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make it in the best interests of Main
Street because, after all, those are the
people we serve—the ones who go to
our banks, our savings and loans, who
run our small businesses, and who are
our next-door neighbors. They are the
Americans we represent. They are the
Georgians I represent. When I make a
decision this weekend, it will be in
their best interest, their children’s,
and their lives.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from OKklahoma is recog-
nized.

———

THE ENVIRONMENTAL MOVEMENT

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, let me
first say that this has been a very dif-
ficult subject, and I have the utmost
respect for the Senator from Georgia.
As he said, I am looking forward to
waiting and seeing a final product. I
look at what is there right now, and I
do have concerns. I have concerns as to
who the asset managers will be, what
institutions will be involved, and what
types of assets. It would seem to me, as
I read it, that as the $700 billion is paid
down, other assets could be purchased,
and I just wonder where it would end. I
believe some new heads will come in
and kind of look at these proposals and
perhaps come up with something that
will resolve a looming problem we all
are concerned about.

Today, my concern is on a different
subject and one that is very important
to me as an American citizen and as
the ranking member of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee.
The situation I am about to discuss re-
minds me of an old saying: Beware of
wolves dressed in sheep’s clothing. To-
day’s so-called environmental move-
ment can be described in much the
same way.

Campaigns to ‘‘save a cuddly animal”’
or ‘‘protect the ancient forests” are
really disguised efforts to raise money
for Democratic political campaigns.
Take this ad, for example, displayed on
the League of Conservation Voters’—or
the LCV’s—Web site. This is LCV’s
standard text used to raise money for a
nonprofit organization. In turn, the
LCV takes these donations, given to
‘“‘save the environment,” and then uses
them to fund ads for Democratic can-
didates, such as Ben Lujan from New
Mexico. LCV, similar to other groups I
will highlight later, disguises itself as
an environmental group dedicated to
saving the environment. Yet, as shown
by this political ad, it is simply an ex-
tension of the Democratic political
party.

In the fall of 2004, I came to the Sen-
ate floor to discuss this very topic.
This report and my remarks today are
an update of the 2004 report. Over the
last several months, my staff has put
considerable time and effort into exam-
ining this deception. This examination
has uncovered the tangled web of chari-
table and environmental organizations,
political campaigns, and large founda-
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tions. Environmental groups are tax-
exempt, IRS-registered, 501(c)(3) chari-
table organizations, meaning that con-
tributions to these groups are tax de-
ductible. I think it is very important
that people understand, because there
is always confusion here, that a
501(c)(3) is not supposed to be a polit-
ical organization. It is a charitable or-
ganization. And there are many legiti-
mate ones out there that deserve the
tax-exempt status they have.

These groups profess to be stewards
of the environment and solicit con-
tributions from a variety of sources
using these claims, but they dem-
onstrate more interest in hyping the
extreme environmental scenarios to
raise money for raw political purposes
than working toward actual real-world
environmental change for the benefit
of all Americans. Not surprisingly,
given these deceptions, these nonprofit
groups are tightly affiliated with and
fund the 501(c)(4) lobbying organiza-
tions and 527 organizations. And we all
know that 501(c)(4) organizations and
527 organizations are lobbying organi-
zations that get involved in political
campaigns.

With these intertwined organiza-
tions, it is extremely difficult to dif-
ferentiate the source of funds and
track their use. This problem is high-
lighted in a report prepared by my staff
which provides preliminary examples
based on the five most politically ac-
tive environmental groups. The report
describes their activities, the founda-
tions that provide their financial sup-
port, and the interconnected web
among these organizations.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks the staff
report to which I just referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, my staff
is not the first to uncover this sham. A
December 19, 2007, article in the Wall
Street Journal highlighted the very
same problem, stating:

Because the IRS doesn’t require 501(c) or-
ganizations to detail election spending or to
list contributors, it is difficult to track their
political activity.

The Journal analyzed data on 30 sep-
arate 501(c) groups active in elections
from 2000 to 2006, culled from a variety
of sources. The data—this again is from
the Wall Street Journal—showed that
the 30 organizations spent at least $155
million on the 2006 elections, nearly
twice what they spent in 2000.

Environmental groups have become
experts at duplicitous activity, skirt-
ing laws up to the edge of illegality and
burying their political activities under
the guise of nonprofit environmental
improvement. This chart demonstrates
this interconnected ‘‘enviro-family af-
fair’> of nonprofits and their bene-
factors. As you can see, the six organi-
zations at the bottom of this chart are
all either 527 groups or political
501(c)(4)s.
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Let’s take a look at the League of
Conservation Voters, which is a poster
child for this deceit. The LCV is an
IRS-registered 501(c)3. Contributions to
the organization are tax deductible.
However, contributors should under-
stand that LCV is a political organiza-
tion affiliated with a 501(c)(4) organiza-
tion, a political action committee, and
a 527 organization. All three of these
are political.

