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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT...

Environmental protection has made great strides in the 32 years since Rachel Carson wrote
“Silent Spring.” Conserving the natural world we and cur children will inhabit has become a
bedrock American value. The great naturalist Aldo Leopold wrote, “We abuse land becanse
we regard it as a commodity belonging to us. When we see land as a community to which we
belong, we may begin to use it with love and respect.” This transformation is well underway
in the "90s in America.

So why don’t more of our leading politicians act as if they understand?

As our environmental awareness grew, Congress at first acted effectively on our behalf.
The air that 22 million Americans breathe no longer violates federal poliution standards.
Not so long ago, Ohio’s Cuyahoga River was so choked with pollution it burned; today it's a
center for recreation and economic activity. Political leaders throughout the world heeded
environmentalists' warnings, and agreed to prevent further weakening of the atmosphere's
capacity to shield us from harmful radiation. We've begun cleaning up America's most toxic
places at polluters’ expense.

But every action meets an equal and opposite reaction, in politics as in physics. Today we
face a backlash led by those who profit from waste and pollution. By now, their decades of
campaign contributions have warped our representation in Congress. The sorry truth is that
today's Congress would not enact many of the landmark environmental laws of the late *60s
and early *70s that turned the tide against pollution, Instead of protecting and conserving,
we're still Josing precious places and contaminating our everyday lives.

Nowhere is the problem so acute as in the representation that loyal Republican voters get
from their standard-bearers in the House and Senate. Republicans are Just as likely to consider
themselves environmentalists as Democrats, according to a January 1994 poll by Environment
Opinion Study. Large majorities of both parties' voters think Congress does a “not-so-good”
or “poor” job of protecting the environment. Yet Republican politicians, even more than
Democrats, often fail to cast the votes that eamn a favorable LCV score.

Representative democracy has betrayed these voters, who share deeply-held environmental
values but whose representatives largely fail to act on them. This past year, even prominent
elected environmentalists — men and women of both parties who ran for Congress or won
reelection with the League's endorsement — defected on crucial votes that could have finally
brought us public land reform in the West. Instead, they were effectively intimidated by those
who profit from the status quo, and reform was quickly crushed.

Our movement for the environment has made great strides since a simple book told how pesti-
cides are killing our songbirds. Today’s Congress clearly is not willing 10 finish the job. So we
have & job to do, to change Congress — in particular, to change the Senate, which still blocks
reforms to protect our great forests, parks, rangeland, and wilderness.

If you're among the 9 out of 10 Americans who call themselves environmentalists, make a
decision today to help the most promising challengers to the status quo, and endangered pro-
Earth incumbents. Join the League of Conservation Voters. Right now,-in 1994, it’s not too
late to protect our environment from the politicians who are voting to give it away.

W\ M
Jim Maddy
President of the Leagu onservation Voters
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THE UNFINISHED AGENDA OF
THE 103" CONGRESS

This National Environmental Scorecard for the first year of the 103rd Congress reflects
dramatic changes in environmental politics in 1993, brought about by a new administration
waorking with congressional leadership of the same party.

The League of Conservation Yoters has scored more votes than usual for the first year of a
congressional session, in large part because of the activism of the Clinion administration.
The new team in the White House pushed ahead on many legislative fronts, and — in con-
trast to the record of the past 12 years — built environmental propesals into many of its
initiatives. But the Republican leadership’s role in opposing the president’s agenda re-
sulted in sharp contrasts between the parties, as Republican members had to make the dif-
ficult choice between voting with their party’s leadership and voting for environmental
progress. Usvally reliable environmentalists in both parties, faced with heavy lobbying by
home-state industries, betrayed their best instincts and voted for the status quo.

In 1994, the League warns that the heart of the environmental agenda is at stake as a
phony “property rights” movement challenges the broad protections that environmental
laws give us.

ENERGY TAX AND PUBLIC LAND REFORMS TAKE CENTER STAGE

Two major environmental issues saw congressional debate during 1993. The first was the
administration-sponsored Biu energy tax. Backed by every major environmental organiza-
tion but weakened considerably in the House, the energy tax was killed ajtogether in the
Senate Finance Committee by Senator David Boren (D-OK) and a bipartisan oil patch coa-
lition. Since this energy conservation measure died in committee and not on the floor of
Congress, the Scorecard does not fully reflect the environmental community’s push to se-
cure energy policy reform in 1993.

Another major debate of 1993, in contrast, saw so much congressional action and had such
priority for the environmental community that it is reflected by four separate entries in the
Senate and four in the House. Tt took place over a package of reforms of federally subsi-
dized logging, grazing, and mining on public lands, designed by the administration to ap-
ply cost accounting and environmental stewardship to these long-abused programs. After
initial skirmishes during the budget’s debate and passage in the House, the Clinton admin-
istration capitulated to a bloc of Western Democratic senators, Jed by Max Baucus (D-MT)
and Jeff Bingaman (D-NM) with support from most Republicans, and dropped the reform
provisions from the 1994 Budget Resolution. An avalanche of criticism ensued; the admin-
istration then promised to enact the same changes through separate legislation or by execu-
tive action.

Issues of subsidized development returned again and again to Congress. The same West-
ern-dominated bloc delayed Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt’s grazing reforms further by
filibustering the Interior Department’s spending bill, even after a House-Senate conference
comunittee rejected their tactics and tried to pass a compromise reform. '



SCORES FOR 1993 REFLECT BATTLES BETWEEN THE PARTIES

This year’s scores display the sharp polarization of Republicans and Democrats in 1993.
In the Senate, partisan opposition met both the Clinton budget package and Secretary
Babbitt’s public land reform proposals. Republican leadership opposed both initiatives.
Republican senators followed their lead with only a handful of exceptions (although their
success at defeating the reform measures usually depended on whether or not a group of
Democrats abandoned the administration). Those Republican senators who put their envi-
ronmental ideals aside to fall in line behind Senate Minority Leader Bob Dole (R-KS) re-
ceived lower scores than in the past. In contrast, partisanship enhanced the scores of some
Democratic senators, reflecting the response of Senate Majority Leader George Mitchell
(D-ME) o the Dole challenge.

In the House, Western representation is not exaggerated, and environmental opponents
lack the filibuster as a delaying tactic. There, environmental initiatives for the most part
survived in 1993, The president’s proposed tax on nonrenewable energy sources did pass
the House, for example, before being derailed in the Senate Finance Committee. The Sen-
ate version of mining law reform was a faint shadow of the landmark reform bill that the
House produced. And it was the House, led by Republican Ralph Regula (R-OH), that
stood by Secretary Babbitt’s attempts to overhaul grazing policies on public lands by send-
© ing a strong message to its conferees to support reform. ‘

When a strong Republican leads an environmental initiative on the floor of Congress, it
often has the beneficial effect of splintering partisan opposition to the bill. This tactic was
most successful in the House in 1993 on amendments that combined fiscal conservatism
and environmental protection, such as Rep. Regula’s motion to collect higher user fees for
grazing livestock on public land, and an amendment by Rep. Robert Walker (R-PA) to
defeat needless fossil fuel subsidies. Rep. John Porter (R-IL), with strong encouragement
from the national environmental community, was unable to overcome the Democratic
leadershlp s insistence on wasteful spending on new roads through nationat forests.

