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T
he nonprofit League of Conservation Voters (LCV) has 

published a National Environmental Scorecard every 

Congress since 1970, the year it was founded by leaders 

of the environmental movement following the first 

Earth Day. LCV believes our earth is worth fighting for because 

everyone has a right to clean air, water, lands, and a safe, 

healthy community.

This edition of the National Environmental Scorecard provides 

objective, factual information about the most important 

environmental legislation considered and the corresponding 

voting records of all members of the second session of the 118th 

Congress. This Scorecard represents the consensus of experts 

from more than 20 respected environmental, environmental 

justice, and conservation organizations who selected the key 

votes on which members of Congress should be scored. LCV 

scores votes on the most important issues of the year, including 

energy, climate change, public health, environmental and racial 

justice, worker protection, democracy, public lands and wildlife 

conservation, and spending for environmental programs. The 

votes included in this Scorecard presented members of Congress 

with a real choice and help distinguish which legislators 

are working for environmental protection. Except in rare 

circumstances, the Scorecard excludes consensus action on the 

environment and issues on which no recorded votes occurred. 

Dedicated environmentalists and national leaders volunteered 

their time to identify and research crucial votes. We extend 

special thanks to our Board of Directors, Accountability and 

Endorsements Committee, and Scorecard Advisory Committee 

for their valuable input.
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2024 OVERVIEW

For two years in a row, House Republican leadership embraced chaos, their polluter allies and most 

extreme members, resulting in the least productive Congress in recent history, all at the cost of our 

environment, health, and economic wellbeing.

Throughout 2024, Congress continued the trends 

of 2023, allowing uncertainty and manufactured 

crises to grind productivity to a halt. Over and over 

again, House leadership handed power to the most 

extreme members of their caucus, whose radical 

appropriations riders and messaging provisions 

made must-pass legislation unpalatable to their own 

caucus. Four times, leadership pulled bills from the 

House floor because they were too extreme for their 

own party. Meanwhile, the Senate continued moving 

strong judicial nominees forward and worked towards 

bipartisan agreement on government funding. 

While Congress failed to act, people across the 

country faced the worsening impacts of the climate 

crisis. Throughout 2024, which was the hottest year 

on record for the second year in a row, communities 

experienced deadly heat waves, apocalyptic 

wildfires, record-breaking hurricanes that damaged 

coastal and inland areas, and catastrophic tornadoes 

and winter storms. It was another staggeringly 

expensive year for damages from climate change-

fueled extreme weather events, with 27 disasters 

each costing over a billion dollars—in total, nearly 

$200 billion. And 2025 commenced with horrific 

wildfires in Los Angeles, leveling whole sections of 

the megacity. As a result of climate change-fueled 

damages, in many parts of the country, homeowners 

saw insurance prices skyrocket or coverage became 

unavailable, as insurance companies cut and ran to 

reduce their climate change-fueled financial risks.

House Republican leadership created turmoil and 

disarray in basic functions that should have been 

straightforward, like funding the federal government 

and providing relief from disasters. Congress nar-

rowly avoided a number of government shutdowns 

as House Republicans attempted to pass bills so 

extreme that they splintered their own caucus. Ex-

treme Republicans pushed for hundreds of amend-

ments that undermined protections for people and 

the planet, making up 11 of 33 included House votes 

in the 2024 Scorecard. There were votes to block air 

pollution limits for cars, trucks, and power plants, 

stop support for domestic manufacturing, freeze 

funding for affordable clean energy projects, elimi-

nate Endangered Species Act requirements for the 

military, end environmental justice programs, block 

efforts to make voting more accessible, and require 

more damaging, environmental law-exempt border 

wall construction. In some instances, they paired in-

adequate government funding bill text with extreme 

policy riders and provisions, including those that tar-

get people because of their gender, race, and other 

identities—and many of these failed to pass.

As they faced stalemates, House Republican leader-

ship turned to the Congressional Review Act (CRA) 

as a tool that requires less consensus, yet if suc-

cessful would have permanently repealed environ-

mental, worker, and community protections. We 

included one House CRA vote, though many of the 

appropriations bills amendments we included were 

similar. Senate Republicans used the CRA as well to 

force votes to undermine similar protections, ac-

counting for three of the eight votes scored last year. 

Ultimately, both chambers voted on CRAs that di-

minished consumer choice and peoples’ protections, 
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Inflation Reduction Act 
Repeal Votes Tracker
LCV along with Climate Power and the 

Climate Action Campaign continued to 

compile and update how many times 

Republicans held recorded votes to repeal the 

landmark climate and clean energy plan and 

other provisions of the law over the past two 

years—54 times and counting. This year saw 

12 recorded votes on the House floor and 11 

votes in committees and subcommittees. 

For more visit:  

WWW.LCV.ORG/IRA-REPEAL-VOTES 

which would have given more power and leeway to 

industry had it not been for President Biden’s veto. 

The CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that anti-

environmental members of Congress have used to 

permanently strip away protections for our environ-

ment, communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. 

While Congress attempted to block rules limiting 

tailpipe pollution and targeting government sup-

port to domestically-manufactured components, 

the president vetoed these actions. 

Though the Senate did not have a large number 

of votes in 2024, leadership continued to confirm 

well-qualified federal judges for lifetime appoint-

ments. These judges reflect a diversity of racial, 

economic and identity backgrounds, and bring a 

variety of professional experience to the bench, 

particularly in public interest lawyering. The Sen-

ate approved 235 new judges, more than any other 

president and Senate in a four year period. These 

judges will provide long-term value to our country 

because the laws that protect our environment and 

democracy need judges with a variety of perspec-

tives and experiences that reflect people in the 

U.S., and who will uphold and enforce those laws. 

The Farm Bill, which is usually a bipartisan priority, 

was another victim of Republican failure to ac-

complish normal legislative business. Republicans 

continued to unsuccessfully attempt to raid climate 

smart agriculture, conservation, and clean energy 

funding appropriated by the affordable clean en-

ergy plan. Congress extended expiring programs’ 

authorizations for the second year in a row, through 

the end of 2025.

Finally, in a year defined by chaos and inaction, 

Congress did pass a few bipartisan bills, including 

to reduce oversight of nuclear energy, increase ex-

emptions to environmental review for some drilling 

for advanced geothermal energy, and reauthorize 

the Water Resources Development Act and the 

American Conservation Enhancement Act. Given 

environmental groups' range of opinions on these 

bills, as well as the lopsided nature of the approv-

als of the reauthorizations, we did not include them 

in this year’s Scorecard.

Looking ahead to the 119th Congress, with a 

shift in power in the Senate and White House to 

anti-environmental and anti-democracy leadership, 

recent progress and bedrock laws will be at risk. 

We will continue to defend both and hold elected 

officials accountable to their positions, as we have 

for over five decades.   

http://www.lcv.org/IRA-Repeal-Votes
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2024 STATE AND TERRITORY AVERAGES

VOTING SUMMARY

SENATE

house

State/Territory       SENATE       HOUSE
Alabama 0 15

Alaska 0 58

American Samoa N/A 9

Arizona 56 30

Arkansas 0 4

California 100 75

Colorado 100 52

Connecticut 100 97

Delaware 100 100

District Of Columbia N/A 100

Florida 0 30

Georgia 94 35

Guam N/A 0

Hawaii 100 98

Idaho 0 5

Illinois 100 81

Indiana 0 24

Iowa 0 5

Kansas 0 25

Kentucky 6 20

Louisiana 0 21

Maine 50 71

Maryland 100 83

Massachusetts 100 96

Michigan 100 54

Minnesota 100 47

Mississippi 0 24

Missouri 0 21

Montana 29 2

Nebraska 0 4

Nevada 100 72

New Hampshire 100 88

New Jersey  83 78

New Mexico 100 94

New York 100 63

North Carolina 0 47

North Dakota 0 0

Northern Mariana Islands N/A 91

Ohio 25 33

Oklahoma 0 3

Oregon 100 68

Pennsylvania 94 56

Puerto Rico N/A 36

Rhode Island 100 100

South Carolina 0 17

South Dakota 0 0

Tennessee 0 13

Texas 0 33

Utah 0 6

Vermont 94 100

Virgin Islands N/A 91

Virginia 100 55

Washington 100 72

West Virginia 6 0

Wisconsin 50 24

Wyoming 0 3

AS

VI

DC

CNMI

PR

GU
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LOWEST SENATE 
DELEGATIONS

HIGHEST SENATE 
DELEGATIONS

SENATE SCORES OF 100

HOUSE SCORES OF 100

California 100%

Colorado 100%

Connecticut 100%

Delaware 100%

Hawaii 100%

Illinois 100%

Maryland 100%

Massachusetts 100%

Michigan 100%

Minnesota 100%

Nevada 100%

New Hampshire 100%

New Mexico 100%

New York 100%

Oregon 100%

Rhode Island 100%

Virginia 100%

Washington 100%

HIGHEST HOUSE 
DELEGATIONS

Guam 0%

North Dakota 0%

South Dakota 0%

West Virginia 0%

Montana 2%

Oklahoma 3%

Wyoming 3%

Arkansas 4%

Nebraska 4%

Idaho 5%

Iowa 5%

  SENATE SCORES OF 0
ALABAMA Britt ∙ 
Tuberville 

ALASKA Murkowski ∙ 
Sullivan 

ARKANSAS Boozman ∙ 
Cotton 

FLORIDA Rubio ∙ 
Scott, Rick 

IDAHO Crapo ∙ Risch 

INDIANA Braun ∙ Young

IOWA Ernst ∙ Grassley 

KANSAS Marshall ∙ Moran, J.

KENTUCKY McConnell 

LOUISIANA Cassidy ∙ 
Kennedy, J.

MAINE Collins, S.

MISSISSIPPI Hyde-Smith 
∙ Wicker 

MISSOURI Hawley ∙ 
Schmitt 

MONTANA Daines 

NEBRASKA Fischer ∙ 
Ricketts 

NORTH CAROLINA Budd 
∙ Tillis 

NORTH DAKOTA Cramer 
∙ Hoeven 

OHIO Vance 

OKLAHOMA Lankford ∙ 
Mullin, M.

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Graham ∙ Scott, T. 

SOUTH DAKOTA Rounds 
∙ Thune 

TENNESSEE Blackburn ∙ 
Hagerty

TEXAS Cornyn ∙ Cruz, T.

UTAH Lee, M. ∙ Romney 

WEST VIRGINIA Capito 

WISCONSIN Johnson, R. 

WYOMING Barrasso ∙ 
Lummis

LOWEST HOUSE 
DELEGATIONS

SENATE

house

2024 HIGH AND LOW SCORES

ARIZONA Kelly, Mark   

CALIFORNIA Butler ∙ 
Padilla

COLORADO  Bennet ∙ 
Hickenlooper

CONNECTICUT 
Blumenthal ∙ Murphy, C.

DELAWARE Carper ∙ 
Coons 

GEORGIA Ossoff 

HAWAII Hirono ∙ Schatz 

ILLINOIS Duckworth ∙ 
Durbin 

MAINE King 

MARYLAND Cardin ∙ 
Van Hollen  

MASSACHUSETTS 
Markey ∙ Warren 

MICHIGAN Peters, G. ∙ 
Stabenow 

MINNESOTA Klobuchar ∙ 
Smith, T.  

NEVADA Cortez Masto ∙ 
Rosen 

NEW HAMPSHIRE Hassan 
∙ Shaheen 

NEW JERSEY Booker 

NEW MEXICO Heinrich 
∙ Luján

NEW YORK Gillibrand ∙ 
Schumer 

OREGON Merkley ∙ 
Wyden 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Fetterman  

RHODE ISLAND Reed ∙ 
Whitehouse 

VERMONT Welch  

VIRGINIA Kaine ∙ Warner

WASHINGTON Cantwell 
∙ Murray

Delaware 100%

District Of Columbia 
100%

Rhode Island 100%

Vermont 100%

Hawaii 98%

Connecticut 97%

Massachusetts 96%

Alabama 0%

Alaska 0%

Arkansas 0%

Florida 0%

Idaho 0%

Indiana 0%

Iowa 0%

Kansas 0%

Louisiana 0%

Mississippi 0%

Missouri 0%

Nebraska 0%

North Carolina 0%

North Dakota 0%

Oklahoma 0%

South Carolina 0%

South Dakota 0%

Tennessee 0%

Texas 0%

Utah 0%

Wyoming 0%

ARIZONA Grijalva 

CALIFORNIA Brownley 
∙ Chu ∙ DeSaulnier ∙ 
Jacobs ∙ Kamlager-Dove 
∙ Khanna ∙ Levin ∙ Lieu 
∙ Lofgren ∙ Napolitano 
∙ Sánchez ∙ Sherman ∙ 
Takano ∙ Waters 

COLORADO DeGette ∙ 
Neguse 

CONNECTICUT DeLauro 
∙ Hayes 

DELAWARE 
Blunt Rochester

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Holmes Norton

FLORIDA Castor ∙ Frankel 
∙ Frost ∙ Wilson, F.

GEORGIA Johnson, H. ∙ 
Williams, N.

HAWAII Tokuda 

ILLINOIS Casten ∙ Davis, 
Danny ∙ Foster ∙ Jackson, 
Jonathan ∙ Kelly, R. ∙ 
Ramirez ∙ Schakowsky ∙ 
Underwood 

INDIANA Carson 

KENTUCKY McGarvey 

MAINE Pingree 

MARYLAND Ivey ∙ Mfume 
∙ Raskin ∙ Sarbanes 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Clark, K. ∙ McGovern ∙ 
Neal 

MICHIGAN Dingell ∙ 
Stevens ∙ Thanedar 

MINNESOTA McCollum 
∙ Omar 

NEW JERSEY McIver ∙ 
Menendez, R. ∙ Pallone ∙ 
Pascrell ∙ Payne ∙ Watson 
Coleman 

NEW MEXICO 
Leger Fernández 

NEW YORK Clarke, Y. 
∙ Goldman ∙ Jeffries ∙ 
Kennedy, T. ∙ Morelle ∙ 
Nadler ∙ Torres, R.

NORTH CAROLINA 
Adams ∙ Foushee ∙ Ross 

OHIO Beatty 

OREGON Bonamici ∙ 
Salinas 

PENNSYLVANIA Boyle 
∙ Dean ∙ Evans ∙ Lee, 
Summer ∙ Scanlon 

RHODE ISLAND Amo ∙ 
Magaziner 

TENNESSEE Cohen 

TEXAS Doggett ∙ Escobar 
∙ Garcia, S. ∙ Green, A. ∙ 
Jackson Lee ∙ Lee Carter

VERMONT Balint 

VIRGINIA Beyer ∙ 
McClellan ∙ Wexton 

WASHINGTON Jayapal 

WISCONSIN Pocan

ALABAMA Moore, Barry 
∙ Palmer ∙ Rogers, M. ∙ 
Strong 

ARIZONA Biggs ∙ Crane 
∙ Lesko 

ARKANSAS Hill 

CALIFORNIA LaMalfa 

COLORADO Boebert ∙ 
Buck ∙ Lamborn ∙ Lopez 

FLORIDA Bilirakis ∙ 
Cammack ∙ Donalds ∙ 
Dunn ∙ Franklin ∙ Luna 
∙ Mast ∙ Mills ∙ Posey ∙ 
Rutherford ∙ Steube ∙ 
Waltz ∙ Webster 

GEORGIA Allen ∙ 
Clyde ∙ Loudermilk ∙ 
McCormick, R. ∙ Scott, A. 

GUAM Moylan 

IDAHO Fulcher 

ILLINOIS Bost ∙ 
Miller, Mary

INDIANA Banks ∙ Houchin 
∙ Spartz 

KANSAS Mann

KENTUCKY Barr ∙ Comer

LOUISIANA Higgins, C. ∙ 
Scalise 

MICHIGAN Huizenga ∙ 
McClain 

MINNESOTA Emmer ∙ 
Finstad 

MISSISSIPPI Ezell ∙ Kelly, T.

MISSOURI Alford ∙ 
Burlison ∙ Graves, S. ∙ 
Smith, J.

MONTANA Zinke 

NEW YORK Langworthy ∙ 
Stefanik 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Bishop, D. ∙ Foxx ∙ Hudson 
∙ Murphy, G. ∙ Rouzer 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Armstrong 

OHIO Balderson ∙ 
Davidson ∙ Jordan ∙ Latta ∙ 
Turner, M. ∙ Wenstrup 

OKLAHOMA Brecheen 
∙ Hern 

OREGON Bentz 

PENNSYLVANIA Joyce, J. 
∙ Kelly, Mike ∙ Meuser ∙ 
Reschenthaler 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Wilson, J.

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Johnson, D. 

TENNESSEE DesJarlais ∙ 
Green, M. ∙ Harshbarger 
∙ Rose

TEXAS Arrington ∙ Babin ∙ 
Burgess ∙ Carter, J. ∙ Cloud 
∙ De La Cruz, M. ∙ Fallon 
∙ Gonzales, T. ∙ Granger 
∙ Hunt ∙ Jackson, R. ∙ 
Luttrell ∙ Moran, N. ∙ Nehls 
∙ Pfluger ∙ Roy ∙ Self ∙ 
Van Duyne ∙ Weber ∙ 
Williams, R.