LCV represents itself as ‘‘turning en-
vironmental values into national prior-
ities,” and much of its funds, even from
its 501(c)(3) organization, goes to fund
voter mobilization and education
drives.

In each election cycle, LCV endorses
political candidates. Since 1996, LCV
has published a “‘Dirty Dozen’ list and
bragged about its effectiveness in
ousting candidates on the list. Not sur-
prisingly, the list singles out all Re-
publican candidates, but they almost
always throw in one Democratic can-
didate—just one—to make it appear as
if it is technically bipartisan. To date,
83 names have been placed on the
LCV’s “Dirty Dozen,” 74 of which are
Republicans. By their bipartisan
claims, it would be expected that the
LCV’s support would be split evenly.
The publishers of the ‘“Dirty Dozen”
list have yet to name even a dozen
Democrats to their list in the last 12
years.

In 2006, LCV had two 527 groups, the
League of Conservation Voters SSF
and the League of Conservation Voters,
Inc., SSF-527 II. These 527 groups were
fined by the Federal Election Commis-
sion for three violations of Federal
election law. One of the violations was
that LCV knowingly accepted indi-
vidual donations in excess of $5,000.
LCV collected over $6 million in dona-
tions during 2004 that violated the
$5,000 individual maximum amount re-
striction, and the ultimate fine was a
total of $180,000 by the FEC.

According to an FEC press release,
LCV received this fine for acting as a
clear political committee and violating
Federal election law. The Wall Street
Journal highlighted these violations in
an article published in December 2007.
Following this incident, the LCV re-
structured its organization into a
501(c)(4), which allows the organization
to run with fewer disclosure restric-
tions.

LCV has a long history of direct in-
volvement in political campaigns. In
1996, LLCV spent nearly $1.5 million in
ads focused on defeating its ‘“‘Dirty
Dozen” list targets of 11 Republicans
and, oh yes, 1 Democrat. In 1988, the
LCV spent $2.3 million targeting its
“Dirty Dozen” list of 12 Republicans
and, oh yes, 1 Democratic candidate. In
2000, the LCV spent nearly $4 million,
again targeting 11 Republicans and 1
Democrat on its ‘“‘Dirty Dozen’ list.
And I can’t forget that in 2000, the LCV
also endorsed Al Gore for President—
clearly a political endorsement. In 2002,
LCV once again targeted 11 Republican
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congressional candidates and 1 Demo-
crat. Clearly there is a partisan pat-
tern here. LCV spends hundreds of
thousands of dollars in congressional
contests against Republican can-
didates.

That same year, the group undertook
its strongest single effort to date, fo-
cused on my friend, Senator ALLARD,
who will be speaking right after me.
The LCV claims to have budgeted
$700,000 for that race—I am talking
about incumbent Senator ALLARD from
Colorado—and hired a campaign staff
of 12 to coordinate phone banks and
precinct walks. In addition, LCV ran
television and radio advertisements
against Senator ALLARD. Of course, as
we all know, Senator ALLARD won in
spite of that.

Altogether, the LLCV reportedly spent
$1.4 million in independent expendi-
tures during the 2002 election cycle. Of
that total amount, LCV spent $1.3 mil-
lion benefitting Democratic candidates
while only spending $136,000 for Repub-
lican candidates. That again is the
ratio we see consistently, 10 to 1, to
make it look as though it is not an arm
of the Democratic Party. Two years
later, in 2004, the ‘‘Dirty Dozen’” list
contained twelve Republicans and one
Democrat. LCV and its affiliates spent
a new record total of $16 million during
that year’s elections targeting the 13
candidates. As in previous years, the 1
Democrat on the list retained his seat
while 4 of the 12 Republicans were de-
feated. For the first time, in 2004, the
LCV included a Presidential candidate
on their list. The LCV endorsed Sen-
ator JOHN KERRY for President—again
all political.

In 2006, the LCV chose 15 candidates
for their “Dirty Dozen’ list. The list
was comprised of 13 Republicans and 2
Democrats. While the two Democrats
on the “Dirty Dozen” list retained
their seats, nine Republicans lost their
seats. The LCV and its affiliates used
its extensive budget of $27 million on
campaign activities.

The 2006 elections also highlighted
the intertwined political activities of
LCV and other groups. A coalition of
environmental organizations, that in-
cluded LCV and the Sierra Club,
worked together in 2006 to defeat their
top target Richard Pombo, then chair-
man of the House Resources Com-
mittee. This coalition invested more
than $1.7 million in the race to defeat
him. If that figure alone is not star-
tling enough, then look at this chart
that shows part of a Sierra Club press
release that gloats about their activity
in this House race. We see that the Si-
erra Club invested $545,000 in this race
and had 643,000 contacts with voters,
and sent 397,000 pieces of mail in this
race alone—Richard Pombo, in Cali-
fornia.

At the time of this report, the LCV
had yet to release a completed version
of the 2008 ‘‘Dirty Dozen’ list. How-
ever, it has released the names of nine
individuals who will fill up the ranks of
the completed list. Of those nine, there
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is one Democrat joining the ‘Dirty
Dozen.” I would be remiss not to men-
tion that it looks like I will be on their
list this year. It should come as no sur-
prise that for the 2008 Presidential
election, the LCV has endorsed Senator
BARACK OBAMA for President.

