
December 19, 2000 

MEMORANDUM FOR MELANNE VERVEER 

FROM: HEATHER HOWARD 

CC: ANN O'LEARY 

SUBJECT: UNFPA Funding 

I wanted to let you know that Rep. Carolyn Maloney and the international family planning 
groups will be calling you to ask for your help in getting the FY 2001 contribution for the United 
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) out in the next month. 

The FY 2001 Foreign Operations Appropriations bill included a recommended ceiling of $25 
million for UNFPA.' Advocates are worried that because the language in the bill is only a 
recommendation and not an earmark, if this funding does not get out in the next month it may 
never be allocated. 

As you know, the Foreign Ops bill requires the Secretary of State to submit a report to Congress 
by February 15, 2001 indicating the amount that UNFPA is budgeting for a program in China; 
the final amount provided to UNFPA must be reduced by that amount. In addition, UNFPA 
must certify that it does not fund abortions and that it does not commingle funds received from 
the U.S. with other funds. Apparently UNFPA is ready to submit the paperwork for the 
necessary certifications, if the State Department will move the paperwork. Thus, the bulk of the 
UNFPA contribution may be made as soon as the State Department's report is submitted to 
Congress (anytime before February 15); only an amount corresponding to what UNFPA plans to 
spend in China must be held back. 

The advocates are hoping that you will call the International Organizations and Programs section 
at the Department of State to check on the timetable for allocating the funding. 

' "Of the amounts made available under 'International Organizations and Programs,' not more 
than $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be available for UNFPA". 



FY 2001 Foreign Operations Approprations 

Contributions to United Nations Population Fund 

SEC. 585. (1) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF CONTRIBUTION- Of the amounts made 
available under 'International Organizations and Programs', not more than $25,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2001 shall be available for the United Nations Population Fund (hereafter in this subsection 
referred to as the 'UNFPA"). . 

(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS IN CHINA- None of the funds made 
available under'International Organizations and Programs'may be made available for the 
UNFPA for a country program in the People's Republic of China. 

(3) CONDITIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS- Amounts made available under 
'International Organizations and Programs'for fiscal year 2001 for the UNFPA may not be 
made available to UNFPA unless--

(A) the UNFPA maintains amounts made available to the UNFPA under this section in an 
account separate from other accounts of the UNFPA; 

(B) the UNFPA does not commingle amounts made available to the UNFPA under this 
section with other sums; and 

(C) the UNFPA does not fund abortions. 

(4) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS AND WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS-

(A) Not later than February 15, 2001, the Secretary of State shall submit a report to the 
appropriate congressional committees indicating the amount of funds that the United 
Nations Population Fund is budgeting for the year in which the report is submitted for a 
country program in the People's Republic of China. 

(B) If a report under subparagraph (A) indicates that the United Nations Population 
Fund plans to spend funds for a country program in the People's Republic of China in 
the year covered by the report, then the amount of such funds that the UNFPA plans to 
spend in the People's Republic of China shall be deducted from the funds made available 
to the UNFPA after March 1 for obligation for the remainder of the fiscal year in which 
the report is submitted. 

Additional language relating to USAID population program: 

Sec. 598. Not to exceed $425,000,000 of the funds appropriated in title I I 
of this Act may be available for population planning activities or other 
population assistance: Provided, that notwithstanding section 614 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, or any other provision of law, none of such 
funds may be obligated or expended until February 15, 2001. 



November 1, 2 000 

Ms. Jane Fonda 
Post O f f i c e Box 5840 
A t l a n t a , Georgia 31107-0840 

Dear Jane: 

Thanks f o r your l e t t e r . Your k i n d words and 
support mean a l o t . As you know, I share 
your concerns about the g l o b a l gag r u l e , and I 
appreciate knowing your thoughts on t h i s matter. 

My A d m i n i s t r a t i o n remains committed t o ensuring 
t h a t a l l women have access t o reproductive h e a l t h 
care, which cannot be achieved i f we l i m i t the 
a b i l i t y of f o r e i g n NGOs t o pursue t h e i r mission 
of a i d i n g women and f a m i l i e s . I'm sure you are 
pleased t h a t we were successful i n dropping 
the g l o b a l gag r u l e from the FY 2001 Foreign 
Operations app r o p r i a t i o n s b i l l . 

