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The  
Congressional 
Scorecard 2003 
 
The state Public Interest Research Groups 
(PIRG) are nonprofit, nonpartisan public 
interest advocacy organizations.  U.S. PIRG 
is the national advocacy office for state 
PIRGs across the country. With a combi-
nation of  professional expertise, citizen 
power, and dogged persistence, the state 
PIRGs and U.S. PIRG work to preserve 
the environment, protect consumers, and 
promote good government. 
 
Since 1994, the annual Congressional 
Scorecard has been one of  the many citi-
zenship tools used by U.S. PIRG and the 
state PIRGs to preserve the environment, 
protect consumers, and revitalize participa-
tion 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 one 
million households.  
 
The 2003 Scorecard looks at the most im-
portant public interest votes taken between 
March 1, 2001 and February 13, 2003 in 
the House and the Senate.  These votes de-
termined the direction of  policy on critical 
issues, ranging from environmental health 
to campaign finance reform to consumer 
protections. 
 
Scorecard archives can be found at 
http://www.uspirg.org. 
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O ver the last 33 years, Americans have shown 
overwhelming support for a clean and healthy 

environment and strong consumer protections.  Citi-
zens across the country have worked together to pro-
tect our air, land, and water by convincing Congress 
to pass cornerstone environmental laws such as the 
Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act and the Endan-
gered Species Act.  Consumers demanded that Con-
gress tighten corporate fiscal ac-
countability, limit bank holds on 
consumers’ checks, require toy 
manufacturers to label toys for 
potential choke hazards, and 
criminalize identity theft.  
Most Americans stand united be-
hind strong environmental and 
consumer protections.  Yet many 
members of Congress and the 
Bush administration are helping 
the oil, timber and banking indus-
tries roll back the protections that 
Americans have come to expect. 

The Congress 
In the 107th Congress and the first months of 108th 
Congress, the House and Senate have continued ef-
forts to weaken key environmental laws and take away 
consumer protections. 
• The House and Senate passed energy bills that are 

anti-environment and anti-consumer.  The House 
version of the energy bill would even open up the 
fragile Arctic Refuge to oil drilling. 

• The Omnibus Appropriations bill passed by Con-
gress and signed by President Bush in early 2003 
contained anti-environmental “riders” that will lead 
to increased logging in our national forests. 

• The Congress passed, and President Bush signed 
into law, legislation to send tens of thousands of 
shipments of nuclear waste through American 
neighborhoods to Yucca Mountain.  The govern-
ment's own studies show the site will leak radioac-
tive waste into groundwater.  

• The House and Senate each passed versions of a 
bankruptcy bill that further restricts financially 
strapped consumers from making a fresh start, even 
when forced into bankruptcy by layoff, divorce, or 
sudden illness. 

The Administration 
Behind closed doors, away from public scrutiny, elec-
tric utilities, the oil industry, big timber companies 
and other corporate polluters are coordinating an or-
ganized assault on our cornerstone environmental and 
public health protections. And the Bush administra-
tion is helping them. Since the November 2002 elec-

tions, the Bush administration has 
quietly accelerated its campaign to 
undermine nearly every program 
that protects our air, water, for-
ests, wetlands, wild places and 
public health. 
• Darkening our skies. On New 
Year's Eve 2002, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency final-
ized the first phase of its rollbacks 
to the Clean Air Act's "New 
Source Review" program. 
• Polluting our waterways.  The  
administration has proposed a se-
ries of policies that would deprive 

many streams, ponds, and wetlands of the protec-
tion they deserve under the Clean Water Act. 

• Logging our national forests. The administration 
has proposed or enacted numerous policies that 
chip away at forest protections by increasing com-
mercial logging in the name of fighting forest fires 
and restricting public participation in the manage-
ment of our national forests. 

• Maintaining our dependence on foreign oil. Amer-
ica's cars do not have to be gas guzzlers. However, 
the administration has consistently opposed mean-
ingful increases in fuel economy, finalizing a token 
1.5 mpg increase in the fuel economy of SUVs and 
light trucks in April 2003. 

Keeping Watch 
Unfortunately, U.S. PIRG anticipates more rollbacks 
of America's environmental, public health, and con-
sumer protections. The Bush administration and Con-
gress should reverse its present course—keep our air, 
land and water clean and protect the last remaining 
wild places for future generations.  U.S. PIRG will 
continue to be in the halls of Congress and in front of 
the Bush administration fighting for consumers and 
the environment. 

The Assault on the 
Environment & Consumers 

Behind closed doors… 
electric utilities, the oil 
industry, big timber co m-
panies and other corp o-
rate polluters are coordi-
nating an organized a s-
sault on our cornerstone 
environmental and pu b-
lic health protections.  
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Heroes & Zeros 

Heroes 

Senate 
Jack Reed (RI) 
Paul Sarbanes ( MD) 
 
House 
Tammy Baldwin (WI) 
Rosa L. DeLauro (CT) 
Sam Farr (CA) 
Bob Filner (CA) 
Barney Frank (MA) 
Maurice D. Hinchey (NY) 
Michael M. Honda (CA) 
Dennis J. Kucinich (OH) 

Dennis R. Rehberg (MT) 
Harold Rogers (KY) 
Edward R. Royce (CA) 
Jim Ryun (KS) 
Edward L. Schrock (VA) 
Pete Sessions (TX) 
John B. Shadegg (AZ) 
Don Sherwood (PA) 
John Shimkus (IL) 
Bill Shuster (PA) 
Michael K. Simpson (ID) 
Lamar S. Smith (TX) 
John Sullivan (OK) 
W. J. “Billy” Tauzin (LA) 
William M. Thomas (CA) 
Mac Thornberry (TX) 
Todd Tiahrt (KS) 
Patrick J. Tiberi (OH) 
Patrick J. Toomey (PA) 
David Vitter (LA) 
Ed Whitfield (KY) 
Roger F. Wicker (MS) 

Barbara Lee (CA) 
Zoe Lofgren (CA) 
Nita M. Lowey (NY) 
Stephen F. Lynch (MA) 
Edward J. Markey (MA) 
Robert T. Matsui (CA) 
James P. McGovern (MA) 
Michael R. McNulty (NY) 
Juanita Millender- 
     McDonald (CA) 
Grace F. Napolitano (CA) 
Nancy Pelosi (CA) 
Charles B. Rangel (NY) 

Lucille Roybal-Allard (CA) 
Martin Olav Sabo (MN) 
Bernard Sanders (VT) 
Janice D. Schakowsky (IL) 
Adam B. Schiff (CA) 
John F. Tierney (MA) 
Mark Udall (CO) 
Tom Udall (NM) 
Maxine Waters (CA) 
Anthony D. Weiner (NY) 
Robert Wexler (FL) 
Lynn C. Woolsey (CA) 

Zeros 

Senate 
Saxby Chambliss* (GA) 
 
House 
Robert B. Aderholt (AL) 
W. Todd Akin (MO) 
Richard H. Baker (LA) 
Cass Ballenger (NC) 
John A. Boehner (OH) 
Henry Bonilla (TX) 
John Boozman (AR) 
Robert A. Brady (TX) 
Dan Burton (IN) 
Steve Buyer (IN) 
Eric Cantor (VA) 
Mac Collins (GA) 
Larry Combest (TX) 
Philip M. Crane (IL) 
Tom DeLay (TX) 
Jim DeMint (SC) 
Jo Ann Emerson (MO) 
Terry Everett (AL) 
Ernie Fletcher (KY) 
J. Randy Forbes (VA) 

Kay Granger (TX) 
Sam Graves (MO) 
Doc Hastings (WA) 
J. D. Hayworth (AZ) 
Wally Herger (CA) 
David L. Hobson (OH) 
Kenny C. Hulshof (MO) 
Sam Johnson (TX) 
Jack Kingston (GA) 
Joe Knollenberg (MI) 
Jim Kolbe (AZ) 
Ron Lewis (KY) 
John Linder (GA) 
Frank D. Lucas (OK) 
Jim McCrery (LA) 
John L. Mica (FL) 
Gary G. Miller (CA) 
Jerry Moran (KS) 
George R. Nethercutt (WA) 
Tom Osborne (NE) 
C. L. “Butch” Otter (ID) 
John E. Peterson (PA) 
Charles “Chip”' Pickering (MS) 
Joseph R. Pitts (PA) 

*All but one of the votes for Sen. Chambliss took place while he was in the House. See page 13 for more information.  

Two members of the Senate and 32 members of the House took the public interest position on every 
vote that U.S. PIRG tracked for the 2003 Scorecard—they are considered Public Interest Heroes.  One 
member of the Senate and 66 members of the House did not take the public interest position on any of 
the votes that U.S. PIRG tracked—they are considered Public Interest Zeros. Scores reflect votes taken 
between March 1, 2001 and February 13, 2003. 



House & Senate State Averages 

Vermont*                     100% 
Hawaii*                         95% 
Rhode Island                 95% 
Massachusetts               95% 
Maine*                          90% 
North Dakota*              76% 
Oregon                         73% 
New Jersey                    71% 
New York                     67% 
Maryland                       67% 
California                      60% 
Minnesota                     59% 
Wisconsin                     58% 
Washington                   58% 
West Virginia                57% 
Connecticut                  56% 
Arkansas                       52% 

New Mexico                  52% 
Michigan                       48% 
Nevada                         48% 
Illinois                          47% 
Colorado                       47% 
Delaware*                     38% 
Texas                            38% 
Utah                             38% 
Pennsylvania                 38% 
Missouri                        37% 
Iowa                             36% 
North Carolina              35% 
Florida                          35% 
Tennessee                     34% 
Indiana                         34% 
Ohio                             34% 
South Carolina              33% 

Mississippi                    31% 
Virginia                        27% 
Georgia                        21% 
Kansas                         20% 
Arizona                        19% 
New Hampshire*          19% 
Louisiana                      15% 
Oklahoma                    14% 
Alabama                       11% 
Alaska*                        10% 
Nebraska                      6% 
Kentucky                     6% 
Wyoming*                    5% 
Idaho                           0% 
Montana*                     0% 
                                                                                                                       

South Dakota**            NA 

Average House Score 

National House Average is 46% 

New Jersey*             95% 
Massachusetts          93% 
Maryland                  90% 
Minnesota*              90% 
Connecticut             86% 
California                 86% 
Washington              86% 
New York                83% 
North Dakota          83% 
Delaware                  81% 
Michigan                  81% 
North Carolina*       81% 
Rhode Island            81% 
Florida                     79% 
West Virginia           76% 
Wisconsin                76% 
Hawaii                     74% 

Vermont                  74% 
Illinois                     69% 
South Dakota           69% 
Oregon                    64% 
Maine                      60% 
Nevada                    55% 
Iowa                        50% 
South Carolina         50% 
New Mexico             43% 
Montana                  40% 
Arkansas*                38% 
Louisiana                 38% 
Indiana                    33% 
Arizona                    31% 
New Hampshire       26% 
Nebraska                  24% 
Pennsylvania            24% 

Ohio                        19% 
Alabama                   17% 
Virginia                    17% 
Colorado                  14% 
Georgia                    14% 
Missouri*                 14% 
Texas*                      14% 
Kansas                     10% 
Utah                        10% 
Idaho                       7% 
Kentucky                 7% 
Mississippi                7% 
Alaska*                    5% 
Oklahoma                5% 
Tennessee*               5% 
Wyoming                 5% 

Average Senate Score 

National Senate Average is 48% 

This year’s average Senate score of 48% is 8 points higher than the 40% national Senate average for the 
2002 Congressional Scorecard.  The average House score decreased 2 points to 46% from last year’s av-
erage of 48%. Average scores reflect votes taken between March 1, 2001, and February 13, 2003. 
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* Only one member score for average. 
** Only one newly elected member, not 

enough votes for average. 



No Score for SD*

House Averages
58 to 100  (14)
47 to 58   (8)
27 to 47  (14)
0 to 27  (13)
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Senate Averages by State 

House Averages by State 

Senate Averages
81 to 95  (13)
55 to 81  (10)
17 to 55  (14)
5 to 17  (13)

* Only one newly elected mem-
ber, not enough votes for average. 



Senate Vote Descriptions 

1. Arctic Refuge/Stop Drilling in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge: The original Senate energy 
bill did not include drilling in the coastal plain of the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. However, when the 
Senate debated the energy bill, Sen. Frank Murkowski 
(R-AK) introduced an amendment to open the coastal 
plain of the Arctic Refuge for oil and gas drilling and 
development. Arctic champions Sens. Kerry (D-MA) 
and Lieberman (D-CT) filibustered the Murkowski 
amendment. To end the filibuster and proceed to a 
vote on the amendment, drilling supporters needed 60 
votes (known as cloture) to proceed. On April 18, 
2002, the Senate voted 46-54 not to end the filibuster 
and to protect the Arctic. Sen. Murkowski then with-
drew his amendment. (Roll Call #71) PUBLIC IN-
TEREST VOTE: NO 
2. Clean Air/Protect Crucial Clean Air Act Regu-
lations: On December 31, 2002, the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) finalized the most 
significant rollback of clean air rules since the Clean 
Air Act was adopted 30 years ago. The Agency made 
the changes at the behest of industry lobbyists and in 
spite of the vocal opposition of state regulators, at 
least nine Attorneys General, hundreds of thousands 
of private citizens, more than one thousand medical 
doctors, and many members of Congress. These rule 
changes will allow increased emissions from 17,000 
industrial facilities across the country, exacerbating 
the soot and smog that send hundreds of thousands 
of Americans to hospital emergency rooms each year. 
On January 21, 2003, Sens. Edwards (D-NC) and Lie-
berman (D-CT) introduced an amendment that would 
have prevented EPA's implementation of the rule 
changes until their health impacts were studied. On 
January 22, 2003, the Senate voted against the amend-
ment 46-50. (Roll Call #12) PUBLIC INTEREST 
VOTE: YES 
3. Global Warming & Energy Efficiency/Reduce 
Oil Consumption: America is too dependent on oil; 
this dependence has repercussions for the environ-
ment, for consumers and for our national security. 
America’s cars and light trucks comprise an estimated 
40% of U.S. oil consumption; the U.S. could substan-
tially reduce both its dependence on oil and its carbon 
dioxide emissions by raising the vehicle mileage-per-
gallon of new cars and light trucks. Unfortunately, al-
though the Senate energy bill (S. 517) originally in-
cluded a provision to increase the fuel economy of 
cars and light trucks to 35 miles per gallon by 2013, 
this provision was removed. As amended, the Senate 
energy bill does nothing to decrease this dependence 

