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Subject Fw: Please support SB277 
From Ricardo Beas <ricardobeasv@hotmail.com> 
T o ricardo@cafepeyote.com <ricardo@cafepeyote.com> 
Date 2019-02-10 7:33 am 

From: Reiss, Dorit R. <reissd@uchastings.edu> 
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2016 9:46 AM 
To: Ricardo Beas 
Subject: Fw: Please support SB277 

Apparent ly I d idn't add Pan and A l l e n to a l l my letters , so I have even less correspondence than I thought - probably because 
they were s p o n s o r s . So I'm s e n d i n g this in case you want it. 

Dorit Rubinstein Reiss 
Professor of Law 
DC Hastings College of the Law 
415-5654844 
reissd@uchastings.edu 

From: Reiss, Dorit R. 
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2015 4:44 PM 
To: Senator.liu@senate.ca.gov; Senator.block@senate.ca.gov; Senator.hancock@senate.ca.gov; 
Senator.leyva@seante.ca.gov; Senator.mendoza@senate.ca.gov; Senator.vidak@senate.ca.gov 
Subject: Please support SB277 

Dear M a d a m e Chair and Vice Chair, Dear Senators , 

My name is Dorit Re iss . I am a l a w professor In UC Hastings Col lege of the Law, a m o m , a m o m to be (baby due in June) and 
a vaccine advocate, I urge you to support SB277, to make schools sa fer for our c h i l d r e n , prevent the Interruption outbreaks of 
preventable d i s e a s e s cause to the i r educat ion, and prevent a m i s g u i d e d minor i ty from Impos ing the i r choices on others. 
The des i re of a minor i ty of parents not to have to choose between vaccinating the i r chi ld and h o m e s c h o o l i n g is not a good 
reason to make the communi ty less safe for the rest of us . 

PBEs have placed Several Schools At Risk of Preventable Diseases: 
A b u n d a n t evidence shows that ch i ldren who are unvaccinated are at a much h igher risk of getting a preventable d i s e a s e and 
communit ies with l o w vaccination rates are at h igher risk of outbreaks , Here is a long l i s t of s tud ies with descr ipt ions : 
httD://www.i mmunlze.org/ca tg.d/p2069.pdf 

Here are a few examples of exemption rates In specif ic schools in C a l i f o r n i a . These are taken from: 
htti3://www.cdDh.ca.gov/Droerams/immunize/Paees/lmmunizationLevels.aspx 

1. Jefferson Elementary, B e r k e l e y - Rate of PBE: 16%. 77% Immunized with M M R , 77% with DTaP, 77% with p o l i o . 

2. B e r k e l e y R o s e School - R a t e of PBE: 87% ( that i s on ly 20 students , though). Rates of M M R , DTaPand Pol io a t l 3 % : o n l y 
13% of students got t h o s e . 
3. Sky M o u n t a i n Charter (Public) - P lacervi l le (Lucerne V a l l e y Unified) Kindergarten e n r o l l m e n t : 251 Students wi th PBEs = 
115, or 45%. The school serves students In San Bernard ino , Inyo, Kern, Los A n g e l e s , Orange, and Rivers ide Counties." 
http://www.s kvmou nta i n « .org/ 

4. .South Sutter Charter (Public) - P lacerv i l le ( M a r c u m - l l l i n o i s U n i o n Elementary) . Rate of PBE 46%; Rates of M M R , D T a P a n d 
Pol io at 53%. The schoo l serves students in Sutter, Butte, C o l u s a , Placer, Sacramento, Yolo, and Yuba count ies . 
http ://www,s s cs -cc/ 
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5. Edna Maguire E lementary In M a r i n county has 12% PBE rate and 85% of students with DTaP, 87% with M M R and Pol io 
e a c h . 

This very s m a l l l i st of examples shows that s o m e schools have very high rates of PBEs - and those ch i ldren are not m i s s i n g 
one or two vaccines: they are m i s s i n g most or a l l of the i r bas ic vaccines. These schools are at high risk of outbreaks , and 
students who are i m m u n e c o m p r o m i s e d , or suffervacc ine fa i lure are at risk - as are visitors who are not i m m u n e . Including 
S ibl ings too young to vaccinate. 

Education Is a fundamental right, but school safety is a critical precondition 

Cal i fornia 's courts have a c k n o w l e d g e d that educat ion is a f u n d a m e n t a l interest in Ca l i forn ia . Courts s t e p p e d in to protect 

ch i ldren from educat ion barriers b a s e d on w e a l t h or race. 

