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MESSAGE FROM THE F’RES]DENT...l

1t's 1992, The decade of the environment. Or 15 it?

Scientists say global warming is imminent and the consequences severe, the world’s rainforests burn, 100 animal
and plant species disappear every day, America’s remaining ancient forests are falling under the axe for export
overseas, and world population grows exponentially, at an average of 96 miilion every year.

We've put our planet in danger. And as a nation, we aren’t doing much about it.

Ay individuals, it’s a different story. I've watched a blossoming of individual and community-based activ-
ism all aver this country in my travels as the League’s president. The simple message — each of us has a
personal responsibility to the planet — is heard in homes and city hails, council chambers and state houses.

The paradox of the environmental movement is that while witnessing the extraordinary power of pro-Earth

ideas at the local and state level, we see, at the same time, no action at the federal Jevel. Congress sits on its

hands most of ime, passing one small bill here, while stopping another environmental disaster from becom-
ing law over there. Like the Dutch boy with his finger in the dike, our representatives refuse to see the tidal

wave Just over the horizon.

There is no national environmental ageada. There are too few national pro-Earth leaders. We have no
natignal vision of a cleaner, greener Earth to pass on to our children,

Absolute indifference reigns supreme in Congress. Where it’s not indifference, it’s worse. People are
actively working on the other side, in thrall to the monetary contributions of the timber companies, the
oil companies, the utilities, and the developers.

Why is there an extraordinary contrast between local government and national leadership? Why have our
leaders so abjectly failed us at the federal level? We desperately need national leadership. world vision, but
where is it? Something is dramatically wrong in the national political process when you contrast what's
happening in your conununity with the puny efforts of the U.S. Congress. '

There is a solution. We must use the political process to bring the energy of the environmental movement
into the byways, streets, and political back alleys of this country. We. as American volers, must identify our
environmental friends, incumbents and challengers, and elect them. And we must identify our enemies and
drive them into oblivion.

Each one of us must become politically active, 1992 is an important election year. We rust get involved by
registering voters, raising money, canvassing, knocking on doors, educating the media, pushing our pro-
Earth agenda. We must make a difference at the balior box so (hat we can change the indifference in the
halls of Congress.

The League ol Conservation Voters focuses ils resources on electing a pro-environment majority to
Congress. The public officials you send o Congress must be held accountable for their votes on critical
envirenmental legislation.

The League’s National Environmental Scorecard provides voters with the information needed to waich
over elecled officials. The Scorecard gives voters a chance to see a candidate’s true environmental voting
record, and to recognize those who suppert a sound and healthy future, and (hose whe vote for the contin-
ved degradation of our land, air. and water.

‘We need your help to close the gap between our small “David-like” effort and the “Goliath” of well-heeled
special interests, who now dominate the American political dialogue. Use this Scorecard to tell the differ-
ence between your pro-Earth friends and those who vote against the environment. Make your voice heard
on Election Day.

Your actions will signal to every member of the United States Congress that Americans will hold their
elected officials accountable for the guality of our environment. Make the next Election Day, Earth Day.

Bruce Babbitt
President of the League of Conservation Voters
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HALF-TIME PRO-EARTH SCORE
BLEAK FOR 102NP CONGRESS

The first year of the environmental decade, and the first session of the 102nd Congress, was marked by a few
major advances, several more holding actions, and a real tack of forward motion on the pro-Earth agenda. The
1991 National Environmental Scorecard covers just the fiest session, from January until November of 1991,
buit the half-tine score for the U.8. Congress is bleak. '

Population issues 100k a giant step forward as both Houses said "no” to the environmentally-dangerous popu-
Jation policy of the 1980s. Both voted to restore funding for the United Nations Population Fund and repudi-
ated the policy which unfairly linked abortion services with family planning. Unfortunately, these measures
ran into the brick wall of the Bush Administration’s refusal to even discuss population and the election year
politics of “play it safe.’

The light wen( on in energy policy, only to illuminate that there’s no one home. Ne sensible national effi-
ciency-based policy emerged from the ticker tape of the Iraq war: only “business-as-usual, burn and drill

as vou go’ came out of the White House and U.5. Senate. The repudiation of the Johnston-Wallop bill this
session breathed new life into the energy policy debate. Environmenalists will continue to push for a national
energy strategy thal stresses energy conservation and etficiency. It's back to the drawing hoards for a coherent
national energy policy.

The Congress did Lake runming steps towards a national gansportation pelicy, which is not exclusively wedded
to the road. Unnoticed by a nation transfixed by Clarence Thomas, Willie Smith, and the recession, the Surface
Transportation Act passed both chambers and was signed into law by President Bush. This legislation turned
conventional practice on its head, forcing roadhogs to share the wealth with other transportation methods, such
as rail, transit, van, pedestrian, hicycle, and congestion-Tanagement options.

While some of the news on energy was very good, the bad news was more deafening silence. As the Earth
Summit approaches this Surrmer, no global warming legislation has made it through the congressional process
to date. Neither the President nor Congress has shown that they can even find the road to Rio, site of the Earth
Summit. .

Wwildiife protection and wide open space preservation efforts fared well. The House voted on the landmark
California Desert Protection Act — protecting the homes of endangered species and splendid vistas, such as
Menument Valley — and rebuffed attempts to weaken the bill. The Senate is sull sitting on its version, while
the two California Senators agree on a proposal. It wasn’t a bad year for wilderness legislation, although much
more remains to be saved.

Pollution and human health were not part of the legislative game plan in 1991. The second session of the
102nd Congress shauld bring serious debate on the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, which racks
and regulates hazardous waste from generation 1o dispesai, as well as the re-authorization of the Clean Water
Act. But the half-time score on the first session of the 102nd shows a pitiful lack of movement on the major
issues of the day.

Nothing changed the way Americans fee] about environmental protection and the conservation of our natural
resources. Recent polls confirm again that after crime and drugs, most people feel environmental problems
pose Lhe greatest threat to future generations. The 1991 National Environmental Scorecard clearly shows
thint the American people are far ahead of their elected officials in their desire for a cleaner, greener Earth.