on oil, foreign or domestic. In fact, it would take us 
backwards, actually increasing oil consumption. Sens. 
Carper (D-DE) and Specter (R-PA) offered an 
amendment to require the Department of Transporta-
tion to reduce oil consumption by 1 million barrels a 
day by 2015. While the amendment did not set a spe-
cific target for fuel efficiency in vehicles, it would 
have been an important step toward protecting Amer-
ica’s energy security and environment. However, Sen. 
Levin (D-MI) moved to table (kill) the Carper amend-
ment. On April 25, 2002, the Senate tabled the Carper 
amendment 57-42. (Roll Call #90) PUBLIC IN-
TEREST VOTE: NO 
4. Global Warming & Clean Energy/Oppose 
Weakening Renewable Energy Standard: A re-
newable energy standard requires power companies to 
generate an increasing percentage of electricity from 
renewable resources, such as solar and wind. Studies 
done by the Energy Information Administration 
(EIA) show that a national standard increasing the 
amount of electricity generated by renewable energy 
to 20% by 2020 is reasonable and achievable. The 
Senate energy bill drafted by Sens. Daschle (D-SD) 
and Bingaman (D-NM) included a national renewable 
energy standard that was half this level. Sen. Kyl (R-
AZ) proposed an amendment to completely strip the 
modest renewable energy provision from the underly-
ing bill and replace it with a voluntary state program 
that will allow consumers to be charged more for 
“green energy.” In return, American consumers would 
have received no guarantee that even one additional 
kilowatt-hour of clean renewable energy will be gener-
ated. The Kyl amendment was a special interest ploy 
to trick consumers and deny all Americans the bene-
fits of truly clean renewable energy. On March 21, 
2002, the Senate rejected the Kyl amendment 40-58. 
(Roll Call #55) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
5. Global Warming & Energy Efficiency/Increase 
Efficiency of Air Conditioners: The quickest, 
cheapest, cleanest way to reduce America’s depend-
ence on polluting energy sources is to dramatically 
increase energy efficiency. Air conditioning accounts 
for as much as 70% of electricity used during hot 
summer days. As temperatures soar, so do electric 
bills and power plant emissions. Using existing tech-
nology to make air conditioners use less energy will 
not only save consumers $1 billion annually but will 
help reduce the threat of rolling blackouts by decreas-
ing demand for electricity. The Department of Energy 
(DOE) under the Clinton administration set a stan-
dard calling for a 30% increase in efficiency for cen-
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tral air conditioners and heat pumps. In April 2001, 
however, the DOE announced its intention to roll 
back the standard to a 20% improvement. In May 
2002, the DOE followed through on this statement 
by releasing a rule that allows air conditioner manu-
facturers to meet lower efficiency requirements. Sen. 
Bingaman (D-NM) opposed the lower standard and 
mandated a 30% increase in air conditioner efficiency 
in the Senate energy bill (S. 517). However, during 
Senate floor consideration of the bill, Sen. Harkin (D-
IA) introduced an amendment that, in effect, struck 
the 30% increase from the bill. On April 25, 2002, the 
Senate approved the Harkin amendment 52-47. (Roll 
Call #89) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
6. Global Warming & Clean Energy/Oppose 
Toxic Incineration: Garbage incineration is one of 
our nation’s costliest and most dangerous means of 
generating energy, releasing large quantities of toxic 
chemicals such as lead and dioxin into the atmos-
phere. In addition, according to the Environmental 
Protection Agency, garbage incinerators in 2000 emit-
ted 2.2 tons of mercury—nearly 20% of the nation’s 
mercury emissions—polluting groundwater and sur-
face water, contaminating fish populations, and sig-
nificantly raising the risk of neurological damage and 
birth defects in humans. The Senate energy bill (S. 
517) contains a provision requiring the largest inves-
tor-owned electric utilities to generate at least 10% of 
their electricity from renewable sources, such as solar 
and wind, by 2020. Recognizing this provision’s po-
tential economic boon, advocates for the garbage in-
cineration industry argue that incinerators should be 
defined as a renewable energy source. This definition 
will impede our nation’s progress toward truly clean 
renewable energy sources. Sen. Fitzgerald (R-IL) in-
troduced an amendment to make clear that garbage 
incineration is not a renewable energy source. Sen. 
Bingaman (D-NM) moved to table (kill) the Fitzgerald 
amendment. On April 24, 2002, the Senate voted to 
table the amendment 50-46. (Roll Call #84) PUBLIC 
INTEREST VOTE: NO 
7. Clean Water/Keep Polluters Responsible for 
Pollution: Companies should be fully liable for prob-
lems caused by their products, but the Senate energy 
bill (S. 517) exempts renewable fuels and fuel addi-
tives from federal and state product liability protec-
tions. This loophole would shift cleanup costs from 
polluters to local taxpayers, eliminate an important 
disincentive to pollute, and create a dangerous prece-
dent for future environmental policy. Already, re-
search indicates that ethanol may inhibit the break-
down of other, more toxic components of gasoline 
and increase the spread of benzene and other toxics 
around leaking storage tanks. As research on existing 
fuels goes forward and new renewable fuel technolo-

gies develop, new and unanticipated public health and 
environmental hazards may well emerge. Sens. Boxer 
(D-CA) and Feinstein (D-CA) offered an amendment 
to the energy bill to ensure that oil companies are fully 
liable for problems caused by fuels and fuel additives. 
Sen. Reid (D-NV) introduced a motion to table (kill) 
the amendment. On April 25, 2002, the Senate voted to 
table the amendment 57-42. (Roll Call #87) PUBLIC 
INTEREST VOTE: NO 
8. Polluter Subsidies/Oppose Sending Dangerous 
Waste to Yucca Mountain: Nuclear waste from nu-
clear power plants may be the most dangerous sub-
stance produced by humans. Just a few seconds expo-
sure to an unshielded nuclear power plant fuel rod after 
it is removed from the reactor is enough to deliver a 
lethal dose of radiation. No country in the world has 
delivered a sound policy for disposing of this waste, 
since it remains dangerous to humans and other living 
things for at least one quarter of a million years. Despite 
these dangers, the Bush administration weakened stan-
dards for a nuclear waste dump and designated a site at 
Yucca Mountain, Nevada. The government's own stud-
ies show the site will leak radioactive waste into ground-
water, and no one has adequately studied the risks of 
transporting 150,000 shipments of this lethal material.  
On July 9, 2002, the Senate voted to approve Yucca 
Mountain as the nation's nuclear waste dump 60-39. 
(Roll Call #167) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
9. Environmental Preservation/Oppose Drilling in 
National Monuments: Some of the nation’s most 
spectacular places have been granted special status as 
National Monuments under the Antiquities Act, which 
allows presidents to provide protections to objects of 
important natural, historic, or scientific value. Treasured 
places like the Grand Canyon were protected as Na-
tional Monuments when they were most vulnerable. 
Unfortunately, President Bush and Interior Secretary 
Gale Norton announced that they will consider the pos-
sibility of oil and gas drilling and other reckless devel-
opment on these fragile lands, threatening the integrity 
of these national treasures. Sen. Durbin (D-IL) offered 
an amendment to H.R. 2217, the Fiscal Year 2002 Inte-
rior Appropriations bill, that will prohibit Secretary 
Norton from issuing oil, gas, coal, and geothermal 
leases on National Monuments. When Sen. Durbin of-
fered his amendment, Sen. Burns (R-MT) introduced a 
motion to table (or kill) the amendment. On July 11, 
2001, the Senate rejected the Burns motion 42-57. (Roll 
Call #229) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
10. Fair Trade/Stop Anti-Consumer, Anti-
Environmental Trade Agreements: International 
trade agreements are quickly becoming vehicles for 
large, multi-national corporations to challenge environ-
mental and consumer protections as “barriers to free 
trade.” There have been several lawsuits filed by large 
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corporations seeking to overturn bans on hazardous 
chemicals and local decisions on waste dumps under 
provisions of current trade agreements. The Senate 
voted on a bill to give the President virtually unfet-
tered ability to negotiate additional trade agreements 
with no protections for the environment. In addition, 
the bill also contains a specific provision that declares 
consumer labeling of food products a barrier to free 
trade. On August 1, 2002, the Senate passed the bill 
64-34. (Roll Call #207) PUBLIC INTEREST 
VOTE: NO 
11. Corporate Responsibility/Support “No More 
Enrons” Accounting Reforms: Auditor conflicts of 
interest helped Enron, Worldcom, Tyco and others 
cook their books and destroy investor confidence in 
the markets. Despite concerns that accounting reform 
opponents would weaken the Senate’s Corporate Re-
form Act, the crushing weight of the Worldcom fi-
asco and the Enron debacle gave Senate champion 
Sen. Sarbanes (D-MD), Chairman of the Senate Bank-
ing Committee, enough leverage to reject all amend-
ments to weaken the bill on the Senate floor and pre-
vail in conference committee over House conferees 
insisting on the much weaker House version of the 
bill. The final bill creates a tough accounting oversight 
board, establishes strong auditor independence provi-
sions and protects whistleblowers. On July 15, 2002, 
the Senate voted to pass the Corporate Reform Act 
97-0. (Roll Call #176) PUBLIC INTEREST 
VOTE: YES 
12. Consumer Protections/Protect Consumers 
From Future Enrons: We need to strengthen corpo-
rate accountability in the post-Enron world and en-
sure that consumers receive reliable electricity at fair 
prices. Recent energy industry scandals demonstrate 
the need for more local control and accountability 
when it comes to the companies that sell us power. 
Electric utilities are already passing the costs of their 
reckless investments on to consumers with higher 
electricity prices. Unfortunately, the Senate energy bill 
(S. 517) would make this even easier by including a 
provision that weakens current law by repealing one 
of the only pro-consumer electricity laws on the 
books, the Public Utility Holding Company Act 
(PUHCA). Under PUHCA, the Securities and Ex-
change Commission requires large, multi-state compa-
nies that own utilities – known as registered holding 
companies – from using the kind of financial struc-
tures and accounting practices that helped lead to the 
downfall of Enron. PUHCA helps shield consumers 
and investors from these risky business decisions by 
requiring registered holding companies to invest only 
in businesses needed to run the utility. Sen. Cantwell 
(D-WA) offered an amendment to improve the elec-
tricity provisions of the energy bill by strengthening 

consumer protections. On April 24, 2002, the Senate 
voted to table (kill) the Cantwell amendment 58-39. 
(Roll Call #80) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
13. Corporate Responsibility/Prevent “Enron-
like” Energy Market Fraud: The Commodity Fu-
tures Modernization Act, enacted in 2000, has a loop-
hole that allows Enron and others companies to trade 
complex energy and minerals futures with no regula-
tory oversight. Enron used these over-the-counter de-
rivatives trades extensively to hide its murky financial 
transactions. As a result, about 90% of energy trades 
representing purely financial transactions escape regu-
lation by both the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission or the Commodity Futures Trading Commis-
sion (CFTC).  Sens. Feinstein (D-CA) and Fitzgerald 
(R-IL) offered an amendment to the Senate energy bill 
that closes this loophole and restores necessary trans-
parency and oversight to the financial marketplace. It 
adds registration, reporting and capital requirements 
to energy derivatives trading and prevents “fraud on 
the markets” by restoring oversight authority of the 
CFTC. On April 10, 2002, the Senate rejected the 
amendment 48-50. (Roll Call #61) PUBLIC IN-
TEREST VOTE: YES 
14. Health Care/Support Patients' Bill of Rights: 
The Bipartisan Patient Protection Act, sponsored by 
Sens. McCain (R-AZ) and Edwards (D-NC), amends 
the Employee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (ERISA) to protect consumers in managed care 
plans from unfair practices by HMOs. Provisions in-
clude access to emergency care and specialists; conti-
nuity of care when in the middle of treatment; a good, 
unbiased appeal process and right to external review; 
and the right to hold health plans accountable for 
their decisions, in court if necessary. On June 29, 
2001, the Senate passed the bill by a vote of 59-36. 
(Roll Call #220) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: 
YES 
15. Consumer Protection/Oppose Weakening 
Consumer Bankruptcy Rights: Despite independ-
ent research showing that most bankruptcies are the 
result of job layoffs, divorce, or sudden illness, the 
Senate passed one-sided legislation backed forcefully 
by the credit card industry that will restrict the ability 
of financially strapped consumers to make a fresh 
start in bankruptcy. The bill imposes a rigid new 
means test on debtors seeking to file for Chapter 7 
“fresh-start” bankruptcy, unfairly forcing many con-
sumers into Chapter 13 “5-year repayment plans.” 
The bill also creates onerous legal and paperwork bur-
dens for debtors of modest means while continuing to 
allow affluent debtors in some states to file for bank-
ruptcy protection and retain expensive homes. Fur-
thermore, it does virtually nothing to rein in abusive 
creditor practices that help lead consumers into insup-
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portable debt. On March 15, 2001, the Senate ap-
proved the bankruptcy bill by a vote of 83-15. (Roll 
Call #36) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
16. Consumer Protection/Protect Medical Mal-
practice Victims: The root causes of increasing 
medical malpractice insurance rates are lack of doctor 
oversight to prevent medical errors and reckless in-
vestments by the insurance industry, not punitive legal 
damages awarded to victims. Sen. McConnell (R-KY) 
offered an amendment to the Greater Access to Af-
fordable Pharmaceuticals Act to limit the rights of vic-
tims of medical malpractice to recover damages from 
doctors, HMOs, hospitals, and drug companies that 
commit medical malpractice. On July 30, 2002, the 
Senate rejected the amendment 57-42. (Roll Call 
#197) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES 
17. Consumer Protection/Prohibit Predatory 
Loans: During consideration of legislation (S. 420) 
supported by the credit card industry to amend the 
bankruptcy laws, Sen. Wellstone (D-MN) offered a 
balancing amendment to curb certain abusive prac-
tices. The Wellstone amendment would prevent 
predatory lenders that make loans at interest rates 
greater than 100% APR, such as payday and auto title 
pawn loan companies, from making claims against 
consumers to recover unpaid debts in bankruptcy. On 
March 14, 2001, the Senate voted to table (kill) the 
amendment by a vote of 58-41. (Roll Call #28) PUB-
LIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
18. Consumer Protection/Protect Students from 
Unfair Credit Card Offers: Studies have docu-
mented abusive credit card marketing on college cam-
puses as well as serious credit card delinquency prob-
lems among students and others under 21. During 
consideration of S.420, a credit card industry-backed 
bankruptcy bill, Sen. Dodd (D-CT) proposed an 
amendment to prohibit credit card offers to consum-
ers under 21 unless they either have a co-signer, show 
an ability to repay their loans, or have completed a 
credit education course. Other credit card applicants 
need either an ability to repay or a co-signer, but typi-
cally the industry waives these requirements for stu-
dents, hoping to hook them on their cards. On March 
13, 2001, the Senate voted to table (kill) the amend-
ment 58-41. (Roll Call #25) PUBLIC INTEREST 
VOTE: NO 
19. Health Care/Increase Access to Affordable 
Generic Drugs: Consumers are increasingly frus-
trated by the high costs of prescription drugs. In 
2001, the price of drugs rose six times faster than the 
rate of inflation. In addition, drug prices in the United 
States are the highest in the world -- American con-
sumers pay 72% more than consumers in Canada and 
102% more than consumers in Mexico. One way to 

