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The

Congressional

Scorecard 2000

The PIRG Congressional Scorecard is one
of the many citizenship tools used by U.S.
PIRG and the state PIRGs to preserve the
environment, protect consumers, and
revitalize participation in our democratic
process.

Going door-to-door in cities and towns
across the country, U.S. PIRG and state
PIRG staff are distributing this year's
Scorecard to more than one million citi-
zens. The Scorecard tells citizens how their
elected officials voted on public interest
issues ranging from the rollback of de-
cades of environmental and public health
laws to the cutting of polluter pork subsi-
dies to the enactment of campaign re-
forms.

PIRGs are nonprofit, nonpartisan environ-
mental and consumer watchdog groups.
U.S. PIRG is the national lobbying office
for state PIRGs across the country.
Through a combination of professional
expertise, citizen power, and dogged per-
sistence, Americans pool their resources to
preserve the environment, protect con-
sumers, and promote good government.

All votes were cast in the 106th Congress between February
1999 and March 2000.
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The Public Interest -

Still Under Attack
Over the last thirty years some of the most basic envi-
ronmental and consumer protection laws were enacted.
These laws were intended to clean the water we drink,
the air we breathe, and protect our health and safety —
these laws have drastically improved the quality of life
for every American.  Yet for all that we have achieved,
there is still a long way to go.

· 1,700,000 children under the age of five in the U.S.
are affected by lead poisoning.

· There are 69,000 toxic waste sites in the U.S.
· 117,000,000 Americans live in areas where the air in

unhealthy to breathe.
· $50 billion in taxpayer subsidies are being given to

polluting industries.

The Congress
Based on media reports, you might think that the 106th

Congress has spent little time doing the “people’s busi-
ness,” and instead positioning itself for the 2000 elec-
tions.  However, during the 106th Congress there has been
a continued effort to rollback key environmental laws,
take away consumer protections, and stifle campaign fi-
nance reform.

· The House and Senate voted to mandate the trans-
portation of highly radioactive waste through 43
states putting millions of Americans at risk.

· The House and Senate voted to allow financial merg-
ers without protecting consumer privacy.

· The Senate blocked efforts to take the incremental
campaign reform step of banning “soft money” con-
tributions.

· The Senate voted to continue to allow oil compa-
nies to continue underpay royalties to taxpayers of
$66 million per year.

Why aren’t these attacks getting the media play similar
attacks did during the 104th Congress and its Contract
with America?  Anti-environmental and anti-consumer
members of the 106th Congress are somewhat less am-
bitious in their proposals than they were six years ago.
They’ve adopted a more surgical approach, attacking spe-
cific provisions of environmental laws – like the “pol-
luter pays” principle of the Superfund law – that are the

most objectionable to lobbyists for polluting corpora-
tions.

They’ve also toned down their rhetoric.  You won’t hear
members of Congress comparing the EPA with the Ge-
stapo anymore.  You’re more likely to hear the sponsors
of anti-environmental and anti-consumer measures de-
scribe them as “reforms,” or even give them “environ-
ment-friendly” names.

Stopping the Attacks
While U.S. PIRG and its allies have been successful so
far in stopping most of the attacks on the environment
and consumers, special interests and their PACs have in-
vested record sums to retain their influence in Congress.

Many of the leaders of the rollback 104th Congress have
retained their leadership positions, giving anti-environ-
ment and anti-consumer special interests important
friends in high places. While more likely to do their dirty
work behind the scenes, special interests continued to
keep up their assault in the 106th Congress.

In the 106th Congress, U.S. PIRG and the state PIRGs
will continue to challenge the sustained attack on the
environment and consumers. Our staff of researchers,
policy advocates and organizers will work with PIRG
members and other citizens across the country to stop
the rollback by:

· Releasing reports and studies documenting environ-
mental and public health problems, consumer rip-
offs, and special interest campaign contributions to
Congress.

· Helping to deliver hundreds of thousands of mes-
sages to Congress and the President in the form of
postcards, petitions, emails, faxes, and phone calls
from citizens asking that the environment and pub-
lic health protections not be put on the chopping
block.

U.S. PIRG will continue its work to inform and energize
millions of citizens to take action against these attacks.
Giving citizens the information they need, like this
scorecard, is one key way people will make the difference
on Capitol Hill and stop the rollback of the nation’s en-
vironmental, public health, and consumer laws.

The 106th Congress

Page 2



Senate

Zeros

House

Zeros
Abraham,  Spencer - MI

Allard,  Wayne - CO
Ashcroft,  John - MO
Bennett,  Robert - UT

Bond,  Christopher - MO
Bunning,  Jim - KY
Burns,  Conrad - MT
Cochran,  Thad - MS
Coverdell,  Paul - GA

Craig,  Larry - ID
Crapo,  Mike - ID

Domenici,  Pete - NM
Enzi,  Mike - WY

Frist,  William - TN
Gramm,  Phil - TX
Hatch,  Orrin - UT
Helms,  Jesse - NC
Inhofe,  James - OK

Kyl,  Jon - AZ
Lott,  Trent - MS

Mack,  Connie - FL
McConnell,  Mitch - KY
Murkowski,  Frank - AK

Nickles,  Don - OK
Roberts,  Pat - KS

Santorum,  Rick - PA
Sessions,  Jeff - AL
Smith,  Bob - NH
Stevens,  Ted - AK

Thomas,  Craig - WY
Thurmond,  Strom - SC

Abercrombie, Neil - HI

Barrett, Thomas M. - WI

Capuano, Michael E. - MA

Conyers, John, Jr. - MI

Cummings, Elijah E. - MD

DeGette, Diana - CO

DeLauro, Rosa L. - CT

Filner, Bob - CA

Jackson, Jesse L., Jr. - IL

Markey, Edward J. - MA

Meehan, Martin T. - MA

Nadler, Jerrold - NY

Sanders, Bernard - VT

Serrano, José E. - NY

Waxman, Henry A. - CA

Woolsey, Lynn C. - CA

Baker, Richard H. - LA

Bliley, Tom - VA

Blunt, Roy - MO

Boehner, John A. - OH

Burr, Richard - NC

Burton, Dan - IN

Calvert, Ken - CA

Dickey, Jay - AR

Hastings, Doc - WA

Hobson, David L. - OH

Knollenberg, Joe - MI

McCrery, Jim - LA

Miller, Gary G. - CA

Oxley, Michael G. - OH

Packard, Ron - CA

Peterson, John E. - PA

Pryce, Deborah - OH

Riley, Bob - AL

Ryun, Jim - KS

Shuster, Bud - PA

Simpson, Michael K. - ID

Smith, Lamar S. - TX

Tauzin, W. J. (Billy) - LA

Thomas, William M. - CA

Tiahrt, Todd - KS

Wicker, Roger F. - MS

Heros & Zeros
Sixteen members of the House and no members of the Senate voted the public interest position on all of
the votes that PIRG tracked for the 2000 scorecard—they are considered Public Interest Heros.  Twenty-six
members of the House and 31 members of the Senate did not vote the public interest position on any of
the votes that PIRG tracked—they are considered Public Interest Zeros.

House

Heros
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Average

House Score

by State

Average

Senate

Score by

State

California 90%
Connecticut 87%
Maryland 80%
Massachusetts 80%
Nevada 73%
New York 73%
Wisconsin 73%
New Jersey 73%
North Dakota 70%
Hawaii 67%
South Dakota 67%
Vermont 67%
Rhode Island 63%
West Virginia 63%
Delaware 60%
Illinois 60%
Oregon 53%
Iowa 50%
Minnesota 47%
Indiana 43%
Maine 40%
Virginia 40%
Washington 40%
Florida 37%
Georgia 37%

Montana 37%
Nebraska 37%
Louisiana 33%
Michigan 33%
New Mexico 33%
North Carolina 33%
South Carolina 30%
Arkansas 17%
Kansas 17%
Pennsylvania 17%
New Hampshire 13%
Arizona 10%
Ohio 7%
Alabama 3%
Colorado 3%
Tennessee 3%
Texas 3%
Alaska 0%
Idaho 0%
Kentucky 0%
Mississippi 0%
Missouri 0%
Oklahoma 0%
Utah 0%
Wyoming 0%

Vermont* 100%
Hawaii 98%
Massachusetts 94%
Rhode Island 83%
Connecticut 78%
Maine 78%
New Jersey 72%
New York 68%
Oregon 67%
Minnesota 64%
West Virginia 62%
Delaware* 60%
North Dakota* 60%
Michigan 58%
Maryland 58%
Wisconsin 56%
California 52%
Washington 50%
Illinois 50%
Missouri 46%
Pennsylvania 44%
Colorado 41%
Nevada 40%
Ohio 39%
Texas 39%

South Carolina 38%
Florida 35%
New Mexico 35%
North Carolina 34%
Mississippi 34%
Indiana 33%
Virginia 30%
Tennessee 29%
Georgia 29%
Arkansas 29%
Iowa 27%
Kansas 25%
New Hampshire 25%
Arizona 19%
Alabama 19%
Nebraska 18%
South Dakota* 15%
Utah 15%
Louisiana 12%
Kentucky 10%
Montana* 10%
Oklahoma 9%
Idaho* 8%
Alaska* 5%
Wyoming* 5%

* State has one member for average.

National Senate

Average is 37%

National House

Average is 45%
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Members of the House whose 2000 score decreased
more than 30 points from their 1999 score.

