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:ETURN to an Address of the Honourul;le The House of Commona,
‘ dated 27 March 1890 ;--for,

.. . ' ‘,‘-
“COPIES of or ExTracTS from CORRESPONDENCE relating to the system
of grading RoyaL ENGINEERs with CiviL ENGINEERs on their first
appointment to the PuBLic WoRrks DEPARTMENT.”

India Office, 1} ‘ A. GODLEY,
31 March 189v. | ) : Under Secretary of State for India.

No. 34.—Public Works.

‘To His Excellency the Right Honourable The Governor General of
India in Couucil.

. India Office,
My Lord, ' London, 23 September 1886.

Paragraph 1. 1 FoRWARD herewith copy of a letter, dated 28th July last, System of graling
trom the War Office, directing attention to a paragraph of the Report of the ff},”cf}fm"}:‘,‘;{tr
Joint War Office and India Office Committee on the Establishmeut of Roval appointment t
Engineers to be retained in India, in which the present system of grading {2blic Works
Royal Engineers with Civil Engineers on their first appointment to the Pablic . '

Works Department is commented on.

2. This Report was forwarded to you with my predecessor’s Despatch in the
Military Department, No. 101, dated the 15th April 1886, and the matter
referred to 1s, for the reasons stated by the War Office, one to call for the
careful consideration of your Government.

3. In requesting to be furnished with your Excellency’s views on the point
raised in rtegard to the first appointment of Royal Engineers and Civil
Engineers. to your Public Works Department, I would remind you of the
discussions which have taken place on the subject of the relative positions of
the civil and military members of the Department, and of the desire which has
been expressed by my predecessors in cifice, in which I fully concur; to

establish their relations on a perfectly equitahle footing.

[

4. At the same time ther¢ appears to me primd facie evidence that young
Royal Engineer officers have been placed at some disadvantage on their joining
the Public Works Department, and if, after considering the suljject, you are of
opinion that there is ground for complaint on bebalf of these officers, I shall he
glad to receive any suggestion which you may have to make for altering the
present system of grading them on their first appointment.
’ I have, &c.
(signed) - Cross.

Enclosure.
(No. 20.—Engineers.—1367.)

Sir, War Office, 28 July 1886, .
Wiru reference to the Royal Warrant ¢” 20th February 1886, I am directed by the

secretary of State for War to draw the at .u. 'n of the Secretary of State for India in

Council to the folloving paragraph, which ipprars at page 7 of the Report of the Joint
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2 EXTRACTS FROM CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO
War Office and India Office Cemmittee on the Establishment of Roval Eoclacers ¢
be retained in Iadia, viz.:— °

“1. We observe that the present system of grading Royal Engineers with Ciyvi
Engineers on their first appointment to the Public Works Department has bLeen !
complained of, and consider that (with a view to obtaining eufficient volunteess fu:
continuous service in India) it is desirable that the Government of India should consil..
how far these complaints can be met.”

I am at the same time to enclose an extract from a communication recently receive.
in this Office on the same subject. :

As the matter is one that may hereafter deter officers from volunteerine for service 11
India, I am to inquire whether any steps have been taken by the Government of India t:
remedy the supersession complained of. ‘ )

I have, &c.
(signed) Ralph Thompson,

‘

The Under Seéretary of State
for India.

 Enclosure in above. o

Second.— It will be observed that no mention is made as to whether any steps are going
to be taken to remedy what is, without doubt, the great grievance of the l?oy:fl
+ Engineer officer cerving in civil employ in India, viz., the subordinate position he holds
as regards his Cooper’s Ilill contemporaries. For young officers who inay not know how
things stand the following information will be useful :— -

_“ A.,” an Engineer officer, gaes out to India with, or before, a large batch of Cooper's

-~ Hill men. They land, say, the same day. The Cooper’s Hill men are at once eazetted

to the Public Works Department, where they are posted to divisions to learn the

- language, but which time counts for service. * A.,” on the contrary, is sent to Ruoorkee

for nine months or a year to do the =ame, then' is brought in under his fellow-vovager.,

.?1]'(}] then during his whole career has above him a batch, possibly two batches, of Cl»o;er’s
1 men.~ ' ~

No. 66.—Public Works.
- Government of India. — Public Works Department.—General.

