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Good morning Ms Rainsford,

Thank you for your letter of #OFebruary 2012. You wrote in response to a letterattachments | had
sent to the then Attorney General, Robert McCleljatated the 2December 2011.

Yes, unfortunately my letter, which was in regardhe circumcision of my son, was sent before Mr
McClelland's fall from grace and was not therefaddressed to the current Attorney General, Ms
Roxon.

My political and bureaucratic journey is obviouskyaring an end. Should you have misplaced my
previous correspondence to you or your reply toan@ye interested in seeing what other politigians
bureaucrats and regulators have had to say, youisiatvww.MyCircumcisionDisgrace.org. |
will shortly begin bidding, using Google Ad-Wordsr first page presentation of my site using most
relevant search strings as well as several palitisiand bureaucrat’s names.

| must aplogise for the time taken to respond to, ybis letter has been through innumerable drafts.
Some versions ran to more than ten pages, waditigealelevant moral and ethical propositiéhs
Some versions were curt and disrespectful. As alitthe other versions, however, | am pragmatic
enough by now to understand that this expurgatednoihlikely have no effect. In fact David Clarke,
the NSW Parliamentary Secretary for Justice, wisortwd replied to one single communication
addressed or copied to him, has probably alreddgdohis copy of this letter into an aeroplane &snd
test flying it as you read.

You will recall that my letter to you questionec tfact that while the Family Law Act has been cisd
providing the justification for my son to have besrtumcised without my consent, in Judgment
AD4887 of 2002, Justice Strickland allowed a motherright to protect her son from circumcisfon.

Your first justification as to why | was not wastemded the same right in law as Mother K was that
“In the absence of a court order, you and your parteach have parental responsibility for making
decisions about medical procedures about your som@r, including circumcision.”

As you scanned the list of sole parental respolitstisi available to you, what made you decide to
categorise the non-medically indicated circumcisstbmy son as a medical procedure? How on earth
can a non-medically indicated procedure be saadtifiith the nomenclature of being a ‘medical
procedure’?

Ms Rainsford, skin cancers are often treated byaheval of a section of diseased skin. Performing
this procedure, for MEDICAL REASONS, is called agdical procedure’.

If, however, | present my child to a willing doctnd pay him to excise the same section of skimdor
reason other than | feel like doing it (or, as MBn so eloquently puts it, for reasonsérsonal
preference), this can no longer be termed a ‘medical procedur

Or are you telling me, Ms Rainsford , through tiem of the Family Law Act, that so long as a
surgery can be medically justified in some circuanses, it can be universally justified and requkste
at any time, by a lone parent, without medical irafiee?

Spare me.



To debate and question what constitutes a ‘megicaedure’ is not being argumentative or pedantic.
You see, unless the action of performing non-méigiaadicated surgery on an infant can be forcibly
jammed into one of the available sole-parentaltagiategories, the action is presumably NOT subject
to the latitudes and responsibilities describeth@&Act.

So, Ms Rainsford, to be clear, is a procedureithedrried out for no medical reason to be desdrise
a medical procedure for the purposes of the Fabaly Act (1975)7?

Your second justification as to why | was not exkeeh the same right in law as Mother K was your
arcane observation th@the circumstances in your son's case appear tdifferent to those of the
case you have attachedr’'simply refuse to believe that a person of yolowious intellect would put
that proposition to me with any sincere expectatiwat | would be placated by such a simple truism.

Perhaps | phrased my question to you poorly. Leturmemy question around one hundred and eighty
degrees and try agaiim relation to the Family Law Act, what should | have done (or not done) so
asto ensurethat my son and | benefited from the same protection and rightsthat Mother K and

her child were afforded?

Thank you for your suggestion that | undergo colimgel understand what a relief it would be for al
concerned if | were to quietly accept the humifigficontemptuous disrespect that has been extended
to me as well as the utter vandalisation of my soights that has occurred. | won’t be undergoing
counseling with regard to this issue now, or ever.

Thank you once again for your reply and | look fard/to your further advice.

Yours sincerely,

(1) An excellent and definitive work that outlinh& moral and ethical minefield of infant male aimwision is:

Male and Female Circumcision — Medical, Legal attiidal Considerations in Pediatric Practi€zorge
Denniston, Frederick Hodges and Marilyn Milos. KemAcademic/Plenum Publishers1999

(2) Family Law Court of Australia No AD 4887 of 2D6 The Honourable Justice Strickland.



