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PROFESSIONAL COMBAT SPORTS AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 14 October 2009. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [1.18 pm]: I am pleased to be able to speak 
on this important piece of legislation. In some respects, it is a pity that standing orders do not allow the minister 
to have a second bite of the cherry in terms of the second reading speech, such are the changes that will be made 
to this bill by virtue of the government’s amendments and the significant changes that have, by necessity, as I 
will explain shortly, taken place since this bill was introduced to Parliament. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: I will address them when I reply.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Indeed, it will be a meaty reply because, as I said, the changes are substantial.  

I understand that this piece of legislation has been some years in the making. I do not doubt that the member for 
Balcatta will make extensive commentary on it as the former Minister for Sport and Recreation and someone 
who has been involved in this area for a long time.  

The bill is an important new step in our approach to combat sports. It is a philosophical approach to say that, as a 
government, we wish to take care of the public health of the community by taking account of the range of 
combat sports that take place in our community and the way that these combat sports have developed and 
emerged. Since the Professional Combat Sports Commission of Western Australia was brought into being, there 
has been a range of new forms of combat sports, some of which are managed very well and safeguard the 
wellbeing of their participants. But there are some about which people will have genuine concerns, and they are 
worried that they will be allowed to continue without some form of regulation. This legislation essentially 
provides that a combat sport, as defined widely in the legislation, regardless of its status—whether it be 
professional, organised or otherwise—will be captured under this legislation. That is very important. I am not 
concerned so much, for instance, about the regulation of amateur boxing, karate or jujitsu, which are sports that 
are well organised and well managed; to some extent, the proposed new legislation is unnecessary to capture 
these sports any further. However, this legislation is necessary because the government needs to have in its hands 
the capacity to regulate combat sports as they emerge in our fast-changing society. The types of sports that come 
readily to mind are the mixed martial arts sports, particularly that which is marketed as cage fighting. This sport 
is not prevalent in Western Australia by virtue of the fact that it is fairly costly to stage. But we have to 
understand that at some point in the future there will be increasing demand for these more extreme types of 
combat sports. I am very pleased that the government has brought in legislation so that society and our 
community will have an opportunity to test the safeguards that exist around these new sports.  

I should also say at the outset that I have some interest in this legislation. My wife is a boxing exponent, and she 
has the very enviable record of being undefeated in the area of amateur boxing. She trained for many months just 
prior to our meeting. When we met, she said there was something that I should know: she was a boxer, and was 
very soon to have her first bout. She lied to me about the date because she did not want her new suitor to come to 
that bout. She entered the ring a few weeks after I met her, and she was victorious. As I said, she is undefeated in 
her boxing career. She is one for one. She was victorious in the one bout of her boxing career.  

Mr F.A. Alban: At home as well! 

Mr R.H. COOK: I expect that she will take those statistics to her grave, and remain undefeated in her long and 
successful boxing career. Suffice it to say, diplomacy is the order of the day when we settle disputes in the 
Cook-Lane household, as I understand that I am dealing with someone who has some training and experience in 
this area.  

Mr T.K. Waldron: After your performance in the Busselton half-marathon you will be able to run away.  

Mr R.H. COOK: That is true; I have the capacity to flee at distance! 

Mr M. McGowan: Fight or flight? 

Mr R.H. COOK: I can assure the member for Rockingham that it is flight rather than fight.  

I remember as a young fellow that when my friend and I used to go into Perth of an evening, particularly on the 
weekend, we would always make sure that we wore our Dunlop Volleys. He was an emerging professional 
tennis player at that point, and I was an avid and enthusiastic Rugby Union player. We reckoned there was no 
street fight that we could not run away from faster than the people who would be chasing us, so we always made 
sure that when we went out we wore our joggers—our Dunlop Volleys back then—because we reckoned we 
could get away. I suspect I could still get away from Carly nowadays if she shaped up, although I must say that 
she put 15 kays under her belt on the weekend, so I suspect she would be with me for much of the distance. It is 
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through my personal relationships that I have become exposed to the world of amateur boxing, and also through 
Smithy’s Boxing Gym. Ian Smith, who runs the gym in Wandi in my electorate, is a very enthusiastic trainer and 
someone whose facilities are in great demand. That demand underscores the point that people from a range of 
backgrounds and with a variety of needs enter the world of combat sports. For that reason I think it is very 
important that this legislation takes a broad, expansive and public protection approach to combat sports. I look 
forward to seeing the further enlightened regulation of combat sports in this state. It is important that when this 
state is inevitably tested by such things as cage fighting that the Combat Sports Commission is quick with the 
legislation to regulate for the appropriate skills so that we can necessarily put safeguards around these sports.  

