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1991-92 Legislative Scorecard

How the Environment Fared in
the 1991 and 1992 Sessions:
Progress and Shoring Up Past
Gains

Your legislators’ votes on key environmental issues
are a very important measure of their concern for the environ-
ment. Here is a summary of how the environment fared in the
1991 and 1992 state legislative sessions.

1991 was a year of landmark state environmental
legislation: a new state clean air act, an oil spill prevention bill,
and growth management legislation. Legislators also enacted a
law todevelopastate energy policy and an “Energy Parmerships”
program that requires conservation and co-generation in public
facilites.

The final state operating budget for 1991-92 restored
most of the drastic cuts in environmental programs under an
earlier Senate version of the state spending plan. Also, the
budget included an additional S50 million for the acquisition of
critical wildlife habitat and recreational properties.

,In 1992 there was again a major effort in the Legisla-
ture to reduce state funding for the environment. The new
Growth Management Act was also a target. Fortunately, the
Legislature left a lot of very bad environmental bills dead in
committee. Legislators even managed one environmental
achievement: enactment of a shellfish protection bill.

In addition, the Governor used his veto power to
restore some of the money cut by the Legislature from the
budget forimplementation of the Growth Management Act. He
also vetoed two bad environmental bills that the 1992 Legislature
passed: one that would have allowed the siting of major
industrial developments outside urban growth areas and an-
other that would havehampered local regulation of pesticides.

Legislators receiving 100%
Senators ‘

Mike Kreidler =~ Ray Moore Patty Murray
Janice Niemi  DwightPelz  Nita Rinehart

Adam Smith Phil Talmadge

House

Cal Anderson  Jennifer Belcher Joanne Brekke
Grace Cole Ruth Fisher Rosa Franklin
Karen Fraser Lorraine Hine Jeanne Kohl
June Leonard  Gary Locke Dick Nelson
Larry Phillips ~ Margarita Prentice Nancy Rust
Helen Sommers Harriet Spanel  Arthur Sprenkle
Georgette Valle Art Wang Jesse Wineberry

The Legislative Scorecard

A legislator should be evaluated on more than envi-
ronmental votes. Your legislator’s philosophy, hard work,
track record and reliability are all important. A voting chart is
one useful indicator and reminds our elected officials that they
are accountable for their votes. The purpose of this voting chart
isto help youleam how your legislators voted on representative
environmental issues.

These 20 votes were chosen toreflect a broad range of
issues. All votes were close.

Please study this record. Use it to talk to your
legislators about their votes and the issues important to you. It
isalso important to us to hear from you about your perceptions
of your legislators. You can use thischart to be a more informed
and effective citizen, and we can use your input to serve your
district better. -