But the courts have never prevented the state from regulating to increase the safety and h e a l t h of ch i ldren in s c h o o l . We 
have mul t ip le laws and regulat ions a i m e d at that, This is another o n e : the goal of SB 277 is to increase the s c h o o l s ' safety 
from d i s e a s e . A h igher risk of PBEs makes the school less safe. It's w e l l w i t h i n the state's p o w e r t o act to protect ch i ldren 
from d i s e a s e and schools from the disrupt ion d i s e a s e outbreaks cause f o r e v e r y o n e . 

Let's a l s o highl ight: 5B277 does not b a r c h i l d r e n from s c h o o l s . Parents m a y c h o o s e to h o m e s c h o o l because they don't l ike 
the curr iculum, because they want to protect t h e i r re l ig ious b e l i e f s , because they distrust insbtut ions , a n d f o r m a n y more 
r e a s o n s . Or a parent may choose to h o m e s c h o o l because they fear vaccines. If the h i l l p a s s e s . The parent has a choice; 
f o l l o w the scientific consensus and protect the ch i ld from d i s e a s e s . Or dec ide it is important enough to deprive the chi ld of 
vaccines t h a t t h e parent Is w i l l i n g to h o m e s c h o o l . We don't change the curr iculum to prevent parents from having to choose 
b e t w e e n curr iculum and h o m e s c h o o l i n g , to prevent parents from having to choose b e t w e e n f o l l o w i n g t h e i r re l ig ious be l ie fs 
and h o m e s c h o o l i n g , and so forth. If h o m e s c h o o l i n g is a legit imate choice for parents , it Is for them to b a l a n c e the 
Universa l ly a p p l i c a b l e framework - inc lud ing school Immunizat ion requirements - or rejecting it and h o m e s c h o o l i n g . Why 
waive requirements that protect chi ldren's h e a l t h and lite to prevent a minor i ty of parents from facing that choice? 

California offers a variety of solutions for homeschooling 

Parents whose fear of vaccines goes so far they w o u l d rather h o m e s c h o o l than protect the i r ch i ldren from d i s e a s e have a 
range of options in Ca l i forn ia . Cal i fornia offers i n d e p e n d e n t study opt ions , o n l i n e programs through charter s c h o o l s , f i l ing 
an affidavit as a private s c h o o l , e n g a g i n g a n accredited tutor or acting as o n e . It may be c h a l l e n g i n g for s o m e f a m i l i e s , but 
they do have choices . 

It may be necessary to tinker s o m e w h a t with the language of the b i l l to permit f a m i l i e s the fu l l range of option.s, hut the 

a v a i l a b i l i t y of these options is a good reason to support the b i l l . 

The bill does not change the medical exemption 

Cal i fornia offers a m e d i c a l exemption from i m m u n i z a t i o n . If a physic ian is w i l l i n g to sign that a chi ld cannot be vaccinated 

for hea l th reasons , the chi ld can attend school w i t h o u t be ing vaccinated, The b i l l leaves that untouched. Al l that is n e e d e d 

is an MD's s ignature. 

The m e d i c a l exemption is at an MD's di.scretion. If a parent feels strongly that an M D who refuses to s ign Is wrong, the 
p a r e n t c a n d e m a n d o r g e t a s e c o n d o p l n i u h . T h a t s a i d . l f a p a r c n t c a n n o t . g e t a n y M D t o s i g n . t h a t i s p r o b a b l y p r e t t y g o o d 
indicat ion that there is no val id medica l reason not to vaccinate the c h i l d . The PBE is not a way to get a round the m e d i c a l 
exempt ion. It was not created for that reason. 

Keeping the PBE in p lace j u s t t o a l l o w parents to avoid having a p r o f e s s i o n a l examine if there is , i n d e e d , a medica l reason 

n o t t o vaccinate Is unjust if ied. 

A religious exemption Is not a good Idea 

Final ly , a quest ion was ra i sed w h e t h e r a n exemption is n e e d e d f o r t h o s e wi th re l ig ious objections to vaccinat ion. Let's make 
It c lear; our constitution does not require a re l ig ious exemption. No court ever required o n e , and the c l a i m has been rejected 
repeatedly, most recently in Workman v. Mingo Cnty. Bd. of Educ, 419 F. App'x 348, 353-54 (4th Cir. 2011) (per curiam) and 

Ph i l l ips V. City of New York, (2015, 2""̂  circuit) (http://law.lustia.CQm/cases/federal/appeHate-courts/ca2/14-21S6/14-2156-2015-

01-07.html). 

