
     

CASE E 
 

HOOK PARISH COUNCIL - COUNCILLOR DR JON ROUSE 
 
Summary 
 
It was alleged that Councillor Rouse, the chairman of the parish council, 
accompanied by the vice-chairman, visited a member of the public at home. Here he 
made allegations that a group of seven parish councillors, including the complainant, 
would be pressing for an injunction to prevent the member of the public, a 
parishioner, speaking at meetings. The parishioner then wrote to each of the seven 
councillors repeating this allegation and another allegation that he had orchestrated a 
public protest against the siting of a youth shelter. He enclosed a stamped envelope 
for them to reply and asked for them to let him know whether the allegations were 
true or false. He said that if they did not reply he would assume that the claim was 
true. In this case, he asked them to go ahead and seek the injunction. 
 
The complainant was one of two councillors who replied direct to the parishioner, to 
say that she was not aware of the actions he referred to being taken, or of a group of 
seven working in co-operation on the council, and that the allegations were false. The 
clerk also wrote to the member of the public to say that six of the councillors (one 
was away) had asked him to reply to say that the allegations were false. The 
parishioner was not satisfied, wrote to the councillors again to say that the two who 
had replied personally had not asked the clerk to write on their behalf, and that he 
would regard the remaining five as having taken the actions originally alleged unless 
he heard from them by a given deadline. 
 
It is alleged that on 18 April 2005 during public questions, a member of the public 
made a statement concerning a pre-arranged visit to his house by two senior 
councillors. The complainant wrote to Councillor Rouse on 20 April asking him: 
 

 If he knew the identity of the two councillors who allegedly paid the visit. 
 

 To name the two councillors allegedly involved and to ask them to explain why 
they used her name without her knowledge. 

 
 To clear her of any complicity in the alleged actions. 

 
 If he was unable to clear her good name, then to assure her that the exercise 

was designed simply as character assassination. 
 
The complainant states that she received no response to the letter, and that she put 
down questions in council on 16 May 2005. She wrote to Councillor Rouse again on 
20 May 2005 to convey her disappointment with his handling of her questions. The 
minutes of the meeting state: 
 



     

“The Chairman said he had received letters from two Councillors concerning alleged 
actions of Councillors at an informal meeting. As these letters did not relate to 
discuss them with individuals outside the meeting.” 
 
On 23 May Councillor Rouse wrote to the complainant to say he regarded the matter 
as closed. The complainant reports that the member of the public has now told her 
that Councillor Rouse was one of the two councillors who visited him. 
 
































