. Procecdings of the Madras Government, llevenue Department,
3lat July 1866.

No. 596.  Read tho following Proccedings of the Madras Government in the

Public Department :—

" Referring to certain Officers, for report, letter

f Director General of Post Office in India . ,
o;on:he laubject of the proposed abolition of (ere enter 23rd July 1866, No. 739.)

District Post Delivery Fee.

O=rDER THEREON, 31st July 1866, No. 1,907.
Communicated to the Board of Revenue,

(True Extract.)

No. 597.

Miscellaneous.

Under Secretary to Government,

To the Boara of Revenue, with Proceedings, Public bcp'a;rtxz{ent, No. 739.

Ex, T. Cartlcdge,
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e 4(( ]ocal_cst«'l‘)li‘shment ma)v be nlaintai\ned for the convp)railce of I
"¢ other official commnnications, it shall also be made use
~ ¢ delivery of pritate correspondence.” It was by Rule 17 left to the Local Goverp-

Proceedings of the Madras Gocernme;}l, Public Department,
23rd July 18G6.

No. 127. Read the following letter from the Director General of the Post Offico
of India, to.the Sccretary to Government, Fort Saint George ; dated Simla,
. 4th July 1866, No. 833.

-~ The Government of the North-Western Provinces- havipg. recommended tho

. .y < e , e, N
® “ Letters wiil be delivered by such persons anl uwnder abolition of District Post Deliv cry Fce

’
‘“ auchruics as the Local Guvernment may, from time 2 1ich ;.
o tn;.ilno, dvterimne.  Evory porson through whom any the ]C‘\) of which 13 aut'hon‘Od by RUIO

** Dinctice I,U.‘!. tetter may bo dehvered is sathon ujd ]70 ochnera] District POSt RUIOS, I have
1 roceive & foe of ono pice(a fourth of an anaa) for hia . . N
+ ** own usv, in addition to any uopsid postage which may  Lyoen dcsu‘cd b)' the (JOVCI'II!]IL’Ilt of India
* be duvonit,” . .
‘ to ascertain the opinions of the other

* Locul Governments and Administrations within whose territorics the levy of the

“ fec in question is in operation Lesides the North-Western Provinces, \\'hctbe\r itis .
- N ~ -~ ‘ .

“ desirable to retain the fee.”

2. I have, thcrcforc, to request that you will bring under the consideration
of His Excellency the Governor in Council the rule in question, and do me the
favor to communicate to me the view which is taken by Ilis Excellency in Council
on the question whether the permission to levy the fec should be withdrawn or not.

3. I cnclose printed extracts from correspondence on the subject, which have

S0 : s o dich have |
been received from the Government of India. " Tho mote ¢ Vious urguments for~

and against the levy of the fee may be gathered from the correspondence, but it
may save sowme trouble if I state tho object for which the levy of the fee was author-

A PR - . . . R
I Srvondegainet 60 - -

4. By the first of the District Tost Rules, it is ordered that, ¢ whenever any

olice, Revenue, or

ment to determine by what persons, and under what rules, letters should be deliver-

. ed ; but when the rules were framed, there was no special establishment for the de-
- livery of private letters by District Post in any part of India, and letters were en-
“ trusted for delivery to the ordinary Police, or were given to village watchmen and
~ther village scrvants, whose duties required them to make

. periodical visits to the
Police Stations, which, under Rule 3, were constituted District Post Offices.  As

jomo remuncration for the extraservice required of them, and also asa sccurity for
lelivery of the letters, every person through whom a District Post lettor micht be
lclivered, was authorized tolevy, * for his own use,” a delivery fee of one pic; (one-
ourth of _an Anna). Tho persons through whom delivery was made were p ot sor-
vants of tho Post Office, nor was the delivery of letters part of their Ordinary doty,

