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T
he nonprofit 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 believes our earth is worth fighting for because 

everyone has a right to clean air, water, lands, and a safe, 

healthy community.

This edition of the National Environmental Scorecard provides 

objective, factual information about the most important 

environmental legislation considered and the corresponding 

voting records of all members of the first session of the 118th 

Congress. This Scorecard represents the consensus of experts 

from more than 20 respected environmental, environmental 

justice, and conservation organizations who selected the key 

votes on which members of Congress should be scored. LCV 

scores votes on the most important issues of the year, including 

energy, climate change, public health, environmental and racial 

justice, worker protection, democracy, public lands and wildlife 

conservation, and spending for environmental programs. The 

votes included in this Scorecard presented members of Congress 

with a real choice and help distinguish which legislators 

are working for environmental protection. Except in rare 

circumstances, the Scorecard excludes consensus action on the 

environment and issues on which no recorded votes occurred. 

Dedicated environmentalists and national leaders volunteered 

their time to identify and research crucial votes. We extend 

special thanks to our Board of Directors, Accountability and 

Endorsements Committee, and Scorecard Advisory Committee 

for their valuable input.
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A stark contrast from recent climate progress, as Republicans plunge the House into chaos 

and manufactured crises.

Following one of the most productive sessions 

of Congress in history—with passage of the 

Inflation Reduction Act of 2022 the crowning 

achievement—2023 was one of the least productive 

legislative years ever. 

With Republicans narrowly in the majority, the House 

started 2023 in chaos without a speaker for a week 

in January and again devolved into chaos for weeks 

in October after, for the first time ever, the speaker 

was removed because Republican extremists 

revolted. From the very beginning, Speaker Kevin 

McCarthy revealed his proclivity for appeasing 

the most extreme Republicans by establishing 

an unprecedented set of anti-democratic and 

anti-environment House rules—including allowing 

petty, personal attacks on federal civil servants’ 

salaries, and permitting any member to easily bring 

a motion to vacate the speaker’s office, eventually 

paving the way for his ouster. Nevertheless, both 

deposed Speaker McCarthy and his successor, 

Speaker Mike Johnson, barely moved must-pass 

legislation through their chamber and wasted time 

passing fossil fuel industry priorities that the Senate 

would never consider.

As people around the country suffered through 

the hottest year on record and other deadly and 

devastating impacts of the climate crisis, House 

Republicans focused on ineffectual attempts to gut 

the historic affordable clean energy plan, which, in 

just over a year, had created nearly a quarter million 

new jobs. In all, the anti-environment Republican 

House leadership held at least 31 recorded votes 

to eliminate clean energy incentives that will help 

tackle climate change and accelerate our country’s 

transition to a clean energy economy. Furthermore, 

House Republicans reserved their signature bill, 

H.R. 1, for a sweeping package of bills that contained 

huge giveaways to polluters and would lock the U.S. 

into new fossil fuel production and infrastructure.

Extreme House Republicans also refused to work 

with the Senate on full year government funding, 

nearly causing catastrophic default on our country’s 

debts and federal government shutdowns. 

Unfortunately, the agreement to raise the debt 

ceiling and avert global financial crisis included 

anti-environmental riders—industry gained more 

influence over the implementation of the National 

Environmental Policy Act and the bill also forced 

approval of the methane gas Mountain Valley 

Pipeline. We scored a Senate amendment that 

would have blocked this damaging pipeline from 

being approved—not only will it affect our water, 

climate, and environmental justice communities, it 

sets a dangerous precedent for Congress to override 

federal and state authorities for a single project. The 

deals also undermined efforts to crack down on rich 

tax cheats that would pay for some of the affordable 

clean energy plan’s incentives. 

Bucking recent trends, both the House and Senate 

saw floor consideration of some fiscal year 2024 

appropriations bills along with many amendments. 

Each chamber passed at least four appropriations 

bills, yet none of them were conferenced or signed 

into law. And the bills could not be more different, 

with the House approving draconian cuts below 

agreed upon funding levels and volumes of extreme 

2023 OVERVIEW
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Inflation Reduction Act 
Repeal Votes Tracker
LCV joined with Climate Power and the 

Climate Action Campaign to compile and 

update across the year how many times 

Republicans held recorded votes to repeal 

the landmark climate and clean energy plan 

and other provisions of the law—31 times 

and counting. There have been at least 17 

recorded votes on the House floor and 14 

votes in committees and subcommittees. 

For more visit: https://climatepower.us 

/resources/inflation-reduction-act-repeal 

-votes-tracker/.

policy riders while the Senate reached widespread 

bipartisan agreement on funding levels and no new 

poison pill policy riders.

The House took hundreds of votes on messaging 

bills and amendments at the behest of their most 

extreme members and MAGA base—15 of the 36 

House votes in this Scorecard were messaging 

amendments offered to government funding bills. 

Though many of the culture war, racist, and most 

unpopular environmental attacks failed because 

they were so extreme, and some of their underlying 

appropriations bills also failed to advance, many 

anti-environment riders and crippling program cuts 

were packed into the House Interior, Environment 

and Related Agencies appropriations bill (H.R. 

4821), which we scored along with three other 

egregiously anti-environment appropriations bills.

In contrast to the House, the Senate remained 

in Democratic control and saw no leadership 

drama, keeping a brisk pace of approving 69 

lifetime federal judge nominations and adding to 

the federal bench a qualified, historic group of 

people diverse in their personal and professional 

backgrounds and experiences. In particular, Judges 

Nancy Abudu and Dale Ho are two top voting 

rights experts, and Judge Rachel Bloomekatz 

has deep public interest and environmental 

litigation experience. We are confident all of them 

will ensure our laws are faithfully and equitably 

implemented. Now in its third year, the Biden-Harris 

administration had fewer executive nominations 

on the docket, but two are included in the 16 total 

Senate votes.

Republicans in both chambers forced votes 

on multiple Congressional Review Act (CRA) 

resolutions of disapproval, an extreme and blunt 

tool that can strip away current protections and 

permanently block future protections for our 

environment, communities, workers, wildlife, and 

natural heritage. We scored CRAs that sought to 

block the Biden-Harris administration’s progress 

protecting communities from dirty trucks, 

endangered species on the edge of survival, and 

retirement savings from climate risks. Fortunately, 

these attempts to roll back beneficial rules failed.

The Farm Bill, which is usually a bipartisan priority, 

was another victim of Republican extremism and 

lack of productivity. Republicans tried to raid 

climate smart agriculture, conservation, and clean 

energy funding appropriated by the affordable 

clean energy plan, but Democrats were united 

against this. Congress extended expiring programs’ 

authorizations through the end of 2024.
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2023 STATE AND TERRITORY AVERAGES

VOTING SUMMARY

SENATE

house

State/Territory SENATE HOUSE
Alabama 6 14

Alaska 9 87

American Samoa N/A 0

Arizona 88 36

Arkansas 6 5

California 94 78

Colorado 94 62

Connecticut 100 99

Delaware 94 100

District Of Columbia N/A 100

Florida 0 30

Georgia 97 36

Guam N/A 6

Hawaii 97 100

Idaho 6 6

Illinois 94 81

Indiana 6 25

Iowa 6 7

Kansas 6 26

Kentucky 9 19

Louisiana 9 17

Maine 47 75

Maryland 100 86

Massachusetts 100 99

Michigan 94 56

Minnesota 97 44

Mississippi 6 25

Missouri 0 26

Montana 41 4

Nebraska 3 6

Nevada 94 74

New Hampshire 88 99

New Jersey 100 78

New Mexico 100 96

New York 97 60

North Carolina 3 49

North Dakota 6 3

Northern Mariana Islands N/A 65

Ohio 44 35

Oklahoma 6 6

Oregon 100 69

Pennsylvania 90 56

Puerto Rico N/A 35

Rhode Island 97 100

South Carolina 6 19

South Dakota 6 0

Tennessee 3 13

Texas 6 32

Utah 9 1

Vermont 97 97

Virgin Islands N/A 41

Virginia 100 56

Washington 97 76

West Virginia 16 0

Wisconsin 50 26

Wyoming 3 0
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LOWEST SENATE 
DELEGATIONS

HIGHEST SENATE 
DELEGATIONS

SENATE SCORES OF 100

HOUSE SCORES OF 100

Connecticut 100%

Maryland 100%

Massachusetts 100%

New Jersey 100%

New Mexico 100%

Oregon 100%

Virginia 100%

Georgia 97%

Hawaii 97%

Minnesota 97%

New York 97%

Rhode Island 97%

Vermont 97%

Washington 97%

HIGHEST HOUSE 
DELEGATIONS

American Samoa 0% 

South Dakota 0%

West Virginia 0%

Wyoming 0%

Utah 1%

North Dakota 3%

Montana 4% 

Arkansas 5%

SENATE SCORES OF 0
ALASKA Sullivan

FLORIDA Rubio ∙  
Scott, Rick 

MISSOURI Hawley ∙ 
Schmitt 

NEBRASKA Ricketts 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Tillis 

OHIO Vance 

TENNESSEE Blackburn 

WISCONSIN Johnson, R.

WYOMING Barrasso

LOWEST HOUSE 
DELEGATIONS

SENATE

house

2023 HIGH AND LOW SCORES

CALIFORNIA Butler 

CONNECTICUT 
Blumenthal ∙ Murphy, C. 

DELAWARE Carper 

GEORGIA Warnock 

HAWAII Hirono 

ILLINOIS Duckworth 

MARYLAND Cardin ∙ Van 
Hollen 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Markey ∙ Warren 

MINNESOTA Smith, T. 

NEW JERSEY Booker ∙ 
Menendez, B.

NEW MEXICO Heinrich ∙ 
Luján

NEW YORK Gillibrand 

OREGON Merkley ∙ 
Wyden 

RHODE ISLAND 
Whitehouse 

VERMONT Welch 

VIRGINIA Kaine ∙ 
Warner 

WASHINGTON Cantwell 

WISCONSIN Baldwin

Delaware 100%

District Of Columbia 
100%

Hawaii 100%

Rhode Island 100%

Connecticut 99%

Massachusetts 99%

New Hampshire 99%

Vermont 97%

New Mexico 96%

Florida 0% 

Missouri 0% 

Nebraska 3%

North Carolina 3%

Tennessee 3%

Wyoming 3%

ARIZONA Gallego · 
Grijalva ∙ Stanton 

CALIFORNIA Aguilar 
∙ Barragán ∙ Bera 
∙ Carbajal ∙ Chu ∙ 
DeSaulnier ∙ Eshoo ∙ 
Garamendi ∙ Garcia, 
R. ∙ Gomez ∙ Harder 
∙ Huffman ∙ Jacobs 
∙ Kamlager-Dove ∙ 
Khanna ∙ Lee, B. ∙ Levin 
∙ Lieu ∙ Lofgren ∙ Matsui 
∙ Mullin, K. · Peters, S. ∙ 
Ruiz ∙ Sánchez ∙ Schiff 
∙ Sherman ∙ Takano ∙ 
Thompson, M. ∙ Torres, 
N. ∙ Vargas 

COLORADO Crow ∙ 
Neguse 

CONNECTICUT 
Courtney ∙ DeLauro ∙ 
Himes ∙ Larson, J. 

DELAWARE Blunt 
Rochester

DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA Holmes 
Norton

FLORIDA Castor ∙ Frost 
∙ Soto ∙ Wasserman 
Schultz ∙ Wilson, F.

GEORGIA Johnson, H. ∙ 
Williams, N.

HAWAII Case ∙ Tokuda 

ILLINOIS Budzinski 
∙ Casten ∙ Jackson, 
Jonathan ∙ Kelly, R. 
∙ Krishnamoorthi ∙ 
Schneider ∙ Underwood 

INDIANA Carson ∙ 
Mrvan 

KENTUCKY McGarvey 

LOUISIANA Carter, T.

MARYLAND Ivey ∙ 
Mfume ∙ Raskin ∙ 
Sarbanes 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Clark, K. ∙ Keating ∙ 
Lynch ∙ McGovern ∙ 
Neal ∙ Pressley ∙ Trahan 

MICHIGAN Dingell · 
Kildee ∙ Slotkin ∙ Stevens 
∙ Thanedar ∙ Tlaib 

MINNESOTA McCollum 
∙ Omar 

MISSISSIPPI 
Thompson, B. 

MISSOURI Bush ∙ 
Cleaver

NEVADA Lee, Susie ∙ 
Titus 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Kuster

NEW JERSEY 
Gottheimer ∙ Kim, 
A. ∙ Menendez, R. ∙ 
Norcross ∙ Pallone 
∙ Payne ∙ Sherrill ∙ 
Watson Coleman

NEW MEXICO 
Stansbury 

NEW YORK Clarke, Y. 
∙ Espaillat ∙ Goldman ∙ 
Jeffries ∙ Meng ∙ Morelle 
∙ Nadler ∙ Ocasio-
Cortez ∙ Ryan ∙ Tonko 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Adams ∙ Foushee ∙ 
Jackson, Jeff ∙ Ross 

OHIO Beatty ∙ Brown, 
Shontel ∙ Kaptur ∙ 
Landsman ∙ Sykes 

OREGON Bonamici ∙ 
Hoyle ∙ Salinas 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Cartwright ∙ Dean 
∙ Houlahan ∙ Lee, 
Summer ∙ Scanlon 

RHODE ISLAND Amo ∙ 
Cicilline ∙ Magaziner 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Clyburn 

TEXAS Allred ∙ Casar 
∙ Crockett ∙ Escobar ∙ 
Fletcher ∙ Garcia, S. ∙ 
Green, A. ∙ Veasey 

VIRGINIA Connolly 
∙ McClellan ∙ Scott, 
Robert

WASHINGTON DelBene 
∙ Jayapal ∙ Kilmer ∙ 
Strickland 

WISCONSIN Pocan

ALABAMA Aderholt ∙ 
Carl ∙ Moore, Barry ∙ 
Palmer ∙ Strong

AMERICAN SAMOA 
Radewagen 

ARIZONA Gosar ∙ Lesko 
∙ Schweikert 

ARKANSAS Crawford ∙ 
Westerman 

CALIFORNIA 
McClintock ∙ Steel, M. 

COLORADO Boebert ∙ 
Lamborn

FLORIDA Bean ∙ Bilirakis 
∙ Cammack ∙ Donalds ∙ 
Franklin ∙ Luna ∙ Mills ∙ 
Steube ∙ Waltz 

GEORGIA Clyde ∙ 
Collins, M. ∙ Ferguson 
∙ Loudermilk ∙ 
McCormick, R. ∙ Scott, A. 

IDAHO Fulcher 

ILLINOIS Bost ∙ Miller, 
Mary

INDIANA Banks ∙ 
Houchin ∙ Spartz ∙ 
Yakym 

KANSAS Estes 

KENTUCKY Comer ∙ 
Guthrie 

LOUISIANA Graves, G. 
∙ Higgins, C. ∙ Johnson, 
M. ∙ Scalise 

MARYLAND Harris 

MICHIGAN Bergman ∙ 
McClain ∙ Walberg 

MINNESOTA Emmer ∙ 
Finstad ∙ Fischbach ∙ 
Stauber 

MISSISSIPPI Ezell ∙ 
Guest ∙ Kelly, T.

MISSOURI Alford ∙ 
Burlison ∙ Graves, S. ∙ 
Luetkemeyer ∙ Smith, J.

NEBRASKA Smith, 
Adrian

NEVADA Amodei 

NEW YORK Santos ∙ 
Stefanik ∙ Tenney 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Bishop, D. ∙ Foxx ∙ 
Hudson ∙ McHenry ∙ 
Rouzer 

OHIO Balderson ∙ 
Davidson ∙ Johnson, B. 
∙ Jordan ∙ Latta ∙ Miller, 
Max ∙ Wenstrup 

OKLAHOMA Brecheen 
∙ Hern 

OREGON Bentz 

PENNSYLVANIA Joyce, 
J. ∙ Meuser ∙ Perry 
∙ Reschenthaler ∙ 
Smucker 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Duncan ∙ Norman ∙ 
Timmons ∙ Wilson, J.

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Johnson, D. 

TENNESSEE 
DesJarlais ∙ Green, M. ∙ 
Harshbarger ∙ Kustoff ∙ 
Ogles ∙ Rose

TEXAS Arrington ∙ 
Babin ∙ Burgess ∙ Cloud 
∙ Crenshaw ∙ De La 
Cruz, M. ∙ Fallon ∙ Hunt 
∙ Jackson, R. ∙ Luttrell 
∙ Moran, N. ∙ Nehls ∙ 
Pfluger ∙ Self ∙ Sessions 
∙ Van Duyne ∙ Weber ∙ 
Williams, R.