For the past 21 years, the non-partisan League of Conservation Voters has held elected officials accountable
for their conservation records. On Election Day, the voters will have their chance to make their voices heard.
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VOTING SUMMARY

NATIONAL AVERAGE

HQOUSE SENATE

MNATIONAL AVERAGE 46% 50%
REPUBLICANS 20% 29%
DEMOCRATS 63% 65%

REGIONAL AVERAGES

HOUSE SENATE
% WEST COoAST 51% 40%

ROCKY MOUNTAINS 31%  34%

SOUTH WEST ‘ 28% 27%

STATE AVERAGES

HOUSE SENATE

ALABAMA 30% 10%
ALASKA 0% 20%
ARIZONA 13% 33%
ARKAMNSAS 25% 37%
CALIFORNIA ’ 50% 47%
COLORADO 36% 58%
CONNECTICUT B84% B7 %
DELAWARE 69% 83%
FLORIDA 45% A7 %
GEORGIA 55% S0%
Hawal 85% 50%
IDAHO 43% 14%
ILLINOIS B2% F0%
[NDIANA 55% 24%
lowa 30% 53%
KANSAS 34% 27 %
KENTUCKY 24% 10%

HOUSE SENATE

MID WEST

MIDDLE ATLANTIC

E SOUTH EAST

NEwW ENGLAND

47% 53%
54% 75%
39% 34%
73% 84%

HOUSE SENATE

LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIFPI
MISSQURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
MNEVADA

NEwW HAMPSHIRE
NEw JERSEY
NEW MEXICC
NEW YORK
NORTH CARCLINA
MNORTH DAKOTA

18% 17%
B1% B7%
61% Q0%
78% B7%
54% 70%
61% 77%
32% 14%
39% 20%
27% 47 %
44% 67%
27% 60%
50% 52%
69% 94%
31% 27%
60% 67%
45% 37%
15% 54%



STATE AVERAGES

{CONT.)

) HOUSE SENATE HOUSE SENATE
OHIO 38% B3% TEXAS 30% 30%
OKLAHOMA 31% 20% UTAaH 31% 13%
OREGON 57% 20% VERMONT 85% 94%
PENNSYLVANIA 34% 63% VIRGINIA 33% B54%
RHCDE ISLAND 85% 90% WASHINGTON 52% 84%
SOUTH CAROLINA 60% 37% WEST VIRGINIA 48% 57%
SOUTH DAKOTA 69% 37% WISCONSIN 47 % 57%
TENNESSEE 39% 63% WYOMING 0% 10%

HIGH AND LOW SCORES:

HIGHEST DELEGATION

SENATE:

HOousE:

MASSACHUSETTS 97%, NEw JERSEY 94%, VERMONT 94%,
MARYLAND 90%, RHODE ISLAND 90%
HAWAIl BS%, RHODE ISLAND B5%, VERMONT B5%

LOwWEST DELEGATION

SEMNATE:
HoOUSE:

HIGHEST SCORING:

SENATE: 100%:

HouseE : 100%:

LOWEST SCORING:

SENATE: 7%:

HoUsE: Q%:

ALABAMA 10%, KENTUCKY 10%, WYOMING 10%
ALASKA 0%, WYOMING 0%, ARIZONA 13%, NORTH DaAKGTA 15%

LIEBERMAN (CT}, KENNEDY {MA}, LAUTENBERG {NJ), PELL (RD),
LEAHY (VT)

STARK (CA), BEILENSON (CA), DELAURD (CT), SHAYS (CT),
JONTZ (IN), T. ANDREWS (ME), FRANK (MA), WOLFE (M),
MNEAL, 5. (NC), RAVENEL (SC) ‘

HEFLIN (AL), FORD (KY), COCHRAN {MS), HELMS (NC), NICKLES .
{OK), THURMOND {SC), WALLOF (WY)

CALLAHAN {AL), YOUNG {AK), RHODES (AZ}, STUMP (AZ), K¥yL
(AZ), HAMMERSCHMIDT (AR}, HERGER (CA), DOOLITTLE {CA),
LAGOMARSING (CA), GALLEGLY {CA), DANNEMEYER (CA)},
PACKARD (CA), CUNNINGHAM (CA), HUNTER (CA), ALLARD
(CO), HEFLEY (CQ), SCHAEFER {CO}, HASTERT {IL}, EWING (IL),
MICHEL (IL), BURTON {IN), MYERS (IN), LIGHTFOOT (14),
ROBERTS (KS), ROGERS (KY), LIVINGSTON (LA), BAKER (LA},
HOLLOWAY (LA), COLEMAN (MO), HANCOCK (MO), EMERSON
(MO}, MARLENEE (MT}, BARRETT (NE}, VUCANOVICH (MV),
SKEENM (NM), MARTIN (NY), BALLENGER (NC), C. TAYLOR (NC]},
OXLEY (OH), MCEWEN (OH), BOEHNER (OH), INHOFE [OK),

M. EDWARDS (OK). R. SMITH (OR), SHUSTER (FA), SANTORUM
(PA), GOODLING (PA), QUILLEN {TN), CHAPMAN (TX), HALL (TX},
BARTON (TX}, FIELDS (TX), COMBEST (TX), ARMEY (TX).
HANSEN (UT), BLILEY (VA), D, SLAUGHTER (VA), THOMAS (WY)



1991 HOUSE VOTE DESCRIPTIONS

Buried among the 444 votes which the House of Representatives cast during the first

session of the 102nd Congress in 1991 are several important environmental decisions. Your
Congressperson was asked to vote seven times on environmental questions, which included
casting a resounding “no” vote (o a disastrous substitute to the California Desert Protection
Act. Conservationists asked your Representative to add his or her support to important bills
by co-sponsoring legislation such as the Community Right to Know More Act, which gives
citizens better access to information about the production and use of toxic chernicals. Just once,
the national environmental community asked your Member of Congress to sign an

important letter on one of the most critical issues of the day, population and family planning.
These 13 actions — votes, co-sponsorships, and a letter — represent a range of environmental
issues and combine to give a clear picture of who really works to protect the planet.

Almost all conservation issues fall into four fundamental areas: Energy and Global Warming,
Natural Resources and Biological Diversity, Pollution and Human Health, and Population.

We have organized the critical environmental votes of 1991, co-sponsorships, and the letier
discussed in this Scorecard into these four areas. A balanced approach to solving the conser-
vation challenges of this decade requires that our national leadership address each of these four
areas each year. i

In an otherwise markedly unremarkable year, the House did pass one of the most compre-
hensive land protection measures to come before Congress since the passage of the Alaska
National Interest Lands Conservation Act of 1980. The California Desert Protection Act (H.R.

12929) calls for 4.1 million acres to be designated Burean of Land Management (BLM) wilder-
ness and creates a new 1.5 million acre national monument in the East Mojave National Scenic
Area to be administered by the National Park Service. Additionally, H.R. 2929 creates two na-
tional parks from the existing Joshua Tree and Death Valley National Monuments. While the Act
faces a tough fight in the Senate, the House has accomplished much of the hard work.