“WISE USE” MOVEMENT THREATENS LEGAL CORNERSTONES

What hes ahcad for 1994’? Three major laws two dating from the dawn of the modern en-
vironmental movement in the *60s and early *70s, are now up for extension and we hope,
improvement: the law that created the Superfund to clean up toxic waste sites, the Clean
Water Act (with its important wetlands protection provisions) and the Endangered Species
Act. That these cornerstones of American environmental protection failed to see action in
1993 was in part due to the efforts of a renewed and powerful opposition that claims to be
for the “wise use” of our natural resources, but in reality, threatens their waste and abuse
for subsidized profits. This movement rests on a radical (and fundamentally anti-demo-
cratic) reinterpretation of the private property rights already guaranteed by state and fed-
eral constitutions, in a barely disguised atternpt to evade environmental protection laws.



The Fifth Amendment to the Constitution provides that the government may not “take”
private property for public use without “just compensation.” This means that when the fed-
eral, state or local government constructs a highway, an airport, or a dam, it must buy up
whatever private land is needed. If the landowner and the government cannot agree on a
price, the government may “take’ physical possession of the land — condemn it — but the
Constitution guarantees the owner its fair price as determined by a court.

This much is clear. When the government doesn’t want physical possession of property,
however, but only regulates its use, the picture becomes more complicated.

President Teddy Roosevelt said in 1910, “Every man holds his property subject to the gen-
eral right of the community to regulate its use to whatever degree the public welfare may
require it.” The way these environmental opponents interpret the Constitution, however,
profit comes first — and whenever a government action or regulation limits a property-
owner's maximum profit, they claim a government “taking” for which the taxpayers must
pay. Far from the case-by-case review that a court would make, property rights extremists
seek blanket buyouts by the government. The potential effects are far-reaching:

« A town council passes a zoning code to prevent heavy industry from locating in a resi-
dential neighborhood. If that is seen as a “taking,” since a property owner might make
more money by selling lots for industrial development than for houses, the town would
either have to make up the difference with a subsidy or invalidate its zoning.

» The Clean Water Act requires a factory to clean up its discharges so that property
owners nearby and downstream don’t suffer from the pollution. By the property rights
movement’s arguiment, the factory’s owners have the right to pollute unless the govern-
ment is willing to pay them to stop.

» The benefits to everyone of protecting our surviving wetlands — natural filtration and
trapping of poliution, flood protection, and wildlife habitat — are pitted against a few pri-
vate interests who seek a guaranteed taxpayers’ subsidy in exchange for not developing
these threatened and valuable places.

The point is that everyone lives downstream or downwind of pollution or harmful activi-
ties. We all need to guarantee our property values through some form of restraint on our
neighbor’s rights to do anything at all with his property. And in 1994 and beyond, we will
be forced to defend ourselves through our political systeni.

During the Reagan administration, some of these novel legal interpretations of “property

rights” were included in presidential executive orders, but they have been largely ignored
by agencies and the courts. Thus the wise use contingent has turned to Congress, to write
into law the radical definitions of governmental takings that could cut across all environ-

mental, health and safety laws.



In 1993, Republican Senate Leader Bob Dole (R-KS) threatened an amendment to the
legislation that would elevate the Environmental Protection Agency to full Cabinet status.
The amendment, which after some debate was not offered on the floor, would have given
the power of law to a Reagan-era executive order that granted the attormey general author-
ity to veto any regulations deemed to result in a taking.

In the House, Rep. Billy Tauzin (D-LA) attempted to sabotage the administration’s bill
to create a Natiopal Biclogical Survey, by insisting that the scientific studies it called for
would trigger compensation proceedings for property owners whose land was found to
harbor any endangered species. His provision was so sweeping that the House ruled it out
of order. But advocates of phony property rights seized the momentum and offered another
amendment to bar volunteer researchers, such as college students or bird watchers, from
helping in the survey on the grounds that Americans who volunteer their time to science,
nature or their country may have an insidious anti-property agenda. The House accepted
this shameful amendment. Tauvzin and his property rights-minded colleagues are sure to
propose takings amendments when the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act
are constdered.

Private property rights are as American as apple pie. Unable to gather public support to
weaken environmental legislation directly, and heavily funded by extractive industries
such as mining companies, the wise use groups have seized on an issue that resonates with
the public. But actually, it puts ordinary Americans’ property values in jeopardy to the
largest land owners and the biggest polluters. They believe they have found a sweeping
message which may fool enough of the public for long encugh to endanger the heart of our
environmental agenda: laws that safeguard the public’s rights to clean water and clean air,
to prevent the build-up of toxic pollutants in our children’s environment, and to halt the
extinction of our wildlife,

The general public and its elected representatives have yet to realize the magnitude of the
threat both to environmentat protection and the Treasury. In fact, 106 House members to
date have cosponsored House bill 561, an attempt by Rep. Gary Condit (D-CA) similar to
Sen. Dole’s, to change our basic rights with regard to environmental health, worker safety,
even the protection we may have in owning a home.

After 12 years and two presidents mostly unsympathetic to many environmental initia-
tives, environmental organizations got off to an unaccustomed fast start in 1993 with the
help of the Clinton administration. In 1994, however, we face the same familiar anti-envi-
ronmental opponents repackaged as the wise use movement, secking phony property
rights. Once again, the League of Conservation Voters will be keeping the scores on our
representatives to see which are strong enough, smart enough, and brave enough to stand
up for all of us,



VOTING SUMMARY

NATIONAL AVERAGE

SENATE HoOUSE

NATIONAL AVERAGE 46% 55%

DEMOCRATS 70% 71%

REPUBLICANS 16% 32%

REGIONAL AVERAGE
SENATE HoOUSE

NEW ENGLAND 72% 82%

MIDDLE ATLANTIC ' 71% 61%

SOUTHEAST 36% 47%

MIDWEST B50% " B3%

ROCKY MOUNTAINS 27% 40%

SOUTHWEST 28% 46%

WEST COAST 43% 57%

STATE AVERAGES
SENATE HOUSE SENATE HOUSE

ALABAMA 25 39 MONTANA 35 65
ALASKA 6 10 NEBRASKA 72 48
ARIZONA 41 47 NEVADA 66 43
ARKANSAS 66 43 NEW HAMPSHIRE 22 60
CALIFORNIA 76 57 NEW JERSEY o7 74
COLORADO 26 a4z NEW MEXICO 31. 45
CONNECTICUT as 80 NEW YORK 47 65
DELAWARE 60 45’ NORTH CAROLINA 10 58
FLORIDA a1 55 NORTH DAKOTA 50 45
GECRGIA a5 50 OHIO 82 49
HAWAII 69 80 OKLAHOMA 26 47
IDAHO 10 38 OREGON 16 70
ILLINOIS 75 56 PENNSYLVANIA 66 50
INDIANA 6 51 RHODE ISLAND 79 20
10WA a7 31 SOUTH CAROLINA 31 58
KANSAS 16 55 SOUTH DAKOTA 28 75
KENTUCKY 25 46 TENNESSEE 53 47
LOUISIANA 50 32 - TEXAS 15 43
MAINE 66 85 UTAH 13 45
MARYLAND e2 68 VERMONT a8s o5
MASSACHUSETTS 94 83 VIRGINIA 50 82
MICHIGAN 75 61 WASHINGTON 47 62
MINNESOTA 63 64 WEST VIRGINIA 72 €5
MISSISSIPRI & 42 WISCONSIN 85 59
MISSOURI & 47 WYOMING 10 5

SUMMARY
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HiGH AND LOW SCORES

HIGHEST DELEGATION

SENATE:

HOUSE:

