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VVAACCCCIINNEE  EEXXEEMMPPTTIIOONN  

  MMEEMMOORRAANNDDUUMM  OOFF  LLAAWW  

  

GREAT RESOURCES! 

EXEMPTION FORMS BY STATES 

http://www.unhinderedliving.com/statevaccexemp.html 
 

GOOD NEWS ABOUT GOD 

http://www.goodnewsaboutgod.com/studies/birdflu.htm 
 

PARENT, MILITARY, STUDENT AND INTERNATIONAL TRAVELER   
http://www.unhinderedliving.com/statevaccexemp.html 

 

 

FOR EDUCATION AND AWARENESS  

THIS IS AN EDUCATION GUIDE ONLY! 
THIS IS NOT THE BIBLE. CONSEQUENTLY, USE THE BRAIN GOD GAVE YOU AND MODIFY, 
RESEARCH, AND CLARIFY EVERYTHING BEFORE UTILIZING!  
 

 

http://www.geocities.com/titus2birthing/VacExempt.html 
 

PHILOSOPHICAL, BIBLICAL AND RELIGIOUS RIGHTS TO EXEMPTION 
FROM VACCINATIONS 
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                                    SAMPLE 

 

                                                       YOUR ADDRESS 

                                                         __________________ 

                                                         ___________________ 

                                                         ___________________ 
 

                                                         Date  
The Entity's Address 
_________________________ 

_________________________ 

_________________________ 
 

RELEVANT LAWS: NYS 
 

Legal rights are guaranteed by the Freedom of Religion   clause of the First Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution, 
 

NYS Public Health Law 2164 (9) states that immunizations are not required where the parent(s) or guardian 
“hold genuine and sincere religious beliefs” which are contrary to immunization, 
 

Department of Health Regulation 10 NYCRR 66-1.3(d) requires the submission of: 
 

A written and signed statement from the parent, parents or guardian of such child, stating that the parent, 
parents or guardian objects to their child’s immunization due to sincere and genuine religious beliefs which 
prohibit the immunization of their child in which case the principal or person in charge of the school may 
require supporting documents. 
 

OTHER STATE FORMS:  http://www.unhinderedliving.com/statevaccexemp.html 
 

To Whom It May Concern: 
 

RE: Genuine and Sincere Religious Exemptions Regarding Vaccinations Concerning,  
Name: ______________________________ 
 

In accordance with the above Constitutional Declaration of Rights and NYS Public Health laws, we hereby 
certify that the administration of vaccine and other immunizing agents to our child,____________________, 
conflicts with our sincerely held religious beliefs.  
 

We therefore require that our child be exempted from the school immunization requirements in accordance 
with the exemption clause found in the above mentioned section of our state's Administrative Code.  
 

We are informed of and we fully understand the risks and benefits of non-immunization for our child. We 
believe  that all of the foregoing statements are in the best interest of the child's health and welfare As such, 
we declare that this letter and information is true to the best of our information, knowledge, and belief. 
 

Parent ________________________ Date _________  
Parent ________________________ Date _________  
Subscribed and Sworn before me this _____ day of ___________, 2007____. 
 

________________________________  
 Notary's Signature and Seal  
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AA  MMEEMMOORRAANNDDUUMM    

AANNDD    

PPRROOCCLLAAMMAATTIIOONN  OONN  BBIIBBLLIICCAALL  GGOODD  GGIIVVEENN  RRIIGGHHTTSS  

TTOO  EEXXEEMMPPTTIIOONN  FFRROOMM  VVAACCCCIINNAATTIIOONNSS,,  
IIMMMMUUNNIIZZAATTIIOONNSS,,  SSHHOOTTSS,,  IINNOOCCUULLAATTIIOONNSS,,  EETTCC......    

  

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:  
 

BE IT KNOWN, BASED UPON THE TEACHINGS OF THE BIBLE, IT IS OUR RELIGIOUS 
CONVICTION NOT TO HAVE OUR CHILDREN VACCINATED.  
 

Public Law 97-280, passed by the 97th Congress of the United States of America, declares the Bible to Be the 
"Word of God" and directs citizens to "study and apply the teachings of the Holy Scriptures. "The Bible 
teaches that the truthfulness of an issue is to be sought and should stand on no less than two or more 
witnesses (Deuteronomy 19:15). 
 

A diligent search for truth on the safety and effectiveness of vaccinations reveals there are many studied, 
informed and qualified witnesses who have found and teach that there are serious health risks involved with 
vaccinations.  
 

Even Senate Bill 732 before the 103rd Congress of the United States known as the "Comprehensive Child 
Health Immunization Act of 1993", made known the fact that there are risks to vaccines. The following words 
are from that bill: Vaccine information materials should be simplified to ensure that parents can understand 
the benefits and risks of vaccines (emphasis added). 
 

THEREFORE BE IT KNOWN THAT WE HAVE CHOSEN NOT TO SUBJECT OUR CHILDREN TO 
THE RISKS OF VACCINATION. TO DO ANYTHING LESS WOULD BE IRRESPONSIBLE AND 
SINFUL TO US AS CHRISTIAN PARENTS. 
 
The Bible teaches that there are clean and unclean animals and acts, and that God's people are not to do the 
unclean. Furthermore, the Bible teaches that we shall keep the blood pure, and keep the seed from being 
mixed.  
 

Obviously, when genetic materials from bacteria, viruses, yeast, animals, birds, and other humans are 
injected into us and our children during routine vaccination, the blood gets contaminated, and genetic 
changes occur. These changes, according to reputable scientists, can even lead to cancers. God warned not to 
do this. 
 

THEREFORE BE IT KNOWN THAT WE HAVE CHOSEN NOT TO HAVE OUR CHILDREN 
VACCINATED. TO DO SO WOULD BE TO VIOLATE THESE TEACHINGS OF THE BIBLE. 
 

The Bible teaches that we are not to harm or wrong our neighbor (Romans 13:10: James 2:8). Our decision to 
decline vaccinations does not wrong or threaten our neighbor. If vaccinations are truly effective then 
vaccinated neighbors would be in no danger from someone who is not vaccinated. 
 

THEREFORE BE IT KNOWN OUR DECISION TO NOT HAVE OUR CHILDREN VACCINATED DOES 
NOT ENDANGER OR HARM OUR NEIGHBOR AND THUS OUR NEIGHBOR HAS NO JUST CAUSE 
TO EVER TRY TO FORCE VACCINATIONS UPON OUR CHILDREN. 
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The Bible teaches children are a gift from God to the parents (Psalm 127:3) and further teaches the parents 
(not the state) are entrusted with the care and welfare of the child (I Timothy 5:8).  
 

The Bible also teaches there have been times in history when evil government, and government employees, 
have attempted through force, intimidation, color of law to harm and destroy the children of God's people 
(Exodus I and 2 and Matthew 2). 
 

