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The League of Conservation Voters (LCV) has published a
National Environmental Scorecard every Congress since 1970,
the year it was founded by leaders of the environmental
movement following the first Earth Day. LCV is the bipartisan
political voice for more than nine million members of environ-
mental and conservation organizations and the only orgamization
working full-time to educate citizens about the environmental
voting records of Members of Congress.

This edition of the National Environmental Scorecard provides
objective, factual information about the environmental voting
records of all Members of the first session of the 105th
Congress. This Scorecard represents the consensus of experts
from 27 respected environmental groups who selected the key
votes on which Members of Congress should be graded. LCV
scores votes on the most important issues of environmental
health and safety protections, resource conservation, and
spending for environmental programs. The voies included in this
Scorecard presented Members of Congress with a real choice on
protecting the environment and help distinguish which legisla-
tors are working for enyironmental protection. Except in rare
circumstances, the Scorecard excludes consensus action on the
environment and issues on which no recorded votes occurred.

Dedicated environmentalists and national ieaders volunteered
their time to identify and research crucial votes. We extend
special thanks to our Board of Directors, Political Committee
and Political Advisory Committee for their valuable input.

Edited by Paul Brotherton, David Lewis. Betsy Loyless, Alyson McColl,
Marlyn Twitcheli and Lisa Wade. Published February 1698 by the League
of Conservation Voters®. All rights reserved. For additional copies or
informartion about joining, please contact LOV, 1707 L Street NW, Suile 754,
Washington, DC, 20036, Phone: (202) 783-8683: Fax: (202 835-0491:
E-mail: fev@leviorg. Full Scorecard information is also available on the
World Wide Web at hup://www.lev.erg/,
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ongress was created to work on behalf of the public
C interest and to represent the concerns of the voters.
Unfortunately, in an era when over 80% of Americans
consider themselves environmentalists, only 25% of
Congress votes at least 80% of the time for our environ-
mental best interests.

Congressional leaders continue to ignore an important
assignment from their constituents. Rather than enact
pro-active, pro-environment initiatives, too many elected
officials are responding to poliuter interests advocating
enviromnenially unsound practices. ‘

Last year, Congress was stalled and silent on the
biggest environmental challenges. In fact, the most
significant environmental proposals of 1997 were shaped
outside Congress. The clean air and climate change
initiatives were largely addressed by the actions of
the President, industry, the media and environmental
advocates.

The bad news for the American public is that while indus-
try efforts did not reflect or represent the views of the vast
majority of the public, many in Congress sided with the
polluters who sought to constrain or overturn progress
made outside the halls of Capitol Hill.

The rhetorical flourish of the polluters” arguments can
sound quite persuasive. Industry groups argue strenuous-
ly that environmental programs and practices can be
costly—so costly, they claim, that America’s economic
growth could screech to a halt if environmental protec-
tions are increased. :

They say the sky will fall—if we take measures to keep

the air clean. .

But other business people see a different future, one
where good business practices encompass good environ-
mental practices.

One of the great moments [ experienced this year was at
the White House Conference on Climate Change. A
successiul businessman discussing his views on industiy’s
future in light of the proposed international treaty to reduce
giobal warming claimed, “where others see obstacles, | see
oppertunity.” He was referring to the boost such a treaty
would provide for development of new, non-polluting
energy technologies. American know-how could provide
the world with sustainable energy. while positioning our
economy Tor the future.

That's the can-do attitude that built America. But that's
not the story that is being told by the polluters’” paid
media ads.

S

In 1997, industry mounted a combined $38 million ad
campaign decrying initiatives on clean air and climate
change. Even after the onslaught of these ads, 67% of
Americans supported strong new clean air standards
and 82% said they cared enough about slowing global
warming to take personal action. B '

The public was not swayed, but Coneressional leaders
were attentive to polluters’ claims.

The [04th Congress (1995-1996) mounted the most
aggressive assault ever seen on environmental protec-
tions. In the 105th Congress, Members are reluctant to
push blatantly anti-environment legistation, fearing a
backiash from a public that is committed to environmen-
tal protection. As a result, Congress often turns to
irresponsible compromises and backdoor efforts to
provide legislative cover for unipopular votes. Of, fearing
a public backlash if they move to weaken environmental
statutes, Congress remains silent on some of the most
pressing environmental issues of the day.

LCV holds Members of Congress accountable for their
voting records and makes certain that their constituents
know how they score on the environment, It is LCV’s job
to separate the rhetoric from the legislative reality, and to

fairly report these facts to the voters,
yrep

I wish the news was more optimistic.

Our elected leaders are not leading. Legislators who

should lead environmental initiatives are holding back,

with a few notable exceptions. For example, freshman

Congressman Dennis Kucinich (D-OH) cultivated the

support of 54 Representatives in a letter to President
Clinton urging adoption of new clean air standards

proposed by EPA, which were national environmental

organizations’ top priority for most of 1997, Kucinich

took a courageous stand. More “rank-and-file” Mermbers

need to step out and make their “leaders™ listen.

Environmental protection is each citizen’s responsibility
as well as our legacy. We need to let our Members of
Congress know that we are watching and that we “Know
the Score™ on environmental votes in Cdngressﬂ 1Use this
Scorecqrd and make vour voice heard,

jgiﬂ%@ﬁmww
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ollowing the 1996 re-election of a Republican
F majority in the U.S. House and Senate, both the
Democratic President and Republican Congressional
leadership initially adopted a conciliatory tone and
pledged to work together to govern the country in a bi-

partisan manner. For the environment, this approach
meant fewer gvert atternpts to undermine protections,
However, the same anti-environment Congressional

leaders from the 104th Congress continue to set the
environmental agenda. As this Scorecard shows, there
was a predominance of initiatives that chipped away
environmental protections during the first session of the
105th Congress but only a few successful efforts to
improve environmental protections over the status quo.

Wildiife and L.ands initiatives

A combination of Administration initiative and bipartisan
Congressional negotiations produced at least one success-
ful pro-environment bill. H.R. 1420 legally establishes
fish and wildlife conservation as the mission of the
National Wildlife Refuge System for the first time.

This environmental win was overshadowed by the passage
of a slew of anti-enviromment initiatives late in the session.
Led by western Reps. James Hansen (R-UT), Don Young
(R-AK), and-Robert Smith (R-—OR) the House passed
legislation’ undercutting grazing -reform,

settlement of focal property rights disputes and limiting
the President’s ability to designate national monuments.

Each of these anti-environment bills was strongly opposed
by the eavironmental communuy To ensure passage of
these bills, western anti-environment Members modified
them just enough to gain bipartisan support from some
eastern Republicans and to capture up to one- quzu iel of
Houqe Demom ats.

This succe%ful approach by westun consei\uhves zmd
some eastern moderafes 1o pass “wise use” initiatives
generated alarm ameong envirommentalists as Memb&;s
of Conme%s incrementally neﬁom{ed uwdy lesomce
pr otections. -

restumnﬂ -
Biosphere Reserve deswndtwm mandating federal court

Environmental Effects of the
Budget Process

The Balanced Budget Agreement shaped MOoSt environ-
mental legislative initiatives. At President Clinton’s insis-
tence, the agreement designated $700 million for the Land
and Water Conservation Fund, including $315 million
to purchase mining claims outside Yellowstone Park and
to buy a fraction of the Headwaters redwood forest in
Northern California. It also contained adequate funding
levels for the EPA and Interior Department programs that
had been contested in the 104ih Congress. Anti-environ-
ment provisions or “riders” continued to be attached to
budget bills and were used by Congress as a backdoor
method to subvert environmental policy.

wpdai’mg Public Health
Protections

In 1997, major environmental battles over clean air and
climate change were waged in committee hearing rooms
and over the public airways. A bipartisan Congressional
effort to repeal the Clinton Adminisiration’s new clean air
standards for particulate matter and ozone dominated the
debate most of the year. The automobile, utility, and
chemical industries. unleashed a $25 million media .
campaign t0'Oppose EPA’S efforts to set Srong new air’
regulations.  Afier EPA pushed f@rwwd with their. new, '
standards, Congressional opponents unstccessfully tried
to eliminate the new standards by introducing H.R. 1984,
the Clean Air Act Meratorium or “Disty Air Bill,” spon-
sored by Reps. Ron Klink (D-PA) and Fred Upton (R-MT).

To imﬁlate Republicans from public criticism for
SlfzppOI‘th efforts to repeal the popufar new clearn air
standards, ‘House. Commerce Committee Chairman
Thomas. Bliley (R-VA) demanded that HR. 1984 have
100 Democ; atic cosponsors before asking the full House"
to vote ol the bill. This test was not met. in large measure
because ._L.iean air proponents Reps. Henry Waxman
(D-CA), Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY) and Dennis Kucinic'h_'
(D-OH) 1ed a successful counter-drive to generaie suppt}rt
for updated standards: While H.R. 1984 was not voled Ol
LCV recognizes cosponsor sinp of the “Dirty Air Bill”

a serious bipartisan effort to repeal updated public healt.h
protections and has scored it.




What the Scores Show

_ This year, the LCV Scorecard reflects fewer 0% and 100%
scores in the House, but a proliferation of 6% and
949 scores. Compared to the last Congress, 25 fewer
. Members scored over 80% while 59 fewer Members
*seored under 20%. As Members increasingly score
. sé_)m_ewhere in the middle on the eavironment, fewer
"~ ‘Members are takirig strong leadership roles for pro-
. environinent initiatrves.

- Inthe Senate, scores remain consistent in the high and low
.- categories—30 Senators scoring under 10% and only 18
scoring above 90%. Particularly notable is the perfect 0%
cumulative score for Members of the Senate leadership.

Overall the national average is simildr to the last
Congress—46% in the Senate and 47% in the House, a
1% increase.

In 1998, public lands fights over House-passed anti-
environment initiatives will advance to the Senate. The
battle over re-authorization of the Endangered Species
Act will quickly move front and center. The Kyoto
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Protocol on climate change will spark debate in both
chambers about how fo implement the treaty’s goals.
We can expect intense, well-funded anti-environment
pressure continuing throughout 1998 on transportation
policy and highway spending, electric utility deregulation, -
efforts to reduce environmental regulation, and national
forest management.

The first session of the 105th Congress proved to be -
a defensive battle for the environment. As Members
of Congress look toward the-second session and the
1998 elections, they should acknowledge the strong public
concern for environmental protection and recall the
winning 1996 election themes of “environment, education
and economy.” As the scores show, in 1997 Congress
marched toward the middle on the enviromnent—bucking
the rising tide of public support for environmental
protection when they should have been riding high on
this increasingly salient issue.