lower the costs for consumers is to make it easier for 
generic drug makers to enter the market without inter-
ference from brand-name manufacturers. Generic 
drugs are typically priced at 30-80% below brand-
name drugs. The Greater Access to Affordable Phar-
maceuticals (GAAP) Act would remove numerous 
unfair market barriers used by the prescription drug 
industry to inhibit competition from low-cost generic 
drug companies.  On July 31, 2002, the Senate passed 
GAAP 66-33. (Roll Call #200) PUBLIC INTER-
EST VOTE: YES 
20. Campaign Finance Reform/Oppose Dou-
bling Contribution Limits: During the Senate de-
bate on campaign finance reform, Sen. Thompson (R-
TN) offered an amendment to the McCain-Feingold 
bill that increased the current limit on contributions to 
candidates running for federal office from $1,000 to 
$2,000. This only further increases the amounts that 
candidates can raise from wealthy donors and gives 
special interests even more influence in determining 
who runs for office and who wins elections. On 
March 28, 2001, the Senate adopted the amendment 
84-16. (Roll Call #55) PUBLIC INTEREST 
VOTE: NO 
21. Election Reform/Protect Registered Voters: 
During the Senate debate on election reform, Sen. 
Burns (R-MT) offered an amendment that would have 
made it easier to purge voters from voting rolls. The 
National Voter Registration Act (often called “Motor-
Voter”) ensures that registered voters are not re-
moved from the rolls simply because they have not 
voted recently. States must have a reason to believe 
that a voter is no longer eligible before initiating the 
“purging” process—and even in this case, there is a 
fail-safe mechanism to correct errors at the polls. The 
Burns amendment turned this protection on its head, 
permitting states to purge anyone who misses two 
successive federal elections and does not respond to a 
notice. This provision would result in the purging of 
many eligible and properly registered voters. On Feb-
ruary 14, 2002, the Senate rejected the amendment 40-
55. (Roll Call #34) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: 
NO 
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ALABAMA
Sessions (R) - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - + - - 14% 4%
Shelby (R) - - - A - - - - - + + - - - - + - - + - - 19% 14%
ALASKA
Murkowski (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Stevens (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 5%
ARIZONA
Kyl (R) - - - - - + + - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 14% 10%
McCain (R) + + + - - + + - - - + - + + - - - - + - + 48% 26%
ARKANSAS
Lincoln (D) + - - + - - - - + - + - - + - + - - + - + 38% 37%
Pryor (D) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
CALIFORNIA
Boxer (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + 95% 95%
Feinstein (D) + A + + + - + + + - + + + + - + + + + - + 76% 84%
COLORADO
Allard (R) - - - - - + - - + - + - - - - - - - - - - 14% 7%
Campbell (R) - - - - - - - + - + + - - A - - - - - - A 14% 22%
CONNECTICUT
Dodd (D) + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 90% 85%
Lieberman (D) + + + + + - + + + - + + + + - + + + + - + 81% 85%
DELAWARE
Biden (D) + + + + + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + + + 90% 86%
Carper (D) + + + + + - + + + - + - + + - + - + + - + 71% 63%
FLORIDA
Graham (D) + + + + + - + - + - + + + + - + + + + - + 76% 81%
Nelson (D) + + + + + - + - + - + + + + + + + + + - + 81% 73%
GEORGIA
Chambliss (R) Sen. Chambliss is a former Representative. Please see page 13 for his 2002 Scorecard votes. 0% 5%
Miller (D) - - - - - - - - - - + - - + - + - - + + + 29% 25%
HAWAII
Akaka (D) - + + + + - + + + A + - + + - + + + + - + 71% 81%
Inouye (D) - A + + + - + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 76% 65%
IDAHO
Craig (R) - - - - - + - - - - A - - - - - - - - - - 5% 4%
Crapo (R) - - - - - + - - - - A - - - - + - - - - - 10% 5%
ILLINOIS
Durbin (D) + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + - + 90% 81%
Fitzgerald (R) + - - + + + + - + - + - + + P - P P + - - 48% 43%
INDIANA
Bayh (D) + + - + - - - + + - + - + + - + + - + - + 57% 67%
Lugar (R) - - + - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 10% 12%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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IOWA
Grassley (R) - - - + - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - - 14% 9%
Harkin (D) + A + + - + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 86% 85%
KANSAS
Brownback (R) - - - + - - - - - - + - - - + - - - - - - 14% 20%
Roberts (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 4%
KENTUCKY
Bunning (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%
McConnell (R) - - - - - + - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 10% 2%
LOUISIANA
Breaux (D) - - - + - - - + - - + - + + - + - + + - + 43% 40%
Landrieu (D) - - - + - - - - - - + - - + - + - + + - + 33% 49%
MAINE
Collins (R) + + + + + + + - + - + + - + - - - - + - + 62% 55%
Snowe (R) + + + + + + + - + - + + - + - - - - + - - 57% 57%
MARYLAND
Mikulski (D) + + - + + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + - + 81% 82%
Sarbanes (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 96%
MASSACHUSETTS
Kennedy (D) + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 90% 85%
Kerry (D) + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 94%
MICHIGAN
Levin (D) + + - + + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + - + 81% 79%
Stabenow (D) + + - + + + - + + + + + + + - + - + + + + 81% 81%
MINNESOTA
Coleman (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Dayton (D) + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 90% 90%
MISSISSIPPI
Cochran (R) - - - - - + - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 10% 8%
Lott (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - A - - - - - - - 5% 2%
MISSOURI
Bond (R) - - - - - + - - - - + - - - - - - - - - + 14% 6%
Talent (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 20%
MONTANA
Baucus (D) + + - + + - - + + - + + A + - + + + + + A 67% 67%
Burns (R) - - - - - + - - - + + - - - - - - - - - - 14% 5%
NEBRASKA
Hagel (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 4%
Nelson (D) + + - + + - - - - - + - - + - + - - + - + 43% 36%
NEVADA
Ensign (R) - - - + - + + + - - + - - - - - - - - - - 24% 23%
Reid (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + - + + - + 86% 78%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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NEW HAMPSHIRE
Gregg (R) - + + + + + - - + - + - - - - - - - - - - 33% 29%
Sununu (R) Sen. Sununu is a former Representative. Please see page 13 for his 2002 Scorecard votes. 19% 26%
NEW JERSEY
Corzine (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 90%
Lautenberg (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 96%
NEW MEXICO
Bingaman (D) + + + + + - + - + - + - + + - + + + + - + 71% 70%
Domenici (R) - - - - - + - - + - + - - A - - - - - - A 14% 7%
NEW YORK
Clinton (D) + + + + - - + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 81% 83%
Schumer (D) + + + + - + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 86% 90%
NORTH CAROLINA
Dole (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Edwards (D) + + + + + + - - + + + + + + - + + + + - + 81% 74%
NORTH DAKOTA
Conrad (D) + + + + + + - + + + + + + + - + + + + + + 90% 68%
Dorgan (D) + + - + + - - + + + + + + + - + + - + + + 76% 66%
OHIO
DeWine (R) + - - - - - - - + - + - - + - - - - + - - 24% 21%
Voinovich (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - + 14% 8%
OKLAHOMA
Inhofe (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 4%
Nickles (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 5%
OREGON
Smith (R) + - + + - - + - - - + + - + - + - - + - - 43% 23%
Wyden (D) + + + + + - + + + - + + + + - + + + + + + 86% 86%
PENNSYLVANIA
Santorum (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 12%
Specter (R) - - + + - + + - + - + - A + - + - - + - - 43% 47%
RHODE ISLAND
Chafee (R) + + + + + + - + + - + + - + - - - - + - + 62% 58%
Reed (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 96%
SOUTH CAROLINA
Graham (R) Sen. Graham is a former Representative. Please see page 13 for his 2002 Scorecard votes. 19% 16%
Hollings (D) + A + + - + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + 81% 70%
SOUTH DAKOTA
Daschle (D) + + + + + A - + + - + A + + - + + + + - + 71% 71%
Johnson (D) + + - + + A - + + + + A + + - + - - + + + 67% 64%
TENNESSEE
Alexander (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Frist (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 10%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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TEXAS
Cornyn (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
Hutchison (R) - - - - - + - - - - + - - - + - - - - - - 14% 8%
UTAH
Bennett (R) - - - - - + - - - - + - - - - - - - - - A 10% 5%
Hatch (R) - - - - + - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - A 10% 5%
VERMONT
Jeffords (I) + + + + + A - + + - + + + - - + - - + - + 62% 64%
Leahy (D) + + + + + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + - + 86% 84%
VIRGINIA
Allen (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - + - - - - - 10% 5%
Warner (R) - - - A - - + - + - + - - + - - - - + - - 24% 14%
WASHINGTON
Cantwell (D) + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + + + + - + 86% 78%
Murray (D) + + + + + + + - + - + + + + - + + + + + + 86% 81%
WEST VIRGINIA
Byrd (D) + + - - + - - + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 71% 66%
Rockefeller (D) + + + + - - + + + + + - + + + + + + + - + 81% 80%
WISCONSIN
Feingold (D) + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + - + 86% 88%
Kohl (D) + + - + + + - - + - + + + + - + + - + - + 67% 71%
WYOMING
Enzi (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 3%
Thomas (R) - - - - - - - - A - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 4%

FORMER REPRESENTATIVES, NOW SENATORS
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Chambliss (GA) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%
Graham (SC) - - - - - - + - - - - + - - + + - - - - - 19% 16%
Sununu (NH) - + - - A + + - + - - - - A - - - - - - - 19% 26%

All but one of the votes for these Members of Congress took place while they were in the House. Only vote 2 (Protect Crucial 
Clean Air Act Regulations) was a Senate vote. See pages 14-17 for House vote descriptions and page 6 for the 
Senate vote description.

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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1. Arctic Refuge/Stop Drilling in Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge: The House energy bill that went to 
the floor on July 27, 2001 included language allowing 
oil and gas drilling and development in the coastal 
plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, one of 
America's last wild places. Arctic champions Reps. 
Markey (D-MA) and Nancy Johnson (R-CT) offered 
an amendment stripping the Arctic Refuge drilling 
language out of the House energy bill, keeping the 
coastal plain of the Arctic Refuge off limits to oil and 
gas drilling. On August 1, 2001, the House rejected 
the amendment 206-223. (Roll Call #317) PUBLIC 
INTEREST VOTE: YES 
2. Environmental Preservation/Oppose Timber 
Industry Control of National Forests: The Omni-
bus Appropriations bill that passed the House con-
tained anti-environmental riders that will lead to in-
creased logging in our national forests. One of the 
anti-environmental riders will turn the management of 
our national forests over to timber companies by cre-
ating unlimited stewardship contracting authority for 
the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment until 2013. These projects include new and un-
proven practices that have resulted in extensive indus-
trial logging, including logging in roadless areas, pro-
posed wilderness areas, and sensitive wildlife areas. 
Another rider blocked any future administrative ap-
peal or judicial review of a Forest Service decision not 
to designate additional wilderness areas in the Ton-
gass National Forest. Rep. Obey (D-WI) offered a 
motion to recommit the bill and send it back to the 
conference committee to have the anti-environmental 
riders removed. On February 13, 2003, the motion to 
recommit failed 193-226. (Roll Call #31) PUBLIC 
INTEREST VOTE: YES 
3. Clean Energy/Oppose Dirty, Dangerous En-
ergy Bill: The House passed energy legislation that is 
dirty, dangerous and doesn't deliver for consumers. It 
is a recipe for more drilling, more spilling, more 
asthma attacks, more nuclear waste, and more global 
warming. The energy bill allows drilling in the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge, gives away more than $27 
billion in taxpayer handouts to polluters, and rewards 
the polluting oil, coal and nuclear companies that have 
created energy problems. The House energy bill does 
little to ensure energy efficiency -- the cleanest, cheap-
est, quickest and safest way to save consumers money 
and reduce pollution. This bill does not require a sig-
nificant shift to clean, renewable energy production, 
which could make us less reliant on fossil fuels. By 
weakening public lands protections, the bill will help 

to destroy sensitive public lands. On August 2, 2001, 
the House passed the energy bill 240-189. (Roll Call 
#320) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
4. Global Warming & Energy Efficiency/Raise 
Auto Fuel Economy Standards: In order to curb 
our dependence on foreign oil, we must reduce our 
consumption overall. Since cars and light trucks ac-
count for 40% of all petroleum use in the U.S., the 
best way to cut our dependence on oil is to make ve-
hicles go farther on a gallon of gas. Unfortunately, 
fuel economy has reached an all-time low because gas-
guzzling SUVs are allowed to meet weaker fuel econ-
omy standards than cars. Reps. Boehlert (R-NY) and 
Markey (D-MA) introduced an amendment to require 
SUVs and other light trucks to meet the same fuel 
economy standards as automobiles, saving consumers 
$16 billion at the pump by 2015. On August 1, 2001 
the House rejected the amendment 160-269. (Roll Call 
#311) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES 
5. Clean Water/Reduce Arsenic in Drinking Wa-
ter: More than 30 million people in the nation drink 
water with dangerous levels of arsenic. Arsenic can 
cause cancer of the skin, bladder, and lungs, and may 
cause cancers of the liver, kidney, and colon. Arsenic 
also may harm the nervous, immunological, pulmo-
nary, cardiovascular, developmental and reproductive 
systems. In January 2001, after decades of study, de-
bate, and three missed statutory deadlines, EPA low-
ered the legal limit of arsenic in tap water from 50 
parts per billion (ppb), set in 1942, to 10 ppb. How-
ever, on May 22, 2001, EPA delayed the rule until 
February 22, 2002 and asked the National Academy 
of Sciences (NAS) to review the science on arsenic’s 
health effects. The NAS confirmed that arsenic is a 
dangerous substance that causes cancer at very low 
levels and contributes to a variety of non-cancer 
health impacts. Reps. Waxman (D-CA), Bonior (D-
MI), and Brown (D-OH) offered an amendment to 
force EPA to restore the 10 ppb standard. On July 27, 
2001, the House passed the amendment 218-189. 
(Roll Call #288) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: 
YES 
6. Environmental Preservation/Ban Drilling Ac-
tivity Off California Coast: The coast of California 
is an integral part of many Californians’ lives and is 
ideal for surfing, swimming, or just enjoying the 
beach.  This coastal environment is also a fragile eco-
system, a complex mosaic of wetlands, bays, estuary 
systems, beaches and dunes. The State of California 
and an overwhelming majority of its citizens have 
long opposed new drilling off of California's treasured 
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coastlines. Reps. Capps (D-CA), Rahall (D-WV), and 
George Miller (D-CA) offered an amendment to the 
Interior Appropriations bill that would prohibit drill-
ing activity on the 36 leases located off California’s 
central coast. On July 17, 2002, the House approved 
the amendment 252-172. (Roll Call #315) PUBLIC 
INTEREST VOTE: YES 
7. Environmental Preservation/Oppose Drilling 
Off Florida Coast: The Florida coastline dominates 
the geography of the eastern Gulf and is the vacation 
and recreation destination for millions of Americans. 
Unfortunately, offshore oil and gas drilling threatens 
the precious coastline with routine pollution and in-
creases the risk of a damaging deepwater oil spill. In 
order to protect the eastern Gulf of Mexico from 
harmful offshore oil and gas drilling, Reps. Jim Davis 
(D-FL) and Scarborough (R-FL) offered an amend-
ment during consideration of H.R. 2217, the Interior 
Appropriations bill. This amendment would delay oil 
and gas leasing off Florida's sensitive coastline. On 
June 21, 2001, the House approved the Davis-
Scarborough amendment 247-164. (Roll Call #181) 
PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES  
8. Environmental Preservation/Oppose Drilling 
in Great Lakes: The Great Lakes contain 20% of all 
the fresh water in the entire world, yet numerous at-
tempts have been made to expand so-called 
“directional drilling” under the bed of the Great 
Lakes, jeopardizing the shoreline, surrounding wet-
lands, and the waters of the Great Lakes themselves. 
During consideration of H.R. 2311, the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations bill, Reps. 
Bonior (D-MI), Stupak (D-MI), Kaptur (D-OH), and 
LaTourette (R-OH) introduced an amendment to 
protect the Great Lakes region from the environ-
mental harm caused by oil and gas drilling. Specifi-
cally, the amendment would prohibit the Army Corps 
of Engineers from spending federal funds to issue any 
new permits for oil or gas drilling from land beneath 
the water in any of the Great Lakes, as well as in Lake 
Saint Clair, Saint Mary's River, Saint Clair River, De-
troit River, Niagara River, or the Saint Lawrence River 
from Lake Ontario to the 45th parallel of latitude. On 
June 28, 2001, the House approved the amendment 
265-157. (Roll Call #203) PUBLIC INTEREST 
VOTE: YES  
9. Environmental Preservation/Oppose Drilling 
in National Monuments: Some of the nation’s most 
spectacular places have been granted special status as 
National Monuments under the Antiquities Act, 
which allows the president to provide protections to 
objects of important natural, historic, or scientific 
value. Treasured places like the Grand Canyon were 
protected as National Monuments when they were 
most vulnerable. Unfortunately, President Bush and 

