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The Poor Law investigations by Chadwlck and the statistics published by 
the Registrar General in the late 1830s made the authorities aware of 
the Public Health problems posed by the rapid growth of towns in the 
early nineteenth century. Much of the work on Public Health in the 
nineteenth century has concentrated on the problems of the great 
industrial towns of the North. It is of particular value to study 
Southampton in this context as a town with a growth rate equal to many 
of the Northern towns and as a port in the front line of the nation's 
fight to keep major diseases like cholera and smallpox out of the 
country. This research study has concentrated on the minutes of the 
Council and its commltees and the reports of its officials, in 
particular the Medical Officer of Health, as they responded to the 
sanitary problems and the Public Health legislation of the second half 
of the nineteenth century. The town was fortunate In having three local 
newspapers which each reflected a differing political viewpoint. The 
local press provided not only editorial comment but also detailed 
accounts of Council meetings and public meetings on sanitary issues. 
Parliamentary Papers have been used to provide a national comparlslon 
with local efforts. The period covered is from the passing of the first 
Public Health Act In 1848 to 1894, when the decision was taken to extend 
the town boundaries to Include the villages of Shirley and Freemantle, 
which increased the town's population by 20,000 and almost doubled its 
area. At the same time the Medical Officer's report on the dilapidated 
housing in the town gave a new direction to the town's public health 
efforts. 

Although the Liberal party dominated local politics for much of the 
second half of the nineteenth century Public Health was rarely a party 
issue. Its earliest champions were Tory employers, like Engledue and 
Stebblng, who were concerned for the welfare of their workers and the 
poor. This study shows why Southampton decided to set up a Local Board 
of Health and how it provided the basic services of water supply and 
sewerage. Changes took place not only in the organisation of local 
government but in the relationship between the Councillors and the 
increasing number of officials they employed. In particular the status 
of the Medical Officer of Health changed, reflecting the 
professlonallsation of the medical service In the nineteenth century. 
Public health reformers helped change attitudes towards government. 
By the 1890s it was no longer sufficient to remove abuses, a more 
possitlve approach to improving health and living standards was 
expected. 
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IRTRODUCTIOa 

In the 1820s Southampton enjoyed a revival of its eighteenth century 

reputation as a fashionable resort. This Indian summer of Southampton 

as a spa was due mainly to the efforts of the town's two Whig M.Ps. ,Sir 

Champion de Crespigny and William Chamberlayne. Chamberlayne provided 

the town with gas lighting in 1820 and de Crespigny brought back events 

popular in the 1790s such as the town's annual race meetings. As the 

number of visitors to the town increased new facilities were provided.In 

1829 the Eoyal Gloucester Baths and Promenade Rooms were opened. These 

Baths were described at great length in Skelton's 1837 Guide to 

Southampton and said to be "one of the chief objects of attraction." The 

same author claimed that the nobility's winter assemblies at the Royal 

Victoria Rooms were extremely well supported.[11 Eleven years later 

Baker's Guide to Southampton reflected the changes which were taking 

place in the town. Although the town is said to have "a good deal of the 

appearance of Venice" when seen from the water,the Royal Victoria Rooms 

and the Baths receive only a brief mention while much is said of the 

advantages of the port and the value of the rail link with London.[21 The 

change was obvious to visitors. In 1849 one expressed his astonishment at 

the rapid changes in the town "..till within the last few years,little 

better than a local harbour...the popular watering place has become an 

important commercial city."[31 Yet even in 1853 the town merited a 

chapter in The Watering Places of England and its attraction as a centre 

for visitors influenced the town's leading citizens well into the second 

half of the century.C4] 

In 1831 the population of the town was 18,670 with a further 654 

inhabitants in the tything of Portswood,a mile to the north of the 

original town boundary but under the control of the Corporation. 

1. T.H.Skeltoa, Guide to Southampton. (Southampton 1837), p23-24. 

2. T.Baker, Southampton Guide. (Southampton 1848), Fai,83,10G. 

3. R.Douch(Ed.), Visitors' Descriptions Southampton:1540-1956, 

(Southampton 1961), p27. 4. E.Lee, The Watering Places of England. 

(1863). 



The 1801 census had shown the town's papulation as only 7,629. In three 

decades the town's population had increased by 21.4%,39.5% and between 

1821 and 1831 by 44.5%. This percentage increase was matched by few of 

the great industrial towns of the North, Although the town's population 

in 1841 of 27,103 showed an increase of 45% the figures were inflated by 

the large number of labourers temporarily resident in the town for the 

construction of the docks and visitors for the Chapel Fair. Patterson 

suggests that a more accurate estimate of the increase would be 37,13%. 

This figure was based on a contemporary estimate of the number of 

visitors and labourers as between 1,000 and 2,000,[1] These population 

increases were partly due to the revival of the spa but more to the 

introduction of steam vessels on the crossings to the Isle of 

Wight,Channel Islands and France. By 1830 over 100,000 passengers a year 

were using Southampton. 

The town was divided into five wards by the 1835 Municipal 

Corporations Act. Three of the wards,Holy Rhood,St.Michael and 

St.Lawrence lay entirely within the old town walls. A]1 Saints included 

the parish, part of Millbrook and the tything of Portswood. St,Mary's 

covered all the parish east of the town to the river Itchen. It was only 

in the wards of All Saints and St. Mary's that there was sufficient land 

for major housing development to cope with the town's growing population. 

St.Mary's offered space,cheap land and a reasonable proximity to places 

of work. The number of houses in the parish trebled between 1811 and 1831 

when the number of houses was 1,640.12] Holy Rhood was regarded as the 

fashionable church of the town and there were some very respectable 

properties within the ward but by 1830 All Saints had become the home of 

many of the town's leading citizens.[3] Even in 1851 despite having more 

than twice the number of ratings and almost double the population of All 

Saints the rateable value of St.Mary's ward was less than that of All 

Saints.I 41 

1. A.Temple Patterson. A History of Southampton 1700-1914. 

(Southampton,1966),Vol.I pl36. 2. J.R.Stovold, Building Developments in 

Southampton 1750-1830.(Ph.D.Thesis.Southampton 1984.), p43. 

3. Patterson, op.cit., Vol.II,p24. 4. V. Ranger, Report ari_Uig_S.aujLlar% 

CO-adiii-Pfl ol_£Q»lMffip,t<3a, (Southampton, 1850. ), p49. 



When the Commission of Enquiry into Municipal Corporations visited the 

town in 1833 they found that the Town Corporation was neither corrupt nor 

unpopular. The chief complaint they heard was of apathy - the failure of 

the Corporation to take possitive measures to promote the benefit of the 

town. The inadequacy of a "police force" of only ten watchmen for a town 

of almost 20,000 inhabitants was stressed. The 1835 Municipal Corporation 

Act gave the vote to 2,300 Southampton ratepayers. The qualification for 

a Councillor set by the Act for a town of Southampton's size was the 

possession of £1,000 of property or being a £30 ratepayer.[11 Thirty 

Councillors were elected by the ratepayers and these Councillors elected, 

either from their own members or from outside the Council,ten aldermen. 

One third of the Councillors were elected each year with each Councillor 

remaining in office for three years and each alderman for six. The number 

of Councillors allocated to each ward was decided not by number of 

ratepayers but by rateable value. Thus All Saints,"the gentlemen's ward", 

was given 12 Councillors, St.Mary's nine and the remaining wards three 

each. 

The first election for the new Corporation held in December 1835 did 

not produce great changes in either the powers, the politics or the 

social structure of the Council. The only new responsibility assumed by 

the Corporation was the creation of a police force. Although only eight 

of the old Corporation were re-elected the Council,was preponderantly 

upper class with a strong Tory majority. This majority was strengthened 

by the election of ten Tory aldermen. St.Mary's representatives included 

four radicals, only one of whom, J.Lankester, reflected the non-

conformist spirit which changed other town Councils like Leicester's in 

the 1830s.C2] The social and political continuity between the old and 

the new Councils may be explained by the lack of change in the town. The 

1833 Commission had found little party bitterness or personal animosity 

towards the old Corportation. The town had yet to acquire a rail link 

with London and the construction of the Docks was far from complete. It 

was the combination of these two developments, which led to a great 

1. P.Morris, Southampton in the Earlv Dock and Railway Ape. 1830-1660, 

(M.A.Thesis, Southampton 1957.).p60-65. 2. ibli, p69-70; Patterson, 

Vol.11 p23. 



increase in the town's papulation and a change in the town's social 

structure, which gave the radicals a political base in St.Mary's ward, 

which enabled them to challenge the Tory hegemony in the 1840s. 

The new Town Council was only one of the bodies with special powers 

within the town. An Act of 1747 had established the Waterworks 

Commissioners and another Act in 1770 the Paving Commissioners, who 

became the Improvement Commissioners in 1844. The original 1770 Act had 

given the Commissioners the responsibility for the paving,watching and 

lighting of the town. A major weakness of the Act proved to be that its 

authority could be extended to new streets only if two thirds of the 

owners desired it. The rapid development of the town meant that by 1835 

less than half the town was under the Commissioners authority.[1] It was 

to remedy this defect and to improve the efficiency of the Commisioners 

that a new Act was introduced in 1844. Under the new Act members of the 

Borough Council were ex-officio Commissioners and thirty commissioners 

were elected by the ratepayers. Despite the Tory majority in the Council 

the Improvement Commissioners were dominated by the Liberals, partly 

because of the poor attendance at meetings of Councillors.C21 The records 

of attendance at Council and Committee meetings indicate that many 

Councillors found it difficult to find time for their duties. As the 

Council was more important than the Boards the Tories appear to have 

decided to devote their time to the former. The 1747 Waterworks Act 

established a Board of Commissioners consisting of seven justices of the 

peace and twenty four inhabitants chosen from the parishes.[3] By the 

late 1830s the Waterworks Commissioners were dominated by the Liberals. 

This party friction between the two Liberal dominated Boards and the Tory 

controlled Council did little to advance the cause of improvements in the 

town.C 4] 

Both political parties found their supporters in the local press. 

The Whig victories in the Parliamentary election of 1818 had led to the 

setting up of a newspaper to reflect the Tory viewpoint. After two false 

starts the Hampshire Advertiser appeared in 1827. The Whig failure in the 

January 1835 election led to the local Liberals establishing the 

1. Morris, op.cit.. pl4. 2. Patterson, op.cit.• Vol.11 p59. 3. Ibid.Vol 

I p35. 4. Ibli.Vol.11 p29. 



lent in March 1835.[1] During the 1850s a split occurred 

in the town's Liberal party, with the younger and more advanced Liberal 

tradesmen reacting against the domination of the local party by, what 

they called, "the P.& 0. clique". In February 1860 a new weekly paper, 

the Southaapton Times was produced as the organ of the radical wing of 

the local Liberal party.[2] This paper concentrated on Southampton and 

provided a more detailed coverage of the events of the town than its two 

rivals. 

The development of the Docks in the late 1830s and the completion 

of the rail link with London in 1840 led to a great population increase 

in the St. Mary's ward, which helped change the political outlook of the 

town. Few of the workers in Southampton were employed in large factories. 

In 1842 Lankester's iron foundry and Andrews' coach building works were 

said to be the largest employers in the town. Yet Andi'ews employed only 

120 men. After 1840 the Docks became a major employer but the dockers 

played little part in the town's political life for much of the century. 

It was the small shopkeepers and tradesmen of St.Mary's who became the 

principal supporters of the radicals in the town. The radicals had come 

to the fore in the agitation for parliamentary reform in 1831. Their 

leaders included William and Joseph Lankester,Francis Cooper and John 

T.Tucker all of whom were to be prominent in the town's affairs during 

the next thirty years.C3] In the 1840s these men were prominent 

supporters of the Anti- Corn Law League and iti this they were joined by 

two newcomers to town politics, R.Andrews and the editor of the 

LudependSJli) T.Falvey. Andrews provided the Liberal party with the 

organisational skill and the finance it needed to gain and retain power 

for almost twenty years.[41 

In the 1847 Parliamentary election Southampton Liberals produced two 

outstanding candidates, Brodie McGee Willcox, the managing director of 

the P.& 0. Company, who had done much for the town, and Alexander 

Cockburn, a brilliant speaker and later attorney-general. The 

1.Patterson,a&uCli.,I pl49,pl75. 2. Ibid. Vol.11 pl61,J63. 3. P.Morris, 

"Docks,Railways and Politics in mid-Nineteenth Century Southampton", 

Morgan & Peberdy (Ed.), Collected Essays on Southampton, 

(Southampton,1958),p89. 4. Morris, op.clt., pll4. 



Conservative candidates had split over the repeal of the Corn Laws and 

alienated their local supporters by refusing to pledge themselves to 

oppose further endowments of the Roman Catholic Church in Ireland. This 

religious dispute led to both Conservative candidates withdrawing from 

the election and Villcox and Cockburn were returned unopposed. This 

disarray in the Conservative ranks was reflected in the municipal 

elections. The Liberals won all four seats in All Saints, which helped 

give the party a majority of six among the Councillors. When five 

Conservative Aldermen retired after the November elections they were 

replaced by five Liberals. This gave the Liberals a majority of 23 to 17 

in the full Council. 

It was this Liberal Council which had to face Southampton's first 

major Public Health problem in the ninteenth century. The rapid growth of 

Southampton in the early decades of the nineteenth century was typical of 

many towns in England. This urbanisation brought to the fore the problem 

of Public Health. Prior to 1831 the death rate in England had been 

falling but between 1831 and 1841 in the five largest cities in England 

it rose from 20 per 1,000 to 30 per 1,000.[11 The cholera epidemic of 

1831-32, when 16,000 died, led to the compulsory creation of local boards 

of health in many towns but these faded with the passing of the epidemic. 

The 1838 London typhus epidemic led to an enquiry into the living 

conditions of the poor and the probable causes of disease. When Smith, 

Arnott and Kay published their report they supported the theory that 

foul air was the main source of infection. This miasmatic or pythogenic 

theory was to be the dominant theory of the spread of disease until late 

into the century. The report recommended that steps should be taken to 

end overcrowding and to provide modern sanitation for working class 

houses.C 23 

The basic idea behind the 1834 Hew Poor Law was that much pauperism 

was voluntary, caused by drink and idleness. By the late 1830s this view 

was being questioned. In 1839 the Bishop of London speaking in the House 

of Lords on Smith's report asked for an inquiry into the sanitary 

condition of the labouring classes. In 1842 Chadwick published his 

1. M.Flinn, Public Health Reform in Britain. (lew York 1958), p 

2. O.Macdonagh, Early Victorian Government 1830-1670.(1977). pl34. 



famous report after which there was no excuse for the middle class not 

knowing the condition of the slums. Further reports on Internment in 

Towns in 1843 and the Health of Towns in 1644 and the setting up of the 

Health of Towns Association helped make Public Health a major issue.CI] 

Yet the topic failed to capture the public imagination as the Corn Laws 

or the climbing boys did.C23 The Anti - Corn Law League and the Irish 

Famine pushed the Public Health question into the background. It was only 

when the Corn Law question was resolved and rumours spread of a second 

cholera epidemic approaching England that the Commons turned its 

attention to the question of health. The 1848 Public Health Act 

established a General Board of Health which could sanction loans 

requested by Local Boards and establish Local Boards in areas where the 

death rate was 23 per 1,000, which was well above the national death rate 

of 21 per 1,000.[3] 

This study examines Southampton's reaction to the 1848 Act and the 

town's first cholera epidemic. It considers how the Local Board provided 

the town with the basic services of water supply and sewerage on which 

Chadwick laid such stress. The developing role of the Council officials, 

in particular the Medical Officer of Health, is traced. The relationship 

between the local and central authorities is shown and the difficulties 

the Council faced in raising and handling the finance needed for the 

complex engineering required by the new services. The health patterns and 

the treatment of disease in the town are considered. The housing problems 

in the town and the Council's slow response are set against the national 

picture. The study ends in 1894 when the decision was taken to extend the 

town boundaries to include Shirley and Freemantle, which almost doubled 

the area of the borough and increased its population by fifty percent. 

1. P.P. Report of the Commission on the Sanitary Condition of the 

Labouring Population of Great Britain,1842(007)[H.L.] XXVII.1;P.P. Report 

of the Special Inquiry into the Practice of Imternment in Towns, 

1843C509] XII.395. 

2. M. Flinn, Public Health Reform in Britain. (lew York,1968) p35. 

3. Macdonagh, Qp.clt., pl44. 



CHAPTER I 

SQUTHAXPTOB ATO THE 1848 PUBLIC HEALTH ACT 

In 1845 cholera broke out in Kabul and during the following two years it 

spread as it had done fifteen years earlier towards Europe and Britain. 

Vith this threat in the background a Public Health Bill was introduced 

into the Commons in February 1848. Despite the efforts of Chadwick and 

the Health of Towns Association the Bill met with much opposition both in 

Parliament and the country. In the Commons the most powerful attack was 

made on the centralisation implied by the Bill. One M.P. claimed that it 

would revive Star Chamber powers in EnglandJl] Delegates from the town 

councils of Leeds, Manchester, Bradford and Birmingham came to London to 

protest against the Bill. It was found that opposition to sanitary reform 

was bound up as much with economy as with fears of centralisation.[23 

Some support for the Bill came from several towns including Liverpool ant^ 

as the danger of cholera increased, the Bill became an Act on 31st August 

1848. 

A General Board of Health was established which could apply the Act 

to any town where the average death rate over the previous seven years 

was above 23 per 1000. This figure was chosen as it was 2 per 1000 above 

the national average and, according to Viscount Morpeth who proposed this, 

no one could object to the Act being applied in such unhealthy areas.[3] 

The Board was reluctant to apply the Act unless there was some local 

support. In Exeter the Act had been denounced at public meetings as a 

manifestation of government interference and a threat to property. The 

death rate in Exeter 1838-44 was 25/1000 and in 1848 26/1000. Yet no 

attempt was made either by the ratepayers or the General Board to 

introduce the 1848 Act.[4] Exeter escaped the 1848-9 cholera but Bristol 

did not. The death rate in Bristol 1848-51 was 29/1000 and 444 died of 

cholera in 1849. It was this shock which led the city council to request 

1. R.A.Lewis, "Edwis Chadwlck and, the Public Health Moveagat-ia.32r-

1854". (1952), pi67. 2. Asa Brlggs, "Victorian Cities",(1963), p376. 
2. Parliamentary Debates, 7.8.1848, 4. S.Iewton, "Victorian Exeter". 

(Leicester 1968), p83. 



an inquiry in 1850. There was fierce opposition from the Pavement 

Cammisioners to the setting up of a Local Board of Health. Toulmin Smith, 

a noted opponent of centralisation, was invited to the town to speak 

against the Act. However in 1851 a Local Board of Health was 

established,CI 1 

The Act could be invoked by a petition signed by one tenth of the 

ratepayers in a town. Vhen this petition was received by the Board a 

preliminary inquiry by an inspector from the Board was held in the town. 

His report to the Board was published and the town council could decide 

to apply to come under the Act. Chadwick realised the importance of his 

inspectors and selected them very carefully. The men he chose were all 

enthusiastic sanitary engineers and most of them young and flexible. 

William Sanger, who was to carry out the Southampton inquiry, had been a 

lecturer at the College of Civil Engineering, Putney,[2] The inspectors 

soon found that their best weapon was a perambulation of the town with 

the leading citizens, many of whom claimed they did not know the 

conditions of the poor. This had been apparent in Parliamentary debates 

on Public Health when M.Ps. had refused to recognise Chadwick's 

descriptions of their towns. The Inspector's report which was published 

showed all the suggested expenses. One great advantage of the Public 

Health Act was that the cost of applying it by Order in Council was f85 

whereas local Improvement Acts cost on average £1600.C3]. 

Southampton ,in the 1840s, was not considered an unhealthy town. 

Its death rate 1838-1344 was 20.4/1000 when the national rate was 

22.2/1000 and the town had not been included in Chadwick's sanitary 

surveys of the early 1340s.C4] It had escaped lightly in the cholera 

epidemic of 1332 and in 1847 its death rate was only slightly above the 

national rate at 21.74/1000. Yet the Council was aware both of the passing 

of the Public Health Act and the cholera danger. In April and May 1848 

the Council discussed the Bill and sent a petition to the Commons 

protesting over certain clauses, which gave compensation to displaced 

1. D.Large & F.Pound, "Public Health In Kid-Victorian Bristol". (Bristol 

1972),p4-5, 2. R.A.Lewis, op.clt.. p287. 3.Ibid..p28S, 

4. P.Brannon.The Picture of Old Southampton.(Southampton,1850),p90. 
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officers of local boards. The Council thought that compensation should only 

be paid if needed and not as of rightJl] At a meeting of the Improvement 

Commisioners on IGth August 1848 the mayor D.Brooks called the attention of 

the board to the removal of nuisances because of "..the probability that the 

town would be visited by the cholera now mating rapid approach to this 

country/^2] The |&&mpehlr@ iBdepe&deat. at tha beginning of August had urged 

the town to prepare for cholera by removing all filth and refuse to secure 

"purity of atmosphere" and had concluded that "...we ought to be prepared for 

the worst"[3] 

In September 1848 the mayor called a meeting of the Improvement 

commissioners, the Council and the medical gentlemen of the town to discuss 

the best method for dealing with the expected cholera. Mr.Vooldridge, a 

surgeon, suggested that all medical men should discuss the problem and 

report back. Their report stressed the danger to health from the drains; all 

defective drainage should be repaired. The Council's attention was also drawn 

to the need to remedy known nuisances such as open ditches and stagnant 

waters. The town should be divided up into districts with a view to 

inspecting the dwellings of the poor and lodging houses to abate nuisances. 

A committee was appointed to carry out these recommendations and the report 

of the medical men published throughout the town.[4] 

In October 1848 a joint committee of members of the Council, 

Improvement (Commissioners, Guardians and medical men formed themselves into 

a local board of health as had been done in 1832.[5] The town was divided up 

into districts each with a district committee whose task it was to Inspect 

and report nuisances, promote cleanliness and ventilation among the poorer 

classes and to ensure prompt medical assistance If !&n epidemic appeared. 

report of the local board in November showed the poor sanitary state of the 

town. Open ditches were reported in Western Terrace, Bevols Street and 

Mlllbank Street. Every district reported on the filthy state of the streets 

for want of scavenging. The need for new sewers was stressed and there were 

numerous references to unemptled privies, pigsties and manure heaps. A 

committee of the Council was appointed to take action 

1. Council Mins., 6.4.1848, 4.5.1848; ILl.8.4.1848. 2. Council Kins., 

18.8.1848. 3. ILl.,5.8.1848. 4. ILA., 16.9.1848. 5. ILL. 12.11.1831. 
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but as the Ranger Report was to show, little appears to have been 

achieved.[1] 

The local press reflected little concern with the problem of cholera 

in the first months of 1849. In March a brief reference was made to a new 

antidote against cholera - the leaves of a lavender-like flower, the 

Zhorabia.[2] In June the General Board of Health Issued a report on the 

quarantine laws in which it recommended entire discontinuance of existing 

quarantine establishments and the subsitution of sanitary regulations.[3] 

This reflected the triumph of the miasmatisfcs over the contagionists. If 

disease was spread by atmospheric influences then quarantine could not keep 

it out of the country. On IGth June 1849 the first deaths from cholera in 

England were reported. Nine workers on a railway tunnel near Manchester had 

died from drinking water that flowed through the soil and rock. The same 

paper reported a public meeting at Fareham which had petitioned for l;he 

application of the Health of Towns Act to Fareham. Fears were expressed over 

the expenses involved and later the town decided not to come under the Act. 

As it was recognised nationally that cholera had reached England^ the 

General Board of Health published a list of sanitary precautions. The 

Hampshire Advertiser reported this and commented that the town must get rid 

of "...the filth and dirt and overcrowding which are the hotbeds of this 

most destructive disease."141 A meeting of the Board of Guardians in June 

considered the appointment of medical officers. The Board had increased its 

number of medical officers from one in 1840 to three in 1845. It was 

suggested that two should be appointed at £100 per annum. The officers 

objected that this was too low. Mr.Cheeseman said he had attended 1,729 

patients and had made 10,139 visits in the previous year. Mr.Sainsbury 

proposed the appointment of four medical officers because the town was too 

large for the exertions of only two surgeons. It was agreed that the town be 

divided up into four districts each with an M.O. paid £62-10-0 [£62.50] with 

additonal fees for vaccinations.[5] 

In July deaths from cholera were reported in London at Blackfriars and 

1. KJu., 11.11.1848. 2. Ibid., 31.3.1849. 

3. HJL, 2.6.1849. 4. Ibiii., 16.6.1849. 

5. IMi., 7.7.1849 
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Ratherhlthe. The deaths at Rotherhithe arose it was said not from any local 

cause but from atmospheric influences. At Blackfrlars, however, the bad 

state of the drainage in the district was noted. In the same edition of the 

Hampshire Advertiser, which reported the London deaths an article appeared 

headed "False Alarm of Cholera in Southampton." The paper accused some 

medical gentlemen of proclaiming every death was caused by Asiatic cholera. 

