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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?  

Professional with experience in a relevant subject  

 

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.  

Partially supportive 

Comments: 

I understand the reasoning perhaps for such an Act however this particular one is not clear and would 



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.  

appear to be open to interpretation. It is clearly not working and the dubiety around many of its contents 
have been well documented. 

 

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?  

I cannot speak on behalf of the police or even the football clubs themselves, but I can comment 
personally as a supporter who feels uneasy being at the football knowing the amount of "grey areas" this 
Act has and almost feeling on edge in fear of "breaking the law" in terms of how the Act is interpreted by 
those enforcing it. 
I do not consider any part of my behaviour or attitude as a supporter to be in anyway wrong, threatening 
or inciting hatred, yet still feel I run the risk of falling foul to this ambiguous Act.  

 

 

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 Leaving aside the issue of whether sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 Act should be repealed, what do you 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

Well firstly, what constitutes as "offensive behaviour at football matches" requires to be categorically 
specified and agreed upon so that it is not open to interpretation as appears to be at the moment. We 
must also consider why this Act only specifically relates to football? 
As for the police who are asked to enforce this law, who I wholly sympathise with at times, they need to 
enforce it in a consistent manner. 
I consider myself a fairly normal law abiding citizen and whenever I have had any dealings with the police 
in any other respect, I have always found them extremely helpful courteous etc. as you would expect 
them to be, however that attitude on occasions seems to be significantly different in the football 
environment. 
I do feel that the clubs have already implemented many things which assist with this already. 

 

 

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 

Comments: 

I understand certain things require to be monitored, but much of this part of the Act appears to cover things 
that people say for the sake of saying and in no way are meant to be threatening and do not lead to 
violence as may be being suggested. Again the consistency of how this Act is implemented is likely what is 
required to be addressed more than anything. 

 

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)?  

Clearly communicate what is deemed by threatening communications and not leave it to what one 
particular person understands it to be.  

 

 



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: 

Total grey area and would need to be dealt on a case by case basis. Nothing in place for example to stop 
a rival clubs fans getting another club penalised. 

 

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  

 

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?  

No Response  

 

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?  

In my experience the Act is only implemented on "east targets". 
It is not consistent and it certainly does not achieve what I believe to be its original intention. 
I have heard it being referred to as a "snobs law" and while this may appear extreme, I understand why it 
may be seen that way from the outside, looking in.  

 

 


