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MIDWEST CORPORATION - PERMIT TO TRANSPORT IRON ORE 

535. Mr S.R. HILL to the Treasurer:   
Could the Treasurer inform the house of the state’s approach to the state agreements, and what actions Midwest 
Corporation has taken to meet its obligation under the Iron Ore (Murchison) Agreement Authorisation Act 1973? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER replied: 
The state government takes its responsibilities and its obligations under state agreement acts very seriously.  We 
honour our obligations.  We also expect partners in state agreements to comply with their obligations and to 
respect these important instruments of state development.  As I outlined to the house earlier today, the Iron Ore 
Murchison (Authorisation) Agreement Act was passed by this Parliament in 1973 for the exploration, 
development and treatment of iron ore from Weld Range.  Midwest Corporation has advised the state that it 
wishes to use the Murchison agreement to develop rail and port infrastructure in the mid-west.  However, the 
company has also acknowledged that the agreement cannot be used without being amended.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  So? 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It will not be amended.  The Premier and I have informed Midwest Corporation that the state 
does not consider the Murchison agreement, in its current form -  

Mr M.W. Trenorden:  You are going to break the agreement.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  No; we are not going to break the agreement.  The Premier and I have informed Midwest 
Corporation that the state does not consider the Murchison agreement, in its current form, to be a suitable vehicle 
for this development for reasons I have previously explained to Parliament.  For more than 30 years Midwest 
Corporation and its predecessors have sat on this agreement doing virtually nothing.  No proposals have been 
submitted or extensions of time sought or given under section 7 of the agreement.  Moreover, section 5E requires 
the company to submit reports on its operations to the minister responsible for the agreement and to the Minister 
for Mines on an annual basis.  This has not occurred.  Until last month, the government saw no evidence of the 
investigations or studies into the railway route or port as required under sections 6(1) and 6(2) of the act.  
Interestingly, other required investigations and studies, such as planning for the development of a suitable mine 
town site, including design of housing and social, cultural and civic facilities, have not been done.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Why did you extend it?   

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The government did not extend the agreement in 2003.  In other words, the company has 
been very selective about how it wants to use this agreement.  Given these actions, or perhaps they are better 
described as lack of actions, we could be forgiven for thinking that the company has not been serious about 
meeting its obligations under the agreement.  Midwest is now suggesting that the state is unilaterally backing 
away from the agreement.  

Mr C.J. Barnett:  Yes, you are. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  It is not true.  In fact, our position on this has not changed since the state executed a deed 
with Midwest’s predecessors in January 1998, by which the agreement was to be cancelled once land had been 
transferred out of the agreement.  I wonder who the minister was when the state and the other party executed a 
deed to cancel the agreement.  It was the member for Cottesloe.  At that time, there was no discussion or 
intention to transfer the infrastructure rights and obligations.  In any event, the Murchison agreement was not 
cancelled because Midwest Corporation’s predecessor went into administration before the land could be 
transferred.  Since then there has been no change in the state’s policy position and preference for the Murchison 
agreement to be cancelled.  Midwest Corporation is well aware of this and is also well aware of the history of 
discussions on the agreement.  Given the history of these discussions with the state and the lack of currency of 
the agreement clauses relating to infrastructure, Midwest Corporation has no basis to claim to investors that it 
has a workable agreement with the state for rail and port development.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr E.S. RIPPER:  The truth is that while the company has been ignoring its obligations under the agreement, it 
has also been attempting to parade that same agreement in an effort to demonstrate to investors that it already has 
a foothold in the provision of mid-west infrastructure.  This is an inappropriate attempt to misuse and 
misrepresent an act of this Parliament.  The agreement is not a suitable vehicle for the development of 
infrastructure in the mid-west.  Midwest Corporation should cease misrepresenting the currency of the agreement 
for these purposes.   

The DEPUTY SPEAKER:  Member for Cottesloe, you are called to order for the second time.   
 


