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Legislators hammering out vaccine exemption
Posted By Alan Panebaker On April 24, 2012 @ 10:23 pm In Health | 10 Comments

Lawmakers are seeking a compromise that would protect public health and
possibly maintain a philosophical exemption for parents who choose not to
have their children immunized.

In a conference committee this week, House and Senate members are
working to reconcile one bill that would remove the exemption altogether (the
Senate’s) and another that would leave the option intact (the House’s).

On Monday, members of the Senate, who voted overwhelmingly to remove
the philosophical exemption, offered a compromise that would require parents
who opt out of any immunizations to provide schools with a notarized
statement that they have received “evidence-based” information from a health
care provider about the dangers of not immunizing children.

The Senate proposal would also direct the state commissioner of health to
disallow exemptions for certain vaccines if the immunization rates fall below
thresholds set by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

On Tuesday, House members offered a proposal with fewer hurdles. Both
plans would require schools and health care facilities to disclose aggregated
immunization rates.

A coalition of parents lobbied tirelessly this session to keep the exception. Vermont is one of 20 states that allows for a
philosophical exemption in addition to religious and medical exemptions. According to state and federal health officials, the state
also has one of the highest exemption rates in the country.

Many in the medical community, including Dr. Harry Chen, commissioner of the Department of Health, say leaving the exemption
in place could lead to an increase Vermont’s already high rate of unvaccinated children.

Rep. George Till, an obstetrician who supports eliminating the exemption, said many physicians don’t like the Senate doctor
sign-off requirement.

“It belittles what they’re already doing in the form of education,” he said.

Till said some pediatricians see the sign-off provision, a compromise the Shumlin administration recommended earlier in the
session, as tacit approval of allowing unvaccinated children, who could potentially spread disease, to attend school.
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The other issue, he said, is “if you sign a paper against medical advice, it changes the relationship between the doctor and the
family.”

Jennifer Stella heads a coalition of parents who want to keep the exemption.

She said the Senate proposal puts too many restrictions on the philosophical opt-out.

“There’s a certain time where you have to examine is this really a right anymore is it a right with so many conditions on it that
it’s no longer a right that can be exercised?” she said.

The conference committee meets again Wednesday at 11 a.m.

If the two houses don’t reach a compromise by the end of the session, the bill will die, and the philosophical exemption will
remain.

10 Comments To "Legislators hammering out vaccine exemption"

#1 Comment By Owen Wormser On April 24, 2012 @ 11:35 pm
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Here’s some food for thought on this subject….

For starters, this debate begs the question: if vaccines works so well, why are unvaccinated children framed as a threat? To
whom would they be a threat?

The obvious answer is children of parents who choose to take on the risk of potential exposure to their own children by not
vaccinating. But because the vast majority of doctors swear by the efficacy of vaccines, wouldn’t all those who choose to receive
vaccines be perfectly safe– even if a disease or viral vector is present?

Perhaps some would say that not vaccinating is a form of willful endangerment to one’s own children– but with this perspective it
is it fair to ask: is it a good idea for the state to narrow the parameters for what they consider child endangerment in this case,
especially if many parents feel very, very strongly that certain vaccines themselves endanger their children? Where do we draw
that line and is it smart to let the state have the last word on this subject or parents?

Many would say that doctors support vaccines and therefore their wisdom should trump any supposedly irresponsible or paranoid
parents in this case. But, it also may be useful to remember that doctors used to think it was very important to remove
everyone’s tonsils. We like to think that things have changed, but remember that the accepted truths of science and medicine
are constantly changing… and it just so happens that the safety of vaccines is one of the accepted truths that likely will change
over the course of time. To not acknowledge this possibility is a form of fundamentalism with science as the religion.

With that said perhaps we should be very, very careful about letting any state or organization limit or dictate what gets put in
our children’s bodies.

#2 Comment By steve miller On April 25, 2012 @ 7:05 am

The corporations that make these vaccines cannot be held responsible for the damage they do. That is the law. If these
vaccinations are compulsory, the state will be responsible for all vaccine injuries. The corporations lobbied for the immunity to
litigation because lawsuits were making their business unprofitable. This action is a demand to have access to our children’s and
infants’ bloodstreams without any responsibility for damage.