Interior Secretary Gale Norton announced that they 
will consider allowing oil and gas drilling and other 
reckless development on these fragile lands, threaten-
ing the integrity of these national treasures. During 
House consideration of H.R. 2217, the Fiscal Year 
2002 Interior Appropriations bill, Rep. Rahall (D-
WV) introduced an amendment to prohibit Interior 
Secretary Norton from issuing any oil, gas, coal or 
geothermal leases in any National Monument. On 
June 21, 2001, the House approved the Rahall amend-
ment 242-173. (Roll Call #180) PUBLIC INTER-
EST VOTE: YES 
10. Environmental Preservation/Oppose Military 
Exemptions from Environmental Protections: 
During consideration of H.R. 4546, the Defense Au-
thorization bill, the House Armed Services Commit-
tee inserted provisions exempting the military from 
the Endangered Species Act and the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, threatening more than 300 federally-listed 
threatened and endangered species living on Defense 
Department lands. These exemptions are unnecessary; 
under the Endangered Species Act, the Secretary of 
Defense already has the authority to waive regula-
tions, on a case-by-case basis, in the interest of na-
tional security. The bill also included a provision to 
reduce protections for pristine Utah wilderness lands, 
as well as provisions to override California state law to 
allow construction of a four-lane toll road through 
California’s San Onofre State Beach Park. Reps. Ra-
hall (D-WV), Hinchey (D-NY), Pallone (D-NJ), and 
Loretta Sanchez (D-CA) attempted to introduce 
amendments to strike the environmental exemptions. 
On May 9, 2002, the House approved a rule that lim-
ited debate and stopped these amendments from be-
ing offered 216-200. (Roll Call #136) PUBLIC IN-
TEREST VOTE: NO  
11. Polluter Subsidies/Oppose Sending Danger-
ous Waste to Yucca Mountain: Nuclear waste from 
nuclear power plants may be the most dangerous sub-
stance produced by humans. Just a few seconds expo-
sure to an unshielded nuclear power plant fuel rod 
after it is removed from the reactor is enough to de-
liver a lethal dose of radiation. No country in the 
world has developed a sound policy for disposing of 
this waste, as it remains dangerous to humans and 
other living things for at least one quarter of a million 
years. Despite these dangers, the Bush administration 
weakened standards for a nuclear waste dump and 
designated a site at Yucca Mountain, Nevada. The 
government's own studies show the site will leak ra-
dioactive waste into groundwater, and no one has ade-
quately studied the risks of transporting 150,000 ship-
ments of this lethal material.  On May 8, 2002, the 
House voted to approve Yucca Mountain as the na-
tion's nuclear waste dump 306-117. (Roll Call #133) 
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PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
12. Fair Trade/Stop Anti-Consumer, Anti-
Environmental Trade Agreements: International 
trade agreements are quickly becoming vehicles for 
large, multi-national corporations to challenge envi-
ronmental and consumer protections as “barriers to 
free trade.” Large corporations have filed several law-
suits under provisions of current trade agreements 
seeking to overturn bans on hazardous chemicals and 
local decisions on waste dumps.  The House voted on 
a bill to give the president virtually unfettered ability 
to negotiate additional trade agreements with no pro-
tections for the environment. In addition, the bill also 
contains a specific provision that declares consumer 
labeling of food products a barrier to free trade. On 
July 27, 2002, the House passed the bill 215-212. (Roll 
Call #370) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
13. Open Government/Protect Public’s Right to 
Know: The public’s “right to know” is a core princi-
ple of a responsive democracy; public access to gov-
ernment information is a critical tool for people to 
hold their government accountable and to gain access 
to information that affects their lives. The Freedom of 
Information Act has for decades required the govern-
ment to disclose any information it has to the public, 
with certain exceptions for national security and other 
sensitive situations. When Congress drafted legislation 
to create a Department of Homeland Security, the 
telecommunications industry led a multi-industry coa-
lition that sought a new exemption from the Freedom 
of Information Act. This new exemption would allow 
private companies to submit information to the De-
partment and tell the government that it pertains to 
vulnerabilities in “critical infrastructure,” thus prohib-
iting the government from releasing that information 
to the public and even from using it against them in 
court to enforce laws. The new loophole would allow 
companies to keep chemical spills or other threats to 
health and safety secret, even if they are in violation of 
the law. Rep. Schakowsky (D-IL) offered an amend-
ment to strike the new exemptions from the bill.  On 
July 26, 2002, the House defeated the amendment 
188-240. (Roll Call #363) PUBLIC INTEREST 
VOTE: YES 
14. Clean Air & Clean Water/Restore Funds for 
EPA Enforcement: Enforcement is a vital compo-
nent of any environmental law. In the same way that 
drivers are more likely to break the speed limit if they 
know no police officer is present, polluters often 
break the law when they think they can get away with 
it. Violations of the Clean Water Act and Clean Air 
Act are still pervasive and severe, inspections are too 
infrequent, and resource constraints are a significant 
factor in preventing the situation from improving. 
When President Bush's budget, as introduced in the 

House, called for an additional $25 million reduction 
in enforcement dollars at the federal level, Rep. Me-
nendez (D-NJ) introduced an amendment to restore 
the funding. On July 27, 2001, the House voted 182-
214 against Rep. Menendez’s amendment to restore 
environmental enforcement funding. (Roll Call #289) 
PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: YES 
15. Consumer Protection/Protect Strong State 
Rent-to-Own Laws: Several states strictly regulate 
the predatory rent-to-own industry -- which sells fur-
niture and appliances over time at triple-digit interest 
rates. These states treat rent-to-own under credit-sale 
laws, subject it to interest ceilings or require Annual 
Percentage Rate (APR) disclosure. The Consumer 
Rental Purchase Agreement Act (H.R. 1701) would 
preempt, or over-ride, any of these stronger state 
laws.  The rent-to-own industry would be regulated 
under much weaker laws applied to leasing goods, 
rather than buying goods, even though the rent-to-
own industry promises the dream of ownership. A 
typical rent-to-own contract involves up to 78 weekly 
payments of $10-20 to “own” a television with a retail 
value of as little as $220 at an APR of 250% or more. 
Yet, the industry argues that none of the payment is 
either interest or finance charges. States should always 
have the right to protect their consumers better than 
the Congress does, especially because Congress gener-
ally chooses to enact legislation, such as H.R. 1701, 
intended to protect predatory lenders at the expense 
of consumers. On September 18, 2002 the House 
voted to pass this bill 215-201. (Roll Call #395) PUB-
LIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
16. Consumer Protection/Protect Medical Mal-
practice Victims: The root causes of increasing 
medical malpractice insurance rates are lack of doctor 
oversight to prevent medical errors and reckless in-
vestments by the insurance industry, not legal dam-
ages awarded to victims. Instead of addressing these 
causes, the House sought to limit damages that con-
sumers can recover from doctors, HMOs, hospitals, 
and drug companies that commit malpractice through 
the cynically named “Health Act.” The bill limits con-
sumer rights to recover damages and is especially un-
fair to children and to non-working women, since its 
caps on damages for maiming, loss of child-bearing 
ability or disfigurement (non-economic damages) 
would unfairly limit their most important form of 
compensation in malpractice cases. On September 26, 
2002, the House passed the bill 217-203. (Roll Call 
#421) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
17. Corporate Responsibility/Support Toughest 
“No More Enrons” Accounting Reforms: Auditor 
conflicts of interest helped Enron, Worldcom, Tyco 
and others cook their books and destroy investor con-
fidence in the markets.  Rep. LaFalce (D-NY) intro-
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duced an amendment to the Corporate and Account-
ing Reform bill to prevent future Enrons by ensuring 
that auditors would be independent from the consult-
ing conflicts that led to the Enron debacle and creat-
ing a stronger independent oversight board for the 
accounting industry. The LaFalce amendment had 
stronger guarantees than the bill the House ultimately 
passed. On April 24, 2002, the House rejected the 
amendment 202-219. (Roll Call #108) PUBLIC IN-
TEREST VOTE: YES 
18. Consumer Protection/Protect Consumer Le-
gal Rights: The House passed H.R. 2341, the falsely-
labeled “Class Action Fairness Act,” which makes it 
harder for consumers victimized by dangerous prod-
ucts or unfair financial practices to band together into 
a group, or class, to sue wrongdoers. Class action law-
suits are an especially effective consumer tool for vic-
tims of “nickel, dime and dollar” rip-offs, such as un-
fair credit card practices, where individuals cannot af-
ford their own attorneys. Although individual claims 
are small, the total rip-offs amount to millions of dol-
lars. This bill would force most class actions out of 
consumer-friendly state courts and into more-
restrictive federal courts where corporate defendants 
can take advantage of federal court procedures to de-
lay and weaken cases against them. On March 13, 
2002, the House passed H.R. 2341 by a vote of 233-
190. (Roll Call #62) PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: 
NO 
19. Health Care/Support Strong Patients' Bill of 
Rights: In the 106th Congress, Rep. Charlie Nor-
wood (R-GA) championed bipartisan patients’ bill of 
rights legislation guaranteeing consumers a strong 
right to sue their HMOs. However, Norwood 
changed his position and backed a weaker proposal 
negotiated with President Bush to gut the pro-patients 
bill, H.R. 2563, sponsored by Reps. Ganske (D-IA) 
and Dingell (D-MI). On August 2, 2001, the House 
voted 218-213 to approve the Norwood amendment 
to H.R. 2563, limiting the right of patients to sue their 
HMOs. (Roll Call #329) PUBLIC INTEREST 
VOTE: NO 
20. Consumer Protection/Oppose Weakening 
Consumer Bankruptcy Rights: Despite independ-
ent research showing that most bankruptcies are the 
result of job layoffs, divorce, or sudden illness, the 
House passed one-sided legislation backed forcefully 
by the credit card industry that would restrict the abil-
ity of financially strapped consumers to make a fresh 
start in bankruptcy without reining in unfair credit 
card company marketing practices. The bill imposes a 
rigid new means test on debtors seeking to file for 
Chapter 7 “fresh-start” bankruptcy, unfairly forcing 
many consumers into Chapter 13 “5-year repayment 
plans.” The bill also creates onerous legal and paper-

work burdens for debtors of modest means while 
continuing to allow affluent debtors in some states to 
file for bankruptcy protection and retain expensive 
homes. Furthermore, it does virtually nothing to rein 
in abusive creditor practices that help lead consumers 
into insupportable debt. On March 1, 2001, the 
House approved the bankruptcy bill, H.R. 333, by a 
vote of 306-108. (Roll Call #25) PUBLIC INTER-
EST VOTE: NO 
21. Campaign Finance Reform/Oppose Doubling 
Contribution Limits: During the House debate on 
campaign finance reform, Rep. Wamp (R-TN) offered 
an amendment to the Shays-Meehan bill that in-
creased the current limit on contributions to candi-
dates running for seats in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives from $1,000 to $2,000. This only further 
increases the amounts that candidates can raise from 
wealthy donors and gives special interests even more 
influence in determining who runs for office and who 
wins elections. On February 13, 2002, the House 
adopted the amendment 218-211. (Roll Call #28) 
PUBLIC INTEREST VOTE: NO 
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ALABAMA
1 Bonner (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
2 Everett (R) - A - - - - A - A - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%
3 Rogers (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4 Aderholt (R) - - - - - - A - A - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
5 Cramer (D) - + - - + + A + A + - + - - - - + - + A - 38% 24%
6 Bachus (R) - - - - - - A + A - - - - - - A - - - - - 5% 14%
7 Davis (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
ALASKA
Young (R) - - - - A - - A - - + + - A - - - - - - - 10% 5%
ARIZONA
1 Renzi (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
2 Franks (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
3 Shadegg (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 12%
4 Pastor (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - + 86% 70%
5 Hayworth (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 10%
6 Flake (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - 10% 7%
7 Grijalva (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
8 Kolbe (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 11%
ARKANSAS
1 Berry (D) - + + - + - + + - + - + - + + + + + + - + 67% 42%
2 Snyder (D) + + + + + + + + + + - - - + + + + + + A + 81% 75%
3 Boozman (R) NA - NA NA NA - NA NA NA - - - - NA - - - - NA NA - 0% 0%
4 Ross (D) - + - - + - + + + + - + + - - + + + + - + 62% 56%
CALIFORNIA
1 Thompson (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + - + 90% 84%
2 Herger (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%
3 Ose (R) - - - - - + + + - A A - - - - - - - - - + 19% 16%
4 Doolittle (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - 10% 8%
5 Matsui (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 84%
6 Woolsey (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 95%
7 Miller (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + 95% 94%
8 Pelosi (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 90%
9 Lee (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 98%
10 Tauscher (D) + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + + + - + 86% 88%
11 Pombo (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 8%
12 Lantos (D) + + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 91%
13 Stark (D) A + A A + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + 81% 85%
14 Eshoo (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + 95% 91%
15 Honda (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 100%
16 Lofgren (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 89%
17 Farr (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 90%
18 Cardoza (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
19 Radanovich (R) - - - - - - - A - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 7%
20 Dooley (D) - + - + - + - + + + - - - + - - + - + - + 48% 30%
21 Nunes (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
22 Thomas (R) - - - - A - - A - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
23 Capps (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 86%
24 Gallegly (R) - - - - - + + - - - + - - - - - - - - - + 19% 16%
25 McKeon (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 10%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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26 Dreier (R) - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%
27 Sherman (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 90% 91%
28 Berman (D) + + + + + + A + + + + + + A + + + + + + + 90% 87%
29 Schiff (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 98%
30 Waxman (D) + + + + + + + + + A A + + + + + + + + + + 90% 99%
31 Becerra (D) + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 81%
32 Solis (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 93%
33 Watson (D) + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + + + + NA + 95% 95%
34 Roybal-Allard (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 93%
35 Waters (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 91%
36 Harman (D) + + + + + + + + + + + - - + + - + - + - + 76% 71%
37 Millender-
McDonald (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 90%