Adopt ing a re l ig ious exemption is a v e r y b a d i d e a . Most re l ig ions not on ly don't o p p o s e , they support vaccines, and the 

evidence is that in states that use a re l ig ious exempt ion, most people ' s real reasons not to vaccinate are not re l ig ious : 

p e o p l e are s i m p l y encouraged to l ie and c la im re l ig ious reasons , and such exempbons work, bas ica l ly , f o r t h o s e who are 

better l iars or can hire an attorney to he lp them make a case . A p u b l i c p o l i c y that encourages and rewards lying Is not a 

good i d e a . j 

Second, even for the minor i ty wi th .sincere re l ig ious objection.5, the.se arguments are not a good reason to a l l o w parents to 

deny the i r ch i ldren protection from d i s e a s e and to Impose the risk on others . In Prince v. M a s s a c h u s e t t s , the Supreme Court 

lTt(p8://rirail .hofithaby.r.om/?Jasksmail&_safe= 18i_uid= 321 fi18i__mhox= INBOX&_action- print& eoiwn= 1 2/3 
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e x p l a i n e d that "Parents m a y b e free to become martyrs t h e m s e l v e s . But it does not f o l l o w they are free, in ident ical 
c i rcumstances, to make martyrs of the i r ch i ldren before theyhave reached the age of fu l l and legal d iscret ion w h e n t h e y c a n 
make that choice for themse lves . " Prince v. M a s s a c h u s e t t s , 321 U.S. 158, 170(1944). 

Here, the risk is not just for the ch i ldren , but a l s o for ch i ldren of other p e o p l e . The same reasons apply w h e t h e r the parents ' 
v iew is re l ig ious or not: why s h o u l d a minor i ty be a l l o w e d to force the risk they are tak ing on others? 

F o r t h e s e r e a s o n s , I urge you to vote forSB277. 

I w i l l be f o l l o w i n g up with a fax, but w a n t e d to s e n d In my thoughts early, 

best, j 

Dorit Rubinstein Reiss 
Professor of Law 
UCHasbngs College of the Law 
415-5654844 
reissd@uchastings.edu 

http6;//msil .hoRtbaby.conV7Ja3k=: rrrail it_8afe= 1 K_uid=321 fi1 A_mhox= IN BOX&_̂ ^̂ ^ 
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March 27, 2015 

To: 
Scnator.allen@senate.ca.gov, Bcnjamin.Allen@scnatc.ca.gov Senator.anderson@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.bates@senate.ca.gov Senator.beall@senate.ca.gov Senator.berryhill@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.bIock@senate.ca.gov Senator.cannclla@senate.ca.gov senator.deleon@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.fuller@senate.ca.gov Senator.gaines@senate.ca.gov Senator.galgiani@scnatc.ea.gov 
Scnator.hall@.senate.ca.gov Scnator.hancock@senate.ca.gov 
Senalor.hernande7@senate.ca.gov Scnator.hcrtzberg@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.liill@,senate.ca.gov Scnator.hueso@senate.ca.gov Senator.huff@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.beth@senate.ca.gov Senator.lara@senate.ca.gov Senator.leno@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.leyva@senate.ca.gov Senator.liu@senate.ca.gov Senator.mcguire@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.mendoza@senalc.ca.gov Senator.mit,chell@senatc.ca.gov 
Senator.monning@senatc.ca.gov Senator.morrell@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.nguyen@senatc.ca.gov Sciiatur.nielsen@scnatc.ca.gov 
http://sd06.senate.ca.gov/conLact Senator.pavely@senate.ca.gov Senator.roth@senate.ca.gov 
Scnator.stone@senate.ca.gov Senator, vidak@senate.ca.gov 
Senator.wieckowski@senate.ca.gov Senator.wolk@senate.ca.gov 

Rc; Andrew Wakefield's Letter to Senator Pan: 

On March 20, 2015 Andrew Wakefield wrote a letter to Senator Pan attacking a tweet Senator 
Pan put up that stated: 

@DrPanMD:s)pj#CDCwliistleblower is another Wakefield fraud. 
//VaccincsWork #WakefieldCon //vaxhix littp://fb.mc/7c.iGjqV5N 

Andicw Wakefield accused Senator Pan of libel, of corroborating with an alleged CDC fraud, 
and of misleading the people of California. None of these claims hold water - and their source 
is suspect. In short, while Mr. Wakefield relies upon his own interpretation of comments made 
by Dr. William Thompson, a CDC scientist, there is no evidence of fraud in Dr. William 
Thompson's claims. Tlie only evidence of misrepresentation related to this issue is on the part 
of Andrew Wakefield and his co-complainer, Dr. Brian Hooker. Andrew Wakefield, in turn, 
has a history of ethical violations and misrepresentations - and a history of abuse of the legal 
process. 