ENERGY AND GLOBAL WARMING

GLOBAL RESEARCH

Named by astronaut Dr. Sally Ride, Mission to Planet Earth is the National Aeronautics and
Space Administration’s (NASA) contribution to the President’s U.S. Global Change Research
Program. Mission to Planet Earth represents global leadership by America, extensive interna-
tional cooperation, and a cause that will inspire both our children and our brightest scientists.
The mission is to understand the global climate changes that could devastate our environment
and economy. This will be achieved through a series of satellites and supporting programs
coordinated with international efforts to study global climate change. As NASA's budget
shrinks, Mission to Planet Earth competes for funding within the agency.

Early in the funding process, the Subcommittee on Veterans Affairs (VA), Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), and Independent Agencies, which funds NASA, voted to table (kill) the
NASA's orbiting Space Station project to free funds for many other competing programs,
including Mission to Planet Earth. When the VA-HUD-Independent Agencies' Appropriations
(H.R. 2519) came to the floor, Representatives Jim Chapman (D-TX 1) and Bill Lowery



{R-CA 41) offered an amendment to reverse the Subcommittee’s decision. The Chapman-
Lowery Amendment cut $145 million (18%j) from the funding level for Mission to Planet
Earth as reported by the Appropriations Committee.

The Chapmun-Lowery Amendment was adopted 240-173 on June 6, 1991. NO is the pro-
environmenl vole.

POLLUTION AND HUMAN HEALTH

TURNING OFF THE ToOXIC TAP

The best way to minimize the risks of hazardous substances is to reduce and, when possible,
eliminate their source production and use. The Community Right to Know More Act of 1991
is the first piece of legislation that would require industries to report on toxic chemnicals they
use and produce, in addition to those released into the air and water.

Building on the first Community Right to Know Act of 1986, the 1991 Act would force
industries to develop plans for decreasing their use of toxic chemicals and would provide

for national uniform reporting requirements and greater public access to hazardous waste
databanks. Moreover, only 5% of all chemical releases are currently reported. Thus, the
Community Right to Know More Act calls for expanding the list of chemicals covered under
the 1986 Act to include hazardous chemicals listed in other environmental regulations, includ-
ing the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act, and the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Representative Gerry Sikorski (D-MN 6) sponsored the Community Right to Know More Act
of 1991, LCV included co-sponsorship of H.R. 2880 as a pro-environment action. There are
currently Fdd co-sponsors.

BIODIVERSITY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS

The Njvbrarg River is recognized by scientists and conservationists alike as a nationally sig-
nitwant fver; teretore, adding the Niobrara 1o the Wild and Scenic Rivers System is an issue
of nutium’il‘ unhqnm_m';', :

I Im ’\lnhrnm Vanllc B relered woim the’ hlulnbu,.nl cromsroads of the nation." Here, typically
wealenn. w,.vhumn et wg,cmunu wmmnniv found in the Eust, At the 100th Meridian,
which culs-acrmy the. (kmlgnulul wguu:m ol Ihr: raver, six separale Lypes of habitat exist within
a lew nnles ol lel \Hl'tc T, uulumul“y tlnc.m aren provides critical hubitat tor whooping
CHaNgs, terny, .uul pipmp Plovers, ns well iy mijor winlc‘rm;‘ sites for baldd cagles, ror o
designation, the Niobrara wiis uuvluliy Mudied by gmcrnn\cul agencivs af all-levels, university
seientists, aned privile consetvaton angatizations, wl weie uniledlan theit suppont Tar the

protection of this saluable river,



This vote is on Representative Bill Barrett’s {R-NE 3) substitute amendment to eliminate the
designation of the Niobrara River as part of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, and
instead require a three-year study for possible future designation of such segments of the river.
These provisions would have delayed, and might have ultimately removed, protection for key
areas of the river and would have seriously damaged the proposed river protection program.

The Barrett Amendment was rejected 109-293 on May 14, 1991. NO is the pro-
envirenment vote.

GRAZING FEES

For decades, our tax dollars have subsidized ranchers in 16 western states. The federal govern-
ment charges less than market rates for grazing livestock on nearly 270 million acres of Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service public lands. In 1991, those federal
agencies charged $1.97 per animal unit month (AUM), while the market value on private land
is $9.22 per AUM. The federal fee is determined annually by a formula established in 1978 un-
der the Public Rangelands Improvement Act. Although this formula was set to expire in 1986,
its use was indefinitely extended through an Executive Order.

Representative Michael Synar (D-OK 2) introduced an amendment to the Interior Appropria-
tions for FY 1992 to revise the formula which sets the grazing fee closer to the fair market rate
for ranching use of these lands. Over a four-year period, the amendment would raise the live-
stock grazing fee from $1.97 to $8.70 per AUM, or to fair market value as determined by the
new formula, whichever is higher, by 1995. The Synar Amendment would also direct the BLM
and the U.S. Forest Service to broaden the use of grazing fee receipts to restore streams and
wildlife habitat damaged by overgrazing, and would abolish the BLM's grazing advisory
boards. These boards, which were supposed to have been eliminated in 1986, largely determine
the use of grazing fee receipts, influence Jocal policy on public lands, and consist almost en-
tirely of ranchers.

The Synar Amendment was adopted 232-192 on June 25, 1991. YES is the pro-
environment vote. This provision was later dropped from the bill during the conference
committee negotiations.

TALLGRASS PRARIE NATIONAL MONUMENT

Millions of acres of tallgrass prairie once blanketed the vast expanses of the Midwest between
the Mississippi River and the Rockies. Today, nearly 99% of those original 180 million acres
have been lost, Congress had the opportunity to save a tiny fragment of the remaining 1% of
our prairie heritage by purchasing the historic Z-Bar Ranch.

Representative Dan Glickman (D-KS 4) introduced H.R. 2369 to designate 10,894 acres as the
Flint Hills Prairie National Monument. The monument would be the first and only unit of the
National Park System expressly devoted to protecting tallgrass prairie. According to Represen-
tative Glickman, “given that the tallgrass prairie is the most distinctively American land form,
this could be one of the most important preservation projects in the country.”