Name 2000 1999 Decrease
Ehlers (MI) 25% 68% -43
Moran (VA 55% 95% -40
Johnson (CT) 45% 84% -39
Leach (IA) 45% 84% -39
Porter (IL) 40% 79% -39
Rivers (MI) 65% 100% -35
Franks (NJ) 50% 84% -34
Roukema (NJ) 50% 84% -34
Horn (CA) 45% 79% -34
Sanford (SC) 30% 63% -33
Goss (FL) 25% 58% -33
Weldon (PA) 25% 58% -33
Davis (VA) 15% 47% -32
Bilirakis (FL) 10% 42% -32
Sensenbrenner (WI) 10% 42% -32

Members of the Senate whose 2000 score increased
more than 10 points from their 1999 score.

Name 2000 1999 Increase
Dorgan (ND) 80% 62% 18
Brownback (KS) 33% 15% 18
Harkin (IA) 93% 77% 16
Rockefeller (WV) 80% 69% 11

Members of the House whose 2000 score increased
more than 20 points from their 1999 score.

Name 2000 1999 Increase
Rodriguez (TX) 90% 53% 37
Brady (PA) 80% 50% 30
Traficant (OH) 40% 11% 29
Turner (TX) 50% 21% 29
Ortiz (TX) 55% 26% 29
Skelton (MO) 55% 26% 29
Pomeroy (ND) 60% 32% 28
Dingell (MI) 90% 63% 27
Coburn (OK) 30% 5% 25
Danner (MO) 45% 21% 24
Peterson (MN) 45% 21% 24
Edwards (TX) 60% 37% 23
Rahall (WV) 80% 58% 22
Stupak (MI) 85% 63% 22
Clay (MO) 95% 74% 21
Abercrombie (HI) 100% 79% 21

Biggest Gains & Losses

House Gains

Senate Gains
Members of the Senate whose 2000 score decreased
more than 20 points from their 1999 score.

Name 2000 1999 Decrease
Abraham (MI) 0% 38% -38
Frist (TN) 0% 31% -31
Landrieu (LA) 40% 69% -29
Breaux (LA) 27% 54% -27
Lautenberg (NJ) 73% 100% -27
Thompson (TN) 7% 31% -24
Kohl (WI) 53% 77% -24
Cochran (MS) 0% 23% -23

House Losses

Senate Losses

Page 5



1. Environmental Defense/Stop Anti-Forest, Anti-Wild-
life Amendment: In 1999, environmental groups brought two
lawsuits to ensure that the U.S. Forest Service adequately pro-
tects wildlife when making decisions about logging,
roadbuilding and mining in our National Forests.  These court
cases resulted in the suspension of dozens of timber sales in
the Southeast and Northwest.  In response, Senators Larry
Craig (R-ID) and Slade Gorton (R-WA) attached a rider to the
fiscal year 2000 Interior Appropriations bill that would have
given the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management
broad authority to violate their own regulations and land man-
agement plans, and allow logging, roadbuilding and mining in
our National Forests without considering wildlife impacts.
Senators Robb (D-VA) and Cleland (D-GA) offered an amend-
ment to the bill to eliminate this rider.  On September 9, 1999,
the Senate defeated the Robb/Cleland amendment, 45-52, but
negotiators were ultimately able to strip the rider from the bill.
PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES

2. Environmental Defense/Stop Unlimited Mining Waste
Dumping on Public Lands: The hardrock mining industry
is one of the most polluting and most heavily subsidized in-
dustries in the country.  Under the antiquated 1872 Mining
Law, mining companies have been allowed to extract billions
of dollars of minerals from public land without paying a dime
in royalties and have abandoned more than half a million pol-
luting mine sites, leaving the cleanup tab to taxpayers.  Senator
Larry Craig (R-ID) attached a rider to the fiscal year 2000 Inte-
rior Appropriations bill that would have allowed the mining
industry an even greater giveaway – a change to the 1872 Min-
ing Law to allow unlimited access to public lands for use as
private mining waste dumps.  Senators Patty Murray (D-WA),
Richard Durbin (D-IL) and John Kerry (D-MA) offered an
amendment to eliminate the Craig rider.  On July 27, 1999,
Senators Ted Stevens (R-AK) and Harry Reid (D-NV) offered
a motion to prevent any further consideration of the amend-
ment.  This motion was adopted, 55 to 41.  PUBLIC IN-
TEREST VOTE: NO

3. Environmental Defense/Stop Dumping Mountaintop
Removal Waste: Mountaintop removal coal mining literally
blasts the tops off of mountains in Appalachia in order to
reach seams of coal within.  The millions of tons of waste that
result are dumped into valleys, obliterating streams and level-
ing landscapes.  In October 1999, a West Virginia federal dis-
trict court found that this practice violates provisions of the
Clean Water Act and the Surface Mining Control and Recla-
mation Act (SMCRA).  In response, Senator Robert Byrd (D-
WV) attempted to attach a twelfth-hour rider to the fiscal year
2000 Omnibus Appropriations bill that would have exempted
coal mining companies around the country from these por-
tions of the Clean Water Act and SMCRA.  This rider would
have wreaked havoc on clean water around the nation and set
a terrible precedent for a polluting industry to bypass environ-

mental laws.  Ultimately, Senator Byrd attached his rider to a
continuing resolution (a measure that extends funding for the
federal government at last year’s levels) that was never signed
into law.  On November 18, 1999, the Senate approved the
Byrd rider, 56-33.  PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

4. Global Warming/Clean Energy/Increase Funding For
Renewable Energy: Fossil fuel use and production are re-
sponsible for more than 95 percent of air pollution and most
greenhouse gas emissions, while commercial nuclear power
plants produce the majority of radioactive waste. Development
of renewable energy sources such as solar and wind energy
would lower air pollution and other environmental impacts
associated with energy generation, and reduce our dependence
on imported oil.  Despite these advantages, the Senate Appro-
priations Committee voted to significantly cut federal funding
for renewable energy research and development.   During Sen-
ate consideration of the Energy and Water appropriations bill,
Senator Jim Jeffords (R-VT) was prepared to offer an amend-
ment that would have added $62 million to the Energy
Department’s solar and renewable energy programs - an in-
crease that a majority of members had endorsed in a letter to
the Appropriations committee chair. Opponents of the Jeffords
amendment claimed that it violated Senate budget rules be-
cause it did not provide a valid “offset” (compensating spend-
ing reduction) for its funding increase. On June 16, 1999, in a
procedural vote called by Senator Harry Reid (D-NV), the Sen-
ate voted 60-39 to block the Jeffords amendment from being
considered by the full Senate.  PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE:
NO

5. Global Warming/Energy Efficiency/Stop Freeze Of
Auto Fuel Efficiency Standards: A legal loophole allowing
lower miles per gallon standards for Sport Utility Vehicles,
minivans and light trucks causes an extra 187 million tons of
global warming pollution and costs consumers up to $27 bil-
lion extra at the gas pump annually.  This loophole also causes
the U.S. to consume almost a million extra barrels of oil per
day.  For the past four years, a rider placed on the Transporta-
tion Appropriations bill by Rep. Tom Delay (R-TX) and Rep.
Frank Wolf (R-VA) has prohibited the Department of Trans-
portation from even considering updated standards for these
vehicles.  Senators Gorton (R-WA), Byran (D-NV) and
Feinstein (D-CA) offered an amendment to the Senate Trans-
portation Appropriations bill rejecting the Wolf rider.  On
September 15, 1999, the Senate rejected the amendment 40-
55. Although 40 votes in favor of the amendment is sufficient
to sustain a veto of the bill, the president ultimately signed the
bill and the rider into law.  PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE:
YES

6. National Forests/Cut Subsidy for Logging in National
Forests: The U.S. Forest Service subsidizes the destruction of
our rapidly dwindling National Forests by selling off our trees

Senate Vote Descriptions
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to the timber industry at prices that do not even cover the
basic costs of the timber sales program. As a result, taxpayers
have lost $2 billion over the last six years, and logging has de-
stroyed wildlife habitat, polluted rivers necessary for fish and
for drinking water, and caused expensive and deadly mudslides.
Senators Bryan (D-NV), Fitzgerald (R-IL), Reid (D-NV) and
Durbin (D-IL) offered an amendment to the fiscal year 2000
Interior Appropriations bill to cut $34 million from the timber
subsidy and shift $21 million to fish and wildlife habitat pro-
tection and road maintenance.  On September 14, 1999, Sena-
tor Larry Craig (R-ID) offered a motion to prevent any further
consideration of the amendment.  This motion was adopted,
54 to 43.  PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

7. Nuclear Waste/Stop Dangerous Nuclear Waste Trans-
port: S.  1287, The Nuclear Waste Policy Act Amendments of
2000, would needlessly mandate the transportation of highly
radioactive waste through 43 states. This bill would put mil-
lions of Americans at risk, and undermine EPA radiation stan-
dards.  On February 10, 2000, the Senate approved S. 1287 by
a 64-34 vote. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

8. Polluter Pork/Protect Taxpayers and Stop Underpay-
ment Of  Oil Royalties: Companies that drill for oil on pub-
lic lands are required to pay royalties, which benefit taxpayers,
the Land and Water Conservation Fund, and state governments,
many of which use the royalties for public education.  How-
ever, according to the Minerals Management Service (MMS),
the largest oil companies have been underpaying these royal-
ties by at least $66 million a year.  To address this underpay-
ment, the MMS formulated new rules to create fair, market-
based oil payments, but three “riders” on three different spend-
ing bills blocked the final passage of these rules.  During con-
sideration of the fiscal year 2000 Interior Appropriations bill,
Senators Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-TX) and Pete Domenici (R-
NM) offered yet another rider to delay the MMS rules.  (The
MMS rules were finalized on March 15, 2000, but the oil in-
dustry is now suing the MMS to prevent the rules from being
enforced.)  On September 23, 1999, the Senate adopted the
Hutchison oil royalty rider, 51-47.  PUBLIC INTEREST
VOTE: NO

