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he League of Conservation Voters (LCV)
has published a National Environmental Scorecard every
Congress since 1970, the year it was founded by leaders

of  the environmental movement following the first Earth Day.
LCV is the political voice of  the national environmental
community and is the only national environmental organization
devoted full-time to informing citizens about the environmental
voting records of  federally elected officials.

This edition of  the National Environmental Scorecard
provides objective, factual information about the environmental
voting records of  all members of  the first session of  the
106th Congress. This Scorecard represents the consensus of
experts from more than 20 respected environmental and
conservation organizations who selected the key votes on
which members of  Congress should be graded. LCV scores
votes on the most important issues pertaining to environ-
mental health and safety protections, resource conservation
and spending for environmental programs. The votes included
in this Scorecard presented members of  Congress with a
real choice on protecting the environment and help distinguish
which legislators are working for or against environmental
protection. Except in rare circumstances, the Scorecard excludes
consensus action on the environment and issues on which no
recorded votes occurred. We have included information in this
Scorecard on how members of  Congress voted on an issue with
significant environmental policy implications that achieved
prominence this year—campaign finance reform. Votes on this
issue are included in the Scorecard for informational purposes
only; these votes were not used in calculating members’ scores.

Dedicated environmentalists and national leaders volun-
teered their time to identify and research crucial votes. We
extend special thanks to our board of  directors, political
committee and political advisory committee for their valuable
input.

Edited by Louis Bayard, Shalen Fairbanks, Betsy Loyless, Alyson McColl, Mary
Minette, Lisa Wade and Kevin Wheeler. Published February 2000 by the League
of Conservation Voters ©. All rights reserved. For additional copies or information
about joining the League, please contact LCV, 1920 L Street NW, Suite 800,
Washington, DC 20036. Phone: (202) 785-8683; Fax: (202) 835-0491;
Email: lcv@lcv.org. Full Scorecard information is also available on the Internet at
www.lcv.org.
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n the first session of the 106th Congress, environmental issues were influenced

by the power of  money. Congress and the Clinton administration battled over funding for

key environmental programs and well-funded special interests used their weight to urge congres-

sional leaders to continue to limit health and safety protections and weaken enforcement of  current

environmental laws. A bipartisan group of  members from both houses of  Congress unsuccessfully

introduced legislation to revamp campaign finance laws and change the way money flows into

campaigns.

In the Senate, many legislators ignored the views of  the majority of  Americans who consis-

tently support stronger, not weaker, environmental protections. More than 50 anti-environment

riders—restrictions on the use of  appropriated funds designed to address specific legislative

issues—were attached to annual appropriations bills. The “Trojan Horse” of  the 105th Congress,

riders continued to allow members of  Congress to hide their unpopular actions from the voting

public, while satisfying a narrow set of  special interests seeking to weaken environmental protections.

Over one-third of  the Senate received a score of  zero in this session’s Scorecard, failing to vote

on behalf  of  the environment a single time.

The House was not devoid of  its share of  anti-environment votes. Well-funded special

interests were able to use their influence to hijack the funding process and rob the coffers of

environmental programs. Despite bipartisan attempts to fight these environmental attacks, 50

percent of  House members voted against the environment at least 60 percent of  the time. How-

ever, on a positive note, House Democratic freshmen, who received an average environmental

voting score of  80 percent on this Scorecard, led floor fights to fund environmental programs

and to oppose anti-environment riders. Their support for the environment helped keep the

majority of  harmful riders from actually becoming law, proving that a small handful of  people

can have a significant impact on environmental legislation.

While this Scorecard is characterized by riders, we anticipate the next session of  Congress

will produce, along with more riders, a greater amount of  substantive legislation. In the House,

a somewhat surprising compromise bill to protect open space by House Resources Chairman

Don Young (R-AK) and Resources Ranking Member George Miller (D-CA) is expected to hit

the House floor. In addition, legislation to reauthorize the Superfund program and several

coastal bills—including a reauthorization of  the Coastal Zone Management Act, which in its

current form fails to fund programs to control non-point source pollution in coastal areas—are

poised for action.

In the Senate, environmentalists are closely watching Senator Robert Smith (R-NH) who

was recently elected chairman of  the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee. While

Smith has pledged to continue efforts to protect the Florida Everglades, he has also vowed to

work closely with industry and local and state governments to steer U.S. environmental policy

in a more conservative direction than that of  his predecessor Senator John Chafee (R-RI).

From LCV’s President

I
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Chafee, who received the League of  Conservation Voters’ 1999 Lifetime Achievement Award

two weeks before his death in October, consistently worked to forge bipartisan solutions to

environmental problems and served as a roadblock to prevent many anti-environment bills from

moving too far down the legislative road. Without Chafee at the helm of  the Environment and Public

Works Committee, we could see Senate action on some of  these egregious anti-environment bills.

A great deal is at stake for the environment in the final session of  the 106th Congress. As a

result, we cannot allow the future of  environmental protection to be held hostage by wealthy

special interests or their representatives. The current campaign finance system allows polluting

industries to use millions of  dollars in political contributions to curry favor with elected officials.

According to the Washington, DC–based organization, Common Cause, from January 1, 1997 to

December 31, 1998, timber, chemical, mining and oil and gas industries attempted to buy access

to the President and major congressional leaders by giving almost $13.5 million in so-called

“soft money” contributions to the national party organizations. With much of  our Scorecard
dedicated to scoring anti-environment riders it is obvious that these special interests are benefiting

from their contributions.

Congressional priorities should reflect the American people’s concerns about their air, water

and natural treasures, not the priorities of  special interests who believe their concerns about ever-

larger profits are more important than public health and conservation interests. That is why this

Scorecard is so significant. In addition to holding each Representative and Senator accountable

for his or her votes regarding the environment, we have also included votes on two campaign

finance bills—one in the House and one in the Senate—in an appendix to highlight the growing

importance of  campaign finance reform. We cannot have sound environmental policies while

polluting industries are allowed to use huge, unlimited contributions to buy access and influence.

The Scorecard presents the facts, so that we, as voters, can make informed decisions and ensure

a clean and healthy environment for future generations. I encourage you to use this Scorecard
and make your voice heard.

Deb Callahan
President
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Overview

A Change in the Politics of  Congress
The slim Republican majority in the House—down to a

margin of  only five seats—fostered both compromise and
leadership from both sides of  the aisle to draft and move
legislation and to prevent the passage of  anti-environment
riders.

In the appropriations process this session, Democratic
freshmen, with an impressive average voting score of  80 per-
cent for this Scorecard, led floor fights to fund environmental
programs and to oppose anti-environment riders. Represen-
tative Jay Inslee (D-WA) and freshmen David Wu (D-OR),
Rush Holt (D-NJ) and Joseph Hoeffel (D-PA) sponsored
pro-environment floor amendments to appropriations bills
(House votes 4, 5 and 6). House Appropriations subcommittee
chairmen such as Ralph Regula (R-OH), Jim Walsh (R-NY)
and John Porter (R-IL) moved funding bills that were rela-
tively free of  anti-environment riders. Other Republicans,
including Representatives Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY), Rick
Lazio (R-NY), Christopher Shays (R-CT) and Brian Bilbray
(R-CA), wrote letters, held press conferences and argued
against specific riders on the House floor.

In an example of  bipartisan compromise on legislation,
House Resources Chairman Don Young (R-AK) and Rank-
ing Member George Miller (D-CA) worked together to
mark up and move a landmark open space preservation bill
through the Resources Committee last year. The bill has a
strong chance of passing Congress in the upcoming session.
The Young/Miller bill represents months of  negotiations to
find common ground between H.R. 701—Young’s bill to
provide guaranteed funding of  $900 million annually from
off-shore oil royalty receipts to the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund—and H.R. 798—Miller’s competing legislation,
which had received broad support from environmentalists.
While the environmental community has expressed support
of  the Young/Miller compromise bill, there is concern that
the bill would provide incentives for future oil drilling.

In contrast to the House, the Senate has increased its
attacks on the environment. Thirty-seven senators—more

than a third of  the Senate—received a score of  zero for this
session of  Congress. The growing environmental conserva-
tism of  the Senate is perhaps best illustrated by its version of
the Interior appropriations bill, which contained more than
20 anti-environment riders. This anti-environment trend
may worsen this year due to the death of  Senator John
Chafee (R-RI), a leading moderate voice and a champion of
environmental protection. His replacement as Chairman of
the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee,
Senator Robert Smith (R-NH), has an LCV lifetime score of
34 percent but received a zero on this Scorecard. Chairman
Smith has begun to outline his agenda, which includes action
to expand funding and land purchases for Florida’s Ever-
glades. His early comments as Chair have also called for
increased regulatory flexibility for businesses and broader
committee oversight of  the budget and activities of  the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Smith has criticized
the EPA for taking what he terms a “rifle bore” approach to
air and water quality issues.

Anti-Environment Riders
In 1999, more than 50 anti-environment riders, on is-

sues ranging from mining waste to climate change to wildlife
protection, were attached to the bills that fund the depart-
ments of  Commerce, State, Interior, Defense, Agriculture
and the Environmental Protection Agency. Over the course
of  the session, conflicts arose in both the House and Senate
over these riders, many of  which are reflected in this
Scorecard.

The Senate Interior appropriations bill contained more
than 20 anti-environment riders, which led to prominent
battles on the Senate floor over reforms of  mining waste
regulations and oil royalty payments. Senator Larry Craig
(R-ID) successfully defended language that would allow
hard rock mining companies to dump unlimited amounts of
toxic waste on public lands (Senate vote 1). In contrast, the
House rejected this provision in its debate over the Interior
bill (House vote 7). The Senate considered a provision that

t first glance, legislative activity in the first session of  the 106th Congress looked remarkably

similar to that of  the 105th Congress. Assaults on resource protections were widespread, as were

attempts to undermine health and safety standards. Anti-environment “riders” attached to must-pass appropria-

tions bills dominate this  Scorecard, much as they did in the 105th Congress, and substantive legislation is basically

limited to “regulatory reform” bills—well-disguised attacks on the government’s ability to enforce environmental

laws. However, the narrow Republican majority in the House, coupled with the Senate’s growing environmental

conservatism, distinguished the politics of  this session from those of  the 105th Congress.

A
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would have prevented the Clinton administration from re-
quiring oil companies to pay their fair share in royalties to
taxpayers for oil extracted from public lands. Senators from
oil-producing states finally cut off debate and passed their
provision after a two week floor fight (Senate votes 2 and 3).

In the House, Representative Norm Dicks (D-WA) led
a battle to pass, by a vote of  218 to 199, a strongly worded
directive to House negotiators on the Interior bill instructing
them to reject the Senate riders (House vote 1). Although the
majority of  the Senate riders were included in the Interior
conference report that subsequently passed the House
(House vote 2), strong support for the House motion to
instruct reinforced the President’s veto threat and led to the
negotiation of  a relatively rider-free final appropriations bill.

In the maelstrom of  last minute negotiations over the
budget, special interests proposed a number of  new riders.
For example, mining interests pressed for a provision that
would have exempted destructive mountaintop coal mining
practices in West Virginia from key environmental laws,
including the Clean Water Act. House Democratic leaders
and a group of  House Republicans voiced strong opposition
to this rider. Although the opponents of  the mountaintop
rider carried the day, a largely symbolic Senate vote on the
issue, forced by powerful Senator Robert Byrd (D-WV),
ranking member on the Senate Appropriations Committee,
indicates that West Virginia coal mining practices are likely
to be an issue in the next session of  Congress (Senate vote 9).

When the dust settled on the final appropriations bills
of  the session, most of  the anti-environment riders were
either gone or modified to have little real impact. One sig-
nificant exception was a rider preventing the Department of
Transportation from raising fuel economy standards for cars
and light trucks, which was included in the Transportation
Appropriations bill and was signed by the President (Senate
vote 7).

Environmental Funding
The House and Senate this year voted on a number of

proposals to increase funding for pro-environment programs
and decrease funding for environmentally harmful programs.
For example, the House voted to decrease funding for re-
search on the fossil fuels that contribute to global warming,
and to increase funding for the Land and Water Conserva-
tion Fund (House votes 4 and 14). The House also defeated
an amendment to the Interior appropriations bill that would
have decreased the Forest Service timber management bud-
get and used those funds for fisheries and wildlife manage-
ment programs (House vote 5); a similar amendment also
failed to pass the Senate (Senate vote 6).

Regulatory Reform
Although few freestanding environmental bills passed

either house of  Congress in this session, one exception was
so-called “regulatory reform” legislation. These bills, touted

as efforts to reduce the regulatory burden on business owners,
were actually attacks on health, safety and environmental
regulations that would hamper the enforcement of  key envi-
ronmental laws such as the Clean Air Act and Clean Water
Act. A bill to reduce “unfunded mandates” on business inter-
ests passed the House with little difficulty (House votes 10
and 11). The “Small Business Paperwork Reduction Act,”
whose benign name masks its broad repercussions for envi-
ronmental regulations, also easily passed the House (House
votes 12 and 13). This bill would waive penalties for first
time violations of  health, safety and environmental reporting
requirements for small businesses, which are not necessarily
small, regardless of  whether the business willfully broke the
law.

Campaign Finance Reform
In 1999, both the House and Senate engaged in extended,

if  ultimately inconclusive, debate over campaign finance
reform that also reflected the House’s newfound focus on
compromise and the Senate’s commitment to the status quo.
The House passed a bill sponsored by Representatives
Christopher Shays (R-CT) and Martin Meehan (D-MA) that
would place limits on the “soft money” that increasingly
dominates federal elections. The Senate stalled in its attempt
to pass a more limited “soft money” ban sponsored by
Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and Russ Feingold (D-WI).
Votes on both of  these bills are included in an appendix to
this Scorecard as an indication of  our support for the prin-
ciples that underlie these reform efforts, and as a reflection
of  the importance of  this issue to the future of  environmen-
tal policy.

Looking Ahead
A number of  other bills have made significant progress

through key committees and may reach the House and
Senate floor in the upcoming session of  Congress. These
include the Miller/Young compromise Land and Water
Conservation Fund legislation, a controversial House bill to
reauthorize the Superfund toxic waste cleanup program and
a number of  coastal bills, including a renewal of  the Coastal
Zone Management Act that contains a controversial “takings”
provision. The Senate may take action on its own versions of
House-passed bills, including a small business paperwork
reduction bill (House votes 12 and 13) and a controversial
bill to fund rural schools and roads through national forest
timber sales (House vote 6).

Congress has only a small window of  opportunity to
enact legislation to protect our health, environment and
natural resources before the election season begins in earnest
in the summer of  2000. If  Congress fails to act quickly, elec-
tion year posturing could quickly dominate debate and the
result may be more of  the same—a Congress that legislates
against the environment via riders on appropriations bills,
and makes little progress on substantive environmental bills.
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Voting Summary

New England 79 87
(Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, Vermont)

Mid-Atlantic 63 64
(Delaware, Maryland, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania,
West Virginia)

Southeast 20 29
(Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee,
Virginia)

1999 Regional Averages

REGION SENATE HOUSE REGION SENATE HOUSE

Midwest 47 46
(Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Kansas, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, North Dakota,
Ohio, South Dakota,
Wisconsin)

Rocky Mountains/
Southwest 10 29
(Arizona, Colorado,
Montana, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Texas, Utah,
Wyoming)

West 50 52
(Alaska, California, Hawaii,
Idaho, Nevada, Oregon,
Washington)

1999 Freshman Averages

SENATE HOUSE

National Average 46 49
Democrats 64 80
Republicans 31 14

1999 National Averages

SENATE HOUSE

National Average 41 46
Democrats 76 78
Republicans 13 16
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Alabama 0 14
Alaska 0 6
Arizona 6 22
Arkansas 6 31
California 95 52
Colorado 0 41
Connecticut 95 89
Delaware 67 75
Florida 39 38
Georgia 45 31
Hawaii 61 94
Idaho 0 3
Illinois 72 52
Indiana 50 33
Iowa 50 26
Kansas 17 24
Kentucky 0 8
Louisiana 11 10
Maine 67 85
Maryland 78 64
Massachusetts 95 96
Michigan 39 58
Minnesota 50 68
Mississippi 0 33
Missouri 0 44

Montana 39 6
Nebraska 50 17
Nevada 73 44
New Hampshire 22 29
New Jersey 84 81
New Mexico 34 33
New York 72 72
North Carolina 39 35
North Dakota 67 56
Ohio 11 39
Oklahoma 0 6
Oregon 67 70
Pennsylvania 22 45
Rhode Island 100 88
South Carolina 28 37
South Dakota 73 6
Tennessee 0 30
Texas 0 34
Utah 0 13
Vermont 95 100
Virginia 56 32
Washington 56 50
West Virginia 56 50
Wisconsin 84 59
Wyoming 0 6

1999 State Averages

STATE SENATE HOUSE STATE SENATE HOUSE

EDITOR’S NOTE:  Only the scores of  current members of  Congress were used to compute averages.
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Highest Senate Delegations:

1999 Senate Averages

0-19% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79% 80-100%

1999 Senate High and Low Scores

Lowest Senate Scores:Highest Senate Scores:

Lowest Senate Delegations:
Rhode Island 100% • California 95% • Connecticut 95%
Massachusetts 95% • Vermont 95%

California  Feinstein 100%  Connecticut  Lieberman 100%
Illinois  Durbin 100%  Massachusetts  Kerry 100%  New
York  Schumer 100%  Oregon  Wyden 100%  Rhode Island
Chafee, L. 100% • Reed 100%  Vermont  Leahy 100%
Washington  Murray 100%  Wisconsin  Feingold 100%