THEREFORE BE IT KNOWN THAT WE HAVE CHOSEN TO EXERCISE OUR GOD GIVEN DUTY 
AND RESPONSIBILITY TO PROTECT AND DEFEND OUR CHILDREN FROM ANY SUCH FORCE 
OR INDIVIDUALS BENT UPON SUBJECTING OUR CHILDREN TO THE RISKS OF VACCINES. 
 

The Bible teaches that when man's law contradicts God's Law, His people must obey God over men. But 
Peter and the apostles answered and said, '"We must obey God rather than men." (Acts 5:29) There is much 
Bible Case Law in support of this position such as Daniel Vs Darius (Daniel 6) and Shadrach, Meshach and 
Abednego Vs Nebuchadnezzar (Daniel 3:13).  
 

Concerning the safety of children, both the Hebrew midwives (Exodus 1) and the parents of Moses (Exodus 2) 
refused to obey the law of man that put the children in peril. By faith Moses, when he was born, was hidden 
for three months by his parents, because they saw he was a beautiful child; and they were not afraid of the 
king's edict. (Hebrew 11:23)  
 

THEREFORE BE IT KNOWN SHOULD ANY POLICY, EDICT, OR LEGISLATION OF MAN DECREE 
OUR CHILDREN MUST BE VACCINATED, WE MUST AND WILL OBEY GOD RATHER THAN MAN, 
AND AS MOSES' PARENTS OF OLD, WE WILL DO SO WITHOUT FEAR. 
 

The Bible teaches that God's people are to be humble, peaceful and desirous of a tranquil and quiet life (I 
Timothy 2:2) and to do all they can to be at peace with others. If possible, so far as it depends on you, be at 
peace with all men. (Romans 12:18) 
 

However, the Bible also teaches that if and when anyone  or government abuse attempts to harm or to take 
one's children or family members, one must respond appropriately. In the case of the Bible story of 
Abraham's nephew Lot being taken by kings men, there were very severe consequences incurred by them. 
(Genesis 14 and Romans 15:4) 
 

THEREFORE, BE IT KNOWN THAT WE DESIRE TO BE AT PEACE WITH THOSE WHO MAY FEEL, 
OR THINK, DIFFERENTLY THAN WE ON THIS ISSUE OF VACCINATIONS. THAT IS WHY WE 
HUMBLY EXPLAIN OUR CHOICE TO ABSTAIN. LET IT ALSO BE KNOWN THAT IF ANYONE 
EITHER DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY ATTEMPTS TO FORCE VACCINATIONS UPON US OR OUR 
CHILDREN, OR ATTEMPTS TO TAKE THEM, OR ANY FAMILY MEMBER WHO DEFENDS THEM, 
AWAY, THEN WE WILL DEFEND OURSELVES AND OUR FAMILY TO THE FULLEST EXTENT OF 
GOD'S LAWS. 
 

Humbly and peacefully submitted with obedience to, and trust in, the Holy Bible and pursuant to the religous 
exemption man made laws of this state, specifically: 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

EVERY STATE HAS VACCINE EXEMPTION LAWS. DO YOUR 
HOMEWORK. HERE IS THE SITE FOR THE DIFFERENT STATE VACCINE 

EXEMPTION LAWS. 
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RELIGIOUS EXEMPTION RESOURCES:  
http://www.vaclib.org/exempt/newyork.htm 
 

http://home.san.rr.com/via/STATES/howto.htm 
 

NYS EDUCATION DEPARTMENT LETTER. 
http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/sss/HealthServices/fieldmemofinalmarch10-Immunizations.doc 
 

Recent court decisions have upheld the rights of individuals seeking exemptions from immunizations based 
upon "personal" religious beliefs.  
 

Sherr and Levy vs. Northport East-Northport Union Free School District, 672 F. Supp. 81, (E.D.N.Y., 1987);  
 

Allanson vs. Clinton Central School District, U.S.. District Court, Northern District Court, Northern District 
of New York (84 CV 174), 1984; Campain vs. Marlboro Central School District, Supreme Court Ulster 
County Special Term, November 15, 1985;  
 

Brown vs. City School District, 429 NYS2d 355; Maier vs. Besser, 73 Misc.2d 241 

.  
On the U.S. Supreme Court level in Frazee v. Illinois Dept. of Security, 489 U.S. 829, 1989, it was found that a 
state may not deny an exemption simply because a person is not a member of a formal religious organization. 
In addition, the Supreme Court has noted that nontraditional beliefs, including secular humanism, atheism, 
and nontheistic faiths, are all "religion" for the purpose of free exercise analysis.  
 

The Supreme Court in Fowler v. Rhode Island, 345 U.S. 67 (1953) held that it was "no business of the courts 
to say what is a religious practice or activity for one group is not religion under the protection of the First 
Amendment."  
 

________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 



6 

 

 

 

http://disc.yourwebapps.com/discussion.cgi?disc=149373;article=183;title=New%20York%20Vaccination%2
0Decisions Colleges - 

AFFIDAVIT for New York Adult (colleges) 
 

AFFIDAVIT 
 

Comes now, _________________________, Sui Juris, Free, Natural Flesh and Blood Human Being, state 
Citizen of the New York Republic. Be it known to all courts, governments, and other parties that:  
 

Being a person of Strong Christian Morals, it is against my Deep, Sincerely Held, Religious Convictions to 
accept the injection or application of any foreign substance into my Body. This includes, but is not limited to, 
any and all, X-Rays, Vaccinations, Shots, Tests for Diseases (TB tests), Oral Vaccines, Epidermal Patches and 
in any other way that Radiation, Live or Killed Bacterium, Viruses, Pathogens, Germs, or any other 
Microorganisms, may be introduced into or upon my body. 
 

This written statement to exempt myself from the immunization requirement, and the Mantoux (PPD) 
Tuberculin Test, because I hold genuine and sincere personal religious beliefs which are inconsistent with 
these medical procedures. The practice of vaccination and the injection of any foreign substance is contrary 
to my conscientiously held religious beliefs and practices, and violates the free exercise of my religious 
principles. 
 

The Hepatitis-A & MMR vaccines containing MRC-5 are obtained from human babies that were electively 
aborted. WI-38 was created from the tissue of an aborted fetus and is used for the rubella portion of the 
MMR-II vaccine. A conflict arises because my religious convictions are predicated on the belief that all life is 
sacred. God's commandment "Thou Shall Not Kill" applies to the practice of abortion.  
 

The Hepatitis-B vaccine protects against a disease that is only transmitted through multiple sexual partners 
or street IV drug users. The acceptance of this vaccine promotes sexual promiscuity and immoral behavior in 
direct contradiction to the teachings of our faith. 
 

Applicable law has been interpreted to mean that a religious belief is subject to protection even though no 
religious group espouses such beliefs or the fact that the religious group to which the individual professes to 
belong may not advocate or require such belief. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended Nov. 1, 
1980; Part 1605.1-Guidelines on Discrimination Because of Religion. 
 

