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Page 2: About you    

Are you responding as an individual or on behalf of an organisation?   

on behalf of an organisation   

  

Which of the following best describes you? (If you are a professional or academic, but not in a subject 

relevant to the consultation, please choose "Member of the public".)   

No Response   

  

Please select the category which best describes your organisation   

Commercial organisation (company, business)   

  

Please choose one of the following; if you choose the first option, please provide your name or the name 

of your organisation as you wish it to be published.   

I am content for this response to be attributed to me or my organisation  

 
Name or Name of Organisation  
Ian Maxwell, Managing Director, Partick Thistle Football Club  

  

Please provide details of 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.   
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Page 7: Your views on the proposal    

Q1. Which of the following best expresses your view of the proposal to introduce strict liability for football 

clubs in Scotland?   



Fully opposed  

 
Please explain the reasons for your response  
No one who wants to see football thrive can fail to agree with the intent behind this proposal. Partick 

Thistle believes that every fan should enjoy match day in a safe and welcoming environment, without fear 

of being subject to offensive behaviour in any shape or form. We work to ensure that we comply with all 

existing legislation and are clear in letting our fans know what is expected of them, home and away. 

However, the reality is that legislating using strict liability, as proposed, could create an outcome that is  

Q1. Which of the following best expresses your view of the proposal to introduce strict liability for football 

clubs in Scotland?   

diametrically opposed to what’s intended. It raises the fundamental question of whether the legislation will 
change behaviours or simply stick a plaster over issues by punishing clubs. Currently, the Offensive 
Behaviour at Football Act and other associated legislation have powers to address many of the issues 
being raised under the guise of the requirement for strict liability. We would ask that before further 
legislation is enacted, the enforcement record in using existing legislation is examined and consideration 
given as to whether more can be done to apply it. In our opinion, this proposal does not give evidence of or 
make the case for additional legislation, as there is nothing to indicate that the issues raised by you go 
beyond the reach or scope of existing legislation. In relation to strict liability, should we be pushed down a 
road where points deducted and playing matches behind closed doors become the punishment of choice, 
this could actually work against football. It could see opposition fans actively engaging in unacceptable 
conduct knowing it will result in punishment for a club, which would have to prove that it wasn’t one of their 
own supporters who carried out the unacceptable behaviour. Similarly, what is right about making clubs 
liable for supporters’ behaviour to and from a match? Where do we draw the line? If this is an appropriate 
way to regulate against this sort of behaviour then would we also see pubs, nightclubs and kebab shops 
around Glasgow being charged for all similar instances which occur in their premises each weekend? Strict 
liability legislation, as it stands, is a sledgehammer to crack a nut. Furthermore, it is proven in UEFA 
competition that strict liability does not act as deterrent. Celtic has been fined 9 times in European  
competition, with an average fine of £14,000 which, based on a gate receipt for the matches in question of  
£2 million, is the equivalent of the SPFL fining Partick Thistle £175. Is that an incentive to modify 

behaviours? If a club has points docked because it cannot prove that its own fans didn’t commit an act of 

bad behaviour at a game and that results in it losing position in the league as well as money, where’s the 

justice in that? In summary, we regard the proposed legislation around strict liability as premature, unjust 

and unenforceable. Without any hard evidence of the need for it, strict liability will take disproportionate 

time and resource to police without any guarantee that it will produce the desired outcomes. We also 

believe there should be stronger enforcement of currently legislation before anything new is introduced. 

There are undoubtedly issues in some parts of football, but by your demand for the introduction of strict 

liability you paint a bleak picture of the game that isn’t recognised by the Club. Acknowledging that Scottish 

football can always do things better if we are to build backing for the game, we would support the SPFL 

being allowed to produce a response to the Scottish Government’s request for stricter punishments and 

that should be given time to work. In a very small sample of our fans who responded to our request for their 

views on this issue, this was their position too.   

  

Q2. Could the aims of this proposal be better delivered in another way (without a Bill in the Scottish 

Parliament)?   

Yes (if so, please explain below)   

  

Q3. What do you think would be the main advantages, if any, of holding clubs responsible for the 

behaviour of their supporters?   



No Response   

  

Q4. What do you think would be the main disadvantages, if any, of holding clubs responsible for the 

behaviour of their supporters?   

In relation to strict liability, should we be pushed down a road where points deducted and playing 

matches behind closed doors become the punishment of choice, this could actually work against football. 

It could see opposition fans actively engaging in unacceptable conduct knowing it will result in 

punishment for a club, which would have to prove that it wasn’t one of their own supporters who carried 

out the unacceptable behaviour.   
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Q5. If there is to be a system of strict liability, which of the following behaviours do you think should be 

covered (choose all that apply)--   

No Response   

  

Q6. If there is to be a system of strict liability, which of the following sanctions do you think should be 

available (choose all that apply)--   

No Response   

  

Page 13: Financial implications    

Q7. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what financial impact would you expect the 

proposed Bill to have on:   

No Response   

  

Page 14: Equalities    

Q8. What overall impact is the proposed Bill likely to have on equality, taking account of the following 

protected characteristics (under the Equality Act 2010): age, disability, gender re-assignment, marriage and 

civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion and belief, sex, sexual orientation?   



No Response   

  

Q9. In what ways could any negative impact of the proposed Bill on any of these protected characteristics 

be minimised or avoided?   

No Response   

  

Page 16: Sustainability of the proposal    

Q10. Do you consider that the proposed Bill can be delivered sustainably, i.e. without having likely future 

disproportionate economic, social and/or environmental impacts?   

No Response   

  

Page 17: General    

Q11. Do you have any other comments or suggestions on the proposal to introduce strict liability for 

football clubs in Scotland?   

No Response   

  