21-100% §1-88% 41-60% 21-405% D-20%
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1997 National Averages

1997 Freshmen Averages

SenaTe House SEHATE HausE
National Average 46 47 National Averagé 41 47
Democrats | 83 _ 69 Democrats 83 69
Republicans | w27 Republicans R 13 19
1997 Regional Averages
| Sewate - House
MidAﬂantic!Néw England 77 © 74
Southeast 2. - 30
Midwest 48 -39
Rocky Mtns/Southwest 3 ' 21
West . 48 43
1297 State Averages
SENATE House SERATE House
Alabama . .0 . 14 Montana 29 13
Alaska 7 = 6 Nebraska 50 19
Arizona ' 15 30 Nevada 71 41
Arkansas ' 57 36 New Hampshire 50 51
California 100 56 ‘New Jersey : 100 81
Colorado ' 15 34 New Mexico 43 20
Connecticut 100 94 New York 58 68
Delaware 36 81 North Carolina 7 37
Florida 43 43 North Dakota 43 38
Georgia 29 36 Ohio 65 43
Hawaii 65 75 Oklahoma 0 1
" Idaho 0 6 Oregon 50 7t
[ilinois _ 93 55 Pennsylvania 29 45
Indiana 15 - 36 Rhode Island 86 82
fowa 43 33 South Carclina 36 43
Kansas 7 16 South Dakota 71 13
Kentucky 36 15 Tennessee 36 33
Louisiana 57 15 Texas 0 30
Maine 71 ’ 76 Utah 0 13
Maryland 100 64 Vermont 79 94
Mgss_achusetts : 100 a4 Virginia 50 25
Michigan 43 54 Washington 43 43
Minnesota 50 59 West Virginia 64 52
-Mississippi | 0 19 Wisconsin 93 68
~ Missouri 7 36 Wyoming 0 6




Senators
7 o-19%
20-39%
40-59%
80-79%

80-100%

nghes*r Senate Delega!wns ] S T A o R
i C'ihf ornia 100% -Connecticut 100% s .Mmyland_ OO% \/Iassac,husetts IU{}% » New Jersey 100% .« 1llinois 93% s
) WISCOHMH 93% . Delaware 86% . Rhodf: Island 86% Vermost’ﬂ)% D RS R

Lowest S enate Delegatwns

. Atabama 0% » Tdaho 0% » Ml‘a‘%leippl 0% Oklah
7% » Missouri 7%:° No1th Carolmd T% -

omma _o'%'_’-_-.Te;;'as (% » Utah 0% » Wyoming 0% » Alaska 7% » Kansas

Highest Senaée Scores.

Arkansas Bumpms 100% California Boxer 100% . Femstem 100% Connecmut Dodd 100% ¢ Liebermian 100%
" Delaware Biden 100% Ilineis Durbin 100% Mdryl‘md I\/hkuls'm 100% s ‘Sarbanes 100% Massachtisetts Kennedy, E.

100% » Kerry 100% Minnesota Welistone 100% Nebraska Keney 100% New Jersey Lauienberﬂ 100% = Tomce}h 100%
" Ohio Glenn 100% Rhode Isiand Reed 10G% Wisconsin choold lOG%

Lowest Senate Scos’*es:.

Alabama Sessions, J. 0% ¢ Shelby 0% Alaska Murkowski {)% Arizona Kyl 0% Colorado All ard (% Fienda Mack
0% Georgia Coverdell 0% Idaho Craig 0% » Kempthorne 0% Indiana Lugar 0% Towa Grassley 0% Kansas Roberts
0% Kentucky McConnell 0% Minnesota Grams 0% Mississippi Cochran 0% = Lott 0% Missouri Ashcroft 0%
Montana Burns 0% Nebraska Hagel 0% Morth Carolina Helms 0% Olklahoma Inhofe 0% « Nickles 0% South Carolina
Thurmoz‘id 0% Texas Gramm 0% » Hutchison 0% Utah Bennett 0% = Hatch 0% Washington Gorton 0% Wyoming
Enzi 0% » Thomas, C. 0%




Hause Delegaﬂon
7] o 3%,
29-39‘%., :

40-59"/9

SO-TS%

80-100%

49 '_,Rh_qdé;_flsiarid 82% « Delaware §1% s New Jersey 81% » Maine

:"---'-AIaQI\é G%-Iddho 6% Wyommcr 6% O}d&honmll% Mmﬁam 3% = South Dai\om 13% ¢ Alabama 14% » Kentucky
'_'"l‘i%*Lomszam1‘3% Kanaas_I(S% P .

'ij_-"_(lahfm nia. Capps 1(}0% ’ Dellmm 049« Es aoe 945« Ldnlos 94% o Roybal-Allard 94% » Tauscher 94% » Waxman 94%

- :Colorado DeGete 94% Connecticut DeLairo 100% ¢ - Gejdenson 94% » Johnson, N, 94% « Shays 100% Georgia Lewis,

John100% - I\:{cKmney 94% Ylinois Blagojevich 100% » Davis, I, 94% = Jackson 94% M

‘Morellz 94% Massachusetts K_enncdy 1 100% « Markey 100% « MeGovern 100% » Mechan 100% ¢ Olver 94% ¢ Tierney
00% New Jersey Andrews 94% » Pallone- 100% » Payne 94% New York Hinct hey I{}{ ¥% » McNulty 100% « Nadler 100%

~ + Schumer 100% * Velazquez 100% Oregon DeFazio 94% + Hooley 94% Rhede Istand Kennedy, P, 94% 'Eexas Doggell
g _"100% Vm meni Smdem 94% Wisconsm Barrett, T. 949 » Kleczka 94%

arviand Cummings 94% »

'fLow it House Scorea :

- Alabama Aderbolt 6% » Callahan 6% » Everett 6% » Riley 6% Alaska Young, D. 6% Calorado Schaefer, D. 6% < Schaffer,

- B.6% Florida Mica 6% Idaho Chenoweth 6% « Cr apo 6% Hiineis Shimkus 6% Indiana Burton 6% - Buytz 6%

:.hf“mc“ Bunning 6% » Lewis, R. 6% » Rogers 6% Lowisiana Baker 6% » Livingston 6% = Tauzin 6% Mississippt Parker

.. 6% = Pickering 0% * Wicker 6% Missouri Enerson (9% North Carotina Ballenger 6% T\ﬁ\fm.k 6% Ohio Boehner 6% »
O}Jey 6% = Traficant 6% Oklahoma Cobum 6% « Iatook 6% » Watts 6% Cregon Smith, 2. 6% Pennsylvania Peterson, .

6% ¢ Shuster 6% South Carolina Graham, L. 6% « Spence . 6% Tenmessee Jenkins 6% T&:\aq Barton 6%  Brady 6% ¢

Combest 6% « Hall, R, 6% » Sessions, P. 6% « Smnh, Lamar 6% = Stenholm 6% Virginia Bateman 6% - Bliley 6%
Vﬁ)()mmg Cubin 6%




SENATE

Committes -  Chairman  ~ Score Ranking Democrat
Agriculture Lugar (IN) 0 Harkin (IA)
Appropriations Stevens (AK) 14 Byrd (WV)
Commerce, Science and Transportation ~ McCain {AZ) 29 Hollings (SC)
Energy and Natural Resources Murkowski {AK) 0 Bumpels (AR)
Envin onment and Public Works i -Chdfee (RD 71 , BﬂH_CLIS. (MT)
Commitias Leaders Compared to Parw A\rerage L
Senate Committee Chair Avemge : Chairmen _ 23 Ranking Democrat
Senate Party Averane ‘ Republican Average 16 Democrat Average
House

Committee Chairman Score  Ranking Democral
Agri.c:u']t.ure Smith (OR-02) 6 Stenholm (TX-17)
Appropriations Livingston (1.LA-01) 6 Obey (WI-Q7)
Commerce Bliley (VA-07) 6 Dingell (MI-16)
Resources Young (AK-AL) 6 Milfer (CA-07)
Transportation and Infrastructure Shuster (PA-09) 6 Oberstar (MN-08)

Committee Leaders Compared to Party Average
Chairmen
Republican Average 27

House Committee Chair Average
House Party Average

REFUBUCANS L
Lot (MS), Mq}omy Leader
. Nickles (OK), Mdy}nty Whlp
_ Mack (FL), Conference Chauﬂmﬁ :
Coverdell (GA) Conference Secaetmy

LeaderslupAvezage SRS
Party Ave; ‘we 16
Democrars . b
Daschie™(SD), Minority Leader, Conference Chaumfm 71' o
Ford (KY), Mmo;ﬂy Whip S 71
‘Mikuiski (MD), Conference Secretary . 100
Leadership Average - 81
Party Average : 83 :

* Sen, Daschie serves in more than one crpaejiv Bul Tais score has been
inctuded only once.

DeLay (TX-22), Majority Whip -

6 Ranking Democrat
Democrat Average

1ey:'('.f.'.X 26) Mdjonly Leader :

oehner (OH OS) Conf erence Chairman

.' AL deishnp Average

arty Averaﬂe ..

c Sj)ﬁd](ﬁl 01 ﬂ]e Houm_ voLcs athis discretion,

‘ DEMDCRATS

Gephardi {MO-03), Minority Leader

Bonior (MI-10), Minority Whip

Fazio (CA-03), Caucus Chairman

Leadership Average
Party Average

Score

86
57
71
100
57

74
83

Score

69
63
88
31

51
69
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Feinstein |
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1. Pave the Parks

D uring consideration of the emergency supplemental

spending bill to provide financial assistance fo..
victims of devastating spring ﬂoods in North Dakotaand
California (S. 672}, Appropriations Committee Chairman

Ted Stevens (R-AK) attached a “rider” (a substantive
change in policy attached 1o a funding bill) to allow states
to claim the right to build roads across national parks,
monuments, wildlife refuges and wilderness areas using
a 130-year-old law known as “R.S. 2477.”

Part of the 1866 Mining Act, R.S. 2477 granted road
rights-of-way across public lands not reserved for other
uses. It was repealed over 20 years ago, in 1976, but
rights-of-way that were already established were not
revoked. In 1988, claims for R.S. 2477 rights-of-way
increased dramatically when Reagan Administration
Department of the Interior Secretary Donald Hodel issued
a policy that allowed virtually any dirt road, track, foot-
path, dog sled route, minimal improvement activities such
as removal of vegetation or rocks, or even section lines
(one-mile squares on a map) to qualify as a road right-
of-way.  These claims could p{)ssib'ly'be“ilpgradeﬁ to
pavéd roads or highways., More than 5,000 right-of- way
claims have been made on federal lands in Utah. In
Alaska, an estimated 250 claims total about 6,000 miles,
in addition to the State’s claims along section lines, which
total almost 500,000 miles.

In January 1997, the Interior Department revoked the

Hodel policy and issued a new policy, designed to

expedite legitimate claims for road rights-of-way, that
requires states to prove that proposed rights-of-way were
historically used as significant routes for vehicles.

Senator Stevens’ rider would effectively revoke the 1997
pelicy and reinstate the 1988 Hodel policy, opening the
door to thousands of roads across parks and wildlife
refuges including the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge in
Alaska and the newly created Grand Staircase-Escalante
National Monument in Utah.

During debate o1 5. 672 on the Senate floor, Senator Dale

Bumpers (D-AR} offered an amendment to remove the
“pave the parks” rider. On May 7, 1997, the Senate
approved a motion by Senator Stevens to table (kill)
the Bumpers amendment 51 — 49. NO is the pro-
environment vote.