UTAH Maloy ∙ Moore, 
Blake ∙ Owens ∙ Stewart 

VIRGINIA Cline

WASHINGTON 
McMorris Rodgers, C. ∙ 
Newhouse 

WEST VIRGINIA Miller, 
C. ∙ Mooney 

WISCONSIN Fitzgerald 
∙ Gallagher ∙ Grothman ∙ 
Steil, B. ∙ Tiffany

WYOMING Hageman

HOUSE SCORES OF 0
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SENATE
COMMITTEE CHAIR SCORE RANKING MEMBER SCORE

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry Stabenow (MI) 94 Boozman (AR) 6

Appropriations Murray (WA) 94 Collins, S. (ME) 13

Commerce, Science, and Transportation Cantwell (WA) 100 Cruz, T. (TX) 6

Energy and Natural Resources Manchin (WV) 25 Barrasso (WY) 0

Environment and Public Works Carper (DE) 100 Capito (WV) 6

SENATE COMMITTEE LEADER AVERAGE CHAIRS 83 RANKING MEMBERS 6

HOUSE
COMMITTEE CHAIR SCORE RANKING MEMBER SCORE

Agriculture Thompson, G. (PA-15) 3 Scott, D. (GA-13) 97

Appropriations Granger (TX-12) 8 DeLauro (CT-03) 100

Energy and Commerce McMorris Rodgers, C. (WA-05) 0 Pallone (NJ-06) 100

Natural Resources Westerman (AR-04) 0 Grijalva (AZ-03) 100

Science, Space, and Technology Lucas (OK-03) 8 Lofgren (CA-18) 100

Transportation and Infrastructure Graves, S. (MO-06) 0 Larsen, R. (WA-02) 97

HOUSE COMMITTEE LEADER AVERAGE CHAIRS 3 RANKING MEMBERS 99

party leaders' scores

DEMOCRATS SCORE REPUBLICANS SCORE

Schumer (NY), Majority Leader 94 McConnell (KY), Minority Leader 6

Durbin (IL), Majority Whip 88 Thune (SD), Minority Whip 6

Stabenow (MI), Chair of Policy and  
Communications Committee 94

Barrasso (WY), Conference Chair 0

Klobuchar (MN), Steering Chair of the  
Steering and Outreach Committee 94

Ernst (IA), Policy Committee Chair 6

LEADERSHIP AVERAGE 92 LEADERSHIP AVERAGE 5

DEMOCRATS SCORE REPUBLICANS SCORE

Jeffries (NY-08), Minority Leader 100 Johnson, M. (LA-04), Speaker of the House* 0

Clark, K. (MA-05), Minority Whip 100 McCarthy (CA-23), Speaker of the House** 7

Aguilar (CA-33), Caucus Chair 100 Scalise (LA-01), Majority Leader 0

Clyburn (SC-06), Assistant Democratic Leader 100 Emmer (MN-06), Majority Whip 0

Lieu (CA-36), Caucus Vice Chair 100 Stefanik (NY-21), Conference Chair 0

Palmer (AL-06), Policy Committee Chair 0

LEADERSHIP AVERAGE 100 LEADERSHIP AVERAGE 1

*The Speaker of the House votes at their discretion. Speaker Mike Johnson was elected October 25, 2023.
**The Speaker of the House votes at their discretion. Former Speaker Kevin McCarthy was elected January 7, 2023 and was forced out 

 October 3, 2023.

SENATE

HOUSE

RATING THE LEADERSHIP OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITTEES
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Rep. Nanette Barragán speaking at a Climate Action 
Now rally

CHAMPIONS OF COLOR LEADING THE WAY

TRI-CAUCUS LEADER’S SCORES
CONGRESSIONAL ASIAN PACIFIC  
AMERICAN CAUCUS SCORE

Chu (D-CA-27), Chair 100

Meng (D-NY-06), First Vice-Chair 100

Takano (D-CA-41), Second Vice-Chair 100

Lieu (D-CA-33), Whip 100

Tokuda (D-HI-02), Freshman Representative 100

CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS SCORE

Horsford (D-NV-04), Chair 97

Clarke, Y. (D-NY-09), 1st Vice Chair 100

Carter, T. (D-LA-02), 2nd Vice Chair 100

McBath (D-GA-07), Secretary 97

Strickland (D-WA-01), Whip 100

CONGRESSIONAL HISPANIC CAUCUS SCORE

Barragán (D-CA-44), Chair 100

Espaillat (D-NY-13), Deputy Chair 100

Vasquez (D-NM-02), Vice Chair of Diversity and 
Inclusion

92

Cárdenas (D-CA-29), Vice Chair of Member 
Engagement

97

Garcia, S. (D-TX-29), Whip 100

Soto (D-FL-09), Vice Chair of Policy 100

Torres, N. (D-CA-35), Vice Chair of Communications 100

Salinas (D-OR-06), Freshman Representative 100

The 2023 National Environmental Scorecard 

demonstrates clear contrasts between the House and 

Senate, however, climate and democracy champions 

in both chambers defended critical clean energy 

investments in our communities and advanced 

solutions to climate and environmental justice. 

Many of the climate, conservation, environmental 

justice, and equitable democracy bills and initiatives 

in 2023 were led and supported by members of 

the Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus 

(CAPAC), the Congressional Black Caucus (CBC), 

and the Congressional Hispanic Caucus (CHC), 

collectively referred to as the Tri-Caucus. 

It’s also worth noting the history-making election 

of Representative Hakeem Jeffries (NY-08) as 

House Democratic leader, the first member of the 

Tri-Caucus to be elected to lead a party in either 

chamber. Not only has he broken barriers and 

advanced representation of the Tri-Caucus members 

in congressional leadership, during Leader Jeffries’ 

first year in the role, he successfully defended 

investments for our communities and our climate 

from House Republicans’ relentless attacks. As House 

Democratic leader, he has consistently prioritized 

the health of our communities, protecting clean air 

and water, creating clean energy jobs, expanding 

voting rights and equitable access to our democracy, 

advancing environmental justice, and combating the 

climate crisis.

Ranking Member Grijalva, Interior Secretary Haaland, and President 

Biden with Tribal leaders at the National Monument Designation of 

Baaj Nwaavjo I'tah Kukveni - Ancestral Footprints of the Grand Canyon
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LEADERSHIP ON LEGISLATION
Black, Latinx, and Asian American, Native Hawai-

ian and Pacific Islander (AANHPI) members of the 

Tri-Caucus—in addition to their Indigenous and other 

colleagues of color—continued to be a trailblazing 

force for pro-environment legislation in the first ses-

sion of the 118th Congress. Below are highlights of 

that leadership in action:

Equitable Implementation of the  
Affordable Clean Energy Plan

After the passage of the historic Inflation Reduction 

Act (IRA) and the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs 

Act (IIJA)—collectively the biggest action to tackle 

the climate crisis in U.S. history—many climate 

champions in Congress focused on educating con-

stituents and connecting communities to the trans-

formational investments within the affordable clean 

energy plan, often working directly with LCV and our 

state affiliates. Many of the Tri-Caucus members led 

the charge to ensure these historic investments rap-

idly and equitably reach the communities that need 

them the most. 

Representative Andy Kim (NJ-03) was a key leader 

who ensured the passage of the historic clean 

energy and climate justice investments in the 117th 

Congress as well as implementing them swiftly and 

equitably. He tirelessly advocated for creating do-

mestic clean energy jobs that break our reliance on 

foreign adversarial dictators and thus promote U.S. 

energy independence. Kim has also been a leader 

on implementation, headlining an open forum with 

LCV and our state affiliate, New Jersey LCV, to dis-

cuss the ways the IRA’s transformational investments 

are unlocking, accelerating, and expanding progress. 

The forum also highlighted the strategies, challeng-

es, and opportunities state and local leaders face 

as they prioritize these investments and pass major 

new state policies like 100% clean electricity to build 

on the tremendous success of the 117th Congress.

Following the reintroduction of her Climate Adap-

tation Plan Act of 2023 and release of the Climate 

Crisis Advisory Committee Framework, Representa-

tive Veronica Escobar (TX-16) held a virtual town 

hall with LCV, engaging directly with Tribal and local 

government officials to discuss these historic clean 

energy and climate justice investments and educate 

local entities and constituents about how to access 

those beneficial programs. At the event, Chispa TX 

highlighted the critical importance of prioritizing 

low-wealth, rural, Tribal, and communities of color 

when implementing these investments and ensur-

ing we meet the president’s Justice40 goals while 

rolling back decades of environmental racism facing 

communities living along the fenceline of polluting 

facilities.

 

Ensuring the rapid and equitable implementa-

tion of the affordable clean energy plan was 

not just the purview of members that voted to 

pass them in the 117th Congress, but many first-

term members of the Tri-Caucus hit the ground 

running to connect communities to these his-

toric climate and clean energy programs. 

Rep. Kim with LCV and NJLCV during an IRA 

Implementation Roundtable on Capitol Hill.
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Biden-Harris administration to accelerate the transition 

to zero emissions cars, SUVs, and heavy trucks.

Padilla also joined Senator Cory Booker (NJ) and 

Representative Nannette Barragán (CA-44) to in-

troduce the EVs for All Act, a bill that would increase 

access to electric vehicles (EVs) for residents of 

public housing across the nation. Many individuals 

and families living in public housing currently face 

limited or no access to EVs and chargers, while also 

grappling with high gas prices and disproportion-

ate exposure to pollution from fossil fueled vehicles. 

Expanding access to EVs and ensuring the strongest 

possible vehicle emissions standards are critical 

elements of protecting public health and protect-

ing clean air for our communities—especially low-

income communities and communities of color. 

Representative Doris Matsui (CA-07) also continued 

her longstanding and tireless leadership alongside 

Representative Yvette Clarke (NY-09) to defend 

clean air for our communities. Both sent letters urg-

ing the Biden-Harris administration to set strong, 

equitable clean vehicles standards. They also both 

went to the House floor and spoke out against the 

dangerous polluter-backed H.R. 4468, which would 

block the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

from setting cleaner vehicle standards.

Environmental Justice

House Natural Resources Committee Rank-

ing Member Raúl Grijalva (AZ-07) continued his 

leadership role alongside Senators Booker and 

Tammy Duckworth (IL) and Representative Bar-

bara Lee (CA-12) advancing climate and racial 

justice by once again sponsoring the A. Donald 

McEachin Environmental Justice for All Act, a historic 

community-led initiative and the most compre-

hensive environmental justice legislation in U.S. 

Rep. Escobar leading a townhall for local officials 

and Tribal leaders with LCV and Chispa Texas on the 

affordable clean energy plan.

Representative Sydney  Kamlager-Dove (CA-37) was 

one such champion, heralding the one year anniver-

sary of this historic law by also hosting a town hall 

and panel to highlight some of its great benefits and 

discussing equitable access to these programs.

Another first-year leader, Representative Emilia 

Sykes (OH-13), also worked tirelessly to connect the 

climate and environmental justice investments with 

her constituents and communities in Northeast Ohio. 

A proactive communicator and leader on imple-

mentation, Sykes hosted many events, including 

a tele-town hall featuring LCV and our state affili-

ate Ohio Environmental Council. The tele-town hall 

highlighted opportunities to expand clean energy 

affordability, support working families’ bottom line 

via Sykes’ child tax credit bill, meet the goals of the 

president’s Justice40 Initiative, and create thousands 

of good-paying union jobs while accelerating the 

just transition to clean energy.

Clean Transportation

Few lawmakers championed clean air protections 

for our communities as relentlessly as Senator Alex 

 Padilla (CA), who led multiple letters urging the 
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history. Representative Kamlager-Dove joined the 

re-introduction press conference and has stepped 

up into a leadership role as an environmental  justice 

champion advancing this critical  legislation. 

After the tragic passing of Representative A. Don-

ald McEachin, Representative Jennifer McClellan 

(VA-04) has stepped up to honor the legacy of her 

predecessor, joining as an original cosponsor of this 

landmark bill and becoming a strong advocate for 

environmental justice in the U.S. House of Represen-

tatives, leading on initiatives to combat air and water 

pollution and protect public health. McClellan led 

bicameral letters urging the Environmental Protec-

tion Agency (EPA) to both comprehensively address 

per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) pollution 

threatening clean water and swiftly finalize a protec-

tive Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS) rule 

to limit harmful air pollution from coal-fired power 

plants. She also joined with frontline leaders as a vo-

cal advocate and ally to fight the dangerous Moun-

tain Valley Pipeline, which threatens communities in 

Virginia and across the mid- Appalachian region.

Representative Lisa Blunt Rochester (DE-AL) 

joined McClellan in introducing the Technology 

Assessment for Air Quality Management Act, which 

would expand the EPA’s air quality monitoring capa-

bilities, a critical foundation for reducing exposure 

to toxic air pollution, improving public health for 

at-risk, low-wealth, and communities of color, and 

advancing environmental justice. Improved air moni-

toring is particularly important for communities that 

are more likely to live and work on the fencelines 

of polluting facilities, freight hubs, and near heavily 

trafficked roads. 

Democracy & Voting Rights

Despite House Republicans blocking any attempt 

to advance voting rights, Representative Terri 

Sewell (AL-07) continued her tireless leadership 

advocating for a more just and equitable democ-

racy, re-introducing the John R. Lewis Voting Rights 

Advancement Act on National Voter Registration Day. 

Honoring the legacy of one of the greatest voting 

rights advocates in Congress and our country, this 

legislation would protect the right to vote and safe-

guard our democracy by restoring and modernizing 

the full protections of the Voting Rights Act of 1965.

Representative Hank Johnson (GA-04) also contin-

ued his efforts to advance a fair and equitable judi-

ciary, reintroducing the Judiciary Act to expand the 

U.S. Supreme Court. This historic legislation would 

bring balance to the nation’s highest court, help to 

restore America’s faith in the judicial branch of gov-

ernment, and ensure this institution justly interprets 

the laws that protect our environment and our rights 

instead of undermining them.

Protecting Public Lands

In 2023, Representative Grijalva capped years of 

engagement and support of Tribal-led efforts to 

Rep. Kamlager-Dove and Sens. Duckworth and Booker 

at the reintroduction of the A. Donald McEachin 

Environmental Justice for All Act.



2023 National Environmental Scorecard · LCV | scorecard.lcv.org 11

Rep. McClellan speaking at a joint press conference 

with frontline advocates highlighting impacts on 

communities from methane gas exports.

protect more public lands in the Grand Canyon 

region by celebrating the historic designation of the 

Baaj Nwaavjo I’tah Kukveni—Ancestral Footprints of 

the Grand Canyon National Monument. This ground-

breaking designation honors the stories, histories, 

and sacred sites of the Havasupai, Hualapai, Hopi, 

and Navajo people and protects a vital water source. 

Grijalva’s efforts were vital to elevate the Tribal-led 

campaign to permanently protect this beautiful and 

sacred area.

Senator Padilla was another key conservation 

champion in 2023, advocating for several na-

tional monuments in California. Padilla focused 

on  expanding the San Gabriel Mountains National 

Monument in southern California and the Berryessa 

Snow Mountain National Monument in northern 

California that would further protect these beautiful 

and sacred places, move us closer to achieving our 

30x30 conservation goals, and increase equitable 

access to the outdoors for communities of color—all 

while combating the climate crisis.

Stopping Dirty Energy

One of the most pressing and impactful climate 

and environmental justice challenges of 2023 was 

stopping the massive buildout of liquefied methane 

gas (LNG) export infrastructure, and many of our 

champions from the Tri-Caucus have been leading 

the fight alongside frontline advocates. Representa-

tives Barragán and McClellan have been two of the 

most vocal champions on this critical issue, play-

ing leadership roles in a bicameral letter urging the 

Department of Energy to update how it determines 

whether new export projects are in the public inter-

est—calling for an updated process assessing the 

full climate, environmental justice, and economic 

impacts of the LNG exports buildout and making the 

case that such an analysis would conclude these 

projects are not in the public interest. These efforts—

in support of grassroots activism from frontline en-

vironmental justice advocates in the Gulf and across 

the country—were instrumental in laying the ground-

work for the Biden-Harris administration’s historic 

January 2024 announcement to pause consideration 

of any new export permits while conducting a thor-

ough analysis assessment of whether these exports 

are in the public interest.
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In addition to his strong leadership pushing for 

protecting public lands and environmental justice, 

Representative Grijalva played a crucial role in 

the caucus, holding the line against the onslaught 

of Republican attempts to fast track the fossil fuel 

industry’s wishlist to expand dirty and dangerous 

fossil fuel infrastructure and put our frontline and 

fenceline communities at further risk. He opposed 

further expansion of LNG export infrastructure that 

not only harms our communities but also increases 

prices for consumers, and has consistently been 

a champion for a just and equitable clean energy 

transition that prioritizes the health and safety of our 

communities, particularly those that have often been 

sacrificed and left behind to satiate the greed of the 

fossil fuel industry.
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2023 SENATE VOTE DESCRIPTIONS

1. IGNORING CLIMATE RISKS TO RETIREMENT SAVINGS
The Senate considered Representative Andy Barr’s (R-KY) H.J. Res. 30, a Congressional Review 
Act (CRA) resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Department of Labor’s (DOL) rule 
to protect people’s retirement savings from all types of financial risk, including financial risks due 
to climate change. The CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental 
members of Congress who want to permanently strip away protections for our environment, 
communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. For decades, the DOL set forth rules that required 
retirement plan managers to prudently consider all relevant factors while remaining neutral on 
investment types. The Trump administration deviated from this longstanding approach by is-
suing rules that discouraged consideration of so-called environmental, social, and governance 
(ESG) factors—even when these factors affect investment risk and return. The Biden-Harris ad-
ministration rule returns to neutrality, in which plan managers can consider all relevant factors to 
assess investment risk, does not mandate, prohibit, encourage, or discourage any particular type 
of investment, and is clear that retirement plan managers must base their decisions on financial 
risk-return factors. Overturning this rule with a CRA resolution would return to the Trump-era 
standard that disregards the financial risks of dirty energy investments—standards that are being 
implemented in extremist Republican-led states across the country at a significant financial loss 
for their pension funds. On March 1, the Senate approved H.J. Res. 30 by a vote of 50–46 (Sen-
ate roll call vote 35). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House approved H.J. Res. 30 on 
February 28; however, it was vetoed by the president on March 20, and on March 23, the House 
failed to override the president’s veto.