38 Napolitano (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 91%
39 Sanchez (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
40 Royce (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 18%
41 Lewis (R) - - A - - + - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 10% 9%
42 Miller (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 0%
43 Baca (D) - + - - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 81% 63%
44 Calvert (R) - - - - - + A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%
45 Bono (R) - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 8%
46 Rohrabacher (R) - - - - - - - - - - - + - - + - - - - - - 10% 19%
47 Sanchez (D) + A + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 82%
48 Cox (R) - - - - - + A - A - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 14%
49 Issa (R) - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 5%
50 Cunningham (R) - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 11%
51 Filner (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 88%
52 Hunter (R) - - - - - + - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 10% 8%
53 Davis (D) + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + 95% 95%
COLORADO
1 DeGette (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + 95% 98%
2 Udall (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 98%
3 McInnis (R) - - - + A - A + A - - - - A + - + - - - - 19% 15%
4 Musgrave (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
5 Hefley (R) - - - + - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - + 14% 15%
6 Tancredo (R) - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%
7 Beauprez (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
CONNECTICUT
1 Larson (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + A - + + - + - - 71% 79%
2 Simmons (R) + - - - + + - + + - - + - - A - - - - - - 29% 39%
3 DeLauro (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 96%
4 Shays (R) + - + + + + + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - 38% 78%
5 Johnson (R) + - + + + + + + + + - - - - - - - - - - - 43% 52%
DELAWARE
Castle (R) + - + - + - + + + + - - - - - - - - - - + 38% 56%
FLORIDA
1 Miller (R) NA - NA NA NA + NA NA NA - - - - NA + - - - NA NA - 18% 18%
2 Boyd (D) - + + + + + + + + + - + - + + - + - + - + 71% 40%
3 Brown (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + A + + + + - + 81% 79%
4 Crenshaw (R) - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 7%
5 Brown-Waite (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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6 Stearns (R) - - - - - + + + - - - + - - - - - - - - - 19% 14%
7 Mica (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 8%
8 Keller (R) - - - - A - + - - - - - - A - - - - - - - 5% 7%
9 Bilirakis (R) - - - + - + + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - 24% 30%
10 Young (R) - - - + - + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 19% 21%
11 Davis (D) + + + + + + + + + A - - + + + + + + + - + 81% 74%
12 Putnam (R) - - - - - - + A - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 10%
13 Harris (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
14 Goss (R) - - - - - + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 14% 37%
15 Weldon (R) - - - - - + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 14% 11%
16 Foley (R) + - - - - - + + - - - - - - + - - - - - - 19% 29%
17 Meek (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
18 Ros-Lehtinen (R) - - - + A + + A - - - - - A - - - + - A - 19% 34%
19 Wexler (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 94%
20 Deutsch (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - + 90% 81%
21 Diaz-Balart (R) - - - - - + + + - - - - - A - + - + - - - 24% 31%
22 Shaw (R) - - - - - + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 14% 25%
23 Hastings (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - + 86% 80%
24 Feeney (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
25 Diaz-Balart (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
GEORGIA
1 Kingston (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A - - - - A - 0% 16%
2 Bishop (D) - + - - + + + + + A - + - + + + + + + - - 62% 43%
3 Marsh(D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4 Majette (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
5 Lewis (D) + + + + + + A + A + + + + + + + + + + + + 90% 93%
6 Isakson (R) - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 9%
7 Linder (R) - A - - A - A - - - - - - A - - - - - - - 0% 10%
8 Collins (R) - A - - A - - - - - - - - A - - - - - - - 0% 13%
9 Norwood (R) - - - A - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - A - 5% 6%
10 Deal (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A + 5% 24%
11 Gingrey (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
12 Burns (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
13 Scott (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
HAWAII
1 Abercrombie (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - 95% 84%
2 Case (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
IDAHO
1 Otter (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%
2 Simpson (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 1%
ILLINOIS
1 Rush (D) + + + - + + A + A + - + + + + + + A + + + 76% 77%
2 Jackson (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + 95% 93%
3 Lipinski (D) A A A - A A - + + + - A + A + + + + A - - 38% 61%
4 Gutierrez (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 90% 92%
5 Emanuel (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6 Hyde (R) - - - - - - - + + - A - - - - - - - - - - 10% 9%
7 Davis (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + A + + + 86% 92%
8 Crane (R) - - - - - - - - - A A - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%
9 Schakowsky (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 95%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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10 Kirk (R) + - + + + + - + + - - - - - - - - - - - - 33% 42%
11 Weller (R) - - - - - - + + - - - - - - A - - - - - - 10% 12%
12 Costello (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + - + + + + + - + 81% 71%
13 Biggert (R) - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 11%
14 Hastert (R) - - - * * * * * * * - - * * * * * * - * - * 6%
    * The Speaker of the House votes at his discretion.
15 Johnson (R) + - + + - + + + + - - - - - - + - - + - - 43% 49%
16 Manzullo (R) - - - - - - + - - - - - + - - - - - - - - 10% 14%
17 Evans (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + 95% 94%
18 LaHood (R) + - - + - + + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - 29% 20%
19 Shimkus (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
INDIANA
1 Visclosky (D) + + - - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + - 81% 74%
2 Chocola (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
3 Souder (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - + - - - - - - 10% 14%
4 Buyer (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%
5 Burton (R) - - - - - - - A - A A - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
6 Pence (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 5%
7 Carson (D) + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 87%
8 Hostettler (R) - - - - - - - - - + - + + - - - - - - - - 14% 8%
9 Hill (D) + + + - + + + + + - - - - + + + + + + - - 67% 53%
IOWA
1 Nussle (R) - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - - - - + 14% 13%
2 Leach (R) + - + + + + + A + - - - - - - - - - + - + 43% 53%
3 Boswell (D) + + + - + + - + + + + + + A + + + + + - + 81% 54%
4 Latham (R) - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 7%
5 King (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
KANSAS
1 Moran (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 12%
2 Ryun (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 7%
3 Moore (D) + + + - + + + + + + + - + + - + + + + - + 81% 76%
4 Tiahrt (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%
KENTUCKY
1 Whitfield (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 9%
2 Lewis (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 2%
3 Northup (R) - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - + 10% 10%
4 Lucas (D) - + - - - - + + + + - - - - - - - - - - - 24% 25%
5 Rogers (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 7%
6 Fletcher (R) - - - - - - - A - - - - - - - - - A - - - 0% 5%
LOUISIANA
1 Vitter (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
2 Jefferson (D) - + - - + + - - + + - - + + + + + + + - + 62% 58%
3 Tauzin (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%
4 McCrery (R) - - - - A - - - - - - - - A - - - - - - - 0% 4%
5 Alexander (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6 Baker (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
7 John (D) - - - - + - - - - + - - - - - + + - + - + 29% 18%
MAINE
1 Allen (D) + A + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 90% 91%
2 Michaud (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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MARYLAND
1 Gilchrest (R) + - - + - + + + - - - - - - - - A - - - - 24% 56%
2 Ruppersberger (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
3 Cardin (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 95% 85%
4 Wynn (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + - - 81% 77%
5 Hoyer (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + - - 76% 68%
6 Bartlett (R) + - - - - + + + + - - + - - - - - - - - - 29% 19%
7 Cummings (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 95% 97%
8 Van Hollen (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
MASSACHUSETTS
1 Olver (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 95% 97%
2 Neal (D) + + + + + + A + A + - + + + + + + + + + + 86% 86%
3 McGovern (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 99%
4 Frank (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 92%
5 Meehan (D) + + + + + + A + + A + A A + + + + + + + + 81% 93%
6 Tierney (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 97%
7 Markey (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 97%
8 Capuano (D) + A + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + 90% 95%
9 Lynch (D) NA + NA NA NA + NA NA NA + + + + NA + + + + NA NA + 100% 100%
10 Delahunt (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 95% 94%
MICHIGAN
1 Stupak (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 90% 72%
2 Hoekstra (R) - - - - - - + + - - - + - - + - - - - - - 19% 26%
3 Ehlers (R) + - - + - + + + + + - - - - + - - - - - - 38% 47%
4 Camp (R) - - - - - - + + - - - - - A - - - - - - - 10% 12%
5 Kildee (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 90% 85%
6 Upton (R) - - - - - - + + + - - - - - + - - - - - - 19% 38%
7 Smith (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - A + - - - - - - 5% 20%
8 Rogers (R) - - - - - - + - - - - - - - + - - - - - - 10% 10%
9 Knollenberg (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
10 Miller (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
11 McCotter (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
12 Levin (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 90% 87%
13 Kilpatrick (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + A + + + A + + + 81% 79%
14 Conyers (D) + + + - + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + 90% 89%
15 Dingell (D) + + - - + + - + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 81% 73%
MINNESOTA
1 Gutknecht (R) - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 16%
2 Kline (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
3 Ramstad (R) + + - + + + + + + - - - - + + - - - - - - 48% 58%
4 McCollum (D) + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 95%
5 Sabo (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 89%
6 Kennedy (R) + - - - - + - + + - - - - - + - - - - - - 24% 24%
7 Peterson (D) - + + - + + + + + - - + - - - - - - - A + 43% 39%
8 Oberstar (D) - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 78%
MISSISSIPPI
1 Wicker (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 1%
2 Thompson (D) - + - - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 81% 73%
3 Pickering (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%
4 Taylor (D) - - + + + - - - - + - + - + - - + - + - + 43% 37%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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MISSOURI
1 Clay (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + + + 86% 85%
2 Akin (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
3 Gephardt (D) + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + 90% 76%
4 Skelton (D) - + + - + + + + + - - - + - - + + + + - + 62% 36%
5 McCarthy (D) + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 90% 83%
6 Graves (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
7 Blunt (R) - - - - - - - - - - - A A - + - - - - - - 5% 4%
8 Emerson (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 8%
9 Hulshof (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 17%
MONTANA
Rehberg (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
NEBRASKA
1 Bereuter (R) - - - + - A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + 10% 22%
2 Terry (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - A - - + - + - - - 10% 14%
3 Osborne (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
NEVADA
1 Berkley (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 90% 78%
2 Gibbons (R) - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - 5% 15%
3 Porter (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
1 Bradley (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
2 Bass (R) + - + - - - - - + - - - - - + - - - - - - 19% 36%
NEW JERSEY
1 Andrews (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - + 90% 86%
2 LoBiondo (R) + - + + + + + + + - - + - - + - - - - - - 48% 58%
3 Saxton (R) + - + + + + + - + - - - - - + - - - - - + 43% 55%
4 Smith (R) + A + + + + + + + A - + - - + - - - + - - 52% 66%
5 Garrett (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6 Pallone (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 92%
7 Ferguson (R) + A - + + + + + + - - - - - + - A - - - - 38% 47%
8 Pascrell (D) + A + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - + 86% 88%
9 Rothman (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + 95% 89%
10 Payne (D) + A + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 90% 94%
11 Frelinghuysen (R) + - - + + + + - + - - - - - + - - - - - - 33% 49%
12 Holt (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 91%
13 Menendez (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + - + 90% 88%
NEW MEXICO
1 Wilson (R) - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 12%
2 Pearce (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
3 Udall (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 96%
NEW YORK
1 Bishop (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
2 Israel (D) + + + + + + A + A - + + + + + A + + + - + 76% 76%
3 King (R) - - - + - - - - + - - - - - - + - + - - - 19% 27%
4 McCarthy (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - + 90% 83%
5 Ackerman (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + A + 90% 89%
6 Meeks (D) + + + - + + A + + + - + + + - + + + + - + 76% 80%
7 Crowley (D) + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 90% 86%
8 Nadler (D) + + + + + A + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + 90% 99%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
Page 23



H
ou

se
 

Vo
te

s
1. 

St
op

 D
ril

lin
g 

in
 A

rc
tic

 N
at

io
na

l 
W

ild
lif

e 
R

ef
ug

e
2.

 O
pp

os
e 

T
im

be
r I

nd
us

try
 C

on
tro

l 
of

 N
at

io
na

l F
or

es
ts

3.
 O

pp
os

e 
D

irt
y,

 D
an

ge
ro

us
 E

ne
rg

y 
Bi

ll
4.