(I), {First and Last name}, am exercising my rights under the First Amendment of the US Constitution and 
Public Health Law  2165 sub. 9, to receive Religious Exemption from Vaccination & testing. 
 

The Lord Jesus Christ and Our Creator are the only source of protection of my body and that of my family 
that I can accept.  
 

I affirm that vaccination & injections of foreign proteins, and poisonous x-rays (radiation), conflict with my 
religious belief as stated above. Therefore, I would request that you accommodate my religious beliefs and 
practices by exempting me from the employment/college vaccination and/or TB testing requirement. 
 

Rest assured that my family and I do practice a form of immunization that keeps our immune systems strong 
and is in keeping with Biblical principles. 
 

Further Affiant Saith Not 
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The use of notary below is for identification only, and such use does NOT grant any jurisdiction to anyone. 
 

Subscribed and sworn, without prejudice, and with all rights reserved, (Print Name Below) 
 

_______________________________________________________________, 
Principal, by Special Appearance, in Propria Persona, proceeding Sui Juris. 
 

_______________________________  
Signature of Affiant 
 
 
ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
 

state of New York 
 

county of _________________: 
 

On this _______ day of ______________, 200__, before me personally appeared  
 
__________________________________, to me known to be the person described in and who executed the 
foregoing instrument and acknowledged that he executed the same as his free act and deed, for the purposes 
therein set forth. 
 

_______________________________________ 

(Notary Public) 
 

My Commission Expires ______________________________, 200______ 
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GGRREEAATT  VVAACCCCIINNEE  RREELLIIGGOOUUSS  RRIIGGHHTTSS  IINNFFOO::  

http://cogforlife.org/ 
 

 

WORDS OF WISDOM 
 

Never forget the basic rule, however, "No one will vaccinate you against your will because by doing so they 
assume full responsibility for the consequences both legal and medical." 
 

What about international travel? May I go around the world without vaccination? The World Health 
Organization (WHO) in Geneva grants American visitors the right to REFUSE shots when traveling 
internationally. However, if an area you wish to enter is infected, you may be detained until the public health 
servant gives you the "go" (at his discretion). Thousands travel world-wide each year without shots - so may 
you if that is your choice 
 

There are no compulsory vaccination laws. All are voluntary, and you are held 
responsible for the adverse results upon you or your children. 
 

No one, nowhere, no time, and under no circumstances has the right or power in this country to immunize 
you or your children against your will and conviction. If they attempt to do so, you can legally charge them 

with "assault with a deadly weapon" and have the full resources of our laws 
behind you.  
 
At all times in attempting to avoid unwanted immunization, you have the Law of the Land behind you. Those 
who would try to vaccinate you against your will are on very shaky ground. Into every compulsory 
immunization law in America are written legal exceptions and waivers which are there specifically to protect 
you from the attempted tyranny of officialdom. It is not only your right, but your obligation to use them, if 
this is what your conscience tells you.  
 

ADDITIONAL SCRIPTURAL PROTECTIONS AND 
MEMORANDUM 

 

Our faith is in God and in the Holy Bible which is authored by God. This is the instruction book for living 
that He has left us and in it He tells us He is our protector and we stand firm on His promise. Our faith is in 
Him!  
 

"And hearing this, Jesus said to them, 'It is not those who are healthy who need a physician, but those who 
are sick; I did not come to call the righteous, but sinners.'" (Mark 2:17)  
 

"Know ye not that your body is the temple of the Holy Ghost which is in you, which ye have of God and ye 
are not your own?" (I Corinthians 6:19)  
 

"That your faith should not stand in the wisdom of men, but in the power of God." (I Corinthians 2:5)  
"You must know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit, who is within the spirit you have received 
from God. You are not your own." (I Corinthians 6:19)  
 

"As a consequence, your faith rests not on the wisdom of men but on the power of God." (I Corinthians 2:5)  
"I know with certainty on the authority of Lord Jesus that nothing is unclean in itself: it is only when a man 
thinks something unclean that it becomes so for him." (Romans 14:14)   
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If anyone destroys Gods temple, God will destroy him. For the temple of God is holy, and you are that 
temple." (I Corinthians 3:17)  
 

"For to his angels he has given command about you, that they guard you in all your ways." (Psalms 91:11)  
 

"Follow God your Lord, remain in awe of him, keep His commandments, obey and serve Him and you will 
then be able to cling to Him." (Leviticus 19:1,2)  
 

"God has not given us a spirit of fear, but of power and love and a sound mind." (II Timothy 1:7)  
 

_________________________________________________________________ 

Resources: 
 

http://disc.yourwebapps.com/Indices/149373.html 
Newborn Screening in New York State 

A Guide for Health Professionals 
 http://www.wadsworth.org/newborn/phyguidelines.pdf 
 

IMPORTANT! Please download this if you're expecting a child or know someone who is! 

Refusal of Newborn Screening. Guide Appendices from the Physicians Guidelines. 

Page 15 of the pdf document is the legal refusal. This proves to the hospital that religious exemption/refusal is 
allowed for newborn screening in New York State. Can use with the Model Birth Plan letters. 
 

Appendix A Public Health Law 2500-a, NYCRR 10, Section 69-1 
 

Appendix F 

Refusal of Newborn Screening 

Sample Form 

Page 15 of the pdf document 
 (.pdf) http://www.wadsworth.org/newborn/guideappendices.pdf 
 

Section 12.3 of New York State Law NYCRR, Title 10, Section 12.3 (Vitamin K prophylaxis)...  
From New York Vaccination Decisions. 

Restore the patient's right to informed consent. 

 

At the end, she gives a couple (expensive) options to try to prevent your child from receiving Vit K: 
 

 

"It has been shown that New York State Law currently forces medication that subjects healthy newborns to 
risks of life threatening side effects.  
 

New York State Law NYCRR, Title 10, Section 12.3 violates longstanding traditions in medicine and law that 
protect free citizens from unwarranted and unhealthy intrusion. This law must be repealed, or ammended to 
explicitly provide parents the right to refuse medical prophylaxis.  
 

