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The California State Athletic Commission (Commisgi responsible for protecting the health and
safety of its licensees; boxers, kickboxers andialarts athletes. Established by initiative 824,
stemming from concerns for athlete injuries andfigahe Commission provides direction,
management, control of and jurisdiction over prsi@sal and amateur boxing, professional and
amateur kickboxing, all forms and combinationswf €éontact martial arts contests, including mixed
martial arts (MMA) and matches or exhibitions cocigal, held or given in California. The
Commission oversees licensing, prohibited substtastang, and event regulation. Functionally, the
Commission consists of four components; licensamjorcement, regulating events and administering
the Professional Boxers’ Pension Fund (Pension und

The Commission is responsible for implementatioth emforcement of the Federal Muhammad Ali
Boxing Reform Act (Federal Boxing Act) and the @ainia Boxing Act or State Athletic Commission
Act (State Act). The Commission establishes remants for licensure, issues and renews licenses,
approves and regulates events, assigns ringsideatsf investigates complaints received, and
enforces applicable laws by issuing fines and sudipg or revoking licenses. In 2012, the
Commission supervised close to 200 events. Then@ssion has so far supervised 38 events in 2013,
including 21 boxing, 10 MMA, and 7 kickboxing.



The current Commission mission statement, as statiésl2013-2015 Strategic Plan, is as follows:

The California State Athletic Commission is dediealtto the health, safety and welfare of
participants in regulated competitive sporting ewsnthrough ethical and professional
service.

The Commission is one more than 36 boards, bureansnittees, and other programs at the
Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA).

The Commission is comprised of seven members. iembers are appointed by the Governor and
subject to confirmation by the Senate Committe®ales confirmation. One member is appointed by
the Senate Committee on Rules and one member asrapg by the Speaker of the Assembly.
Commissioners are part-time employees who recefa-a-day per diem. There are no
qualifications for an individual appointed to ther@mission; however, no person currently licensed as
a promoter, manager or judge may serve on the Cesioni. The law also specifies that efforts should
be made to ensure at least four members have erperin either medicine as a licensed physician or
surgeon specializing in neurology, neurosurgergditeauma or sports medicine, financial
management, public safety, and the sports regulatekde Commission.

The Commission meets about six times per year to:

» Handle matters related to licensure and appedisarfse denials, suspensions and fines.

* Propose and review regulations or legislation fedusn maintaining the health and safety of
fighters.

» Consider issues related to the Boxer's PensionrBnognd the Neurological Examination
Account.

» Evaluate funding and revenue strategies.

» Address a variety of topics brought forth by stakdbrs.

All Commission meetings are subject to the Baglegi#e Open Meetings Act. The following is a
listing of the current members of the Commission:

. Appointment T_errr_1 Appointing Professu_)nal

Name and Short Bio Expiration ’ or Public
Date Date Authority

John Frierson, Chair 1/1/2011 1/1/2015 Speaker o Public

A member of the Commission since 2001 Frierson is the

also a 26 year veteran of the Los Angeles Poliak|an Assembly

Sheriff’'s Departments. He has been a member of the

Los Angeles Transportation Commission since 2001,

and is currently its Vice President.

Christopher Giza 1/2/2011 1/1/2015 Governor Professional

A member of the Commission since 2005, Dr. Giza

currently serves as an assistant professor at ®leAU

David Geffen School of Medicine, as a pedia
neurologist at UCLA's Mattel Children's Hospitaldaas

ric

a researcher at the UCLA Brain Injury Research &eit
Dr. Giza is board certified in neurology and child
neurology by the American Board of Psychiatry gnd
Neurology.




Dean Grafilo
Mr. Grafilo served as associate government relat]
director at the California Medical Association stay in

6/25/2012
on

2009. He served as chief of staff to Assemblymenjber

Warren Furutani from 2008 to 2009 and as se
legislative assistant for Assemblymember Albe
Torrico from 2004 to 2008. Mr. Grafilo was an orgaan
representative for Service Employees Internatid
Union Local 925 from 2003 to 2004 and an organiae
International Longshore and Warehouse Union Lg
142 from 1996 to 2001. He earned a Master of PU
Administration degree from the University
Washington.
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Governor
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Mary Lehman

Ms. Lehman has been a civil appeals attorney at dine
Offices of Mary A. Lehman since 1995. She was
attorney with Gray Cary Ware and Freidenrich L]
from 1991 to 2002. She was a professional boxen f
1999 to 2002, ranking as high as number nine in
world for her weight class. Lehman earned a J
Doctorate degree from the University of San Dig
School of Law.
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VanBuren Lemons
Dr. Lemons is a neurosurgeon and known as oneeo
nation's top medical experts in brain injuries thletes,
particularly amateur and professional fightersoPitb
becoming a member of the Commission, Dr. Lem
served on the Commission’s Advisory Committee
Medical and Safety Standards which worked
determine necessary minimum medical testing

reviewed important health and safety issues.
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Martha Shen-Uquirdez

Ms. Shen-Uquirdez has been CEO of USAsia s
2007. She was cross-cultural affairs expert for
Beijing Olympics Organization from 2006 to 20d
senior protocol officer with the California Southa
Economic Development Partnership from 1994 to 2
and court appointed arbitrator at the Superior €oiif
California, County of Los Angeles from 1994 to 19
Ms. Shen-Uquirdez was a judge pro tem for Los Aeg
County from 1994 to 1998, attorney and trainingezk|
with multiple police departments in Southern Catifa
from 1989 to 2004 and an attorney in private pcag
from 1986 to 2005. She served as a credentialeth@d
judge from 2000 to 2001. Shen-Uquirdez earned &
Doctorate degree from Whittier Law School.
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The Commission has two Committees in statute asdehtablished sport specific Sub-Committees at

its discretion:

* Advisory Committee on Medical and Safety Standastablished in statute, consists of six
licensed physicians and surgeons appointed by dinen@ission who meet for the purpose of
studying and recommending standards for contests.
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» Martial Arts Advisory Committe@stablished in statute and appointed at theetisorof the
Commission, is comprised of California resident®whve previously served as promoters,
fighters, trainers, managers or officials in kicklmg or full-contact martial arts events. In
2009, the Commission establishedfanateur MMA Sub-Committéleat met to discuss
whether the Commission should delegate its authtmitMMA oversight to a nonprofit
organization. It is not clear whether the AmateiMA Sub-Committee has been reestablished
or if it will meet regularly.

* Muay Thai Sub-Committdears from stakeholders and evaluates best pradticeegulating
this sport and ensuring the health and safetyloétss.

« Officials Sub-Committeeversees and evaluates proper training, educatidrpay of officials
with a focus on ensuring that officials have awas=nof and proficiency in California event
rules and regulations.

* Pension Plan Sub-Committeerks to ensure proper processes are followedlaidhe scope
of the contract with plan administrators is adheced

* Legislative Sub-Committesvaluates pending legislative proposals and worits
Commission staff on legislative issues relateceyutating combat sports.

The Commission is a member of the Association ofiBgp Commissions (ABC,) a federally
recognized association which promotes uniform heatid safety standards for boxing and MMA,
keeps accurate records of athletes and event oag;@ncourages adherence to and enforcement of
applicable federal laws and publishes medical eaidihg information for boxing and MMA
professionals. The ABC has federal oversight fodg. The Commission has voting privileges with
ABC and the current Executive Officer (EO) is a nbemof the ABC MMA Trainer Committee which
approves standards for MMA officials and trainePsior to the appointment of the current EO,
Commission representatives only attended one AB€&tingein 2011.

Budget

The Commission is funded through regulatory feaslmense fees. For each event held in California
that the Commission regulates, the Commission cslle “gate fee” from the event promoter, which is
a 5% fee on gross ticket sales for that eventioekceed $100,000. The Commission also collects a
“TV fee” from the event promoter if the event ihdcast on television, which is a 5% fee on the
revenue a promoter collects from broadcasting sighdt to exceed $25,000. The following is the pas
(since FY 2008/09), current and projected fund @ood of the Commission:

Fund Condition
(Dollars in Thousands) FY FY FY FY FY FY
2008/09 2009/10 2009/10 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14
Beginning Balance $ 942 $ 945 $ 811 $ 469 $23 $ 199
Revenues and Transfers $ 1,868 $1,755 $1,758 $ 1,386 $1,381 $ 1,385
Total Revenue $2,810 $ 2,700 $ 2,569 $ 1,855 $ 1,404 $ 1,584
Budget Authority $1,878 $1,991 $2,420 $ 2,390 $1,939 $1,939
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Expenditures $1,862 $1,812 $ 2,153 $1,832 $ 1,205 $1,125

Loans to General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0

Accrued Interest, Loans to

General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0

Loans Repaid From

General Fund 0 0 0 0 0 0
Fund Balance $ 948 $ 888 $416 $23 $ 199 $ 459

The Commission is currently operating according smlvency plan implemented last summer to
address a significant budget shortfall and theatho&no longer being able to conduct business and
meet its statutory mandates. The Commission isoaized to spend less than $1.2 million in

FY 2014/15. Substantial cuts to the Commission b@ympacting its ability to protect fighters and
effectively regulate the sports within its jurisitbtm. The drop in funding levels and requiremdats
significant expenditure reductions in order to 8@h adequate fund reserve have led to layoffs,
decreased commission presence at regulated evehtaianerous executive management vacancies.
The Commission has historically included athletispector wages as part of its enforcement
expenditures due to the calculations of athlespattor wages in those sums. The Commission’s
many budgetary struggles and problems, includiregmasyment to athletic inspectors and causes of
insolvency are discussed further in the “Currestés” section of this paper. The following is a

breakdown of expenditures by program componertt@flommission since FY 2008/09:

Expenditures by Program Component

FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12

Personnel Personnel Personnel Personnel

Services OE&E Services OE&E Services OE&E Services OE&E
Enforcement* $782,169 $555,426 $703,171 $595,392 $855,282 $632,630 $774,325 | $381,505
Examination N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Licensing $108,899 $ 69,932 $ 78,839 $ 66,726 $ 64,854 $105,035 $138,562 | $ 60,807
Administration ** $140,013 $89,913 $101,364 $ 85,790 $ 83,384 $135,046 $178,151 | $ 78,180
DCA Pro Rata $0 $115,853 $0 $178,785 $0 $174,533 $0 $211,709
Diversion N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
(if applicable)
TOTALS $1,031,080 $831,124 $883,375 $926,643 $1,003,520 | $1,047,244 | $1,091,038 $732,201

*Includes Athletic Inspector wages, travel and all AG, evidence/witness fees, and court reporter services.
**Administration includes costs for executive staff, commission, administrative support, and fiscal services.

The Commission has not formally discussed pursimaggases to its current fee schedule yet may

need to consider that option as part of its ongewejuation of available revenue.

Licensing

The Commission licenses a number of individualateel to the participation in, oversight for and
management of events in California. The Commisdimes not require arfgprmal education
requirements for licensure of fighters, promoteranagers, seconds, matchmakers, referees, judges
and timekeepers it licenses. Licensees must ppasdsast a certain level of skill to enable titem
safely compete against one another and demonkisate her ability to perform. Licensees who do
not fall into the combatant category such as referpidges, timekeepers and ringside physicians (wh
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are approved by the Commission) must have adefnateledge of laws and rules so as not to
jeopardize the health and safety of athletes. M@eysees must also pass competency exams
provided by the Commission unless they are licems@ther jurisdictions; however, it should be

noted that the Commission may not be requiring exana keeping records of exam results in licensee
files. Fighters must also pass medical examinatibat determine whether his or her health or gafet
may be compromised by licensure and participatican event.