The Claims that the CDC Committed Fraud: 
At the base of this claim are statements made by Dr. William Thompson from the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), referred to on occasion as the "CDC whistlebiower." 
Tliompson issued a statement in 2014 about a decade-old CDC stndy he coauthored that had 
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been published in the journal Pediatrics.' Tlie claims made include 1) the study 
suggested that children who received the M M R vaccine before age 36 months had a higher rate 
of autism compared to those reeeiving M M R at a later age, and this was espeeially true for 
African-American boys; 2) the team of scientists omitted a subset of African-American 
children which was a violation of the study's protocol; and 3) the removal of that subset 
obscured the finding of higher rales of autism in African American boys, partly by including an 
analysis of a subset of children for whom birth certificate data could be included purportedly to 
exclude African Americans, and the study with altered findings was then published as an 
argument for the safe administration of M M R vaccine at an earlier age. Those quick to claim 
this as a cover-up also have pointed to phone conversations between Dr. Brian Hooker and Dr. 
Thompson, recorded without Dr. Thompson's knowledge, of which edited segments were 
released in a series of videos naiTated by Andrew Wakefield, and from a statement from Dr. 
Williarh 'fhompson addressing the issues.^ 

What exactly are the facts behind those claims? 

A . Slo data were omitted in the final paper. Contrary to claims, the published article 
included botli die data for the full group and for the group widi birth certificates; see 
able 2 in the article. The birth certificate analysis was conducted for all groups to 

ijontrol for cofounders (e.g., oilier potentially causal factors). For example, low birth 
weight is associated with autism. There is no evidence of Ifaud, wrongdoing, or hiding 
of data. 

B. Andrew Wakefield claims that the final study protocol was not followed. That after 
fmding problematic results, the CDC team revised the protocol. But the protocol (titled 
"revised plan") he uses to make this claim claim is dated September 5, 2001; while the 
first analysis is dated November 7, 2001. In other words, the plan appears to have been 
revised - but long before any data was analyzed. It's not surprising that researchers 
revise and recon.sider theii- inethodological choices. There may even be good reasons to 
ilo so after data analysis. When it's done before data analysis, there is certainly no 
wrongdoing - just a professional process of aiming for the best possible methodology.^ 

' "Asc at First Mcaslcs-Mumps-Rubella Vaccination In Children With Autism and Schnol-Malched Control SulijccLs: A Population-Based Study in 

Mcti-opolitiin yVtlanLi." Pcdiah-ics 2004;n3:2, 259-266. 

^ www.morfianverkdmo,cOrri/jURUSt-27-2014-pre5s-rele35e-statenient-orwilliarn-w-thomp5on-ph-d-reRardinp.-the-2U(M-articls-Pxamlning-the-

possibiiity-at-a rclationship-between-mmr-vaccine-and-autism/ 

^ Scrccnshots of the changes and supporting documentation can be found hero: 
htlp:/Mlbrainrightbrflin.co.uk/2014/10/17/a-new-autism-rae{iia-channLTvidco-a-cliaiice4o-watch^^^^ 
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C. As in all papers, not all research results, including the many sub-
analyses that are performed, are shown in the final report. Results indicating 
statistically-significant associations were in fact published in the paper and an 
explanation for these associations was discussed. Dr. Thompson's concerns centered on 
line sub-analysis focused on rates of autism in African-American males. Right now, the 
svidence that there was any real connection between age o r M M R vaccination and 
iLitism in this group relies on Dr. Tliompson's comments and a fatally flawed, rcti'actcd 
paper by Brian Hooker.'* Even i f the scientific decision not to include this result was in 
error, and several points strongly suggest it wasn't, this kind of professional 
disagreement is not an etliical lapse on anyone's part. 

D. Tlie CDC study did include and explain a higher rate of M M R vaccination among 
cliildren with autism who received M M R between 24 and 36 months, and the study 
authors may have had such a result for AfriccUi-American children. But even if that were 
the case, it would not be evidence that M M R caused autism. It is evidence that autism 
caused a subset of unvaccinated children to get M M R vaccine. In other words, Atrican-
American chlldien in the Atlanta area represent a relatively underserved population. 
They are less likely to get vaccines, including MMR, than tlieir Caucasian counterparts. 
When African-American children who were diagnosed with autism, and therefore 
qualified for services and were eligible for special education at age 3, part of the 
an-angcment for receiving those services was tliat tliosc children had to be vaccinated. 
Therefore, as the paper explained, Arriean-American children with autism were more 
likely to be vaccinated than those who didn't have autism. And the paper discussed this 
explanation. Nothing hidden, nothing omitted. 