President Clinton vetoed the emergency supplemental

'Spendmcr bill .on June 9, citing the “pave the: parks”

rider as one of his reasons for doing so. In response,
Congress deleted the controversial provision, and the
President signed the emergency relief bill into law on
June 12, 1997,

2. Logging Roads Subsidies

earty 380,000 miles of roads criss-cross the

- National Forests—eight times the length of the
Interstate Highway system, and enough to circle the
globe 15 times. In most western states the density of
roads on Forest Service lands 1s greater than the density
of roads on all other lands. Approximately 70% of those
roads were built as logging roads. Logging roads have
many adverse effects. In addition to destroying the
wild character of the forests, logging roads destroy and

_f;acmem wildlife habitat, cause erosion and mud $lides,
cand genemte sediment. in. streams that damaves fish ©

habitat. - Sediment loading in streams also threatens
the drinking water of hundreds of communities. Despite
the damage done to public resources by logging roads,
the Forest Service subsidizes timber companies’ road
construction costs.

During consideration of H.R. 2107, the Fiscal Year 1998
Department of the Interior Appropriations (budget) bill,
Senator Richard Bryan (D-NV) offered an amendment (o
cut by $16 million the Forest Service’s $47 million
account that funds new logging road construction, and to
eliminate an indirect subsidy, the Purchaser Road Credits
program. Under that program, dimber companies receive
credits for construction of new logging roads to offset
what they owe the government for sales of timber from
Forest Service lands. In essence, the program gives trees
to timber companies in payment for road construction
costs. The Forest Service spent $40 million l"nt year on
the Purchaser Road Credits program.




The initial vote on the Bryan amendiment was a tie, which
would have kiiled the amendment. Prior to the vote
-ending, Senator Bryan switched his vote from “yes” to
*po” to allow him to use a procedural technique to ask for
arevote. On the second vote Senator Sam Brownback
(R-KS) changed his vote from “yes” to “
September 17, 1997, the Bryan amendment was defeated
- 49 - 51, YES is the pro-environment vote. (See House
vote 2).

3. Subsidy for Hard Rock
Mining "@ompa'n_i%;es

H ard rock mining companies can take advantage of
4 subsidies under two federal laws when mining
on federal public lands. First, companies can mine hard
rock minerals, such as gold, silver, platinum and copper,
for free because the federal government does not charge
royalties for minerals extracted from public Jands under
the 1872 Mining Law. In addition, the 1872 Mining
Law allows companies to buy (“patent”) public land for
as little as $2.50 per acre. Second, a special rule under the
federal Tax Code called the “percentage depletion
allowance”™ permits mining companies to deduct from
their income taxes a percentage of their taxable gross
- income, thus reducing the amount of federal taxes
_ they must pay. Although the deduction is intended to
reflect the reduction in the value of the land as minerals
are extracted, it allows companies to deduct a fixed
percentage of their gross income that is often far more
than the actual loss of value.

These subsidies encourage mining operations that would
otherwise be economically impracticable, and that often
leave badly scarred landscapes and polluted rivers and
lakes. Many mining sites are listed as hazardous waste
sites under Superfund, with cleanup costs eshmat&d io be
in the billions of dollars. - :

During Senate consideration of S, 949, the Revenue
Reconciliation Act, Senators Dale Bumpers (D-AR) and
Judd Gregg (R-NH) offered an amendment to repeal the
percentage depletion allowance for that part of a mining
company’s activity which occurs on public land and
former public land that has been patented. The amend-
ment would reduce the mining industry’s subsidy by
approximately $468 million overfive years. Thus, while

no” aad, on.

not repealing the 1872 Mining Law outright, the amend-
ment would reduce a wasteful government subsidy and
marginal mining operations on public lands.

On June 26, 1997, Senator Frank Murkowski (R-AK)
raised a point of order to kili the amendment. Senator
Gregg moved to overrule the point of order. The
Gregg motion failed 36 - 63. Thus, Sen. Murkowski's
maneuver was upheld and the Bumpers-Gregg amend-
ment was killed. YES is the pro-environment vote.

4. American Heritage Rivers

0 n September 11, 1997, President Clinton established
the “American Heritage Rivers Initiative.” The
purpose of the Initiative is to protect natural resources,
preserve historic and cultural sites, and revitalize the
economies surrounding 10 rivers that will be selected
from nominations submitied by river-side communities.
Communities along selected rivers will receive technical
assistance in implementing their locally designed river
restoration plans. Among the rivers nominated for desig-
nation are the Hudson, Connecticut, Upper Mississippi,
Willamette, South Platte, Rio Grande and French Broad.

During consideration of H.R. 2107, the Fiscal Year 1998
Department of the Interior Appropriations (budget} bill,
Senator Tim Hutchinson (R-AR) offered an amendiment
that would cripple the Initiative by imposing cumbersome
notice and consultation requirements and would require
that Congress approve the designation of each of the 10
seiected uvel 8. :

Senatm A]phonse D’Amaio (R*NY) moved to tabie (kﬂl) '

Senator Hutchinson’s amendment. On September 18,
1997, the Senate agreed to the D’ Amato motion 57 ~ 42.
YES is the pro-environment vote.

S. Animas-La Plata
rrigation Project

ontroversial since it was first authorized in 1968, the
Bureau of Reclamation’s Animas-La Plata project is
one of the worst “boondoggle” western water projects
ever proposed. It will cause substantial damage to fish,
wildlife, and water resources -in Colorado and New
Mexico at huge taxpayer cost. The project will pump

AT TN,



as much as half of the flow of the Animas River in

southwestern Colorado to irrigate marginal agricuiture
fands at high altitude. The water will be pumped 1,000
feet uphill, consuming encugh electricity to run a city of
60,000, In addition, as originally proposed, the project
includes construction of two major water reservoirs,
seven pumping plants and 200 miles of canals
and pipes—all at a cost to federal taxpayers of approxi-
mately $503 million. This masstve project will destroy
important habitat for elk and other big game, threaten
two species of endangered fish, critically deplete water
flows in the Animas and San Juan Rivers, which support
a thriving multi-million-dollar rafting industry, and cause
continuous water quality violations downstream in New
Mexico. After years of debate and several successful
lawsuits chalienging the project, changes to the project
are being discussed, but an alternative project has not

- been officially adopted.

During consideration of S. 1004, the Fiscal Year 1998
" Energy and Water Development Appropriations (budget)
bill, Senators Russ Feingold (D-WI), Sam Brownback
(R-KS), and John McCain (R-A7Z) offered an amendment
to halt construction of the Animas-La Plata project
unti} the Department of the Interior reports to Congress
‘on revising and reducing the project, and Congress
anthorizes a new project.

On July 15, 1997, the Senate approved Senator Ben

-Nighthorse Campbell’s (R-CO) moticn to table (kill)
the Feingold amendment, 56 — 42. NO is the pro-
environment vote. (See House vote 10).

8. Nevada Nuclear
Wasie Dump

n 1982 Congress passed the Nuclear Waste Policy Act,

directing the Department of Energy 1o develop two
deep burial sites (repositories) for permanent disposal of
“high-level nuclear waste” (spent fuel) from nuclear
power plants. In 1987 Congress amended the Act to
designate only one permanent repository to be located
at Yucca Mountain, about 100 miles from Las Vegas;
Nevada. The 1987 amendment also prohibits an interim
waste dump from being located in a state that is being
studied for a permanent repository. For the past 10 years,
the Department of Energy has been assessing whether

Yucca Mountain is a viable permanent waste site. The
assessment 1s scheduled to be completed in 1998. Serious
technical problems at the site, including the area's
seismic (earthquake) activity and the potential for
groundwater contamination remain unresolved. For
exarnple, it 1s estimated that at least 33 known earthquake
faults lie in Yucca Mountain's vwnmy It is widely
accepted that the groundwater at Yucca Mountain will be
contaminated, and some scientists believe that the

‘contaminated groundwater will move through the ground

and reach the environment in less than 1,000 vears,
instead of many thousands of years as Department of
Energy officials:conclude. “In the meantime, nuclear
DOWEr planiq have been- storing spent nuclear -fuels’
on-site. Because on-site storage areas are reported to°
be nearly filied at some sites, the nuclear power industry
has pushed for a federal interim storage facility until a
permanent repository is completed,

S. 104, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1997, sponsored
by Energy and Natoral Resources Committee Chairman
Frank Murkowski (R-AK), would establish an above-
ground “interim” nuclear waste dump near the proposed
permanent repository at Yucca Mountain. The facility,
to be opened in 2003, would accept a total of 40,000
metric tons of irradiated fuel that would be transported
through 43 states. S. 104 would also severely weaken
environmental standards for nuclear waste disposal,
weaken allowable radiation exposure standards at the site,
and force dangerous radioactive waste onto the nation’s
roads and rails without adequate safety standards. In
addition, establishment of a centralized “interim” nuclear
waste storage site is likely to create a bias in favor of
siting the permanent repository in Nevada, regardless of
the scientific findings about Yucca Mountain. Priortothe
Senate vote, President Clinton promised fo veto the bill.

On Aprit 15, 1997, the Senate passed.S. 104, 65 — 34, NO
is the pro-environment vote. (See House vote 13).

R apid global population growth is one of the most
serious threats to a healthy and sustainable
environment, leading to depletion of natural resources
and contributing to pollution. The current world popula-
tion is estimated at 5.8 billion. At the current growth rate,
the world population grows by approximately one billion
every 11 years.



For more than 30 vears, the United States has
contributed fifids to' voluntary -family.. planning
programs worldwide in order to help stabilize human
population growth. In recent years, family planning
opponents have cut federal funding for these programs
by arguing, in part, that the money funds abortions. In
fact, current law prohibits U.S. foreign assistance
monies from funding abortion, and there are no reports
that any organization receiving U.S. funds has ever
violated this prohibition. In addition, family planning
supporters note that improving access to veluntary
family planning not only protects the life and health
of women and children, it is also one of the best ways
to reduce unwanted pregnancies.

'?'; Release of Funds for
intternational Family
Planning

yuring the 104th Congress (1995-96), opponents of
L/ family planning attempted to prohibit U.S. foreign
aid to organizations that use non-U.S. government
funds to provide legal abortion services or to participate
~1n public policy debates on the issue in their own
countries, even though current law already prohibits
U.S. foreign assistance from funding abortion.
Although unsuccessful in writing this prohibition into
law, family planning opponents continued to insist that
severe restrictions be piaced on the release of popula-
tion assistance funds in Fiscal Year 1997. In order to
break a political deadlock that nearly shut down the
federal government in September 1996, Congress
agreed to a complicated legislative procedure. Under
the deal, release of the international family planning
funds would be blocked for nine months, until July 1,
1997, unless the President made a finding that the delay
m releasing funds was having a negative impact on
overseas family planning programs. and unless this
finding was approved by a vote of both houses of
Congress. If the President’s finding was approved by
Congress, funds could begin flowing on March 1.

President Clinton made the required finding on January
31, 1997, H.J. Res. 36 provides Congressional
approval of that finding, allowing the blocked interna-
vonal family planning aid monies to be released on
March 1, 1997, During debate on H.J. Res. 36 family
planning opponents worked to overturn the President’s
determination, again attempting to entangle the family
planning funding decision in the politics of abortion.

Oﬁ':Féiﬁruary 25, .1.997, the Senate passed H.J. Res. 30,
5346, YES is the pro-environment vote.