VIRGINIA Cline ∙ Good

WASHINGTON 
McMorris Rodgers

WEST VIRGINIA Miller, C. 
∙ Mooney 

WISCONSIN Gallagher ∙ 
Tiffany ∙ Wied

HOUSE SCORES OF 0
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COMMITTEE CHAIR SCORE RANKING MEMBER    SCORE

Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry Stabenow (MI) 	 100 Boozman (AR) 	 	0

Appropriations Murray (WA) 	 100 Collins, S. (ME) 	 	0

Commerce, Science, and Transportation Cantwell (WA) 	 100 Cruz (TX) 	 	0

Energy and Natural Resources Manchin (WV) 	 13 Barrasso (WY) 	 	0

Environment and Public Works Carper (DE) 	 100 Capito (WV) 	 	0

Homeland	Security	and	Governmental	Affairs Peters, G. (MI) 	 100 Paul (KY) 	 13

Judiciary Durbin (IL) 	 100 Graham (SC) 	 	0

Rules and Administration Klobuchar (MN) 	 100 Fischer (NE) 	 	0

SENATE COMMITTEE LEADER AVERAGE CHAIRS 	 89 RANKING MEMBERS 	 	2

COMMITTEE CHAIR SCORE RANKING MEMBER    SCORE

Administration Steil,	B.	(WI-01) 	 6 Morelle	(NY-25) 	 100

Agriculture Thompson,	G.	(PA-15) 	 6 Scott,	D.	(GA-13) 	 91

Appropriations Granger	(TX-12) 	 0 DeLauro	(CT-03) 	 100
Cole	(OK-04)* 						6

Energy and Commerce McMorris	Rodgers	(WA-05) 	 0 Pallone	(NJ-06) 	 100

Homeland Security Green,	M.	(TN-07) 	 0 Thompson,	B.	(MS-02)	 94

Judiciary Jordan	(OH-04) 	 0 Nadler	(NY-12) 	 100

Natural Resources Westerman	(AR-04) 	 3 Grijalva	(AZ-07) 	 100

Oversight Comer	(KY-01) 	 0 Raskin	(MD-08) 	 100

Science, Space, and Technology Lucas	(OK-03) 	 3 Lofgren	(CA-18) 	 100

Transportation and Infrastructure Graves,	S.	(MO-06) 	 0 Larsen,	R.	(WA-02) 	 94

HOUSE COMMITTEE LEADER AVERAGE CHAIRS 	 2 RANKING MEMBERS 	 98

party leaders' scores

DEMOCRATS SCORE REPUBLICANS SCORE

Schumer (NY), Majority Leader 100 McConnell (KY), Minority Leader 0

Durbin (IL), Majority Whip 100 Thune (SD), Minority Whip 0

Stabenow (MI), Chair of Policy and  
Communications Committee 100

Barrasso (WY), Conference Chair 0

Klobuchar (MN), Steering Chair of the Steering  
and Outreach Committee 100

Ernst (IA), Policy Committee Chair 0

LEADERSHIP AVERAGE 100 LEADERSHIP AVERAGE 0

DEMOCRATS SCORE REPUBLICANS SCORE

Hakeem	Jeffries	(NY-08),	Minority	Leader 100 Johnson,	M.	(LA-04),	Speaker	of	the	House** N/A

Clark,	K.	(MA-05),	Minority	Whip 100 Scalise	(LA-01),	Majority	Leader 0

Aguilar	(CA-33),	Caucus	Chair 94 Emmer	(MN-06),	Majority	Whip 0

Clyburn	(SC-06),	Assistant	Democratic	Leader 97 Stefanik	(NY-21),	Conference	Chair 0

Joe	Neguse	(CO-02),	Assistant	Democratic	Leader*** 100

Lieu	(CA-36),	Caucus	Vice	Chair 100 Palmer	(AL-06),	Policy	Committee	Chair 0

LEADERSHIP AVERAGE 99 LEADERSHIP AVERAGE 0

SENATE

HOUSE

RATING THE LEADERSHIP OF key COMMITTEES
SENATE

HOUSE

* Representative Cole became Appropriations Chair on April 10, 2024.
** The Speaker of the House votes at their discretion.
*** Representative Neguse became Assistant Democratic Leader on March 20, 2024.
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Rep. Vargas uplifts the SEC climate rule at a press confer-

ence with Reps. Sherman and Casten.

CHAMPIONS OF COLOR LEADING THE WAY

TRI-CAUCUS LEADERS' SCORES
CONGRESSIONAL ASIAN PACIFIC  
AMERICAN CAUCUS SCORE

Chu (D-CA-27), Chair 100

Meng (D-NY-06), First Vice-Chair 97

Takano (D-CA-41), Second Vice-Chair 100

Lieu (D-CA-33), Whip 100

Tokuda (D-HI-02), Freshman Representative 100

CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS SCORE

Horsford (D-NV-04), Chair 94

Clarke, Y. (D-NY-09), 1st Vice Chair 100

Carter, T. (D-LA-02), 2nd Vice Chair 97

McBath (D-GA-07), Secretary 94

Strickland (D-WA-01), Whip 94

CONGRESSIONAL HISPANIC CAUCUS SCORE

Barragán (D-CA-44), Chair 97

Espaillat (D-NY-13), Deputy Chair 97

Vasquez (D-NM-02), Vice Chair of Diversity and 
Inclusion

94

Cárdenas (D-CA-29), Vice Chair of Member 
Engagement

94

Garcia, S. (D-TX-29), Whip 100

Soto (D-FL-09), Vice Chair of Policy 97

Torres, N. (D-CA-35), Vice Chair of Communications 91

Salinas (D-OR-06), Freshman Representative 100

The 2024 National Environmental Scorecard again 

demonstrates clear contrasts between the Senate 

and House, reflecting their pro- and anti-environment 

leadership. However, climate and democracy 

champions in both chambers defended critical 

clean energy investments in our communities and 

advanced solutions to climate and environmental 

justice. Many of the climate, conservation, 

environmental justice, and equitable democracy bills 

and initiatives in 2024 were led and supported by 

members of the Congressional Asian Pacific American 

Caucus (CAPAC), the Congressional Black Caucus 

(CBC), and the Congressional Hispanic Caucus (CHC), 

collectively referred to as the Tri-Caucus.

House Democratic Leader Hakeem Jeffries (NY-08)* 

and House Democratic Caucus Chair Pete Aguilar 

(CA-33), along with House Minority Whip Katherine 

Clark (MA-05), led their caucus’ efforts to push 

back against Congressional Review Act attacks on 

environmental and community protections, including 

those on rules to boost domestic manufacturing 

of electric vehicle chargers and clean up tailpipe 

pollution. The leadership team also worked closely 

with the House Appropriations Committee Ranking 

Member Rosa DeLauro (CT-03), Agriculture 

Subcommittee Ranking Member Sanford Bishop 

(GA-02), Commerce, Justice, Science Subcommittee 

Ranking Member Grace Meng (NY-06), and other 

appropriators to fight many weeks of anti-environment 

votes on damaging spending cuts that would 

undermine initiatives our communities rely on, like 

basic clean air and water protections and historic 

Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) climate programs.

CLIMATE
The impacts of climate change continue to worsen, 

and more communities are experiencing the harms 

*	Tri-Caucus	members	are	bolded	in	this	section
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of extreme weather, heat, drought, wildfire, and 

vector borne diseases. Congressional champions of 

color continued to work toward tackling the climate 

crisis and addressing its root causes, advancing 

a clean energy transition and lowering costs, and 

strengthening our communities’ resilience as they 

face climate impacts.

Financial Safeguards
This year, climate champions worked to hold large 

corporate polluters accountable for their climate 

impacts on investors and the general public. As 

ranking member of the House Financial Services 

Committee, Representative Maxine Waters (CA-43) 

led efforts to urge the Securities and Exchange 

Commission (SEC) to finalize the strongest possible 

rule to protect investors, including orchestrating 

a letter to the agency and defending the SEC’s 

authority in committee hearings. As a founding 

co-chair of the Congressional Sustainable 

Investment Caucus and a member of the Financial 

Services Committee, Representative Juan Vargas 

(CA-52) also pushed to support a strong climate 

risk disclosure rule with a press conference, and 

he co-led a letter with Representative Sean Casten 

(IL-06) urging Congress to oppose all poison pill 

riders targeting sustainable investing strategies.

Clean Energy and Transmission 
Acceleration Act
To meet our country's increasing energy demand 

and reliability needs, updates to our electricity 

grids and transmission systems are sorely needed. 

Building on his longtime leadership to tackling 

climate change and advancing affordable clean 

energy, Representative Mike Levin (CA-49) 

introduced critical legislation to address this need 

with Representative Casten: the Clean Energy and 

Transmission Acceleration (CETA) Act. The CETA 

Act would prioritize transmission planning, public 

engagement, and buildout within and between 

regional grids, allowing affordable clean electricity to 

flow to where it is needed most and boosting reliability. 

Farm Bill
The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) included the 

largest investment ever in conservation programs 

and climate-smart agriculture practices. These 

investments help to ensure the agricultural sector 

is part of the solution to climate change while 

also making our food systems more resilient 

and sustainable. Despite the popularity of these 

Department of Agriculture programs, House 

Republicans attempted to cut this funding in their 

version of the 2024 Farm Bill. Fortunately, climate 

champions like House Agriculture Committee 

Ranking Member David Scott (GA-13) and 

Representative Gabe Vasquez (NM-02) fought back 

against these efforts. Scott consistently pushed 

for the IRA climate-smart agriculture investments 

to be incorporated into the baseline of the Farm 

Bill, thus permanently increasing funding levels for 

these important, oversubscribed programs. During 

the committee mark-up, Vasquez helped lead the 

fight by offering an amendment to restore the critical 

climate-smart guardrails, which was supported by all 

committee Democrats.  

Climate Health and Resilience
Again this year, Representative Lauren Underwood 

(IL-14) introduced the Climate and Health Protection 

Act to strengthen the Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention’s (CDC) Climate and Health Program, 

the only federal program that supports state, tribal, 

territorial, and local governments in order to prepare 

for and mitigate the health impacts of climate change. 

To help workers exposed to extreme heat, 

Representatives Alma Adams (NC-12), 
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Judy Chu (CA-28), Bobby Scott (VA-03), and then-

House Natural Resources Committee Ranking 

Member Raúl Grijalva, along with Senators Alex 

Padilla (CA) and Sherrod Brown (OH), continued to 

advocate for their Asunción Valdivia Heat Illness, 

Injury, and Fatality Prevention Act and welcomed 

protections proposed from the Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration (OSHA) in July, the hottest 

month on record. Chu also joined Representatives 

Greg Casar (TX-35) and Jamie Raskin (MD-08) in 

urging the U.S. Postal Service to implement the 

proposed rule straightaway.

Clean Transportation
Environmental champions in Congress have been 

working tirelessly to defend clean transportation 

progress. Senator Padilla led the charge on the 

Senate floor against attacks that would overturn 

EPA regulations to protect our air from harmful 

transportation pollution. Representative Raul Ruiz 

(CA-25) also took to his chamber’s floor to defend the 

cleaner cars rules, drawing on his experience as a 

physician to speak about the negative health impacts 

of eliminating the regulations. Champions in Congress 

continued to fight against rollbacks of clean energy 

incentives, including Representative Jimmy Gomez 

(CA-34), who defended against attempts to eliminate 

consumer incentives for used electric vehicles. 

INFLATION REDUCTION 
ACT IMPLEMENTATION
Throughout 2024, congressional climate 

champions around the country held dozens of 

in-district events—from press conferences to 

town halls—to raise awareness about how to 

access the consumer and community-facing 

benefits of the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA). 

They educated constituents about home 

energy rebates and “direct pay” resources 

that could help schools, faith institutions, 

hospitals, and government buildings transition 

to affordable clean energy. They showcased 

large-scale solar, wind, and clean energy 

manufacturing investments in their districts 

that are creating family-sustaining jobs. 

These influential in-district events were 

led by Senator Tammy Duckworth (IL) and 

Representatives Shontel Brown (OH-11), 

Yvette Clarke (NY-09), Veronica Escobar 

(TX-16), Jahana Hayes (CT-05), Steven 

Horsford (NV-04), Raja Krishnamoorthi 

(IL-08), Jennifer McClellan (VA-04), Ritchie 

Torres (NY-15), Nydia Velázquez (NY-07), and 

Bobby Scott (VA-03) among many others.

CONSERVATION
Monuments 
This year, conservation champions in Congress 

successfully continued efforts to protect our public 

lands and waters across the country. In the House, 

Representative Ruiz introduced the Chuckwalla 

National Monument Establishment Act and the 

Joshua Tree National Park Expansion Act and 

Ranking Member Grijalva introduced the Great 

Bend of the Gila National Monument Establishment 

Act, both seeking to protect environmentally 

Rep. Ruiz announcing legislation to designate the 

Chuckwalla National Monument at a press conference, 

delivering over 800,000 petitions for national monument 

designations with Sen. Padilla and Rep. Chu.
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and culturally important landscapes in southern 

California and Arizona, respectively. Representative 

Chu celebrated the expansion of the San Gabriel 

Mountains National Monument by presidential 

proclamation, which followed her reintroduction of 

a bill to do the same. Senator Padilla advocated for 

the San Gabriels monument expansion as well, while 

also teaming up with Senator Laphonza Butler (CA) 

to introduce legislation and urge President Biden 

to protect the Chuckwalla National Monument and 

the Sáttítla National Monument, which Biden did in 

January 2025.

Representative Salud Carbajal (CA-24) has been 

a tireless champion for the yearslong tribally- and 

locally-led effort to establish the Chumash Heritage 

National Marine Sanctuary off California’s central 

coast, which came to fruition in October 2024.

Leading efforts to preserve culturally significant 

places, Senator Tammy Duckworth (IL) introduced 

the Springfield 1908 Race Riot National Monument 

Act, part of the effort that led to the designation 

of the monument. In similar fashion, Senator 

Catherine Cortez Masto (NV) introduced legislation 

to establish the Bahsahwahbee National Monument, 

honoring a sacred Indigenous site in Nevada. She 

also continued her commitment to additional public 

land protections through mineral withdrawals for the 

Ash Meadows National Wildlife Refuge. 

National Environmental Policy Act
Ranking Member Grijalva also continued to lead 

opposition to schemes undermining the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Endangered 

Species Act (ESA), and other bedrock environmental 

laws, including the Fix Our Forests Act and Energy 

Permitting Reform Act. The NEPA process ensures 

that communities know about environmental and 

health impacts from potential projects and can 

provide input to improve, change, or stop proposed 

projects. He led a Supreme Court amicus brief with 

Senator Ed Markey (MA) and 28 other members 

of the House on the Seven County Infrastructure 

Coalition v. Eagle County, CO. (Seven Counties) case, 

highlighting the importance of NEPA in analyzing 

how governmental actions impact climate change 

and environmental injustice. 

DEMOCRACY
SCOTUS Ethics and Reform
In the face of unprecedented judicial ethics crises 

and a relentless power grab by the Supreme Court’s 

extreme justices, Representative Hank Johnson 

(GA-04) pioneered efforts to restore integrity and 

balance to the nation’s highest court. He sponsored 

critical legislation, including the Judiciary Act and the 

Supreme Court Ethics, Recusal, and Transparency 

Act. Along with LCV and Accountable.US, Johnson 

led the successful push for Justice Neil Gorsuch to 

recuse himself from a major environmental case, 

Seven Counties. Johnson and colleagues, including 

Representative Jasmine Crockett (TX-30), also 

launched the Court Reform Now Task Force. 

Rep. Grijalva at a press conference for climate action with 

Sen. Markey and Rep. Ocasio-Cortez.
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Judicial Nominations
As President Biden appointed a historically high 

number of people of color to federal judgeships, 

many nominees of color faced racist vitriol from 

opposing senators. Judiciary Committee Members 

Senators Mazie Hirono (HI), Cory Booker (NJ), 

Padilla, and Butler have been tireless advocates 

for the inclusive, multiracial judiciary the people 

deserve, and their work has been essential to 

confirming the most diverse and civic-minded slate 

of judicial appointees in the nation’s history.

Voting Rights
After more than a decade of attacks on the Voting 

Rights Act of 1965 by the Supreme Court’s extreme 

justices, voter suppression and gerrymandering 

continue to rise, but so do efforts to address 

them. Senators Reverend Raphael Warnock (GA), 

Booker, and Butler joined with colleagues including 

members of Senate leadership to reintroduce the 

John R. Lewis Voting Rights Advancement Act, an 

essential bill to restore and modernize our most 

effective civil rights law. 

DIRTY ENERGY
NOW Act and CLEAN Energy Act
In 2024, environmental champions kept up the fight 

to decouple public leases for fossil fuels from those 

for renewable energy. Representative Alexandria 

Ocasio-Cortez (NY-14) sponsored the Nonrestrictive 

Offshore Wind (NOW) Act to address offshore 

energy, and Representative Sydney Kamlager-Dove 

(CA-37) sponsored the Comprehensive Legislation 

for Expanding and Advancing Nonrestrictive (CLEAN) 

Energy Act to address onshore energy.

Make Polluters Pay
It is critical that we hold oil and gas polluters 

accountable for the damage they have done to 

people and the planet. This year, Representative 

Nanette Barragán (CA-44) introduced the Big Oil 

Collusion Accountability Act, to assign responsibility 

to big oil and gas companies for fueling the climate 

crisis and to protect public lands from future 

drilling. Representative Chu joined colleague 

Representative Jerry Nadler (NY-12) to introduce the 

Polluters Pay Climate Fund Act, which would require 

the biggest polluters to pay into a $1 trillion fund to 

support communities threatened or damaged by 

climate change.