The editor concluded that it was wicked and foolish to set up a cry of 

cholera "...and thus drive away visitors and cause panic among the 

nervous."CI] This reluctance to admit that cholera was in the town was not 

an unusual reaction at this time, In the General Board's report on the 1848-

9 epidemic it was pointed out that several towns where cholera was 

prevalent either sent in no returns or the attacks and deaths were much 

understated and that this was especially the case with places whose 

prosperity depended on the resort of visitors.[2] The Hampshire 

Independent admitted that there were some cholera cases in the town but 

claimed that if precautions were taken there was no need for panic.[33 

Four days after these reports in the local press the limes, in London 

gave the first accurate account of the situation in Southampton. There had 

been twenty five cases of Asiatic cholera, fourteen of which had proved 

fatal. The paper urged the Council to take action. It refered to many of the 

more respecable Inhabitants whitewashing their houses but claimed the 

authorities had not acted on the advice of medical men on the sanitary 

state of the town.[4] This article was discussed at a special meeting of all 

the town's medical men called by the mayor at the Audit House. Some doctors 

claimed Asiatic cholera was in the town but Dr.Oke, a councillor, denied 

this and said only English cholera had been found. There was much 

discussion over the distinction between English and Asiatic cholera. Lack 

of knowledge of the disease proved to be a major problem both in the 

diagnosis and treatment of cholera throughout the nineteenth century.[5] The 

mayor sent a letter to the Times claiming the paper's report was incorrect 

and likely to cause unnecessary alarm. There had only been ten deaths from 

Asiatic or spasmodic cholera in the town and the majority of the medical 

1. HX., 7.7.1849. 

2. P.P. Report on Epidemic Cholera, 1850 [1273-53Vol XXI .3 ,185 pll. 

3. H.I., 7.7.1849. 4. The Times, 11.7.1849. 5. see Chapter VI. 
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profession thought most cases would have yielded to treatment if the 

proper steps had been taken in time. The precautionary measures suggested 

by the paper had been adopted for some time and a placard published and 

circulated in the town instructing the inhabitants how to act and exert 

themselves for the removal of all nuisances affecting general health.Cl] The 

Hampshire Advertiser commenting on the limas. article claimed that the 

cholera in Southampton was English cholera and with a temperature of 84 F. 

in the shade these deaths were to be expected.[2] The fallowing week the 

Advertiser published two letters on cholera. The first signed Medicus Extra 

Urbem claimed a subtle poison in the air was giving rise to disease in 

many forms. There was no one cure for this as the form of the disease 

depended on the consitution of the victim. Southampton was no worse than 

elsewhere^it was Just that medical staff were called out more often because 

of public alarm. The second letter talked of a fearful malady visiting the 

town but denied it was cholera. In an editorial the paper said it had been 

commended by the majority of the medical men and the magistrates for 

arresting a panic over cholera. It concluded, "There has not been a single 

case of Asiatic cholera ...which cannot be traced to some excess or 

wantonness in the diet or the patient being resident in a contaminated 

locality....among the humbler classes the cause in all cases, bad food or bad 

air," Yet on the same day the Independent admitted that there had been 63 

cholera deaths in Southampton in the past three weeks.[3] 

It was at this time when the cholera scare was at its height that a 

petition was being circulated among the ratepayers of the town to ask for a 

government inspector to visit the town with a view to bringing the town 

under the 1848 Public Health Act. The editor of the Advertiser thought that 

an inquiry would be held but that the inspector would find that it was not 

necessary to interfere with "our local provision." Meanwhile the local 

boards were taking some action. The Board of Guardians said it was 

essential that the streets and courts should be watered by fire engines in 

view of the extremely unhealthy state of the town. The medical officers 

could not cope with the increase in disease. The Board authorised them to 

hire a fly for a week and to perscribe any medicine or liquor from any 

, 12.7.1849. 2. ILA^, 14.7.1849. 3. IMi., 21.7.1849, &JL, 

21/^1849 



14. 

chemist or publican for the poor until 1 September 1849 and the Board 

would pay. At the mayor's suggestion the Guardians agreed to visit the 

poorer districts to check on nuisances. The medical officers were also 

asked to help in this. The Board of Waterworks appointed a plumber 

Mr.Meacher to check and repair the town's 51 conduits.Ell 

On 25 July 1849 the petition to bring the town under the 1848 Public 

Health Act was discussed at a Council meeting. The Reverened C.S.Fanshaw, 

the rector of the wealthy parish of All Saintsj and the author of the 

petition^Captain J.R.Bngledue^addressed the Council. Engledue was the Port 

Superintendant for the P.& 0. Line and had been resident in the town for 

only a few months when he began the petition. P.& 0. employed 3,600 men in 

the town and Engledue said he had been shocked by the prevalence of 

sickness among these men. He was to become a prominent figure in the local 

Conservative Party and was twice asked to stand for Parliament. He was not 

a very persuasive speaker as his speech to this meeting was to show.[2] He 

claimed that the Council was too much mixed up with politics, parties and 

self interest to achieve anything. The ratepayers lacked confidence in the 

Council and felt their rates were not judiciously expended. lot suprisingly 

these remarks produced uproar. The mayor G.Laishley, a wealthy draper, 

outlined the achievements of the town commisioners and said that with an 

additional rate of 6d [2.5p] all that was needed could be accomplished. In 

contrast to this modest sum a Local Board under the new Act could lay out 

pleasure gardens^ do anything it liked and tax the town to any extent it 

pleased. He could write off 30% of his property if the town came under the 

Act. The Councillors had property and that property had to be protected. On 

the other hand the promoters of the petition had no permanent property in 

the town. "They might if they succeed involve the town in heavy burdens 

which by removing from it they would not feel while those who had 

permanent property in the town would have to sustain them." These remarks 

were greeted with cheers, E.Andrews, one of the richest men in the town, 

opposed the petition and described it as "a hole in the corner affair." 

Another councillor said that at Fareham the inspector had increased the 

rate to 7/6 [37.5p] in the tl. 

The question of cost and the issue of centralisation dominated the 

1. a^L, 21.7.1849. 2. 21.7.1849. 
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dis cus^on. Several councillors who had signed the petition claimed they 

had done so by mistake or had since changed their minds. Only J.R.Stebbing, 

an optician, put foward a pos itive argument in favour of the petition, He 

congratulated the mayor and the boards on their efforts to combat cholera. 

He had signed the petition because the council had not only to legislate 

for property but for the numerous people of the town for the preservation 

and safety of the poor. The organisers of the petition had not acted out of 

disrespect but because their friends were dying around them. Veil known 

nuisances like the Marsh had not been properly remedied. A thousand 

ratepayers should be heard. Though he was a Tory he advocated the rights of 

the poor as much as he did those of the rich. W.J.Le Feuvre, a shipping 

agent, also supported the petition saying the boards could not do the Job. 

Disease came from foul sewers and manure heaps. The Council concluded the 

discusion by resolving to resist all attempts being made to bring the town 

under the 1848 Act. This resolution was carried by twenty votes to one. 

Only W.J.Le Feuvre was prepared to vote against the motion.[1]. 

The local press were divided in their response to the Council meeting. 

The Independent criticised the conduct of Le Feuvre and Engledue and 

described the latter as the tool of a disappointed faction which had lost 

control of the local boards. The Advertiser commented on the discreditable 

conduct of some of the Council towards the petitioners. However it noted 

that there had been no new cholera cases and "We may expect company 

flocking into the town as one of the pleasantest and healthiest in the 

South of England."[2] In this last week of July the sanitary state of the 

town was discussed at a special meeting of the magistrates of the town 

with the mayor. A report prepared by the medical men of the town for the 

mayor claimed that there had been a great diminuition in cholera cases. 

This was taken as a sign that the town's health would soon be back to 

normal. The mayor asked for suggestions for sanitary measures and the 

completion of the town's sewerage and improving the water supply were 

mentioned. A general Inspection of the town should be carried out and more 

medical officers for the poor were needed. In a discusion on the petition to 

the General Board of Health the expense it would involve was stressed. One 

of the magistrates claimed that a similar petition in Fareham had Involved 

l.HoA. 28.7.1849., Council Minutes 25.7.1849. 2. ILL. 28.7.1849. 
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the town in so much expense that "..they were ready to eat their fingers off 

for having acted so foolishly," Brooks, the Liberal mayor in 1847, said that 

there was not one case of cholera in Chichester and not one sewer. Finally 

the mayor and magistrates resolved, "That considering the report of the 

medical gentlemen and the evidently decreasing state of the present epidemic 

together with the precautionary measures taken it is quite unnecessary to 

place 1,he town under the Public Health Act of 1848, which would Involve the 

necessity of greatly increased rates and expenses." This report was ordered 

to be printed and circulated through the town.Cl] 

Despite the optimism of the local press and the magistrates the 

petitioners continued to put pressure on the Council and the cholera 

epidemic did not fade away. On 2nd August 1849 the Council agreed to set up 

a new committee to consider the 1348 Public Health Act. The committee was to 

consist of five councilors, five improvement commissioners, five waterworks 

commissioners, five guardians and five ratepayers.[2] Of the five councillors 

chosen three, Hunt, Clark and Davis had spoken against the petition at the 

previous Council meeting. Allen, who was to prove a reluctant sanitarian, and 

Palk who was to play a major part in improving the town's public Jiealth, 

made up the five.[31 The continued presence of cholera was shown by the 

further precautions taken by the Board of Guardians in early August. Depots 

were to be set up to provide warm baths and blankets for the necessitous 

poor and nurses to attend the poor in their own homes. Cooper, a Poor Law 

Medical Officer, said that these precautions would make a cholera hospital 

unnecessary. The Town Clerk proposed that nurses, brandy and mustard 

blankets be kept at the workhouse for delivery at the Medical Officer's 

discretion and this was agreed.[4] 

It was clear that the cholera epidemic was not over. The mayor received 

a letter claiming that the poor were dying from lack of medical attention 

because there were not enough medical officers. A meeting of the town's 

medical gentlemen was called to discuss the letter. The four Poor Law 

medical officers. Cooper, Mackay, Cheeseman and Dusautoy all denied that the 

poor were dying from lack of attention. Cooper said the poor died because 

they were " ...ill fed, ill lodged and their houses ill ventilated." 

1. H.A.., 28.7.1849. 2. Council Minutes 2.8.1849. 3. see Chapter V. 

4. ILA., 4.8.1849. 
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Mackay agreed with Cooper, Cheeseman claimed his cholera cases had been 

caused by Impure atmosphere. Dr.Bullar said there were not enough medical 

officers and that the Poor Law Medical Officers had worked themselves 

almost to death. Tucker, a prominent Liberal Councillor and Guardian, 

pointed out that the Guardians had appointed extra medical officers, paid 

for coach hire and provided extra provisions for those in need. Dr.Oke 

proposed that a cholera house be established and that the medical 

gentlemen should decide on the provisions needed. Dr.Buller supported this 

idea but many opposed it. Andrews said that people were leaving the town 

for fright. If a pest house were set up it would drive people to 

Winchester, Idle and thriftless people would enter the pest house under 

pretence of being ill. Plymouth and Devonport had cholera worse than 

Southampton but had no pest house. Keele, a surgeon and former councillor, 

objected to a pest house because of the alarm it would raise. More medical 

officers and more home visits were suggested as alternatives to a pest 

house. The mayor regretted the lack of unanimity among the medical 

gentlemen and closed the meeting after three hours with no resolution 

agreed. A leader comment in the Advertiser agreed with Andrews that a pest 

house would drive thousands from the town.ClI 

In late August a meeting took place between deputations from the 

Public Boards and a deputation from the inhabitants on the question of 

placing the town under the 1848 Public Health Act. The town deputation 

consisted of Captain Engledue, A.Lamb, Engineering Superintendent of P.& 0., 

0.Elmsie, a Councillor, and two of the best known doctors in the town 

V.Buller and Wiblin, The chief complaints put foward by Engledue were the 

town's defective drainage and insuficient water supply. The mayor said the 

town had a daily supply of 35,000 cubic feet, which was six gallons a day 

for each inhabitant and a sub-committee was seeking a fresh supply. He 

added that f 15,000 had been spent on sev/ers.[21 Neither answer could have 

satisfied critics. Technical opinion in the nineteenth century thought 

thirteen gallons per head of population daily was needed for a 

satisfactory water supply.131 

1. bUL, 18.8.1849. 

2. Ibid,, 25.8.1849. 3. R.Hewton, Victorian Exeter., (Leicester 1968),p33. 
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When the Improvement Commissioners met to discuss the sewerage 

problem one commissioner cl.aimed that a Local Act would enable them to 

get on with a one shilling (5p) rate whereas under the Public Health Act 

they would have to pay five or six shillings (25-30p). This demand for 

their own Act and the claim that the Public Health Act would be coercive 

and expensive were both repeated at a later meeting of the Commisioners, 

At this meeting the mayor pointed out the problems facing the Board. They 

owed the Gas Company f3,000, needed f6,000 for the completion of the 

town's sewers, roads cost f800 a year and they only had &300 per year, 

therefore more rates were needed.! 1] Despite these difficuties the 

continued presence of cholera in the town made some action imperative.The 

mayor visited Charlotte Place, one of the slum areas of the town, where 

there had been twenty one cholera deaths in the third and fourth weeks of 

August. It was decided to fumigate the place with chlorine gasJ^H 

At the end of August the Board of Guardians discussed a report from 

its medical officers on cholera in the town. Health had improved generally 

but in some areas cholera was as bad as ever. It was agreed to continue 

the extra help given to the medical officers, The mayor spoke at length on 

the necessity of having some house for the cholera sick. Tucker suggested 

that a detached building in the yard of the Poor House should be fitted up 

for cholera patients and this was agreed. The acceptance of a pest house 

rejected only a few weeks earlier may reflect a change of attitude in the 

town, a feeling that something had to be done. The Advertiser in a leader 

urged its readers to attend a public meeting at the Guildhall on the water 

supply. It claimed a strong demonstration of public feeling might induce 

the Board of Waterworks to greater activity. The paper had expressed 

little criticism of the town's services in the past. The editor's view was 

that the Board should go "to the rivers for a new water supply. The meeting 

agreed and urged the Board to take water from the river at Mansbridge. The 

Board ignored this advice and at their next meeting voted to spend another 

f.1,000 on the well on the Common. Le Feuvre condemned this as a waste of 

time and money and said that water should come from one of the rivers. 

[31 

1. HUL, 1.9.1849. 2. 25.8.1849. 

3. Ibid..1.9.1849. 
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By the end of September 1849 it was clear that the cholera epidemic 

in Southampton was over but the question of coming under the Public Health 

Act continued to be debated. At the end of October the Improvement 

Commisioners were informed by the mayor that their amended Improvement 

Act would add only one shilling (5p) to the rates but the Health of Towns 

Bill would increase the rates by several times that amount. One of the 

commisioners claimed that the Act would depreciate the value of the 

greater proportion of the property of the town. Le Feuvre urged the 

commisioners to come under the Act. At the next meeting of the Board he 

informed them that he had joined the committee of ratepayers and believed 

that a great saving could be made by using the Health of Towns Act. The 

petition was backed by seven hundred names and J.Sharpe had been engaged 

to oppose the local Improvement Act in the House. The mayor supported the 

local Act by saying it was a question of self government. The effect of 

coming under the 1848 Act would be unlimited taxation and the town in the 

hands of strangers. Palk supported the mayor and said expenses would 

increase and that centralisation had done all the mischief in France.Cll 

These arguments had figured prominently in the Parliamentary debates on 

the Public Health Bill a year earlier.[2] Neither of the town's X.Ps. spoke 

in these debates. 

In November the General Board of Health informed the Town Council 

that they had received a petition from the ratepayers of the town. Palk 

condemned centralisation and claimed that the Board could remove all the 

town's officers, there would not be a Southampton man among them. Laishley 

and Andrews proposed a resolution asking the Board not to interfere in the 

town and assuring them that whatever was said by the few the general 

feeling in the town was most decidedly against any government interference 

in local government. The resolution was carried by twenty one votes with 

only Le Feuvre opposing it. It was also resolved unanimously that a 

committee be appointed to draw up petitions on the foregoing subject to be 

sent to the borough members for presentation to the House of Commons and 

the House of Lords. A circular outlining what the Council had done was to 

be sent to other councils urging them to adopt the same course.[3] 

1. H.A.f 10.11.1849.2. Parliamentary Debates vol,98 May 1848 p712~S00. 
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The visit of an Inspector from the General Board of Health and a list 

of the topics on which he would examine witnesses and receive evidence 

was announced by the local press in mid December. A leader in the 

Advertiser admitted that like others they bad seen the Act as a 

centralising effort to destroy local independence, "^a tribe of foreign 

officials was to step in and usurp all functions of our own officers." Yet 

the editor said there were no proofs of its bad working in any town and 

there had been many recent converts to the Act. Still more converts would 

follow if the alleged government centralisation proved to be only the 

powei of the Central Board to Control the waste of public money, a power 

which would have saved the town £20,000 in recent years.[l] 

The next edition of the Advertiser came out even more strongly in 

favour of the Inquiry. Similar iuquii ies in Birmingham and Dover were 

discussed and the expenditure and achievements of the local boards 

considered. The salaries paid to the officials of the jail, the Improvement, 

Waterworks, P:k:r ar^ Harbour, Î iw Boards totalkxi &3051-4-2d 

(£3051.21p). It was felt that as in Birmingham a consolidation of the 

conflicting powers exercised within the Borough would produce great 

economy. The Improvement commisioners had already borrowed £20,000 for 

sewerage and were about to apply to borrow £15,000 to complete the system. 

In Birmingham liquid manure was to be sold and it was said this could 

gross £100,000 per year. At Coventry with a population of 25,000, £800 per 

year was obtained from this. Little had been done about this in 

Southampton. The Inspector would be shocked at the lack of water supply in 

the town. The water rate in Birmingham was 6d (2.5p) in the £ and a 

similar rate could be expected in this town. The Inspector would visit the 

poorer areas of the town "...the flooded masses of tenements near Northam 

and other places where the working man ar^ hi^ family imbibed malaria at 

every breath." The article concluded by saying that much good and no 

possible harm could come from this inquiry/^^iquire and learn-then and not 

until then decide."[21 

This was the first time the local press had suggested that the 1848 

Act might save the town money. The profit to be made from the sale of 

sewerage had been stressed by Chadwick throughout the 1040s but this was 

1. tLA., 16.12.1849. 2.Ibid., 22.12,1849. 
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the first mention of it in Southampton and the town was to waste a great 

deal of time and money in pursuit of Chadwick's dream.CI] Unlike the 

Ady,er.tisgr, the Independeat showed no signs of changing its attitude 

towards the Act. While admitting that the public health of the town had to 

improve^the editor claimed this could be done without the help of the 

General Board of Health.[21 Opposition to the Act was still evident in the 

town. The mayor Andrews insisted that the Act was an attempt to impose 

unlimited taxation and to take away self government.C3] A public meeting 

at the Guildhall with the mayor in the chair was attended by over three 

hundred people. Borrett, a councillor, claimed the Act was opposed by many 

other towns and would not save money. The Board of Health was under the 

control of the Commissioners of Woods and Forrests^the worst managed of 

all Government Boards. Did a London board know more about local works 

than men born and bred in Southampton? He objected to the annihilation of 

self government and proposed a motion that the Act was unnecessary in 

Southampton. P.Brannon seconded this motion. Alderman Allen said the Act 

was suicidal if they wanted to preserve their property, taxation would be 

excessive and self government lost. J.Elliot defended the Act as being of 

benefit to the poor and claimed it would not interfere with self 

government. A resolution to appoint a committee to watch proceedings 

before the Inspector was opposed by only five people. The Jjadepsndent in 

an editorial on the meeting declared itself in favour of maintaining the 

present system.C4] 

In late December vestry meetings were held in all the town's parishes 

to discuss the Act but the attendances were small. All Saints decided not 

to express an opinion. Le Feuvre at Holy Rhood spoke in support of the Act 

but after he left a motion supporting the local boards and stressing self 

government was passed by the ten people present. At St.Mary's no support 

for the Act was forthcoming. Rev.T.Shapcott of St .Michael's described the 

poor sanitary state of the parish and a motion supporting the Act was 

carried by nine votes to two. With twenty five present at St .Lawrence's a 

motion opposing the Act as unnecessary but defering a final decision until 

1. see Chapter V. 2. iLI., 22.12.1849, 29.12.1849. 3. BJL. 22.12.1849. 

4. IbKL, 29.12.1849. 
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after the inquiry was passed by twelve votes to seven. Poor attendences at 

vestry meetings were not uncommon at this time. Yet a month later when 

changes in the Poor Law were being discussed the meetings were described 

in the local press as numerously attended with over a hundred present at 

St.Mary's and over fifty at both Holy Rhood and St.Lawrence. Despite all 

the press publicity and public meetings the question of coming under the 

Act does not seem to have made a great impact at grassiook levelX:!] 

On 1st January 1850 Inspector Ranger opened his Inquiry at the 

Guildhall. Ranger was cwm of eight inspectors employed by th^ General 

Board of Health in 1850. He had carried out thirty similar inspections 

including three within three weeks on Teesside in 1849.[23 He began by 

c^M:llning the terms of the Act and explaining the powers of the Local 

Board. The latter could appoint all rUs own officers but the surveyor and 

medical officer had to be approved by the General Board. The first topic 

discussed was the water supply. Captain Engledue said there was a great 

deficiency of water and its quality was poor. It was filled with worms, 

leeches and other things. A resident of Cumberland Place claimed that last 

summer the conduits in his neighbourhood had no supply except for one 

hour in the morning. There was a similar situation in Charlotte Place. This 

discussion continued on the second day. Rev, Shapcott, rector of 

St.Michael's complained that his parish had suffered greatly in the 

epidemic but there was not a single sewer in the parish. £15,00C. had been 

spent on sewers but not one farthing on them. When drainage and 

internments were discussed on the third day Cooper, a Poor Law Medical 

Officer, offered to give evidence. Viblin, F.R.C.S., gave a report on the 

sanitary state of the town on the fourth day and in the afternoon Ranger 

and several Councillors visited houses in St.Michael's parish. Ranger 

commented on Simnel Street "Nothing else than a pulling down can cure the 

internal defects of such a place." [3] 

At the end of the first week of his Inquiry it was clear that Ranger 

had made a great personal impact on the town. The mayor, R.Andrews, a 

1. H.A., 29.12.1849., ILL. 26.1.1850. 2. C.Perkins, " The General Board of 

Health 1848 - 1854 ", E.Gay, (Ed.) Facts and Factors In Economic History. 

(Havard 1932) p248.; T.Richmond, Local Records of Stockton and the 

Neighbourhood, (Stockton 1868), p207. 3. H,A.,5.1.1850. 



strong opponent of the Inquiry in 1849, informed the Board of Guardians 

that Ranger had come to perform a great public duty and of "....what I have 

seen of him today it is my belief that he will perform it candidly, 

impartially and with great advantage to the public." The editor of the 

Advertiser was equally impressed and commented on Ranger's "urbanity and 

patience....imperturbable good humour." The following week the paper came 

out even more strongly in support of Ranger and the Act. "Never was there 

any measure so universally popular as that proposed." After commenting on 

the sanitary faults revealed by the Inquiry the editor concluded "Till it 

[the 1848 Act] is introduced the improvement of Southampton cannot be 

said to have commenced."[1] The once critical Independent had also been 

Influenced by Ranger's skill. His manner and determination were praised 

and said to have won him golden opinions from all sorts of men. The 

editor concluded that when Ranger's Report was published the town could 

decide what action to take. This attitude showed a marked change from the 

strong support for the town's boards the paper had displayed throughout 

1849.[2] 

During the second week of the Inquiry the major objections of loss of 

self government and unlimited taxation were raised by the town's former 

mayor Laishley. Ranger claimed these fears were imaginary; centralisation 

existed only in their minds. In this town the Council would be the Local 

Board and there was nothing in the Act which invaded the self government 

of the town. He complimented the ex-mayor on his work during the cholera 

epidemic. Dr.Moore, the P.& 0. medical officer, gave his views on 

Southampton's health problems. He said the major problems were the town's 

low situation, poor water supply, poor drainage and overcrowding. The 

afternoons of this second week were spent on further visits to the poorer 

areas of the town. In the evenings Ranger held meetings from 7 p.m. until 

10 p.m. at the Guildhall to enable working men to express their views. 

Despite the extensive coverage given to the Inquiry by the local press 

these evening meetings went unreported. 

On the twelth and final day of the Inquiry the Guildhall was very 

crowded to hear the Inspector's farewell address. In this he criticised the 

town's medical officers for their lack of cooperation although two medical 

1. EJu> 12.1. 1850. 2.JL1 . 5.1.1850.il2.1.1850. 
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gentlemen had helped him. He thanked everyone else especially the working 

class who had let him into their homes where he had seen their dreadful 

living conditions. At this point, according to a local reporter, Ranger's 

voice failed him and tears ran down his face. The repeated cheers of the 

assemblage at the conclusion of the Inquiry showed how fervently Ranger's 

efforts had been appreciated. The editor of the Advertiser praised the fine 

tone of sentiment and intensity of feeling displayed towards the poor by 

the Inspector. "While the respectable public of Southampton have been in 

total ignorance of the wretched dwellings of the extreme poor, of the 

squalor, filth malaria and misery in which they exist, the Inspector has 

visited the retreats of poverty, the abodes of disease and the living 

charnel houses where fever and cholera divide supremacy and age and infancy 

are alike surrendered to an unnatural death."El] A more restrained leader 

appeared in the Independent in which the editor concluded that if the Act 

was necessary as Ranger had said then the sooner it was introduced the 

better. The parochial surgeons criticised by Ranger were defended. They had 

been unable to help with the Inquiry because they had been busy dealing 

with a flu epidemic. In a long letter to the paper Cooper, one of the 

parochial surgeons, claimed he had visited between 150 and 160 patients a 

day during this epidemic. [2] 

During the Inquiry a report on the cholera epidemic of 1849 drawn up 

by G.Laishley, the mayor in 1849, and ¥.Bullar, M.D.was sent to Ranger. The 

report gave the number of cholera deaths as 239 and pointed out that while 

no district had escaped, certain areas had proved to be centres of 

infection." It is owing to the considerable mortality in these spots 

magnified, however and exaggerated by rumour that the great alarm 

originated which was the cause of so much anxiety to the inhabitants and so 

detrimental to the trade of the town. " The explanation for these centres 

lay in an impure air. This weakness of the blood made cholera a fatal 

disease. Thus by removing the causes of impure air, that is filth of all 

kinds, this proness to disease would disappear. "When it is duly considered 

that half a dozen filthy and neglected spots in this town were the causes 

by producing a panic of three months almost entire stagnation of trade, 

1. ELA. , 19.1.1850. 2. , 19.1.1850. 
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the close connection between our commercial prosperity and our sanitary 

condition will be acknowledged and that the prosperity of the men of 

business is dependent on the water supply,drainage and cleanliness of the 

tenements of the poorest inhabitants."C1] 

In March the Adyer±i.S.er. reported that there were some parties in the 

town who boasted that they had enough power to get a confirmatory Bill for 

bringing the town under the Health of Towns Act thrown out.[2] In the 

Council however opposition was crumbling. The memorial, proposed by 

Laishley and Allen in November 1849, opposing the Bill was not sent. It was 

thought inexpedient and further discussion on it was postponed until after 

Ranger's report was published.C33 When the report appeared in Xay the 

Advertiser, declared that the report would convince all of the necessity of 

coming under the Health of Towns Act. Like the Independent the paper gave 

details of the report and its conclusions were published in full. The cause 

of much of the town's ill health lay in atmospheric Impurities which could 

be removed by sanitary appliances. Thus "...The annual loss to the rate 

payers from the premature deaths of the heads of families and the 

expenditure for sick relief is excessive and is a pecuniary burden 

susceptible of being greatly reduced ... I am strongly of the opinion that 

a very large amount of sickness, excess of premature mortality and expense 

contingent thereon, may be greatly alleviated and additional comforts 

secured to the inhabitants especially to the working classes by the 

application of the provisions of the Public Health Act of 1848 to the 

borough of Southampton."C1] 

There was still some opposition to the Act in the Council. Alderman 

Allan and Sheriff Tucker, two of the leading Liberal opponents of the Act 

in 1849, attacked the expense Hanger's suggestions would involve and 

complained of "frightful misrepresentations" in the Report. The £400,000 

cost of the recommendations would lead to a property depreciation of twelve 

to fifteen per cent. Laishley objected to centralisation but said as it was 

good for the health of the town they should take the Act and do the best 

they could with it. Only the Pier and Harbour Board of all the local Boards 

strongly objected to being brought under the Act. A Local Board established 

under the 1848 Public Health Act could only take over the powers of the 

1. H. A. , 25.5.1850. 
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Pier and Harbour Board with the latter's consent. All the dues collected by 

the Pier and Harbour Board were spent on harbour improvements and shipping. 

It was feared that under a new board part of the dues would be spent on 

other objects and that trading interests would be less well represented. 