I can think of a number of people that I have come across in my time who put amateur boxing down as the 
reason that they were able to follow a fairly straight and narrow path in life. They were young, usually 
aggressive, men who may otherwise have followed a wayward direction in life, and something like boxing 
enabled them to have the discipline, the outlet, the fitness and the guidance to make sure that they were able to 
channel their energies and emotions and face the challenges of life through that sporting competition.  

I feel a little conflicted as the shadow Minister for Health, and as the son of a doctor who is fairly appalled at 
some elements of combat sports, particularly those sports in which participants can suffer a blow to the head. My 
father had some boxing and wrestling experience as a young man. He was appointed as one of the doctors 
supervising the bouts at the 1962 British Empire and Commonwealth Games held here in Perth. He would 
sometimes, perhaps cheekily, remember those experiences, saying that he was not a very popular doctor at those 
bouts because he would call them off at a time that he thought was appropriate, and perhaps the officials thought 
that the bout could have gone on further. I think he had a very strong appreciation for the damage that these 
sports can do to participants.  

I am not so concerned about amateur sports in this state. In particular, I think that the amateur boxing community 
does a really good job in making sure they protect the wellbeing of participants and contestants through the use 
of head gear; the strong supervision of the sport and the short nature of the bouts, which are usually always 
decided on points; and the strong collegiate culture of the amateur boxing community, which means that the 
sport is in particularly good shape. Many members in this house do not share the same assurance and confidence 
about professional sports. This bill will update the legislative framework that exists to supervise those sports to 
make sure that sports participants and contestants are properly regulated and are given permits to participate, that 
industry participants conduct themselves in an appropriate way, and that the refereeing and supervision of these 
bouts is done in an appropriate way to ensure the integrity of the contests.  

In particular, the minister will outline in his response to the second reading debate the details of the amendments 
proposed subsequent to this bill’s introduction to the house. Obviously, members will remember the events of 
July last year with the Danny Green–Paul Briggs fight and the great deal of community concern about the 
integrity of that competition. I acknowledge the work of the minister, his department and advisers in bringing 
amendments to this legislation to further clarify the powers of the commission to ensure that there is appropriate 
regulation of these sorts of professional bouts to keep in place the integrity of the sport. Obviously, that is 
important for not only the reputation of the sport, but also the people who participate in it. That of itself justifies 
this legislation, which goes some way to improving those regulations.  

Boxing competitions are heavily betted on in the professional arena and much of the concern about the Green–
Briggs fight centred on the betting plunges that took place in the hours leading up to that bout—betting plunges 
that specifically focused on a first round knockout. I do not refer to a run of unrelated plunges, but to bets in 
excess of $200 000 placed by one particular group of community members. This gives rise to real community 
concern about the integrity of professional boxing in this state. I assume, minister, that the reason it has taken 
some time to bring this legislation back on is that the government wanted to take the opportunity to look at the 
outcomes of the inquiry into that bout to ensure appropriate amendments were made to bolster the legislation and 
to ensure those sorts of circumstances never occur again.  

The opposition has some concerns about this legislation and will put it to stringent examination during 
consideration in detail. This is as much because there is now an extensive range of amendments and opposition 
members want to see how they will play out within the context of the overall legislation, as it is because we on 
this side want to make sure that the circumstances of the Green–Briggs fight never occur again. 

We have to ask: will this legislation, in its current form, provide the commission with the sorts of powers and 
bring about the sorts of changes needed to stop dangerous sports; and will it stop history repeating itself in 
relation to the Green–Briggs fight? To make this assessment, it is important to look at some of the circumstances 
surrounding the Green–Briggs fight. I contend that it was not that the commission lacked the legislative grunt, 
the penalties needed or the capacity to properly regulate that fight and that it was not a failure of legislation, but 
a failure of the governance of the sport. It was not that the commission did not have the tools and instruments at 
its disposal to bring about proper scrutiny of that bout, but that the commission failed to undertake the proper 
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scrutiny of the circumstances that led to that bout. Indeed, as a community, we are within our rights to raise our 
concerns—some red flags, if members like—about the decision-making process rolled out to provide a permit 
for that fight to go ahead. 

