
Dear Mr McNicol, 
 
Membership of Progress, Labour First and Labour Friends 
of Israel, and other groups such as Blue Labour, and 
evidence given by Labour Party Investigations Officer 
Benjamin Westerman in the case of Jack Halinski-
Fitzpatrick v Iain McNicol in the High Court of Justice, 
Queen's Bench Division, Claim No HQ17X00488. 
 
I am writing to point out a clear discrepancy between the 
evidence given by Mr Westerman in the High Court case 
referenced above, on 20th February 2017, regarding the 
expulsion of former Labour Party member Mr Jack Halsinki-
Fitzpatrick, and your statements in your letter to Weaver Vale 
CLP dated 13th February 2017, in which you justify failing to 
investigate, and if necessary expel, Labour Party members who 
belong to political groups such as those named above which 
are not official Labour groups or other units of the Party. 
 

Jack Halinski-Fitzpatrick was formerly a member of my CLP, 
Harrow West, and I am acquainted with him, which is why I am 
writing to request a formal response from you on this issue. 
 

First of all, I would like to note your statement to Weaver Vale 
that “our staff review all the correspondence we receive before 
sending considered responses”. Presumably the same applies 
to correspondence you generate yourself, and therefore your 
letter dated 13th Feb represents a “considered response” to 
Weaver Vale. 
 

Secondly, I would like to note that Mr Westerman says in his 
evidence that he is authorised to give it on behalf of the Labour 
Party. 
 
In your letter to Weaver Vale, you justify not investigating and 
taking disciplinary action against Labour Party members who 
support unaffiliated political organisations such as “Saving 



Labour” on the grounds that they do not stand candidates 
against the Labour Party: 
 

“In your correspondence below, you refer to Chapter 2, Clause 
1 section 4. B. However, you have only quoted half of the 
relevant sentence. The full clause copied below specifically 
relates to joining or supporting a political organisation that 
stands or publically declares and intention to stand a candidate 
against an official Labour candidate. None of the organisations 
you describe have stood or have declared an intent to stand a 
candidate against an official Labour candidate.” (McNicol, 
13/02/17). 
 
Weaver Vale CLP rightly points out that according to Rule 
2.1.4.B, whether or not the organisation stands candidates 
against Labour is irrelevant.  
 

“The rule you quote is “A member of the Party who joins and or 
supports a political organisation other than an official Labour 
group or other unit of the Party, OR supports any candidate 
who stands against an official Labour candidate, OR publicly 
declares their intent to stand against a Labour candidate, shall 
automatically be ineligible to be or remain a Party member, 
subject to the provisions of Chapter 6.I.2 below of the 
disciplinary rules”. 
 

“This rule has separators for each sub-clause, the separator is 
OR, that means each sub-clause stands on its own and does 
not need qualifying by any other sub-clause. 
 
Therefore to say “A member of the Party who joins and or 
supports a political organisation other than an official Labour 
group or other unit of the Party shall automatically be ineligible 
to be or remain a Party member, subject to the provisions of 
Chapter 6.I.2 below of the disciplinary rules” is perfectly 
acceptable, and does not require the remainder of the rule.” 
(Weaver Vale, 17/02/17). 



The authorised evidence given by your own officer Benjamin 
Westerman to the High Court on 20th Feb 2017 agrees with 
Weaver Vale's statement and not with yours. Jack Halsinki-
Fitzpatrick is excluded from the Labour Party because he is 
automatically ineligible to remain a member according to the 
first part of Rule 2.1.4.B, which you accuse Weaver Vale of 
having selectively quoted.  
 

"The rule is clear in that any support for a political organisation 
other than an official Labour group or unit renders that member 
automatically ineligible to be or remain a Party member.” 
(Westerman, Statement to High Court of Appeal, 20/02/17, my 
emphasis.) 
 
No need to go any further in Mr Halsinki-Fitzpatrick's case. He 
supports a political group not officially part of the Labour Party, 
therefore he's out, this is official Labour Party evidence to a UK 
court. Apparently it's all right for Mr Westerman to selectively 
use that rule in the High Court of Appeal, but it isn't all right for 
Weaver Vale to use precisely the same part of Rule 2.1.4.B to 
ask you why you are not investigating supporters of political 
groups not officially part of the Labour Party who are therefore 
automatically ineligible to remain Labour Party members 
according to the Party's own evidence in court. I would like to 
ask you why not, please, Mr McNicol. 
 
It appears to me that your statement to Weaver Vale I quoted 
above is obviously false, as it is contradicted by official Labour 
Party evidence to the High Court of Appeal. 
 
I would also like to request that you investigate forthwith, and 
expel, any members of the Labour Party who support the 
following political groupings at least: “Progress”, “Labour First” 
and “Labour Friends of Israel”, as you say yourself in your letter 
to Weaver Vale that they are not affiliated to the Labour Party 
and your own officer has given evidence in court that under 



those circumstances supporters are automatically ineligible to 
be or to remain Party members. 
 
Please may I have a response at your earliest convenience.  
Many thanks. 


