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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) 

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: 



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.  

This Act was brought in 2012 in a hurry without full consultation to the public or football clubs and supporters 
groups. It is unfit for purpose. While discrimination legislation exists, this route should be used if there is a need 
for anyone to be brought to justice for their offensive behaviour. All supporters must be treated equally. The 
existing Act was a knee jerk reaction to a bigger problem 

 

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) there is a lack of clarity surrounding the Act. Police and the justice system seem to have little or no 
consistency in how the Act is administered. This leads to confusion of c) as to what behaviour is 'believed' to 
be offensive and to whom. Eh one set of supporters are unable to sing a particular song which has historic 
connection to the club ie The Billy Boys because certain sections of the 'supporters' have changed words 
which now offend. Other clubs still sing the song. There are sections of 'supporters' from their rivals who sing 
about killing British Forces but that is not deemed offensive. Clubs b) should be allowed to do what is ever 
possible to stamp out all bigotry, sectarianism and deal with offenders. There is no clarity but b) will then be 
able to deal with those rogue supporters bringing their clubs into disrepute. The supporters will change if the 
clubs are to 'pay' for the actions of a few.  

 

 

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)?  

Clarity as to what offends and who is offended. The clubs should be held to account for actions of fans. If 
offensive or dis functional behaviour is being carried out, if the clubs were to pay, decent supporters would 
soon speak out against those offenders for 'attacking' their club. There is no consistency so clubs, players, 
supporters, police, elected parliamentarians need to have a committee elected, hold meetings and speak 
about this blight on Scottish football and how they believe it should be tackled. These clubs need to 'own' the 
issue. 

 

 

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.  

Partially supportive 

Comments: 

Once again, there is no clarity and little consistency in this part of this Act which was thrown together with no 
consultation with those people who have a stake in football. 

 

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)?  

Equality legislation and Human Rights legislation should be used should be used along side existing 
legislation.  

 

 



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: 

I do believe if clubs bore most of the responsibility for the actions of their fans inside and a agreed radius of 
football parks, the behaviour would change. There does need to be more clarity around offensive behaviour to 
allow clubs to take appropriate steps. This needs to be agreed by clubs and stakeholders including 3rd party 
organisations eg Nil By Mouth 

 

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)  

I am not familiar with this part of the consultation paper. I do think we have existing legislation which could be 
used as transitional until agreed, if necessary, other legislation is 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.  

Significant reduction in cost 

Comments: 

At the minute, costs are ridiculous for the number of cases. The current Act has made little or no impact and is 
seen as a bad pice of legislation. If all stakeholders have an imput into this, perhaps we will see a positive 
impact on with much reduced costs. 

 

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?  

Positive  

 

Q10. In what ways could any negative impact of the Bill on any of these protected groups be minimised or 
avoided?  



Q10. In what ways could any negative impact of the Bill on any of these protected groups be minimised or 
avoided?  

Anything would be better than existence by Act. If you had all stakeholders involved in creating a new Bill, you 
would get a more positive 'buy in' from clubs, supporters, police and all stakeholders.  

 

 

Page 18: General   

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

Na  
 

 

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

No Response  

 