The Truth Behind the Vaccine Cover up Article  78 of New York Civil Practice provides a mechanism for 
temporarily nullifying Section 12.3. It is cumbersome and expensive, but may be the only legal option 
available to individuals within the courts of New York State. Another option is to sue in Federal Court by 
invoking 42 USC 1983. 
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Parents are justified in their right to refuse medication of their children to protect them from unnecessary 
harm." Article 78 of New York Civil Practice 
 

____________________________________________________________ 

VACCINES THE HIDDEN TRUTH: 

 

THE TRUTH BEHIND THE VACCINE COVER UP  
 

http://www.mercola.com/2004/sep/22/blaylock_vaccine_coverup.htm 
 

VOLUMINOUS RESEARCH 
http://www.infowars.com/voluminous-research-proves-vaccines-are-deadly/ 

 

 
Click here: The Bird Flu HOAX - How One Wicked Nation Can Kill Billions  

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

VACCINE DEVELOPMENT AND  

THE HUNT FOR FRESH FETUSES 

 

http://www.cogforlife.org/fetalvaccinetruth.htm#Encouraging_Further_Abortions_and_Research_ 
 

In a CBS 60 Minutes, television expose in 1999 and subsequently reported by the Asheville NC Tribune, not 
only is there a growing market for baby body parts, but the abortionists now have published “sales lists”. 
Interested researchers can choose prices ranging from $150.00 for a brain less than 8 weeks gestation to 
$999.00 for one greater than 8 weeks.[33] 
 

As though they were advertising used merchandise at a bargain thrift shop, the abortionists further callously 
listed “discounts” up to 30% if the brain material is “partially fragmented.”[34]   
 

Following those newscasts, World magazine reported that researchers are specifically looking for fetuses 18 
to 24 weeks gestation, which is notably well within the range of viability and survival outside the womb. 
 According to the same report researchers pay a “site fee” to abortion clinics in order to remove the organs 
and body parts on location.[35]  
 

But the problem is not confined just to the United States. Australian researchers recently announced their 
intention to use aborted fetal tissue to cultivate new embryonic stem cell lines, marveling at the abundance of 
fetal tissue available. They cited the “need” was due to the current practice of using mouse tissue as “feeder 
cells”, which ultimately contaminates the cell lines, making them unsuitable for human treatments.  It should 
be noted that if they simply used ethical adult stem cells, fetal tissue would not be necessary at all. 
 
The quest for more and more sources for viable fetal tissue to create vaccines continues as is noted in the most 
recent news reported from New Zealand in May 2003: 
 

“Aborted New Zealand foetuses have become a sought-after product in a controversial international 
biotechnology market. A Weekend Herald investigation has revealed that Wellington's district health board 
stood to make money out of providing tissue from aborted foetuses to a Dutch company, Crucell. Capital and 
Coast Health Board pulled out of the deal last week following Weekend Herald inquiries into its application 
to the Wellington Regional Ethics Committee to take the tissue for the production of vaccines against HIV, 
Ebola and other viral diseases.  
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This week it emerged Crucell was interested in New Zealand because it  had been identified as one of only 
four countries that can provide a source of foetal tissue clean of mad cow disease contamination. In what 
would have been the first known case of New Zealand foetuses being used for commercial purposes, Capital 
and Coast Health would have profited by providing the tissue to Crucell, listed on New York's Nasdaq 
technology stock index.”[36]  
 

Crucell’s new fetal cell line PER C6 is simply not enough!  Now they propose to hunt down fresh sources to 
continue their research.  And branching out into a new line of technology for Crucell is the desire to create 
therapeutic treatments for eye disease using new aborted fetal tissue for stem cell transplants. 
 

“He [Professor Peter Stone] has talked to fellow New Zealand clinicians about whether they could take 
advantage of what stem cell research has to offer, but it was not until he was approached by an Australian 
group that he had to give the technology serious thought. The Australians, who are a subsidiary of Dutch 
biotechnology company Crucell, approached Stone last year asking his department to contribute to work that 
could lead to breakthrough treatments.”  [37] 
 

The plan was to obtain some 30,000 aborted babies annually from hospitals and doctors who would be “paid 
an hourly rate” for their time. Crucell offered an “upfront fee” to the hospital, for “overheads" and a 
substantial "success fee" if the researchers were able to produce a viable fetal cell line.  
 

And when New Zealand decided to table the idea for future discussion on the moral and ethical concerns, 
Crucell took their cannibalistic human trading to Australia, as reported June 10, 2003: 
 

“A Sydney company is involved in a secret plan to collect tissue from aborted babies and export it for medical 
experiments. The sensitive proposal, to harvest some of the 90,000 foetuses aborted in Australia each year has 
been condemned by pro-life groups for fostering an international trade in human body parts. The Daily 
Telegraph has established that a Dutch bio-tech company, Crucell, working through  a Sydney contract 
research organisation, Parexel International, has applied to the ethics committee of Queen Elizabeth Hospital 
in Adelaide for access to foetal material. 
 
It is believed to be the first proposed commercial collection of foetuses in Australia, but those behind the 
project were hoping to carry it out without the public knowing. The tissue would be sent to Crucell's 
laboratories in the Netherlands and used to grow cell lines for research into vaccines for infectious diseases 
such as HIV and Ebola. The abortion doctors who collect the tissue stand to make money out of the project 
 they would be paid an "hourly rate" for their time.”[38]  
 

This callous and horrific exploitation of aborted babies was again recently evidenced when researchers in 
Israel announced that they had removed ovarian tissue, from aborted fetuses, which could mature into eggs 
that could then be used in in-vitro fertilization (IVF) treatments.  These matured eggs could also be used for 
human cloning therapies and experiments.  Noted Dr Tal Biron-Shental, of the Meir Hospital-Sapir Medical 
Center in Kfar Saba in Israel, “I am fully aware of the controversy about this, but most probably in some 
places it would be ethically acceptable.” [39] 
 

Crucell has seen the market explode with the advent of their PER C6 fetal cell line and further outrageous 
research on the innocent unborn is growing at an alarming rate, which never would have occurred if the 
pharmaceutical industry did not already have a market for fetal cell line based products. 
 

The use of these tainted vaccines does indeed lend itself to furthering the market for fetal tissue and ESC 
research.  But how can such an action actually encourage further abortions?  Let’s examine those facts more 
closely. 
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Fact I  Reasserting Roe - The Right To Choose 
 

In recent hearings on the legalization of fetal tissue research in the State of Arizona, the 9th Circuit Court of 
Appeals’ ruled that to deny the research would interfere with a woman’s “right to choose.”  The court cited 
the polio vaccine as a benevolent reason to strike down the ban and further stated that banning such research 
would violate the spirit of Roe v. Wade: 
 

“Other physicians and expert witnesses explain that many established treatments for illness have developed 
from fetal research and experimentation, including the polio vaccine... Roe v. Wade held that the 
constitutional right to personal privacy encompasses a woman's decision whether or not to terminate her 
pregnancy. Roe and its progeny established that the pregnant woman has a right to be free from state 
interference with her choice to have an abortion. A prohibition on aborted fetal tissue research could burden 
the rights of women and couples to make both present and future reproductive choices. Experimentation on 
aborted fetal tissue may foster the development of reproductive technology that is related to reproductive 
decisions. Governmental restrictions on reproductive decisions are only justifiable given compelling state 
interests.” [40] 
 

Fact II  An Incentive to Abort 
 

Women considering abortion are more likely to do so if they believe they can donate the fetus for research. 
 As presented by the Nebraska Catholic Conference at the State Capitol Rotunda, March 21, 2001, numerous 
studies and polls conducted over the years show the following: [41] 
 

A study in the Canadian Medical Association Journal 1995, 153: 545-552 reported that "of the 122 [women] 
who indicated that they would consider an abortion if they were pregnant, (17.2%) stated that they would be 
more likely to have an abortion if they could donate tissue for fetal tissue transplants and 24 (19.7%) were 
uncertain.  
 

