CLOSER SETTLEMENT BILL 1912
House of Assembly, 28 November 1912, page 1119
Second reading
The COMMISSIONER of CROWN LANDS, in moving the second reading, said the measure had been found necessary owing to two difficulties which had cropped up under the Closer Settlement Act of 1910.  He did not think Parliament had contemplated those difficulties, or it would: have made ample provision at the time to meet them.  Under the Act of 1910 the Government has given power to acquire large estates on certain terms, and also power to secure land adjacent to the River Murray.  The acquisition of the latter was limited to the purposes of reclamation.  In practically all such settlements, however, they were attempting to combine irrigation with reclamation the Act, but had to deal privately with men above the high land, and were unable to acquire the land in some cases or be compelled to pay more than they should have to if they had the compulsory power.  He thought that must have been an oversight at the time the Act was passed.  It was obvious that the Government should have power to acquire land for both reclamation and irrigation Clause 6 sought to add the words “or Ration” after “reclamation” wherever it occurred! in the 1910 Act. The only exception was in the case of the amendment made by section 3 of the Act of 1911, which referred to the “Director of Irrigation and Reclamation,” and where, therefore, the addition was not necessary.  The other purpose of the Bill also dealt with a matter curiously overlooked in the 1910 Act, in the definition of “owner” referred when it referred only to freehold estates.  The land along the river which the Government might desire to acquire for reclamation or irrigation was mostly leasehold land, and department had been acting on the assumption  that it had full powers to acquire leasehold or freehold until the point was raised quite recently.  He (the Minister ) then advised the Surveyor-General that he believed they were limited to freeholds only, and this opinion was subsequently confirmed by the Parliamentary Draftsman.  Consequently they had to amend the Bill. In clause 3 the definition of “owner” was amended so that when used with reference to a large estate it meant the owner of a freehold estate in possession, and where used with reference to other land it meant the owner of a freehold estate in possession, except where the land was comprised in a Crown lease, in which ease it meant the lessee thereof.  Generally people had been under the impression that the 1910 Act could apply to Crown lands, and that being so the Government did not think it was doing any injustice in validating the proceedings which had followed consequent upon the giving of notice.  Arbitration proceedings were being conducted without any question, and the Bill would absolutely validate them, and prevent any trouble occurring hereafter. It was simply a measure correcting the machinery of the other Act.
Mr. CHESSON thought the action of the Government was necessary, as it would mean expediting current transactions as well as validating them, thus saving persons interested and the Government m particular, from further expenses in the way of litigation.  He had pleasure in supporting the Bill.

Second reading carried. In committee. 

[bookmark: _Hlk100847524]History of Agriculture South Australia