In October last year, retired judge Hon Geoffrey Miller, QC, undertook an examination of the circumstances that 
led to the provision of the Green–Briggs fight permit. The time line of unfolding events is particularly 
interesting. On 7 July, the New South Wales Combat Sports Authority refused to grant a permit for the Green–
Briggs fight to be fought in New South Wales. That decision was communicated on 7 July after the New South 
Wales Combat Sports Authority had received from medical specialists a range of reports into Paul Briggs’ 
fitness to fight. This fight was scheduled to take place on 21 July in Sydney. A number of scans of and medical 
examination reports about Paul Briggs were obtained by the New South Wales Combat Sports Authority in the 
lead-up to the proposed fight. It is interesting to note that none of these medical reports stated that from a 
medical point of view there was extensive neurological damage that would prevent Paul Briggs from taking part 
in the fight. It is interesting that the reports provided to the Combat Sports Authority in New South Wales 
seemingly, from a medical point of view, gave clearance for the fight to go ahead. It is however also interesting 
to note that one of those reports was not communicated to the Combat Sports Authority until 8 July—the day 
after the authority issued its refusal. According to Geoffrey Miller’s review, the Combat Sports Authority had 
decided to reject the application to issue a permit, stating in its opinion that — 

“Notwithstanding the medical reports supplied by you from Doctor Armin Mohamed and Doctor 
George Ioannou relating to Mr Paul Briggs fitness to compete in a scheduled contest with Mr Danny 
Green, the Authority members have declined to sanction this contest in New South Wales with concern 
for the health and welfare of Mr Briggs.”  

Members should remember that at this stage Paul Briggs had been retired from boxing for some years. He had 
not fought since February 2007. The Combat Sports Authority in New South Wales had real concerns about Mr 
Paul Briggs’ comeback to the ring being in a major bout without any warm-up fights. I think it was observed that 
Mr Briggs should have had at least two warm-up bouts in the meantime. The commission also took into account 
the fact that Mr Paul Briggs retired in February 2007 specifically because of neurological problems. 

Mr Briggs himself reports that he took retirement because of two very long bouts in which he fought an 
aggregate of 24 rounds after which he was diagnosed with some bleeding on the brain and was, from the point of 
view of his neurological wellbeing, in pretty bad shape. Paul Briggs obviously did the sensible thing at the time, 
which was to retire in February 2007. Having not had a bout since then, he wanted to shape up with Danny 
Green in a major bout in July 2010, some three years after he had retired. The Combat Sports Authority of New 
South Wales had significant concerns about that. It took the view that, notwithstanding the reports it had 
received from the medical fraternity, it would not allow the bout to go ahead. The WA Professional Combat 
Sports Commission was contacted on 7 July and the proponents of the Green–Briggs fight met with the chair of 
the commission on 7 July. Things were starting to move pretty swiftly at that stage. The report into the decision-
making process states that the proponent of the bout was told by the chairman that an application for a permit 
should be filed to approve the contest in Perth rather than Sydney and that medical reports should be attached to 
that application. The PCSC could then consider the matter properly, hopefully by 8 July, which was the very 
next day after the New South Wales authority had rejected the application. Things were moving fairly swiftly 
and, it could be said, at an almost unseemly pace. By 19 July approval was given to hold the bout on 21 July. 
Members can understand the intense pressure that the PCSC must have been under at that time. There was a 
significant financial commitment by the promoters of the Green–Briggs fight to promote the fight and make sure 
that it went ahead. I understand that a fair amount already had been wagered on the bout. The PCSC must have 
been under intense pressure to approve the fight. A meeting of the PCSC at that time would have been a 
particularly tense environment. However—this is a point about which the minister would be particularly 
concerned—there are no minutes from the meeting of the Professional Combat Sports Commission at which it 
made that decision because the meeting never took place. One of the observations made by the author of the 
report into that decision was — 

I have not been supplied with the Minutes of any meeting of the PCSC at which any of this material 
was discussed in detail, but it appears that the decision to grant the permit was one made by the 
members of the PCSC by exchange of email and/or verbal deliberation. 