"To the Right Honourable Viscount Cross, Her Majesty’s Scerctary of State
- e for India.

‘My Lord, Simla, 31 October 1887.

WE have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Lordship’s Despatch,
No. 34, Pubiic Works, duted 23rd September 1886, forwardiog certain corre-
spondence from the War Office, regarding the present system of grading Royul
Engineer officers -on their first appointment to the Public Works Department,
and the disadvantage at which tLey are placed in compurison with the Luogi-
neers appointed fiom Cooper’s Hill, whose appointwents date from the tinie of

“ passing out of the college.

2. The matter has been carefully considered by us, and we are «f opinion
that in this particular reepect there is an mcquality between the young Royul
Engiveers and the offccrs from Cooper's Hill, who enter the Dejurtment
annuallv as recrvits; and we should be willing to formuiate a rule under which
-Royal Engineer subalterns recruited since the year 1872, when the Cooper’s
Hill Engirecrs first entered the Depaitment, should count their department:l
service as commencinz two and a-half years after date of first commission, pro-
vided that thev should not add more than, say, one year to their actual service
in the Department, ' :

3. Such a rule would place Royal Engineers and Cooper’s Iill Engincers as
nearly as could be on an equality in 1espect of the age at which departmental
service begius to count. The men from the Indjan cullegesjoin the Departuzent
as apprentices, and do not come into competition with either Royal Luginecrs or
with those fram Cooper’s Hill until at least a year, and generally a louger
period, bas elapsed since they passed out of college; so th«t Royal Engineers
cannot be at any disadvantage in respect to this cluss.

, 3 4. With
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4, With reference to the remarks in the third paragraph of your Lordship’s

Despateh. under reply, we append a Minute by our honourable colleague Sir
Theodore Hope, expressing his views regarding the relative position of Royal
and Civil Engineers in the Public Works Department.

5..A Minute* on the same subject by the Houourable General Chesney will
follow. : . ' ' :
. I . We have, &e.
(signed)  Dufferin.
T. C. Hope.
G. Chesney.’
A. R. Scoble. '
J. Westland.

MinuTe by the Honourable Sir Theodore C. Hope, k.c.5.1., C.LE.,
’ e dated 31st October 1887.

AvtrouGH it may scarcely be possible to preserve an exact halance in the
relative positions of Royal and Civil Engineers in the Public Works Depart-
ment, I entirely concur in the general policy whicli I understand the Secre:ary
of State to have laid down, that the two are to be equalised, and established on
a perfectly equitable footing, as far as may be possible.  This policy, I may point
out, is in harmony with the principle adopted in the Report of the Committee
on the Employment of Officers «f Royal Engineers in Civil Departments of the
State, presented to Parliament in 1871 [c. 276]. The correspondence
_regarding the reorganisation of the Departinent has procceded upon this basis.
Under the belief that the two were at that time pretty equal, [ assented to the
insertion, in the Government of Indin Despatch, No. 15, dated 20th April 1884,
of a paragraph deprecating the enforcement of the order -Lord Kimberley had
issued, that the * net military pay” of Royal Engineers should be with-
drawn. ‘

Times have since changed, and as I was primarily respounsible for that
Despatch, I wish to take this opportunity of pointing out the fact.

2. While admitting that, in respect of the particular point of age to which
the accompanying Despalch refers, Royal Fngineers are at a disadvantage, as
compared with the Civil Engineers who are recruited from England, I think
it necessary, before proceeding to redress the inequality, to review the relative
position of Royal and Civil Engineers in the Public Works Department, in

regard to the advantages possessed by each class.

