
317 PA. AVE., S.E., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20003 





EXPLANATION OF SCORES 

L i s ted  below a re  r o l l  c a l l  votes dur ing  1977 and 1978 cover ing a wide range 
o f  environmental issues.  Votes we consider c o r r e c t  a re  i n  cap i t a l s ;  votes 
we consider wrong a re  i n  small  l e t t e r s .  Each Senator i s  given a score based 
upon the  votes shown. To compute t h e  score, c a l c u l a t e  t he  percentage o f  
co r rec t  votes among those votes the  Senator a c t u a l l y  cas t ,  i sno r i ng  absences. 
Then, sub t rac t  one p o i n t  as a pena l t y  f o r  every absence (shown as small  "a " ) .  
Unavoidable absences caused by i l l n e s s ,  emergencies o r  o f f i c i a l  committee 
business appear as a c a p i t a l  A and a r e  n o t  penal ized.  

The cha r t  i nc l udes  as many 1978 environmental votes as we were ab le  t o  use 
and s t i l l  go t o  p ress  i n  t ime t o  ge t  cha r t s  o u t  t o  t he  p u b l i c  be fore  t h e  
e lec t ions .  Some votes occu r r i ng  i n  t he  l a t e  fa1  1 may have t o  be omit ted.  

Bear i n  mind t h a t  t he  c h a r t  does not r e f l e c t  a Senator 's  t o t a l  record.  The 
Senators' p u b l i c  votes a re  on l y  t he  t i p  o f  an iceberg,  and the t i p  may be 
deceiving. Behavior  on an impor tan t  Committee o r  performance i n  t he  home 
s t a t e  sometimes has more impact than a Senator 's  votes on the f l o o r .  Pub l i c  
votes r e f l e c t  t h e  pressures o f  h i s  cons t i tuency  as w e l l  as h i s  personal 
conv i c t i on  and may make him appear b e t t e r  o r  worse than he i s  i n  t h e  
r e l a t i v e  p r i v a c y  o f  a committee room. Some o f  the Senators appointed t o  
f i l l  vacancies have o n l y  been present  f o r  a few o f  t he  votes. The i r  scores 
are t h e r e f o r e  n o t  based on as broad a sample and t h e i r  scores are  p u t  
i n  parenthesis.  

THE LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS 

The League i s  a na t i ona l  , nonpart isan campaign comntttee that  analyzes, 
evaluates and publ  i shes the  environmental records of publ i c  off l c i a l s .  
We support  candidates w i t h  outstanding envi  ronmental records running i n  
c l ose  e l e c t i o n s ,  and endorse o thers  who deserve reccyn i t ion .  The League i s  
run  by a S tee r i ng  Comrni t t e e  cons i s t i ng  of 1 eaders fmm nationa 1 environmental 
o rgan iza t ions .  They serve as i n d i v i d u a l s  and do n o t  o f f i c i a l l y  represent 
these o rgan i za t i ons .  I n  se lec t i ng  t he  votes t o  use on the charts, we also 
consu l t  w i t h  many o the r  na t i ona l  o r  l o c a l  environmental leaders who have 
worked on t h e  issues involved.  We have t r i e d  t o  avoid using votes where 
environmental  o p i n i o n  was d iv ided,  even i f  the  votes were important. 
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CLEAN AIR AMDJDKENTS (S 252) .  The vo te  i s  on the  Grlffjn amendment t o  d e l e t e  provisions requiring t h a t  t he  Nitrogen Oxide s t anda rds  
f o r  auco emissions be reduced t o  . 4  gram pe r  mile by lg83. Ins t ead  c a r s  would be allowed t o  e m i t  up t o  1 gram of NOx p e r  mile .   riffi in's 
amendment gu t t ed  Senator  H a r t ' s  amendment, which would pena l i zed  c a r s  t h a t  emit ted more than .4 grams pe r  mile  and revarded purchasers  
with r e b a t e s  i f  t h e i r  c a r s  achieved b e t t e r  than the  ~~~t~ s t anda rds  For a l l  t h ree  p o l l u t a n t s  (Carbon monoxide, hvdrocarbons and ni t rogen 
o x i d e s ) .  G r i f f i n  removed t h e s e  p rov i s ions ,  leaving a s tudv on t h e  h e a l t h  impact and f e a s i b i l i t y  of t he  .4 NOx s t anda rd .  Environment- 
a l i s t s  opposed t h e  G r i f f i n  amendment because NOx i s  already known t o  be a  major sou rce  of lung and r e s p i r a t o r y  d i sease .  The Carter  Admin- 

i s t r a t i o n  had endorsed the  o r i g i n a l  Committee b i l l  which = ~ n t a l n e d  t h e  weaker NOx s t anda rd ,  but did not  lobby s p e c i f i c a l l y  on the G r i f f i n  
o r  Hart amendnrenrs. Adopted 51-43, June 8,  1977. NO t he  c o r r e c t  vo te .  

CLEAN AIR A@XDMEhPTS (S 252) The vote  i s  on the  Baker , ubs t i t u fe  t o  t h e  Riegle-Grif f  i n  amendment. The Riegle-Grif  f i n  amendment would 
have s u b s t a n t i a l l v  weakened p r o t e c t i o n  a ~ a i n s t  auto w a s i o n s  bv de lay ing  t h e  1 gram p e r  mi l e  NOx standard f o r  two y e a r s  (from 1980 to  1982) 
and the  hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide s t anda rds  f o r  axe year  (from 1979 t o  1980) .  Baker 's  compromise r e t a ined  t h e  c o r n i t t e e ' s  e a r l i e r  
1 gram NOX s t anda rd  but accepted the  one year  delay for  HC and CO. It allowed some 1980 and 1981 c a r s  t o  emit up t o  2  grams of NOx i f  
they had innova t ive  englne and emisslon systems not uri.?g p rec ious  me ta l s  and i f  they could meet o t h e r  emission s t anda rds .  A l l  c a r s  
would have t o  complv with t h e  s t anda rds  bv 1982. E n v i a m e n t a l i s t s  supported Baker 's  amendment. Considering t h e  enormous p res su re  
exe r t ed  by t h e  auco i n d u s t r y ,  t he  vo te  i n  favor  of Baker was considered a  coup f o r  c l ean  a i r .  The Adminis t ra t ion supported the  committee 
b i l l  and opposed the  Riegie-Griff in  amendment. Adopteo 56-38; June 9,  1977. YES i s  t he  co r rec t  vote .  

CLEAN A I R  A??DXEJTS f S  252) .  The vote  r s  on the  S t e v a s  amendment t o  a l low s t a t e  Governors t o  permit Class  I and C las s  I1 a reas  t o  exceed -- 
al lowable pollution l e v e l s  f o r  18 davs a  vear .  ~ h x o m e n t  would gut  t h a t  Dort lon of t he  Clean Air Act whlch p r o t e c t s  a r e a s  with p r l s t l n e  
a i r  from "significant d e t e r l o r a t i o n "  I n  a i r  q u a l i t y .  Class I a r e a s  a r e  national park and wilderness  a reas  over  5,000 a c r e s ;  Class 11 areas  
znclude a l l  o t h e r  a reas  not  violating f e d e r a l  amblent a r  s t anda rds  f o r  su lphur  d iox lde  and p a r t i c u l a t e s .  Exempting t h e  18 days of  peak Po l lu t lon  
would S l g n i f i c a n t l ~  love r  a i r  q u a l l t v .  The amendmentmuld al low cons t ruc t lon  of g i an t  power p l an t s  and manufacturing complexes nea r  national 
parks.  For example, t he  Inter-Mountam Power P ro jec t  could have b u i l t  a 300,000 megawatt coa l  f i r e d  power p l an t  9  ml l e s  from Capi ta l  Reef 
Na t iona l  Park r n  Utah under t h l s  amendment. I t s  defeat was a  mjaor v r c t o r v  f o r  envlronmentalxsts .  The Car t e r  Administration opposed the 
amendment. R e ~ e c t e d  33-61; June 8 ,  1977. NO 1s  the  correct vote .  