I find that particularly concerning, but not necessarily because of the outcome of the decision, because the 
minister appoints people to the Professional Combat Sports Commission on the basis of their knowledge and 
expertise in this area. He appoints people to the commission on the basis of their medical expertise, their 
expertise in the boxing fraternity or because of their experience in the area. From that point of view, we assume 
that the commission has among its number the necessary expertise that it needs to make an appropriate decision. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 18 May 2011] 

 p3586b-3590a 
Mr Roger Cook 

 [4] 

However, it must make a decision in a transparent and accountable way that protects the integrity of the 
decisions that the commission makes. Section 8(1) of the Professional Combat Sports Act 1987 states — 

The chairman may at any time and shall when so requested by the Minister convene a meeting of the 
Commission to be held at a time and place determined by the chairman. 

The act clearly envisages the commission sitting around a table, deliberating and weighing the evidence before it 
and then making a decision. My reading of the act—I am very happy to be corrected about what the regulations 
provide for and the legal interpretation of the act—is that the permit for the Green–Briggs fight was actually 
given by the chairman. He did so in the knowledge of and after consultation with the other members of the 
commission. However, he did not do that in the context of convening a meeting of the commission at which a 
decision was to be made. The act envisages that the commission will meet, consider the information in front of it 
and then make a decision—not, as the author of the report observes, make a decision by email exchange and/or 
verbal deliberation. The reason that the committee meets is that it needs to protect the position of the individual 
members of the commission. By virtue of the commission assembling as a group according to the legislation and 
the regulations under which it operates, the commission is the entity that provides the permit, not the chairman. I 
cannot imagine the sort of intense pressure that this group must have been under. It is not good enough for the 
commission to simply say that because everyone else had made some arrangements, be they financial or 
otherwise, the committee had to make a very quick decision and so it convened a meeting in cyberspace and 
made that decision. We do not even know whether a quorum was present when the decision was made because 
there are no minutes of the meeting at which that decision was made. Operating in that way exposes the 
individual members of the commission and the chairman of the commission. That is not a fair position in which 
to put the chairman. Perth is a small community. Its people are involved in a range of sports and various 
communities. Members can understand the great deal of pressure the commission was under for this bout to go 
ahead. We all know of the great fervour and excitement that is built up around a Danny Green fight. People love 
it when he fights because he is a Perth boy. The commission made its decision that the bout would go ahead not 
by convening a meeting but simply by an exchange of emails. I do not believe that is good enough, particularly 
for a commission that is about to have its responsibilities significantly enhanced. That group of people will be 
responsible for overseeing all combat sports, not just professional boxing. 

I have some real concerns, not about the legislation or the capacity that it provides the commission to increase 
the integrity in this area, but about the integrity of the government’s process involving the commission. We must 
ask ourselves whether history will repeat itself. Will we see a combat sports commission in the future that has 
significantly enhanced provisions regarding the way it makes decisions so that the integrity of the oversight of 
these sorts of sports will be increased? We await the assurance from the minister that that will be the case. As the 
minister will outline in his speech in reply to the second reading debate, most of the amendments that have been 
brought forward relate to penalties and the responsibilities of industry participants and contestants, particularly in 
the context of sham contests. However, I have not seen anything in these new amendments to convince me that 
the oversight provided by the Professional Combat Sports Commission will be enhanced. That is not to say that 
the responsibilities of contestants and industry participants will not be enhanced, that the penalties that they are 
subject to will not be enhanced, and that the law around which those penalties are imposed will not be clarified; 
but simply to ask whether the combat sports commission has the capacity to increase the level of oversight and 
improve the governance of combat sports in this state. 

We also need to examine the approval of this process so that the Minister for Sport and Recreation can appoint a 
member of the sports commission who has an appropriate medical background and can provide that input into 
the deliberations of the sports commission. Members will know that the Australian Medical Association recently 
withdrew its right to nominate someone to the Professional Combat Sports Commission on the basis that it does 
not believe that any combat sport can include a health component. From that point of view, the minister has 
brought in appropriate changes to the bill to allow him to appoint someone who has an appropriate medical 
background and who is captured under the Australian Health Practitioner Regulation Agency’s regulations and 
oversight. That is a welcome change to the legislation, because it means that the minister can put in place 
someone who has a strong background in the sorts of sporting injuries that are likely to be seen in combat sports. 
In respect of the widening nature of combat sports in this state, I am wondering what such a medical practitioner 
would look like; for the oversight of boxing, such a person would have some sort of background in neurology 
and would understand the nature of the neurological reports put in front of them. However, in the context of 
some of these mixed martial arts sports, the person would have to have a very wide range of expertise indeed.  