As we continue t o promote the he a l t h and s a f e t y 
of women across the country and around the world, 
I'm g r a t e f u l f o r your leadership. H i l l a r y and 
I hope you are w e l l , and we send our best. 

Sincerely, 

BC/JHO/DA/SH/DC/lynn-emu-ddj-bws (Corres. 
#7337249) 
(lO.fonda.j) 

CC: ̂ aai-hgg~Hbward^2Fp^WW^ Mara Rudman, GFL/WW; 
Laureri Supina, l b UEUB; Matt: Schneider, GFL/WW; 
Wil l i a m Marshall, 2FL/WW; Carrie Street, 184 
OEOB; John Wertman, 97 OEOB; Amanda Haniin, 97 
OEOB 

Xeroxed copy of personall y signed o r i g i n a l t o NH 
through L i s e l Loy 

CLEAR THRU LISEL LOY 

PRESIDENT TO SIGN 
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AMERIQ\N 
ASSOCIATION OF 

UNIVERSITY 
WOMEN 

URGENT ALERT! URGENT ALERT! URGENT ALERT! URGENT ALERT! 

Protect International Family Planning 

With only a few days left in the 106*" Congress, international family planning 
programs are still threatened. These programs are funded through the Fiscal Yeax 
2001 Foreign Operations Appropriations bill (HR 48H/S 2522), which has passed 
both the House and Senate. Although the conference committee, charged with 
working out the differences between HR 4811 and S 2522, has finalized many of the 
issues m the final bill, international family planning programs still face "global âg 
rule restrictions and are under-funded. 

The global gag rule prohibits foreign non-governmental organizations that provide 
tamily planning services abroad and receive U.S. federal funds from offering 
abortion services or advocating for changes in abortion policy, even with their owS 
private funds. AAUW opposes the global gag rule because it has a chilhng effect on 
family planning providers, limits free speech, and jeopardizes women's health by 
inhibiting access to family planning. 

AAUW supports full funding for international family planning programs because 
tamily planning improves women's health and mortality, improves child survival 
rates, and increases women's educational opportunities and earnings. 

The President has promised to veto a Foreign Operations Appropriations bill that 
contains the global gag rule, but your help is needed to eliminate the gag rule and 
mcrease funding for family planning services. 

URGENT ACTION - Call the Capitol switchboard at 202/224-3121 and urge your 
members of Congress to oppose the Foreign Operations Appropriations bill if it 
contains the global gag rule. 

If you have further questions or need more information, please contact the American 
Association of University Women at 800/608-5286 or votered@aauw.org. 

Public Policy and Government Relations 
October 16, 2000 
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The White House 

Washington, D.d. 20500 " " 

Dear Mr. President: 

I have been reliably infonned thatXpiffsuant ta sectifin 599D of th. T7 • 
Operations, Export Financing andReifltJ^pl^^S A - . 
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oftheiT^ ^'"'^y'l^not'ligiiiiyaresponsefoany 



I am sure you agree that U.S. taxpayers have every right to know which 
groups (domestic or foreign) use tajqpayer fimds to carry out foreign aid projects. 
There has nev^ been any question about this. 

A.I.D. does not now, nor has it ever, operated covert foreign aid programs. 
For your people to suggest otherwise could permanently damage AXD.'s 
credibility in the field as wen as to cause friend and foe alike to question the U.S. 
Government's stated intentions to help poor people. 

Mr. President, providing this information without further delay will put an 
end to this charade. ..-

Sincerely, 

JESSE HELMSrggg 





Undecided/unknown: Cooksey; Dunn; Foley; Fowler; Gibbons; Hobson; Kaptur; 
J. Lewis; Moakley; Regula; Shaw; Sweeney; Wilson 

Leaning no: Bereuter; Berry; Bonior; Bono; Borski; Danner; Doyle; Ganske; 
Granger; T. Hall; Kanjorski; Klink; LaTourette; D. Miller; Murtha; 
Nethercutt; Oberstar; Skeen; Toomey; Walden; Weygand. 

2. Sign up to speak. To speak on the Rule, Mennbers' staff should call the 
Rules Committee staff offices directly and ask for time. To speak on the 
pro-choice motion to strike or the Paul amendment to eliminate family 
planning programs, call Clare/Lowey. 

WHAT IS OUR MESSAGE? 