2. ATTACKING THE CLEAN WATER RESTORATION RULE 
The Senate considered Chair Sam Graves’ (R-MO) H.J. Res. 27, a Congressional Review Act 
(CRA) resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
(EPA) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) proposed “Revised Definition of ‘Waters of 
the United States (WOTUS)’” rule, also known as the Clean Water Restoration Rule. The CRA is 
an extreme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who 
want to permanently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and 
natural heritage. This legislation would jeopardize our water resources by invalidating the Biden-
Harris administration’s rule to ensure that critical waters, ranging from small streams to rivers to 
wetlands, are protected from unregulated pollution and destruction when they have important 
downstream effects on water quality. H.J. Res. 27 would also prevent future administrations from 
issuing rules that are “substantially the same,” which could undermine future agency action to the 
benefit of polluters. This attack on our clean water safeguards puts the profits of polluters ahead 
of the health and safety of our families and communities, especially low-wealth communities 
and communities of color who are disproportionately impacted by water pollution. On March 
29, the Senate approved H.J. Res. 27 by a vote of 53–43 (Senate roll call vote 79). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House approved H.J. Res. 27 on March 9; however, the president vetoed 
it on April 6, and on April 18, the House failed to override the president’s veto. 
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3. BLOCKING LIMITS ON POLLUTION FROM TRUCKS
Ranking Member Deb Fischer (R-NE) sponsored S.J. Res. 11, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) 
resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) fi-
nal rule establishing crucial limits on health-harming pollution from heavy-duty trucks and any 
substantially similar regulations. The CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-
environmental members of Congress who want to permanently strip away protections for our en-
vironment, communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. Heavy-duty vehicles like long-haul trucks 
and diesel buses account for about 25% of greenhouse gas emissions in the transportation sector 
and release dangerous air pollutants, including nitrogen oxides and particle pollution. Pollution 
from heavy-duty vehicles harms everyone but is especially dangerous for low-wealth communi-
ties and communities of color who live closest to major highways, freight hubs, and high-traffic 
areas. On April 26, the Senate approved S.J. Res. 11 by a vote of 50–49 (Senate roll call vote 98). 
NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House approved S.J. Res. 11 on May 3; however, the 
president vetoed it on June 14, and on June 21, the Senate failed to override the president’s veto. 

4. RESCINDING PROTECTIONS FOR THE LESSER PRAIRIE-CHICKEN
Senator Roger Marshall (R-KS) sponsored S.J. Res. 9, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) resolu-
tion of disapproval, which would repeal the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) rule protecting less-
er prairie-chickens under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The CRA is an extreme and blunt 
tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want to permanently 
strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. In this 
case, use of the CRA could prevent FWS from ever protecting the lesser prairie-chicken under the 
ESA in the future, even if the populations collapsed or just a handful of individual birds remained. 
Alarmingly, this was the first time in the CRA’s 30-year history that Congress has attempted to 
use this law to rescind ESA protections for an individual species. On May 3, the Senate approved 
S.J. Res. 9 by a vote of 50–48 (Senate roll call vote 110). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The 
House approved S.J. Res. 9 on July 27; however, the president vetoed it on September 26, and on 
September 28, the Senate failed to override the president’s veto.

5. THWARTING CRITICAL HABITAT FOR THREATENED SPECIES
Senator Cynthia Lummis (R-WY) sponsored S.J. Res. 23, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) 
resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) 
final rule for the definition of “habitat” under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and restore the 
pro-polluter Trump-era regulation that severely limited the designation of lands and waters as 
“critical habitat” for threatened species. The CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that is being used 
by anti-environmental members of Congress who want to permanently strip away protections 
for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. The Trump-era rule limited 
protections only to those areas that could currently support the species, excluding areas that were 
previously occupied or could be restored as future habitat, which is inconsistent with the purposes 
and intent of the ESA. On May 11, the Senate approved S.J. Res. 23 by a vote of 51–49 (Senate roll 
call vote 122). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House took no action on this legislation. 
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6. HALTING PROTECTIONS FOR THE NORTHERN LONG-EARED BAT
Senator Markwayne Mullin (R-OK) sponsored S.J. Res. 24, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) 
resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) rule pro-
tecting the northern long-eared bat under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The CRA is an 
extreme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want 
to permanently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural 
heritage. This resolution could prevent any future protection of the northern long-eared bat, even 
if the population collapsed or just a handful of individual bats remained and, simply put, could 
be a vote to condemn this species to extinction. Coming just days after the Senate vote on the 
lesser prairie-chicken CRA disapproval, this is only the second time in history that Congress has 
attempted to use this law to rescind ESA protections for an individual species. On May 11, the 
Senate approved S.J. Res. 24 by a vote of 51–49 (Senate roll call vote 123). NO IS THE PRO-ENVI-

RONMENT VOTE. The House approved S.J. Res. 24 on July 27; however, the president vetoed it on 
September 26, and on September 28, the Senate failed to override the president’s veto.

7. ABUDU CONFIRMATION (11TH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of Nancy G. Abudu to serve as a judge 
of the United States Court of Appeals for the 11th Circuit. The 11th Circuit is one of the nation’s 
most powerful courts, with jurisdiction over Alabama, Florida, and Georgia. Federal judges serve 
for life and the laws that protect our environment and democracy need judges who will uphold 
and enforce them. Abudu is one of the nation’s leading experts on the fundamental right to vote. 
Prior to her judicial service, she held senior positions at the Southern Poverty Law Center and 
American Civil Liberties Union, where she fought numerous forms of voter suppression targeting 
people of color, people with disabilities, low-income people, pre-trial detainees, people who had 
completed their felony sentences, and more. Beyond her exemplary professional qualifications, 
Abudu is the first Black woman and first Black Georgian to serve on the 11th Circuit. These his-
toric firsts are long overdue given that nearly 23% of 11th Circuit residents and 33% of Georgia 
residents are Black. On May 18, the Senate confirmed Abudu to be a judge of the United States 
Court of Appeals for the 11th Circuit by a vote of 49–47 (Senate roll call vote 132). YES IS THE 

PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

8. BLOCKING FORCED APPROVAL OF THE MOUNTAIN VALLEY PIPELINE
Senator Tim Kaine (D-VA) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 3746, the Fiscal Responsibility Act 
of 2023, to strike a provision mandating approval of permits for the completion of the Mountain 
Valley Pipeline, a fracked gas pipeline that threatens our climate, public health, environmental 
justice, and the region’s land, water, and ecosystems. At a time when we should be rapidly moving 
away from fossil fuels, this fossil gas pipeline would lock us into decades of 90,000 metric tons of 
greenhouse gas emissions annually, which is the equivalent of 26 coal-fired power plants or 19,000 
passenger cars. The company pushing the pipeline has already racked up millions of dollars in 
fines for nearly 400 water quality violations, posing a threat to drinking water and to public health 
and safety more broadly in the communities that lie along its path, which include low-wealth, 
Indigenous and communities of color already overburdened by pollution. In addition to the risks 
of the pipeline itself, the inclusion of this provision blindly mandating approval of a project and 
shielding it from judicial review in a completely unrelated must-pass bill set a dangerous prec-
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edent that allowed Congress to circumvent and thereby undermine crucial environmental review 
and community engagement processes required by congressionally-passed statutes. On June 1, 
the Senate rejected the Kaine amendment by a vote of 30-69 (Senate roll call vote 145). YES IS THE 

PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate passed H.R. 3746 on June 1, which included the Mountain 
Valley Pipeline approval, and on June 3, the president signed it into law. 

9. HO CONFIRMATION (SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of Dale E. Ho to serve as a judge of the 
United States District Court for the Southern District of New York. Due to its jurisdiction over 
Manhattan, the Southern District of New York is one of the most powerful trial courts in the 
world. Federal judges serve for life and the laws that protect our environment and democracy 
need judges who will uphold and enforce them. Ho is one of the nation’s leading experts on the 
fundamental right to vote and has been one of the nation’s most prominent litigators. Prior to his 
judicial service, he served as voting rights project director for the American Civil Liberties Union, 
followed in Thurgood Marshall’s footsteps working at the NAACP Legal Defense and Education 
Fund, and taught at New York University School of Law. He has practiced before the United States 
Supreme Court as well as circuit and district courts, and testified before Congress as well as state 
legislatures. Earlier in his career, he clerked for Judge Barbara S. Jones of the Southern District of 
New York and Judge Robert S. Smith of the New York Court of Appeals. On June 14, the Senate 
confirmed Ho to be a judge of the United States District Court for the Southern District of New 
York by a vote of 50–49 (Senate roll call vote 162). YES IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

10. TORRES SMALL CONFIRMATION (DEPUTY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of Xochitl Torres Small to serve as dep-
uty secretary of agriculture. The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) oversees our 
national forests and the farming, ranching, and forestry industries, which are all critical elements 
in creating climate solutions. Torres Small, a former member of Congress from New Mexico, is 
the first Latinx person and second woman of color to serve in this role at USDA. She has experi-
ence working in rural development, overseeing infrastructure, utilities, and healthcare in rural 
communities. As the granddaughter of farmworkers, Torres Small will prioritize ensuring that 
farmers are a critical part of the solution to climate change. On July 11, the Senate confirmed Tor-
res Small to be the deputy secretary of agriculture by a vote of 84–8 (Senate roll call vote 174). YES 

IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

11. BLOOMEKATZ CONFIRMATION (6TH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of Rachel Bloomekatz to serve as a judge 
of the United States Court of Appeals for the 6th Circuit. The 6th Circuit is one of the nation’s 
most powerful courts, with jurisdiction over Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, and Tennessee. Federal 
judges serve for life and the laws that protect our environment and democracy need judges who 
will uphold and enforce them. Bloomekatz has a distinguished record as a public-interest litigator 
across numerous worthy issues, including First Amendment law, administrative law, voting rights 
law, immigration law, criminal law, and environmental law. She has won appeals at the 6th Circuit 
to which she has now been appointed. She is a leader in her local legal community and has taught 
federal courts to Ohio State University law students. Earlier in her career, Bloomekatz served as 
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a clerk to Justice Stephen Breyer of the United States Supreme Court, to Judge Guido Calabresi 
of the United States Court of Appeals for the 2nd Circuit, and to Justice Margaret Marshall of the 
Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court. Although her experience spans many issues, Bloomekatz 
brings the unique qualification of being the first public-interest environmental litigator ever to 
serve on a federal appeals court. That perspective on a critical and complex area of law has been 
sorely lacking on the bench. On July 18, the Senate confirmed Bloomekatz to be a judge of the 
United States Court of Appeals for the 6th Circuit by a vote of 50–48 (Senate roll call vote 187). 
YES IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

12. UHLMANN CONFIRMATION (ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of David Uhlmann to serve as an as-
sistant administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the Office of Enforce-
ment and Compliance Assurance (OECA). OECA partners with state and tribal governments 
to enforce bedrock environmental laws such as the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, among many others. Uhlman is a promising choice for advancing envi-
ronmental justice priorities and tackling the worst scofflaws based on his experience prosecuting 
criminal polluters at the Department of Justice’s (DOJ) Environmental Crimes Section. On July 
20, the Senate confirmed Uhlmann to be an assistant administrator by a vote of 52–46 (Senate roll 
call vote 193). YES IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

13. OBSTRUCTING MONEY-SAVING ENERGY EFFICIENCY CODES
Senator Marco Rubio (R-FL) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4366, the Consolidated Appro-
priations Act, 2024, which would block updated energy codes that reduce energy costs and the 
total cost of living for families who are most burdened by rising prices—those in government 
supported housing. This amendment is the opposite of what people need as fossil fuel companies 
rake in record profits. Adopting the proposed energy code would save an average of $14,536 over 
the life of a single-family home and over $5,000 per multifamily unit, compared to current code 
requirements. The additional cost of the new code requirements is only 2% of the average cost of 
a new home under the programs, paying for itself in less than 3 years. On October 25, the Senate 
rejected the Rubio amendment by a vote of 47–51 (Senate roll call vote 267). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

14. DEFUNDING ACCESS TO VOTING
Senator Ted Budd (R-NC) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4366, the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2024, which would block funding for agencies’ implementation or enforcement of Ex-
ecutive Order 14019, related to promoting access to voting. President Joe Biden had issued this 
Executive Order in 2021 to promote and defend the right to vote for all people who are legally 
entitled to participate in elections, including by expanding federal agency participation in voter 
registration under the decades-old National Voter Registration Act, as well as facilitating access to 
voting for federal employees, active duty servicemembers, overseas citizens, voters with disabili-
ties, and more. This nonpartisan initiative is one of the most significant federal executive actions 
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ever taken to promote democracy. Proposals like the Budd amendment to defund its implementa-
tion would harm voters and the government’s ability to efficiently and effectively serve people in 
the United States. The burdens of this amendment would fall disproportionately on communities 
of color, communities with low wealth, and others who face the greatest barriers to exercising 
their right to vote. On October 31, the Senate rejected the Budd amendment by a vote of 45-50 
(Senate roll call vote 279). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

15. BLOCKING ENVIRONMENTAL, PUBLIC HEALTH, CONSUMER, AND WORKER 
PROTECTIONS
Senator Mike Lee (R-UT) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4366, the Consolidated Appropria-
tions Act, 2024, which would threaten our government’s ability to protect the public from the 
harm posed by many industries, including polluting industries. This amendment includes many 
of the misguided provisions of the so-called Regulations from the Executive in Need of Scrutiny 
(REINS) Act of 2023 (H.R. 277), which aim to halt the implementation of critical safeguards for 
workers, families, communities, and the environment, making industry even less accountable 
to the public. It would do nothing to improve protections for people in the United States, rather 
it would benefit corporate polluters that wish to game the system and evade standards. On No-
vember 1, the Senate rejected the Lee amendment by a vote of 46–51 (60 votes were needed for 
passage—Senate roll call vote 283). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

16. UNDOING THE TAILORED BUY AMERICA WAIVER FOR EV CHARGERS
Senator Marco Rubio (R-FL) sponsored S.J. Res. 38, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) reso-
lution to disapprove of the Federal Highway Administration’s (FWHA) tailored Buy America 
waiver for electric vehicle (EV) chargers and replace it with a general waiver. The CRA is an ex-
treme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want to 
permanently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural heri-
tage. This resolution would hinder efforts to expand the electric vehicle charging network, while 
hurting U.S. manufacturing, workers, and communities. Since the establishment of the tailored 
waiver, electric vehicle service equipment (EVSE) manufacturers have announced more than $27 
million in investments for new facilities across the country. Such investments have the potential 
to create good union jobs for workers building and installing EVSE equipment. The waiver that 
this resolution proposes would slow down the EV transition at the expense of these same workers. 
On November 8, the Senate approved S.J. Res. 38 by a vote of 50–48 (Senate roll call vote 303). NO 

IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House passed S.J. Res. 38 on January 11, 2024, which the 
president vetoed on January 24, 2024. 
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KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
  = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

a Senator Sullivan was absent for roll call vote 174 due to attending the NATO Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania.
b Senator Butler was sworn in on October 3, 2023.
c It was publicly reported that Senator Feinstein was absent for roll call votes 35, 79, 98, and 110 due to recovery from shingles. She died September 29, 2023.

ALABAMA

Britt R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Tuberville R 6 5 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ALASKA

Murkowski R 19 33 21 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖

Sullivana R 0 16 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ARIZONA

Kelly, Mark D 94 93 93 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Sinema I 81 91 79 % ✖ % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖

ARKANSAS

Boozman R 6 14 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Cotton R 6 9 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

CALIFORNIA

Butlerb D 100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i % % % %

Feinsteinc D 88 98 91 E E E E % % % ✖ % % % % i i i i

Padilla D 88 98 96 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % ? % % %

COLORADO

Bennet D 94 96 90 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Hickenlooper D 94 95 94 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

CONNECTICUT

Blumenthal D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Murphy, C. D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

DELWARE

Carper D 100 98 86 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Coons D 88 98 95 % ? % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %
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ALABAMA

Britt R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Tuberville R 6 5 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ALASKA

Murkowski R 19 33 21 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖

Sullivana R 0 16 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ARIZONA

Kelly, Mark D 94 93 93 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Sinema I 81 91 79 % ✖ % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖

ARKANSAS

Boozman R 6 14 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Cotton R 6 9 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

CALIFORNIA

Butlerb D 100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i % % % %

Feinsteinc D 88 98 91 E E E E % % % ✖ % % % % i i i i

Padilla D 88 98 96 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % ? % % %

COLORADO

Bennet D 94 96 90 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Hickenlooper D 94 95 94 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

CONNECTICUT

Blumenthal D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Murphy, C. D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

DELWARE

Carper D 100 98 86 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Coons D 88 98 95 % ? % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %
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KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
  = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

d Senator Rubio entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 132, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
e Senator Durbin entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 174, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He 

also voted in committee to advance Torres Small’s nomination. He was absent due to attending the NATO Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania.