Rep. Johnson at a press conference in the pouring rain 

calling for the expansion of the Supreme Court along 

with Sen. Markey.

"This legislation is more 

important than ever because 

the fight to protect voting 

rights and voting access 

for every eligible American 

remains unfinished."  

— Senator Reverend Warnock
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Members of Congress also publicly pressed for 

polluter accountability with news conferences, 

including Representatives Barragán, Kamlager-

Dove, Joe Neguse (CO-02), and Ilhan Omar (MN-05). 

LNG
In January 2024, the Biden-Harris administration 

announced a pause in approvals of new liquefied 

methane gas (LNG) export projects as the Department 

of Energy (DOE) worked to update analysis on 

the impacts of LNG exports. As a part of a press 

conference, Representatives Grijalva, McClellan and 

Pramila Jayapal (WA-07) spoke out in support of this 

historic action. 

Following the announcement of the pause, Jayapal 

joined Senator Sheldon Whitehouse (RI) on a 

tour of various toxic sites in Port Arthur, Texas, to 

understand the devastating impacts that oil and gas 

corporations have had on frontline communities. 

Representatives Barragán, Crockett, Tony 

Cárdenas (CA-29), Maxwell Frost (FL-10), and Doris 

Matsui (CA-07) spoke out in committee and on the 

House floor to debunk oil and gas execs’ talking 

points, counter Republican attacks, and share their 

support for DOE assessing the full impacts of LNG 

exports on people and the planet. 

In May, environmental champs including 

Representatives Grijalva, McClellan, Barragán, and 

Adriano Espaillat (NY-13) led a successful letter 

thanking the administration for announcing a pause 

in new LNG exports approvals and urging DOE to 

finalize robust studies. 

HEALTHY COMMUNITIES
Lead and Copper
Environmental and public health champions in 

both chambers urged the Environmental Protection 

Agency (EPA) to finalize strong requirements for all 

lead pipes across the country to be replaced within 

10 years. 

Senators Booker and Duckworth led the Senate 

Lead Task Force to create long-term visibility around 

the public health crisis of lead, push for a strong rule 

to protect all communities from lead poisoning, and 

oversee state and federal implementation of lead 

pipe removal and replacement funding. 

In the House, Representatives Rashida Tlaib 

(MI-12), Barbara Lee (CA-12), and Lisa Blunt 

Rochester (DE-AL) helped lead the parallel Get 

the Lead Out Caucus effort with letters to EPA 

and the Office of Management and Budget urging 

the finalization of a strong Lead and Copper Rule 

Improvements. 

Rep. Barragán at a press conference calling out 

polluter price gouging and the need for accountability 

for big oil and gas corporations with Rep. Kamlager-Dove.
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2024 SENATE VOTE DESCRIPTIONS

1. OVERRIDING THE VETO THAT MAINTAINED THE U.S.-MADE EV CHARGERS RULE
The Senate attempted to override the president’s veto of Senator Marco Rubio’s (R-FL) S.J. Res. 
38, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Federal 
Highway Administration’s tailored Buy America waiver and replace it with a general waiver. The 
CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress 
who want to permanently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, 
and natural heritage. This resolution would hinder efforts to expand the electric vehicle charging 
network, while hurting U.S. manufacturing workers and communities. Since the establishment 
of the tailored waiver, electric vehicle service equipment (EVSE) manufacturers have announced 
more than $27 million in investments for new facilities across the country. Such investments have 
the potential to create good union jobs for workers building and installing EVSE equipment. The 
more general waiver that this resolution seeks to reinstate in place of the tailored waiver would 
slow down the EV transition at the expense of these same workers. On February 29, the Senate 
failed to override the veto of S.J. Res. 38 by a vote of 50–47 (A two-thirds majority was required to 
override the veto; Senate roll call vote 61). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

2. BERNER CONFIRMATION (4TH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of Nicole G. Berner to serve as a judge 
of the United States Court of Appeals for the 4th Circuit, which has jurisdiction over Maryland, 
Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, and South Carolina. Federal judges serve for life and 
the laws that protect our environment and democracy need judges who will uphold and enforce 
them. Berner has over 20 years of high-stakes litigation experience at both trial and appellate lev-
els, in both federal and state courts, across numerous critical areas of public interest. Her commit-
ment to equal justice for all pervades her distinguished career. Berner has been one of the nation’s 
leading labor lawyers and has worked to safeguard access to reproductive rights and healthcare. 
She is also the first openly LGBTQ+ judge ever appointed to the 4th Circuit. On March 19, the 
Senate confirmed Berner to be a judge of the United States Court of Appeals for the 4th Circuit by 
a vote of 50–47 (Senate roll call vote 94). YES IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

3. UNDERMINING THE TRACKING OF CLIMATE PROGRESS IN TRANSPORTATION 
Senator Kevin Cramer (R-ND) sponsored S.J. Res. 61, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) reso-
lution of disapproval, which would repeal the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) rule 
setting a national performance management measure for greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The 
CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress 
who want to permanently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and 
natural heritage. S.J. Res. 61 would eliminate the FHWA’s framework that provides transparent 
and uniform, yet flexible, guidance to states on how to evaluate and track the GHG emissions im-
pacts of their transportation investments. The GHG performance measure helps states set emis-
sions reduction targets to ultimately maximize transportation benefits to their communities. On 
April 10, the Senate approved S.J. Res. 61 by a vote of 53–47 (Senate roll call vote 121). NO IS THE 

PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The House took no action on this legislation.
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4. OBSTRUCTING EPA’S CLEANER CARS RULE
Senator Mike Crapo (R-ID) sponsored S. 4072, A Bill to Prohibit the Use of Funds to Implement, 
Administer, or Enforce Certain Rules of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which 
would prohibit funding and finalization of the EPA’s Cleaner Cars Rules. Tailpipe emission stan-
dards help to clean our air, broaden vehicle choices for consumers while saving them money, 
and tackle the climate crisis. This bill would undermine our ability to reduce vehicle pollution, 
the leading source of climate pollution, and spur domestic auto manufacturing. On April 18, the 
Senate rejected S. 4072 by a vote of 52–46 (6o votes were needed for passage; Senate roll call vote 
142). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

5. BLOCKING GAS FURNACE EFFICIENCY STANDARDS
Senator Ted Cruz (R-TX) sponsored S.J. Res. 58, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) resolution 
of disapproval, which would repeal the Department of Energy’s (DOE) rule to implement an en-
ergy efficiency standard for household gas furnaces. The CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that 
is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want to permanently strip away 
protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. If enacted, S.J. Res. 
58 would stick families with higher average annual home heating bills by forcing them to rely on 
outdated, inefficient technology. Higher efficiency standards, which are mandated under a court-
approved settlement and have not been updated since 1987, would also reduce climate-related 
emissions and other harmful pollutants, improving overall public health. On May 21, the Senate 
approved S.J. Res. 58 by a vote of 50–45 (Senate roll call vote 176). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT 

VOTE. The House took no action on this legislation.

6. MALDONADO CONFIRMATION (7TH CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of Nancy L. Maldonado to serve as a 
judge of the United States Court of Appeals for the 7th Circuit. The 7th Circuit is one of the 
nation’s most powerful courts, with jurisdiction over Illinois, Indiana, and Wisconsin. Federal 
judges serve for life and the laws that protect our environment and democracy need judges who 
will uphold and enforce them. As a litigator in private practice, Maldonado demonstrated her 
commitment to equal justice for all in fighting for the rights of working people facing employ-
ment discrimination and unfair labor practices, including farmworkers who had previously been 
denied fair overtime and paid rest breaks. In her recent service as a judge of the United States 
District Court for the Northern District of Illinois, Maldonado followed an evenhanded approach 
and allowed plaintiffs in important cases about excessive use of force, sexual harassment, and dis-
ability discrimination to move forward. In addition to her exemplary professional qualifications, 
Maldonado was the first Latina judge ever to serve on any Illinois federal court and is now the 
first Latina judge ever appointed to the 7th Circuit. On July 8, the Senate confirmed Maldonado 
to be a judge of the United States Court of Appeals for the 7th Circuit by a vote of 47–43 (Senate 
roll call vote 203). YES IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.
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7. ALI CONFIRMATION (D.C. DISTRICT)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of Amir Ali to serve as a judge of the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia. With jurisdiction over the nation’s capi-
tal and many critical cases on environmental law, voting rights, campaign finance, and more, the 
D.C. District is one of the nation’s most powerful courts. Federal judges serve for life and the laws 
that protect our environment and democracy need judges who will uphold and enforce them. 
Prior to his judicial service, Ali was a distinguished litigator with extensive experience serving 
the public interest, including serving as President & Executive Director of the MacArthur Justice 
Center and co-director of the criminal justice appellate clinic at Harvard Law School. Through his 
work to advance civil rights and due process for criminal defendants as well as people subjected 
to excessive force by police officers, Ali has demonstrated a commitment to a judicial system that 
serves equal justice under law for all people, not just the wealthy and powerful. Beyond his exem-
plary professional qualifications, Ali is only the fourth Muslim American ever appointed to the 
federal judiciary. On November 20, the Senate confirmed Ali to be a judge of the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia by a vote of 50–49 (Senate roll call vote 291). YES IS 

THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

8. MCFERRAN CONFIRMATION (NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD)
The Senate considered President Joe Biden’s nomination of Lauren McGarity McFerran to be a 
member of the National Labor Relations Board (NLRB). The NLRB is the nation’s principal agen-
cy charged with protecting the rights of workers to organize and advocate for improved working 
conditions and safety. Environmental protection and labor rights are inextricably linked by the 
need for a healthy democracy that empowers people to hold powerful business interests account-
able. McFerran’s long tenure on the NLRB and distinguished career in public service demonstrate 
her qualifications and commitment to fairness. If confirmed, her reappointment would have se-
cured a pro-worker majority on the NLRB until 2026. On December 11, the Senate failed to 
invoke cloture on McFerran’s confirmation by a vote of 49–50 (Senate roll call vote 320). YES IS 

THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 
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ALABAMA

Britt R  0 4 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Tuberville R  0 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ALASKA

Murkowski R  0 13 20 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Sullivan R  0 0 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ARIZONA

Kelly, Mark D  100 96 94 % % % % % % % %

Sinema I  13 58 77 ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ARKANSAS

Boozman R  0 4 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Cotton R  0 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

CALIFORNIA

Butlera D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % i

Padilla D  100 92 96 % % % % % % % %

Schiffb D  97 99 98 i i i i i i i %

COLORADO

Bennet D  100 96 91 % % % % % % % %

Hickenlooper D  100 96 95 % % % % % % % %

CONNECTICUT

Blumenthal D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % %

Murphy, C. D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % %

DELWARE

Carper D  100 100 87 % % % % % % % %

Coons D  100 92 95 % % % % % % % %

a Senator Butler resigned on December 8, 2024.
b Then-Representative Schiff resigned from the House of Representatives on December 8, 2024 and was sworn into the Senate on December 9, 2024 following his special election victory. The 

displayed scores reflect his one vote in the Senate combined with his House votes.
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FLORIDA

Rubio R  0 0 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖

Scott, Rick R  0 0 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖

GEORGIA

Ossoff D  100 96 97 % % % % % % % %

Warnock D  88 96 97 % % % ? % % % %

HAWAII

Hirono D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % %

Schatz D  100 96 98 % % % % % % % %

IDAHO

Crapo R  0 4 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Risch R  0 4 8 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖

ILLINOIS

Duckworth D  100 100 93 % % % % % % % %

Durbin D  100 92 89 % % % % % % % %

INDIANA

Braun R  0 4 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

Young R  0 4 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

IOWA

Ernst R  0 4 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Grassley R  0 4 18 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KANSAS

Marshall R  0 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

Moran, J. R  0 4 8 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KENTUCKY

McConnell R  0 4 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Paul R  13 13 9 % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖
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LOUISIANA

Cassidy R  0 8 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Kennedy, J. R  0 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MAINE

Collins, S. R  0 8 54 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

King I  100 88 92 % % % % % % % %

MARYLAND

Cardin D  100 100 93 % % % % % % % %

Van Hollen  D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % %

MASSACHUSETTS

Markey D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % %

Warren D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % %

MICHIGAN

Peters, G. D  100 96 94 % % % % % % % %

Stabenow D  100 96 91 % % % % % % % %

MINNESOTA

Klobuchar D  100 96 93 % % % % % % % %

Smith, T. D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % %

MISSISSIPPI

Hyde-Smith R  0 4 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Wicker R  0 4 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSOURI

Hawley R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

Schmitt R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MONTANA

Daines R  0 4 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Testerc D  57 70 88 ✖ % ✖ ✖ E % % %

c Senator Tester was absent for roll call vote 176 due to a family emergency.
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NEBRASKA

Fischer R  0 4 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Ricketts R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEVADA

Cortez Masto D  100 96 96 % % % % % % % %

Rosen D  100 96 97 % % % % % % % %

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Hassan D  100 96 98 % % % % % % % %

Shaheen D  100 88 95 % % % % % % % %

NEW JERSEY

Booker D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % %

Helmyd D  N/A N/A N/A i i i i i i % i

Kim, A.e D  97 99 99 i i i i i i i %

Menendez, B.f D  67 91 95 % % % % ? ? i i

NEW MEXICO

Heinrich D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % %

Luján D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % %

NEW YORK

Gillibrand D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % %

Schumer D  100 96 93 % % % % % % % %

NORTH CAROLINA

Budd R  0 4 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Tillis R  0 0 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

NORTH DAKOTA

Cramer R  0 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Hoeven R  0 4 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖

d Senator Helmy was sworn in on August 23, 2024 and resigned on December 8, 2024.
e Then-Representative Andy Kim resigned from the House of Representatives on December 8, 2024 and was sworn into the Senate on December 9, 2024 following his election victory. The 

displayed scores reflect his one vote in the Senate combined with his House votes.
f Senator Bob Menendez resigned on August 20, 2024, following his conviction on federal bribery charges.



SENATE VOTES

❹ ❺
2

0
2

4

11
8

th
 C

o
n

g
re

ss

L
if

e
ti

m
e

O
ve

rr
id

in
g

 t
h

e
 V

e
to

 T
h

at
 M

ai
nt

ai
n

e
d

 t
h

e
 

U
.S

.-
m

ad
e

 E
V

 C
h

ar
g

e
rs

 R
u

le
 #

6
1

B
e

rn
e

r C
o

nfi
rm

at
io

n
 (4

th
 C

irc
u

it 
C

o
u

rt
 

o
f A

p
p

e
al

s)
 #

9
4

B
lo

ck
in

g
 G

as
 F

u
rn

ac
e

 E
ffi

ci
e

n
cy

 
S

ta
n

d
ar

d
s 

#
17

6

U
n

d
e

rm
in

in
g

 t
h

e
 T

ra
ck

in
g

 o
f C

lim
at

e
 

P
ro

g
re

ss
 in

 T
ra

n
sp

o
rt

at
io

n
 #

12
1

M
al

d
o

n
ad

o
 C

o
nfi

rm
at

io
n

 (7
th

 C
irc

u
it 

C
o

u
rt

 o
f A

p
p

e
al

s)
 #

20
3

 O
b

st
ru

ct
in

g
 E

PA
’s

 C
le

an
e

r C
ar

s 
R

u
le

 #
14

2

A
li 

C
o

nfi
rm

at
io

n
 (D

.C
. D

is
tr

ic
t 

C
o

u
rt

) #
29

1

M
cF

e
rr

an
 C

o
nfi

rm
at

io
n

 (N
at

io
n

al
 L

ab
o

r 
R

e
la

tio
n

s 
B

o
ar

d
) #

32
0

KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
✖ = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
?  = Absence (counts as negative)

 = Excused (does not count)

LCV SCORES

22 LCV 2024 National Environmental Scorecard | │lcv.org/scorecard

OHIO

Brown, Sherrod D  50 75 93 ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % %

Vance R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OKLAHOMA

Lankford R  0 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Mullin, M. R  0 4 2 ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖

OREGON

Merkley D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % %

Wyden D  100 100 92 % % % % % % % %

PENNSYLVANIA

Casey D  88 92 93 % % % % ✖ % % %

Fettermang D  100 90 90 % % % % % E % %

RHODE ISLAND

Reed D  100 96 97 % % % % % % % %

Whitehouse D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % %

SOUTH CAROLINA

Graham R  0 4 14 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Scott, T. R  0 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

SOUTH DAKOTA

Rounds R  0 4 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Thune R  0 4 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TENNESSEE

Blackburn R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Hagerty R  0 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

TEXAS

Cornyn R  0 4 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Cruz, T. R  0 4 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖

g Senator Fetterman was absent for roll call vote 203 due to a family emergency.
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UTAH

Lee, M. R  0 8 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Romney R  0 4 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖

VERMONT

Sanders I  88 92 91 ? % % % % % % %

Welch D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % %

VIRGINIA

Kaine D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % %

Warner D  100 100 92 % % % % % % % %

WASHINGTON

Cantwell D  100 100 94 % % % % % % % %

Murray D  100 96 93 % % % % % % % %

WEST VIRGINIA

Capito R  0 4 17 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Manchin I  13 21 54 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖

WISCONSIN

Baldwin D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % %

Johnson, R. R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

WYOMING

Barrasso R  0 0 7 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

Lummis R  0 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖
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2024 HOUSE VOTE DESCRIPTIONS

1. UNDERMINING THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT’S AUTHORITY ON LNG
Representative August Pfluger (R-TX) sponsored H.R. 7176, the so-called Unlocking our Domes-
tic LNG Potential Act of 2024, which would abdicate the federal government’s responsibility to 
examine the full impacts of liquefied methane gas (otherwise known as liquefied natural gas or 
LNG) expansion on U.S. energy markets, the environment, local communities, and consumers. 
Specifically, this bill would strip the federal government’s ability and responsibility to properly 
analyze the impacts of LNG on climate disruption, unstable energy prices, and continued health 
and safety impacts, particularly for frontline communities. This bill would also undermine the 
commonsense pause that the Biden-Harris administration put on approvals of new LNG export 
projects while the Department of Energy (DOE) updates its approach to reviewing such projects. 
This reevaluation will address longstanding shortcomings in DOE’s outdated and incomplete ap-
proach to determining whether LNG export projects are in the public interest, including factoring 
in impacts on costs to U.S. families and businesses, climate impacts, and environmental justice. 
On February 15, the House passed H.R. 7176 by a vote of 224–200 (House roll call vote 52). NO IS 

THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

2. ATTACKING CRITICAL OIL AND GAS LEASING REFORMS
Representative Lauren Boebert (R-CO) sponsored H.R. 6009, the so-called Restoring American 
Energy Dominance Act, which would require the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to with-
draw its proposed Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Rule and prevent the Department of the Interior 
(DOI) from proposing any substantially similar rule, hampering DOI’s ability to oversee the fed-
eral leasing program. BLM’s proposed Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Rule would update federal 
regulations to implement oil and gas program fiscal reforms enacted via the Inflation Reduc-
tion Act (IRA), including increasing the royalty rate for producing oil and gas on federal pub-
lic lands, realigning rents and fees to account for inflation, and reducing speculation by ending 
non-competitive leasing and implementing a new nomination fee. The proposed rule would also 
include additional protections, such as language to penalize routine abusers; preference criteria 
to steer leasing decisions away from critical habitats, cultural resources, and reduce speculation; 
and urgent bonding reforms to help ensure that oil and gas operators bear the cost of cleaning up 
drilling sites after production ends instead of placing the burden on taxpayers and surrounding 
communities. On March 20, the House approved H.R. 6009 by a vote of 216–200 (House roll call 
vote 95). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

3. ROLLING BACK CLEAN WATER SAFEGUARDS
Representative David Rouzer (R-NC) sponsored H.R. 7023, the so-called Creating Confidence 
in Clean Water Permitting Act, which would jeopardize the clean water our families, communi-
ties, and wildlife depend on. Numerous provisions in the bill would shield polluters from taking 
responsibility when they destroy or dump pollutants into our streams, lakes, wetlands, and other 
waters, which ultimately passes the burden of pollution and costs onto downstream communi-
ties. The legislation would undermine the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) process for 
permitting and updating water quality criteria; make it easier for polluters to dump pollutants 
like per- and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) into our waters; eliminate the EPA’s ability to 
stop the most devastating projects; fast-track permitting for destructive oil and gas pipelines; 
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and severely limit judicial review and public input. Unfortunately, at a time when our waters are 
more vulnerable than ever, this legislation prioritizes polluter profits instead of public health, and 
it would especially impact communities of low wealth and communities of color. On March 21, 
the House approved H.R. 7023 by a vote of 213–205 (House roll call vote 101). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

4. REPEALING ACTIONS ON CLIMATE AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Representative Gary Palmer (R-AL) sponsored H.R. 1023, the so-called Cutting Green Corrup-
tion and Taxes Act, which would roll back climate and environmental justice programs estab-
lished in the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) and jeopardize clean air for our families and com-
munities. The bill would repeal the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF), which invests $27 
billion of federal funding and a much larger amount of private capital in financing critical climate 
and clean energy projects across the country, especially in historically underserved communities. 
H.R. 1023 would also repeal the Methane Emissions Reduction Program (MERP), which cuts 
dangerous methane and other air pollution from the oil and gas industry. These important provi-
sions create good-paying jobs, tackle climate change, and clean up the air we breathe, especially 
in communities of low wealth and communities of color, which are disproportionately lacking in 
clean energy investments and on the frontlines of oil and gas drilling. On March 22, the House ap-
proved H.R. 1023 by a vote of 209–204 (House roll call vote 104). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT 

VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

5. STYMIEING PUBLIC LANDS CONSERVATION
Representative John Curtis (R-UT) sponsored H.R. 3397, the so-called Western Economic Secu-
rity Today (WEST) Act of 2023, which would require the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
to withdraw the Conservation and Landscape Health Rule. This critical rule would improve the 
stewardship of millions of acres of federally owned lands across the United States and ensure 
conservation and recreation on public lands are at least on equal footing with extractive uses. 
Among other benefits of the rule, it would safeguard clean water and wildlife habitat, task BLM to 
rehabilitate lands and waters to an ecosystem health standard, and require informed management 
decisions based on science, data, and traditional Indigenous knowledge. On April 30, the House 
approved H.R. 3397 by a vote of 212–202 (House roll call vote 165). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRON-

MENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

6. PERPETUATING DANGEROUS LEAD EXPOSURE
Representative Robert Wittman (R-VA) sponsored H.R. 615, the so-called Protecting Access for 
Hunters and Anglers Act of 2023, which would prohibit the Departments of Interior and Agricul-
ture from protecting human health, wildlife, and our environment from toxic lead in ammuni-
tion and fishing tackle. Lead-based ammunition is the single largest source of unregulated lead 
discharged into our lands and waters. There is no safe level of lead exposure, and even miniscule 
lead fragments can contaminate meat and produce lasting neurological deficits in intelligence and 
behavior of children. The United States Geological Survey (USGS) also found that over half of 
bald eagles and golden eagles are likely suffering from lead poisoning as a result of lead ammuni-
tion. On April 30, the House approved H.R. 615 by a vote of 214–201 (House roll call vote 167). 
NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.
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7. UNDERMINING WILDLIFE PROTECTIONS AND THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT
Representative Lauren Boebert (R-CO) sponsored H.R. 764, the so-called Trust the Science Act, 
which would direct the secretary of the Interior to reissue a 2020 rule that inappropriately stripped 
the gray wolf of Endangered Species Act (ESA) protections in 44 states. The bill would bar judicial 
review of the secretary’s action, delist the wolf, set a dangerous anti-wildlife and anti-fair process 
precedent, and compromise the integrity of the ESA. On April 30, the House approved H.R. 764 
by a vote of 209–205 (House roll call vote 169). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate 
took no action on this legislation.

8. RESCINDING PROTECTIONS FOR THE BOUNDARY WATERS
Representative Pete Stauber (R-MN) sponsored H.R. 3195, the so-called Superior National Forest 
Restoration Act, which would rescind mining protections for the Superior National Forest water-
shed that flows into the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness and Voyageurs National Park in 
northeastern Minnesota. The bill would also automatically reinstate the canceled mineral leases 
of Chilean mining giant Antofagasta, place an arbitrary and expedited 18 month timeline on any 
future permits or leasing, and would block any judicial review of granted mineral leases, further 
undermining public input and due process. A copper sulfide-ore mine and its waste in this water-
shed would threaten the Boundary Waters, which are the most visited Wilderness in the country. 
On April 30, the House approved H.R. 3195 by a vote of 212–203 (House roll call vote 171). NO IS 

THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

9. ROLLING BACK CRITICAL ARCTIC PROTECTIONS
Representative Pete Stauber (R-MN) sponsored H.R. 6285, the so-called Alaska’s Right to Pro-
duce Act of 2023, which would threaten millions of acres of wildlands in America’s Arctic. The 
bill would mandate that seven illegal Trump administration oil leases be reissued in the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge, threatening the calving grounds of the herd of over 200,000 Porcupine 
caribou. Harming the caribou herd also threatens the Gwich’in people who have depended on 
this herd for millennia. The bill would also eliminate new conservation protections for 13 million 
acres of designated special areas in the Western Arctic and repeal longstanding protections from 
oil and gas development on 125 million acres of the Arctic Ocean. On May 1, the House approved 
H.R. 6285 by a vote of 214–199 (House roll call vote 174). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 
The Senate took no action on this legislation.

10. OBSTRUCTING APPLIANCE EFFICIENCY STANDARDS
Representative Debbie Lesko (R-AZ) sponsored H.R. 6192, the Hands Off Our Home Appliances 
Act, which would effectively block the Department of Energy (DOE) from setting appliance ef-
ficiency standards that lower consumer costs and reduce energy and water waste. By ignoring the 
utility bill savings of more efficient appliances, this bill would block new money-saving efficiency 
standards, force customers to rely on outdated, inefficient technology, and could jeopardize existing 
specifications for household appliances. Appliance efficiency standards relieve stress on the energy 
grid and already tight water supplies, support an industry that employs millions of people in nearly 
every county, and lead to improved air quality and public health in communities disproportionately 
impacted by air pollution. On May 7, the House approved H.R. 6192 by a vote of 212–195 (House 
roll call vote 184). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.
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11. JEOPARDIZING PUBLIC LANDS WITH MINING
Representative Mark Amodei (R-NV) sponsored H.R. 2925, the Mining Regulatory Clarity Act 
of 2024, which would give any mine claimant—including foreign mining companies—rights to 
permanently occupy public lands. Under this bill, anyone—for a nominal fee—could gain perma-
nent rights to occupy public lands and preclude all other uses, even without evidence of minerals 
available to mine. This would lead to unintended consequences, including preventing recreation-
al, traditional and cultural uses, and renewable energy development and transmission on public 
lands under the claim. On May 8, the House approved H.R. 2925 by a vote of 216–195 (House roll 
call vote 191). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

12. IMPERILING ENDANGERED SPECIES ON MILITARY LAND
Representative Andy Biggs (R-AZ) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8070, the Servicemember 
Quality of Life Improvement and National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2025, which 
would exempt defense-related activities from the Endangered Species Act (ESA). This amend-
ment would carve out a massive loophole in the ESA, undermine science, and ignore the long-
standing partnership among the Department of Defense (DOD), U.S. Fish and Wildlife, and state 
wildlife agencies to conserve species and resources on DOD designated military lands. Those 
military lands support the preservation of ecologically important native habitats for fish, wildlife, 
and plant species, including over 400 threatened and endangered species. On June 12, the House 
rejected the Biggs amendment by a vote of 196–231 (House roll call vote 255). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

13. THREATENING FAMILIES SEEKING PATHWAY TO RESIDENCY
Representative Chip Roy (R-TX) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8752, the Department of 
Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2025, which would prohibit funding for the Department 
of Homeland Security’s process entitled “Process to Promote the Unity and Stability of Families.” 
Advancing environmental justice requires a healthy democracy and immigration policies that re-
spect the dignity and humanity of the people and communities most impacted by the climate cri-
sis. This amendment would block humane action to keep families together and ensure hundreds 
of thousands of children and spouses of U.S. citizens can access their legal pathway to residency 
without threat of deportation. On June 26, the House rejected the Roy amendment by a vote of 
193–216 (House roll call vote 293). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

14. BLOCKING IMPROVED ACCESS TO VOTING
Representative Claudia Tenney (R-NY) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8771, the Department 
of State, Foreign Operations, and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 2025, which would pro-
hibit funding for Executive Order 14019, relating to Promoting Access to Voting. This execu-
tive order is a critical effort to increase nonpartisan voter registration and participation through 
people’s interactions with government agencies. This amendment would undermine this critical 
work and thwart common-sense, good-government innovations to better serve eligible voters and 
our democracy. On June 27, the House approved the Tenney amendment by a vote of 208–202 
(House roll call vote 318). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on 
this legislation.
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15. PREVENTING CONTRACTORS’ CLIMATE EMISSIONS REPORTING
Representative Claudia Tenney (R-NY) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8774, the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 2025, which would prevent the General Services Administration 
(GSA) and other agencies from finalizing a rule requiring “major” federal contractors who re-
ceive more than $50 million in annual contracts to publicly disclose direct (Scope 1) and indirect 
(Scopes 2 & 3) upstream and downstream climate emissions, disclose climate-related financial 
risks, and set science-based emissions reduction targets. While only making up 13% of federal 
contractors, these major contractors are responsible for over 85% of all greenhouse gas emissions 
in the federal supply chain. Without these disclosures, the U.S. cannot substantiate or track prog-
ress against its own commitment to the Paris Climate Agreement, nor protect the federal govern-
ment from climate and clean energy transition risks. On June 28, the House approved the Tenney 
amendment by a vote of 211–199 (House roll call vote 328). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 
The Senate took no action on this legislation.

16. FUNDING THE HARMFUL BORDER WALL
Representative Mark Amodei (R-NV) sponsored H.R. 8752, the Department of Homeland Se-
curity Appropriations Act, 2025, which would allocate $600 million in new border wall funding, 
among other harmful provisions. Billions in taxpayer dollars have been spent to build hundreds 
of miles of unnecessary, wasteful, and harmful border wall, which has had a negligible impact on 
securing the border while creating more harm to communities, lands, Indigenous sites and cul-
ture, and biodiversity. H.R. 8752 also included numerous harmful poison pill policy riders that 
have little to do with homeland security, such as riders barring funds for women’s and transgender 
healthcare services, blocking rules designed to protect the endangered North Atlantic right whale 
and Rice’s whale from vessel strikes, and prohibiting efforts to promote racial justice and equity 
in federal agencies. On June 28, the House approved H.R. 8752 by a vote of 212–203 (House roll 
call vote 333). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

17. UNDERMINING INTERNATIONAL ACTION ON CLIMATE
Representative Mario Diaz-Balart (R-FL) sponsored H.R. 8771, the Department of State, Foreign 
Operations, and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 2025, which would undermine our prog-
ress fighting the climate crisis at home and abroad. At a time when the United States should be 
doing more, not less, in the global fight against climate change, this bill proposed steep funding 
cuts that would undermine our international commitments on climate change and environmental 
protection. It would also prohibit funding from being used for climate change-focused execu-
tive orders and sought to undercut U.S. authority to regulate cross-border pipelines, including in 
ongoing State Department negotiations with Canada on Enbridge’s Line 5 pipeline. On June 28, 
the House approved H.R. 8771 by a vote of 212–200 (House roll call vote 335). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

18. REQUIRING PROOF OF CITIZENSHIP TO REGISTER FOR FEDERAL ELECTIONS
Representative Chip Roy (R-TX) sponsored H.R. 8281, the Safeguard American Voter Eligibility 
Act or SAVE Act, which would require individuals to provide a document proving citizenship, 
such as a passport or birth certificate, when registering to vote in federal elections. Voting by 
ineligible non-citizens is extraordinarily rare, election administrators are already well equipped 
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to prevent it, and existing legal penalties for it are severe. The SAVE Act would seize on anti-
immigrant fervor to make registering to vote significantly harder for many millions of eligible 
voters, including citizens born in the United States. It would thwart online voter registration, 
voter registration drives, and voter registration by mail. A majority of all United States citizens 
do not have passports. Many millions cannot readily access their birth certificates, and millions 
of people, particularly married women, do not have birth certificates showing their current legal 
name. Driver’s licenses would not suffice even in states with existing strict voter ID requirements. 
A healthy environment requires an inclusive democracy in which every eligible voter can register, 
vote, and have their vote counted. This legislation would severely undermine that right. On July 
10, the House passed H.R. 8281 by a vote of 221–198 (House roll call vote 345). NO IS THE PRO-

ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

19. BARRING FUNDING FOR THE AMERICAN CLIMATE CORPS
Representative Ralph Norman (R-SC) sponsored, and Representative Andy Ogles (R-TN) offered 
for debate, an amendment to H.R. 8997, the Energy and Water Development and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 2025, which would defund the American Climate Corps. The Ameri-
can Climate Corps combines national service with workforce training to rally a new generation 
around the need to confront the climate crisis. It is building a versatile corps of more than 20,000 
workers with the skills to help conserve and restore waters and lands, make our communities 
more resilient, speed the shift to clean energy, and advance environmental justice. It is prioritiz-
ing historically underserved communities, including the energy communities that have powered 
the nation for generations, and helping meet the Biden-Harris administration’s Justice40 goal. On 
July 23, the House approved the Norman amendment by a vote of 199–197 (House roll call vote 
363). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

20. BLOCKING THE DELAWARE RIVER BASIN FRACKING BAN
Representative Scott Perry (R-PA) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8997, the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2025, which would prohibit the Delaware 
River Basin Commission from using funds to enforce their unanimously-passed ban on hydraulic 
fracturing, or fracking. Fracking could increase both air, water, and groundwater pollution and 
jeopardize the health of communities, drinking water sources, ecosystems, and wildlife that de-
pend on the river. This amendment would thus compromise the long-term health and resilience 
of the Delaware River, its watershed and its residents. On July 23, the House rejected the Perry 
amendment by a vote of 195–210 (House roll call vote 364). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

21. STALLING DOMESTIC CLEANER VEHICLES MANUFACTURING
Representative Scott Perry (R-PA) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8997, the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2025, which would eliminate funding 
for the Advanced Technology Vehicles Manufacturing (ATVM) Loan Program. This program 
provides loans to support the domestic manufacturing of advanced clean vehicles and their com-
ponents. Transportation accounts for over a quarter of our greenhouse gas emissions and is the 
largest emitter by sector. The ATVM Loan Program is providing critical resources to domestically 
manufacture cleaner vehicles. Eliminating funding for the ATVM Loan Program would strip the 
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Department of Energy (DOE) of a key tool to advance U.S. clean transportation manufacturing. 
On July 23, the House rejected the Perry amendment by a vote of 147–267 (House roll call vote 
365). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

22. UNDERMINING NECESSARY TRANSMISSION IMPROVEMENTS
Representative Chip Roy (R-TX) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8997, the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2025, which would prohibit funding for 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) Order 1920, effectively thwarting regulatory 
reforms necessary to advance the improvement and buildout of transmission infrastructure. FERC 
Order 1920 will help modernize our grids and vastly expand transmission to meet the existing 
and rapidly increasing demand for clean energy. Among other components, the rule requires that 
grid operators conduct long-term planning, thorough assessments of a region’s future energy mix 
and demand, fair allocation of transmission costs, and identification of clean, efficient, and afford-
able energy solutions—which will help address issues that have prevented the buildout of inter-
state transmission lines and stalled clean energy projects. On July 23, the House rejected the Roy 
amendment by a vote of 209–213 (House roll call vote 375). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE.