Alabama  Sessions, J. 0% • Shelby 0%  Alaska  Murkowski
0% • Stevens 0%  Arizona  Kyl 0%  Arkansas • Hutchinson, T.
0%  Colorado  Allard 0% • Campbell, B. 0%  Florida Mack 0%
Georgia  Coverdell 0%  Idaho  Craig 0% • Crapo 0%  Kansas
Roberts 0%  Kentucky  Bunning 0% • McConnell 0%
Louisiana  Breaux 0%  Michigan  Abraham 0%  Mississippi
Cochran 0% • Lott 0%  Missouri  Ashcroft 0% • Bond 0%
Montana  Burns 0%  New Hampshire  Smith, R. 0%
New Mexico  Domenici 0%  North Carolina  Helms 0%
Oklahoma  Inhofe 0% • Nickles 0%  Pennsylvania  Santorum
0%  South Carolina  Thurmond 0%  Tennessee  Frist 0%
Thompson, F. 0%  Texas  Gramm 0% • Hutchison 0%  Utah
Bennett 0% • Hatch 0%  Wyoming  Enzi 0% • Thomas, C. 0%

Alabama 0% • Alaska 0% • Colorado 0% • Idaho 0%
Kentucky 0% • Mississippi 0% • Missouri 0% • Oklahoma 0%
Tennessee 0% • Texas 0% • Utah 0% • Wyoming 0%
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1999 House High and Low Scores

1999 House Averages

0-19% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79% 80-100%

Lowest House Scores:

Lowest House Delegations:

Highest House Scores:
Alabama  Aderholt 0% • Bachus 0% • Callahan 0% • Riley 0%
Arkansas  Dickey 0%  California  Bono 0% • Calvert 0%
Hunter 0% • Miller, Gary 0% • Packard 0%  Florida  Bilirakis
0% • Mica 0% • Young, B. 0%  Idaho  Simpson 0%  Illinois
Hyde 0% • Shimkus 0%  Indiana  Burton 0% • Souder 0%
Iowa  Latham 0% • Nussle 0%    Kansas  Ryun 0%  Tiahrt
0%  Kentucky  Northup 0% • Louisiana  Baker 0% • John 0%
McCrery 0% • Tauzin 0% • Vitter 0%  Michigan  Camp 0%
Knollenberg 0%  Mississippi  Wicker 0%  Missouri  Blunt
0%  Nebraska  Barrett 0%  North Carolina  Burr 0%  Ohio
Boehner 0% • Gillmor 0% • Ney 0% • Oxley 0%  Oklahoma
Istook 0% • Lucas, F. 0% • Watkins 0% • Watts 0%
Pennsylvania  Gekas 0% • Peterson, J. 0% • Shuster 0%
Texas  Barton 0% • Bonilla 0% • Brady, K. 0% • Combest 0%
Hall, R. 0% • Smith, L. 0% • Stenholm 0% • Thornberry 0%
Virginia  Bateman 0% • Bliley 0%  Washington  Hastings, D. 0%

Idaho 3% • Alaska 6% • Montana 6% • Oklahoma 6% • South
Dakota 6% • Wyoming 6% • Kentucky 8%

Highest House Delegations:
Vermont 100% • Massachusetts 96% • Hawaii 94%

California  Becerra 100% • Dixon 100% • Filner 100%
Millender-McDonald 100% • Sherman 100% • Waxman
100% • Woolsey 100%  Colorado  DeGette 100% • Udall, M.
100%  Connecticut  DeLauro 100% • Shays 100%  Florida
Wexler 100%  Illinois  Davis, D. 100% • Jackson 100%
Maryland  Cummings 100%  Massachusetts  Capuano 100%
Markey 100% • McGovern 100% • Meehan 100% • Olver
100%  Michigan  Bonior 100%  Missouri  Clay 100%  New
Jersey  Holt 100% • Menendez 100% • Pallone 100%
Pascrell 100% • Payne 100%  New York  Ackerman 100%
Crowley 100% • Nadler 100% • Owens 100% • Rangel 100%
Serrano 100%  Ohio  Sawyer 100%  Vermont  Sanders 100%
Washington  Inslee 100%  Wisconsin  Barrett, T. 100%
Kleczka 100%
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Rating the Leadership of Environmental Committees

Senate
COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN SCORE RANKING DEMOCRAT SCORE

Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry Lugar (IN) 33 Harkin (IA) 89

Appropriations Stevens (AK) 0 Byrd (WV) 22

Commerce, Science and Transportation McCain (AZ) 11 Hollings (SC) 56

Energy and Natural Resources Murkowski (AK) 0 Bingaman (NM) 67

Environment and Public Works Chafee, J. (RI) 50 Baucus (MT) 78
Smith, R. (NH) 0

COMMITTEE LEADERS COMPARED TO PARTY AVERAGE

Senate Committee Leader Average Chairmen 9 Ranking Democrats 62

Senate Party Average Republican Average 13 Democrat Average 76

House
COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN SCORE RANKING DEMOCRAT SCORE

Agriculture Combest (TX-19) 0 Stenholm (TX-17) 0

Appropriations Young, B. (FL-10) 0 Obey (WI-7) 94

Commerce Bliley (VA-7) 0 Dingell (MI-16) 81

Resources Young, D. (AK-AL) 6 Miller, George (CA-7) 94

Transportation and Infrastructure Shuster (PA-9) 0 Oberstar (MN-8) 75

COMMITTEE LEADERS COMPARED TO PARTY AVERAGE

House Committee Leader Average Chairmen 1 Ranking Democrats 69

House Party Average Republican Average 16 Democrat Average 78

Party Leaders’ Scores vs. the Rank and File

* The Speaker of  the House votes at his discretion.

Leadership Average 86
Party Average 78

DEMOCRATS

Gephardt (MO-3), Minority Leader 94
Bonior (MI-10), Minority Whip 100
Frost (TX-24), Caucus Chairman 63

Leadership Average 63
Party Average 76

DEMOCRATS

Daschle (SD), Minority Leader 56
Reid (NV), Minority Whip 67
Mikulski (MD), Conference Secretary 67

House
REPUBLICANS

Hastert* (IL-14), Speaker of  the House NA
Armey (TX-26), Majority Leader 6
DeLay (TX-22),  Majority Whip 6
Watts (OK-4), Conference Chairman 0

Leadership Average 4
Party Average 16

Senate
REPUBLICANS

Lott (MS), Majority Leader 0
Nickles (OK), Majority Whip 0
Mack (FL), Conference Chair 0
Coverdell (GA), Conference Secretary 0

Leadership Average 0
Party Average 13
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Biggest Gains and Losses  (1999 vs. 105th Congress)

most improved members with scores of 50% or higher

HOUSE 1999 105th GAIN

Brady, R. (D) PA-1 81 17 +64
Clay (D) MO-1 100 62 +38
Ford (D) TN-9 81 45 +36
Bishop (D) GA-2 50 17 +33
Becerra (D) CA-30 100 72 +28
Rangel (D) NY-15 100 72 +28
Serrano (D) NY-16 100 72 +28
Oberstar (D) MN-8 75 48 +27
Kildee (D) MI-9 94 69 +25

SENATE 1999 105TH GAIN

Cleland (D) GA 89 60 +29
Jeffords (R) VT 89 60 +29
Dorgan (D) ND 78 53 +25
Baucus (D) MT 78 60 +18

biggest drop in score for members with scores of 50% or lower

HOUSE 1999 105TH LOSS

Bilirakis (R) FL-9 0 38 -38
Kasich (R) OH-12 6 38 -32
Davis, T. (R) VA-11 25 52 -27
Weldon, C. (R) PA-7 25 52 -27
Petri (R) WI-6 19 45 -26
Sensenbrenner (R) WI-9 19 45 -26
Hobson (R) OH-7 6 31 -25
LoBiondo (R) NJ-2 44 69 -25
Shaw (R) FL-22 13 38 -25

SENATE 1999 105TH LOSS

Landrieu (D) LA 22 80 -58
Breaux (D) LA 0 47 -47
Moynihan (D) NY 44 87 -43
Byrd (D) WV 22 60 -38
Frist (R) TN 0 27 -27
Inouye (D) HI 33 60 -27
Gregg (R) NH 44 60 -16

1999 LCV Scores as a Percentage of the House and Senate

SENATE

HOUSE
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1999 Senate Vote Descriptions

PUBLIC RESOURCES

1. Mining Waste Disposal
Modern pit mines for “hard rock” minerals, such as gold,

silver, platinum and copper, often cover hundreds of  acres
and descend hundreds of feet into the ground, generating
waste dumps that extend to heights of  several hundred feet
and lengths of  several football fields. These waste dumps often
pollute surface and groundwater resources with toxic chemi-
cals like cyanide and sulfuric acid, and heavy metals like
arsenic and cadmium. Many hard rock mining sites are listed
as hazardous waste sites under Superfund, with cleanup costs
estimated in the billions of  dollars.

The Mining Law of 1872 allows owners of 20-acre
mining claims access to an additional five acres of  public
land, known as a millsite claim, for processing mineral ore
and dumping mine waste. In practice, however, the space
required to dump the massive waste piles produced at many
of  today’s hard rock mines exceeds the limits established by
the Mining Law. For many years, the mining industry had
been allowed an unlimited number of  millsites for each min-
ing claim. However, in the fall of  1997, the U.S. Department
of Interior announced its intention to limit each mining
claim to just one millsite. In the spring of  1999, for the first
time the departments of  Interior and Agriculture used the
provision to deny permission for an open-pit cyanide-leach
gold mine.

In response, Senator Larry Craig (R-ID) introduced a
rider to the Fiscal Year 2000 Interior Appropriations bill that
would have legalized unlimited mine waste dumping on
public lands by eliminating the millsite provision (see House
vote 7).

During Senate floor consideration of  the Interior appro-
priations bill, Senators Patty Murray (D-WA), Richard
Durbin (D-IL) and John Kerry (D-MA) offered an amend-
ment to remove the Craig language from the bill. On July 27,
1999, Senator Craig offered a motion to table (kill) the
Murray amendment. The motion passed 55–41, leaving the
Craig language intact. NO on the Craig motion to table is
the pro-environment vote.

In the final Omnibus Appropriations bill for Fiscal Year
2000 the Craig rider was amended to allow enforcement of
the single millsite provision for mines proposed after Novem-
ber 7, 1997. This would still exempt previously existing
mines and mines proposed but not yet in production before
November 7, 1997.

4. Commercial Fishing in Glacier Bay
Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve in Alaska is the

largest protected marine ecosystem on the Pacific coast of
North America. Since its establishment in 1925, it has

2. & 3. Oil Royalties
Companies that drill for oil and gas on public lands pay

for the privilege in the form of  royalties. Although oil com-
panies are supposed to pay a royalty based on a percentage of
gross proceeds, the industry has instead used a “posted
price” which can differ by as much as $2 per barrel from the
actual daily market price of  oil. According to the Depart-
ment of  Interior, oil companies underpay royalties by more
than $66 million per year. This has the additional effect of
shortchanging the Land and Water Conservation Fund,
which allocates a portion of  oil royalty revenue to the pur-
chase of  important natural places and habitat.

For the past three years, the Interior Department has
sought to institute reforms that would create a fair, market-
based payment process for oil royalties and make it easier for
the government to catch discrepancies in royalty payments.
However, members of  Congress from oil-producing states
have used an array of  riders and other legislative tools to
prevent the Interior Department from implementing these
reforms.

During consideration of  the Fiscal Year 2000 Interior
Appropriations bill, Senators Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX)
and Pete Domenici (R-NM) offered an amendment that
would impose a moratorium on implementing new rules for
oil valuation. Senator Barbara Boxer (D-CA) attempted to
block the amendment through a filibuster.

Senate debate on an issue can continue indefinitely with-
out a final vote on passage unless 60 senators vote to invoke
“cloture,” thereby cutting off  debate. Senator Boxer’s fili-
buster lasted for two weeks before proponents of  the
Hutchison amendment could muster enough senators to cut
off  debate and allow a vote on the amendment to delay the
oil royalty reforms. Had the filibuster continued, the amend-
ment likely would have been withdrawn, and the reforms
would have gone into effect.

On September 23, 1999, the Senate voted, 60–39, to end
the filibuster by invoking cloture. NO is the pro-environment
vote.

The Senate then adopted the Hutchison amendment by
a 51–47 vote. NO is the pro-environment vote.

The final omnibus appropriations bill included a modi-
fied oil royalty reform provision, delaying implementation
of  the new royalty formula until March 15, 2000.
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offered opportunities for both public enjoyment and scien-
tific study, while at the same time preserving unique glacial
formations and marine life. Glacier Bay has the world’s larg-
est concentration of  tidewater glaciers, and its waters sup-
port a variety of  marine life including three different types
of  whales, as well as harbor seals, porpoises and sea otters.
Until recently, however, these values and resources were
threatened by commercial fishing.

In October 1998, as part of  the omnibus appropriations
package, Congress and the Clinton administration reached
an agreement to phase out commercial fishing in the Bay,
while authorizing fishing in park waters outside of  the actual
Bay. This agreement resolved more than a decade of  contro-
versy over the issue.

However, during consideration of  the February supple-
mental appropriations bill for fiscal year 1999, Senator Frank
Murkowski (R-AK) offered an amendment to prohibit any
expenditure of  federal funds to implement the phase-out,
pending a court decision on a state of  Alaska lawsuit ques-
tioning federal jurisdiction of  submerged lands. Murkowski’s
amendment would have had the effect of  reopening the Bay
to commercial fishing and was opposed by the Clinton ad-
ministration, the Park Service and environmentalists.

Senator Max Baucus (D-MT) offered a motion to table
(kill) the Murkowski amendment. The Senate rejected the
motion 40–59. YES on the motion to table is the pro-
environment vote. The Murkowski amendment was later
dropped from the bill in House/Senate conference.

PUBLIC LANDS

5. Wildlife Surveys
The Fiscal Year 2000 Interior Appropriations bill con-

tained dozens of  anti-environment riders that threatened
America’s public lands and wildlife. One of  the most poten-
tially damaging riders would have affected the way the
departments of  Interior and Agriculture amend resource
management plans, issue leases or carry out other management
activities in national forests or on Bureau of  Land Manage-
ment lands. The rider would have allowed agency officials
making these decisions to avoid collecting or considering any
new scientific data on wildlife. This, would have undermined
the agency’s own regulations, which require the collection of
population data for certain rare or important species.

The rider was designed to overturn a February 1999
decision by the 11th Circuit Court of  Appeals that the
Forest Service had violated National Forest Management
Act regulations and the Chattahoochee Forest Management
Plan by not compiling adequate scientific data on wildlife
populations in its management of the Chattahoochee
National Forest in Georgia. However, the rider also had

broad implications for wildlife and public lands nationwide,
threatening the implementation of  the Northwest Forest
Plan and new scientific recommendations for management
planning in national forests.

Senator Chuck Robb (D-VA) introduced an amendment
to remove the rider. On September 9, 1999, the Senate rejected
the amendment 45–52. YES is the pro-environment vote.

6. Forest Service Fish and Wildlife
Programs

During consideration of  the Fiscal Year 2000 Interior
Appropriations bill, Senator Richard Bryan (D-NV) intro-
duced an amendment to transfer $23 million out of the
Forest Service timber management and timber road building
programs into programs to protect fish and wildlife (see
House vote 5). The Bryan amendment attempted to raise
funding levels for Forest Service road maintenance and wild-
life and fisheries habitat management programs. Environ-
mentalists supported this effort to divert funds from a harm-
ful program that subsidizes logging on public lands toward
positive programs that protect fish and wildlife.

Senator Larry Craig (R-ID) then offered a motion to
table (kill) the Bryan amendment. On September 14, 1999,
the Senate agreed to the Craig motion by a 54–43 vote. NO
on the Craig motion to table is the pro-environment vote.

ENERGY & GLOBAL WARMING

7. Fuel Efficiency Standards
The tailpipes of  U.S. cars, sport utility vehicles (SUVs)

and other light trucks emit 20 percent of  U.S. global warm-
ing pollution in the form of  carbon dioxide. Thus, the
United States can substantially cut its contribution to global
warming if  it improves vehicle mileage per gallon by raising
the Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards
that automobile manufacturers must meet.

Current CAFE standards—27.5 miles per gallon for
cars, 20.7 miles per gallon for SUVs and other light trucks—
already keep millions of tons of carbon dioxide out of the
atmosphere by reducing the amount of  fossil fuel burned.
Although technologies exist to improve fuel economy, the
federal government has not significantly altered these stan-
dards for more than 10 years. Since 1995, Department of
Transportation appropriations bills have included a rider,
first introduced by House Republican Whip Tom DeLay
(R-TX), barring the Department from using its existing
authority to increase CAFE standards.

During consideration of the Fiscal Year 2000 Transportation
Appropriations bill, Senators Slade Gorton (R-WA), Dianne
Feinstein (D-CA) and Richard Bryan (D-NV) introduced a
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non-binding resolution expressing the sense of the Senate that
the freeze on CAFE standards should end. On September 15,
1999, the Senate defeated the resolution 40–55. YES is the pro-
environment vote.

The intention of the resolution was to demonstrate
substantial Senate support for a potential veto of  the appro-
priations bill with its CAFE-freeze rider. Although the 40
votes in favor of  the resolution were more than the 34 votes
necessary to sustain a veto, President Clinton ultimately
signed the bill and the rider into law.

8. Funding Renewable Energy
Fossil energy use and production are responsible for

more than 95 percent of air pollution and most greenhouse
gas emissions, while commercial nuclear power plants produce
the majority of  radioactive waste. Development of  renew-
able energy sources such as solar, wind, geothermal and
biomass would lower air pollution and other environmental
impacts associated with energy generation. Furthermore,
development of  renewables would reduce U.S. dependence
on imported oil and expand the U.S. economy through tech-
nological advances, domestic job creation and export market
growth.

In its proposed fiscal year 2000 budget, the Clinton
administration sought to increase funding for the Energy
Department’s renewable energy programs, but the Senate
Appropriations Committee voted to cut the administration’s
budget request by 22 percent—$18 million less than
Congress approved for renewable energy programs in fiscal
year 1999.

During Senate consideration of  the Energy and Water
appropriations bill, Senator Jim Jeffords (R-VT) was
prepared to offer an amendment that would have added
$62 million to the Energy Department’s solar and renewable
energy programs. Opponents of  the Jeffords amendment
claimed that it violated Senate budget rules because it did
not provide a valid “offset” (compensating spending reduc-
tion) for its funding increase. On June 16, 1999, in a proce-
dural vote called by Senator Harry Reid (D-NV), the Senate
voted 60–39 to block the Jeffords amendment from being
considered by the full Senate. NO is the pro-environment
vote.