3. With tlis object in view, I would invite reperusal of the discussion which
took place in 1883, in connection with the reorganisation of the Engineer
Establishment, and which originated in the order given in Lord Kimberley's
Despatch, No. 21, dated 22nd March 1883, paragraph 22, that the pay of Royal
and Civil Engineers sliould be equalised by the net military pay of Royal
Engineers being given up. In our reply to that Despatch, No. 15, Public
Works, dated 20th April 1884, we strengly remonstrated ageinst this order
being carried into effect, on the ground that, combined with the advantages
already couferred on Civil Engineers and those then propozed, it would so far
reverse the previous position us to give the latter an advautage over Koyal
Engineers which was undesirable. , This opinion was based on notes and calcula-
tiuns which accompany the Despatch. In those calculations, which attempted
to reduce the relative advantages of Royal and Civil Engmecrs to an equation,
the net military pay of the Royal Engineers on the one hand was set off
against the following three factors which represented advantages of the Civil
Engineers :— o ‘

First.—Certain increases in salaries which we proposed should be appli-
cable to Civil Engineers.

Secondly.—The superiority of the peusions then just sanctioned for Civil
Engineers. .

Thirdly.~The start of one year in point of age possessed - by the Civil
Tuable VI. of Enclosures to Despatcia ot 1884, OVer the Royal hngmeers.
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*This Minute will
be found among
the Enclosures.



4 EXTRACTS FROM CORRESPONDENCE RELATING T0

4, In paragraph 28 of our-Despatch we said: “What has been .written
« appears to us to establish the broad fact that if all advantages, including such as
it is now proposed to confer en Civil Engineers, be taken into account the
withdrawal of ‘“net military pay ” proper from the Royal Engiueers will place
the latter in a comparatively disadvantageous position.” :
5. Since our Despatch was issued the position has changed :—

First—In Lord Kimberley’s Despatch, No. 71, Public Works, dated 13th

o 3rd Grade, Eecutive Engineer. ‘November 1884, our proposals for raising the
dth Grade, Executive Engineer, pay of Civil Engineers in certain grades were
Jot Grade, Assistunt Enyineer. 1ot aceepted, but the salaries of the four lower

' ’ ‘grades were allowed to be raised indis-

1

" criminately.* ; o
Secondly.—Under the Royal Warrant of 20th February 1886 Royal
Engineers whao elect for continuous service add to the pensions. allowed
under the Warrant of 1881 a proportion of the Staff Corps scale of
. pensions, according to the length of tiieir seivice in Tndia; and as in the
future those Royal Engineers who elect for continuous service will have
practically bad their whole service in India, the pensions of Royul
Engineers in_the Public Works Department will virtnally be the Staff
Corps pensions.  These pensions are paid in sterling, and are, on the whole,
_unquestionably superior to those of Civil Lngineers. ‘ :
- Thirdly.—We are now asked, in the Despatch under reply, to consider
whether the disadvantage under which Royal Engineers labour, as regards
~mode of calculating seniority in the Department, should not be
- adjusted. T :

6. Before, howerer, going furthef, I wish to notice a correction which should
be mnde in the calculations referred to. When we assumed, as we diil in the
equation between Royal and Civil-Engineers, that the net military pay was the
whole measure of the advantage, in salary alone, possessed by Royal over Civil
Engineers, we understated the advantage of the former. It is of importance to
correct this error, beca}lsé 1 have noticed that it hds been staled on other
occasions that the difference between the civil salarics and those of military