The Flint Hills Prairie National Monument designation would authorize the National Park
Service to acquire land in the Flint Hills region of Kansas to establish 4 federal taligrass
prairie preserve. The bill passed by a vote of 284-121 on October 15, 1991. YES is the pro-en-
vironment vote,

CALIFORNIA DESERT PROTECTION ACT

This landmark legislation sponsored by Representatives Mel Levine {D-CA 27), Richard
Lehman (D-CA 18), and George Miller {D-CA 7) is one of the most comprehensive land
protection measures to come before Congress since the passage of the Alaska National Interest
Lands Conservation Act in 1980. The California Desert Protection Act, H.R. 2929, would
create a new 1.5 million acre national monument, for administration by the National Park
Service, from the existing East Mojave National Scenic Area which is currently managed by
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). H.R. 2929 would also designate 73 BLM areas total-
ing 4.1 million acres as BLM wilderness. Additionally, H.R. 2929 calls for the creation of two
national parks from the existing Joshua Tree and Death Valley National Monuments and ex-
pands the boundaries beyond the present Monument areas. These park and wilderness
designations would ensure that the fragile and unique natural ecosystems of the desert are
preserved for all future generations.

Representative Jerry Lewis (R-CA 35) offered a substitute to the California Desert Protection
Act, which would have designated only 2.3 million acres as wilderess, instead of the more
than 7.5 million acres of new protected areas under the original legislation. The Lewis Substi-
tute (H.R. 3066) is based on BLM’s recommendations for wilderness, as well as its manage-
ment plan for the California Desert Conservation Area; the plan repeatedly ranked mining,
grazing, and motorized recreation over wildlife protection. In the Lewis Substitute, too few
areas are designated as wilderness, and the areas are too small and widely scattered to sustain
ecosystems. These small “islands™ of protected natural desert landscapes would eventually be
isolated by a sea of development and increasing environmental impacts.

In protecting virtually every resource, the Lewis Substitute would fall short; thousands of
archaeological sites and millions of acres of vital wildlife habitat would be left vulnerable
under this substitute. For example, while H.R. 2929 provides wildemess protection for 51

arcas with important desert tortoise habitat, the Lewis Substitute would only protect the tortoise
habitat in nine of these areas, Moreover, the Lewis Substitute failed to designate the Death Val-
ley and Joshua Tree National Menuments as national parks. Most significantly, the Lewis Sub-
stitule failed w remaove the Fast Mojave from BLM management and place it under the
National Park Service's jurisdiction, despite the analysis and recommendations of personnel in
both agencies, whose studies found the arca gualified for inclusion in the Park Service.

The Lewis Substitute Amendment was defeated 150-241 on November 22, 1991, NO is the
pro-environment volc.



NATIONAL PARK INTEGRITY

The Depanment of the Interior has the authority to acquire private land to protect the mtegnty
[..'p ]-. e B e et Iii' Ifa}qnpr whee nihlice land. is ieonardized by its proximity

The Department of the Interior has the authority to acquire private land to protect the integrity
of public lands and their resources. In places where public land is jeopardized by its proximity
to proposed incompatible development on private lands, the Department can acquire private
land for conservation purposes through condemnation.

Representauve Tom Del.ay (R-TX 22) proposed an amendment to deny condemnation author-

l , ~+inm-) Dl Samiias wighin the sronnsed Miiaye Nagjong! Monurggnt. The Bark e —
iniis |




UTAH WILDERNESS ACT

Representative Wayne Owens (D-UT 2) reintroduced the Utah BLM Wilderness Act

(H.R. 1500) to designate 5.4 million acres of Utah’s public lands as wildemess area. This bill
responds to the Bureau of Land Management’s seriously flawed wilderness review in Utah, in
which it continued to recommend an inadequate amount of land for wildemess designation.
Presently, only 800,000 acres of public lands in Utah are protected as wilderness under both
BLM and the U.S. Forest Service combined.

These particular wild lands lie within the drainage systems of the Colorado River and the deli-
cate ecosystems of Utah’s Great Basin. These areas are rich in wildlife. The desert bighom
sheep, the desert tortoise, and free-roaming buffalo all depend on the land for their survival.
The land itself is truly unique, containing desert mountains, wild rivers, and canyons and
arches, which have evolved over time with the flow of water and wind. Environmentalists
believe this extraordinary and beautiful land should be preserved as a wilderness area in its
own right and for future generations.

The League included co-sponsorship of HR. 1500 as a pro-environment action. There are 103
co-sponsors of the Utah BLM Wilderness Act.

ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

The future of the 1.5 million acre coastal plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in the
northeastern corner of Alaska will be determined by Congress. Representatives of the oil and
gas industries argue that the Arctic Refuge should be made available for exploration, develop-
ment, and production. Conservationists argue that it should be preserved as wilderness to
protect the habitat of the Porcupine Caribou herd and many other species, and to preserve the
unique wilderness value of the area. Wilderness protection for the Arctic National Wildlife
Ruluge is o lop national prionty.

Representative Roben Mruzek (D-NY 3) introduced legislation, H.J. Res. 239, to designate the
Aretic coastal plain as wilderness. Originally introduced as H.R. 39 by Representative Morris
Udall (1)-A7, 23, Representative Mruzek’s bill was introduced upon Representative Udall’s
retirement and renamed e Morris K. Udall Wilderness Act in his honor.

The League has included co-sponsorship of the Morris K. Udall Wilderness Act as a pro-
environment position, 181, Res. 3% w currently under consideration by the Interior Comunittee
and has 121 co-sponsors,

FPOPULATION

UNITED NATIONS POPULATION FUND

While the U.S. Government directly ar inditecty supparts siymicint popadihion ind Gonily
planning activities in some countries, the Unsiled Navionws Populistion |l t4 INFPA) provides
aid to 140 countries. It provides support tu contrics winch cannol arwill nataceept direel aid
from the U.S. UNFPA receives millions of dollurs worth of reguests for funily planning aid



from the developing world that cannot be met due to lack of funds. In 1986, the United States
cut off all funding for UNFPA, charging that it funded coercive programs in one country’s
program, China. This policy has continued. UNFPA does not fund abortion.

Hoping to remove proposed re-funding for UNFPA, Representative Christopher Smith
(R-NJ 4) introduced an amendment to the Foreign Aid Authorization bill to strip the $20 mil-
lion which the bill originally provided. Representative Peter Kostmayer (D-PA 8) offered a
substitute amendment to the Smith Amendment to preserve the original language of the bill
and ensure restored funding for UNFPA.

The Kostmayer Amendment was adopted 234-188 on June 12, 1991. YES is the pro-
environment vote.