ON THE MOTION TO STRIKE 
The global gag rule was forced into law last year by anti-family 

planning members of Congress, who demanded this unfair policy in return for 
approving the payment of our United Nations back dues. 

The gag rule is an anti-democratic policy which forces foreign 
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to sacrifice their right to free 
speech in order to participate in U.S.-funded international family planning 
programs. If the same restrictions were imposed on U.S.-based NGOs, they 
would be ruled unconstitutional. 

Sec. 587 of this bill imposes an arbitrary cap of $385 million on 
international family planning assistance, which is $156 million below the 
Administration's request. And it requires recipients of these funds to 
certify that they will not, with their own, non-U.S. funds, perform abortion 
or conduct abortion-related advocacy and lobbying. The use of U.S. funds 
for these activities is prohibited - in fact, no U.S. funds have gone to 
perform abortions abroad since 1973. 

The U.S. can and must dictate how taxpayer funds are used abroad. 
However, it is inappropriate for us to dictate how foreign NGOs use funds 
they have received from other donor nations and private sources. 

The global gag rule undermines the key goal of our foreign policy -
promoting democracy worldwide. It says that we do not believe citizens of 
developing countries have the same right to free speech as U.S. citizens. 
And it penalizes foreign NGOs for conducting activities in compliance with 
the laws of their own countries. 

FOR BOTH THE MOTION TO STRIKE AND THE PAUL AMENDMENT 
Family planning programs supported by the United States save lives 

around the world, but the demand for these programs is much larger than our 
limited funds can meet. 600,000 women die each year of pregnancy-related 
causes that are often preventable, and more than 150 million married women 
in the developing world want contraceptives, but have no access to them. 
Increasing access to family planning will save the lives of mothers and 
children, have profound consequences on women's social and economic 
situations, and reduce the incidence of abortion worldwide. 



Heather H. Howard 
07/17/2000 05:55:15 PM 

< 

Record Type: Record 

To: hhh1968@aol.conn 

cc: 
Subject: Foreign Ops: let the games begin 

WHAT ARE WE DOING? 
There will be an attempt to strike Section 587, offered by a number of 
pro-family planning members. It will be offered in one member's name, but 
with many, many co-sponsors of the amendment -- if a member wants to be 
listed as a co-sponsor of this strike, please let Clare/Lowey know. We 
still don't know exactly who will start the debate by offering the strike -
likely Greenwood, Lowey or Pelosi. 

We will also be opposing the Paul amendment, which would eliminate all 
funding for population or family planning programs. This amendment was 
offered last year, and it failed 145-272. 

WHEN ARE WE DOING THIS? 
In general provisions, at the end of the bill. Votes likely to be tomorrow, 
not today. 

WHAT IS THE PRO-CHOICE CAUCUS RECOMMENDING ON VOTES? 
No on the Rule, because a pro-choice alternative that could pass the House 
was denied while the anti-choice language was put in the bill. 

Yes on the motion to strike Section 587 

No on the Paul Amendment 

In keeping with the Pro-Choice Caucus policy, we will not recommend a vote 
on final passage of the appropriations bill. 

WHAT CAN Members (and staff) DO? 
1. Help whip. We are focusing on members who are leaning yes, undecided, 
and leaning no on a vote to strike the Mexico City provisions. Whip 
assignments are first checked staff-to-staff, and then Members check with 
Members. Many target members are being whipped by more than one solid 
Member. Clare/Lowey is keeping track of the targets, and if members/staff 
take any names, please let Clare know which. 

Leaning yes: T. Davis; Isakson; Kuykendall; Ose; Thomas; Upton; Baca; 
Cramer; Dingell; Kleczka; McNulty; Neal; Tanner 



Messaoe Sent To: 