23. DEFUNDING COST-SAVING CLEAN ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
Representative Chip Roy (R-TX) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8997, the Energy and Water 
Development and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2025, which would eliminate funding 
for the Department of Energy’s Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE). EERE 
plays a pivotal role in accelerating research, development, and demonstration of technologies and 
solutions that save families money on their energy costs and boost U.S. economic competitive-
ness and job creation. This work advances our national and energy security, reduces emissions 
of greenhouse gasses and other harmful pollutants, and ensures that the clean energy economy 
benefits all communities. Defunding EERE would put American clean energy innovation at risk. 
On July 23, the House rejected the Roy amendment by a vote of 144–277 (House roll call vote 
376). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 

24. BLOCKING DIVERSITY, EQUITY, AND INCLUSION PROGRAMS AT 
ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCIES
Representative Josh Brecheen (R-OK) sponsored an amendment to H.R. 8998, the Interior, En-
vironment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2025, which would prohibit funding for 
any diversity, equity, and inclusion program or office at the environmental agencies funded by 
this bill. This amendment would block efforts to improve recruitment and retention of a federal 
environmental workforce that is more reflective of the diversity of backgrounds, experiences, and 
perspectives of the U.S., and it would also block efforts to reduce climate and environmental injus-
tices in communities on the front lines of our nation’s most dangerous environmental and health 
hazards. For too long, communities of color, communities of low wealth, and other historically 
underserved groups have been forced to bear the brunt of climate change’s impacts and pollu-
tion and have had limited access to the benefits of our lands, oceans, and other natural spaces. 
Programs to correct these injustices and develop a diverse federal workforce that can advance 
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these and other environmental priorities are important and should be maintained. On July 24, the 
House approved the Brecheen amendment by a vote of 211–202 (House roll call vote 388). NO IS 

THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

25. BLOCKING FUNDING FOR ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
Representative Chip Roy (R-TX) sponsored, and Representative Scott Perry (R-PA) offered for 
debate, an amendment to H.R. 8998, the Interior, Environment, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 2025, which would block efforts to advance environmental justice, including those 
to reduce pollution and climate threats in communities on the front lines of our nation’s most 
dangerous environmental and health hazards. For too long, communities of color, communities 
of low wealth, and other historically underserved groups have been forced to bear the brunt of 
damaging projects, climatic hazards, and health-harming pollution. Federal programs, policies, 
and agency workforce initiatives that remedy these injustices are important and should be main-
tained. On July 24, the House approved the Roy amendment by a vote of 210–204 (House roll call 
vote 397). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

26. ANTI-ENVIRONMENT SPENDING PACKAGE
Representative Mike Simpson (R-ID) sponsored H.R. 8998, the Department of the Interior, En-
vironment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2025, which would cut spending on envi-
ronmental programs to the lowest levels in decades, including a 20% cut to the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). This bill would zero out spending on environmental justice programs 
and stymie basic clean air and water protections and environmental cleanup programs. It would 
mandate fossil fuel lease sales and imperil critically endangered species, among dozens of other 
extreme and damaging provisions. It would also block funding for landmark climate achieve-
ments, including the American Climate Corps’ historic job-creation program, the immensely 
impactful Methane Emissions Reduction Program, and more than a dozen critical climate and 
public health rulemakings and executive orders, such as those limiting pollution from power 
plants and vehicles. On July 24, the House approved H.R. 8998 by a vote of 210–205 (House roll 
call vote 399). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.

27. BLOCKING ELECTRIC VEHICLE TAX CREDITS
Representative Carol Miller (R-WV) sponsored H.R. 7980, the so-called End Chinese Dominance 
of Electric Vehicles in America Act of 2024, which would block the electric vehicle (EV) tax 
credits that were signed into law as part of the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA). Transportation 
emissions contribute to climate change more than any other sector, and EVs are critical to re-
ducing climate pollution and other health-harming emissions. This bill would create widespread 
uncertainty in domestic vehicle manufacturing and scramble automakers’ plans to build and roll 
out EVs in the U.S., which would negatively impact autoworkers, car dealers, and potential EV 
owners. On September 12, the House approved H.R. 7980 by a vote of 217–192 (House roll call 
vote 417). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this legislation.
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28. IGNORING CLIMATE RISKS TO RETIREMENT SAVINGS
Representative Rick Allen (R-GA) sponsored H.R. 5339, the so-called Protecting Americans’ In-
vestments from Woke Policies Act, which included the Roll back ESG to Increase Retirement 
Earnings (RETIRE) Act, and would repeal the Department of Labor’s (DOL) rule to protect peo-
ples’ retirement savings from all types of financial risk, including those due to climate change. For 
decades, the DOL set forth rules that required retirement plan managers to prudently consider all 
relevant factors while remaining neutral on investment types. In 2020 the Trump administration 
deviated from this long-standing approach, and the Biden-Harris administration restored neu-
trality. Plan managers can once again consider all relevant factors to assess investment risk, and 
base their decisions on these financial risk-return factors. Overturning this rule would return to 
the Trump-era standard that disregards the financial risks of dirty energy investments, standards 
that are being implemented in extremist Republican-led states across the country at a significant 
financial loss for their pension funds. On September 18, the House approved H.R. 5339 by a vote 
of 217–206 (House roll call vote 427). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no 
action on this legislation.

29. ELIMINATING EPA’S CLEANER CARS RULES
Representative John James (R-MI) sponsored H.J. Res. 136, a Congressional Review Act (CRA) 
resolution of disapproval, which would repeal the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) fi-
nal rule establishing critical limits on climate- and health-harming pollution from cars and light 
trucks and block any substantially similar regulations in the future. The CRA is an extreme and 
blunt tool that is being used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want to perma-
nently strip away protections for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. 
The EPA’s cleaner vehicles rule is vital in reducing emissions, safeguarding the environment, sav-
ing consumers money, and protecting public health. The transportation sector is the largest source 
of climate pollution – accounting for 29% of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions. The EPA’s cleaner cars 
standards will help to reduce such climate pollution. The EPA’s rule also protects the air that we 
breathe by reducing health-harming pollutants like soot or particulate pollution and nitrogen ox-
ides, a component of smog pollution. Cleaner vehicles are especially important in communities of 
low wealth and communities of color that are disproportionately impacted by tailpipe pollution. 
On September 20, the House approved H.J. Res. 136 by a vote of 215–191 (House roll call vote 
438). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate took no action on this resolution.

30. SHORT CIRCUITING ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC INPUT FOR 
COMPUTER CHIP FACTORIES
Senator Mark Kelly (D-AZ) sponsored S. 2228, the Building Chips in America Act, which would 
eliminate environmental review and public input under the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) for certain semiconductor manufacturing facilities. The bill is unnecessary. Federal per-
mitting is not delaying chips manufacturing projects, and following the bill’s introduction, the 
Biden-Harris administration adopted the categorical exclusions that the bill would have estab-
lished. On September 23, the House approved S. 2228 by a vote of 257–125 (A two-thirds major-
ity was needed for passage; House roll call vote 440). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. On 
October 2, the president signed it into law. 
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31. STIFLING PUBLIC INPUT AND ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW ON NATIONAL 
FORESTS
Representative Bruce Westerman (R-AR) sponsored H.R. 8790, the so-called Fix our Forests Act, 
which, under the guise of addressing wildfire concerns, would open access to millions of acres 
of federal land for logging without thorough scientific review and community input. The bill 
would roll back bedrock environmental laws, removing Endangered Species Act (ESA) consulta-
tion requirements and weakening or circumventing National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
processes on millions of acres of federal public lands. It would stifle public input and also dimin-
ish the public’s rights to judicial review for potentially damaging projects, including shortening 
the review period after public notice to just 120 days. On September 24, the House approved H.R. 
8790 by a vote of 268–151 (House roll call vote 448). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The 
Senate took no action on this legislation.

32. ELIMINATING DUE PROCESS FOR NONPROFITS
Representative Claudia Tenney (R-NY) sponsored H.R. 9495, the so-called Stop Terror-Financing 
and Tax Penalties on American Hostages Act, which would give the secretary of the Treasury total 
decision-making power to designate terrorism aiding organizations and revoke tax exempt status, 
while also eliminating due process for accused nonprofit organizations. Concentrating this power 
in one politically-appointed position would increase the risk of these authorities being abused 
and weaponized against nonprofit groups, particularly those that may be critical of the federal 
administration or political party in power. Threatening civil society is a threat to our democ-
racy. Furthermore, there are already well-functioning rules and processes that forbid and hold 
accountable any nonprofit organization aiding terrorism. On November 21, the House approved 
H.R. 9495 by a vote of 219–184 (House roll call vote 477). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. 
The Senate took no action on this legislation.

33. SUPERCHARGING ATTACKS ON ENVIRONMENTAL AND CONSUMER 
PROTECTIONS 
Representative Andy Biggs (R-AZ) sponsored H.R. 115, the so-called Midnight Rules Relief Act 
of 2023, which would significantly expand the Congressional Review Act (CRA) by allowing 
Congress to eliminate dozens of administrative rules with one resolution instead of weighing each 
federal safeguard with separate resolutions. The CRA is an extreme and blunt tool that is being 
used by anti-environmental members of Congress who want to permanently strip away protec-
tions for our environment, communities, wildlife, and natural heritage. Further concentrating 
congressional power and circumventing appropriate discussion and consideration would put our 
environment and communities even more at risk. On December 17, the House approved H.R. 115 
by a vote of 210–201 (House roll call vote 509). NO IS THE PRO-ENVIRONMENT VOTE. The Senate 
took no action on this legislation.
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ALABAMA

1 Carl R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Moore, Barry R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Rogers, M. R  0 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Aderholt R  6 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Strong R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Palmer R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Sewell D  94 93 84 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

ALASKA

1 Peltola D  58 71 73 ✖ % % % % ✖ % % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ? % % % % % % % % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % %

AMERICAN SAMOA

1 Radewagen R  9 4 7 i i i i i i i i i i i ? % ✖ ? i i i ? ? ? ? ? ? ? i i i i i i i i

ARIZONA

1 Schweikert R  3 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Crane R  0 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Gallegoa D  67 83 94 % % % % % % % % ? ✖ % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? % % % ? % % ? ✖ ? %

4 Stanton D  91 96 97 % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

5 Biggs R  0 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Ciscomanib
R  6 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Grijalvac D  100 100 97 % E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E % E

8 Lesko R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Gosar R  3 1 4 ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

ARKANSAS

1 Crawford R  6 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Hill R  0 4 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Womack R  6 9 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Westermand R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖
a Representative Gallego missed a number of votes while campaigning for the U.S. Senate.
b Representative Ciscomani entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 440, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
c Representative Grijalva missed much of the second session of the 118th Congress due to a medical emergency.
d Representative Westerman entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 440, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
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ALABAMA

1 Carl R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Moore, Barry R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Rogers, M. R  0 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Aderholt R  6 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Strong R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Palmer R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Sewell D  94 93 84 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

ALASKA

1 Peltola D  58 71 73 ✖ % % % % ✖ % % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % ? % % % % % % % % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % %

AMERICAN SAMOA

1 Radewagen R  9 4 7 i i i i i i i i i i i ? % ✖ ? i i i ? ? ? ? ? ? ? i i i i i i i i

ARIZONA

1 Schweikert R  3 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Crane R  0 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Gallegoa D  67 83 94 % % % % % % % % ? ✖ % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? % % % ? % % ? ✖ ? %

4 Stanton D  91 96 97 % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

5 Biggs R  0 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Ciscomanib
R  6 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Grijalvac D  100 100 97 % E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E % E

8 Lesko R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Gosar R  3 1 4 ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

ARKANSAS

1 Crawford R  6 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Hill R  0 4 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Womack R  6 9 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Westermand R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)

 

2
0

2
4

11
8

th
 C

o
n

g
re

ss

L
if

e
ti

m
e

R
o

lli
ng

 B
ac

k 
C

rit
ic

al
 A

rc
tic

 P
ro

te
ct

io
ns

 #
17

4

U
nd

er
m

in
in

g
 th

e 
Fe

d
er

al
 G

ov
er

nm
en

t’s
 

A
u

th
o

rit
y 

o
n 

LN
G

 #
52

A
tt

ac
ki

ng
 C

rit
ic

al
 O

il 
an

d
 G

as
 L

e
as

in
g

 
R

ef
o

rm
s 

#
9

5

R
o

lli
ng

 B
ac

k 
C

le
an

 W
at

e
r S

af
e

g
u

ar
d

s 
#

10
1

R
e

p
e

al
in

g
 A

ct
io

ns
 o

n 
C

lim
at

e
 a

nd
 

E
nv

iro
nm

e
nt

al
 J

u
st

ic
e

 #
10

4
S

ty
m

ie
in

g
 P

u
b

lic
 L

an
d

s 
C

o
ns

e
rv

at
io

n 
#

16
5

P
e

rp
et

u
at

in
g

 D
an

g
e

ro
u

s 
Le

ad
 

E
xp

o
su

re
 #

16
7

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 W

ild
lif

e
 P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
 a

nd
 t

he
 

E
nd

an
g

e
re

d
 S

p
e

ci
e

s 
A

ct
 #

16
9

R
e

sc
in

d
in

g
 P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
 fo

r t
he

 B
o

u
nd

ar
y 

W
at

e
rs

 #
17

1

O
b

st
ru

ct
in

g
 A

p
p

lia
nc

e
 E

ffi
ci

e
nc

y 
S

ta
nd

ar
d

s 
#

18
4

Je
o

p
ar

d
iz

in
g

 P
u

b
lic

 L
an

d
s 

w
ith

 M
in

in
g

 #
19

1
Im

p
e

rl
in

g
 E

nd
an

g
e

re
d

 S
p

e
ci

e
s 

o
n 

M
ili

ta
ry

 

La
nd

 #
25

5

LCV SCORES

36 LCV 2024 National Environmental Scorecard | │lcv.org/scorecard

CALIFORNIA

1 LaMalfa R  0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Huffmane D  97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % E % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

3 Kiley R  6 13 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Thompson, M. D  97 99 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

5 McClintock R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Bera D  94 97 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

7 Matsui D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

8 Garamendif D  86 95 92 % % % % % % % % % % % E ? % % % % E E E E E E E E E E % % ✖ ✖ % %

9 Harderg D  93 97 97 % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

10 DeSaulnier D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

11 Pelosih
D  94 96 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % E

12 Lee, B. D  97 98 97 % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Duarte R  6 6 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Swalwell D  97 96 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

15 Mullin, K. D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

16 Eshoo D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

17 Khanna D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

18 Lofgren D  100 100 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

19 Panetta D  91 94 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

20 Fongi R  9 N/A 9 i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

21 Costa D  85 88 61 ✖ % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % ? ✖ % %

22 Valadao R  9 13 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Obernolte R  6 6 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Carbajal D  97 99 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

25 Ruiz D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %
e Representative Huffman entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 184, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
f Representative Garamendi was absent for roll call vote 255 due to a family emergency and roll call votes 345, 363, 364, 365, 375, 376, 388, 397, 399, and 417 due to a medical emergency.
g Representative Harder entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 95, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
h Speaker Emerita Pelosi was absent for roll call vote 509 due to a medical emergency.
i Representative Fong was sworn in on June 3, 2024.
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CALIFORNIA

1 LaMalfa R  0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Huffmane D  97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % E % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

3 Kiley R  6 13 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Thompson, M. D  97 99 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

5 McClintock R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Bera D  94 97 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

7 Matsui D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

8 Garamendif D  86 95 92 % % % % % % % % % % % E ? % % % % E E E E E E E E E E % % ✖ ✖ % %

9 Harderg D  93 97 97 % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

10 DeSaulnier D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

11 Pelosih
D  94 96 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % E

12 Lee, B. D  97 98 97 % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Duarte R  6 6 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Swalwell D  97 96 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

15 Mullin, K. D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

16 Eshoo D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

17 Khanna D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

18 Lofgren D  100 100 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

19 Panetta D  91 94 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

20 Fongi R  9 N/A 9 i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

21 Costa D  85 88 61 ✖ % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % ? ✖ % %

22 Valadao R  9 13 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Obernolte R  6 6 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Carbajal D  97 99 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