For these reasons the Board refused to hand over its powers to the new 

Local Board.E1] The other local boards showed little interest in retaining 

their powers. Vhen the Improvement Board came to consider the change in 

July before it could be mentioned "...One gentleman left to get his dinner, 

a second because he was busy and a third and fourth because the others did 

and the rest because there were not enough left to make a Board."[23 On 

21st August 1850 the Council was informed that the town was now under the 

Act and they agreed unanimously to set up a committee with Ranger as 

adviser to impleimnt the Act, C33 

In Southampton the progression from cholera to petition, to General 

Board, to Inquiry, to the establishment of a Local Board has the appearance 

of inevitability. Yet this was not the case elsewhere. Leicester, with a 

D.S. of 27 per 1000 and ranked as the fourth unhealthiest town in the 

country by the 1844 Royal Commission on the State of Large Towns, was an 

obvious candidate for the 1848 Act. Vhen Ranger held his Inquiry there in 

January 1849^ he met with little opposition and a Local Board was set up in 

August 1849.[4] Yet Leeds, with a D.R. of 34 per 1000, sent a deputation to 

Parliament to oppose the Public Health Act and made no effort to set up a 

Local Board.The General Board made no attempt to force Leeds to take 

action.[2] Bristol, with a D.R. in excess of 23 per 1000, adopted the 1848 

Act after an Inquiry by Clark from the General Board, despite strong 

objections from the local bodies superceded and the local press.C6] 

Stockton on Tees, where Ranger carried out an Inquiry in October 1849, 

decided not to set up a Local Board.C7] Despite having an average D.R. of 

over 25 per 1000 between 1841 and 1847 and suffering a severe cholera 

epidemic with over 800 deaths in 1849, the committee set up to examine 

1. EJL. , 22.6.1850. 2, ELA. , 27.7.1850. 3. Council Minutes 15.7.1850, 

21.8.1850. 4. K.Elliott, The Leicester Board of Health 1849-1872, 

X.Phil. ThesisC Nottingham 1971.),p37. 5. J.Toft, Public Health in Leeds 

cl815 - 1880, M.A.Thesis (Manchester 1956). 6. D.Large and F.Round, 

op.cit., p5. 7. Richmond, op.cit., p209. 
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the General Board's Inspector Rawlinson's report on the town, felt unable 

to recommend the application of the 1848 Act to Portsmouth.C1] Another town 

inspected by Sawlinson, Fareham, decided that the application of the Act 

would be too expensive for the town.[3] By the end of May 1851 two hundred 

and fifteen towns had applied for the 1848 Public Health Act and a further 

sixty, after an inspection, had decided not to come under the Act. Of the 

thirty-one inspections carried out in 1850, Southampton's was the most 

expensive^costing £368-ll-3d<£368.56p)C3] 

The initiative for the petition to bring Southampton under the 1848 

Act came from outside the leading political group in the town. Engledue, a 

newcomer to the town, may well have been motivated by a genuine concern 

over the prevalence of sickness among his company's employees, but his 

speeches in Council meetings in the summer of 1849 did little to further 

his cause. He received support from two of the town's leading doctors 

J.Bullar, M. D. and J.Wiblin, F.E.C.S. Among the town's politicians 

J.R.Keele, a surgeon and former Whig who Joined the Conservatives in 1849, 

V. J.Le Feuvre and J.S.Stebbing were the main speakers in favour of the 

petition. Although Le Feuvre had twice been mayor in 1835 and 1846, he was 

notoriously ill tempered and was very unpopular with the Liberal dominated 

Councils of 1849 and 1850. Stebbing, like Le Feuvre a Conservative,was the 

one talented speaker who supported the petition in the Council. With such 

strong Tory support for the petition it is not suprising that it was seen 

as a way for a defeated party to limit their opponents power, as the 

Liberals dominated all the local Boards. This party element may partly 

explain the strong opposition to the petition in the Council. 

The leading opponents of the petition on the Council were Laishley, 

mayor in 1849, and R.Andrews. Laishley was a very influential figure in the 

town being a director of the Chamber of Comzmrce and a wealthy businessman. 

Andrews was one of the richest men in Southampton being the owner of a 

coachbuilding firm with an international reputation and a supplier of 

coaches to Queen Victoria. He was to dominate the town's politics in the 

1850s, being mayor five times and a Liberal candidate in the 1857 

1. M. Hallett, Portsmouth's Water Supply.(Portsmouth 1971), p23, 

2. H.A., 16.6.1849. 3. P.P.1850<110), Returns of Towns asking for 

Inspection, XX3111.591 p24-26. 
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Parliamentary by-election. These two were consistently supported by 

Alderman Allen. The influence of these leading Councillors and their 

outspoken opposition to the petition may explain the sudden change of mind 

at the July Council meeting by several councillors who had signed the 

petition. 

The controversy over the petition and the cholera epidemic in the 

summer of 1849 led to a great increase in interest in sanitary reform, but 

neither changed the minds of the leading Councillors opposed to the 

petition.CI] Despite the publicity given to the topic by the local press 

the poor attendances at the vestry meetings, called in December 1849 to 

discuss the petition, seem to indicate that public opinion was not strongly 

committed either for or against the petition. With the exception of the 

Pier and Harbour Board, none of the local Boards made a concerted effort to 

oppose the Act. The approach of the Government Inquiry, according to the 

local press, led many to show more sympathy towards the petition. It was 

this Inquiry which was the decisive factor in bringing the town under the 

Act. It showed the inefficiency of the local Boards and the dreadful 

sanitary state of the town. At the same time Ranger's careful explanation 

of the limitations of the Act and his skill in dealing with both Laishley 

and Andrews helped change the opinion of the Council. Both the Ranger 

Report and Laishley's report on the 1849 cholera epidemic emphasised the 

link between sanitary reform and the prosperity of the town. This was a 

link businessmen like Andrews and Laishley could not ignore. The Council 

had begun moves to bring in a Local Improvement Act as an alterative to the 

1848 Act. When Ranger showed that the 1848 Act would be cheaper and easier 

to obtain than a Local Act and control would rest with the Council, Andrews 

and his supporters realised that they had nothing to lose in accepting the 

Act. The immense popularity of the Ranger Inquiry would have made it 

difficult for them to do anything else. 

1.Council Minutes 19.11.1849. 
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CHAPTER II 

THE SOUTHAMPTON LOCAL BOABD OF HEALTH 1850-1854. 

In August 1850 when the town came under the 1848 Public Health Act a 

Council committee was set up with Hanger as adviser to consider the 

implications of the Act.CI] The General Board of Health encouraged its 

engineering inspectors to devise plans for the local areas they had 

examined as public officials. The General Board thought that local bodies 

and engineers lacked the ability to tackle the complex works which Public 

Health required.[21 This practice was not always followed. In March 1853 

when over 150 towns had come under the 1848 Act only 15, including 

Southampton, employed the General Board's inspectors although a further 

21 were said to be about to employ one.[33 The first appointment made in 

Southampton under the Act was Hanger as consulting engineer to the new 

Local Board. He was proposed by Laishley the former Liberal mayor and 

Hunt, a Conservative and prominent member of the Watch Committee. It was 

said that Ranger would be free of local influences and his appointment 

would help avoid conflict with the General Board. Hot all the Council 

supported this view and Ranger was appointed by 14 votes to 11 with 2 

abstentions. Ranger's supporters included the early leaders of the 

campaign for the Act, Le Feuvre, Breton and Stebbing, as well as late 

converts such as Laishley and Lankester. The opposition came from 

consistent campaigners against the Act like Tucker and Allan.[4] 

The August Committee reported to the Council in October with a list 

of the officers they felt were necessary for the new Board and an outline 

of their duties following Ranger's recommendations. The surveyor was not 

to be allowed private practice, had to keep a full diary, receive and 

require plans of new houses, visit houses reported as unhealthy by the 

1. Council Kins., 21.8.1850. 2. R.Lambert, Sir John Simon. (1966) p219; 
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Medical Officer and investigate causes of fires. The duties of the 

Inspector of luisances were listed at great length. The first point made 

by the Committee was that he should be able to discharge the duties of 

his office with discretion. The owners of premises had to be given 

twenty four hours notice to remove a nuisance before action could be 

taken against them. In the case of house drains, cesspits and ash pits 

the Inspector had to apply to the Local Board before taking proceedings 

against a nuisance. These limitations were to prove a handicap to the 

Inspector.[1] Other areas of responsibility included slaughter houses, 

street cleaning, ditches, unfit food, filthy houses, noxious businesses, 

lodging houses and cellar dwellings. The Committee concluded that the 

duties of this officer could be undertaken by the present Inspector of 

Police, Enright. 

Ranger had informed the Committee that the clerk of the Board was 

usually the Town Clerk and that confusion would arise if the offices were 

separated. The Town Clerk had contacted several towns where the Act had 

been applied and the great majority of these supported Ranger's view. The 

clerk was to keep the Board's book separate from Council Minutes because 

the former were open to inspection by ratepayers while the latter were 

open only to burgesses. A clerk of accounts was to be appointed to take 

charge of all Borough accounts including Public Health and to keep a 

check on the collectors. Two collectors,each with their own district,had 

to pay the treasurer daily the money received and were to be paid a 

percentage of money collected. This percentage was usually one and a 

third.[2] 

The Committee said that to secure the efficient working of the Act it 

was essential that an Officer of Health should be appointed, especially 

as one of the strongest arguments of the gentlemen, who petitioned for 

the introduction of the Act, was the absolute necessity of such an 

appointment. As the General Board was then engaged in defining the duties 

of an Officer of Health, Ranger suggested that the appointment should be 

postponed until these duties were known. A mechanical engineer was needed 

because the surveyor was not competent to manage the existing steam 

works. Mainwarring, the former engineer of the Waterworks Commissioners, 

1. ELAi_ 30. 10.1850; see Chapter II. 2. see Chapter VIII. 
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was appointed temporarily. 

Four committees were suggested for the new Local Board. The Finance 

Committee was to be amalgamated with the financial committee of the 

Council and was to supervise all accounts. The Works committee was 

responsible for roads, gas, water supply and general improvements. A 

Special Works committee was to consider all matters appertaining to an 

efficient water supply and an effective sewering of the town, making new 

roads and considering the reports of the Consulting Engineer. The 

Sanitary Committee was to supervise the work of the Inspector of 

Nuisances and the Officer of Health. It was also to act in the event of 

any epidemic disease appearing or threatening the town. 

All the officers were to be elected by the Council and appointed for 

six months. Before salaries were fixed further information was to be 

obtained from the General Board, but the Finance Committtee was 

authorised to advance such payments as they thought fit. Although it had 

not been asked to consider them, three matters seemed very important to 

the Committee. These were water supply, the sewering of the town and the 

widening of Bridge Street. The Committee concluded its report by 

recommending that Sanger be instructed to survey all three matters and 

prepare plans for each of them. The Council approved the committee's 

report unanimously. [ 1] 

The Council then turned to the task of appointing its officers. 

Rumours had circulated in the town that officers of the defunct boards 

were to be overlooked and the posts given to those already in possesion 

of office but these proved to be without foundation. There were three 

applicants for the post of surveyor, G.Doswell of the Improvement Board, 

G.J.Poole of the Waterworks Board and a W.Read. Stebbing said the post 

should go to either Doswe11 or Poole. This was accepted by the Council 

and no reference was made to the third candidate. As Doswell had held 

office for over fifty years the majority of members felt a younger man 

was needed and Poole was appointed by 29 votes to 0 with 2 abstentions. 

There were three applicants for the Inspector of Nuisances but these were 

ignored and J.T.Enright, the Superintendant of Police, who had not 

applied^was appointed by 21 votes to 9. It was thought that Enright would 

1. Council Mins. 10.10.1850. 



be helped by twenty to thirty constables who had little to do and this 

would save money.[1] Yet a government Inspector in 1857 thought Enrlght's 

force was insufficient to provide adequate protection to property in the 

town.[2] C.Deacon, Town Clerk and clerk to the Waterworks Board, was 

appointed to the Local Board without dissent. The clerks to the Harbour 

Board and t]^ Improvement Board, Brooks and Farrand, applied for the post 

of clerk of accounts. As neither won a Council majority the appointment 

was postponed to allow the two gentlemen to make some arrangement 

satisfactory to the Board. Brooks was later appointed to the post.[3] 

Tha two collectors appointed from four applicants were J.Bungey and 

V.Royal1. 

The most controversial appointment was considered next, that of the 

Officer of Health. It was proposed that the proper discharge of the 

duties of the Inspector of Nuisances would make the appointment 

unnecessary. Captain Breton, a Conservative representing All Saints, in 

supporting this motion claimed that there was not a healthier town in 

England and that it did not need a medical gentleman to tell that a privy 

was objectionable. Dusautoy, Liberal St Mary's, a Poor Law Medical 

Officer said that the appointment was essential. Scarlet fever was 

assuming a malignant form in the parish of St Mary's. The cure was to be 

found in fully carrying out the Act.Alderman Palk, a Liberal, insisted on 

the great salubrity of the town and deprecated the originating of a 

panic. The town had not yet recovered from the ill effects of a panic 

that had been created the year before last. It was decided to correspond 

with the General Board of Health to ascertain the extent of the Officer 

of Health's duties. This reluctance in appointing a Medical Officer was 

typical of the time. By October 1850 only four towns had appointed 

Medical Officers under the Act and in the period 1848-1855, when Chadwick 

dominated the General Board, only 39 were appointed, although 166 towns 

came under the Act. The General Board had to approve the appointment and 

dismissal of the Officer of Health. As a result the 1848-1855 

appointments were usually of men of high standing in their profession.[4] 

1. fL-A,. , 12.10.1850. 2. A.Cook, The Southampton Police Fnrce JHgjV 
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33, 

The Council concluded its Public Health business by appointing the four 

committees each with seven members and the mayor as chairman as 

recommended in the committee's report.[1] 

The Public Health issue, which had provoked so much discussion both 

in the local press and the Council, made little Impact on the municipal 

elections of 1850, which passed off almost without Incident. The four 

retiiing Liberal councillors for All Saints were returned with little 

opposition and four other candidates were returned unopposed. Andrews was 

re-elected as mayor and there was talk of hi5 being a Liberal M.P. 

soon.(2]Before the first meeting of the new Council on 9th November 1850 

Its predecessor had been in contact with the General Board about the 

appointment of an Officer of Health. The 1842 Medical Act had recommended 

that Poor Law Medical Officers should have two qualifications,one from 

the College of Physicians or Surgeons and one from a university or the 

Society of Apothecaries.[3] F.Cooper, a Liberal councillor for St.Mary's, 

was an L.R.C.S.(Edinburgh). The Council asked if the General Board would 

sanction the appointment as an Officer of Health of a medical practloner 

not legally qualified. The Board replied that it would "... sanction the 

appointment of any regularly educated member of the medical profession 

even though his degrees might exclude him from practising in a particular 

place as for example London." Ten of the 39 Officers of Health appointed 

between 1848 and 1855 did not have the Licence of the Society of 

Apothocaries and so could not practice In London.[4] 

At the first meeting of the new Council a letter of resignation 

from F.Cooper was read. He enclosed the fl5 fine to which he was subject 

under the bye law for resigning before his tenure of office was complete. 

The Sanitary Committee reported that the duties of the Local Board could 

not be carried properly into effect unless the Officer of Health was 

appointed. The report was attacked by Tucker and Hunt. Tucker claimed 

that disease was not to be kept out by Act of Parliament. Hunt said it 

was a ridiculous expense and not of the slightest advantage. Dusautoy, a 

Poor Law Medical Officer, claimed that all the parish officers who knew 

1. L.B.Mlns., 10.10.1850. 2. BLA. , 2.11.1850. 
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4, C.F.Brockington, op.cit.,p1Q. 
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the conditions in the town were convinced the appointment was necessary. 

He proposed Cooper and that he should be allowed to continue with his 

private practice. Laishley seconded this and referred to his experiences 

as mayor in 1849. The Act of Parliament was not worth the paper it was 

written on without an Officer of Health. Money would be saved on the 

rates because lodging houses would be licensed and so a source of disease 

modified. Tucker said that Dusautoy hoped the Officer of Health would 

save him work. The whole idea was wrong "..they did not give credit to 

the author of all good for Inflicting some disease upon them as a 

punishment for evil doing." This was not an unusual attitude towards 

disease in the nineteenth century. Days of Humiliation were held in many 

towns during the 1849 cholera epidemic, The Bishop of Chichester issued a 

letter to be read out by all his clergy on their day of humiliation. The 

letter informed them that when God sent the people unwonted suffering he 

was reminding them of their unworthlnes for "...all suffering is for 

sln."[l] A similar attitude led to criticism of the Contagious Diseases 

Acts as encouraging sin by reducing the possibility of infection.[2] 

Stebblng supported Cooper's nomination and praised his work. Only Tucker 

voted against the appointment.[3] At a vestry meeting in All Saints in 

April the appointment was attacked as a "job".This accusation received 

little support at a subsequent Council meeting although Hunt suggested 

that the Appointment was the only way the Council could be free of 

Cooper's "incessant speechifying".[4] 

The 1848 Act did not require an Officer of Health to be a full time 

appointment and this was a great disappointment to Chadwick who tried to 

persuade the local boards to make full time appointments. When Cooper's 

appointment was sent for approval to the General Board the Board replied 

that "..they can not concur in the opinion of bhe Local Board, nor can 

they sanction in the case of so large and populous a district as 

Southampton an appointment of an Officer of Health who continues to act 

as a private practloner. The duties of the situation if efficiently 

discharged will be found to be utterly incompatible with private 

practice."[5] Cooper wrote to the General Board expressing his 

1- . 22,9.1849. 2. see Chapter VI. 3. iLuS.. , 
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willingness to resign from private practice, which he felt to be 

incompatible with the discharge of his duties.However the Council asked 

for approval of a part time appointment. The General Board promised to 

conoidet the matter but acceded after the Council again asked for the 

appointment. In March 1851 Cooper wrote to the General Board pointing 

out the difficulties of discharging his duties while continuing in 

private practice. He asked whether the Board intended to require the 

relinquishment of private practice at the end of the year for which his 

appointment was confirmed. The General Board took no action on the 

matter and Cooper continued in private practice until his death in 1865. 

The Council may have decided on a part time appointment as a way of 

avoiding having to increase Cooper's salary. Requests for such an 

Increase feature frequently in the minutes of the Local Board throughout 

Cooper's period of office. Cooper himself may have forseen the 

difficulties his office would bring, as the writer of his obituary was to 

point out it "..scarcely allows of private practice and certainly brings 

no business; the well to do dreading the visits of a man always in 

contact with typhus and cholera and stenches and other unpleasant 

things." [ 1] 

Once the Local Board had appointed its officials and established 

its committee system it turned its attention to the major problems of 

Public Health facing the town.The three issues which dominated the early 

years of the Board were:- the water supply, the drainage and sewerage of 

the town and nuisances. 

The Water Supply. 

The first action of the Board was to repair the pumps of the well on the 

Common. In December 1850 the well was producing 20,84Q cu. ft. of water 

per day and the quanlty had not increased recently. Malnwaring reported 

that pebbles had been found at 1,307 ft. and that the pipes needed 

cleaning.[2] Ranger produced his report on the town's water supply in 

January 1851. He claimed it had been ten times more difficult than that 

1. British Medical Journal, 4.11.18G5, 2. L.B.Mins., 28.1.1851. 



of any other town he had surveyed. This fact together with the length of 

time and expense taken in preparing his 1850 Report indicate that the 

town's drainage and water supply problems were more complex than 

most.Cl] He suggested that a new supply of water sufficient for the town 

could be obtained from Mansbridge Springs. At the Local Board meeting 

held to discuss his plans Laishley said Ranger thought that the best 

source for the town was Otterbourne but that as it would cost 11,200 a 

year more than Mansbridge it was too expensive. Le Feuvre regarded this 

as a false economy and urged the Board to use Otterbourne. It was 

decided to take water from the Itchen at Mansbridge Lock as Ranger had 

suggested.[2] 

Further problems over the water supply led the Board to reconsider 

this decision in the summer of 1851. The well on the Common ran into 

dificulties in April when the drill for the borehole was broken and 

drilling ceased. The water supply to the Royal Mail factory was stopped 

in July because of the reduced water supply to the town. An artesian 

well in the docks was used to supply the lower part of the town around 

St. Mary's Street, Orchard Place and Ternlnus Terrace. The well supplied 

90,000 gallons a day at a cost of &15. The Board decided to use this 

supply "only during the present scarcity of water."[3] Vhen the Board 

discussed new sources of water supply In August it decided to look for a 

new supply from Otterbourne or Mansbridge Springs. A special committee 

was set up to consider the question and after twelve meetings it 

reported to the Board in October. 

The committee recommended Otterbourne Springs. The yield from the 

Springs was estimated at 1,169,280 gallons per day. This was said to be 

three times as much as the town needed. It was thought at the time that 

the average amount needed per head of population for all uses was 20 

gallons.[4] Southampton's population In 1851 was 35,305 which seems to 

indicate that the Board either underestimated the town's population or 

its demand for water. The committee assured the Board that the water was 

pure and could be softened by boiling.The cost of the supply from 

1. see Chapter III 2. H.A., 3.5.1851., L.B.Mins., 28.4.1851. 
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Otterbourne was estimated at £27,000, JtlO.OOO more than the cost of the 

Mansbridge supply. This was worked out by the Board to be only 1/lOd 

(9p) per house per year more. Mansbridge would yield only 360,000 

gallons per day and the water was much harder than Otterbourne Springs. 

The other sources available were the Common as a gathering ground, the 

Test, wells at Korthara, the Sugar House and the Common. The supplies 

from these places amounted to 181,318 gallons per day plus the reservoir 

with 598,420 gallons. The committee said the town needed 700,000 gallons 

per day and therefore recomended Otterbourne and that the money should 

be borrowed with the permission of the General Board of Health and 

repaid over fifty years.[IJ 

While the Board was searching for a more efficient water supply 

criticism of its work was growing in the town. In August tho Independent 

in a leader commented on a curious change of opinion in the town. 

Ranger's leading supporters in January 1850 had deserted him. Two of 

them, Engledue and Keeele, had left the town afraid of the rates while a 

third, Le Feuvre, had declared in the Council that he had no confidence 

in him.[2] In September a ward meeting in St.Mary's attacked the Board's 

work on the water supply. Keele said he was disappointed in the 1848 Act 

which he had done so much to bring into the town. Now he considered it 

useless. The meeting urged the Board to postpone all but the most 

essential improvements. [ 3] In December 1851 a memorial from over six 

hundred ratepayers headed by Keele was presented to the General Board. 

The memorial criticised Ranger and the number of staff and expense of 

the Local Board. It asked the General Board to refuse to sanction any 

more loans until the present works on sewerage and water supply were 

completed. [ 4] The General Board, as was to become its custom, refered 

the memorial to the Local Board for comment. The Advertiser supported 

the memorialists and accused the Local Board of dilly dallying over the 

water supply, It questioned whether the Board was aware of the true 

situation at public conduits "..the old of both sexes waiting for hours 

for their turns to obtain a few pints of filthy looking sluggish run of 

so called water." It concluded by urging the use of Mansbridge "the 

1. L.B.Mins., 21.10.1851. 2. H.I.. 9.8.1851, 3. H.A.. 29.9.1851. 
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limp,d water of the Itchen", as the Otterbourne supply was doubtful.C1] 

In February 1852 the Bill to allow Southampton to take its water supply 

from Otterbourne was introduced into Parliament. In the town a public 

meeting was held to discuss the Bill. It was suggested that there was no 

reason to abandon the artesian well on the Common and that Robert 

Stephenson should be brought in as an adviser. As a result of the 

meeting a Town Committee was set up to meet the Local Board. This 

committee of twelve included some Councillors, the most prominent being 

Le Feuvre and Colonel Bullock. When the Committee met the Board they 

asked that Robert Stephenson be sent for to consult on the probability 

of obtaining water from the well on the Common. The Board replied that 

further experiments with the well were futile as the supply was doubtful 

both in quantity and quality. They assured the Committee that the 

quantity of water from Otterbourne was not in doubt and the town would 

be able to supply Shirley and so make money. When the Committee 

questioned Ranger's expenses the Board claimed he had saved them money. 

His report had shown that the well on the Common could only provide 

131,250 gallons per day-about a fifth of the town's needs.[2] 

The local press was divided on the question of the Otterbourne 

Bill. The,Advertiser, supported the Town Committee but the Independent 

favoured the Bill. The former criticised the Council and claimed it was 

dominated by a few men^Laishley, Stabbing, Falk and Lankester with 

occassional help from Borrett, Davies and Payne. The fusion of the 

Council and the Local Board had given too much power to a few men. The 

old boards had been dominated by the Liberals and both the sewerage and 

water supply of the town had " , been deficient. It was for this reason 

that the Board of Health had been set up but as the leaders remained the 

same little had been achieved. The Town Committee had been formed 

because the supply of cheap water must be the town's top priority. Yet 

the Committee had been met with a torrent of abuse. The leader concluded 

that the Council no longer possessed the confidence of the public and 

that the sooner they gave way to honest men the better for their own 

honour and the interest of the ratepayers.C3] 

1. 27.12.1851. 2. L.B.Mins., 11.3.1852. 3. H. A. . 20.3.1852. 
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Ths public iiitsiest and sxciteinsnt aroused by the water supply 

question was reflected in a public meeting chaired by the mayor at which 

many Councillors were present, When Andrews opened the meeting he said 

t M t had questioned the wisdom of holding the meeting partly because 

he was responsible for the peace of the town and partly because of the 

inflaniatory handbills which had been circulated in the town and were 

calculated to lead to a breach of the peace. Stebbing presented the case 

for Otlerbourne which he claimed would provide pure and abundant water 

for a population of 100,000. Brannon, a leading radical in the 1830s but 

now a member of the Town Committee, rose amid much applause. He said 

that the Common well supply was as good as any, 220,000 had been spent 

on it and if it were abandoned now eleven years work would be wasted. 

Lankester, one of the largest ratepayers in Southampton^tried to speak 

but there was too much Jeering. The mayor threatened to close the 

meeting and thought of calling the police, C.Davles, a Conservative from 

All Saints, said that if a motion against Otterbourne were passed then 

the Bill's opponents in Parliament were bound to win. The meeting ended 

after six hours when according to the Advertiser's reporter amid great 

confusion a motion was carried supporting Otterbourne although many of 

the voters thought it was against the new supply. In a more restrained 

account of the same meet lag the Independent congratulated the public 

on supporting Stebbing's motion in favour of Otterbourne and declared 

its own support for the Local Board's decision.[1] 

The Local Board wrote to the General Board asking for its support 

to secure a water supply from Otterbourne and the General Board 

agreed.[2] The Advertiser continued its campaign against the scheme. It 

pointed out that it was not just that Otterbourne cost £10,000 more than 

Mansbridgejthere were problems over compensation and doubts about the 

certainty of supply. The paper went on to ridicule the Local Board's 

efforts. A town of 35,000 with pure water on either side had spent 

£20,000 boring at the highest point in between and was now spending more 

money on an Act of Parliament to rob people of water eight miles away 

every drop of which they needed.[31 The Bill was defeated because of 

1. H.A.. 20.3.1852; H.I.. 20.3.1852. 2. H.A.. 27.3.1852. 

3. Ibid.. 5.4.1852. 
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opposition from the Dean and Chapter of Winchester, Magdalen Colege, 

Oxford and some local landowners. Otterbourne was a possible source of 

water for Winchester and the local landowners felt there would not be 

enough for both towns.[1] The Local Board decided to go ahead with the 

Mansbridge scheme, which it was hoped would be ready in early autumn. 

The conflict in the town which the Otterbourne Bill had aroused led the 

Local Board to decide that in future the ratepayers were to be consulted 

through the vestries or through public meetings or both before any 

Parliamentary Bill was presented.[2] 

In August 1852 the Local Board heard that the works at Mansbridge 

were going well and that an abundant supply was expected within a few 

weeks. In October the new reservoir on the Common had begun but there 

were problems over the Mansbridge-Common link due to delays over the 

supply of pipes from the Weardale Iron Company. The land at Mansbridge 

was bought for £250 and in January 1853 compensation was paid for damage 

done by the construction of the new reservoir on the Common. Further 

problems arose when the contractors Hutchings and Co. ran into financial 

difficulties. In April an application for a water supply to the Star 

Brewery was deferred because the supply of water to the town was 

expected to be completed in about a month. Mainwaring informed the Local 

Board that work on the water supply had been delayed because of the non-

arrival of fire hydrants. The 17 inch main and valves from Mansbridge to 

the reservoir had been completed. A mains supply had been laid to 

Bedford Place, Charlotte Place, Kingsland Place, Pound-tree and Hanover 

Buildings. lew works had ben started at Mansbridge with Carlisle as 

superintendant. A shaft had been sunk and 700,000 gallons a day was 

expected but a letter from Councillor Tucker claimed that only 350,000 

gallons could be expected.C31 

The critics of the Local Board continued their activities. Le 

Feuvre, Keele and Dr.Oke, a future Conservative Councillor for All 

Saints, each sent letters to the Home Secretary Palmerston criticising 

the Local Board's work on the water supply and sewerage. Palmerston 

forwarded these letters to the General Board and they sent the letters 

to the Local Board. Le Feuvre had claimed that the reservoirs at 

1- H,A, , 7.2.1852. 2. L.B.Mins., 4.5.1852. 3. Ibid., 28.4.1853. 
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Mansbridgs were dry. The Local Board visited the Mansbrldge works and 

reported on the quantity of water available. In the last five days of 

June Mansbrldge produced between 425,000 and 462,000 gallons of water 

every twenty four hours. It was agreed that an ample supply was possible 

from Mansbridge and that there was no need to go to the Itchen 

navigation Company as was suggested by Colonel Bullock and Le Feuvre. 