INTERNATIONAL POPULATION ASSISTANCE

Given the exponential rate of world population growth, which added 96 million people in the
past year alone, action taken this decade to stem growth will determine whether the Earth’s
population doubles or triples in the next century. World population is now slightly more than
5 4 billion. Nearly half those living in the developing world will enter their reproductive years
within the next 25 years. If we make a concerted effort now, world population should peak
near 10 billion. If we fail to act now, it will continue to soar 0 14 billion or more.

Implementation of the UN. Amsterdam Declaration, endorsed by 79 countries, including the

- United States in 1989, would help hold world population relatively stable at 10 billion by

making voluniary family planning universally available by the year 2000. The U.S. needs to
target 4% of its foreign aid budget to population assistance to realize this goal. Last year, the
U.S. increased its contribution to international population programs significantly from $270
million to $330 million. Tumning the corner on the problem, however, will require even larger
increases in the future.

A formal Jetter, written by Representatives Anthony Beilenson {D-CA 23) and Peter
Kostmayer (D-PA 8) to the Subconimittee on Foreign Operations Chairman David Cbey
(D-W1 7}, requested an increase to $370 million in FY 1992 for intemational population
assistance. The letter was sent to Chairman Obey on May 28, prior to votes in the Sub-
committee on FY 1992 appropriations. The Subcommittee approved $400 million.

Combating population growth is one of the most vital and farsighted efforts we can undertake,
and an increase in funding now will save many times the expense in future foreign assistance.
Environmentalists consider a signature on the Beilenson-Kostmayer letter to be a strong pro-
environment position. The letter was signed by 101 Members of Congress.

KEY: + INDICATES A PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE, = INDICATES A VOTE AGAINST THE ENVIRON-
MENT, 7 INDICATES AN ABSENCE, | INDICATES THAT A MEMBER WAS INELIGIELE TO VOTE. AN

ABSENCE (?) COUNTS AS A NEGATIVE VOTE UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED IN THE TEXT.
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REP. ED PASTOR WAS ELECTED TO FILL THE VACANCY CREATED BY THE RETIREMENT OF REP. MORRIS UDALL.

REP. THOMAS EWING WAS ELECTED TO FILL THE VACANCY CREATED BY THE APPOINTMENT OF REF. EDWARD MADIGAN AS
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE.

REP. JOHN OLVER WAS ELECTED TO FILL THE VACANCY CREATED BY THE DEATH OF REF. SiLVIC CONTE.

REP. LUCIEN BLACKWELL WAS ELECTED TO FILL THE VACANCY CREATED BY THE RETIREMENT OF REP. WILLIAM GRAY.
REF. SAM JOHNSON WAS ELECTED TO FILL THE VACANCY CREATED WHEN REP. STEVE BARTLETT RESIGNED.

REF. GEORGE ALLEN WAS ELECTED TO FILL THE VACANCY CREATED BY THE RETIREMENT OF REP. D. FRENCH SLAUGHTER.
AS THE RECIPIENT QF THE POFULATION LETTER FROM CONGRESSMEN BEILENSON AND KOSTMA.YER, REP. DAVID OBEY

COULD NOT ALSO BE A SIGNATORY,
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1991 SENATE VOTE DESCRIPTIONS

With a few notable exceptions, 1991 was not the year for dramatic Senate action to save the
Earth. Indeed, the Senate rose only half-heartedly to meet the pro-Earth challenge, passing the
Surface Transportation Act but refusing to take action on the wide range of environmental
challenges which faced the nation. '

One of the major environmental victories this year was the defeat of the J ohnston-Wallop
National Energy Security Act (S. 1220). While there is strong agreement that a national

‘energy policy must be a top priority of the 102nd Congress, that policy needs a pragmatic

strategy which invests in the future, stressing efficient use and conservation of energy over
increased fossil-fuel production. A massive grassroots effort which generated thousands of
phone calls and letters to Senators urging them to support a real national energy strategy,
rather than the Johnston-Wallop bill, resulted in success for the pro-Earth forces.

Another victory in 1991 brought about a basic change to how we finance our nation’s transpor-
tation programs. By promoting more efficient use of our existing transportation infrastructure
rather than extensive new highway systems, the Surface Transportation Reauthorization

(S. 1204) offered both more rational transportation choices and a sensible energy policy.

Our choice of Senate votes and co-sponsorships covers a spectrum of issues important to the
protection and conservation of the Earth. Your Senator had the opportunity to make his or
her voice clearly heard as a pro-Earth supporter.

Each area — Energy and Global Warming, Natural Resources and Biological Diversity,
Pollution and Human Health, and Population — encompasses a broad range of issues, The cat-
egories naturally overlap and represent interrelated and interdependent components of the na-
tional environmental agenda. In this Scorecard, you'll see more votes on natural resources and
fewer votes on population. That’s not because one issue is more important than the other — it
simply means that Congress sat on its collective hands in 1991 on critical legislation in the un-
der-represented areas.

ENERGY AND GLOBAL WARMING

NATIONAL ENERGY SECURITY

This year concern about our national energy security reached an all-time high with American
troops fighting in the Persian Gulf. The war created a legislative push for a long-needed
national energy policy. Unfortunately, the massive energy bill introduced by Senators Bennett
Johnston (D-LA) and Malcolm Wallop (R-WY) relied on increased development of fossil fuel
and nuclear energy and offered only token efforts to increase efficiency.

The bill, S. 1220, became best known for its provision to open the pristine Arctic National
Wildiife Refuge to oil and gas exploration and its failure to include any increase in automaobile
fuel efficiency, one of the most effective means of reducing our deepening dependence on
foreign oil. Other environmentally damaging aspects of the energy bill included reduced citi-
zen participation in the nuclear licensing process, reduced federal regulation of hydropower -
projects, and restricted state oversight of electrical utilities.



In one of the most significant environmental victories of 1991, a filibuster, led by several pro-
environment senators against the Johnston-Wallop bill, successtully prevented the bill from
reaching the Senate floor for a vote. The repudiation of the Johnston-Wallop bill this session
breathed new life into the energy policy debate. Environmentalists will continue to push for a
national energy strategy that stresses energy conservation and efficiency.

To end a filibuster, the Senate must vote to end the debate, known as “invoking cloture.” If
60 senators vote to invoke cloture, the debate over the bill is limited; the Senate can then vote
on the measure.

The motion to inveke cloture was rejected 50-44 on November 1, 1991. NO (or absence/
abstention from vote) is the pro-environment action. In this instance, if a senator was absent for
the cloture vote, that absence or abstention was counted as a pro-environment action because
the supporters of S. 1220 needed to find 60 YES votes to bring the legislation to a vote.

