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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: 

Michael Al-Saedi 

 

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: 

It is an abomination of a law created to criminalise being offensive and political expression. In my opinion it 
does not tackle the root causes of sectarianism which should come via education and not criminalisation. 
Moreover the application of the 2003 laws were more than enough to cover hate crimes. This was a law written 
by the police for the police instead of a law written by the people to be policed by the Police. If someone thinks 
people getting sent to prison or having their doors kicked in at 6am in the morning or police turning up at 
peoples workplaces is an efficient use of our scarce resources then god help us. 

 

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 police could apply objective laws - from the police POV the only disadvantage they would have is less 
power but IMO that is no bad thing as they have shown on many occasions they cannot be trusted to use 
them appropriately. The police could also divert resources away from trying to catch people singing songs to 
actually solving crimes 
 
(b) Football clubs are less likely to be having to step in and place temp banning orders on supporters who 
spend months in court and are asusmed guilty. This creates divisions between clubs and their own fans 
 
(c) SUpporters would be free to express themselves without fear of being arrested , having door kicked in , 
banning orders before a guilty conviction etc etc. 
 
There are no disadvantages of repealing this archaic 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)?  

Nothing offensiveness should not be a crime. We cannot create a society where people have the right not to 
be offended as it is unworkable 
 
A clear disticntion should be drawn between hate crime and offensiveness and as a society we should protect 
our right to offend outwith the boundries of hate crime. That is true freedom of expression  

 

 

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: 

Again we have the comms act 2003 which deals with these things....we have created a trial by media type 
society and this should not be acceptable to any right thinking person. If there are genuine threats then am 
pretty sure we can apply previous laws to these instances however where someone is just being repulsive it 
should not be a crime to be that way. Better that these people with abhorrant views are shown for the world to 
see 

 



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)?  

already answered in previous question  
 

 

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: 

whats to stop opposing fans going to games and trying to get opposition teams into bother. There are laws 
written pre OBaF that tackle these. If the police see someone committing a crime then arrest them. CLubs 
should not be responsible for an individuals behaviour. If i commited a hate crime at a rock concert would the 
band be held accountable....its yet another way of saying that sectarianism is caused by football and doesnt 
manifest itself at the football...stupid thinking 
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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)  

none scrap it and scrap focus and spend the cash on education programmes  
 

 

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: 

We sent FoCus memebers to the celtic v gibralter game where there were a couple of hundred fans....we have 
constant court dates only for cases to be thrown out or found not guilty. The decision should not be about cost 
but what is right and what is wrong. It is wrong to discriminate against a section of society for breaking an 
imagined law against an imagined person 

 

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?  

scrap the thing...its a disgraceful piece of legislation  
 

 

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  

 