SUMMARY

NEW JERSEY 97%, MASSACHUSETTS 24%,
CONNECTICUT 85%, VERMONT B5%, WISCONSIN 85%

VERMONT 95%, RHODE ISLAND ©90%, MAINE 85%,
MASSACHUSETTS 83%, CONNECTICUT 80%,
HAWAII 80%

LOWEST DELEGATION:

 SENATE:

HOUSE:

HIGHEST SCORES:

SENATE:

HOUSE:

LOWEST SCORES:

SENATE:

HOUSE:

ALASKA 6%, INDIANA 6%, MISSISSIPPI 6%, MISSOURI 6%,
IDAHO 10%, NORTH CAROLINA 10%, WYOMING 10%

WYOMING 5%, ALASKA 10%, IOWA 31%, LOUISIANA 32%,
IDAHO 28%, ALABAMA 39%

LIEBERMAN (CT) 100%, KERRY (MA) 100%, LAUTENBERG
(NJ) 100%, METZENBAUM (OH) 100%, LEAHY (VT) 100%

WOOLSEY (CA) 100%, LANTOS (CA) 100%, ESHOO (CA)
100%, BECERRA (CA) 100%, ANDREWS, T. (ME) 100%,
VENTO (MN) 100%, NADLER (NY) 100%, SHEPHERD (UT)
100%, BYRNE (VA) 100%

PRESSLER (SD) 0%, HUTCHISON (TX) 0%, MURKOWSKI
(AK) 6%, STEVENS (AK) 6%, MACK (FL) 6%, KEMPTHORNE
(ID) 6%, COATS (IN) 6%, LUGAR (IN) 6%, GRASSLEY (1A) 6%
DOLE (KS) 6%, MCCONNELL (KY) 6%, COCHRAN (MS) 6%,
LOTT (MS) 6%, BOND (MO) 6%, DANFORTH (MO) 6%,
BURNS (MT) 6%, DOMENICI (NM) 6%, HELMS (NC) 6%,
PACKWOOD (OR) 6%, THURMOND (SC) 6%, GRAMM (TX)
6%, WALLOP (WY) 6% ‘

CALLAHAN (AL) 5%, PACKARD (CA) 5%, TAYLOR (NC) 5%,
BOEHNER (OH) 5%, HANSEN (UT) 5%, THOMAS (WY} 5%,
YOUNG (AK) 10%, STUMP (AZ) 10%, POMBO (CA) 10%,
DORMNAN (CA) 10%, SCHAEFER (CQ) 10%, BURTON (N)
10%, MYERS (IN) 10%, LIGHTFOOT (IA) 10%, MCCRERY (LA)
10%, EMERSON (MO) 10%, SKEEN (NM) 10%, INHOFE (OK)}
10%, SMITH (OR) 10%, SUNDQUIST (TMN) 10%



1993 SENATE VOTE DESCRIPTIONS

A. BIODIVERSITY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

B MiNING ROYALTIES

The House and Senate are on the verge of overhauling the 1872 Mining Law, an anachro-
nism that provides few environmental standards or requirements for repairing lands dam-
aged by a century of hard rock mining. Today, private mining companies pay virtually
nothing to obtain publicly owned minerals. Seeking to sirengthen the outdated law, the
House in late 1993 passed H.R. 322 (see House vote No. 3), supported by both the admin-
istration and environmentalists. The 'Senate-passed version, S. 775, is backed by the min-
ing industry and some Western senators. A conference committee will try to strike a com-
promise in early 1994.

JLOA ALYNISG
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In its initial fiscal 1994 budget proposal to Congress, the Clinton administration had made
its own effort to receive fair value for the public’s minerals, reduce the deficit, and move
toward mining reform: the original Clinton budget proposed a 12.5% royalty for hard rock
mining on public lands. But Western senators strongly objected and pressured the White
House to drop the royalty. Accordingly, Sen, Larry Craig (R-ID) tried to amend the budget
with §. Res. 18, which would have reduced the amount the Energy and Natural Resources
Committee was instructed to raise in fiscal 1994. As Chair of the Budget Committee,

Sen. Jim Sasser (D-TN) saw this move as an attempt to undercut the Senate's obligation

to reduce the budget deficit, and therefore opposed the amendment,

Sen. Sasser moved to table (kill) S. Res. 18. The motion was agreed to 61-38. YES is the
pro-environmental vote. .

LIVESTOCK GRAZING ON PUBLIC LANDS

Environmental activists have tried for 10 years to change the rules by which the public
range is used for cattle and sheep grazing. Overgrazing can destroy vegetation, cause ero-
sion, and pollute watersheds. Unable to gain administrative changes during the Reagan or
Bush administrations, the House of Representatives has repeatedly passed reform legisla-
tion only to be stymied by the Senate.

B ON

In August 1993, the Clinton administration released a draft proposal called “Rangeland
Reform ‘94, which addressed grazing fees, riparian management and restoration, water
rights, and range improvements. Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt recognized that the graz-
ing issue was about the condition of the land and not just user fees. Rangeland Reform
‘04 would fundamentally change the management of 170 million acres of public lands by
emphasizing the creation of healthier ecosysiems.

The administration could carry out reforms under existing law without action by Congress.
Nevertheless, Sen. Pete Domenici (R-NM) proposed an amendment to the 1994 Interior
Department Appropriations bill to prohibit the administration from spending any funds on
Rangeland Reform *94 for one year. The Domenici amendment, if it became law, would
effectively halt the administration’s new grazing policy. It passed the Senate 59-40 on
September 14, 1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote.



After the Senate’s action, the House voted to instruct its conferees to reject the Domenici
amendment (see House vote No. 2). Then, during the House and Senate conference on the
Interior Appropriations bill, Sen. Harry Reid (D-NV) negotiated a grazing compromise,
Under the “Reid Compromise,” a new law would direct the Department of Intenior to de-
velop several important grazing reforms that would: (a) establish new guidelines for range-
land management; (b) allow permit holders to give grazing lands a rest rather than have to
graze them continually to keep their permit; (c) eliminate “single-user”grazing advisory
boards, and authorize the creation of councils with representation from several user groups;
and (d) authorize the use of grazing fee receipts for rangeland restoration. The Reid Com-
promise provided a smaller increase in grazing permit fees than Interior’s draft proposal.
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After the conferees approved the proposal, Western senators led by Sen. Domenici at-
tempted to derail the compromise with a filibuster, the stailing tactic in which a minority
of senators threaten to engage in endiess debate to prevent a bill they oppose from coming
to a vote. Sixty votes are needed to cut off a Senate debate and bring such a bill to a vote,
known as “invoking cloture.” This time the pro-reform senators made three attempts to
invoke cloture and defeat the Westerners’ filibuster.

The first cloture vote on the Reid compromise is important because it identifies senators
who will vote for the environment. The third cloture vote shows which additional senators
were persuaded during this period to change their positions. Taken together, then, these
votes reveal the environmental supporters, the converts, and the senators who relentlessly
opposed the environmental position. After the third attempt at cloture, a new compromise
was reached that waived all grazing reform provisions from the Interior spending bill, and
Secretary Babbitt was able to proceed administratively.

The votes are on the first and third motions to invoke cloture on the grazing filibuster of the
Interior Appropriations bill. The first vote to end debate failed 53-41 on October 21, 1993,
The third and last vote to end debate failed 54-44 on October 28, 1993. YES is the pro-
environmental vote on each.