9. Polluter Pork/Protect Taxpayers and Stop Underpay-
ment Of  Oil Royalties (Cloture): Before the Senate voted
on Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison’s (R-TX) oil royalty rider (see
vote listed immediately above), Senator Barbara Boxer (D-CA)
attempted to block the rider through a filibuster.  In order to
cut off such a filibuster, 60 Senators must invoke “cloture,”
which brings the issue to an immediate vote.  Senator Boxer
was able to hold debate on the oil royalty issue open for two
weeks before Senator Hutchison had the votes for cloture.  Had
the filibuster continued, the rider would likely have been with-
drawn.  On September 23, 1999, the Senate voted to end de-
bate on the oil royalty rider, 60-39.  PUBLIC INTEREST
VOTE: NO

10. Consumer Protection/Oppose Anti-Consumer, Anti-

Privacy Bank Reforms: Congress passed and the President
signed sweeping legislation largely repealing Depression-era
banking laws preventing affiliations between banks, insurance
companies and brokerages. Unfortunately, the bill fails to guar-
antee that consumers will benefit from the massive financial
supermarkets it will create. Among its most egregious flaws is
its failure to protect consumer privacy: it allows confidential
consumer financial records to be shared or sold for marketing
without consumer consent. The bill also fails to require that
these financial powerhouses offer affordable bank accounts.
The bill makes it easy for mutual insurance companies that are
owned by their ratepayers to convert to stock ownership and
transfer billions of dollars of consumer equity to management
pockets without consumer compensation. It also broadly evis-
cerates state consumer protection laws.  On November 4, 1999,
the Senate voted to pass the bill 90-8. PUBLIC INTEREST
VOTE: NO

11. Consumer Protection/Protect Consumers From High-
Cost Lenders: During consideration of legislation supported
by the credit card industry to amend the bankruptcy laws, S.
625 (Grassley (R-IA) and Torricelli (D-NJ)), Senator Paul
Wellstone (D-MN) offered a balancing amendment to curb
certain abusive practices. The Wellstone amendment would have
prevented predatory lenders who make loans at interest rates
greater than 100% APR, such as payday and auto title pawn
loan companies, from making claims against consumers to re-
cover unpaid debts in bankruptcy. The amendment would have
also curbed certain unfair debt collection practices.  On Feb-
ruary 1, 2000, the Senate voted to table (kill) the Wellstone
amendment 53-44.  PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

12. Consumer Protection/Oppose Weakening Consumer
Bankruptcy Protections: Over the last three years, the credit
card industry has persisted in a multi-million dollar lobbying
and public relations campaign to enact draconian changes to
the bankruptcy laws that would prevent consumers from mak-
ing a fresh start in bankruptcy as current consumer protec-
tions allow in certain circumstances. Worse, the industry has
also blocked all balancing amendments designed to stop abu-
sive and deceptive credit card marketing and interest rate prac-
tices that have resulted in massive and growing credit card debt
loads as well as thousands of consumer complaints to regula-
tors.  Recent studies have shown that consumers do not abuse
bankruptcy laws, but generally are forced to file bankruptcy
due to medical or job dislocation crises. Further, studies show
that if there ever was a bankruptcy crisis, it is self-correcting.
On February 2, 2000, the Senate voted to pass the bill 83-14.
PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

13. Health Care/Oppose Weak Patients� Bill Of  Rights
�Reforms�: The Senate turned aside real managed care re-
form proposals, and instead enacted a weak bill, S. 1344.  Most
of the bill’s protections apply only to the 48 million patients in
health care plans exempt from state regulation. The bill fails to
guarantee critical parts of PIRG’s Patient’s Rights Platform. It
does not guarantee access to specialists, it does not ban gag
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clauses or financial incentives to deny care, it does not ensure
that doctors, not HMOs, have the final say over medical treat-
ment, and it does not hold plans legally liable when they make
medical decisions that result in harm to the patient.  On July
15, 1999, the Senate passed the bill 53-47.  PUBLIC INTER-
EST VOTE: NO

14. Campaign Finance Reform/Ban Soft Money Contri-
butions: Sens. McCain (R-AZ) and Feingold (D-WI) brought
S. 1593 to the floor of the Senate to ban soft money contribu-
tions in federal elections. Soft money is unlimited and unregu-
lated funds from corporations, labor unions, and wealthy indi-
viduals given to political parties and other organizations as a
way to get around the legal limits on contributions to candi-
dates. While the bill fell short of comprehensive reform, it
would be an important first step. A motion to invoke cloture
on the debate, which would have allowed it to come to a final
vote, failed on October 19, 1999 by a vote of 53-47.   Despite
the fact that a majority of Senators supported the bill, Senate
Majority Leader Trent Lott (R-MS) did not bring it to a final
vote because 60 votes were needed to break a filibuster by
Senator Mitch McConnell (R-KY).  PUBLIC INTEREST
VOTE: YES

15. Campaign Contributions/Amend Constitution to
Limit Contributions and Spending: Sens. Hollings (D-SC)
and Specter (R-PA) offered a proposed constitutional amend-
ment to authorize the Congress and the states to set manda-
tory limits on campaign spending and contributions. Congress
set spending limits in 1974, but they were invalidated by the
controversial Supreme Court decision, Buckley vs. Valeo, which
extended First Amendment protection to unlimited spending
in elections.  On March 28, 2000, the Senate tabled (killed) the
amendment by a vote of 67-33. PUBLIC INTEREST
VOTE: NO

Page 8



�2000 PIRG Senate Scores

1.
 S

to
p

 A
n

ti
-F

o
re

st
, A

n
ti

-W
ild

lif
e 

A
m

en
d

m
en

t

2.
 S

to
p

 U
n

lim
it

ed
 M

in
in

g
 W

as
te

 D
u

m
p

in
g

 
o

n
 P

u
b

lic
 L

an
d

s

3.
 S

to
p

 D
u

m
p

in
g

 M
o

u
n

ta
in

to
p

 R
em

o
va

l 
W

as
te

4.
 In

cr
ea

se
 F

u
n

d
in

g
 f

o
r 

R
en

ew
ab

le
 E

n
er

g
y

5.
 S

to
p

 F
re

ez
e 

o
f 

A
u

to
 F

u
el

 E
ff

ic
ie

n
cy

 
S

ta
n

d
ar

d
s 

6.
 C

u
t 

S
u

b
si

d
y 

fo
r 

L
o

g
g

in
g

 in
 n

at
io

n
al

 
F

o
re

st
s

7.
 S

to
p

 D
an

g
er

o
u

s 
N

u
cl

ea
r 

W
as

te
 

T
ra

n
sp

o
rt

 

8.
 P

ro
te

ct
 T

ax
p

ay
er

s 
an

d
 S

to
p

 
U

n
d

er
p

ay
m

en
t 

o
f 

O
il 

R
o

ya
lt

ie
s

9.
 P

ro
te

ct
 T

ax
p

ay
er

s 
an

d
 S

to
p

 
U

n
d

er
p

ay
m

en
t 

o
f 

O
il 

R
o

ya
lt

ie
s 

(C
lo

tu
re

)

10
. O

p
p

o
se

 A
n

ti
-C

o
n

su
m

er
, A

n
ti

-P
ri

va
cy

 
B

an
k 

R
ef

o
rm

s

11
. P

ro
te

ct
 C

o
n

su
m

er
s 

fr
o

m
 H

ig
h

-C
o

st
 

L
en

d
er

s

12
. O

p
p

o
se

 W
ea

ke
n

in
g

 C
o

n
su

m
er

 
B

an
kr

u
p

tc
y 

P
ro

te
ct

io
n

s

13
. O

p
p

o
se

 W
ea

k 
P

at
ie

n
ts

’ B
ill

 O
f 

R
ig

h
ts

 
"R

ef
o

rm
s"

14
. B

an
 S

o
ft

 M
o

n
ey

 C
o

n
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
s 

 

15
. A

m
en

d
 C

o
n

st
it

u
ti

o
n

 t
o

 L
im

it
 

C
o

n
tr

ib
u

ti
o

n
s 

an
d

 S
p

en
d

in
g

20
00

 S
co

re

L
if

e 
S

co
re

Sessions (R-AL) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%

Shelby (R-AL) - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - 7% 18%

Murkowski (R-AK) A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%

Stevens (R-AK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

Kyl (R-AZ) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 12%

McCain (R-AZ) A + A - A A A A - A A A - + + 20% 22%

Hutchinson (R-AR) - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 7% 13%

Lincoln (D-AR) - - + - - - - - - - - - + + + 27% NA

Boxer (D-CA) + + A + + + + + + + + + + + + 93% 96%

Feinstein (D-CA) + + + + + + + + + - + - + + + 87% 86%

Allard (R-CO) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 8%

Campbell (R-CO) - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - 7% 29%

Dodd (D-CT) + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + 87% 84%

Lieberman (D-CT) + + + + + + + + + - + - + + + 87% 87%

Biden (D-DE) + A + + - + + + + - + - + + + 73% 85%

Roth (R-DE) P + + + - + - + - - - - - + + 47% 51%

Graham (D-FL) + + + - + A - + + - + + + + + 73% 83%

Mack (R-FL) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

Cleland (D-GA) + + - + + + - + + - + - + + + 73% 67%

Coverdell (R-GA) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%

Akaka (D-HI) + + + + + + + + + - + - + + - 80% 86%

Inouye (D-HI) + - - - + + + - - - + - + + + 53% 64%

Craig (R-ID) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

Crapo (R-ID) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

Durbin (D-IL) + + + + + + + + + - + - + + + 87% 76%

Fitzgerald (R-IL) - + + + - + - - - P P P + - - 33% NA

Bayh (D-IN) + + - + - + + + + - + - + + + 73% NA

Lugar (R-IN) - - + + - - - - - - - - - - - 13% 13%

Grassley (R-IA) - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - 7% 11%

Harkin (D-IA) + + + A + + + + + + + + + + + 93% 83%

Brownback (R-KS) - - + + - + - - - - - + - + - 33% 23%

Roberts (R-KS) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

Bunning (R-KY) - - A - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 8%

McConnell (R-KY) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 1%

Breaux (D-LA) - - - - A - - - - - + - + + + 27% 40%

Landrieu (D-LA) - + + - - - - - - - + - + + + 40% 57%

Collins (R-ME) - + + + + - - + - - - - - + - 40% 52%

Snowe (R-ME) - + + + + - - + - - - - - + - 40% 59%
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Mikulski (D-MD) + + - - - + + + + + + - + + + 73% 83%