men in the Department is necessarily the amount of the net military pay only.
" This is not the case, for those who draw on the stall scale, which was the
* original scale for all military men befure the consolidated scale was introduced,
may,under certain circumstances, draw cither less or more than the consoli-
dated rates. - Thus a major, Royal I'ngineers, who is a chief engineer, 3rd class,
would draw ouly Rs.1,440.14. on the staff scale, against Rs.1,982.10.
drawn by a Royal Engineer of the same rank on the consolidated scale, and
1,800 rupees drawn by a Civil Engineer; on the other haud, a lieutenant-
colonel, Royal 'Enpineers, being  an executive engineer, st grade, draws
Rs. 1,493. 8., against Rs.1,193. 8. drawn by an officer of the same military
rank on the consolidated scale, and against 950 rupees drawn by a Civil
Engineer. The above are somewhat extreme illustrations, but instances of the
first were not unfrequent some years ago, and there are instauees of the second
at present. The table appended compares the rates drawn under the two
‘military scales with the salaries of Civil Engineers, and an examination of these
scales will show that" when departmental promotion is rapid compared with
nmilitary promotion, as it used to be some-years ago, the consolidated scale is the
more advantageous to Royal Engineers ; but when departmental promotion is
slow, as it is at present, and will probably be in future, the staff scale is cou-
siderably tlhe best. ‘ ,

7. At the present time there ‘are about 60 per cent. of the Ruyal Engineers
in the Engineer branch of the Department who draw thkeir pay under the
“staff " scale. These officers draw on the average about 220 rupees a month each
more than the civil salaries of their departmental rank, and about 65
rupees a month esch sore than they would do under the consolidated scale;
that is, their salaries are, on the average, 65 rupees a month greater than
the civil pay of their departmental grades, plus the * net military pay " of their
regimental rank. The pay of all the Royal Engineer officers drawing pay
under both scales, taken together, averages rather more than 40 rupees a
month above the sum of civil pay, plus net military pay.

8. A second
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8. A second table appenced to this Despatch shows the departmental and
regimental rank of Royal Eugineer officers, and compares the differences .
between civil and military salaries at the present time. Moreover, the differences
of the salaries of Royal and Civil Engineers are, it will be found, on careful
analysis, greater now than they formerly were. Thus the average difference in
1867 and 1870, before the “ consolidated” scale was iutroduced, was about
146 rupees and 167 rupees respectively. In 1887 the average difference of those
who draw under the ““ staff ” scaleisabout 220 rupees ; and the average for those
under both scales is «bout 200 rupees a month. The com paratively low average
diffcres ce of former vears is partly due to the fact that individual Civil Engineers
not unfrequently drew higher salaries than Royal Eagineers. This is a case, as
will be seen by the first illustration in paragraph 7, whicl is only possible when
deparrmental promotion is rapid, in which case the “ staff ” scale is less favour-
able thau the “ consolidated ” scale. As departmental promotion at the present
time is not rapid, and as it will, as explained in our Despatch, No. 10, Public
Works, dated 2n¢ February 1886, become more retarded in furure, the differences
between the salaries of Civil Engineers und Royal Engineers under the two
scales as 2 whole, and in greater degiee under the “ staff” scale alone, will pro-
bably tend to increase rather than diminish as time goes on. As the “staft "
scale is the one under which the majority of Royal Engineers draw their
salaries, and will certainly be the scale for which the great majority will elect
in future, these differences not ouly will be larger thian they are now, but wiil
in almost all cases be larger than the amount of * net military pay.”

9. The conclusion, then, to be drawn frow what is said in the above para-
graphs 4—=8 is, first, that two of the factors in our former equation, namely,
the proposed increase in Civil Engineers’ salaries and the Royal Engineers’
pension:=, bave wholly changed ; secondly, that the advantage of salary on the
side of the Royal Engincer was understate!d. To this we may udid that the
exchange was assumed in the calculation at 1s. 8d., whereas it is now. under
I 5. 6d., and this would give a still further advantage to the pension of Royal
‘Engineers if the oiiginal equation were recast. '