5. The objections to the levy of the fce were, as far as I know, first broueht
orward by Captain Battye, in the letter No. 10512, dated 9th April 18G5, an th:zct
rom which accompanies this communication, They are,—1st, that it is obnoxioyg
o the rural community as an additional and unfair Impost ; 2nd, that it acts as g
\ar to increase of correspondence ; 3rd, that, in conscquence of the charge of a dli-
rery fee, many paid letiers are refused; 44, that in order to avoid its

e il payment,
acmbers of the trading community in the interior adopt measures for

rccci_vin g

S ettt . i 4 n 3% &

e e ———

of for the conveyanceand -
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delivery of their letters from the nearest General Post Office, instéad of making use
of the District Post; 5¢k, that the fec is levied chiefly from landholders, who, a¢ a
class, already pay the special tax which is assessed (in the North-Western Pro-
vinces) for.the carrying of the District Post, and who, therefore, feel great dissatis-
faction when they have, in addition, to pay a delivery fec ; 6¢A, that the realization

of the fee is attcnded with annoyance and inconvenience to the officials of the Postal
Department.

6. I will make a few remarks on the above objections, before stating the
reasons which may justify the levy of the feco under the state of things contem-
plated by the Rules. The 6th objection is that the realization of the fee is attend-
ed with inconvenience to Postal Officials. The answer to this is that no person in
the employ of the Post Office, or paid by the Post Office, is authorized to levy a
delivery fee. The 5th objection does not appear to have much greater weight ;—the
cess levied from landholders for the establishment employed in the ccnveyance ot
the District Post is in licu of the duty imposed on them of conveying through their
several estates the official correspondence of the District ; it does not provide for
the delivery of private letters to traders and others,‘ or even to those who contribute
to the cess.  With regard to the 4th objection, I believe that the delays and irregu-
larity of the District Post induce traders to make arrangements for the receipt of
their letters ata General Post Office, rather than trust to the District Post. It is

not easy to determine what weight should be given to the 3rd objection ; but the
numher of letters returned from tho Distriot Dont in th~ MNowrth Weolcaus TiUvincue

undclivered was 247,127 in 1864-65, and only 168,769 in 1865-68. The 2nd
objcction is without foundation ; the number of covers scnt for delivery by the
District Post in the North-Western Provinces having increased from 977,590 in
1863-G4 to 1,286,714 in 1865-66—an increase of about 31} per cent. The 1st

objection has force only if the additional delivery fee can justly be looked vpon as
an ‘“ unfair impost.”

7. The grounds on which the charge can be defended may be very briefly
stated. Itis impossible to extend a free Post'delivery to every village in the inte-
rior. Evenin Great Brituin this is not attempted ; where letters are delivered be-
yond the limits of an ordinary Post delivery by a person not paid for the delivery
of letters, a payment of some kind must be made to him, and I am" disposcd to
think that the best plan is to authorize the levy of a sinall fixed fee on cach letter

delivered. The dclivery of letters is partly secured, and, as the payment to be made
is known, undue exaction is rendered more difficult '

8. Where rural messengers or ordinary letter-carriers are regularly employed
for the collection and distribution of letters in a village or definite circlo of villages,
the places included in the rural delivery are within an ordinary Postal delivery, and
no extra fee should be demanded ; but when letters are delivered by Police or by
village servants, the fee should, I think, be allowed.

9. The question for considerationis whether Rule 17 should remain unalter-
ed and be gencrally enforced, or, if some change is desirable, what change should
be made, |

There is thus a deficiency of income to the extent of Rupces 5910. The Postmaster General

at first proposed to meet this deficiency bty a delivery fee of 3 pic on every lctier. This fee Lus

' ‘ proved 50 obnoxious to the rural community, who'now refuse even prepaid letters rather than pay
Il ¢ and has 8o far acted as & bar to increase of correspondence, that the Postmaster General prefers

i it sbdﬁsﬁm theuleficicncy vut of the sgr];lus.fesghét ‘;_.\_rjesent;:’n- flspomt..‘\

‘4
‘ Proceedings of the Madras Gorernment, Public Department, 2
22rd July 186G,
' Lxtract from correspondence relating to the management of the District Post in the
' North-Western Provinces.