The estimates for the water rate amounted to £1,565..16..Od (£1565.80p), 

the major items being interest payments of £453..10..0d (£453.50p) and 

the cost of pumping water at Mansbridge and at the Common well £885. A 

water rate of 4d (2p) plus 2d d p ) for water on the premises was 

suggested and this was expected to bring in £1776.C1] 

Despite their earlier decision the Local Board decided to ask the 

Itchen Navigation Company for an estimate of the cost of 120,000 cu. ft. 

of water. Problems with the new reservoir on the Common where the work 

was progresssing very slowly had forced them to seek alternative 

sources.[2] The need for improving the water supply was shown by the 

increased demands being made on the Board. The Star Brewery was granted 

a supply because it did not need more than fifty barrels a week. Other 

brewers were facing difficulties. Scarce complained that his brewery 

could only brew twice a week instead of the three times needed. An 

application was also recieved from the Screw Steam Navigation Company 

for water for its offices and works. To meet these new demands it was 

suggested that the upper part of town could be watered from the old 

reservoir and that salt water could be used for the middle of the town 

instead of using the mains to water the streets,[31 

In September 1853 the Local Board discussed the work done on the 

new reservoir by Hutchings. It was felt that the work had been done so 

badly that the town had suffered and that action should be taken against 

the contractors. Although no action was taken^the incident seems to 

confirm the General Board's view of local workmen and its eagerness to 

use its own engineers. Yet Hanger as consulting engineer had authorised 

all payments to Hutchings as each stage of the work was completed. In 

November the Local Board applied to the General Board for more money to 

1. L.B.Mlns., 1.7.1853. 2. Ibid., 7.7.1853. 3. Ibid., 25.8.1853. 
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complete the water supply. The General Board agreed providing that the 

works were done to their satisfaction and authorised the Local Board to 

borrow £30,200 to complete the water supply. Frost in December caused 

further delays to the work at Mansbridge.C11 In February 1854 the Local 

Board secured a £30,200 loan from the Bank of England at 4.5% interest 

over 30 years. In March Cooper, the M. O.H. , urged the Special Works 

Committee to take immediate steps to increase the water supply. Engines 

were sent from the Common to pump water at Mansbridge.C2] 

The slow progress and mounting expense of the water works led to 

increased criticism of the Local Board. Bullock, the Conservative 

Councillor for All Saints, asked for plans to show the extent of work on 

the water supply and sewerage carried out and what remained to be done. 

In response to Bullock's request Ranger produced a report at the April 

meeting of the Local Board. An analysis of the water at Mansbridge had 

been carried out and the water found to be perfectly suitable for the 

town's supply. Mansbridge was providing 397,400 gallons a day for the 

town. However Burton the contractor for pumping was bankrupt. The cost 

for the works completed for the water supply was £22,881..15..Od 

(£22,881.75) and the estimate for the works remaining was £29,267..5..Od 

(£29,267.25). As the supply from Mansbridge was almost ready Ranger 

suggested house to house visitations to check new waterworks fittings 

and watermeters as a way of avoiding water wastage. In June a further 

report of expenses was given. The cost of the works so far had been 

£23,055..3..4d (£23,055.17) and the application to Parliament for the 

Otterbourne supply had cost £4,013..14..7d (£4,013.73), giving a total 

cost of the water supply of £27,068..17..lid (£27,068.90).The estimate 

for completion was £15,918..1..5d (£15,918.07p). Thus the total cost of 

the towns water s u p p l y would be £42,986..19..4d (£42, 986. 97p). This did 

not include the £850 paid to the contractors for the well on the Common 

because the Council had given up its original contract.[31 

After four years in office the Local Board had provided the town 

with its promised water supply but at a cost almost fifty per cent more 

than the original estimate. The frequent changes of plan, from 

1. L.B.Mins., 4.1.1854. 2. Ibid. 25.4.1854.; H. A. . 29.4.1854. 

3. L.B.Mlns. , 22.6.1854. 
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Mansbridge to Otterbourne and back to Kansbridge, and the inefficiency 

of the contractors Burton and Hutchings, both of whom were bankrupt by 

May 1854, help explain the delays and the rising cost. Ranger blamed 

price rises in materials between the estimates and the acceptance of 

tenders.[1] Yet as consulting engineer Ranger himself must bear some of 

the responsibility as he was responsible for the choice of contractors 

and the supervision of their work as well as the overall design of the 

works undertaken. 

Sewerage. 

Second only in importance to the water supply was the Board's task of 

providing an efficient sewerage system for the growing town. In January 

1851 the Board received a memorial from the owners and occupiers of 

Bedford Place on the necessity of sewering that part of the town. [21 

Apart from constructing new sewers the Board had to maintain the system 

it had inherited. Complaints were received about the old sewer outlet on 

Western Shore. The Board's solution was to extend the sewer a further 

hundred yards.[3] The possibility of making a profit from the town's 

sewerage was discussed in the local press and at its October meeting the 

Local Board decided that the town's sewerage could be sold at 3dCIp] a 

ton. The press took up the topic again in December when a lecture was 

given on the application of sewerage. This was a popular theme in the 

)! 850s and 1860s. Many people including Chadwick were convinced that 

sewerage systems could be paid for by the sale of sewerage.[4] However 

the lecturer in Southampton did point out that the cost of collection 

and conveyance would counterbalance any profit. This the Advertiser 

felt was a warning to the Local Board.[51 

The memorialists who had criticised the Local Board's waterworks 

also attacked the town's drainage. They claimed that many parts of the 

town were without drainage and this was especially true of those parts 

1. 29.4.1854. 2. L.B.Mlns. , 28.1.1851. 3. Ibid., 22.7.51. 

4. R.A. Lewis, Edwin Chadwick and the Public Health Movement 1832-

1854.(1952), p55. 5. H. A.. 6. 12. 1851. 
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where fever and other diseases were found to prevail. The Local Board 

replied by pointing out that plans had been published and that within a 

few months all parts of the town would be well drained. All the works of 

the Local Board had been approved by the General Board and had been 

inspected by Austin of the General Board. [ 1] H.Austin was khe chief 

civil engineer employed by the General Board and was a fulltime official 

with an annual salary of £600.[2] 

Little further was heard on the sewerage question until the 

following summer. In August 1852 the Local Board said £30,000 was needed 

to complete the sewerage and £20,000 was to be borrowed from the 

Economic Assurance Company. C .31 Ranger presented his plans for the 

completion of the sewerage to the Council in October. He wanted to use 

stoneware pipes and this was questioned. Ranger denied that these pipes 

were an experiment. Fifty miles of pipes were being produced each week 

and they had been in use in Manchester since 1849. He estimated that the 

main or arterial sewers would cost £7,705 and the Local Board accepted 

Hutchings' tender of £7,669..15..Od (£7,669.75) provided that Ranger 

approved. According to the Advertiser the Council studied the plans for 

two hours and admitted that they did not understand them. However they 

did adopt the report which meant that the town would have some form of 

sewerage. [4] Further problems arose within a few weeks when the 

contractors admitted they were unable to fulfill their contract and new 

workers had to be found. [5] 

In February 1853 Le Feuvre attacked Ranger's plan for sewering the 

town^calling it an expensive experiment. Le Feuvre had retired from the 

Council In November 1851, but had been elected for St. Lawrence's ward 

in November 1852, and so had not been present when Ranger's plans had 

been discussed by the Council in October. Bullock supported Le Feuvre 

and said that the plans should be delayed until the cause of the Croydon 

fever was known. He suggested it might have been caused by the sewers. 

This was a reference to an outbreak of typhoid in Croydon shortly after 

l.L.B.Mins.,22.12.1851. 2. P.P.1850 XXXII I.335, Return of Inspection 

Expenses, p53. 3. L.B.Mins, ,2.8.1852. 4. /L_) 2. 10. 1352. 

5.L.B.Mins.,14.1.1853. 
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the laying of a new sewerage systea using the new stoneware pipes and 

33Jany shared Bullock's view that the new pipes were to blame. CI] Le 

Feuvre also objected to Ranger's bill of t380..8..7d(&380.43p) for six 

months work. Ranger's assistant had received thirty shillings(£1.50p) a 

day for 89 days whereas the town surveyor had only £150 a year.Ranger's 

expenses were approved by four votes to one with three abstensions.The 

Board meeting broke up because the attendance had fallen below the 

quorum of fourteen.At the next Council meeting Bullock complained of the 

poor attendance at committee meetings and proposed a fine of 2/6(12.5p) 

for absentees but he could not find a seconder.[3] 

In March 1853 the Southampton Local Board was crticised in the 

House of Commons by Colonel Harcourt, M. P. for Isle of Wight, for 

wasting public money. The Ilaas. carried a report of the speech and this 

was discussed at the April meeting of the Council. It was alleged that 

Le Feuvre had spoken to Harcourt before he made his speech in the 

Commons. [ 1] Despite these crAlsms the work was progressing. The three 

main sewers for the town were completed by the end of April. Ranger 

recommended the use of stone pipes for all future work. In this Ranger 

was following the General Board's policy. In its report on the working 

of the 1848 Public Health Act figures were published to show that the 

new pipes halved the cost of the sewers. The figures quoted for 

Southampton were £26,063..16..3d(£25,063.81p) with the new pipes and 

£53,713..2..0d(£53,713.lOp) with the old system. [2] 

Conscious of the need for economy the Board turned its attention 

again to schemes for making a profit from sewerage. It planned to build 

an iron tank for the town's sewerage. This sewageometer was to have been 

built on the timber ponds but because of objections plans were delayed 

until a new site was found. The mayor visited Leicester and inspected a 

process which converted sewerage into manure. The Board decided to send 

a deputation of nine including the Officer of Health to study the 

Leicester process. The deputation left on 3rd May 1853 and returned two 

days later convinced of the practicality of carrying out such a plan for 

1.V.Frazer, A History of English Public Health 1834-1939. (1950),pl29. 

2.BLi^^5.2.1853,12.2.1853. 3.ibld^^5.2.1853. 4. P.P.1854 XXXVI,Report 

on the Administration of the 1848 Public Health Act,p40. 
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Southampton.[1] The next meeting of the Local Board approved the 

Leicester process and arranged a meeting In Southampton between Ranger 

and Wickstead, the engineer of the Leicester Local Board. The town 

deputation had also visited Rugby and Inspected its sewerage system. 

There a contractor was to set up works to manufacture manure for which 

he paid the Council fSO per year. Cooper gave a report in which he 

praised both the Leicester and Rugby works. Le Feuvre attacked the 

whole visit which he described as a farce. He claimed that the 

deputation thought they were visiting a town about which little was 

known. Yet it turned out that Ranger was the Superintending Inspector of 

Leicester.C2] Ranger had carried out the original Inquiry before 

Leicester had come under the 1848 Act but he had not been appointed as 

Superintending Inspector)that post was taken by Wickstead.[31 

The May meeting of the Local Board considered a letter from Hill, a 

local engineer, which criticised Ranger's sewers. Hill claimed that the 

three main sewers were "injudiciously, inconsiderately and carelessly 

laid down." Ranger was present at the meeting and defended his work. The 

Local Board supported Ranger by 15 votes to 1 with 3 abstentions.[43 

During the summer work on the sewers progressed steadily and was 

reflected in the regular payments to the contractors Harriot and Webb 

for work completed. In July and August they received £1177..6.3d 

(£1177.31p).C51 The need for an efficient sewerage system was made more 

urgent as reports of cholera in other parts of the country reached 

Southampton. The Board of Guardians wrote to the Local Board in July 

1853 pointing out the need for a sewer near the new poor house because 

"...exhalations from present drains was very offensive and pointing out 

the heavy responsibility that would attach to the Local Board in the 

case of cholera again visiting the town if the construction of the sewer 

in that locality was any longer delayed."[6] 

In November the Local Board was busy with a sewer through Deanery 

land and the drainage of Fortham, Charlotte Place and Chichester 

1. L.B.Mins.,10.5.1853. 2. H. I.. 14.5.1853. 3. M.Elliot, 

Leicester Board of Health 1849 - 1872. X.Phil.Thesis (Nottingham 1971,) 

p38. 4. E^l.,25.5.1853. 5.L.B.Xins. 25.8.1853. 6. Ibid., 20.7.1853. 
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Terrace. The contractors, Harriot and Webb, received a further 

£592. .8..5d<£592.42p) for their work. Letters were received from Ranger 

and Vickstead pointing out that it was six months since the Council's 

visit to Leicester and asking what they were going to do. The Local 

Board decided to go ahead with the scheme. A report from Cooper in 

December on the sanitary condition of lortham stressed the need for 

sewering that part of town. Complaints were received about the delays 

over the sewering of St.Mary's Street. However the Board was informed 

that the new large main drains had been laid. The Officer of Health was 

asked for his opinion on the part of town requiring immediate attention 

and he recommended the St.Mary's district. It was agreed to go ahead 

with the immediate construction of all sewers as laid down in Ranger's 

plans.[1] 

The problem of the site for a sewageometsr was discussed by the 

Local Board in January 1854. Two thousand square yards of land was 

needed and no offers had been received. The topic was debated again in 

April when Sanger explained that it would not be a nuisance as it was 

water tight and air tight. Nothing similar existed elsewhere. In June 

the mayor suggested a site for the sewageometer on the mudlands at Cross 

House and this was approved by Ranger. Work on the town's drainage 

continued. Vhen premises in Mill Bank Street, Winchester Street and 

Chichester Terrace were found to be without proper drainage their owners 

were required to construct drains. Contractors were continuing to face 

problems over price rises. This was the reason given by Stiffs when he 

asked the Local Board in March for permission to increase his contracted 

price for pipes.[21 

Vhen Sanger resigned his post as Consulting Engineer in June 1854 

after almost four years in office all the main sewers for the town had 

been laid, but at a cost well in excess of the original estimate. In his 

1850 Report, Ranger had estimated the cost of the sewers and water 

supply for the towa at &63,490 but by March 1853 the Local Board had 

applied for permission to borrow £68,000 for these projects and neither 

1. L.B.Mlns., 28.12.1853. 2. Ibid., 25.1.1854, 9.3.1854, 22.6.1854. 
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was complete.CI] Rising prices may account for some of the increase. The 

Local Board showed little sense of urgency over the sewerage question. 

The idea of a sewageometer was put forward in May 1853 yet it was over a 

year later before a site was found for the project. It was only after a 

reminder from both Ranger and Wickstead that the Board decided to take 

action following its visit to Leicester six months earlier. 

Nuisances 

The third major area of Local Board activity was the problem of 

nuisances. Despite the numerous Nuisance Removal Acts of 1855, 1356, 

1860 and 1863 nuisances were never satisfactorily defined at law. 

Chadwick described them as "..anything by which the health or personal 

safety or the convenience of the subject might be endangered or affected 

injuriously."[21 It was regarded as the primary function of the Sanitary 

Committee to deal with nuisances. The C ,ommittee started its work by 

ordering the printing of 5,000 handbills, advising butchers and lodging 

housekeepers on how the 1848 Public Health Act affected them. A copy of 

the Act was given to each member of the Council. Although an Inspector 

of nuisances had been one of the first appointments made by the Board it 

was Cooper, the Medical Officer of Health, who brought the majority of 

nuisance cases before the Board and became the dominant official of the 

Sanitary committee. [3] 

In the early months of 1851 several nuisances were considered by 

the Sanitary Committee. These included the transportation of corpses in 

flys, overflowing privies and the keeping of pigs in the High Street. 

However the powers of the committee proved to be more limited than they 

had expected. In June they considered a manure making nuisance in 

lortham. In the Committee's report to the Local Board it claimed that 

l.V.Raneer. Report on the Sanitary Condition of Southampton.(Southampton 

1850) pl71; P.P.1854 XCV Report of All Places Petitioning for 

Application of the Public Health Act 1848, p21 2. A. P. Stewart & 

E.Jenkins. The Medical and Legal Aspects of Sanitary Reform (1866. M. 

Fllnn, Ed. Leicester 1969). pl4. 3. Sanitary Mlns., 21.10.1850. 
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the smells and stenches were a prejudice to health and life. The firm of 

Twyman and Dixon were ordered to discontinue their works but the Board 

discovered that they had not the power to do this. It was left to the 

Sanitary committee to appeal to Twynam to stop work for the sake of 

public health. As this same nuisance continues to crop up in the 

Committee's minutes it is clear they had little success with their 

appeal.[13 

A further disappointment to the Local Board was the failure of the 

police to fulfill the public health role expected of them. This was an 

expectation shared by many of the towns which adopted the 1848 Act.As 

late as 1866 when Stewart and Jenkins drew up their list of 53 towns 

employing an Inspector of Nuisances 23 were still using the police.C21 

Enright, the police superintendant of Southampton, had been appointed 

Inspector of Nuisances but his name appears rarely In the Sanitary 

Committee minutes. In July 1851 the surveyor was asked to take over as 

Inspector of Nuisances and to give up private work. His salary was 

increased to X300 per annum. [3] The police were asked to tackle the 

problem of rubbish in the streets. Handbills were printed informing the 

public of the penalties for leaving rubbish. Tucker told the Local Board 

that Enright and 28 auxiliaries should be able to stop all nuisances , 

yet they had failed to do so. Heaps of oyster shells lay in every 

street. Lankester suggested that the Inspector and his men's salaries 

should be cut by half if the nuisances were not stopped. Stebbing 

pointed out that the police were better employed looking after property 

than oyster shells. The salaries of the Board's officers were discussed 

at this meeting. The Town Clerk said that many nuisances had been 

removed through the intervention of the Officer of Health. Laishley 

thought that £150 p/a was the least that could be offered for the job of 

M.O.H. and this was agreed after much discussion. [4] 

In August the Local Board received a memorial from the parlshoners 

of St. Michael's on the nuisances existing in the parish and the lack of 

efficient sewers. This was referred to the Sanitary Committee, who 

1. Sanitary Kins., 28.6.1851. 

2. Stewart and Jenkins, op.cit.. Appendix 2. 3. L.B.Mins., 22.7.1851. 

4. H.A., 26.7.1851; L.B.Mins., 22.7.1851. 
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directed Poole to see that the streets were properly scavenged.[1] lo 

tenders were received for this scavenging and Poole had to continue 

supervising the work himself. In the last Local Board meeting of 1851 

further nuisances were reported by Cooper and Enright. Twenty seven pigs 

were being kept in a yard in the High Street and action was to be taken 

in this case and a similar case in Eeovis Street. An overflowing cesspit 

in Simnel Street and an offensive privy in Brown's Court were 

reported.[2] Similar nuisances appeared in May when the Board decided to 

contact the owners and order them to abate the nuisance. In August one 

of the nuisances, overflowing privies in Brown's Court, was reported 

again. The Board decided to set a 40 shilling penalty and a further five 

shillings a day the nuisance continued. 

The problem of attendance at Council and Committee meetings was 

discussed by the Board in August. Laishley said it was difficult to get 

more than two members of the Finance Committee together. The Sanitary 

Committee faced similar difficulties. In 1852 it met six times. On one 

occasion only one member was present and on two others only two 

Councillors attended. Stebbing said that men Joined the Council for 

presige not for work. These comments confirm the view of the local press 

that the Council was dominated by a few men.C3] The Local Board's 

Minutes and the press accounts of Board meetings are dominated by the 

same names. Attendance at Council meetings was rarely above seventy per 

cent and as the votes recorded in the minutes shov^ the numbers present 

fell the longer the meeting lasted. This was particularly unfortunate 

for the Local Board as Public Health matters were usually the last items 

on the Council's agenda and as both the minutes and the press show 

business was frequently abandoned because numbers fell below the quorum 

of fourteen councillors,one third of the Council. 

The problems the Sanitary committee faced in dealing with nuisances 

were made even more apparent in the last months of 1852. In September 

the committee discussed the difficulty of supressing the keeping of pigs 

in the town. It was decided to refer the problem to the General Board. 

Cooper reported a nuisance in Vincent's Valk, where the drains of 

stables were stopped up and the contents soaked through into the 

1. Sanitary Kins., 8.8.1351. 2. L.B.Mins. , 22.12.1851. 3. see p 38. 
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kitchens of properties in Hanover Buildings. This soakage problem was 

discussed but the Committee decided that little could be done until the 

sewers of the town were completed. The Local Board meeting in late 

October was dominated by discussion of nuisances. Large amounts of refuse 

were reported in Melbourne Street, Tin Shore and Back of the Vails. The 

Board ordered warning notices to be put up. A nuisance arising from 

Dixon's patent manure manufacture was discussed. Although the stench was 

perceptible half a mile away the powers of the Board under the Act did 

not allow it to intervene. The Sanitary Committee in December discussed 

a nuisance in Blue Anchor Lane. It was reported that ".. the inhabitants 

threw their refuse and urinal matters in the lane." The Committee 

decided that the parties should be cautioned.C13 

Yellow Fever was reported on ships in Southampton in December 1852 

and the Local Board received advice from the General Board on measures 

to be taken. This advice together with reports from the town's Medical 

Society and the M.O.H. Cooper were referred to the Sanitary Committee. 

The Committee recommended quarantine for ships with Yellow Fever 

aboard.C2] Local medical opinion, like national, was divided on the 

value of quarantine. Dr. Heme, a prominent local doctor, claimed that 

Yellow Fever was not infectious but another local expert, Dr Sutherland, 

said it was.[3] The Local Board decided on six days quarantine and 

considered the possible use of a hospital ship. Two cases of Yellow 

Fever were admitted to the workhouse in August but no further cases were 

reported.[41 

Some of the nuisances reported were the responsibility of the town 

surveyor Poole. He was asked to deal with the offensive state of the 

Itchen Bridge sewer and the Houndwell ditch. The Local Board received 

many requests for building new or altering existing houses and Poole was 

expected to inspect and report on all these. He had to see that all new 

properties followed the provisions of Acts of Parliaments on 9 inch 

party walls and sewer cesspools.[51 In June 1853 a further 

responsibility was given to Poole. Complaints had been received that the 

1.Sanitary Mlns., 17.12.1852. 2. Ibid. 11.1.1852. 3. , 29.3.1853. 

4. L.B.Mins., 25.8.1853. 5. Ibid., 14.1.1853. 
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watering of the streets especially the High Street, Above Bar was 

Inefficient. The town paid a contractor, Hayes, £8..8..Od (£8.40p) for 

this task which was carried out three or four times a month. The problem 

of scavenging and repairing the streets was discussed and Poole was 

asked to prepare estimates for the costs of horses and men required if 

the Board was to undertake the task itself.[11 

The rapid development of the town in the 1850s provided further 

problems for the Local Board. In his report to the Board in March 1853 

Cooper stressed the insanitary condition of Hortham. The great increase 

in building in that area demanded proper sewerage. He warned of the 

danger of an epidemic if a main brick sewer was not immediately laid 

down. Alderman Palk complimented Cooper on the manner in which he had 

carried out his duties as M.0.H.C2] 

In August the Sanitary Committee reported further nuisances to the 

Local Board including the keeping of swine in the High Street. The 

Committee had sent a letter to the General Board pointing out the 

difficulty of carrying out the 59th section of the Public Health Act 

because of the need to give 24 hours notice before a penalty was 

in^osed. This enabled the offender to remove one herd of pigs and bring 

in another when the danger was passed. Drainage problems were reported 

in Beehive Court, King's Street, where fifteen tenements shared one 

privy and there were complaints of overflowing privies in Field Lane. 

The Committee failed to complete its report to the Board as the number 

in the Council fell below a quorum and the meeting closed.[3] 

The news of cholera in The North of England led to increased 

activity by the Sanitary Committee. Cooper said that the causes of death 

must be known. The mayor decided to meet with the Guardians of the Poor 

to prepare plans in case of an epidemic. C4] The Independent greeted the 

news of a special meeting of the Local Board in a leader. The editor 

pointed out that two thirds of the Board had to be present if bye laws 

were to be made and this number had not been achieved recently. He urged 

the members to attend as bye laws were necessary to improve the 

sanitary condition of the town in the face of the cholera 

1. L.B.Xias., 7.7.1853. 2. Ibid., 28.4.1853.;_iLJ^, 30.4.1853. 

3. L.B.Klns. 25.8.1853.; H^l. ,27.8.1853. 4. L.B.Mins. , 25.8.1853. 
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threat.C11 The fear of an epidemic was reflected in the long list of 

nuisances reported by Cooper when the Board met in September 1853. Many 

of these concerned privies and drains and were referred to Poole. Le 

Feuvre claimed that the town nuisances were little better than in 1849 

and that it was Sanger's fault that nothing had been done. 

The General Board sent the Local Board a list of preventative 

measures to be taken in case of an epidemic. Cooper was authorised by 

the Local Board to collect information on the causes of death and the 

locality in which they occured and the Local Board promised to pay any 

expenses involved. The Sanitary Committee was authorised to take legal 

proceedings and such measures as necessary for the removal of all 

nuisances in the borough. A new set of bye-laws concerning the emptying 

of privies and cesspools was drawn up. Fines were fixed from five 

shilings(25p) for placing ashes in the streets to forty shillings(£2) 

for a defective privy. A list of seventeen bye-laws for the regulation 

of common lodging houses was also produced. Every room was to be 

inspected by the M.O.H. and the number of lodgers limited by him. A 

return of the number of sick in the lodging houses giving details of age 

and sex was to be sent to the M.O.H. each week. Fifteen bye-laws for 

slaughter houses were also drawn up. The town was divided up into 

special districts for paving, sewering and water supply. 

On 27th September 1853 a meeting of the Sanitary committee, the 

Board of Guardians, the medical gentlemen of the town and the clergy was 

held. The Medical Society submitted reports on preventative measures, 

washing, cleansing and lime washing were stressed. The town was divided 

into thirty two districts and visits planned on a house to house basis. 

The Sanitary Committee held five meetings within fourteen days between 

29th September and 12th October 1853. Four of these meetings were 

attended by the Board of Guardians and the last by the Guardians and the 

Medical Society. As articles on the disease and the daily returns for 

cholera deaths in Newcastle were published in the local press the people 

of Southampton were well aware of the impending cholera danger.C21 Tubs 

were provided for refuse in the yards around Blue Anchor Lane. Poole was 

, 17.9.1853. 2. Sanitary Mlns., 1.10.1853.; ELlv, !.& 8.10.1853. 
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instructed to lime wash all offensive drains and engage more scavengers. 

In bad localities walls were to be dusted with quicklime once a week. 