CLEAN WATER. Water Pol lutzor ,  Control  Act Amendments (S 1952). The v o t e  is on t h e  Nelson amendment t o  limxt the  amounts of phosphates allowed 
rn a e t e r g e n t s ,  dishwashrng compounds and water  condi t iosers  so ld  i n  t h e  e l g h t  s t a t e x  adlacent  t o  the  Great Lakes. The amendment a l s o  d i r ec t ed  
the  Environmental P ro tec t ion  Agencv t o  s tudv the  need for  a  national phosphate c o n t r o l  program. Env1ronrnentalists supported t h l s  amendment Since 
phosphates reduce the  l e v e l s  of oxygen rn bodies of water, causing e u t r o p h l c a t l o n  and killing f i s h .  The Admmlstrat lon supported t h e  amendment. 
AdoDted 77-17; A u ~ u s t  4 ,  1977. YES 1s  t h e  co r rec t  vote 

CLEAN WATER ENFORCEXENT Water Po l lu t ion  Control  Act Amendments (S 1952) .  The vo te  i s  on the  Allen amendment t o  t a b l e  and thus t o  k i l l  t he  
Kennedv amendment. The Kennedv amendment would have made t h e  U.S. Court of Appeals f o r  t he  ~ i = t  of Columbia t h e  only j u d i c i a l  court t o  - r e n e w  the  n a t i o n a l  po l lu t zon  s t anda rds  and regulat ions s e t  bv t h e  Environmental P ro tec t ion  Agency. This  would have s t rengthened EPA's power 
t o  en fo rce  p o l l u t i o n  laws when chal lenged rn court .  lany p r i v a t e  r n d u s t r i e s  have l ea rned  t o  manipulate l e g a l  t e c h n l c a l 1 t l e s  m orde r  t o  get  
t h e r r  court  c a s e s  heard In  c e r t a l n  l o c a l l t r e s  bv c e r t r m  judges who a r e  known t o  be n o s t i l e  t o  environmental regulations. The Kennedy amendment 
would have ended t h l s  t a c t l c ,  but A l l e n ' s  motion allowed i t  t o  continue. The Administration opposed Allen,  a s  did t h e  environmental is ts .  
Motion t o  t a b l e  agreed t o  59-36; August 4 ,  1977. NO i s  t h e  c o r r e c t  vo te .  

FLOOD PLAIN DEVELOPXENT Flood Insurance Amendments ( S  1523). The vo te  1 s  on t h e  E a ~ l e t o n  amendment t o  once agaln al low federal lv- insured 
banks t o  make loans  f o r  buxldlng on f lood  hazard areas  chat  r e fused  t o  p a r t i c l p a t e  I n  t h e  Federal  f lood Insurance program. The program was 
desipned t o  discourage r r r e s p o n s l b l e  new f lood p l a m  derelopment. It r e q u l r e c  l o c a l  communities t o  maa t h e i r  f l ooa  p l a l n s ,  zone agarnst  new 
cons t ruc t lon  i n  t h e  most f l ood  prone a r e a s ,  and adopt orher  s a f e t v  measures. The government's main sanc t lon  f o r  implementing t h i s  program 
was t h e  r e s t r l c t l o n  on loans thac  t n l s  amendment removes. Without ~ t ,  env l ronmen ta l r s t s  f ea red  t h a t  communitxes would drop out  of the program, 
seek f ede ra l ly - insu red  f m a n c l n g  f o r  new cons t ruc t ion  and then v e l l  f o r  d i s a s t e r  r e l i e f  when the  f loods h i t .  The amendment prohibi ted giving 
r e l i e f  under such clrcumstances,  but ~t  1s  n e i t h e r  humane nor  politically r e a l r s t i c  t o  expect t he  government t o  deny r e l i e f  t o  d l s a s t e r  vict ims.  
Env1ronmentalist.s opposed t h e  Eagleton amendment because ~t  encourages f lood  p l a l n  development t h a t  paves over t h e  r i c h e s t  farmland, increases  
f lood  damage, and c r e a t e s  p re s su re  t o  bu r ld  more dams. Adopted 49-36; June 7 ,  1977. NO i s  t he  co r rec t  vote .  

WATERWAY USER FEES ( S  1523). The vote  1 s  on the  Stevenson amendment t o  authorize cons t ruc t lon  of a new Locks and Dam 26 t o  accomodate  heavier  - 
barge t r a f f i c ,  but wxthout authorrzxng a use r  f ee  system r o r  t h e  barges  t h a t  would b e n e f i t .  The use r  f ee  had been l i nked  t o  Locks and Dam 26 
by Sena to r  Domenxcl who f e l t  t h a t  t h i s  was the  only way t o  get  a  u s e r  t e e  svstem t o  pass  the  Congress. Stevenson 's  amendment removed h i s  
bargaxning ch ip  and provided only f o r  an 18  month Department of T ranspor t a t ion  s tudv  of user  fees .  The barge companies now use f e a e r a l  watewavs 
f o r  f r e e ,  even though they a r e  b u l l t  and maintained a t  taxpavers '  expense bv t h e  A m  Corps of Engineers. Thus barge companies lobby hard f o r  
f u r t h e r  canal  con t ruc t ron  even when ~t  c a n ' t  be j u s t i f l e d  economlcal lv .  Environmental is ts  support u se r  f ees  t o  discourage the  needless  
channelization of n a t u r a l  s t reams and t h e  resul txng des t ruc t ron  of f i s h  and w i l d l i f e  h a b l t a t .  They joined t h e  President 1n opposing Stevenson's 
amendment. Rejected 44-51; June 2 2 ,  1977. NO i s  t h e  co r rec t  vo te .  

WATER PROJECTS P u b h c  Works Appropriations (HR 7553). The vo te  i s  on t h e  M c I n t ~ r e  amendment t o  e l imina te  t h e  seven wa te r  p r o j e c t s  remaining 
on P res iden t  C a r t e r ' s  h i t  list thac were kept In  the,Appropriatzons Committee b l l l .  A l l  t he se  p ro jec t s  were environmental ly  des t ruc t ive  and 
f i s c a l l y  i r r e s p o n s ~ b l e .  They would Inundate  prime farm land,  s c e n l c  v a l l e y s  and w i l d l i f e  h a b i t a t  f o r  a l l eged  f lood  c o n t r o l  o r  r ec rea t lona l  
b e n e f i t s .  Some clalm i n f l a t e d  b e n e f i t s  from f l a twa te r  recreation whi l e  d e s t r o y m g  the  r ec rea t lona l  b e n e f i t s  of a  f r e e  f lowlng r i v e r .  Most 
cou ldn ' t  be j u s t i f l e d  economically except  through t h e  use of outmoded and u n r e a l i s t i c  i n t e r e s t  r aces  i n  calculating t h e i r  cos t /bene f i t  r a t i o s ,  
and o f t e n  they b e n e f i t  a  s e l e c t  few a t  t he  expense of a l a r g e r  group. The P res iden t  supported the  amendment, a s  did env i ronmen ta l i s t s .  
Rejected 34-52; June 30, 1977. YES 1 s  the  co r rec t  voce. 