"AAUW: Nancy Zirkin" <2irkinn@aauw.0rg> 
"AAUW: Lisa Levine" <levinel@aauw.org> 
"ACLU: Kate Engustian" <kengustian@aclu.org> 
"AGI: Susan Cohen" <scohen@agi-usa.org> 
"AGI: Heather Boonstra" <hboonstra@agi-usa.org> 
"NARAL: Allison Herwitt" <ahenwitt@naral.org> 
"NARAL: Donna Crane" <dcrane@naral.org> 
"NFPRHA: Marilyn Keefe" <marilynkeefe@nfprha.org> 
"NPWF: Susannah Baruch" <sbaruch@nationalpartnership.org> 
"NWLC: Sharon Levin" <slevin@nwlc.org> 
"PAI: Craig Lasher" <clasher@popact.org> 
"PAI: Lisa Moreno" <lmoreno@popact.org> 
"PAI: Terri Bartlett" <tlb@popact.org> 
"PAI: Wendy Turnbull" <turnbull@popact.org> 
"PPFA: Chris Korsmo" <chris.korsmo@ppfa.org> 
"PPFA: Kathryn Viguerie" <kathryn.viguerie@ppfa.org> 
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July 25, 2000 

The Honorable William Jefferson Clinton 
President of the United States 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

As leaders of the environmental community, we recognize that U.S. funding of voluntary 
family planning and other reproductive health programs not only saves lives and improves human 
health, but also helps slow population growth and protect the environment. Attempts to interfere 
with the dehvery of these vital health sendees undermine the prospects for conserving natural 
resources, protecting wildlife habitat, and ultimately, for ensuring a healthy and prosperous future 
for our children. 

During the upcoming negotiations on the Foreign Operations bill, we urge you to stand by 
your previous statements and to strongly support: 

• increased funding for international family planning programs, and 

• the elimination of the Global Gag Rule restrictions on overseas family planning 
organizations. 

We strongly encourage you to work to increase the fimding level for international family 
planning included in the final legislation. The Senate bill includes an appropriation of $425 million 
for the U.S. population assistance program, a slight increase from the current year's fiinding level. 
However, this amount remains nearly $120 million less than you requested in your FY 2001 budget. 
Increasing the funding level to $541 million, the amount you requested, would allow nearly 12 
million additional women to receive reproductive health services, resulting annually in: 

• 1.5 million fewer unintended births; 
• 2.2 million fewer abortions; 
• 92,000 fewer infant deaths; and 
• 15,000 fewer maternal deaths. 

In addition, we strongly encourage you to work to ensure that the Global Gag Rule language 
is not included in the final legislation. Our organizations support the Senate language protecting the 
free speech rights of foreign non-govemmental organizations that provide voluntary family 
planning services. The Gag Rule restrictions in the current law prohibit recipients of U.S. family 
planning aid from engaging in public discussions over reproductive health care policy in their own 
countries — with their own money. Using the leverage of U.S. assistance to silence discussion on 
any legitimate issue of public debate is undemocratic and fundamentally inconsistent with 
American values. These restrictions would be deemed unconstitutional i f implemented in the U.S. 

Prinii?d on tree free paper 
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We are unequivocally opposed to the House language on this issue and strongly urge you to 
advocate the Senate's position. Should the final bill contain the Global Gag Rule language, we 
strongly encourage you to veto it. 

Finally, we urge your support of the Senate's fimding provision for the United Nations 
Population Fund (UNFPA). UNFPA works in nearly 150 countries to provide women with access to 
voluntary family planning services. We believe that the current reqtiirement that one dollar of the 
U.S. contribution be withheld for every dollar that UNFPA spends in its groundbreaking China 
project is outdated and harcnfial to the very successful efforts that the agency has undertaken in other 
countries. 

Our organizations consider declining population growth one of the most positive trends for 
increasing human welfare, conserving natural resources, and protecting our wildlife heritage. The 
most effective and democratic way to achieve a declining population growth rate is to provide 
couples the means to plan and space their children. We feel ii is essential that the United States meet 
its commitment to improving the global delivery of voluntary family planning services. We thank 
you for your past support of international family planning and are counting on you to ensure that 
this vital component of American foreign policy is adequately funded with no harmftil resfrictions. 

