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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) 

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 



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 act criminalises behaviour and speech that if at any other venue than a football ground, would not 
necessarily be an arrestable offence. The act was borne of a reaction to incidents at one particular match 
where a number of arrests were made. This knee jerk reaction is out of sync with reactions to events such as 
TITP which suffer larger scale disturbances with more serious criminal behaviour. 

 

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 advantage to the police and justice system would be they would revert to more tried and tested, less 
ambiguous legislation that secures higher rates of convictions. They would also benefit from improved 
relationships with football supporters as many feel this legislation has brought distrust. I can see no 
disadvantages. 
 
In terms of the football clubs, it will mean that fans who fear being arrested for displaying behaviour that away 
from football would not be criminal, can return and support their football clubs, bringing revenue back to the 
club. It would also alleviate pressure put on the clubs by fans to stand against this legislation. 
 
In terms of supporters, it would allow them to come to a game and exercise their right to free speech without 
being arrested under an act that has been proven to be fundamentally flawed. 

 

 

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)?  

One of the key ideas of the bill was to tackle sectarianism / bigotry. The government and other institutions 
need a much larger conversation about this offensive behaviour in the country and not just at football. Beefing 
up hate crime laws to tackle these would be a start but building an anti sectarian element into the education 
system in the long term is the only way to try and root it out. 
 
However, sectarianism and bigotry should never be used as an excuse to curb everyone's right to freedom of 
political expression or freedom of speech.  

 

 

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: 

Simply, freedom of speech and freedom of political expression are being impinged. There are other laws that 
deal with threatening communications, football doesn't need its own law. 

 

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)?  



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)?  

Again, use of other legislation but primarily teaching the young at school why sectarianism / bigotry are bad 
alongside why it's wrong to behave irresponsibly online with consequences.  
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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: 

It is too subjective to punish clubs for views others may disagree with but that the supporters may hold and 
legally have a right to express. For example, UEFA punishes clubs for any form of political expression at their 
sanctioned games. But it is everyone's right to express themselves politically. Self regulation by the clubs 
works best, with the police using existing legislation to arrest individuals where there is evidence of hate 
speech. 
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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)  

No further prosecutions should be brought from the date of repeal. 
 
Any charges outstanding at date of repeal should be dropped. 
 
Any banning orders associated with those charges should also be quashed.  

 

 

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: 

The low conviction rate suggests the bill has resulted in costly and ineffective wastes of police and justice 
system time. 

 

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?  

It should make no difference as existing legislation already provides protection for these groups.  
 

 

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  
 

 

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

No  
 

 