WETLANDS PROTECTION Clean Water Act of  1977 (5 1952). The vote  i s  on t h e  Bentsen amendment t o  Sectron 404, t o  r e s t r i c t  t h e  Army Corps 
of Engineers '  ~ u r l s d l c t l o n  and a u t h o r r t y  t o  prevent the dredgxng and f  l l l i n g e t l a n d s ,  rncluding c o a s t a l  wet lands.  This  amendment 
provided f o r  s t a t u t o r v  exemptxons f o r  va r lous  ranching, f o r e s t r y ,  farming and cons t ruc t lon  activities and f o r  c e r t a r n  Congressionally 
authorized w a t e r  p r o j e c t s .  I t  a l s o  d l r e c t e d  the  Corps t o  t r a n s f e r  most of  i t s  a u t h o r i t y  over  wet lands t o  the  s t a t e  governments. Envlron- 
men ta l i s t s  opposed t h e  amendment because verv few s t a t e s  have effective wetland protection Droqrams, ana over  804 of our  swamps and marshes 
would be l e f t  v i r t u a l l v  unpro tec t ed .  Wetlands a re  v i t a l  spawnlng a r e a s  f n r  f l s h ,  and provlde exce l l en t  h a b i t a t  f o r  w i l d l i f e .  The Carter  
Adminls t ra t lon opposed the  Bentsen amendment. Rejected 45-31; August 4 ,  1977. NO 1s  the  co r rec t  vote. 

WATER SUBSIDIES (HR 8309) The vote  1s  on the  Cranston amendment t o  n u l l i f v  t h e  Gravel  amendment, whlch would have exempted the  Kings River 
water  u se r s  I n  C a l i f o m l a  from the  160 ac re  l zmi t a t lon  Imoosec! on them bv law. Environmentalists suoported Crans ton ' s  e f f o r t  t o  enforce 
the  1902 Fede ra l  Reclamatlon Act whxch saxd tha t  f e d e r a l l v - s u b s l d ~ z e d  irrigation water  could be provlded only r o  sma l l  farmers. I f  this 
measure were s t r x t l v  and v lgo rous lv  enforced.  r t  would break up t h e  powerful  agribusiness r n t e r e s t s  t h a t  a r e  now growmg r l c e  and o the r  
wa te r -mtens ive  crops In seml -and  reglons of the West. Thrs would In  t u r n  reduce the  p o l l t 1 c a l  and economlc p res su re  f o r  more Bureau of 
Reclamatron p r o j e c t s .  Manv of t he  Ca l r fo rn ia  crops could Be grown more e a s l l v  rn  the  South and East wzthout r r r l g a t l o n  and thus wxthout t he  
need f o r  new dams. But e a s t e r n  farmers c a n ' t  compete men  western farmers  ge t  f e d e r a l  water a t  ridiculously low p r l c e s .  Pressure to  
enforce the  160 ac re  l imxt  w i l l  probably d r ive  up water u r l c e s  and thus  encourage water  conservatron.  Many environmentalists would a l s o  
l i k e  t o  h e l ~  t h e  small  farmer compete success fu l lv  with ag r rbus iness ,  bel ievxng t h a t  small r e s rden t  farmers w i l l  have more respect  fo r  
t hex r  land. Adopted 52-37 ;  May 2 ,  1978. YES i s  t he  co r rec t  vote .  



NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT EXE?IPTION: ~epartmezi t  of I n t e r l o r  Appropriatxons 1HR 12932). The vo te  i s  on t h e  C u r t l s  motlon t o  prevent 
r e c o n s l d e r a t l o n  of a  vote to  exempt water  p r o l e c t s  i n  the Colorado River Basln from having t o  prepare a  comprehensxve environmental impact 
s t a t emen t  a s  r equ l r ed  bv the  Nat ional  Environmental Pol lcy Act (NEPA). Western Senarors  were a f r a i d  t h a t  a  pendlng NEPA lawsui t  would h a l t  
c o n s t r u c t i o n  of some of t h e i r  pet  water p r o j e c t s ,  whlch had been evaluated i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  but not c o l l e c t ~ v e l y  with regard t o  t h e i r  cumulative 
Impacts .  Considerat ion of t hese  cumulatlve i m a c t s  i s  badlv needed because of i nc reas ing lv  s e r l o u s  s a l i n i t y  problems, t he  cumulatlve l o s s  
of c r i t l c a l  f i s h  and v l l d l i f e  h a b i t a t ,  and because the re  i s  not  enough water In  the  Colorado Rlver Basin t o  meet t he  demands of a l l  t he  
u r o j e c t s  and uses  t h a t  a r e  a l ready authorized. The Carter  Adminis t ra t ion favored a  s t r i c t  application of NEPA and opposed Cur t i s .  
3otxon t o  t a b l e  agreed to  59-33; August 8 ,  1978. NO 1s t h e  co r rec t  vote .  

EDWOOD PARK EXPANSION ( S  1976). The vo te  1 s  on t h e  Havakawa anrenament t o  d e l e t e  from t h e  b i l l  provisxons penn i t t l ng  the  Sec re t a rv  of 
i n t e r l o r  co cake over  some o r  a l l  of a  30,000 a c r e  de-d zone bordering Redwood Nat ional  Park,  i f  t h a t  becomes necessary t o  p ro tec t  
t n e  pa rk .  The o r r g i n a l  Redwood Park had been tn r sa t ened  bv logging ope ra t ions  ou t s ide  the  park t h a t  caused s o i l  e ros ion  and f looding down- 
s t r eam wlthzn t h e  park. The Committee b i l l  provided t h l s  park p ro tec t ion  zone t o  guard aga ins t  such problems In t h e  fu tu re .  Env~ronmen ta l i s t s  
sunpor t ed  t h e  Committee b i l l  and opposed t h e  amendment. So did the  P res lden t .  Rejected 28-65; January 31, 1978. NO 3s the  co r rec t  vote. 

REDWOOD PARK EXPCPANSIOK ( S  1976) The vote  1s  on t h e  Harakawa amendment t o  glve j u r l s d l c t r o n  over  compensation f o r  parkland acqu i s l t l on  t o  
tne  C.a .  Court of C lams  r a t h e r  than tne  f e d e r a l  dl-ourts a s  provlaed In the b i l l .  The e f f e c t  of this amendment would be t o  lnc rease  
pavments t o  t h e  timoer companies f o r  t n e l r  l and ,  s ince the  U.S. Court of Claims has a  poor record on compensation I s sues  and the  f ede ra l  
d l s t r l c t  c o u r t s  a r e  b e t t e r  ab le  t o  de t e rn ine  a  f a l r  c r l ce .  Environmental ls ts  o ~ p o s e d  the  amendment, f e a r l n g  t h a t  ~f  parkland acquisition 
Decame coo c o s t l y  the re  would be l e s s  monev avaz lab le  t o  purchase o t h e r  valuable  parkland elsewhere.  The Adminxstration a l s o  opposed the  
amenament. Re jec t ed  36-57; Januarv 31, 1978. Y O  1s  :he co r rec t  vo te .  