10. There is yet a further very material advantage which has been gained
since the coirespondence of 1883 took place, and this is, that under the Royal
Wurrant of 20th February 1886 Royal Engineers of tl.e Public Works Depart-
ment who elect for continuous service come under the furlough rules of
Cliapter V. of the Civil Leave Code; and as military officers subject to civil
leave rules, they become entitled, amongst other advantages from which Civil
Engineers are excluded undcr this chapter, to minimum ordinary furlough
allowances of the Covenanted Civil Service.” The effect of this is, that the
Roval Engineer receives his full pay, if it does not exceed 500/ a year; if it
does exceed that amount, he draws 5007 until his half pay exceeds that
amount, and he then draws his half pay. The Civil Engineer, on the other
hand, can ouly draw the equivalent of his half pay, whatever rhat may be. The
effect of this, taking the exchange at 1s. 64d., is that a Civil Engineer cannot
draw as much furlough pay as a Royal Engineer of the lowest rank, namely,
assistant engineer, 2nd grade, until the Civil Engineer has been an execurive
engiveer, 3rd grale, for three years; and a Royal Engineer of the rank of
executive engineer, 4th grade, will draw more than a Civil Engineer who is
superintendiug engineer, 3rd class, or four grades above him, and propor-
tiovately more than Civil Engineers below that class, but of rank higher than,
or equal to, his own. It may be added that the Royal Engincer still retains an
advantage, which he has <all along possessed over the Civil Engineer, namely,
that his maximum furlough allowance is 1,0001 a yer, against 8001, the
maximum of the Civil Engineer.

11. Summing up the above, it appears that all the advantages credited to
the Civil Engineer in the former comparison have disapprared ; that the advar-
tages of Roval Engineers in point of salary, aud in the exchange value of the
rupee and £. sterling, were considerably under-rated, and that the adrantages
in furlough pay were wholly omitted. At the present moment there can be no
doubt that the rutes of pav, pension, and leave allowance of the Royal Engi-
neers are considlerably higher than those of Civil Engineers in the same Depart-
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6 EXTRACTS FROM CORRESPONDENCE RELATING TO

went and domn' the same worL and that the difference i 1s greater than it
ever was.
On the other hand it may be said that the superwrn} in pay, over and aborve
that of which the net mlhtxny pay is a true measure, is liable to be affected at
- any time by new Warrants, which affect the rate of mlhtar) promotion ; and in
this connection it may he mentloned that the mllltary Ppay, with the regimental
rank of colonel, has practlcally diappeared since the majority of oﬂicexs now
in the Department made the election between the staff and consolidated scale ;
. the effect of this is to reduce the highest pay obtainable on the staff scale, b
amounts varying in _different grades hom Rs. 60. 14. to Rs. 263. 1., and the
highest net military pay by Rs. 60.14.
. lt may be added that there i is one very obnom disadvantage which affects
- Royal: Engineers and not Civil Engineers, namely, that the foxmer are com-
pelled to Jeave the Department on promotion to major general, if they do not
then bLold the rank of . chief engincer, 1st class, aud that they are compelled
~ absolutely to vacate when promoted to lieutenant general® In several cases
- such promotion and consequent retirement has happened, and will liay pen in
_ the future, from the first of these causes, some time Lefore the officer attains the
. age of 55 years, o that Koyal Engineers are liable to lose entlrely the emolu-
ments of the highest grades.in the: Departmeit. '

I

‘12, Taking all these points into consideration, it is clearly impossible to
“place the two classes on a perfect equality ; but, on the whole, I feel no doubt
that at the present time. the Royal Engineers have. a (opclderable advantage
over the Civil Engineers. My own, reply, therefore, to the Secretary of State’s
* Desratch of the23rd September last is, that I do not recognise any necessity
for remedying the small disadvantage under which Royal Engineers labour, who
may not be able to enter the Department within two and a half or three years
of their gaining their commissions ; unless, Jindeed, it be made a part of a com-
prehensive revision calculated to brmw about a far more complete aund equitable
balance. of advantages between the two classes of ‘flicers than exists at present.
.Y may add that any such alteration in the present rules seems to me the more
-unnecessary because,’as observed by Lord Sulisbury in his Despatch, No. 61,
_dated 9th Noven.ber 1876, written in counection with the same subject, lt
+ would give colour to the 1dPa. that seniority rather tlxan meerit confers a right

to promotlon I
, B T. C. Hope.