L. Gillam from the Centre for Human Bioethics, Monash University, Clayton, Vic, Australia said that 
"although it cannot be definitively established" it is "at least factually plausible" that "if it were to become a 
standard form of treatment, [fetal tissue transplantation] would encourage or entrench the practice of 
abortion." (J Med Philos 1998 Aug; 23(4): 411-27  
 

Redbook magazine conducted a poll of its readers in September 1990, gathering opinions about fetal tissue 
research. Nearly 1300 readers responded and the results were printed in the December 1990 issue. Fifty-eight 
percent felt that "some women who are ambivalent about abortion would be swayed to do so if they knew 
that they could donate the tissue." Seventy-three percent believed that "publicizing the benefits of fetal tissue 
research would lead to a black market in aborted fetuses."  
 

Glamour magazine ran the same type of poll and reported the results in the June 1989 issue. Twenty-three 
percent indicated that using fetal tissue in medical research will lead to more abortions. The poll also asked 
"If you were undecided about having an abortion, would the opportunity to donate the fetal tissue to useful 
medical research make you more likely to have the procedure".  Eighteen percent responded "don’t know" 
and 8% said "yes".  
 

The June 17, 1991 issue of Time magazine included a story by L. Morrow entitled "When One Body Can 
Save Another". The story included a Yankelovich poll revealing public attitudes on the morality of fetal 
tissue transplantation. According to the poll, 18% thought it acceptable to "conceive and intentionally abort a 
fetus so the tissue can be used to save another life."  
 

And while the Nebraska Catholic Conference has painstakingly attempted to prove that fetal tissue research 
does increase the odds that a woman will abort her child if she feels some benefit may come to society as a 
result, they also note that:  
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“It is important to point out that the use of aborted baby tissue in research need not be shown to increase 
abortions to be morally wrong. Even if it could be proved that such research would never increase abortions, 
it is still immoral because of its complicity with the practice of abortion and an absence of a legitimate 
surrogate from which to obtain consent to use the tissue.” [42] 
 
Even the 1988 National Institutes of Health advisory acknowledged that: "The possibility for using fetal 
tissue in research and   transplantation might constitute motivation, reason, or incentive for a pregnant 
woman to have an abortion.” [43] 
 

Perceived Public Acceptance 
 

The public’s complicity in encouraging further abortions by using vaccines from aborted fetal tissue is due to 
a chain reaction of events that actually works itself backward from the use of the vaccines: 
 

The vaccines created a need for aborted fetal tissue  
 

More fetal tissue research is being done to create more vaccines  
 

Aborted fetal tissue research creates a need for more abortion  
 

More abortions are done when donating the fetus is an option  
 

While certainly it is not the parent’s desire to encourage abortion by using the vaccines, the effect is a result 
of their action, albeit unintended, but nonetheless a direct effect.  And this assumed acceptance by the 
pharmaceutical industry of using aborted fetal tissue in vaccine production also contributes to the 
development of new vaccines using existing and new fetal sources.   
 

Thus it would appear that the use of the vaccines could be considered by some to be morally wrong and in 
fact, in light of this new evidence, Dr. Edward Furton himself supports this theory: 
 

“Most troubling, however, is the possibility that the present use of these vaccines might encourage future 
abortions.  If that were true, then one might expect vaccination to constitute immoral cooperation with 
abortion.” [44] 
 

Further, the perceived “moral permissibility” of using these vaccines has led to a denial by the 
pharmaceutical industry for ethical alternatives.  Merck Public Affairs Executive Director Isabel Claxton has 
already stated as much in a letter to Children of God for Life in response to the Campaign for Ethical 
Vaccines, November 2000: 
 

“No new fetal tissue is needed to produce cell lines to make vaccines, now or in the future. A number of 
thoughtful briefings have been published regarding the moral implications of vaccination against rubella and 
varicella, including a paper by John J. (sic) Grabenstein in Volume 2, Number 2 of the Official Journal of the 
Christian Pharmacists Fellowship International in 1999 and an article from   America Liturgy in March 
2000. I have enclosed these articles for your review.” 
 

Obviously their response was completely disingenuous. When Merck announced in May 2002 that it had 
acquired the new fetal cell line PER C6 for further vaccine development, Children of God for Life again 
wrote their offices to advise against their decision to use yet another unethical cell line for vaccine production. 
 The letter further reminded them of their own promise that “no further fetal tissue would be needed to 
create vaccines, now or in the future.”  Merck’s response was: 
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“A number of thoughtful briefings have been published regarding the moral implications of vaccination 
against rubella and varicella, including a paper by Bishop Budd in 1994 and John J. (sic) Grabenstein in 
Volume 4 of the Catholic Pharmacist. Both authors underscore that vaccines work in preventing disease, 
disability and death, but only when children and adults in a community are adequately vaccinated.” 
 

Merck ignored the fact that Bishop Budd’s paper also stated that in defense of parents, who felt that the use 
of the vaccine would be a source of scandal by obscuring the evil of abortion,  
 

“The only prudent course of action is to refuse consent to vaccination ....The health service should be 
required to develop vaccines and treatments that are in no way associated with abortion.” [45]   
 

But even setting that aside for a moment, John D. Grabenstein’s opinion on the morality of vaccinations is 
simply not credible. The Glaxo SmithKline Executive Management Program touts John D. Grabenstein, PhD, 
a Lieutenant Colonel in the United States Army and a Catholic, as “an expert in medical ethics”.  Their 
program states that, “For seven days each year, 40 pharmacists from around the nation are competitively 
selected to study financial, managerial and leadership approaches to organizational development essential to 
the pharmacy leader’s role.”  Grabenstein is listed on the faculty and staff of the Glaxo SmithKline Wharton 
Pharmacy Management team.  
 

According to Glaxo SmithKline, their “Industry-academic cooperation is a win-win proposition for both 
parties involved. A unique program called The Wharton Partnership brings together member organizations, 
corporations and foundations, in order to create long-term, mutually beneficial relationships.”[46]  It just so 
happens that Glaxo SmithKline is one of the manufacturers of the tainted Hepatitis-A vaccine. Merck is the 
other. 
 

And what is Grabenstein’s relationship to Merck?  He has co-authored publications with Merck,[47] 
conducted training seminars for Merck[48] and even assisted with the development of a website for the ASHP 
Research Foundation, which was funded by an unrestricted grant program by Merck.[49]  Grabenstein also 
chaired a recent symposium by the ASHP in which they described him as “a passionate advocate for 
pharmacist-based immunization efforts, (who) challenged attendees to become more aggressive in their 
efforts”.  
 

