
Proposed Football Act (Repeal) (Scotland) Bill  

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) 

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.  

Partially opposed 



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: 

This bill was initially launched to satisfy the whims of certain individuals within Celtic FC and their 
supporters. However as the legislation has been implemented, they have come to realise THEY are as 
likely to be criminalised by it, as THOSE THEY INTENDED WOULD BE SPECIFICALLY TARGETED. As 
a result the legislation has allowed them, once again, to play their victim card, like they did in the lead-up 
to it being passed. NOW THEY WANT IT RESCINDED! And are using their political puppets to initiate it. 

 

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: time and money would be saved, massive amounts of "whitaboutery" would be consigned to 
the dustbin. 
Disadvantages: people who have been unjustly criminalised for singing a song will be stuck with that 
stigma, while those who perpetrated similar offences will remain free to express their distasteful thoughts.  

 

 

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 Leaving aside the issue of whether sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 Act should be repealed, what do you 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)?  

Specifically by the police and legal authorities that they fully implement the legislative powers they 
already have, consistently and without favour. 
Clubs must not be held accountable for the behaviour of those over whom they have no control, e.g. 
visiting fans, or others whose only reason to be present is to cause trouble. Clubs should be recognised 
for their attempts to reduce trouble-making elements within their own support and not vilified when their 
efforts are not always successful. However, they must show they are attempting to reduce this minority to 
an absolute minimum.  

 

 

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.  

Partially 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)?  

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: 

This question is poorly framed and the answer refers to strict liability. As stated previously, the home club 
should not be held responsible for the behaviour of visiting fans, especially when any individual's only 
reason for being present is to cause trouble. The control of fans should always be the responsibility of the 
home club, or organising body if at a neutral venue, and the police. Outside the grounds including within 
the immediate environment of a stadium, the responsibility should lie with the police and local authority. 

 

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.  

Some reduction in cost 

Comments: 

Due to the fact a lot of time and manpower is utilised in trying to justify the charges based on this current 
legislation when other laws are available for use. 

 

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?  

Neutral (neither positive nor negative)  

 



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

By implementing existing legislation fairly and consistently. There must also be agreement on 
acceptance, or otherwise of terminology, where there is dubiety, including the word "offence" and whether 
offence is intended by the perpetrator and not if the word is offensive in it's everyday use.  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

This bill should never have been implemented to start with. If necessary, existing legislation could and 
should have been modified to deal with the problem. The fact that it was brought in as a knee jerk 
reaction for those who had the ear of certain politicians and the media is shameful. 
The whole futile exercise could have been avoided, thereby denying those who wanted the law passed in 
the first place, the right of demanding that it be revoked, because it is not working in the way they 
expected. 
They, and their political and legal advisers, should be billed for the costs associated with all the 
parliamentary time spent on this bill and the attempt to have it revoked.  

 

 

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

None, other than hearing of and reading of the criminalising of people for singing a song, the words of 
which have been allowed to be deliberately misconstrued to allow offence to be taken.  

 

 