This vole was so significant in determining the future of this country’s energy policy that LCV
has given this vote double weight in the Scorecard.

AUTOMOBILE FUEL EFFICIENCY

Motor vehicles account [or over 50% of U.S. oil consumption, and our oil addiction is rising
stendily. Technology exists w improve fuel efficiency dramatically and safely. Reducing gaso-
ling consumption is the single most effective means of reducing our increasing dependence on
loreign oil. Itis also the single most important step Congress can take toward controlling global
waurming, since vehicle emissions produce a significant amount of carbon dioxide, the primary
greenhouse gas.

Senator Richard Bryan (D-NV) introduced legislation to mandate improved automobile fuel
efficiency by 20% by 1996 and 40% by the year 2001. The Motor Vehicle Fuel Efficiency Act
(S. 279) would greatly increase America’s energy independence by saving 2.5 million barrels
of oil per day — nearly one million barrels per day more than we import from the entire
Persian Gulf.

The League has included co-sponsership of S. 279 as a pro-environment position. There are
currently 37 co-sponsors.

FEDERAL FUNDING FOR FUEL CONSUMPTION

The transportation sector is consuming energy at a rate much faster than any other sector of our
economy. Unless we take steps to control and reduce energy use in transportation, the risks of
global warming will only grow worse. The Surface Transportation Reauthorization (8. 1204)
offered a tremendous opportunity to re-tool the way we look at transportation methods and
focus the nation’s energy on efficient means of transportation.

Both rational transportation policy and sensible energy policy result from promoting more effi-

cient use of our existing transportation infrastructure and less energy-intensive methods, such
as mass transit, to address increased energy demand and transportation needs. In particular,
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5. 1204 allocated funds to states based on formulas that rewarded them for reducing vehicle
use and energy consumption. The legislation penalized states that failed to control vehicle use.

Senator Bob Graham (D-FL) offered an amendment to replace the apportionment formulas of
S. 1204 with formulas that would allocate funds based largely on each state’s fuel consumption
and vehicle use. The more fuel a state consumed, the more money it would receive. Under the
Graham Amendment, states investing in mass transportation, car pooling, high occupancy
vehicle lanes, and other programs to control congestion, energy consumption, and pollution,
would have their allocation of transportation funds decreased, while states that allowed vehicle
use to grow out of control would be rewarded with increased funding.

The Graham Amendment was rejected 41-57 on June 18, 1991. NO is the pro-
environment vote.

POLLUTION AND HUMAN HEALTH

FEPDERAL FUNDING FOR INCREASED AUTO POLLUTION

During consideration of the 1991 Surface Transportation Reauthorization, environmental
organizations worked hard to eliminate the bias in current law favoring highway construction
over other modes of transportation.

Environmentalists strongly supported provisions in §. 1204 that prohibited funds set aside for
maintenance of the interstate highway sysiem to be used for new highway capacity. Funds
were also available in S. 1204 to add new capacity to highways. However, the bill required
such projects to compete with alternative transit solutions, such as high occupancy vehicle
Janes, to address increased transportation demand.

Senator Harry Reid (D-NV) offered an amendment that would have allowed the interstate
maintenance funds, as well as the other funds in 8. 1204, to be used for the construction of new
lanes on interstate highways, purportedly to address air pollution concerns. In fact, diverting
funds from mass transit programs to construct more clogged and congested highway systems
would increase air pollution in the long run. Environmental groups opposed the Reid Amend-
ment because it would have restored the bias in current Jaw favoring highway construction.

Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY) moved to table (kill) the Reid Amendment. The
Moynihan motion to table was accepted 62-36 on June 13, 1 991. YES is the pro-
environment vole. _

MUCLEAR WASTE CLEANUP

During deliberation over the Energy and Water Appropriations for FY 1992, the Senate
defeated a measure to shift $118 million from nuclear weapons research and production to
programs established to clean up the highly contaminated Department of Energy (DOE)
nuclear weapons facilities.
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With cleanup costs currently estimated at $150 billion over the next 30 years, cuts in the bud-
get will delay cleanups in 23 states that host contaminated DOE facilities. Such delays will pre-
vent DOE from honoring legal agreements with states for speedy cleanups and consequently
will increase health risks and long-ternm costs to taxpayers.

Senators John Glenn (D-OH), Jim Exon (D-NE}, and Tim Wirth (D-CO) offered an amend-
ment to restore funds the subcommittee had cut from the cleanup program, adding $118
million to the DOE nuclear weapons cleanup by taking the funding back from the nuclear
weapons production program. This amendment would have increased the Senate’s proposal for
cleanup funding to the level previously authorized by the House.

Senator Bennett Johnston (D-LA) moved to table (kill) the Glenn-Exon-Wirth Amendment.
The Johnston motion to table was accepted 54-43 on July 9, 1991. NO is the pro-
environment vole,

MAZARDOUS WASTE AND FEDERAL FACILITIES

I 1970, Congress enacted the Resource Conservation und Recovery Act as the nation’s most
comprehensive law controlting waste-disposal. Although nuclear weapons plants and military
bases are among the nation’s worst polluters, they claim immunity from the 1976 law.
Environmentalists, bucked by the Environmental Protection Agency, have long disputed this
Juck of accountability.

The Federal Facilities Compliance Act (S. 596), introduced by Majority Leader George
Mitchell {D-ME), would end this immunity. The bill would allow EPA to impose administrative
orders and monetary penalties on those federal agencies which fail to comply with all federal,
state, interstate, and local solid and hazardous waste management and disposal requirements.

Although the Act passed overwhelmingly in the Senate, in order to avoid a filibuster, it was
significantly weakened by the time it reached the floor. Therefore, the League has counted co-

- sponsorship of the original strong version of the bill as a pro-environment position. There

were 53 co-sponsors of S, 596,

VISUAL PCOLLUTION

The Surface Transportation Act governs the use of our nation’s highways, and is reauthorized
every five years. In 1991, environmental groups made a coordinated effort to make basic
changes in the policy goveming the financing of our nation’s transportation program.