Sarbanes (D-MD) + + + - + + + + + - + + + + + 87% 95%

Kennedy (D-MA) + A + + + + A + + - + + + + - 73% 88%

Kerry (D-MA) + + + + + + + + + - + - + + + 87% 93%

Abraham (R-MI) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 11%

Levin (D-MI) + + - + - + - + + - + - + + + 67% 80%

Grams (R-MN) - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - 7% 4%

Wellstone (D-MN) + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - 87% 97%

Cochran (R-MS) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 9%

Lott (R-MS) - A - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 2%

Ashcroft (R-MO) - - A - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

Bond (R-MO) - - A - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

Baucus (D-MT) + + + - + - + + + - + - + + + 73% 67%

Burns (R-MT) - - - - - - - - - - - A - - - 0% 5%

Hagel (R-NE) - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - 7% 7%

Kerrey (D-NE) + + + - + + - + + - + - + + - 67% 65%

Bryan (D-NV) + - - + + + + + + + + - + + + 80% 81%

Reid (D-NV) + - - - + + + + + - + - + + + 67% 76%

Gregg (R-NH) - + - + + A - + - - A - - - - 27% 30%

Smith Bob (R-NH) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 14%

Lautenberg (D-NJ) + + A - + + + + + - + + + + - 73% 96%

Torricelli (D-NJ) + + + - + + + + + - + - + + - 73% 75%

Bingaman (D-NM) + - + + + + + - - - + - + + + 67% 71%

Domenici (R-NM) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 7%

Moynihan (D-NY) + A A - + + + + A - + + + + - 60% 78%

Schumer (D-NY) + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - 87% 91%

Edwards (D-NC) + + - - + + + + + - + - + + - 67% NA

Helms (R-NC) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%

Conrad (D-ND) + - - + - + + + + - + - + + - 60% 68%

Dorgan (D-ND) + + - + + + + + + + + - + + - 80% 67%

DeWine (R-OH) - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 7% 23%

Voinovich (R-OH) - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 7% NA

Inhofe (R-OK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

Nickles (R-OK) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

Smith, G. (R-OR) - - A + + - - + - - - - - - - 20% 21%

Wyden (D-OR) + + + + + + + + + - + - + + + 87% 86%

Santorum (R-PA) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 17%

Specter (R-PA) + + - - - + - + - - - - - - + 33% 47%
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Chafee L (R-RI) NA NA + NA NA NA + NA NA - - - NA NA - 33% NA

Reed (D-RI) + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 93% 94%

Hollings (D-SC) + - - - + + - + + - + - + + + 60% 69%

Thurmond (R-SC) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%

Daschle (D-SD) + - + - A - + + + - + - + + + 60% 72%

Johnson (D-SD) + + + + + - + + + - - - + + + 73% 64%

Frist (R-TN) - - A - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 16%

Thompson (R-TN) - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 7% 22%

Gramm (R-TX) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

Hutchison (R-TX) - - A - - - - - - - - + - - - 7% 9%

Bennett (R-UT) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

Hatch (R-UT) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

Jeffords (R-VT) + + + + + + - + - - + - - + - 60% 64%

Leahy (D-VT) + + + + + + - + + - + - + + - 73% 83%

Robb (D-VA) + + - - + + - + + - + - + + + 67% 75%

Warner (R-VA) + - - + P - - P - - - - - - - 13% 15%

Gorton (R-WA) - - A - + - - - - - - - - - - 7% 9%

Murray (D-WA) + + + + + + - + + - + - + + - 73% 83%

Byrd (D-WV) - - - - - - + + + - + - + + + 47% 69%

Rockefeller (D-WV) + + - + + + + + + - + - + + + 80% 79%

Feingold (D-WI) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - 93% 90%

Kohl (D-WI) + + - - - + - + + - + - + + - 53% 74%

Enzi (R-WY) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

Thomas (R-WY) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

Page 11



1. Environmental Defense/Oppose Unlimited Mining
Waste Dumping on Public Lands: The hardrock mining
industry is one of the most polluting and most heavily subsi-
dized industries in the country.  Under the antiquated 1872
Mining Law, mining companies have been allowed to extract
billions of dollars of minerals from public land without pay-
ing a dime in royalties and have abandoned more than half a
million polluting mine sites, leaving the cleanup tab to taxpay-
ers.  Yet, the mining industry is now seeking an even greater
giveaway – a change to the 1872 Mining Law to allow unlim-
ited access to public lands for use as private mining waste
dumps.  Representatives Nick Rahall (D-WV), Christopher
Shays (R-CT) and Jay Inlsee (D-WA) offered an amendment
to the fiscal year 2000 Interior Appropriations bill (H.R. 2466)
to protect taxpayers and the environment by limiting the
amount of public land mining companies can use to dump
waste.  On July 14, 1999, the House passed the amendment,
273 to 151.  PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES

2. Environmental Defense/Oppose Spending Bill With
Anti-Environment Amendments: Special interest lobbyists
and their allies in Congress increasingly hide attacks on envi-
ronmental protections in must-pass appropriations bills, rather
than proposing these attacks as stand-alone legislation.  The
fiscal year 2000 Interior Appropriation bill contained many
such sneak environmental attacks or “riders,” mostly added in
the Senate.  In part, these anti-environmental riders allowed
destructive grazing on millions of acres of ecologically sensi-
tive public land to continue without environmental review,
opened up unlimited public land to mine waste dumping, and
allowed the oil industry to avoid paying $66 million a year for
drilling on public lands.  After two weeks of negotiations with
the Senate, the House agreed to accept most of the Senate’s
riders. Fortunately President Clinton’s threats to veto the bill
enabled negotiators to remove some of the worst riders.  On
October 21, 1999, the House passed the fiscal year 2000 Inte-
rior Spending bill (H.R. 2466), 225-200.  PUBLIC INTER-
EST VOTE: NO

3. Environmental Defense/Expose Hidden Anti-Environ-
ment Amendments: Rep. Waxman (CA) offered his “Defense
of the Environment Amendment” that would have prevented
Congress from rolling back environmental laws without an open
debate and public accountability. His amendment would have
simply required that Congress have a debate and a recorded
vote prior to passing legislation, including anti-environmental
riders that repeal protections for public health and safety and
the environment. Over 300 environmental, labor, public health,
and public interest organizations, as well as the Clinton Ad-
ministration supported the amendment. Unfortunately, spe-
cial interests lobbied hard defeat the bill. On February 10, 1999,
the House rejected the amendment 203-216. PUBLIC IN-
TEREST VOTE: YES

4. Environmental Defense/Oppose Restricting New
Health And Safety Protections: H.R. 350, the “Mandates
Information Act,” would roll back major protections for the
environment and public health by creating opportunities for
Members of Congress to kill such protections without even
voting on them. The bill allows Members to use a procedural
rule, called a “point of order,” that can stop Congress from
considering any bill that imposes costs exceeding $100 million
on the private sector. Since Congress must periodically reau-
thorize existing environmental laws and pass all new protec-
tions, members could use this “point of order” to gut our
nation’s environmental laws.  On February 10, 1999, the House
passed the bill 274-149. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

5. Environmental Defense/Stop Anti-Environment Bud-
get Amendments: Because they wish to shield their actions
from public scrutiny, special interests and their Congressional
allies attach anti-environmental provisions to unrelated legis-
lation. Last year, special interests attached several anti-envi-
ronmental provisions to “must-pass” legislation to fund na-
tional parks and other public lands. These provisions would:
allow mining companies unlimited amounts of public land for
toxic waste dumping, allow oil companies to underpay royal-
ties owed to the public and weaken protections for public lands
damaged by overgrazing.  On October 4, 1999, Representative
Dicks (D-WA) offered a motion to block these harmful provi-
sions  which was approved by the House 218-199. PUBLIC
INTEREST VOTE: YES

6. Environmental Defense/Stop Waivers Of  Fines For
Polluters: H.R. 391, the “Small Business Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act Amendments” would require agencies to waive fines
against first time violators of regulatory protections. This bill
undercuts the very tools, reporting and record keeping, which
ensure polluters obey the law. It would also put law-abiding
businesses at a disadvantage to bad actors that choose to save
money by breaking the law.  On Ferbruary 11, 1999, the House
passed the bill 274-151. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