Fine separate nuisances mainly of soakage from cesspits were reported by 

Cooper. The bye laws drawn up by the Local Board for common lodging 

houses had been sent to Palmerston for approval. He returned a draft 

copy of regulations for common lodging houses which had been very 

generally and most beneficially used and recommended them. [11 

Long term public health works were considered by the Council and 

its committees in December 1853. The Sanitary Committee together with 

three members of the Medical Society considered the state of Hortham. At 

the next meeting of the Local Board Cooper presented a report on the 

sanitary condition of Northam and the necessity for sewering that part 

of the town. The Board heard complaints from St. Mary's ward over delays 

in sewering St.Mary's Street and &2,000 was set aside for improvements 

in St,Michael's parish. Captain Breton criticised the Board's work on 

the Western Shore Road Improvement. He claimed that it had cost much 

more than estimated. t2,94G..lG..9d(f2,946.84p) had been spent and more 

money was needed. Lankester defended the works and said the 

improvements had led to properties being rented along the road and rates 

received.[21 

In April 1854 the Conservatives in the Council led by Le Feuvre, 

Colonel Bullock and Captain Breton launched an attack on the Board's 

expenditure. Colonel Bullock said that rates of 2/6d(12..jp) in tl were 

needed to pay for* borrowed monies. Present taxation was 7/6d(37,5p) and 

would soon be 9/-(45p). Property would be swamped. Money was spent 

widening streets but the poorer parts of town were in a sad condition, 

not in the sanitary state they ought to be to ward off cholera. Captain 

Breton opposed the St. Michael's improvement scheme fur widening Blue 

Anchor Lane. Although the estimate was only &1787..10..0d(21787.50) he 

felt it should be postponed because of the town's finances. He went on 

to list the Board's bank balances and showed it was Z14,057..7..7d 

(tl4,057.38p) overdrawn. The amounts borrowed by the late 

1. L.B.Mins., 23.11.1853; H.I.. 26.11.1853. 

2. L.B.Mins., 19.12.1853; H.I,. 31.12.1853 



Improvement and Waterworks Boards and the Local Board amounted to 

£132,020..7..7d(£132,020.38p). He listed the Board's unfinished works on 

which £50, 836. . 10. . OM(£50, 835. 50p) had been spent and £38, 295. . 14. . Id 

(£38,295.70p) had yet to be paid. He asked the Board to stop all new 

works because so many works were in progress the Board was unable to 

give them the attention necessary and the rates must go up. Colonel 

Bullock supported Captain Breton. The Board was for sanitary purposes 

and roads were not necessary for that. Tucker defended the St. Michael's 

scheme as it would get rid of a great nuisance and a crop of flea dens. 

The scheme was carried by fifteen votes to eleven with one abstension. 

The total cost of the scheme was put at £2,924.[1] 

The Board's finances dominated the May meeting of the Board. 

Payments on debts amounted to £7,066..7..0d(£7,066.35p) per year. The 

total expenditure of the Board in the previous year had been 

£97..13..Od(£97.65) more than the rates paid into the Board of £12,900. 

In June the Independent compared the expenditure of the Local Board with 

the old Boards. The rate collected by the Improvement Commissioners in 

their last six months was l/5d(7.5p) in £1. The rate of the Local Board 

from August 1653 to February 1854 was 2/-(10p). Great improvements had 

been made for 6d<2.5p). When the new rate was fixed in August 1854 it 

was 2/3d(llp)^ Ip higher than ever before. Le Feuvre called for Ranger's 

resignation.[21 

It was against this background of financial difficulties that 

Cooper, the Jt. O.K. , made his requests for a salary increase. When he 

wrote to the Board in late November 1853 he claimed that his duties were 

much more onerous than he had expected. They were not solely of a 

scientific character and his duties had been much increased by the new 

bye-laws. All this work greatly interfered with his private practice. 

Dr. Oke thought the medical officer should have a salary which made him 

independent of private practice. The request was referred to the 

Sanitary Committee. When this was discussed by the Committee it was 

decided that the clerk should write to twenty other towns for details of 

their pay scales. It was May before the Local Board considered Cooper's 

1. BLi. , 29.4.1854. ; L.B.Mlns., 25.4.1854. 2. ,3.6.1854 ; 

24.6.1854 
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salary again. The Sanitary Committee had suggested that Cooper should be 

given the additional title of Inspector of Common Lodging Houses and 

Poole, the surveyor, that of Inspector of luisances. The Local Board 

wrote to twenty other Boards about these posts. It was decided that 

Poole was overworked and so his duties could not be increased. Alderman 

Allen said a full time M.O.K. would cost £500 a year and this the Board 

could not afford. Cooper was made Inspector of luisances but his salary 

was not increased.C1] 

The Local Board, introduced into Southampton under Chadwick's 

General Board, fulfilled neither the hopes of its supporters nor the 

fears of its opponents. The role of the General Board proved purely 

advisory. It did not interfere in the work of the Local Board and only 

in the case of Cooper did it attempt to influence appointments. The 

Local Board looked not only to the General Board for advice but also to 

other Local Boards. Whenever requests for salary increases were received 

the Board contacted other towns rather than the General Board to find 

out common practice. The General Board helped secure finance, inspected 

works and gave support where possible as in the case of the Otterbourne 

Bill. Yet the real power remained firmly in local hands as the Local 

Board's opponents soon realised. Neither Palmerston nor the General 

Board were prepared to intervene in the town's quarrels in 1851 or 1853. 

Public Health matters dominated the Council meetings and 

expenditure and several public meetings were held to discuss the Board's 

work. Yet only in 1852 and 1853 did this feeling make any Impact on the 

municipal elections. In November 1851 when the Board was under much 

criticism the elections were noted for the apathy of the Conservatives 

and the Council's composition was unaltered. In 1852 and in closely 

contested elections in 1853 the Conservatives made gains in All Saints 

but in 1854 all nine retiring Liberal Councillors were returned almost 

without opposition. Thus only in the best represented and wealthiest 

ward of the town. All Saints, did the Conservatives make any real gains. 

However the Liberal majority remained secure and as the Independent 

remarked would remain so for some time to come.[2] 

The key figure in this period of the Local Board's history was 

1. L.B.Xins. 2.5.1854 ; H.I. 6.5.1854. 2.8^1^^ 4.11.1854. 
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William Sanger. At first his expertise went unchallenged but as expenses 

mounted and estimates were so frequently exceeded he came under 

increasing criticism. His plans were changed by the Board in 1854 and at 

a vote for his dismissal only ten out 'forty Councillors could be found 

to support him. [1] Unlike some of his fellow inspectors Ranger had no 

hesitation in resigning his Southampton post when the General Board 

banned private practice for its inspectors. His resignation was accepted 

without thanks by the Local Board. The criticism of Ranger was not 

without some justification. During his period as Consulting Engineer 

from November 1850 to June 1854 he was paid £3569..3..10d(£3569.19p) by 

the Local Board for his work on widening streets, completing sewerage 

works and the new water supply. This was far more than any other 

Consulting Engineer employed by a Local Board received.C23 Vhen Ranger's 

work was examined by other engineers faults were found.C3] 

Yet Ranger was not solely to blame for the Board's problems. The 

Board changed its mind on the water supply, from Mansbridge Lock to 

Mansbridge Springs to Otterbourne, before being forced to return to 

Mansbridge Springs by the failure of its Parliamentary Bill. lor were 

the contractors chosen by Ranger always dependable. As with the rate 

collectors the job undertaken seems to have been too complex for the men 

and their machinery. The Local Board had to learn by trial and error, 

Vhen Chadwick's Board fell in July 1854 none of Southampton's ambitious 

schemes was complete and all had cost much more than their original 

estimates. The town's rates had increased but only slightly.The 

Improvement and Waterworks rates in the last six months of the 

Commissioners period of office in 1849 had been 2/2d(llp). The Local 

Board's rates at the end of 1854 were 2/3d(ll. 5p). C 4] ̂  ifven the Board's 

critics in the local press had to admit much had been achieved.[51 The 

full effects of the Board's work became more apparent later. 

, 24.6.1854, 22.7.1854. 2. P.P. 1854-1855 LIII p80. 

3. see Chapter V. 4 . see Chapter VIII 5. H.I.. 24.6.1854. 
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CIIAPTER III, 

THE SOUTHAMPTnn VATES SUPPLY 1874-18Q4. 

During the last quarter of the nineteenth century the major public 

health problem facing the Corporation was providing the town with a pure 

and abundant water supply. In his annual report for 1874 the Medical 

Officer of Health Dr. Osborn described the town's water supply from 

Mansbridge as "abundant and constant" and "one of the greatest 

blessings to the inhabitants of the town."CI] Dr. Osborn made little 

reference to the water supply in his subsequent reports and his 

successor Dr. Wellesley Harris commented favourably on the excellent 

quality of the town's supply in his first annual report in 1890.[2] Yet 

the subject was rarely absent from the pages of the local press or the 

minutes of the Corporation. It was easy to measure a shortfall in the 

town supply but much more difficult to reach agreement on the quality of 

the town's water. Even the failure of supply provoked problems since 

some attributed this not to a lack of supply but to waste. The town's 

leaders had to find a satisfactory definition of quality and an 

acceptable measure of the quantity needed for a town like Southampton. 

The rapid growth of the town and the increased use made of the supply 

provided, as baths, water closets and garden hoses became more popular, 

further complicated the problem. All over England towns were facing 

similar difficulties and it was to their colleagues in these towns as 

much as to the Local Government Board in London that the Corporation 

turned for advice. 

The first suggestion that all was not well with the town's water 

supply came in a letter from the County analyst, Angel, which appeared 

in the .Advertiser. He had carried out an analysis of the town's water 

which showed it was unfit for drinking purposes. A copy of this analysis 

had been sent to the town's sanitary authority in the hope that 

something would be done to remedy the situation. Yet nothing had been 

done and he concluded "...you are still drinking water...which. .. is. 

1. A.R.M.O.H. 1874. 2. A.R.X.O.H. 1890 
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..questionable." The editor added a footnote saying he was sure the 

authorities would give inmediate attention to the subject.[1] The letter 

provoked neither editorial comment nor further correspondence. The 

Sanitary Committee discussed Angel's letter and asked Dr. de Chaumont of 

the Royal Victoria Hospital at Setley to analyse samples from the upper 

reservoir and the drinking fountain in East Street. Although this 

decision was confirmed by the Council no further reference was made to 

this analysis and it does not appear to have been carried out.£2] 

Within a year of Angel's letter the quality of the town's water was 

discussed again by the Council. The need to filter the water supply was 

stressed by Councillor Furber, who claimed that if this was not done the 

town might just as well draw its supply from the wells of Portswood, 

which everyone knew to be seriously contaminated. Councillor Buchan 

supported Furber's view and added that filtering the water was necessary 

"...so that it might be supplied to the people free from snails, shrimps 

or anything of the kind." Councillor Rodgers agreed that there was an 

enormous amount of foreign matter mixed with the water and he blamed 

this on an accumulation of filth in the water pipes. A leader in the 

Southampton Ti-mes supported the need for water filtration. The need for 

a good water supply was stressed at the Council meeting in August but 

the meeting was counted out before a decision was reached. This was not 

untypical of sanitary business as it was often the last item on the 

Council agenda. C3] 

In October 1877 the Special and General Works Committee received a 

report from Brierly, the borough analyst, on water taken from the 

Itchen. The sample contained little chlorine and no ammonia and Brierly 

declared it to be very good water. The Committee advised the Council 

that no further steps were needed concerning the water supply. C 4] It is 

difficult to understand how the Council could accept so readily 

Brierly's report after the comments made on the impurity of the town 

water at their July meeting. It may well be that the presence of animal 

life in the water supply was common in the nineteenth century and so 

1. H.A.. 7.10.1876. 2. Shnitary.Mins,. 16.10.1876. 3. S,Times, 

21.7.1877. 4. 20.10.1877. 
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more easily accepted. In Hamburg collecting animals found in the water 

supply was a popular children's hobby as late as 1890 and in 1885 a book 

on the fauna of the town's water mains,listing eight varieties of snail 

and four kinds of mussels, had been published. Yet in 1892 the city's 

leading medical experts claimed this Elbe water the healthiest of 

drinks.C1] 

The quality of the town's water was referred to at a Council 

meeting in January 1880. The question under discussion was skating on 

the lower reservoir. The mayor thought this would not affect the water 

supply as only the upper reservoir was used for drinking water. The 

waterworks engineer, Mainwaring, corrected the mayor by pointing out 

that the lower part of the town was supplied from the lower reservoir 

and so a drowning would be damaging to the town. The dust and dirt of 

the skates were also a problem. It was Le Feuvre who drew the Council's 

attention to a more serious danger. He said it was absurd to worry over 

skating when they were drinking from Mansbridge the sewage of 

Winchester.[2] These comments provoked reaction from neither the local 

newspaper editors nor their correspondents. It was over two years later 

when the Council was discussing the problem of waste that the question 

of quality was again raised. A former Councillor, J.T.Harper, wrote to 

the Southampton Times saying that the Council should not be 

investigating waste but searching for a pure and abundant supply of 

water instead of the "diluted sewage and land drainage at present 

supplied to us at enormous cost." He suggested that water should be 

brought from springs outside the town as Liverpool had done.C3] 

Harper's letter was discussed by the Council in April and it was 

agreed that Dr.de Chaumont and Brierly should make separate analyses of 

the town water. During the debate Alderman Perkins, a former mayor and 

Liberal M.P. for Southampton in the 1870s, declared that Harper's letter 

would do the town great harm. Dr. de Chaumont's analysis in 1865 and 

Brieley's in 1880 had shown the town water to be exceedingly wholesome. 

Despite the irritation Harper's letter provoked among the Councillors 

1. R.Evans, Death in Hamburg.(1987) pl48. 

2. 31.1.1880. 3. ibid.. 1.4.1882. 
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when a letter, from the South Hampshire Water Company offering to 

provide a pure water supply for the town, was considered the Council 

broke up before the Town Clerk had finished reading the letter. [ 1] U hen 

the results of the two analyses were discussed by the Special Works 

Committee in May, it was decided to recommend the Council to carry out 

new works to improve the filtration at Mansbridge. C2] 

In July 1882 James Lemon, the former borough surveyor and 

consultant engineer, gave an address on the town's water supply to the 

Southampton Liberal Association. With reference to the recent complaints 

of the impurity of the supply, he said that as it was drawn from the 

lower regions of the Itchen it was bound to be dangerous. The Royal 

Commission on river pollution had condemned all water supplies drawn 

from rivers and streams to which sewage had access. Filtration of the 

water could remove the floating particles but the constituent elements 

could not be changed. The estimated cost for a filtration system at 

Mansbridge was £20,000 and the Council was considering spending £10,000 

on a new pumping engine there. Lemon went on to propose that a new water 

supply for the town should be drawn from the springs at Arlesford. He 

claimed that the cost of his scheme would be £3,500 per annum, a saving 

on the present cost of pumping at Hansbridge which was £3,710. 

In the discussion which followed Lemon dismissed the well on the 

Common as an alternative source of supply as he felt it would be 

insufficient. One speaker informed the meeting that sewage was running 

into the river at Bishopstoke and that the colour of Southampton's water 

was not due to rust but something much worse. Water was run off as a 

deliberate waste until the water was clear. The Independent and the 

Southampton Times gave full reports of the meeting and editorial comment 

but the Conservative Advertiser failed to mention the meeting. The Times 

and the Independent both supported Lemon's views and said he had shown a 

practical solution to Southampton's unsatisfactory water supply.[11 

After a year in which little progress had been made in improving 

the town's water supply the Council returned again to the question of 

1. S.Times. 8.4.1882. 2. Water Kins.,23.5.1882. 3. J. Lemon, 
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filtration in August 1883. The borough surveyor Bennett had produced a 

plan to filter the water at Itansbridge. The estimated cost of these 

works was £5,000. The Council considered a report from Dr.de Chaumont in 

which he said that Southampton's water was not bad if the suspended 

matter could be removed. The Special Works Committee recommended de 

Chaumont's views to the Council and its deputy chairman Alderman Perkins 

said this would give as good water as they could wish for. The shortness 

of supply could be accounted for by waste and when this was remedied the 

supply would be abundant. Dr de Chaumont said filtration would be all 

that Southampton required for some years, even though he did admit it 

could not remove dissolved organic matter. It was pointed out that the 

filter beds could provide an immediate remedy, whereas seeking a new 

source would take years and cost at least £25,000. Councillor Paine 

rejected this argument. He complained that he had been without water for 

three or four days. They needed a pure supply from the chalk hills or 

the South Hampshire Water Company. Mainwaring, the town's waterworks 

engineer, had resigned after forty years service with the town's boards 

and Paine thought the Council should make no decision until the advice 

of the new engineer was available. Falvey and Lomer supported the 

filtering plan and said de Chaumont was a good authority. The Council 

voted by 17 to 6 to accept the filter beds plan at Mansbridge. The 

Southampton Times condemned this decision and concluded that a pure 

water supply would "...never be secured by filtering what comes to us 

from the river Itchen." The editor did not suggest which of the various 

alternatives to the filtration plan the town should adopt.[11 

The problems facing those advocating a pure water supply were well 

illustrated in a Council debate in May 1886. The Special Works committee 

proposed removing two of the town pumps. The results of analyses of 

water taken from the pumps were presented to the Council. The sample 

from the first pump had a pleasant taste and was very clear, but had 

serious sewage contamination. The second sample was clear with a faint 

yellow colour and flat taste, but totally unfit for drinking purposes. 

Alderman Perkins said he had received a memorial from the townspeople 

asking for the pumps to remain as they had been used for many years. He 

1. U.S.A.Mlns. 29.8.1883.; S. Times.. , 1.9.1883. 
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recognised that they were totally unfit for drinking. Falvey said he 

hoped the pumps would remain. He thought that analytical reports were 

not always to be relied on and perhaps practical experience was 

something very superior. White claimed he had drunk from the pumps for 

twenty four years and preferred their water to any other. The Council 

agreed to remove the pumps.[1] Dr Wellesly Harris encountered similar 

problems when he tried to close contaminated private wells in 1890. He 

examined fifteen wells of which eleven provided the only water supply 

for their owners. All fifteen were contaminated with sewage and Harris 

ordered all the wells to be closed and town water substituted. The three 

worst examples formed the sole supply for private houses and the owners 

showed great obstinacy over closing them and an order had to be obtained 

from the magistrates. [ 21 

The quality of the town's water supply was accepted as vital to the 

health of the town only towards the end of the nineteenth century as 

methods of water analysis improved and the link between contaminated 

water and disease was generally recognised. In both Portsmouth and 

Hamburg the question of water supply was seen at first as one of 

quantity with little regard to quality. It was only as Portsmouth's 

population increased rapidly by 36 % in the 1840s and 31 % in the 1850s 

and the supply from the towns wells became seriously contaminated by 

seeping sewage that the Corporation took action. By 1873 almost all the 

inhabitants of Portsmouth were receiving a piped water supply of good 

quality.[3] In Hamburg's case it took the disaster of the 1892 cholera 

epidemic to convince the town's authorities of the necessity to 

implement the long planned filtration works for the water supply.[4] In 

Southampton's case the question of both quality and quantity came to the 

fore in the 1870s. Ranger's 1850 Mansbridge works had provided the town 

with an adequate and, by the standards of the time, tolerably pure 

supply for its 35,000 inhabitants. By the 1870s with the town's 

population moving towards 60,000 Mansbridge could no longer supply the 

quantity needed nor as the pollution of the Itchen increased and 

1. S.Times. 1.5.1886. 2. A.R.M.O.H. 1890. 3. M.Hallett, Portsmouth's 

Water Supply. (Portsmouth 1971) p24. 4. R.Evans, op.clt.. p474. 
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awareness of the importance of a pure supply grew could it provide the 

quality. 

When the Council received the first complaints over a lack of 

supply it attempted to improve the works at Mansbridge and at the same 

time tackle the problem of waste. In July 1877 the waterworks engineer 

Mainwaring advised the Special and General Works Committtee to lay a new 

low level pumping main to increase the supply to the high level portion 

of the town. He said the new main would lead to a saving in coal which 

would pay for the main. The Committee recommended Mainwaring's 

suggestion to the Council as an answer to the complaints of low pressure 

in the upper part of the town. [1] As a result of further complaints from 

Rev. Vigram, rector of St. Mary's, and Major Bullen the Committee 

inspected the works at Mansbridge and approved of the new works being 

carrried out there. They agreed to issue handbills cautioning the public 

against wasting water. [2] Bullen was not satisfied with the Council's 

actions and wrote to the Local Government Board complaining of a 

shortage of supply. Like the General Board before it, the Local 

Government Board simply fowarded the complaint to the Council. As with 

all recent complaints the Council's reply was that a new low level 

pumping main was under consideration and that this would give an 

increased supply to the upper part of the town. [3] The new main was 

approved by the Council in February 1878 at an estimated cost of i&3,740. 

In September the loan was sanctioned by the Local Government Board and 

finance arranged.C 4] 

It was more than two years before the Council held another lengthy 

debate on the water supply. The Councillors saw the problem as not one 

of an insufficient supply, but as one of waste of water. When the Local 

Government Board was asked for advice it replied that several other 

towns had faced and solved similar problems and it suggested that the 

Council's enquiries should be directed to them. A report from the 

Special and General Works Committee recommended that the police should 

inspect the fittings in houses and a reward of 2/6d(12.5p) should be 

given for every conviction for waste. The cost of the present supply 

1. Water Mlns., 12.6.1877; 25.6.1877. 2. Ibid., 2.7.1877; 9.7.1877. 
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was £4,000 and this could be cut to £1,000 by a saving in waste. The use 

of policemen as water inspectors met with several objections. Le Feuvre 

reminded the Council that an Englishman's home was his castle and the 

Committee was asked to reconsider its report. The Southampton Times in a 

leader said that the daily demand in the town was 3.5 million gallons -

about sixty gallons per head, whereas in London the average was ten 

gallons. The editor claimed that if waste were prevented £3,000 a year 

would be saved and the £9,000 new pumping engine would not be needed. 

Indoor fittings should be inspected and the public educated.[13 

The Special and General Works Committee did examine various waste 

water meter systems during 1881 but it was almost a year before the 

Council followed up the Local Government Board's suggestion about 

contacting other towns. In January 1882 a committee of eleven 

Councillors and officials was appointed to visit Liverpool and London to 

inspect the systems used there. The deputy chairman of the Special and 

General Works Committee, Perkins, said the question of waste water had 

occupied the Committee for over a year and the waste had not been 

prevented. 1,217 million gallons had been pumped from Mansbridge in 1881 

an average of 50 gallons per head per day whereas in other towns the 

average was between 16 and 20 gallons. ITichols said the water inspectors 

should adopt the London system and take leather washers with them to 

carry out immediate repairs to stop waste. Thomas claimed that it was a 

well known fact that for every gallon used in Southampton five were 

wasted. Mainwaring said that the town's water consumption was 3.25 to 

3.5 million gallons per day and that houses, not damaged mains,were the 

great cause of waste. 

All the local press gave full coverage of the Council debate but 

only the Times and the Observer made editorial comment. The QisfiXvar 

confirmed briefly the view that the waste was prodigious and very 

expensive. The Times supported the deputation to Liverpool and London 

and hoped the adoption of their methods would reduce consumption to 22 

gallons per head per day^the Liverpool level. The following week the 

Times returned to the subject. If Southampton could reach the Liverpool 

26.3.1881. 
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standard it would save £17,885 and make the new pumping engines 

unnecessary. The editor urged the Council to adopt the Liverpool system. 

This system measured the flow of water through the mains and enabled 

engineers to detect wastage caused by leaking pipes.[11 The figures 

produced in the local press and by Council officials in March 1881 and 

January 1882 for the town's water consumption did not correspond. 

Although both agreed on the total daily consumption of 3,5 million 

gallons the press claimed this was a per capita of 60 gallons but 

Mainwaring put it at 50. The discrepancy appears to have been caused by 

conflicting estimates of the town's population. The press figures are 

based on a population of 58,333 and Mainwaring's on one of 66,685. The 

1881 census gave the figure as 60,051. 

Both the Council and the local press were agreed on the 

unsatisfactory nature of the town's water supply but there was little 

agreement on the solution to the problem. While the Council concentrated 

on the waste aspect Lemon's scheme to look for a new pure and plentiful 

source had found much press support in 1882. In the same year the 

British Association held their annual meeting in Southampton and paid a 

visit to the well on the Common. The visit led to a letter in the local 

press suggesting that the well, which was the second deepest in the 

world, should be re-opened as a tourist attraction.[2] It was this 

interest in the well shown by these eminent scientists which encouraged 

the Council to consider re-commencing boring at the well. Perkins, 

deputy chairman of the Special and General Works Committee, said this 

would be an experiment in connection with the visit of the British 

Association and no great expense was envisaged. Loiner claimed it would 

only cost £300 to £400 to find out if it was possible to supply the 

town but another Councillor, Chipperfield, complained that £30,000 had 

been wasted already on the well. In a leader on the subject the 

Southampton Times said Lemon's scheme would cost far more than the 

£70,000 he had suggested. The best solution to the problem would be to 

buy up the South Hampshire Water Company because it had a pure and 

plentiful water supply. The Independent commented that the site of the 

1. H.I.. H.A.• S.Times. S.Observer, 28.1.1882. 

2, S.Tiimes. 24.6.1882 
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Artesian Veil was marked appropriately by a weeping willow and showed 

little enthusiasm for a previous notable failure. Despite these adverse 

comments the Council voted by 19 to 4 to accept a tender from Smith to 

re-commence boring at the well in October 1882.CI] 

¥ork on the well was begun in January 1883 and the first reports 

were favourable. In May Alderman Perkins admitted that progress was not 

as satisfactory as had been hoped. A boring drill had fallen into the 

bore hole and blocked it. Several Councillors opposed the continuation 

of the work. It was agreed that Smith should work for one more week and 

then the Council would decide.[2] The Special and General Vorks 

Committee recommended the Council at its next meeting to abandon the 

works at the well. The Town Clerk said that Smith's contract to cleanse 

the bore hole was carried out satisfactorily from January until March 

when an obstruction caused by a broken drill blocking the hole was 

discovered. Mainwaring, who as waterworks engineer had worked on the 

well in the 1850s, denied any knowledge of a drill or other tool being 

left in the well. There was much criticism over the money wasted on the 

well but the Committee said they had acted on the advice of 

distinguished members of the British Association. The Council voted by 

15 to 12 votes to cease work at the well. [3] 

The press showed little sympathy for the Council. The Southampton 

liEffiS. criticised the Council, said they ought to have been better 

informed and concluded "..we can only regard the whole matter as a 

bungle."C4] Yet the Council did not forget the well. In July a 

deputation was sent to Richmond to examine the tools used at an artesian 

well there.[5] Some years later in 1887 in an address to the Institute 

of Civil Engineers Matthews, the borough waterworks engineer, referred 

to the well on the Common and said that skil ful well sinkers with 

proper tools would have overcome the problem of the broken drill 

blockage but admitted that recent geological opinion was against any 

large quantity of water at the site.[61 In the late 1880s water from the 

well was used for street watering and cleaning. This supply failed 

1. , S.Times. 29.7.1882. 2. U.S.A. Mins., 9.5.1883. 3. Ibid., 

16.5.1883. 4. S.Times. 19.5.1882. 5. U.S.A. Kins., 25.7.1883. 6. Water 

(Southampton 1887) p41. 
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during the dry summer of 1890 and the well was given up completely when 

further extensions were made at Otterbourne in 1891. [1] 

The failure of the well led to the Council turning its attention to 

improving the supply from Mansbridge. An application was made to the 

Local Government Board for sanction to borrow £5,000 to construct filter 

beds at Mansbridge. As was usual when a large sum of money was to be 

borrowed the Board sent down its own inspector, Harrison. He recommended 

the Council to look for new sources of water before spending £5,000 on 

filter beds. He suggested a trial boring at Mansbridge. 121 This idea 

was not followed up by the Special and General Works Committee when they 

considered new sources of supply. They concentrated on three 

possibilities, Lemon's Alresford scheme, a plan from a Mr. Ross and an 

offer of supply from the South Hampshire Company. Although the Committee 

rejected Lemon's scheme as too expensive it advised the Council to seek 

the help of an eminent engineer before making a final decision.[3] 

The next problem to engage the attention of the Committee was the 

appointment of a new waterworks engineer. From the original 61 

applications a short list of five was drawn up and after Interviews the 

Committee recommended Matthews, the waterworks engineer of 

Peterborough.[4] Vhen the Council discussed the Committee's report they 

decided to consider the application of another of the short listed 

candidates, Laing of Leicester. It was even proposed that two of the 

Council should visit Leicester and Peterborough to check on the work and 

testimonials of the applicants. A third candidate, Alder, was proposed 

as a local man by Falvey and Payne, who declared he distrusted 

testimonials. Lemon preferred the 35 years old from Leicester to the 28 

years old Matthews from the much smaller town of Peterborough. After a 

lengthy debate the Council accepted the Committee's advice with 23 votes 

for Matthews to 6 for Laing and only 3 for Alder. Matthews took up his 

new appointment on 20th March 1884.[5] The split in the Council appears 

to be a random one as Lemon, Falvey and Payne were all Librals and party 

1. Annual Report of the Waterworks Engineer 1891. 2, 5.Times. 

19.1.1884. 3. 1.12. 1883. 4. Vater Mine., 11.12.1883. 5. 