#3 Comment By timothy k price On April 25, 2012 @ 7:28 am

“….the state also has one of the highest exemption rates in the country.”
Yet Vermont is one of the healthiest states in the USA. Is there a connection here? Are there hazards connected with invasive
means in immune defense?
“There’s a certain time where you have to examine is this really a right anymore is it a right with so many conditions on it that
it’s no longer a right that can be exercised?” she said. This thinking is what is dangerous. This is treasonous thinking.

The reason that freedom, the inalienable right, is sacred is precisely because it is the many individuals who make informed
choices which affect themselves that ultimately make the best decisions. It may take a little longer in some instances, but they
will always prevail over time. This cannot be said of Governments. It is protection agianst government that the first ten
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Amendments were demanded, required, before the Constitution could find enough states to ratify it. They knew that
governments always abuse the people, eventually.

If we had a government in the USA whose hands were clean, that had not promoted the 9/11 false flag attacks, killing 3,700
citizens outright, then lie about the air quality causing the slow deaths of responders through air pollution induced sicknesses,
then the people might have a bit more reason to trust their government, but not now.

The government, with whatever consequence, will NOT infringe upon “The rights of the people to be free in their persons,
houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and do warrants shall issue, but
upon probably cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched and, and the person
or thing to be seized.” (Article IV, US Constitution)
And it says nothing about the government at anytime to ever be allowed to injecting them with substances. That would remove
all protection from the people. They would be subjected to the unlimited power of government, and we all see where that leads.

The people must protect themselves from any situation in which a hostile, deceptive government, intent upon reducing the
population, reducing their free will, or in anyway making the people more dependent upon their services.

The people of Vermont will always maintain their freedom of choice. If it may result in some increase in overall susceptibility of
the “herd” at times, so be it.
The “herd” needs to become more fit, not more dependent upon medication.

Some of us, like the framers of the Constitution, and those who have fought to maintain its protections, will never relent, never
surrender our rights to decide for ourselves what is in our personal best interest regarding our bodies and our children.

No, there will be no laws abridging our rights. What part of “NO” do you not understand?

timothy price
fairlee, Vt.

#4 Comment By Rama Schneider On April 25, 2012 @ 7:49 am

I still don’t understand why “philosophical” and “religious” exemptions are being treated as separate beings. If one can’t opt out
for non-religious based philosophical reasons due to public health requirements, why would we allow someone to opt out for
religious based philosophical reasons that will pose the exact same level of threat?

#5 Comment By Curtis Sinclair On April 25, 2012 @ 12:11 pm

“if vaccines works so well, why are unvaccinated children framed as a threat? To whom would they be a threat? ”

Vaccines are not 100% effective. Most routine childhood vaccines are effective for 85% to 95% of recipients. For reasons related
to the individual, some will not develop immunity.
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There are also members of our society that are too young, too weak, or otherwise unable to receive vaccines for medical
reasons. They rely on “herd immunity” to keep them well.
In the case of pertussis, full immunization isn’t typically achieved until a child has received all three doses of DTaP vaccine series
which begins at 2 months of age, continues at 4 months and then concludes with the final dose at 6 months.

There was a serious pertussis outbreak in CA in 2010. All of the deaths occurred in infants under the age of 3 months. Nine were
younger than 8 weeks old, which means they were too young to have been vaccinated.

[2]

#6 Comment By Jeff Smith On April 25, 2012 @ 11:55 pm

The push for mandatory vaccination is coming entirely from the top down : there is no significant outcry from the public for
vaccination ; no public discussion about the pros and cons of it ; no advice and consent between government and people, no
discussion of other ways to deal with the issue of infectious illnesses.

The solution of vaccination is in the meantime the most drastic available : namely, manipulating the immune system of our
entire next generation. The effects of multiple immunizations with multiple vaccines and adjuvant substances are scientifically
entirely unknown. Such research should have been done BEFORE mass, multiple vaccination was ever permitted.

