
RESPONSE FROM ANDREW MCCABE 
 
I would like to thank the Convener for inviting me to give my views on the on the 
draft revised Section 8.I would also like to thank the SPPA committee for 
considering my response to the call for evidence and for noting my concerns. 
 
As the committee will be aware I responded to the SPPA committees’ call for 
evidence in it’s review of Section 8 of the Code of Conduct, due to false 
statements and false information being submitted to the Scottish Parliament by 
Ex-MSP Campbell Martin during session 2 of the Parliament, and the subsequent 
outright dismissal of my complaint.  The false statements made and the false 
information submitted to Parliament concerned my deceased father and myself. 
 
What has happened to me is rare and is unlikely to be repeated, due to the fact 
that the vast majority of current MSPs are highly qualified professionals with 
many years of invaluable experience in a variety of areas. They also possess 
enough intelligence to enable them to carry out elementary research on topics 
they may raise in Parliament. 
Therefore MSPs as a whole should not be made to pay for the complete lack of 
intelligence, common sense, integrity and decency, demonstrated by an inept, 
self-serving and unprincipled, would-be politician posing as a MSP in the Scottish 
Parliament. 
 
I am also aware that my complaint was originally ignored due to the gross self-
interest of the people running the committee I complained to, at the time the false 
statements were given to Parliament. It also probably didn’t help that the Scottish 
Parliament elections were six months away and everyone knew that Campbell 
Martin would not have a seat in the Scottish Parliament after the election. 
 
Campbell Martins’ 7-minutes of drivel delivered to the Public Petitions Committee 
on the 15th November 2006 was a pack of factual inaccuracies, which 
deliberately misled the PPC and had no bearing on the petition itself. 
 
It is interesting to note that according to the details that haven’t been blanked out 
of the Parliamentary Standards Commissioners’ 3rd report 2008, at the same time 
petition PE994 was started, lodged and then considered by the PPC, Campbell 
Martin was facing court action along similar lines to that of the petitioner of 
PE994. 
 
If the official reports are to be believed Campbell Martin was a member of the 
PPC from 28/4/04 until 20/3/07. During this time there were 57 meetings of the 
PPC, Campbell Martin only attended 27of these meetings. Also someone should 
have mentioned to Campbell Martin that the West of Scotland region has nine 
constituencies and not just one! Would this come under level of service and 
performance? 
 



I am not alone in saying that it is disgusting that a so-called MSP made false 
statements and submitted false information about a deceased person he never 
knew, to the PPC in an attempt to influence the Scottish Parliament. It is 
disgraceful that the Scottish Parliament allowed him to do so. 
 
Despite there being a Presiding Officer, Standards Committee, Parliamentary 
Standards Commissioner and a Scottish Public Services Ombudsman, the only 
person I could complain to about Campbell Martins’ appalling conduct was the 
outgoing convener of the PPC, Mr Michael McMahon. Mr McMahon dismissed 
my complaint outright; no doubt on the advice of David McGill the clerk to the 
PPC at the time. The excuse given for not investigating my complaint was 
absolute privilege under Section 41 of the Scotland Act. 
 
Therefore as it stands a MSP should they wish to, can say whatever they like 
about any ordinary member of the Scottish public, this includes lying to the 
Parliament about their constituents, and when challenged they crawl under 
absolute privilege for protection. 
I am sure this would not have been allowed to happen if Campbell Martins’ false 
statements concerned another MSP. There is definitely one set of rules for MSPs 
(current or ex) and one set of rules for the rest of us, the people of Scotland 
should be aware of this. 
 
The Scottish public should also be aware that the Scottish Parliament is duty 
bound to record, publish and broadcast inaccurate information about them. In 
addition to this the Scottish public should also be conscious of the fact that the 
Scottish Parliament makes decisions based on false statements and information 
given to it by MSPs, even after it has been notified that false statements have 
been made and false information has been submitted to the Parliament. 
 
There is really only one part of the draft revision of section 8 of the Code of 
Conduct for MSPs that is directly relevant to my experiences of the Scottish 
Parliament, and that is section 8.1.6, which reminds MSPs of the requirements of 
the Data Protection Act. 
This of course just reminds MSPs of the Data Protection Act and does not 
actually enforce the Act, again members of the public should be aware that MSPs 
and the Scottish Parliament can ignore the Data Protection Act by hiding behind 
section 34 of the Act. 
 
The public should also be aware that as far as the Scottish Parliament is 
concerned the Scottish public have no rights under the Human Rights Act either, 
i.e. Article 8 the right to privacy, Section 6(2)(b) takes care of this. Although I 
have since learned that a number of UK politicians wish to use Article 8 of the 
Human Rights Act to stop their expenses from being made public. 
 
Both current MSPs and Ex-MSPs should bear in mind that the Data Protection 
Act applies to everyone and not just MSPs (current or ex) when it suits them. 



 
For example, it would be highly ironic for a MSP to not only completely ignore the 
Data Protection Act and submit false oral and written evidence to the Scottish 
Parliament, causing a great deal of distress and anger to their constituents. For 
that same person to then demand protection under the Data Protection Act after 
they have been found guilty of breaching the code of conduct by not registering a 
substantial amount of money, and then wanting to suppress the publication of the 
Parliamentary Standards Commissioners’ report from the public, in the pretence 
that it would cause distress to their family. 
I know this seems improbable, as only someone unbelievably arrogant and stupid 
would do this. 
 
I was pleased to see that a number of the few MSPs, who participated in the 
review of section 8, agreed with three of the five other respondents that 
constituents should be able to complain about the level of service or performance 
of MSPs. 
Although it was interesting to see that the two bodies funded by the public purse 
that deal with complaints from the public, the Parliamentary Standards 
Commissioner and the Scottish Public Services Ombudsman, categorically 
stated that the public should not be allowed to complain about the level of service 
or performance of MSPs.  
 
One point made during the course of the review was that constituents should not 
be allowed to complain about MSPs, due to it being a matter for the electorate. 
Therefore if a constituent has a complaint about an MSP all that they can do is 
not vote for them at the next election. 
Anyone supporting this notion must have little regard for the Scottish people and 
very short memories. What about the 146,000 + members of the Scottish 
electorate who voted in last years election and whose votes were not counted, 
does this idea apply to them. 
 
Also what if a constituent has a complaint about a MSP who is regional one 
minute and then stands for a constituency the next, if the member of the public is 
in the wrong constituency (there are nine in the region where I live) then they 
can’t even not vote for the MSP they want to complain about. 
 
Unfortunately there has been no real satisfactory outcome for my family and me. 
However I am sure that the current administration will not allow other members of 
the public to suffer from the same gratuitous insult and distress, that my family 
and myself have been subjected to thanks to Campbell Martin and the previous 
administration of the Scottish Parliament. 
 
It goes without saying that I have seen very little of the Scottish Parliaments’ 
founding principles of openness and accountability, I have however seen plenty 
of double standards, hypocrisy and obstruction. 
 



All the codes of conduct, policies, regulations and Acts etc, are not worth the 
paper they are written on, if they are not enforced properly, lawfully and fairly by 
the people paid (by the public) to do so. 
 
MSPs should remember that Scottish Parliament is in existence to serve the 
people of Scotland as a whole, not just meet the needs and serve the interests of 
its 129 members and their families / staff! 
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