POLLUTION & PUBLIC HEALTH

9. Mountaintop Mining
In mountaintop removal strip mining, coal companies

blast away entire mountaintops to reach seams of  coal and
then dump the leftover rock and earth into adjacent valleys,
burying streams under millions of  tons of  coal mining
waste. Recently, a West Virginia federal district court pre-
vented the West Virginia Division of  Environmental Protec-
tion from issuing new mining permits that allowed streams
to be destroyed by mining wastes. The court ruled that these
practices violate the water quality standards of the Clean
Water Act (CWA) and the stream protection provisions of
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA).

In response to this court decision, Senator Robert Byrd
(D-WV) attempted to attach a last-minute rider to the
Fiscal Year 2000 Omnibus Appropriations bill. The amend-
ment would have exempted coal mining operations any-
where in the country from CWA and SMCRA. The rider
would have created permanent environmental damage by
opening up miles of  protected streams to harmful dumping
of  mine wastes. In addition, it would set a precedent for
other polluting industries to request their own exemptions
from the Clean Water Act.

In an effort to increase support among Western sena-
tors, Senator Byrd introduced an expanded rider that would
also have opened up unlimited amounts of  public land to the
dumping of  toxic hardrock mining wastes. This expanded
provision was identical to Senator Larry Craig’s (R-ID)
millsite rider (see Senate vote 1). Although he was unable to
get this rider inserted in the omnibus appropriations bill,
Senator Byrd put the Senate on record on the issue by attach-
ing it to a continuing resolution.

On November 18, 1999, the Senate approved the Byrd
amendment, 56–33. NO is the pro-environment vote. Because
the House had already adjourned for the year, the continuing
resolution could not become law, making the vote largely
symbolic. Senator Byrd has vowed a return to this issue in
this year’s session of  Congress.



Senate Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
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amabalA
.J,SNOISSES )R( 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

YBLEHS )R( 0 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

aksalA
IKSWOKRUM )R( 0 0 0 – – – – ? – – – –

SNEVETS )R( 0 7 4 – – – – – – – – –

anozirA
LYK )R( 0 0 4 – – – – – – – – –

MC NIAC )R( 11 31 11 + – ? – ? ? ? – ?

sasnakrA
.T,NOSNIHCTUH )R( 0 7 – – – – – – – – –

NLOCNIL )D( 11 – – – – – – – – +

ainrofilaC
REXOB )D( 98 39 69 + + + + + + + + ?

NIETSNIEF )D( 001 001 98 + + + + + + + + +

odaroloC
DRALLA )R( 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

.B,LLEBPMAC )R( 0 31 91 – – – – – – – – –

tucitcennoC
DDOD )D( 98 001 98 + + + + + + + + –

NAMREBEIL )D( 001 001 98 + + + + + + + + +

erawaleD
NEDIB )D( 87 78 69 ? + + + + + – + +

HTOR )R( 65 35 65 + – + – ? + – + +

adirolF
.B,MAHARG )D( 87 39 98 + + + + + ? + – +

KCAM )R( 0 0 4 – – – – – – – – –
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aigroeG
DNALELC )D( 98 06 + + + + + + + + –

LLEDREVOC )R( 0 0 4 – – – – – – – – –

iiawaH
AKAKA )D( 98 78 58 + + + – + + + + +

EYUONI )D( 33 06 76 – – – – + + + – –

ohadI
GIARC )R( 0 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

OPARC )R( 0 – – – – – – – – –

sionillI
NIBRUD )D( 001 001 + + + + + + + + +

DLAREGZTIF )R( 44 + – – – – + – + +

anaidnI
HYAB )D( 76 + + + – + + – + –

RAGUL )R( 33 7 11 – – – + – – – + +

awoI
YELSSARG )R( 11 0 11 – – – – – – – + –

NIKRAH )D( 98 39 98 + + + + + + + ? +

sasnaK
KCABNWORB )R( 33 7 – – – – – + – + +

STREBOR )R( 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

ykcutneK
GNINNUB )R( 0 – – – – – – – – ?

MC LLENNOC )R( 0 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

anaisiuoL
XUAERB )D( 0 74 33 – – – – – – ? – –

UEIRDNAL )D( 22 08 + – – – – – – – +
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eniaM
.S,SNILLOC )R( 76 06 + – + + – – + + +

EWONS )R( 76 06 95 + – + + – – + + +

dnalyraM
IKSLUKIM )D( 76 39 98 + + + + + + – – –

SENABRAS )D( 98 001 001 + + + + + + + – +

sttesuhcassaM
.E,YDENNEK )D( 98 001 39 ? + + + + + + + +

YRREK )D( 001 001 001 + + + + + + + + +

nagihciM
MAHARBA )R( 0 31 4 – – – – – – – – –

.C,NIVEL )D( 87 08 39 + + + + + + – + –

atosenniM
SMARG )R( 11 0 4 – – – – – – – + –

ENOTSLLEW )D( 98 001 39 + + + + + – + + +

ippississiM
NARHCOC )R( 0 0 0 – – – ? – – – – –

TTOL )R( 0 0 0 ? – – – – – – – –

iruossiM
TFORCHSA )R( 0 0 11 – – – – – – – – ?

DNOB )R( 0 7 0 – – – – – – – – ?

anatnoM
SUCUAB )D( 87 06 87 + + + + + – + – +

SNRUB )R( 0 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

aksarbeN
LEGAH )R( 11 0 – – – – – – – + –

YERREK )D( 98 001 47 + + + + + + + – +
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adaveN
NAYRB )D( 87 37 98 – + + + + + + + –

DIER )D( 76 76 58 – + + + + + + – –

erihspmaHweN
GGERG )R( 44 06 03 + – + – – ? + + –

.R,HTIMS )R( 0 31 51 – – – – – – – – –

yesreJweN
GREBNETUAL )D( 87 001 001 + + + + + + + – ?

ILLECIRROT )D( 98 39 + + + + + + + – +

ocixeMweN
NAMAGNIB )D( 76 76 87 – – – + + + + + +

ICINEMOD )R( 0 7 7 – – – – – – – – –

kroYweN
NAHINYOM )D( 44 78 98 ? ? + – + + + – ?

REMUHCS )D( 001 + + + + + + + + +

aniloraChtroN
.J,SDRAWDE )D( 87 + + + + + + + – –

SMLEH )R( 0 0 4 – – – – – – – – –

atokaDhtroN
DARNOC )D( 65 35 76 – + + – + + – + –

NAGROD )D( 87 35 18 + + + – + + + + –

oihO
DE ENIW )R( 11 31 91 – – – – – + – – –

HCIVONIOV )R( 11 + – – – – – – – –

amohalkO
EFOHNI )R( 0 0 4 – – – – – – – – –

SELKCIN )R( 0 0 11 – – – – – – – – –
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nogerO
.G,HTIMS )R( 33 31 – – + – – – + + ?

NEDYW )D( 001 39 29 + + + + + + + + +

ainavlysnneP
MUROTNAS )R( 0 7 51 – – – – – – – – –

RETCEPS )R( 44 74 25 + – + – + + – – –

dnalsIedohR
.J,EEFAHC 1 )R( 05 06 07 – – – + + + ? + I

.L,EEFAHC 2 )R( 001 I I I I I I I I +

DEER )D( 001 001 + + + + + + + + +

aniloraChtuoS
SGNILLOH )D( 65 37 18 – + + – + + + – –

DNOMRUHT )R( 0 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

atokaDhtuoS
ELHCSAD )D( 65 37 58 – + + + + – ? – +

.T,NOSNHOJ )D( 98 08 + + + + + – + + +

eessenneT
TSIRF )R( 0 72 7 – – – – – – – – ?

.F,NOSPMOHT )R( 0 31 91 – – – – – – – – –

saxeT
MMARG )R( 0 0 7 – – – – – – – – –

NOSIHCTUH )R( 0 0 7 – – – – – – – – ?

hatU
TTENNEB )R( 0 7 0 – – – – – – – – –

HCTAH )R( 0 7 0 – – – – – – – – –

tnomreV
SDROFFEJ )R( 98 06 65 + – + + + + + + +

YHAEL )D( 001 39 39 + + + + + + + + +

1 Senator John Chafee died on October 24, 1999.
2 Senator Lincoln Chafee was appointed by Governor Lincoln Almond and sworn in on November 4, 1999 to fill the vacancy created by Senator John Chafee’s

death.



Senate Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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ainigriV
BBOR )D( 87 78 98 + + + + + + + – –

RENRAW )R( 33 31 7 – – ? + + – ? + –

notgnihsaW
NOTROG )R( 11 0 4 – – – – – – + – ?

YARRUM )D( 001 39 39 + + + + + + + + +

ainigriVtseW
DRYB )D( 22 06 18 – + + – – – – – –

RELLEFEKCOR )D( 98 08 69 + + + + + + + + –

nisnocsiW
DLOGNIEF )D( 001 001 001 + + + + + + + + +

LHOK )D( 76 39 69 + + + + + + – – –

gnimoyW
IZNE )R( 0 0 – – – – – – – – –

.C,SAMOHT )R( 0 0 11 – – – – – – – – –
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ANTI-ENVIRONMENT RIDERS

1. & 2. Interior Appropriations Riders
In recent years, Congress has increasingly used appro-

priations “riders” to enact environmentally damaging laws.
These riders are attached to must-pass spending bills that
are difficult for members of Congress to oppose or for
the President to veto. This year, the Senate’s version of  the
Fiscal Year 2000 Interior Appropriations bill included more
than 20 anti-environment riders. When the Interior appro-
priations bill went to conference, Representative Norm
Dicks (D-WA) offered an amendment to instruct House ne-
gotiators to reject riders that would “undermine efforts to
protect and restore our cultural and natural resources.”

The Dicks amendment also specifically instructed the
House negotiators to reject a Senate rider that would allow
unlimited dumping of “hard rock” mining waste on public
lands (see Senate vote 1). The House had explicitly rejected
a similar provision during its consideration of  the Interior
appropriations bill (see House vote 7).

On October 4, 1999, the House approved the Dicks
motion to instruct by a vote of  218–199. YES is the pro-
environment vote.

The House negotiators ignored the non-binding instruc-
tions and, after two weeks of  discussions with the Senate,
agreed to accept most of  the Senate’s riders, including the
hard rock mining waste provision. The resulting Interior
appropriations conference report contained numerous provi-
sions that would have damaged the environment or rolled
back public health and safety laws. These provisions would
have:

■   allowed grazing on millions of  acres of  public range-
lands without appropriate environmental reviews;

■   allowed the oil industry to avoid paying $66–100 mil-
lion a year in royalties for drilling on public lands (see Senate
votes 2 and 3);

■   diverted funds intended for building national forest
trails to the promotion of timber sales;

■   allowed the secretaries of  Agriculture and Interior to
ignore wildlife resource data in managing national forests or
Bureau of  Land Management lands (see Senate vote 5);

■   blocked the secretary of  the Interior from protecting
the Ozark National Scenic Riverways from proposed lead
mining;

■   delayed efforts to reduce noise pollution in Grand
Canyon National Park; and

■   subsidized increased logging in Alaska’s Tongass
National Forest.

On October 21, 1999, the House passed H.R. 2466 by a
vote of  225–200. NO is the pro-environment vote. After

1999 House Vote Descriptions

President Clinton threatened to veto the bill, negotiators
removed or revised many of  the anti-environment riders.

3. Fighting Anti-Environment Riders
Members of  Congress who are unable to advance anti-

environment proposals on their own merits have frequently
sought to attach these proposals as unrelated “riders” to
must-pass spending bills. This practice often compels mem-
bers who otherwise would oppose the provisions to vote for
them as part of  a much larger, widely supported bill.

When the House debated H.R. 350, the Mandates
Information Act (see House votes 10 and 11), Representative
Henry Waxman (D-CA) offered an amendment that would
have expanded opportunities for open debate over bills that
weaken or roll back health, safety or environmental protec-
tions. The Waxman “Defense of  the Environment” amend-
ment would have created a new parliamentary procedure
guaranteeing members of Congress the right to openly debate
and independently vote on anti-environment provisions and
making it more difficult to pass major legislation with unre-
lated and undebated anti-environment riders attached.

On February 10, 1999, the House rejected the Waxman
amendment 203–216. YES is the pro-environment vote.

PUBLIC LANDS

4. Land and Water Conservation Fund
In 1964, Congress established the Land and Water

Conservation Fund (LWCF) to purchase public lands for
open space and outdoor recreation, using revenues from
offshore oil and gas drilling leases. In addition to funding
land purchases for national parks, wildlife refuges and
forests throughout the country, LWCF has made more than
$3.2 billion in matching grants to states for the purchase,
development and improvement of  open space and outdoor
recreation areas. LWCF grants have funded the protection
of  lands reaching from California’s redwood forests to New
Jersey’s pinelands. These land purchases have given millions
of  Americans the opportunity to enjoy scenery and historic
sites, bike along seaside and lakeside trails, picnic and play
ball at local parks and enjoy public pools.

One of the first acts of the 104th Congress was to elimi-
nate LWCF’s state-side matching grant program. After four
years of  no funding, concerns over dwindling open space,
overtaxed recreational facilities and the rapid rate of  urban
sprawl have triggered bipartisan efforts to resuscitate the
state grant program.

During consideration of  the Fiscal Year 2000 Interior
Appropriations bill, Representatives Jim McGovern (D-MA),
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Tom Campbell (R-CA), Rush Holt (D-NJ) and Joseph
Hoeffel (D-PA) introduced an amendment to replenish
LWCF with $30 million in state grants. On July 13, 1999,
the House adopted the amendment 213–202. YES is the pro-
environment vote.

5. Wildlife and Fisheries Management
During consideration of the fiscal year 2000 funding bill

for the Interior Department, H.R. 2466, Representatives
David Wu (D-OR), Darlene Hooley (D-OR) and George
Miller (D-CA) introduced an amendment to transfer $23
million from the U.S. Forest Service timber sales budget into
its fish and wildlife habitat management and watershed res-
toration programs (see Senate vote 6). The House Appro-
priations Committee had voted to allocate $23 million more
than the Forest Service had requested to its timber sales
management program. The Wu/Hooley/Miller amendment
would have diverted funds from a harmful program that
subsidizes logging on public lands to positive programs that
protect fish and wildlife.

On July 14, 1999, the House rejected the amendment
174–250. YES is the pro-environment vote.

6. Timber Revenues for Rural
Communities

Nearly a century ago, the U.S. government decided to
compensate communities adjacent to national forests for
“lost revenues” from taxes that would be paid on the forests
if  they were privately owned. The county payments program
currently derives more than 90 percent of  its revenues from
the sale of  national forest timber. Under current law the
Forest Service must return 25 percent of  all timber sale rev-
enues to the 42 states and 714 counties that contain national
forests to fund county roads and schools.

Environmentalists have criticized the county payments
program as bad environmental policy. Not only does the pro-
gram provide an incentive to communities to support more
logging in their local national forests, but it also links the
genuine needs of  rural schools to the notoriously unpredict-
able timber market. Over the past decade, timber sales in the
national forests have dropped from 12 billion board feet in
1989 to under four billion board feet in 1998. Moreover,
changes in interest rates, national and international reces-
sions and changes in federal land management policy all
contribute to year-to-year earnings fluctuations.

As a result, Congress has considered proposals to stabilize
the current system of  payments to states and counties. One
such proposal was H.R. 2389, the Secure Rural Schools and
Community Self-Determination Act of 1999. Representatives
Nathan Deal (R-GA) and Allen Boyd, Jr. (D-FL) sponsored
the original bill. The bill that eventually went to the House
floor was the result of  a compromise between Representatives
Deal and Boyd and a group of  moderate Republicans.

H.R. 2389, as passed by the House, would guarantee
counties $449 million annually—a $224 million increase
over current payments. Unfortunately, the bill would do
nothing to de-couple county payments from unpredictable
and highly volatile timber receipts. Indeed, it would create
additional incentives for logging, because counties receiving
$100,000 or more in guaranteed payment would have to allo-
cate 20 percent of those funds for projects in their national
forests. These projects would be planned and recommended
by local advisory committees that are exempted from federal
open meeting requirements. The bill would set a troubling
new precedent by transferring decisions about federal lands
away from the federal government and allowing local inter-
ests to drive forest management decisions.

In addition, the bill would allow shortfalls in guaranteed
payments to be paid out of  other Forest Service programs,
threatening funding for non-timber programs dedicated to
fish and wildlife conservation and recreation.

On November 3, 1999, the House approved the Deal/
Boyd bill 274–153. NO is the pro-environment vote.

PUBLIC RESOURCES

7. Mining Waste
Modern mines for “hard rock” minerals, such as gold,

silver, platinum and copper, operate on a massive scale.
Open pit mines often cover hundreds of  acres and descend
hundreds of feet into the ground, generating waste dumps
that extend to heights of  several hundred feet and lengths of
several football fields. These waste dumps often pollute sur-
face and groundwater resources with toxic chemicals like
cyanide and sulfuric acid, and heavy metals like arsenic and
cadmium. Mining waste sites are on the Superfund list of
toxic clean up sites, and cleanup costs for these sites can run
into the tens of  millions of  dollars.

The Mining Law of  1872 permits each 20-acre mining
claim to use up to five acres as a “millsite” for processing
mineral ore and dumping mine waste. In practice, however,
the space required to dump the massive waste piles produced
by many of  today’s mines exceeds the limits established by
the millsite provision. For many years, the federal govern-
ment allowed mines on public lands to use an unlimited
number of  acres as millsites. However, in the fall of  1997 the
U.S. Department of  Interior announced its intention to
resume limiting each 20-acre mining claim to a single 5-acre
millsite. In the spring of  1999, the departments of  Interior
and Agriculture, for the first time, used the provision to
deny permission for an open-pit cyanide-leach gold mine.