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT (S 2899). The o r i g i n a l  Act prohibi ted any f e d e r a l  p ro j ec t  from des t roy ing  the  l a s t  rernainlng h a b i t a t  of an endangered 
s p e c i e s .  The v o t e  i s  on the  Stennis  amendment t o  exenpr from the  Act any f e d e r a l  p r o j e c t  t h a t  was begun be fo re  t h e  Act passed In 1973, o r  
was now more than 502 complete. The amendment a l s o  gave t h e  heads of f e d e r a l  agencies  the  a u t h o r i t y  t o  exempt t h e i r  own p r o j e c t s .  Environ- 
m e n t a l i s t s  charged t h a t  t h l s  was l i k e  "pu t t ing  the  fox i n  charge of t h e  henhouse" and considered S tenn i s  t he  key weakening amendment to  t h e  
b i l l .  They would have p re fe r r ed  t o  s e e  no changes In the Act a t  a l l ,  but accepted t h e  Culver-Baker Committee b i l l  a s  o f f e r i n g  a f a i r  amount 
of p r o t e c t i o n  f o r  endangered spec le s .  The e x r m c t i o n  of spec ie s  has  acce le ra t ed  from one every 100 yea r s  i n  1600, t o  one t o  twenty spec ie s  
l o s t  each y e a r  i n  the  1970s. The Adrmnlstrat ion opposed t h e  S tenn i s  amendment. Relected 22-76. Ju ly  18, 1978. NO i s  t he  co r rec t  vote .  

ENDANGERED SPECIES (S 2899). The b i l l  c r ea t ed  a  seven member Cabinet- level  Commission t o  d e a l  with c o n f l i c t s  between endangered spec ie s  and 
p r o j e c t s .  An agency with a  pro3ect  i n  c o n f l i c t  could present  i t s  ca se  t o  thxs Commission and ask f o r  an exemption. The vo te  i s  on the  Sco t t  
amendment t o  a l l o w  four  of t he  seven members t o  vo te  f o r  an exemption from the  law, l n s t e a d  of f i v e  a s  provided i n  the  Culver-Baker b i l l .  
The Commission was composed of t he  S e c r e t a r i e s  of t he  Army, I n t e r i o r ,  and Agr i cu l tu re ,  t he  Chairman of t he  Council on Environmental Q u a l i t y ,  
t h e  Admxnxstrators  of the Environmental P r o t e c t i o n  Agency and t h e  Nat ional  Oceanlc and Atmospheric Adminis t ra t ion,  and the  Governor of the 
s r a t e  i n  whxch t h e  p ro jec t  was loca ted .  Given t h e  d i f f e r e n t  views of t hese  agencies ,  z t  would have been f a r  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  get  f i v e  
vo te s  f o r  an exemption than t o  g e t  fou r .  Environmental is ts  and the  Adminls t ra t ion opposed t h e  Sco t t  amendment. Rejected 23-69. J u l y  19, 
1978. NO i s  t h e  co r rec t  vote .  

MSS TRANSIT Transpor t a t ion  Appropriat ions (HR 12933) The v o t e  i s  on the  Lugar amendment t o  reduce t h e  approor i a t ion  f o r  t he  Urban Mass 
T r a n s i t  Admin i s t r a t ion  by $170 mi l l i on .  Environmental is ts  f avor  f u l l  funding, t o  encourage the  use of mass t r a n s i t  i n s t ead  of t he  p r i v a t e  
auromobile .  The use of bus and r a i l  t r a n s i t  f o r  commuting reduces a i r  po l lu t ion  and promotes energy conservat ion.  The Administration 
opposed t h e  amendment. Rejected 26-h4; June 23, 1978. NO i s  t he  co r rec t  vo te .  

COAL ROADS Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1978 (S 3073) Tne vo te  1 s  on t h e  Huddleston amendment t o  authorxze an a d d i t i o n a l  $100 mi l l i on  f o r  both 
f l s c a l  1979 and 1980, from the  Highway Trus t  Fund, f o r  t he  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  of roads damaged by t h e  t r a n s p o r t a t r o n  of  "energy resources" .  This 
fund ing  would be i n  add i t ion  to  t h a t  a l r eady  l n  t h e  hlghway b i l l .  The amendment would apply mainly t o  roads used f o r  haul ing coa l ,  t o  r e p a i r  
damages caused by overweight t rucks .  Thus i t  was an rnd i r ec t  suosidy t o  the  coa l  and t rucking companies. I t  i s  u sua l ly  more energy-eff ic ient  
t o  h a u l  t he  c o a l  by r a i l .  The Adminis t ra t ion opposed the  amendment. Rejected 37-51; August 21, 1978. NO i s  the c o r r e c t  vo te .  

FREE FZDERAL PARKING Enerv Conservation P rov i s ions  of the Na t iona l  Energv Pol icv Act ( S  2057) The vo te  i s  on the  Percv amendment to  r equ i r e  
a l l  f e d e r a l  employees including Congressional s t a f f  ecployees t o  pav f o r  parking s e r v l c e s  c u r r e n t l y  provided f r e e  bv the  f ede ra l  government. 
Sena to r s  vo t ing  aga ins t  Percy were In  e f f e c t  advocat lng a  po l i cy  t h a t  encouraged commuting bv c a r .  This  obviouslv inc reases  po l lu t ion ,  and 
1 s  c o n t r a r y  t o  ou r  n a t i o n a l  energy goa l  of reducing gasol ine consumption. The vo te  haa svmbolzc importance s ince  the  Senarors  s e t  an example 
f o r  t h e  r e s t  of t h e  nat ion.  The Adminls t ra t ion did not take a  p o s i t i o n  on the  amendment. Rejected 15-56. Sepr.12, 1977. NO i s  co r rec t  vote .  

'TL'CLEAR BREEDER REACTOR ERDA Authorization b r l l  ( S  1811). The vo te  1s  on the  Bumpers amendment to  l i m i t  spending on the Clinch River 
b reede r  r e a c t o r  t o  $33 rmll ion f o r  p r o j e c t  temj.nat lo7 c o s t s .  The Comrmttee b i l l  contained the  f u l l  $150 mi l l i on  tundlna f o r  the breeder ,  
d e s p l t e  P r e s x d e n t i a l  t h r e a t s  of a  veto.  Senator  Church o f fe red  an amendment t o  provlde 575 m i l l i o n ,  enough t o  keep workers on the s i t e  
u n t l l  t h e  r e a c t o r  was redesigned, but not  enough t o  ~ e g i n  a c t u a l  construction. The Bumpers amendment was intended t o  s t o p  the Clinch 

Rlver  b reede r  completely. I t  woulc no t  have a f f e c t e c  breeder  r e sea rch ,  since $333 million f o r  r e sea rch  was provided elsewhere In the  b i l l .  
E n v l r o n m e n t a l ~ s t s  have long opposec t h e  b reeae r  because i t  produces plutonium, i s  more dangerous than convent ional  nuc lea r  r eac to r s .  and 
soaks up money t h a t  mgh t  otherwise go t o  a l t e r n a t i v e  energy programs. i n  lobbvlng agaxnst t he  Cllnch River breeder  t he  Preside-t emphasized 

how plutonium inc reases  the  r l s k  of nuc lea r  weapons ~ r o i i f e r a t l o n .  The Presldent  supported tne  Bumpers amendment. Re;ected 38-'9; j u l v  11. 