The Highway Beautification Act of 1965 was intended to curb the proliferation of billboards
along the nation’s highways. Today, billboards are going up 20 times faster than states and
local governments can remove them. The Federal Highway Administration has concluded
that the Act has become a “sign industry dominated program that is actually enriching and
subsidizing the industry.” Environmental groups and local officials believe the law is little
more than a “billboard protection act.”
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As reported out of committee, the Surface Transportation Reauthorization (S. 1204) would
have banned new billboard construction along federally subsidized highways and restored local
authority over billboard removal. S. 1204 would have also prohibited the destruction of pub-
licly owned trees for the sole purpose of improved billboard visibility — a practice allowed in
19 states.

This vote was on an amendment offered by Senator Harry Reid (D-NV) to stri.ke all hillboard
reform from the bill. The Reid Amendment was adopted 60-39 on June 12, 1991. NO is the
pro-environment vote.

BIODIVERSITY AND NATURAL RESOURCES

ENDANGERED SPECIES

Senator Bob Packwood (R-OR) introduced an amendment to the Interior Department Appro-
priations bill (H.R. 5769 - 8. Rept. 101-534) to significantly weaken the Endangered Species
Act. The Packwood Amendment sought to create a short cut in the process to invoke the En-
dangered Species Comumittee clause of that Act.

The Act provides for an Endangered Species Committee, known as the ‘God Squad,” to resolve
irreconcilable conflicts between development activities and endangered species conservation.
Under the Act, the Committee can only be convened if the federal agencies involved consult
the U.S. Fish and Wiidlife Service and exhaust all reasonable and prudent alternatives to the
proposed development action. Only if the Fish and Wildlife Service and the action agencies
cannot identify reasonable alternatives that are not likely to jeopardize continued existence of
the species, and the Service decrees that the species is in “jeopardy’ because of the proposed
action, may the ‘God Squad’ be convened to balance the economic and soctal benefit of
development against the value of protecting a species from extinction.

In this case, the fate of the spotted owl in the Pacific Northwest was the issue to be decided by
the Endangered Species Committee.

The Packwood Amendment would have allowed the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) to bypass these established provisions and immediately convene the
Committee to decide whether or not the interests of the timber industry in the Northwest out-
weigh the value of preserving the spotted owl and its habitat in the ancient forest. Environmen-
talists felt strongly that the Packwood Amendment would not only spell extinction for

the spotted owl, but would, on the larger scale, seriously impair the effectiveness of the
Endangered Species Act as a whole by setting a ‘short-cut’ precedent.

The vote is on Senator Max Baucus' (D-MT) motion to table (kill) the Packwood Amendment
to the Appropriations bill. The motion was accepted 62-34 on October 23, 1950. YES is the
pro-environment vote. LCV is including this vote in the 1991 Scorecard because it took place
after publication of the 1990 Scerecard.
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ARCTIC NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

A major debate continues in Congress concerning the fate of the 1.5 million acre coastal plain
of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in the northeastern comner of Alaska. The oil and gas in-
dustries argue that the Arctic Refuge should be made available for exploration, development,
and production. Conservationists argue that it should be designated as wilderness to preserve
the unique wilderness value of the area as well as to protect the habitat of the Porcupine Cari-
bou herd and many other species. Wilderness protection for the Arctic Refuge js a top priority
for environmentalists nationwide.

Senators William Roth (R-DE) and Max Baucus (D-MT) introduced legislation, 8. 39, to
designate the Arctic coastal plain as wilderness, It was approved by the Senate Environment
and Public Works Committee on October 17, 1991 and currently has 25 co-sponsors. LCV
has included co-sponsorship of S. 39 as a pro-environment position.

WETLANDS PROTECTION

S. 1463, introduced by Senator John Breaux (D-LA) to gut Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act, would endanger millions of acres of wetlands nationwide. Wetlands provide essential fish
and wildlife habitat and improve water quality, Nationwide, the 1.8, Fish and Wildlife Service
estimates that over 290,000 acres of wetlands are lost each year, at a rate of more than 30 acres
per hour. It is critical that Congress work to strengthen Section 404 and resist any attempts to
weaken current werlandslprotection.

To reflect that priority, the League has included co-sponsorship of S. 1463 as an anti-
environment position. When Congress adjourned for the year on November 27 there were
24 Cosponsors of 8. 1463.

WEAKENING THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

This vote was on a motion by Senator George Mitchell (D-ME) to table (kill) an amendment
offered by Senator Steve Symms (R-TD) to the 1991 Surface Transportation Reauthorization.
A similar amendment (also offered by Symms) to the 1990 Farm Bill was narrowly defeated
last year.

The Symms Amendment, on the pretext of protecting private property rights, would threaten
many of the nation’s key environmental policies by codifying a seriously flawed 1988 Execu-
tive Order. Under the guise of ensuring that all government actions comply with the Just Com-
pensation Clause of the U.S. Constitution’s Fifth Amendment, the EO requires federal agencies
to perform “Takings Implications Assessments” (TIAs) and applies to all regulation, proposed
regulation, denial, or conditioning of permits, comments on legislation, and policy statements.

Environmentalists agree with the 1988 report by the Congressional Research Service that the
EO is an erroneous interpretation of the Just Compensation Clause. The Fifth Amendment
already provides land owners adequate protection from illegal govermnment “takings™ of
property without just compensation. The Symms Amendment further ties up federal agency ef-
forts to protect public-health, safety, and the environment, The agencies affected by the EO
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pass hundreds of regulations and make thousands of regulatory decisions each year. The
Symms Amendment would have a chilling effect on the issuance of regulations to protect
public health and the environment, and it would impose additional delays and burdens on
regulation writing and permit issuance procedures.

The Mitchell motion to table the Symms Amendment was rejected 44-35 on June 12, 1991.
YES is the pro-environment vote. The Symms Amendment was subsequently adopied by
voice vote.

PROTECTING TAXPAYERS

Senator Dale Bumpers (D-AR) offered an amendment to the FY 1992 Interior Appropriations
bill (ILR. 2686) to impose a one-year moratorium on the issuance of “patents” to hard rock
mining claims on the West’s public Jands and National Forests. The need for the Bumpers
Amendment is significant, and it has passed the House of Representalives twice.

Over 24 million acres of public Jands and national forests suffer mining claims established
under the 1872 Minine Law. Tens of thousands ol additional acres are covered by applications
for “patents™ under that archaic statute. If these patents are issued by the government, the
public land covered by the mining claims will be conveyed into private ownership for as little
as $2.50 an acre. In a 1989 study. the General Accounting Office investigated 20 recently-
patented claims and found that the government received $4,000 for public lands worth $48
million. Lands which would have been protected by the Bumpers Amendment are worth
hundreds of millions more.

