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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 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: 

I see no reason for the 2012 Act given that there are existing laws which would cover an offence in/around a 
football ground. 

 

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 - Police wouldn't need to arrest people to ensure they are justifying the 2012 Act existing and the justice 
system wouldn't have it's time wasted by cases which have little or no merit. I acknowledge that there will be 
cases which are justifiable. However, as previously stated, the current legislation can be used. 
 
b - Football clubs wouldn't have to deal with managing complaints/concerns from their fans if they feel that 
they are being "targeted". 
 
c - Football supporters can go to games safe in the knowledge that they won't be "picked on" to bump the 
numbers up for the 2012 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 Leaving aside the issue of whether sections 1 to 5 of the 2012 Act should be repealed, what do you think 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)?  

Offensive behaviour is a very subjective term. What offends me, may not offend someone else and vice 
versa. 
 
When I was growing up, I would always be told that I would hear "bad words" at the football and I wasn't to 
repeat them. In other words, it starts in the home. 
 
At the end of the day, you have one set of supporters at one end of the ground and another set at the other 
end. If you take away certain elements (which may or may not be offensive) you could risk loose the 
atmosphere at the game. 
 
Most people would overlook the odd swear word, etc. However, if this becomes excessive or even abusive I 
believe that most supporters would be pulling the individual up or at least alerting a steward. 
 
Some sort of education could be considered. However, I would think it is more common sense (however, un-
common that may be these days)  

 

 

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.  

Neutral (neither support nor oppose) 

Comments: 

I do not know enough about this section to comment. 

 



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)?  

Any threatening communication should be tackled. There is freedom of expression and there is also abuse of 
this freedom. 
 
People have a right to their own views and opinions, whether they are political, personal or sporting. However, 
as previously stated, it comes down to common sense. 
 
There are things which most people will agree is threatening or un-called for. Abusive messages on social 
media, for example, gives the opportunity for us all to interact with each other. However, if also allows those 
who wouldn't state certain things in public a platform to do so, many times anonymously. 
 
Any form of abuse, online or in person should not be tolerated and there should be measures in place which 
allow the authorities to trace and punish those who think that this is acceptable.  

 

 

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: 

There is only so much the clubs can do. If a person or persons decide to shout abuse or cause a disturbance 
which isn't necessarily predictable, it would be unfair to punish the clubs. However, if the same situation is 
repeated by the same people, the club should receive a punishment. The only meaning full punishment for 
clubs would be a points deduction, but this could (in some cases) cause additional instances which 
exacerbates the problem. 

 

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)  

None, there is existing legislation to tackle various acts which would be classed as "offensive" under the 2012 
Act. 
 
The act should be repealed and existing legislation used, if required.  

 

 

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.  

Unsure 



Q8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the proposed 
Bill to have? Please provide any comments.  

Comments: 

As previously stated, the police and justice system will see a reduction in case, which would then result in a 
reduction in costs. Similarly, the clubs would also not have to waste time/money, responding to supporters 
concerns about the act.  

 

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?  

Unsure  
 

 

Page 18: General   

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

I would like to go to the football without feeling like I am being watched constantly, with the possibility that 
anything I say (perhaps in the heat of the moment) being interpreted as being "offensive" and subsequently 
being arrested and charged with an offence which 5/10 years ago no one would have thought twice about. 
 
All football supporters are people, not all people are football supporters. In other words, the legislation which 
is good enough for non-football supporters is good enough for football supporters and the 2012 Act should be 
repealed as soon as possible.  

 

 

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

No prior personal experience.  
 

 