U.S.A. 16.1.1884. 
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feeling in the Council at this time was not intense. 

In February 1884 a major step foward was mads in the quest for a 

pure water supply. The man responsible was Councillor Nichols, a cabinet 

maker from Somerset who made his reputation as a builder in Southampton. 

He was described by Lemon as not a highly educated man but his speech to 

the Council on the water supply was regarded by Lemon as " the best on 

the subject ever placed before the Council." He pointed out the faults 

of the works at Mansbridge. The pumping engines were old and inefficient 

making pumping costs there greater than in several other towns. 

JIainwaring had advised the Council to buy new engines ten years ago. 

Four of the boilers were over thirty years old. He had taken samples of 

the water along the Itchen from above Winchester to Mansbridge and found 

that the further the water travelled the more contaminated it became. A 

new supply was needed. M c h o l s found support from a new Councillor Dr. 

Maclean who said that pure water was the greatest guard against zymotic 

diseases. The filtering works at Mansbridge were too expensive and only 

an experiment. He recomended Russ's scheme which would cost only £4,000 

a year. Another Councillor, Miller, urged the Council to buy out the 

South Hampshire Water Company. Lomer defended the town's present supply 

but said that all the schemes should be referred to the Special Works 

Committee. The Council took Loner's advice. The local press praised 

lichols for persuading the Council to reconsider the whole question, 

"..what we have advocated from the first."C11 

Russ and Lemon gave evidence to the committee when it considered 

the schemes for a water supply. In May they received a copy of 

Harrison's report on the Mansbridge supply which they had requested from 

the Local Government Board. Harrison had suggested that the Council 

should try boring at Mansbridge before setting up filter beds there. The 

Committee recommended the Council to seek the advice of Whittaksr, an 

eminent geologist who lived in Southampton. The Council were not in 

favour of Harrison's idea as Ranger had tried it without success in 

1854, but they agreed to seek the advice of Whittaker. Whittaker's 

report was presented to the Special Works Committee in July 1884. He 

disagreed with Harrison's ideas on the geology of the Mansbridge area, 

1. Lemon, I pl62., S.Times. 9.2.1884 
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The failure of the artesian well similarly placed to Mansbridge was 

hardly an encouragement to making a bore hole there. A large supply was 

usually found where the chalk was near the surface. The success of the 

South Hampshire Company in the Test area gave confidence of a similar 

success in the Itchen Valley. Otterbourne was near the town and he 

recommended this source . C1] 

During the summer the Committee considered the cost of the various 

schemes. Russ's scheme which would provide three million gallons a day 

for £4,000 per year was rejected. Later at a Council meeting Bance, a 

member of the Special Works Committee and a future mayor, explained that 

although the Council was grateful for the information Suss had provided 

the Council was determined to keep the waterworks under its own control 

rather than place it in the hands of one man. Matthews reported that 

Lemon's Alresford plan would cost £107,000 and advised against it. 

Another reason for rejecting Lemon's scheme was the fear that the town 

would have to pay claims amounting to £10,000 for compensation from mill 

owners and water cress farmers. The idea of purchasing the South 

Hampshire Water Company was considered but rejected because the Council 

would have had to build new mains to carry the water to the reservoirs 

on the Common and the cost of these mains alone would have been £50,000. 

Matthews estimated the cost of a supply from Otterbourne at £50,870 and 

the Committee agreed to trial borings there.[2] 

When the Council considered the Committee's report which 

recommended Otterbourne Alderman Perkins defended the Mansbridge supply 

as not as bad as represented by some, Bance disagreed and claimed that 

no supply in the United Kingdom, the United States or Canada from open 

lakes or rivers could be regarded as good. The cost of purchasing the 

South Hampshire Water Company and providing the necessary mains was said 

to be £165,000. Otterbourne was supported as the cheapest scheme. 

Chlpperfield said eminent men had been wrong about the well on the 

Common and could be again. He doubted that Otterbourne would cost only 

£50,000. Payne supported this argument and said £100,000 would be the 

real cost. Falvey asked about possible opposition to Otterbourne but the 

Town Clerk said he had seen the bulk of the land owners and did not 

1. S.R.O. SC/AH/8/58. 2. Water Mlns., 8.1.1884., 22.8.1884. 
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anticipate any opposition. Ireland said the present supply was good 

enough. They were scaring themselves with too much scientific opinion. 

Rowland claimed the well on the Common would have worked and the Council 

had given up too easily. The Committee's recomendation to take a supply 

from Otterbourne was adopted by 18 votes to 4. This decision was greeted 

with caution by the local press. The Southampton Times said the Council 

should have waited until the results of the trial borings were known 

before it applied to Parliament and warned that a mixture of the 

Otterbourne and Mansbridge supplies would be unacceptable to the 

town.C11 

The Southampton Corporation Bill came before Parliament in May 

1885. In the evidence presented to the Select Committee of the House of 

Lords the Corporation's case was explained. Originally the town's water 

supply was taken from the tail of the lock in the canal but when the 

canal fell into disuse the water was taken from the Itchen "...a river 

by the side of which there are a very large number of irrigated meadows, 

those meadows are very highly cultivated and highly manured. The 

consequence has been that from year to year the water supply has become 

a very serious matter for the town of Southampton, which is a town of a 

very large population consisting very largely of working people and 

people of that kind and from being a sea port they are more or less 

liable to all sorts of risks to human health from sources that are not 

applicable to inland towns and therefore the water supply is of course 

of the first importance to Southampton." C2] The only opposition to the 

Bill came from the South Hampshire Water Company, which objected to 

Southampton supplying the Otterbourne district which was within the 

Company's area. A compromise was reached whereby Southampton supplied 

only Otterbourne Village and did not infringe in any other way on the 

Company's area. The Local Government Board supported Southampton's Bill 

and it was passed without any further opposition in August 1885. The 

Special Works Committee negotiated with the local landowners over the 

question of compensation. Only Tankerville Chamberlain provided any 

difficulty. After a prolonged series of negotiations he agreed on £900 

1. 5.Times, 25.10.1884. 2. S.R.O., Minutes of evidence before House of 

Lords Select Committee on Southampton Corporation Act 1885 (SC/AH/2) 



73. 

in place of his original claim for &3,300 largely thanks to the efforts of 

Uichols.C13 

The decision to go to Otterbourne for a new water supply had been 

taken by a Conservative Council but the driving force behind the search 

for a new supply had come from the Liberals Lemon and Uichols. It had 

taken the Council over three years to reach this decision and while the 

debate went on the Special Works Committee had to tackle the more 

immediate problem of making more efficient use of the supply available. 

The question of what constituted an adequate daily supply per head for 

the town and the amount of water wasted had been raised in the late 

1870s. The Council looked to other Councils for guidance. In 1881 a 

report was received from the Stockton and Middlesborough Water Board on 

their waste water meter system. The use of a meter in one area there led 

to the discovery of leaks which eventually caused consumption to fall 

from 61.5 gallons per head per day to 11.19 gallons.[21 In an attempt to 

establish the necessary consumption, questionaires were sent to 41 

towns,ranging in size from Bolton with 222,000 inhabitants to Boston 

with 20,000. Almost all the 28 Councils which replied gave their town's 

daily water supply. In some like Macclesfield and Lincoln this was as 

low as 15 gallons per head per day but the great majority averaged 

around 25 gallons.[31 

Soon after his arrival Matthews presented a report on a system of 

waste water meters which would cost £1,300. The introducton,of these 

meters in the summer of 1884 proved very successful. A year later in 

July 1885 the deputy chairman of the Special Works Committee informed 

the Council that water consumption had fallen from 60 gallons per head 

per day to 47 since the introducton of the meters and should fall to 20. 

Extra charges were introduced for those making great use of the supply. 

The local press thought some of these were unfair on some tradespeople 

such as laundresses but the charge of 10/6d(52.5p) for those using 

garden hoses passed without comment.C41 Matthews in his next report 

claimed consumption was down to 41 gallons per head per day making a 

total annual saving of £647. The stop cocks showed the mains were in a 

1. Lemon, I p205. 2. S.R.O. SC/AH 8/51. 3. Water mins., 
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bad and worn out condition requiring renewal at the earliest possible 

time. In one area of the town 194,000 gallons a day was being wasted 

through the mains and faulty fittings. When the whole town was fitted 

with meters and stop cocks Matthews thought consumption would drop to 20 

gallons per head per day. It had fallen to 18 gallons in the Vest Street 

district. The Special Works Committee estimated that 90% of waste was 

due to leaky mains and only 10% to fittings. This made the renewal of 

the mains a matter of great necessity.[1] Matthews 1887 report to the 

Local Government Board on the town's water supply confirmed the 

unsatisfactory state of the mains some of which were completdy perished 

especially along the clayey foreshore of the Itchen and those areas 

subject to tidal sea water.C21 

While tne Special Works Committee continued to improve the 

efficiency of the old system, work had begun on the new supply from 

Otterbourne. The official opening of the works at Otterbourne was 

carried out by the mayor Bishop in October 1885. In his speech to mark 

the occassion Matthews said the works were the largest single 

expenditure ever undertaken by the Council.[3] The Inaugural ceremony 

took place nine months later in July 1886. The local press referred to 

the softening plant as the largest water softening arrangement ever 

carried out in any system in the world. The work continued throughout 

1887 while the Special Works Committee reached settlements on claims for 

compensation with the local land owners Magdelene College and Winchester 

College. The majority of the staff from Mansbridge were transferred to 

Otterbourne in November 1887 and a new foreman appointed from 146 

applicants in January 1888.[4] In the same month Matthews informed the 

Council that the main works would be completed by the end of the month 

and in July gave the total cost of the works as 

f62,351..7..3d(&62,351.36p).[5] 

In the summer of 1888 press reports showed some disquiet in the 

town about the progress at the works. Matthews was questioned by the 

Council on the subject. Doubts were expressed about the supply of water 

1. S,Tinea, 26.2.1886., Water Mins., 8.6.1886. 2. S.R.O. SC/AB8/68a. 

3. Sj-11sS£, 17.10.1885. 4. Water Mins., 26.7.1887., 22.11. 1887., 
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available and he was asked to explain why the town supply had to be 2.3 

million gallons per day when he had said only 20 gallons per head per 

day was required. For an estimated population of 65,000 this would have 

meant a daily supply of only 1.3 million gallons. Matthews explained 

that there was sufficient water available and the present high demand 

would diminish as summer passed. The failure of the softening plant he 

said was caused by the inexperience of the workmen. He denied that any 

new headings had been driven at Otterbourne. 1.8 million gallons a day 

was being pumped from Otterbourne and the shortfall of 500,000 gallons 

was being supplied from lansbridge. He recommended the Council to drive 

another 100ft of headings so that this shortfall could be obtained from 

Otterbourne. Several speakers made reference to "evil rumours" in the 

town condemning the works. Other Councillors condemned the works and the 

quality of the water. The Special Works Committee was criticised for 

saying sufficient water was available at Otterbourne. In a leader the 

SovthafflptOTl—Timss said Matthews replies would allay alarm over the 

supply. Estimates that half the town's supply was wasted were too high. 

Lemon's suggestion of 600,000 gallons a day was more reasonable. The 

A^V@rtlS%r praised Matthews for his replies and said the town was to be 

congratulated on having such an abundant and excellent supply of water 

provided for it by the Council.[1] 

A fortnight later Matthews apologised to the Council for misleading 

them. He had been under a heavy physical and mental strain in carrying 

out the works. He admitted that he had carried out driving extra 

headings at his own expense without the Committee's knowledge. Lemon 

urged the Council to accept this apology and they agreed. Lemon said he 

knew two wells only six feet apart could not yield three million 

gallons. The adits were necessary from the start. Lankester and Lemon 

were added to the Special Works Committee to consider the whole 

matter.[2] 

When the Council met in early August complaints were heard over the 

quality of the water supply. Alderman Perkins said this was caused by 

the incrustation of the pipes. Lemon suggested discontinuing pumping at 

Mansbidge. Councillor Privett said the water at the bottom of East 

1. , S, Tines, 14.7.1888. 2. , s. Times, 28.7.1888. 
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Street was so thick he could not drink it. Despite these problems the 

Council was assured by Lemon that there was no reason for supposing they 

would not receive an adequate supply of the purest quality. The Special 

Works Committee reported a recommendation from Matthews that the Council 

employ an engineer of repute and eminence to inspect the Otterbourne 

works to alleviate the anxiety of the public. This suggestion received 

wide support from the Council. In reply to further questions on the 

water supply Matthews said 1.25 million gallons a day were wasted 

through defective mains.CI] 

As a result of further complaints over the water supply the Special 

Works Committee inspected the works at Otterbourne. The supply had 

reached 1.5 million gallons a day. In an attempt to answer the 

complaints Matthews was instructed not to mix the Otterbourne and 

Mansbridge supplies. There was to be no pumping from Mansbridge until 

after 9 p.m. because at that time the water would be used for purposes 

other than drinking. [21 The Advertiser said the complaints over the 

supply were exaggerated and assured its readers that there was "..every 

ground for confidence that all difficulties will soon be overcome. .. the 

efforts that are being made will be perfectly successful." Hie. 

Southampton Times presented a more critical view. One correspondent 

accused the Council of lack of vigilance and claimed that a less costly 

scheme would have given an abundant supply of water. Another letter 

writer mentioned the numerous complaints over the quality of water in 

the last week and suggested that a committee be set up to find out the 

truth about the Otterbourne supply. Only J.Blunt Thomas, a former 

Councillor, signed his letter. He defended the Otterbourne works and 

said they would provide an excellent supply at less than a quarter the 

cost some towns of a similar size had paid. In a leader headed "Water a 

Temporary Failure" the editor acknowledged that the Otterbourne scheme 

was a sound one but it had been too hastily adopted. Too much had been 

expected from the young waterworks engineer. Otterbourne had failed to 

supply the town's needs. Mansbridge had the quantity required. The 

editor concluded that the Council must learn to check costly schemes 

1. Water mins., 31.7.1888. 2. loid., 18.8.1888, 21.8.1888. 
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more carefully.[1] 

The last Council meeting of August 1888 was dominated yet again by 

the water question. Perkins defended the Otterbourne supply saying that 

Mansbrldge was to blame for the " stinting water". The Southamptmn 

said the Council needed the advice of James Mansergh the expert 

recommended by the Institute of Civil Engineers. In the correspondence 

columns Thomas's defence of Otterbourne was attacked. One critic said 

Thomas had claimed when writing about the well on the Common that new 

tools would slice through old, like a knife through a turnip. Thomas 

could not be trusted. The director of the South Hampshire Water Company 

said Southampton wasted as much water as it used. Consumption should be 

only 20 gallons per head per day. The Advertiser commented that the 

Otterbourne works had been opened prematurely, but saw no cause for 

misgivings in the future.[2] 

In September the Special Works Committee made arrangements for 

Mansergh to report on the waterworks. It was agreed that his fee should 

be ten guineas a day plus expenses and pay for his assistant. Mansergh 

wrote to the Committee asking for guidance on the lines his enquiry was 

to take and for drawings of the works that he might be "coached up" 

before he arrived. The Committee drew up a list of twenty questions and 

sent these together with the drawings to him in October.[3] He carried 

out his investigation in December and submitted his report in January 

1889. He could find no fault in the construction of the works but the 

two wells were not enough for 2.5 to 3 million gallons a day. The 

reservoirs on the Common should be covered like the Otterbourne 

reservoir. He found it difficult to quantify the waste in the town but 

he thought it might be one gallon per head per day. The quantity 

required for the town was estimated at 20 gallons per head per day and 

Mansergh thought this a reasonable quantity. Some towns used only 14 

gallons but he thought this was too low. He pointed out with the 

increased use of baths and W.Cs. consumption should rise to 25 gallons 

per head per day. The cost of the works at £52,000 was reasonable. He 

suggested that more water should be obtained by driving more headings. 

!• SaJtiiUas, HiA. , 25.8.1888. 2. Hi.A- , S. Times, 1.9.1888. 
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If any extensions were planned at Otterbourne they should be at a lower 

level. On the question of waste he advised that the mains of the town 

should be renewed.[1] The report was ready for the February meeting of 

the Council but presssure of other business forced the Council to defer 

it to their next meeting. The local press gave the main points of the 

report and the Council gave its unanimous approval in its last meeting 

in February 1889.[2] 

Mansergh's report was seen as a vindication of both the Council and 

its engineer Matthews and the works at Otterbourne. Yet Mansergh 

confirmed Matthews'?view that there was a problem over waste and a need 

to renew the town's mains. Matthews had informed the Council in 

September 1888 that 399,000 gallons a day was wasted because of leaky 

mains. This measurement of waste was questioned by several Councillors 

including Lemon. Cleveland supported Matthews and pointed out that 

Liverpool and Hull used similar waste water meters to check their 

consumption. Councillor Summerville suggested the town should use the 

water available in the Test and Itchen. ¥hen the question of renewing 

the mains was discussed in February Matthews showed the benefits of the 

waste water meters. In 1884 the town had used 3,500,000 gallons daily 

and by 1888 this had fallen to 2,100,000 gallons. This meant the 

consumption was 32 gallons per head per day and Matthews hoped it would 

fall to 20 gallons. Few mains were expected to save 391,000 gallons a 

day. If this were achieved the new headings would be unnecessary. 

Several Councillors refused to accept the figures for waste. Payne said 

such a quantity would come to the surface. It was decided to check the 

results of renewing the mains in one portion of the town, the Chapel 

area.[3] 

While the problem of waste was being tackled in the town the works 

at Otterbourne continued. In April 1889 Matthews reported the success of 

the new headings there. The supply had reached 2,150,000 gallons per day 

an<^4ansbridge was no longer needed. The Southampton Times declared the 

water problem solved. The works received further praise in May when they 

were visited by the Home Counties Municipal and Sanitary Engineers who 

were holding their annual conference in Southampton. The local press 

1. S.R.O.,SC/AHS/74 2. S.Times. 16.2.1889 3. Ibli., 23.2.1889. 
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reported that the works were visited continually by delegations from 

distant Corporations.[1] This satisfaction with the water supply did not 

last long. At a Council meeting in June the water was described as the 

colour of whitewash and the supply as poor. The explantion given was 

that the supply had been turned off at night. If the water was allowed 

to stand it would become clear. Matthews admitted that pumping from 

Mansbridge had been used for a short time. [21 A fortnight later the 

Council held another major debate on this question. The high 

consumption in the town was blamed for the breakdown in the supply and 

the renewal of pumping from Mansbridge. Consumption in the town was 3 

million gallons a day, 2.5 million from Otterbourne and 0.5 million from 

Mansbridge. Gayton said that a month ago Matthews claimed he had reduced 

the consumption to 29 gallons per head per day which was only 1,885,000 

gallons a day. Matthews explained that consumption was up by 50% in the 

last week. When asked how much of this was due to waste he replied that 

it was the wilful act of consumers. Between 7p.m. and 10p.m. there were 

an immense number of cases of watering gardens by hose and of hose pipes 

lying in the grass and the water running to waste. Water fell in the 

reservoirs between 5p.m. and 11p.m. whereas in ordinary times it rose. 

He assured the Council that the Otterbourne supply was sufficient for 

the town. Sichols asked whether the weakness lay in the waste water 

meters OT the inspection. Mathews replied that he had recommended that 

£700 should be spent to check waste but this had not been done. lichols 

was not satisfied with these answers. A leader in the Southampton Times 

expressed a similar dissatisfaction with the supply and a correspondent 

urged the Council to admit that the Otterbourne supply was not 

sufficient for the town.C31 

The Special Works Committee visited Otterbourne in July and 

reported to the Council. Mathews was too unwell to answer questions and 

was said to be suffering from the effects of overwork. Despite 

objections Lemon answered questions on behalf of the Committee. He 

informed the Council that the works were pumping at a rate of 2,685,000 

gallons per day and it would soon reach 3,000,000 gallons. Brown claimed 

that if the pipes necessary to prevent waste were provided Mansbridge 

iSU 11.5.1889. 2. lildU, 15.6.1889. 3. Ibid., 6.9.1889. 
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would be unnecessary. The Southamptna Ttmea thnnght that 40 gallons per 

head per day was excessive when Portsmouth used only 18 gallons. No 

blame was attached to anyone but all available appliances should be used 

efficiently and full information given to the public. The Mansbrldge 

supply must be used and waste avoided. [ 1] Although the editor 

underestimated the Portsmouth consumption which was 34.5 gallons per 

head per day he was right to point out that Southampton's was well above 

average at over 40 gallons.C2] 

Another heated discussion on the the supply took place at the 

Council meeting in late July. Again Matthews was absent and a Councillor 

complained that he was always ill. The Council had overspent by £981 

mainly because Kansbridge had been kept open. The Sheriff complained 

that they had spent £100,000 and still had not enough water to flush 

public conveniences. Waste water meters were useless. The Special Works 

Committee had not told the truth. These comments were refuted by 

Cleveland who said Councillors refused to face facts. Old mains would 

not last for forty years and waste water meters had proved successful in 

over fifty other towns. Gayton accus ed the engineer of holding back 

information from the Council. Another Councilor claimed that questions 

were being asked and officials bullied because the November elections 

were approaching.C3] This seems an unlikely explanation of the Council's 

activity as the elections were still three months away and the late 

1880s was not a period of intense activity in municipal politics. 

In August the Council agreed to increase the adits at Otterbourne 

in depth to 14ft. at a cost of £800.[4] A month later Cleveland tried to 

reverse this decision. He said the Council should implement Mansergh's 

sugestion and replace all old mains. The Otterbourne supply would be 

sufficient if waste were stopped. Gayton claimed that Matthews had 

miscalculated the amount pumped from Otterbourne but this was refuted by 

Lankester and Lemon. Lemon went on to urge that the adits be extended as 

Mansergh had suggested. Fichols complained that the water they had in 

the last three weeks fairly smelled of the Itchen and it should be 

1. S,Times, 13.7.1889. 2.8.R.O. SC/AH10//6 3. S.Times. 27.7.1889. 

4. U.S.A. Mine., 14.8.1889. 
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better softened. Matthews replied that the water had not been softened 

as the filters were being used for other purposes. Cleveland's proposal 

was defeated by 14 votes to 9 with 2 abstenj'lons. The Southamptnn Times 

supported this decision and added that the works at 'Otterbourne were on 

too small a scale. C1] 

In February 1890 there were further complaints over the water 

supply. At a Council meeting Nichols complained about excessive chalk in 

the supply, which would corrode the boilers. Matthews explained that the 

chalk debris was caused by the many men employed on the adits at 

Otterbourne. The filters were unable to cope. He had reduced the number 

of men employed and the water had improved. The local press supported 

Uichols and said that if the Council could not be certain of obtaining 

clear water from Otterbourne it should revert to Mansbridge.C2] Later in 

the same month the Special Works Committee had to deal with more 

complaints on the supply being cut off without notice and the poor 

quality of the water. Matthews explained that the mains had become 

airlocked and abnormal flushing had been necessary. The supply from 

Otterbourne was three million gallons a day and the problems had been 

resolved. Three days later more stoppages occured. The Mansbridge supply 

had been resorted to in order to remedy the original shortage and the 

latest stoppages had been caused by the breakdown of a sluice valve at 

Mansbridge. The sluice valve was repaired and extra air valves fitted 

into the mains to prevent further airlocks. Matthews was asked to inform 

the Committee of any future breakdowns in order to enable them to 

satisfy public enquiries.[31 

When the Council met in late February 1890 Nichols read cut several 

letters complaining of lack of water supply and he criticised the 

Special Works Committee. The problem could have been avoided by using 

Mansbridge when the new headings were being driven at Otterbourne. He 

was tired of amateur engineering. The Committee should discharge their 

officials if they were not good enough and get new ones. The local press 

1. S. Times. 28.9.1889. 2. Ihi(L_,15.2.1890. 3. VaterMins. 21.2.1890. 

, 25.2.1890 
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supported Nichols and suggested that the Council should use Mansbridge 

with improved filtration if there were doubts about the Otterbourne 

supply. After such large expenditure the inhabitants were entitled to 

drinkable water and a satisfactory supply.[11 There was no follow up of 

this criticism in either subsequent Council meetings or the local press. 

