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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 supportive 

Comments: 

This Act allows for football fans to be treated differently to other sports fans. It allows the police unfair scrutiny 
of football fans and encourages heavy handed treatment of them. Innocent fans are filmed and treated as 
criminals. It is absolutely unjust that fans can be arrested for singing a certain song or flying a certain flag, 



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.  

despite there being no guidance within the legislation which determines which songs and flags are 
(un)acceptable. Too much power is given to the police to determine what is 'offensive behaviour' which, in my 
view, encourages improper use of the legislation. 

 

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) As indicated in my previous answer, the legislation gives the police too much power to determine what is 
offensive behaviour. This has caused a huge gulf between fans and the police which did not exist before and 
has made fans very suspicious of the police agenda. Repealing the Act would restore trust in the police again. 
 
(b) Football clubs recognise that the Act is unfair and has deterred some fans from attending games. It has 
increased arrests at football games which reflects badly on the particular club supported by the fans in 
question.  
 
(c) At 44 years of age, I have been attending football games since I was 8 and I have never been in trouble 
with the police in my life. However, every time I am in a football stadium, I feel deeply concerned when I see a 
large volume of police in one area, clearly targeting a particular group. If I am sitting close to the group which 
is being singled out, I have a genuine fear that I could be arrested under this legislation as it only takes one 
officer to be 'offended' and detain someone under this Act. It is not acceptable that supporters should live with 
such fear. Many young men have been arrested under this Act and it could affect their future career. Is it 
really acceptable that someone should lose their job simply due to singing a song or flying a flag that one 
police officer felt 'offended' by?  

 

 

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)?  

The argument for me is what actually is deemed to be offensive. Sectarianism, racism and bigotry is 
unacceptable but there are laws in place to deal with such behaviour. Political views are expressed at football 
grounds throughout the country (which I personally don't agree with but accept people's right to take this 
action) but is it really offensive? If it is deemed to be offensive, why is the advertising of political parties and 
individual politicians allowed on hoardings within the stadium? The hypocrisy is breathtaking. This legislation 
was rushed through in response to a disagreement between 2 managers - why then penalise the fans for 
this? If the current racism and sectarian legislation is not strong enough to deal with perpetrators, then that 
legislation should be strengthened.  

 

 

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)  

 

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 opinion  
 



 

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: 

Again, it would need to be clarified what actions are deemed to be 'offensive'. If it is clear that the football club 
has tried extremely hard to deter such actions, then I would disagree. However, if the club has made no effort 
to deter such behaviour, then they should be held responsible for the actions of their fans. 

 

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)  

Given that I strongly believe that the legislation is deeply flawed, all outstanding charges should be dropped. 
Should this Act be repealed, there is also a strong argument for those convicted under it having their 
convictions overturned.  

 

 

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 that it would appear that a large number of police officers are deployed at football games simply to 
surround and film certain sections of the crowd, I would expect that, should the Act be repealed, less officers 
will be required at each stadium to carry out such activity. This would reduce the costs for football clubs and 
free up police officers' time. 

 

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  

 