B. ENERGY AND GLOBAL WARMING

USING FREE MARKETS TO SPUR ENERGY EFFICIENCY

Soon after his inauguration, President Clinton proposed an energy tax on non-renewable
energy sources, based on their relative heat content as measured in British Thermal Units.
This energy tax, often called the “Btu tax,” would have raised revenues, reduced the defi-
cit, and caused more of the environmental costs of conventional energy production and
consumption to be reflected in the price of energy.

The energy tax was the glue that held the green portion of the economic package together.
Raising prices on inefficient or non-renewable energy uses would harness market forces to
benefit the environment. Revenue from the tax was to be used to pay for other beneficial -
environmental measures in the President’s stimulus package. [t was opposed by industry,
particularly agribusiness and oil companies whe did not want to pay their fair share of taxes.



During floor consideration of the fiscal 1994 Budget Resolution, Sen. Don Nickles (R-
OK)} introduced an amendment which sought to completely eliminate the energy tax. The
Nickles amendment was rejected 46-52 on March 18, 1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote.

{The budget package that included the energy tax revenues and provisions then passed
both the House and the Senate. However, the Senate Finance Committee took up the tax
in the Reconciliation Act, and replaced it with an unimpressive 4.3 cents-per-galion
gasoline sales tax.)
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During the same budget debate, Sen. Paul Welistone (D-MN) introduced an amendment
to exempt ethanol, among other fuels, from the energy tax. The Wellstone amendment
threatened the integrity of the tax plan because it would have encouraged other senators to
offer exemptions of their own. The object of heavy lobbying by agricultural interests, this
amendment sought to treat ethanol (derived from corn) as an environmentally benign en-
ergy source and to further subsidize its production. The Wellstone amendment to the fiscal
1994 Budget Resolution was rejected 48-52 on March 18, 1993. NO is the pro-environ-
mental vote.

PROTECTING RIVERS AND FISH

When President Clinton proposed his broad-based energy tax, conservationists supported
the ddministration’s position that hydroelectric power should be taxed at the average Btu
content of fossil-fired electricity because of hydropower’s harmful impacts on the environ-
ment. Hydropower projects have contributed to dramatic declines in fisheries, species di-
versity, riparian habitat, and fiver water quality, and the degradation of recreational areas
for canoeing, rafting, hiking, and other outdoor sports enjoyed by millions of Americans.

During the budget debate, Sen. Larry Craig (R-1D) countered with an amendment to ex-
clude hydroeiectric power from the energy tax. Apart from rewarding the use of this dam-
aging source of energy, exempting hydropower would have created severe regional inequi-
ties in the energy tax. About one half of the nation’s conventional hydroelectric energy is
Federally-marketed, much of it from Federal dams in the West, and much of it is sold far
below market rates. The Craig amendment would have exacerbated regional differences
over the energy tax, and represented a large added subsidy for hydropower users. Budget
Committee Chair Jim Sasser (D-TN) moved to table (kill) the Craig amendment to the fis-
cal 1994 Budget Resoltution, and succeeded by a vote of 57-41 on March 25, 1993. YES

" is the pro-environmental vote, .

NUCLEAR PORK-BARREI-_ SPENDING

Nuclear power has claimed two-thirds of all federal energy funding since World WarTl.
Renewable energy sources have received only 11% of the funds, and greater energy effi-
ciency only 6%. Despite massive government subsidies, the nuclear power industry has
failed to solve its economic, safety and waste probiems, and no successful order for a new
reactor has been placed in over 15 years. ’
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The bulk of current federal funding for nuclear fission goes to the Advanced Liquid Metal
Reactor (ALMR), a breeder reactor technology that could increase the already excessive
world supply of deadly plutonium. This proposed new reactor consumes the largest share
of nuclear fission funding, yet makes no economic sense, suffers from serious safety prob-
lems, and would generate more high-level nuclear waste than it would consume. A 1991
Department of Energy review of energy technologies compared 23 potential technologies
for economic and energy potential, environmental impact, and technical risk. The liquid
metal reactor received the third worst rating. '

When the fiscal 1994 Energy and Water Appropriations bill came to the Senate floor, Sen.
John Kerry (D-MA) offered an amendment to terminate the reactor’s funding. Energy and
‘Water Subcommittee Chair J. Bennett Johnston (D-LA) moved to table (kill) the amend-
ment and keep the program alive. The Johnston tabling motion passed 53-45 on September
30, 1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote.

During the same debate, the Senate voted on an amendment proposed by Sen. Bill Bradley
(D-NI) to follow President Clinton’s recommendation and terminate another unwise De-
partment-of Energy nuclear project: the Modular High-Temperature Gas-Cooled Reactor
(MHTGR). In the Department’s 1991 review of 23 potential energy technologies, it had
received the fourth worst rating. The National Academy of Sciences had recommended in
1992 that no funds be allocated for such technology. Environmentalists also opposed this
reactor because it lacked containment structures to prevent radiation releases in the event
of an accident,

On September 30 1993, when Sen. Bradley offered his amendment to strip $22 million for
the high-temperatore, gas-cooled reactor from the Energy and Water Appropriations bill,
Subcommittee Chair Johnston (D-LA) moved to table, thereby keeping the funding level for
the reactor. The Johnston motion to table failed 41-58, and the amendment then passed by
a voice vote. NO is the pro-environmental vote,

C. POLLUTION AND HUMAN HEALTH

ECONOMIC AND EMPLOYMENT IMPACT STATEMENTS

The Clinton administration has made the elevation of the Environmental Protection Agency
to a Cabinet-level department, discussed for years, into one of its environmental priorities
in Congress. Ironically, this has created an opening for those who want to weaken environ-
mental protection. During consideration of 8. 171, the EPA Cabinet elevation bill, Sen. Don
Nickles (R-OK) offered an amendment to reqﬁire an economic and employment impact
statement with each major bill considered by Congress and each regulatory proposal from
the administration. This would give polluters and their teams of lawyers another hammer to
quash environmental protection regulations before they see the light of day. Within a squea-
mish bureaucracy, many regulations would be dead on arrival, and innovative work on new
approaches to environmental protection would be throttled. In addition, such impact state-
ments are costly to produce and largely unreliable. The effect would be to hamper the abil-
ity of Congress and the executive branch to take decisive action to protect the environment
and human health.

SENATE VOTE
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A motion was introduced by Government Operations Chair John Glenn (D-OH) to table
(kill) the amendment. The motion was agreed to by a vote of 50-48 on April 29, 1993. '
YES is the pro-environmental vote.

[l WETLANDS CLASSIFICATION

During the same debate on EPA Cabinet elevation, Sen. Kit Bond (R-MO) attempted to
add an amendment to, among other things, give the Soil Conservation Service sole author-
ity to decide which agricultural lands should be classified as wetlands. At the time of this
vote, the official definition of lands as wetlands to be protected under the Clean Water Act
wag a lengthy process involving both the Environmental Protection Agency and the Army
Corps of Engineers. Giving power to the Soil Conservation Service, already infamous for
failing to properly identify and protect wetlands, would undermine their protection on ag-
ricultural lands. Furthermore, Bond's amendment would exempt certain wetlands from
protection under the Clean Water Act.
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Environment and Public Works Committee Chair Max Baucus {D-MT), with support from
Sen. John Chafee (R-RI), moved to include his own secondary amendment to the Bond
amendment to require an assessment of the best way to transfer this authority to the Soil
Conservation Sei"vice, rather than a blanket authorization and Clean Water Act exemption.
Then Sen. Bond attempted to table (kill} the Baucus amendment to his amendment. This
motion was rejected by a vote of 40-54 on May 4, 1993 and the Baucus proposal was
accepted. NO is the pro-environmental vote.