1977. YES 1 s  t h e  correct  vote .  

'JCCLEAR POhTR CRDA Aporoprlations (HR 7553) The vote 1s on t h e  Kennedv amendment t o  reduce the  appropr l a t lons  f o r  t he  Barnwell nuclear  
r ep rocess ing  p l a n t  from $14 ml l l i on  t o  $ 1  ml l l l on .  Senator ~ o l l i n g s h a d  asked f o r  t he  $14 ml l l i on  t o  do s t u d l e s  and t o  keep the people at 
Barnwell emploved. Env?ronmental ls ts  oppose f e d e r a i  runding f o r  Barnwell (now a p r i v a t e  f a c l l l t v )  because t h l s  would t a c i l i t a c e  a f ede ra l  
t akeove r  t o  use the  plant  f o r  reprocessing nuc lea r  fue l s  and a s  a  massive dumping ground f o r  nuc lea r  wastes .  Barnwell 1s  not a good spot 

f o r  n u c l e a r  waste  s to rage  because ~t  could contamlnacd the  a q u i f e r s  under the  Savannah Rlver .  The Admxnlstratlon l n l t l a l l ~  suooorted henned\ 

but t nen  swrtched r t s  supnort t o  Holl lngs a t  t h e  las: nlnute .  Envrronmental ls ts  supported Xennedv. Rejected 22-69: Jul: 11, 1977. 

YES IS t h e  c o r r e c t  vote .  

'WCLEAR POWER. ERDA hu thor l za t lon  (S 1811) .  The vote i s  on t h e  Curtis amendment t o  d e l e t e  T i t l e  11, wnlch c rea t ed  a  new and more cos t ly  
svstem t o r  charglng electrical u t l l l t l e s  f o r  federal11 provlded uranlum enrichment services. The government has kept t he  p r i c e  of uranium 

enrichment a r t i f l c l a l l v  low In  the  p a s t .  T i t l e  I 1  would have r a l sed  the  p r l c e  t o  r e f l e c t  t r u e  c o s t s .  Environmental ls ts  supported t h i s  
cnange because thev oDoose Federal subs ld l e s  f o r  t he  nuclear  m d u s t r v .  Both environmentalists and the  Car t e r  Admlnls t ra t ion opposed the 
Curtis amendment. Keiected 39-58; J u l \  12,  1977. YO IS t he  co r rec t  vo te .  



STRIP  UININC Surrace Yining and Reclamation Act (S 7 The vote  1s  on the  Hart amendment t o  ban a l l  s t r i p  minlng of western a l l u v l a l  va l l ey  

t l o o r s ,  un le s s  mznzng operations had been approved prior t o  January L ,  !~?7i.hxs would have plugged a  loophole In  the  b r l l ,  wh~ch  exempted 
mines which had underpone " s u b s t a n t i a l  ana l e g a l  t o  begxn mlnlng. A l l u v l a l  v a l l e y  f l o o r s  a re  the  most product ive a g r i c u l t u r a l  
an.1 c n t c l e  r a l s t n g  lands In  the  West, because thev halte sub i r r lgaced  and f lood  l r r l g a t e d  hay meadows. S t r i p  mlnlng here  would 

l u r r h e r  dep le t e  s ca rce  western water  r e sources .  An studv showed t h a t  l e s s  than 3% of t h e  r eg lon ' s  coa l  l av  under alluvial va l l ey  f l o o r s ,  
and hence env i ronmen ta l i s t s  be l i eve  t h a t  agriculture snould be glven g rea t e r  p r l o r i t y  he re .  The Adminis t ra t lon a l s o  supported the  Hart 

awndment. Rejeccea 37-45: Mav 19,  1977. YES 1s  the  Correct vote .  

STRIP MIKING (S 7) The vote  i s  on the  Johnston amendment t o  permit s t a t e s  t o  r e t a l n  exc lus ive  j u r i s d i c t i o n  over s t r i p  mining r egu la t ions ,  
i f  the  S e c r e t a n  of I n t e r i o r  d e t e r m i n e d h e  s t a t e ' s  environmental s tandards-were a t  l e a s t  a s  s t r i c t  a s  t he  f e d e r a l  s t anda rds .  
t nv i ronmenca l i s t s  saw t h i s  amendment a s  a wav f o r  t he  s t a t e s  t o  avoid f e d e r a l  ove r s igh t .  Pas t  h i s t o r y  sugges t s  t h a t  once s t a t e s  were 

jiranred exc lus ive  j u r i s d r c t i o n ,  chev might be ve rv  l ax  i n  enforcing t h e i r  own regulations. S t r i p  mine enforcement In most s t a t e s  has been 

verv weak. Env1ronmentalrsts opposed t h i s  amendmenc and supported the  at tempt  i n  S.7 a s  w r i t t e n  to  e s t a b l i s h  uniform s t r i p  mine reclamation 
standards nationwide. The Adminisrratxon a l s o  opposec the  amendment. Rejected 39-51; May 19,  1977. NO i s  t he  co r rec t  vote .  

STRIP mNINC (5.7)  The vote  1 s  on the  Bumpers amendment to  d e l e t e  from the  b i l l  a  requirement  t h a t  su r f ace  owners must give t h e i r  w r i t t e n  
consent  betore  f ede ra l ly  owned coa l  could be mined beneath t h e i r  land, and to  s e t  compensation f o r  damages t o  su r face  owners. In the  
pas= ,  t he  f e d e r a l  government opened up these  western lands f o r  homesteading, while  r e t a i n i n g  r i g h t s  t o  the  c o a l  underneath.  Yet t he  
f a rmers  and r ancne r s  vho s e t t l e d  he re  l i t t l e  dreamed that  saaedav t h e i r  land might be ru ined .  The amendment would have p ro tec t ed  t h e i r  
r i g h t s  and probably prevented s t r i p  mining i n  some areas .  A Nat ional  Academy of Science s tudy  concluded t h a t  most western s t a t e s  d id  not  
have enough water  t o  support l a r g e  s c a l e  c o a l  development and t h a t  some a reas  would be impossible  t o  reclaim f o r  a g r i c u l t u r e  because 
s t r i p  mining would destroy the  s o i l  and the  a q u i f e r s .  The env i ronmen ta l i s t s  and t h e  P r e s i d e n t  opposed the  amendmenc. Adopted 44-32; 
Hay 20, 1977. NO i s  the c o r r e c t  vo te .  

STRIP MINING (S 7) The vo te  i s  on the  Danforth amendmenc t o  weaken s c r i p  mine reclamation reauirements  i n  mountainous a reas .  The Committee 
b i l l  r equ i r ed  t h a t  the land be r e s t o r e d  t o  i t s  "approximate o r i g i n a l  contour". The Danforth amendment gu t t ed  t h i s  p rov i s ion  and required 
only t h a t  s t r l p  mrne ope ra to r s  obev f e d e r a l  p o l l u t i o n ,  hea l th  and s a f e t y  laws, and r e s t o r e  t h e  land s u f f i c i e n t l v  t o  meet l o c a l  land use 
requirements .  Yet s t a t e  and l o c a l  l and  use laws a r e  o f t en  ve rv  weaic, o r  d o n ' t  e x l s t  a t  a l l .  This  amendment would have allowed s t r i p  
miners  KO l e ave  hzghwalls zn some a r e a s  because l o c a l i t i e s  claimed they were planning t o  use t h e  broad ledges underneath them f o r  parking 
l o t s .  The Admsnistration and t h e  e n v ~ r o n m e n t a l i s t s  opposed the  amendment, Rejected 36-46; May 20, 1977. NO i s  t he  c o r r e c t  vo te .  