FLORIDA

Rubiod R 0 12 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Scott, Rick R 0 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

GEORGIA

Ossoff D 94 98 97 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Warnock D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

HAWAII

Hirono D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Schatz D 94 98 97 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

IDAHO

Crapo R 6 14 7 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Risch R 6 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ILLINOIS

Duckworth D 100 100 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Durbine D 88 98 89 % % % % % % % ✖ % ? % % % % % %

INDIANA

Braun R 6 14 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Young, T. R 6 19 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

IOWA

Ernst R 6 18 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

Grassley R 6 21 18 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KANSAS

Marshall R 6 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Moran, J. R 6 16 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KENTUCKY

McConnell R 6 19 9 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Paul R 13 11 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %



❹ ❺

SENATE VOTES

U
h

lm
an

n
 C

o
nf

irm
at

io
n

 (A
ss

is
ta

nt
 

A
d

m
in

is
tr

at
o

r o
f t

h
e

 E
nv

iro
n

m
e

nt
al

 P
ro

te
ct

io
n

 

A
g

e
n

cy
) #

19
3

 B
lo

o
m

e
ka

tz
 C

o
nf

irm
at

io
n

 (6
th

 C
irc

u
it 

C
o

u
rt

 
o

f A
p

p
e

al
s)

 #
18

7

To
rr

e
s 

S
m

al
l C

o
nf

irm
at

io
n

 (D
e

p
u

ty
 

S
e

cr
e

ta
ry

 o
f A

g
ric

u
lt

u
re

) #
17

4

H
o

 C
o

nf
irm

at
io

n
 (S

o
u

th
e

rn
 D

is
tr

ic
t 

o
f N

ew
 

Yo
rk

) #
16

2

B
lo

ck
in

g
 F

o
rc

e
d

 A
p

p
ro

va
l o

f t
h

e
 M

o
u

nt
ai

n
 

V
al

le
y 

P
ip

e
lin

e
 #

14
5

A
b

u
d

u
 C

o
nf

irm
at

io
n

 (1
1t

h
 C

irc
u

it 
C

o
u

rt
 o

f 
A

p
p

e
al

s)
 #

13
2

O
b

st
ru

ct
in

g
 M

o
n

ey
-S

av
in

g
 E

n
e

rg
y 

E
ffi

ci
e

n
cy

 
C

o
d

e
s 

#
26

7

D
ef

u
n

d
in

g
 A

cc
e

ss
 to

 V
o

tin
g

 #
27

9

B
lo

ck
in

g
 E

nv
iro

n
m

e
nt

al
, P

u
b

lic
 H

e
al

th
, 

C
o

n
su

m
e

r, 
an

d
 W

o
rk

e
r P

ro
te

ct
io

n
s 

#
28

3

U
n

d
o

in
g

 t
h

e
 T

ai
lo

re
d

 B
u

y 
A

m
e

ric
a 

W
ai

ve
r 

fo
r E

V
 C

h
ar

g
e

rs
 #

30
3

R
e

sc
in

d
in

g
 P

ro
te

ct
io

n
s 

fo
r t

h
e

 L
e

ss
e

r 
P

ra
iri

e
-C

h
ic

ke
n

 #
11

0

T
hw

ar
tin

g
 C

rit
ic

al
 H

ab
ita

t 
fo

r T
h

re
at

e
n

e
d

 
S

p
e

ci
e

s 
#

12
2

H
al

tin
g

 P
ro

te
ct

io
n

s 
fo

r t
h

e
 N

o
rt

h
e

rn
 L

o
n

g
-

E
ar

e
d

 B
at

 #
12

3

2023 National Environmental Scorecard · LCV | scorecard.lcv.org 21

FLORIDA

Rubiod R 0 12 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Scott, Rick R 0 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

GEORGIA

Ossoff D 94 98 97 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Warnock D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

HAWAII

Hirono D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Schatz D 94 98 97 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

IDAHO

Crapo R 6 14 7 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Risch R 6 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ILLINOIS

Duckworth D 100 100 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Durbine D 88 98 89 % % % % % % % ✖ % ? % % % % % %

INDIANA

Braun R 6 14 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Young, T. R 6 19 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

IOWA

Ernst R 6 18 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

Grassley R 6 21 18 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KANSAS

Marshall R 6 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Moran, J. R 6 16 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KENTUCKY

McConnell R 6 19 9 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Paul R 13 11 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %
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KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
  = Excused (does not count)

 

22 scorecard.lcv.org | 2023 National Environmental Scorecard · LCV

LCV SCORES

f Senator King entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 174, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was absent 
due to attending the NATO Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania.

LOUISIANA

Cassidy R 13 16 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Kennedy R 6 11 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MAINE

Collins, S. R 13 42 55 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Kingf I 81 98 91 % % % % ✖ % % ✖ % ? % % % % % %

MARYLAND

Cardin D 100 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Van Hollen  D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MASSACHUSETTS

Markey D 100 100 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Warren D 100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MICHIGAN

Peters, G. D 94 98 94 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Stabenow D 94 100 91 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

MINNESOTA

Klobuchar D 94 96 93 % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % %

Smith, T. D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MISSISSIPPI

Hyde-Smith, C. R 6 14 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Wicker R 6 18 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSOURI

Hawley R 0 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Schmitt R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MONTANA

Daines R 6 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Tester D 75 95 89 ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖
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LOUISIANA

Cassidy R 13 16 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Kennedy R 6 11 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MAINE

Collins, S. R 13 42 55 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Kingf I 81 98 91 % % % % ✖ % % ✖ % ? % % % % % %

MARYLAND

Cardin D 100 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Van Hollen  D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MASSACHUSETTS

Markey D 100 100 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Warren D 100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MICHIGAN

Peters, G. D 94 98 94 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Stabenow D 94 100 91 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

MINNESOTA

Klobuchar D 94 96 93 % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % %

Smith, T. D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MISSISSIPPI

Hyde-Smith, C. R 6 14 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Wicker R 6 18 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSOURI

Hawley R 0 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Schmitt R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MONTANA

Daines R 6 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Tester D 75 95 89 ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖
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KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
  = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

g Senator Ricketts was absent for roll call vote 174 due to attending the NATO Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania.
h Senator Shaheen was absent for roll call vote 174 due to attending the NATO Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania.
i Senator Budd served in the U.S. House of Representatives during the 117th Congress. 
j Senator Tillis was absent for roll call vote 174 due to attending the NATO Summit in Vilnius, Lithuania.

NEBRASKA

Fischer R 6 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Rickettsg R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEVADA

Cortez Masto D 94 98 96 % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Rosen D 94 98 96 % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Hassan D 94 98 98 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Shaheenh D 81 98 95 % % % ? % % % ✖ % ? % % % % % %

NEW JERSEY

Booker D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Menendez, B. D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW MEXICO

Heinrich D 100 96 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Luján D 100 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW YORK

Gillibrand D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Schumer D 94 98 93 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

NORTH CAROLINA

Buddi R 6 2 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Tillisj R 0 18 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖

NORTH DAKOTA

Cramer R 6 16 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Hoeven R 6 14 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OHIO

Brown, Sherrod D 88 98 94 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖

Vance R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖
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NEBRASKA

Fischer R 6 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Rickettsg R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEVADA

Cortez Masto D 94 98 96 % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Rosen D 94 98 96 % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Hassan D 94 98 98 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Shaheenh D 81 98 95 % % % ? % % % ✖ % ? % % % % % %

NEW JERSEY

Booker D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Menendez, B. D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW MEXICO

Heinrich D 100 96 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Luján D 100 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW YORK

Gillibrand D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Schumer D 94 98 93 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

NORTH CAROLINA

Buddi R 6 2 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Tillisj R 0 18 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖

NORTH DAKOTA

Cramer R 6 16 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Hoeven R 6 14 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OHIO

Brown, Sherrod D 88 98 94 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖

Vance R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖
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KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
  = Excused (does not count)
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k Senator Mullin served in the U.S. House of Representatives during the 117th Congress.
l Senator Merkley entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 35, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 

absent due to a family emergency.
m It was publicly reported that Senator Fetterman was absent for roll call votes 35 and 79 for treatment and recovery from clinical depression.

OKLAHOMA

Lankford R 6 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Mullin, M.k R 6 5 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OREGON

Merkleyl D 100 100 99 E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Wyden D 100 98 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

PENNSYLVANIA

Casey D 94 96 94 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Fettermanm D 86 N/A 86 E E % % % % % ✖ % ? % % % % % %

RHODE ISLAND

Reed D 94 98 97 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Whitehouse D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

SOUTH CAROLINA

Graham R 6 30 15 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Scott, T. R 6 11 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % ? ✖ ? ? ? ?

SOUTH DAKOTA

Rounds R 6 20 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Thune R 6 14 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TENNESSEE

Blackburn R 0 9 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Hagerty R 6 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TEXAS

Cornyn R 6 16 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Cruz, T. R 6 2 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

UTAH

Lee, M. R 13 13 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖

Romney R 6 25 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖
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OKLAHOMA

Lankford R 6 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Mullin, M.k R 6 5 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OREGON

Merkleyl D 100 100 99 E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Wyden D 100 98 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

PENNSYLVANIA

Casey D 94 96 94 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Fettermanm D 86 N/A 86 E E % % % % % ✖ % ? % % % % % %

RHODE ISLAND

Reed D 94 98 97 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

Whitehouse D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

SOUTH CAROLINA

Graham R 6 30 15 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Scott, T. R 6 11 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % ? ✖ ? ? ? ?

SOUTH DAKOTA

Rounds R 6 20 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Thune R 6 14 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TENNESSEE

Blackburn R 0 9 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Hagerty R 6 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TEXAS

Cornyn R 6 16 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Cruz, T. R 6 2 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

UTAH

Lee, M. R 13 13 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖

Romney R 6 25 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖
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LCV SCORES

n Senator Welch served in the U.S. House of Representatives during the 117th Congress.
o Senator Warner was absent for roll call vote 279 due to an urgent personal matter.

VERMONT

Sanders I 94 98 91 % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % %

Welchn D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

VIRGINIA

Kaine D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Warnero D 100 98 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % %

WASHINGTON

Cantwell D 100 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Murray D 94 98 92 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

WEST VIRGINIA

Capito R 6 19 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Manchin D 25 79 55 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % % ✖

WISCONSIN

Baldwin D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Johnson, R. R 0 16 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

WYOMING

Barrasso R 0 9 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Lummis R 6 11 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖
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VERMONT

Sanders I 94 98 91 % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % %

Welchn D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

VIRGINIA

Kaine D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Warnero D 100 98 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % %

WASHINGTON

Cantwell D 100 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Murray D 94 98 92 % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % %

WEST VIRGINIA

Capito R 6 19 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Manchin D 25 79 55 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % % ✖

WISCONSIN

Baldwin D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

Johnson, R. R 0 16 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

WYOMING

Barrasso R 0 9 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Lummis R 6 11 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖
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2023 HOUSE VOTE DESCRIPTIONS

1. ESTABLISHING ANTI-ENVIRONMENT AND ANTI-DEMOCRACY HOUSE RULES 
House Majority Leader Steve Scalise (R-LA) sponsored H.Res. 5, a resolution adopting the rules 
of the House of Representatives for the 118th Congress and for other purposes, which, in addition 
to organizing the chamber for the new Congress, imposed strict budget cuts on future appropria-
tions. The provision capped spending at Fiscal Year 2022 levels, which would translate into a 22% 
cut for environmental programs from FY23 levels thereby undermining critical agency staffing 
and funding for programs that address the legacy of toxic pollution and the climate crisis. The 
rules package also removed a provision that required land transfers to be budget neutral, making 
it easier to give away our nation’s public lands. At a time of significant concern about the influence 
of polluters and other special interests in politics, and just two years after an insurrection that 
some House members supported, this package also hobbled the bipartisan Office of Congres-
sional Ethics by imposing arbitrary term limits to eject Democratic ethics board members and 
effectively prohibiting it from hiring new staff, making it much harder to hold unethical officials 
accountable. On January 9, the House approved H.Res. 5 by a vote of 220–213 (House roll call vote 
23). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House approves its own rules package and it takes ef-
fect immediately upon passage, though the rules may be, and often are, waived by a majority vote.

2. LEASING MORE PUBLIC LANDS AND WATERS FOR OIL DRILLING
Chair Cathy McMorris Rodgers (R-WA) sponsored H.R. 21, the so-called Strategic Production 
Response Act, which would limit the drawdown of petroleum in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
(SPR) until the Department of Energy (DOE) submits a plan to Congress to increase the percent-
age of federal lands leased for oil and gas production. In creating this harmful linkage, the bill 
specifically targets increasing the area leased onshore and offshore for oil and gas drilling, which 
would threaten our nation’s treasured federal public lands and waters and prolong our depen-
dence on dirty fossil fuels under the guise of promoting energy security. On January 27, the House 
approved H.R. 21 by a vote of 221–205 (House roll call vote 93). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT 

VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation. 

3. IGNORING CLIMATE RISKS TO RETIREMENT SAVINGS
Representative Andy Barr (R-KY) sponsored H.J. Res. 30, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) res-
olution of disapproval, which would repeal the Department of Labor’s (DOL) rule to protect peo-
ple’s retirement savings from all types of financial risk, including those due to climate change. The 
CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress 
who want to permanently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and 
natural heritage. For decades, the DOL set forth rules that required retirement plan managers to 
prudently consider all relevant factors while remaining neutral on investment types. The Trump 
administration deviated from this long-standing approach, and the Biden-Harris administration 
restored neutrality. Plan managers can once again consider all relevant factors to assess invest-
ment risk, and base their decisions on these financial risk-return factors. Overturning this rule 
with a CRA resolution would return to the Trump-era standard that disregards the financial risks 
of dirty energy investments, standards that are being implemented in extremist Republican-led 
states across the country at a significant financial loss for their pension funds. On February 28, 



2023 National Environmental Scorecard · LCV | scorecard.lcv.org 31

the House approved H.J. Res. 30 by a vote of 216–204 (House roll call vote 124). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. On March 1, the Senate approved H.J. Res. 30; however, it was vetoed by 
the president on March 20, and on March 23, the House failed to override the president’s veto.

4. ATTACKING THE CLEAN WATER RESTORATION RULE 
Chair Sam Graves (R-MO) sponsored H.J. Res. 27, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) resolution 
of disapproval, which would repeal the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) and U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) final “Revised Definition of ‘Waters of the United States (WO-
TUS)’” rule, also known as the Clean Water Restoration Rule. The CRA is an extreme and blunt 
tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want to permanently 
strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. This leg-
islation would jeopardize our water resources by invalidating the Biden-Harris administration’s 
rule to ensure that critical waters, from small streams to rivers to wetlands, are protected from 
unregulated pollution and destruction when they have important downstream effects on water 
quality. H.J. Res. 27 would also prevent future administrations from issuing rules that are “sub-
stantially the same,” which could undermine future agency action to the benefit of polluters. This 
attack on our clean water safeguards puts the profits of polluters ahead of the health and safety of 
our families and communities, especially low-wealth communities and communities of color who 
are disproportionately impacted by water pollution. On March 9, the House approved H.J. Res. 27 
by a vote of 227–198 (House roll call vote 142). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. On March 
29, the Senate approved H.J. Res. 27; however on April 6, the president vetoed it and on April 18, 
the House failed to override the president’s veto. 

5. DISAPPROVING OF LNG EXPORT INFRASTRUCTURE’S DENIAL 
Representative Lauren Boebert (R-CO) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 1, the so-called Lower 
Energy Costs Act, to express disapproval of the denial of permits for the Jordan Cove Project 
—a proposed liquefied natural gas (LNG) export terminal in the Port of Coos Bay, Oregon by 
Calgary-based energy company Pembina. Oregon rejected Pembina’s permit applications because 
this LNG export terminal and fracked gas pipeline project would harm water quality, risk the 
health and safety of frontline communities, worsen climate change, and undermine landowner 
rights. On March 29, the House approved the Boebert amendment by a vote of 221–208 (House 
roll call vote 167). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House passed H.R. 1 on March 30. 
The Senate took no action on this legislation. 

6. BLOCKING ATTACKS ON OIL LEASING REFORM
Representative Mike Levin (D-CA) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 1, the so-called Lower En-
ergy Costs Act, which would strike provisions in the bill that would repeal long-overdue, com-
monsense reforms to the federal oil and gas leasing program enacted in the Inflation Reduction 
Act (IRA). Specifically, the IRA included a royalty rate increase that aligns with state royalty rates, 
updates to fees to reflect inflation after remaining unchanged for decades, and the elimination of 
non-competitive leasing where lands can be leased for as little as $1.50 per acre. Together, these 
reforms ensure a fairer return for communities and federal taxpayers for industry’s use of our 
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shared public lands. Repealing these provisions would undo this progress and add at least $160 
million to the deficit over the next 10 years according to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO). 
On March 30, the House rejected the Levin amendment by a vote of 205–228 (House roll call vote 
176). YES IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

7. DELAYING OFFSHORE WIND WITH MISINFORMATION
Representative Jeff Van Drew (R-NJ) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 1, the so-called Lower En-
ergy Costs Act, which would require the comptroller general to conduct a study to assess the suf-
ficiency of the environmental review processes for offshore wind projects. This bad faith amend-
ment implies that there have been insufficient environmental reviews for offshore wind projects, 
when the truth is that the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) is already required to 
perform substantial environmental reviews, which the environmental community supports. This 
unnecessary and duplicative study is simply meant to slow the deployment of a critical clean en-
ergy technology and delay the transition away from dirty fossil fuels to the affordable clean energy 
economy. On March 30, the House approved the Van Drew amendment by a vote of 220–213 
(House roll call vote 180). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House passed H.R. 1 on 
March 30. The Senate took no action on this legislation. 