Although the Bumpers Amendment would temporarily halt the give-away of valuable public
lands, it would in no way preclude mining, exploration, or claim location activities. The mora-
torium on patents is intended to prevent public Jands from being conveyed into private owner-
ship while Congress develops more comprehensive reforms of the 1872 Mining Law. Never-
theless, the amendment was vigorously opposed by the mining industry and its Senate allies.

Senator Harry Reid (D-NV) moved to table (kill) the Bumpers Amendment, which prohibited
the use of funds for one year to process applications for mining patents under the 1872 Mining
Act. The Reid motion to table was accepted to 47-46 on September 13, 1991. NO is the pro-
environment vote. A similar moratorium provision authored by Representative Ralph Regula
(R-OH 16) was inciuded in the House bill, but died in the conference committee.

ABUSE OF FEDERAL LANDS

For decades, our tax dollars have subsidized ranchers in 16 western states; the federal govern-
ment charges below-market rates for grazing herds on nearly 270 million acres of Bureau of
Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service public lands. In 1991, those federal agen-
cies charged $1.97 per animal unit month (AUM) — the amount of forage which one cow and
one calf consume per month — while the current vatue is estimated to exceed $9.00 per AUM.
The federal fee is determined annually by a formula established in 1978 under the Public
Rangelands Improvement Act. Atthough this formula was statutorily set to expire in 1986,

its use was extended indefinitely by Executive Order.
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The House of Representatives had already voted to adopt a new formula to increase grazing
fees to fair market value by 1995. In an effort to reach a compromise, Senators James Jeffords
(R-VT) and Howard Metzenbaum (D-OH) introduced an amendment to the Interior Appro-
priations for FY 1992 to revise the formula. The Jeffords-Metzenbaum Amendment would
result in an-increase in the grazing fee to $5.13 per AUM by 1995, thus increasing grazing fees
by no more than 33% per year.

The Jeffords-Metzenbaum Amendment would also broaden the use of grazing fee receipts for
such activities as the restoration of wildlife and fish habitat and other resources damaged by
overgrazing. The amendment would abolish the BLM's grazing advisory boards, which largely
determine the use of grazing fee receipts, thereby influencing policy on public lands. These ad-
visory boards consist almost entirely of ranchers. Senator Pete Domenici (R-NM)

moved (o tabie (kill} the amendment.

The Domenici motion o table the Jelfords Amendment was accepted 60-38 on September 17,
(991, NO is the pro-eavironment vote. While the House had passed a similar provision, it was
dropped from the bill in conference,

. POPULATION

FUNDING UNITED NATIONS POPULATION PROGRAMS

While the U.S. Government directly supports family planning programs overseas in some
countrics, the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) provides aid to 140 countries. It
provides support to countries which will not or cannot accept direct aid from the U.S. UNFPA
receives millions of dollars of requests for family planning aid from the developing world that
cannot be met for lack of funds. In 1986, the U.S. cut off all funding for UNFPA, charging that
it funded coercive programs in one country (China), UNFPA does not fund abortion.

This vote was on the motion o the Foreign Aid Authorization for FY 1992-93 10 invoke
cloture {thus limiting debate) on an amendment by Senator Paul Simen (D-IL). This amend-
ment would authorize $20 million for use by UNFPA for contraceptive supplies with the stipu-
lation that if any UNFPA funds go to China, the entire $20 million would be retumed to the
U.s.

The Motion was agreed to 63-33 (60 votes are required for cloture) on July 25, 1991. YES is
the pro-environment vote. The final version of this bill passed with this amendment intact, but
the House-Senate Conference modified it to require approval of the U.S. Ambassador to the
United Nations before any funds could be spent by UNFPA.

KEY: + INDICATES A PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE, — INDICATES A VOTE AGAINST THE ENVIRON-
MENT, 7 INDICATES AN ABSENCE, | INDICATES THAT A MEMBER WAS INELIGIBLE TO VOTE, P

INDICATES THAT THE SENATOR WAS PRESENT BUT DID NOT VOTE. AN ABSENCE (?) COUNTS

AS A NEGATIVE VOTE UNLESS QTHERWISE SFECIFIED IN THE TEXT.
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SPECIAL THANKS

The League of Conservation Voters is the 21 year old, non-partisan, political arm of the envi-
ronmental movement. The League holds elected officials accountable for their conservation
records and works to elect candidates to federal office whoe will protect the nation’s environ-
mental future, One of the League’s primary objectives during the 1992 election season is to
provide voters with factual, objective information about both the past records and the campaign

promises of all candidates for national office.

The League of Conservation Voters would like to extend spetial thanks to the members of our
Advisory Board, and others. Their valuable input helped to create a National Environmental
Scorecard which reflects the priorities and hard work of the broader environmental commu-
nity. Advisory Board members serve as volunteers. Their organizations are listed for identifica-

tion purposes only.

DaAVE ALBERSWERTH

OaN BECKLI
HIENRA CL LR

BlLBAN BIHMINGHAM
s FIRG

C AR O CARDICINA
Bk Hea CLue

WARAN CHARNS
NATLRAL RUSOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

Davity CONRAD

RALPH DE GENNARO
FRIEMDS OF THE EARTH

DaAvID DOMNIGER
MNATURAL RESCURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

JiM DOUGHERTY
DEFEMNDERS OF WILDLIFE

JOHN FITZGERALD
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE

MIKE FRAMCIS
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

DAWN ERLANDSON
FRIENDS OF THE EARTH

JAY FELDMAN
NCAMP

NANCY GREEN
THE WILDERMNESS SQCIETY

RICK HIMD
GREEMNPEACE

NANCY HIRSCH
ENERGY CONSERVATION COALITION

PHILIP HOCKER
MINERAL PoLICY CENTER

JEssICA LANDMAN
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

a3

LEGN LOWRY
EMNVIRONMENTAL ACTION

BILL MAGAVERN
us PIRG

MARY MARRA

ALDEN MEYER
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS

BETH MILLEMANN
COAST ALLIANCE

SHARON MEWSOME

BETH NORCROSS
AMERICAN RIVERS

DAN REICHER

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
MEG RuBy

GREENPEACE

DEBBIE SEASE
SIERRA CLUB

CINDY SHOGUN
SQUTHERN UTAH WILDERNESS COALITION

MNANCY WALLACE
SIERRA CLUB

DaAN WEISS
SIERRA CLLUIB

STEVE WHITNEY
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

MARCHANT WENTWORTH
IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA

LARRY WILLIAMS
SIERRA CLUB

BROOKS YEAGER
NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY
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