 R
ai

se
 A

ut
o 

Fu
el

 E
co

no
m

y 
St

an
da

rd
s

5.
 R

ed
uc

e 
Ar

se
ni

c 
in

 D
rin

ki
ng

 W
at

er

6.
 B

an
 D

ril
lin

g 
Ac

tiv
ity

 O
ff 

Ca
lif

or
ni

a 
Co

as
t

7.
 O

pp
os

e 
D

ril
lin

g 
O

ff 
Fl

or
id

a 
Co

as
t 

8.
 O

pp
os

e 
D

ril
lin

g 
in

 G
re

at
 L

ak
es

9.
 O

pp
os

e 
D

ril
lin

g 
in

 N
at

io
na

l 
M

on
um

en
ts

10
. O

pp
os

e 
M

ili
ta

ry
 E

xe
m

pt
io

ns
 

fro
m

 E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l P
ro

te
ct

io
ns

11
. O

pp
os

e 
Se

nd
in

g 
D

an
ge

ro
us

 
W

as
te

 to
 Y

uc
ca

 M
ou

nt
ai

n
12

. S
to

p 
An

ti-
Co

ns
um

er
, A

nt
i-

E
nv

iro
nm

en
ta

l T
ra

de
 A

gr
ee

m
en

ts
 

13
. P

ro
te

ct
 P

ub
lic

 R
ig

ht
 to

 K
no

w

14
. R

es
to

re
 F

un
ds

 fo
r E

PA
 

E
nf

or
ce

m
en

t 
15

. P
ro

te
ct

 S
tro

ng
 S

ta
te

 R
en

t-t
o-

O
w

n 
La

w
s

16
. P

ro
te

ct
 M

ed
ic

al
 M

al
pr

ac
tic

e 
Vi

ct
im

s
17

. S
up

po
rt 

"N
o 

M
or

e 
E

nr
on

s"
 

Ac
co

un
tin

g 
R

ef
or

m
s

18
. P

ro
te

ct
 C

on
su

m
er

 L
eg

al
 R

ig
ht

s

19
. S

up
po

rt 
St

ro
ng

 P
at

ie
nt

s'
 B

ill
 o

f 
R

ig
ht

s
20

. O
pp

os
e 

W
ea

ke
ni

ng
 C

on
su

m
er

 
Ba

nk
ru

pt
cy

 R
ig

ht
s

21
. O

pp
os

e 
D

ou
bl

in
g 

Co
nt

rib
ut

io
n 

Li
m

its

20
03

 S
co

re

Li
fe

tim
e 

Sc
or

e

9 Weiner (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 94%
10 Towns (D) - + - - + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + A - 67% 79%
11 Owens (D) + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 93%
12 Velazquez (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 91%
13 Fossella (R) - - - - - + + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - 19% 24%
14 Maloney (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + 95% 90%
15 Rangel (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 82%
16 Serrano (D) + + + + + + A + A + + + + + + + + + + + + 90% 86%
17 Engel (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 95% 93%
18 Lowey (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 91%
19 Kelly (R) + - - + + + + + + - + - - + - - - - - - - 43% 57%
20 Sweeney (R) + - - - - + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 19% 19%
21 McNulty (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 77%
22 Hinchey (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 96%
23 McHugh (R) - - - - - A + + + - - + - - - - - - - - - 19% 29%
24 Boehlert (R) + - + + - + + + + - - - - + - - - - - - - 38% 62%
25 Walsh (R) + - - - - + + + + - - + - - - - - - - - - 29% 41%
26 Reynolds (R) - - - + - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 10% 20%
27 Quinn (R) - - - - A + + + + - - + - A - - - - - - - 24% 43%
28 Slaughter (D) + A + + A + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + + 86% 88%
29 Houghton (R) + - + + - + A - A - - - - - - - A - - - - 19% 24%
NORTH CAROLINA
1 Ballance (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
2 Etheridge (D) + + + - + + + + + + - - + + + + + + + - + 81% 62%
3 Jones (R) - - - - - + + + - - - + - - - - - - - - - 19% 10%
4 Price (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - + 90% 73%
5 Burr (R) - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 6%
6 Coble (R) - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - + - - - - + 14% 20%
7 McIntyre (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + - + - + + + + - + 76% 53%
8 Hayes (R) - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 7%
9 Myrick (R) - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 10% 7%
10 Ballenger (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 0% 4%
11 Taylor (R) - - - - A - - - - - - + - A - - - - - - - 5% 8%
12 Watt (D) + + + + A + + + + + - + + A + + + + + + + 86% 83%
13 Miller (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
NORTH DAKOTA
Pomeroy (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + A + - + + + - + 76% 52%
OHIO
1 Chabot (R) - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 10% 24%
2 Portman (R) - - - - - + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 14% 27%
3 Turner (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4 Oxley (R) - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 4%
5 Gillmor (R) - - - - - - - + + - - - - - - - - - - - - 10% 21%
6 Strickland (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - + 86% 65%
7 Hobson (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 14%
8 Boehner (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - A - - - - - - - 0% 2%
9 Kaptur (D) + + + - + + A + A + + + + + + + + + + + + 86% 74%
10 Kucinich (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 95%
11 Jones (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 90% 89%
12 Tiberi (R) - A - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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13 Brown (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 95% 87%
14 LaTourette (R) - - - + - - - + - - - + - - - - - - - - - 14% 30%
15 Pryce (R) - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 19%
16 Regula (R) - - - - - - - + - - - + - - - - - - - - - 10% 19%
17 Ryan (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
18 Ney (R) - - - - - - + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - 14% 15%
OKLAHOMA
1 Sullivan (R) NA - NA NA NA - NA NA NA - - - - NA - - - - NA NA NA 0% 0%
2 Carson (D) - + - - + - - - + + - - + - - + + + + - + 48% 44%
3 Lucas (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
4 Cole (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
5 Istook (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + + - - - - - 10% 11%
OREGON
1 Wu (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - - 86% 84%
2 Walden (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - + 10% 10%
3 Blumenauer (D) + + + + A + + + + + + + + A + + + + + - + 86% 86%
4 DeFazio (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + + + + + 95% 89%
5 Hooley (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 90% 89%
PENNSYLVANIA
1 Brady (D) - + - - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + 81% 18%
2 Fattah (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + A + + + 90% 87%
3 English (R) - - - + + + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 24% 25%
4 Hart (R) - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 10%
5 Peterson (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
6 Gerlach (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
7 Weldon (R) - - - + - + + - + - A + - - - - - - - - - 24% 47%
8 Greenwood (R) + - - + - + + + + - - - - - - - - - - - - 29% 51%
9 Shuster (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - NA - 0% 5%
10 Sherwood (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 14%
11 Kanjorski (D) - + - + + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + + + 81% 75%
12 Murtha (D) - - - - + + + - + + - + - - - - + A + + + 48% 43%
13 Hoeffel (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + - 90% 90%
14 Doyle (D) + + - - + + + + + + - + + - + + + + + + + 81% 55%
15 Toomey (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A - 0% 13%
16 Pitts (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 9%
17 Holden (D) + + - - + + + + + + - + + + - - + - + - + 67% 48%
18 Murphy (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
19 Platts (R) - - - + - + + A - - - - - - + - - - - - + 24% 24%
RHODE ISLAND
1 Kennedy (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 92%
2 Langevin (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 95%
SOUTH CAROLINA
1 Brown (R) - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 7%
2 Wilson (R) NA A NA NA NA - NA NA NA - - + - NA - + - - NA NA - 18% 18%
3 Barrett (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
4 DeMint (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
5 Spratt (D) A + + - + + + + + + - + - + - + + + + - + 71% 61%
6 Clyburn (D) - + - - + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + - + 71% 77%
SOUTH DAKOTA
Janklow (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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TENNESSEE
1 Jenkins (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + 5% 8%
2 Duncan (R) - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - 5% 18%
3 Wamp (R) - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - - - - - - 5% 16%
4 Davis (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
5 Cooper (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 43%
6 Gordon (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + - + + - + - + 76% 49%
7 Blackburn (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
8 Tanner (D) - + + - + - + + - + - - - - - + + - + - + 48% 33%
9 Ford (D) + + + - + + + + + + - - - + - + + + + - - 67% 67%
TEXAS
1 Sandlin (D) - + - - + - - - + + - + + - - + + + + - + 52% 31%
2 Turner (D) - - - - + - - - + + - + - - - + + + + - + 43% 34%
3 Johnson (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 6%
4 Hall (D) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - + - + 14% 14%
5 Hensarling (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
6 Barton (R) - - - - - - - A - - - - - + + - - - - - - 10% 6%
7 Culberson (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - 5% 5%
8 Brady (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - A 0% 56%
9 Lampson (D) + + - + + - - - + + - + - - - + + + + - + 57% 69%
10 Doggett (D) + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 94%
11 Edwards (D) - + - - + - - - + + - + + + + - + + + - + 57% 41%
12 Granger (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 7%
13 Thornberry (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%
14 Paul (R) - - + - - + + - - - + + + - + + - - A - - 38% 37%
15 Hinojosa (D) + + + - A + + + + + + - + A + + + A + - + 71% 54%
16 Reyes (D) - + + - + - - + + - + + + + - + + + + - + 67% 59%
17 Stenholm (D) - - + - - - - - - + - - - - - - + - + - + 24% 16%
18 Jackson-Lee (D) + + - - + + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + + 86% 78%
19 Combest (R) - A - - - - - - - - - A A - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
20 Gonzalez (D) + + + + + + - + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 86% 80%
21 Smith (R) - - - - A - - A - - - - - A - - - - - - - 0% 4%
22 DeLay (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 5%
23 Bonilla (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
24 Frost (D) + + + - A + + + + + + + + A - + + + + - - 71% 51%
25 Bell (D) NA + NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
26 Burgess (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
27 Ortiz (D) - + - - + - - + + + + + + + - + + + + - + 67% 37%
28 Rodriguez (D) + + + - + - - + + + + + + + + + A + + + + 81% 69%
29 Green (D) - + - - + - - - + + - + + + + + + + + - + 62% 58%
30 Johnson (D) + + + - + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + - - 81% 69%
31 Carter (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
32 Sessions (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 4%
UTAH
1 Bishop (R) NA - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
2 Matheson (D) + + - - + + + + + + + - + - - + + + + - + 71% 66%
3 Cannon (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - 5% 11%
VERMONT
Sanders (I) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 99%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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VIRGINIA
1 Davis (R) - - - - - - - + + - - + - - - - - - - - - 14% 15%
2 Schrock (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
3 Scott (D) + + + - + + + + + + A + + + + + + + + + + 90% 75%
4 Forbes (R) - - - - - - NA - NA - - - - - - - - - - NA - 0% 3%
5 Goode (R) - - - - - - - - - - - + - - - - - - - - + 10% 14%
6 Goodlatte (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - + 5% 15%
7 Cantor (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
8 Moran (D) + + + + + + + + + + - - - + + - + - + - + 71% 73%
9 Boucher (D) + + - - + + + + + A - + + + + + + - + - + 71% 62%
10 Wolf (R) - - - - A - - - - - - - - A + - - - - - - 5% 23%
11 Davis (R) + - - - - + + + - - + - - - + - A - - - - 29% 29%
WASHINGTON
1 Inslee (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + - + + + + A + 86% 79%
2 Larsen (D) + + + + + + + + + + - - + + + + + + + - + 86% 88%
3 Baird (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + + + + A + 90% 81%
4 Hastings (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 3%
5 Nethercutt (R) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0% 11%
6 Dicks (D) + + + + + + + + + + - - - + + + + + + - + 81% 71%
7 McDermott (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + A + + + A + 90% 90%
8 Dunn (R) + - - - A + + - - - - - - A - - - - - A - 14% 14%
9 Smith (D) + + + + + + + - + + + - - + + + A + + - + 76% 81%
WEST VIRGINIA
1 Mollohan (D) - - - - + - - - + + - + + - + + + + + - + 52% 42%
2 Capito (R) - - - - - + + + + - - + - - - - - - - - - 24% 27%
3 Rah(D) + + + - + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 95% 76%
WISCONSIN
1 Ryan (R) - - - - - + + + - - - - - - + - - - - - - 19% 19%
2 Baldwin (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 100% 93%
3 Kind (D) + + + + + + + + + + A + - + + + + + + - + 86% 85%
4 Kleczka (D) + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 95% 85%
5 Sensenbrenner (R) + - - - - + - + - - - - - - + - - - - - - 19% 30%
6 Petri (R) + - + - - + + + + - - - + - + - - - - - - 38% 36%
7 Obey (D) + + + + + + + + + + - + + + + + A + + + + 90% 82%
8 Green (R) - - - - - + + + - - - - - - + - - - - - - 19% 17%
WYOMING
Cubin (R) - A - - A - A - A - - - - A + - - - - - A 5% 3%

+ Supports public interest position   - Does not support public interest position   A Absent   P Present
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Akaka, Daniel  (D-HI)                   71% 
Alexander, Lamar  (R-TN)             NA 
Allard, Wayne  (R-CO)                  14% 
Allen, George  (R-VA)                   10% 
Baucus, Max  (D-MT)                    67% 
Bayh, Evan  (D-IN)                       57% 
Bennett, Robert  (R-UT)                10% 
Biden, Joseph  (D-DE)                  90% 
Bingaman, Jeff  (D-NM)                71% 
Bond, Christopher  (R-MO)           14% 
Boxer, Barbara  (D-CA)                 95% 
Breaux, John  (D-LA)                    43% 
Brownback, Sam  (R-KS)               14% 
Bunning, Jim  (R-KY)                    5% 
Burns, Conrad  (R-MT)                  14% 
Byrd, Robert  (D-WV)                   71% 
Campbell, Ben  (R-CO)                  14% 
Cantwell, Maria  (D-WA)               86% 
Carper, Thomas  (D-DE)               71% 
Chafee, Lincoln  (R-RI)                  62% 
Chambliss, Saxby  (R-GA)             0% 
Clinton, Hillary  (D-NY)                81% 
Cochran, Thad  (R-MS)                  10% 
Coleman, Norm  (R-MN)               NA 
Collins, Susan  (R-ME)                  62% 
Conrad, Kent  (D-ND)                  90% 
Cornyn, John  (R-TX)                    NA 
Corzine, Jon  (D-NJ)                     95% 
Craig, Larry  (R-ID)                       5% 
Crapo, Michael  (R-ID)                  10% 
Daschle, Thomas  (D-SD)              71% 
Dayton, Mark  (D-MN)                 90% 
DeWine, Mike  (R-OH)                 24% 
Dodd, Christopher  (D-CT)           90% 

Senate Scores Alpha Listing 

Dole, Elizabeth  (R-NC)                NA 
Domenici, Pete  (R-NM)                14% 
Dorgan, Byron  (D-ND)                76% 
Durbin, Richard  (D-IL)                 90% 
Edwards, John  (D-NC)                 81% 
Ensign, John  (R-NV)                    24% 
Enzi, Michael  (R-WY)                  5% 
Feingold, Russell  (D-WI)              86% 
Feinstein, Dianne  (D-CA)             76% 
Fitzgerald, Peter  (R-IL)                 48% 
Frist, Bill  (R-TN)                          5% 
Graham, Bob  (D-FL)                    76% 
Graham, Lindsey  (R-SC)               19% 
Grassley, Chuck  (R-IA)                 14% 
Gregg, Judd  (R-NH)                     33% 
Hagel, Chuck  (R-NE)                   5% 
Harkin, Tom  (D-IA)                     86% 
Hatch, Orrin  (R-UT)                    10% 
Hollings, Ernest  (D-SC)                81% 
Hutchison, Kay  (R-TX)                14% 
Inhofe, James  (R-OK)                  5% 
Inouye, Daniel  (D-HI)                  76% 
Jeffords, James  (I-VT)                  62% 
Johnson, Tim  (D-SD)                   67% 
Kennedy, Edward  (D-MA)            90% 
Kerry, John  (D-MA)                     95% 
Kohl, Herb  (D-WI)                      67% 
Kyl, Jon  (R-AZ)                           14% 
Landrieu, Mary  (D-LA)                 33% 
Lautenberg, Frank  (D-NJ)             NA 
Leahy, Patrick  (D-VT)                  86% 
Levin, Carl  (D-MI)                       81% 
Lieberman, Joseph  (D-CT)            81% 
Lincoln, Blanche  (D-AR)              38% 

