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WORKERS’ COMPENSATION 
Statement 

HON JOHN FISCHER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.45 pm]:  I wish to raise a grievance that has come to my 
attention during discussions on workers’ compensation legislation that I have had with Paul O’Halloran, barrister 
and solicitor, and with the Injured Persons Action and Support Association.  Many members would be aware of 
Paul O’Halloran’s justice-for-victims campaign for a fairer workers’ compensation system in this State.  I think 
most members would be familiar with his views on WorkCover, WorkCover’s medical panels, insurance 
companies and groups of people who Mr O’Halloran believes have persecuted injured people.  Groups such as 
IPASA say that Mr O’Halloran is a knight in shining armour for injured people.  However, it is not widely 
known that in the past five years Mr O’Halloran has become a victim of some of his own colleagues on the Legal 
Practice Board and the Legal Practitioners Complaints Committee, who appear to have carried out a five-year 
vendetta against him.  Although Mr O’Halloran has a 25-year unblemished record, the board and the LPCC have 
seized upon any complaint against Mr O’Halloran and even raised concerns when a client has not complained at 
all.  Relatively minor problems, which would otherwise have been dismissed with a telephone call or letter, have 
turned into major investigations, some lasting almost three years.  I am concerned that these actions appear to 
have accumulated over a period when Mr O’Halloran has put a great deal of effort into his campaign for a fairer 
workers’ compensation system in this State.  Other organisations share this concern.  IPASA has informed me 
that it intends to place information of concern in the hands of the police.  I am also aware of a letter sent from 
IPASA to the Attorney General outlining concerns that the Legal Practitioners Complaints Committee is in 
receipt of stolen documents; namely, a client list containing private information about some of its members, 
which belongs to their lawyer, Paul O’Halloran.  Five years ago Mr O’Halloran was subjected to a nine-day so-
called random audit of his practice by the board, which essentially found nothing of significance despite 
checking thousands of transactions that took place over 15 years.  On the first day of the audit, the board’s 
auditor accused Mr O’Halloran in the presence of young and impressionable staff members of misappropriating 
$500.  Mr O’Halloran had lent the money to an impecunious client pending receipt of settlement funds from an 
insurance company.  Mr O’Halloran was merely reimbursing himself; however, no apology for that accusation 
was ever offered. 

On the second day of the audit, the board’s auditor accused Mr O’Halloran of breaching guidelines in a Supreme 
Court decision relating to the supervision of staff on legal cost issues.  The auditor said that he had never read 
the Supreme Court case himself and had just been handed the decision.  However, at that stage the decision was 
five or 10 years old and the board’s auditor had been so employed for some years.  One must ask, therefore, why 
Mr O’Halloran was the test case.  After a lengthy inquiry, Mr O’Halloran was completely exonerated without 
apology.  Mr O’Halloran later took advice from a senior lawyer from the Law Society of WA who had been 
involved in the Supreme Court case and was very familiar with Mr O’Halloran’s practice.  He assured Mr 
O’Halloran that his practice had in no way breached the decision and believed that the board had completely 
misapplied the case.  On another occasion the LPCC queried a matter on which Mr O’Halloran had charged 
goods and services tax.  A concerned Mr O’Halloran checked with his accountants, who advised him that he was 
properly charging goods and services tax.  He so advised the Legal Practitioners Complaints Committee.  The 
LPCC again queried it and again he was forced to pay for and take advice from his accountants, who repeated 
the original advice.  The accountants could not understand the LPCC’s concerns.  Mr O’Halloran waited 
approximately six months while the matter was held over his head, without hearing at all from the LPCC.  
Finally, the LPCC advised him that it had closed its file and would take no further action, but had neglected to 
tell him earlier.   

One would query why the matter was raised in the first place and why it was raised with Mr O’Halloran, given 
that the goods and services tax had been in existence at least two years before the LPCC inquiry was initiated.  
There had been no complaint from any clients that would warrant initiating the inquiry, so one would wonder 
why it was brought forward and why the LPCC spent two and a half years investigating whether Mr O’Halloran 
was misleading and unprofessional when he went on Radio 6PR and accused the SGIO and SGIO’s Ian Brown 
of crying poor over workers’ compensation.  Judging by the obscene profits that companies like SGIO have 
made from workers’ compensation, one wonders why the LPCC took up the fight of SGIO.  It was obviously a 
fight that SGIO was not prepared to take on itself.  The legal complaints officer handling the matter, Ms 
Catherine Coombs, was herself an insurance company lawyer and may even have represented SGIO or an 
associated company.  Mr O’Halloran has sought advice on this case from 10 different lawyers, none of whom 
can see a shred of substance in it, yet the LPCC held this so-called complaint over Mr O’Halloran’s head for two 
and a half years without explanation.  He has not heard from the LPCC at all for some months.   

The Injured Persons Action and Support Association is most certainly indignant and furious that its lawyer has 
been railroaded and that nothing has been done.  It is outraged that confidential information relating to its 
members has been stolen from Mr O’Halloran and that the Legal Practice Board and the Legal Practitioners 
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Complaints Committee have not lifted a finger.  IPASA is incensed that the LPCC has for some weeks been in 
possession of a stolen client list and has refused to return it.  IPASA believes that the LPCC is guilty of receiving 
stolen property at worst, or has breached the Police Act relating to unlawful possession at best.  More 
importantly, IPASA is genuinely concerned that the stolen client list contains the names of some of its suicidal 
members.  It no longer has confidence or faith in the LPCC or the LPB, which it believes are made up of 
insurance lawyers or pro-WorkCover insurance lawyers.  IPASA believes those lawyers have targeted lawyers 
like Mr O’Halloran, who IPASA says is totally honest and has conducted a fearless campaign for injured people. 

Freedom of information documents show that Mr Ron Birmingham, QC, a member of the LPB and LPCC, 
disclosed a conflict of interest at a board meeting concerning Mr O’Halloran but was talked out of leaving the 
meeting by fellow board members.  He most certainly should not have been, and they most certainly should not 
have done so.  There is now widespread concern about the Legal Practice Board and the Legal Practitioners 
Complaints Committee.  The police are to be asked to investigate matters relating to this.  I believe that a 
member in the other place, when talking on another matter, has implied that the board and the committee have 
been in contempt of Parliament.  Lawyers in the profession say that the board and committee are vindictive, 
agenda driven, politically motivated and have one rule for one and another for others.   

Mr O’Halloran is about to bring Supreme Court actions on these matters.  I believe it is time that we had a look 
at the secret, faceless lawyers behind the LPB and the LPCC, because I believe there is grave concern that they 
are bringing the profession into disrepute - the very thing that they are there to prevent. 
 