{(Unfortunately, following ocur environmental victory on the Senate floor, President
Clinton subsequently used his executive authority to designate the Soil Conservation
Service as the sole agency with the authority to determine which agricultural lands should
be ¢lassified as wetlands.) ' '

ADVANCED SOLID ROCKET MOTOR

NASA initiated the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor (ASRM) in the wake of the Space
Shuttle Challenger’s explosion, in an effort to improve shuttle safety. However, this next-
generation shuttle booster proved to be unneéessary, wasteful, and harmful to the environ-
ment and possibly human health Experts widely condemned it as an obsolete technology
unnecessary for the space program. The General Accountmg Office found it would have
prov1ded no significant improvemerits in shuttle safety The Congressional Budget Office
estimated that its cancellation would save more than $1.6 biilion over the next five years.
And cleaner rocket fuels are available that release fewer pollutmg hydrochloric and alumi-
| ‘ num particulates.

Sen. Dale Bumpers (D-AR) attempted to strip funding for the new shuttle booster from the
! VA, HUD and Independent Agencies Appropriations bill. Both NASA and EPA are inde-

' pendent agencies funded by this bill, and because of budget limitations, EPA is forced to

i compete with other independent agencies for funding. The vote was on a motion by Sub-

! committee Chair Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) to table (kill) Sen. Bumpers amendment to
terminate the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor. The motion to table was agreed to 53-47 on
September 22, 1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote.

14



b. COSPONSORSHIPS

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

Congress passed the Endangered Species Act in 1973 to protect, conserve, and restore
animal and plant species listed as endangered or threatened, and the ccosystéms upon
which they depend. For several reasons, however, the act has so far failed to protect
hundreds of species from the threat of human-caused extinction.
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In the United States, federal agencies reduce habitat and species numbers by their own ac-
tions, such as building dams and highways, but they usually stop short of extinction; not so
overseas. Typically when the Bureau of Reclamation designs dams overseas, it waives the
biological assessment and consultative process that might uncover species meant to be
protected by the law. Additionally, the Endangered Species Act is grossly underfunded;
therefore, even if a species is listed as threatened or endangered, it may take 10 years or
more to develop a recovery plan due to lack of funds. Those charged with implementing
the act have failed to heed its admonition to protect the ecosystems upon which species depend.

Environment and Public Works Committee Chair Max Baucus (D-MT) has introduced S.
921, The Endangered Species Act Amendments of 1993, to correct many of these prob-
lems and reauthorize spending at higher levels to implement the ESA more fully. His bill
would strengthen the act by: a) requiring that recovery plans be created in cooperation
with state agencies, based on the best scientific information available, within 18 months of
an animal or plant’s addition to the list; b} prohibiting throughout the world U.S. govern-
ment actions that jeopardize species; and c) requiring federal expenditures and programs to
be assessed for their impact on listed species, and candidates for listing.

The League of Conservation Voters considers cosponsorship of S. 921 to be an important
pro-environmental action. So far, 24 senators have signed on as cosponsors.

MINING LAW REFORM

In a forther effort to reform the 1872 Mining Law, Sen. Dale Bumpers (D-AR) has intro-
duced S. 257, the Mineral Expioration and Development Act of 1993. While S. Res, 18
{see Senate vote No. 1) would affect the federal budget, Bumnpers’ bill lays out more spe-
cific financial and environmental reforms.

Among its many reforms, the bill would charge an 8% royalty on minerals produced on
public land; abolish the below-cost sale of public 1ands through “patenting”; give land
managers the ability to deny environmentally damaging mining permits and set aside areas
as unsuitable for mining; set strict environmental requirements on mining operations; re-
quire reclamation after mining; require inspection and mandatory enforcement; provide the
public with the right to file lawsuits; and fund a program to begin cleaning up hundreds of
thousands of abandoned hard rock mines. S. 257 closely resembles H.R. 322, the compre-
hensive reform bill that overwhelmingly passed in the House in November 1993 (see
House vote No. 3).



The Senate has avoided taking action on S. 257 by instead passing S. 775, an industry-sup-
ported “sham reform” bill sponsored by Sen. Larry Craig (R-1D). It would maintain virtu-
ally intact the wasteful and destructive mining practices sanctioned by the 1872 Mining
Law. The League considers cosponsorship of S. 257 to be an important pro-environmental
action. Currently 28 senators have cosponsored this legislation,

E ARCTIC WILDERNESS
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The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge faces an uncertain future. Congress continues to
equivocate over protecting this 1.5 million-acre coastal plain in the northeastern corner of
Alaska. The oil and gas industries argue that the Arctic Refuge should be made available
for oil and gas leasing, development, and production. Conservationists argue that it should
be designated as wilderness to preserve the unique character of the area and protect the
habitat of 150,000 Porcupine caribou, among many other species. Wilderness protection
for the Arctic Refuge is a top priority for environmentalists nationwide.

Sen. William Roth (R-DE) has introduced the Arctic National Wildlife Protection Act, S.
39, to accomplish this. The League of Conservation Voters has included cosponsorship of
Roth’s bill as an important pro-environmental action. Currently, 27 senators are cospon-
S0rs. .

[B DeserT PROTECTION

The scenic deserts of California contain extraordinary wilderness value. Varying from tow-
ering mountain ranges to expansive sand dunes, they contain thousands of archaeclogical
sites and tremendous biological diversity, providing habitat for more than 2,000 species

of wildlife and plants, including the threatened desert tortoise and the rare desert bighorn
sheep. These lands are fragile and susceptible to permanent damage from activities such as
off-road motor vehicle use, mining, and livestock grazing. '

Sen, Dianne Feinstein (D-CA), joined by Sen. Barbara Boxer (D-CA), have introduced the
Catifornia Desert Protection Act to retain a portion of these shrinking and threatened desert
ecosystems in their natural condition for future generations. The act would enlarge both
Death Valley National Monument and Joshua Tree National Monument, and designate
them as national parks. It would create a 1.5 million-acre Mojave National Park and estab-
lish almost four million acres of wilderness areas under the Burean of Land Management.
The bill has been approved by the Energy and Natural Resources Committee and has not
vet been considered by the full Senate. The League has included cosponsorship of S. 21, the
California Desert Protection Act, as an important pro-environmental action. Currently, 37
senators are COSpoNsors.

KEY: + INDICATES A PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE, - INDICATES A VOTE AGAINST THE ENVIROMN-

MENT, 7 INDICATES AN ABSENCE, | INDICATES THAT A MEMBER WAS INELIGIBLE TO VOTE. AN
ABSENCE (?) COUNTS AS A NEGATIVE VOTE UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED IN THE TEXT.
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! Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison won a special election on June 3, 1993. Her score is based on the votes for which she was eligible.

2 Senator Robert Krueger lost in the June 5, 1993 special election. His score is based on the votes for which he was eligible.
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1993 HOUSE VOTE DESCRIPTIONS

A. BIODIVERSITY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

STOPPING THE TIMBER GIVEAWAY

The federal government has sanctioned tremendous environmental damage through its
proposals to sell or give away timber on public lands. The resulting clear-cutting destroys
wildlife habitat. New logging roads slice through the last large unprotected tracts of unde-
veloped forests. Silt s off roads, clogging valuable (rout and salmon streams and threat-
ening commercial fisheries that contribute over $1 billion to the nation’s economy. The silt
invades clean water supplies for homes and industries.

