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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 am content for my response to be attributed to me (as an individual) 

Name: 

Sean Quinn 

 

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 



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.  

Comments: 

The 2012 Act is a waste of time and money, for Police Scotland, the Procurator Fiscal and the general 
public. The majority of charges under the OBF part of the act ended in not guilty or not proven verdicts, 
meaning football fans are rung through the court system for no reason. The Act also disproportionately 
targets young men, who are treated with suspicion on matchdays, even away from football matches. It 
also, worryingly, leaves very open the meaning of "offensive", being dependent on the individual arresting 
officer's interpretation. Please, scrap the Act. 

 

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?  

The repeal of the OBF provisions would, in my opinion, quickly improve the relationship between the 
police, clubs and fans. An already tense relationship between the three groups was only worsened by the 
passing of the Act, as the police moved to surveil football fans even more than they were previously.  

 

 

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 think a lot of work is being done, and was being done even before the 2012 Act's implementation, to 
reduce offensive behaviour at football matches. The days of large mobs of opposing supporters at each 
others throats are long gone, there are far less casuals nowadays as well. You always get some folk who 
take things too far, but there has been a severe reduction in the last decade or so, before the Act was in 
place.  

 

 

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 Threatening Communications sections of the Act are redundant. With only a few arrests and 
convictions, most of the offences are covered under other legislation already, much like the Offensive 
Behaviour at Football sections. There is no need to keep any of the 2012 Act in statute. 

 

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?  

Unsure 

Comments: 

I am ambivalent on penalising clubs for their fans' behaviour. I completely disagree with the recent fine 
levied against Celtic for the display of Palestinian flags, for example, but I feel that perhaps Rangers 
should have been fined for destroying the bathrooms at Celtic Park. That does sound pretty one-sided, but 
I am not a football fan and those are two recent examples that I can think of. I think it should be taken on a 
case by case basis and there should be no presumption that the clubs should pay. If there is a 
demonstrable link between the club, or if the disorder is to such an extent that it damages property or 
injures people, and is targeted against a rival club/its supporters or a different sectarian/religious/racial etc 
group, I could accept such strict liability. 
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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)  

I believe that all current cases against individuals for breaching the Act at the time of repeal should be 
dropped immediately, and no further cases initiated.  

 

 

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.  

Some reduction in cost 

Comments: 

I believe that repealing the Act would reduce costs to both the Crown Office/Procurator Fiscal and Police 
Scotland, and to individuals both charged under the Act and those called as witnesses/juries. There would 
be no more waste of Police and PFS time, and no more days taken off to attend court for a completely 
inappropriate charge. 

 

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?  

I don't think there would be any negative impact of the Bill - I believe that the opposite is the case, that 
those in certain religious groups tied to football clubs would be targeted to a lesser degree if the Act is 
repealed.  

 

 

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  

 