25 Ruiz D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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26 Brownleyj
D  100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % E % % E %

27 Garcia, M. R  9 9 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

28 Chuk D  100 100 98 E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

29 Cárdenas D  94 96 90 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

30 Schiffl D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % i

31 Napolitano D  100 98 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

32 Sherman D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

33 Aguilar D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E ✖ ✖ % %

34 Gomezm D  94 97 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

35 Torres, N. D  91 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

36 Lieu D  100 100 94 % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

37 Kamlager-Dove D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % %

38 Sánchez D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

39 Takano D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

40 Kim, Y. R  18 16 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

41 Calvert R  6 9 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

42 Garcia, R. D  94 97 97 % % % % % ✖ % % E % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

43 Waters D  100 96 92 % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

44 Barragán D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % %

45 Steel, M. R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

46 Correa D  91 93 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

47 Portern D  82 90 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? % % % % % % E E E % % % E % E ?

48 Issa R  3 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

49 Levin D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

50 Peters, S. D  91 96 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %
j Representative Brownley entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 417 and 438, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment. She was absent due to a medical emergency. She was also absent for roll call vote 477 due to a family emergency. 
k Representative Chu was absent for roll call vote 52 due to a medical emergency.
l Then-Representative Schiff resigned from the House of Representatives on December 8, 2024 and was sworn into the Senate on December 9, 2024 following his special election victory.
m Representative Gomez entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 318, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
n Representative Porter entered statements into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 318, 328, 333, 335, and 440, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment.
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26 Brownleyj
D  100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % E % % E %

27 Garcia, M. R  9 9 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

28 Chuk D  100 100 98 E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

29 Cárdenas D  94 96 90 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

30 Schiffl D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % i

31 Napolitano D  100 98 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

32 Sherman D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

33 Aguilar D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E ✖ ✖ % %

34 Gomezm D  94 97 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

35 Torres, N. D  91 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

36 Lieu D  100 100 94 % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E

37 Kamlager-Dove D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % %

38 Sánchez D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

39 Takano D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

40 Kim, Y. R  18 16 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

41 Calvert R  6 9 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

42 Garcia, R. D  94 97 97 % % % % % ✖ % % E % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

43 Waters D  100 96 92 % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

44 Barragán D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % %

45 Steel, M. R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

46 Correa D  91 93 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

47 Portern D  82 90 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? % % % % % % E E E % % % E % E ?

48 Issa R  3 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

49 Levin D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

50 Peters, S. D  91 96 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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51 Jacobso
D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

52 Vargas D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

COLORADO

1 DeGette D  100 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Neguse D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

3 Boebert R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Buckp R  0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

4 Lopezq
R  0 N/A 0 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Lamborn R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Crowr D  96 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % ✖ % % E

7 Pettersen D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

8 Caraveo D  79 87 87 ✖ % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

CONNECTICUT

1 Larson, J.s D  94 97 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % E ✖ % % %

2 Courtney D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

3 DeLauro D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 Himes D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

5 Hayes D  100 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

DELAWARE

1 Blunt Rochester D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

1 Holmes Norton D  100 100 100 i i i i i i i i i i i % % % % i i i % % % % % % % i i i i i i i i

FLORIDA

1 Gaetzt R  10 7 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ i i

2 Dunnu R  0 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

o Representative Jacobs was absent for roll call votes 184 and 191 due to a family emergency.
p Representative Buck resigned on March 22, 2024.
q Representative Lopez was sworn in on July 8, 2024.
r Representative Crow was absent for roll call votes 363, 364, 365, 375, 376, and 509 due to family emergencies.
s Representative John Larson entered statements into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 388 and 438, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
t Representative Gaetz resigned on November 13, 2024.
u Representative Dunn entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 427 and 438, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
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51 Jacobso
D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

52 Vargas D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

COLORADO

1 DeGette D  100 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Neguse D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

3 Boebert R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Buckp R  0 5 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

4 Lopezq
R  0 N/A 0 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Lamborn R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Crowr D  96 98 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % ✖ % % E

7 Pettersen D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

8 Caraveo D  79 87 87 ✖ % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

CONNECTICUT

1 Larson, J.s D  94 97 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % E ✖ % % %

2 Courtney D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

3 DeLauro D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 Himes D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

5 Hayes D  100 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

DELAWARE

1 Blunt Rochester D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

1 Holmes Norton D  100 100 100 i i i i i i i i i i i % % % % i i i % % % % % % % i i i i i i i i

FLORIDA

1 Gaetzt R  10 7 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ i i

2 Dunnu R  0 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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3 Cammack R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Bean R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Rutherford R  0 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Waltz R  0 0 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ?

7 Mills R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Posey R  0 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Soto D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

10 Frost D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % %

11 Webster R  0 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Bilirakis R  0 0 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Luna R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Castor D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

15 Lee, L. R  3 4 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Buchanan R  9 6 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

17 Steube R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Franklin R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

19 Donalds R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

20 Cherfilus-McCormick D  97 97 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

21 Mast R  0 1 18 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Frankelv
D  100 98 98 % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %

23 Moskowitz D  91 94 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ %

24 Wilson, F. D  100 100 93 % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % %

25 Wasserman Schultz D  94 97 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ %

26 Díaz-Balart R  12 10 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

27 Salazar R  9 12 15 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖

28 Gimenez R  6 4 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

v Representative Frankel was absent for roll call votes 95, 101, 104, and 477 due to a medical emergency.
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3 Cammack R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Bean R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Rutherford R  0 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Waltz R  0 0 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ?

7 Mills R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Posey R  0 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Soto D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

10 Frost D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % %

11 Webster R  0 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Bilirakis R  0 0 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Luna R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Castor D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

15 Lee, L. R  3 4 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Buchanan R  9 6 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

17 Steube R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Franklin R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

19 Donalds R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

20 Cherfilus-McCormick D  97 97 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

21 Mast R  0 1 18 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Frankelv
D  100 98 98 % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %

23 Moskowitz D  91 94 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ %

24 Wilson, F. D  100 100 93 % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % %

25 Wasserman Schultz D  94 97 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ %

26 Díaz-Balart R  12 10 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

27 Salazar R  9 12 15 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖

28 Gimenez R  6 4 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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GEORGIA

1 Carter, E.L.w R  3 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖

2 Bishop, S. D  91 93 61 % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

3 Ferguson R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖

4 Johnson, H. D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % %

5 Williams, N. D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 McBath D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

7 McCormick, R. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Scott, A. R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Clyde R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Collins, M. R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Loudermilk R  0 0 1 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Allen R  0 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Scott, D. D  91 94 86 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % ✖ % ? %

14 Greene, M.T. R  6 4 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖

GUAM

1 Moylan R  0 4 4 i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ? ? ? i i i ? ? ? ? ? ? ? i i i i i i i i

HAWAII

1 Case D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ %

2 Tokudax D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

IDAHO

1 Fulcher R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Simpson R  9 10 10 ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ILLINOIS

1 Jackson, Jonathan D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Kelly, R. D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

w Representative Buddy Carter entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 448, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
x Representative Tokuda entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 191, which would have been scored as pro-environment. She 

was absent due to a medical emergency.
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GEORGIA

1 Carter, E.L.w R  3 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖

2 Bishop, S. D  91 93 61 % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

3 Ferguson R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖

4 Johnson, H. D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % %

5 Williams, N. D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 McBath D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

7 McCormick, R. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Scott, A. R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Clyde R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Collins, M. R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Loudermilk R  0 0 1 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Allen R  0 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Scott, D. D  91 94 86 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % ✖ % ? %

14 Greene, M.T. R  6 4 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖

GUAM

1 Moylan R  0 4 4 i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ? ? ? i i i ? ? ? ? ? ? ? i i i i i i i i

HAWAII

1 Case D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ %

2 Tokudax D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

IDAHO

1 Fulcher R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Simpson R  9 10 10 ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ILLINOIS

1 Jackson, Jonathan D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Kelly, R. D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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3 Ramirez D  100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 García, J. D  97 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Quigley D  97 95 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % E E E % % ✖ % % %

6 Casten D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

7 Davis, Danny D  100 99 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Krishnamoorthiy D  97 99 98 % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

9 Schakowsky D  100 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % %

10 Schneider D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ %

11 Foster D  100 99 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

12 Bost R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Budzinski D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

14 Underwood D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

15 Miller, Mary R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

16 LaHoodz R  3 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

17 Sorensenaa D  96 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

INDIANA

1 Mrvan D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

2 Yakym R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Banks R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Baird R  6 9 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Spartz R  0 0 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Pence R  3 3 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Carsonab D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Bucshon R  6 9 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Houchin R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

y Representative Krishnamoorthi was absent for roll call vote 95 due to a medical emergency.
z Representative LaHood entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 440, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
aa Representative Sorensen entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 293, 318, 328, 333, and 335, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment. He was absent due to a medical emergency.
ab Representative Carson was absent for roll call votes 184 and 191 due to extreme weather.



HOUSE VOTES
T

hr
e

at
e

ni
ng

 F
am

ili
e

s 
S

e
e

ki
ng

 P
at

hw
ay

 to
 

R
e

si
d

e
nc

y 
#

29
3

B
lo

ck
in

g
 Im

p
ro

ve
d

 A
cc

e
ss

 to
 V

o
tin

g
 #

31
8

P
re

ve
nt

in
g

 C
o

nt
ra

ct
o

rs
’ C

lim
at

e
 

E
m

is
si

o
ns

 R
e

p
o

rt
in

g
 #

32
8

B
ar

rin
g

 F
u

nd
in

g
 fo

r t
he

 A
m

e
ric

an
  

C
lim

at
e

 C
o

rp
s 

#
36

3

D
ef

u
nd

in
g

 C
o

st
-S

av
in

g
 C

le
an

 E
ne

rg
y 

R
e

se
ar

ch
 a

nd
 D

ev
e

lo
p

m
e

nt
 #

37
6

B
lo

ck
in

g
 E

le
ct

ric
 V

e
hi

cl
e

 T
ax

 C
re

d
its

 #
41

7

E
lim

in
at

in
g

 D
u

e
 P

ro
ce

ss
 fo

r 
N

o
np

ro
fit

s 
#

47
7

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l A

ct
io

n 
o

n 
C

lim
at

e
 #

33
5

S
ta

lli
ng

 D
o

m
e

st
ic

 C
le

an
e

r V
e

hi
cl

e
s 

M
an

u
fa

ct
u

rin
g

 #
36

5

B
lo

ck
in

g
 F

u
nd

in
g

 fo
r E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
Ju

st
ic

e
 #

39
7

E
lim

in
at

in
g

 E
PA

’s
 C

le
an

e
r C

ar
s 

R
u

le
s 

#
43

8

Fu
nd

in
g

 t
he

 H
ar

m
fu

l B
o

rd
e

r W
al

l #
33

3

B
lo

ck
in

g
 t

he
 D

e
la

w
ar

e
 R

iv
e

r B
as

in
 

Fr
ac

ki
ng

 B
an

 #
36

4

B
lo

ck
in

g
 D

iv
e

rs
ity

, E
q

u
ity

, a
nd

 In
cl

u
si

o
n 

P
ro

g
ra

m
s 

at
 E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 A
g

e
nc

ie
s 

#
38

8

Ig
no

rin
g

 C
lim

at
e

 R
is

ks
 to

 R
et

ire
m

e
nt

 
S

av
in

g
s 

#
42

7

S
u

p
e

rc
ha

rg
in

g
 A

tt
ac

ks
 o

n 
E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
an

d
 C

o
ns

u
m

e
r P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
  #

50
9

R
e

q
u

iri
ng

 P
ro

o
f o

f C
iti

ze
ns

hi
p

 to
 R

e
g

is
te

r 
fo

r F
e

d
e

ra
l E

le
ct

io
ns

 #
34

5

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 N

e
ce

ss
ar

y 
Tr

an
sm

is
si

o
n 

Im
p

ro
ve

m
e

nt
s 

#
37

5

A
nt

i-
E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
 S

p
e

nd
in

g
 P

ac
ka

g
e

 #
39

9

S
ho

rt
 C

irc
u

iti
ng

 E
nv

iro
nm

e
nt

al
 R

ev
ie

w
 

an
d

 P
u

b
lic

 In
p

u
t 

fo
r C

o
m

p
u

te
r C

hi
p

 
Fa

ct
o

rie
s 

#
44

0
S

tifl
in

g
 P

u
b

lic
 In

p
u

t 
an

d
 E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
R

ev
ie

w
 o

n 
N

at
io

na
l F

o
re

st
s 

#
44

8

⓭ ⓮ ⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝

LCV 2024 National Environmental Scorecard | │lcv.org/scorecard 47

3 Ramirez D  100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 García, J. D  97 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Quigley D  97 95 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % E E E % % ✖ % % %

6 Casten D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

7 Davis, Danny D  100 99 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Krishnamoorthiy D  97 99 98 % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

9 Schakowsky D  100 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % %

10 Schneider D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ %

11 Foster D  100 99 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

12 Bost R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Budzinski D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

14 Underwood D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

15 Miller, Mary R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

16 LaHoodz R  3 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

17 Sorensenaa D  96 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

INDIANA

1 Mrvan D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

2 Yakym R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Banks R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Baird R  6 9 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Spartz R  0 0 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Pence R  3 3 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Carsonab D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Bucshon R  6 9 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Houchin R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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IOWA

1 Miller-Meeks R  6 7 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Hinson R  6 7 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Nunn R  6 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Feenstra R  3 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KANSAS

1 Mann R  0 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 LaTurner, J. R  3 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Davids D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

4 Estes R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

KENTUCKY

1 Comer R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Guthrie R  3 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 McGarveyac D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 Massie R  6 6 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖

5 Rogers, H. R  9 7 8 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Barr R  0 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

LOUISIANA

1 Scalise R  0 0 4 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Carter, T. D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

3 Higgins R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Johnson, M. R  N/A 0 2 THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION

5 Letlowad R  3 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Graves, G. R  6 3 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

MAINE

1 Pingree D  100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Golden D  42 48 73 ✖ ? ? % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %
ac Representative McGarvey’s vote on roll call vote 364 was not recorded due to a voting malfunction.
ad Representative Letlow entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 438, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
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IOWA

1 Miller-Meeks R  6 7 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Hinson R  6 7 11 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Nunn R  6 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Feenstra R  3 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

KANSAS

1 Mann R  0 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 LaTurner, J. R  3 4 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Davids D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

4 Estes R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

KENTUCKY

1 Comer R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Guthrie R  3 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 McGarveyac D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 Massie R  6 6 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖

5 Rogers, H. R  9 7 8 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Barr R  0 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

LOUISIANA

1 Scalise R  0 0 4 ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Carter, T. D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

3 Higgins R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Johnson, M. R  N/A 0 2 THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION THE SPEAKER VOTES AT THEIR DISCRETION

5 Letlowad R  3 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Graves, G. R  6 3 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

MAINE

1 Pingree D  100 98 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Golden D  42 48 73 ✖ ? ? % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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MARYLAND

1 Harris R  3 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Ruppersbergerae D  96 97 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E % % ? % % % %

3 Sarbanes D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 Ivey D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Hoyer D  94 93 84 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

6 Troneaf D  70 84 91 % ? % % ? ? ? ? ? ? % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % ? % % ✖ % % %

7 Mfume D  100 100 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Raskin D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MASSACHUSETTS

1 Neal D  100 100 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 McGovern D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

3 Trahan D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

4 Auchincloss D  97 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

5 Clark, K. D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Moulton D  97 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

7 Pressley D  91 96 98 % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Lynch D  91 96 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % ? % % % % % ✖ % % %

9 Keating D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % ✖ % % %

MICHIGAN

1 Bergman R  6 3 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Moolenaar R  6 6 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Scholten D  91 96 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % ?

4 Huizenga R  0 3 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Walberg R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Dingellag D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % %

ae Representative Ruppersberger entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 438, which would have been scored as 
pro-environment. Additionally, he was absent for roll call votes 363, 364, 365, 375, 376, 388, 397, and 399 due to a medical emergency.

af Representative Trone missed a number of votes while campaigning for the U.S. Senate.
ag Representative Dingell was absent for roll call vote 438 due to a medical emergency.
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MARYLAND

1 Harris R  3 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Ruppersbergerae D  96 97 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E % % ? % % % %

3 Sarbanes D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 Ivey D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Hoyer D  94 93 84 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

6 Troneaf D  70 84 91 % ? % % ? ? ? ? ? ? % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % ? % % ✖ % % %

7 Mfume D  100 100 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Raskin D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MASSACHUSETTS

1 Neal D  100 100 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 McGovern D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

3 Trahan D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

4 Auchincloss D  97 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

5 Clark, K. D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Moulton D  97 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

7 Pressley D  91 96 98 % % ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Lynch D  91 96 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % ? % % % % % ✖ % % %

9 Keating D  94 97 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % ✖ % % %

MICHIGAN

1 Bergman R  6 3 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Moolenaar R  6 6 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Scholten D  91 96 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % ?