-
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Enclosures to the Honourable Sir Theodore Hope's Minute, dated 31st October 1887.

TasLe I
SaLaries drawn by Royal Enginecrs in the I'ublic Works Department, under the « Staff” Scale.

Cuier ENGINEERS, . NUPERINTENDING ENGINEERS. Execurive ENGINEERS. -AsSISTANT ENGINEERKS,
S S - e —_— — , RFEMARKS,
1st Cluss, 2nd Clags. 81d Cluss. I3t Class. 2nd Class. 3id Clase. 1st Grade. | 2nd Grade. |Jrd Grade.|4th Grade.| st Gl'ude. 20d Grude. | 3rd Grade.
- L)

[OOSR — — e e e —

Rs. a. p.| ke a. p.| Rs. a. p.} Ry a. p.| Re. a. p.| Rs. a. p.| Ks. a. p.| Rs. a. p.|Rs «. p.!Re a. p.lRs. u. p.\ls. o p.Hs. a p.

Colonels - - - -12804 6 0/ 2304 6 of 2154 6 0] 20065 5 0 - — — — - -
Licutenant Colouels - - 12,743 8 042,202 4 012002 4 0§2802 4 01,752 4 0].1,593 8 0 1,403 8 0| 1,143 8 0 —_— —_— - — Y — .
Majors - - - -12,68210 0184014 O 1,610 14 O} 1,440 14 0O} 1,390 14 ()I 1’,340 14 0] 1,240 1¢ 0] 1,082 10 © 082 10 0[833.10 © — — -
Captains - - - - — -_ —- 1,233 10 0 1,183 10 ¢} 1,133 10 0] 1,033 10 O 933 10 0883 10 0|783 10 0j6% O O _— —
Licatenants, over 3 years - - e —_ o —_— —_ — 705 12 0 715 12 00615 12 0565 12 0 .;)(lzg :]l; g —_ ‘.
Lieutenants, under 3 years - - — - — — i — — —_ G63 &6 0(5(3 & O0fd13 &5 0463 5 0 —_

’ ‘ : a8 s o

SaLaRrIES drawn by Royal Engincers in the Public Works Department under Consolidated ” Scale,

Colonels « - - -!2,804 ] 0'2,304 6 02104 6 0!1,901 ¢ u’ 1,654 6 01,404 6 01234 6 O — — - —_ - —

Lioutenant Colonels - - 2,743 8 .0] 2243 8 0| 2,043 8 0] 1,843 8 0l1,591 8 0, 1,343 8 0} 1,193 8 0| 1,043 8 0 — — — — — B

Majors - - -« -1208210 0218210 01,982 10 0] 1,742 10 0! 1,552 10 0} 128210 of 1,132 10 O] 98210 0[88210 07210 O — — =

Captuing - - - } — - — 1,740 0 0] 1,400 0 0} 1,240 0 o0} 1,600 0 O] V40 O o.ism 0 0710 0 oJcé0 0 O — —

Licutenants, over 3 years - | — —_ - — — —_ B 870 0 0/770 0 0}670 0 0}570 0 0}470 0 0O - After three ycars® ser-
i : | | 42:0 90 ::il(:inee?s 2:.352::5::1':

Lleutenants, under 3 yeurs = E —_ - - — - — —_— 7 —r 3700 0O 0|6G60 O 0;560 0 O :(lyg 8 g —_ an incre,meni'uf. 56
: : . —— rupees is adwissible.