E. There is abundant evidence, the results of many large-scale studies by different teams of 
researchers, tihat there is no link between receiving the M M R vaccine and autism. These 
problematic, inaccurate claims do not undermine them. 

Additional Information about these claims can be found in this summary and the blogs and 
article it links to: htlp://www.harpocratesspeaks.com/2014/09/mmr-cdc-and-bnan-hooker-
media-giiide.html 
The CDC's statement: 
http://www.cdc.uov/vaccinesafetv/CQncems/Autism/cdc2004pediatrics.html 

Mt;a.<ili;s-mump!;9-ubc.lla vaccination timing and aulism among young Alricaii Amctican boys: a rcanalysis o f C D C ilata" Brian Hooker's Retraction 

avnilnhle frnm www.trari.slati(iiialiicuiodcgcncration.coiiVci)mefiI/'3/l,i22;ii!iCcl or hl(p://www,tran5lationalneurodegencration.coiti/comcnt/3/l/22 
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Andrew Wakefield's Past Makes him an Unreliable Source 
i\iidrew Wakefield is a former British surgeon who, among other things, published a small 
scale paper claiming the discovery of a new syndrome connecting autism with certain i l l -
defined gastronomical issues. Although the paper itself did not find a connection between 
autism and M M R , it raised the question of such an association and in multiple press 
amiounccmcnts after it Andrew Wakefield claimed such a connection exists. Large scale 
epidemiological studies found no such link and a multisite study specifically aimed at 
biologically testing the Wakefield hypothesis found no association. And later developments 
cast further doubt on Wakefield's claims. 

In 2010, the British General Medical Council struck Andrew Wakefield from the Medical 
Register - equivalent to revoking a doctor's license in the United States - for, among other 
things, the management of medical care for disabled children, hiding conflicts of interests 
related to the paper and falsely claiming in the paper that he had ethics committee approval 
(and other charges).^ In a series of articles in the British Medical Journal Journalist Brian Deer 
documented misrepresentation of data and other shady practices by Andrew Wakefield.'' 

In short, Andrew Wakefield has a history of bad science and ethical violations. 

Andrew Wakefield's Past Use of Litigation Tactics: 
Andrew Wakefield has used libel suits, or threats of libel suits, in an attempt to silence critics 
in the past. Andrew Wakefield sued Journalist Brian Deer several times for libel in the U.K. , 
earning strong criticism from a judge for misusing the process.'' l ie later sued Deer and the 
B M J in a Texas Court, a claim dismissed for lack of jurisdiction -since the Texas forum was 
not. the appropriate one for a British citizen to sue other British citizens over events in Britain.'^ 

Andrew Wakefield tlueatened <ui autism parent with a lawsuit over a blog post.̂ ^ 

Andrew Wakefield is currently producing a video documentary of his "CDC Whistlebiower" 
study, and keeping die story in the public's eye is certainly in his own interest. 

Conclu.sion: 
In short, Andrew Wakefield has a history of tlireatening litigation over statements he does not 
like. He has a liistory of problematic statements and unethical practices. There is no evidence 
his comments to Senator Stekier Haywood had anything to do with the bill being withdrawn. 

http://briandeLT.corivs()lveri/g,nic-charge-slieet.pdf. 
* http://www.bmj.corn/contcnl/342/brnj.c7452. 
'' MB..Ubri:indcer.coin/wakcficld;'cadv-iud}Jmcnt.l)lin 
" Sec: htip://www.skeplicalraptor.coiii/skepticaUaptorblog.php/lUigatiriA-dcbate-tactic-andtw-wal<cfid 
Uiti]r//www.aiit-or4iitisni.coip/2QI4/05/andrcw-wakcIk'ld4-eSLUinds4o-
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He is attempting to use a single tweet to thieaten Senator Pan and pressure the 
California legislature to withdraw a legislative bill. He shouldn't be allowed to. 

Please let us know if you have any questions or would like further information on any of these 
points. 

Sincerely Yours, 

Dorit Rubinstein Reiss 
Professor of Law 
UC Hastings College of the Law 
415-5654844 
rei ssd@uch as ting s. edu 

I 

Matthew .T. Carey, Ph.D. 
MattCaixv@alumni.HMC.cdu 

CC: Scnator.pan@scnate.ca.gov 