'President_CEihto_ﬁ,s_igned the measure on February 29,

1997, releasing _tiaa money to be availzble on March 1.
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4. Enﬁam@eye@ Species Act
%I@@@% Waivers

“7ollowing a'series of disastrous floods in California,
Reps. Richard Pombo (R-CA) and Wally
(R-CA) introduced H.R. 478, the “Flood Prevention and
Family Protection Act of 1997, to exempt nearly all
flood control activities from compliance with the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The ESA reguires that
{lood control projects undergo a review to ensure they do
not hiarm endangered plants, fish or wildlife. The review
can be expedited in the case of an impending emergency.
Despite the lack of any credible evidence linking the

~ floods to ESA requirements, Reps. Pombo and Herger

claimed that the ESA review process caused levee
maintenance delays that contributed to levee breaks
during the floods and, consequently, such maintenance
should be exempted from the ESA review process.
However, H.R. 478 was written so broadly that it would
exempt virfuaily any project related to flood control,
including levees, canals, dredging, draining wetlands~—
even massive dams in the West-—i{rom the requirement to

consider impacts on endangered species.- Because many

endangered species live in or along waterways, the bill
would substantially undermine the Act.

On May 7, 1997, Rep. Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY)
offered an amendment that significantly narrowed
H.R. 478 to exempt only project repairs in federally
declared disaster areas or when there is a substantial
threat to human lives and property. The exemption would
expire at the end of 1998. Rep. Boehlert’s amendment
was supported by a bipartisan coalition similar to that
which defeated numerous anti-environmental measures
in the 104th Congress. The House approved the Boehlert
amendment 227 - 196, YES is the pro-environment vote.

Before H.R. 478 could come to a final vote, its
supporters pulled the amended bill from the floor
_rather than see if pass. This would allow them to consid-
er the bill later it they could convince enough of their
colleagues to change their vote so that Reps. Pombo and
Herger’s version of the bill would pass. However, in

the Senate. Sen. Larry Craig (R-ID) inserted language

Herger

Forest Service Iands s’-

of timber from Forest Service lands.

similar 16" H.R. 478 into S. 672, the Emergency
Supplemental Appiopnatlons bili, to provide disaster
relief for flood victims. After several Senators expressed
concern over{H Cram Provisiol, a NAIrower version—
similar to the Boehler’tl anguage—was accepled by unan-
imous consent: (wil thout a vote) in the Senate. S. 672

passed C‘onmesa and was signed into law by President
Clmton on Ji une 12, 1997’

2. t@@gﬁﬁé* Roads S.ﬁxhswes:

early 380,000  miles of roads criss-cross the
National Foresis——aght times the length of the
Intez state Highway system and enough to circle the globe
15 times. In most western states, the density of roads.on
greater than the density of reads
on all other lands in the state. Approximately 70% of the
roads in our mtmu_a} forests were built as logging roads.
These roads have many adverse effects. In addition to
destroying the wild character of the forests, logging roads
destroy and fragmen 'w;ﬂdhie habitat, cause erosion and
mugd slides, and genperate sediment in streams that
damages fish habitat and threatens the drinking water
of hundreds of communities. Despite the damage done

.to public 1*esou;'céS’by'Idggincr roads, the Forest Service

continues to Subbldize tzmbm companies’ road construc-
tion costs.

During consideration of HR. 2107, the Fiscal Year
1998 Department of the Interior Appropriations (budget)
bill, Reps. John Porter (R-IL) and Joseph Kennedy
(D-MA) offered an amendment to cut $42 million fron}
the Forest Service’s $47 miliion account for new logging
road construction, and $50 million from the Purchaser
Road Credits program. Under that program, tmber
companies receive credits for construction of new logeging
roads 1o offset what they owe the government for sales
In essence, the
program gives timber companies trees in payment for
road construction costs. In an attempt to undercut
Rep. Porter’s proposed cuts, Rep. Norm Dicks (D-WA)
offered a imber industry-backed substitute amendment
to reduce the Forest Service’s logging road construction




budget by onlﬁf $5.6 million, and the Purchaser Road
Credits program by only $25 miilion.

On July 10, 1997, the House passed the Dicks

amendment 211 — 209, which then substituted for, and

defeated, Rep. Porter’s original amendment. NO is the
pro-environment vote. (See Senate vote 2).

3. Wﬁeakaﬁing Land Use
Protections — “Takings”

R. 1534, written by the National Association of

Homebuilders and sponsored by Rep. Elton
Gallegly (R-CA), would change existing rules and proce-
dures to give developers a dramatic advantage over local
governments in lawsuits challenging land use laws. It
would also greatly increase the burden on federal courts.
Under U.S. Supreme Court decisions, developers
must resolve land disputes through local administrative
appeals and in state courts before filing a lawsuit in
federal court claiming a “taking” of private property.
H.R. 1534 would reverse these precedents and literally
turn every zoning dispute into a federal case. It would
allow developers to sue in federal court once a single
development proposal is denied, even if the proposal
would harm neighboring homeowners and even if local
officials would approve an alternative development
proposal. Small towns, cities and counties would be
unable to bear the costs of defending against premature,
meritless federal court takings claims. As a result, threats
of repeated federal lawsuits by large developers could
force local communities to abandon fundamental plan-
ning and zoning safeguards, and permit inappropriate
activities that harm people, neighboring property, com-
munities and the environment. H.R. 1534 was opposed
by the National Governors’ Association, the U.S.
Department of Justice, Attorneys General from 37 states,
the National League of Cities, the U.S. Conference of
Mayors, and the U.S. Judicial Conference (on behalf of
- the federal courts).

On October 22, 1997, the House passed H.R. 1534, 248 -
178. NO is the pro-environment vote.

P rivately owned domestic livestock graze on approxi-
mately 250 million acres of public land. Excessive
grazing by domestic cattle and sheep damages fish and
wildlife habitat on our federal lands and is contributing to
declines in wildlife populations, including desert tortoise,
Senoran pronghorn antelope, and numerous bird species.
In addition, overgrazing destroys native vegetation, and
the livestock pollute streams, cause erosion, and interfére
with recreation activities.

Grazing regulation is currently administered by land
managing agencies {primarily the Bureau of Land
Management and the Forest Service) under broad
statutory authority. Fees are limited by law and are
adjusted by the Secretaries of Agriculture and the Interior.
When President Clinton and Interior Secretary Bruce
Babbitt attempted to reform grazing practices and fees
in 1993, their efforts provoked a bitter fight with
Congress, where they were blocked. Secretary Babbitt
then attempted more modest reforms over the next
two years. The legislation before the 103th Congress,
H.R. 2493, prevents Secretary Babbiit, or future
administrations, from achieving needed reforms by
locking in carrent practices and fees by statute.

4. Irresponsible
Grazing Pclicies

..R. 2493, the so-called “Forage Improvement Act,”

sponsored by Agriculture Committee Chairman
Bob Smith (R-OR), includes several changes to benefit
ranching interests, but fails to improve rangeland
management to protect federal fish, wildlife and water
resources. The bill revises the formula for calculating
grazing fees each year, but fails to raise them to a level
even close to market value—or even to a level to cover
grazing administration costs. Under the formula in HR.
2493, fees would be raised from the cusrent $1.35 per
adult cow per month 1o approximately §1.55—far below
the government’s administrative costs of $5.81 for
permitting, mosnitoring, inspection, and enforcement.
In addition, the bili would make it more difficult for
federal agencies to monitor the condition of rangelands
and to alter grazing practices where necessary (o limit
damage to the land, and would lock m grazing at existing
levels, even if 1t causes environmental damage.

On October 30, 1997, the House passed H.R. 2493, 242 —
182. NO is the pro-environment vote.




5. Grazing Subsidy

or decades, western livestock operators have paid a

fee far below fair market value for grazing cattle and
sheep on federal rangelands. The federal government
subsidies encourage overgrazing by setting the fee far
lower than fair market value, which allows ranchers to
graze more livestock, resulting in widespread environ-
mesntal damage to the public’s fish, wildlife, and water
resources on millions of acres of our national forests
and public lands. Below-murket fees also cost U.S.
taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars in lost revenues
each year, It is estimated that the federal government
loses approximately $4.00 for every $1.00 spent io
administer the grazing program on federal lands.

During House consideration of H.R. 2493, Rep. Scott
Klug (R-WI) offered an amendment to require livestock
operators to pay a fee equal to the state grazing fee for the
state in which the federal lands are located. State grazing
fees in every western state are higher than the federal fee.
In 19906, state fees ranged from just over $2.00 to more
than $7.00 per adult cow per month.

On October 30, 1997, the House defeated the Klug amend-
ment, 205 -219. YES is the pro-environment vote.

8. %aﬁ@na% Wildlife Refuges

he 92 million-acre National Wildlife Refuge System
has operated without an explicit mission since iis
creation in 1903, As a consequence, many uses that are

incompatible with wildlife protection have been allowed
to occur on some refuges, including farming, cattle graz-
ing, and oil and gas production. At least three congresses
have atternpted to establish a legislative mandate for the
Refuge System but were unable to resolve differences
over what human uses should be allowed in the refuges.
In particuiar, some hunting organizations wanted recre-
ational hunting to be an express purpose of the refuges,
equal to wildlife protection. However, most environ-
mental and sportsmen organizations insisted that wildlife
protection be the Refuge System’s primary mission, and
that hunting be aliowed only in specific refuges where it
is judged to be compatible with wildlife protection. In
1997, key Members of Congress, the Department of the
Interior, and a limited number of interest groups resolved
these differences and agreed to legislative fanguage.

H.R. 1420, sponsored by Resources Committee
Chairman Don Young (R-AK), establishes for the
first time that conservation of fish and wildlife is the
basic mission for the nation’s 509 wildlife refuges. If
determined to be compatible with censervation and
the purposes of a particular refuge, “wildlife-dependent”
recreation, including “hunting, fishing, wildlife observa-
tion and photosﬁphy or envirenmental education
and interpretation” are recognized as priority uses of
the refuges and are allowed. Other uses may. be allowed
if they are fotind to be compaublc “The bill also requires -
conservation plans to be developed for each refuge,
and requires the Secrefary of the Interior to ensure that
the biological integrity, diversity and fiealth of the system
are protected.

The House passed H.R. 1420 on June 3, 1997, 407 - 1,
and the Senate passed the bill on September 10, 1997, by
unanimous consent (without a vote). The House agreed
to the minor amendments made by the Senale on-
September 23, 1997, and passed HR. 1420, 419 - L.
YES is the pro-environment vote. The President signed
the bill into law on October 9, 1997.