SALARIES drawn by Civil Engineers in the Public Works Department.
Civil Engineors = - -] 2,600 0 0!2,000 ¢ 011800 0 01,600 0 0] 1350 0 o} 1,160 0 0] 050 O V| 860 0 0/700 0 0{CUO O olsno 0 ¢ ggg 8 8;250 0 0!

This table shows that— :
Coleuels who are 3rd class chief enghuoers, or bolow that rank - - - - -
Licutenants Colonsls who are 2nd ¢lass superintending engineers, or below that rank -l
Majors who are 3rd cluss superintending engineers, or below that rank - - -
Captains who are 3rd grade executive engineers, or below that rank = - -~ -J

.D.aw big hor sularies under the ¢ Staff ” scalo than under the * Consolidated " scale.

(VIONT 1sva) LNEIWJHV&EI(I SMYOA DITd0d




STATEMENT showing Departmental and Military, Regim

v

TABLE II,

ental, Ranks of Royal Eﬁg‘megr'Oﬁicers in the En

gineer Grades of the Public Works Deparfmenf. in 1887.

Culgr ENGINZERS,

SUPERINTENDING ENGINEERS.

' EXECUTIVE LNGINEERS.

ABSISTANT ENGINEERS.

‘REMARKS.

18t Class. 2nd Class. 3rd Class. 1st Class. 2nd Class. 3rd Class. |- 1st Grade. | 2nd Grade. |, 3rd Grade. | 4th Grade. | 1st Grade. | 2ad Grade.
Colonels . 1 1 -— — —_ — _ —_ - — —_ - In 1887 there were
) - , 93 Royal Engineers
“ above the line ;" of
these, 64 were draw-
ing sularies under the
. - “Staff'* scrle which
Lieutenent Colonels - 4 4 3 10 5 4 14 —-— — — —_— - were greater thun the
’ " . Civil salaries, plua
h . . “ et military puy.”’
Majors - - —_— — J—— — 1 ‘7‘ 20 -— 4 — — —_—
Captairs - —_ — _— —_ _— — 2 24 18 7 € — .
Lioutenants - —_ . — . —_ — _— —_ — —_— 27 10
Difference between 304 6 0 {304 6 0 213 8 0 243 8 © 402 4 0 493 8 © 543 8 0 140 0 0O 282 10 O 183 10 0> 190 0 © 115 12 0O
the salaries of .
Royal Enginecrs
und  Civil .
gineers . = 243 8 0 [202 4§ 0 {202 4 0 j202 4 0 4014 0 |IR210 O] £3.10°0 (13310 O |140 O O 140 O © 6512 0 000

8
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'PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT (EAST INDIA),

MinuTe by Lisutenant General Chesney.

THE Despatch, as now sent home to the Secretary of State, is limited to the
simple issue raised by his Lordship, whether the Royal Engineer officers should
be put on tlie same footing as the Civil Engiricers fren -Cooper’s Hill in respect
to standing on first entering the Public Works Depariment. ‘The Despatch
proposes that they should be, and there I venture to think the matter should be
1-ft. For with respect to the points raised in the Minute by Sir Theodore Hope,
it appears to me that to attempt to apprais: in specific values the relative

advantages and disadvantages attaching to the two services is, from the nature

of the case, impracticable. This, I think, is sufficiently shown by the complicated

-calculations and considerations which are brought out in Sir Theodore Hope’s
Minute, which seem to me to leave the matter pretty much as before. This
service has one Wlvantage, that has another, and so on; but surelv each
advantage is incounnensurable, and the so-called equation of conditions perfectly
ind-terminate. As well attempt to establish an equation of beauty between a
blonde and a brunette. ~ ' AR

Even if the conditions of the two services were so laid down as tv present the
appearance of eqaality, this equilibiium is lialle to be immediately upset by any
Royal Warrant which may be published altering the status of the Royal Engineers.
This has happened belore, as, for example, when the grade of colunel was
abolished ; agiin when the establishment of general officers was altered ; again
in the rules Jimiting the tenure of office of lieutenant colonel to five vears; and
again when the Royal Engin ers were admitted to the benefits of [udian pensions ;
there is no reason to suppos: that we have arrived at finality in the matter of
change. Are we then, whenever a change of this sort is made, to reopen the
whole of this question again? : ' "