Sincerely, 

Ci 
Rod^r Schfickeisen, President 
Defenders of Wildlife 

Brent Blackwelder, President 
Fnends of the Earth 

ohn Flicker, Presiflent 
National Audubon Society 

Robert Musil, Executive Director 
Physicians for Soci;e^esponsibility 

Carl Pope, Executive Director 
The Sierra Club 

Peter Kostmayer, Execmive Director 
Zero Population Growth 

Fred Krupp, Executive Director 
Environmental Defense 

Deb Callahan, President 
League of Conservation Vo 

Mark Van ?utten. President & CEO 
National-Wildlife Federation 

Amy CtJfen, President 
Populatijan Action International 

Howard Ris, Executive Director 
The Union of Concerned Scientists 

PrinlprI on tree nee pap\=r 



"Coleman, Clare" <Clare.Coleman@mail.house.gov> 
07/12/2000 03:57:49 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: "Tritter, Beth" <Beth.Tritter@mail.house.gov>, "Winkler, Kate" <Kate.Winkler@mail.house.gov> 
Subject: Foreign Ops: let the games begin 

FLOOR ALERT 

Hello, groups! 
FROM: Clare Coleman/Rep. Lowey 
DATE: July 12, 2000 
RE: Foreign Ops today and tomorrow 

I wanted you to know what we're saying to the legions of pro-family planning 
members and staff. 

WHAT ARE WE DOING? 
There will be an attempt to strike Section 587, offered by a number of 
pro-family planning members. It will be offered in one member's name, but 
with many, many co-sponsors of the amendment - if a member wants to be 
listed as a co-sponsor of this strike, please let Clare/Lowey know. We 
still don't know exactly who will start the debate by offering the strike ~ 
likely Greenwood, Lowey or Pelosi. 

We will also be opposing the Paul amendment, which would eliminate all 
funding for population or family planning programs. This amendment was 
offered last year, and it failed 145-272. 

WHEN ARE WE DOING THIS? 
In general provisions, at the end of the bill. Votes likely to be tomorrow, 
not today. 

WHAT IS THE PRO-CHOICE CAUCUS RECOMMENDING ON VOTES? 
No on the Rule, because a pro-choice alternative that could pass the House 
was denied while the anti-choice language was put in the bill. 

Yes on the motion to strike Section 587 

No on the Paul Amendment 

In keeping with the Pro-Choice Caucus policy, we will not recommend a vote 
on final passage of the appropriations bill. 

WHAT CAN Members (and staff) DO? 
1. Help whip. We are focusing on members who are leaning yes, undecided. 



and leaning no on a vote to strike the Mexico City provisions. Whip 
assignments are first checked staff-to-staff, and then Members check with 
Members. Many target members are being whipped by more than one solid 
Member. Clare/Lowey is keeping track of the targets, and if members/staff 
take any names, please let Clare know which. 

Leaning yes: T. Davis; Isakson; Kuykendall; Ose; Thomas; Upton; Baca; 
Cramer; Dingell; Kleczka; McNulty; Neal; Tanner 

Undecided/unknown: Cooksey; Dunn; Foley; Fowler; Gibbons; Hobson; Kaptur; 
J. Lewis; Moakley; Regula; Shaw; Sweeney; Wilson 

Leaning no: Bereuter; Berry; Bonior; Bono; Borski; Danner; Doyle; Ganske; 
Granger; T. Hall; Kanjorski; Klink; LaTourette; D. Miller; Murtha; 
Nethercutt; Oberstar; Skeen; Toomey; Walden; Weygand. 

2. Sign up to speak. To speak on the Rule, Members' staff should call the 
Rules Committee staff offices directly and ask for time. To speak on the 
pro-choice motion to strike or the Paul amendment to eliminate family 
planning programs, call Clare/Lowey. 

WHAT IS OUR MESSAGE? 

ON THE MOTION TO STRIKE 
The global gag rule was forced into law last year by anti-family 

planning members of Congress, who demanded this unfair policy in return for 
approving the payment of our United Nations back dues. 

The gag rule is an anti-democratic policy which forces foreign 
non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to sacrifice their right to free 
speech in order to participate in U.S.-funded international family planning 
programs. If the same restrictions were imposed on U.S.-based NGOs, they 
would be ruled unconstitutional. 

Sec. 587 of this bill imposes an arbitrary cap of $385 million on 
international family planning assistance, which is $156 million below the 
Administration's request. And it requires recipients of these funds to 
certify that they will not, with their own, non-U.S. funds, perform abortion 
or conduct abortion-related advocacy and lobbying. The use of U.S. funds 
for these activities is prohibited - in fact, no U.S. funds have gone to 
perform abortions abroad since 1973. 

The U.S. can and must dictate how taxpayer funds are used abroad. 
However, it is inappropriate for us to dictate how foreign NGOs use funds 
they have received from other donor nations and private sources. 