To make matters worse, taxpayers lost nearly $1.1 billion in the last five years on below-
cost timber sales from federal lands. The Forest Service not only sells timber below its
cost of preparing it for sale, but subsidizes the construction of an extensive network of
roads to get the logs out. According to testimony before Congress, these activities waste a
major portion of taxpayers’ doltars given to the Forest Service. In fiscal 1992 alone, the
}osses reached $350 million in 101 rational forests.

In an amendment to the fiscal 1994 Interior Appropriations bill, Rep. John Porter {R-IL),
joined by Reps. Mike Synar (D-OK) and Lynn Schenk (D-CA), atiempted to cut funding
for the Forest Service by $11.9 million to discourage these destructive below-cost timber
sales. The Porter amendment was rejected 164-262 on July 14, 1993, YES is the pro-envi-
ronmental vote.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING ON PUBLIC LAND

The Clinton administration, with Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt in the lead, promised
soon after taking office to reform the environmental abuses of livestock producers who
graze their cattle and sheep on public land (see Senate vote Nos. 2-4). In the summer of
1993, a package of reforms was unveiled that included modest increases in the fees
charged for the use of the land, moving them closer to fees charged on private land. Then
on September 14, the Senate adopted an amendment to the 1994 Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations bill that would prevent the Department of Interior from imple-
menting its reforms or increasing livestock grazing fees for one year (see Senate vote No. 2).
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The House in the past four years has repeatedly endorsed rangeland reform and increased
grazing fees. To reiterate House support for this policy, and allow the administration to
proceed with its regulatory efforts, Rep. Ralph Regula (R-OH) offered a “Motzon to In-
struct the Conferees.” It would instruct the members who were representing the House, in
negotiations with the Senate over the Interior Department’s spending bill, to reject the
Senate language. Passage of Regula’s motion would bring pressure on the Senate to recon-
sider Secretary Babbitt’s grazing reforms. It was approved 314-109 on September 29,
1993, YES is the pro-environmental vote.
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MINING LAW REFORM

The 1872 Mining Law promotes the destruction of the public’s land by encouraging unre-
stricted mining with scarcely any safeguards of the environment. Federal land managers
lack the ability to refuse a mining permit, no matter what sensitive habitat or place of beauty
might be spoiled. And the law allows private companies to mine publicly owned minerals at
virtually no cost.

Tn November 1993, the House passed a comprehensive reform bill, H. R. 322. This bill
gives managers the right to approve, modify, or deny mining permit applications on public
lands. It also gives the authority to assess whether specific public lands should be desig-
nated as “unsuitable” for mining due to their fragility and uniqueness. H. R. 322’s original
“\psuitability” provision, proposed by Rep. Nick Joe Rahall (D-WV) was substantially
weakened during the bill’s consideration in the House Natural Resources Committee. The
committee voted to accept a substitute bill offered by Rep. Rick Lehman (D-CA) which re-
moved or weakened some of the unsuitability standards.

*Then, during full House floor debate, Rep. Peter DeFazio (D-OR) offered an amendment to

replace some of the unsuitability protection provisions removed in committee. Specifically,
he sought to strengthen the standard for deciding whether mining would damage the land,
and to reinstate so-called “Areas of Critical Environmental Concern” and “Research Natural
Areas” as reasons to declare land unsuitable for mining. The vote on the DeFazic amend-
ment to strengthen H. R. 322's mining lands review provisions was defeated, 198-232. YES
is the pro-environmental vote.

During further debate on the mining law reform bill, Rep. Michael Crapo (R-ID) offered a
motion to prevent a final vore on H. R. 322 by recommiltting the bill to the House Natural
Resources Committee for study of its economic impact. This was a last-ditch effort to delay
or derail Mining Law reform in the House. The House rejected the Crapo amendment by
140-270. NO is the pro-environmental vote. '

NATIONAL BIOLOGICAL SURVEY AND “TAKINGS”

The National Biological Survey, as a new agency within the Department of Interior, is in-
tended to improve our scientific understanding of the nation’s living resources. its only role
is scientific, and it would not regulate industry.

The survey will gather information on the health, distribution, and abundance of the nation’s
plants and animals, and spotlight any trends that bear watching. It has been called an “early
warning system,” meant to allow the government to respond to chronic declines before a
species or its habitat reaches a critically low level and a crisis develops. Opponents of the
survey, led by Rep. Billy Tauzin (D-L.A), sought to offer an amendment to weaken environ-
mental laws. It would have required that if any government action resulted from the infor-
mation gathered, it would trigger payoffs to property owners for a government “taking” of
their land’s potential valve. “Takings” legislation threatens to severely limit enforcement of
health, safety, and environmental laws, pass on Hugf: costs to taxpayers, and create a large
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enforcement bureaucracy. The House Rules Committee ruled Tauzin's proposed amend-
ment “non-germane”’; Rep. Tauzin then opposed passage of the limiting rule.

The vote is on the rule to provide for Houst floor consideration of the bill to establish the
National Biological Survey (H. R. 1845). The rule was adopted 238-188 on October 6,
1993. YES is the pro-environmental vote.

While the intent of the National Biological Survey is to prevent conflicts over natural re-
sources, this legislation was attacked by anti-environmental members as an invasion of
private property rights. They next attacked the provision of the bill that allowed unpaid
volunteers to help catalog plant and animal populations.

Rep. Tauzin argued on the House floor that opening the process to volunteer researchers
would tempt environmental groups, garden clubs and others to provide skewed informa-
tion about threatened plant life and animals. Tauzin offered an amendment striking the
survey’s authority to use volunteers. His supporters went so far as to claim the bill would
create an “eco-gestapo.” The House voted 217-212 to adopt the amendment on October 6,
1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote, :

PROTECTING THE EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM

The Kissimmee River in central Florida is the headwater of the Everglades-Lake
Okeechobee-Kissimmee River watershed. This once-meandering river provided water
storage for the Everglades system as well as habitat for a vast array of birds and other ani-
mals. In the name of flood control, the Army Corps of Engineers channelized the river,
draining valuable wetlands habitat and opening up the basin for intensified agricultural
use. Two hundred thousand acres of marshland were drained, driving away 90% of the na-
tive waterfowl and robbing the Everglades of its primary watershed.

In 1992, working with the state of Florida, Congress acted to reverse the Corps plan under
the Water Resources Development Act. The act required the restoration of the Kissimmee
Basin to its previous water flow. It undertook the Headwater Revitalization Project, de-
signed to restore lake levels in the upper basin and provide enough water so that the
Kissimmee River would flow naturally, helping save the Everglades.

Rep. Jimmy Duncan (R-TN) offered an amendment to the fiscal 1994 Energy and Water
Appropriations Subcommittee bill to strike %5 million from the Kissimmee River ecrosys—
tem restoration project. This amendment was rejected on June 24, 1993 by a vote of 100-
324. NO was the pro-environmental position.