) e E ‘ '
’ .;-';;lgn of };a‘ragr'alp/a 3of letter from Government,” North- Western” Provinces, No.. 15964,
| ) dated 6th May 1865.
”
|
1

AN ald 1 -

-'/’aragmplu' 6 to 10 of letler from the Postmaster General, North- Western Provinces,
to the Government, North-Western Provinces, No. 10312, dated 9th April 1865,
- being enclosure of the above letter.

6. In submitting my first Report, as the grant-in-aid, Rupeeé 67,704, together with the
o sum realized as cess, did not make up the total of the vetimated charges of tho Diiitri_gt Post, 1
il proposed the continuance of ** delivery fees levied at the rate of 3 pie on every paid and bearing
" Jetter delivered through the agency of the District Pst, and included the rreeipte under the head
“ estimated at Rupees 5000 in my Memorandum of receipts and clLarges, ~~ :

LR
. 2.~The experience of the last few sronthis v« shown the delivery fee” charge to be in
it
in thelizght of an additional and unfair impost; itsr.alizziin is artendesd vk emmvyrcs and
inconvenicnce to the officiaisof tho Postal Diparuwed.; amdebe e AN
' gencral fecling of dislike to the charge, it acts as a bar to the increase of correspondence.,
8. Many paid as well a3 bearing letters are now refused in consequence of the extra delivery
v . fee charged on-thenand sk inconvenience an loss\‘occaiioned to the senders of paid lcttery
é;p;cially, by the refusal on the part of the wddressecd toweccive them, has-heen
demand, small as it is, appears to be 80 much disliked that several of the trad;
the interior, in order to avoid it, adopt measures for receiving
nearest General Post Office, even though it may be situated at
village than a District Post Office. -

. DZ community in
delivery of their letters from the
8 far greater distance from their

9. For the above reasons, I am strongly of opinion that the charge should be

: ) X discontinued,
and I respectfully beg to recommend that it be discontinued from 1st May 1865.

10. The small pecuniary loss at first shown by the withdrawal of the delivery fee charge,
will, I feel confident, in the course of a couple of yca.rs, be made good by the increase of the rural
correspondence ; in the mcauwhile, and unt'il the n?crcased' receipts from cess, ag proposed in

g paragraph 4, are realized and brought to credit, the difference between the funds and charges of
I the District Post Establishment can be met from the amount now in deposit in the several Trea-
gurice at the credit of the District Dik Fund, Rupece 62,112, w}!ich. s will be scen by the sub-
joined Memorandum, is sufficicnt for the next twelve years.

' Paragraph G of Mr. Riddell's Note, dated Mlay 1865.

6. The Licutenant Governor supports Captain Battye's proposal to remit the delivery feo of
¥ *one pice which is now levied under the general rules passcd by the Governor General in Coungil
i . for the management of the District Post. As the question is a general one, affecting the whole of

India, it had probably be bétter considered scparfatcly. Ido not entirely agree with Captain
} Battye. I believe the levy of the fee .to be a sccurity for tlfe delivery of the lctters ; and, as it has
4 . been levicd for upwards of ten years, it cannot now be considered a novelty,

t
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Paragraph 4 of letler, No. 1633, dated 17th June 1865, to the Secretary to Government
North-Western Frovinces, and endorsement, No. 1634, of the same date, to M;
Director General of the Post Office of India.

4. Asregards the proposal to abolish the levy of the delivery fee, I am directed to observe
that the question is a general one affecting a system which has been in force for upwards of ten
years, and which is not confined in its operation to the North-Western Provinces. In this view
the matter will be made the subject of separate consideration, and mcantime the levy of the fee in
the North-Western I’rovinces should be maintained.

Copy forwarded to Director General, with a request that he will favor the Government of
India with a special report on the question of the abolition of the dclivery fee, which has been
reserved (paragraph 4) for scparate consideration.

Parag:aph 5 of letter from Secretary to Governmuent, North-estern Prouncea, No.6174,

dated 24th February 18G6.