The global gag rule undermines the key goal of our foreign policy -
promoting democracy worldwide. It says that we do not believe citizens of 
developing countries have the same right to free speech as U.S. citizens. 
And it penalizes foreign NGOs for conducting activities in compliance with 
the laws of their own countries. 

FOR BOTH THE MOTION TO STRIKE AND THE PAUL AMENDMENT 
Family planning programs supported by the United States save lives 



around the world, but the demand for these programs is much larger than our 
limited funds can meet. 600,000 women die each year of pregnancy-related 
causes that are often preventable, and more than 150 million married women 
in the developing world want contraceptives, but have no access to them. 
Increasing access to family planning will save the lives of mothers and 
children, have profound consequences on women's social and economic 
situations, and reduce the incidence of abortion worldwide. 

Message Sent To: 

"AAUW: Nancy Zirkin" <zirkinn@aauw.org> 
"AAUW: Lisa Levine" <levinel@aauw.org> 
"ACLU: Kate Engustian" <kengustian@aclu.org> 
"AGI: Susan Cohen" <scohen@agi-usa.org> 
"AGI: Heather Boonstra" <hboonstra@agi-usa.org> 
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"NPWF: Susannah Baruch" <sbaruch@nationalpartnership.org> 
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"PAI: Craig Lasher" <clasher@popact.org> 
"PAI: Lisa Moreno" <lmoreno@popact.org> 
"PAI: Terri Bartlett" <tlb@popact.org> 
"PAI: Wendy Turnbull" <turnbull@popact.org> 
"PPFA: Chris Korsmo" <chrls.korsmo@ppfa.org> 
"PPFA: Kathryn Viguerie" <kathryn.viguerie@ppfa.org> 



MEMORANDUM 

To: International Family Planning Supporters 

From: Terri Bartlett, Lisa Moreno & Craig Lasher 
Population Action International 

Subject: Vote Analysis of the Greenwood-Lowey "Motion to Strike" 

Date: July 14, 2000 

The vote on the "motion to strike"—while a losing effort—demonstrates concretely the depth of 
opposition to the restrictions in current law and should send an important message to both the White 
House and opponents of international family planning as they gear up for the endgame negotiations. The 
clear message of the vote—now more than 200 members of the House are on record answering one 
simple question—do you or do you not support the global gag rule? 

The other question that has been at least partly answered is what happens when members are not given an 
opportunity to split their votes between a pro-family planning alternative amendment and the global gag 
rule language. The conclusion that can be drawn is that there exists a very solid, unwavering level of 
support for international family planning in general and elimination of the restrictions in particular. 

Attached is a vote analysis of how individual members of Congress voted on the motion to strike during 
consideration of the foreign operations appropriations bill (H.R. 4811) on July 13. As with previous 
analyses, it focuses on the swings and those members who voted differendy than expected based on their 
previous voting record. 

Particularly gratifying is the fact that the motion retained the support of all 25 Republican members rated 
as pro and all but one of the six Republicans classified as leans pro. Upton was the only lean pro to 
defect, which represents a continuation of a disturbing trend in his recent voting behavior. Last year, he 
split his votes on the gag rule after consistent support on gag rule votes in 1995 and 1997. In the mixed 
category, Foley, Fowler, Gibbons, and Sweeney backed the motion. Unfortunately, Hobson did not 
reverse the position that he had taken in committee (where he voted for a continuation of the gag rule) on 
the floor. Most encouraging was the vote of Walden, a leans con whose chief of staff recently 
participated in the Malawi trip organized by PAI and the U.S. Committee for UNFPA. 

On the Democratic side, all of the leans pro and mixed including Kaptur voted for the motion. The only 
leans con Democrat to support was Whip Bonior, whose legislative staff also went on the Malawi trip. 
Among Democratic pro's, Martinez disappointed in voting against the motion. (This deviation in an 
otherwise perfect record is not about substance but an expression of Martinez's continuing anger at the 
party leadership for backing his victorious challenger in a primary race.) 

Among the eight Members not voting, five would have been all but certain to vote for the motion to strike, 
further tightening the closeness of the margin. Also worth noting. Speaker Hastert took the unusual step of 
voting on the motion—in opposition, of course—indicating the importance the leadership places on 
keeping its anti-choice constituency satisfied. 