7. Environmental Defense/Protect Wetlands from Devel-
opment: Wetlands are crucial to people and wildlife because
they filter water pollution, soak up floodwaters and provide
critical habitat for birds, fish and shellfish, and other animals.
Yet, thousands of acres of wetlands are destroyed every year
by an Army Corps of Engineers program called Nationwide
Permit 26, which allows developers to fill wetlands without
public notice or environmental review.  The Army Corps is in
the process of replacing this permit with a new program that
will better protect wetlands, but a rider included in the fiscal
year 2000 Energy and Water Appropriations bill would have
blocked the new program and further shut the public out of
the decision making process.  Representative Peter Visclosky
(D-IN) offered an amendment to eliminate this rider.  On July
27, 1999, the House rejected the amendment 183-245, although

House Vote Descriptions

Page 12



negotiators were later able to remove the rider.  PUBLIC
INTEREST VOTE: YES

8. Land And Water Conservation/Cut Fossil Fuels Sub-
sidy, Fund Public Lands: The burning of coal and oil is a
major source of smog-forming nitrogen oxide, soot-produc-
ing sulfur dioxide, the global warming gas carbon dioxide, and
toxic mercury.  Yet, every year, coal and oil companies receive
hundreds of millions of dollars in subsidies to continue pro-
ducing these dirty energy sources.  Representatives McGovern
(D-MA), Campbell (R-CA), Hoeffel (D-PA) and Holt (D-NJ)
offered an amendment to the fiscal year 2000 Interior Appro-
priations bill to cut $29 million from this coal and oil subsidy,
and transfer the money to state grants for the Land and Water
Conservation Fund, which are used to fund land purchases
for open space and outdoor recreation.  On July 13, 1999, the
House adopted the amendment, 213-202.  PUBLIC INTER-
EST VOTE: YES

9. National Forests/Cut Subsidy for Logging in National
Forests: The U.S. Forest Service subsidizes the destruction of
our rapidly dwindling National Forests by selling off our trees
to the timber industry at prices that do not even cover the
basic costs of the timber sales program. As a result, taxpayers
have lost $2 billion over the last six years, and logging has de-
stroyed wildlife habitat, polluted rivers necessary for fish and
for drinking water, and caused expensive and deadly mudslides.
Representatives David Wu (D-OR) and Darlene Hooley (D-
OR) offered an amendment to the fiscal year 2000 Interior
Appropriations bill (H.R. 2466) that would have cut $23 mil-
lion from the timber subsidy, and shifted the funding to fish
and wildlife habitat and watershed restoration programs.  On
July 14, 1999, the House rejected the amendment, 174 to 250.
PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES

10. Nuclear Waste/Stop Dangerous Nuclear Waste Trans-
port: S.  1287, The Nuclear Waste Policy Act Amendments of
2000, would needlessly mandate the transportation of highly
radioactive waste through 43 states. This bill would put mil-
lions of Americans at risk, and undermine EPA radiation stan-
dards.  On March 22, 2000, the House approved S. 1287 by a
253-167 vote. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

11. Clean Energy/Cut Coal and Oil Subsidies: The burn-
ing of coal and oil is a major source of smog-forming nitro-
gen oxide, soot-producing sulfur dioxide, the global warming
gas carbon dioxide, and toxic mercury.  Yet, every year, coal
and oil companies receive hundreds of millions of dollars in
subsidies to continue producing these dirty energy sources.
Representatives Bernard Sanders (I-VT), Ron Lewis (R-KY),
James Oberstar (D-MN) and Bart Stupak (D-MI) offered an
amendment to cut $50 million from the fossil fuel subsidy.  On
July 14, 1999, the House adopted the amendment, 248 to 169.
PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES

12. National Forests/Stop Incentives For Logging in Na-
tional Forest: H.R. 2389, introduced by Reps. Nathan Deal

(R-GA) and Allen Boyd (D-FL) creates incentives to log more
of our National Forests.  Under current law the Forest Service
has to pay 25% of receipts from logging, mining, and oil and
gas development on National Forests to states and counties.
A number of counties use this money to pay for schools and
new roads.  Declining timber receipts, have resulted in a de-
cline in the payments to counties. H.R. 2389 would make full
payments to counties over the next 5 years based on an his-
torical average from the years in which logging was at its peak.
On November 3, 1999, the House passed this bill 274-153 in
modified form that did not require the Forest Service to pay
for any shortfalls out of their budget. PUBLIC INTEREST
VOTE: NO

13. Environmental Preservation/Stop Weakening of  Land
Use Protections: Rep. Canady (R-FL) introduced a bill, writ-
ten with assistance from the National Association of
Homebuilders, that would allow developers to sue cities and
counties in federal courts over local land use disputes. This bill
would circumvent local land use procedures and give develop-
ers a big stick to intimidate local governments who do not
have the resources to fight expensive federal lawsuits. This bill
would also greatly increase the burden on federal courts. H.R.
2372 was opposed by Attorneys General from 40 states, the
National League of Cities, and the U.S. Judicial Conference
(on behalf of federal courts).  On March 16, 2000 the House
passed the bill 226-182. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

14. Consumer Protection/Oppose Weakening Consumer
Bankruptcy Protections: Over the last three years, the credit
card industry has persisted in a multi-million dollar lobbying
and public relations campaign to enact draconian changes to
the bankruptcy laws that would prevent consumers from mak-
ing a fresh start in bankruptcy as current consumer protec-
tions allow in certain circumstances. Worse, the industry has
also blocked all balancing amendments designed to stop abu-
sive and deceptive credit card marketing and interest rate prac-
tices that have resulted in massive and growing credit card debt
loads as well as thousands of consumer complaints to regula-
tors.  Recent studies have shown that consumers do not abuse
bankruptcy laws, but generally are forced to file bankruptcy
due to medical or job dislocation crises. Further, studies show
that if there ever was a bankruptcy crisis, it is self-correcting.
On May 5, 1999, the House passed the bill 313-108. PUBLIC
INTEREST VOTE: NO

15. Consumer Protection/Oppose Anti-Consumer, Anti-
Privacy Bank Reforms: Congress passed and the President
signed sweeping legislation largely repealing Depression-era
banking laws preventing affiliations between banks, insurance
companies and brokerages. Unfortunately, the bill fails to guar-
antee that consumers will benefit from the massive financial
supermarkets it will create. Among its most egregious flaws is
its failure to protect consumer privacy: It allows confidential
consumer financial records to be shared or sold for marketing
without consumer consent. The bill also fails to require that
these financial powerhouses offer affordable bank accounts.
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The bill makes it easy for mutual insurance companies that are
owned by their ratepayers to convert to stock ownership and
transfer billions of dollars of consumer equity to management
pockets without consumer compensation. It also broadly evis-
cerates state consumer protection laws.  On July 1, 1999, the
House passed the bill 343-86. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE:
NO

16. Consumer Protection/Oppose Weakening Product
Safety Legal Protections: Class actions are an important con-
sumer tool used in a variety of situations, including cases deal-
ing with bank fraud, insurance fraud and defective products.
The House narrowly passed legislation that makes it harder
for consumers to bring class action lawsuits in state courts.
The legislation will allow businesses to use procedural road-
blocks in the federal courts to stymie consumer efforts to de-
ter corporate misconduct. The legislation was supported by a
broad array of companies  including tobacco, insurance, phar-
maceutical, chemical and automotive interests. Amendments
to carve-out the tobacco and gun industries from its safe har-
bor for corporate wrongdoers were defeated.  On September
23, 1999, the House passed the bill 222-207. PUBLIC IN-
TEREST VOTE: NO

17. Consumer Protection/Oppose Weakening Consumer
Legal Rights: The House passed the falsely-labeled “Small
Business Liability Reform Act,” which caps the amount of
punitive damages recoverable by the victims of corporate mis-
conduct and largely applies to all firms, not only small busi-
nesses. Punitive damages are only awarded by the courts in the
most egregious circumstances. The mere threat of punitive
damages serves as an important deterrent against corporate
misbehavior, so this legislation will likely lead to more medical
malpractice, more dangerous products, more contaminated
food and more financial scams.  The proposal shifts the costs
of business misbehavior from the companies who profited
from it to consumers injured by it.  On February 16, 1999, the
House passed the bill 221-193. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE:
NO

18. Health Care/Pass Strong Patients� Bill Of  Rights:
Overcoming strong opposition from the Republican leader-
ship, the House passed H.R. 2723, a broadly bipartisan, pro-
consumer managed care reform bill (Norwood (R-GA)-Dingell
(D-MI)). The bill protects the doctor-patient relationship by
ensuring that physician decisions prevail over health plan ob-
jections if upheld by external review and by eliminating im-
proper physician incentives to deny care. The bill holds health
plans liable for negligence, allows patients the right to drugs
not on their health plan’s list, and allows patients direct access
to specialists in some cases.  Unlike the weak Senate-passed
proposal, H.R. 2723’s protections apply to all 161 million Ameri-
cans in private insurance plans.  On October 7, 1999, the House
passed the bill 275-151. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES

19. Campaign Finance Reform/Stop Increase In Contri-
bution Limits: During the House debate on campaign finance

reform, Rep. Edward Whitfield (R-KY) offered an amendment
to the Shays-Meehan bill that would have increased the cur-
rent limit on contributions to candidates from $1,000 to $3,000.
This would only further increase the amounts that candidates
raise from wealthy donors, and give special interests even more
influence in determining who runs for office and who wins
elections.  On September 14, 1999, the House rejected the
amendment 127-300. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO

20. Campaign Finance Reform/Ban Soft Money Contri-
butions: Representatives Chris Shays (R-CT) and Marty
Meehan (D-MA) introduced a bill to enact modest reforms in
the federal campaign finance system in the 106th Congress.
That bill did nothing to limit the outrageous amounts that spe-
cial interests can give directly to candidates, but it did prevent
corporations and very wealthy donors from giving unregulated
and unlimited “soft money” contributions to political parties
and other groups seeking to influence election outcomes.   On
September 14, 1999, the House passed the final version of the
bill 252-177. PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES
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Alabama
1 Callahan (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A + - - 5% 5%

2 Everett (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - A - - - 5% 7%

3 Riley (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 2%

4 Aderholt (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 3%

5 Cramer (D) - + - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - + + + 25% 22%

6 Bachus (R) - - A - - - - - - - - - + - - - - + + + 20% 14%

7 Hilliard (D) + + + + + + + - - - - - - + + + + + + + 70% 56%

Alaska
Young (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 4%

Arizona
1 Salmon (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 19%

2 Pastor (D) - + + + + + - + + - + + + - - + + + + + 75% 66%

3 Stump (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 5%

4 Shadegg (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - + - - - 10% 15%

5 Kolbe (R) - - - - - A - - - - + + - - - - - - - - 10% 13%

6 Hayworth (R) - - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - - - - 10% 14%

Arkansas
1 Berry (D) + + - - - - - - - - + - - - - + + + + + 40% 29%

2 Snyder (D) + + + - + + + + + - + - + - - + A + + + 70% 74%

3 Hutchinson (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - A - - - - - - 5% 12%

4 Dickey (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 16%

California
1 Thompson (D) + + + - + + + A - + + - + - - + + + + + 70% NA

2 Herger (R) - - - - - - - - - A + - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%

3 Ose (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + 10% NA

4 Doolittle (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - + + - - - 15% 7%

5 Matsui (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 77%

6 Woolsey (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 95%

7 Miller George (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 95% 93%

8 Pelosi (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + A + + + + + 90% 88%

9 Lee (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 95% 98%

10 Tauscher (D) + + + - + - + + + + - + + - - + + + + + 75% 90%

11 Pombo (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 8%

12 Lantos (D) + + + + + A + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 90% 90%

13 Stark (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + A + + + + + + + 90% 86%

14 Eshoo (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 95% 90%

15 Campbell (R) + + + - - + - + + - + - - - + + A - + + 55% 63%

16 Lofgren (D) + + A A + A + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 80% 89%

17 Farr (D) + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 86%

18 Condit (D) + + - - - - - + - + + - - - + - - + + + 45% 35%

19 Radanovich (R) - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - - 10% 7%

20 Dooley (D) + + + - + - - - - + + - - - - - - + + + 45% 24%

21 Thomas (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

22 Capps (D) + + + - + - + + + + + + + - + + A + + + 80% 85%

23 Gallegly (R) + - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - + + + 25% 14%

24 Sherman (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 90% 93%

25 McKeon (R) - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - - 10% 10%

26 Berman (D) + + + + A + + + + + + + A A - + + + + + 80% 89%
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27 Rogan (R) - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 22%

28 Dreier (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%

29 Waxman (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 100%

30 Becerra (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + A - + + + + + 90% 78%

31 Martinez (D) + + + + + + A - + - + - - + + + A + + + 70% 61%

32 Dixon (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 88%

33 Roybal-Allard (D) + + + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 94%

34 Napolitano (D) + + + + + - + + + + + - + - - + + + + + 80% NA

35 Waters (D) + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + 95% 88%

36 Kuykendall (R) + - - - + - - + - + A - - - - - - - + + 30% NA

37 Millender-McDonald ( + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 85%

38 Horn (R) + - + + + - - - + - - - + - - - - + + + 45% 50%

39 Royce (R) - - - - - - - - - A + - - - - - - - - - 5% 23%

40 Lewis (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 8%

41 Miller Gary (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - A - - - - - - - 0% NA

42 Baca (D) NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA + NA NA - NA NA NA + NA NA NA NA NA

43 Calvert (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

44 Bono (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - 5% 13%

45 Rohrabacher (R) + - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 10% 22%

46 Sanchez (D) + + + - + - + + + + - - + + - + + + + + 75% 70%

47 Cox (R) - - - A - - - A - - + - A - - - - - - - 5% 17%

48 Packard (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

49 Bilbray (R) + + + + + - - + - - + + + - - - - + + + 60% 43%

50 Filner (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 83%

51 Cunningham (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% 13%

52 Hunter (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + + - 15% 8%

Colorado
1 Degette (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 100%

2 Udall (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% NA

3 McInnis (R) - - - - - - - + - + + - - - - - - - - - 15% 14%

4 Schaffer (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 4%

5 Hefley (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - + - - + + - 20% 14%

6 Tancredo (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - + - - - - - 10% NA

Connecticut
1 Larson (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + - - + + + + + 85% NA

2 Gejdenson (D) + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + + + + + 90% 90%

3 DeLauro (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 96%

4 Shays (R) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - - - - + + + 80% 85%

5 Maloney (D) + + + - + + + - + - - + + - - + + + + + 70% 79%

6 Johnson (R) + + + - + - + - - - + - + - - - - - + + 45% 51%

Delaware
Castle (R) + + + - + - - + + - + + + - - - - + + + 60% 57%

Florida
1 Scarborough (R) + A + - A - - A + - A A - - - A - A - - 15% 27%

2 Boyd (D) + + + - + - - - - A + - - - - - - + + + 40% 24%

3 Brown (D) + + + + A + + + + - + + + + - + + + + + 85% 78%

4 Fowler (R) - - - - + - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - 10% 15%

5 Thurman (D) A + + - + + + A A - A - + + + + + + + + 65% 52%

6 Stearns (R) - - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - 10% 14%
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7 Mica (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - + - 10% 10%

8 McCollum (R) + - - - - - - - - - + - A - - - A + - - 15% 10%

9 Bilirakis (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + - 10% 31%

10 Young (R) - A - - - - - - - - - - - A - - - + + - 10% 22%

11 Davis (D) + + + - + - + + A - + - + - - + + + + + 65% 71%

12 Canady (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - 10% 13%

13 Miller (R) + - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - 15% 36%

14 Goss (R) + - - - - - - + - - + - + - - - - - + - 25% 42%

15 Weldon (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - 10% 11%

16 Foley (R) + - - - + - - + + - + - - - - + - + + + 45% 30%

17 Meek (D) + + + + + + + A + - A + + + - + + + + + 80% 73%

18 Ros-Lehtinen (R) + - - + - + - - - - - - - - - - - + A A 20% 41%

19 Wexler (D) + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + + + + + 90% 90%

20 Deutsch (D) + + + - + + + + + - + + + - - + + + + + 80% 79%

21 Diaz-Balart (R) + - - + - - - - - - - - - - - + + + + - 30% 34%

22 Shaw (R) + - - - - - - - - A - - - - - - - + A A 10% 29%

23 Hastings (D) + + + + + + + A + - A + A + - + + + A A 65% 81%

Georgia
1 Kingston (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A A 5% 22%

2 Bishop (D) + - + - + - - + - - + - - - - + A + + - 40% 40%

3 Collins (R) - - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - - - + 15% 17%

4 McKinney (D) + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 89%

5 Lewis (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + + 95% 96%

6 Isakson (R) - - NA NA - NA - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 12% NA

7 Barr (R) - + - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - 15% 9%

8 Chambliss (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - 10% 5%

9 Deal (R) + - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + + 20% 28%

10 Norwood (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - 10% 4%

11 Linder (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 12%

Hawaii
1 Abercrombie (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 82%

2 Mink (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - 95% 86%

Idaho
1 Chenoweth-Hage (R) - - - - A - - A - - + - A - + + - - - - 15% 5%

2 Simpson (R) - - - - - - - A - - A - - A - - - - - - 0% NA

Illinois
1 Rush (D) + + A A + A + + + A + + A + - + + + + + 70% 78%

2 Jackson (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 90%

3 Lipinski (D) + + + - + + + - + - + - A - A + + + + + 65% 66%

4 Gutierrez (D) + + + + + + + + + + + - + + - + A + + + 85% 91%

5 Blagojevich (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + - - + + + + + 85% 95%

6 Hyde (R) - - - - - A - - - - - - A - - - - + - - 5% 10%

7 Davis (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 94%

8 Crane (R) - - - - - - - - - A + + A - - - - - - - 10% 7%

9 Schakowsky (D) + + + + + + + + + A - + + + + + + + + + 90% NA

10 Porter (R) + - - - + - - + + - - + + - - - - + A + 40% 57%

11 Weller (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 10% 11%

12 Costello (D) + + + - + + + - + - - - + - + + + + + + 70% 72%

13 Biggert (R) + - - - + - - + - - - - A - - - - - - - 15% NA
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14 Hastert (R) * * * - * * * * * - * * * - - * * - * - * 6%

15 Ewing (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 10% 17%

16 Manzullo (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% 16%

17 Evans (D) + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 94%

18 LaHood (R) + - - - + - - - - - - - - - + - - - + - 20% 17%

19 Phelps (D) + + + + + + - - + - - - - - + + + + + + 65% NA

20 Shimkus (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + 5% 5%

Indiana
1 Visclosky (D) + + + + + + + + - + + - + + - + + + + + 85% 73%

2 McIntosh (R) - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - - 10% 10%

3 Roemer (D) + + + - + - + + + + + - - - - + - + + + 65% 54%

4 Souder (R) - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - + - 10% 17%

5 Buyer (R) - - - - - A - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%

6 Burton (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%

7 Pease (R) + - - - - - - + - + - - - - - - - - - - 15% 28%

8 Hostettler (R) - + - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 10% 8%

9 Hill (D) + - + - + - + - + A - - - - - + + + - + 45% NA

10 Carson (D) + + A A + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 85% 83%

Iowa
1 Leach (R) + - + - + - - + + - - - + - - - - + + + 45% 54%

2 Nussle (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 12%

3 Boswell (D) + + + - + - - - - + - - - - - + + + + + 50% 42%

4 Ganske (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - + - - + - + + + 30% 28%

5 Latham (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 7%

Kansas
1 Moran (R) + - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - + + - 25% 18%