MINE SAFETY (S. 717) The vote  i s  on t h e  Schmitt amendment t o  provide f o r  automatic  e x p i r a t i o n  of each new mine hea l th  and s a f e t y  s tandard 
a f t e r  f i v e  vea r s ,  unless  i t  is renewed by the  Secretary of Labor. In o the r  words, one bad Sec re t a ry  of Labor could gut t h e  b i l l .  Environ- 
m e n t a l i s t s  support  s t rong h e a l t h  and s a f e t y  p rov i s ions  to  p r o t e c t  t h e  working environment of t h e  miner. We cannot i n  good conscience 
cont inue t o  promote deep n in ing  over  s t r i p  mining un le s s  we improve cond i t ions  ln  t h e  deep mines. Every year  about 150 people  d i e  i n  c o a l  
mines,  while  anotner  25,000 a r e  in ju red .  Environmentalists opposed the  Schmitt amendmenc. Rejected 31-52; June 20, 1977. NO i s  c o r r e c t  vote .  

MINE SAFETY (S 717) The vo te  i s  on t h e  McClure amendment t o  d e l e t e  provis ions au tho r i z ing  f e d e r a l  i n spec to r s  t o  c l o s e  down mines c i t e d  f o r  
r epea ted  violations of sa fe ty  s t anda rds .  The power t o  c l o s e  the  mines i s  t he  only r e a l l y  e f f e c t i v e  enforcement s anc t ion  t h a t  t he  government 
has ,  and passage of t h i s  amendment would have gu t t ed  the  whole ~ c t ,  Environmentalists opposed the  amendment. The Adminis t ra t ion took m 
no known formal  position, but probably opposed t h e  amendment informally.  Rejected 21-76; June 21, 1977. NO i s  t he  c o r r e c t  vote .  

OFFSHORE OIL DRILLING Outer Con t inen ta l  Shelf  Lands Act (S 9 ) .  The vote  i s  on the  B a r t l e t t  amendment t o  a l low the  o i l  companies 

t o  withhold t h e l r  r n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of exp lo ra to rv  d r i l l i n g  d a t a  from the I n t e r i o r  Department, which l e a s e s  Outer Cont inental  Shelf  lends.  
In  t h e  pas t  t h e  I n t e r i o r  Department has  purchased the  da t a  but  lacked the  expertise t o  I n t e r p r e t  i t  f u l l y .  Be t t e r  ~ n f o r m a t i o n  would help 
t h e  i n t e r l o r  Department make more i n t e l l i g e n t  dec l s lons  about where t o  l e a s e  t o  maximize o i l  revenue while  min imz ing  the  Impact on f i s h e r i e s  
and on the  envlronment. The Adrnlnisrrarion opposed the  amendment. Rejected 32-54; J u l v  15,  1977. NO 1 s  the co r rec t  vo te .  

OFFSHORE OIL DRILLING The vo te  i s  on the  passage of t he  Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (S 9)  which s u b s t a n t i a l l y  improved the  law governing 
t h e  I n t e r i o r  Department's l e a s i n g  of OCS l anas  f o r  o i l  d r i l l i n g .  The new law gave t h e  Sec re t a ry  of I n t e r i o r  d i s c r e t i o n a r v  a u t h o r i t y  t o  
cance l  l e a s e s  i f  they would have s e r i o u s  and l a s t i n g  environmental impacts. The new Act imposed s t r i c t  l i a b i l i t y  f o r  o i l  s p i l l  damages, t o  
g ive  t h e  o i l  companxes a  s t rong  incentive t o  be c a r e f u l ,  and i t  required the  use of t h e  s a f e s t  a v a i l a b l e  d r i l l i n g  technology. I t  s e t  up an 
O i l  S p i l l  L i a b i l i t v  Fund and a  F i shemens  Gear Compensation Fund f o r  i m e d i a c e  compensation t o  people s u f f e r i n g  damages. Coas t a l  s t a t e s  
r ece lved  a d d i t i o n a l  funding t o  he lp  them cope with the onshore impacts of OCS development, and got g r e a t e r  power to  p a r t i c z p a t e  i n  dec i s ion  
making. The Car t e r  Adminis t ra t lon supported the  b i l l  and s igned i t  i n t o  law. Env i ronmen ta l i s t s  considered i t  a  big s t e p  f o w a r d  i n  the  
e f f o r t  t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  o f f shore  energy development does not  jeopardize f i s h e r i e s  and c o a s t a l  resources .  Adopted 60-18; J u l y  15, 1977. 
YES 1 s  the co r rec t  vote. 

OIL SHALE Energy Tax Incen t ives  provlsxons of t he  Nat ional  Energy Pol lcv Act (HR 5263) .  The voce is on the Hart amendment t o  d e l e t e  from 
the  b l l l  a  t a x  c r e d l t  of $3  per  b a r r e l  f o r  o i l  der lved from sha le  rock. The t a x  c r e d i t  would subs id i ze  o i l  s h a l e  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  were not  
commercrally f e a s i b l e  f o r  p r i v a t e  investment ,  and make them p r o f i t a b l e  a t  pub l i c  expense. O i l  sha l e  development i s  d e s t r u c t i v e  to  both 
land and wa te r  resources .  The processing could cause carcinogens t o  leach I n t o  d r i n k i n g  wa te r ,  and would leave mountains of t a i l i n g s  
f o r  whlch no good d i sposa l  methods have been devxsed. The Adminis t ra t ion did not  lobbv on t h l s  amendment. Environmental is ts  supported Hart .  
Rejected 36-47. October 28, 1977. YES i s  t he  co r rec t  vote .  

ENERGY MONOPOLIES Coal Conversion b i l l  (S 977). The vote  i s  on the  Jackson motion t o  t a b l e  and k i l l  t he  Kennedy amendment t o  p r o h i b i t  t he  
major o i l  and nacura l  gas  cornpanles from f u r t h e r  a c q u i s i t i o n  of coal  and uranium resources .  The Kennedy amendment would not  have a f f e c t e d  
the  co rpora t ions '  cu r ren t  ho ld ings ,  bu t  would have stopped the  t r end  toward f u r t h e r  monopoly con t ro l .  The major o i l  companies a l r eady  con t ro l  
from 3 5 4 0 %  of V.S. coal  r e se rves  and a l s o  domlnate the  uranium market. Environmental is ts  oupose monopolv con t ro l  by energy conglomerates 
because l t  Inc reases  t h e i r  power t o  c o n t r o l  n a t i o n a l  energy policies. Most big energy co rpora t ions  have a  ves t ed  i n t e r e s t  i n  p o l i c i e s  t h a t  
f a v o r  s v n t h e t i c  f u e l s ,  nuclear  power and o t h e r  d e s t r u c t i v e ,  highlv c e n t r a l x e d  energy sources  which only they can a f f o r d  t o  produce. Environ- 
mentalists p r e f e r  s o l a r  hea t ,  wind, and ocher  small  s c a l e  energy sources  which lend themselves  t o  competi t ion.  The Administration opposed the  
Kennedy amendment, f ea r ing  t h a t  l t  would jeopardize the  energy b i l l  i n  t he  House-Senate Conference Committee. Environmental is ts  supported 
Kennedy and opposed Jackson. Motion t o  t a b l e  agreed to  62-30. September 8 ,  1977. NO i s  t h e  co r rec t  vote .  

