
RESPONSE FROM ROBERT BROWN MSP 
 
Review of Section 8 of the Code of Conduct  
 
1. Should constituents be able to complain about the level of service or 

performance of their MSP? and if so, why? 
 
MSPs are answerable to their electorate for their actions as a whole. They are 
not principal service providers and it is inappropriate that there should be a 
formal complaints system on casework, far less on other matters, relating to 
service. Complaints about an MSP’s conduct are, of course a different matter. 
 
2. What aspects of Members constituency work should the public be able to 

complain about?  
 
A constituent should be able to complain to the relevant MSP about any aspect 
of their work. Only another MSP with an interest should be able to complain 
about aspects of Section 8 relating to MSP relations with each other. A 
constituent should be able to complain about the accessibility of an MSP. 
 
3. What, if any, standards should apply to the level of service provided by 

MSPs? 
 
MSPs are not principal service providers. It is inappropriate that they be treated 
as such. Nevertheless the Parliament has a role to identify, facilitate and 
encourage good practice by MSPs. 
 
4. Whose wishes should take precedence in relation to case work – the wishes 

of the constituent or the MSP and why? 
 
This is not a meaningful question. The MSP – in this respect like a solicitor, 
doctor or other professional – is entitled to pursue – or not pursue – a 
constituent’s case as he/she judges best. It is often appropriate to discuss with 
the constituent how it is proposed to proceed, but the MSP is a representative, 
not a delegate, and cannot possibly be subject to instruction by the constituent. 
Most constituents recognise this. 
 
5. What information must be provided by complainants before the Presiding 

Officer can consider a complaint (e.g. name and address, be made in writing, 
set out the facts relevant to the conduct being complained about)? 

 
Clearly anonymous complaints should not be pursued. Complainants should 
normally identify their name and address and a brief summation of the nature of 
their complaint. 
 
 



Group 2: Relationships between MSPs and Ministers 
 
6. When approached to take on a case, what communication, if any, should take 

place between constituency and regional members? 
 
The current system is broadly appropriate. It may be helpful to consider what 
constitutes a constituency case. Is it only an individual issue, an issue restricted 
to a local community or area? Alternatively is it a matter of wider regional 
significance eg a hospital closure. If so, is it reasonable for a Regional MSP to 
have to notify the constituency MSP in this latter event? In practice, I notify the 
constituency MSP when I take action on a matter in their constituency, and this 
has never caused trouble. 
 
7. On what basis should a member of the public be considered a member’s 

constituent (e.g. permanent resident, temporary resident such as prisoner?) 
 
There is no need to define this. Clearly there needs to be some sort of link with 
the constituency. It might reasonably include workplace or business connection 
however. 
 
8. How, if at all, should the activities of regional member be assessed as being 

regional in nature? 
 
Does this really have any implications? MSPs have equal legal and formal status. 
 
9. Should Ministers notify local members when visiting constituencies or regional 

areas? 
 
Ministers in practice notify both constituency and regional MSPs. This works well 
and there is no reason to change it. 