ANALYSIS OF HOUSE FLOOR VOTE ON 
GREENWOOD-LOWEY "MOTION TO STRIKE" 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS BILL (H.R. 4811) 
July 13,2000 

Yea Nay NV 
Republicans 35 185 2 
Democrats 170 35 6 
Independents 1 1 — 

TOTAL 206 221 8 

Pro Leans Con 

Martinez (D-CA) — Bereuter (R-NE) — 

Berry (D-AR) — 

Leans Pro Bonior (D-MI) -t-

Bono (R-CA) — 

Baca (D-CA) -1- Borski (D-PA) — 

Cramer (D-AL) + Danner (D-MO) — 

Davis, T. (R-VA) + Doyle (D-PA) — 

Dingell (D-MI) -1- Ganske (R-LA) — 

Isakson (R-GA) + Granger (R-TX) — 

Kleczka (D-WI) + Hall, Tony (D-OH) — 

Kuykendall (R-CA) -1- Kanjorski (D-PA) — 

McNulty (D-NY) NV Klink (D-PA) — 

Neal (D-MA) + LaTourette (R-OH) — 

Ose (R-CA) + Miller, Dan (R-FL) — 

Tanner (D-TN) + Murtha (D-PA) — 

Thomas (R-CA) -1- Nethercutt (R-WA) — 

Upton (R-MI) — Skeen (R-NM) — 

Toomey (R-PA) — 

Mixed/Unknown • Walden (R-OR) + 
Weygand (D-RI) — 

Cooksey (R-LA) — 

Dunn (R-WA) — Not Voting 
Foley (R-FL) + 
Fowler (R-FL) -1- Chenoweth-Hage (R-ED) con 
Gibbons (R-NV) -1- Clay (D-MO) pro 
Hobson (R-OH) — Cummings (D-MD) pro 
Kaptur (D-OH) + Forbes (D-NY) con 
Lewis, J. (R-CA) — Mcintosh (D-IN) con 
Moakley (D-MA) + McNulty (D-NY) leans pro 
Regula (R-OH) — Smith, A. (D-WA) pro 
Shaw (R-FL) — Vento (D-MN) pro 
Sweeney (R-NY) + 
Wilson (R-NM) — 

+ = vote in support of international family planning (for motion to strike) 
— = vote in opposition to international family planning (against motion to strike) 
NV = not voting 

PAI—7/14/00 



December 19, 2000 

MEMORANDUM FOR MELANNE VERVEER 

FROM: HEATHER HOWARD 

CC: ANN O'LEARY 

SUBJECT: UNFPA Funding 

I wanted to let you know that Rep. Carolyn Maloney and the international family planning 
groups will be calling you to ask for your help in getting the FY 2001 funding for the United 
Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) out in the next month. 

The FY 2001 Foreign Operations Appropriations bill included a recommended ceiling of $25 
million for UNFPA.' Advocates are wonied that because the language in the bill is only a 
recommendation and not an earmark, if this funding does not get out in the next month if may 
never be allocated. 

As you know, the Foreign Ops bill requires the Secretary of State to submit a report to Congress 
by February 15, 2001indicating the amount that UNFPA is budgeting for a program in China; the 
final amount provided to UNFPA must be reduced by that amount. In addition, UNFPA must 
certify that it does not fund abortion and that it does not commingle funds received from the U.S. 
with other funds. Apparently UNFPA is ready to submit the paperwork for the necessary 
certifications, if the State Department will move the paperwork. Thus, the bulk of the UNFPA 
contribution may be made once the State Department's report is submitted to Congress (anytime 
before February 15); only an amount corresponding to what UNFPA plans to spend in China 
must be held back after March 1. 

The advocates are hoping that you will call the International Organizations and Programs section 
at the Department of State to see whether the funding can be allocated. 

' "Of the amounts made available under 'International Organizations and Programs,' not more 
than $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall be available for UNFPA". 



CONTRIBUTIONS TO UNITED NATIONS POPULATION FUND 

SEC. 585. (1) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF CONTRIBUTION- Of the amounts made 
available under 'International Organizations and Programs', not more than $25,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2001 shall be available for the United Nations Population Fund (hereafter in this subsection 
refeired to as the 'UNFPA'). 

(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS IN CfflNA- None of the funds made 
available under'Intemational Organizations and Programs' may be made available for the 
UNFPA for a country program in the People's Republic of China. 