The following are explanations of the Commissiditensee population, as defined in statute,
regulations and the Commission’s Standard Oper&imngedures within the Commission
Administrative Manual, as well as the licensingsfead numbers of licensees for each category:

» Fighter — Professional or amateur boxer or martial adistér or wrestler who engages in a
boxing or martial arts contest and who possessetafuental skills in his or her respective
sport. Prior to licensure, fighters are evaludtedhe Commission Chief Athletic Inspector
(Chief Al) and EO on their skills and experiencel&termine their status as an amateur or
professional and determine if they are qualifiebéca Commission licensee. The evaluation
may also occasionally include input from refergedges, and other regulators from the ABC.
A fighter must also undergo review by a physiciaersed in California to determine physical
and mental fitness for competitiod60 licensing fee)

FIGHTERS | FY 2008/09| FY 2009/10 FY 2010/1]L FY 2011/12
Issued 206 178 151 327
Renewed 648 777 906 560
Total 854 955 1057 887

Promoter — A corporation, partnership, association, indindor other organization which
conducts, holds, or gives a boxing or martial edistest, match or exhibition; an entity
licensed by the Commission finally responsibledorapproved event. Prior to licensure, a
promoter must demonstrate financial stability bgmding a recent Certified Public
Accountant (CPA) financial statement showing liqag$ets of at least $50,000 and by
providing the Commission with a surety bond ofeatsit $50,000. Applicants are required to
submit fingerprint cards or utilize the “Live Scasléctronic fingerprinting process in order to
obtain prior criminal history criminal record cleace from the California Department of
Justice (DOJ) and Federal Bureau of Investigatii), The Commission makes a final
determination as to whether an applicant shoulicbased as a promoteX000 licensing fee
for professional promoters and $250 licensing feeainateur promoters)

PROMOTERS | FY 2008/09| FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12
Issued 36 28 21 27
Renewed 33 38 43 34
Total 69 66 64 61

Manager — A person who is paid to act as the athlete’siagerepresentative, an individual
who directs or controls the professional boxingnartial arts activities of a fighter, an officer,
director, shareholder or organization which receim®re than 10 percent of a fighter’s purse
for services relating to the person’s participaiioan event. Prior to licensure, a manager
must include a statement of all persons connecitir] @r having a proprietary interest in, the
management of a fighter and the application musidpged under penalty of perjury by the
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sole proprietor, a general partner or officer & torporation or association. Managers must
submit changes in proprietary interest or sharedrslth writing. A manager must pass a
written exam administered by the Commission orftinedamentals of sports regulated by the
Commission, management of fighters and laws andatigns related to the sports. This
written exam requirement may be waived if the aggpit is licensed as a manager in another
state and has not been subject to disciplinarpa¢dl50 licensing fee)

MANAGERS | FY 2008/09| FY 2009/1Q FY 2010/11l FY 2011/12
Issued 46 39 33 50
Renewed 69 54 40 27
Total 115 93 73 77

Second- Also referred to as a “corner man,” a person aides and assists a fighter between
rounds. Prior to licensure, a second must passtimexam administered by the Commission
on the fundamentals of sports regulated by the Cigsiam and laws and regulations related to
the sports. Applicants for licensure as a secoust@so demonstrate the duties of second
before a Commission representative. Both the ewritind demonstration requirements may be
waived if the applicant is licensed as a secormhimther state and has not been subject to
disciplinary action($50 licensing fee)

SECONDS FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/41 FY 2011/p2
Issued 399 391 384 369
Renewed 1370 1390 1411 1392
Total 1769 1781 1795 1761

Referee— Also known as an official, a boxing or MMA reéeris a person who directs and
controls contests and enforces the rules govemicuntest, standing in the ring to ensure a
contest’s fairness and the fighters remain abotopete. Prior to licensure, referees and
judges are evaluated on skills, experience anditigi continuing education development, and
records of that individual’s historical accuracpgled on ABC judging surveys) when
available. The EO makes a recommendation to tmendssion about an individual's
suitability for licensure, however the Commissioak®s a final determination as to whether an
applicant should be licensed as a referee or jutlgdividuals who have taken the ABC
Certified Trainer courses and passed the accompai@ertified Trainer exam may have
increased desirability as an official in Californgaven the additional education and instruction
these applicants receive through the ABC coursefer@es for boxing and MMA must have:
two years documented experiences refereeing matioegshysically and mentally fit as
determined by a physician with at least 20/100ovish both eyes; be in good physical
condition, pass a written exam administered byGbmmission on the fundamentals of sports
regulated by the Commission and laws and regulatielated to the sports, demonstrate
competence by refereeing a match before a Commisspgyesentative and two licensed
referees and demonstrate competence in judgingdgyrjg at least 50 contests. These
requirements can be waived if the applicant isseal or approved as a referee by the World
Boxing Association, World Boxing Council, North Amigan Boxing Foundation for boxing
referee applicants and the Professional KickboXiggociation or the World Kickboxing
Association for MMA referee applicant$1(50 licensing fee)



REFEREES | FY 2008/09| FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2012/1
Issued 0 1 2 8
Renewed 20 19 23 35
Total 20 20 25 43

» Judge— A person who scores contests. Prior to licemnasra judge, an individual must have
been licensed in California for at least five yemnd pass a written exam administered by the
Commission on the fundamentals of sports regulayeitie Commission and laws and
regulations related to the sports. This writtearexequirement may be waived if the applicant
is a judge in another state or country and hadeeh subject to disciplinary action
($150 licensing fee)

JUDGES FY 2008/09| FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12
Issued 1 3 5 8
Renewed 25 30 36 32
Total 26 33 41 40

» Timekeeper— A person who keeps time for an event. Pridicensure, a timekeeper must
pass a written exam administered by the Commissiotine fundamentals of sports regulated
by the Commission and laws and regulations releteke sports. Applicants for licensure as a
timekeeper must also demonstrate the duties okeeyer before a Commission
representative. Both the written and demonstragguirements may be waived if the
applicant is licensed as a timekeeper in anotlae sind has not been subject to disciplinary
action $50 licensing fee)

TIMEKEEPERS | FY 2008/09| FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12
Issued 6 3 0 1
Renewed 8 10 13 11
Total 14 13 13 12

« Matchmaker — A person who proposes, selects and arranggbitaaind the fighters
participating in that event. Prior to licensurepatchmaker must pass a written exam
administered by the Commission on the fundamenofaports regulated by the Commission
and laws and regulations related to the sport®e eXam requirement may be waived if the
applicant is licensed as a timekeeper in anotlae sind has not been subject to disciplinary
action $200 licensing fee)

MATCHMAKERS | FY 2008/09| FY 2009/10 FY 2010/1L FY 2011/12
Issued 11 8 5 10
Renewed 10 7 5 3
Total 21 15 10 13

The Commission also approves physicians who aggadts to administer pre-fight medical
examinations for fighters and referees, serve iasgpy emergency care physicians during contests and
evaluate fighters after contests, recommendingampi@te medical testing and suspensions as
necessary.



Boxers are issued a federal identification cardi@fal ID) per the Federal Act and State Act that
contains a number assigned to the fighter, thediggdate of birth, height, weight and photo. Jée
Federal IDs are issued by the state commissiorhiohwa boxer resides and are valid for four years
from the date of issuance (the Commission issuder&élDs for California-based fighters). MMA
fighters may be issued a National IdentificatiomdC@ational ID) that contains a number assigned to
the fighter, the fighter’s date of birth, heighight and photo. National IDs can only be issugd b
state commission or tribal commission in good stagevith the ABC and while these are not
mandatory they are recommended by the ABC.

For boxing fighters, promoters and trainers, fight€om is the official national boxing registry
designated by the ABC in compliance with the Feldeca This online database provides information
on suspensions, information, and license revocstidiie Commission checks this database prior to
issuance of a license related to boxing and repartisomes from California to the database. For
MMA, mixedmartialarts.com, administered by Mixed tal Arts, LLC, is a database used by athletic
commissions under the ABC umbrella to verify ewasults and fighter suspension information as a
safety measure, so that fighters issued a medisgkesision in one state cannot fight in anotherriefo
serving the term of that suspension. In additomédical and administrative suspension data, the
database contains statistics, upcoming bout choilg,results, comments from commissions, and total
fighter bout results. This database also hasliigyao issue National IDs. The Commission reitgn
began consulting the database prior to issuanadioénse related to MMA.

The Commission may receive deficient applicatiomd works with applicants to obtain missing
information. While much of the evaluation of aretkground for an application approval takes place
in the Commission’s Sacramento office headquarters,to the fluidity of the sports regulated and
athletes participating in events, the Commissiol algo issue licenses at an event, or at the peatev
weigh-ins. The Commission has the ability to gtantporary licenses pending investigation of the
qualifications or fitness of an applicant, howevbese temporary licenses do not assume that an
applicant will meet the requirements of licensund enay be terminated in the event the Commission
denies licensure.

Enforcement

The Commission’s enforcement activity differs ghg&tom the scope, methods and procedures used
by other boards and bureaus within DCA. While p#hdities at DCA are subject to the
Administrative Procedures Act (APA), due to theunatof the Commission regulated sports and the
profession of fighters within these sports, the Gossion is not subject to APA but rather has direct
disciplinary authority to issue immediate suspemsiand fines to ensure violations by Commission
licensees are handled and reported quickly. Thar@igsion also has the ability to issue cease and
desist orders for unauthorized, illegal eventsdditon to the suspensions and license revocafmms
violations of the State Act and accompanying Corsmaisregulations and rules. The Commission
partners with the Office of the Attorney Genera)Awhen license revocations, suspension or
application denials are appealed. The Commisdsmanducts arbitrations for its licensees when
disputes arise within either the boxer-managerosebpromoter agreements and has sole authority
over these arbitration proceedings.

During the last four years, a total of 35 licensamjorcement matters were handled by the AG’s ©ffic
on behalf of the Commission. These matters cawsist arbitrations between boxers or MMA



fighters and their managers and/or promoters.dttitian, license suspensions or revocations based o
positive drug testing accounted for the administeaappeal cases before the Commission.

YEAR | ARBRITRATIONS APPEALS
2009 3 5
2010 2 8
2011 1 8
2012 2 6

The Commission’s citation and fine option allows tbommission to penalize licensees rather than
pursue formal discipline for less serious offensegffenses where probation or license revocason
not appropriate. According to the Commission,rttest common violations which result in a citation
and fine are:

* Weighing more than authorized for an approved &tnte
» Testing positive for marijuana.

» Testing positive for performance enhancement snbsta
» Testing positive for methamphetamine.

« Unlicensed activity as a promoter.

The Commission also aims to take action againstemsed activity, relying primarily on reports from
licensed stakeholders of any events or actionsajya¢ar to be unlicensed activity. The Commission
staff investigates complaints of unlicensed actjvieports of which may also come to the Commission
via a link on its website and scanning by the Cossion staff of popular boxing and MMA websites
and blogs for mention of illegal activity. Whenligensed activity does occur, the Commission staff
coordinates with DCA'’s Division of Investigation (@) or local law enforcement. The Commission
also issues cease and desist notices and lettiergtier deter illegal activity.

Recent Legislative History, Action and Audits

Federal Law, the Muhammad Ali Boxing Reform Act 8w Act) prohibits events from taking place
in a state without a regulatory commission unléssfight is regulated by either another state’s
commission or on sovereign tribal land. Regula&eehts result in higher levels of protection for
fighters than unauthorized or illegal events, idiadn to added revenue for the state and a bodineto
local economy where events take place.

In 2004, after a thorough review of the Commisstbr,Joint Legislative Sunset Review Committee
(JLSRC) and the DCA recommended only a one-yeansktn of the Commission to address
deficiencies in its operations. In 2005, the Cossmn still failed to address myriad personnel and
financial issues to an acceptable level so the Zmmmittee and the DCA recommended a sunset of
the Commission. No proposals surfaced to exteadttmmission that year and so on July 1, 2006,
the Commission’s duties were transferred to DCA igsmdperation continued as a bureau within DCA.
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In August 2006, following the July sunset of then@nission, the Legislature approved

SB 247 (Perata, Chapter 465, Statutes of 2006)hwieicreated the Commission on January 1, 2007, as
an independent board through July 1, 2009. Wh#eGommission was fraught with issues and
seemed to have continuous difficulty operatingaiiely, the key rationale for the reconstitutidn o

an independent, regulatory body included as follows

» Greater transparency and public accountability.