The Special Works Committee visited the reservoirs on the Common and 

inspected the works at Otterbourne and Mansbridge. In July they 

discussed selling the disused works at Mansbridge but reached no 

decision.[2] Work at Otterbourne continued in the autumn of 1890 when 

the Council applied to the Local Government Board for permission to 

borrow a further £6,000 to complete the works.[3] 

In its review of the year for 1890 the Southampton Times said that 

the town's expectations of a continuous and ample supply from 

Otterbouine had been fully realized,C41 This was a marked contrast to 

its view earlier in the year when it had suggested a return to 

Mansbridge. Nor were the problems of water supply over. In January 1391 

the supply failed yet again. The dryness of the headings at Otterbourne 

and the great waste caused by burst pipes were blamed. The Special Works 

Committee considered using Mansbridge but decided unanimously to stop 

off the water supply from 10p.m. to 5a.m. A man was put on duty at 

Pottswood police station to turn on the valve in case of fire. Despite 

these problems the Committee agreed to Matthews' request for an increase 

in salary. His salary was raised to £350 per annum with a further 

increase of £20 in each of the next three years. The Council approved 

this by 17 votes to 5.[5] Nor did the problems of supply prevent the 

Committee from advising the Council not to borrow more money as they did 

not see the necessity for more works at Otterbourne.[6] 

Although the Special Works Committee had decided not to use 

Mansbridge during the shortages of the winter of 1891 they were 

reluctant to give it up altogether. When Eastleigh produced a drainage 

scheme for their district which included an outfall above the Mansbridge 

1. S.Times. 1.3.1890, 2. Water Mins., 8.7.1890. 

3. S.Times.25.10.1890. 4. Ibid. 27.12.1890. 

5. Council Mins. 25.3.1891. 6. Water Mins.,12.3.1892. 
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works the Committee Insisted that the outfall should be resited below 

the works to prevent any pollution at the works. Eastleigh replied that 

the plan had been drawn up with the advice of Mansergh who said that 

treatment would render the effluent water entirely innocuous. This did 

not satisfy the Committee and they urged Eastleigh to reconsider their 

plans because they feared that "..discharge of effluent above Hansbridge 

will prove very disast rous to the best interests of the town, should 

circumstances arise to cause a resumption of water supply from 

Mansbridge." [ 1] So strongly did the town oppose the Eastleigh scheme 

that the Town Clerk wrote to the Local Government Board expressing the 

town's opposition. The issue was settled when the two local authorities 

agreed to an outlet at a point approved by Matthews.[2] 

The annual report of the waterworks engineer for 1891 showed the 

great progress the town had made. The annual output of Otterbourne was 

given as 830.5 milion gallons, a daily supply of 2,275,342 gallons 

although this figure was not quoted. The daily consumption per head had 

fallen from 57.5 gallons in 1884 to 35.5 in 1887. The figure for 1891 

was 34.8 gallons but this was not given by Matthews. Little had been 

done in 1891 about replacing the old water mains and Matthews warned 

that some areas could give serious trouble. The net cost of the supply 

for the year was £4,339..1..lid (£4,339.lOp). When the Council debated 

the report Bone claimed that consumption was down to about 30 gallons 

per head per day because of waste prevention. The cost of water in 

Southampton was 1.5d(0.5p) per 1000 gallons which elsewhere cost 

2d<0.75p). Matthews was congratulated on his report by the Council and 

the local press which said all the difficulties at Otterbourne had been 

overcome. [3] 

In the summer of 1892 water consumption was very high and the 

Special Works Committee restarted pumping at Mansbridge but this water 

was used only for sanitary purposes. In September Matthews informed the 

Committee that £734 was needed for additional headings at the 

Otterbourne works. The Committee retained Whittaker to advise on the 

site of adits and shafts. By January 1893 Matthews was able to report 

1. Water Xlns., 10.5.1892. 2. Ibid., 14.6.1892 

3. 1892 Report of the Waterworks Engineer, S.Times. 2.4.1892 
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good results from the headings. The supply had increased by 300,000 

gallons a day. The necessity for these was shown in the waterworks 

engineer's report for 1892. The very dry summer had led to a high demand 

which had almost exhausted the town's supply. Mansbridge had been used 

and despite efforts to keep the supplies separate some admixture had 

taken place. In August the drought had been so acute the Mansbridge 

supply had been used for the domestic suply for two days. The Committee 

was aware that this was possitively dangerous to health. The new 

headings which had increased the supply by half a million gallons a day 

had made the town secure for the present. 

In the remainder of the 1892 report Matthews outlined the problems 

yet to be tackled if the water supply was to made secure. Only two 

engines were available for pumping at Otterbourne and Matthews warned 

that if one was to break down then the Mansbridge supply would have to 

be used. It was essential for the health of the town that another engine 

was provided. The failure of the well on the Common to provide a 

sanitary supply of 340,000 gallons a day during the summer showed that a 

new source was needed. According to Matthews the cheapest way was to 

increase the supply from Otterbourne. The additional headings would cost 

£500 and the extra softening a further £800. Again the necessity of 

renewing the town mains was stressed. Many were over forty years old and 

repairs and maintainance were costly. The Local Government Board 

regarded thirty years as the average life of mains. Matthews suggested 

that the town should renew three miles of main each year for the next 

six years. An estimated cost for all these improvements was given. The 

new engine and pumping house at Otterbourne would cost £10,000, the 

extra headings £1,300 and the renewed mains £750 a mile. These measures 

would place the town supply on a thoroughly satisfactory basis. He 

concluded his report by warning that demand would increase as shipping 

at the docks grew. The supply for trade had increased by 120,000 gallons 

a day s ince 1888 and a similar increase was expected in the next two 

years.C11 

The report came at a time when the Council was facing several 

demands for heavy expenditure and fears of another cholera epidemic. At 

1. 1893 Report of the Waterworks Engineer. 
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the Council meeting in June which discussed the report, Alderman Bone 

said that if the town had to spend £10,000 for a hospital for epidemics 

then it was essential to spend for a copious supply of pure water to 

prevent epidemics. Increased trade would lead to increased consumption 

and with Mansbridge abandoned an extra engine was needed. They should 

have spent more on the works at the beginning. Alderman Lankester and Le 

Feuvre supported the report. The mayor said that he had always thought 

two engines were not enough at Otterbourne. The report met with some 

opposition from Alderman White and Councillor Bee who pointed out that 

steamers did not carry extra engines. The new engine and the additional 

headings were agreed without further opposition. On the question of 

renewing the mains,however, the Council adopted a more cautious 

approach. Matthews said between £200 and £250 had been spent on repairs 

recently. Some mains had been patched till they could be patched no 

longer. The mayor said the entire cost of the water supply was covered 

by a rate of l/0.5d(5.2p) and a comparison with the South Hampshire 

Company showed how much cheaper was Southampton's water. It was agreed 

to renew the mains where necessary but not to exceed three miles per 

year. Despite the advice given in Matthews report the Council refused to 

abandon the Mansbridge works. [ 1] The Advertiser approved the Council's 

decisions with the comment "lo one will grudge a reasonable and proper 

expenditure for placing our water supply - like Caesar's wife - above 

suspicion."[2] 

In October the Council agreed to borrow £20,000 for the new works 

on the water supply. Only £11,000 was needed but the Council decided to 

ask for £20,000 as suggested by the Local Government Board in order to 

have a reserve for future needs.[31 The Southampton Times approved this 

bold course.[4] In January 1894 Colonel V.M.Ducat an inspector of the 

Local Government Board held a public inquiry in Southampton on the 

borrowing of the £20,000. The acting Town Clerk put the case for the 

loan. He pointed out that many people in the suburbs of Southampton 

worked in the town so that its population by day rose by 8 to 10,000 to 

1. S.Times. 17.6.1893. 2. ELJu, 17.6.1893. 3. Council Hlns., 

25.10. 1893. 4. S.Times. 28.10.1893. 
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mere than 65,000. In the summers of 1892 and 1893 both pumps at 

Otterbourne had worked continuously leaving nothing to fall back on in 

case of accident or a rise in population. Matthews said the average 

daily consumption in 1893 was 2,941,000 gallons a rise of 489,000 

gallons on 1892. The total cost was 1.5d per 1000 gallons. During July 

and August the daily consumption rose to 3,427,000 gallons. The rateable 

value of the town was given as £253,736 and its debt under Local and 

Public Health Acts as £253,981. The inspector visited Otterbourne to 

inspect the works and the proposed additions. [1] 

In February there were complaints over the water supply at the 

Council meeting. The failure of the supply was caused by burst pipes due 

to frosts. The resulting waste let air into the pipes. Further problems 

arose in May over the softening process at Otterbourne and the plant was 

described as inadequate by the local press.[2] At the same time one of 

the pumps at Otterbourne broke down.[3] Meanwhile Mansbridge was finally 

closed in April 1894. It had not been used since August 1892.[4] When 

Matthews published his report for 1894 he showed the progress made in 

fulfilling the promise of Otterbourne,which supplied 13,635 houses. 

Despite the breakdown of the pump in May and an earlier failure in March 

there had been no suspension of supply because of the good stock in the 

reservoirs. It had been a wet year and this together with a more 

stringent inspection of fittings and a better class of appliances used 

had ensured no shortage in the supply. The yield from Otterbourne had 

reached four million gallons per day. 703,285,000 gallons were used for 

domestic purposes giving a consumption per head of 28 gallons per day. 

Over 50,000 house visits were carried out by the waste water inspectors. 

Southampton had at last an ample and continuous pure water supply.[51 

Matthews favourable comments on the water supply were supported by 

other experts. The M.O.H. Harris in his 1892 annual report contrasted 

the purity of the Otterbourne supply with the dangerous and suspicious 

water formerly obtained from the river Itchen at Mansbridge. Two years 

later he said Otterbourne was supplying three million gallons per day to 

1. 2.Times. G.1.1894. 2. Ibid. 17.2.1894. 26.5.1894. 

3. Water Mins. 22.5.1894. 4. Ibid. 13.2.1894, 10.4.1894. 

5. 1895 Report of the Waterwork Engineer 
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give 38 gallons per head daily for domestic and trade purposes.C1] 

Thesanitary services of the town came under close scrutiny when a local 

inquiry was held in January 1895 to consider the extension of the 

borough boundaries.The inspector heading the inquiry was Major General 

C.Phipps Carey,R.E. described by Lemon as one of the Local Government 

Board's ablest representatives. The borough water rate of 10d(4p) was 

compared favourably with the 2/-(10p) paid by those districts supplied 

by the South Hampshire Water Company. Dr. Mason the Medical Officer of 

Health for Hull examined all the town's sanitary arrangements and 

reported that they were above the usual standard of sanitary 

administration. [ 21 

The credit for Southampton's achievements particularly its water 

supply appears to belong to a few prominent Councillors. The local press 

paid attention to the water question only at times of crisis. Although 

these were frequent once the immediate problem had been solved the issue 

was forgotten. All the local press gave good coverage to the Council 

debates but only the Southampton Times gave frequent leader comment and 

letters on the water question were comparatively rare. The Times was a 

keen supporter of a pure water supply, but it was not consistent in its 

views as to how this should be obtained. As with the general public for 

the Times quantity came before quality . The paper had condemned the 

Mansbridge supply as polluted in 1883 and supported the early moves for 

a new supply from Otterbourne in 1884. When Otterbourne failed to live 

up to expectations by 1889 the Council was advised to use Mansbridge, 

yet in December 1890 the editor declared that Otterbourne had fulfilled 

all the town's hopes. 

The water supply was not a party issue. The decision to go to 

Otterbourne was taken by a Conservative Council but the key figures in 

urging the Council to go to Otterbourne were the Liberals Lemon and 

Mchols. Yet other Liberals, Chipperfield and Payne, had their doubts 

about Otterbourne and Falvey's attitude to the closing of the two 

contaminated town pumps in 1886 reflected little concern for a pure 

water supply. There was little evidence of pressure from the Local 

1.1895 Report of the Waterworks Engineer. 2. A.R.M.O.H. 1892,1894. 

3. Lemon, op. cit. II p 90-100. 
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Government Board to make the Council seek a new supply. The Board's 

influence appears to have been only as a check on spending. It gave 

advice and approved plans but does not seem to have influenced any major 

decisions. On some occasions it was reluctant to give advice. Vhen 

asked by Southampton about the supply necessary for the town and ways of 

tackling the problem of waste the Board advised the town to contact 

other towns which had faced and solved similar problems. The plans for 

Otterbourne were prepared by the 28 year old newly appointed Matthews 

and were far from perfect. When the Council decided to have the works 

inspected it was not to the Local Government Board but to Mansergh that 

the Council turned, just as they had earlier sought advice from 

Whittaker, neither of whom was employed by the Board. Again, perhaps 

learning from their earlier failure, the Council employed Vhittaker as 

an adviser when expansions were planned at Otterbourne in 1892. 

When the Local Government Board failed to provide the guidance the 

Council needed they turned elsewhere. Unfortunately the expert advice 

they received was often conflicting. Angel's analysis of the town's 

water in 1876 was contradicted by Brierley in 1880. Dr. de Chaumont's 

view on the value of filtration at lansbridge conflicted with those of 

Lemon and the Royal Commission on Rivers. The Local Government Board 

inspector Harrisson recommended boring at Kansbridge where Ranger had 

failed to find water but Vhittaker chose Otterbourne. The British 

Association experts recommended using the artesian well on the Common 

and this proved a disaster. Not suprlslngly practical men like Falvey 

showed scant respect for expert advice. These conflicts of opinion can 

be partly explained by the novelty and complexity of the works being 

undertaken. The engineering works had to be approved by non experts who 

were eager to keep the costs as low as possible and complete the works 

quickly. Consequently Otterbourne was adopted too hastily and built on 

too small a scale. The Increased use of water once it was easily 

available was not anticipated by the authorities in 1884. Matthews was 

not incompetent. He went on to become a highly respected figure In 

engineering, being elected president of the sanitary engineers when they 



89. 

held their national conference in Southampton in 1899.CI] Given the lack 

of central guidance, the absence of consistent expert advice and the 

innovative nature of the work the Council was undertaking, the Council 

deserve credit for the perseverance they showed in tackling the prblem 

without much press or public support and achieving a satisfactory 

solution. Portsmouth Council faced with similar problems left the task 

to the Portsmouth Water Works Company. The Company's report for 1889 

showed that it was providing 34.5 galons per head per day for population 

estimated at 153,000. The balance sheet showed the cost of the works, 

land, engines and mains to be £390,303.[2] Although the Portsmouth 

Company were providing a daily supply of 5,278,5000 gallons, almost 

double the Otterbourne supply in 1889^the total cost of the Southampton 

supply from Otterbourne was only £66,000 at this time.[3] As the works 

at Otterbourne were extended to meet the growing demands of the town and 

trade so the costs increased in the 1890s yet in comparison with its 

neighbour Southampton could claim to have solved its water supply 

problem efficiently and cheaply. 

1. Report gf the Sanitary Institute Autumn Congress 1899. (Southampton 

1899) 2. 8.R.O. SC/AHlO/6. 3. S.R.O. SC/AH4/4/11. 
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CHAPTER IV 

THE MEDICAL OFFICERS OF HRAT.TH 

The idea of a Medical Officer of Health was first put foward by Edwin 

Chadwick in his Sanitary Report of 1842 and it was mentioned again in 

his recommendations on internment in 1843. The Royal Commission on the 

Sanitary State of Large Towns in 1844 also urged the appointment of a 

M.O.H. The first local authority to appoint Medical Officers was 

Leicester. In October 1846 Drs. Barclay and Buck were appointed each 

with a salary of £21 per annum. [ 13 Local Acts in Liverpool and the City 

of London followed which led to the appointments of Duncan and Simon in 

1847 and 1848. Yet in the 1848 Public Health Act the importance of the 

M.O.H. was given little prominence. The local authorities were given 

permission to appoint a Medical Officer subject to Crown approval. The 

Act said the M.0. had to be "a legally qualified medical practioner or 

member of the medical profesion" and the appointment and removal of the 

M. O.H. by the local board had to be approved by the General Board of 

Health in London. 

At this time the medical profession consisted of three groups. The 

physicians formed the senior branch. They held a medical degree and were 

members of one of the national Colleges of Physicians. The title Dr. was 

used only for those who had degrees in medicine. At a much humbler level 

caze the surgeons. This term was also used for military and naval 

doctors who were often better qualified than the average civilian 

medical man. The most numerous section of the profession was the 

apothecaries who were drawn from a lower social class.[23 This rigid 

tripartite structure of the profession had begun to change by the 1840s 

in response to changes in society caused by the Industrial Revolution. 

The growth of a sizeable middle class led to an increased demand for 

medical care. The new middle class could not afford physicians and so 

used other medical men. These men charged low fees and treated all 

1. M.Elliot, The Leicester Board of Health 1849-1872. (M.Phil. Thesis 

Nottingham 1971.) p26 

2. S.Holloway, "Medical Education 1830 - 1858", History Oct.1964 p299. 
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medical and surgical cases. By 1848 it was estimated that there were 

over 14,000 general practitioners in England and Wales, more than half 

of them with double qualifications. The divisions in the professions, 

which had been so clear in the early part of the century, vanished with 

the 1858 Medical Registration Act when all registered qualified 

practioners were accorded the same status.[1] 

Vhen local boards were established under the terms of the 1848 Act 

many towns decided not to appoint a Medical Officer of Health. It was 

felt that an inspector of nuisances was all that was needed. Even in 

1866 the majority of local boards did not employ a M.O.H. and of those 

eighteen towns with permanent appointments only five were full time. 

Liverpool had led the way with the appointment of Duncan in 1847 but 

this example was not followed outside London until the 1850s when 

Edinburgh in 1863, Birkenhead in 1864 and Leeds and Southampton in 1866 

made permanent fulltime appointments. [ 21 

The special committee which the Southampton Council had set up to 

report on the operation of the Act did not follow the popular trend in 

1850. When the committee reported to the Council, it declared that an 

officer of health was "absolutely necessary" and was one of the 

strongest arguments put foward by those who petitioned for the 

introduction of the Act. Although the report was approved unanimously by 

the Council the appointment of the M.O.H. was questioned. An amendment 

to dispense with an officer of health was defeated by 18 votes to 10 

with the supporters of the amendment being made up almost equally of 

Conservatives and Liberals.[31 It may well have been the double shock of 

the cholera in 1849 and the Ranger Report in 1850 which convinced the 

Council leaders of the necessity to take every possible action to 

improve the sanitary state of the town. 

The 1850 municipal elections resulted in a strongly Liberal 

1. I.Waddington, "General Practitioners and Consultants in Nineteenth 

Century England.", J.Woodward & D.Richards, (Eds.) Health Care and 

Popular Medicine in Nineteenth Century England (1977), pl67-82. 

2. A.p. Stewart & E. Jenkins The Medical and Legal Aspects of Reform 

(1866, M.Flinn, ed.,Leicesterl969), Appendix B. 3. Council Mins. 

10.10.1850; H.A. . 12.10.1850. 
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Council and the re-election of R.Andrews as laayor. At the first meeting 

of the new Council in November the Sanitary Committee gave its report on 

the operation of the 1848 Act. It stated that the duties of the Local 

Board could not be properly carried into effect unless the officer of 

health was appointed. The report was adopted by 20 votes to 2. Dusautoy 

(Liberal), a Poor Law Medical Officer, and Laishley (Liberal),the mayor 

during the 1849 cholera epidemic, proposed the former Liberal Councillor 

Francis Cooper for the post and recommended that he be allowed private 

practice. Only the Conservative Hunt and the Liberal Tucker opposed the 

appointment. Stebbing, the leading Conservative speaker on the Council, 

strongly supported Cooper's appointment and said the Act without an 

officer of health was like "Hamlet" without Hamlet. Palk (Liberal), a 

chemist and deputy chairman of the Sanitary Committee, expressed his 

high approval of Cooper and his conviction that the appointment would 

increase the comfort and health of the poor.C11 

Francis Cooper was born in Fareham, Hampshire in 1806 and gained 

his medical qualifications in Edinburgh in 1827 as a L.R.C.S. In the 

1830s he was in practice as a surgeon in Southampton where he became a 

prominent figure in radical politics. He played a great part in the 

campaign for parliamentary reform in 1832 and was an advocate of 

universal male suffrage.[21 When he stood successfully for the Council 

in 1842 he was referred to as a Chartist and his title "Doctor" 

ridiculed by the Tory Hampshire Advertiser.[3] He declined to stand 

again in 1845 but returned to active politics in 1849. When he spoke at 

a meeting of the National Parliamentary and Financial Reform Association 

he said he was happy to see middle and working class on one platform. It 

was the system of class and class legislation and individuals against 

which he and his friends waged war.[4] He was elected to the Council in 

November 1849 for the St.Mary's ward and he resigned a year later to 

become Medical Officer of Health. He had already written to the General 

Board of Health about the post and been informed that he would have to 

1. Council Mlns. 9.11.1850; 16.11.1850; ELJ.16.11.1850. 

2. P.Morris, Southampton in the Early Dock and Railway Age 1830-

1860,(M.A.Thesis Southampton 1957), p26. 

3. H^A.22.10.1842. 4. ELI,27.10.1849. 5. 16.6.1849. 
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resign if he was to hold office under the Council. 

During the cholera epidemic of 1849 the Board of Guardians 

increased the number of Poor Law Medical Officers from two to four. 

Cooper was one of the new appointees at £62..10..0d <£62.50p) per annum 

plus fees for vaccinations.C51 When Ranger held his inquiry in 1850 

Cooper was the only one of the P.L.M.Os. who volunteered his services 

and was thanked for his help by Ranger in his closing speech.[1] Despite 

Ranger's praise, relations between Cooper and the Board of Guardians 

were soon strained. In January 1850 he wrote to the Board asking for an 

increase in salary. The Board conceded the justice of his claim but 

deferred consideration of the claim until after Easter. Cooper wrote 

again and this led to a lengthy discussion of the role of the P.L.H.0. 

The Board considered that they gave too many orders for relief without 

referring to the relieving officer. A resolution was passed that no 

relief order was to be given by a Medical Officer or Guardian until the 

applicant was seen by a relieving officer. When the question of salaries 

was considered it was said that Cooper was the mouth piece of the group 

if he were given a rise they would all want one. Consequently Cooper's 

request was rejected.C2] In April 1850 Cooper complained about the 

treatment his orders for relief had received and asked if he had the 

power to order relief. He claimed that one of the relieving officers had 

told him he cared no more for doctors' orders than a pinch of snuff. He 

could never accept as a medical man to stand second to a relieving 

officer. The Master of the Workhouse stated that orders had to come from 

a relieving officer.[3] 

In January 1851 Cooper came into conflict with the Guardians over 

the Dinah Embury case. Dinah Embury had died in a state of destitution 

after being refused assistance by the Guardians despite a request from 

Cooper. She had been on a monthly assistance of 2/-(10p) and a loaf of 

bread a week but this had been stopped because the Guardians wanted her 

in the workhouse. Cooper appealed to the Board personally and gave a 

relief order but this was ignored. The verdict in the case was that 

death was by natural causes but the Guardians should have attended to 

1. ELJU, 19.1.1850. 2. Ibid. , 2.2.1850; 9.2.1850; 23.3.1850. 

3. jldjU, 13.4.1850. 4. H.A. . 4.1.1851; 18.1.1851; 18.1.1851. 
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the requests of the Medical Officer and life might have been 

prolonged.The Advsrtissr, commented on the national coverage the case had 

received and the criticism of the Guardians. The editor claimed this was 

unfair and that the affair was a "tale of a tub" loosely hooced together 

by a "self conceited blustering and bungling cooper." The Independent 

supported the Guardians and criticised Cooper.[1] A few weeks later 

Cooper attended a meeting of the Guardians about an order for admission 

to the workhouse, which had been ignored. He was suspended by the Board 

because his manner in addressing the Chairman was dictatorial and 

unbecoming of an officer of the court. Cooper resigned a few days 

later.He attempted to bring a case against the Chairman of the Board for 

defamation of character but this was dismissed by the magistrates who 

saw it as an attempt to advertise himself.CI] 

Cooper's relations with the Local Board appear to have been much 

less storny than his brief career as a P.L.M.0. would have 

suggested.Although there were some differences he survived to become the 

longest serving M.O.H. in the country at the time of his death in 

1865.[2] At the time of his appointment his medical qualification 

L.R.C.S. was not recognised as a full legal qualification. The Local 

Board raised this problem with the General Board, who replied that they 

would sanction the appointment of any regularly educated member of the 

medical profession. The General Board under Chadwick kept a close check 

on all the early apointments. Of the 39 K. O.H. appointed between 1848 

and 1855 and listed by Eraser Brockington Cooper apears to be the least 

well qualified. The great majority held the Licence of the Society of 

Apothocaries as well as a medical qualifiction and the remainder either 

a M.D. or a F.R.C.S. Although Brockington stresses the General Board's 

efforts to ensure no one of inferior quality was appointed only els^en 

of the 39 were Doctors of Medicine the most highly regarded branch of 

the profession.[3] A.Vohl claims that a successful doctor with 

experience could earn between 2500 and £1000 per annum. The low salary 

offered by the local boards made it highly unlikely that the best 
•fl 

qualified practioners would apply and ensured that those medical men who 
& 

1. H. A.,,, 1.2.1851. 2. Stewart and Jenkins, op. cit. p36. 

3 .C.F.Brockington, The Medical Offiner of Health 1848-1854.(1954). oSO. 
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became officers of health would want to retain their private 

practice. [1] In this the M.O.H. resembles the P.L.K. 0. Yet there was no 

shortage of applicants for the Southampton post whenever it fell vacant. 

Cooper's appointment as M.O.H. in November 1850 was expected. He 

was the only person nominated and the Conservatives had already begun 

campaigning for his seat in the St. Mary's ward.[2] In February 1851 the 

General Board sent out a statement on the duties of the M.O.H. The broad 

definition of his duties was "the detection, the promulgation and as far 

as practicable the removal and prevention of the common localising 

causes of disease and more especially of those causes on the existence 

and extent of which experience has shown that the outbreak and intensity 

of epidemic diseases of every class mainly depend." This broad 

definition was followed by a list of thirty specific duties including 

the inspection of schools.[3] Although the Sbnltary Committee did 

discuss the duties of the M.O.H. in its March meeting when the Local 

Board next met in April the General Board's statement was not 

discussed.C4] However the topic was taken up by the local press which 

agreed with the General Board that the M.O.H. should be full time and 

added "..if he faithfully and fu lly carries out his duties it will be a 

matter of some considerable suprise that he should find time to execute 

them. "[5] Yet at the next meeting of the Local Board in May Hunt said he 

hoped that the post was an annual appointment and that they would soon 

be rid of him. [ 6] 

The General Board had suggested that one of the first tasks of the 

M.O.H. should be to prepare a report on the sanitary needs of the town 

The Sanitary Committee had asked Cooper to prepare such a report in 

January and he presented it to the Committee in March 1851. [61 The 

rapidity with which Cooper completed his report may be explained by the 

fact that Cooper had already written articles describing the living 

conditions of the poor in Southampton. In the debates on the 1848 Bill 

Lord Ashley quoted Cooper's description of visiting the poor "..more 

than once compelled to stand in the street... not being able to breath 

1 •.. , 9.11.1850. 2. C. F. Brockington. op. clt. , p39-45. 

3. Sanitary Mins., 25.3.1850; L.B.Mins., 14.4.1850. 4. 29.3.1850. 

5. L.B.Mins., 3.5.1851. 6. Sanitary Mlns., 2.1.1851:25.3.1851. 
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the air of the apartment." [1] This same description appears in Cooper's 

1851 Report [2] Although the Local Board ordered the Report, to be 

printed it piovoked little discussion in committee or Board meetings or 

the local press. This may well have been because the Report contained 

little that had not been revealed in the Ranger Inquiry and Report a 

year earlier. 

Cooper's Report is in many ways similar to the M.O.H. for 

Darlington,S,E,Piper's,report for 1851.[31 Both stress the need for 

better ventilation in slum areas, the dangers of overcrowding and the 

value of a pure and abundant water supply. Cooper made a greater effort 

to show the financial savings resulting from sanitary improvements, 

claiming that the application of the 1848 Act could save the town almost 

AlOOO by reducing the sickness costs paid by the Union. He attempted 

to prove this point by comparing the mortality rates in the various 

districts of the town. The figures he quoted were 17.3 per 1000 for 

All Saints and 25.4 per 1000 for St. Mary's. He pointed out that 

Liverpool had reduced her mortality rate by 6 per 1000 since the 

introduction of its Act.[43 Liverpool's death rate 1839-1844 was 35 

per 1000 but in 1847 a year of epidemics it rose to 46 per 1000 [5] 

The General Board had established its right to sanction the 

appointment and removal of Medical Officers of Health and attempted to 

produce a comprehensive list of their duties. Yet it had failed to 

make the appointments either compulsory or fulltime. After Chadwick 

left the Board, little attempt was made to persuade local boards to 

reappoint when the term of office expired oi vaccancies occurred. The 

General Board even approved the Dudley Local Board's decision to 

dismiss their M.O.H. as "..a totally useless and uncalled for expense 

upon the district." Many of the early appointments were temporary to 

1. Parliamentary Debates 1848 (100) p783. 2. F.Cooper Ihe_SajLLliar^ 

Condition of Southampton (Southampton 1851).3. Piper's report is 

reprinted as the earliest available copy of an annual report of a 

M.O.H. in C. F. Brockiugton, op.cit. . p30-38, 4. F.Cooper, Qp̂ _ci_t.̂ .. p58. 

