CHAFFEY BROTHERS’ LAND BILL 1902
Legislative Council, 30 October 1902, page 368 and 405
Second reading

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL, in moving the second reading, said that the Bill was exactly the same measure that was introduced in the Council last session, and upon which a select committee reported as follows;—“I. Your committee has held seven sittings and examined three witnesses.  2. Your committee is of opinion that the settlers at Renmark are labouring under many serious disabilities in consequence of the lands set apart under the agreement with George Chaffey and William Benjamin Chaffey remaining unutilized, and that it is desirable that the said lands should be released for settlement as soon as such release can be fairly effected.  3. Some of conditions set out in the original agreement with Messrs. Chaffey (see Act 397 of 1887 have clearly not been complied with but the transactions in relation to the Renmark settlement have gone through so phases that your committee finds it difficult to say whether compliance with these conditions has or has not been waived by the Government from time to time. No notice requiring compliance with these unfulfilled conditions appears to have been given at any time by any Government.  4. Your committee is of opinion that while doubt exists as to there being a clear existing cause of forfeiture Parliament should not pass an Act cancelling the agreement, because though the original grantees have now no interest thereunder, there are shareholders in Chaffey Brothers, Limited, and debenture-holders who claim that they are morally if not legally entitled to carry out the said agreement if they so desired (particularly as set forth in paragraph 6 of this report), and to reap any benefit arising therefrom . 5. If the expenditure by the settlers is included the amount agreed to be expended during the first two periods of five years of the term has been exceeded.  The total expenditure has been £204,085   The agreement stipulates that by February 14, 1902, a total sum of £250,000 shall have been expended upon the lands set apart being an additional sum of £45,915 to that already expended.  7. If the abovementioned sum of £45,915 is not expended as provided for by the agreement that would, in your committee’s opinion, constitute a clear and substantial cause for cancellation of the agreement by Parliament.  8. Until such a cause of cancellation as is mentioned in the immediately preceding paragraph arises your committee is of opinion that the agreement should not be cancelled, and that the Bill should, for the present, be withdrawn.  The select committee consisted of the Hons. J. J. Duncan, K. W. Duncan, R. S. Guthrie, and A. W. Sandford and himself, and they went carefully into the whole matter.  They erred on the side of great caution, so that no suggestion of unfair play could be made. There was no doubt that ample reason did exist morally, if not legally, for the forfeiture of the concessions last year, but to make quite sure the committee recommended the Council to wait until after February 14, 1902, to see if the £45,915 would be expended.  Not a penny had however, been spent or anything heard from either the debenture-holders, the shareholders, or the liquidator of Chaffey Brothers, and not a spade had been put into the ground.  Therefore the clear and substantial course recommended by the committee was now open to the Council who had adopted the report. He was sure that the Council would not further allow the residents of Renmark to labour under the disabilities that these concessions of Chafey Brothers imposed on them.

The PRESIDENT – I have to certify the fact, by perusal, that this is the same Bill as was referred to the select committee.
On the motion of the Hon. J.H. HOWE the debate was adjourned until Wednesday October 29


CHAFFEY BROTHERS LAND BILL 1902 
Adjourned debate on second reading (Continued from page 369.)

The Hon. J. H. HOWE said the Government had acted wisely in introducing the measure.  The Bill would take away from the Renmark people all the land except the 13,000 acres which had been granted in fee simple, and there would be nothing left for commonage.  The representatives of the district had drafted a clause to give them the right to commonage with the approval of the Commissioner of Grown Lands.

The Hon. J. LEWIS concurred with the remarks of Mr. Howe.  The land was almost waste, and was of no use to anyone except the settlers.  He hoped the Government would allow the settlers to acquire we land for commonage.  He would have liked to have put a clause in the Bill dealing with the matter, but the Attorney- General assured him that it was impossible to do so.  No doubt arrangements would be made for them to secure the land.

The Hon. R. S. GUTHRIE agreed with the Bill, but so far as the suggested amendment was concerned, he pointed out that the land would be required for the purpose of fruitgrowing.  The settlers complained that channels had to be made to take water to settlers past the vacant land, and it increased the cost of the water. One of the great complaints of the settlers was the idle land.  He advised members simply revoke the concessions, and if necessary bring in a Bill to grant commonage, but if they gave the settlers rights over the 250, 000 acres, the people would not be able to secure it for settlement.
The Hon. E LUCAS would support the Bill.  The Settlers asked that they should
have commonage rights over the block of 16,500 acres.  The Renmark Irrigation Trust No. 1 controlled all pumping and distribution of water, and any further settlement on that block could only be with the concurrence of that trust.  One of the pumping stations was situated on the block not embraced within the fee simple area. A provision should be inserted in the Bill whereby, in connection with furthers settlement on the laud, the fee simple might be obtained.  The settlers there at present were largely Englishmen, but the class of men likely to settle there in the future were not those who would take up the land on lease.  It was very desirable that the requests of the trust should be met.  There ought not to be a great difficulty in fixing the value by which the fee simple might be acquired. For years before the Chaffey Brothers took it up anybody could have purchased it for 5/. an acre.  He would like the Attorney-General to suggest some method whereby provision would be made for the trust to acquire further blocks with the fee simple.
Carried.
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