7. Limiting National
Monuments

he Antiquities Act .is an effective tool for

protecting our nation’s natural heritage as well as
historical, scenic.and scientific resources. Signed into
Jaw in 1906 by President Theodore Roosevelt, the Act
gives the President the authority to take swift action to
protect sigaificant federal lands and resources from
imminent threats of exploitation such as logging, mining,
oil drilling and commercial development. Since enact-
ment, 13 Presidents, from both political parties, have used
the Act to proctaim 105 national monuments in order to
protect outstanding historic, scientific, and scenic objects
on federal lands. Many of these monuments were later
designated by Congress as national parks, including
Grand Canyon, Olympic, Joshua Tree, Acadia, Capitol
Reef, Death Vailey, Glacier Bay and Denali. In the
past 50 years the law has been used sparingly. Just 21
monument proclamations have been issued since 1943,

In September 1996, President Clinton declared 1.7
million acres in southern Utah as the Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument, to protect the area from a
proposed massive mining operation, among other threats,
The area has béen considered for special protection for
many years. Some western Members of Congress were
angered by the President’s action and, rather than exercise



Congress’s authority to reverse the specific Utah monu-
ment designation, responded by proposing broad limits (o
the President’s authority to proclaim national monuments.

H.R. 1127, sponsored by Parks Subcommittee Chairman
Jim Hansen (R-UT), would prohibit the President from
unilaterally and rapidly designating a national monument
larger than 50,000 acres, an arbitrary acreage limit
that bears no relationship to the amount of 1and deserving
protection and is smaller than most pricr monuments.
Before declaring a monument over 30,000 acres, HR.
1127 requires the President to notify the governor of the
state in which the federal land is located and altow
30 days for the state to comment. In addition, any
monument established by the President would expire
after two years unless Congress expressly approves the
monument designation. These procedures and Congres-
sional oversight would eliminate the President’s current
ability to prowde threateped lands and resources with
immediate protection, Environmental groups fought the
legislation, believing that it would prevent important
federal resources from being protected in the future, and
would allow powerful Members of Congress (o frustrate
nationally significant land protection efforts.

On October 7, 1997, the House passed H.R. 1127, 229 ~
197, NO is the pro-environment vote.

8. Restricting Wm-m
Heritage Sites and
Biosphere Reseaﬂwes

he United States 18 an mﬂuentlal leader in global

conservation efforts. . For. 25 years it has beenr &
leader in international efforts to protect natural and
cultural resources through its participation in the Wosld
Heritage Convention and the U.S. Man and Biosphere
Program. World Heritage sites are places that have been
recognized as world-class natural and cultural resources
worthy of preservation. Of the 20 World Heritage sites in
the United States, 17 are national parks, including
Yellowstone, Grand Canyon, Independence Hall and the
Statue of Liberty. Biosphere Reserves are established to
represent the world's varied ecosystems and provide
opportunities for scientific research and sustainable
economic development. The 47 Biosphere Reserves in
the United States include 30 national parks, among them,
Glacier and Rocky Mountain National Parks. Both
programs promote worldwide protection of natural and
cultural resources by enhancing public awareness and
facilitating greater mtemamenal scientific cooperation,

International research and recognition has benefited many
of the designated areas. Designations are issued by the
United Nations FEducational, Scientific and Cultural
Organization { UNESCG) only upon reqguest of the local
community and country in which the site is located.

In May and June 1997, the Congressional Research
Service issued fact sheets on the programs, confirming
that the United Nations has no control or jurisdiction over
designated sites. Nonetheless, Rep. Don Young (R-AK)
introduced H. R. 901, “The American Land Sovelcwn{y
Protection Act,” cia;mmg that participation in these U.N.-
sponsored programs threatens American sovereigaty and
private property rights, H.R. 901 severely hinders the
ability of the United States to exercise its leadership in the
global conservation movement by restricting U.S. partic-
ipation in these programs. The bill requires that any new
World Heritage site be authorized by a specific act of
Congress, ends U.S. participation in the Man and
Biosphere program, and rescinds the existing 47
Biosphere Reserve designations unless each site is indi-
vidually autherized by Congress before 2001.

Rep. Young's efforts to pass HR. 901 were initially
derailed when Reps. George Miller (D-CA) and Bruce
Vento (D-MN) coordinated an effort to have Members
of Congress offer amendments to specifically protect
Biosphere Reserves located in their districts. Rep. Young
responded by getting the House Jeadership to drastically

restrict debate on the bill and to limit the number and type -
of amendments that could be offered. Asreported-in the -

October T Congressional Record, he then portrayed the
vote as atest of a Congressman’s patriotism, at one point
admonishing his colleagues that “if they do not support
this bill, t'hey are against the Constitution,”

On OCt(}bE}‘ 8 1997 the Heuse passed H, R 901 236 -

{91 NOis the: pro-environment vote.

S. S&gar “Subsidy™

r E Vhe federal sugar program does not require direc
outlays of subsidy doilars like other farm programs,

‘but instead maintains U.S. sugar prices at roughly double

the world market price. The artificially high cost of sugar
is maintained by a combination of price supports, special
loans, and restrictions on imports. The General
Accounting Office has estimated that the higher retail
prices created by the sugar program cost consusmers more




than $1 billion a year. The program’s benefits are highly
concentrated, with 1% of growers receiving over 40% of
the benetits.

Over the past 30 years Florida’s sugar production has
mncreased nine-fold to 430,000 acres, polluting waters
with pesticides and phosphorus, and diverting essential
water from Florida’s Everglades. Polluted runoff and
interrupted water fl lows caused by sugar production are
helping to destroy the Everglades ecosystem and the
“diverse plant and animal hfe it supports. As much as 20%
of the 450,000 acres in sugar cane culiivation in Florida
rely on the artificial price secured by the sugar price
Support program.

Akey element in the sugar prograntis the non-recourse loan-

issued by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA).
Processors obtain these loans using their sugar as collater-
al. The processor can either repay the loan with interest or
default and forfeit the sugar. The USDA thus has an interest
in keeping the price of sugar high enough to prevent mass
forfeiture of sugar under the non-recourse loans.”

During consideration of H.R. 2160, the Fiscal Year 1998
Agriculture Appropriations {(budget) bill, Reps. Dan
Miller (R-FL) and Charles Schumer (D-NY) offered an
amendment that would prohibit the USDA from expend-
ing funds fo administer non-recourse loans under the
. sugar program. Elimination of the non-recourse loans

‘would remove a key component of the sugar program that
- has mereased the level of environmentally destructive
. sugar cane production in southern Florida.

On July 24,1997, the House defeated the Miller-Schumer
amendment 175 - 253, YES is the pro-environment vote.

10. Animas-i.a Plata
ﬁrmgaﬁwn M’@g@@;&

ontroversial since it was first authorized in 1968, the

Bureau of Reclamation’s Animas-La Plata project is
one of the worst “boondoggle” western water projects ever
proposed. It will cause substantial damage to fish, wildlife
and water resources in Colorado and New Mexico at huge
taxpayer cost. The project will pump as much as half of the
flow of the Animas River in southwestern Colorado to
imigate marginal agriculture lands at high alitude. The
water will be pumped 1,000 feet uphill, consuming enough
electricity to run a city of 60,000. In addition, as originally

proposed, the project includes construetion of two major
waler reservoirs, seven pumping plants, and 200 miles of
canals and pipes—all at a cost to federal taxpayers of
approximately $303 million. This massive project will
destroy important habitat for elk and other big game, threat- -
en two species-of endangered fish, critically deplete water
flows in the Animas and San Juan Rivers, which support
a thriving multi-million-dollar rafiing industry, divert
water from the La Plata River, and cause continuous water
quality vialations downstrear in New Mexico. After years
of debate and several successful lawsuits challenging the

‘project, changes to.the project are being discussed, but an

alternative project has not been officially adépted,

During consideration of H.R. 2203, the Fiscal Year 1998
Energy and Water Developiment Appropriations (budget)
bilf, Reps. Tom Petri (R-WI)y and Peter DeFazio (D-OR)
offered an amendment to pr0h1b1t the use of funds to buy
land for the prOJeci o1 begm construction. Rep. Vie Fazio
(D-CA) offered a complicated substitute arnendment that
limited funding to only projects that met certain criteria,
and since only the original project could meet those crite-
ria, the ameridment had the effect of al]owmg funds to be
expended on the project.

On July 25, 1997, the House adopted the Fazio substitute
amendment, which defeated the Petri-DeFazio amend-
ment, 223 — 201. NO is the pro-environment vote. {(See
Senate vote 5). '

EER “@@ﬂﬂ'@@@k”'
Technology Program

cal 1s the most poliuting fossil fuel. Emissions

from coal combustion, including sulfur dioxide
and nitrogen oxides, contribute to the formation of acid
rain, which damages forests, lakes and streams. In
addition, carbon dicoxide produced from burning coal is a
major contributor to global warming.

Since 1984, the. Departmem of Energy’s Clean Coal
Technology Program has provided more than $1.5 billion
in federal subsidies to private corporations to fry to

‘develop technologies for cleaner coal burning. The

program provides up to 50% in federal matching funds
for demonstration projects for these new technologies.
This seemingly beneficial program is both ineffective and
unnecessary. The program cannot significantly address
the biggest problem with burning coal—carbon dioxide



emissions—which cannot be substantially reduced at any
feasible cost. In addition, the program has been unneces-
sary for several years because the 1990 amendments to
the Clean Alr Act provide sufficient market incentives to
encourage utilities to reduce their emissions from burn-
ing coal. By providing incentives to continue using coal,
the program reduces incentives to pur: Sue More environ-
mentally sound alternatives such as energy conservation,
efficiency and alternative power sources. Nevertheless,
the program has strong support from the businesses that
participate in the program and from those states that ben-
efit from the mfuswn of federal dollars for these projects.

On July 11, 1997, Rep. Scott Klug '(R-WI) offered an
amendment to HR. 2107, the Fiscal Year 1998
Depaltmem of the Intertor Appzopnatlonq (budget) bill,
to cut $292 miltion from the program in addition to the
$100 million already cut by the House Interior
Appropriations subcommiittee. The Klog amendment
failed 173 — 243. YES is the pro-environment vote.

The Senate passed H.R. 2107 on Septembez 18,1997, and
President Clinton signed the bill into Iaw on November
14, 1997.

1 2. Texas Low—Leve!
Radioactive Waste
Disposal Compact

he 1980 Low-Leve] Radioactive Waste Policy Act
requires states to either create their own disposal
sites for low-level radioactive waste or form agreements
called “compacts” with other states (which must be
approved by Congress) to establish burial sites, Low-

level radioactive waste includes a wide range of contam-

inated materials. The wastes come from hospitals and
waste materials from nuclear power plants that have

become radioactive as a resuit of exposure to nuclear fuel.

Although proponents often state that low-level waste 1s
only medical waste, booties and gloves, the primary con-
stituent {more than 90%) of “low-level” radivactive waste

is nuclear reactor waste. Low-level waste from nuclear,

power plants includes control rods and a variety of irradi-
ated materials from the piant. H.R. 629, sponsored by
eastern Texas Reps. Joe Barton (R-TX) and Ralph Hall
(D-TX), approves a compact that permits Maine and
Vermont to ship low-level radioactive wastes to a facility
in western Texas.

The waste facility would be built outside Reps. Barton
and Hall’s districts, near Sierra Blanca, a predominantly
Hispanic and low-income community located on the
Mexican border and about 16 miles from the Rio Grande
River. Sierra Blanca’s Congressman Henry Bonilla (R-
TX), as well as neighboring Rep. Silvestre Reyes (D-TX),
strongly oppose the project. Opponents of the compact,
including Sierra Blanca residents, argue that the facility
will violate agreements with Mexico that prohibit envi-
ronmental degradation along the U.S.-Mexico border, and
the President’s Executive Order on Environmental Justice
by singling out a low-inconie, p1ed0mmant1y Hi&pdni(,
community to receive nuclear waste.