» Health and safety risks that rise in an unregulatedronment.
* Federal conformity.

« Potential for major economic losses to the state.

SB 963 (Ridley-Thomas, Chapter 385, Statutes o8p6ftended the sunset date on the Athletic
Commission and its Executive Officer from July 009 to January 1, 2011.

This Committee held an oversight hearing focusetherCommission in April 2010. At that time,
numerous operational deficiencies, fighter safesyeés and problems with amateur MMA regulation
were explored and discussed. In addition to adstrative issues that plagued the Commission, since
it was reconstituted in 2007, the Committee meminene especially concerned with the process and
procedures by which the Commission delegated ttsosity for amateur MMA regulation. SB 294
(Negrete McLeod, Chapter 695, Statutes of 201®reded the sunset date for one year, from January
1, 2011 to January 1, 2012.

The Commission was reviewed again by this Committ&#911 as part of the Sunset Review process.
At the time, the Commission appeared to be makimgesstrides in meeting the many challenges it
consistently faced with effective day-to-day openad, as well as appeared to be improving and en th
road to implementing necessary systems and proegdoirefficiently support its mission and statutory
health and safety promotion mandates. The Comomdgaially completed a Strategic Plan which was
submitted to the Legislature in December 2010, hajgilar meetings with little quorum problems and
filled vacancies in key leadership and staff posti It appeared that for the first time in maegng,

the Commission was not beleaguered with turmgidrsonnel, issues involving conflicts of interest,
and inappropriate activities on the part of stdthe Commission also reported that it was holding
more frequent and regular trainings and informatiaessions offered for field staff, covering a enor
consistent set of subjects, and finally convenimghi-annual training sessions as outlined in tatu
ensure that field staff understood their respofisés and duties relative to all applicable lawsla
regulations. The Commission went through the @ssmf updating regulations in the California Code
of Regulations to better conform to current pracaad strengthen oversight of athletes and events,
including clarifying rules for MMA. SB 543 (Pric€hapter 448, Statutes of 2011) extended the
sunset date for 2 years, from January 1, 2012rtoaly 1, 2014.

Reports of problems with Commission operationstaedpotential impact to fighters and licensees
continued to be raised during 2011 and 2012, th&t substantial stemming from the aforementioned
budget woes. As part of its role to investigatdamTlhe California Whistleblower Protection Act
(Whistleblower Act), the Bureau of State Audits @S3eported on improper governmental activities

by agencies and employees of the state in 201Bliginging overpayment by the Commission to 18
part-time field inspector staff totaling $118,7006rh January 2009 through December 2010, because it
inappropriately paid them an hourly overtime ratéher than an hourly straight-time rate for worgyth
performed. BSA completed a subsequent revieweofdbmmission in response to a request by the
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Joint Legislative Audit Committee (JLAC) in Junel2) the results of which are contained in a report
published March 2013State Athletic Commission: Its Ongoing Adminisitva Struggles Call Its
Future Into Question” The report found that: (1) The Commission’s saly plan may not be
practical; (2) The Commission does not track infation about projected revenue and expenditures in
a manner conducive to proper budgeting; (3) The i@msion does not receive all of the revenue due
from events and athletes; (4) Inspectors may ndbpe necessary health and safety regulatory
functions at events; and, (5) The Pension Funtli:iet administered properly. Simultaneouslye th
DCA conducted an internal audit of the Commisstbe,findings of which are contained in a report
published in March 2013California State Athletic Commission OperationalddAdministrative
Control Audit which also found numerous deficiencies in Commis®perations, particularly those
related to event regulation and revenue reconcibngvents.

PRIOR SUNSET REVIEWS: CHANGES AND IMPROVEMENTS

As noted above, the Commission was last review@®irl by this Committee. During the previous
sunset review, this Committee raised 8 issuesovBate actions which the Commission took over the
past 2 years to address many of the issues anchmeendations made, as well as significant changes
to the Commission’s functions. The vast majorityh@ key improvements to the Commission’s
administrative activities, procedures and operatiwere implemented in a very short period of time
under the leadership of the current EO who wasihirdNovember 2012. For those which were not
addressed and which may still be of concern toGlisimittee, they are addressed and more fully
discussed under “Current Sunset Review Issues.”

In December 2012, the Commission submitted itsiredwsunset report to this Committee. In this
report, the Commission described actions it hasrtance its prior review to address the
recommendations made by this Committee. Accortbripe Commission, the following are some of
the more important programmatic and operationahghs, enhancements and other important policy
decisions or regulatory changes made:

« Payments have been made to eligible boxers from thiRension Fund. The issue of lack of
appropriate effort by the Commission to track dahigible former boxers, in addition to lack
of pension payments over a number of years, wasdan every audit and oversight review of
the Commission. This Committee made various recentations about furthering the
outreach efforts of the Commission, echoed by ¢semt BSA report. While more work still
needs to be done, the Commission in the past fiuetins made three payouts to fighters who
attributed their awareness of eligibility to recentreach activity:

o Paymentto a homeless former boxer who fought ifdfinhe rounds, who had only a
few days left on an annual allotment of days a&m@a homeless shelter.

o Payment to another homeless former boxer who fo8@htifetime rounds.

o The Commission’s first ever early retirement fordisal purposes to a 45-year old
former boxer suffering from the degenerative bdisease chronic traumatic
encephalopathy, the symptoms of which include mgross, confusion, depression
and emotional outbursts

» Updated Strategic Plan The Commission completed a Strategic Plan fa&3228015 and has
already met some of the goals outlined within ttaep
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Recent improvements to cashiering and cash-handlingrocedures The Commission has
long faced criticism about the way payment is hadgincluding cash payments which could
go missing or be placed in insecure locations Uikidcked file drawers or safes with no key.
Beginning in November 2012, the Commission no lorageepts cash as a method of payment
and staff has been expressly forbidden from hagdlash on the Commission’s behalf.
Concerns have also been raised over the yearelydmmittee, DCA and BSA about
cashiering duties. Cashiering manuals and starafzgthting procedures have been created
and provided to staff. To ensure accountability eampliance with proper protocols, the
Commission recently separated several duties tetateashiering within the office that were
previously all handled by one individual so thatvrall mail is opened by someone other than
the cashier to ensure all checks are restrictigrtjorsed before handled by the cashier.
Checks are now required to be secured in an apgreeeure container in accordance with state
policy, and the Commission’s cashier is now reguteemake deposits on a timely basis. The
cashier is also now required to obtain a seconiéweance the Report of Collections is
completed to ensure all funds are properly accalfmteand reported in the correct account.

Creation of Administrative Manual. The Commission now, for the first time ever, has
standard operating procedures compiled in an adtrative manual for athletic inspector field
staff to use and refer to.

Training is happening and completion is recorded This Committee directed the
Commission that the quality of officials is critida protecting the health and safety of athletes
and as such, the Commission needed to immediatedyecstandards and evaluation
procedures for all staff, licensees, officials diettl representatives. The Committee
recommended that the Commission work with its robeswvork of athletes and officials to
provide guidance on this process and work withABE to determine best practices and
ensure compliance with any uniform standards.

After years of repeatedly failing to meet statutmeguirements for training, the Commission is
now holding inspector trainings and focusing tragnon many of the deficiencies identified in
prior reviews and audits of the Commission. Then@ussion is also working with the ABC to
utilize existing training infrastructure and staffhe Commission has also implemented
policies requiring officials working title fight®thave completed ABC or other approved
training courses and has begun to make some stiffranents based on the preparedness and
education of an official, further promoting the ionance of training and continuing education
to protect fighters. The Commission recently beg@mtaining a record of officials who have
taken the appropriate training courses and ensbatsompetent officials are assigned to
events by consulting these records, as well aainsfifrom assigning staff who have not
completed required and necessary training. Therfliesion is also in the process of working
with the ABC to receive approval of a referee tiragncourse, as well as working with the
national association to ensure the availabilitynofre approved trainers eligible to work in
California. The Commission also recognizes theealf officials and is looking at ways to
utilize qualified individuals to better train newdaexisting officials and is also working with
the ABC to make further training improvements.

Better systems for assigning staff This Committee was concerned about a lack a@rcle
comprehensive standards for credentialing, hitiragning, or evaluating staff, licensees and
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officials, findings which were also outlined in tB603 DCA audit and recommended that the
Commission implement standards and proper evaluasdhe basis for assignments. The
Commission made some slight improvements in thelpast remained unclear if the
Commission was able to demonstrate standards forsivbuld be allowed to oversee events,
and whether all licensed officials had been propedined, or are able to pass basic
proficiency exams. The Commission is now usingedsite geared toward effective athletic
event management and making assignments basedabtistsed criteria, such as participation
in required training. The Arbiter Sports websigsiats the Commission by quickly locating the
nearest inspectors to each event which greatlyribomés to reductions in staff travel costs, an
issue which has plagued the Commission.

Issuing Federal IDs prior to events The Commission has been criticized for problems
associated with issuance of Federal IDs, inclutlegrecent DCA audit which examined a
random sampling of boxers’ files and Federal IDsgimig in 27 of 28 files. While the
Commission historically provided Federal IDs atr@geadding to the event workload and
dedicated time of staff, it recently implementeglodicy to issue IDs prior to events so that
fighters participate with a federal number andettblinspector work at events can be
streamlined. The Commission has recently partnergdDCA’s DOI to also issue IDs at DOI
field offices throughout the state.

Event files have improved and reporting timelines ehanced The Commission recently
obtained laptops for use in the field at eventslzasiworked to reduce paperwork processing
in the field. Lead inspectors utilize an interfidlho’s Who” document that ensures necessary
items are in place before a fighter is clearedaidigipate and events are authorized to take
place. Prior to a fighter participating in an elyeéhe EO and lead inspectors assigned to an
event now check all possible suspension lists pleltimes to ensure fighter safety and that
athletes are not suspended in another jurisdittianthe individual did not report to the
Commission. Previously, the Commission struggtecetoncile its information with the
national suspension database, resulting in confuaml potential fighter harm. The
Commission is also now making timely reports ofrév@itcomes, including medical
suspensions, to necessary national databases. the®Q signs off on all fight results which
are submitted to both fightfax and mixedmartialadm within 48 hours of completion of the
event.
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CURRENT SUNSET REVIEW ISSUES

The following are unresolved issues pertainindite Commission, or areas of concern for the
Committee to consider, along with background infation concerning the particular issue. There are
also recommendations the Committee staff have megigding particular issues or problem areas
which need to be addressed. The Commission dred imtterested parties, including the professions,
have been provided with this Background Paper andespond to the issues presented and the
recommendations of staff.

COMMISSION ADMINISTRATION ISSUES

ISSUE #1: (OUTDATED TECHNOLOGY SYSTEMS AND THE IMPLEMENTATI ON OF
BreEZe.) The Commission historically has had woefly outdated systems and still uses paper
for many procedures at events. The Commission ids® included in thelast phase of the rollout
for the DCA’s new computer system, the BreEZe Proj.

Background: The DCA is in the process of establishing a newgrdted licensing and enforcement
system, BreEZe, which would also allow for liceresand renewal to be submitted via the internet.
BreEZe will replace the existing outdated legacstams and multiple “work around” systems with an
integrated solution based on updated technolodne gbal is for BreEZe to provigal the DCA
organizations with a solution for all applicantdkang, licensing, renewal, enforcement, monitoring,
cashiering, and data management capabilitiesdditian to meeting these core DCA business
requirements, BreEZe will improve the DCA'’s servioghe public and connect all license types for
an individual licensee. BreEZe will be web-enabktbwing licensees to complete applications,
renewals, and process payments through the Intefliet public will also be able to file complaints,
access complaint status, and check licensee infmmaThe BreEZe solution will be maintained at a
three-tier State Data Center in alignment with eariState IT policy.