2 Ryun (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 12%

3 Moore (D) + + + - + - + + + + + - + - - + + + + + 75% NA

4 Tiahrt (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 8%

Kentucky
1 Whitfield (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - A - - - - - - - 5% 12%

2 Lewis (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 3%

3 Northup (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 10%

4 Lucas (D) + - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + + + 25% NA

5 Rogers (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% 7%

6 Fletcher (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% NA

Louisiana
1 Vitter (R) - - NA NA - NA - - - - - - - NA - - - + - - 6% NA

2 Jefferson (D) + A + + + + - - + - - + - - - A + + + + 55% 56%

3 Tauzin (R) - - - - - - - A - - A - - - - - - - - - 0% 7%

4 McCrery (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

5 Cooksey (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - A + + - 15% 15%

6 Baker (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

7 John (D) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + - 10% 11%

Maine
1 Allen (D) + + + + + + + A + + A - + + - + + + + + 80% 89%

2 Baldacci (D) + + + + + + + + - + + - - + - + A + + + 75% 77%

Maryland
1 Gilchrest (R) + - + + - - - + - - + - + - - - - + + + 45% 62%
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2 Ehrlich (R) + - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - + - - - 20% 18%

3 Cardin (D) + + + + + - + + + + - + + - - + + + + + 80% 82%

4 Wynn (D) A + + + + + - + A - + + + A - + + + + + 70% 77%

5 Hoyer (D) A + + + + + - + - + - - - - - + + + + + 60% 66%

6 Bartlett (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 10% 17%

7 Cummings (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 96%

8 Morella (R) + - + + + + + + + - + - + - - + + + + + 75% 80%

Massachusetts
1 Olver (D) + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 95% 98%

2 Neal (D) + + + + A + + + + - + + + - - + + + + + 80% 88%

3 McGovern (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 98%

4 Frank (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + - + + - + + + 85% 91%

5 Meehan (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 94%

6 Tierney (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 95% 98%

7 Markey (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 97%

8 Capuano (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% NA

9 Moakley (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + + 90% 72%

10 Delahunt (D) + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 92%

Michigan
1 Stupak (D) + + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + + + + - 85% 69%

2 Hoekstra (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - + - - - - - 10% 29%

3 Ehlers (R) + - - - - - - + - - - + + - - - - - + - 25% 49%

4 Camp (R) - A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 12%

5 Barcia (D) + + + - + - + - - + + - + - - - - + + - 50% 43%

6 Upton (R) + - - - + - - + - - - + - - - - - - + + 30% 42%

7 Smith (R) + - - A - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - + 15% 25%

8 Stabenow (D) + + + - + - + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 80% 85%

9 Kildee (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 83%

10 Bonior (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 84%

11 Knollenberg (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

12 Levin (D) + + + + + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + + 90% 87%

13 Rivers (D) A + + - + - + A A + A + + - + + + + + + 65% 91%

14 Conyers (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 88%

15 Kilpatrick (D) + + + + + + + + + + + A + + - + + + + + 90% 75%

16 Dingell (D) + + + + A + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + 90% 71%

Minnesota
1 Gutknecht (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 18%

2 Minge (D) + + + - + - + + - + + + + - - + + + + + 75% 66%

3 Ramstad (R) + + + - + - + + + - + + + - - - - - + + 60% 58%

4 Vento (D) + A + + + + + + + + + + A + - + A + + + 80% 90%

5 Sabo (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + - + + A + + 85% 87%

6 Luther (D) + + + - + - + + + + + + + A + + + + + + 85% 92%

7 Peterson (D) + + + - + - - - - + + - + - + - - - + - 45% 36%

8 Oberstar (D) + + + + + + A - - + + + + + - + A + + + 75% 73%

Mississippi
1 Wicker (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 1%

2 Thompson (D) + + + + + + + + - - + + - + - + + + + + 80% 71%

3 Pickering (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 5%

4 Shows (D) + - + - - - - + - - + - - - - + + + + + 45% NA
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5 Taylor (D) + - + - - - + + - - - - - - + - - + + + 40% 35%

Missouri
1 Clay (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + 95% 86%

2 Talent (R) + - - - - - - + - + - - - - - - - - - - 15% 20%

3 Gephardt (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + A - + + + + + 85% 72%

4 Skelton (D) + + + - - - - + - + + - A - - + + + + + 55% 27%

5 McCarthy (D) + A + - + - + + + + + + + - + + + + + + 80% 82%

6 Danner (D) + + - - + - - + - + + - - - - - - + + + 45% 34%

7 Blunt (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

8 Emerson (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% 9%

9 Hulshof (R) + - - - - - - + + - + A - - - - - A - + 25% 26%

Montana
Hill (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - + 10% 15%

Nebraska
1 Bereuter (R) + - - - - - - + A - + A + - - - - - - + 25% 23%

2 Terry (R) + - - - - - - - - - + - - - - + + - - - 20% NA

3 Barrett (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + 10% 8%

Nevada
1 Berkley (D) - - A + + - + + + + + + - - - + + + + + 65% NA

2 Gibbons (R) - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - + - - 15% 21%

New Hampshire
1 Sununu (R) + - - - - - - A - - A + - - - - + - - - 15% 31%

2 Bass (R) + - - - + - - + - - + - + - - - - - + + 35% 37%

New Jersey
1 Andrews (D) + + + A + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 85% 84%

2 LoBiondo (R) + - - - + - - + + - + + - - - - - + + + 45% 57%

3 Saxton (R) + - + + - - - + + - + + + - - - - + + + 55% 53%

4 Smith (R) + + + - + + + + + + + + + - - - - + + - 70% 66%

5 Roukema (R) + - + - + - - + - - + + + - - - - + + + 50% 55%

6 Pallone (D) + + + + + + + + + A + + + - - + + + + + 85% 91%

7 Franks (R) + + - - + - - + + - + + - - - - - + + + 50% 58%

8 Pascrell (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 90% 87%

9 Rothman (D) + + + + + + + + + + + - - - - + + + + + 80% 87%

10 Payne (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + + 95% 94%

11 Frelinghuysen (R) + - - - + - - + - - + + + - - - - + + + 45% 50%

12 Holt (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 90% NA

13 Menendez (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 90% 85%

New Mexico
1 Wilson (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - 5% 15%

2 Skeen (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% 5%

3 Udall (D) + + + + + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + + 90% NA

New York
1 Forbes (D) + + + + + - + + + + - + + - - + + + + + 80% 54%

2 Lazio (R) + + + - + - + + + - - + + - - - - - + + 55% 56%

3 King (R) + - - - - - - + - - + - - - - + + + - - 30% 27%

4 McCarthy (D) + A + - + - + + + - + + + - - + + + + + 70% 80%

5 Ackerman (D) + + + + + + + + + A + + + A - + + + + + 85% 88%

6 Meeks (D) + + + + A + + + + + - + - - - + + + + + 75% 78%

7 Crowley (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 90% NA
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8 Nadler (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 100%

9 Weiner (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + + 90% NA

10 Towns (D) + + + + A + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 90% 80%

11 Owens (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 93%

12 Velazquez (D) + + + + + + + + + + + - + - - + + + + + 85% 89%

13 Fossella (R) + - - - - - - + + - + - - - A - - - - - 20% 28%

14 Maloney (D) + + A A + A + + + + - + - - - + + + + + 65% 90%

15 Rangel (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 90% 78%

16 Serrano (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 87%

17 Engel (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 91%

18 Lowey (D) + + + + + + + + + A - + + + - + A + + + 80% 90%

19 Kelly (R) + + + - + - - + + + + + + - - - - + + + 65% 57%

20 Gilman (R) + + - - + - - + + - - + + - - + + + + + 60% 68%

21 McNulty (D) A + + + + + + + A + + + + + - + - + + + 80% 70%

22 Sweeney (R) + - - - - - - A - - A - - - - - - + - - 10% NA

23 Boehlert (R) + - + + + + - + - - + - + - - - - + + + 55% 65%

24 McHugh (R) + - - - + - - + - - + - - - - - - + + + 35% 28%

25 Walsh (R) + - - - - - - + + - - - + - - - - + + + 35% 41%

26 Hinchey (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 95% 97%

27 Reynolds (R) + - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - + + - 25% NA

28 Slaughter (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + A - + + + + + 85% 88%

29 LaFalce (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 88%

30 Quinn (R) + - - - + + - + - - + - + - - - - + + + 45% 47%

31 Houghton (R) - - - - + - - + - - + - - - - - - - - + 20% 25%

North Carolina
1 Clayton (D) + + + + + + + + - - + - + + - + + + + + 80% 80%

2 Etheridge (D) + + + - A - + + + - + - - - - + + + + + 60% 55%

3 Jones (R) - + A - - - - - + - + - - - - - - + - - 20% 8%

4 Price (D) + + + - + - + + + - + - + - - + + + + + 70% 67%

5 Burr (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

6 Coble (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - A + + + - 20% 22%

7 McIntyre (D) + + - - + - - + - - + - - - - + + + + + 50% 42%

8 Hayes (R) + - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 10% NA

9 Myrick (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - A - - - - - - - 5% 6%

10 Ballenger (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 5%

11 Taylor (R) - - - - A - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 8%

12 Watt (D) + + + + + + + + + - + - + + - + + + + + 85% 83%

North Dakota
Pomeroy (D) + + + - + - - - + + - - + - - + + + + + 60% 46%

Ohio
1 Chabot (R) + + - - - - - - + - + - - - - - - - + - 25% 28%

2 Portman (R) + - - - - - - - + - + + + - - - - A + - 30% 30%

3 Hall (D) + + + + + - + + + + - - - + - + - + + + 70% 65%

4 Oxley (R) - - - - A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%

5 Gillmor (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + 10% 25%

6 Strickland (D) + - + - + + + - - + + - + - - + + + + + 65% 54%

7 Hobson (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 18%

8 Boehner (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 2%

9 Kaptur (D) + - + + + - + + + + + + + - + + + A + + 80% 71%
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10 Kucinich (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 95% 93%