The Foundation announced the availability of up to $50,000 in research grant funds dedicated to pharmacist-
based immunization advocacy studies.  The entire program is financed by the Merck Vaccine Division.[50] 
 

Grabenstein has no Bioethics or Theology degree, but he has published more than 250 articles and 6 books, 
primarily on vaccine advocacy. He is a fellow of the Royal Society of Health, the American Pharmaceutical 
Association, and the American Society of Health-system Pharmacists. He is the principal author of 
"Pharmacy-Based Immunization Delivery," a CDC-recognized curriculum of the American Pharmaceutical 
Association.  He is also Deputy Director of the Anthrax Vaccine Immunization Program Agency, within the 
U.S. Army Surgeon General's Office. To say that John Grabenstein has no ulterior motives in asserting that 
the use of vaccines derived from aborted fetal tissue is morally acceptable is simply ludicrous. 
 

Crystal Clear Complicity 
 

Proponents of aborted fetal tissue research argue that their work is morally separate from the abortion itself 
and that one’s personal view should not affect the ethical considerations in the good that may result from 
such research.  However, when we examine the impact fetal tissue research has on institutionalizing abortion, 
coupled with the direct complicity of all parties involved there is unquestionable proof that one cannot be 
separated from the other.    
 

When one performs an act that is intended to bring about a benefit for the greater good of society, if an 
innocent person is harmed, it is not a moral act.  It is in fact, utilitarianism, a modern Hedonistic theory that 
promotes the greatest good for the greatest number of people.[51] 
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One argument often presented is that since the mother is going to abort her child anyway, shouldn’t some 
good come from this tragedy?  After all, isn’t this very much like donating the organs of a murdered child to 
help save another human being’s life?  This line of reasoning quickly fails under both the moral principle 
above and a misconceived notion of parental rights. The consent for non-therapeutic procedures on a child, 
unborn or otherwise, is not licitly obtained when the parent’s action brings about the death of their child.  
 
Interestingly, proponents for Embryonic Stem Cell Research (ESCR) make a similar argument:  since left 
over embryos from in-vitro fertilization (IVF) clinics are going to be destroyed anyway, shouldn’t they be 
used to benefit another?  Yet such thinking violates the principles found in the Nuremberg Code and the 
United Nations Declaration of Human Rights. Accordingly, "members of the human species who cannot give 
informed consent for research should not be the subjects of an experiment unless they may benefit from it or 
the experiment carries no significant risk of harming them.”   
 

The premeditated intent to hunt down, seek out and use aborted fetuses in order to create vaccines and other 
new medical treatments is crystal clear.  We know that Wistar researchers were present at the 27 rubella 
abortions and as noted, performed the dissections “immediately”. 
 

Dr. Sven Gard and Dr. Van Der Eb specifically selected the fetuses for WI-38 and PER C6 respectively and 
we know Van Der Eb did the dissection himself. Merck itself assisted in the fetal research for its own rubella 
vaccine. And Dr. Hayflick of Wistar used his expertise and experience to further immoral research in the UK. 
The existing cell lines are nearing capacity for production and new ones are emerging. More abortions and 
more research are being conducted. Crucell’s activity with New Zealand and Australia is a perfect example of 
the current search today for new aborted fetal sources. And as long as the pharmaceutical industry receives 
the benefit of public acceptance of the vaccines, the situation will only worsen. History has proven that. 
 

While Dr. Edward Furton of the NCBC has noted that parents have a responsibility to vaccinate their 
children, he also notes that,“The development of widespread public opposition to tainted vaccines might lead 
to an eradication of the present dilemma for future generations.”[52]  
 

Without a doubt, is this not a serious Catholic responsibility too? 
 

From fetal tissue to stem cell research, pharmaceutical companies would not be investing billions of dollars 
into these new cell lines unless they felt sure they would have a market.  In fact, if parents did NOT use the 
vaccines obtained from aborted fetal cell lines at all, such action would have effectively ended the practice 
years ago.  It would not be a fair or accurate statement to say that people who use the vaccines do not 
contribute to an immoral act, because in fact, they are providing financial motivation and incentive plus 
actual funding to the pharmaceutical industry to continue this immoral practice. The Vatican agrees: 
 

“Furthermore, on a cultural level, the use of such vaccines contributes in the creation of a generalized social 
consensus to the operation of the pharmaceutical industries which produce them in an immoral way.”[53] 
 

Certainly, any person wishing to abstain from their use in order to avoid scandal or to discourage further 
immoral vaccine production should be encouraged and lauded for doing so.  Instead, parents are being 
unlawfully grilled about their faith by public health officials and are frequently denied the right to follow 
their properly formed, Moral Conscience in both public and Catholic schools when filing for State-allowed 
religious exemptions.  The following sections will address these and other serious problems parents encounter 
when faced with the decision of whether or not to immunize their children with these vaccines. 
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VVAACCCCIINNEE  DDEEVVEELLOOPPMMEENNTT  AANNDD  AABBOORRTTIIOONNSS  
 

The Abortions and Intention of Creating Vaccines 

 

http://www.cogforlife.org/fetalvaccinetruth.htm 

 

Perhaps one if the most highly misunderstood notions among moral theologians and ethicists is that the 
abortions involved were not done with the intention of creating vaccines.  In fact, in response to President 
Bush’s decision on federal funding for embryonic stem cell research (ESCR), the USCCB highlights this point 
as follows: 
 

“In the present case, human lives were taken in order to provide cells for research and, in some cases, 
precisely to qualify for federal grants; in the case of vaccines, tissues were taken following abortions 
performed for unrelated reasons.” [2] 
 

While one might agree that the mothers who had the abortions did not do so because they wanted to help 
create a vaccine specifically, then one must also realize that the parents of those embryos created through in-
vitro fertilization (IVF) did not do so with the intention of creating a future medical product either.  The fact 
of the matter is that in ascertaining moral culpability, it is not just the mother’s intentions that must be 
considered. There are three parties involved: the mother, the abortionist and the researcher, all of whom 
share equally in an intrinsically evil act. We know it is the intention of scientists to destroy embryos for 
research purposes.   
 

And likewise, it was the full intention of both the attending abortionist and the researcher present at the foot 
of the abortion table to destroy those babies specifically to create vaccines.  This document will prove this 
intent with undisputable facts recorded by those who conducted and reported on the research.  Not only are 
all equally guilty of assisting in premeditated homicide, but it may very well have been the action of the 
attending researcher who actually brought about the final demise of the babies. In fact, if the mother was 
distraught and coerced, one could easily conclude she might very well have been a victim herself.   
 

