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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: 

Paul O'Reilly 

 

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: 

There are existing laws and legislation to address the behaviours etc covered that are less invasive, 
subjective, and can more efficiently and effectively gain convictions for anti-social and abusive practices. 
The Act targets one section of society (football supporters) at specific events, is inequitable, heavy handed 
and financially indefensible measured against successful prosecutions. 

 

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?  

A) the clear disadvantage to Police Scotland would be the loss of substantial Government funding that 
comes with the act which, in my opinion, is not reason enough to keep a failed and failing policy. The 
advantages would be an improved atmosphere and relationship with the football going public, less 
resentment, animosity and distrust directed towards them, with the resultant improved conditions for 
easier and safer crowd control. Removing the 'need' or focus of individual officers to actively identify 
something they could describe as 'offensive' would make their job simpler in terms of policing crowds with 
a focus on general safety and utilising existing laws for any clear public order offences. 
 
B) clear advantages for football clubs would be in their relationship with their own paying customers who 
can create a lot of admin correspondence seeking clarification on clubs position the the Act and their 
backing of their own supporters, a difficult position politically and commercially for clubs. The numbers of 
arrests at games will reduce (arrests under the Act rarely leading to convictions, comparatively speaking) 
which helps the club brands. Being associated with higher numbers of arrests is not good for clubs. Most 
people will see arrest figures and draw conclusions about clubs and their fans with no consideration to 
how many of these arrests have actually been legally sound. I cannot identify a disadvantage to clubs in 
the repeal of the Act. 
 
C) there can be no disadvantage to the football supporter in the repeal of an Act that targets them aside 
from all other members of society and can see them arrested for saying or singing something near a 
game of football that would not result in arrest if they did so when there was not a game on. It is 
discriminatory, inequitable and at the mercy of individual officers perception of what is to be considered 
'offensive' in a footballing context. Supporters can be more relaxed, feel less marginalised, have more 
confidence in the Police and less suspicion, feel safer at games and be more amenable to taking 
direction from Police which aids crowd safety.  

 

 

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)?  

Apply existing laws. Work with clubs and football authorities where a wider issue is identified with a clubs 
supporters and take stepped actions leading to perhaps partial stadium closures when it has been 
supported by court that sections of fans are repeatedly breaking the law despite warnings.  

 

 

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  

 



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)?  

Threatening communications are just that, regardless of the context or environment. If it is an abuse there 
is no need to attempt to prosecute it as it relates to football. This helps demonise football supporters as a 
whole. The threat itself is the crime - the motivation behind it (i.e. If it is football related) would be 
identified at court and does not need to be asserted at the point of arrest in my opinion.  

 

 

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 think strict liability is open to being overly punitive to clubs. I believe police, clubs and football authorities 
should work closer together in agreeing processes in which to address fans' bad behaviour with stepped 
consequences up to perhaps partial stadium closures for repeated failures. 

 

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)  

Unsure  
 

 

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  

 

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?  

I have seen groups of fans being kettled by police on their way to games, walking along routes that are 
entirely friendly and thronged with supporters of the same team. Fans with no reputation for violence 
kettled, held back and aggressively policed for the simple fact of walking to the stadium along recognised 
routes. It is draconian and generates resentment towards police from the wider support of clubs other 
than those targeted in this way. It is expensive and erosive to trust.  

 

 