5. In regard to the abolition of the delivery fee, I am desired to state that its levy bas
hitherto been confined to eighteen Districts of these Provinces; and as, it is extremely irritating
and unpopular, and must tend greatly to check the increase of Native correspondence passing
through Mofussil Dost Offices, . 11is Ifonor would advocate its immediate abolition. Ile believes

that the present financial loss to Gov crnmcnt would be trifling, and would be spcedily made up Ly .

an increase of Native letters. i
s _—

DParagraph 5 of letter, No.2600, dated tiie 17th March 186G, to the Secretary to the Gorern-
ment of the North-¥Western Provinces, and endorsement, No. 2601, of the same
date, to the Director General of the Post QOffice of India.

5. The reqmrks made in paragraph 5 will, I am to state, be communicated to the Director

“General of the Post Ottice, from whom a repoft is still due on the question of the abolition of the
delivery fee.

Copy of the above letter, and of that to which it is a reply, furwarded to the Director Gene-

ral of the Post Office, with an intimation that the Government will be glad to reccive his report

on the question of delivery fees, called for in this Office Lndorsement, No. 1634, dated the 17th

of June.

Paragraphs 2 to end of l-tter, No. 3590, dated 31st March 18CG, from the Director General
of the Post Office of India.

2. With regard to the levy of one pice per letter on ‘delivery, I am not prepared to recom-
mend that it should be discontinucd. Its levy is not sanctioned a3 a means of increasing tue podtal
revenue, although, as a tax, it might, in my opinion, be justificd, on the ground that the delivery of
letters beyond the ordinary limit of a post delivery entails an extra charge, and therefore is justly
charzed with an additional tax. It is not, however, on this ground that I now advocate the con-
tinugd levy of a delivery fee on letters delivered out of the limits of an ordinary po.it dclivery.
The levy is re:ly for the protection of the persons whose letters are sent for delivery by District
Tost. Ifaf.e has to be collected or accounted for on each letter, the person to whom a letter is
entrusted is not so liable to be tempted to destroy the letter, in order to save the trouble of finding
the addressee. y

3. 1tis very difficult, if not generally impossible, to convict a letter-carrier who may destroy
an unregister>d paid letter. I need hardly say that in a rural delivery, where the letter-carrier
may have to wa'k some miles for the delivery of a single letter, he is under considerable tempta-
tion tosave himself trouble by destroying such a letter ; and, small though the sum apparcntly 18,
I believe that the knowledze that they would Lave to pay in cash one pice for cach paid letter de-
stroycd, in practice, prevents letter-carricrs from making away with letters. :

4. As, thercfore, the levy of a delivery fee tends to secure the safe delivery of letters in re.
mote rural districts, and as it is justifiable as being a special though inadequate payment for a

special scrvice, I do not fecl disposed to recommend that it should be discontinued.

1
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.25, Durmg tho past year, new Post Offices Lave been opened in the North-Western l’xo\.mcs

and, of course, there has been apropomona te decrease in the numnber of places in which a e h»u"
%eis leviable. I
{ 6. A similar practice obtains in some parts of Great Britain, and i uot made there the sul,
ject of complaint, the reasonablencss of the charge bcm;, admitted. :
Paragm},h 3 of letler Srom Governuent, Nyrth-Western Proviazes, No. 1103, dated 3
5 - Aprid. !

3. As the question uf the abolmou of the delivery fee is still uwILr the cousxdna' on of the
Governmncent of India, 1 aw desired by the Licutenant Governor to tako this opportumtv of callin
attention to onc vljcctionable feature of the ich bas not yet been promiuently noticed, nams
Ir, the fact that it is levied chiefly fi :, who, as a class, already pay the special ta:

which is assessed for the carrying of t k, aud who, therefore, natarally feel great (1,“
“ahsfnctxon “hcn they have, in additi

lelivery fee, ’

Me Liddsll ia vejard to the aboge. :
wy lettor of 3Lst March, except that Zanhi
»onlcxm, not fur thv \L.ncry of private ]Lp(rg

Lctract from a dcnu'-u._lﬁc
I have nothing to add to the view
dars are tased fvf the couveyance of

Ouprr TUL uly 185¢, No. .39 o i

referred to tho Honorall
Collectors of Districts, for ref

o the Postmaster (-an 1| an'd to al
tract). oy
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