
RESPONSE FROM CONSTITUENT OF ANGELA CONSTANCE MSP 
(SUBMITTED BY ANGELA CONSTANCE) 
 
I am aware that you have requested feedback and I am enclosing for your 
information a constituent’s views that he has requested I forward to you for 
consideration. 
 
His concerns relate to sections 8.11 and 8.12 of the draft review which cover 
to MSPs relationships with their constituents. 
 

1. the committee had invited the public to make submissions. In view of 
the poor response, was the method employed the most effective 
available and how was the method used determined originally? 

 
2. the public is entitled to receive from its representatives the highest of 

standards which in turn would ensure that accountability, transparency 
and integrity are achieved within the democratic process. As such, the 
original founding principals of the parliament should be mandatory on 
all MSPs and not be classified as aspirational or discretionary. 

 
3. the last section of 8.1.1 reads ‘…ordinarily be expected to inform the 

constituent that the Member is not taking up the case’. Surely in the 
interests of the constituent and good communication a better wording 
would be ‘… will inform…’  

 
4. 8.1.2 ‘… each MSP must take into account the wishes of the 

constituent…’ My constituent argues that this should read ‘… a 
constituent should not be bound by the views of the MSP and the 
constituent’s wishes are paramount…’ 

 
5. My constituent argues that the draft removes the right of conscientious 

representation – the right of representation is central to the relationship 
between a constituent and his representative and should be 
maintained. 

 
6. MSPs should be paid a basic salary which could then be supplemented 

according to casework undertaken. 
 
7. All requests for representation should be logged and an explanation of 

why specific cases are not taken on board by an MSP recorded and 
relayed to the constituent. 

 
8. The current version of the code states that MSPs must be accessible to 

their constituents but many MSPs do not hold surgeries, nor do they 
have to respond to correspondence to meet their obligation of access. 
The right of access does not appear in the draft and this should be 
addressed. Moreover the holding of surgeries is a central means of 
access for a constituent and it should be recognised as such.  
Response to inquiries/correspondence should be timeous. My 



constituent feels that a representative failing to meet these basic 
requirements should be subject to financial penalties. 

 
9. MSPs should be obligated to achieve Charter Mark status within their 

first year in office. 
 
10. The Charter mark criteria should be used for setting standards 
 
11. Consideration should be given to ensuring that a complaints procedure 

is in place so that constituents have a right of reply. 
 
12. Each MSP should be obliged to issue a written promise to his 

constituents that embody the principles of the parliament. 
 
13. The draft does not make reference to ‘… the wishes of the constituents 

and/or the interests of a constituency or locality are of paramount 
importance…’ which appears in section 8 of the code. This would 
appear to downgrade the interests of constituency and constituent and 
should be rectified. 

 
14. the Standards Committee should be reconstituted so that at least 50% 

of members are non-MSPs thereby removing the issue of conflict of 
interest. 

 
15. The presiding Officer should not deal with complaints against MSPs as 

he is an MSP himself and his position is determined by the support of 
other MSPs. The argument of conflict of interest again arises. 

 