(3) CONDITIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS- Amounts made available under 
'International Organizations and Programs'for fiscal year 2001 for the UNFPA may not be 
made available to UNFPA unless-

(A) the UNFPA maintains amounts made available to the UNFPA under this section in an 
account separate from other accounts of the UNFPA; 

(B) the UNFPA does not commingle amounts made available to the UNFPA under this 
section with other sums; and 

(C) the UNFPA does not fund abortions. 

(4) REPORT TO TFLE CONGRESS AND WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS-

(A) Not later than February 15, 2001, the Secretary of State shall submit a report to the 
appropriate congressional committees indicating the amount of funds that the United 
Nations Population Fund is budgeting for the year in which the report is submitted for a 
country program in the People's Republic of China. 

(B) If a report under subparagraph (A) indicates that the United Nations Population 
Fund plans to spend funds for a country program in the People's Republic of China in 
the year covered by the report, then the amount of such funds that the UNFPA plans to 
spend in the People's Republic of China shall be deducted from the funds made available 
to the UNFPA after March I for obligation for the remainder of the fiscal year in which 
the report is submitted. 

Additional language relating to USAID population program: 

Sec. 598. Not to exceed $425,000,000 of the funds appropriated in title II 
of this Act may be available for population planning activities or other 
population assistance: Provided, that notwithstanding section 614 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, or any other provision of law, none of such 
funds may be obligated or expended until February 15, 2001. 



^^1^=—"Cohen, Susan" <SCohen@agi-usa.org> 
^ . M f i S ^ ' 12/19/2000 01:44:13 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Heather H. Howard/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: UNFPA 

Hi Heather, 

The language on UNFPA follows below. There needs to be a determination by 
DOS on how much UNFPA plans to spend in China in 2001. Then that amount 
must be deducted from the total made available for UNFPA. THe report to 
Congress must be made no later than Feb 15 but can occur much earlier. 
Similarly, the bulk of the UNFPA contribution may be made as soon as this 
report is submitted; ail that needs to be held back until March 1 is enough 
to cover what will correspond to the amount UNFPA plans to spend in China. 

A call from Melanne can only help in ensuring that at least a good portion 
of the UNFPA money Congress appropriated for it actually goes there this 
year. 

Also, I've attached the statutory language pertaining to the Feb. 15 date at 
the end of the UNFPA language. 

thanks Heather, 

Susan 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO UNITED NATIONS POPULATION 
FUND 

SEC. 585. (1) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF CONTRIBUTION- Of the amounts made 
available under 'International Organizations and Programs', not more 

than $25,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2001 shall be available 

for the United Nations Population Fund (hereafter in this subsection 
referred to as the 'UNFPA'). 

(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS IN CHINA- None of the funds made 
available under 

'International Organizations and Programs' may be made available for the 
UNFPA for a 

country program in the People's Republic of China. 

(3) CONDITIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS- Amounts made available under 
'International Organizations and Programs' for fiscal year 2001 for the 



UNFPA may not be 
made available to UNFPA unless-

(A) the UNFPA maintains amounts made available to the UNFPA under 
this section in 

an account separate from other accounts of the UNFPA; 

(B) the UNFPA does not commingle amounts made available to the UNFPA 
under this 

section with other sums; and 

(C) the UNFPA does not fund abortions. 

(4) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS AND WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS-

(A) Not later than February 15, 2001, the Secretary of State shall 
submit a report to the 

appropriate congressional committees indicating the amount of funds 
that the United 

Nations Population Fund is budgeting for the year in which the 
report is submitted for a 

country program in the People's Republic of China. 

(B) If a report under subparagraph (A) indicates that the United 
Nations Population 

Fund plans to spend funds for a country program in the People's 
Republic of China in 

the year covered by the report, then the amount of such funds that 
the UNFPA plans to 

spend in the People's Republic of China shall be deducted from the 
funds made available 

to the UNFPA after March 1 for obligation for the remainder of the 
fiscal year in which 

the report is submitted. 

Additional language relating to USAID population program: 

Sec. 598. Not to exceed $425,000,000 of the funds appropriated in title II 
of this Act may be available for population planning activities or other 
population assistance: Provided, that notwithstanding section 614 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, or any other provision of law, none of such 
funds may be obligated or expended until February 15, 2001. 


