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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: 

Martin Coyle 

 

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 unfairly targets football supporters, particularly young men, as opposed to any other group or 
collective. Why? Illegal behavior should be dealt with accordingly, wherever it occurs.....but, supporting your 
team is not a crime. There was and is more than adequate legislation to deal with any unlawful behavior. It was 
a political 'knee-jerk' reaction to 'sectarian' tensions following on-field incidents, not on the terracings.....and 
tried to blame it all on football supporters....instead of confronting the elephant in the corner. Or maybe theirs 
two elephants: i) deep rooted in the centuries old battle between a dead Prince and whoever happens to be 
Pope at the time; or ii) was it a means to deflect from the emerging crisis that was exploding in Scottish 
football. Scottish football fans were finding out that the field wasn't quite level. 

 

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) Advantages: i) there is already adequate legislation in place; ii) clearer legislation upon which to base any 
charges rather than the "very confusing" Act; iii) I believe quite a number of cases are thrown out after a 
considerable amount of police & justice system resources (our taxes) because of its "very confusing" 
nature......a resource that could be better deployed; iv) this would no doubt be a saving on the Legal Aid 
budget too (although I'm sure there are some within the system might not see that to their advantage)  
 
Disadvantages: ? 
 
b) ?? I'm not aware of how clubs are effected by this Act. 
 
c) Advantages: i) an opportunity to address the fact that supporters are not the problem, they are a symptom 
of a broader Scottish failure to address the underlying and deep-rooted tensions stepped in Catholicism and 
Protestantism; ii) a number of mainly young men will be less likely to be facing criminal charges....and all that 
entails; iii) an opportunity to enhance the image of football and its supporters.....the contributions they make to 
society, community and the economy  

 

 

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)?  

Why should offensive behaviour be tagged exclusively to football matches? All of the above should be leading 
a debate on defining offensive behaviour. What behaviours are illegal and what behaviours are more a matter 
of tolerance and taste? What boundaries should a modern outward looking Scotland place around the rights 
to freedom of speech and 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: 

There is no requirement for it. These sections are adequately accounted for in 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)?  

No Response  

 

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: 

There is an onus on clubs to take reasonable steps to control safety and crowd. They should be clear about 
their clubs standards of behaviour and what will not be tolerated. They should strive to identify offenders and 
sanction accordingly. But as long as reasonable steps have been taken....there's a case for clarifying what 
reasonable steps look like on a checklist.....it would be unfair to penalise the club for the behaviour of some or 
all of the people in the crowd. I could see groups of so-called fans organising 'rent-a-mob' groups when visiting 
their rivals clubs with a view to getting them 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)  

If the Act is repealed, it is deemed as failed legislation. There's a case to be made for putting a stop to all 
proceedings as soon as possible and reduce the time and resource spent on them.  
 
As for ongoing criminal proceedings....as above.  

 

 

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.  

Some reduction in cost 

Comments: 

Given the pressures on our justice system any savings in the Legal Aid budget will be otherwise gainfully 
employed but I'd think there'd be some time and resource saved.....some of which has proved to be a complete 
waste of tax payers money. 

 



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?  

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?  

No Response  

 