8. H.R. 1, THE POLLUTERS OVER PEOPLE ACT
Majority Leader Steve Scalise (R-LA) sponsored H.R. 1, the so-called Lower Energy Costs Act, a 
sweeping, harmful, and backward-looking package of bills that would represent a huge giveaway 
to polluters and lock us into new fossil fuel production and infrastructure, exacerbate the climate 
crisis, worsen environmental injustice, and increase toxic pollution that threatens our health. This 
bill, aptly dubbed the Polluters Over People Act, includes numerous provisions designed solely 
to benefit polluters in the oil, gas, chemical, and mining sectors. H.R. 1 would also undermine 
longstanding, popular environmental laws that are effective and critical for community input and 
protecting our air and water. Finally, this legislation raises the deficit by billions of dollars while 
repealing provisions passed through the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) that save hardworking 
families money, create good-paying jobs, tackle climate change, and clean up the air we breathe. 
It repeals the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF), which will invest $27 billion of federal 
funds—and leverage a much larger amount of private investment—in critical climate and clean 
energy projects across the country, and takes money out of families’ pockets while raising their 
costs by doing away with the home electrification rebate program. On March 30, the House ap-
proved H.R. 1 by a vote of 225–204 (House roll call vote 182). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT 

VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

9. DEFAULT ON AMERICA ACT
Chair Jodey Arrington (R-TX) sponsored H.R. 2811, the so-called Limit, Save, Grow Act of 2023, 
which would raise the debt ceiling for less than a year, repeal the historic clean energy tax incen-
tives included in the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA), impose a decade of draconian cuts on fund-
ing for environmental programs, and dramatically weaken the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) by exempting oil and gas companies from review processes, setting arbitrary deadlines, 
and making it harder for frontline communities to seek redress in the courts for environmental 
damages. The bill, dubbed the ‘Default on America Act,’ would also make it easier for Congress 
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to stymie environmental and worker protections, institute ruthless work requirements for anti-
poverty programs like Medicaid and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), 
repeal student loan forgiveness, and clear the way for corporations and billionaires to avoid pay-
ing their fair share in taxes. House Republicans presented a false choice: default on our debt and 
cause a global recession, or ‘Default on America’ and eliminate crucial environmental protections 
and clean energy progress when we need them the most. On April 26, the House approved H.R. 
2811 by a vote of 217–215 (House roll call vote 199). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The 
Senate took no action on this legislation, but did pass H.R. 3746, the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 
2023, which increased the debt limit and weakened NEPA.

10. PROMOTING ANTI-IMMIGRANT POLICIES & BORDER WALL FUNDING
Representative Mario Díaz-Balart (R-FL) sponsored H.R. 2, the so-called Secure the Border Act 
of 2023, an anti-immigrant bill that would dismantle the asylum system, resume construction 
on the environmentally destructive border wall, deport unaccompanied children, jail immigrant 
families, eliminate parole authority, undermine essential partnerships with humanitarian orga-
nizations, and make other deeply harmful changes to immigration policy. This bill also waives 
all laws except the Constitution for the construction, development, operation and maintenance 
of this xenophobic, environmentally damaging, and ineffective border wall. This bill represents a 
package of racist, anti-immigrant, deeply inhumane, environmentally harmful, and counterpro-
ductive policy proposals. On May 11, the House approved H.R. 2 by a vote of 219–213 (House 
roll call vote 209). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. This legislation’s supporters continue to 
attempt to attach these harmful proposals to unrelated must-pass legislation; however, the Senate 
took no action on this legislation in 2023.

11. BLOCKING LIMITS ON POLLUTION FROM TRUCKS
The House considered Ranking Member Deb Fischer’s (R-NE) S.J. Res. 11, a Congressional Re-
view Act (CRA) resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) final rule establishing crucial limits on health-harming pollution from heavy-
duty trucks and block any substantially similar public health protections. The CRA is an extreme 
and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want to per-
manently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural heri-
tage. Heavy-duty vehicles like long-haul trucks and diesel buses account for about 25% of green-
house gas emissions in the transportation sector and release dangerous air pollutants, including 
nitrogen oxides and particle pollution. Pollution from heavy-duty vehicles harms everyone but is 
especially dangerous for low-wealth communities and communities of color who live closest to 
major highways, freight hubs, and high-traffic areas. On May 23, the House approved S.J. Res. 11 
by a vote of 221–203 (House roll call vote 232). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate 
approved S.J. Res. 11 on April 26; however, the president vetoed it on June 14, and on June 21, the 
Senate failed to override the president’s veto. 

12. BLOCKING CRITICAL SAFEGUARDS 
Representative Kat Cammack (R-FL) sponsored H.R. 277, the Regulations from the Executive in 
Need of Scrutiny (REINS) Act of 2023, which would establish a duplicative congressional approval 
process for important regulations. The bill would require both chambers of Congress to affirma-
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tively approve all significant new agency actions to protect the environment, workers, consumers, 
and public health before they take effect, thereby effectively blocking those protections. This is a 
tool for polluters and other corporate interests to halt new health and environmental safeguards. 
It is redundant given that Congress establishes the agencies, funds them, provides their author-
ity, passes the statutes they implement, and retains oversight power and appropriations authority. 
The REINS Act would effectively delay or even shut down the implementation of existing laws, 
which could mean more premature deaths, illnesses, climate change-fueled disasters, and other 
health impacts at the hands of polluters dumping toxins into our air, water, and lands. On June 
14, the House approved H.R. 277 by a vote of 221–210 (House roll call vote 265). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on H.R. 277, but rejected a similar provision filed 
as an amendment to H.R. 4366 by Senator Mike Lee on November 1. 

13. UNDERMINING FEDERAL AGENCY AUTHORITY 
Representative Scott Fitzgerald (R-WI) sponsored H.R. 288, the Separation of Powers Restora-
tion Act (SOPRA), which would modify the scope of judicial review of agency actions. This bill 
would end the bedrock administrative law doctrine of Chevron deference, under which federal 
courts defer to federal regulatory agencies’ reasonable interpretations of ambiguous provisions 
in the statutes they administer. SOPRA would instead empower the courts to come up with their 
own interpretations notwithstanding the reasonableness and specialized expertise of the agencies. 
This bill would represent a massive shift of power from experts at the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and other agencies, as well as from the elected branches, to unaccountable, life-
tenured judges, many of whom are anti-environment ideologues. It could chill and delay needed 
safeguards, create uncertainty, increase litigation, thwart congressional intent, undermine en-
forcement, and upend the balance of power among the three branches of government. On June 
15, the House approved H.R. 288 by a vote of 220–211 (House roll call vote 271). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation. 

14. BLOCKING RACE AWARENESS EDUCATION AND TRAINING
Representative Chip Roy (R-TX) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 2670, the National Defense 
Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2024, which would defund Department of Defense 
(DOD) educational and instructional activities on a wide range of subjects related to race and his-
tory, including parts of the United States Constitution and Declaration of Independence. Though 
nominally offered to promote racial neutrality, this amendment would harm understandings of 
the role race has played in historic and current events, raising the risk that damaging mistakes of 
history could be repeated or left unreconciled. It would do so at a time of sharp political divides 
over civil rights, voting rights, immigration from Latin America and Asia, policing of communi-
ties of color, anti-discrimination efforts in government as well as the private sector, and other 
important issues related to race. Overcoming racism requires acknowledging and learning from 
the past, not denying, minimizing, and concealing it, as this and numerous other extreme House 
amendments in 2023 attempted to do. On July 13, the House approved the Roy amendment by a 
vote of 227–201 (House roll call vote 309). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Roy amend-
ment was not included in the final NDAA, which the president signed into law on December 22.
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15. CUTTING PROTECTIONS FOR THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
Representative Andy Biggs (R-AZ) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 2670, the National Defense 
Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year 2024, which would exempt defense-related activity 
from the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The Biggs amendment carves a huge loophole in the 
ESA for all manner of military activities, including activities of industrial contractors and subcon-
tractors, exposing endangered and threatened species to unrestricted harm and possible extinc-
tion. The Department of Defense (DOD) manages approximately 27 million acres of land on 338 
military installations, containing over 400 threatened and endangered species. On July 13, the 
House rejected the Biggs amendment by a vote of 193–237 (House roll call vote 322). NO IS THE 

PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

16. RESCINDING PROTECTIONS FOR THE LESSER PRAIRIE-CHICKEN
The House considered Senator Roger Marshall’s (R-KS) S.J. Res. 9, a Congressional Review Act 
(CRA) resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) rule 
protecting lesser prairie-chickens under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The CRA is an ex-
treme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want 
to permanently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural 
heritage. In this case, use of the CRA could prevent FWS from ever protecting the lesser prairie-
chicken under the ESA in the future, even if the populations collapsed or just a handful of individ-
ual birds remained. These CRA resolutions will significantly harm efforts to protect endangered 
species and the ESA itself. Alarmingly, this was the first time in the CRA’s 30-year history that the 
House attempted to use the law to rescind ESA protections for an individual species. On July 27, 
the House approved S.J. Res. 9 by a vote of 221–206 (House roll call vote 381). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate approved S.J. Res. 9 on May 3; however, the president vetoed it 
on September 26, and on September 28, the Senate failed to override the president’s veto.

17. HALTING PROTECTIONS FOR THE NORTHERN LONG-EARED BAT
The House considered Senator Markwayne Mullin’s (R-OK) S.J. Res. 24, a Congressional Review 
Act (CRA) resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) 
rule protecting the northern long-eared bat under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). The CRA 
is an extreme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who 
want to permanently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and nat-
ural heritage. This resolution could prevent any future protection of the northern long-eared bat, 
even if the population collapsed or just a handful of individual bats remained and, simply put, 
could be a vote to condemn that species to extinction. Coming just months after the Senate’s simi-
larly precedent-breaking votes on S.J. Res. 9 and 24, this is only the second time in history that 
Congress has attempted to use the law to rescind ESA protections for an individual species. On 
July 27, the House approved S.J. Res. 24 by a vote of 220–209 (House roll call vote 382). NO IS THE 

PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. On May 11, the Senate approved S.J. Res. 24; however, the president 
vetoed it on September 26, and on September 28, the Senate failed to override the president’s veto.
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18. BLOCKING STATES FROM SETTING CLEANER CARS STANDARDS
Representative John Joyce (R-PA) sponsored H.R. 1435, the so-called Preserving Choice in Ve-
hicle Purchases Act. This bill would block California and at least a dozen other states from setting 
stringent cleaner cars standards. In March of 2023, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
reaffirmed states’ authority under the Clean Air Act to set such standards, which result in cleaner 
air, deliver consumer savings on the cost of owning a car, and tackle the climate crisis. Exposure to 
air pollution from cars and SUVs increases the risk of asthma attacks, strokes, heart attacks, can-
cer, and premature death. Low-wealth communities and communities of color, especially those 
who live near major roads and highways, are disproportionately exposed to such pollution. Addi-
tionally, strong regulations for cars and light trucks would help to tackle climate change since the 
transportation sector is the largest source of U.S. climate pollution. These standards would help 
provide consumers with a broader range of internal combustion engine, hybrid, and electric ve-
hicle options. On September 14, the House approved H.R. 1435 by a vote of 222–190 (House roll 
call vote 391). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

19. SLASHING FUNDING FOR THE OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS
Representative Bob Good (R-VA) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4368, the Agriculture, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2024, which would cut mil-
lions in funding for the Department of Agriculture’s Office of Civil Rights. Civil rights offices at 
federal agencies are charged with ensuring fair and equitable treatment of employees and mem-
bers of the public who interact with the government. The Department of Agriculture employs 
nearly 100,000 people at more than 4,000 locations and greatly influences our food system by 
supporting the agriculture industry, rural development, and conservation of our natural resourc-
es, investing in research and development, monitoring food safety, and overseeing nutrition and 
many other important programs. On September 27, the House rejected the Good amendment by 
a vote of 175–254 (House roll call vote 408). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

20. UNDERMINING INTERNATIONAL ACTION ON CLIMATE
Representative Mario Díaz-Balart (R-FL) sponsored H.R. 4665, the Department of State, For-
eign Operations, and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 2024, which would undermine our 
progress fighting the climate crisis at home and abroad. At a time when the United States should 
be doing more, not less, in the global fight against climate change, this bill provides no funding 
for programs designed to directly address climate change and its impacts, and explicitly prohib-
its funding from being used to implement the Paris Climate Agreement and other important 
multilateral institutions like the Green Climate Fund, the Clean Technology Fund, and for loss 
and damage. It also prohibits funding from being used for climate change-focused executive or-
ders and for the Special Envoy on Climate. It rescinds over $11 billion from the Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund created by the Inflation Reduction Act, includes troubling provisions on envi-
ronmental review and permitting for cross-border projects, and seeks to undercut U.S. author-
ity to regulate cross-border pipelines, including in ongoing State Department negotiations with 
Canada on Enbridge’s Line 5 pipeline. On September 28, the House approved H.R. 4665 by a vote 
of 216–212 (House roll call vote 500). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate did not 
consider this legislation or any Department of State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs 
Appropriations bill in 2023.
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21. FUNDING THE BORDER WALL AND DEFUNDING IMMIGRANTS’ CIVIL RIGHTS
Representative David Joyce (R-OH) sponsored H.R. 4367, the Department of Homeland Security 
Appropriations Act, 2024, which would spend $2 billion to expand the environmentally destruc-
tive and xenophobic southern border wall. Billions in taxpayer dollars have been spent to build 
hundreds of miles of unnecessary, wasteful, and harmful border wall, which has had a negligible 
impact on securing the border while creating more harm to communities, lands, Indigenous sites 
and culture, and biodiversity. Additionally, the legislation fails to invest the needed resources for 
communities to prepare for climate-fueled extreme weather events and underfunds the federal 
government’s ability to assist with recovery efforts from these tragedies, even as many commu-
nities across the country are struggling to rebuild after a summer of harmful natural disasters. 
H.R. 4367 also includes numerous harmful poison pill policy riders that have little to do with 
homeland security, such as riders barring funds for women’s and transgender healthcare services, 
defunding the Office of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties, and eliminating a provision to protect po-
tential sponsors of unaccompanied minors from being deported. On September 28, the House ap-
proved H.R. 4367 by a vote of 220–208 (House roll call vote 505). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT 

VOTE. The Senate did not consider this legislation or any Department of Homeland Security Ap-
propriations bill in 2023.

22. BARRING FUNDING FOR THE AMERICAN CLIMATE CORPS
Representative Ralph Norman (R-SC) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4394, the Energy and 
Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2024, which would defund the 
American Climate Corps. The American Climate Corps combines national service with work-
force training to prepare a new generation to confront the climate crisis. It will build a versatile 
corps of 20,000 workers with the skills to help conserve and restore waters and lands, make our 
communities more resilient, speed the shift to clean energy, and advance environmental justice 
by prioritizing communities traditionally denied pathways to economic opportunity. On October 
26, the House approved the Norman amendment by a vote of 207–204 (House roll call vote 550). 
NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House passed H.R. 4394 on October 26. The Senate 
did not consider this legislation or any Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies 
Appropriations bill in 2023. 

23. ATTACKING CLEAN ENERGY AND WATER PROGRAMS
Representative Chuck Fleischmann (R-TN) sponsored H.R. 4394, the Energy and Water Devel-
opment and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which includes numerous provisions 
that would lock in fossil fuel infrastructure, increase our dependence on foreign energy, and cede 
leadership in clean energy innovation to our global competitors—all while raising energy costs 
for families. The bill slashes billions of dollars from critical energy and water programs, includ-
ing historic investments from the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA). These cuts include $4.5 billion 
in rebates to help low- and moderate-income households to replace dirty, inefficient appliances 
with cleaner alternatives; $1 billion to make buildings more efficient; $200 million for workforce 
development; and hundreds of millions of dollars across popular energy efficiency and renewable 
energy programs at the Department of Energy (DOE). H.R. 4394 would also jeopardize the clean 
water our communities depend on by violating the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and preempt-
ing state laws in mandating operations of state and federal water projects, threatening salmon 
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and thousands of fishing jobs. Finally, the bill includes numerous harmful policy riders, such as 
language to block the Biden-Harris administration’s “Waters of the United States (WOTUS) Rule,” 
prohibit prioritization of funding to underserved communities, mandate the enlargement of the 
Shasta Dam, and block federal agencies’ efforts to advance diversity, equity, inclusion, and acces-
sibility. On October 26, the House approved H.R. 4394 by a vote of 210–199 (House roll call vote 
558). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate did not consider this legislation or any 
Energy and Water Development and Related Agencies Appropriations bill in 2023. 