In response, Senator Larry Craig (R-ID) introduced a
rider to the Fiscal Year 2000 Interior Appropriations bill that
would have legalized unlimited mine waste dumping on
public lands by eliminating the millsite provision (see Senate
vote 1).
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During House consideration of the Interior appropria-

tions bill, Representatives Nick Rahall (D-WV), Chris
Shays (R-CT) and Jay Inslee (D-WA) offered an amend-
ment to affirm the Department of  Interior’s interpretation
and application of  the Mining Law’s millsite provision. The
amendment was intended to preempt the Craig rider on the
Senate version of  the bill. The motion passed 273–151. YES
is the pro-environment vote.

8. Wild Predator Control
Each year—as a service to livestock ranchers—hunters

and trappers employed by the Department of  Agriculture’s
Wildlife Services program kill more than 100,000 coyotes,
black bears, mountain lions and other predators, often on
public lands. Under the practice of  “preventative predator
control,” Wildlife Services personnel will even kill animals
before livestock damage is reported, sometimes before live-
stock have moved onto a parcel of  public land. Despite
repeated congressional directives to favor non-lethal alterna-
tives, the program continues to use an array of  steel traps,
poisons and firearms at consistent or increasing levels, at
times killing threatened and endangered species.

During consideration of  the Fiscal Year 2000 Agricul-
ture Appropriations bill, Representatives Peter DeFazio
(D-OR) and Charles Bass (R-NH) offered an amendment to
cut $7 million from the $28 million Wildlife Services
operations budget. This cut would still have allowed other
programs in this budget to go forward, including programs
to prevent bird strikes at airports and to protect endangered
species; however, the amendment stipulated that no funds be
used to kill predators for livestock protection. On June 8,
1999, the House defeated the amendment 193–230. YES is
the pro-environment vote.

WATER & WETLANDS

9. Wetlands Permits
Under an Army Corps of  Engineers program called

Nationwide Permit 26 (NWP 26), applicants can fill up to
three acres of  wetlands without public notice or environ-
mental review. The Corps is now in the process of  replacing
this permit with a new program that will better protect
wetlands and prevent the automatic approval of  proposals
that place new homes and businesses in the path of  flooding.

However, a provision included in the Fiscal Year 2000
Energy and Water Appropriations bill would have prohib-
ited the Corps from phasing out NWP 26 until the agency
completed an expensive study of  the financial impacts of  the
phase-out.

The rider would also have changed the permit process
through a “final agency action” provision, which would have
allowed landowners to go directly to court to challenge
an Army Corps of  Engineers determination that a wetland

exists on their property. Under current law, landowners
cannot go to court to challenge such a determination unless
they have first sought a permit to use their land (fewer than
five percent of  permit applications are denied). Sending
landowners directly to court would shut the public out of  the
decision making process, waste both agency and landowner
resources and encourage land developers and speculators to
threaten litigation in hopes of  extracting concessions from
Corps regulators.

During House consideration of  the Energy and Water
appropriations bill, Representative Sherwood Boehlert
(R-NY) successfully passed an amendment requiring the
Corps to complete its study of  the NWP 26 phase-out by
December 31, 1999. The Boehlert amendment, however,
would still have allowed an indefinite delay of  the phase-out
and did not remove the “final agency action” provision.

Representative Peter Visclosky (D-IN) offered an amend-
ment to remove these two provisions entirely. His amend-
ment was defeated 183–245. YES is the pro-environment
vote. The “final agency action” provision was later elimi-
nated in House/Senate conference, and the NWP 26 study
requirement was altered to ensure that it does not delay the
phase-out of  the permit.

POLLUTION & PUBLIC HEALTH/
REGULATORY REFORM

10. & 11. Restricting New Health and
Safety Protections

In 1995, Congress passed the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act, which requires the Congressional Budget
Office to report to government and the private sector the
costs of  complying with directives contained in new legisla-
tive proposals. The law also allows members of  Congress to
raise a procedural hurdle—a point of order—on bills that
cost state and local governments more than $50 million to
comply.

This point of  order currently does not apply when costs
are borne by the private sector. However, the Mandates
Information Act (H.R. 350), sponsored by Representative
Gary Condit (D-CA), would expand on the existing law by
establishing a new point of  order against legislation that im-
poses costs of  more than $100 million on business. The bill
would create a legislative procedure allowing members of
Congress to prevent important new health and safety
protections from coming to a vote.

The Mandates Information Act focuses exclusively on
costs, but environmentalists believe that certain costs are not
easily quantified, such as the extermination of  a species or
the costs of  reducing the risks of  birth defects and premature
deaths. Nor does the bill consider whether the affected
companies benefited financially from creating the pollution
in the first place. This new hurdle could impede important
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legislation such as proposals to expand the public’s right to
know about toxins in their communities or efforts to address
pollution in lakes or rivers.

The federal mandates on the private sector that H.R.
350 targets include:

■  requirements that companies generating hazardous
waste pay the costs of  disposal;

■  requirements that companies discarding waste in
lakes and streams reduce the toxic and cancer-causing
chemicals they release; and

■  requirements that meat packers ensure that the meat
they sell is not contaminated with deadly bacteria.

The point of order established by the Mandates Infor-
mation Act would limit debate on new health and safety
protections to 10 minutes per side, impeding full consider-
ation of  any given bill’s benefits. While the point of  order
could be waived by a simple-majority vote, such a vote
would also allow members to block important protections
without voting directly against them.

In response to the bill, Representative Sherwood Boehlert
(R-NY) offered an amendment that would remove the
separate vote on the point of  order. It would also add 20
minutes to the amount of  time provided for debate. On
February 10, 1999, the House rejected the Boehlert amend-
ment 210–216. YES is the pro-environment vote.

On February 10, 1999, the House passed the Mandates
Information Act by a vote of  274–149. NO is the pro-
environment vote.

12. & 13. Undermining Environmental
Reporting and Information

Oversight for numerous environmental programs de-
pends on reliable reporting and record-keeping information
as required by law. The Small Business Paperwork Reduction
Act Amendments of  1999 (H.R. 391), sponsored by Repre-
sentative David McIntosh (R-IN), would undermine these
requirements. The bill would waive civil penalties for all first-
time violations of  reporting and record-keeping require-
ments, regardless of  the importance of  the missing or incor-
rect information or the magnitude of  the violation itself. A
“small business” is not necessarily small. The Small Business
Administration defines “small business” on an industry-by-
industry basis, but their definitions generally include busi-
nesses with up to 500 employees, and in some industries
with as many as 1,500 employees.

Among the programs affected are those that track haz-
ardous materials, report on hazardous emissions and drink-
ing water contamination and require meat packers to prevent
bacterial contamination.

Supporters claim the bill would reduce unnecessary
paperwork and protect small businesses that make innocent
mistakes. Currently, however, agencies already have the dis-
cretion to waive fines for first-time violators who claim to

make good-faith efforts to comply. Recent laws—including
the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act,
amendments to the Paperwork Reduction Act and the Regu-
latory Flexibility Act—have reduced the paperwork required
of  small businesses.

While conservationists support the elimination of  un-
necessary paperwork, they believe existing environmental
and public health protections should not be jeopardized.
By effectively mandating the waiving of  fines for willful
first-time violators, H.R. 391 could create an incentive for
businesses to break the law, while putting businesses that
comply with the law at a competitive disadvantage.

During House consideration of  H.R. 391, Representative
Dennis Kucinich (D-OH) offered an amendment that would
have required federal agencies to reduce or waive civil penal-
ties for first-time violations in appropriate circumstances.
The Kucinich amendment would have replaced the bill’s
blanket waiver of  civil penalties for first-time violations while
leaving agencies with the discretion to pursue fines against
intentional bad actors. It would also have removed provi-
sions in H.R. 391 that preempt enforcement of  state laws.
On February 11, 1999, the House narrowly defeated the
Kucinich amendment 210–214. YES is the pro-environment
vote.

On February 11, 1999, the House passed H.R. 391 by a
vote of  274–151. NO is the pro-environment vote.

ENERGY & GLOBAL WARMING

14. Fossil Fuel Research
The burning of  fossil fuels is one of  the world’s major

sources of pollution, producing the nitrogen oxides and
carbon dioxide that, in turn, contribute to smog and global
warming. Yet the Department of  Energy, through its Fossil
Fuel Research and Development program, continues to
spend money on technologies to produce, refine and burn
fossil fuels such as coal, rather than on exploring the use of
cleaner fuels and technologies.

During consideration of  the Fiscal Year 2000 Interior
Appropriations bill, two amendments were introduced to cut
portions of  the $280 million earmarked for the Energy
Department’s fossil fuel program. Representatives Bernard
Sanders (I-VT), Ron Lewis (R-KY), James Oberstar (D-
MN) and Bart Stupak (D-MI) offered an amendment to cut
$50 million from the program. Part of  the savings would be
used to compensate local governments that have federally-
owned land in their jurisdictions for “lost” tax revenues
through the Payments in Lieu of  Taxes (PILT) program. In
addition, Representatives James McGovern (D-MA), Tom
Campbell (R-CA), Joseph Hoeffel (D-PA) and Rush Holt
(D-NJ) offered an amendment to transfer $29 million from
the fossil fuel program to the Land and Water Conservation
Fund (see House vote 4).
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pro-environment vote. Representative Nancy Pelosi (D-CA)
also incorporated identical language into the Fiscal Year
2000 Foreign Operations Appropriations bill adopted by the
House on August 3, 1999. President Clinton ultimately
signed the amendment into law on November 29, 1999.

16. World Heritage Sites
In 1972, the U.S. government proposed creating a treaty

to recognize significant natural and cultural sites around
the world. The U.S. Senate ratified the World Heritage
Convention Treaty, and today some 150 nations have joined
this cooperative effort to preserve world-class natural and
cultural resources. Recognition as a World Heritage site is a
symbolic acknowledgment of  a given area’s global impor-
tance. The recognition does not impose additional manage-
ment restrictions on the site, nor does it prevent the site from
being fully managed by the country in which it is located.
Consequently, while the U.N. World Heritage Committee
implements the World Heritage Convention, actions taken by
the Committee have no impact on U.S. sovereignty or man-
agement of  U.S. public lands.

For example, the United Nations plays absolutely no
role in managing U.S. national parks that have been recog-
nized as World Heritage sites, including Yellowstone, the
Grand Canyon and the Statue of  Liberty. In some cases, the
World Heritage Committee will declare that a certain site is
“in danger” of  being damaged or destroyed. In 1996, at the
request of  U.S. citizens, the Committee visited Yellowstone
National Park and concluded that the park was “in danger”
from such threats as a proposed gold mine, residue from past
mining activities, road construction, grizzly bear habitat loss
and invasive non-native species. The Committee’s finding
simply verified what many conservationists and U.S. govern-
ment representatives had been arguing for years and had no
effect on the management of  Yellowstone.

Nevertheless, such actions have fed misconceptions that
international organizations are interfering with U.S. land use
decisions. During consideration of  the Fiscal Year 2000
Commerce, Justice, State Appropriations bill, Representa-
tive J. D. Hayworth (R-AZ) offered an amendment to pro-
hibit any funds from being used to add any World Heritage
site to the World Heritage Committee’s list of  endangered
sites. Members who opposed the amendment noted that the
United States has a responsibility to protect national parks
and other World Heritage sites whether or not they have
been classified as in danger.

On August 5, 1999, the House passed the Hayworth
amendment 217–209. NO is the pro-environment vote.

On July 13, 1999, the House passed the Sanders amend-
ment 248–169. YES is the pro-environment vote.

INTERNATIONAL

15. International Family Planning
Funding

According to United Nations estimates, in October
1999 the world’s human population reached the 6 billion
mark—doubling itself  in a mere 40 years. This rapid popu-
lation growth, by exacerbating pollution and accelerating the
depletion of  natural resources, constitutes one of  the most
serious threats to a healthy and sustainable environment.

For more than three decades, the United States has
worked to stabilize human population growth by contribut-
ing funds to voluntary family planning programs worldwide.
In recent years, family planning opponents have cut federal
funding for these programs by arguing, in part, that the
money funds abortions. In fact, current law prohibits U.S.
foreign assistance monies from funding abortion.

In addition, family planning supporters note that improv-
ing access to voluntary family planning not only protects the
life and health of  women and children, but also constitutes
one of  the best ways to reduce unwanted pregnancies.

The principal multilateral organization in the popu-
lation and family planning field is the United Nations Popula-
tion Fund (UNFPA), which operates in about 150 nations.
In fiscal year 1999, Congress blocked a planned $25 million
contribution to UNFPA, ostensibly because UNFPA had
launched a new program in China, where government au-
thorities have compelled both abortion and sterilization.
UNFPA, however, is working only in Chinese counties that
have suspended the “one-child” policy and eliminated all
birth targets and quotas.

During consideration of H.R. 2415, the authorization
bill for the State Department, Representative Chris Smith
(R-NJ) offered an amendment to extend the fiscal 1999
prohibition on U.S. contributions to UNFPA. Under his
amendment, no funds could be provided to UNFPA unless
the President certified either that UNFPA had ceased all
activities in China or that no coerced abortion had occurred
in China during the preceding 12 months.

Representatives Ben Gilman (R-NY) and Tom Campbell
(R-CA) introduced a substitute amendment authorizing the
restoration of  up to $25 million for UNFPA under a strict
set of  conditions. UNFPA must certify that it does not fund
abortion in any country. U.S. funds must be maintained by
UNFPA in a segregated account, none of  which may be
spent in China. Most significantly, the U.S. contribution will
be automatically reduced dollar-for-dollar by the amount
UNFPA is spending in China.

On July 20, 1999, the House adopted the Gilman-
Campbell substitute amendment 221–198. YES is the
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amabalA
1 NAHALLAC )R( 0 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

2 TTEREVE )R( 6 3 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

3 YELIR )R( 0 3 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

4 TLOHREDA )R( 0 3 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

5 REMARC )D( 52 42 13 + + – – – – – – – – – – – – + +

6 SUHCAB )R( 0 41 4 – – ? – – – – – – – – – – – – –

7 DRAILLIH )D( 96 84 56 + + + – – – + – + + + + + – + +

aksalA
LA .D,GNUOY )R( 6 3 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

anozirA
1 NOMLAS )R( 6 12 72 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

2 ROTSAP )D( 18 97 88 + + + + + + – – – + + + + + + +

3 PMUTS )R( 6 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

4 GGEDAHS )R( 6 01 21 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

5 EBLOK )R( 91 82 51 – – – – – + – – – – – ? ? + + –

6 HTROWYAH )R( 31 71 21 – – – + – – – – – – – – – + – –

sasnakrA
1 YRREB )D( 13 82 – + – – – – + – – – – + – + + –

2 REDYNS )D( 88 97 + + + + + – + + + + – + + + + +

3 .A,NOSNIHCTUH )R( 6 12 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

4 YEKCID )R( 0 41 21 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

ainrofilaC
1 .M,NOSPMOHT )D( 96 + + + ? – – + – + + – + + + + +

2 REGREH )R( 6 7 0 – – – – – – – – – – – ? – + – –

3 ESO )R( 6 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – + –

4 ELTTILOOD )R( 6 7 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

5 IUSTAM )D( 49 68 69 + + + + + + + – + + + + + + + +

6 YESLOOW )D( 001 39 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +
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+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
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7 EGROEG,RELLIM )D( 49 39 29 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

8 ISOLEP )D( 49 09 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

9 EEL )D( 49 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

01 REHCSUAT )D( 18 09 + + + + + + + + + + – + – – + +

11 OBMOP )R( 6 01 8 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

21 SOTNAL )D( 96 79 88 + + + + + + + ? + + + ? ? – + ?

31 KRATS )D( 88 68 58 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – ? +

41 OOHSE )D( 49 79 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

51 .T,LLEBPMAC )R( 65 55 58 – + + + + – + + – – – – + + + –

61 NERGFOL )D( 36 38 29 + + ? + + + + + + ? ? ? ? – + +

71 RRAF )D( 88 09 69 ? + + + + + + – + + + + + + + +

81 TIDNOC )D( 44 43 13 – + – + – – + – – – – + – + + +

91 HCIVONADAR )R( 6 01 8 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

02 YELOOD )D( 05 43 53 + + + – – – + – – – – + – + + +

12 .W,SAMOHT )R( 6 41 21 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – + –

22 SPPAC )D( 18 38 + + + + + + + – + + – + – + + +

32 YLGELLAG )R( 31 01 8 – – – + – – + – – – – – – – – –

42 NAMREHS )D( 001 09 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

52 MC NOEK )R( 6 41 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

62 NAMREB )D( 49 68 29 ? + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

72 NAGOR )R( 6 82 – – – + – – – – – – – – – – – –

82 REIERD )R( 6 41 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

92 NAMXAW )D( 001 79 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

03 ARRECEB )D( 001 27 18 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

13 ZENITRAM )D( 57 25 56 + + + – + – + – ? + + + + + + +

23 NOXID )D( 001 09 29 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

33 DRALLA-LABYOR )D( 49 39 69 + + + + + + + + ? + + + + + + +

43 ONATILOPAN )D( 18 + + + + + – + – + + + + – + + +

53 SRETAW )D( 49 67 29 + + + + + + + ? + + + + + + + +

63 LLADNEKYUK )R( 52 + – – + – – + – – – – – – ? + –

73 M-REDNELLIM C DLANOD )D( 001 97 09 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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3 Rep. George Brown died on July 15, 1999 after an extended illness.  Rep. Jim Baca was elected by special election and sworn in on November 18, 1999 to fill
the vacancy created by Rep. Brown’s death.