PROTECTING WILDLIFE HABITAT

On the recommendation of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Stone Lakes National Wild-
life Refuge is being established in Sacramento County, California, to preserve and restore
a wide variety of native plant communities and their associated wildlife. The land is being
purchased from land owners willing to sell, with funds appropriated by Congress from the
Land and Water Conservation Fund.
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Rep. Richard Pombo (R-CA) offered an amendment to the fiscal 1994 Interior Appropria-
tions bill to strike $1 million from the Land and Water Conservation Fund to prevent ac-
quisition of Stone Lakes Refuge. Rep. Pombo and other opponents of the refuge argued
that its creation would infringe on private property rights despite the stipulation that no
land would be purchased from unwilling sellers. The Pombo amendment was rejected 174-
246 on July 15, 1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote. - ‘

B. ENERGY AND GLOBAL WARMING

NUCLEAR PORK-BARREL SPENDING

Massive government subsidies since 1948 have claimed 65% of federal energy spending,
yet the nuclear power industry continues to be plagued with economic, safety and waste
problems (see Senate vote No. 8). The Advanced Liguid Meta] Reactor (ALMR), a
breeder reactor technology that could increase the already excessive world supply of
deadly plutonium, consumes the largest share of the current nuclear fission budget and
was ranked third from the bottom in a 1991 Department of Energy review of 23 potential
energy sources, based on economic and energy potential, environmental impact, and
technical risk.

When the fiscal 1994 Energy and Water Appropriations bill came to the House floor, Rep.
Sam Coppersmith (D-AZ) offered an amendment to tenminate funding for the Advanced
Liquid Metal Reactor. The amendment passed by a vote of 267-162. YES is the pro-envi-
ronmental vote. ' ‘

COAL SUBSIDIES

Environmentalists have long advocated shifting federal budget priorities for energy re-
search away from coal and other fossil fuels, toward energy conservation, Coal is inexpen-
sive, but it is one of the most polluting sources of energy. Despite its shortcomings, the
Department of Energy provided $184 million in subsidies for the already well-studied
areas of coal research and development.

President Clinton sought to reduce federal funding for coal research and development in
fiscal 1994. Over his recommendation, the House Interior Appropriations Subcommittee
increased public funding for research. '

During floor debate on the fiscal 1994 House Interior Appropriations bill (H.R. 2520),
Rep. Robert Walker (R-PA) offered an amendment to cut $50 million in funding for coal
research and development. Of the savings, his amendment transferred $25 million to en-
ergy conservation research and development to partially restore a significant cut from the
President’s budget. The remaining $25 million was for deficit reduction. The amendment
was agreed to by 276-144 on July 15, 1993. YES is the pro-environmental vote.
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ference report because it did not allow a separate vote to terminate the booster rocket.

C. POLLUTION AND HUMAN HEALTH

WASTEWATER CLEANUP

In the Clean Water Act, Congress set an important goal for the country: by 1985, Ameri-
can industries, utilities, and municipalities would limit polluting discharges into our sew-
ers and rivers. However, the nation today remains far from this goal. The federal govern-
ment fas helped to reduce one major source of pollution, by providing grants or loans to
build and upgrade public wastewater treatment plants. However, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency still identifies over $100 billion in unmet public sewage treatment needs.

The fiscal 1993 Supplemental Appropriations bill included $290 million more in federal
aid for the construction of wastewater facilities (adding to the $2 billion in the original fis-
cal 1993 appropriation), and waived the requirement that states commit 20% in matching
funds. However, Rep. Dan Burton (R-IN) offered an amendment to reinstate the state
matching requirements and to reduce the federal commitment to $200 million, represent-
ing a $90 million cut in funding for the construction of wastewater treatment facilities. The
amendment was rejecto the funding level remained at $290 million. NO is
the pro-environmental vote.

ADVANCED SOLID ROCKET MOTOR

In contrast to the Senate’s decision (see Senate vote No. 12) to continue funding the envi-
ronmentally unfriendly Advanced Solid Rocket Motor (ASRM) as a new space shuttle
booster, the House voted overwhelmingly earlier in the year to terminate funding. However,
the House-Senate conference committee on the VA, HUD and Independent Agencies Ap-
propriations bill sided with the Senate’s recommendations. In response, Reps. James Hansen
(R-UT) and Scott Klug (R-WI) led the fight to reject the procedure for considering the con-
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The key vote was on whether to adopt the rule on the conference report that allowed no
separate vote on continuing to fund the ASRM. The rule was defeated 123-305 on October
6, 1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote. (A revised rule was subsequently adopted that
allowed a separate vote to terminate the ASRM and transfer $15 million of the savings to
the EPA Superfund cleanup program.)

HAZARDOUS WASTE CLEANUP

Leaking and abandoned hazardous waste sites pose serious threats to the public health,
have caused extensive environmental damage in some areas, and have contaminated drink-
ing water supplies in communities across the country. In 1980, Congress established the
federal Superfund program to identify and clean up the nation’s most dangerous toxic
waste dumps. But in the early '80s, environmental advocates in Congress became dissatis-
fied with the ineffective cleanup efforts then beng pursued by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. Therefore, when Congress reauthorized Superfund in 1986, it required EPA
to make the permanent treatment of hazardous wastes its preferred method of cleaning up
Superfund sites.
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As part of the “Reinventing Government and Spending Cuts” deficit reduction package,
Reps. Timothy Penny (D-MN) and John Kasich (R-OH) introduced an amendment that
would divert $1.2 billion from the Superfund program by eliminating the requirement for
treating hazardous waste, and instead use zoning laws and other restrictions to keep people

" away from hazardous waste sites. Rather than permanently and reliably treating toxic

waste, the bill called for waste containment. Considering the high risk of leakage, this ap-
proach would be a ticking time bomb.

The Penny-Kasich amendment to the Government Reform and Savings Act of 1993 was
defeated 213-219 on November 22, 1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote.

D. INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS

GLOBAL POPULATION CRISIS

While the U.S. government directly or indirectly supports population and family planning
activities in many countries, the United Nation’s Population Fund (UNFPA) goes further
in providing aid to 140 countries, including some which cannot or will not accept direct
U.S. aid. The fund receives requests from the developing world for millions of dollars in
family planning assistance that it cannot provide due to lack of funds. President Clinton
has overturned the policy of the last 12 years and the United States is once again providing
financial support to UNFPA.

Rep. Chris Smith (R-NJ) tried to amend the fiscal 1994-95 State Department Authorization
(the law which authorizes the funding for appropriations) to prohibit funding of UNFPA
unless the President certified that the population stabilization program is not coercive, or
the fund ceased to contribute to China’s program. If passed, no American funding would
have been available for any of the U.N.’s population programs despite the fact that no U.S.
dollars would fund abortion, and no U.S. dollars are spent in China. This amendment was
rejected 191-236 on June 16, 1993. NO is the pro-environmental vote.

E. COSPONSORSHIPS

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

In companion legislation to S. 921, which would strengthen and extend the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the House is considering H.R. 2043 (see Senate cosponsorship No. 13
for a full explanation). The House version was introduced by Merchant Marine and Fisher-
ies Committee Chair Gerry Studds (D-MA) and committee member Jim Saxton (R-NJ),
and and Energy and Commerce Committee Chair John Dingell (D-MI).

The League of Conservation Voters considers cosponsorship of H.R. 2043 to be an
important pro-environmental action. Currently, there are 105 House cosponsors.

Ina competihg action, Rep. Billy Tauzin {(D-LA} has introduced the Endangered Species
Act Procedural Reform Amendments of 1993 to drastically weaken the ESA. This bill
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would require extensive review of the proposed listing of a plant or aniral even when
there is no substantial disagreement among scientists. It would allow entire multi-state re-
gions of the country to be exempt from nearly every requirement of the act. 1t would obvi-
ate the federal government's duty to avoid degrading critical habitat, and substitute captive
breeding programs for habitat protection wherever possible in recovery plans. This bill
would also strip conservation groups of the right to sue anyone other than the federal gov-
ernment to prevent violations of the act.

