
RESPONSE FROM THE SCOTTISH COUNCIL FOR VOLUNTARY 
ORGANISATIONS 
 
Introduction 
 
SCVO is the umbrella body for the voluntary sector in Scotland. Our 1300 members 
represent a large constituency covering the majority of charitable activity in Scotland. 
Many of these members are themselves intermediary bodies representing the 
interests of the sector locally and with respect to specific types of work. Through 
them we maintain a further contact with the sector at large and the issues that affect 
it. 

The elected SCVO Policy Committee represents large and small, local, national and 
international organisations, covering many different fields of activity. The 
Committee’s experience and knowledge is instrumental in informing our policy 
positions 

SCVO welcomes the consultation on Section 8 of the MSP Code of Conduct as it 
deals not only with relationships between MSPs, but also between MSPs and their 
constituents. While voluntary organisations working on national issues are more 
likely to be working with spokespeople and members of the relevant committees and 
cross party groups, some organisations will have occasion to contact their regional 
or constituency MSP, in particular smaller organisations, and those involved with a 
local issue or with advocacy work. SCVO is interested in particular in the key 
principles where these involve constituents. 

• Does the content of Section 8 require to be changed? If so, why?  

SCVO is basically happy with the key principles as they are written, and in particular 
with number 1 which states that all eight MSPs have a duty to be accessible to the 
people in the areas for which they have been elected to serve and to represent their 
interests conscientiously.  

• If changes are required, what aspects of Section 8 require to be changed 
and how? 

Possibly the corresponding guidance to key principle 2 (8.3.1), could benefit from 
some clarification that there is not an expectation on the constituent to raise a 
personal or local matter with their constituency MSP, if they prefer to go to one of 
their regional representatives (eg by replacing ‘expected’ with ‘likely’ in the fourth 
sentence).  
 
Sometimes a local issue has the potential for wider or national impact and so an 
organisation may have approached a spokeperson on the relevant policy area. It 
may be useful for the guidance concerning Key principle 5, (which states that no 
MSP should deal with a matter relating to a constituent, constituency case or 
constituency issue outwith his or her constituency or region unless by prior 
agreement) to recognise this and advise flexibility in this instance. 



• Should constituents be able to complain about the level of service or 
performance of their MSP? and if so, why?  

Yes – it is fair that constituents should have an expectation that their elected 
representatives deliver a minimum standard of service, and that they have recourse 
to a complaints system if this is not the case. 

• What aspects of Members constituency work should the public be able 
to complain about?  

• What, if any, standards should apply to the level of service provided by 
MSPs?  

Those referred to in key principle 1 – concerning the duty on MSPs to be accessible 
to the people of the areas for which they have been elected to serve and to 
represent their interests conscientiously. 

• Whose wishes should take precedence in relation to case work – the 
wishes of the constituent or the MSP and why?  

It should ultimately be for the constituent to decide which of their 8 MSPs to take 
their issue to, but it should be open to the MSP to offer suggestions. 