In November of 2009, the DCA received approvalhaf BreEZe Feasibility Study Report (FSR),
which thoroughly documented the existing technatedrtcomings at the DCA, and how the BreEZe
solution would support the achievement of the DO/gs0us business objectives. The January 2010
Governor’s Budget and subsequent Budget Act inclddeding to support the BreEZe Project based
on the project cost estimates presented in the FSR.

According to the DCA, staff from all of the DCA’®ards and bureaus have participated in
development and testing of BreEZe and continueotead To date, there is no current, viable
information system for the Commission, nor doepjptear one will be available anytime in the near
future, that encompasses all licensees, includifggmation which is the basis for licensure anditgbi
to participate in events and captures particulaotofficials. The DCA reported at numerous
Commission meetings that executive managementwtaffworking at the Commission to create new
systems, yet the only result appears to be a Mifrdscess database for licensing information that
does not have any web-interface, and still reliegl@ta entry of information from paper forms,
resulting in the possibility that key informatiobaut licensees is overlooked and that records@re n
complete. Even the recent DCA internal audit reggbthat the Commission relies mostly on paper
files, does not have an adequate system to marpinations and because of their unique needs &iill b
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one of the last recipients of BreEZe technology udtil very recently, it was not unheard of for
licensees to provide materials at events proviagjttiey are in fact licensed, such as carryingaipg
for renewal to show staff that they have met liceariteria.

In addition to the lack of available systems, therstill some concern about how flawed files fram
handwritten and paper based record system wilebenrciled to be a part of a new, functional system
when that is ultimately available. It is also wwa whether the old laptops currently used by
Commission staff at events will be supported bylIGA information technology staff and systems, as
well as connect to the new BreEZe system. Additligntransmittal of key licensee information,

event results, and up-to-date performance spetdiostional databases, for the purpose of
matchmaking in this state and others, can be neggimpacted by the lack of technology availalde t
the Commission and lack of sound records it is tibblkeeep. The Commission may be limited by its
ability to achieve information technology efficiees, also recommended by the BSA in its recent
report, by issues within the DCA Office of Infornmat Systems and a focus on implementing BreEZe,
which will not be available to the Commission fon@amber of years.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should provide an update of antidipatimelines,

existing impediments and the current status of Bi&& as well as any intermediate efforts underway
intended to improve the Commission’s informatioratking systems, as well as any efforts the DCA
is taking to assist the Commission in improving s current paper based record system and
outdated technology systems.

ISSUE #2: (PROBLEMS RELATED TO ATHLETIC INSPECTORS.) Polic ies and
procedures related to athletic inspector trainingassignments and pay are not consistent with the
Commission’s health and safety mandate. The Comnsi®n has consistently struggled to define
standards for training, hiring and assigning inspetors and only very recently began
implementing procedures to properly utilize athletc inspectors, but now faces significant
challenges in its ability to staff events as necesy.

Background: Athletic inspectors are key players in the Consimois's ability to safely oversee events.
The Commission reported during its previous SuRsstew that it had made improvements in its
operations through “optimum utilization of resows’tand was managing business with a small staff
and safely overseeing events through its use tétathnspectors. Multiple audits and reports have
found that imotthe case and the Commission still struggles witihdy assigning and evaluating
inspectors. Many of the Commission’s recent bualyethallenges are directly related to overpayment
to its athletic inspectors.

These part-time officials are assigned to oversemus aspects of events held throughout the state
and uphold the laws and rules governing these svdnspectors are based in Northern and Southern
California and have historically not been assigbased on objective evaluations of performance or
proximity to events but rather in an inconsistemreliable manner. For example, inspectors from
Northern California have been assigned to workvahts in Southern California and vice versa, which
has historically created a perception of uneqeattnent, potential favoritism by Commission
leadership staff, and most importantly, greatly@ased Commission expenditures due to excessive
travel costs. (According to budget documents abdak as 2009, the Commission overspent its Fiscal
Year 2008-09 budget by about $150,000, which eken,tstaff reported could stem from the
Commission’s improper assignments of field repregeres.) Some full-time Commission staff and
employees of other state agencies also serve airparinspectors, an issue which will be discussed
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further as part of the Commission’s budget and gipgn In September 2010, the Commission’s staff
recommended, and the Board voted, to seek legislé&di cap the number of licensed officials based on
unspecified economic conditions. The action apgubér be an attempt to get around implementing
proper standards and proper evaluation as the tfmsaissignments and was another example of the
Commission not taking necessary steps to ensutgyqwéhin its inspector field, which in turn lead

to quality in its oversight of events. The Comnaasalso faced scrutiny for its use of volunteeaiffst

in 2012 due to budget challenges in but it is warckehat qualifications those individuals had tosser
how they were used, whether they were trained isdurther unclear whether the Commission had
the authority to even use volunteers.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should explain how it hires, assigarsd evaluates
inspectors. The Commission should explain how étermines the number of necessary athletic
inspectors assigned to an event to ensure fightealth and safety. The Commission should discuss
its criteria for determining how many inspectors ahld be assigned to an event and how the
inspectors’ performance is evaluated.

ISSUE #3: (PROBLEMS WITH PERCEPTION ARISE BY POTENTIALLY
UNAUTHORIZED ACTIONS BY THE COMMISSION’S STAFF.) How does the Commission
address activities by staff that may not be appropate?

Background: As previously stated, the Commission uses fiefitesentatives such as inspectors,
physicians, judges and referees to monitor andaegbouts throughout the state. It is not clelaatwv
efforts the Commission takes to ensure proper aoi@gsional behavior of all staff, including part-

time officials, nor is it clear what recourse then@mission has when staff acts unprofessionally or
inappropriately. For example, in June 2011, a Casion athletic inspector issued what appears to be
a personal letter of recommendation on Commisstierhead that was not approved or endorsed by
the Commission or executive staff. While an inatdée this may not directly impact the

Commission and its role, the Commission has a respiity to maintain impartiality and promote
fairness in the sports it oversees, which may fiedit by perceptions of potential undue influence

and access to Commission staff.

Internal Commission information, memos and poli@esalso regularly made public through the
media and websites dedicated to boxing and MMA twiniay undermine the Commission’s role and
work it is undertaking. While transparency andropecess to information are a hallmark of an
independent board like the Commission, and timedgaimination to stakeholders is an important part
of the Commission’s work, some of the material ibgiublicly available does not appear to be
intended for public distribution and may violatévacy laws by identifying individuals by name.

The recent DCA audit also found that the Departisaergpotism policy may have been violated, with
no forms on record documenting familial relatiopshbetween known family members serving as
athletic inspectors. That report noted that “nigpotcould affect or adversely influence assignments
upward mobility of other employees and the safétgwvents, morale and the fair and impartial
supervision and evaluation of athletic inspectors.”

The Athletic inspector’s staff may have also actadrofessionally at an event in 2012 by challenging
a member of the public to a fight.
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Staff Recommendation: The Commission should explain what policies it hasplace to ensure
that field staff is not attempting to act on the @wnission’s behalf. It would be helpful for the
Committee to understand what recourse the Commissiad executive management at the
Commission have in dealing with potential acts ofomgdoing. The Commission should outline
efforts it is taking to properly document familiaklationships amongst its staff and whether
nepotism has led to problems or complaints. Then@aission should inform the Committee of any
efforts it is taking to include a code of professia conduct in its training.

ISSUE #4: (COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS GOVERNING OPEN MEETINGS, GI FT
REQUIREMENTS AND CONFLICTS OF INTEREST.) The Commi ssion has struggled with
requirements for proper notice and posting of meetigs, as well as the availability of agendas and
meeting materials. The Commission has also gonedkaand forth over the past four years on the
issue of accepting gifts and whether tickets to emts the Commission oversees should be
considered gifts. There has also been a problemtiwviCommission members filing conflict of
interest reports to the Fair Political Practices Conmission (FPPC).

Background: The conduct of the Commission’s meetings have lbaad into question on occasion.
In June 2012, the Commission held a meeting taudstdelegating authority to the Chair and Vice
Chair to act on behalf of the Commission with relg@arthe budget.” It is not clear if proper notfoe
that meeting was posted, nor is it clear if the tmgamet the legal criteria to be held as “specal”
“emergency” meeting. Because the Commission digpraperly provide notice of that meeting, it had
to hold a follow up meeting to ensure actions cdaddaken. The Commission also has faced
challenges providing meeting agendas to meetingaagges and Commission members have
expressed concern in the past at their own lagkegaredness for meetings because they were not
provided the rather lengthy meeting packets in ghdime to review the materials.

The Commission has also gone back and forth si@08 @n the issue of Commission members
accepting tickets to events for family and friendis.July 2009, the DCA Legal Counsel prepared a
memorandum which expressed concern that Commissganbers had for years been accepting passes
and tickets to events for family members and freewithout reporting those as gifts to the FPPCe Th
issue of gifts and acceptance of tickets becomes more significant due to the rules for record
keeping and reconciling by promoters and the Comionisof complimentary tickets. Specifically,
complimentary tickets must be printed with a faedse dollar amount and have the words
“Complimentary — Not to be sold” stamped on th&dic The Commission adopted a no-gift policy in
late 2009 based on the DCA legal recommendationsaues of perceived conflicts of interest that
arise from the acceptance of free passes, anddietlin its 2010 Board Member Administration
Manual that “a gift of any kind to commission mems&om licensees or applicants for licensure is
not permitted.” The policy did not prevent the Guission members from receiving complimentary
tickets to attend events in an official capacityarinformation gathering purposes. The Commissio
discussed changing this policy many times, andd/ot012 to allow members to accept gifts in the
form of passes, so long as the total dollar amaast not beyond the maximum allowed annually for
FPPC purposes. It would be helpful for the Coneeitio understand the Commission’s current
policies and practices related to gifts.

The BSA also raised the issue of the Commissioordlict of interest policy. The report identified
multiple Commission members who did not submitrtB&@atements of economic interest upon leaving
office, as required by law and also acknowledggdiBcant miscommunication between the DCA and
the Commission staff about the filing of this imgamt information. The BSA recommended that the
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Commission notify DCA when employees or officersuame leave to ensure proper disclosure of
potential conflicts of interest and also recommehith@t the DCA improve its policies and procedures
in order to maintain compliance with the FPPC rules

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should explain how it complies widphen meetings
requirements in California, including impediment®tensuring proper notice of meetingsd what
direction the DCA provides the Commission with reda to conducting meetings? It would be
helpful for the Committee to learn about any Comrsiign policies restricting representatives and
staff from engaging in activity that could be comaed as being in conflict with the Commission’s
public protection role, such as betting on evenégulated by the Commission. The Commission
should inform the Committee of its current rulesleging to, and stance on, the acceptance of
complimentary passes and tickets for family ancefids. The Commission should inform the
Committee as to who is subject to the FPPC repartrequirements and whether those requirements
should be expanded to others working for the Comsiug.

ISSUE #5: (PAYMENT TO NATIONAL DATABASE.) States rely on i nformation contained
in national databases about fighter eligibility toparticipate in bouts. The Commission was found
to be behind in payments for its required dues tolte national MMA database.