A great number of side effects of vaccinations, often tragic, are being reported by parents worldwide, but they are largely
ignored. As these results continue to be reported, legislators and public health officials make vaccinations mandatory, and
establish immunity from liability for the makers of vaccines.

Neither the House nor Senate has a right to tamper with our right to decide about their own health care or that of our children.
Once that begins, it will eventually permit the government to pour any substance it chooses into our bodies, any time it chooses
to. America is in fact pluralistic in its choices of personal health care, and the government has no right to mandate one single
approach for all, no matter what claims to scientific authority it makes.

Vaccination remains a controversial therapy. The jury is still out concerning its necessity, effectiveness and safety. Rather than
strengthening mandatory vaccination, the government must roll it back, and let citizens choose for themselves. Citizens, for their
part, need to inform themselves thoroughly. Groups like [3] are a good place to start.

#7 Comment By Rylee Wrenner On April 26, 2012 @ 9:01 am

Exactly. I couldn’t have said it better. People need to start asking questions, or else nothing will ever change.

#8 Comment By Gaelan Brown On April 27, 2012 @ 11:34 am

Here here Timothy. Inalienable means inalienable. The reason we have inalienable rights is because that is the LINE that the
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“common good” laws CANNOT cross. Whether or not you think all vaccines are good or not has nothing to do with this. The only
question is: do we have inalienable rights over our own bodies, or not.

#9 Comment By Jessica Bernier On April 29, 2012 @ 6:54 pm

When speaking with my Senator recently I was assured that he had changed his mind since his original vote on S 199. Based on
information provided to him by the Health Department he was under the impression that Vermont’s immunization rates were at a
crisis point and so he voted to end the PE. After listening to the House debate and seeing more accurate information regarding
actual rates and definition of “unimmunized” he told me that the Senate had been sold a “bill of goods”.

The new language proposed by the Senate conferees, and tweaked by the House conferees late last week, gives the Health
Department unprecedented authority to re-miscalculate data about immunization rates in order to suspend the “personal
conviction” (what was the philosophical) exemption for a period of 3 years or more if the rates fall below 90%.

What’s interesting, and Rama, this speaks to your concern, is that the Commissioner can suspend the PE on a state, county or
districtwide basis EVEN if a majority of the exemptors leading to a rate below 90% are using a medical or religious exemption.
Yes, you read that right. The scenario could exist under this bill that the MMR vaccine exemption rate is at 10.1%. If 5% is
medical, 4% is religious and 2.1% is philosophical (personal) it is ONLY those using the PE that will be required to either receive
the vaccine or forfeit education or day care.

In addition, both the Senate proposal referred to in the article and the House proposal resurrect Ann Donahue’s school choice
amendment which was defeated during debate on the House floor. For those who are not familiar with this aspect of the pending
conference committee agreement, parents with immuno-compromised children who have a concern about the vaccination rates
in their own school district may choose another school with higher vax rates– tuition paid from town of residence to the chosen
school. (As an aside I find it very interesting that Ann Donahue supports parents who would like to choose what public school
their child attends and yet is opposed to a parent’s right to refuse pharmaceutical products with no manufacturer liability.)

I’m not sure what the agenda is behind this bill but I will say that it has raised the awareness level about vaccines and their pros
and cons to a much higher level. The more people I talk to the more people are expressing concerns with why the Health
Department feels the need to take away parent and individual rights. People who have never questioned vaccines are beginning
to wonder if vaccines are as safe and effective as they have been led to believe after all.

#10 Comment By Judith Persin On April 30, 2012 @ 12:46 am

Look no farther than ALEC! The Senator who sponsored this bill to take away the philosophical exemption here in Vermont is an
active member of ALEC the organization that represents the corporations (big Pharma) and not the will of the people!
ALEC works by getting into state legislatures to sponsor and promote bills which financially benefit those large corporations. At
the same time democracy is destroyed by interfering with the voice of “the people”! This nightmare going on in Vermont is not
about science or facts. It is all about dirty politics!
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