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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)  

 

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 

Comments: 

The offensive behaviour at football matches legislation has, in my opinion, only created further problems between fans and 
police, this has been evident throughout the time of the legislation being in place but most blatantly on the 16th March 2013 
when police stopped a fan march (By the Green Brigade) in protest of the legislation. There were numerous images and footage 



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.  

of police pinning a teenager under the age of 16 to the floor and other fans being threatened by Strathclyde Police. The cost of 
the legislation must all be wastefully high when the conviction rate is so low, especially if you remove those who plead guilty to 
avoid the plethora of court appearances generally given to these rather meaningless crimes. I think the police themselves know 
that the legislation is not workable so generally try to distrupt the lives of fans to set an example to others. This seems to be a 
likely reason for possible police perjury from crown witnesses in the case referenced in the link below. 
http://www.heraldscotland.com/news/14241632.Prosecutors_concerns_over_police_evidence_in_Celtic_fans___kettling__case/ 

 

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?  

Advantages 
a) Frees up court spaces and reduces costs to the justice system. Reduces the amount spent on legal aid as 
many of those who are charged under the bill are under 30 and some will not be in a position to pay their own 
legal fees due to study/part time employment. 
b) Higher revenues as fans will feel that the football is an environment worthy of spending their hard earned 
cash at, currently some supporters feel that the climate of overpolicing and the possible risks of being 
targeted by the overzealous police are too much and therefore do not attend matches.  
c) Having equal rights of freedom of speech compared to someone who may choose to watch tennis or 
badminton.  
 
Disadvantages 
a) Less excuses for police to justify their budget.  
b) None 
c) None  

 

 

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)?  

Very little, in a time of overpolicing, possible police perjury and a general police vendetta against certain 
groups of football fans the police and justice system cannot find behaviour which is worthy of a guilty verdict 
in court despite the money spent on special police units such as FoCUS. If at such a time there is not 
offensive behaviour worthy of a conviction then surely there is very little in the way of offensive behaviour 
happening in the first place.  

 

 

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: 

The legislation is overreaching and just because something is posted on the internet doesn't mean it should be 
taken in a real life context. 

 

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)?  

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: 

In my view of UEFA's strict liability it does not have suitable grounds for appeal and also allows those with the 
power in their investigations to punish some for offenses which others are not punished for, they do not seem 
to tackle the european elite as they are the main financial makers of their competitions. 

 

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 between the public, the justice committee and the votes of parliament the legislation is seen to be "mince" 
as once sheriff once described it and therefore is to be removed then any charges must surely be dropped 
and no further use of the legislation by police.  

 

 

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: 

Less trials which do not lead to conviction wasting the time and resources of the court. 

 

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?  

Slightly positive  

 

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  

 