11 Jones (D) + + A + + - + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 85% NA

12 Kasich (R) + - - - - - - A - + A - A - - - - - - - 10% 31%

13 Brown (D) A + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + 90% 84%

14 Sawyer (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + 95% 80%

15 Pryce (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A A 0% 24%

16 Regula (R) - - - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - + + 20% 20%

17 Traficant (D) + - - - - - + - - + - - - + - + + + + - 40% 26%

18 Ney (R) - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - + - 10% 14%

19 LaTourette (R) - - - - - - - - - + + - - A - - - + + + 25% 33%

Oklahoma
1 Largent (R) - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - 5% 10%

2 Coburn (R) - + - - - - - - - - + + - - + - + + - - 30% 14%

3 Watkins (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 9%

4 Watts (R) - - A - - - - - - - - - - A - - - - + - 5% 7%

5 Istook (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - A - - - + - - - 5% 13%

6 Lucas (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 5%

Oregon
1 Wu (D) + + + + + - + + + + + - + - - + + + + + 80% NA

2 Walden (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% NA

3 Blumenauer (D) + + + + A + + + + + + - + - - + + + + + 80% 87%

4 DeFazio (D) + + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + A + + + 85% 87%

5 Hooley (D) + + + - + + + + + + + - + - - + + + + + 80% 89%

Pennsylvania
1 Brady (D) + + + + + + + - - - - + + + + + + + + + 80% 65%

2 Fattah (D) + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + + + + + + 90% 85%

3 Borski (D) + + + + + + + - + + - + + + - + + + + + 85% 83%

4 Klink (D) + + A + + + + - - - - - A + - + + + + + 60% 60%

5 Peterson (R) - - - - - - A - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 2%

6 Holden (D) + + + - + - + - - - - + - - - A - + + + 45% 44%

7 Weldon (R) + - + - - - - - - - - A + - - - - + - + 25% 53%

8 Greenwood (R) + - - + + - - + - A - - A - - + - + + + 40% 55%

9 Shuster (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A - - 0% 9%

10 Sherwood (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + - 15% NA

11 Kanjorski (D) + + + + + + + - + - - + + + - + + + + + 80% 73%

12 Murtha (D) + - - - + - + - - - - - - + - + + + + - 40% 43%

13 Hoeffel (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + + 90% NA

14 Coyne (D) + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + + + + + + 90% 89%

15 Toomey (R) + + - - - - - - - - + + - - - - + - - - 25% NA

16 Pitts (R) - - A - - - - - - - + - + - - - - - - - 10% 13%

17 Gekas (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 5% 8%

18 Doyle (D) + + + - A - + - - - - - - + - + + + + + 50% 49%

19 Goodling (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% 20%

20 Mascara (D) + - + + + + + - - - - - - + - + + + + + 60% 61%

21 English (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + - + - 20% 26%

Rhode Island
1 Kennedy (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 90% 91%

2 Weygand (D) + + + - + - + + + + + + - - - + + + + + 75% 80%
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South Carolina
1 Sanford (R) + + - - - - - + - - + + - - - - A - - + 30% 46%

2 Spence (R) - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - + + - 15% 8%

3 Graham (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - + A + + + 25% 15%

4 DeMint (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% NA

5 Spratt (D) + + A A + - + + + - + - + - - + + + + + 65% 59%

6 Clyburn (D) + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + + A + + 85% 80%

South Dakota
Thune (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + + 15% 16%

Tennessee
1 Jenkins (R) - - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - + - - 15% 7%

2 Duncan (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - + 15% 21%

3 Wamp (R) + - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - + + + 25% 18%

4 Hilleary (R) - - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - - + - 15% 11%

5 Clement (D) + + - - + - - + - - - - - - - + - + + + 40% 46%

6 Gordon (D) + + - - + - + + + - - - - - - - - + + + 45% 46%

7 Bryant (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 5%

8 Tanner (D) + - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - + + + 30% 30%

9 Ford (D) + + + - + + + + + + + - - + - + - + + + 75% 67%

Texas
1 Sandlin (D) + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + + + + 30% 19%

2 Turner (D) + - - - - - - + - + + - - - + + + + + + 50% 24%

3 Johnson Sam (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%

4 Hall (D) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + - 10% 14%

5 Sessions (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - 10% 5%

6 Barton (R) - - - - - - - - - + - - - - + - - - - - 10% 5%

7 Archer (R) - - - - - - - - - + + - A - A - - - + - 15% 11%

8 Brady (R) - - A A - A - - - - - - - - + - - + - - 10% 5%

9 Lampson (D) + - + + + + + + + + - - - - + + + + + + 75% 80%

10 Doggett (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + + 90% 95%

11 Edwards (D) + + + A + - - - - + - - - + + + + + + + 60% 35%

12 Granger (R) - - - A - - - - - - - - - - + - - A + - 10% 11%

13 Thornberry (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - + - - 10% 6%

14 Paul (R) - + - - - - - - - + + + A - + + + - - - 35% 46%

15 Hinojosa (D) + + + - + - + + - + - - A - - + + + + + 60% 46%

16 Reyes (D) - + + - + + + + + + - - + - - + + + + + 70% 54%

17 Stenholm (D) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - + + + 20% 12%

18 Jackson-Lee (D) + A + - + + + + + A - - + + - + + + + + 70% 77%

19 Combest (R) A - - - - - - A A - A - - - + - - - - - 5% 3%

20 Gonzalez (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + - - + + + + + 85% NA

21 Smith (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%

22 DeLay (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%

23 Bonilla (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - 5% 5%

24 Frost (D) + + + + + - - - - + + - - - - + + + + + 60% 46%

25 Bentsen (D) + - + - + + + + - + - - + - - + + + + + 65% 65%

26 Armey (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 10%

27 Ortiz (D) - - + - + + + - - + - - - - + + + + + + 55% 32%

28 Rodriguez (D) + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + + + + 90% 59%

29 Green (D) + + + - + + + - + + - - - + A + + + + + 70% 57%
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30 Johnson E. B. (D) + + + + + + + + + + - - - - - + + + + + 75% 66%

Utah
1 Hansen (R) - - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - - - - 10% 10%

2 Cook (R) - - - - - - - + - - + - A - - - - + + + 25% 34%

3 Cannon (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - - 10% 13%

Vermont
Sanders (I) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 99%

Virginia
1 Bateman (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - 5% 4%

2 Pickett (D) + - - - + - - - - - - - - - - + + + + + 35% 17%

3 Scott (D) + + + + + + + - + + - + - + - + + + + - 75% 73%

4 Sisisky (D) + - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - + - + 20% 19%

5 Goode (I) + - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - - + - 20% 14%

6 Goodlatte (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - 10% 18%

7 Bliley (R) - - - - A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%

8 Moran (D) + + + - + - + - + - - + + - - - - + + + 55% 74%

9 Boucher (D) + - + + + + + - + + - - + - - - + + + + 65% 59%

10 Wolf (R) + - - - + - - - - - - - + - - - - + + + 30% 26%

11 Davis (R) + - A - + - - A - - A - - - - - - + - - 15% 31%

Washington
1 Inslee (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + 95% 63%

2 Metcalf (R) - - - - - - - + - - + - + - - - - - + + 25% 26%

3 Baird (D) + + + + + + + + - + + - + - - + A + + + 75% NA

4 Hastings (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%

5 Nethercutt (R) - - - - - - - + - - + - - - - + + - - - 20% 13%

6 Dicks (D) + + + + + + + + - + + - + - - + + + + + 80% 67%

7 McDermott (D) A + + + + + A A A A A + + + + + + + + + 70% 90%

8 Dunn (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 15%

9 Smith (D) + + + - + - + + + + + + + - - + + + + + 80% 85%

West Virginia
1 Mollohan (D) + - - + + - + - - + - - + - - + + + + - 50% 39%

2 Wise (D) + - + - + - + - - + - - + - - + + + + + 55% 63%

3 Rahall (D) + - + + + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + - 80% 72%

Wisconsin
1 Ryan (R) + + - - - - - - + - + A - - - - - - - - 20% NA

2 Baldwin (D) A + + + + + + A A + A + + + + + + + + + 80% NA

3 Kind (D) + + + - + - + + + - + - + - - + + + + + 70% 86%

4 Kleczka (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + 95% 82%

5 Barrett (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 96%

6 Petri (R) + - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + + 20% 37%

7 Obey (D) + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 80%

8 Green (R) + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - 10% NA

9 Sensenbrenner (R) + - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 10% 34%

Wyoming
Cubin (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 3%
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