a bill of health, on account of the .-
absence of so__m'e_c'xf the crew, Or passéngers, or. owing to the circumstance that
timely notice has not been given him of the deferred departure of the vessel
The Government of Bombay suggest the imposition of fees ot the Agents of
- vessels {ur cvery visit after the first which the Health Officer of a Port is obliged"
to make for any reason for which the Agents are responsible. It is proposed that
the fees should in the first instance be credited to Government which could then,
if it thought fit, give ‘some compensation to the Health Officer for'the additional

e 44, dethd Gth Febraary 1851, )

- work thrown on him.
I am to request that the Government of’ fndia may be favoured with an

expression of - opinion ‘whether

" it would be advisable to impose fees in the cases stated, and, if so, on what scale
the fees should be charged. -
S ‘
1 have the honor to be, .
Sir,
) L :
Your most obedient servant,

. C J. tyALL,

Secretary 1o ;;]ze ‘Gwerﬁmmf»jq/ India.
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. . \ No,
3 R4\
. .‘Au
‘ A\l

A
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g From
" C. J. LYALL, Esg, c.LE,,
Secretary to the Government of India,
FCE - To
f‘ : -
) ) >
LR "~ Home Department. R
- . T Sanitary . _ . - S
£  Simla, the April 1891, T E .

£
E oW ' I Aﬁ’ﬁkﬁéﬁﬁtdﬂf@w&#ﬂ:}f‘?‘ . . - information R LLTs T

-}"c"b{“"" .

S copy of a letter* from the Bdmbay Goy-
ernment and its enclosure, in which i3

~_ absence of some of the crew or passengers, - or -awing to the circumstance that
~ timely notice, has not been given him - of ‘the ‘defefred departure of the vessel.
- The Government of Bombay suggest the imposition of fees on the Agents of
vvesﬂsels for every visit after the first which the Health Officer of a Port s Jbligéd
to make for any reason for which the Agents are responsible..‘ It is Piol?osed that .
the fees should in the first instance be credited to Governmeht which could then, . o
if it thought fit, give some compensation to the Health Officer for the additional -
work thrown on him: S

T'am to request that the Government of India may be favoured with ap

expression of v gpinion . ‘ whether
it would be advisable:ts impose fees in the cases stated, and, if so, on what scale
the fees should be charged. : v ) : '

I have the honor o be,
S o | Sir,
. Your most obedient servant,
C. J. LYALL,

Secretary to the Government of India.

——
G. C. Prcss, Simlz,—No, 13 Hy DyBegeg 103,
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No.
FROM
C. J. LYALL, Esg., C.ILE,
Secrctary to the Government of India,
To

Home Department.
Saniiary.

Simla, the April 1891.

SIR,
I aM directed to forward for information

a copy of a letter*® from the Bombay Gov-
) ernment and its enclosure, in which it is
represented that much inconvenience is caused at Bombay in consequence of the
Port Health Officer being compelled to pay two or more visits to an outward
bound vessel for the purpose of granting a bill of health, on account of the
absence of some of the crew or passengers, of owing to the circumstance that
timely notice has not been given him of the deferrcd departure of the vessel.
The Government of Bombay suggest the imposition of fees on the Agents of
vessels for every visit after the first which the Health Ofﬁcer of a Port is obliged
to make for any reason for which the Agents are responsible. It is proposed that

the fees should in the first instance be credited to Government which could then,
ion to the Health Officer for the additional

* No. 514, c‘lated 6th February 1891,

if it thought fit, give some compensatl
work thrown on him.

I am to request that the Government of_ India may be favoured with an
' opinion whether

it would be advisable to impose fees in the cases sfated, and, if so, on what scale

the fees should be charged.
I have the honor to be,
Sir,
Your most obedient servant,
C. J. LYALL,

Secretary to the Government of India.

G. C. Press, Simia;~No, 15 H, Da=8ef91 103
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