Background: The Commission relies on information about fighitealth and safety and bout results
contained in national databases yet has nevelimaidhe national MMA database, nor reported
California results appropriately until very recgntlin late 2012, the Commission was notified that
was far behind in payments to ensure its partimpah the national database for MMA. The national
database, run by Mixed Martial Arts, LLC under thespices of the ABC, ensures that fighters issued
a medical suspension in one state are not autlioiazigght in another state and potentially hareirth
health and welfare until they have served the t@frtheir suspension. While the new EO raised this
issue at a Commission meeting and received apphmrmalmembers to explore payment to ensure use
of the database, it would be helpful for the Coneeitto know the status of those discussions, ds wel
as have confirmation that important fighter heaiformation is being reported to, as well as acegss
from, the database.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should explain the status of its pagnts to utilize the
mixedmartialarts.com database. The Commission ddozlarify whether a fee on promoters for
MMA events will pay for this.

ISSUE #6: (EVENTS HELD ON TRIBAL LAND.) What is the Commis sion’s role in events
held within the state of California on tribal lands?

Background: Issues have arisen in the past concerning spfeblems and potentially dangerous
bouts taking place on federal tribal land. Evemtdribal land are not considered to be events imeld
California that require Commission oversight buhea the Commission may regulate these events at
the request of the tribal council or promoter h¢dan event on tribal land. The Commission oversee
these events upon request from the promoter @l teiuncil, the authority for which is confirmed
through a contract to provide services that the Dé€tyal counsel keeps on file. For each of the esven
the Commission oversees on tribal lands, it takesflat rate of $4200; $3000 to the Commission’s
Administrative Support Fund, $600 to the Pensiond=and $600 to the Neuro Fund. According to
the Commission, when it regulates an event onltldmals, the same medical, health and safety
standards exist as they would for any other eventtommission regulates. There are the same
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requirements for a promoter to have insurancesdnee requirements for the presence of a physician
and the same requirements for availability of atalance. Results from events held on tribal land
are posted to national databases.

It is not clear what role the Commission playsdeents that take place on tribal lands which the
Commission does not regulate and how it reconcdsslts from these events.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should explain to the Committee hibworks to promote
important health and safety standards for all evenh the state, including those which are held on
tribal lands and not directly overseen by the Comnssion. The Commission should provide an
estimate of how many of these events it regulated how many take place with no oversight.

COMMISSION BUDGET ISSUES

ISSUE #7: (THE COMMISSION WAS VIRTUALLY INSOLVENT AND NO ON E KNEW.)
The Commission had a fund balance of only $23,00@Hars in June 2012 and yet those
responsible for oversight of the Commission’s budgevere unaware of the impending problem,
including the Commission members.

Background: In June 2012, the DCA budget staff reported to @@rion members that it faced a
deficit of nearly $700,000 by the end of FY 2018.a letter to the Commission’s then-EO, the
Director of the DCA stated that “without the alyiltb pay for even basic services, the Commission
will have no choice but to cease operation immetijaand cancel or postpone indefinitely all
Commission regulated events.” There was widespsbadk on behalf of the staff and the
Commission members about the budget situationtandinclear how a public entity operating within
the structure of a Department under a state agembyella could have continued to spend money
without any oversight or checks. It is also unciéthe Commission’s budget problems are related t
insufficient revenue collection, excessive spending combination of both.

The Commission used to receive regular budget tefrmm the DCA staff during the tenure of
interim EOs, including a DCA retired annuitant dadner EO of other boards. In 2012, the DCA
again offered to assign staff to assist the Comomnssith resolving its budgetary problems during a
Commission meeting; however it is unclear whenDEA stopped providing assistance related to
budget development and approval. It would be o the Committee to better understand how
budgets are created by semi-autonomous boards &QA and what role the DCA budget staff play
in advising boards when they are not doing propeoanting.

It is unclear how both the Commission staff andrtteanbers were so unprepared for budget
insolvency, considering the discussion at nume@arsmission meetings since 2010 about the
budget, and specific discussions about how athiesigectors are and should be paid. At multiple
meetings, the then EO sought clarity on how to eriypgpay inspectors, and ultimately requested a
legal opinion from the DCA counsel to determinth# Commission was paying field staff properly
and what rules applied to payments of full-timaestamployees working with the Commission on a
part-time basis. The legal opinion was also prieseat a Commission meeting and it was outlined to
members that the DCA believed the Commission netapdy overtime and reimburse travel costs to
those athletic inspectors who were also employeterstate civil service. Yet, the BSA audit and
examination by Committee Staff of Commission megtiminutes showed that Commission members
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were never directly informed abgoitoblemswith spending and did not fully understand howicai
problems were.

In response, the BSA acknowledged that the Comamigsiembers have a responsibility to oversee the
Commission’s financial condition. The BSA repddahighlighted current efforts underway which
may help the Commission become solvent, includingw August 2012 legal opinion from the DCA
that reverses the prior legal opinion and clarifiest in fact the Commission cannot pay overtime to
athletic inspectors who have a primary job with 8tate in a different capacity and that inspectors’
travel time to and from events is likely not comgale. While the Commission and EO now
communicate regularly, often multiple times per,dawould be helpful for the Committee to
understand how a situation like what the Commis&aged last year ultimately occurred.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should update the Committee on stefsstaking to
ensure proper oversight of its budget and propentounication.

ISSUE #8: (LACK OF STAFFING.) The Commission is now operaing according to a
solvency plan that may not be feasible for it to dds job.

Background: During its last Sunset Review, the Commission regabthat it had made significant
improvements in hiring key staff and filling vacés; an issue that was raised during prior Sunset
Reviews and audits. However, the recent budgsitugtion of the Commission, coupled with the
solvency plan implemented to avoid issues such@setdiscussed above, have left the Commission
woefully understaffed. The Commission previousheth Assistant Executive Officers, for example,
with backgrounds in board administration and faamity with the DCA who were able to help guide
some of the internal office operations for the Cassimon. It is not clear how the Commission will
respond to and implement recommendations contameuailtiple audits and from this Committee,
while also pursuing a legislative agenda, meetismigtatutory requirements and most significantly
overseeing the health of fighters participatingwents throughout the state.

As indicated, the athletic inspector’s staff aitical component of the Commission’s ability to
oversee safe events. Inspectors facilitate kegasmf an event, including all of the pre-bout
activities like weigh-ins and proper hand wrappamgl ensuring only authorized individuals are in
locker rooms. Inspectors also must be presemntderdor fighters to get paid after a fight. Ibtéew
athletic inspectors are assigned to an event,igbyefr safety protections may be overlooked. The
Commission reported that under the original solyguan, it was very difficult to adequately regalat
and oversee events with orityree inspectorassigned to each event. The Commission beliéses t
ideal number of athletic inspectors assigned tewvamt is five to six, an estimate also supportethby
recent DCA audit. According to the Commissionefte six inspectors allows for two inspectors per
locker room, a ringside inspector, and a lead iogpe The Commission is now typically working
with four inspectors per event by making interriafts such as requiring a referee who is present bu
not in the ring overseeing a bout to assist withrthgside inspections, a practice common in other
states. The EO or the Chief Al may also servéaddad inspector for an event when they are in
attendance, further reducing the need to assigti@u athletic inspectors.

The Commission has also streamlined procedurdeeifigld to reduce the amount of time and staff
resources necessary to conduct business and reg@approval for a lead inspector to work more
than five hours at a weigh-in and more than ningrfiat an event. While the Commission’s spending
authority has appropriately been decreased, itavbalhelpful for the Committee to understand
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whether some additional modifications may be nemgsand spending authority increased to hire staff
who will be key to making the Commission successfithe Commission recently began posting
notices in gyms throughout the state about athiegsipector staff opportunities as a means of enguri
quality staff, but also achieving cost savings byemploying state employees.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should explain whether it can effieely protect fighters
and oversee events with its current spending auttyoand other staffing needs it has to improve
operations and promote fighter safety

ISSUE #9: (INABILILTY TO FORECAST COSTS AND REVENUES GENERA TED FROM
EVENTS.) The Commission has consistently strugglet properly evaluate the cost of
overseeing an event, including staff pay, and maldecisions related to event management based
on anticipated revenue.

Background: The Commission has come under scrutiny for yeayardéng challenges in properly
evaluating what it costs to oversee an event amdrhoch revenue an event brings in. It remains
unclear how much revenue an event generates artdheéhactual cost to the Commission is for
managing events. The Commission has never cortlactemprehensive analysis of revenue and
expenditures and it is becoming increasingly cleat the Commission lacks the necessary resources
and compensation to safely monitor events. Addily, it appears that the Commission was
consistently making faulty revenue projections tliate not supported by data or trend analysis. The
Commission was also making large overpaymentseaathletic inspector’s staff that it did not
anticipate nor account for in its projections.

In its Sunset Report, the Commission stated thatigntly implemented a new revenue and
expenditure tracking and projection methodologyl. eents are categorized into six different
classifications based on the amount of projectedmee. Event costs are projected based on the
number of athletic inspectors assigned. Each mithEO reconciles the actual event revenues and
expenses with our projections. Additionally, then@nission developed a revenue forecasting
methodology that accurately predicted total eveménue for each of the prior two fiscal years. The
Commission plans to use the new forecasting made¢lp predict our revenue for the current fiscal
year and is tracking those figures according te tiew system to ensure that expenditures remasn les
than revenues.

The Commission may not be able to adequately preglilenues over time in the manner that other
licensing boards do, given the fluid nature of @@nmission licensing revenues and fluctuations in
the sports that may dictate when events do or dtake place. However, the Commission is facing
such a dire budget situation that it may be necgdsathe Commission to seek fee increases for the
licensing categories it does have, as well as colip-front monies from promoters to cover initial
costs of event oversight. The Commission also sieeéstablish standards to determine, in general,
how much it costs to put on certain events baseckdain criteria; for example, the burden on the
Commission of overseeing a large scale event willlifferent than what is required to manage a small
event or an event held on tribal land where the @@sion may play a limited role. It is not cleawh
many events the Commission holds, the monies d¢etldtom events and whether the Commission
does in fact obtain all of the revenue it is due.

This issue was highlighted in the recent BSA whitdied that the Commission did not begin to
consistently track revenues and expenditures agsocivith each event that it regulates until Januar
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2013, leaving the Commission at a disadvantageying to assess how events it regulates affect its
financial condition. BSA recommended that the Cassion develop procedures and written
guidelines to ensure that it tracks informatiomied to all events and associated revenues and
expenditures.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission needs to explain how it will effeetly oversee events and
determine the necessary expenditures it needs t&arta ensure fighter safety and proper
management of bouts.

PROTECTION OF ATHLETES

ISSUE #10: (DOES CALIFORNIA NEED A FIGHTERS BILL OF RIGHTS?) Legislative
attempts to further protect MMA fighters in contrac ts with promoters have not been successful.
Is it necessary to specify fighters’ rights in staite to ensure fighter health, safety and welfare or
are there actions the Commission can take adminisitively to ensure fighters are aware of
available resources, protections and responsibilgs of promoters? Are there uniform standards
and practices supported by ABC that the Commissiogan implement?

Background: The Commission exists to promote and protect #adth and safety of fighters it
licenses and others who engage in sports the Cammisversees. This includes professional fighters
who enter into contracts with promoters, as welmsiteur fighters. The bulk of the State Act and
provisions in the rules and regulations governiogn@ission operations are in place to achieve frghte
health and safety goals, as well as promote fasrivethe contracts of professional athletes. The
Commission has also undertaken efforts in the foasteate an awareness amongst fighters about
dangers of dehydration and other medical conditiprecautions for concussion injuries and certain
rights a fighter has in California. Specificaltie Commission staff drafted a pamphlet three years
ago that was to be made available to professiamais so that the Commission was directly
providing important information to athletes. Thack of the pamphlet included the following bill of
rights, as adopted by the ABC:

The Professional Boxers’ “Bill of Rights”

1. You have the right to be treated in a professiomahner and to be fully informed about all

aspects of your sport.

You have the right to have all terms of any coritveith a promoter or manager in writing.

You have the right to have all contracts read aquagned to you, either by the local

Commission representative or anyone of your chgo@ircluding an attorney).