24. ELIMINATING FUNDING FOR THE COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Representative Scott Perry (R-PA) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department of 
the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would cut all 
funding to the White House’s Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ). In addition to hobbling 
the administration’s work on environmental justice, conservation, and protecting communities 
from toxic pollution, the amendment would effectively eliminate the agency’s leadership role in 
standardizing and coordinating analysis of project impacts across the federal government under 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This would hamper environmental review, slow-
ing down worthy projects and risking approval of flawed ones that could harm at-risk communi-
ties. On November 2, the House rejected the Perry amendment by a vote of 166–253 (House roll 
call vote 569). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

25. BLOCKING EQUITY AND ACCURACY IN GEOGRAPHIC NAMES
Representative Diana Harshbarger (R-TN) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Depart-
ment of the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which 
would defund the Board on Geographic Names, the federal government body that ensures ac-
curate and consistent place names within the United States and abroad. It is also tasked with 
renaming features with racist and offensive names, including, for example, changing the names of 
three features: Mt. Evans in Colorado, and Jeff Davis Peak and Jeff Davis Creek in Montana in or-
der to better reflect today’s values of inclusiveness and equity. They are now named Mt. Blue Sky, 
Three Eagles Peak, and Doyavinai Baa O’ogwaide—all in honor of and in partnership with Native 
nations. This amendment attacks both baseline government functionality and important work to 
right historic injustices. On November 2, the House rejected the Harshbarger amendment by a 
vote of 177–246 (House roll call vote 572). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

26. ATTACKING ENDANGERED SPECIES
Representative Lauren Boebert (R-CO) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department 
of the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would 
undermine the Endangered Species Act (ESA)—and subvert the agency rulemaking process—by 
prohibiting the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) from completing the rulemaking process 
on three proposed regulations to update how the ESA is implemented. The amendment would 
prevent FWS from making final decisions on the proposed regulations, thus keeping in place 
harmful Trump-era regulations, and prohibiting the agency from implementing important up-
dates to bring the rules back into conformity with the ESA and ensure robust decision-making 
firmly grounded in the law and the science. On November 2, the House approved the Boebert 
amendment by a vote of 213–212 (House roll call vote 575). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 
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The House passed H.R. 4821 on November 3. The Senate did not consider this legislation or any 
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations bill in 2023.

27. REVERSING PROTECTIONS FOR THE GREATER CHACO CANYON REGION
Representative Elijah Crane (R-AZ) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department of 
the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would block 
the 20-year withdrawal of federal lands near Chaco Culture National Historic Park from new oil 
and gas leasing. This oil and gas leasing withdrawal was established at the request of a coalition of 
Tribal governments, including the Hopi Tribe and the All Pueblo Council of Governors, to ensure 
the protections of the irreplaceable cultural, historic, and natural resources vulnerable to oil and 
gas development in the region. On November 2, the House rejected the Crane amendment by a 
vote of 191–219 (House roll call vote 580). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

28. BLOCKING FUNDING FOR CONSERVATION
Representative Russ Fulcher (R-ID) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department of 
the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would block 
funding for the Biden-Harris administration’s America the Beautiful initiative of conserving 30% 
of the nation’s lands and waters by 2030. The America the Beautiful initiative is prioritizing work 
with local people to create plans to protect, restore, and manage lands and waters that help reach 
collective goals for cultural support, climate action, and biodiversity. On November 2, the House 
approved the Fulcher amendment by a vote of 212–202 (House roll call vote 581). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House passed H.R. 4821 on November 3. The Senate did not consider 
this legislation or any Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations bill in 2023.

29. BLOCKING LIMITS ON SOOT POLLUTION
Representative Paul Gosar (R-AZ) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department of 
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2024, which would block the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) from tightening the National Ambient Air Quality Stan-
dards for Particulate Matter (soot or PM NAAQS) as proposed. This amendment would block 
critical EPA funding that would make our air cleaner and combat the dangerous health impacts 
of particulate matter, or soot pollution, which cuts short tens of thousands of lives in the U.S. 
every year. Soot pollution disproportionately affects low-wealth communities and communities 
of color, and in addition to premature death can lead to heart disease, asthma, decreased lung 
function and cancer. On November 2, the House approved the Gosar amendment by a vote of 
212–206 (House roll call vote 582). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House passed H.R. 
4821 on November 3. The Senate did not consider this legislation or any Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations bill in 2023. 

30. ZEROING OUT THE CLEAN SCHOOL BUS PROGRAM
Representative Troy Nehls (R-TX) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department of the 
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would eliminate 
all funds for the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Clean School Bus Program. Most 
school buses spew diesel pollution into the air, which is dangerous to the health and learning of 
25 million kids who ride the bus to school every day. The Clean School Bus Program provides re-
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bates and grants to school districts and other eligible entities to purchase healthier, zero-emission 
buses and infrastructure. This popular program has already awarded nearly $2 billion to help over 
600 school districts across all 50 states, D.C., several Native nations, and territories purchase over 
5,000 clean school buses. On November 2, the House rejected the Nehls amendment by a vote of 
196–222 (House roll call vote 587). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

31. BLOCKING FUNDING FOR NATIONAL MONUMENTS DESIGNATIONS
Representative Andy Ogles (R-TN) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department of 
the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would block 
funding for new national monument designations under the Antiquities Act. The Antiquities 
Act is a critical conservation law that empowers presidents to designate naturally, culturally, or 
historically significant federal lands or waters as national monuments. The tool has longstanding 
bipartisan support and has been used by 18 presidents—nine Democrats and nine Republicans—
since its establishment. Prohibiting funding for these protective designations would destroy one 
of the most important tools we have to preserve our nation’s lands, waters, cultures, and history. 
On November 2, the House rejected the Ogles amendment by a vote of 175–244 (House roll call 
vote 592). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

32. BLOCKING FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Representative Chip Roy (R-TX) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department of the 
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would prohibit 
any funding for the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Justice, Equity, Diversity, and In-
clusion Workgroup. This amendment would block efforts to reduce pollution and climate threats 
in communities on the front lines of our nation’s most dangerous environmental and health haz-
ards. For too long, communities of color and low-wealth communities have been forced to bear 
the brunt of pollution, and it is critical that our federal programs, policies, and agency workforce 
focus on remedying this injustice. On November 3, the House approved the Roy amendment by 
a vote of 212–204 (House roll call vote 594). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House 
passed H.R. 4821 on November 3. The Senate did not consider this legislation or any Interior, 
Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations bill in 2023.

33. LIMITING FEDERAL AGENCIES’ RESPONSE TO THE CLIMATE CRISIS
Representative Chip Roy (R-TX) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4821, the Department of the 
Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would prohibit 
funding to implement executive orders that help reduce harmful pollution, tackle the climate cri-
sis, advance environmental justice, jumpstart clean energy innovation and deployment, and ac-
celerate the transition to a clean energy economy. The damaging effects of this amendment would 
include hobbling our government’s ability to mitigate, prepare for, and respond to the threats 
posed by climate change. On November 3, the House approved the Roy amendment by a vote of 
208–207 (House roll call vote 595). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House passed H.R. 
4821 on November 3. The Senate did not consider this legislation or any Interior, Environment, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations bill in 2023. 
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34. ANTI-ENVIRONMENT SPENDING PACKAGE
Representative Mike Simpson (R-ID) sponsored H.R. 4821, the Department of the Interior, En-
vironment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act of 2024, which would cut spending on en-
vironmental programs to the lowest levels in decades, including a 40% cut to the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA). It would completely zero out spending on environmental justice 
programs, slash basic clean air and water protections and environmental cleanup programs, and 
rescind funding for critical Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) programs like the Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Fund. It would also mandate fossil fuel lease sales and imperil critically endangered 
species, among dozens of other damaging provisions. On November 3, the House approved H.R. 
4821 by a vote of 213–203 (House roll call vote 597). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The 
Senate did not consider this legislation or any Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations bill in 2023.

35. PREVENTING CLIMATE EMISSIONS REPORTING
Representative Claudia Tenney (R-NY) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 4664, the Financial 
Services and General Government Appropriations Act of 2024, which would prevent the Gen-
eral Services Administration (GSA) and other agencies from finalizing a rule requiring “major” 
federal contractors receiving more than $50 million in annual contracts to publicly disclose di-
rect (Scope 1) and indirect (Scopes 2 & 3) upstream and downstream climate emissions, disclose 
climate-related financial risks, and set science-based emissions reduction targets. While only 
making up 13% of federal contractors, these major contractors are responsible for over 85% of all 
greenhouse gas emissions in the federal supply chain. Without these disclosures, the U.S. cannot 
substantiate or track progress against its own commitment to the Paris Climate Agreement, nor 
protect the federal government from climate and clean energy transition risks. On November 9, 
the House approved the Tenney amendment by a vote of 220–202 (House roll call vote 642). NO 

IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House did not conduct a final passage vote on H.R. 4664.

36. BLOCKING THE EPA CLEANER CARS AND TRUCKS STANDARDS
Representative Tim Walberg (R-MI) sponsored H.R. 4468, the so-called Choice in Automobile 
Sales Act, which would undermine the Clean Air Act and prevent the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) from setting cleaner cars and trucks standards. The transportation sector is 
the largest source of U.S. climate pollution and is a major threat to public health. Exposure to 
pollution from cars, SUVs, and heavy trucks can increase the risk of asthma attacks, strokes, 
heart attacks, cancer, and premature death. Low-wealth communities and communities of color 
are disproportionately exposed to such pollution, and our country’s harmful history of housing 
segregation has forced such communities towards high-traffic areas and freight hubs. These stan-
dards would help provide consumers with a broader range of internal combustion engine, hybrid, 
and electric vehicle options. On December 6, the House approved H.R. 4468 by a vote of 221–197 
(House roll call vote 703). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on 
this legislation.
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LCV SCORES

ALABAMA

1 Carl R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Moore, Barry R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Rogers, M. R 3 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Aderholt R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Strong R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Palmer R 0 5 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Sewella D 93 98 84 % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E % %
ALASKA

1 Peltolab D 87 100 88 % ? % % % % % % % % ✖ % % E E % % E E E E % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖

AMERICAN SAMOA

1 Radewagen R 0 0 6 i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ i i i i i i ? ? i i i ? i i i i ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? i ? i

ARIZONA

1 Schweikert R 0 10 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Crane R 3 N/A 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Gallegoc D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Stanton D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Biggs R 6 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Ciscomani R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

7 Grijalva D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Lesko R 0 5 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖

9 Gosar R 0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

ARKANSAS

1 Crawford R 0 5 5 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Hill R 8 17 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Womack R 11 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Westerman R 0 12 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

a Representative Sewell entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 391, 580, 581, 582, 587, 592, 594, 595, and 597, which would have 
been scored as pro-environment. She was absent for votes 580-597 due to attending a funeral.

b Representative Peltola entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 93, which would have been scored as anti-environment. She was 
absent for roll call votes 309 and 322 due to illness, and roll call votes 391, 408, 500, and 505 due to her husband’s unexpected passing. She did not receive a full 117th Congress score because 
she only served during 2022, so her 2022 score is displayed in its place.

c Representative Gallego was absent for roll call votes 309, 322, 381, and 382 due to parental leave.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
ALABAMA

1 Carl R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Moore, Barry R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Rogers, M. R 3 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Aderholt R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Strong R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Palmer R 0 5 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Sewella D 93 98 84 % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E % %
ALASKA

1 Peltolab D 87 100 88 % ? % % % % % % % % ✖ % % E E % % E E E E % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖

AMERICAN SAMOA

1 Radewagen R 0 0 6 i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ i i i i i i ? ? i i i ? i i i i ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? i ? i

ARIZONA

1 Schweikert R 0 10 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Crane R 3 N/A 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Gallegoc D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Stanton D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Biggs R 6 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Ciscomani R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

7 Grijalva D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Lesko R 0 5 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖

9 Gosar R 0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

ARKANSAS

1 Crawford R 0 5 5 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Hill R 8 17 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Womack R 11 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Westerman R 0 12 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

CALIFORNIA

1 LaMalfa R 3 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Huffmand D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Kiley R 19 N/A 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Thompson, M. D 100 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 McClintock R 0 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Bera D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Matsuie D 100 95 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

8 Garamendi D 100 95 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Harder D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 DeSaulnierf D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % % % % % % % % % %
11 Pelosi D 97 N/A 94 % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
12 Lee, B.g D 100 100 97 % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Duarte R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Swalwell D 94 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
15 Mullin, K. D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
16 Eshoo D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
17 Khanna D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
18 Lofgrenh D 100 100 93 % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

19 Panetta D 97 98 97 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
20 McCarthy R 3 7 4 THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

21 Costa D 92 93 60 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % %
22 Valadao R 17 18 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Obernolte R 6 10 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Carbajal D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
d Representative Huffman entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 381 and 382, which would have been scored as pro-environment. 

He was absent due to illness from COVID-19.
e Representative Matsui entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 703, which would have been scored as pro-environment. She was 

absent due to illness.
f Representative DeSaulnier entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 569, 572, and 575, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment. He was absent due to a medical emergency.
g Representative Barbara Lee entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 167, 176, 180, and 182, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment. It was publicly reported that Representative Lee was recovering due to knee surgery. 
h Representative Lofgren entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 703, which would have been scored as pro-environment. She was 

absent due to illness from COVID-19. She was also absent for roll call vote 124 due to illness.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
CALIFORNIA

1 LaMalfa R 3 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Huffmand D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Kiley R 19 N/A 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Thompson, M. D 100 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 McClintock R 0 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Bera D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Matsuie D 100 95 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

8 Garamendi D 100 95 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Harder D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 DeSaulnierf D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % % % % % % % % % %
11 Pelosi D 97 N/A 94 % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
12 Lee, B.g D 100 100 97 % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Duarte R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Swalwell D 94 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
15 Mullin, K. D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
16 Eshoo D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
17 Khanna D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
18 Lofgrenh D 100 100 93 % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

19 Panetta D 97 98 97 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
20 McCarthy R 3 7 4 THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

21 Costa D 92 93 60 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % %
22 Valadao R 17 18 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Obernolte R 6 10 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Carbajal D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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25 Ruiz D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
26 Brownley D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
27 Garcia, M. R 8 17 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

28 Chu D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
29 Cárdenas D 97 95 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
30 Schiff D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
31 Napolitanoi D 96 100 91 % % % % % ? % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E E E % %
32 Sherman D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
33 Aguilar D 100 95 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
34 Gomez D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
35 Torres, N. D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
36 Lieuj D 100 98 93 % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
37 Kamlager✖-Dovek D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % %
38 Sánchez D 100 95 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
39 Takano D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
40 Kim, Y. R 14 17 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

41 Calvert R 11 12 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

42 Garcia, R. D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
43 Waters D 92 100 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % ? % % % % % % % % %
44 Barragán D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
45 Steel, M. R 0 8 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

46 Correa D 94 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
47 Porterl D 97 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % E

48 Issa R 6 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

49 Levin D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

i Representative Napolitano entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 176 and 232, which would have been scored as pro-environ-
ment. She was absent for roll call vote 232 due to illness from COVID-19. She was also absent for roll call votes 569, 572, 575, 580, 581, 582, 587, 592, 594, 595, and 597 due to personal health 
reasons.

j Representative Lieu was absent for roll call vote 142 due to illness.
k Representative Kamlager-Dove was absent for roll call votes 594, 595, and 597 due to a family matter.
l Representative Porter entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 594 and 703, which would have been scored as pro-environment. 

She was absent for roll call vote 703 due to a childcare emergency.



HOUSE VOTES
C

u
tt

in
g

 P
ro

te
ct

io
ns

 fo
r T

hr
e

at
e

ne
d

 a
nd

 
E

nd
an

g
e

re
d

 S
p

e
ci

e
s 

#
32

2

S
la

sh
in

g
 F

u
nd

in
g

 fo
r t

he
 O

ffi
ce

 o
f C

iv
il 

R
ig

ht
s 

#
40

8

A
tt

ac
ki

ng
 C

le
an

 E
ne

rg
y 

an
d

 W
at

e
r 

P
ro

g
ra

m
s 

#
55

8

R
ev

e
rs

in
g

 P
ro

te
ct

io
ns

 fo
r t

he
 G

re
at

e
r 

C
ha

co
 C

an
yo

n 
R

e
g

io
n 

#
58

0

B
lo

ck
in

g
 F

u
nd

in
g

 fo
r E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
Ju

st
ic

e
 #

59
4

H
al

tin
g

 P
ro

te
ct

io
ns

 fo
r t

he
 N

o
rt

he
rn

 
Lo

ng
-E

ar
e

d
 B

at
 #

38
2

Fu
nd

in
g

 t
he

 B
o

rd
e

r W
al

l a
nd

 D
ef

u
nd

in
g

 
Im

m
ig

ra
nt

s’
 C

iv
il 

R
ig

ht
s 

#
50

5

B
lo

ck
in

g
 E

q
u

ity
 a

nd
 A

cc
u

ra
cy

 in
 

G
e

o
g

ra
p

hi
c 

N
am

e
s 

#
57

2

B
lo

ck
in

g
 L

im
its

 o
n 

S
o

o
t 

P
o

llu
tio

n 
#

58
2

A
nt

i-
E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
 S

p
e

nd
in

g
 P

ac
ka

g
e

 
#

59
7

R
e

sc
in

d
in

g
 P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
 fo

r t
he

 L
e

ss
e

r 
P

ra
iri

e
-C

hi
ck

e
n 

#
38

1

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l A

ct
io

n 
o

n 
C

lim
at

e
 #

50
0

E
lim

in
at

in
g

 F
u

nd
in

g
 fo

r t
he

 C
o

u
nc

il 
o

n 
E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 Q
u

al
ity

 #
56

9

B
lo

ck
in

g
 F

u
nd

in
g

 fo
r C

o
ns

e
rv

at
io

n 
#

58
1

Li
m

iti
ng

 F
e

d
e

ra
l A

g
e

nc
ie

s’
 R

e
sp

o
ns

e
 to

 
th

e
 C

lim
at

e
 C

ris
is

 #
59

5

B
lo

ck
in

g
 S

ta
te

s 
Fr

o
m

 S
et

tin
g

 C
le

an
e

r 
C

ar
s 

S
ta

nd
ar

d
s 

#
39

1

B
ar

rin
g

 F
u

nd
in

g
 fo

r t
he

 A
m

e
ric

an
 C

lim
at

e
 

C
o

rp
s 

#
55

0

A
tt

ac
ki

ng
 E

nd
an

g
e

re
d

 S
p

e
ci

e
s 

#
57

5

Z
e

ro
in

g
 O

u
t 

th
e

 C
le

an
 S

ch
o

o
l B

u
s 

P
ro

g
ra

m
 #

58
7

P
re

ve
nt

in
g

 C
lim

at
e

 E
m

is
si

o
ns

 R
e

p
o

rt
in

g
 

#
6

42

B
lo

ck
in

g
 F

u
nd

in
g

 fo
r N

at
io

na
l 

M
o

nu
m

e
nt

s 
D

e
si

g
na

tio
ns

 #
59

2

B
lo

ck
in

g
 t

he
 E

PA
 C

le
an

e
r C

ar
s 

an
d

 T
ru

ck
s 

S
ta

nd
ar

d
s 

#
70

3

2023 National Environmental Scorecard · LCV | scorecard.lcv.org 47

⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
25 Ruiz D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
26 Brownley D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
27 Garcia, M. R 8 17 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