UTILITY RATE REFORM (S 211G). The v o t e  1 s  on the  Johnston motion t o  t a b l e  and thus  k i l l  t he  Brooke amendment t o  au tho r rze  the  f e d e r a l  
Sec re t a ry  of Energy to  seek ~ u d i c i a l  review of c e r t a i n  s t a t e  Publ ic  U t i l i t y  Commxssion dec i s ions  regarding u t i l i t y  r a t e s .  U t i l i t i e s  can 
promote energy conservat lon by changing t h e i r  r a t e  s t r u c t u r e s  t o  f l a t t e n  out  e l e c t r i c l t v  demand throughout t he  day, and removing d i scoun t s  
given to  the l a r g e s t  energy consumers. Under t h i s  amendment DOE could in t e rvene  i n  cour t  i n  t he  name of energy conservat ion o r  equ i ty  t o  
the  consumer. But i t s  appeals  would be heard by s t a t e  c o u r t s  and governed by s t a t e  laws. Environmental is ts  supported the  amendment because 
they want s t a t e  PVCs to  adequately cons lde r  a l l  such energy conservat lon op t ions  be fo re  suppor t ing  new power p l an t  cons t ruc t lon .  The 
Adminls t ra t lon supported the  Brooke amendmenc. MotLon t o  t a b l e  agreed to  59-17. October 6, 1977. NO 1s the  co r rec t  v o t e .  

ENERGY TAX INCENTIVES (HR 5263) The vo te  r s  on the  Jackson amendment t o  remove from t h e  b i l l  over  $30 b i l l i o n  In  unnecessarv tax c r e d i t s  
and s u b s l d l e s  f o r  environmentally d e s t r u c t i v e  forms of energy development. The Jackson amendment would have elimznatpd fou r  provzsions 
t h a t  t he  Senate Fmance Committee had embraced without adequate  studv and d e l i b e r a t i o n .  It de le t ed  Sect ion 1054, which orovided t h a t  no 
energy taxes  could be lmoosed un le s s  t he  revenues went I n t o  an Energv Product ion,  Conversion and Conservation Trust  Fund to  be used f o r  
loan guarantees  and o the r  s u b s ~ d i e s  t o  the  energy companies fo r  develoumenc. J a c ~ s o n  c a l l e d  t h i s  "a blank check made out  t o  the b ig  energy 
producers  arawn on tne account of t h e  American people ."  His amendment a l s o  a e l e t e d  Sec t ion  1044, which provrded the  o i l  s h a l e  t a x  c r e d i t  
desc r ibed  In voce 30. And Jackson ' s  amendment de l e t ed  two provls lons ln  Sect lon 1031, which provided 40% refundable  t a x  c r e d i t s  f o r  nuc lea r  
power and f o r  syn the t i c  f u e l s  from c o a l .  Both these  technologies  have g rea t  environmental  hazards .  The b i l l ' s  massive subs id i e s  would have 
put more d e s i r a b l e  renewable energy tecnnologzes a t  a  severe disadvantage. The Adminis t ra t ion supported Jackson ' s  p o s i t i o n  but d id  not  lobby 
on t h e  amendment. Environmentalists d ld .  Rejected 38-56. October 7 ,  1977. YES 1s  the  c o r r e c t  vote .  

ENERGY TAX INCENTIVES (HR 5263) The vo te  1s  on che Kennedy motion to  t a o l e  the  Allen amendment. Kenneav had j u s t  o f f e red  an amendment to  
reduce from 40L co 10% the t ax  c r e d l t s  allowed t o  cover the  busmess cos t s  of conversion from 0x1 Or nacura l  gas t o  coa l - f i r ed  f a c i l i t i e s .  
Allen proposed a compromise of a 20% t a x  c r e d l t ,  whlch was shot  down bv Kennedv rn  t h i s  vo te .  Environmental is ts  supported a l l  of ~ e n n e d y ' s  
e f f o r t s  t o  reduce these t a x  c r e d i t s ,  s l n c e  a  Treasury Department analysis indxcated t h a t  t he  bulk of t he  money would go t o  f inance  nuc lea r  
power o r  s v n t h e t l c  f u e l s  ( coa l  gasification, coal  liquefaction, o r  o i l  s h a l e ) .  Again, t hese  a r e  d e s t r u c t i v e  and i n e f f l c a e n t  energy 
technologies  t h a t  would consume huge amounts of water ,  land and investment c a p i t a l .  The Administration supported Kennedv's pos i t i on  but 
d id  not  lobby che amendment. Motion t o  t a b l e  agreed to 41-34. October 2 6 ,  1977. YES 1s the Correct vo te .  



1977-8 1 
SCORE 

975-6 
SCORE - 

9 0 
-- 

Abourezk(D-SD) N Y N a N N a a y a a N N N a a a Y Y Y y Y N y N N N N Y Y N a Y Y  
Al len ,M(D-ALA)  - - - - - - - - - -  Y - -  y ~ y a - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Anderson(D-MN) N Y N Y N N y a N Y N a a N N a a a Y n N Y N a a N N a a Y N N Y a  
Baker (R-TN) y Y N n y y N n N n N a y N N a y n n n y n N U N a N y n n y y n Y  
Bar t l e t t (R-OKLA)  y n y n y y a a y n y y y y y y N n a a a n y y y a a y n n y y n Y  

Bayh (D-IND) y n N Y N y N Y N Y N N N N N N y n n n N Y N y N a N N Y Y N N Y Y  
~ e l l m o n ( ~ - 0 K I . h )  y n y n y y N a y ~ y y y N N a N Y ~ n y n y y y y y a ~ ~ y ~ ~ Y  
Bentsen (D-TX) y Y N Y y y A n N Y y N N N N A N n n n N n y y y N N y n n y y n n  
Biden (D-DEL) N Y N Y N N N Y N Y N N N N N y N Y a a N Y N a N a N N Y Y N N Y a  
Brooke (R-MA) a Y N Y N N N Y N Y N N N N N a N n Y n N Y N N N N N N Y a a N Y Y  

Bumpers(D-ARK) N Y  N Y y  a y Y N Y N N N N N N a n Y Y  y Y N y N y N N Y Y N N Y Y  
Burdick (D-ND) y n N Y y N y n N Y y N N y y A N n n n y n y y N N N N Y n y y Y Y  
Byrd, H (I-VA) y n y Y y y N Y y Y y y N N y y N n n n N n y N y y N y Y n y y n Y  
Byrd,R(D-WVA) y Y y Y y N y n N Y y N N N N N y n Y n N n N y N N N N Y n y N n n  
Cannon (D-NV1 y Y N Y y y N n y a y N N N y a N n n n N n a y N N y N a n y y n n  

Case (R-NJ) N Y N Y N N N n N Y N N N N N N y n Y n N Y N y N N N N Y n y N Y Y  
Chafee (R-RI) y Y N a a N N Y N n y a y N N y N Y Y i ' y Y N N y N N y Y n y N n y  
C h i l e s  (D-FLA) N Y N Y y y N n N n y N a N N N y n n n N Y y y N N N y Y P y y n n  
Church (D-ID) y Y N n y a N n j Y y N N N N N N n n n N Y N N N N N N a Y y y Y Y  
C l a r k  (D-1.4) N n N Y N N N Y N Y N N N N N N N Y Y Y N a N a a N N N Y Y N N Y Y  