On October 7, 1997, the House passed H.R. 629, 309 -
107. NO is the pro-environment vote.

13. Nevada Nucﬂear
Waste Dump

n 1982 Conowss pas%ed the Nucleai Waste Pohcy Act

directing the Department of Energy to develop two
deep burial sites for permanent disposal of “high-level
nuclear waste” (spent fuel) from nuclear power plants. In
1987 Congress amended the Act to designate only one
permanent repository to be located at Yucca Mountain,
about 100 miles from Las Vegas, Nevada. The 1987
amendment also prohibits an interim waste dump from
being located in a state that is being studied for a perma-
nent repository. For the past 10 years, the Department of
Energy has been assessing whether Yucca Mountain is a
viable permanent waste site. The assessment is scheduled
to be completed in 1998, Serious technical problems at

 the site, including the area’s seismic activity and the

potential for groundwater contamination remain unre-
solved. For example, it is estimated that at least 33
known earthguake faults lie in Yucca Mountain’s vicini-
ty. It is widely accepted that the groundwater at Yucca
Mountain will be contaminated, and some scientists
believe that the contaminated groundwater will move
through the ground and reach the environment in less than
1,000 years, instead of many thousands of years as
Department of Energy officials conclude. In the mean-
time, nuclear power plants have been storing spent
nuclear fuels on-site. Because on-site storage areas are
reported to be neariy:filled at some. sites, the nuclear
power industry has pushed for a federal interim storage
facility until a permanent repository is completed.

H.R. 1270, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1997, intro-
duced by Rep. Fred Upton (R-M1), would establish an




above-ground “interim” nuclear waste dump near the pro-
posed permanent repository at Yucca Mountain. The
facility, to be opened in 2002, would accept a total of
40,000 metric tons of irradiated fuel that would be trans-
ported through 43 states. H.R. 1270 would also broadly
pre-empt all “inconsistent” federal, state and local laws,
including the Safe Drinking Water Act, weaken allowable
radiation exposure standards at the site, and force dan-
gerous radioactive waste onto the nation’s roads and rails.
In addition, establishment of a centralized “interim”

nuclear waste storage site is likely to create a bias in favor

of siting the permanent repository at Yucca Mountain,
regardless of the scientific findings about the site’s suit-
~ability.  Prior to the House vote, President Clinton
promised to veto the bill.

On October 30, 1997, the House passed H.R. 1270, 307 -
120. NO s the pro-environment vote. {See Senate vote 6).

) apid global population growth is one of the most
4% serious threats to a healthy and sustainable
environment, leading to depletion of natural resources
and contributing to poliution. The current world popula-
‘tion is estimated at 5.8 billion. At the current growth
crate, world human population grows by approxnnate]y
~one billion every 11 years.

“For more than 30 years, the United States has contributed
~ - funds to voluntary family planning programs worldwide
in order to help stabilize human population growth. In
recent years, family planning opponents have cut federal
funding for these programs by arguing in part that the
- money funds abortions. In fact, current law prohibits
U.S. foreign assistance mopies from funding abortion,
and there are no reports that any organization receiving
U.S. funds has ever violated this prohibition. In addition,
family planning supporters note that improving access to
voiuntary family planning not only protects the Iife and
health of women and children, it is alse one of the best
ways to reduce unwanted pregnancies,

14, Releanse of Funds for
international Family Planning

uring the 104th Congress (1995-96), opponents of
family planning attempted to prohibit U.S. foreign
aid to organizations that use non-U.S. government funds to

provide legal abortion services or to participate in public
policy debates on the issue in their own countries, even
though current law already prohibits U.S. foreign assis-
tance from funding abortion. Although unsuccessful in
writing this prohibition into faw, family planning oppo-
nents continued to insist that severe restrictions be placed
on the release of population assistance funds in Fiscal Year
1997. In order to break a political deadlock that nearly shut
down the federal government in September 1996,
Congress agreed 10 a complicated legislative procedure.
Under the deal, the release of the international family plan-
ning funds would be blocked for nine months—until J uly
1, 1997—unless the President made a finding that the det ay
in-releasing funds was having a negative impact on over-
seas family pianning programs, and unless this finding was
approved by a vote of both houses of Congress. If the -
President’s finding was approved by Congress, funds could
begin flowing on March 1.

President Clinton made the required finding on January
31, 1997. H.J. Res. 36 provides Congressional approval
of that finding, allowing the blocked international family
planning aid monies to be released on March 1, 1997.
During debate on H.J. Res. 36, family planning oppo-
nents viclated the procedure agreed to the previous year
and worked fo overturn the President’s determination,
again attempting to enldngle the fdmﬂy planning fundmo
dec:151on in the politics of abortion.

On February 13, 1987,.the House pa_ssed H.J, Res. 36,
220 -209. YES 18 the pro-environment vote. .

The Senate passed H.J. Res. 36 on February 25, 1997,
and President Clinton signed it on February 29, 1997,
releasing the money to be available on March 1.

15. Restricting
Private international
Family Planning Funds
uring consideration of H.R. 2159, the Fiscal Year
1998 Foreign Operations Appropriations (budget)
bill, Rep. Chris Smith (R-NJ) offered an amendment to
deny U.S. family planning funds to non-governmental
organizations that are involved in any abortion-related
activities, even if paid for with non-U.S. government
funds. This restriction would deny funding to some of the
most experienced and gualified providers of rhaternal and
child health care and family planning services.
Opponents were not satisfied with the current ban on
direct UU.S. government funding for abortion but sought



to bar organizations using any other source of funds.
Reps. Ben Gilman (R-NY) and Nancy Pelosi (D-CA)
introduced a substitute amendment which would not

apply to organizations that use the funds to prevent |

abortion as a method of family planning but only to those
that promote it as a method of family planning.

_ On September 4, 1997, the House rejected the Gilman-
Pelosi subsiitut_e amendment, 210 - 218, YES is the
pro-environment vote.

Despite a veto threat from the President, the House subse-
guently adopted the original Smith amendment, 234 — 191.
However, after an intense political battle, the new restric-
tions were not made a part of the final bill that was signed
into law by President Clinton on November 26, 1997.

16. Dirty Air

n July 1997, the Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA) issued regulations under the Clean Air Act
updating the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
for ozone (smog) and particulates (soot). EPA had not
modified the ozone standard since 1979 and the
particulate standard since 1987, although the law
provides for review of these standards every five years.

A significant amount of research completed in recent
years links existing levels of smog and particulate air
pollution to illness, hospitalization and premature death,
particularly among the aged, children, and those with
asthma and other lung impairments. The new ozone
standard replaces the one-hour ozone standard with an
eight-hour measure because health research has shown
long-term exposure is the most dangerous to human
‘health, EPA set a new “fine particle” standard for partic-
ulates in recognition of research showing that the very
smallest particles penetrate into human lungs far more
effectively than the larger particles regulated under the
old standard, and cause premature death.

The new air quality standards provoked a bipartisan,
~largely regional, and industry-generated debate in
Congress. Currently, many counties, especially in the
Midwest and Southeast, experience air pollution that
exceeds the new standards. Areas out of compliance will
be required to develop and implement strategies for
reducing emissions from industrial sources, power plants

and motor vehicles. By applying broader regional pollu-
tion controls, areas with the most serious air pollution
prob}ems_'xﬁkiﬂ_ experience improved air guality because
a significant pb'r'tidn of the air pollution is transported
hundreds of miles by prevailing winds.

Reps. Ron Klmk {D- PA) and Fred Upton (R-MI) intro-
duced H.R. 1984, the “Moratorium on Establishment of
the Ozone and F-i;j_é Particulate Matter Standards,” and
mounted a bipartisan cosponsorship drive.  The bill
would, for the first time in the 27-year history of the
Clean Air Act, substitute Congress’s political judgment
for EPA’s scientific judgment. H.R. 1984 would cancel
EPA’s new ozone and"fin’é particle standards, re-instate
the old standards, and require EPA to “re-decide” whether
to issue new standards five vears from now after review-
ing additional research completed during this period.
The Klink-Upten b'i'li would significantly delay by
several years EPA’s efforts to reduce the emissions
contributing to unhealihy levels of smog and soot despite
a widely held belief among doctors and other health
professionals that the old standards do not adequately
protect public health

While Reps. Klink and Upton were seeking cosponsors fo
H.R. 1984, Reps. Sherwood Boehlert {R-NY) and Henry
Waxman (D-CA) drafted letters supporting EPA’s new
clean air standards and obtained signatures from a bipar-
tisan coalition of 140 Congressmen. This number helps
ensure that there is sufficient support in the House for the
new standards so that even if the bill is passed the oppo-
sition will not have the necesszuy votes to override a pres-
idential veto.

Establishing updated air quality standards was-the |
national environmental community’s top priority for most

of 1997, State and ‘local envirommental and health
organizations across-the country worked to deliver the
clean air message in Copgressmen’s districts,

The League of Conservation Voters considers co-
sponsoring H.R. 1984 an anti-environmental action.
197 House Members have cosponsored the bill.
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" Faircloth,

Member/Party/State

Abraham, Spencer (R) Ml
Akaka, Danjel (DYHI
Allard, Wavne (R} CO
Asheroft, John (RY MO
Baucus, Max (D MT
Bennett, Robert (R)UT
Biden, Joseph (D) DE
Bingaman, Jeff (D) NM
Bond, Christopher (R} MO
Boxer, Barbara (D) CA
Breaux, jehni{DVLA
Brownback, Sam (R) KS
Bryan Richard (D) NV
Bumpers, Dale (D) AR

- Burns, Conrad (R) MT
Byrd, Robert {D) WV

Campbell, Ben Nighthorse (R) CO

Chafee, John {R)RI
-Cleland, Max (D} GA
Coats; Dan (R) IN
Cochran, Thad (R) MS
Collins, Susan (R) ME
Conrad, Keat (D)ND
“Coverdell, Paul (R) GA
© +Craig, Larry (R) ID
" D’Amato, Alfonse (R)NY
Daschie, Tom (D) SD
- DeWine, Mike (R) OH
Dodd, Christopher (D) CT
Domenici, Pete (R) NM
- Dorgan, Byron (D}ND
- Durbin, Richard (D} 1L
Enzi, Michael (R) WY
Lauch (R)NC

Abercrombie, Neil (D)HI |
Ackerman, Gary (D) NY-5
Aderhoit. Robert (R) Al-4
Allen, Thomas (D) ME-{
Andrews, Robert (D) NJ-!
Archer, Bill (RyTX-7
Armey, Richard (RYTX-206
Bachus, Spencer (R) AL-6
Baesler, Scotty (D) KY-6
Baker, Richard (R)YLA-0
Baldacei, John (D) ME-2

Ballenger, Cass (RYNC-10 -

Barcia, James (D) MI—{S
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Memberﬂ’artyistate