83 NROH )R( 65 26 85 + – + – + – + + – + + – – – + +

93 ECYOR )R( 31 42 91 – – – – – – – + – – – – – + – –

04 YRREJ,SIWEL )R( 6 82 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – + –

14 YRAG,RELLIM )R( 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

24 .G,NWORB 3 )D( 05 97 18 I I + ? ? I ? ? I + + + + ? I I

34 TREVLAC )R( 0 41 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

44 ONOB )R( 0 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

54 REHCABARHOR )R( 31 42 51 – – – – – – + – – – – – – + – –

64 ZEHCNAS )D( 57 96 + + + + + – + + + + – + – – + +

74 XOC )R( 6 82 8 – – – ? – – – – – – ? – – + – –

84 DRAKCAP )R( 0 01 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

94 YARBLIB )R( 57 66 64 + + + + – + + + – + + + – + + ?

05 RENLIF )D( 001 39 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

15 MAHGNINNUC )R( 6 01 91 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

25 RETNUH )R( 0 41 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

odaroloC
1 DE ETTEG )D( 001 79 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

2 .M,LLADU )D( 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

3 MC SINNI )R( 31 41 51 – – – + – – – – – – – – – + – –

4 REFFAHCS )R( 6 7 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

5 YELFEH )R( 31 41 8 – – – – – – – + – – – – – + – –

6 ODERCNAT )R( 31 – – – – – – – + – – – – – + – –

tucitcennoC
1 NOSRAL )D( 49 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

2 NOSNEDJEG )D( 88 39 69 + + + + + + + + + + + ? + – + +

3 DE ORUAL )D( 001 001 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

4 SYAHS )R( 001 001 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

5 .J,YENOLAM )D( 18 38 + + + – + + + + + + – + + – + +

6 .N,NOSNHOJ )R( 96 68 45 + + + – – – + + + + – + – + + +
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erawaleD
LA ELTSAC )R( 57 67 26 + + + + + + + + – + – – – + + +

adirolF
1 HGUOROBRACS )R( 13 13 53 ? ? + ? + ? + + – + – – – ? – –

2 DYOB )D( 44 42 + + + – – – + – – – – – – + + +

3 .C,NWORB )D( 88 97 58 ? + + + + + + – + + + + + + + +

4 RELWOF )R( 91 12 8 + – – + – – – – – – – – – – + –

5 NAMRUHT )D( 65 54 56 + + + ? ? – ? – + + – + + ? + +

6 SNRAETS )R( 31 71 8 – – – – – + – – – – – – – + – –

7 ACIM )R( 0 01 8 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

8 MC MULLOC )R( 31 71 21 – – – – – – + ? – – – – – + – –

9 SIKARILIB )R( 0 83 53 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

01 .B,GNUOY )R( 0 71 91 – ? – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

11 .J,SIVAD )D( 36 67 + + + + ? – + – + – – + – + + +

21 YDANAC )R( 6 41 8 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

31 .D,RELLIM )R( 13 14 13 – – – – – + + + – – – – – + + –

41 SSOG )R( 52 14 05 – – – + – – + + – – – – – + – –

51 .D,NODLEW )R( 6 41 21 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

61 YELOF )R( 83 14 53 + – – + + – + – – – – – – + + –

71 KEEM )D( 18 67 88 + + + ? + + + – + + + + + ? + +

81 NENITHEL-SOR )R( 13 54 83 – – – – – – + + – – + + + – – –

91 RELXEW )D( 001 09 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

02 HCSTUED )D( 49 38 69 + + + + + + + + + + – + + + + +

12 TRALAB-ZAID )R( 52 13 13 – – – – – – + + – – + + – – – –

22 WAHS )R( 31 83 53 – – – – – – + – – – – – – – + –

32 .A,SGNITSAH )D( 88 68 69 + + + ? + + + + + + + + + ? + +

aigroeG
1 NOTSGNIK )R( 6 42 13 – – – – – – + – – – – – – – – –

2 POHSIB )D( 05 71 64 + – + + – – + – – – – + – + + +

3 .M,SNILLOC )R( 91 41 4 – – – + – – – + – – – – – + – –



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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4 Rep. Johnny Isakson was elected by special election and sworn in on February 25, 1999 to fill the vacancy created by the resignation of  Speaker of  the House
Newt Gingrich on November 6, 1998.

4 MC YENNIK )D( 49 79 29 ? + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

5 NHOJ,SIWEL )D( 49 38 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + ? +

6 NOSKASI 4 )R( 81 – – I – – – – – – I I I I + + –

7 RRAB )R( 91 01 4 – + – – – – – + – – – – – + – –

8 SSILBMAHC )R( 6 01 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

9 LAED )R( 31 71 72 – – – – – – + – – – – – – + – –

01 DOOWRON )R( 6 01 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

11 REDNIL )R( 31 01 8 – – – – – – – + – – – – – + – –

iiawaH
1 EIBMORCREBA )D( 49 97 29 + + + + + + + – + + + + + + + +

2 KNIM )D( 49 68 69 + + + + + + + – + + + + + + + +

ohadI
1 EGAH-HTEWONEHC )R( 6 7 0 ? – – ? – – – ? – – – – – + – –

2 NOSPMIS )R( 0 – – – ? – – – – – – – – – ? – –

sionillI
1 HSUR )D( 96 68 58 + + ? + + + + + + ? ? ? ? + + +

2 NOSKCAJ )D( 001 79 58 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

3 IKSNIPIL )D( 57 55 26 + + + – + – + + + + – + + + – +

4 ZERREITUG )D( 49 09 88 + + + + + – + + + + + + + + + +

5 HCIVEJOGALB )D( 49 39 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

6 EDYH )R( 0 01 8 – – – – – – – – – – – ? ? – – –

7 .D,SIVAD )D( 001 09 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

8 ENARC )R( 31 01 4 – – – – – + – – – – – – – + – –

9 YKSWOKAHCS )D( 49 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

01 RETROP )R( 65 27 56 + – – + + + + + – + – – – – + +

11 RELLEW )R( 31 82 51 – – – – – – + + – – – – – – – –

21 OLLETSOC )D( 96 96 45 + + + – + – + + + + – + + – – +

31 TREGGIB )R( 13 + – – + – – + + – – – – – – + –
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41 TRETSAH )R( 71 8 NOITERCSIDSIHTASETOVESUOHEHTFOREKAEPSEHT

51 GNIWE )R( 6 82 72 – – – – – – + – – ? – – – – – –

61 OLLUZNAM )R( 6 42 51 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

71 SNAVE )D( 49 39 69 + + + + – + + + + + + + + + + +

81 LA DOOH )R( 91 42 13 + – – – – – + – – + – – – – – –

91 SPLEHP )D( 36 + + + – + – + – – + + + + – – +

02 SUKMIHS )R( 0 7 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

anaidnI
1 YKSOLCSIV )D( 88 27 18 + + + + – – + + + + + + + + + +

2 MC HSOTNI )R( 6 41 8 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

3 REMEOR )D( 36 55 45 + + + + + – + + + – – + – + – –

4 REDUOS )R( 0 12 51 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

5 REYUB )R( 6 7 51 – – – – – – – – – – – ? ? + – –

6 NOTRUB )R( 0 3 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

7 ESAEP )R( 91 43 – – – + – – + + – – – – – – – –

8 RELTTETSOH )R( 31 7 51 – + – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

9 .B,LLIH )D( 05 + – + – + – + + + – – + – – + –

01 NOSRAC )D( 18 38 + + ? + + + + + + ? ? + + + + +

awoI
1 HCAEL )R( 65 67 26 + – + + + – + + – + – – – – + +

2 ELSSUN )R( 0 12 8 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

3 LLEWSOB )D( 05 43 + + + – – – + – – + – + – – + +

4 EKSNAG )R( 52 14 91 – – – – – – + – – + – – – – + +

5 MAHTAL )R( 0 41 8 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

sasnaK
1 YRREJ,NAROM )R( 31 71 – – – + – – + – – – – – – – – –

2 NUYR )R( 0 01 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

3 EROOM )D( 18 + + + + + – + + + + – + – + + +

4 TRHAIT )R( 0 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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5 Rep. Bob Livingston resigned from Congress on February 28, 1999.
6 Rep. David Vitter was elected by special election and sworn in on June 8, 1999 to fill the vacancy created by the resignation of  Rep. Bob Livingston.

ykcutneK
1 DLEIFTIHW )R( 31 12 21 – – – – – – + + – – – – – – – –

2 .R,SIWEL )R( 6 3 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

3 PUHTRON )R( 0 41 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

4 .K,SACUL )D( 91 – – – – – – + – – – – + – + – –

5 SREGOR )R( 6 01 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

6 REHCTELF )R( 6 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

anaisiuoL
1 NOTSGNIVIL 5 )R( 0 7 0 I I – I I I I I I – – – – I I I

1 RETTIV 6 )R( 0 – – I – – – – – – I I I I – – –

2 NOSREFFEJ )D( 36 55 77 + ? + – + + + – – + + + + – ? +

3 NIZUAT )R( 0 7 0 – – – ? – – – – – – – – – ? – –

4 MC YRERC )R( 0 01 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

5 YESKOOC )R( 6 01 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – + –

6 REKAB )R( 0 7 8 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – ? –

7 NHOJ )D( 0 01 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

eniaM
1 NELLA )D( 18 39 + + + ? + – + + + + + + + ? + +

2 ICCADLAB )D( 88 97 88 + + + + – – + + + + + + + + + +

dnalyraM
1 TSERHCLIG )R( 65 26 96 – – + + – – + + – + + – – + + +

2 HCILRHE )R( 52 82 13 – – – + – – + – – – – – – + + –

3 NIDRAC )D( 88 97 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + – – + +

4 NNYW )D( 18 97 29 + + + + ? + ? + – + + + + + + +

5 REYOH )D( 96 38 77 + + + + – – ? + – + + + + – + +

6 TTELTRAB )R( 6 7 21 – – – – – – + – – – – – – – – –

7 SGNIMMUC )D( 001 79 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

8 ALLEROM )R( 88 39 58 + – + + + – + + + + + + + + + +



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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sttesuhcassaM
1 REVLO )D( 001 79 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

2 LAEN )D( 49 39 29 ? + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

3 MC NREVOG )D( 001 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

4 KNARF )D( 88 09 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + ?

5 NAHEEM )D( 001 79 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

6 YENREIT )D( 49 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

7 YEKRAM )D( 001 38 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

8 ONAUPAC )D( 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

9 YELKAOM )D( 49 38 96 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

01 TNUHALED )D( 49 09 + + + + + + + + + + + + – + + +

nagihciM
1 KAPUTS )D( 57 95 45 + + + + – – + – + + + + + + – +

2 ARTSKEOH )R( 6 82 91 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

3 SRELHE )R( 83 26 05 – – – + – + + + – + – – – – – +

4 PMAC )R( 0 71 32 – ? – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

5 AICRAB )D( 05 43 64 + + + – – – + – + + – + – + – –

6 NOTPU )R( 44 25 05 + – – + – + + + – + – – – – + –

7 .N,HTIMS )R( 91 13 91 – – – – – – + – – + ? – – + – –

8 WONEBATS )D( 18 38 + + + + + + + – + + – + – + + +

9 EEDLIK )D( 49 96 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + – +

01 ROINOB )D( 001 38 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

11 GREBNELLONK )R( 0 01 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

21 .S,NIVEL )D( 49 68 69 + + + + + – + + + + + + + + + +

31 SREVIR )D( 36 09 69 + + + ? ? + ? + + + – + – ? + +

41 SREYNOC )D( 49 97 58 + + + + + + + + + ? + + + + + +

51 KCIRTAPLIK )D( 49 67 + + + + + ? + + + + + + + + + +

61 LLEGNID )D( 18 66 18 ? + + + + – + – + + + + + + + +

atosenniM
1 THCENKTUG )R( 6 71 21 – – – – – – – ? – – – – – + – –



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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2 EGNIM )D( 57 66 37 + + + + – + + – + + – + – + + +

3 DATSMAR )R( 57 38 45 + + + + + + + + + + – – – + + –

4 OTNEV )D( 49 09 29 + ? + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

5 OBAS )D( 49 09 18 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

6 REHTUL )D( 88 68 69 + + + + + + + + + + – + – + + +

7 .C,NOSRETEP )D( 83 12 83 + + + – – – + – – – – + – + – –

8 RATSREBO )D( 57 84 56 + + + – – + + – ? + + + + + + +

ippississiM
1 REKCIW )R( 0 7 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

2 .B,NOSPMOHT )D( 88 66 88 + + + + – + + – + + + + + + + +

3 GNIREKCIP )R( 6 7 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

4 SWOHS )D( 13 – – + + – – + – – – – + – + – –

5 .G,ROLYAT )D( 83 42 24 – – + + – – + + + + – – – – – –

iruossiM
1 YALC )D( 001 26 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

2 TNELAT )R( 31 71 51 – – – + – – + – – – – – – – – –

3 TDRAHPEG )D( 49 38 77 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

4 NOTLEKS )D( 83 12 72 – + + + – – + – – – – + – + – –

5 MC .K,YHTRAC )D( 18 68 29 + ? + + + + + + + + – + – + + +

6 RENNAD )D( 13 12 13 + + – + – – + – – – – – – + – –

7 TNULB )R( 0 01 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

8 NOSREME )R( 6 3 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

9 FOHSLUH )R( 13 13 – – – + + ? + + – – – – – + – –

anatnoM
LA .R,LLIH )R( 6 01 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

aksarbeN
1 RETUEREB )R( 83 12 83 – – – + ? ? + – – + – – – + + +

2 YRRET )R( 31 – – – – – – + – – – – – – + – –

3 .B,TTERRAB )R( 0 01 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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adaveN
1 YELKREB )D( 57 + – ? + + + – + + + + + – + + +

2 SNOBBIG )R( 31 82 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + + –

erihspmaHweN
1 UNUNUS )R( 91 43 – – – ? – + + + – – – – – ? – –

2 SSAB )R( 83 95 13 + – – + – – + + – – – – – + + –

yesreJweN
1 SWERDNA )D( 49 79 29 + + + + + + + + + + ? + + + + +

2 LO ODNOIB )R( 44 96 96 + – – + + + + + – – – – – + – –

3 NOTXAS )R( 36 66 05 – – + + + + + + – + + – – + – +

4 .C,HTIMS )R( 57 38 26 + + + + + + + + + + – – + + – –

5 AMEKUOR )R( 36 27 37 + – + + – + + + – + – – – + + +

6 ENOLLAP )D( 001 001 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

7 SKNARF )R( 96 38 85 + + – + + + + + – + – – – + + +

8 LLERCSAP )D( 001 09 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

9 NAMHTOR )D( 49 68 + + + + + – + + + + + + + + + +

01 ENYAP )D( 001 38 29 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

11 NESYUHGNILERF )R( 65 66 05 + – – + – + + + – + – – – + + +

21 TLOH )D( 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

31 ZEDNENEM )D( 001 39 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

ocixeMweN
1 NOSLIW )R( 6 71 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – + –

2 NEEKS )R( 6 12 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

3 .T,LLADU )D( 88 + + + + + – + – + + + + + + + +

kroYweN
1 SEBROF )D( 57 97 45 + + + + + + + + + + + – – – – +

2 OIZAL )R( 96 27 37 + + + + + + + + + – – + – – + –

3 GNIK )R( 13 41 4 – – – + – – + + – – – + – + – –

4 MC .C,YHTRAC )D( 18 09 + ? + + + + + + + + – + – + + +



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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5 NAMREKCA )D( 001 68 88 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

6 SKEEM )D( 18 77 ? + + + + + + – + + + + + – + +

7 YELWORC )D( 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

8 RELDAN )D( 001 79 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

9 RENIEW )D( 49 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

01 SNWOT )D( 88 09 69 ? + + + + + + + + + + + + + ? +

11 SNEWO )D( 001 39 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

21 ZEUQZALEV )D( 49 79 88 + + + + + – + + + + + + + + + +

31 ALLESSOF )R( 13 13 – – – + + – + + – – – – – + – –

41 .C,YENOLAM )D( 36 09 001 + + ? + + + + + + ? ? ? ? – + +

51 LEGNAR )D( 001 27 18 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

61 ONARRES )D( 001 27 29 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

71 LEGNE )D( 49 09 69 + + + + + + + – + + + + + + + +

81 YEWOL )D( 49 39 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

91 YLLEK )R( 96 38 85 + + + + + + + + – + – – – + + –

02 NAMLIG )R( 36 67 56 + + – + + + + + – + – + – – + –

12 MC YTLUN )D( 88 38 77 + + + + ? + ? + + + + + + + + +

22 YENEEWS )R( 31 – – – ? – – + – – – – – – ? + –

32 TRELHEOB )R( 57 27 77 + – + + – – + + – + + + + + + +

42 MC HGUH )R( 52 42 91 + – – + – – + – – – – – – + – –

52 HSLAW )R( 13 25 91 – – – + + – + – – + – – – – – +

62 YEHCNIH )D( 18 001 001 + + + + + + + – + + + + + – ? +

72 SDLONYER )R( 91 – – – + – – + ? – – – – – + – –

82 RETHGUALS )D( 49 39 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

92 LA ECLAF )D( 88 97 88 + + + + + + + – + + + + + + – +

03 NNIUQ )R( 44 25 24 + – – + – – + – – + – + + + – –

13 NOTHGUOH )R( 44 43 32 + – – + – – – + – + – – – + + +

aniloraChtroN
1 NOTYALC )D( 18 97 29 + + + + – – + – + + + + + + + +

2 EGDIREHTE )D( 57 66 ? + + + + – + + + + – + – + + +

3 SENOJ )R( 52 01 4 – + ? – + – – + – – – – – + – –



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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4 ECIRP )D( 18 38 + + + + + – + + + + – + – + + +

5 RRUB )R( 0 01 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

6 ELBOC )R( 6 41 21 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + ? –

7 MC ERYTNI )D( 83 43 + + – + – – + – – – – + – + – –

8 SEYAH )R( 31 – – – – – – + – – – – – – + – –

9 KCIRYM )R( 6 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

01 REGNELLAB )R( 6 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

11 .C,ROLYAT )R( 6 7 8 ? – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

21 TTAW )D( 88 38 69 + + + + + – + – + + + + + + + +

atokaDhtroN
LA YOREMOP )D( 65 83 26 + + + – + – + – – + – + – – + +

oihO
1 TOBAHC )R( 83 83 72 – + – – + – + + – – – + – + – –

2 NAMTROP )R( 52 83 13 – – – – + + + – – – – – – + – –

3 .T,LLAH )D( 57 66 77 + + + + + – + + + + + + – – – +

4 YELXO )R( 0 7 4 ? – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

5 ROMLLIG )R( 0 71 13 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

6 DNALKCIRTS )D( 96 67 + – + – – – + + + + – + + + + +

7 NOSBOH )R( 6 13 91 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – + –

8 RENHEOB )R( 0 7 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

9 RUTPAK )D( 18 67 58 + – + + + + + – + + + + – + + +

01 HCINICUK )D( 88 68 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – – +

11 SENOJSBBUT )D( 88 + + + + + + + + + + + – + + +

21 HCISAK )R( 6 83 72 – – – ? – – + – – – – – – ? – –

31 .S,NWORB )D( 49 39 29 + + + + + + ? + + + + + + + + +

41 REYWAS )D( 001 68 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

51 ECYRP )R( 6 71 91 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – + –

61 ALUGER )R( 31 42 91 – – – – – + – – – – – – – – + –

71 TNACIFART )D( 91 01 51 – – – – – – + – + – – + – – – –

81 YEN )R( 0 71 21 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

91 LA ETTERUOT )R( 52 43 53 – – – – – – – + – + – – – + + –



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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amohalkO
1 TNEGRAL )R( 31 71 21 – – – – – + – + – – – – – – – –

2 NRUBOC )R( 52 3 51 – + – – – + – + – – – – – + – –

3 SNIKTAW )R( 0 01 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

4 STTAW )R( 0 3 8 – – ? – – – – – – – – – – – – –

5 KOOTSI )R( 0 7 21 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

6 .F,SACUL )R( 0 7 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

nogerO
1 UW )D( 88 + + + + + – + + + + + + – + + +

2 NEDLAW )R( 6 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

3 REUANEMULB )D( 88 09 98 ? + + + + – + + + + + + + + + +

4 DE OIZAF )D( 88 79 88 + + + + – – + + + + + + + + + +

5 YELOOH )D( 18 39 + + + + + – + – + + – + + + + +

ainavlysnneP
1 .R,YDARB )D( 18 71 + + + – – + + + + + + + + – + +

2 HATTAF )D( 88 96 88 + + + – + + + + + + + + + – + +

3 IKSROB )D( 88 67 88 + + + – + + + + + + + + + – + +

4 KNILK )D( 96 25 85 + + ? – – – + + + + + + + – + +

5 .J,NOSRETEP )R( 0 3 – – – – – – – – ? – – – – – ? ?