4. Before any bout, you have a right to know your apgrd’s name, their record, the weight class

of the bout, the number of rounds of the bout, tiedamount of your purse, including any

travel or training expenses. To check on any Bexecord, including your own, contact Fight

Fax at (856) 396-0533.

You have a right to review, obtain and keep copfeany of your contracts.

You have a right to directly receive any and aijrpants from a bout as set forth in your bout

agreement.

7. You have the right to receive a written post-badoanting from either the promoter or your
manager or both which shows how the total amougbaf purse was distributed. If you have
any deductions taken from your purse you haveiti to ask for a written accounting of what
the deductions were, and why they were deducted fraur purse.

W

oo
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8. You have a right to have a doctor at ringside lairaks as well as emergency medical
personnel and/or an ambulance present at the docatiall times.

9. You have a right to have medical insurance coveasimginjuries resulting from a bout and to
know the name of the insurance company and the aihodoverage being provided.

10.You have the right to hire individuals of your cb®ito serve as your managers, trainers, or
seconds. You are not required to hire any indiidin order to obtain a bout.

11.You have a right to know why your ranking with asgnctioning body has changed and the
reasons for this change. This may be done ingiid the organization and requesting why
your ranking has been changed. The organizatiast regpond to you, in writing, within seven
days.

12.You have a right to appeal any and all suspensaodgo be informed about exactly why you
were suspended and the length of your suspen3iortheck if you are on the National
Suspension List, go to www.fightfax.com and clickSuspensions (a fee applies).

13.You have a right to contact your local Commissiothe Association of Boxing Commissions
to report any violations, ask any questions or segkadvice.

Many other states provide information like thatabddirectly to fighters as part of their licensing
application packet or include fighters rights interals provided to fighters at events. It woué b
helpful for the Committee to better understandGeenmission’s current practices related to
dissemination of this important information to boxand MMA fighters. It would also be helpful for
the Committee to learn of any uniform standards@adtices adopted by the ABC and encouraged to
be used by Commissions throughout the nation, #saw@ny Federal legislative efforts to includesth
in the Federal Act.

Last year, AB 2100 (Alejo) attempted to create a Mfighter’s bill of rights in statute. Accordingt

an analysis prepared by the Assembly Committeertsy Entertainment, Sports, Tourism and Internet
Media, the measure was introduced to ensure protect the MMA athletes in California and prevent
mistreatment of these individuals. The Author gsskthat the bill would ban certain exploitative
contracting practices that violate athletes' freedo work and their ability to support their farasi

The Author stated that many California MMA fightdérave retired after suffering multiple
concussions, bone fractures, muscle tears, nemagkaand spine injuries, which threaten their gbili
to earn a living and support their families as theyw older. The bill would have required that the
Commission, in consultation with the ABC, estabbligtu enforce a professional code of conduct and
that persons seeking payment as promoters must spaidied disclosures to the Commission prior to
being compensated.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should provide an update on infornagt it provides to
boxers and MMA fighters about certain protectionsely are eligible for in their professional
relationship with promoters, as well as other basights they have as fighters in this state. The
Commission should discuss whether it believes d@udtay provision is necessary. The Commission
should discuss outreach efforts of this nature iaps to take. The Committee may wish to require
the Commission to include MMA fighters in the Pewsi Fund to provide additional opportunities
for the individuals that choose a professional caran the sport.
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ISSUE #11: (PREGNANCY TESTS.) Should the Commission requir@regnancy tests for
female athletes prior to licensure?

Background: The Commission and consumer advocates have loeeerted for many years about

the Commission’s lack of pregnancy testing for fenahletes and as such the Commission has made
several attempts to mandate pregnancy tests, riameich have been successful. As an alternative to
a testing requirement, in 2001, the Commission ldgeel a notice that was provided to all female
boxers before each bout. The Commission wantetl ttee very least inform female boxers of the
dangers associated with boxing if pregnant andtergially prevent female boxers from fighting

while pregnant. The notice, “What Can HappenRight When | am Pregnant?” included possible
medical effects of fighting while pregnant and macoended pre-fight testing.

The Commission sponsored AB 972 (Runner, 2005) viiandated pregnancy testing for female
fighters. The Commission stated that pregnandintesvas a basic protection for female athletes and
a key initiative to promote women’s health, asegpant fighter engaging in a bout could damage her
own body as well as her unborn child. At the tithe, Commission also asserted that “all major
boxing commissions in the United States requirgmaecy testing,” many of which have found on
“multiple occasions that female boxing applicaetsted positive on pregnancy tests.”

The Commission’s efforts faced resistance fromAG&U related to privacy concerns, as well as the
American College of Obstetrics and Gynecology whitdied at the time that its “guidelines about
activity during pregnancy do not directly addressfg@ssional athletes and, in general, physicians
advise women to not use pregnancy as a time tortakgean ambitious new exercise regimen;
however, women that have been previously very a@re encouraged to continue with modifications
as the women find necessary.” It would be helfduthe Committee to receive an update on the
status of the Commission’s efforts to require peeqy testing as well as any new data related to
testing.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should report on its efforts to regupregnancy testing.
The Commission should explain whether female atlelet/oluntarily take pregnancy tests prior to
fights. The Committee may wish to pursue requiripgegnancy tests for female athletes as a female
athlete safety measure.

ISSUE #12: (CONCERNS ABOUT EXTREME MEASURES FIGHTERS UNDERGO TO
MAKE WEIGHT.) What happens to a fighter who does rot weigh-in with the expected number
or within the range agreed to before a bout? Whais the status of the Commission’s weight
study?

Background: Recent reports in the media and concern raiseldbommission members and staff
about the drastic efforts fighters take to meeiverequirements led the Commission to conduct a
weight study for the MMA athletes. In a 2008 Timesarticle, significant and dangerous weight loss
efforts were reported, often resulting in dehydnatand other health effects. The practice of psin
large amount of weight in a short period of timepto a weigh-in, then gaining weight back in 2%
hours leading up to a fight can affect the outcafne fight. According to information provided byet
Commission, studies have shown that drastic welghtations can hinder a fighter's performance and
be dangerous to a fighter’s health and increaspdtential risk of injury. Th&A Timeshighlighted

one athlete’s 17 pound loss in 19 hours leadingpupfight.
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Under the study, the Commission conducted offisiigh-ins the day before the event, and then
asked fighters to voluntarily weigh in again thetgay, recording the weights to see the amount of
deviation from the day before. The Commissiortusliging adopting random and official two-day
weigh-ins and is considering drafting regulatioefiing the percentage deviation amount allowed in
a better effort to promote fighter safety, follogithe lead of states like Ohio which have beengusin
the two-day weigh in method for several years.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should provide an update on its virtigtudy and
regulatory change efforts. The Commission shouttentify any advancement in tests or methods to
determine when a fighter is at risk for other injigs due to weight loss efforts.

ISSUE #13: (USE OF PERFORMANCE ENHANCING SUBSTANCES.) The @mmission, as
well as other states, is in the process of evaluadj the potential approved usage of substances
which are currently banned. Are there instances wére substances should be used without
penalty to the athlete?

Background: According to the Commission, recent trends in@icat inclination toward
performance enhancing drugs that decrease the cheesteime between training sessions. Primarily,
the Commission sees testosterone as the main fdampiwe for MMA athletes because it allows for
an increased recovery time between training ses$eauing up to the fight and a rise in testosteron
replacement therapy.

The Commission currently prohibits fighters froningsperformance enhancing substances but
recently sought to adopt an exemption from thefbategitimate therapeutic purposes, such as steroi
treatments for fighters suffering from asthma. Twnmission’s previous proposed regulatory
change, modeled on World Anti-Doping Agency (WAD&andards, was denied approval by the
DCA, but the Commission’s Advisory Committee on Nbed Safety Standards is again discussing the
issue. According to the Commission, the therapaige exemption is more complicated when
reviewed from various viewpoints and that someea#isl take testosterone or other performance
enhancing drugs early in their career, which im westroys their body’s ability to naturally proeue
normal level of testosterone. This early abusa tireates a situation where the fighter is relgant
artificial substances, taken according to a phgsisirecommendation and under their orders, inrorde
to maintain normal body levels of the hormone. Adeisory Committee is examining what methods,
if any, the Commission should use to grant an exemfrom the ban on performance enhancing
drugs for a specific therapeutic use. AccordinheoCommission, some regulators feel that if an
athlete cheated in their past, the individual stidnalve to live with the decision while others dee t
conversation as one about second chances whergakein an athlete’s past should not adversely
impact their ability to make a living or participan the sport in the present. The Advisory Cortesit
is also reviewing natural physiological reasonsaioathlete to test positive for a hormone such as
hypogonadism, where no past abuse existed butnadmaris needed for a normal quality of life. The
Commission is also looking at adopting recommeidatof the ABC and in the process of reviewing
WADA standards. Similarly, the Nevada State Atilcl€@ommission recently met to discuss drug
testing protocols including those for usage ofast&rone replacement therapy and the Ultimate
Fighting Championship (UFC), a national MMA promuogaid it will be testing athletes who are on
the treatment throughout their training camps tsued their testosterone levels remain at legatdimi

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should provide an update on its Advy Committee
work and explain what efforts it is taking towardniform standards with other states on this issue.
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LICENSING ISSUES

ISSUE #14: (PROFESSIONAL TRAINERS LICENSE.) The State Act ncludes a statutory
provision requiring that a professional boxer onlyspar for training purposes with an individual
possessing a sparring permit and statute requiresygs to track sparring and report it to the
Commission. This requirement has not historicallypeen followed and may be impossible for the
Commission to enforce given its current resourcesShould the Commission create a separate
licensing category for Professional Trainers?

Background: Current law requires the Commission to overseeeaised fighter, as well as the
individuals that train with that fighter. The Conssion states that the requirement for approvalnof
reporting from a sparring partner is unique to foatiia and is not feasible. The Commission bekeve
that resources may better be utilized by monitolicensed professional trainers under a new licgnsi
category. The Professional Trainer would be lieensy the Commission, pay a fee recommended to
be above the fee paid for licensure as a seconevanltl have to sign off on the application of any
professional fighter debuting. This additional @aatability measure would allow the Commission to
evaluate possible poor performance of the fightertake action against not only the fighter bub als
the Professional Trainer associated with that &ght

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should provide additional informatido the Committee
about this option, including the existence of a slar licensing category in other states and whether
this is a practice endorsed by the ABC. The Contegdtmay consider adding a Professional Trainer
licensing category provided more details are madaikable.

ENFORCEMENT

ISSUE #15: (COLLECTION OF FINES.) Is the Commission collecing enough money to
deter problematic behavior by its licensees? Shadithe Commission increase its fines to the
statutory $5000 limit or are there other options?

Background: The Commissiois cite and fine ability allows for punishment to litsees for violations
of the law that while significant, may not be ses@nough to warrant license suspension. Fines are
used as a penalty and are usually accompaniedsbypeension or order to correct conduct. They are
commonly issued against fighters for using prokitbsubstances and conduct that brings discredit to
combative sports or the Commission. The Commissiaurent fines may not be deterring certain
activity and may not be strong enough to make amg &f impact to professional fighters receiving
high salaries. The Commission has also strugglestablish consistency in its citation and fine
program, sometimes assigning small fines to cefigimers for some violations and large fines to
others for similar violations.

The Commission is currently exploring seeking imasesd authority to collect fines so that it can more
effectively discipline its licensees, specificatly basing the amount of a fine on a percentagkeof t
fighter's purse. Some athletes receive over giurés to participate in bouts, and paying a $20@9 f
for use of an illegal substance does not make tideheir earnings, thus potentially perpetuatiisg

of the banned drugs without any noticeable penadltye Commission believes that having this option
will provide a greater level of deterrence for Highaid athletes. Other states like Nevada taketa
percent of a fighter’s purse for the event wheeeuiolation occurs.
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Staff Recommendation: The Committee should authorize the Commission iatsate to adjust its

fine collection abilities so that it may collect@ercentage of a fighter’s purse for certain substan
abuse violations. The Commission should explainshit will ensure consistency in its fines and

enforcement and punitive efforts.