Feingold, Russ (D) WI
Feinstein, Dianne (DY CA
Ford; Wendell (D) KY
Frist, BilL{RYTN
Glenr, John (D) OH
Gorton, Siddt (R} WA
Graham, Bob (D) FL
Gramm, Phil (R)TX
Grams, Rod (R} MN
Grassley, Charles (R} IA
Gregg, Judd (R) NH
Hagel, Chuck (R) NE
Harkin, Tom {D3IA
Hatch, Orrin (RYUT
Helms; Jesse (RYNC
Hollings, Emest (D) SC
Hutchinson, Tim (R) AR
Hutchison, Kay Bailey (R) TX
Inhofe, James (R) OK
Inouye, Daniel {D) HI
leffords, Jim (R) VT
Johnson, Tim (D) 8D
Kempthorne, Dirk (R) iD
Kennedy, Edward (D) MA
Kerrey, Robert (D) NE-
Kerry, John (I MA
Kohl, Herhert (D) WI
Kyl, Jon (RYAZ
Landrieu, Mary (D) LA
Eautenberg, Frank (D) NJ
Leahy, Patrick (D) VT
ievin, Carl {D) Mi
Lieberman, Joseph (D} CT
Lott, Treat (RYMS
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Memberfl’artvf State

'-'-';Luocn Richard' (R) IN
Magk, Conriie (R} FL.
McCain, John (R) AZ
McConnell, Mitch (R) KY

. Mz}mlsk} Barbara (DY MD
_Mc}seiey -Braun, Carol (D) IL

97 Score

0
0
29
0
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8

Moynihan, Daniel Patrick (D)NY 86

Murkowski, Frank {R) AK
Mugray; Patty (D) WA
Nickles, Don (RjOK
Reed, Jack {D) RI

Reid, Hamry (D) NV
Robb, Charles (D) VA
Roberts; Pat{(R) KS
Rockefeller, John (D) WV
Roth; Willizm (R) DE
Santorum, Rick (R) PA
Sarbanes; Paul (D) MD
Sessions, Jeff (R) AL
'Shelby Richard (R) AL
Smith, Gordon (R) OR
Smith, Robert (Ry NH
Snowe, Olympia (R} ME
Specter, Arlen (R} PA
Stevens, Ted (R} AK
Thomas, Craig (R)WY
Thompson, Fred (R} TN
Thurmond, Strom (R) SC
Torricelli, Robert {D) NJ
Warner, John (R) VA
Wellstone, Paul (D) MN
Wyden, Ron (2) OR

House LGV Scores For 1997

75

Barr, Bob (R) GA-7
Barrett, Bill (R)NE-3
Bagrett, Thomas (D) WI-3
Bartlett, Roscoe (R) MD-6
Barton, Joe {R) TX-6

Basg, Charles (R) NH-2
Batermnan, Herbert (R) VA-1
Becerra, Xavier (D) CA-30
Bentsen, Ken (D) TX-25
Bereuter. Doug (R) NE-1
Berman, Howard (D) CA-26
Berry, Marion (D) AR-1
Bilbray, Brian (R} CA-49
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13
94
13
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63

¢
69
69
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Bilirakis, Michael {R) FL-9
Bishop, Sanford () GA-2
Blagojevich: Rod (D) IL-5
Bliley, Thomas (R} VA-7
Biumenauer, Earl (D) OR-3
Blunt, Roy (R) MO-7
Boehlert, Sherwood (Ry NY-23
Boehner, John (R) OH-8
Bomlla, Henry (R) TX-23
Bonior, David (D) MI-10
Bono, Sonny (R) CA-44
Borski, Robert (D) PA-3
Boswell, Leonard (D) 1A-3
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0
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19
160

81
13
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Boucher, Rick (D) VA-9
Boyd, Allen (b FL-2
Brady, Kevin (R) TX-8
Brown, Corrine (D) FL-3
Brown, George (D) CA-42
Brown, Sherrod (D) OH-13
Bryant, Bd (R) TN-7
Bunnping, fum (R) KY-4
Burr, Richard (R) NC-5
Burtor, Dan (R) IN-6
Buyer, Steve (R} IN-3
Callzhan, Sonny {R) AL-{
Calvert, Ken (R) CA-43
Camp, Dave (R) MI-4
Campbeil, Tom (R) CA-15
Canady, Charles (R) FL-12
Caninon, Christopher (R) UT-3
Capps, Walter (D) CA-22
Cardin, Berjamin (D) MD-3
Carson, Julia (D) IN-10
Castle, Michael (R) DE-AL
Chabot, Steve (R) OH-1
Chambliss, Saxby (R) GA-8
" Chenoweth, Helen (R) ID-1
Christensen, Jon (R) NE-2
Clay, William (D) MO-1
Clayton, Eva (D) NC-1
Clement, Bob (D) TN-3
Clyburn, James () SC-6
Coble, Howard (R) NC-6
Cobprm, Tom (R) OK-2
Collins, Michael (R) GA-3
Combest, Larsy (R)TX-19
Condit, Gary (D) CA-18
Conyers, John (I)) MI-14
Cook, Merrill (R) UT-2
Cooksey, fohn (R} L.A-3
Costelio, Jerry (D3 1L-12
Cox, Chrisiopher {R) CA-47
Coyne, William (D) PA-14
Cramer, Robert (D) AL-3
Crane, Philip (R} IL-8
Crapo, Michael (R) ID-2
Cuhin, Barbara (R) WY-AL
Cummings, Elijah (D) MD-7

Cunningham, Randy (R) CA-51

Danner; Par (D) MO-0
Davis, Danny (D) IL-7
Davis, Jim (D) FL-11
Davis, Thomas (R) VA-11
Deal, Nathan (R) GA-9
DeFuazio, Peter (D) OR-4
DeGetle, Diana (D) CO-1
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Delahunt, William (D) MA-10
Delauro, Rosa () CT-3
Del.ay, Tom (R) TX-22
Dellums, Renald (D) CA-9
Deutsch, Peter (D) FL-20
Diaz-Balart, Lincoln (R) FL-21
Dickey, Jay {RyAR-4
Dicks, Norman (D) WA-6
Dingell, John (D) MI-16
Dixon, Julian (D) CA-32
Doggett, Lloyd (D) TX-10
Dooley, Calvin (D) CA-20
Doolittle, John (R} CA-4
Doyle, Mike (D) PA-18
Dreier, David (R) CA-28
Duncan, John (R) TN-2
Dunn, Jennifer (R) WA-8
Edwards, Chet (D) TX-11
Ehlers, Vernon (R MI-3
Elbrlich, Robert (RY MD-2
Emerson, Jo Ann (R) MO-8
Engel, Eliot (D) NY-17
English, Philip (R} PA-21
Ensign, John (R) NV-1
Eshoo, Anna (B) CA-14
Etheridge. Bob (D} NC-2
Evans, Lane (D) [L-17
Everett, Terry (R) AL-2
Ewing, Thomas (R) [1.-15
Farr, Sam (D) CA-17
Fattah, Chaka (D) PA-2
Fawell, Harris (RYIL-13
Fazio, Vic (D) CA-3

Filner, Bob () CA-30
Flake, Flovd (D) NY-6
Foglietta, Thomas (I}) PA-1
Foley, Mark (R} FL.-16
Forbes, Michael (R) NY-1

Ford, Ii., Harold (D) TN-9

Fowler, Tillie (R) FL-4

Fox, Jon (R) PA-13

Frank, Barney (D) MA-4

Franks, Bob (R) NI-7
Frelinghuysen, Rodney (R) Ni-11

' Frost, Martin {D) TX-24

Furse, Elizabeth (D) OR-}
Gallegly, Elton (R) CA-23
Ganske, Greg (R) 1A-4
Gejdenson, Sam (D) CT-2
Gekas, George (R) PA-17
Gephardt, Richard (D) MO-3
Gibbons, James (R) NV-2
Gilchrest, Wayne (R) MD-1
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Gillmer, Paul (R) OH-3
Gilman, Benjamin (R) NY-20
Gingrich, Newt (R} GA-6
Gonzalez, Henry (D) TX-20
Goode, Virgil (1} VA-S
Goodlatte, Bob (R) VA-6
Goodling, William (R) PA-19
Gordon, Bart (D) TN-6
Goss, Porter (R) FL-14
Graham, Lindsey (R) SC-3
Granges, Kay (R) TX-12
Green, Gene (D) TX-29
Greenwood, Jim (R) PA-8
Gutierrez, Luis (D) 114
Gutknecht, Gil (R) MN-1
Hall, Ralph (D) TX-4

Hall, Tony (D) OH-3
Hamilion, Lee (D) IN-9
Hansen, James (R} UT-1
Harman, Jane (D) CA-36
Hastert, Dennis (R) IL-14
Hastings, Alcee (D) FL-23
Hastings, Richard (R) WA-4
Hayworth, LD, (R) AZ-6
Hefley, Joel (R) COG-5
Hefner, W.G. “Bill” (Y NC-§ | .
Herger, Wally (R} CA-2

Hill, Rick (R) MT-AL -
Hilleary, Van (R) TN-4
Hilliard, Barl (D} AL-7
Hinchey, Maurice (D) NY-26
Hinojosa, Rubén (B) TX-15
Hobson, David (R) OH-7
Hoekstra, Peter (R) MI-2
Holden, Tim (D) PA-6
Hooley, Darlene (D) OR-3
Horn, Steve (R) CA-38
Hostettler, John (R) IN-§
Houghton, Amo (R) NY-31
Hoyer, Steny (D) MD-5
Hulshof, Kenny (R} MO-9
Hunter, Duncan {R) CA-52
Hutchinson, Asa (R) AR-3
Hyde, Henry (R IL-6

Inglis, Bob (R} SC-4

Istook, Ernest (R) OK-5
Jackson, I, Jesse (D) -2
Jackson Lee, Sheta (DY TX-18
Jefferson, William (D3} LA-2
Jenkins, William (R) TN-]
Iohn, Chiis () LAY
Johnson, Eddie Bernice (D) TX-30
Johnson, Jay () WI-8

56




Tohnson, Nancy (R) CT-6
Johnson, Sam (Ry TX-3
Tones, Walter (R} NC-3
Kanjorski, Paul (D) PA-1]
Kaptuz, Marcy (D) O11-9
Kasich, John (RYOH-12
Kelly, Sue (R} NY-19
Kennedy, Joseph (D) MA-8
Kennedy, Patrick (I Ri-1
Kennelly, Barbara (D) CT-1
Kildee, Dale (D) MI-9
Kilpatrick, Carolyn (D) Mi-13
Kim, Jay (R) CA-41

Kind, Ronald (D} WI-3
King, Peter (R} NY-3
Kingston, Jack (R) GA-1
Kleczka, Jerry (D) WI-4
Klink, Ron (D) PA-4

Klog, Scott (R) WI-2
Knollenberg, Joseph {R) ME11
Kolbe, im (R)AZ-5
Kucinich, Dennis (D) CH-10
LaFalce, John (D) NY-29
LaHood, Ray (R) [L-18
Lampson, Nicholas (D) TX-9
Lantos, Tom () CA-i2
Largent, Steve (R} OK-1
Latham, Tom (R) TA-3
LaTourette, Steven (R) OH-19
Lazio, Rick (R) NY-2