6 NEDLOH )D( 65 83 24 + + + – – + + – + + – + – – ? +

7 .C,NODLEW )R( 52 25 45 – – + – – ? + – – + – + – – – –

8 DOOWNEERG )R( 05 27 85 + – – + – – + + – + + – – – + +

9 RETSUHS )R( 0 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

01 DOOWREHS )R( 6 – – – – – – + – – – – – – – – –

11 IKSROJNAK )D( 18 67 77 + + + – + + + – + + + + + – + +

21 AHTRUM )D( 83 54 05 + – – – – – + – + – – + – – + +

31 LEFFEOH )D( 49 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

41 ENYOC )D( 88 09 88 + + + – + + + + + + + + + – + +

51 YEMOOT )R( 13 – + – – – + + + – – – – – + – –

61 STTIP )R( 6 71 – – ? – – – – – – – – – – + – –



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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71 SAKEG )R( 0 41 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

81 ELYOD )D( 65 14 24 ? + + – – – + + + + – + – – + +

91 GNILDOOG )R( 6 41 91 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

02 ARACSAM )D( 65 25 05 + – + – – – + – + + + + + – – +

12 HSILGNE )R( 91 83 83 – – – – – – + + – – – – – – ? +

dnalsIedohR
1 .P,YDENNEK )D( 49 79 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + ? +

2 DNAGYEW )D( 18 27 + + + + + + + + + + – + – + – +

aniloraChtuoS
1 DROFNAS )R( 83 25 26 – + – + – + + + – – – – – + – –

2 ECNEPS )R( 6 7 4 – – – + – – – – – – – – – – – –

3 .L,MAHARG )R( 6 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

4 DE TNIM )R( 31 – – – – – – – + – – – – – + – –

5 TTARPS )D( 36 67 77 + + ? + + – + – + ? ? + – + + +

6 NRUBYLC )D( 49 38 29 + + + + + + + – + + + + + + + +

atokaDhtuoS
LA ENUHT )R( 6 71 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

eessenneT
1 SNIKNEJ )R( 31 3 – – – + – – – ? – – – – – + – –

2 NACNUD )R( 31 41 51 – – – – – – – + – – – – – + – –

3 PMAW )R( 31 01 51 – – – – – + + – – – – – – – – –

4 YRAELLIH )R( 31 01 21 – – – + – – – – – – – – – + – –

5 TNEMELC )D( 44 66 56 + + – + – – + – – – – + – – + +

6 NODROG )D( 65 26 26 + + – + + – + – + – – + – – + +

7 TNAYRB )R( 6 01 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

8 RENNAT )D( 13 83 13 – – – + – – + – – – – + – + + –

9 DROF )D( 18 54 + + + + + – + – + + – + + + + +



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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saxeT
1 NILDNAS )D( 91 12 – – – – – – + – – – – + – – + –

2 RENRUT )D( 83 12 – – – + – – + – – – – + – + + +

3 .S,NOSNHOJ )R( 6 7 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

4 .R,LLAH )D( 0 01 51 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

5 .P,SNOISSES )R( 6 3 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

6 NOTRAB )R( 0 7 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

7 REHCRA )R( 6 71 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

8 .K,YDARB )R( 0 3 – – ? – – – – ? – – ? ? ? – – –

9 NOSPMAL )D( 57 38 + – + + + – + – + + + + + – + +

01 TTEGGOD )D( 49 001 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

11 .C,SDRAWDE )D( 44 13 53 + + + – – – + – – – ? + – – + +

21 REGNARG )R( 6 01 – – – – – – – – – – ? – – – + –

31 YRREBNROHT )R( 0 7 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

41 LUAP )R( 52 83 – + – – – + – + – – – – – + – –

51 ASOJONIH )D( 36 95 + + + + – – + – + + – + – – + +

61 SEYER )D( 36 55 + + + + + – – – + + – + + – + ?

71 MLOHNETS )D( 0 01 51 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

81 EELNOSKCAJ )D( 57 95 18 + ? + + + – + + + + – + + – + +

91 TSEBMOC )R( 0 3 0 – – – ? ? – ? – – – – – – ? ? –

02 ZELAZNOG )D( 49 + + + + + + + + + + + + + – + +

12 .L,HTIMS )R( 0 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

22 DE YAL )R( 6 01 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

32 ALLINOB )R( 0 7 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

42 TSORF )D( 36 54 56 + + + – – – + – – + + + – + + +

52 NESTNEB )D( 36 67 96 + – + + – – + – + + – + + – + +

62 YEMRA )R( 6 71 4 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

72 ZITRO )D( 44 82 72 + – + – – – – – + + – + + – ? +

82 ZEUGIRDOR )D( 18 46 + + + + + – + – + + + + + – + +

92 .G,NEERG )D( 57 25 85 + + + – + – + + + + – + + – + +

03 .B.E,NOSNHOJ )D( 18 26 77 + + + + + – + – + + + + + – + +



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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hatU
1 NESNAH )R( 31 01 8 – – – + – – – – – – – – – + – –

2 KOOC )R( 91 42 – – – + – – – – – + – – – + – –

3 NONNAC )R( 6 01 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

tnomreV
LA SREDNAS )I( 001 79 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

ainigriV
1 NAMETAB )R( 0 01 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

2 TTEKCIP )D( 52 41 21 + – – – – – + ? – – – + – – – +

3 TTOCS )D( 18 97 18 + + + – + + + – + + + + + – + +

4 YKSISIS )D( 13 41 02 + – – – – – + + – – – – – – + +

5 EDOOG )D( 91 41 – – – + – – + – – – – – – + – –

6 ETTALDOOG )R( 6 41 91 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

7 YELILB )R( 0 7 4 ? – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

8 SEMAJ,NAROM )D( 57 38 88 + + + – + + + + + + – + – – + +

9 REHCUOB )D( 96 96 58 + – + – + – + ? + + + + + – + +

01 FLOW )R( 91 42 13 + – – – – – + – – + – – – – – –

11 .T,SIVAD )R( 52 25 24 + – ? ? – – + + – – – – – ? + –

notgnihsaW
1 EELSNI )D( 001 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

2 FLACTEM )R( 91 42 32 – – – + – – – + – – – – – + – –

3 DRIAB )D( 88 + + + + – – + + + + + + + + + +

4 .D,SGNITSAH )R( 0 01 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – – – –

5 TTUCREHTEN )R( 31 01 4 – – – + – – – – – – – – – + – –

6 SKCID )D( 18 96 96 + + + + – – + – + + + + + + + +

7 MC TTOMRED )D( 65 38 69 + + + ? ? + ? + ? + + + + ? ? ?

8 NNUD )R( 6 12 21 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –

9 .A,HTIMS )D( 88 38 + + + + + + + + + + – + – + + +



House Votes

+ = Pro-environment action
– = Anti-environment action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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ainigriVtseW
1 NAHOLLOM )D( 52 54 51 + – – – – – + – + ? + – – – – ?

2 ESIW )D( 05 66 77 + – + – – – + – + + – + – – + +

3 LLAHAR )D( 57 26 18 + – + + + – + – + + + + + + – +

nisnocsiW
1 NAYR )R( 13 – + – – + ? + + – – – – – + – –

2 NIWDLAB )D( 57 + + + ? ? + ? + + + + + + ? + +

3 DNIK )D( 18 38 + + + + + – + + + + – + – + + +

4 AKZCELK )D( 001 39 77 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

5 .T,TTERRAB )D( 001 79 69 + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

6 IRTEP )R( 91 54 64 – – – – – – + + – – – – – + – –

7 YEBO )D( 49 38 96 + + + + – + + + + + + + + + + +

8 .M,NEERG )R( 31 – – – – – – + + – – – – – – – –

9 RENNERBNESNES )R( 91 54 83 – – – – – – + + – – – – – + – –

gnimoyW
LA NIBUC )R( 6 3 0 – – – – – – – – – – – – – + – –
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Campaign Finance Reform

n the first session of the 106th Congress, both the House and Senate spent considerable time

debating the issue of  campaign finance reform. The bills under consideration in both houses would have

banned “soft money” contributions to political parties for so-called “party building” activities from corporations,

unions and wealthy donors. Corporate interests, such as auto manufacturing, mining and oil, have made large soft

money contributions to the major political parties in recent election cycles—the link between these contributions

and attempts to weaken environmental laws is played out elsewhere in this Scorecard. We are including key

votes on campaign finance reform in this year’s Scorecard because we recognize the potential importance of  this

issue to the environment.

The House and Senate votes that best indicate the position of  members of  Congress on the issue of  campaign

finance reform are presented below. These votes are included in the Scorecard for informational purposes only and

were not used in calculating members’ scores.

House Passes Reform Bill (H.R. 417)
In 1999 Representatives Christopher Shays (R-CT)

and Martin Meehan (D-MA) introduced a campaign finance
reform bill (H.R. 417) that would have:

■   Banned “soft money,” the unlimited and unregulated
donations by corporations, unions and wealthy people that
have become the fastest growing source of  cash for the
national party committees;

■   Required “issue advocacy” ads—which are sponsored
by third parties and promote candidates by detailing their
positions on specific issues, but without making explicit
endorsements—to meet the same disclosure and contribu-
tion limits as campaign ads; and

■   Restricted the use of  non-member union dues for po-
litical purposes.

Despite several attempts to substitute less stringent
legislation or to add damaging amendments to H.R. 417, the
bill passed as originally written. H.R. 417 passed the House
on September 14, 1999 by a vote of  252–177. YES is the
pro-reform vote.

Senate Reform Effort Fails (S.1593)
Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and Russ Feingold

(D-WI) initially introduced a campaign finance bill (S. 26)
that was substantially similar to the Shays/Meehan bill in
the House. However, two days after the House passed its
bill, McCain and Feingold introduced a new bill (S. 1593)
containing a soft-money ban and union dues restrictions but
missing the issue ad provision. They hoped to either gain GOP
supporters or get a test vote on the issue ad proposal by
having it put forward as a distinct amendment on the floor.

The Senate took up the new McCain/Feingold bill in
mid-October. A pair of  cloture votes failed to halt a filibus-
ter coordinated by Mitch McConnell (R-KY) and the Senate
did not hold a final vote on the bill. Senate debate on an issue
can continue indefinitely without a final vote on passage un-
less 60 senators vote to invoke “cloture,” thereby cutting off
debate. However, in a bellwether vote on this issue, 53 senators
voted to limit debate (invoke cloture) on an amendment
offered by Senator Harry Reid (D-NV) that contained the
soft money ban. YES is the pro-reform vote.

I
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ALABAMA
1 Callahan (R) –
2 Everett (R) –
3 Riley (R) –
4 Aderholt (R) –
5 Cramer (D) +
6 Bachus (R) +
7 Hilliard (D) +

ALASKA
AL Young, D. (R) –

ARIZONA
1 Salmon (R) –
2 Pastor (D) +
3 Stump (R) –
4 Shadegg (R) –
5 Kolbe (R) –
6 Hayworth (R) –

ARKANSAS
1 Berry (D) +
2 Snyder (D) +
3 Hutchinson, A. (R) –
4 Dickey (R) –

CALIFORNIA
1 Thompson, M. (D) +
2 Herger (R) –
3 Ose (R) +
4 Doolittle (R) –
5 Matsui (D) +
6 Woolsey (D) +
7 Miller, George (D) +
8 Pelosi (D) +
9 Lee (D) +
10 Tauscher (D) +
11 Pombo (R) –
12 Lantos (D) +
13 Stark (D) +
14 Eshoo (D) +
15 Campbell, T. (R) +
16 Lofgren (D) +
17 Farr (D) +
18 Condit (D) +

19 Radanovich (R) –
20 Dooley (D) +
21 Thomas, W. (R) –
22 Capps (D) +
23 Gallegly (R) +
24 Sherman (D) +
25 McKeon (R) –
26 Berman (D) +
27 Rogan (R) –
28 Dreier (R) –
29 Waxman (D) +
30 Becerra (D) +
31 Martinez (D) +
32 Dixon (D) +
33 Roybal-Allard (D) +
34 Napolitano (D) +
35 Waters (D) +
36 Kuykendall (R) +
37 Millender-

McDonald (D) +
38 Horn (R) +
39 Royce (R) –
40 Lewis, Jerry (R) –
41 Miller, Gary (R) –
42 Brown, G. I
43 Calvert (R) –
44 Bono (R) –
45 Rohrabacher (R) –
46 Sanchez (D) +
47 Cox (R) –
48 Packard (R) –
49 Bilbray (R) +
50 Filner (D) +
51 Cunningham (R) –
52 Hunter (R) –

COLORADO
1 DeGette (D) +
2 Udall, M. (D) +
3 McInnis (R) –
4 Schaffer (R) –
5 Hefley (R) –
6 Tancredo (R) –

CONNECTICUT
1 Larson (D) +
2 Gejdenson (D) +
3 DeLauro (D) +
4 Shays (R) +
5 Maloney, J. (D) +
6 Johnson, N. (R) +

DELAWARE
AL Castle (R) +

FLORIDA
1 Scarborough (R) –
2 Boyd (D) +
3 Brown, C. (D) +
4 Fowler (R) –
5 Thurman (D) +
6 Stearns (R) –
7 Mica (R) –
8 McCollum (R) –
9 Bilirakis (R) –
10 Young, B. (R) –
11 Davis, J. (D) +
12 Canady (R) –
13 Miller, D. (R) –
14 Goss (R) –
15 Weldon, D. (R) –
16 Foley (R) +
17 Meek (D) +
18 Ros-Lehtinen (R) ?
19 Wexler (D) +
20 Deutsch (D) +
21 Diaz-Balart (R) –
22 Shaw (R) ?
23 Hastings, A. (D) ?