Lott, Trent  (R-MS)                       5% 
Lugar, Richard  (R-IN)                   10% 
McCain, John  (R-AZ)                   48% 
McConnell, Mitch  (R-KY)             10% 
Mikulski, Barbara  (D-MD)            81% 
Miller, Zell  (D-GA)                      29% 
Murkowski, Lisa  (R-AK)               NA 
Murray, Patty  (D-WA)                  86% 
Nelson, Ben  (D-NE)                    43% 
Nelson, Bill  (D-FL)                      81% 
Nickles, Don  (R-OK)                   5% 
Pryor, Mark  (D-AR)                     NA 
Reed, Jack  (D-RI)                         100% 
Reid, Harry  (D-NV)                     86% 
Roberts, Pat  (R-KS)                      5% 
Rockefeller, John  (D-WV)             81% 
Santorum, Rick  (R-PA)                 5% 
Sarbanes, Paul  (D-MD)                 100% 
Schumer, Charles  (D-NY)             86% 
Sessions, Jeff  (R-AL)                    14% 
Shelby, Richard  (R-AL)                 19% 
Smith, Gordon  (R-OR)                 43% 
Snowe, Olympia  (R-ME)               57% 
Specter, Arlen  (R-PA)                   43% 
Stabenow, Debbie  (D-MI)             81% 
Stevens, Ted  (R-AK)                    5% 
Sununu, John  (R-NH)                   19% 
Talent, James  (R-MO)                   NA 
Thomas, Craig  (R-WY)                 5% 
Voinovich, George  (R-OH)           14% 
Warner, John  (R-VA)                    24% 
Wyden, Ron  (D-OR)                    86% 

House Scores Alpha Listing 

Abercrombie, Neil (D-HI-1)           95% 
Ackerman, Gary L. (D-NY-5)         90% 
Aderholt, Robert B. (R-AL-4)          0% 
Akin, W. Todd (R-MO-2)               0% 
Alexander, Rodney (D-LA-5)          NA 
Allen, Thomas H. (D-ME-1)           90% 
Andrews, Robert E. (D-NJ-1)          90% 
Baca, Joe (D-CA-43)                       81% 
Bachus, Spencer (R-AL-6)               5% 
Baird, Brian (D-WA-3)                   90% 
Baker, Richard H. (R-LA-6)             0% 
Baldwin, Tammy (D-WI-2)             100% 
Ballance, Frank W. (D-NC-1)          NA 
Ballenger, Cass (R-NC-10)              0% 
Barrett, J. Gresham (R-SC-3)           NA 
Bartlett, Roscoe G. (R-MD-6)         29% 
Barton, Joe (R-TX-6)                      10% 
Bass, Charles F. (R-NH-2)              19% 
Beauprez, Bob (R-CO-7)                 NA 
Becerra, Xavier (D-CA-31)              95% 
Bell, Chris (D-TX-25)                     NA 
Bereuter, Doug (R-NE-1)               10% 

Berkley, Shelley (D-NV-1)               90% 
Berman, Howard L. (D-CA-28)       90% 
Berry, Marion (D-AR-1)                  67% 
Biggert, Judy (R-IL-13)                   5% 
Bilirakis, Michael (R-FL-9)              24% 
Bishop, Rob (R-UT-1)                    NA 
Bishop, Sanford (D-GA-2)              62% 
Bishop, Timothy H. (D-NY-1)        NA 
Blackburn, Marsha (R-TN-7)           NA 
Blumenauer, Earl (D-OR-3)            86% 
Blunt, Roy (R-MO-7)                      5% 
Boehlert, Sherwood (R-NY-24)       38% 
Boehner, John A. (R-OH-8)            0% 
Bonilla, Henry (R-TX-23)               0% 
Bonner, Jo (R-AL-1)                       NA 
Bono, Mary (R-CA-45)                   5% 
Boozman, John (R-AR-3)                0% 
Boswell, Leonard L. (D-IA-3)          81% 
Boucher, Rick (D-VA-9)                 71% 
Boyd, Allen (D-FL-2)                     71% 
Bradley, Jeb (R-NH-1)                    NA 
Brady, Kevin (D-PA-1)                   81% 

Brady, Robert A. (R-TX-8)              0% 
Brown, Corrine (D-FL-3)                81% 
Brown, Henry E. (R-SC-1)              5% 
Brown, Sherrod (D-OH-13)            95% 
Brown-Waite, Ginny (R-FL-5)         NA 
Burgess, Michael C. (R-TX-26)        NA 
Burns, Max (R-GA-12)                   NA 
Burr, Richard (R-NC-5)                  5% 
Burton, Dan (R-IN-5)                     0% 
Buyer, Steve (R-IN-4)                     0% 
Calvert, Ken (R-CA-44)                  5% 
Camp, Dave (R-MI-4)                     10% 
Cannon, Chris (R-UT-3)                 5% 
Cantor, Eric (R-VA-7)                    0% 
Capito, Shelley Moore (R-WV-2)     24% 
Capps, Lois (D-CA-23)                   95% 
Capuano, Michael E. (D-MA-8)       90% 
Cardin, Benjamin L. (D-MD-3)       95% 
Cardoza, Dennis A. (D-CA-18)       NA 
Carson, Brad (D-OK-2)                  48% 
Carson, Julia (D-IN-7)                    95% 
Carter, John R. (R-TX-31)               NA 
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Case, Ed (D-HI-2)                          NA 
Castle, Michael N. (R-DE-0)           38% 
Chabot, Steve (R-OH-1)                 10% 
Chocola, Chris (R-IN-2)                 NA 
Clay, Wm. Lacy (D-MO-1)              86% 
Clyburn, James E. (D-SC-6)            71% 
Coble, Howard (R-NC-6)                14% 
Cole, Tom (R-OK-4)                      NA 
Collins, Mac (R-GA-8)                    0% 
Combest, Larry (R-TX-19)              0% 
Conyers, John (D-MI-14)                90% 
Cooper, Jim (D-TN-5)                    NA 
Costello, Jerry F. (D-IL-12)             81% 
Cox, Christopher (R-CA-48)           5% 
Cramer, Robert E. (Bud) (D-AL-5)  38% 
Crane, Philip M. (R-IL-8)                0% 
Crenshaw, Ander (R-FL-4)              5% 
Crowley, Joseph (D-NY-7)              90% 
Cubin, Barbara (R-WY-0)                5% 
Culberson, John Abney (R-TX-7)    5% 
Cummings, Elijah E. (D-MD-7)      95% 
Cunningham, Randy (R-CA-50)       5% 
Davis, Artur (D-AL-7)                    NA 
Davis, Danny K. (D-IL-7)               86% 
Davis, Jim (D-FL-11)                      81% 
Davis, Jo Ann (R-VA-1)                  14% 
Davis, Lincoln (D-TN-4)                NA 
Davis, Susan A. (D-CA-53)             95% 
Davis, Tom (R-VA-11)                   29% 
Deal, Nathan (R-GA-10)                 5% 
DeFazio, Peter A. (D-OR-4)           95% 
DeGette, Diana (D-CO-1)              95% 
Delahunt, William D. (D-MA-10)    95% 
DeLauro, Rosa L. (D-CT-3)            100% 
DeLay, Tom (R-TX-22)                  0% 
DeMint, Jim (R-SC-4)                     0% 
Deutsch, Peter (D-FL-20)               90% 
Diaz-Balart, Lincoln (R-FL-21)        24% 
Diaz-Balart, Mario (R-FL-25)          NA 
Dicks, Norman D. (D-WA-6)          81% 
Dingell, John D. (D-MI-15)             81% 
Doggett, Lloyd (D-TX-10)              95% 
Dooley, Calvin M. (D-CA-20)         48% 
Doolittle, John T. (R-CA-4)             10% 
Doyle, Michael F. (D-PA-14)           81% 
Dreier, David (R-CA-26)                 5% 
Duncan, John J. (R-TN-2)               5% 
Dunn, Jennifer (R-WA-8)                14% 
Edwards, Chet (D-TX-11)              57% 
Ehlers, Vernon J. (R-MI-3)              38% 
Emanuel, Rahm (D-IL-5)                NA 
Emerson, Jo Ann (R-MO-8)            0% 
Engel, Eliot L. (D-NY-17)              95% 
English, Phil (R-PA-3)                    24% 
Eshoo, Anna G. (D-CA-14)            95% 
Etheridge, Bob (D-NC-2)               81% 
Evans, Lane (D-IL-17)                    95% 
Everett, Terry (R-AL-2)                  0% 
Farr, Sam (D-CA-17)                      100% 
Fattah, Chaka (D-PA-2)                  90% 
Feeney, Tom (R-FL-24)                  NA 
Ferguson, Mike (R-NJ-7)                38% 
Filner, Bob (D-CA-51)                    100% 
Flake, Jeff (R-AZ-6)                       10% 
Fletcher, Ernie (R-KY-6)                0% 
Foley, Mark (R-FL-16)                    19% 
Forbes, J. Randy (R-VA-4)              0% 
Ford, Harold E. (D-TN-9)              67% 
Fossella, Vito (R-NY-13)                19% 

Frank, Barney (D-MA-4)                 100% 
Franks, Trent (R-AZ-2)                  NA 
Frelinghuysen, Rodney (R-NJ-11)    33% 
Frost, Martin (D-TX-24)                 71% 
Gallegly, Elton (R-CA-24)               19% 
Garrett, Scott (R-NJ-5)                   NA 
Gephardt, Richard A. (D-MO-3)     90% 
Gerlach, Jim (R-PA-6)                    NA 
Gibbons, Jim (R-NV-2)                  5% 
Gilchrest, Wayne T. (R-MD-1)        24% 
Gillmor, Paul E. (R-OH-5)              10% 
Gingrey, Phil (R-GA-11)                 NA 
Gonzalez, Charles A. (D-TX-20)     86% 
Goode, Virgil H. (R-VA-5)              10% 
Goodlatte, Bob (R-VA-6)                5% 
Gordon, Bart (D-TN-6)                  76% 
Goss, Porter J. (R-FL-14)                14% 
Granger, Kay (R-TX-12)                 0% 
Graves, Sam (R-MO-6)                   0% 
Green, Gene (D-TX-29)                 62% 
Green, Mark (R-WI-8)                    19% 
Greenwood, James C. (R-PA-8)       29% 
Grijalva, Raúl M. (D-AZ-7)             NA 
Gutierrez, Luis V. (D-IL-4)             90% 
Gutknecht, Gil (R-MN-1)               5% 
Hall, Ralph M. (D-TX-4)                 14% 
Harman, Jane (D-CA-36)                76% 
Harris, Katherine (R-FL-13)            NA 
Hart, Melissa A. (R-PA-4)               5% 
Hastert, J. Dennis (R-IL-14)            * 
Hastings, Alcee L. (D-FL-23)          86% 
Hastings, Doc (R-WA-4)                 0% 
Hayes, Robin (R-NC-8)                  5% 
Hayworth, J. D. (R-AZ-5)               0% 
Hefley, Joel (R-CO-5)                     14% 
Hensarling, Jeb (R-TX-5)                NA 
Herger, Wally (R-CA-2)                  0% 
Hill, Baron P. (D-IN-9)                   67% 
Hinchey, Maurice D. (D-NY-22)     100% 
Hinojosa, Rubén (D-TX-15)            71% 
Hobson, David L. (R-OH-7)           0% 
Hoeffel, Joseph M. (D-PA-13)         90% 
Hoekstra, Peter (R-MI-2)                19% 
Holden, Tim (D-PA-17)                  67% 
Holt, Rush D. (D-NJ-12)                95% 
Honda, Michael M. (D-CA-15)        100% 
Hooley, Darlene (D-OR-5)             90% 
Hostettler, John N. (R-IN-8)           14% 
Houghton, Amo (R-NY-29)            19% 
Hoyer, Steny H. (D-MD-5)             76% 
Hulshof, Kenny C. (R-MO-9)          0% 
Hunter, Duncan (R-CA-52)             10% 
Hyde, Henry J. (R-IL-6)                  10% 
Inslee, Jay (D-WA-1)                      86% 
Isakson, Johnny (R-GA-6)              5% 
Israel, Steve (D-NY-2)                    76% 
Issa, Darrell E. (R-CA-49)               5% 
Istook, Ernest J. (R-OK-5)              10% 
Jackson, Jesse L. (D-IL-2)               95% 
Jackson-Lee, Sheila (D-TX-18)        86% 
Janklow, William J. (R-SD-0)           NA 
Jefferson, William J. (D-LA-2)         62% 
Jenkins, William L. (R-TN-1)           5% 
John, Christopher (D-LA-7)            29% 
Johnson, Eddie Bernice (D-TX-30)  81% 
Johnson, Nancy L. (R-CT-5)           43% 

Johnson, Sam (R-TX-3)                  0% 
Johnson, Timothy V. (R-IL-15)       43% 
Jones, Stephanie Tubbs (D-OH-11) 90% 
Jones, Walter B. (R-NC-3)               19% 
Kanjorski, Paul E. (D-PA-11)          81% 
Kaptur, Marcy (D-OH-9)                86% 
Keller, Ric (R-FL-8)                        5% 
Kelly, Sue W. (R-NY-19)                 43% 
Kennedy, Mark R. (R-MN-6)           24% 
Kennedy, Patrick J. (D-RI-1)           95% 
Kildee, Dale E. (D-MI-5)                90% 
Kilpatrick, Carolyn C. (D-MI-13)     81% 
Kind, Ron (D-WI-3)                       86% 
King, Peter T. (R-NY-3)                 19% 
King, Steve (R-IA-5)                       NA 
Kingston, Jack (R-GA-1)                0% 
Kirk, Mark Steven (R-IL-10)           33% 
Kleczka, Gerald D. (D-WI-4)          95% 
Kline, John (R-MN-2)                     NA 
Knollenberg, Joe (R-MI-9)              0% 
Kolbe, Jim (R-AZ-8)                       0% 
Kucinich, Dennis J. (D-OH-10)       100% 
LaHood, Ray (R-IL-18)                   29% 
Lampson, Nick (D-TX-9)               57% 
Langevin, James R. (D-RI-2)           95% 
Lantos, Tom (D-CA-12)                 95% 
Larsen, Rick (D-WA-2)                   86% 
Larson, John B. (D-CT-1)               71% 
Latham, Tom (R-IA-4)                   5% 
LaTourette, Steven C. (R-OH-14)    14% 
Leach, James A. (R-IA-2)                43% 
Lee, Barbara (D-CA-9)                   100% 
Levin, Sander M. (D-MI-12)            90% 
Lewis, Jerry (R-CA-41)                    10% 
Lewis, John (D-GA-5)                    90% 
Lewis, Ron (R-KY-2)                      0% 
Linder, John (R-GA-7)                   0% 
Lipinski, William O. (D-IL-3)          38% 
LoBiondo, Frank A. (R-NJ-2)          48% 
Lofgren, Zoe (D-CA-16)                 100% 
Lowey, Nita M. (D-NY-18)             100% 
Lucas, Frank D. (R-OK-3)              0% 
Lucas, Ken (D-KY-4)                     24% 
Lynch, Stephen F. (D-MA-9)           100% 
Majette, Denise L. (D-GA-4)           NA 
Maloney, Carolyn B. (D-NY-14)      95% 
Manzullo, Donald A. (R-IL-16)       10% 
Markey, Edward J. (D-MA-7)          100% 
Marshall, Jim (D-GA-3)                  NA 
Matheson, Jim (D-UT-2)                 71% 
Matsui, Robert T. (D-CA-5)            100% 
McCarthy, Carolyn (D-NY-4)          90% 
McCarthy, Karen (D-MO-5)           90% 
McCollum, Betty (D-MN-4)            95% 
McCotter, Thaddeus G. (R-MI-11)  NA 
McCrery, Jim (R-LA-4)                   0% 
McDermott, Jim (D-WA-7)             90% 
McGovern, James P. (D-MA-3)       100% 
McHugh, John M. (R-NY-23)          19% 
McInnis, Scott (R-CO-3)                 19% 
McIntyre, Mike (D-NC-7)               76% 
McKeon, Howard P. (R-CA-25)      5% 
McNulty, Michael R. (D-NY-21)     100% 
Meehan, Martin T. (D-MA-5)          81% 
Meek, Kendrick B. (D-FL-17)         NA 
Meeks, Gregory W. (D-NY-6)         76% 
Menendez, Robert (D-NJ-13)          90% 
Mica, John L. (R-FL-7)                   0% 
Michaud, Michael H. (D-ME-2)       NA 