28 Chu D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
29 Cárdenas D 97 95 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
30 Schiff D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
31 Napolitanoi D 96 100 91 % % % % % ? % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E E E % %
32 Sherman D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
33 Aguilar D 100 95 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
34 Gomez D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
35 Torres, N. D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
36 Lieuj D 100 98 93 % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
37 Kamlager✖-Dovek D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % %
38 Sánchez D 100 95 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
39 Takano D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
40 Kim, Y. R 14 17 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

41 Calvert R 11 12 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

42 Garcia, R. D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
43 Waters D 92 100 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % ? % % % % % % % % %
44 Barragán D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
45 Steel, M. R 0 8 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

46 Correa D 94 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
47 Porterl D 97 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % E

48 Issa R 6 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

49 Levin D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

50 Peters, S.m D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
51 Jacobs D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
52 Vargas D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
COLORADO

1 DeGetten D 97 100 96 % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Neguse D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Boebert R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Buck R 6 5 3 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Lamborn R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Crow D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Petterseno D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %
8 Caraveo D 94 N/A 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

CONNECTICUT

1 Larson, J. D 100 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Courtney D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 DeLauro D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Himes D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Hayesp D 97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

DELAWARE

1 Blunt Rochester D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

1 Holmes Norton D 100 100 100 i i i i % % % i i i i i i % % i i i % i i i i % % % % % % % % % % i % i

FLORIDA

1 Gaetz R 6 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Dunn R 3 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Cammack R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Bean R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

m Representative Peters entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 199, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 
absent due to a family matter.

n Representative DeGette entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 209, which would have been scored as pro-environment. 
o Representative Pettersen entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 595, which would have been scored as pro-environment. 
p Representative Hayes entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 271, which would have been scored as pro-environment. 
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
50 Peters, S.m D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
51 Jacobs D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
52 Vargas D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
COLORADO

1 DeGetten D 97 100 96 % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Neguse D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Boebert R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Buck R 6 5 3 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Lamborn R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Crow D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Petterseno D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %
8 Caraveo D 94 N/A 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

CONNECTICUT

1 Larson, J. D 100 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Courtney D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 DeLauro D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Himes D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Hayesp D 97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

DELAWARE

1 Blunt Rochester D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

1 Holmes Norton D 100 100 100 i i i i % % % i i i i i i % % i i i % i i i i % % % % % % % % % % i % i

FLORIDA

1 Gaetz R 6 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Dunn R 3 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Cammack R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Bean R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

5 Rutherford R 3 2 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Waltz R 0 14 15 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Mills R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Posey R 3 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Soto D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 Frost D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
11 Webster R 3 5 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Bilirakis R 0 10 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Lunaq R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ E E E E ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Castorr D 100 100 95 % % % % % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
15 Lee, L. R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Buchanan R 3 10 20 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

17 Steube R 0 0 2 ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Franklin R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

19 Donalds R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

20 Cherfilus-✖McCormick, S.s D 97 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
21 Mast R 3 14 21 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Frankel D 97 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
23 Moskowitz D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
24 Wilson, F. D 100 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
25 Wasserman Schultz D 100 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
26 Díaz✖-Balart R 8 12 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

27 Salazar R 14 20 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

28 Gimenez R 3 14 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

GEORGIA

1 Carter, E.L. R 3 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Bishop, S. D 94 98 59 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % %
3 Ferguson R 0 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

q Representative Luna was absent for roll call votes 391, 408, 500, and 505 due to parental leave.
r Representative Castor entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 176, 180, and 182, which would have been scored as pro-environ-

ment. She was absent due to a death in her family.
s Representative Cherfilus-McCormick did not receive a full 117th Congress score because she only served during 2022, so her 2022 score is displayed in its place. 
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
5 Rutherford R 3 2 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Waltz R 0 14 15 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Mills R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Posey R 3 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Soto D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 Frost D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
11 Webster R 3 5 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Bilirakis R 0 10 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Lunaq R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ E E E E ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Castorr D 100 100 95 % % % % % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
15 Lee, L. R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Buchanan R 3 10 20 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

17 Steube R 0 0 2 ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Franklin R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

19 Donalds R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

20 Cherfilus-✖McCormick, S.s D 97 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
21 Mast R 3 14 21 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Frankel D 97 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
23 Moskowitz D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
24 Wilson, F. D 100 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
25 Wasserman Schultz D 100 98 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
26 Díaz✖-Balart R 8 12 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

27 Salazar R 14 20 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

28 Gimenez R 3 14 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

GEORGIA

1 Carter, E.L. R 3 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Bishop, S. D 94 98 59 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % %
3 Ferguson R 0 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

4 Johnson, H. D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Williams, N. D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 McCormick, R. R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 McBath D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Scott, A. R 0 10 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Clyde R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Collins, M. R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Loudermilk R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Allen R 3 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Scott, D. D 97 95 85 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Greene, M.T. R 3 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

GUAM

1 Moylan R 6 N/A 6 i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ i i i i i i ✖ ✖ i i i ✖ i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ i ✖ i

HAWAII

1 Case D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Tokuda D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

IDAHO

1 Fulcher R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Simpsont R 11 19 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ILLINOIS

1 Jackson, Jonathan D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Kelly, R.u D 100 98 96 % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Ramirez D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 García, J. D 94 98 98 % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Quigley D 94 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Casten D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Davis, Dannyv D 97 95 93 % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Krishnamoorthi D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

t Representative Simpson entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 232, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
u Representative Robin Kelly was absent for roll call votes 167, 176, 180, and 182 due to a medical matter.
v Representative Danny Davis entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 124, which would have been scored as pro-environment. 
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
4 Johnson, H. D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Williams, N. D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 McCormick, R. R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 McBath D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Scott, A. R 0 10 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Clyde R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Collins, M. R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Loudermilk R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Allen R 3 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Scott, D. D 97 95 85 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Greene, M.T. R 3 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

GUAM

1 Moylan R 6 N/A 6 i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ i i i i i i ✖ ✖ i i i ✖ i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ i ✖ i

HAWAII

1 Case D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Tokuda D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

IDAHO

1 Fulcher R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Simpsont R 11 19 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ILLINOIS

1 Jackson, Jonathan D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Kelly, R.u D 100 98 96 % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Ramirez D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 García, J. D 94 98 98 % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Quigley D 94 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Casten D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Davis, Dannyv D 97 95 93 % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Krishnamoorthi D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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9 Schakowsky D 92 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? % %
10 Schneider D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
11 Fosterw D 97 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
12 Bost R 0 10 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Budzinski D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Underwoodx D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % %
15 Miller, Mary R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 LaHood R 6 12 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖

17 Sorenseny D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
INDIANA

1 Mrvan D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Yakymz R 0 50 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Banks R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Baird R 11 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Spartz R 0 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Pence R 3 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Carson D 100 100 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Bucshon R 11 12 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Houchin R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

IOWA

1 Miller-✖Meeks, Mariannette R 8 14 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Hinson R 8 17 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Nunn R 8 N/A 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Feenstra R 3 10 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KANSAS

1 Mann R 3 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 LaTurner, J. R 6 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

w Representative Foster entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 642, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 
absent while accompanying President Biden to the United Auto Workers’ rally on the re-opening of the Belvidere, IL Stellantis plant making electric vehicle batteries.

x Representative Underwood entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 597, which would have been scored as pro-environment. She 
also voted against the bill in committee. She was absent for roll call votes 594, 595, and 597 due to personal reasons.

y Representative Sorensen entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 642, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 
absent while accompanying President Biden to the United Auto Workers’ rally on the re-opening of the Belvidere, IL Stellantis plant making electric vehicle batteries.

z Representative Yakym did not receive a full 117th Congress score because he only served during 2022, so his 2022 score is displayed in its place. 
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
9 Schakowsky D 92 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? % %
10 Schneider D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
11 Fosterw D 97 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
12 Bost R 0 10 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Budzinski D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Underwoodx D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % %
15 Miller, Mary R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 LaHood R 6 12 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖

17 Sorenseny D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
INDIANA

1 Mrvan D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Yakymz R 0 50 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Banks R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Baird R 11 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Spartz R 0 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Pence R 3 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Carson D 100 100 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Bucshon R 11 12 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Houchin R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

IOWA

1 Miller-✖Meeks, Mariannette R 8 14 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Hinson R 8 17 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Nunn R 8 N/A 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Feenstra R 3 10 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KANSAS

1 Mann R 3 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 LaTurner, J. R 6 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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3 Davids D 97 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Estes R 0 2 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KENTUCKY

1 Comer R 0 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Guthrie R 0 14 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 McGarvey D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Massie R 6 5 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Rogers, H. R 6 7 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Barr R 3 12 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

LOUISIANA

1 Scalise R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Carter, T. D 100 97 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Higgins, C. R 0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Johnson, M. R 0 2 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION

5 Letlow R 3 9 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Graves, G. R 0 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MAINE

1 Pingreeaa D 97 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
2 Goldenab D 53 88 82 % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ E E % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖

MARYLAND

1 Harris R 0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Ruppersberger D 97 98 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

3 Sarbanesac D 100 100 97 % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Iveyad D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Hoyer D 92 98 84 % ? % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Troneae D 97 93 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Mfume D 100 98 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Raskin D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

aa Representative Pingree was absent for roll call vote 391 due to illness from COVID-19 and for roll call votes 550 and 558 due to the horrific mass shooting in Maine.
ab Representative Golden was absent for roll call votes 550 and 558 due to the horrific mass shooting in Maine.
ac Representative Sarbanes entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 124, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 

absent due to illness from COVID-19.
ad Representative Ivey was absent for roll call vote 391 due to a medical matter.
ae Representative Trone entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 391, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
3 Davids D 97 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Estes R 0 2 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KENTUCKY

1 Comer R 0 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Guthrie R 0 14 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 McGarvey D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Massie R 6 5 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Rogers, H. R 6 7 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Barr R 3 12 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

LOUISIANA

1 Scalise R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Carter, T. D 100 97 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Higgins, C. R 0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Johnson, M. R 0 2 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION

5 Letlow R 3 9 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Graves, G. R 0 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MAINE

1 Pingreeaa D 97 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
2 Goldenab D 53 88 82 % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ E E % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖

MARYLAND

1 Harris R 0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Ruppersberger D 97 98 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

3 Sarbanesac D 100 100 97 % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Iveyad D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Hoyer D 92 98 84 % ? % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Troneae D 97 93 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Mfume D 100 98 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Raskin D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

MASSACHUSETTS

1 Neal D 100 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 McGovern D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Trahan D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Auchincloss D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Clark, K. D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Moulton D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Pressley D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Lynch D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Keating D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MICHIGAN

1 Bergman R 0 10 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Moolenaar R 6 17 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Scholten D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Huizenga R 6 21 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Walberg R 0 10 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Dingell D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %
7 Slotkin D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Kildee D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 McClain R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 James R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Stevens D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
12 Tlaib D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Thanedar D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MINNESOTA

1 Finstadaf R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Craigag D 97 95 97 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

3 Phillipsah D 56 98 86 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?

af Representative Finstad did not receive a full 117th Congress score because he only served during 2022, so his 2022 score is displayed in its place.
ag Representative Craig was absent for roll call vote 703 due to illness from COVID-19.
ah Representative Phillips missed a number of votes while campaigning for U.S. President.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
MASSACHUSETTS

1 Neal D 100 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 McGovern D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Trahan D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Auchincloss D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Clark, K. D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Moulton D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Pressley D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Lynch D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Keating D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MICHIGAN

1 Bergman R 0 10 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Moolenaar R 6 17 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Scholten D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Huizenga R 6 21 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Walberg R 0 10 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Dingell D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %
7 Slotkin D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Kildee D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 McClain R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 James R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Stevens D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
12 Tlaib D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Thanedar D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
MINNESOTA

1 Finstadaf R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Craigag D 97 95 97 % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

3 Phillipsah D 56 98 86 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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4 McCollum D 100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Omar D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Emmer R 0 14 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Fischbach R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Stauber R 0 14 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSISSIPPI

1 Kelly, T. R 0 2 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Thompson, B.ai D 100 98 84 % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Guest R 0 2 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Ezell R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSOURI

1 Bushaj D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Wagner R 8 17 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Luetkemeyer R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Alford R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Cleaver ak D 100 98 90 % E E E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

6 Graves, S. R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Burlison R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Smith, J.al R 0 5 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MONTANA

1 Zinke R 6 N/A 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Rosendale R 3 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEBRASKA

1 Floodam R 3 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Bacon R 14 24 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Smith, Adrian R 0 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEVADA

1 Titus D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
ai Representative Bennie Thompson was absent for roll call vote 232 due to a family matter.
aj Representative Bush entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 408, 500, and 505, which would have been scored as  

pro-environment. She was absent due to illness from COVID-19.
ak Representative Cleaver was absent for roll call votes 93 and 703 due to attending funerals, and for roll call votes 124, 142, 167, 176, 180, and 182 due to a medical matter.
al Representative Jason Smith entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 309 and 322, which would have been scored as  

anti-environment.
am Representative Flood did not receive a full 117th Congress score because he only served during 2022, so his 2022 score is displayed in its place.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
4 McCollum D 100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Omar D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Emmer R 0 14 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Fischbach R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Stauber R 0 14 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSISSIPPI

1 Kelly, T. R 0 2 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Thompson, B.ai D 100 98 84 % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Guest R 0 2 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Ezell R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSOURI

1 Bushaj D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Wagner R 8 17 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Luetkemeyer R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Alford R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Cleaver ak D 100 98 90 % E E E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

6 Graves, S. R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Burlison R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Smith, J.al R 0 5 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MONTANA

1 Zinke R 6 N/A 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Rosendale R 3 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEBRASKA

1 Floodam R 3 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Bacon R 14 24 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Smith, Adrian R 0 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEVADA

1 Titus D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

2 Amodei R 0 14 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Lee, Susie D 100 95 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Horsford D 97 100 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

NEW HAMPSHIRE

1 Pappas D 97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Kuster D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % %

NEW JERSEY

1 Norcross D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Van Drew R 3 24 41 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Kim, A. D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Smith, Chris R 17 29 58 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Gottheimeran D 100 100 93 % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %
6 Pallone D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Kean R 22 N/A 22 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Menendez, R. D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Pascrell D 97 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % %
10 Payne D 100 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
11 Sherrill D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
12 Watson Colemanao D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW MEXICO

1 Stansbury D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Vasquez D 92 N/A 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % %
3 Leger Fernández D 97 100 99 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW YORK

1 LaLota R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Garbarino R 6 26 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖

3 Santosap R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ i

an Representative Gottheimer entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 232 and 642, which would have been scored as pro-environ-
ment. He was absent due to family medical issues.

ao It was publicly reported that Representative Watson Coleman missed roll call vote 199 due to a family medical emergency.
ap Representative Santos was expelled from Congress on December 1, 2023.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
2 Amodei R 0 14 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Lee, Susie D 100 95 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Horsford D 97 100 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

NEW HAMPSHIRE

1 Pappas D 97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Kuster D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E % %

NEW JERSEY

1 Norcross D 100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Van Drew R 3 24 41 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Kim, A. D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Smith, Chris R 17 29 58 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Gottheimeran D 100 100 93 % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %
6 Pallone D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Kean R 22 N/A 22 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Menendez, R. D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Pascrell D 97 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % %
10 Payne D 100 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
11 Sherrill D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
12 Watson Colemanao D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW MEXICO

1 Stansbury D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Vasquez D 92 N/A 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % %
3 Leger Fernández D 97 100 99 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW YORK

1 LaLota R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Garbarino R 6 26 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖

3 Santosap R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ i



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

4 D’Espositoaq R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ? % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

5 Meeks, G. D 97 98 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Meng D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Velázquez D 94 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
8 Jeffries D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Clarke, Y. D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 Goldman D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
11 Malliotakis R 3 12 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Nadler D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Espaillat D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Ocasio-✖Cortez D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
15 Torres, R.ar D 92 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % ? % % %
16 Bowmanas D 97 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
17 Lawler R 19 N/A 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖

18 Ryanat D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % %
19 Molinaro R 19 N/A 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖

20 Tonko D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
21 Stefanik R 0 12 29 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Williams, B. R 8 N/A 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Langworthy R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Tenney R 0 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

25 Morelle D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
26 Higgins, B.au D 97 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
NORTH CAROLINA

1 Davis, Don D 83 N/A 83 % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖

2 Ross D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
aq Representative D’Esposito entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 391, which would have been scored as anti-environment. 
ar Representative Ritchie Torres entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 391, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
as Representative Bowman entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 232, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
at Representative Ryan entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 581, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 

absent due to a family medical matter. He did not receive a full 117th Congress score because he only served during 2022, so his 2022 score is displayed in its place.
au Representative Higgins entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting that he intended to vote NO on roll call vote 391, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
4 D’Espositoaq R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ? % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

5 Meeks, G. D 97 98 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
6 Meng D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Velázquez D 94 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
8 Jeffries D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Clarke, Y. D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 Goldman D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
11 Malliotakis R 3 12 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Nadler D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Espaillat D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Ocasio-✖Cortez D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
15 Torres, R.ar D 92 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % ? % % %
16 Bowmanas D 97 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
17 Lawler R 19 N/A 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖

18 Ryanat D 100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % %
19 Molinaro R 19 N/A 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖

20 Tonko D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
21 Stefanik R 0 12 29 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Williams, B. R 8 N/A 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Langworthy R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Tenney R 0 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

25 Morelle D 100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
26 Higgins, B.au D 97 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
NORTH CAROLINA

1 Davis, Don D 83 N/A 83 % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖

2 Ross D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

3 Murphy, G. R 6 14 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Foushee D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Foxx R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Manning D 97 98 97 % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Rouzer R 0 10 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Bishop, D. R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Hudson R 0 14 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 McHenryav R 0 12 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Edwards R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Adams D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Nickel D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Jackson, Jeff D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
NORTH DAKOTA

1 Armstrong R 3 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS

1 Sablan D 65 100 82 i i i i % % % i i i i i i % % i i i ? i i i i % % % ? ? ? ? ? % % i % i

OHIO

1 Landsmanaw D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % %
2 Wenstrup R 0 14 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Beatty D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Jordan R 0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Latta R 0 12 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Johnson, B. R 0 10 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Miller, Max R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ?

