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Page 2: About you   

Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation?  

Individual  

 

Which of the following best describes you?  

Member of the public  

 

Please choose one of the following. If you choose the first option please enter your name in the box below 
as you wish it to be published.  

I would like my response to be anonymous (the response may be published, but no name)  

 

Please select the category which best describes your organisation  

No Response  

 

Please choose one of the following. If you choose the first option, please enter in the box below the name 
of your organisation as you wish it to be published.  

No Response  

 

Please provide a way in which we can contact you if there are queries regarding your response. Email is 
preferred but you can also provide a postal address or phone number. We will not publish these details.  

 
 

 

Page 8: Offensive behaviour at football (the section 1 offence)   

Q1. Which of the following best expresses your view of the proposal to repeal sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 
Act? Please explain the reasons for your response.  

Fully supportive 

Comments: 

The OBFA has in my view created a massive problem whereby "offensiveness" if criminalised, even in the 
instance where there are no complaints and no-one is offended. The OBFA give's police sweeping powers 
to decide on behalf of an imaginary person who does not exist, that that imaginary, had he existed, may 



Q1. Which of the following best expresses your view of the proposal to repeal sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 
Act? Please explain the reasons for your response.  

have been offended. This draconian peice of legislation does nothing to combat sectarianism and 
everything to criminalise thought and free will. The police at the moment can make it up as they go along. 
How, in a civilised society can a law such as this be so vague that you can be charged at any time, for 
absolutely anything, based on a person that does not exist and whereby there is no victim? We are now at 
the point where supporters now view the police as a glorified gang, who dish out justice based on an 
individual cops feeling at that particular time, or responding to social media campaigns. There is a massive 
disconnect between the two, as football banter is criminalised, more and more supporters no longer look 
onto the police as keeping the police but as ruthless, aggressive authority making up the law as they go 
along.  

 

Q2. In your view, what would be the advantages and disadvantages of repeal to: (a) the police and justice 
system, (b) football clubs and (c) football supporters?  

Advantages: 
 
A) There are laws in place which effectively and more efficiently deal with acts of sectarianism and 
discrmination. The law has to be clear and defined as to what constitutes an offence. Being "offensive" 
should never, in any free society by crminialised. The issue of sectarianism is NOT a football related 
question. It is a societal issue which needs addressed and that can only be done by having clear 
legislation in place which does not allow for an imaginary person to be a victim. 
 
B) They are able to clearly communicate to their fan case as to what constitutes acceptable behaviour. 
 
C) Football supporters on a whole are treated as second class citizens. The OBFA simply validates this 
theory. Acts which constitute a "crime" under this law in a football setting are not crimes in other aspects 
of society.  

 

 

Q3. Leaving aside the issue of whether sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 Act should be repealed, what do you 
think needs to be done to reduce offensive behaviour at football matches (including, for example, by 
politicians, the police and the wider justice system, clubs, fans and other interested parties)?  

I don't think offensive behaviour should be criminalised, full stop. The idea that offensive can be a criminal 
offense leads to legitimate calls about Human Rights and free will and thought. Offensiveness is in the 
eye of the beholder. A supporters mocking opposition fans for losing a game heavily can be deemed 
offensive, are we to now say that this is a criminal act? 
 
Religious, racial or other discrminatory acts are rightly criminalised but these are clearly defined.  

 

 

Page 11: Threatening communications (the section 6 offence)   

Q4. Which of the following best expresses your view of the proposal to repeal sections 6 to 9 of the 2012 
Act? Please explain the reasons for your response.  

Fully supportive 

Comments: 

The OBFA should be repealed at the earliest oppertunity. Aside from the human rights concerns it is 
extremely badly written legislation rushed through parliament by the government of the time in order to be 
seen to have been doing something about an issue which the government seems to think only exists within 
a football bubble. 



 

Q5. Leaving aside the issue of whether sections 6 to 9 of the 2012 Act should be repealed, what do you 
think is the most appropriate way of tackling threatening communications while upholding freedom of 
expression (for example, use of other legislation)?  

No Response  

 

Page 13: Strict Liability   

Q6. Would you support measures to penalise football clubs for offensive behaviour by their fans? If so, 
should it be necessary to show that the club was at fault (for example, by failing to take reasonable steps 
to control fans' behaviour) - or should "strict liability" be applied?  

No 

Comments: 

Strict liability is an absolute red herring pushed by people who don't understand football. Currently UEFA 
use strict laibility as a money making exercise, whilst they break their own rules and punish whoever takes 
their fancy for the more ridiculous of things such as the waving of a recognised nation. Apart from Celtic 
there are no safe standing area's in the top level of Scottish football, however fans of every team, 
especially away from home stand for 90 minutes in all seated areas. Clubs however are not punished for 
this as it would be absolutely ridiculous to do so. Strict liability does not take into account football culture 
and it is not for people who don't understand the game to decide what is acceptable for the passionate 
fans who keep the game alive in this country. 

 

Page 14: Transitional arrangements   

Q7. What transitional arrangements do you think would need to be included in a Bill to repeal the 2012 
Act? (Possible options are set out in the consultation paper at page 24)  

No Response  

 

Page 15: Financial implications   

Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the 
proposed Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

Significant reduction in cost 

Comments: 

Currently police scotland have a dedicated football unit FOCUS which is in reality nothing more than a way 
for the police to leech more public money. FOCUS invent crimes in order to give off the impression that 
their is a "problem" with football supporters to justify the setting up of such dedicated units. This is nothing 
more than smokescreen for them to receive money whilst cuts are made in this time of financial harship. 

 



Page 16: Equalities   

Q9. What overall impact is the Bill likely to have on the following protected groups (under the Equality Act 
2010): race, disability, gender (including transgender), age, religion and belief, sexual orientation, marriage 
and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity?  

Positive  

 

Q10. In what ways could any negative impact of the Bill on any of these protected groups be minimised or 
avoided?  

No Response  

 

Page 18: General   

Q11. Have you any other comments to make on the proposed Bill or on the matters raised in the 
consultation document?  

No Response  

 

Q12. Do you have any direct experience of the Act in practice that you would like to share?  

No Response  

 