* The Speaker of the House votes at his 
discretion. 
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Millender-McDonald, J. (D-CA-37)  100% 
Miller, Brad (D-NC-13)                  NA 
Miller, Candice S. (R-MI-10)            NA 
Miller, Gary G. (R-CA-42)              0% 
Miller, George (D-CA-7)                 95% 
Miller, Jeff (R-FL-1)                        18% 
Mollohan, Alan B. (D-WV-1)          52% 
Moore, Dennis (D-KS-3)                81% 
Moran, James P. (D-VA-8)              71% 
Moran, Jerry (R-KS-1)                    0% 
Murphy, Tim (R-PA-18)                 NA 
Murtha, John P. (D-PA-12)             48% 
Musgrave, Marilyn N. (R-CO-4)      NA 
Myrick, Sue Wilkins (R-NC-9)         10% 
Nadler, Jerrold (D-NY-8)                90% 
Napolitano, Grace F. (D-CA-38)     100% 
Neal, Richard E. (D-MA-2)             86% 
Nethercutt, George R. (R-WA-5)     0% 
Ney, Robert W. (R-OH-18)             14% 
Northup, Anne M. (R-KY-3)           10% 
Norwood, Charlie (R-GA-9)           5% 
Nunes, Devin (R-CA-21)                NA 
Nussle, Jim (R-IA-1)                       14% 
Oberstar, James L. (D-MN-8)          95% 
Obey, David R. (D-WI-7)               90% 
Olver, John W. (D-MA-1)               95% 
Ortiz, Solomon P. (D-TX-27)         67% 
Osborne, Tom (R-NE-3)                0% 
Ose, Doug (R-CA-3)                      19% 
Otter, C. L. ``Butch'' (R-ID-1)         0% 
Owens, Major R. (D-NY-11)           95% 
Oxley, Michael G. (R-OH-4)           5% 
Pallone, Frank (D-NJ-6)                  95% 
Pascrell, Bill (D-NJ-8)                     86% 
Pastor, Ed (D-AZ-4)                      86% 
Paul, Ron (R-TX-14)                      38% 
Payne, Donald M. (D-NJ-10)           90% 
Pearce, Stevan (R-NM-2)                NA 
Pelosi, Nancy (D-CA-8)                  100% 
Pence, Mike (R-IN-6)                     5% 
Peterson, Collin C. (D-MN-7)         43% 
Peterson, John E. (R-PA-5)             0% 
Petri, Thomas E. (R-WI-6)              38% 
Pickering, Charles W. (R-MS-3)       0% 
Pitts, Joseph R. (R-PA-16)               0% 
Platts, Todd Russell (R-PA-19)        24% 
Pombo, Richard W. (R-CA-11)        5% 
Pomeroy, Earl (D-ND-0)                76% 
Porter, Jon C. (R-NV-3)                  NA 
Portman, Rob (R-OH-2)                 14% 
Price, David E. (D-NC-4)               90% 
Pryce, Deborah (R-OH-15)             5% 
Putnam, Adam H. (R-FL-12)           5% 
Quinn, Jack (R-NY-27)                   24% 
Radanovich, George (R-CA-19)       5% 
Rahall, Nick J. II (D-WV-3)            95% 
Ramstad, Jim (R-MN-3)                  48% 
Rangel, Charles B. (D-NY-15)         100% 
Regula, Ralph (R-OH-16)                10% 
Rehberg, Dennis R. (R-MT-0)         0% 
Renzi, Rick (R-AZ-1)                      NA 
Reyes, Silvestre (D-TX-16)              67% 
Reynolds, Thomas M. (R-NY-26)    10% 
Rodriguez, Ciro D. (D-TX-28)        81% 
Rogers, Harold (R-KY-5)                0% 
Rogers, Mike (R-AL-3)                   NA 
Rogers, Mike (R-MI-8)                    10% 
Rohrabacher, Dana (R-CA-46)        10% 
Ros-Lehtinen, Ileana (R-FL-18)       19% 

Ross, Mike (D-AR-4)                      62% 
Rothman, Steven R. (D-NJ-9)         95% 
Roybal-Allard, Lucille (D-CA-34)    100% 
Royce, Edward R. (R-CA-40)          0% 
Ruppersberger, Dutch (D-MD-2)    NA 
Rush, Bobby L. (D-IL-1)                 76% 
Ryan, Paul (R-WI-1)                       19% 
Ryan, Timothy J. (D-OH-17)           NA 
Ryun, Jim (R-KS-2)                        0% 
Sabo, Martin Olav (D-MN-5)          100% 
Sanchez, Linda T. (D-CA-39)          NA 
Sanchez, Loretta (D-CA-47)            95% 
Sanders, Bernard (I-VT-0)               100% 
Sandlin, Max (D-TX-1)                   52% 
Saxton, Jim (R-NJ-3)                      43% 
Schakowsky, Janice D. (D-IL-9)       100% 
Schiff, Adam B. (D-CA-29)             100% 
Schrock, Edward L. (R-VA-2)         0% 
Scott, David (D-GA-13)                 NA 
Scott, Robert C. (D-VA-3)              90% 
Sensenbrenner, F. James (R-WI-5)   19% 
Serrano, José E. (D-NY-16)            90% 
Sessions, Pete (R-TX-32)                0% 
Shadegg, John B. (R-AZ-3)             0% 
Shaw, E. Clay (R-FL-22)                 14% 
Shays, Christopher (R-CT-4)           38% 
Sherman, Brad (D-CA-27)              90% 
Sherwood, Don (R-PA-10)              0% 
Shimkus, John (R-IL-19)                 0% 
Shuster, Bill (R-PA-9)                     0% 
Simmons, Rob (R-CT-2)                 29% 
Simpson, Michael K. (R-ID-2)         0% 
Skelton, Ike (D-MO-4)                   62% 
Slaughter, Louise (D-NY-28)           86% 
Smith, Adam (D-WA-9)                  76% 
Smith, Christopher H. (R-NJ-4)       52% 
Smith, Lamar S. (R-TX-21)             0% 
Smith, Nick (R-MI-7)                     5% 
Snyder, Vic (D-AR-2)                     81% 
Solis, Hilda L. (D-CA-32)                95% 
Souder, Mark E. (R-IN-3)               10% 
Spratt, John M. (D-SC-5)                71% 
Stark, Fortney Pete (D-CA-13)        81% 
Stearns, Cliff (R-FL-6)                    19% 
Stenholm, Charles W. (D-TX-17)    24% 
Strickland, Ted (D-OH-6)               86% 
Stupak, Bart (D-MI-1)                    90% 
Sullivan, John (R-OK-1)                 0% 
Sweeney, John E. (R-NY-20)           19% 
Tancredo, Thomas G. (R-CO-6)      5% 
Tanner, John S. (D-TN-8)               48% 
Tauscher, Ellen O. (D-CA-10)         86% 
Tauzin, W. J. (Billy) (R-LA-3)          0% 
Taylor, Charles H. (R-NC-11)          5% 
Taylor, Gene (D-MS-4)                   43% 
Terry, Lee (R-NE-2)                       10% 
Thomas, William M. (R-CA-22)       0% 
Thompson, Bennie G. (D-MS-2)     81% 
Thompson, Mike (D-CA-1)             90% 
Thornberry, Mac (R-TX-13)            0% 
Tiahrt, Todd (R-KS-4)                    0% 
Tiberi, Patrick J. (R-OH-12)            0% 
Tierney, John F. (D-MA-6)             100% 
Toomey, Patrick J. (R-PA-15)          0% 
Towns, Edolphus (D-NY-10)          67% 
Turner, Jim (D-TX-2)                     43% 
Turner, Michael R. (R-OH-3)          NA 
Udall, Mark (D-CO-2)                    100% 
Udall, Tom (D-NM-3)                    100% 

Upton, Fred (R-MI-6)                     19% 
Van Hollen, Chris (D-MD-8)          NA 
Velazquez, Nydia M. (D-NY-12)     95% 
Visclosky, Peter J. (D-IN-1)            81% 
Vitter, David (R-LA-1)                    0% 
Walden, Greg (R-OR-2)                  10% 
Walsh, James T. (R-NY-25)             29% 
Wamp, Zach (R-TN-3)                   5% 
Waters, Maxine (D-CA-35)             100% 
Watson, Diane E. (D-CA-33)          95% 
Watt, Melvin L. (D-NC-12)             86% 
Waxman, Henry A. (D-CA-30)        90% 
Weiner, Anthony D. (D-NY-9)        100% 
Weldon, Curt (R-PA-7)                   24% 
Weldon, Dave (R-FL-15)                14% 
Weller, Jerry (R-IL-11)                    10% 
Wexler, Robert (D-FL-19)               100% 
Whitfield, Ed (R-KY-1)                  0% 
Wicker, Roger F. (R-MS-1)              0% 
Wilson, Heather (R-NM-1)              5% 
Wilson, Joe (R-SC-2)                      18% 
Wolf, Frank R. (R-VA-10)               5% 
Woolsey, Lynn C. (D-CA-6)            100% 
Wu, David (D-OR-1)                      86% 
Wynn, Albert Russell (D-MD-4)      81% 
Young, C. W. Bill (R-FL-10)            19% 
Young, Don (R-AK-0)                    10% 

Page 30 



AKPIRG 
P.O. Box 101093  
Anchorage, AK 99510  
(907) 278-3661  
akpirg@akpirg.org 
 
CALPIRG  
3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 385 
Los Angeles, CA 90010  
(213) 251-3680 
info@calpirg.org 
 
CoPIRG 
1530 Blake Street, Suite 220  
Denver, CO 80202  
(303) 573-7474  
info@copirg.org 
 
ConnPIRG 
198 Park Road, 2nd Floor 
West Hartford, CT 06119 
(860) 233-7554  
info@connpirg.org 
 
Florida PIRG 
704 West Madison Street  
Tallahassee, FL 32304  
(850) 224-3321  
info@floridapirg.org 
 
Georgia PIRG 
1447 Peachtree Street, NE, Suite 304  
Atlanta, GA 30309 
(404) 892-3573  
info@georgiapirg.org 
 
Illinois PIRG 
180 W. Washington Blvd., Suite 500  
Chicago, IL 60602  
(312) 364-0096   
info@illinoispirg.org 
 
INPIRG 
IMU, Room 470A  
Bloomington, IN 47405  
(812) 856-4128  
inpirg@pirg.org 
 
Iowa PIRG 
1723 Grand Ave. 
Des Moines, IA 50309  
(515) 282-4193  
info@iowapirg.org 
 
MaryPIRG 
3121 Saint Paul Street, Suite 26  
Baltimore, MD 21218 
(410) 467-0439  
info@marypirg.org 
 

MASSPIRG 
29 Temple Place  
Boston, MA 02111 
(617) 292-4800  
info@masspirg.org 
 
PIRGIM 
122 South Main Street, Suite 370  
Ann Arbor, MI 48104  
(734) 662-6597  
info@pirgim.org 
 
MoPIRG 
59 Rear Maryland Plaza  
St. Louis, MO 63108 
(314) 454-9560  
info@mopirg.org 
 
MontPIRG 
360 Corbin Hall  
Missoula, MT 59812-0001  
(406) 243-2908  
info@montpirg.org 
 
NHPIRG 
80 1/2 N. Main Street, Suite 201  
Concord, NH 03301  
(603) 229-3222  
info@nhpirg.org 
 
NJPIRG 
11 North Willow Street  
Trenton, NJ 08608 
(609) 394-8155  
info@njpirg.org 
 
NMPIRG 
PO Box 40173  
Albuquerque, NM 87196  
(505) 254-1244  
info@nmpirg.org 
 
NYPIRG 
9 Murray Street, 3rd Floor  
New York, NY 10007-2223  
(212) 349-6460  
nypirg@nypirg.org 
 
NCPIRG 
405B W. Franklin Street  
Chapel Hill, NC 27516  
(919) 933-5889  
info@ncpirg.org 
 
Ohio PIRG 
2460 Fairmount Blvd., Suite C  
Cleveland Heights OH 44106  
(216) 791-1116  
info@ohiopirg.org 
 

OSPIRG 
1536 SE 11th Avenue  
Portland, OR 97214 
(503) 231-4181  
info@ospirg.org 
 
PennPIRG 
1334 Walnut Street, 6th Floor  
Philadelphia, PA 19107  
(215) 732-3747  
info@pennpirg.org 
 
RIPIRG 
11 South Angell St., Suite 337 
Providence, RI 02906 
(401) 421-6578 
info@ripirg.org 
 
TexPIRG 
1604 ½ San Antonio St. 
Austin, TX 78701 
(512) 479-7287 
info@texpirg.org 
 
VPIRG 
64 Main Street  
Montpelier, VT 05602  
(802) 223-5221  
vpirg@vpirg.org 
 
WashPIRG 
3240 Eastlake Ave E, Suite 100  
Seattle, WA  98102  
(206) 568-2850  
info@washpirg.org 
 
WISPIRG 
1050 Regent St., Suite L2  
Madison, WI 53715  
(608) 251-1918  
info@wispirg.org 
 
U.S. PIRG 
National Association of State PIRGs 
218 D Street, SE 
Washington, DC 20003 
(202) 546-9707 
uspirg@pirg.org 
 
Additional U.S. PIRG  
Field Offices 
Gulf: southgulf@pirg.org 
Mid-Atlantic: midatlantic@pirg.org 
Midwest: midwest@pirg.org 
New England: newengland@pirg.org 
Plains: plains@pirg.org 
Rockies: rockies@pirg.org 
South: south@pirg.org 

State PIRGs 
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