Cranston(D-CA) N Y N Y N N N n N Y N N N N N N y n Y Y N a a a a a N N Y Y N N Y Y  
Culver  (D-IA) N Y N Y N N N Y N y N N N N N N N Y Y Y N Y N y N a N N Y Y n N Y Y  
C u r t i s  (R-NB) Y ~ Y ~ Y Y N ~ Y ~ Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y ~ ~ Y ~ ~ Y Y Y Y Y ~ ~ Y Y ~ ~  
Danforth(R-MO) y n N Y y y y Y y n y N y N N y N Y n Y y n y N y y N a a n y y n n  
DeConcini(D-AZ) y n N Y y y y n N n y N y y N y a n n n N a y a a N N N Y Y N N n Y  

Dole (R-KS) y n y Y y y y n y n y y y N N N a n n n y a y N ~ y N Y ~ a n ~ y Y n y  
Domenici(R-NM) y Y N n y y N n y n y N y N a y y n n n y n y f J y y y y n a y y n a  
Durkin (D-NH) N Y N Y N N y Y N Y y N N N N N y n Y Y N a N y N N N N Y Y N y Y n  
Eagleton(D-MO) y n y Y  y y  y Y N Y N N N N N N N n n n N a N a a N N N Y Y  y y Y Y  
Eas t l and(D-MIS)  y n N Y y y y n y n y N N y y a a n a n N n y N y N N a a n y y n n  

Ford (D-KY) y n N Y y y a n y Y y N N y y a y a Y n N n y N y N N a a a y y n n  
Garn (R-UT) N Y ~ n y a y n y n y y y y y ~ N n n n y n ~ N ~ ~ y ~ n n Y Y n a  
Glenn (D-OH) y n y Y N N N Y N Y N N N N N N y n Y n N n N N N N N N Y Y y N Y Y  
Goldwater(R-AZ) y n y n y y N n y n y y y y N y N Y n n y n y a a y a y n a y y a a  
Grave l  (D-AK) N Y N Y y y N a y n y N N N N N y n a a y Y y a y N N y Y n y y n n  

G r i f f i n  (R-HI) y n y Y y y N Y N n a y y N N a a n a n y n a y y a y a a a y N n a  
tiansen (R-WY) y n y n y y N n y n y N N y y y N n n n y n N N y y y y n n y y n n  
Hart  (D-CO) N Y N Y N N N Y N Y y N N N N a N Y Y Y N Y N N N N N N Y Y N y Y Y  
H a s k e l l  (D-CO) N a a Y N a y n N a y N N N N a N n Y a N Y N y N a N N Y Y N y Y a  
Hatch (R-uT) Y ~ Y Y Y Y Y ~ Y ~ Y Y Y Y Y Y N ~ ~ ~ Y ~ Y N Y ~ Y Y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

H a t f i e l d ,  M (B-OR) 
Hatf i e l d ,  P (D-MT) 
Ha thaway /D-ME) 
Hayakawa (R-CA) 
Heinz (R-PA) 

N a a Y y a y n N a y N N N N N N Y Y Y N a a a a y N N Y Y a y n a  - - - - - - - - -  a a N N N a a A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
N Y N Y N a N n N Y N N N N N a N n Y Y N Y N y N a N N Y Y N y n Y  
y Y y n y y N n y n y y y N N y N n n n y a y a a y y y n a y y n a  
a J d N N x , N N  y Y  N n N N N N N N y Y n n N n N q N , x N N Y Y y  N n n  

Helms (R-NC) 
Hodges (D-ARK) 
H o l l i n g s  (D-SC) 
Huddleston,  (D-KY) 
Humphrey, M (D-MN) 

lnouye (D-HI) N Y N Y N y y a N a y N y a a a y n a n N a N y N N N N Y Y y N n a  
Jackson (D-WA) N Y N Y N y y n N Y y N N N N N N n n n N n N y N N N N Y Y y N Y Y  
J a v i t s  (R-NY) N Y N Y N N N n N Y a N N N N N y n a a N y N y N N N N Y n y N Y a  
Johnston(D-LA) y Y y Y y y y n y Y y N N N y a a n n n N a y a a N N y a n y y n n  
Kennedy (D-MA) N Y N Y N N N Y N Y N N N N N N y Y Y Y N Y N a N N N N Y Y N N Y Y  

L a x a l t ( R - N e v . )  N Y y Y y Y y a y n y y y y y y N a a n y n y N y y y y n n y y n Y  
Lenhv (D-Vt.) N Y N Y N N N Y N Y N N N N N N N a Y Y N Y N a a N N N Y Y N y Y Y  
Long (D-La. ) a a a Y y a y n y Y y N a y y a y Y n n y n y y y N y y n n y y n n  
Lugar (R-Ind.)  Y ~ Y Y Y N N Y Y ~ Y Y Y N N ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Y ~ Y N Y ~ Y Y ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Y  
~ ! r c l u r e ( ~ - I d . )  N Y v n y y N n y n y y y N y y N a n n ~ n ~ N ~ ~ ~ ~ a a a ~ n n  
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S a r b n n e s ( ~ - ~ d . )  S Y N Y N a N n N Y N N N N N N y n Y Y N Y N y N N N N Y Y N N Y a  
S a s s e r  (D-Tn.) S n N n N y y n y Y y N N N y y y n n n y a N y N N N N Y Y N N n n  
Schml t t (R-N.Mex . )  y n y  Y y  y  N  n  y  n  y  y  y N N  y  N  n  n  n  y  n y  N  Y Y Y Y n  n  Y  Y n  n  
Schwe ike r (R-Pa . )  y n N Y y N y n N n y y y N N N y n n n y n y N N Y N N Y n Y Y n n  

S c o t t  (R-va.) y n y n y y y a y n y y N y y a y n n n y n y N y y y a a a y Y n a  
Sparkman(D-Al.)  y Y  a a a N N n a Y y y N p N N y n Y n N n Y Y Y N N N Y n a Y n a  
S t a f f o r d ( R - V t . )  K Y N y y N N Y N n N N N N N N N n a n N Y N a a N N y Y Y y N n Y  
S t e n n i s ( D - M i s s )  y a N Y y y y n y Y y N N y a a y  a n n N n y  a a a N N a n y y n n  
S t e v e n s ( R - A l a s )  y n y y y y y a y n y y y y y N N a n n y a a a a y N y Y n y N n a  

S t e v e n s o n ( D - I l l )  y Y N Y N N y Y N Y N N N N N N N Y n n N Y N y N N N N a a N N Y a  
S t o n e  (D-Fla.) A Y N Y y A y n N a N a a N N y y a n n y Y N a N y N y Y n Y Y n n  
Talmadge(D-Ga.)  y n y Y y y N n y Y y N y N N y a n a a a n y a a N N N Y n y y n a  
Thunnond(R-S.C.)  y n y Y y y y n y n y y y y y a N a n n y n y N y y y y Y n Y Y n n  
Tower (R-Tex.) y n y n y y a n y n y y y A y a N n n n y a y a a Y y Y n n Y Y n n  
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