The League of Conservation Voters considers cosponsorship of H.R. 1490 to be an anti-
environmental position. Currently, there are 93 cosponsors.

ARCTIC WILDERNESS

The uncertain future of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge on the Alaskan coast, with its
herd of 180,000 caribou (see Senate cosponsorship No. 15), led Rep. Richard Lehman (D-
CA) to introduce H.R. 39 to designate the Arctic coastal plain as wilderness. Originally
championed by retired Interior Committee Chair Morris Udall (D-AZ}, the bill has been
named the Morris K. Udall Wilderness Act of 1993 in his honor.

The League of Conservation Voters considers cosponsorship of H.R. 39 to be an important
pro-environmental position. The bill has 119 cosponsors.

DESERT PROTECTION

H.R. 518 corresponds to the California Desert Protection Act in the Senate (see Senate
cosponsorhip No. 16 for a full description). It was introduced by Rep. Richard Lehman
(D-CA) and Natural Resources Chair George Miller (D-CA) to protect California’s shrink-
ing and threatened desert ecosystems. It would enlarge both Death Valley National Monu-
ment and Joshua Tree National Monument, designate them both as national parks, create

a 1.5-million acre Mojave National Park, and establish four million acres of wildemess
under the Bureau of Land Management.

The League of Conservation Voters includes cosponsorship of H.R. 518 as an important
pro-environmental action. Currently, 95 representatives have cosponsored.

PHONY PROPERTY RIGHTS AND “TAKINGS”

The Fifth Amendment to the Constitution provides that private property shall not be taken
for public use without just compensation to the property owner. Two types of “takings”
are recognized by the courts: the physical acquisition of property for public use and the
“regulatory taking” of property when government regulation significantly reduces its value.

The question of what constitutes a “regulatory taking” remains a legal gray area. A pol-
luter required to obey the Clean Air Act might claim its regulations reduce the profits of
his factory and thus the property’s value. Yet cleaner air would improve the health and
economy of the entire community, boosting overall property values in the long run.
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During the Reagan administration, radical interpretations of the Fifth Amendment were
proposed that gave power to polluters and large property owners at the expense of the
public’s rights. In 1987, President Reagan issued an executive order that required redun-
dant, time-consuming and costly “takings” reviews by the U.S. attorney general of all
regulations promulgated.

The Private Property Rights Act (H.R. 561), introduced by Rep. Gary Condit (D-CA),
would write into law the Reagan executive order and give the attorney general authority to
veto any regulations declared to result in a “taking.” It could weaken or abolish regulations
safeguarding public health and safety by characterizing them as “takings” of property
rights; and has the potential to create a massive bureaucracy to carry out the government
reviews required. The so-called “property rights” campaign, known in the West as the
“wise-use movement,” has been attacked for, in effect, advocating the waste and abuse of
our natural resources.

The League considers cosponsorship of H.R. 561 to be an anti-environmental action.
Currently there are 106 cosponsors.

WETLANDS DESTRUCTION

Wetlands provide essential fish and wildlife habitat, improve water quality by acting as a
natural filter for pollutants, protect private and public property against flooding, and serve
other valuable functions. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that the country
drains over 290,000 acres of wetlands each year for industrial, energy or agricultural purposes.

Rep. Jimmy Hayes (D-LA) has introduced H.R.1330 to weaken provisions of the Clean
Water Act designed to protect wetlands, which would devastate federal protection of this
vanishing resource. The League Conservation Voters considers cosponsorship of H.R.
1330 o be an anti-environmental action. Currently there are 130 cosponsors.
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KEY: + INDICATES A PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE, - INDICATES A VOTE AGAINST THE ENVIRON-
MENT, 7 INDICATES AN ABSENCE, | INDICATES THAT A MEMBER WAS INELIGIBLE TO VOTE. AM
ABSENCE (7) COUNTS AS A NEGATIVE VOTE UMLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED IN THE TEXT.
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HOUSE VOTES 1993

5 FOLEY |  THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE VOTES AT HIS DISCRETION
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'Representative Paul Henry was ill for part of this session of Congress and passed away.

HOUSE VOTES

2Representative Vern Ehlers was elected to Congress Dec. &, 1993.
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MEMBERS OF THE FIRST SESSION
OF THE 103RP CONGRESS

THE HOUSE OF BYRNE, LESLIE (D} VA-11 100%
LLAHAN, SONNY (R} AL-1 5
REPRESENTATIVES LCV SCORE CA NNY (R)
CALVERT, KEN (R) CA-43 30
ABERCROMEIE, NEIL (D) HI-1 75% CaMP, DAVE (R) Ml-4 20
B RO . -
ACKERMAN, GARY (D) NY-5 as CANADY, CHARLES (R) FL-12 25
MAMN, GAR -
A WAY:E R cos o CANTWELL, MARIA (D) WA-1 75
L , . -
ANDRI:EDWS MIcHAEL (D) TX-25 85 CARDIN, BENJAMIN (D) MD-3 95
A REWS’ ROBERT (D) NJ-1 a0 CARR, Bos (D) MI-8 &0
ND! . R -
ANDREWS, THOMAS (D} ME-1 100 CASTLE, MIcHAEL (R) DE-AL 45
s, -
APPLEGATE, DoucLas (D) OH-18 S0 CHAPMAN, JIM (D) TX-1 55
ARGHER E]'LL (R) TX-7 a0 CLAY, WILLIAM (D) MO-1 85
ARMEY ’chK R) TX-26 15 CLAYTOM, Eva (D) NC-1 85
’ CLEMENT, BOB (D} TN-5 - &0
BACCHUS, Jim (D) FL-15 75
BACHUS, SPENCER (R) AL-6 a5 CLINGER, WiLLIAM (R) PA-S 30
’ CLYBURN, JAMES (D) SC-6 60
BAESLER, SCOTTY (D) KY-6 70
BAKER, BILL (R) CA-10 25 COBLE, HOWARD (R) NC-6 25
' COLEMAN, RONALD (D) TX-186 70
BAKER, RICHARD (R} LA-8 15 .
CoLLINS, BARBARA-ROSE (D) MI-15 o0
BALLEMGER, CASS (R) NC-10 20
BARGA, PETER (D) WI-1 8o COLLINS, CARDISS (D) IL-7 75
EARClﬁ: JAMES (D) MI-5B 35 COLLINS, MAC (R) GA-2 25
’ COMBEST, LARRY (R) TX-19 20
BARLOW, ToM (D) KY-1 55
CONDIT, GARY (D) CA-18 25
BARRETT, BILL {R) NE-3 15
BARRETT, THOMAS (D) WI-S es CONYERS, JOHN (D) MI-14 8o
’ CODPER, JIM (D) TN-4 80
BARTLETT, RoscoE (R) MD-6 20
COPPERSMITH, SaM (D) AZ-1 90
BARTON, JOE (R) TX-6 25
COSTELLG, JERRY (D) IL-12 .65
BATEMAN, HERBERT (R) VA-1 15
Cox, C. CHRISTOPHER (R) CA-47 25
BECERRA, XAVIER (D} CA-30 100
COYNE, WiLLlaMm (D) PA-14 75
BEILENSON, ANTHONY (D) CA-24 =13 o
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