The evidence supporting the direct link between the abortions and the production of ensuing vaccines are 
unmistakable. But to fully appreciate the level of formal material cooperation involved, it is important to 
understand the scientific facts regarding tissue and cell viability.  In aborted fetal tissue research as in any 
type of human tissue or organ transplant or research, it is essential that the samples collected are still living. 
 Dead tissue is worthless.  It is not possible to simply perform an abortion and then after the fact, decide one 
wants to use the discarded fetus for cell research. Nor is it desirable to do so, according to the University of 
Pennsylvania’s bioethics guidelines, which state that after the abortion, “It is not quite the appropriate time, 
given the emotional stress that this procedure entails.  Based on this premise, consent elicited at this time may 
be regarded as invalid.”[3]  
 
And from a clinical standpoint, according to Dr. C. Ward Kischer, PhD one of the leading authorities in the 
nation on human embryology, the abortion must be pre-arranged in order to have researchers available to 
immediately preserve the tissue.   
 

“In order to sustain 95% of the cells, the live tissue would need to be preserved within 5 minutes of the 
abortion”, stated Dr. Kischer. “Within an hour the cells would continue to deteriorate, rendering the 
specimens useless.” [4]   
 

In a more easily recognizable situation, it is no different than prearranging the donation of one’s organs after 
death.  Steps must be taken immediately to safeguard the life of the tissue or organs. 
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To fully understand the magnitude of intention by not only the abortionist and the researcher, but the 
pharmaceutical industry as well, one needs to look at the history of how these cell lines were obtained, by 
whom they were obtained and who ultimately profited. 
 

The Abortions 
 

The research for this report will take us back to 1961 when Leonard Hayflick, who was employed by the 
Wistar Institute, the research facility of the University of Pennsylvania, began working with aborted fetal cell 
lines, WI-1 through WI-25 (Wistar Institute, fetal samples numbered 1-25). The cell strains were derived 
from the lung, skin, muscle, kidney, heart, thyroid, thymus and liver of 21 separate, elective abortions.[5]   In 
fact, the entire research conducted and reported on by Hayflick was done solely for the development of viral 
vaccine cultivation: 
 

“The isolation and characterization of human diploid cell strains from fetal tissue make this type of cell 
available as a substrate for the production of live virus vaccines.  Other than the economic advantages, such 
strains in contrast to heteropoloid cell lines exhibit those characteristics usually reserved for normal or 
primary cells and therefore make the consideration of their use in the production of human virus vaccines a 
distinct possibility.” [6] 
 

By 1961, success had not yet been achieved but Hayflick concluded fetal cell lines looked promising for 
vaccine production.  The existing cell lines had been kept alive in serial cultivation, but were near the finite 
lifespan of sub cultivations. More fetal tissue would be needed.  In concluding his research thesis, Hayflick 
credits grateful acknowledgement to three key players in what would soon become the first commercial cell 
substrate to be used in our present day vaccines:  
 

Dr. Sven Gard of the Karolinska Institute of Stockholm Sweden who supplied the fetuses  
 

Dr Stanley Plotkin, who is credited for developing the rubella vaccine for Wistar Institute  
 
Dr. Anthony Girardi of the Merck Research Institute, who assisted in the research and as the sole 
manufacturer of the only rubella vaccine available in the US, Merck had a vested interest in the results.  
 

In 1964 Hayflick would again report on his findings with the newest aborted fetal cell line, WI-38. [7] A bit of 
history is in order on this abortion, whose tissue would be collected from the lungs of a female baby at 3 
months gestation The reporting by Stanley Plotkin on the abortion when he was asked about the inherent 
dangers of using human cell lines in vaccine production due to the possibility of viral agents and human 
genetic material passed over into the recipient of the vaccine is as follows: 
 

“This fetus was chosen by Dr. Sven Gard, specifically for this purpose.  Both parents are known, and 
unfortunately for the story, they are married to each other, still alive and well, and living in Stockholm, 
presumably. The abortion was done because they felt they had too many children. There were no familial 
diseases in the history of either parent, and no history of cancer specifically in the families.” [8]  
 

It is important to understand that whether the mother aborted her child for this reason or not is really 
inconsequential to this discussion, since as we have noted, she is only one of three players involved in an evil 
act.  It was most certainly the intention of the abortionist and researchers to secure additional fetal tissue 
needed for vaccine cultivation and Dr. Sven Gard accomplished that. And as we read above, the fetus was 
actually chosen for this specific purpose.  For the record, it should be noted that Dr. Gard already had 
intimate ties to the Wistar Institute having taken his sabbatical there in 1959, the exact time of Hayflick’s 
initial research on the first 19 aborted fetal cell lines. It is documented that Gard arranged for a supply of the 
aborted fetuses on which Hayflick’s work was to be based, as recorded by Erling Norrby, the intern working 
under Sven Gard at Lederle Labs:.   
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"One of my duties as a young student in the laboratory in Stockholm was to dissect human fetuses from legal 
abortions and send organs to the Wistar Institute. Such material was the source of many important studies of 
cell lines at the Institute, such as Leonard Hayflick's study of WI-38 cells When we collected the organs, this 
was done immediately after the legal abortion.  We were on duty to immediately perform the sampling and to 
arrange for an as rapid transport as possible over the Atlantic Ocean.  The fetal material arrived by car from 
the nearby hospital to our laboratory enwrapped in a green surgical cloth. Maximal sterility was critical to 
allow an outgrowth of fetal cells without any contamination after the transport." [9]  
 

And why would Sven Gard of Sweden be interested in assisting Wistar in the United States?  His good friend, 
Dr. Hilary Koprowski, of Lederle Labs in Sweden was appointed the new director of Wistar in 1957, and 
wanted to test his OPV (oral polio vaccine) on human tissue. It seemed harmless enough.  Hayflick initially 
obliged by creating his own fetal cell line, taken from the amniotic sac of his own daughter’s birth.  
 
But when WISH (Wistar Institute Susan Hayflick) failed to produce the desired results, more fetal sources 
were needed. And so began the voracious acquisition of aborted fetuses from Sweden that would become 
known as WI-1 through WI-38. [10]   
 

And while WI-38 was being prepared for vaccine production, the rubella epidemic of 1964 that same year 
would provide the excuse to put the cell line to commercial use. While rubella is considered a harmless 
childhood disease, it can be dangerous for women who contract the disease in their first trimester of 
pregnancy.  The New England Journal of Medicine describes the disease as follows: 
 

“In children and adults, rubella is usually mild and may even go unnoticed.  Children generally have few 
symptoms, but adults may experience fever, headache, malaise, and a runny nose before the rash appears. A 
person can transmit the disease from 1 week before the onset of the rash, until 1-2 weeks after the rash 
disappears. Lifelong immunity to the disease follows infection.” [11] 
 

However, according to the Centers for Disease Control, an estimated 20%-25% of women who contract 
rubella during the first trimester of pregnancy could pass on Congenital Rubella Syndrome (CRS) to their 
unborn child.  CRS can cause birth defects including deafness, cataracts, heart defects, mental retardation, 
and liver and spleen damage.[12]  Preying on this fear during the 1964 epidemic, some doctors in 
Pennsylvania began advising pregnant women who contracted the disease to abort their child. In a controlled 
study group, the Wistar Institute worked directly with the abortionists to collect and dissect the fetuses.  It 
was from the 27th fetus that researchers extracted the live virus in the kidney of the baby to be used in the 
rubella vaccine.  
 