Hon Ken Travers, the immediate past shadow Minister for Sport and Recreation in the other place, told me 
earlier this week that he had been channel surfing and had come across an Ultimate Fighting Championship bout 
on the telly, and he watched for — 

Mr T.K. Waldron: Three hours! 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 18 May 2011] 

 p3586b-3590a 
Mr Roger Cook 

 [5] 

Mr R.H. COOK: He protested when I said, “Well, it’s unusual that you managed to watch the whole bout!” He 
said that he had watched a UFC fight and had been horrified by the injuries incurred by the participants. A 
contestant had a head injury that was bleeding all over the place, yet the referee refrained from stopping the bout 
despite there being what Hon Ken Travers regarded as clear medical grounds for doing so. There was continued 
and profuse bleeding from the head of this particular contestant, yet he continued to box on. It was some time 
before the bout was called off and the blood was mopped up. The Professional Combat Sports Commission will 
encounter real difficulties in trying to provide a safe regulatory environment for these sorts of bouts, because 
they are extreme in their violence and extreme in terms of the injuries that sometimes occur. 

I return again to the decision made by the combat sports commission to proceed with the issuing of permits for 
the Green–Briggs fight. The doctor who is the current medical expert with the combat sports commission did not 
even participate in the commission’s deliberations; in fact, I do not think he was even in the country at the time. 
He could not be consulted because of the haste with which the commission made its decision. It did not make its 
decision based upon reports provided to it by its medical expert, or any reports prepared by any other Western 
Australian medical experts, but on the basis of reports provided by the Briggs camp from New South Wales. I do 
not doubt the competence of those medical reports, but I wonder why the commission went ahead with such an 
important decision without further local advice, or without at least cross-examining a medical practitioner who 
had looked at the advice from the New South Wales authority. 

I am not raising these issues to challenge the decision of the Professional Combat Sports Commission, but to 
highlight the difficulties associated with the issuing of permits, particularly in Western Australia, and the 
difficulties that the commission must have in weighing up the evidence put before it to determine whether it will 
issue a permit. I am also raising these issues to highlight the difficulty of governance in this area. 

It is true to say that Mr Paul Briggs was examined by a Western Australian medical specialist, who raised some 
concerns. This highlights the difficulties involved in regulating these sports, and particularly the difficulties the 
medical fraternity has in advising the commission. I refer to an article that appeared online in the Sydney 
Morning Herald on 18 September 2010 in which Briggs was quoted as saying that the medical fraternity had told 
him that his brain looked like it had been in consecutive car crashes every day for the past eight years. The 
question is posed in the article: how was this man allowed to fight? Briggs was warned by the New South Wales 
medical fraternity and even banned from fighting, but he was determined to get paid. Briggs said that a doctor 
had told him before the fight that he had serious neurological issues. Briggs asked the doctor what he was going 
to do about the fight. The doctor then signed the paper, and Briggs was allowed to fight. He said that he did not 
blame anyone else for his decision to get into the ring. 

This article paints a picture of a boxer who was determined to get into the ring, and of a combat sports 
commission that was pushed headlong into making a very hurried and difficult decision to provide permits for 
the fight to go ahead, on the understanding that most of the preparations had already been made for the bout. It 
was under intense pressure from the promoters to issue the permits. The commission also understood that there 
was a mixture of medical reports, some of which provided it with comfort that the bout should go ahead. 
However, there was also the decision made by the New South Wales combat sports authority, which had clearly 
formed the view that Paul Briggs was not fit to take on this bout. There are real concerns about the decision-
making process that took place in the lead-up to this particular bout. There are real concerns about the way in 
which the evidence that was put before the Professional Combat Sports Commission was weighed up, 
particularly the extent to which the commission relied upon medical expertise in making that decision. There are 
real concerns that some members of the commission who were appointed for their medical expertise were not 
even involved in the decision-making process. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 3612.]  
 