4 Huizenga R  0 3 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Walberg R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Dingellag D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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7 Slotkin D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

8 Kildeeah D  97 98 97 % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

9 McClain R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 James R  6 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Stevens D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

12 Tlaib D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Thanedar D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MINNESOTA

1 Finstad R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Craig D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

3 Phillips D  73 64 83 ? % % % % % % % % ? % % ? ? ? ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % ? %

4 McCollum D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Omar D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Emmer R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Fischbach R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Stauber R  3 1 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSISSIPPI

1 Kelly, T. R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Thompson, B. D  94 97 85 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

3 Guest R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Ezell R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSOURI

1 Bushai D  61 80 88 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? % % % % % % %

2 Wagneraj R  6 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Luetkemeyer R  6 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖

4 Alford R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ah Representative Kildee entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 95, 101, and 104, which would have been scored as 
pro-environment. He was absent due to a family emergency.

ai Representative Bush missed a number of votes while campaigning for the U.S. House of Representatives.
aj Representative Wagner entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 440, which would have been scored as anti-environment.



HOUSE VOTES
T

hr
e

at
e

ni
ng

 F
am

ili
e

s 
S

e
e

ki
ng

 P
at

hw
ay

 to
 

R
e

si
d

e
nc

y 
#

29
3

B
lo

ck
in

g
 Im

p
ro

ve
d

 A
cc

e
ss

 to
 V

o
tin

g
 #

31
8

P
re

ve
nt

in
g

 C
o

nt
ra

ct
o

rs
’ C

lim
at

e
 

E
m

is
si

o
ns

 R
e

p
o

rt
in

g
 #

32
8

B
ar

rin
g

 F
u

nd
in

g
 fo

r t
he

 A
m

e
ric

an
  

C
lim

at
e

 C
o

rp
s 

#
36

3

D
ef

u
nd

in
g

 C
o

st
-S

av
in

g
 C

le
an

 E
ne

rg
y 

R
e

se
ar

ch
 a

nd
 D

ev
e

lo
p

m
e

nt
 #

37
6

B
lo

ck
in

g
 E

le
ct

ric
 V

e
hi

cl
e

 T
ax

 C
re

d
its

 #
41

7

E
lim

in
at

in
g

 D
u

e
 P

ro
ce

ss
 fo

r 
N

o
np

ro
fit

s 
#

47
7

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l A

ct
io

n 
o

n 
C

lim
at

e
 #

33
5

S
ta

lli
ng

 D
o

m
e

st
ic

 C
le

an
e

r V
e

hi
cl

e
s 

M
an

u
fa

ct
u

rin
g

 #
36

5

B
lo

ck
in

g
 F

u
nd

in
g

 fo
r E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
Ju

st
ic

e
 #

39
7

E
lim

in
at

in
g

 E
PA

’s
 C

le
an

e
r C

ar
s 

R
u

le
s 

#
43

8

Fu
nd

in
g

 t
he

 H
ar

m
fu

l B
o

rd
e

r W
al

l #
33

3

B
lo

ck
in

g
 t

he
 D

e
la

w
ar

e
 R

iv
e

r B
as

in
 

Fr
ac

ki
ng

 B
an

 #
36

4

B
lo

ck
in

g
 D

iv
e

rs
ity

, E
q

u
ity

, a
nd

 In
cl

u
si

o
n 

P
ro

g
ra

m
s 

at
 E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 A
g

e
nc

ie
s 

#
38

8

Ig
no

rin
g

 C
lim

at
e

 R
is

ks
 to

 R
et

ire
m

e
nt

 
S

av
in

g
s 

#
42

7

S
u

p
e

rc
ha

rg
in

g
 A

tt
ac

ks
 o

n 
E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
an

d
 C

o
ns

u
m

e
r P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
  #

50
9

R
e

q
u

iri
ng

 P
ro

o
f o

f C
iti

ze
ns

hi
p

 to
 R

e
g

is
te

r 
fo

r F
e

d
e

ra
l E

le
ct

io
ns

 #
34

5

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 N

e
ce

ss
ar

y 
Tr

an
sm

is
si

o
n 

Im
p

ro
ve

m
e

nt
s 

#
37

5

A
nt

i-
E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
 S

p
e

nd
in

g
 P

ac
ka

g
e

 #
39

9

S
ho

rt
 C

irc
u

iti
ng

 E
nv

iro
nm

e
nt

al
 R

ev
ie

w
 

an
d

 P
u

b
lic

 In
p

u
t 

fo
r C

o
m

p
u

te
r C

hi
p

 
Fa

ct
o

rie
s 

#
44

0
S

tifl
in

g
 P

u
b

lic
 In

p
u

t 
an

d
 E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
R

ev
ie

w
 o

n 
N

at
io

na
l F

o
re

st
s 

#
44

8

⓭ ⓮ ⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝

LCV 2024 National Environmental Scorecard | │lcv.org/scorecard 53

7 Slotkin D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

8 Kildeeah D  97 98 97 % E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

9 McClain R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 James R  6 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Stevens D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

12 Tlaib D  97 99 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Thanedar D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

MINNESOTA

1 Finstad R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Craig D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

3 Phillips D  73 64 83 ? % % % % % % % % ? % % ? ? ? ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % ? %

4 McCollum D  100 100 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Omar D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Emmer R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Fischbach R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Stauber R  3 1 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSISSIPPI

1 Kelly, T. R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Thompson, B. D  94 97 85 % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

3 Guest R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Ezell R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MISSOURI

1 Bushai D  61 80 88 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? % % % % % % %

2 Wagneraj R  6 7 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Luetkemeyer R  6 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖

4 Alford R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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5 Cleaverak D  96 85 90 % % % % % % % % E E E % % % % % % % E E E E E E % % % % ? % % % %

6 Graves, S.al
R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Burlison R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Smith, J. R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MONTANA

1 Zinke R  0 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖

2 Rosendale R  3 3 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

NEBRASKA

1 Flood R  3 3 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Bacon R  6 10 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Smith, Adrian R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEVADA

1 Titus D  97 99 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

2 Amodei R  6 3 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Lee, Susieam
D  91 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E ✖ ✖ ✖ %

4 Horsford D  94 96 91 % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

NEW HAMPSHIRE

1 Pappas D  94 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

2 Kuster D  82 91 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % ? ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ✖ % %

NEW JERSEY

1 Norcross D  97 99 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Van Drew R  3 3 33 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Kim, A.an
D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % i

4 Smith, C. R  6 12 56 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Gottheimer D  97 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % ? %

6 Pallone D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

ak Representative Cleaver was absent for roll call vote 174 due to a family emergency and roll call votes 363, 364, 365, 375, 376, and 388 due to a medical emergency.
al Representative Sam Graves entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 438, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
am Representative Susie Lee entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 438, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
an Then-Representataive Andy Kim resigned from the House of Representatives on December 8, 2024 and was sworn into the Senate on December 9, 2024 following his special election victory.
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5 Cleaverak D  96 85 90 % % % % % % % % E E E % % % % % % % E E E E E E % % % % ? % % % %

6 Graves, S.al
R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Burlison R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Smith, J. R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

MONTANA

1 Zinke R  0 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖

2 Rosendale R  3 3 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

NEBRASKA

1 Flood R  3 3 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Bacon R  6 10 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Smith, Adrian R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

NEVADA

1 Titus D  97 99 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

2 Amodei R  6 3 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Lee, Susieam
D  91 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E ✖ ✖ ✖ %

4 Horsford D  94 96 91 % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

NEW HAMPSHIRE

1 Pappas D  94 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

2 Kuster D  82 91 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % ? ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ✖ % %

NEW JERSEY

1 Norcross D  97 99 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Van Drew R  3 3 33 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Kim, A.an
D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % i

4 Smith, C. R  6 12 56 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Gottheimer D  97 98 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % ? %

6 Pallone D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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7 Kean R  21 22 22 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Menendez, R. D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

9 Pascrellao D  100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E i i i i i i i

10 Payneap D  100 100 93 % % % % i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

10 McIveraq D  100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i % % %

11 Sherrillar D  93 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

12 Watson Coleman D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E % % % % % % E E E % % % % % % %

NEW MEXICO

1 Stansbury D  88 94 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? % % % % % % % % ? % % %

2 Vasquez D  94 93 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

3 Leger Fernández D  100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW YORK

1 LaLotaas R  12 13 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Garbarino R  15 10 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖

3 Suozziat D  90 90 96 i % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

4 D’Esposito R  12 13 13 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Meeks D  94 96 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

6 Meng D  97 99 98 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

7 Velázquez D  94 94 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % %

8 Jeffries D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

9 Clarke, Y. D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

10 Goldman D  100 100 100 % % % E % % % % % % % % E % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

11 Malliotakis R  3 3 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Nadler D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

ao Representative Pascrell was absent for roll call votes 345, 363, 364, 365, 375, 376, 388, 397, and 399 due to a medical emergency. He died on August 21, 2024.
ap Representative Payne died on April 24, 2024.
aq Representative McIver was sworn in on September 23, 2024.
ar Representative Sherrill entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call votes 363, 364, 365, 375, and 376, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment.
as Representative LaLota entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 427, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
at Representative Suozzi was sworn in on February 28, 2024, following his special election victory. He entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on 

roll call vote 388, which would have been scored as pro-environment. His vote was not recorded due to a voting malfunction.
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7 Kean R  21 22 22 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Menendez, R. D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

9 Pascrellao D  100 98 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E i i i i i i i

10 Payneap D  100 100 93 % % % % i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

10 McIveraq D  100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i % % %

11 Sherrillar D  93 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

12 Watson Coleman D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E % % % % % % E E E % % % % % % %

NEW MEXICO

1 Stansbury D  88 94 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? % % % % % % % % ? % % %

2 Vasquez D  94 93 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

3 Leger Fernández D  100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NEW YORK

1 LaLotaas R  12 13 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Garbarino R  15 10 16 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖

3 Suozziat D  90 90 96 i % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

4 D’Esposito R  12 13 13 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Meeks, G. D  94 96 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

6 Meng D  97 99 98 % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

7 Velázquez D  94 94 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % % % % % % %

8 Jeffries D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

9 Clarke, Y. D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

10 Goldman D  100 100 100 % % % E % % % % % % % % E % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

11 Malliotakis R  3 3 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Nadler D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
% = Pro-environment action
✖ = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
?  = Absence (counts as negative)

= Excused (does not count)
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13 Espaillat D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

14 Ocasio-Cortez D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

15 Torres, R. D  100 95 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % E % E %

16 Bowmanau D  73 86 91 % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % ?

17 Lawler R  18 19 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Ryan D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

19 Molinaro R  15 17 17 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

20 Tonkoav D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

21 Stefanik R  0 0 26 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Williams, B. R  15 12 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Langworthy R  0 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Tenney R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

25 Morelle D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

26 Kennedy, T.aw
D  100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NORTH CAROLINA

1 Davis, Don D  64 74 74 % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

2 Ross D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

3 Murphy, G. R  0 3 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ? ✖

4 Foushee D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %

5 Foxx R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Manning D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

7 Rouzer R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Bishop, D. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Hudson R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 McHenry R  6 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ % ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ?

11 Edwards R  6 6 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

au Representative Bowman missed a number of votes while campaigning for the U.S. House of Representatives.
av Representative Tonko entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 440, which would have been scored as pro-environment.
aw Representative Timothy Kennedy was sworn in on May 6, 2024.
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13 Espaillat D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

14 Ocasio-Cortez D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

15 Torres, R. D  100 95 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % E % E %

16 Bowmanau D  73 86 91 % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % ?

17 Lawler R  18 19 19 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Ryan D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

19 Molinaro R  15 17 17 ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

20 Tonkoav D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

21 Stefanik R  0 0 26 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Williams, B. R  15 12 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

23 Langworthy R  0 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Tenney R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

25 Morelle D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

26 Kennedy, T.aw
D  100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

NORTH CAROLINA

1 Davis, Don D  64 74 74 % ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

2 Ross D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

3 Murphy, G. R  0 3 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ? ✖

4 Foushee D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %

5 Foxx R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Manning D  94 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

7 Rouzer R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Bishop, D. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Hudson R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 McHenry R  6 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ % ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ?

11 Edwards R  6 6 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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12 Adamsax D  100 100 98 % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Nickelay D  93 95 95 % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

14 Jackson, Jeff D  91 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ✖ ? %

NORTH DAKOTA

1 Armstrongaz R  0 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ i

NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS

1 Sablan D  91 75 84 i i i i i i i i i i i % % % % i i i % % % % % % ? i i i i i i i i

OHIO

1 Landsmanba D  97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

2 Wenstrup R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Beatty D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 Jordan R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Latta R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Rullibb R  5 N/A 5 i i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Miller, Max R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Davidson R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Kaptur D  91 96 85 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % %

10 Turner, M. R  0 4 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Brown, Shontel D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

12 Balderson R  0 0 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Sykesbc D  96 98 98 % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

14 Joyce, D. R  9 9 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

15 Carey R  3 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

ax Representative Adams was absent for roll call votes 165, 167, 169, and 171 to attend to the district in the aftermath of a mass shooting there.
ay Representative Nickel entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 165, 167, 169, 171, and 174, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment. He was absent due to a medical emergency.
az Representative Armstrong resigned on December 14, 2024 in order to be sworn in as governor of North Dakota on December 15, 2024.
ba Representative Landsman entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 184 and 191, which would have been scored as 

pro-environment. He was absent due to a family emergency.
bb Representative Rulli was sworn in on June 25, 2024.
bc Representative Sykes was absent for roll call votes 165, 167, 169, 171, and 174 due to a medical emergency.
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12 Adamsax D  100 100 98 % % % % E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Nickelay D  93 95 95 % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

14 Jackson, Jeff D  91 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ✖ ? %

NORTH DAKOTA

1 Armstrongaz R  0 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ i

NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS

1 Sablan D  91 75 84 i i i i i i i i i i i % % % % i i i % % % % % % ? i i i i i i i i

OHIO

1 Landsmanba D  97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

2 Wenstrup R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Beatty D  100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 Jordan R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Latta R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Rullibb R  5 N/A 5 i i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Miller, Max R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Davidson R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Kaptur D  91 96 85 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % %

10 Turner, M. R  0 4 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Brown, Shontel D  97 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

12 Balderson R  0 0 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

13 Sykesbc D  96 98 98 % % % % E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

14 Joyce, D. R  9 9 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

15 Carey R  3 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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OKLAHOMA

1 Hern R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Brecheen R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Lucas R  3 6 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Cole R  6 9 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Bice R  6 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OREGON

1 Bonamici D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Bentz R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Blumenauer D  85 84 95 % % % % ? ? ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

4 Hoyle D  97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Chavez-DeRemerbd R  24 28 28 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ?

6 Salinas D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

PENNSYLVANIA

1 Fitzpatrick R  61 62 70 ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

2 Boylebe D  100 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %

3 Evans D  100 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E

4 Dean D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Scanlon D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Houlahan D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

7 Wild D  97 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

8 Cartwright D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

9 Meuser R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Perry R  3 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Smucker R  3 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Lee, Summer D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

bd Representative Chavez-DeRemer entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how she would have voted on roll call vote 440, which would have been scored as 
anti-environment.

be Representative Boyle was absent for roll call vote 477 due to a family emergency.
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OKLAHOMA

1 Hern R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Brecheen R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Lucas R  3 6 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Cole R  6 9 8 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Bice R  6 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

OREGON

1 Bonamici D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Bentz R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Blumenauer D  85 84 95 % % % % ? ? ? ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ?

4 Hoyle D  97 98 98 % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Chavez-DeRemerbd R  24 28 28 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ?

6 Salinas D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

PENNSYLVANIA

1 Fitzpatrick R  61 62 70 ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

2 Boylebe D  100 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E %

3 Evans D  100 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E E

4 Dean D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Scanlon D  100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Houlahan D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

7 Wild D  97 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

8 Cartwright D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

9 Meuser R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Perry R  3 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Smucker R  3 1 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Lee, Summer D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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13 Joyce, J. R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Reschenthaler R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

15 Thompson, G.bf
R  6 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Kelly, Mike R  0 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

17 Deluzio D  97 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

PUERTO RICO

1 González-Colón R  36 36 28 i i i i i i i i i i i % % ✖ ? i i i ? ✖ % ✖ % ? ✖ i i i i i i i i

RHODE ISLAND

1 Amo D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Magazinerbg D  100 100 100 % % % % E E E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

SOUTH CAROLINA

1 Mace R  12 22 23 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Wilson, J. R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Duncan R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % ✖ ? ✖

4 Timmons R  3 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Norman R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

6 Clyburn D  97 99 88 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

7 Fry R  3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

SOUTH DAKOTA

1 Johnson, D. R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TENNESSEE

1 Harshbarger R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Burchett R  3 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Fleischmann R  6 13 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 DesJarlaisbh R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ? ? ? ✖

5 Ogles R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

bf Representative Glenn Thompson entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 440, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
bg Representative Magaziner was absent for roll call votes 165, 167, 169, 171, 174, 184, and 191 due to parental leave.
bh Representative DesJarlais entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 438, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
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13 Joyce, J. R  0 0 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Reschenthaler R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

15 Thompson, G.bf
R  6 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Kelly, Mike R  0 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ?