“Explant cultures were made of the dissected organs of a particular fetus aborted because of rubella, the 27th 
in our series [emphasis added] of fetuses aborted.  This fetus was from a 25-year-old mother exposed to 
rubella 8 days after her last menstrual period. 16 days later she developed rubella. The fetus was surgically 
aborted 17 days after maternal illness and dissected immediately. Explants from several organs were cultured 
and successful cell growth was achieved from lung, skin, and kidney. It was then grown on WI-38. The new 
vaccine was tested on orphans in Philadelphia.” [13] 
 

The rubella virus clinically named RA273 (R=Rubella, A=Abortus, 27=27th fetus, 3=3rd tissue explant) was 
then cultivated on the WI-38 aborted fetal cell line. A later research paper by Stanley Plotkin would reveal 
that 40 separate fetuses were aborted, with virus strains taken from 34 of them.[13A]  This means a total of 
over 80 separate, elective abortions recorded were involved in the research and final production of the 
present day rubella vaccine: 21 from the original WI-1 through WI-26 fetal cell lines that failed, plus WI-38 
itself, plus 61 from the attempts to isolate the rubella virus. As one can clearly see Wistar not only directly 
managed the controlled abortions used to collect the rubella virus, but they also provided the cell substrate 
for cultivating it from the fetuses obtained by Sven Gard.   
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In the 1970’s a second aborted fetal cell line would be introduced in Great Britain by the Medical Research 
Council, named MRC-5.  The cell line is derived from the lung tissue of a 14-week gestation male aborted for 
“psychiatric reasons”.[14] Two interesting points will be made here. The first, in an interview with Father 
Anthony Cornforth, of the UK, February, 2003:  He related the story of how laws in England in the 1960’s - 
1970’s timeframe were supposedly designed to limit the number of abortions, allowing only for “health of the 
mother”, which included mental health. He stated that the law was more of a “wink and a nod” and that, 
“psychiatric reasons were commonly noted on the records whenever no medical evidence of health problems 
could be legally accounted for, and certainly when there were other more sinister motives.”   
 

The second point of interest comes from Leonard Hayflick himself, who boasted, “I have not only worked 
with WI-38 but I am the developer of that strain.  MRC-5 is a copycat strain made by the Brits almost ten 
years after I showed them how.” [15]   
 

Since neither the WI-38 nor the MRC-5 abortions were done in the United States, where at least one could 
speculate that even minimal informed consent laws might have prevented mischief, there is good reason to 
question the validity of the recorded reasons for the abortions.   
 

There is certainly no way of knowing whether the mothers volunteered their babies as research projects or 
not, but one could muse that especially in the case of MRC-5, even if the mother really had psychiatric 
problems, she could have been easily coerced. It may be speculation, but it deserves consideration in light of 
the absolute truth the abortions had been pre-arranged to have researchers present whose intention was 
extracting the tissue for vaccine production.  That fact is undeniable. 
 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

PLEASE FORWARD THIS  

VACCINE EXEMPTION  

MEMORANDUM OF LAW  

 TO AS MANY PARENTS, COLLEGE STUDENTS AND 
TRAVELERS AS POSSIBLE! 

 

GOD BLESS AND KEEP READING! 

 
COMPREHENSIVE WEB SITES: 

http://docs.google.com/View?docid=dgfd2t36_185crmbxgdp 
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MASSIVE EXHIBITS CRIMINAL REPORT 
http://mirsny.googlepages.com/NEW20UPDATED20POLICE20FILE202008.pdf  

 

PLEASE SEE  SWINE FLU VACCINE HISTORY 
http://wideeyecinema.com/?p=2847 

WATCH  
Windowless Spray Planes Caught NYC 2009  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WwzYD3aJYjI&feature=related  
READ!  

APRIL 29, 2009 STOP THE RELEASE OF DEADLY ORGANISMS IN THE ENVIRONMENT   
TO ADVANCE REGIONAL KILLER BOYDEN GRAY'S H541 DISGUISED 

KILLINGS http://mirsny.googlepages.com/APRIL292009REGIONALDISGUISEDKILLINGS.pdf  
UNDERSTAND!  

BIRD FLU CONCOCTION  
http://docs.google.com/Doc?docid=dgfd2t36_2363v382tpc&hl=en  

MANIFESTATION  
CDC VACCINATION CASKETS 

PREMEDITATED, READY AND WAITING  
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uNqW1Dc_dj8&feature=related  

 
                   DEFRAUD INOCULATIONS MASSIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

http://docs.google.com/View?docid=dgfd2t36_98fzsfnsgs 
 

HIV VACCINE IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
http://mirsny.googlepages.com/FINALEE2009HIVVIRUSREPLICATIONVACCIN.pdf 

 

INFECTED BAXTER VACCINES SENT ALL AROUND THE WORLD VIA 
SERIAL KILLER BOYDEN GRAY: 

 http://docs.google.com/Doc?id=dgfd2t36_215hd33v7dc&invite=1347560253 
 

 OR 
 

BOYDEN GRAY H541 INFECTED VACCINES 

http://prayerwarriorsneeded.googlepages.com/BAXTER_VACCINES_SERIAL_KILLER_BOYDEN.pdf 
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NAME ALIGNED BIRD/AVIAN FLU FRAUD DISGUISED 
KILLINGS/CONCOCTION: 

http://docs.google.com/View?docid=dgfd2t36_214mdxqjkg9 

  

Brasscheck TV: Vaccine caused illnesses 
http://www.brasschecktv.com/page/659.html 

  
The coming vaccine emergency 

http://www.brasschecktv.com/page/658.html 
 

Click here: Voluminous Research Proves Vaccines are Deadly  
 

LAW PAGE: 
Click here: OFFICIAL FACTS OF LAW 

 

VACCINE EXEMPTION SAMPLE MEMORANDUM OF LAW 

http://www.endorganizedcrimeuniverse.com/page13.html 
 

MY CONGRESS PAGE: LET THE PAGE LOAD 
 http://www.endorganizedcrimeuniverse.com/page7.html 

 

NYS DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH DEADLY INFILTRATIONS: LET THE PAGE LOAD,   
IGNORE THE MAP 

http://endorganizedcrimeuniverse.com/page10.html 

 

THE OBSTRUCTION OF THE RULE OF 
LAW  

 IS THE CRIMINALLY INSANE 

FORMATION OF A MASTER/SLAVE 

SOCIETY BASED UPON THE PRINCIPLES 

OF EUGENICS  

DONATE NOW! 

  

MIRISNI@AOL.COM 

 

 


