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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: 

 

 

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 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: 

I have lived in Glasgow on and off most of my life. I love the city but the football related sectarianism, 
hooliganism and thuggery have made me consider leaving the city again for feeling unsafe. I cannot believe 
that in a modern country we would really think of allowing this sort of savage backwards behavior to be given 
the green light by repealing the act. There have been many times when I have been threatened by football fans 
for expressing my sexuality in public. I wholeheartedly welcome any stringent anti-hate crime legislation that 
allows the general public to feel that the fans are being forced to accept the punishment for their vile chants 
and actions. I have felt considerably safer knowing that the OBFA is in place. 

 

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 need broad legislation and powers in order to criminalize people who use hate speech en masse. 
Repealing the act would only give the green light to racists and bigots leading to higher crime and a drop in 
public safety. The only advantage to a repeal would be if the act was strengthened and the police were given 
more sweeping powers to clamp down on this unwelcome behavior. 
 
B)Football clubs may see an increase in revenue if this proposed repeal fails and the bill is maintained. The 
obfa makes football more attractive to those who enjoy the pastime but don't want to surround themselves 
with chanting bigots and thugs.  
 
C) A majority of fans are not bigots but a vocal bigoted minority spoil the gay for everyone. This minority are 
the only ones who should feel afraid of the bill as it means their chants and bigoted views will not be tolerated. 
If this bill was repealed fan well being will decline.  

 

 

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)?  

Politicians should take heed from the OBFA and use it as a template for similar legislation for other mass 
gatherings of people. Politicians should definitely not heed these fallacious cries of infringement of civil 
liberties, it is not a civil liberty to make wider society worse with bigotry and unnecessary hate filled chanting 
en masse. The police are trusted not to take advantage of these powers and should be trained accordingly. 
Football clubs should boldly advertise the rules so fans are aware of the legislation. The strictest criminal 
sentence should available should act as a deterrent to those who ignore this legislation. People who feel their 
safety is being used as political capital by parties who want to repeal this legislation in some vain glorious 
attempt to secure the votes of Glasgow Man should organize politically to lobby these parties and lend their 
votes to parties which support the act.  

 

 

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 opposed 

Comments: 

Upon reading the legislation I have concluded that the act does not go far enough. 

 



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)?  

Harsh criminal punishments for those that use threatening communications en masse  
 

 

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?  

Yes 

Comments: 

Strict liability. The act should be modified to include a section on this. Football clubs should face strong criminal 
proceedings whilst the legislation criminalizes the individual perpetrators 

 

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)  

The act should not be repealed  
 

 

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 increase in cost 

Comments: 

Pointless political posturing costing emotional wellbeing as well as money. The parties advocating repeal 
should be ashamed 

 

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?  



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?  

Negative  

 

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

By not repealing the act and strengthening the powers of police to clamp down on hate speech at sporting 
events  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

Please listen to the oppressed majority who are threatened by this sort of behavior. Our civil liberties matter 
too  

 

 

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

I have noticed a reduction in sectarian language since 2012 and feel safer as a result  
 

 