Leach, Jim (R} TA-}

Levin, Sander (D) MI-12
Lewis, Jerry (R) CA-40
Lewis, John (D) GA-5
Lewis, Ron (R) KY-2
Linder, Johin (R) GA-11
Lipinski, William (DYIL-3
Livingston, Bob (R} LA-]

© LoBiondo. Frank (Ry NJ-2
Lofgren, Zoe (D) CA-16
Lowey. Nita (D) NY-i8
Lucas, Frank (RyCK-6
Luther, Bill (B3) MN-6
Maleney, Carolyn (D) NY-14
Maloney, James (D) CT-3
Manton, Thomas (D) NY-7.
Manzullo, Donadd (RYIL-16
Markey, Edward (D) MA-7
Martinez, Matthew (D) CA-31
Mascara, Frank (D) PA-20
Matsui, Robert (D) CA-5
MecCarthy, Carolyn (D) NY-4
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MeCarthy, Karen (D) MO-3 8l
MeCaollum, Bill (R) FL-8 19
McCrery, Jim (R) LA-4 i3
MeDade, Joseph (R) PA-10 31
McDermott, Jim (D) WA-Y 38
MeGovern, James (D} MA-3 100
McHale, Paul (D) PA-1S 81
MecHugh, John (RyNY-24 19
Mclnnis, Scott (R) CO-3 13
Mclntosh, David (R) IN-2 19
Mclntyre, Mike (D) NC-7 25
MeKeon, Howard (R) CA-23 19
McKinney, Cynthia (D) GA-4 94
McNulty, Michael (D) NY-21 100
Meehan, Marty (D) MA-5 100
Meek, Carrie (D) FL-17 65
Menendez, Robert {Dy NI-13 88
Metcalf, Jack (R) WA-2 25
Mica, John (R) Fi.-7 6
Millender-McDeonald, Juanita (D) CA-37 83
Miller, Dan (R) FL-13 50
Miller, George (D) CA-7 88
Minge, David {D) MN-2 69
Mink, Patsy (D) HI-2 75
Moakley, Joe (D) MA-9 81
Molinari, Susan {R) NY-13 29
Mollohan, Alan (D) WV-1 44
Moran, ferry (R) K5-1 i9
Moran, Jim (D) VA-8 g8
Morella, Constance {R) MD-8 94
Murtha, John {D) PA-12 38
Myrick, Sue (R) NC-9 &
Nadler, Jerroid (D) NY-8 100
Neal, Richard (D) MA-2 a8
Nethercutt, George (R) WA-S 13
Neumann, Mark (R) WI-1 38
Ney, Bob (R) OH-18 25
Northup, Anne (R) KY-3 ' 19
Norwood, Charles (R) GA-10 3
Nussle, im (R} FA-2 i3
Oberstar, James (D) MN-8 31
Obey. David (D) W17 659
Otver, John (D) MA-i 94
Oriiz, Solomon (D) TX-27 19
Owens. Major (D} NY-11 83
Oxley, Michael (R) OH-4 6
Packard. Ron(R) CA-48 13
Pallone. Frank (D) NJ-6 100
Pappas, Mic mLE (R)NJ-12 63
Parker, Mike (R) MS-4 h
Pascrell, William (1) NJ-8 gl

Pastor. Ed (DY AZ-2 63

Paul, Ron (RyTX-14

Paxon. Bill (R)NY-27
Payne., Donald (D) NI-10
Pease. Edward (R} IN-7
Pelosi, Nancy (D} CA-8
Peterson, Collin (D) MN-7
Peterson, John (R) PA-3
Petrl, Thomas (R) WI-6
Pickering, Charles (R} MS-3
Pickett, Owen (I) VA-2
Pitts, Joseph (R) PA-16
Pombo, Richard (R) CA-11
Pomeroy, Earl (D) ND-AL
Porter, John Edward (R} [L-10
Portman, Rob (R) OH-2
Poshard, Glenn (D) [L-19
Price, David (D) NC-4
Pryce, Deborah (R} OH-15
Quinn, Jack (R) NY-30
Radanovich, George (R) CA-19
Rahall, Nick (D) WV-3
Ramstad, Jim (R) MN-3
Rangel, Charles (D) NY-13
Redmond, Bill (R) NM-3
Regula, Ralph (R) OH-16
Reyes, Silvestre (D) TX-16
Riggs, Frank (R) CA-1
Riley, Bob (R) AL-3

Rivers, Lynn (D) MI-13
Rodriguez, Ciro (D) TX-23
Roemer, Tim (D) IN-3
Rogan, James (R) CA-27
Rogers, Harold (R) KY-5
Rohrabacher, Dana (R) CA-45
Ros-Lehtinen, Heana (R) FL-18
Rothman, Steven (DY NJ-9
Roukema, Marge (R) NJ-5
Roybal-Altard, Lucille (D) CA-33
Royee, Edward (R) CA-39
Rush, Bobby (D} IL-1

Ryun, Jim (R) KS-2

Sabo, Martin Olav (D) MN-3
Salmon, Mati (R) AZ-1
Sancher, Loretta (D} CA-40
Sanders, Bernard () VT-AL
Sandlin, Max (D) TX-1
Sanford, Mark (R) SC-1
Sawyer, Thomas (D) OH-14
Saxton, Jim (R} NJ-3
Scarborough, Jee (R} FL-I
Schaefer, Dan (R) CO-6
Schaffer, Bob (R) CO-4
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" House LCV SCORES FOR 1

Sperce, Floyd (R) SC-2 6

Schiff, Steven (R) NM-1 13 _ Turner, Jim (D) TX-2 19
Schumer, Charles (D) NY-§ 100 Sprait, John (D) SC-5 89 Upton, Fred (Ry MI-6 56
Scott, Roberr (DY VA-3 69 Stabenow, Debbie (D) MI-8 81 Velazquez, Nydia (D) NY-12 100
Sensenbrenner, James (R} WI-9 50 Stark, Pete (D) CA-13 &1 Vento, Bruce (DY MN-4 81
Serrano, Jose (DYNY-16 75 Steams, Cliff [R) FL-6 25 Visclosky, Peter (I3) IN-1 ¢9
Sessions, Pete (R) TX-5 "6 Si_enh_o}m, Ch_éu‘ies (D) TX-17 6 Walsh, James (R) NY-25 38
Shadegg, John {R) AZ-4 25 Stokes, Louis {D) OH-11 75 Wamp, Zach {R) TN-3 13
Shaw, Clay (R} FL.-22 44 Strickland, Ted (D) OH-6 69 Waters, Maxing (I} CA-35 81
Shays, Christopher (R) CT-4 100 Stamp, Bob (R) AZ-3 13 Watkins, Wes (R} OK-3 13
Sherman, Brad (D} CA-24 88  Stupak, Bart (D) MI-1 50 Wan, Melvin (DY NC-12 81
- Shimkus, John (R) IL-20 6 Sununu, John (R) NH-1 38 Wats, J.C.(RyOK-4 6
Shuster, Bud (R)PA-9 6 Talent, James {RyMO-2 19 Waxman, Henry (D) CA-29 94
Sisisky, Norman (D) VA-4 20 Tanner, John (DY TN-8 38 Weldon, Curt (R) PA-7 3
Skaggs, David (D) CO-2 69 Taascher, Ellen{D) CA-10 094 Weldon, David (R} FL-15 13
Skeen, Joa (R) NM-2 25 Taazin, W1 “Billy” (R) LA-3 6 Weller, Jerry (R) 11.-11 25
Skelton, Ike (DYyMO4 - 19 . Taylor, Char'le's' (R)_’Nlel 13 Wexler, Robert (D} FL-19 81
Slaughter, Louise (D) NY-28 88 Taylor, Gene (D) MS-5 25  Weygand, Robert (DYRI-2 69
Smith, Adam () WA-9 8]  Thomas, William (R} CA-21 19 White, Rick (R) WA-] 38
* Smith, Christopher (R) NI-4 81 Thompson, Bensie () MS-2 50 Whitfield, Edward (R) KY-1 19
Smith, Lamar (R} TX-21 6 Thomberry, William “Mac™ (R) TX-13 13 Wicker, Roger (R) MS-1 8
Smith, Linda {R) WA-3 31 Thune, John (RYSD-AL - 132 Wise, Robert (DY WV-2 63
Sinith, Nick (R) MI-7 31 Thurman, Karen (D) FL-3 50 Wolf, Frank (R} VA-10 31
Smith, Robert (R) OR-2 6 Tahot, Todd (RYKS-4 - 13 Woolsey, Lynn (D) CA-9 88
Snowharger, Vincent (R) KS-3 13 Tierney, John (D) MA-6 100 Wynn, Albert (D} MDA 63
Snyder, Vic (D) AR-2 75 Torres, Bsteban {D) CA-34 88 Yates, Sidney (D} [1.-9 81
Solomon, Gerald {(R)NY-22 13 Towas, Edolphus (D) NY-10 81 Young, C.W.Bili(R) FL.-10 19
_Souder, Mark (R) IN-4 31 Traficant; James (D) OH-17 6 Young, Don (R) AK-AL 6

YES! Americans deserve to know how their Represeiitativeq and Senators rate on environmental protection.
Y want to support the LCV Scorecard so the public can contmue to “Know the Score.”

.11 am joining as a new  member for 1998. D I am renewing my membership for 1998,

125 :J$50 D$1oo Clother$
Name | |
Address
City State ip

The League of Conservation Voters is supported by thous: l’ld\ of individual citizens nationwide who shdre the
belief that Members of Congress should be held accountable for how they vote on the eavironment.

Because your contribution is used Tor political action, il is not tax-deductible.
Please make your check payable 1o the League of Conservation Voters and return it with this form to:
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!
i
;
i
i
E LV, 1707 L Street, NW, Suite 750, Washnwtoﬂ DT 20036, Phone (202) 785-8083: Fax (202) 835-0491.
i

L.




Deb Callahan
Presia’ent

Paul Brotherton
Research Director

Hortense Hunter
- Executive Assistant to the Chair

Treacy Kirkpatrick
Membership Director

David Lewis
Chief Operations Officer

Betsy Loyless
Political Director

Nancy Harper Marlow
Special Events Coordinator

Alyson McColl
Communications Associate

John McComb
Information Systems

Herlyth Paul
Accounting Assistant

Nancy Rollman
Deputy Director of Development

Anne Saer
Chief Financial Officer

Donna Shannon .
Development Assistant ;-

Connie Smith

Executive Assistant 1o the President

Wendy Solmssen Sommer
Vice President of Development

Kymberly Thorton
Receptionist

Silvester Tutwiler
Bookkeeper

Lisa Wade
Director of Press Relations

interns

Susannah Pinckney
Edward Sullivan
Brent Youngren

Elizabeth Sullivan
Executive Director

Mike Coumbe

Alaska Regional Direcior

Jennifer Cox
Development Associale

Adam Eichberg ‘
Rocky Mountain Regional Director

Carrie Oren

' North Carolina Co-Director

Ann Riley .
National Field Director

John Runkle
North Carolina Co-Director

Terri Shuck .
Director of Development

Andrew Vitols

Outreach Coordinator

Lisa Wozniak

Great Lakes Regional Director

David Yeaworth
Pacific Northwest Regional Director