5. B.D.White, A History of the Corpoatlon of Li vet pool r_18.25r-l£lA, 

(Liverpool,1951) p31. 
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meet the cholera scare of 1853. [11 In 1866 when Stewart and Jenkins 

carried out their survey of Medical Officers of Health they could list 

only 18 towns as having permanent appointments. Hot suprisingly the 

General Board's advice on salaries carried little weight and little 

guidance was given. An annual salary of £75 was suggested by the 

General Board for Cooper and this would have made him one of the best 

paid medical officers in the country. Yet when the Southampton Local 

Board met to discuss the salaries of its officials it made several 

changes to the suggestions of the General Board. In every case the 

salaries were increased. Only in the case of the M.O.H. did this 

provoke a lengthy discussion. Laishley insisted that the Act was 

impossible without the M.O.H. and after listing his duties said he 

could not think of offering him less than £150. The salary did not 

exceed l/4d in the £1 rate yet he would save 3d(1.25p) in £1. Palk, 

Dusautoy and the Town Clerk all supported the increase. The new salary 

was approved by 9 votes to 3 with 2 abstentions.C2] 

Once Cooper's appointment had been confirmed by the General Board 

no further reference was made to re appointment and at no stage did 

the Local Board consider dispensing with his services. Although the 

M.O.H. had to produce an annual report and quarterly reports, very few 

of these early reports have survived anywhere in the country. In 

Southampton's case apart from Cooper's initial report which was 

printed there is only one reference, in December 1851, to an annual 

report and the local press makes no mention of any reports by 

Cooper.[3] In the early 1850s Cooper's name rarely appears in the 

minutes of the Local Board but he is mentioned frequently in the 

Sanitary Committee minutes as reporting on or inspecting nuisances. 

Several of his reports on nuisances have survived in manuscript 

form.[4] Enright,the Superintendent of Police,had been appointed as 

Inspector of fuisances in 1850 but it is clear that he found it 

difficult to carry out his duties. In September 1853 Cooper wrote to 

the Local Board asking for the extra time of an efficient Inspector of 

nuisances "..as Mr.Enright cannot attend except in the afternoon and 

1. C.F.Brockington, op,cit.. pl4. 2. H.A.. 26.7.1851. 

3 . L.B.H.Mins. 22.12.1851. 4. S.B.O., SC/AH8/19. 
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intermittently but then."[l] The Board took no action over this request. 

The bulk of the nuisances mentioned in Cooper's reports and the minutes 

were of overflowing privies and collections of refuse. In 1856 Cooper 

published a pamphlet describing his work as an Officer of Health. In the 

first four years of his office he claimed he had inspected 2,139 

nuisances. Each had to be seen three times a week at least. The forty 

seven slaughter houses and nineteen lodging houses had to be inspected 

weekly. This gave Cooper a total of 5,442 visits a year which on a 

salary of £150 worked out at less than 7d(3p) a visit. He argued that an 

increase in salary was needed if private practice was to be avoided.[2] 

Although nuisances took up a great deal of Cooper's time he was 

called upon frequently to provide expert advice on all sanitary 

problems. In January 1853 he prepared a report on Yellow Fever.[31 Later 

in the same year he was a member of a deputation sent to Leicester to 

study the process used there to convert sewerage into manure. [4] The 

cholera scare of 1853 led to a flurry of sanitary activity. A long list 

of nuisances reported by Cooper was dealt with by the Sanitary Committee 

and several new bye laws, including regulations for Common Lodging 

Houses, were prepared. The M. O.H. was expected to play a key role in 

enforcing these new bye laws.C51 Yet when Cooper applied for an increase 

in salary the Local Board referred it to the Sanitary Committee who sent 

out enquiries to twenty towns on their pay scales.In April 1854 the 

Committee recomended that Cooper be given the additional post of 

Inspector of Common Lodging Houses at a salary to be determined. lo 

further reference was made to the matter and Cooper's salary remained at 

2150 p.a.[6] 

Probably Cooper's most famous report was on Fetley Hospital. In 

June 1857^during a debate in the House of Commons on the Hospital, 

attacks were made on the health of Southampton where it was alleged that 

ague was common. The Sanitary Committee asked Cooper to prepare a 

report to refute these allegations. This report was sent to Palmerston 

and a deputation from Southampton including Cooper offered to give 

1. S.E.O. , SC/AH8/19 2. &ul. , 19.1.1856. 3. L.B.H.Mlns. , 14.1.1853. 

4. Ibid., 28.4.1853. 5. Ibid., 20.9.1853. 6. Sanitary Mlns., 26.4.1854. 
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evidence before a Parliamentary Commission. Cooper's report showed that 

the death rate for Southampton had declined from 26,1 per 1000 in 1851 

to 20.5 per 1000 in 1857 giving an average of 22.9 for the past seven 

years. A memorial refuting the criticism of the Netley site was signed 

by thirty three of Southampton's medical men and a copy was printed in 

the Times. These efforts to defend the site were needed as the town's 

M.Ps. did not intervene in the debate as they had never been to 

Netley.[IJ 

Despite these examples of the M.O.H. expertise it was the removal 

of nuisances which many regarded as the chief function of the Local 

Board. Yet nuisances were never satisfactorily defined in law. Chadwick 

had defined them as "..anything by which the health or personal safety 

or the conveniences of the subject might be endangered or affected 

injuriously." The Nuisance Removal Acts of 1855,1860 and 1863 extended 

the power of local authorities to include overcrowding of houses and the 

seizure of diseased food.[2] When the Public Health Act was adopted it 

was thought that nuisances would be reported by the police or by 

neighbours but it was soon clear that this system was not efficient. In 

the debate on the Officer of Health in 1851 Tucker complained that 

Enrlght with 28 auxiliaries could see all the nuisances yet there were 

heaps of oyster shells everywhere. The mayor and Lankester supported 

this and suggested that the salary of the police should be cut by half 

until the nuisances wer e cleared . [ .3] In September 1855 the local press 

complained of "..vile heaps of offensive matter in sundry sly corners of 

the town and pigsties in unlikely places" and demanded to know what the 

M. 0.H. was doing.[41 

It v/as thought that once the M.O.H. had confirmed a nuisance 

existed a verbal warning would be sufficient to see that it was removed. 

If this failed a written notice was given and if this failed a summons 

was issued. Cooper appeared before the magistrates to give evidence in 

several nuisance cases. In August 1857 W.Burridge was summoned for 

depositing rubbish. Cooper said that despite repeated warnings nothing 

had been done. He did not want a penalty but simply the abatement of the 

l.L.B.H.Mins. 23.6.1857; , 13.6.1857,4.7.1857. 2. Stewart & 

Jenkins,ap^&il.,plO. 2. H^A., 26.7.1851. 3. Ibid.. 22.9.1855. 
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nuisance. Burridge agreed to do so and was discharged. In another case 

of a V.C., which discharged into adjoining premises, Cooper was accused 

of being like lelson able to see what he wished in some persons, but 

blind to the offences of others. Another charge of personal spite was 

made against Cooper by the town's scavenger, J.Croft, when he was 

summonsed for the fourth time in 1859, for keeping offensive matter at 

his wharf. CI] 

Individual nuisances were time consuming but ̂ usually brought 

results. It was much more difficult to take action against an industrial 

nuisance. If the defendant could prove that the nuisance was necessary 

for his business it was difficult to persuade the magistrates to act. In 

1857 the Local Board was presented with a memorial about a nuisance 

caused by tallow melting. A medical certificate signed by Drs.Viblin and 

Parday confirmed the nuisance. This fact obliged the Local Board to take 

action. A Councillor objected that this was nonsense as the premises had 

been used for tallow melting for fifty years. Cooper reported that the 

works were very defectively constructed and should be domed over to 

prevent the escape of effluvia. The works were unfit to be in the midst 

of dense population.C2] 

Tibbs the proprietor of the works was summoned before the 

magistrates. Cooper gave evidence that the nuisance had been partly 

abated. The Bench thought there had been a great delay in remedying the 

nuisance and with a view of speeding things up fined T: bbs £5,the 

highest penalty the law allowed. Tibbs appealed against the decision. It 

was decided to let the case stand adjourned while Tibbs used the best 

practicable means for carrying on his manufactory. If the Local Board 

was not satisfied with the alterations the case was to come up again. 

The local press criticised this decision and demanded that the nuisance 

should be abated.[3] In January 1858 following unfavourable reports from 

Cooper and Poole, the borough surveyor, the Board decided to go ahead 

with the case but Tibbs asked for another adjounment as he was still 

1. 8.8.1857, 26.9.1857, 18.6.1859, 26.11.1859. 

2.L.B.Mlns.,15.8.1857; ELju,22.8.1857. 
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trying to improve his works. A month later Cooper reported that great 

improveiDfints h a d b e e n m a d e but s u g g e s t e d more a n d h i s a d v i c e w a s p a s s e d 

on to Tibbs. The appeal had cost the town £104..17..0d<£104.85p) less 

Tibbs' £5 fine. Palk said the improvements would prevent the nuisance 

but others thought the town had paid a great deal for nothing. The Town 

Clerk said there was no hope of Tibbs paying the town's expenses as his 

was an old established business.C1] 

In October 1863 Cooper reported to the Local Board that the 

increasing size of the town required an Inspector of Fuisances to be 

placed entirely under his direction and he asked the Local Board to 

appoint a suitable person.[2] For some years Cooper had employed Thomas 

Powell as an assistant inspector of nuisances and paid his salary 

himself. [3] Cooper's suggestion was referred to the Sanitary Committee. 

Unfortunately the Committee held only two meetings, both concerned with 

defective drainage, over the next fifteen months and the question of an 

inspector appears to have been forgotten. Cooper revived the issue in 

afurther letter to the Board in February 1865 and they referred it to 

the Special and General Works Committeee. In April the Local Board 

decided to appoint an Inspector of Works at 24/-<£1.20p) per week under 

the M.O.H. who was to advise on his duties and the following month 

Walter Haines was given the post.t4] The appointment met with much 

criticism. The deputy chairman of the Sanitary Committee had supported 

Cooper's suggestion in view of the high death rate due to atmospheric 

causes. Mackay objected to the idea of an assistant for Cooper and said 

if he could not do the Job because of his private patients then the town 

should find some one who could devote his whole time to it. However 

several key figures in the Council including Alderman Perkins, Le Feuvre 

and Sheriff Emanuel praised Cooper's work and supported the idea. When 

it was approved in April Alderman Palk claimed Cooper made 7,000 visits 

a year and so needed an assistant.[5] 

Towards the end of his life Cooper wrote to Sir George Grey at the 

General Board of Health outlining the problems faced by a Medical 

1. L.B.Mins. , 6.1.1858, 15.2.1858; BL1^,20.2.1858. 2. L.B.Mlns. , 

14.10.1863. 3. 8^1. ,11.2.1860. 4.L.B.Mlns., 5.4.1865, 22.5.1865. 

5. S.Times. 25.2.1A6R. 8.4.1865. 
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Officer of Health and suggesting a solution. Cooper found his public 

duties clashed with his private interests and as the emoluments of 

office were small compared with private practice it was a matter of 

constant self sacrifice to carry out the law. Sometimes the local 

authorities refused to carry out his requests. As a local health officer 

he could not compel them but as a district officer paid by the 

government he could. He gave examples of how his public duties damaged 

his private practice. A patient whom he summonsed in a nuisance case 

never called him again. Owners of small properties were hostile to 

official inspections and created a local prejudice against him. The only 

solution was for the M.O.H. to be independent of all local interests and 

politics and paid by the government. He suggested that the most 

economical way of doing this would be to group several towns under one 

M.O.H. He pointed out that inspections of factories, mines and schools 

were conducted under this principle and concluded that it was "..the 

only one which can be successful."[ 11 Cooper was not the only K.O.H. to 

have difficulty with his local authority. Sir Arthur Fewsholme faced 

similar problems in Brighton in the 1890s.[21 Glasgow's first K.0. H. 

Dr. V. T. Gardner was forced out of office because of friction with city 

officials.[3] 

When Cooper died in October 1855 all the local press carried 

lengthy accounts of his career. Even the Tory Advertiser referred to "a 

universal feeling of sorrow pervading the community" and described him 

as a zealous public servant.[41 The British Medical Journal included two 

articles on Cooper. The obituary notice outlined his career and claimed 

he had exhausted himself in his duties during the 1865 cholera epidemic. 

The second article .was taken from the Pall Mall Gazette. It described 

Cooper's work as M.O.H. carrying out ten visits a day during his fifteen 

years and working "double tides" during the cholera crisis. "He fell 

fighting as much as any soldier who ever died in the field."[51 This 

last comment was a reference to the fact that Cooper continued working 

even though he was ill in the last week in October. He Inspected a 

1. P.R.O. , M.H.13,1712. 2. A/VewRhnlmA. Flftv Years in Public 

Health(1935) pl53-8. 3. O.Checkland & X.Lamb, Health Gar@ as Social 

Care, (Aberdeen 1982).p8 4. H.A., 28.10,1865. 5, B.X,J, 4.11.1865. 
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notorious nuisance, a cement factory in Eortham, on Friday and collapsed 

and died of cholera on the following Tuesday. The general respect in 

which Cooper was held was reflected in the number of leading figures in 

Southampton who attended his funeral. At a Council meeting in lovember 

Stabbing proposed the placing of a tablet in honour of Cooper in Holy 

Rhood church. As Cooper was a Weslyan the plaque was placed in the 

porch. The motion was carried unanimously. [ 11 

Despite the praise given to Cooper after his death the appointment 

of a new M. O.H. did not go unchallenged. Among the applicants were 

T.Hayes "a plumber well acquainted with the sewerage of the town" and 

Dr. Bond, Principal of the Hartley Institute, who was supported by Drs. 

Parkes and Atkins of the Army Medical School and many medical men of the 

town.C2] The Sanitary Committee decided that the M.O.H. should be the 

public analystand that the post should be advertised in the local press 

and in medical and military papers.[31 ¥hen the Local Board considered 

the Committee's report it was proposed that "lo medical man be 

appointed as Officer of Health for the town. Stebbing made a lengthy 

speech refuting the arguments against a M.O.H. He said that Cooper had 

not achieved more as M.0.H. because the post was combined with that of 

Inspector of Nuisances which had taken up much of his time. It was not 

true that there were only 70 or so M.O.H. in five hundred towns and none 

in a town of over 80,000 inhabitants, A medical expert was needed to 

check Southampton's water after the cholera of 1865. As the country's 

chief packet station Southampton had a special need for a Medical 

Officer. Objection was taken to this and one Councillor claimed that all 

that was needed was an Inspector of luisances;".. if they had not had a 

sanitary officer the late report of cholera would not have got abroad. 

All medical men were alarmists." Stebbing and Le Feuvre both stressed 

that the M.O.H. would save the town money. There was no discussion on 

private practice and only a brief one on salary. Stebbing said £100 

would get a good retired army or hospital surgeon while other 

suggestions ranged from 275 to fSOO. The proposal not to appoint a 

M.Q.H. was defeated easily by 21 votes to 8.[4] 

1. BLA. , 25.11.1865. 2. L.B.Mlns. , 20.11.1865i 2.12.1865. 
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The post was advertised two weeks later in the local press. It was 

made clear that the post was full time and that the appointee "will be 

charged with the health of the town, and must possess competent 

medical, chemical and microscopical knowledge." Despite this advert 

further attempts were made to block the appointment when the Council met 

in February. Councillor Coles, a future mayor, defending the Council's 

decision quoted the Registrar Genfal who had said every district in the 

kingdom should appoint a Medical Officer. Stebbing concluded the debate 

saying "..the health of the town - the commerce of the town - the 

reputation of the town demand that the appointment be made." The January 

decision was confirmed by 18 votes to 6. Yet a week later when the 

candidates had been reduced from the original 16 to a short list of 3 an 

attempt was made to postpone the appointment. This was defeated by 28 

votes to 4. Dr. Bond had withdrawn his application partly because of the 

difficulty of combining the post of M.O.H. with that of Principal of the 

Hartley Institute. The appointment of Dr. J.HacCormack a graduate of 

Trinity College Dublin and a Member of the Royal College of Surgeons 

was approved unanimously by the Council.[11 

The local press supported the appointment, but criticised the low 

salary of £150 for a full time post. Although the salaries of the other 

four full time M.O.H. were not mentioned in the local debate on 

KacCormack's salary, they were very much more than Southampton was 

prepared to pay. These salaries ranged from Liverpool's £1,000 to 

Birkenhead's £350. Press comments were quoted in a Council debate. 

Alderman Perkins claimed the low salary had made Southampton a laughing 

stock and he quoted the Lancet. "They require the entire services of a 

physician, a chemist and a microscopist to whom they offer the salary of 

a small clerk." He also quoted the Evening Standard, "The Officer of 

Health in Southampton is to be a gentleman who has tried and cannot make 

£150 out of the medical profession." In defence of the appointment it 

was pointed out that Dr.MacCormack was a gentleman of property who 

wanted something to occupy his mind and attention, He was a first rate 

character, an analytical chemist who had shown his great talent and 

ability in a pamphlet on cholera. [23 These comments on MacCormack were 

1. S,Tinea, 20.1.1866, 17.2.1866. 24.2.1866. 2. H.A., 24.2.1866. 
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repeated by Stabbing when he gave evidence before the,Royal Commission 

in 1869. [1] 

In March 1865 the Sanitary Committee met to consider the 

appointment of a Principal Inspector of luisances. A short list of four 

was drawn up from the twenty eight applicants and the final selection 

left to the Local Board. Here the decision was influenced by party 

politics. Pegler, a Liberal Councillor, proposed Bridger and Mackay,a 

Tory said that as Pegler had proposed a Liberal, he would propose a good 

Tory, E.Powell. Powell was selected by 15 votes to 10 which reflected 

the party strengths present in the Council chamber.C2] The Sanitary 

Committee outlined Powell's duties. Hewas to meet the water inspectors 

daily, keep a book of nuisances and submit it to the Committee at every 

meeting.[3] The cholera of 1865 and the fear of its return in 1866 may 

explain the appointment o f Powell after the Board had ignored Cooper's 

earlier requests. 

The work of the Sanitary Committee in 1866 was dominated by the 

return of cholera. The Local Board asked MacCormack to make quarterly 

reports on the sanitary condition of the town but it was only in 

November when the crisis was over that these were mentioned by the local 

press. Dr. Farr of the Registrar General's Office thanked MacCormack for 

an excellent report and congratulated him on the measures taken to 

combat cholera.[4] MacCormack's fourth quarterly report covering the 

period from November 1866 to February 1867 was published in full by the 

local press. The town, he said, was quite healthy but if the 

improvements in paving, drainage and ventilation were not made disease 

would increase and cholera return. The three outstanding problems of the 

town were overcrowding, ventilation of sewers and the proper 

disinfecting of beds. In some areas of the town the number of 

inhabitants per acre was 183 whereas for good sanitary conditions the 

number should be under 100. He suggested that clause 35 of the 1866 

Public Health Act should be used to bring all houses let out in lodgings 

1. P.P. 1868-9, C42181 XXXII. 301, Royal Commission on the Operation of 

the Sanitary Laws In England and Vales, p330 2. S. Times. 24.3.1866. 

3. Sanitary Mine., 29.3.1866, 4. S.Times, 24.11.1866. 
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under the same regulations as common lodging houses.[1] 

In July 1867 MacCormack again urged the Council to tackle the 

problem of overcrowding in houses occupied by more than one family 

describing this as "... one of the most prominent evils of this and all 

large towns" and claiming that in parts of Southampton the number of 

inhabitants per acre was double or treble what it should be if a high 

standard of health was to be expected. The Council supported 

MacCormack's view but some Councillors did warn that if they carried out 

his ideas they must find places for these poor people as they might turn 

out two thirds of the population of the town. A month later the press 

gave a full account of MacCormack's quarterly report<5.5.1867 -

5.8.1367). The town's death rate of 21.3 per 1000 was said to be lower 

than that of any other town in England which proved the advantage of 

sanitary measures despite their expense. Complaints over the offensive 

smells in lortham were attributed not only to the cement works but the 

Belvidere sewer outlet and the want of ventilation in the main sewers. 

Although there was a complete absence of zymotic diseases there was a 

strong probability of the return of cholera. "Its presence in the 

Mediterranean and Western hemisphere prove to us that there still exist 

the peculiar influences atmospheric and terrestial which may at any 

moment cause it to spring up." Lodging houses inspected were found to be 

remarkably clean and healthy. 109 notices of nuisances had been issued 

and ten prosecutions made.C21 Both the medical reports published painted 

a favourable picture of the town . It may be that such publicity was 

needed after the unfaourable press coverage the town had received 
k 

nationally during the 1866 cholera epidemic. Southampton had figured 

prominently in the cholera reports given in the Times in July and August 

1866.[3] 

Despite the sanitary progress being made in the town MacCormack;s 

period^bffice was not without difficulties. He had come into conflict 

with the Local Board over his request for extra payments during the 

cholera epidemic and his letters to the Board were described as impudent 

and insolent. It was even suggested that he had resigned.[4] When he 

1 .S.Times, 9.2.1867. 2. S.Times. 24.8.1867. 3. Times, 23.7.1866, 

25.7.1867, 1.6.1866. 4. L.B.Mins., 3.4.1867; S.Times. 6.4.1857. 
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applied for the post of M.O.H. in Manchester, a Councillor expressed the 

hope that if he were successful they would do away with the post and 

save £150 a year.[11 When MacCormack asked for a few days leave in 

December 1867 it was pointed out that he was granted a month's leave 

every year as he was a surgeon to a militia corps. It was said that 

Cooper had to pay an inspector of nuisances out of his £200 whereas 

MacCormack's £150 was all for himself. It was proposed to set up a 

committee to consider the duties of the M.O.H. but the Council broke up 

before a vote could be taken.[21 

Another good report from MacCormack was quoted at length in the 

local press in August 1868. The death rate of 17.3 per 1000 was given, 

again one of the healthiest in the kingdom. The new regulations on 

overcrowding were being implemented and this was expected to lead to a 

further diminuition in disease. The slaughter houses had required 

constant attention "..indeed so long as there exists no public abattoir 

these places will be always a source of trouble to me and annoyance to 

the public." This was a point made earlier by Cooper and to be repeated 

by all the M.O.H. for the rest of the century. At the Local Board 

meeting which considered this report a memorial was received from 40 

butchers of the town complaining of the unnecessary severity shown by 

the M.O.H. in enforcing bye laws on slaughter houses. The memorial was 

rejected.[31 

In December 1870 MacCormack warned the Local Board of the danger 

of smallpox on ships arriving from France. The major epidemic came in 

1871 and dominated the activities of the Sanitary Committee. It met 38 

times in 18711a contrast to Its 11 meetings in 1870, three of which were 

void because only one or two members attended. Despite the epidemic 

MacCormack was absent from the town for over a month in May and June 

1871 when his post was taken by Dr.H.Osborn. In December 1871 MacCormack 

resigned as he had been appointed M.O.H. for Lambeth at £500 per annum. 

The local press described him as a valuable medical officer and his work 

was praised by the Town Council.[4] 

1. R. Times. 21.9.1867. - 2. L.B. Mins., 4.12.1867,; SjuTimes, 7.12.1867. 

3. S. Times. 15.8.1868. 4. L.B. Mins. ,6.12.1871; H.-, A. > 2.12.1871, 

9.12.1871. 
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When the Sanitary Committee met to consider MacCoraiack' s resignation 

it immediately suggested that Osborn, who had been in charge of the 

smallpox hospital in 1871 should be appointed as a temporary Officer of 

Health at 5 guineas(£5.25p) a month. This was approved by the Local 

Board in January 1872.[1] The delay in making a permanent appointment 

may have been due to the fact that a new Public Health Act was being 

prepared. In September the Local Board received a circular from 

J.Lambert, the Secretary of the Local Government Board, outlining the 

clauses concerning the constitution of Sanitary Authorities and the 

appointment of officers. These clauses included the offer of a grant to 

pay half the salary of some local officers. At the same meeting a letter 

was received from the Town Clerk of Nottingham urging the Board to 

reject this grant under the present conditions. It was felt by many 

authorities that accepting the grant would weaken their independence and 

for this reason many refused including Leeds and Portsmouth. Southampton 

ignored the Nottingham letter and resolved unanimously to adopt the Act 

and become the Urban Sanitary Authority. Osborn was reappointed as 

medical attendant at the Hospital and acting H.O.H. for six months 

and paid 50 guineas(£52.50p) in both capacities.[21 

Even with the encouragement of government money the U.S.A. were 

reluctant to appoint Osborn as a permanent M.O.H. The Sanitary Committee 

recommended the appointment at £250 per annum without private practice 

but this was referred back to the Committee. [ 3] Although the 

recommendation was repeated in October 1873 the Urban Sanitary Authority 

came to no decision on the subject in 1873. When the Committee 

recommended that Osborn be given the posts of H.O.H. and Port Sanitary 

Officer in February 1874, the U.S.A. decided to advertise both 

positions.[4] When a letter appeared in the local press suggesting that 

the work of the X.O.H. should be carried out by the Poor Law Medical 

Officers the U.S.A. asked the Sanitary Committee to consider the idea. 

This was not a new idea as it was already in practice in Exeter and the 

majority of towns in Dorset.[5] The Committee recomended the Authority 

1. Sanitary Mins., 27.12.1871; L.B. Mins., 3.1.1372. 2. L.B.Kins., 

4.9.1872. 3. Sanitary Mlns., 10.1.1873. 4.U.S.A.,Mlns., 18.2.1874. 

5. P.P.1873(359) Appointments of X.O.H. Vol.LV.817 p867. 
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to advertise for a M.0. H. without private practice who would also be in 

charge of the Hospital. Only two replies were received - from Osborn and 

from the Poor Law Medical Officers, Chseseman, Lawrence and Archer. 

Osborn was appointed as M.0.H. and the post of Port Sanitary Officer was 

given to Dr.Bencraft, who was to be paid per ship's visit. Both 

appointments were subject to the approval of the Local Government 

Board.[11 The Board did not agree to paying Bencraft by visits and the 

Sanitary Committee recommended a salary of £52. . 10. . 0d(i£52. 50p) per 

annum. The appointment of Osborn and the Inspector of Nuisances was to 

be for not more than four years.C21 

Henry Osborn was born in Sussex in 1812 and was a Member of the 

Royal College of Physicians(London). He had been in private practice in 

Southampton for many years before he became M.O.H. in 1871. In the 

debate on his appointment Councillor James said Osborn had been 

virtually appointed by MacCormack and in a leader comment on the 

appointments the Advertiser claimed that one, Osborn, was a Conservative 

and the other, a Liberal.C3] Yet he had gained a great reputation for 

his work during the 1871 smallpox epidemic and had been acting Officer 

of Health when MacCormack was on leave. He published his first annual 

report in accordance with the instructions of the Local Government Board 

and the 1872 Public Health Act in February 1875. This is the first 

Southampton annual report which has survived. It was given good 

coverage in the local press and was regarded as satisfactory,C41 Osborn 

showed great concern over the ventilation of the streets, courts and 

alleys as essential to improving the sanitary state of the town. 

Although zymotic diseases were not confined to one part of the town he 

was convinced that certain causes of disease could be controlled 

"..though a certain state of atmosphere may favour the development of 

morbid poison more readily in one period than at another." He attributed 

the success in containing smallpox to the hospital where cases could be 

isolated. The number of nuisances removed by notices was 746 of which 

431 were defective V.Cs. and yard drains. The need for a public abattoir 

was mentioned and this was supported by the Southampton Tines which 

1. n.S.A.Mins., 18.3.1874. 2. Ibid. ,20.5.1874. 3. HLA,, 21.2.1874, 

21.3.1874. 3. H. I..H. A. .S.Times. IT. 4. 1875. 