GEORGIA
1 Kingston (R) ?
2 Bishop (D) –
3 Collins, M. (R) +
4 McKinney (D) +
5 Lewis, John (D) +
6 Isakson (R) –
7 Barr (R) –
8 Chambliss (R) –
9 Deal (R) +
10 Norwood (R) –
11 Linder (R) –

HAWAII
1 Abercrombie (D) +
2 Mink (D) –

IDAHO
1 Chenoweth-Hage (R) –
2 Simpson (R) –

ILLINOIS
1 Rush (D) +
2 Jackson (D) +

3 Lipinski (D) +
4 Gutierrez (D) +
5 Blagojevich (D) +
6 Hyde (R) –
7 Davis, D. (D) +
8 Crane (R) –
9 Schakowsky (D) +
10 Porter (R) +
11 Weller (R) –
12 Costello (D) +
13 Biggert (R) –
14 Hastert (R) –
15 Ewing (R) –
16 Manzullo (R) –
17 Evans (D) +
18 LaHood (R) –
19 Phelps (D) +
20 Shimkus (R) +

INDIANA
1 Visclosky (D) +
2 McIntosh (R) –
3 Roemer (D) +
4 Souder (R) –
5 Buyer (R) –
6 Burton (R) –
7 Pease (R) –
8 Hostettler (R) –
9 Hill, B. (D) +
10 Carson (D) +

IOWA
1 Leach (R) +
2 Nussle (R) –
3 Boswell (D) +
4 Ganske (R) +
5 Latham (R) –

KANSAS
1 Moran, Jerry (R) –
2 Ryun (R) –
3 Moore (D) +
4 Tiahrt (R) –

KENTUCKY
1 Whitfield (R) –
2 Lewis, R. (R) –
3 Northup (R) –
4 Lucas, K. (D) +
5 Rogers (R) –
6 Fletcher (R) –

House Reform Bill (H.R. 417)

+ = Pro-reform action
– = Anti-reform action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)

KEY
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LOUISIANA
1 Vitter (R) –
2 Jefferson (D) +
3 Tauzin (R) –
4 McCrery (R) –
5 Cooksey (R) –
6 Baker (R) –
7 John (D) –

MAINE
1 Allen (D) +
2 Baldacci (D) +

MARYLAND
1 Gilchrest (R) +
2 Ehrlich (R) –
3 Cardin (D) +
4 Wynn (D) +
5 Hoyer (D) +
6 Bartlett (R) –
7 Cummings (D) +
8 Morella (R) +

MASSACHUSETTS
1 Olver (D) +
2 Neal (D) +
3 McGovern (D) +
4 Frank (D) +
5 Meehan (D) +
6 Tierney (D) +
7 Markey (D) +
8 Capuano (D) +
9 Moakley (D) +
10 Delahunt (D) +

MICHIGAN
1 Stupak (D) –
2 Hoekstra (R) –
3 Ehlers (R) –
4 Camp (R) –
5 Barcia (D) –
6 Upton (R) +
7 Smith, N. (R) +
8 Stabenow (D) +

9 Kildee (D) +
10 Bonior (D) +
11 Knollenberg (R) –
12 Levin, S. (D) +
13 Rivers (D) +
14 Conyers (D) +
15 Kilpatrick (D) +
16 Dingell (D) +

MINNESOTA
1 Gutknecht (R) –
2 Minge (D) +
3 Ramstad (R) +
4 Vento (D) +
5 Sabo (D) +
6 Luther (D) +
7 Peterson, C. (D) –
8 Oberstar (D) +

MISSISSIPPI
1 Wicker (R) –
2 Thompson, B. (D) +
3 Pickering (R) –
4 Shows (D) +
5 Taylor, G. (D) +

MISSOURI
1 Clay (D) +
2 Talent (R) –
3 Gephardt (D) +
4 Skelton (D) +
5 McCarthy, K. (D) +
6 Danner (D) +
7 Blunt (R) –
8 Emerson (R) –
9 Hulshof (R) +

MONTANA
AL Hill, R. (R) +

NEBRASKA
1 Bereuter (R) +
2 Terry (R) –
3 Barrett, B. (R) +

NEVADA
1 Berkley (D) +
2 Gibbons (R) –

NEW HAMPSHIRE
1 Sununu (R) –
2 Bass (R) +

NEW JERSEY
1 Andrews (D) +
2 LoBiondo (R) +
3 Saxton (R) +
4 Smith, C. (R) –
5 Roukema (R) +
6 Pallone (D) +
7 Franks (R) +
8 Pascrell (D) +
9 Rothman (D) +
10 Payne (D) +
11 Frelinghuysen (R) +
12 Holt (D) +
13 Menendez (D) +

NEW MEXICO
1 Wilson (R) –
2 Skeen (R) –
3 Udall, T. (D) +

NEW YORK
1 Forbes (D) +
2 Lazio (R) +
3 King (R) –
4 McCarthy, C. (D) +
5 Ackerman (D) +
6 Meeks (D) +
7 Crowley (D) +
8 Nadler (D) +
9 Weiner (D) +
10 Towns (D) +
11 Owens (D) +
12 Velazquez (D) +
13 Fossella (R) –
14 Maloney, C. (D) +
15 Rangel (D) +
16 Serrano (D) +
17 Engel (D) +
18 Lowey (D) +
19 Kelly (R) +
20 Gilman (R) +
21 McNulty (D) +
22 Sweeney (R) –
23 Boehlert (R) +
24 McHugh (R) +
25 Walsh (R) +
26 Hinchey (D) +
27 Reynolds (R) –
28 Slaughter (D) +
29 LaFalce (D) +
30 Quinn (R) +
31 Houghton (R) +

NORTH CAROLINA
1 Clayton (D) +
2 Etheridge (D) +
3 Jones (R) –
4 Price (D) +
5 Burr (R) –
6 Coble (R) –
7 McIntyre (D) +
8 Hayes (R) –
9 Myrick (R) –
10 Ballenger (R) –
11 Taylor, C. (R) –
12 Watt (D) +

NORTH DAKOTA
AL Pomeroy (D) +

OHIO
1 Chabot (R) –
2 Portman (R) –
3 Hall, T. (D) +
4 Oxley (R) –
5 Gillmor (R) +
6 Strickland (D) +
7 Hobson (R) –
8 Boehner (R) –
9 Kaptur (D) +
10 Kucinich (D) +
11 Tubbs Jones (D) +
12 Kasich (R) –
13 Brown, S. (D) +
14 Sawyer (D) +
15 Pryce (R) ?
16 Regula (R) +
17 Traficant (D) –
18 Ney (R) –
19 LaTourette (R) +

OKLAHOMA
1 Largent (R) –
2 Coburn (R) –
3 Watkins (R) –
4 Watts (R) –
5 Istook (R) –
6 Lucas, F. (R) –

OREGON
1 Wu (D) +
2 Walden (R) –
3 Blumenauer (D) +
4 DeFazio (D) +
5 Hooley (D) +

House Reform Bill (H.R. 417)

+ = Pro-reform action
– = Anti-reform action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)

KEY
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PENNSYLVANIA
1 Brady, R. (D) +
2 Fattah (D) +
3 Borski (D) +
4 Klink (D) +
5 Peterson, J. (R) –
6 Holden (D) +
7 Weldon, C. (R) +
8 Greenwood (R) +
9 Shuster (R) –
10 Sherwood (R) –
11 Kanjorski (D) +
12 Murtha (D) –
13 Hoeffel (D) +
14 Coyne (D) +
15 Toomey (R) –
16 Pitts (R) –
17 Gekas (R) –
18 Doyle (D) +
19 Goodling (R) –
20 Mascara (D) +
21 English (R) –

RHODE ISLAND
1 Kennedy, P. (D) +
2 Weygand (D) +

SOUTH CAROLINA
1 Sanford (R) +
2 Spence (R) –
3 Graham, L. (R) +
4 DeMint (R) –
5 Spratt (D) +
6 Clyburn (D) +

SOUTH DAKOTA
AL Thune (R) +

TENNESSEE
1 Jenkins (R) –
2 Duncan (R) +
3 Wamp (R) +
4 Hilleary (R) –
5 Clement (D) +
6 Gordon (D) +
7 Bryant (R) –
8 Tanner (D) +
9 Ford (D) +

TEXAS
1 Sandlin (D) +
2 Turner (D) +
3 Johnson, S. (R) –
4 Hall, R. (D) –
5 Sessions, P. (R) –
6 Barton (R) –
7 Archer (R) –
8 Brady, K. (R) –
9 Lampson (D) +
10 Doggett (D) +
11 Edwards, C. (D) +

12 Granger (R) –
13 Thornberry (R) –
14 Paul (R) –
15 Hinojosa (D) +
16 Reyes (D) +
17 Stenholm (D) +
18 Jackson-Lee, S. (D) +
19 Combest (R) –
20 Gonzalez (D) +
21 Smith, L. (R) –
22 DeLay (R) –
23 Bonilla (R) –
24 Frost (D) +
25 Bentsen (D) +
26 Armey (R) –
27 Ortiz (D) +
28 Rodriguez (D) +
29 Green, G. (D) +
30 Johnson, E.B. (D) +

UTAH
1 Hansen (R) –
2 Cook (R) +
3 Cannon (R) –

VERMONT
AL Sanders (I) +

VIRGINIA
1 Bateman (R) –
2 Pickett (D) +
3 Scott (D) –
4 Sisisky (D) +
5 Goode (D) –
6 Goodlatte (R) –

7 Bliley (R) –
8 Moran, James (D) +
9 Boucher (D) +
10 Wolf  (R) +
11 Davis, T. (R) –

WASHINGTON
1 Inslee (D) +
2 Metcalf (R) +
3 Baird (D) +
4 Hastings, D. (R) –
5 Nethercutt (R) –
6 Dicks (D) +
7 McDermott (D) +
8 Dunn (R) –
9 Smith, A. (D) +

WEST VIRGINIA
1 Mollohan (D) –
2 Wise (D) +
3 Rahall (D) –

WISCONSIN
1 Ryan (R) –
2 Baldwin (D) +
3 Kind (D) +
4 Kleczka (D) +
5 Barrett, T. (D) +
6 Petri (R) +
7 Obey (D) +
8 Green, M. (R) –
9 Sensenbrenner (R) –

WYOMING
AL Cubin (R) –

House Reform Bill (H.R. 417)

+ = Pro-reform action
– = Anti-reform action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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ALABAMA
Sessions, J. (R) –
Shelby (R) –

ALASKA
Murkowski (R) –
Stevens (R) –

ARIZONA
Kyl (R) –
McCain (R) +

ARKANSAS
Hutchinson, T. (R) +
Lincoln (D) +

CALIFORNIA
Boxer (D) +
Feinstein (D) +

COLORADO
Allard (R) –
Campbell, B. (R) –

CONNECTICUT
Dodd (D) +
Lieberman (D) +

DELAWARE
Biden (D) +
Roth (R) +

FLORIDA
Graham, B. (D) +
Mack (R) –

GEORGIA
Cleland (D) +
Coverdell (R) –

HAWAII
Akaka (D) +
Inouye (D) +

IDAHO
Craig (R) –
Crapo (R) –

ILLINOIS
Durbin (D) +
Fitzgerald (R) –

INDIANA
Bayh (D) +
Lugar (R) –

IOWA
Grassley (R) –
Harkin (D) +

KANSAS
Brownback (R) +
Roberts (R) –

KENTUCKY
Bunning (R) –
McConnell (R) –

LOUISIANA
Breaux (D) +
Landrieu (D) +

MAINE
Collins, S. (R) +
Snowe (R) +

MARYLAND
Mikulski (D) +
Sarbanes (D) +

MASSACHUSETTS
Kennedy, E. (D) +
Kerry (D) +

MICHIGAN
Abraham (R) –
Levin, C. (D) +

MINNESOTA
Grams (R) –
Wellstone (D) +

MISSISSIPPI
Cochran (R) –
Lott (R) –

MISSOURI
Ashcroft (R) –
Bond (R) –

MONTANA
Baucus (D) +
Burns (R) –

NEBRASKA
Hagel (R) –
Kerrey (D) +

NEVADA
Bryan (D) +
Reid (D) +

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Gregg (R) –
Smith, R. (R) –

NEW JERSEY
Lautenberg (D) +
Torricelli (D) +

NEW MEXICO
Bingaman (D) +
Domenici (R) –

NEW YORK
Moynihan (D) +
Schumer (D) +

NORTH CAROLINA
Edwards, J. (D) +
Helms (R) –

NORTH DAKOTA
Conrad (D) +
Dorgan (D) +

OHIO
DeWine (R) –
Voinovich (R) –

OKLAHOMA
Inhofe (R) –
Nickles (R) –

OREGON
Smith, G. (R) –
Wyden (D) +

PENNSYLVANIA
Santorum (R) –
Specter (R) –

RHODE ISLAND
Chafee, J. (R) –
Reed (D) +

SOUTH CAROLINA
Hollings (D) +
Thurmond (R) –

SOUTH DAKOTA
Daschle (D) +
Johnson, T. (D) +

TENNESSEE
Frist (R) –
Thompson, F. (R) +

TEXAS
Gramm (R) –
Hutchison (R) –

UTAH
Bennett (R) –
Hatch (R) –

VERMONT
Jeffords (R) +
Leahy (D) +

VIRGINIA
Robb (D) +
Warner (R) –

WASHINGTON
Gorton (R) –
Murray (D) +

WEST VIRGINIA
Byrd (D) +
Rockefeller (D) +

WISCONSIN
Feingold (D) +
Kohl (D) +

WYOMING
Enzi (R) –
Thomas, C. (R) –

Senate Reform Bill (S. 1593)

+ = Pro-reform action
– = Anti-reform action
I = Ineligible to vote
? = Absence (counts as negative)
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Members of the First Session
of the 106th Congress

Abercrombie, Neil (D) HI-1 94

Ackerman, Gary (D) NY-5 100

Aderholt, Robert (R) AL-4 0

Allen, Thomas (D) ME-1 81

Andrews, Robert (D) NJ-1 94

Archer, Bill (R) TX-7 6

Armey, Richard (R) TX-26 6

Bachus, Spencer (R) AL-6 0

Baird, Brian (D) WA-3 88

Baker, Richard (R) LA-6 0

Baldacci, John (D) ME-2 88

Baldwin, Tammy (D) WI-2 75

Ballenger, Cass (R) NC-10 6

Barcia, James (D) MI-5 50

Barr, Bob (R) GA-7 19

Barrett, Bill (R) NE-3 0

Barrett, Thomas (D) WI-5 100

Bartlett, Roscoe (R) MD-6 6

Barton, Joe (R) TX-6 0

Bass, Charles (R) NH-2 38

Bateman, Herbert (R) VA-1 0

Becerra, Xavier (D) CA-30 100

Bentsen, Ken (D) TX-25 63

Bereuter, Doug (R) NE-1 38

Berkley, Shelley (D) NV-1 75

Berman, Howard (D) CA-26 94

Berry, Marion (D) AR-1 31

1999 House LCV Scores

MEMBER SCORE (%) MEMBER SCORE (%) MEMBER SCORE (%)

Abraham, Spencer (R) MI 0

Akaka, Daniel (D) HI 89

Allard, Wayne (R) CO 0

Ashcroft, John (R) MO 0

Baucus, Max (D) MT 78

Bayh, Evan (D) IN 67

Bennett, Robert (R) UT 0

Biden, Joseph (D) DE 78

Bingaman, Jeff  (D) NM 67

Bond, Christopher “Kit” (R) MO 0

Boxer, Barbara (D) CA 89

Breaux, John (D) LA 0

Brownback, Sam (R) KS 33

Bryan, Richard (D) NV 78

Bunning, Jim (R) KY 0

Burns, Conrad (R) MT 0

Byrd, Robert (D) WV 22

Campbell, Ben Nighthorse (R) CO 0

Chafee, Lincoln (R) RI 100

Chafee, John (R) RI 50

Cleland, Max (D) GA 89

Cochran, Thad (R) MS 0

Collins, Susan (R) ME 67

Conrad, Kent (D) ND 56

Coverdell, Paul (R) GA 0

Craig, Larry (R) ID 0

Crapo, Michael (R) ID 0

Daschle, Thomas (D) SD 56

DeWine, Mike (R) OH 11

Dodd, Christopher (D) CT 89

Domenici, Pete (R) NM 0

Dorgan, Byron (D) ND 78

Durbin, Richard (D) IL 100

Edwards, John (D) NC 78

Enzi, Michael (R) WY 0

Feingold, Russ (D) WI 100

Feinstein, Dianne (D) CA 100

Fitzgerald, Peter (R) IL 44

Frist, Bill (R) TN 0

Gorton, Slade (R) WA 11

Graham, Bob (D) FL 78

Gramm, Phil (R) TX 0

Grams, Rod (R) MN 11

Grassley, Charles (R) IA 11

Gregg, Judd (R) NH 44

Hagel, Chuck (R) NE 11

Harkin, Tom (D) IA 89

Hatch, Orrin (R) UT 0

Helms, Jesse (R) NC 0

Hollings, Ernest (D) SC 56

Hutchinson, Tim (R) AR 0

Hutchison, Kay Bailey (R) TX 0

Inhofe, James (R) OK 0

Inouye, Daniel (D) HI 33

Jeffords, Jim (R) VT 89

Johnson, Tim (D) SD 89

Kennedy, Edward (D) MA 89

Kerrey, Robert (D) NE 89

Kerry, John (D) MA 100

Kohl, Herbert (D) WI 67

Kyl, Jon (R) AZ 0

Landrieu, Mary (D) LA 22

Lautenberg, Frank (D) NJ 78

Leahy, Patrick (D) VT 100

Levin, Carl (D) MI 78

Lieberman, Joseph (D) CT 100

Lincoln, Blanche (D) AR 11

Lott, Trent (R) MS 0

Lugar, Richard (R) IN 33

Mack, Connie (R) FL 0

McCain, John (R) AZ 11

McConnell, Mitch (R) KY 0

Mikulski, Barbara (D) MD 67

Moynihan, Daniel (D) NY 44

Murkowski, Frank (R) AK 0

Murray, Patty (D) WA 100

Nickles, Don (R) OK 0

Reed, Jack (D) RI 100

Reid, Harry (D) NV 67

Robb, Charles (D) VA 78

Roberts, Pat (R) KS 0

Rockefeller, John (D) WV 89

Roth, William (R) DE 56

Santorum, Rick (R) PA 0

Sarbanes, Paul (D) MD 89

Schumer, Charles (D) NY 100

Sessions, Jeff  (R) AL 0

Shelby, Richard (R) AL 0

Smith, Gordon (R) OR 33

Smith, Robert (R) NH 0

Snowe, Olympia (R) ME 67

Specter, Arlen (R) PA 44

Stevens, Ted (R) AK 0

Thomas, Craig (R) WY 0

Thompson, Fred (R) TN 0

Thurmond, Strom (R) SC 0

Torricelli, Robert (D) NJ 89

Voinovich, George (R) OH 11

Warner, John (R) VA 33

Wellstone, Paul (D) MN 89

Wyden, Ron (D) OR 100

1999 Senate LCV Scores

MEMBER SCORE (%) MEMBER SCORE (%) MEMBER SCORE (%)
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Biggert, Judy (R) IL-13 31