17 Deluzio D  97 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

PUERTO RICO

1 González-Colón R  36 36 28 i i i i i i i i i i i % % ✖ ? i i i ? ✖ % ✖ % ? ✖ i i i i i i i i

RHODE ISLAND

1 Amo D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

2 Magazinerbg D  100 100 100 % % % % E E E E E E E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

SOUTH CAROLINA

1 Mace R  12 22 23 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Wilson, J. R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Duncan R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % ✖ ? ✖

4 Timmons R  3 1 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Norman R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

6 Clyburn D  97 99 88 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

7 Fry R  3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

SOUTH DAKOTA

1 Johnson, D. R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

TENNESSEE

1 Harshbarger R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Burchett R  3 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Fleischmann R  6 13 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 DesJarlaisbh R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ? ? ? ✖

5 Ogles R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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6 Rose R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Green, M. R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Kustoff R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Cohen D  100 94 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

TEXAS

1 Moran, N. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Crenshaw R  3 1 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Self R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Fallon R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Gooden R  3 3 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Ellzey R  6 6 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Fletcherbi D  97 99 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

8 Luttrell R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Green, A. D  100 100 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

10 McCaul R  6 9 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Pfluger R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Grangerbj R  0 5 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ E E E E E E E E E

13 Jackson, R. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Weber R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

15 De La Cruz, M. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Escobar D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

17 Sessions R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Jackson Leebk
D  100 64 82 % % % % E % % % % E E E E E E E E E i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

18 Lee Carterbl D  100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i % %

19 Arrington R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

bi Representative Fletcher was absent for roll call vote 345 due to responding to Hurricane Beryl.
bj Representative Granger was absent for roll call votes 397, 399, 417, 427, 438, 440, 448, 477, and 509 due to a medical emergency.
bk Representative Jackson Lee was absent for roll call votes 165, 184, 191, 255, 293, 318, 328, 333, 335, and 345 due to a medical emergency. She died on July 19, 2024.
bl Representative Lee Carter was sworn in on November 12, 2024.
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6 Rose R  0 0 2 ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Green, M. R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Kustoff R  3 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Cohen D  100 94 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

TEXAS

1 Moran, N. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Crenshaw R  3 1 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Self R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Fallon R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Gooden R  3 3 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Ellzey R  6 6 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Fletcherbi D  97 99 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

8 Luttrell R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 Green, A. D  100 100 90 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

10 McCaul R  6 9 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

11 Pfluger R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

12 Grangerbj R  0 5 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ E E E E E E E E E

13 Jackson, R. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

14 Weber R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

15 De La Cruz, M. R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

16 Escobar D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

17 Sessions R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

18 Jackson Leebk
D  100 64 82 % % % % E % % % % E E E E E E E E E i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

18 Lee Carterbl D  100 N/A 100 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i % %

19 Arrington R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)

 

2
0

2
4

11
8

th
 C

o
n

g
re

ss

L
if

e
ti

m
e

R
o

lli
ng

 B
ac

k 
C

rit
ic

al
 A

rc
tic

 P
ro

te
ct

io
ns

 #
17

4

U
nd

er
m

in
in

g
 th

e 
Fe

d
er

al
 G

ov
er

nm
en

t’s
 

A
u

th
o

rit
y 

o
n 

LN
G

 #
52

A
tt

ac
ki

ng
 C

rit
ic

al
 O

il 
an

d
 G

as
 L

e
as

in
g

 
R

ef
o

rm
s 

#
9

5

R
o

lli
ng

 B
ac

k 
C

le
an

 W
at

e
r S

af
e

g
u

ar
d

s 
#

10
1

R
e

p
e

al
in

g
 A

ct
io

ns
 o

n 
C

lim
at

e
 a

nd
 

E
nv

iro
nm

e
nt

al
 J

u
st

ic
e

 #
10

4
S

ty
m

ie
in

g
 P

u
b

lic
 L

an
d

s 
C

o
ns

e
rv

at
io

n 
#

16
5

P
e

rp
et

u
at

in
g

 D
an

g
e

ro
u

s 
Le

ad
 

E
xp

o
su

re
 #

16
7

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 W

ild
lif

e
 P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
 a

nd
 t

he
 

E
nd

an
g

e
re

d
 S

p
e

ci
e

s 
A

ct
 #

16
9

R
e

sc
in

d
in

g
 P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
 fo

r t
he

 B
o

u
nd

ar
y 

W
at

e
rs

 #
17

1

O
b

st
ru

ct
in

g
 A

p
p

lia
nc

e
 E

ffi
ci

e
nc

y 
S

ta
nd

ar
d

s 
#

18
4

Je
o

p
ar

d
iz

in
g

 P
u

b
lic

 L
an

d
s 

w
ith

 M
in

in
g

 #
19

1
Im

p
e

rl
in

g
 E

nd
an

g
e

re
d

 S
p

e
ci

e
s 

o
n 

M
ili

ta
ry

 

La
nd

 #
25

5

LCV SCORES

68 LCV 2024 National Environmental Scorecard | │lcv.org/scorecard

20 Castrobm
D  96 93 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E % % % ? % % %

21 Roy R  0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Nehls R  0 0 1 ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖

23 Gonzales, T. R  0 4 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Van Duyne R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

25 Williams, R. R  0 0 2 ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

26 Burgess R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

27 Cloud R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

28 Cuellar D  48 57 52 ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ % % ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

29 Garcia, S. D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

30 Crockett D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

31 Carter, J. R  0 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

32 Allred D  91 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

33 Veasey D  91 96 92 ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

34 Gonzalez, V. D  52 65 77 ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

35 Casar D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

36 Babin R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

37 Doggett D  100 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

38 Hunt R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

UTAH

1 Moore, Blake R  6 3 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Maloy R  6 6 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Curtisbn R  6 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Owens R  6 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

VERMONT

1 Balint D  100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

bm Representative Castro entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call votes 363, 364, 365, 375, 376, 388, 397, and 399, which would have 
been scored as pro-environment. He was absent due to a medical emergency.

bn Representative Curtis entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 440, which would have been scored as anti-environment.
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20 Castrobm
D  96 93 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E E E E E E E E % % % ? % % %

21 Roy R  0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

22 Nehls R  0 0 1 ✖ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ? ✖

23 Gonzales, T. R  0 4 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

24 Van Duyne R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

25 Williams, R. R  0 0 2 ? ? ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

26 Burgess R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

27 Cloud R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

28 Cuellar D  48 57 52 ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ % % ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

29 Garcia, S. D  100 100 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

30 Crockett D  97 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

31 Carter, J. R  0 1 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

32 Allred D  91 96 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ %

33 Veasey D  91 96 92 ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

34 Gonzalez, V. D  52 65 77 ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % ✖ % ✖ % % % % % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

35 Casar D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % %

36 Babin R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

37 Doggett D  100 99 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

38 Hunt R  0 0 0 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

UTAH

1 Moore, Blake R  6 3 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Maloy R  6 6 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Curtisbn R  6 4 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Owens R  6 3 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

VERMONT

1 Balint D  100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
% = Pro-environment action
✖ = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
?  = Absence (counts as negative)

= Excused (does not count)
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VIRGIN ISLANDS

1 Plaskett D  91 61 67 i i i i i i i i i i i % % % % i i i ? % % % % % % i i i i i i i i

VIRGINIA

1 Wittman R  3 3 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Kiggans R  9 13 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Scott, Robert D  97 99 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 McClellan D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Good R  0 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Cline R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Spanberger D  94 96 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

8 Beyerbo D  100 99 97 E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

9 Griffith R  12 7 6 ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Wexton D  100 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % E E E %

11 Connolly D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ? %

WASHINGTON

1 DelBene D  97 99 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

2 Larsen, R. D  94 96 92 ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

3 Gluesenkamp Perez D  45 61 61 ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

4 Newhouse R  6 3 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

5 McMorris Rodgers R  0 0 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ?

6 Kilmer D  97 99 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

7 Jayapal D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % %

8 Schrier D  94 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

9 Smith, Adambp
D  94 94 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ? %

10 Strickland D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ✖ % % %

bo Representative Beyer was absent for roll call vote 52 due to a medical emergency.
bp Representative Adam Smith entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 477, which would have been scored as pro-environment.



HOUSE VOTES
T

hr
e

at
e

ni
ng

 F
am

ili
e

s 
S

e
e

ki
ng

 P
at

hw
ay

 to
 

R
e

si
d

e
nc

y 
#

29
3

B
lo

ck
in

g
 Im

p
ro

ve
d

 A
cc

e
ss

 to
 V

o
tin

g
 #

31
8

P
re

ve
nt

in
g

 C
o

nt
ra

ct
o

rs
’ C

lim
at

e
 

E
m

is
si

o
ns

 R
e

p
o

rt
in

g
 #

32
8

B
ar

rin
g

 F
u

nd
in

g
 fo

r t
he

 A
m

e
ric

an
  

C
lim

at
e

 C
o

rp
s 

#
36

3

D
ef

u
nd

in
g

 C
o

st
-S

av
in

g
 C

le
an

 E
ne

rg
y 

R
e

se
ar

ch
 a

nd
 D

ev
e

lo
p

m
e

nt
 #

37
6

B
lo

ck
in

g
 E

le
ct

ric
 V

e
hi

cl
e

 T
ax

 C
re

d
its

 #
41

7

E
lim

in
at

in
g

 D
u

e
 P

ro
ce

ss
 fo

r 
N

o
np

ro
fit

s 
#

47
7

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 In

te
rn

at
io

na
l A

ct
io

n 
o

n 
C

lim
at

e
 #

33
5

S
ta

lli
ng

 D
o

m
e

st
ic

 C
le

an
e

r V
e

hi
cl

e
s 

M
an

u
fa

ct
u

rin
g

 #
36

5

B
lo

ck
in

g
 F

u
nd

in
g

 fo
r E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
Ju

st
ic

e
 #

39
7

E
lim

in
at

in
g

 E
PA

’s
 C

le
an

e
r C

ar
s 

R
u

le
s 

#
43

8

Fu
nd

in
g

 t
he

 H
ar

m
fu

l B
o

rd
e

r W
al

l #
33

3

B
lo

ck
in

g
 t

he
 D

e
la

w
ar

e
 R

iv
e

r B
as

in
 

Fr
ac

ki
ng

 B
an

 #
36

4

B
lo

ck
in

g
 D

iv
e

rs
ity

, E
q

u
ity

, a
nd

 In
cl

u
si

o
n 

P
ro

g
ra

m
s 

at
 E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 A
g

e
nc

ie
s 

#
38

8

Ig
no

rin
g

 C
lim

at
e

 R
is

ks
 to

 R
et

ire
m

e
nt

 
S

av
in

g
s 

#
42

7

S
u

p
e

rc
ha

rg
in

g
 A

tt
ac

ks
 o

n 
E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
an

d
 C

o
ns

u
m

e
r P

ro
te

ct
io

ns
  #

50
9

R
e

q
u

iri
ng

 P
ro

o
f o

f C
iti

ze
ns

hi
p

 to
 R

e
g

is
te

r 
fo

r F
e

d
e

ra
l E

le
ct

io
ns

 #
34

5

U
nd

e
rm

in
in

g
 N

e
ce

ss
ar

y 
Tr

an
sm

is
si

o
n 

Im
p

ro
ve

m
e

nt
s 

#
37

5

A
nt

i-
E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
 S

p
e

nd
in

g
 P

ac
ka

g
e

 #
39

9

S
ho

rt
 C

irc
u

iti
ng

 E
nv

iro
nm

e
nt

al
 R

ev
ie

w
 

an
d

 P
u

b
lic

 In
p

u
t 

fo
r C

o
m

p
u

te
r C

hi
p

 
Fa

ct
o

rie
s 

#
44

0
S

tifl
in

g
 P

u
b

lic
 In

p
u

t 
an

d
 E

nv
iro

nm
e

nt
al

 
R

ev
ie

w
 o

n 
N

at
io

na
l F

o
re

st
s 

#
44

8

⓭ ⓮ ⓯ ⓰ ⓱ ⓲ ⓳ ⓴ ㉑ ㉒ ㉓ ㉔ ㉕ ㉖ ㉗ ㉘ ㉙ ㉚ ㉛ ㉜ ㉝

LCV 2024 National Environmental Scorecard | │lcv.org/scorecard 71

VIRGIN ISLANDS

1 Plaskett D  91 61 67 i i i i i i i i i i i % % % % i i i ? % % % % % % i i i i i i i i

VIRGINIA

1 Wittman R  3 3 9 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Kiggans R  9 13 13 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

3 Scott, Robert D  97 99 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 McClellan D  100 100 100 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Good R  0 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Cline R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Spanberger D  94 96 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

8 Beyerbo D  100 99 97 E % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

9 Griffith R  12 7 6 ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

10 Wexton D  100 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % E E E %

11 Connolly D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ? %

WASHINGTON

1 DelBene D  97 99 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

2 Larsen, R. D  94 96 92 ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

3 Gluesenkamp Perez D  45 61 61 ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

4 Newhouse R  6 3 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

5 McMorris Rodgers R  0 0 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ?

6 Kilmer D  97 99 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % %

7 Jayapal D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % %

8 Schrier D  94 96 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ % %

9 Smith, Adambp
D  94 94 92 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % ? %

10 Strickland D  94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ✖ % % %



HOUSE VOTES
KEY
	%	= Pro-environment action
 ✖  = Anti-environment action
	i	= Ineligible to vote
 ?  = Absence (counts as negative)
    = Excused (does not count)
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WEST VIRGINIA

1 Miller, C. R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Mooney R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

WISCONSIN

1 Steil, B. R  6 3 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Pocanbq D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % E % % % % % % % % E % % % %

3 Van Orden R  6 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Moore, G. D  97 97 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Fitzgerald R  3 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Grothman R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Tiffany R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Gallagherbr R  0 0 7 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

8 Wiedbs R  0 N/A 0 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ✖

WYOMING

1 Hageman R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

bq Representative Pocan entered a statement into the Congressional Record noting how he would have voted on roll call vote 438, which would have been scored as pro-environment. He was 
absent for roll call votes 318 and 438 due to a medical emergency. His vote on roll call vote 364 was not recorded due to a voting malfunction.

br Representative Gallagher resigned on April 24, 2024.
bs Representative Wied was sworn in on November 12, 2024.
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WEST VIRGINIA

1 Miller, C. R  0 0 6 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Mooney R  0 0 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖

WISCONSIN

1 Steil, B. R  6 3 12 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Pocanbq D  100 100 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % % E % % % % % E % % % % % % % % E % % % %

3 Van Orden R  6 10 10 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

4 Moore, G. D  97 97 95 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

5 Fitzgerald R  3 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖

6 Grothman R  3 1 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

7 Tiffany R  0 0 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

8 Gallagherbr R  0 0 7 ? ✖ ✖ ✖ i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i

8 Wiedbs R  0 N/A 0 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i ✖ ✖

WYOMING

1 Hageman R  3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖





BUILD POLITICAL POWER FOR PEOPLE AND THE PLANET

Visit lcv.org/scorecard to explore our interactive National Environmental 
Scorecard.

Support LCV with a donation at lcv.org/donate.

Become a member and get email updates at lcv.org/get-involved.

Get your senators’ scores straight to your phone by texting “Scorecard”  
to 877-877.

Take action on a wide array of pressing environmental issues at lcv.org/act.

our earth is worth fighting for. join us.

http://lcv.org/scorecard
http://lcv.org/donate
http://lcv.org/get-involved
http://lcv.org/act
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CALIFORNIA

1 LaMalfa R 3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Huffman* D 91 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

3 Garamendi D 91 93 90 % ? % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 McClintock R 6 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Thompson, M. D 100 97 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Matsui D 94 97 96 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

7 Bera D 91 96 93 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Cook R 0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 McNerney D 91 94 94 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

10 Denham R 9 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

11 DeSaulnier D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

12 Pelosi D 100 97 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Lee, B. D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

14 Speier** D 40 70 85 % % % ? ? % % ? % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? % %

15 Swalwell† D 89 93 95 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ?

16 Costa D 69 50 49 % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ %

17 Khanna D 100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

18 Eshoo‡ D 94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

19 Lofgren D 97 99 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

20 Panetta D 94 96 96 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

21 Valadao R 11 9 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

22 Nunes R 3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

23 McCarthy R 3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

This publication was designed and printed using 100% wind power and was 

printed on an alcohol-free press with soy-based inks on 100% recycled stock. 

LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS

740 15TH STREET NW, SUITE 700  |  WASHINGTON, DC 20005

PHONE: 202.785.8683  |  LCV.ORG

   youtube.com/LCVorg

  facebook.com/LCVoters

 
 bsky.app/profile/LCV.org

  
instagram.com/LCVoters
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CALIFORNIA

1 LaMalfa R 3 1 1 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

2 Huffman* D 91 96 98 % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

3 Garamendi D 91 93 90 % ? % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

4 McClintock R 6 3 4 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

5 Thompson, M. D 100 97 93 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

6 Matsui D 94 97 96 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

7 Bera D 91 96 93 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

8 Cook R 0 1 2 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖

9 McNerney D 91 94 94 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ✖ % %

10 Denham R 9 7 7 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

11 DeSaulnier D 100 100 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

12 Pelosi D 100 97 94 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

13 Lee, B. D 100 100 96 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

14 Speier** D 40 70 85 % % % ? ? % % ? % % % % % % % ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? % %

15 Swalwell† D 89 93 95 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ?

16 Costa D 69 50 49 % % ✖ ✖ ✖ % % ✖ ✖ % % % ✖ % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % ✖ % % % % % % % % % ✖ ✖ %

17 Khanna D 100 99 99 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

18 Eshoo‡ D 94 97 97 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? ? % %

19 Lofgren D 97 99 91 % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % ? % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

20 Panetta D 94 96 96 % % % ✖ ✖ % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % % %

21 Valadao R 11 9 5 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ %

22 Nunes R 3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ? ✖

23 McCarthy R 3 3 3 ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ % ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖ ✖
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