8 Davidson R 0 2 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Kaptur D 100 98 85 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 Turner, M. R 8 19 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Brown, Shontel D 100 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
12 Balderson R 0 14 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

av Representative McHenry entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 265, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
aw Representative Landsman entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 580, 581, 582, 587, and 592, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment. He was absent due to a personal matter.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
3 Murphy, G. R 6 14 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Foushee D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Foxx R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Manning D 97 98 97 % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Rouzer R 0 10 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Bishop, D. R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Hudson R 0 14 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 McHenryav R 0 12 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Edwards R 6 N/A 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Adams D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Nickel D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Jackson, Jeff D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
NORTH DAKOTA

1 Armstrong R 3 14 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS

1 Sablan D 65 100 82 i i i i % % % i i i i i i % % i i i ? i i i i % % % ? ? ? ? ? % % i % i

OHIO

1 Landsmanaw D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % %
2 Wenstrup R 0 14 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Beatty D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Jordan R 0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Latta R 0 12 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Johnson, B. R 0 10 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Miller, Max R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ?

8 Davidson R 0 2 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Kaptur D 100 98 85 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 Turner, M. R 8 19 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Brown, Shontel D 100 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
12 Balderson R 0 14 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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13 Sykes D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Joyce, D.ax R 8 19 12 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖

15 Carey R 3 13 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖

OKLAHOMA

1 Hern R 0 2 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Brecheen R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Lucas R 8 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Cole R 11 7 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Bice R 8 7 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OREGON

1 Bonamiciay D 100 100 98 % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Bentz R 0 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Blumenaueraz D 83 100 95 % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? % % % % %
4 Hoyleba D 100 N/A 100 % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Chavez-DeRemer R 31 N/A 31 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % % % ? ✖ % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Salinas D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
PENNSYLVANIA

1 Fitzpatrick R 61 55 71 ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖

2 Boyle D 94 100 97 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Evans D 94 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Dean D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Scanlonbb D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E E E % %
6 Houlahanbc D 100 95 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %
7 Wildbd D 97 98 97 % % E % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Cartwright D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

ax Representative David Joyce entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 124, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
ay Representative Bonamici entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 93, which would have been scored as pro-environment. She was 

absent due to recovery from a car accident.
az Representative Blumenauer entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 580, 581, 582, 587, and 592, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment.
ba Representative Hoyle entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 167, 176, and 182, which would have been scored as pro-

environment, and roll call vote 180, which would have been scored as anti-environment. She was absent due to illness from COVID-19.
bb Representative Scanlon was absent for roll call votes 569, 572, 575, 580, 581, 582, 587, 592, 594, 595, and 597 due to a family matter.
bc Representative Houlahan was absent for roll call vote 642 due to a family medical emergency.
bd Representative Wild was absent for roll call vote 124 due to a medical matter.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
13 Sykes D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
14 Joyce, D.ax R 8 19 12 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖

15 Carey R 3 13 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖

OKLAHOMA

1 Hern R 0 2 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Brecheen R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Lucas R 8 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Cole R 11 7 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Bice R 8 7 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OREGON

1 Bonamiciay D 100 100 98 % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Bentz R 0 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Blumenaueraz D 83 100 95 % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? % % % % %
4 Hoyleba D 100 N/A 100 % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Chavez-DeRemer R 31 N/A 31 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % % % ? ✖ % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Salinas D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
PENNSYLVANIA

1 Fitzpatrick R 61 55 71 ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖

2 Boyle D 94 100 97 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Evans D 94 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 Dean D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Scanlonbb D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E E E % %
6 Houlahanbc D 100 95 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %
7 Wildbd D 97 98 97 % % E % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Cartwright D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

9 Meuser R 0 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Perry R 0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Smucker R 0 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Lee, Summer D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Joyce, J. R 0 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Reschenthaler R 0 10 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

15 Thompson, G. R 3 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Kelly, Mike R 3 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

17 Deluzio D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
PUERTO RICO

1 González-✖Colón, J. R 35 0 24 i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ i i i i i i ✖ % i i i % i i i i % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ i ✖ i

RHODE ISLAND

1 Amobe D 100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i %

1 Cicillinebf D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

2 Magaziner D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
SOUTH CAROLINA

1 Mace R 31 26 28 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Wilson, J. R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Duncan R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Timmons R 0 5 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Norman R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

6 Clyburn D 100 98 87 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Fry R 3 N/A 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

SOUTH DAKOTA

1 Johnson, D. R 0 12 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TENNESSEE

1 Harshbarger R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Burchett R 3 0 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Fleischmann R 19 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 DesJarlais R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

be Representative Amo was sworn in on November 13, 2023.
bf Representative Cicilline resigned on June 1, 2023.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
9 Meuser R 0 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Perry R 0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Smucker R 0 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Lee, Summer D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
13 Joyce, J. R 0 7 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Reschenthaler R 0 10 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

15 Thompson, G. R 3 12 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Kelly, Mike R 3 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

17 Deluzio D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
PUERTO RICO

1 González-✖Colón, J. R 35 0 24 i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ i i i i i i ✖ % i i i % i i i i % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ i ✖ i

RHODE ISLAND

1 Amobe D 100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i %

1 Cicillinebf D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

2 Magaziner D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
SOUTH CAROLINA

1 Mace R 31 26 28 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Wilson, J. R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Duncan R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Timmons R 0 5 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Norman R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

6 Clyburn D 100 98 87 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Fry R 3 N/A 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

SOUTH DAKOTA

1 Johnson, D. R 0 12 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TENNESSEE

1 Harshbarger R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Burchett R 3 0 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Fleischmann R 19 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 DesJarlais R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

5 Ogles R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Rose R 0 2 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Green, M. R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Kustoff R 0 10 5 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Cohenbg D 91 98 97 % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
TEXAS

1 Moran, N. R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Crenshaw R 0 10 9 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

3 Self R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Fallon R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Gooden R 3 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Ellzey R 6 8 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Fletcherbh D 100 93 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

8 Luttrell R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Green, A. D 100 98 89 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 McCaulbi R 11 17 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Pfluger R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Granger R 8 8 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Jackson, R. R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Weber R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

15 De La Cruz, M. R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Escobarbj D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % E

17 Sessions R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Jackson Lee, Sheilabk D 56 98 82 % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? %
19 Arrington R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

20 Castrobl D 90 100 96 % % E E E E E E % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? % %

bg  Representative Cohen entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 167, 391, 550, and 558, which would have been scored as 
pro-environment. He was absent for roll call vote 167 due to illness from COVID-19. 

bh Representative Fletcher entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 703, which would have been scored as pro-environment. She was 
absent due to illness.

bi Representative McCaul entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 391, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
bj Representative Escobar was absent for roll call vote 558 due to a medical matter and roll call vote 703 due to a personal matter.
bk Representative Jackson Lee missed a number of votes while campaigning for mayor of Houston.
bl Representative Castro entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 182, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 

absent for roll call votes 124, 142, 167, 176, 180, and 182 due to ongoing recovery from cancer surgery. He also entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have 
voted on roll call vote 391, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was absent due to his wife's illness from COVID-19.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
5 Ogles R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Rose R 0 2 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Green, M. R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Kustoff R 0 10 5 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Cohenbg D 91 98 97 % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
TEXAS

1 Moran, N. R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Crenshaw R 0 10 9 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

3 Self R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Fallon R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Gooden R 3 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Ellzey R 6 8 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Fletcherbh D 100 93 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

8 Luttrell R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Green, A. D 100 98 89 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 McCaulbi R 11 17 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Pfluger R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Granger R 8 8 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Jackson, R. R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Weber R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

15 De La Cruz, M. R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Escobarbj D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % E

17 Sessions R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Jackson Lee, Sheilabk D 56 98 82 % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? %
19 Arrington R 0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

20 Castrobl D 90 100 96 % % E E E E E E % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

21 Roy R 3 5 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Nehls R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Gonzales, T. R 8 17 13 % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Van Duyne R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

25 Williams, R. R 0 5 2 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

26 Burgess R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

27 Cloud R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

28 Cuellar D 64 88 52 % % % ✖ % ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖

29 Garcia, S.bm D 100 95 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % %
30 Crockett D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
31 Carter, J. R 3 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

32 Allredbn D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
33 Veasey D 100 98 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
34 Gonzalez, V. D 78 90 82 % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖

35 Casar D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
36 Babin R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

37 Doggettbo D 97 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % %
38 Hunt R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

UTAH

1 Moore, Blake R 0 19 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Stewartbp R 0 14 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

2 Maloybq R 0 N/A 0 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i ✖

3 Curtis R 3 17 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Owens R 0 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

VERMONT

1 Balintbr D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

bm Representative Sylvia Garcia entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 550 and 558, which would have been scored as  
pro-environment. She was absent due to seeking emergency medical care after falling in front of the Capitol steps.

bn Representative Allred entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 391, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 
absent due to illness.

bo Representative Doggett entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 572, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
bp Representative Stewart resigned on September 15, 2023.
bq Representative Maloy was sworn in on November 28, 2023.
br Representative Balint entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 703, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
21 Roy R 3 5 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Nehls R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Gonzales, T. R 8 17 13 % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Van Duyne R 0 7 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

25 Williams, R. R 0 5 2 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

26 Burgess R 0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

27 Cloud R 0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

28 Cuellar D 64 88 52 % % % ✖ % ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖

29 Garcia, S.bm D 100 95 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % %
30 Crockett D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
31 Carter, J. R 3 5 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

32 Allredbn D 100 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
33 Veasey D 100 98 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
34 Gonzalez, V. D 78 90 82 % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖

35 Casar D 100 N/A 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
36 Babin R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

37 Doggettbo D 97 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % %
38 Hunt R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

UTAH

1 Moore, Blake R 0 19 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Stewartbp R 0 14 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

2 Maloybq R 0 N/A 0 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i ✖

3 Curtis R 3 17 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Owens R 0 10 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

VERMONT

1 Balintbr D 97 N/A 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

VIRGIN ISLANDS

1 Plaskett D 41 100 61 i i i i % % % i i i i i i % % i i i % i i i i ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? i % i

VIRGINIA

1 Wittman R 3 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Kiggans R 17 N/A 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Scott, Robert D 100 100 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 McClellanbs D 100 N/A 100 i i i % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Good R 3 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Cline R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Spanbergerbt D 97 93 95 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Beyer D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Griffith R 3 5 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Wextonbu D 92 100 97 % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E E E % %
11 Connollybv D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % %

WASHINGTON

1 DelBene D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Larsen, R. D 97 95 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
3 Gluesenkamp Perez D 75 N/A 75 % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ % % ✖ % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ %
4 Newhouse R 0 19 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖

5 McMorris Rodgers, C. R 0 14 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Kilmer D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Jayapal D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Schrierbw D 97 98 98 % % % E % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Smith, Adam D 94 100 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 Strickland D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

bs Representative McClellan was sworn in on March 7, 2023.
bt Representative Spanberger entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 232, which would have been scored as pro-environment. 
bu Representative Wexton entered statements into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 167 and 381, which would have been scored as pro-environment. 

Additionally, she was absent for roll call votes 569, 572, 575, 580, 581, 582, 587, 592, 594, 595, and 597 due to personal health reasons.
bv Representative Connolly entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 580, 581, 582, 587, and 592, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment. He was absent due to illness.
bw Representative Schrier entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 142, which would have been scored as pro-environment. She was 

absent due to illness from COVID-19.
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
VIRGIN ISLANDS

1 Plaskett D 41 100 61 i i i i % % % i i i i i i % % i i i % i i i i ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? i % i

VIRGINIA

1 Wittman R 3 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Kiggans R 17 N/A 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Scott, Robert D 100 100 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
4 McClellanbs D 100 N/A 100 i i i % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Good R 3 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Cline R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Spanbergerbt D 97 93 95 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Beyer D 97 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Griffith R 3 5 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Wextonbu D 92 100 97 % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E E E % %
11 Connollybv D 100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % %

WASHINGTON

1 DelBene D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
2 Larsen, R. D 97 95 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? %
3 Gluesenkamp Perez D 75 N/A 75 % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ % % ✖ % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ %
4 Newhouse R 0 19 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖

5 McMorris Rodgers, C. R 0 14 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Kilmer D 100 98 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
7 Jayapal D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
8 Schrierbw D 97 98 98 % % % E % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
9 Smith, Adam D 94 100 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % %
10 Strickland D 100 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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LCV SCORES

WEST VIRGINIA

1 Miller, C. R 0 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

2 Mooney R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

WISCONSIN

1 Steil, B. R 0 17 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Pocan D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Van Orden R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Moore, G. D 97 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Fitzgerald R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Grothman R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Tiffany R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Gallagher R 0 15 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

WYOMING

1 Hageman R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖
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⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝ ㉞ ㉟ ㊱
WEST VIRGINIA

1 Miller, C. R 0 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

2 Mooney R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

WISCONSIN

1 Steil, B. R 0 17 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Pocan D 100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
3 Van Orden R 14 N/A 14 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Moore, G. D 97 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % %
5 Fitzgerald R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Grothman R 0 7 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Tiffany R 0 2 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Gallagher R 0 15 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

WYOMING

1 Hageman R 0 N/A 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖





BUILD POLITICAL POWER FOR PEOPLE AND THE PLANET

Visit scorecard.lcv.org to explore our interactive National Environmental 
Scorecard.

Support LCV with a donation at lcv.org/donate.

Become a member and get email updates at lcv.org/get-involved.

Get your senators’ scores straight to your phone by texting “Scorecard”  
to 877-877.

Take action on a wide array of pressing environmental issues at lcv.org/act.

our earth is worth fighting for. join us.

http://scorecard.lcv.org
http://lcv.org/donate
http://lcv.org
http://lcv.org/act
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CALIFORNIA

1 LaMalfa R 3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Huffman* D 91 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

3 Garamendi D 91 93 90 % ? % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 McClintock R 6 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Thompson, M. D 100 97 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Matsui D 94 97 96 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

7 Bera D 91 96 93 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Cook R 0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 McNerney D 91 94 94 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

10 Denham R 9 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

11 DeSaulnier D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

12 Pelosi D 100 97 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Lee, B. D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

14 Speier** D 40 70 85 % % % ? ? % % ? % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? % %

15 Swalwell† D 89 93 95 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ?

16 Costa D 69 50 49 % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ %

17 Khanna D 100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

18 Eshoo‡ D 94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

19 Lofgren D 97 99 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

20 Panetta D 94 96 96 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

21 Valadao R 11 9 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

22 Nunes R 3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

23 McCarthy R 3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖
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CALIFORNIA

1 LaMalfa R 3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Huffman* D 91 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

3 Garamendi D 91 93 90 % ? % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 McClintock R 6 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Thompson, M. D 100 97 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Matsui D 94 97 96 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

7 Bera D 91 96 93 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Cook R 0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 McNerney D 91 94 94 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

10 Denham R 9 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

11 DeSaulnier D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

12 Pelosi D 100 97 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Lee, B. D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

14 Speier** D 40 70 85 % % % ? ? % % ? % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? % %

15 Swalwell† D 89 93 95 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ?

16 Costa D 69 50 49 % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ %

17 Khanna D 100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

18 Eshoo‡ D 94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

19 Lofgren D 97 99 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

20 Panetta D 94 96 96 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

21 Valadao R 11 9 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

22 Nunes R 3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

23 McCarthy R 3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

scorecard.lcv.org

http://lcv.org
http://facebook.com/LCVoters
http://twitter.com/LCVoters
http://instagram.com/LCVoters
http://scorecard.lcv.org