Bilbray, Brian (R) CA-49 75

Bilirakis, Michael (R) FL-9 0

Bishop, Sanford (D) GA-2 50

Blagojevich, Rod (D) IL-5 94

Bliley, Thomas (R) VA-7 0

Blumenauer, Earl (D) OR-3 88

Blunt, Roy (R) MO-7 0

Boehlert, Sherwood (R) NY-23 75

Boehner, John (R) OH-8 0

Bonilla, Henry (R) TX-23 0

Bonior, David (D) MI-10 100

Bono, Mary (R) CA-44 0

Borski, Robert (D) PA-3 88

Boswell, Leonard (D) IA-3 50

Boucher, Rick (D) VA-9 69

Boyd, Allen (D) FL-2 44

Brady, Kevin (R) TX-8 0

Brady, Robert (D) PA-1 81

Brown, Corrine (D) FL-3 88

Brown, George (D) CA-42 50

Brown, Sherrod (D) OH-13 94

Bryant, Ed (R) TN-7 6

Burr, Richard (R) NC-5 0

Burton, Dan (R) IN-6 0

Buyer, Steve (R) IN-5 6

Callahan, Sonny (R) AL-1 0

Calvert, Ken (R) CA-43 0

Camp, Dave (R) MI-4 0

Campbell, Tom (R) CA-15 56

Canady, Charles (R) FL-12 6

Cannon, Christopher (R) UT-3 6

Capps, Lois (D) CA-22 81

Capuano, Michael (D) MA-8 100

Cardin, Benjamin (D) MD-3 88

Carson, Julia (D) IN-10 81

Castle, Michael (R) DE-AL 75

Chabot, Steve (R) OH-1 38

Chambliss, Saxby (R) GA-8 6

Chenoweth-Hage, Helen (R) ID-1 6

Clay, William (D) MO-1 100

Clayton, Eva (D) NC-1 81

Clement, Bob (D) TN-5 44

Clyburn, James (D) SC-6 94

Coble, Howard (R) NC-6 6

Coburn, Tom (R) OK-2 25

Collins, Michael “Mac” (R) GA-3 19

Combest, Larry (R) TX-19 0

Condit, Gary (D) CA-18 44

Conyers, John (D) MI-14 94

Cook, Merrill (R) UT-2 19

Cooksey, John (R) LA-5 6

Costello, Jerry (D) IL-12 69

Cox, Christopher (R) CA-47 6

Coyne, William (D) PA-14 88

Cramer, Robert “Bud” (D) AL-5 25

Crane, Philip (R) IL-8 13

Crowley, Joseph (D) NY-7 100

Cubin, Barbara (R) WY-AL 6

Cummings, Elijah (D) MD-7 100

Cunningham, Randy (R) CA-51 6

Danner, Pat (D) MO-6 31

Davis, Danny (D) IL-7 100

Davis, Jim (D) FL-11 63

Davis, Thomas (R) VA-11 25

Deal, Nathan (R) GA-9 13

DeFazio, Peter (D) OR-4 88

DeGette, Diana (D) CO-1 100

Delahunt, William (D) MA-10 94

DeLauro, Rosa (D) CT-3 100

DeLay, Tom (R) TX-22 6

DeMint, Jim (R) SC-4 13

Deutsch, Peter (D) FL-20 94

Diaz-Balart, Lincoln (R) FL-21 25

Dickey, Jay (R) AR-4 0

Dicks, Norman (D) WA-6 81

Dingell, John (D) MI-16 81

Dixon, Julian (D) CA-32 100

Doggett, Lloyd (D) TX-10 94

Dooley, Calvin (D) CA-20 50

Doolittle, John (R) CA-4 6

Doyle, Mike (D) PA-18 56

Dreier, David (R) CA-28 6

Duncan, John (R) TN-2 13

Dunn, Jennifer (R) WA-8 6

Edwards, Chet (D) TX-11 44

Ehlers, Vernon (R) MI-3 38

Ehrlich, Robert (R) MD-2 25

Emerson, Jo Ann (R) MO-8 6

Engel, Eliot (D) NY-17 94

English, Philip (R) PA-21 19

Eshoo, Anna (D) CA-14 94

Etheridge, Bob (D) NC-2 75

Evans, Lane (D) IL-17 94

Everett, Terry (R) AL-2 6

Ewing, Thomas (R) IL-15 6

Farr, Sam (D) CA-17 88

Fattah, Chaka (D) PA-2 88

Filner, Bob (D) CA-50 100

Fletcher, Ernest (R) KY-6 6

Foley, Mark (R) FL-16 38

Forbes, Michael (D) NY-1 75

Ford, Jr., Harold (D) TN-9 81

Fossella, Vito (R) NY-13 31

Fowler, Tillie (R) FL-4 19

Frank, Barney (D) MA-4 88

Franks, Bob (R) NJ-7 69

Frelinghuysen, Rodney (R) NJ-11 56

Frost, Martin (D) TX-24 63

Gallegly, Elton (R) CA-23 13

Ganske, Greg (R) IA-4 25

Gejdenson, Sam (D) CT-2 88

Gekas, George (R) PA-17 0

Gephardt, Richard (D) MO-3 94

Gibbons, James (R) NV-2 13

Gilchrest, Wayne (R) MD-1 56

Gillmor, Paul (R) OH-5 0

Gilman, Benjamin (R) NY-20 63

Gonzalez, Charles (D) TX-20 94

Goode, Virgil (D) VA-5 19

Goodlatte, Bob (R) VA-6 6

Goodling, William (R) PA-19 6

Gordon, Bart (D) TN-6 56

Goss, Porter (R) FL-14 25

Graham, Lindsey (R) SC-3 6

Granger, Kay (R) TX-12 6

Green, Gene (D) TX-29 75

Green, Mark (R) WI-8 13

Greenwood, Jim (R) PA-8 50

Gutierrez, Luis (D) IL-4 94

Gutknecht, Gil (R) MN-1 6

Hall, Ralph (D) TX-4 0

Hall, Tony (D) OH-3 75

Hansen, James (R) UT-1 13

Hastert, Dennis (R) IL-14

Hastings, Alcee (D) FL-23 88

Hastings, Doc (R) WA-4 0

Hayes, Robin (R) NC-8 13

Hayworth, J.D. (R) AZ-6 13

Hefley, Joel (R) CO-5 13

Herger, Wally (R) CA-2 6

Hill, Baron (D) IN-9 50

Hill, Rick (R) MT-AL 6

Hilleary, Van (R) TN-4 13

Hilliard, Earl (D) AL-7 69

Hinchey, Maurice (D) NY-26 81

Hinojosa, Ruben (D) TX-15 63

Hobson, David (R) OH-7 6

Hoeffel, Joseph (D) PA-13 94

Hoekstra, Peter (R) MI-2 6

Holden, Tim (D) PA-6 56

Holt, Rush (D) NJ-12 100

Hooley, Darlene (D) OR-5 81

Horn, Steve (R) CA-38 56

Hostettler, John (R) IN-8 13

Houghton, Amo (R) NY-31 44

Hoyer, Steny (D) MD-5 69

Hulshof, Kenny (R) MO-9 31

Hunter, Duncan (R) CA-52 0

Hutchinson, Asa (R) AR-3 6

Hyde, Henry (R) IL-6 0

Inslee, Jay (D) WA-1 100

MEMBER SCORE (%) MEMBER SCORE (%) MEMBER SCORE (%)
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Isakson, Johnny (R) GA-6 18

Istook, Ernest (R) OK-5 0

Jackson, Jr., Jesse (D) IL-2 100

Jackson Lee, Sheila (D) TX-18 75

Jefferson, William (D) LA-2 63

Jenkins, William (R) TN-1 13

John, Chris (D) LA-7 0

Johnson, Eddie Bernice (D) TX-30 81

Johnson, Nancy (R) CT-6 69

Johnson, Sam (R) TX-3 6

Jones, Walter (R) NC-3 25

Kanjorski, Paul (D) PA-11 81

Kaptur, Marcy (D) OH-9 81

Kasich, John (R) OH-12 6

Kelly, Sue (R) NY-19 69

Kennedy, Patrick (D) RI-1 94

Kildee, Dale (D) MI-9 94

Kilpatrick, Carolyn (D) MI-15 94

Kind, Ron (D) WI-3 81

King, Peter (R) NY-3 31

Kingston, Jack (R) GA-1 6

Kleczka, Jerry (D) WI-4 100

Klink, Ron (D) PA-4 69

Knollenberg, Joseph (R) MI-11 0

Kolbe, Jim (R) AZ-5 19

Kucinich, Dennis (D) OH-10 88

Kuykendall, Steven (R) CA-36 25

LaFalce, John (D) NY-29 88

LaHood, Ray (R) IL-18 19

Lampson, Nicholas (D) TX-9 75

Lantos, Tom (D) CA-12 69

Largent, Steve (R) OK-1 13

Larson, John (D) CT-1 94

Latham, Tom (R) IA-5 0

LaTourette, Steven (R) OH-19 25

Lazio, Rick (R) NY-2 69

Leach, Jim (R) IA-1 56

Lee, Barbara (D) CA-9 94

Levin, Sander (D) MI-12 94

Lewis, Jerry (R) CA-40 6

Lewis, John (D) GA-5 94

Lewis, Ron (R) KY-2 6

Linder, John (R) GA-11 13

Lipinski, William (D) IL-3 75

Livingston, Bob (R) LA-1 0

LoBiondo, Frank (R) NJ-2 44

Lofgren, Zoe (D) CA-16 63

Lowey, Nita (D) NY-18 94

Lucas, Frank (R) OK-6 0

Lucas, Ken (D) KY-4 19

Luther, Bill (D) MN-6 88

Maloney, Carolyn (D) NY-14 63

Maloney, James (D) CT-5 81

Manzullo, Donald (R) IL-16 6

Markey, Edward (D) MA-7 100

Martinez, Matthew (D) CA-31 75

Mascara, Frank (D) PA-20 56

Matsui, Robert (D) CA-5 94

McCarthy, Carolyn (D) NY-4 81

McCarthy, Karen (D) MO-5 81

McCollum, Bill (R) FL-8 13

McCrery, Jim (R) LA-4 0

McDermott, Jim (D) WA-7 56

McGovern, James (D) MA-3 100

McHugh, John (R) NY-24 25

McInnis, Scott (R) CO-3 13

McIntosh, David (R) IN-2 6

McIntyre, Mike (D) NC-7 38

McKeon, Howard “Buck” (R) CA-25 6

McKinney, Cynthia (D) GA-4 94

McNulty, Michael (D) NY-21 88

Meehan, Marty (D) MA-5 100

Meek, Carrie (D) FL-17 81

Meeks, Gregory (D) NY-6 81

Menendez, Robert (D) NJ-13 100

Metcalf, Jack (R) WA-2 19

Mica, John (R) FL-7 0

Millender-McDonald, Juanita (D) CA-37 100

Miller, Dan (R) FL-13 31

Miller, Gary (R) CA-41 0

Miller, George (D) CA-7 94

Minge, David (D) MN-2 75

Mink, Patsy (D) HI-2 94

Moakley, Joe (D) MA-9 94

Mollohan, Alan (D) WV-1 25

Moore, Dennis (D) KS-3 81

Moran, James (D) VA-8 75

Moran, Jerry (R) KS-1 13

Morella, Connie (R) MD-8 88

Murtha, John (D) PA-12 38

Myrick, Sue (R) NC-9 6

Nadler, Jerrold (D) NY-8 100

Napolitano, Grace (D) CA-34 81

Neal, Richard (D) MA-2 94

Nethercutt, George (R) WA-5 13

Ney, Bob (R) OH-18 0

Northup, Anne (R) KY-3 0

Norwood, Charles (R) GA-10 6

Nussle, Jim (R) IA-2 0

Oberstar, James (D) MN-8 75

Obey, David (D) WI-7 94

Olver, John (D) MA-1 100

Ortiz, Solomon (D) TX-27 44

Ose, Doug (R) CA-3 6

Owens, Major (D) NY-11 100

Oxley, Michael (R) OH-4 0

Packard, Ron (R) CA-48 0

Pallone, Frank (D) NJ-6 100

Pascrell, William (D) NJ-8 100

Pastor, Ed (D) AZ-2 81

Paul, Ron (R) TX-14 25

Payne, Donald (D) NJ-10 100

Pease, Edward (R) IN-7 19

Pelosi, Nancy (D) CA-8 94

Peterson, Collin (D) MN-7 38

Peterson, John (R) PA-5 0

Petri, Thomas (R) WI-6 19

Phelps, David (D) IL-19 63

Pickering, Charles “Chip” (R) MS-3 6

Pickett, Owen (D) VA-2 25

Pitts, Joseph (R) PA-16 6

Pombo, Richard (R) CA-11 6

Pomeroy, Earl (D) ND-AL 56

Porter, John (R) IL-10 56

Portman, Rob (R) OH-2 25

Price, David (D) NC-4 81

Pryce, Deborah (R) OH-15 6

Quinn, Jack (R) NY-30 44

Radanovich, George (R) CA-19 6

Rahall, Nick (D) WV-3 75

Ramstad, Jim (R) MN-3 75

Rangel, Charles (D) NY-15 100

Regula, Ralph (R) OH-16 13

Reyes, Silvestre (D) TX-16 63

Reynolds, Thomas (R) NY-27 19

Riley, Bob (R) AL-3 0

Rivers, Lynn (D) MI-13 63

Rodriguez, Ciro (D) TX-28 81

Roemer, Tim (D) IN-3 63

Rogan, James (R) CA-27 6

Rogers, Harold (R) KY-5 6

Rohrabacher, Dana (R) CA-45 13

Ros-Lehtinen, Ileana (R) FL-18 31

Rothman, Steven (D) NJ-9 94

Roukema, Marge (R) NJ-5 63

Roybal-Allard, Lucille (D) CA-33 94

Royce, Edward (R) CA-39 13

Rush, Bobby (D) IL-1 69

Ryan, Paul (R) WI-1 31

Ryun, Jim (R) KS-2 0

Sabo, Martin (D) MN-5 94

Salmon, Matt (R) AZ-1 6

Sanchez, Loretta (D) CA-46 75

Sanders, Bernard (I) VT-AL 100

Sandlin, Max (D) TX-1 19

Sanford, Mark (R) SC-1 38

Sawyer, Thomas (D) OH-14 100

Saxton, Jim (R) NJ-3 63

Scarborough, Joe (R) FL-1 31

Schaffer, Bob (R) CO-4 6

Schakowsky, Janice (D) IL-9 94

Scott, Bobby (D) VA-3 81

MEMBER SCORE (%) MEMBER SCORE (%)MEMBER SCORE (%)
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Help Others “Know The Score” on the Environment

Sensenbrenner, James (R) WI-9 19

Serrano, Jose (D) NY-16 100

Sessions, Pete (R) TX-5 6

Shadegg, John (R) AZ-4 6

Shaw, Clay (R) FL-22 13

Shays, Christopher (R) CT-4 100

Sherman, Brad (D) CA-24 100

Sherwood, Don (R) PA-10 6

Shimkus, John (R) IL-20 0

Shows, Ronnie (D) MS-4 31

Shuster, Bud (R) PA-9 0

Simpson, Mike (R) ID-2 0

Sisisky, Norman (D) VA-4 31

Skeen, Joe (R) NM-2 6

Skelton, Ike (D) MO-4 38

Slaughter, Louise McIntosh (D) NY-28 94

Smith, Adam (D) WA-9 88

Smith, Christopher (R) NJ-4 75

Smith, Lamar (R) TX-21 0

Smith, Nick (R) MI-7 19

Snyder, Vic (D) AR-2 88

Souder, Mark (R) IN-4 0

Spence, Floyd (R) SC-2 6

Spratt, John (D) SC-5 63

Stabenow, Debbie (D) MI-8 81

Stark, Fortney “Pete” (D) CA-13 88

Stearns, Cliff  (R) FL-6 13

Stenholm, Charles (D) TX-17 0

Strickland, Ted (D) OH-6 69

Stump, Bob (R) AZ-3 6

Stupak, Bart (D) MI-1 75

Sununu, John (R) NH-1 19

Sweeney, John (R) NY-22 13

Talent, James (R) MO-2 13

Tancredo, Thomas (R) CO-6 13

Tanner, John (D) TN-8 31

Tauscher, Ellen (D) CA-10 81

Tauzin, W.J. “Billy” (R) LA-3 0

Taylor, Charles (R) NC-11 6

Taylor, Gene (D) MS-5 38

Terry, Lee (R) NE-2 13

Thomas, William (R) CA-21 6

Thompson, Bennie (D) MS-2 88

Thompson, Mike (D) CA-1 69

Thornberry, William “Mac” (R) TX-13 0

Thune, John (R) SD-AL 6

Thurman, Karen (D) FL-5 56

Tiahrt, Todd (R) KS-4 0

Tierney, John (D) MA-6 94

Toomey, Pat (R) PA-15 31

Towns, Edolphus (D) NY-10 88

Traficant, James (D) OH-17 19

Tubbs Jones, Stephanie (D) OH-11 88

Turner, Jim (D) TX-2 38

Udall, Mark (D) CO-2 100

Udall, Tom (D) NM-3 88

Upton, Fred (R) MI-6 44

Velazquez, Nydia (D) NY-12 94

Vento, Bruce (D) MN-4 94

Visclosky, Peter (D) IN-1 88

Vitter, David (R) LA-1 0

Walden, Greg (R) OR-2 6

Walsh, James (R) NY-25 31

Wamp, Zach (R) TN-3 13

Waters, Maxine (D) CA-35 94

Watkins, Wes (R) OK-3 0

Watt, Mel (D) NC-12 88

Watts, J.C. (R) OK-4 0

Waxman, Henry (D) CA-29 100

Weiner, Anthony (D) NY-9 94

Weldon, Curt (R) PA-7 25

Weldon, David (R) FL-15 6

Weller, Jerry (R) IL-11 13

Wexler, Robert (D) FL-19 100

Weygand, Robert (D) RI-2 81

Whitfield, Edward (R) KY-1 13

Wicker, Roger (R) MS-1 0

Wilson, Heather (R) NM-1 6

Wise, Robert (D) WV-2 50

Wolf, Frank (R) VA-10 19

Woolsey, Lynn (D) CA-6 100

Wu, David (D) OR-1 88

Wynn, Albert (D) MD-4 81

Young, C.W. “Bill” (R) FL-10 0

Young, Don (R) AK-AL 6
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YES! Americans deserve to know how their Representatives and Senators rate on environmental
protection. I want to support the LCV Scorecard so the public can continue to “Know the Score.”

❏  I am renewing my membership.      ❏  I am joining as a new member.

❏  I am making an additional contribution.

❏  $25        ❏  $50       ❏   $100       ❏  Other $ __________

The League of  Conservation Voters is supported by thousands of  individual citizens nationwide who share the belief  that members of  Congress
should be held accountable for how they vote on the environment.

Because your contribution is used for political action, it is not tax-deductible. Please make your check payable to the League of  Conservation Voters
and return it with this form to: LCV, 1920 L Street, NW, Suite 800, Washington, DC 20036. Phone (202) 785-8683; Fax (202) 835-0491. E-mail:
lcv@lcv.org. Web site: http://www.lcv.org/.

Name ___________________________________________________________

Address _________________________________________________________

City ____________________________________ State _____ Zip __________

Please add me to your LCV-Update list to receive free Congressional updates

via email. My e-mail address is ______________________________________
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