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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: 

I attend football matches and I believe that the OBFA is an obscene waste of police time and money. The 
legislation that exists to deal with breach of the peace incidents is sufficient and I am completely unhappy with 
who decides what 'offensive' means in the context of the act. I also wish to note my disgust at comments 



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.  

attributed to Christine Graham where she has been quoted as saying the act can be used for 'evening up' 
arrest statistics. Also, Roseanna Cunningham's ridiculous assertion of people being arrested for 'blessing 
themselves aggresively' leads me to think that this act was never thought through properly before being 
passed into law. There appears to be a complete lack of understanding from certain MPs regarding offensive 
behaviour at football and they are trying to deal with sectarianism using a law that is more woolly than dolly the 
sheep. In short, it's a money wasting ill thought out act that should be at the very least, reviewed and at best 
consigned to the bin. 

 

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) given the poor arrest:conviction statistics, I believe that repeal of the act would free up valuable police time 
and also money to use for more important issues. e.g. Domestic abuse. It will almost certainly be less of a 
financial burden to the justice system as well. I cannot see a disadvantage to either the police or justice 
system of repeal. 
b) If a club has to pay for extra policing on match days for surveillance then saving money is a big advantage. 
I can't see any disadvantage of repeal for a football club. 
c) Not criminalising football fans is a major advantage of repeal. One of the things that really annoys me about 
this act is that if you say something 'offensive' at a game you can be charged but if you do it on a public street 
on a Saturday night, nothing happens. There are zero disadvantages to football fans of repeal as any 
offensive behaviour can be dealt with using public order law.  

 

 

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)?  

We are supposed to live in a democracy therefore people have the right to free speech. I don't want to live in 
a nanny state where every conversation is monitored to find out whether my personal opinions offend 
someone. The vast majority of football fans are innocent and decent but human nature will always mean that 
there are idiots in any crowd, not specifically football. If we want to live in a democracy then we need to allow 
free speech within the confines of the current laws.  

 

 

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: 

From media reports, the offensive behaviour' which no one can define seems to be mainly singing songs and 
using sectarian language. I would say this is generally done as part of a crowd and displays a mob mentality. 
Not to excuse anyone indulging in unlawful behaviour but having attended many games over the years, 
sometimes it is easy to be carried away in the heat of the moment. I believe that threatening communications 
are more planned out than singing a song and as an active user of social media, I have viewed my fair share of 
these comments. However, the same point stands that if we want to live in a democracy then people have a 
right to express their opinions within the current law. 

 



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)?  

An amendment to public order legislation to include social media would help. I assume other communications 
like mail and telephones are already covered.  

 

 

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: 

Strict liability should be applied but I think the application of it should be placed in the hands of an organisation 
who would apply it without fear or favour. 

 

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)  

Anyone charged should have their case reviewed under public order law. 
Anyone already found guilty and sentenced should be afforded the same opportunity. If found not guilty under 
public order law, the original charge should be removed from their 'record' 

 

 

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 there is a dedicated unit (FoCUS) in place which comprises of up to 30 additional police officers, I 
believe that repeal of the act would lower costs as these officers would no longer be required to stand in front 
of football fans and record their movements using video surveillance equipment. 

 

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?  

I don't think there would be a negative impact on any of the aforementioned groups.  
 

 

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  
 

 

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

At every home game I attend, I witness a group of police officers video recording a bunch of fans at a football 
match. I cannot see the purpose of this and the only thing it does is raises distrust and unhappiness with 
policing.  

 

 