The Senate Score Averaged 38%
The House Score Averaged 52%




Dist/  Avg. Avg. 1991 5534 1992 .
Legislators Aff  g1/92 89/80 1025A 1025 1027 1028 1028A 1330A 2676 2835 6095 6096 6201 6254 6255 6273
|SENATE :
Amonason, N. 20-R 18% 17% +
4arson, A. 42-R 27% 31% +
ailey, C. 39-R 27%., 46%° - +
Barr, S. 7-R 9% 15% TS T
Sauer, A. 46-D  36% 23% +
Bluechel, A. 45-R _ 27% 69% +
Cantu, E. 41-R 9% 23% + - - - - - - - - - -
Conner, P. 24-0 27% 58%
Craswell, E. 23-R 18%
Erwin, T. " 77 44-R "45% T
Gaspard, M. 25-D 73% 64
Hanse 13-0 0% 11
Hayner, “16-R7 18%
Jesernig, J. 8-0 27%
Kreidler, M. 22-D 100% 92%
Madsen, K. 2-0 " 27% 23% "
Matson, J. 14-R 0% 10% .
McCasinB. . 4R ___ 0%,
McDonald, D. 48-R 27%
McMullen, P, 40-D 82%
Metcalf, J. 10-R 45%
36D 100%
'1-D 100% -
. 21-R 18%...31%..;
Newhousae, |. 15-R 9% 8%
Niemi, J. 43-0 100% 100%
Cke, B. 258-R 36%
Cwen, B. ' 35-0  11% 22%
Patterson, E. 9-R Q% 23%
Pez, D. 37-0 100% .- 3 o R k5
Rasmussen, A. 29-D 0% 31% E E - - - - - - - -
Rinehart, N. 46-0 100% 100% + + + + - + + + + - +
Roach, P. 31-R 9% - + - - - - - - - - -
aling, G, " 5R 0% .
Sellar, G, - 12R  11%
Skratak, S. 7-0. 82%
Smith, A. 33-D 100%
Smith, L. 18-R 27% 23%
Snyder, S. 19-0 18%
Slratton, L. 3-0 18% 36% "
Sumrer, S. 28-R 0% T
Sutherland, D. 17-0 64% 3
Talmadge, P. 34-0 100% 100%
Thorsness, L. 11-R 18% 23%
Vognild, L. 38-0 27% 65%
venReichbauer, P~ 30-R 18% 738%°
West, J. ] &R 8% 31%
Wiliams, A, =~ 32-D  84% _92%
Woijahn, R. 27-0 64% 92%
|HOUSE
Angerson, C. 43-0 100% 89% + + + + + + +
Acpelwick, M. 46-0 67% 80% - + + - - - + *
Sallard, C. 12-R 0% 10% - - - e - - : - -
Basich, B. 19B8-0  33% 33% 7 'S
Beck, J. 21-R  22% 38%
Beicher, J. 22-D 100%  90% - e
Betrozoff, J. 45-R 25% 11% - +
Bowman, R. 20-R 11% 40% - -
Braddock, D. 42-0 85% 80% + +
Bray, L. 8D " 44%. 7 T RS
Brekke, J. 32-0 100% 100%
Broback, A- 23-R. . 22% ..l s
Brough, J. 30-R 33% 33% + -
Brumsickle, B. 20-R 11% 33% - -
Zantwell, M. 44-0 78% 80% + +
Carison, R. 47-R°7T33% T TETTNTTITORN T
Casada, S. 25-R  11%
Chandler, G. 13-R . 0% 17% 7. i
Cole, G. 1-0 100% 100% + -
Cooper, D.. 18-0 56% 70% - +
Day, B. 3-0 44%  50% - -
Ceiwo, D. 30  568% T5% - LT
Do, R. 20 67% 70% -+
Shersole, 8. 29-D 89% B0% -+ L
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Lagislators Aff  91/82 89/80 1025A 1025 1027 1028 1028A 1330A| 2676 2835 6095 6096 6201 6254 6255 §273
Fargusoen, R. 48-R 33% 40% - . + - - - - - -
Fisher, G. 33-0 89% 90% - +
Fisher, R. 27-D 100% 90% + +
-Fomner, E. 47-R 4% T17% -
Frankin, A. 23-D 100% St
Fraser, K. __ 22-D. [100% _S80% i
Fuhrman, S. 7-R %  10% E - - - - - - -
Grant, W. 16-D 44% 10% - + + - - - + -
Hargrove, J. 24.D 22% 33% - - - - - - -
Haugen, M. 7" T710-0 T 89% T 70% ooy B >
Heavey, M.  '34-D ' 78% “70% = s
Hine, L) " " ~33-D__100%. _90%. P i
Hochstatter, H. 13-R 0% - - - - - - - E -
Hom, J. 41-R 33% 30% - - - - -
Inslee, J. 140 78%  80% -
Jaccbsen, K. " 46-D  89%  90% 2
Johnson,P.  “35-R  11%. 2
Johnsen, R, ~40-D 58% .:: e
Jones, E. 24-D 78% 60% + + + + + - - -

78% 90% + + + + + - -

Meyers, Ry &
Mielke, T.
Miller, L.
Mitchell, M.
Moris, B

Padden, M.
Paris, G.
Peery, K.
Phillips,

Prentice, M. - %

Prince, E.
Pruitt, W.
Rasmussen, M.
‘Rayburn, M.
Riey, M.
Rcland, J..
Rust, N.
Schmidt, K.
Scott, P.
Sheldon, T.
Siiver, J.
Sommers, D.
Sommers, H.
Spanel, H.
Sprenkie, A.

Tate, R, 7T

Valie, G. -
Vance,C. | .
Van Luven, S.
Wang, A.
Wilson, S.
Wineberry, J.
Winsley, S.
Wood, J.
Wynne, J.
Zellinsky, P.

©.32-D 100% 100% T

89% 90%

37-D  100%

8D 67%

41-R ..22%

12-R . 0%
1. 26D 67%..

5-R 0%

45-R  11% 33% - -

30-R  22% - -
T 18-D11%070%

TUT-RT T
. 6-R 0 22%...30% e
17-0  56% - +
%R 0% 20% - -
18-R 0% - -

37-D  89% 80%
48D . 78% .. .
4-D 44% - -
4-R 1% 10% - -
44-R 33%
17D . T8%

36-D . 100%.
.11-D.100% _80%

8-R 0% 30% - - -
26-D 89% 80%
2-0 67% 70%
15-D  22% 0% TN
19A-D  56% -~
31-0 78% .. irs
1-D, 100% S0%
23R 22% 11% - -
38-D  89% 90%
350 33% T
5R 14% 20%
.. &R 25% _..30%.
36-D 100% 90%
40-D 100% 80%
398-D 100% 90%
25-R  11% T20%

34-0  100% 89%
31-R . 25% _...

48-R 11% 30%
27-0D  100% 90%
10-R 11%  50%

o

43-0 100% 90% T

i
9

28-R  44% 50%

21-R | 22% _33% it

J9A-R 22%

23-0 149% 20% - -

-
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