ISSUE #16: (DRUG TESTING INCONSISTENCIES.) The Commission fas faced many
problems in its drug testing timing, procedures andesults reporting.

Background: All licensed fighters are required to submit todam drug testing by the Commission
and regular drug testing if prior results showeidlence of a prohibited substance. In the event an
athlete is found to have a banned substance indpgiem, the individual is not permitted to
participate in a California regulated combat spggin until their suspension period has ended laad t
fine is paid. The individual also has to appedoteethe Commission and provide evidence of
rehabilitation and fitness for licensure.

As reported in a recebtA Timesarticle, there are currently no uniform standdodsdrug testing and
drug testing procedures throughout the U.S. Ty $bund that there are discrepancies in the
licensing of fighters related to drug tests and simene fighters are granted licenses in one state o
jurisdiction but denied licensure in another.

The Commission also faced intense scrutiny durmgppeal of results by a fighter, based on
allegations that Commission staff failed to protibet specimen and had paperwork showing a drug
test on one day and a label on the specimen fahandate. While the results and suspension of the
fighter were upheld, the perception associated pithblems performing drug testing, even on an
inconsistent basis, reflects poorly on the Comnarssind its ability to promote safety and ensure fai
bouts.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should provide an update on its @nt drug testing
policy. The Commission should inform the Committeeany uniform standards for drug testing of
professional athletes or conversations about impearting uniform standards across the nation.

REGULATION OF AMATEUR SPORTS

Current law allows the Commission to delegatedtharity to oversee amateur sports to a qualified
nonprofit organization if the Commission determitiest the nonprofit “meets or exceeds the safety
and fairness standards of the Commission.” If atyrover regulation of an amateur sport is
delegated to a qualified nonprofit organizatior, @ommission must conduct an annual review. The
Commission has the “sole direction, managementyrabof, and jurisdiction over all professional and
amateur boxing, professional and amateur kickbgxatidorms and combinations of forms of full
contact martial arts contests, including mixed mabdrts, and matches or exhibitions conductedj,hel
or given within this state”. Thus, under curreaw) the Commission’s delegated authority for amateu
regulation would also have oversight of the sanmetsas the Commission.

California is unique in requiring that a delegadedhority have nonprofit status. According to
information provided by the National ConferenceStdite Legislatures (NCSL), many other states
similarly delegate regulatory authority for amatsports but do not always require the organizaton
have nonprofit status. Some, like Oklahoma, regjthiat an authority other than the state commission
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be a nationally recognized amateur sanctioning bddgny sanctioning outfits are actually for-profit
organizations but often have national or intermati@uthority over a particular sport.

The Commission has delegated its regulatory oviersagponsibilities of amateur boxing and MMA
to two different nonprofit organizations; USA Bogirninc. and the California Amateur Mixed Matrtial
Arts Organization (CAMO).

The Commission reports that it recently devisedatgrol for oversight of USA Boxing which

requires extensive review of USA Boxing reportsvted to the Commission and regular appearances
by each of the four Local Boxing Clubs at Commissieeetings. The Commission utilizes the AG’s
Office as its liaison to USA Boxing.

In 2009, the Commission delegated its authorityafmateur MMA to CAMO. During the previous
Sunset Review, the Commission stated that it wasitoning this new delegation of authority for
regulation of MMA events and working closely witiARIO through regular reports received by the
Commission on CAMOQO's actions, fee structure anddiads.

ISSUE #17: (PROBLEMS WITH USA BOXING.) This organization continues to come
under scrutiny in its ability to promote the safetyand protection of amateur boxers.

Background: The Commission currently delegates its authdatyegulation of amateur boxing to
USA Boxing, Inc. a nonprofit organization that ibr@nch of the U.S. Olympic Committee. In
California, USA Boxing has four local boxing comtags (LBCs).

» California Border Association serving San Diego &ngerial Counties.

» Central California Association serving Mariposa,ddea, Fresno, Kings, Tulare, Inyo, Mono,
Kern, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Merced, Sanuloa§alaveras, Monterey, Stanislaus and
Tuolumne Counties.

« Northern California Association serving portiongioé state located north of Monterey,
including parts of San Benito, Merced, Stanisl&as) Joaquin, Calaveras, Tuolumne and
Mono Counties.

« Southern California Association serving Venturas llmgeles, San Bernardino, Orange,
Riverside and Santa Barbara counties.

There have been several issues with USA Boxingrdis¢ some concern regarding the oversight of
amateur boxing. In 2009, the Commission suspett&A Boxing’s authorization to regulate amateur
boxing for three weeks in response to media redritsproprieties including underage alcohol
consumption and gambling at USA Boxing sanctiongghes and concern for the health and safety of
amateur athletes. That delegation was reinstdtedthe Commission staff negotiated stricter
requirements regarding safety, background check&rmity, reporting and record keeping, and
included promises for USA Boxing to be more respanto the Commission. The Commission voted
to place USA Boxing on probation until June 2010.

USA Boxing has either been on the agenda or thendssion members and staff has requested that a
USA Boxing item be placed on the agenda for marth@fmeetings held during the past four years.
Last month, the Commission informed USA Boxing thatould be randomly sending the

Commission inspectors to USA Boxing sanctioned &s/emensure safety at those events.
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It remains unclear how the Commission would appabdgly oversee amateur boxing given the serious
concerns in the past raised about its ability toage USA Boxing and provide appropriate oversight.
In recent action to delegate authority for amadMA oversight, the Commission cited limited
resources as a primary reason for looking to a rafn@ntity for regulation. Commission staff and
resources remain quite limited and are a barrieffective oversight and regulation by the
Commission of the sports that is has delegatealitfsority to regulate. But it is entirely possitiat

the Commission could once again suspend USA Bosiagthority, leaving a void in California’s
amateur boxing regulation all together and sigaiiity harming the many young people taking part in
this sport.

Staff Recommendation: Regulations and statute governing the Commissiop&icies need to be
updated to ensure that it has the ability to ovexssmateur boxing in the event that USA Boxing is
suspended again or removed completely from the autly to administer amateur events. The
Commission should receive regular reports from UBAxing in writing and at meetings. The
Commission should move forward with its plans tawadomly inspect USA Boxing sanctioned events.

ISSUE #18: (DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO CAMO.) The Commissio n delegated its
authority for regulation of amateur MMA to a nonpro fit organization that oversees these events
but is not subject to open meeting requirements amles governing accountability, lacks a track
record of oversight or licensing duties and is marged by former promoters. The Commission
seemed dedicated to conducting frequent reviews GAMO, but due to operational difficulties,
has lacked the ability to provide this oversight ad appropriately decide who should act as its
defacto authority for amateur MMA.

Background: At its June 2007 meeting, the Commission disalissegation of a committee to review
MMA regulations and provide clarification for neulemaking. Dating back to the Commission’s
February 2008 meeting, comments made during ptdgtanony regularly raised the issue of amateur
MMA regulation in the state. Organizations begaattend Commission meetings and speak during
public testimony about their interest in servinglloe Commission’s behalf as the oversight authéoity
amateur MMA. At its April 2009 meeting, the Comsia planned a subsequent amateur MMA
committee meeting to gather information from inséed parties regarding regulation of amateur MMA
events in California. It was determined that ragoy amateur MMA would begin with addressing the
steady rise in underground, dangerous events beidglespite a lack of clear legal authority foereg
to take place. In May 2009, the Commission helthBormational meeting attended by promoters,
fighters, trainers and other interested partidse fEsults of the informational meeting were regubto the
Commission at its regular June 2009 meeting. &tttime, it was recommended that the Commission
should expand its regulation of amateur compestamd athletes to include MMA. The Commission
cited limited resources in its decision to delegatersight responsibilities to a separate, nonprofi
organization to regulate events.

Another committee meeting was held in August 2@D9vhich three applicants for delegation of autijori
to regulate amateur MMA presented their proposile meeting was attended by the applicants as well
as promoters of professional MMA events. There measonsensus on safety standards for amateur
MMA. The promoters advocated for the use of headgethe amateur level, but the applicants feliais
unnecessary and even dangerous for the fightevedoheadgear. Days after the meeting in August
2009, the Commission met as a whole and votediégake its regulatory authority to the California
Amateur Mixed Martial Arts Organization (CAMO), Inc
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It does not appear that the Commission ever adoptgdations to clearly outline the difference bestw
professional regulations and amateur regulatioies for delegating its authority. Additionally, the
Commission struggled with a definition of what ditnges “full contact” and should therefore be
regulated. Commission members and staff exprestarest in a California-specific program that cbul
better respond to the needs of the state’s amistigidx community while still operating according toeth
nonprofit requirement outlined in the law. Whil&K2O presented substantial regulations and clear
standards for the components necessary to ovarsgew@ MMA, there is some concern that the
Commission was not yet in a position in its owngess and according to its own procedures in 2009 to
assist in the creation of the CAMO program. Then@ussion also worked with a small group of
stakeholders to create a new model for regulatioiciwmay have omitted the input of many passionate
athletes and organizers.

CAMO established a fee structure for licensing thateeds any of the fees collected by the Commissio
Many groups determined to be under CAMO'’s regujedmithority still balk at the fee structure, citing
that high fees are cost prohibitive to conduct exeBSA also reported that the Commission may have
opportunities to generate revenue by regulatingeumdIMA rather than delegating its authority to
CAMO.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should fully explain how it would hdle regulating
amateur MMA in California, considering that it hado delegate its authority originally in 2009
because it lacked the staff and resources to reggilthis growing field of athletes and events. The
Commission should identify efforts in other statedated to amateur MMA and how it would adopt
uniform standards for regulation, including how wvould dedicate the necessary resources to this
endeavor given its significant operational and bustgry challenges.

BOXERS PENSION FUND AND NEUROLOGICAL EXAMINATION FUND

ISSUE #19: (PROFESSIONAL BOXERS PENSION FUND STILL POORLY
ADMINISTERED?) Created in 1982, to provide benefis to former boxers, the Professional
Boxers Pension Fund (Fund) may not be appropriatelgesigned and administered to meet the
needs of these athletes.

Background: The Commission administers the Fund, which leenlihe subject of much criticism
since its inception in 1982. Previous sunset mesiexpressed concerns about the fund’'s operations
and in 2005, the BSA found that the fund was poadsninistered and very few boxers have or would
receive benefits from the fund. The Auditor notieat from 2001-2004, total benefits paid to boxers
were $36,000, while administrative costs were isites greater. Further, the Auditor also noted, that
as of 2003, only 14 percent of licensed boxers wested and their accounts were very low. On
December 31, 2005, only 43 participants were digitr retirement benefits totaling just $430,000.
BSA recommended reducing vesting requirements racréasing the gate fees used to fund the plan.
According to a report issued by BSA in January 2@iése recommendations from 2005 remain
unresolved. The Commission responded to BSA’'smesendation by stating that it will conduct a
study on the impact of reducing vesting requiremeamid pursue changes in statute or regulation or an
increase in gate fees.

While the Fund has recently been better managedsaralv more fiscally sound, a key issue still
facing the Commission with regards to the Fundhésrteed to ensure that athletes know they are
eligible for benefits. As of August 2009, approziiely 100 boxers were eligible to receive $1.2
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million in benefits. As of September 2010, 106 &x@xwere eligible for benefits from the fund which
has grown to $5.25 million. But as of December@Qihly 14 boxers were paid approximately
$182,000. According to a report on the pensiom fiam calendar year 2010, an $8,000 payment was
issued to a boxer but the check was never cashieel solvency of the Fund may continue to be
improperly judged because of the large amount afiesonot collected by eligible recipients. The
Commission also continues to face issues with &atiom of payments to the Fund due to other
deficiencies in its general operations.