A main point to be kept in view in dealing with the two services, the condi-

tions of which are and must be necessarily different, appeurs to be that the terms

o! remuneration should be sufficicutly attractive to secure a superior class of men
in each, especially at the outset. As regards tie Civil Engineers from Coope:'s
Hill, the icitial rate of salary has been fixed at a rate which experience shows is
sufficient to attract a superior class of candidates to the service. As regards the
young officers of Royal Engineers, the rate of remuneration now fixed ut starting
for them is somewhat higher.  But it is not wore than sufficient for the purpose
in view, for we should fail to secure them for the Indian service if the subaltera
of Royal Engineers entering the Department after from four tofive years’ previous
service were to find that he is practically getting the same pay as his younger
brother doing duty with a native infantry regimeut. 1t is not proposed, 1 believe,
to raise the pay of the Civil Engineer in this grade; the effect of cutting down
that of the Royal Engincer would probably be that very few would be willing to
enter the Public Works Department. So long, therefore, as it is considered
desirable to maintain a reserve of Royal Engineers in that Department during.
peace time, I submit that it is not desirable to alter their emoluments, espe-ially
at the outset.  Aud without admitting the validity of the calculations given in
my Lionourable colleague’s Minute, or opposing them by another set of calcula-
tions to bring out a” coutrary result, I would deprecate this mode of dealing
with the subject as being really inconclusive.

31 October 1887. , G. Chesney.
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10 EXTRACTS:—PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT (EAST INDIA).

" No. 2.—Public Works.
To His Excellency the Right Honourable The Governor of India in Council.

My Lord, Iudia Office, London, 19 January 1888.

Grading of Royul Your Excellency’s Public Works letter, No. 66, dated the 31st Octover 1887,
Engineer officers  gygue.ts, in reply to my Public Works Despatcels, No. 34, dated 23rd September
gif:sttoat K’UII':}(.imn 1886, the formulation of a rule under which Roval Euglueel subalterns re-
Public Works cruited since 1872 (wuen Cooper’s Hiil College engineers first joived tue Iludian
Departu.ent. Public Works I)epumnent ) suould bLe permitted to count their departmeaial -
seivice as commencing 24 years alter date of first (,omlulsanou, |»1uv1deu that

~ they do not add more than une year to then actual service in the Depart-

meut,

2. The laying down of such arule would, in your opivion, remove an existing
inequality betweeu the Royal Kogineer and civiian officers o1 the Depaitinent
in resject tu their first entry into the puulic service, und would place them as
neaily as practicable on un equal footiug as regards the age at which depart-
mental service begins to count. ,

3. The remarks of the Joint Committee of the War Office and ihis Office on
the Establishment oi’ Royal Eugineers to be retained in Iudia, as transmitted to
you with my Public Works Despaich, No. 34, dated 23rd September 1886,
evidently pointed to the adoption of some such arrangemeut as that propose.!
by you, and as your Governu:ent, afier « carelul consideration of the matter, has
decided on 1e(,0mmendmg this concession tv Royal Engineer officers on their
first joiuing the Department, 1 am prepared to asseut lo your proposed rculing.
- In doing this, however, 1 would 1eumlk that, as the principle on which advance-
ment in the Department is iused is selection for werii, the influence of seniority
alone will be of -ecoudary 1mpmtauce iu most cases, and I see no reasou to
di=sent from the views expressed in Lord Salisbury’s Public Waorks Despateh,
No. 61, of 9th November 1876, which was referred to in Sir 1. Hope’s Minuie
of 31st Uctober 1887. »

' I bave, &ec.

(signud) Cross.
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