The Commission states that in many cases it doeglsave any mechanism to contact former fighters.
One key issue is the Commission’s lack of viab&e®bnic records and data in general for licensees,
which could prove especially useful in outreacltidetes deserving of benefits. The Commission
previously acknowledged the need to conduct a miakelan to find fighters and increase awareness
about the availability of benefits, yet no formati@ach approach has been defined or implemerted.
is not clear what resources the Commission coltbdate to achieve that goal, nor is it clear iffsta

will be able to effectively process applications i@nefits. The Commission primarily uses its
meetings to conduct outreach; however, that snedtl bf attendees and regular participants does not
capture a much larger sphere of eligible boxers.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should explain its progress in prawig eligible fighters'
pension payouts. The Commission should considgranding the Fund to MMA athletes. The
Commission should evaluate whether a lump sum pagtrie a proper benefit to a fighter or
whether there may be a more appropriate use for EBuand like providing health insurance benefits
or connecting fighters to coverage for medical sees.

ISSUE #20: (PROPER USE OF THE NEUROLOCAL EXAMINATION FUND.) The
Neurological Fund has never been used appropriatelgnd the Commission should consider how
the Fund could be better utilized to assess chrontcaumatic brain injuries

Background: The Commission’s mission is to encourage thétihead safety of fighters it licenses
but it has consistently failed to properly spendcheocollected from promoters to conduct, promote or
assist with neurological exams of fighters. Thengossion has been collecting a fee from promoters
for about 20 years; however, those funds have @eb lused to pay for boxers’ neurological exams, as
required by law. Rather, the revenue has typidadign used to pay the Commission’s staff salaries
and other administrative costs.

Years ago, after a boxer was denied a license WB#é€r§ 18711, which requires that as a condition of
licensure in California a boxer who wants to fighthin the state must undergo a neurological
examination, he and his manager sued Commissiaciagsd defendants for “breach of statutory duty
and for interference with prospective economic atlvge.” The trial court entered judgments on jury
verdicts in favor of plaintiffs_(Superior Court bbs Angeles County, No. SWC107136, Ernest George
Williams, Judge.) but the Court of Appeal revertieat decision. The court held that the decision of
the Commission as to whether to issue the liceresediscretionary with the Commission, and it was
thus immune from liability, officers and employedghe commission were likewise immune from
liability and a doctor acting as an examiner fa& dommission, along with her agent, was immune
from liability. The boxer was not a private patiesnd he was examined by the doctor in her capacit
as an examiner and an employee for the Commisdibe.purpose of the examination was to
determine the fitness of the boxer to be licengeglas not an examination or diagnosis that wasemad
for the purpose of treatment. The court also heddatter defendants were not liable for intenfier
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with prospective economic advantag@pinion by Aranda, J.with Vogel (C. S.), P. J., and Baron, J.,
concurring.)

As part of its continued efforts to evaluate imgaddt participating in fights on fighters’ brainbgt
Boxer’s Neurological Examination Account (Neuro Bumwas originally established in 1986 to pay
for costs associated with neurological examinatidnghe early 1990s, Commission staff scheduled
neuro exams and directly paid the physicians whnalgoted them using its appropriation from the
account. This practice ceased in the late 199fighle Commission continued to collect the
assessment from promoters for this purpose aneéglde funds in the account for future
disbursement.

At a Commission meeting in December 2011, staff eeected to draft regulations to establish a
protocol to start paying for the neuro exams tinb@mpliance with the statutory requirements.ffSta
analyzed costs and the funding associated witlat¢heunt in order to draft such regulations and doun
that the way the law is written, the Commission lddwave to pay for neuro exams as well as all
medical exams required for licensure. Staff deteechthat this option was not feasible and even
determined that paying only for neuro exams was iadg possible given the current fund balance and
the high cost of the exams. Staff reported thatGbmmission would only be able to fund
neurological exams for approximately half the lisiey population.

In 2012, the staff reported at a meeting that tm@ission was authorized to spend $120,000 in the
current FY forexpenditures related to the accourirom that appropriation, the Commission was
spending approximately $46,000 to fund one haH pérsonnel year to pay staff. That position was
filled with one of the Commission’s full-time staffembers who was paid for the other half of their
salary from the Pension Fund. The Commission tefda fund balance of approximately $741,000
by the end of FY 2012/13.

In an attempt to move toward compliance with tive, llne Commission voted to establish a pilot
project under which the fund would pay for examsadimited number of fighters. The results of
these exams would then be used to build a databateill assist the Commission in making policy
decisions regarding the health and safety of thietats and appropriate use of the funds. Staff
reported that the pilot project would use the éxgsappropriation to fund computerized neuro exams
of approximately 200 volunteer licensed fighterema two-year period, to study the type and
usefulness of the data collected. The databas&v@ek injuries, assist in determining when a
fighter is safe to return to active participatidteasustaining an injury, identify medical treratsd
identify individuals who may be at a greater risk.

At the same meeting, the Commission voted to rethe@assessment collected from promoters to pay
for the neurological exams from 60 cents to 1 gentticket, and to seek legislation that would den
the purpose of the fund. This action was taken wate of the Commission, not via the rulemaking
process, which is customary when setting fees.

The Chair of this Committee sent a letter to then@assion asking that it delay taking action on the
Neurological Examination Account until Sunset Revend specifically asked that the Commission
reconsider the decision to reduce the assessmi@ietCommission responded with a thorough
explanation of how and why they plan to implemdet &aforementioned pilot project, but they did not
discuss the assessment.
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BSA determined that the Commission’s interpretattat the law requires the Commission to use the
neurological account to pay for all medical exartiores was flawed. Instead, the law requires the
Commission to only pay for a neurological exam.erBfiore, the Commission’s failure to use the
neurological assessments to pay for neurologicansx as intended, violates state law. The BSA also
reports that, “by not adopting formal regulatioagietermine its calculation of the ticket assessmen
fee, the commission has failed to lawfully admieighe neurological account.” And that, “by not
adopting the methodology in regulations, the Corsiaishas created underground regulations;
bypassed public transparency; and has precludecksted parties, such as event promoters, from
providing input on the regulations that affect them

The Commission also established a Medical Advigwynmittee, for the purpose of developing an
improved neurological assessment of combat sploletas. Brain injuries and trauma sustained by
fighters and other professional athletes have vedaienewed attention nationally due to the high
profile deaths of, and struggles with brain disedsethese individuals. The Commission reported in
July 2012 letter to the Legislature that neurolabaare for athletes has progressed substantrattyel
past 5-10 years and that greater medical atterginow focused on neurological function after
concussive head injuries, as well as the cumulaivesequences of repeated blows to the head. The
Commission asserts that standardized assessmé&d Base been validated, advanced neuroimaging
technologies have been developed and computereagecognitive assessment tools are widely used
for professional and sometimes for amateur athlefis/ada recently became part of a unique
program where The Lou Ruvo Center for Brain Healtltonjunction with the Cleveland Clinic,

offers free physicals, including brain scans, foxdrs and MMA athletes who compete in Nevada,
increasing the educational data of the Nevada Casian as well as medical professionals.

Staff Recommendation: The Commission should report to the Committee wieatthe
Commission’s office staff are still being paid oaf the Neuro Fund. The Commission may wish to
consider requiring promoters to pay directly for nelogical exams of fighters who participate in
their events, allowing the Commission to focus $tgending of the Neuro Fund on proactive
measures to protect fighters and prevent traumdtrain injury when possible. The Commission
should report on the status of its development gfragram for neurological examinations and
study. The Commission should identify efforts likeose recently implemented in Nevada to
increase testing of athletes. This Committee sldoamend BPC § 18711 to clarify that the
Commission is not subject to paying for all mediedaminations for fighters and thus consistently
out of compliance with the law.

CONTINUED REGULATION OF FIGHTERS AND EVENTS BY THE
CURRENT COMMISSION

ISSUE #21 (SHOULD THE COMMISSION BE CONTINUED?) Should the licensing and
regulation of boxers, kickboxers and mixed martialarts athletes be continued and be regulated
by the current Commission membership, even thoughrpviously identified problems and
deficiencies still exist?

Background: The Commission’s internal operations have bedrtized in six different audits over
the past six years, including three internal DCAituand three Bureau of State Auditor (BSA)
reports. Each of the audits of the Commission tivempast six years showed problems with the way
the Commission handled its day-to-day businessydieg, but not limited to, accounting, revenue
collection and cash handling, poor record keepmdylack of organization, and a vastly outdated
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information technology system. This Committee &las been critical of the Commission’s operations
and has continued to shorten the timeframe foreduesiew to allow opportunities for the
Commission to address issues raised by this CoesmniftVhile improvements have been made over
the past five months, it is obvious that some mpjoblems still remain unresolved and it may be
difficult for the Commission to manage its interoéfice and day-to-day operations while properly
overseeing large scale events that attract nateominternational attention. It should be recegdi

that the_current membership and management havenshaommitment to improve the

Commission’s overall efficiency and effectivenesd are working cooperatively with the Legislature
and this Committee to bring about necessary chanigesvever, concerns about the day-to-day
functioning of this Commission remain.

Attempts have been made by the DCA to put the Casion back on track. In light of problems the
Commission faced with executive management shaftér it was reconstituted as a board in 2008, the
DCA began working closely with the Commission anovling resources to facilitate the
Commission’s day-to-day operations. In 2009, ti@ADappointed a recently retired annuitant to serve
as interim EO and during the following year thentiirector of the DCA regularly attended meetings
and provided updates to the Commission on theafoheany members of his executive leadership
team in helping the Commission to find its way. riDg this time, with direct assistance from the

DCA, the Commission’s staff and members assertaittitiey were moving in the right direction and
would begin implementing many standards, procedamesrecommendations from past audits.
However, the Commission did not do any of this ladirecently as five months ago. I.T. systems
remained outdated, the Commission nearly becanodvarst, budget problems remained, no payments
were made from the Pension Fund and the Neuro Eomithued to be used to pay office staff, rather
than support important medical testing.

The role of the DCA in attempting to assist anddguhe Commission is especially noteworthy
considering the recent BSA audit recommendationdhg-to-day operations be transferred to the
DCA in the event the Commission continues to faodlems within specified timeframe. As
indicated, the DCA has been regularly involvedie Commission activities for a number of years and
while it provides valuable resources and necesstaffing at times, it is not clear what higher leve
support and guidance pertaining to the CommissierXCA was able to facilitate and provide. Up to
this point, it does not appear that these effcatseetheen successful in bringing about the necessary
changes to the Commission.

California’s professional and amateur boxers, kictdrs and mixed martial arts athletes are better
served with appropriate oversight by a Commissaoml, the state benefits from holding these events in
California. If the Commission goes away, largdeseaents held in communities throughout the state
will not happen, taking with them the economic wallto local businesses. Most significantly,
fighting will still take place, in an undergrounghregulated environment that is not conducive to
protecting athletes and promoting career oppoisdnd abilities of many young people.

Staff Recommendation: The Committee needs to better understand whethangferring the
responsibilities of the Commission to DCA withinraasonable timeframe as recommended by the
BSA, if the Commission is unable to correct the mificant deficiencies, is really the best alternad
considering the DCA'’s prior active role in tryingptbring about necessary changes. The respective
committees of the Senate and Assembly should watk hegislative leadership, the Administration
and stakeholders to determine if possibly moving thommission to another agency or department
may better increase its chances for success anexgnsion, further promote the health, safety and
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support of fighters at all levels throughout Califoia. In light of the deficiencies and problems
identified by the BSA and this Committee, which nhilbe addressed by the Commission, the staff

recommends that the Commission be reviewed by éspective Committees of the Senate and
Assembly once again in two years.
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