As one individual who will be run-
ning, I am sure there will be a lot of
money that will be in my race. I think
it is kind of interesting that in this
day, when we are all concerned with
what might be happening on Wall
Street and some of the people who have
made huge salaries and then turn
around and have a defunct company,
we see the Environmental Defense
Fund’s Fred Krupp receiving a salary
of $357,000; Sierra Club, Carl Pope,
$207,000. I am hoping these contributors
know that not only are their contribu-
tions going to organizations that are
not doing anything about the environ-
ment, but they are paying very large
salaries to large staffs.

While there is no means of calcu-
lating or anticipating what LCV will
spend this year, as their budget has
grown every election cycle, they will
most likely have at least the $27 mil-
lion that they did in 2006.

LCV is certainly not the only organi-
zation doing this. The Sierra Club,
which describes itself as ‘‘America’s
oldest, largest, and most influential
grassroots environmental organiza-
tion,” has a similar record of trickery.
The Sierra Club Foundation is a
501(c)(3) tax-exempt organization with
an affiliated 501(c)(4) group, Sierra
Club. There is also a 527 organization
called the Sierra Club Voter Education
Fund, which claims to be a ‘‘separate
segregated fund of the Sierra Club.”
The Sierra Club Foundation does not
claim affiliation with this 527 organiza-
tion, however the Sierra Club Voters
Education Fund does not have its own
board of directors, officers or trustees.

In 2006, the Sierra Club 501(c) organi-
zations brought in more than $110 mil-
lion and spent nearly $104 million; the
Sierra Club 527, the Sierra Club Voter
Education Fund, only brought in
$60,000, but managed to spend nearly $1
million. That is pretty tricky.

Similar to LCV, the Sierra Club has
a history of endorsing candidates for
political office. Most recently, the Si-
erra Club announced its support of Sen-
ator OBAMA’s Presidential bid. While
there is no reported activity yet from
the organization, the Sierra Club has
been known to run television and radio
advertisements both supporting their
candidate and criticizing the opposi-
tion. At the time of this report, Sierra
Club had announced its support of 13
candidates for seats in the United
States Senate. Of those 13 candidates,
none are Republicans. The organization
has also announced its endorsement of
156 candidates for the U.S. House of
Representatives. Of the candidates,
four are Republicans. Essentially, 98
percent of Sierra Club’s endorsements
favor Democrat candidates.

Another example is the Natural Re-
sources Defense Council.
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The Natural Resources Defense Coun-
cil, Inc. is registered as a 501(c)(3) orga-
nization. It is also affiliated with a
501(c)(4) organization, the NRDC Ac-
tion Fund, and a 527 organization, the
Environmental Accountability Fund.
By having at least one of each category
of tax-exempt organizations, these
groups can transfer wealth throughout
their family of organizations and re-
main virtually undetected. In its 2006
tax filing, Natural Resources Defense
Council, Inc. transferred $98,801 to
NRDC Action Fund, and NRDC Action
Fund transferred $124,500 to undis-
closed ‘‘other organizations’ that same
year.

Founded in 1970, NRDC purports to be
the ‘‘nation’s most effective environ-
mental action group’” whose mission is
to ‘‘[t]o safeguard the Earth: its people,
its plants and animals and the natural
systems on which all life depends.”’” The
NRDC claims to use grassroots efforts
and the power of legal and scientific
expertise to achieve its goals, which
they describe frequently as ‘inde-
pendent.”

From 2001 through 2005, the NRDC re-
ported on the Bush administration by
creating the Bush Record. The Record
categorized President Bush’s time in
office as an administration that ‘‘will
cater to industries that put America’s
health and natural heritage at risk.”
The NRDC predicted that Bush would
continue ‘‘to undermine environmental
enforcement and weaken Kkey pro-
grams.”” The organization gave up the
effort and stopped tracking the admin-
istration’s moves after President Bush
defeated Senator KERRY in the 2004
election. It is interesting, I remember
the ‘“‘Clear Skies” legislation that was
the largest reduction of pollutants of
any President in the history of Amer-
ica and it was defeated by the Demo-
crats in the Environment and Public
Works Committee.

My staff examined two other organi-
zations, Greenpeace and Environ-
mental Defense Fund, and found simi-
lar patterns of partisan fund-raising
and spending.

Greenpeace, like other environ-
mental activist organizations, has
strong ties to other politically oriented
groups. The chairman of the board of
directors, Donald Ross, is involved in
multiple organizations, including the
LCV, where he is a board member. Ross
is also the founder of M+R, a campaign
strategy firm whose clients include,
among others: Environmental Defense
Fund; LCV; and the Democratic Con-
gressional Campaign Committee.
Greenpeace 1is also a client of
Earthjustice, the legal entity that rep-
resents the Sierra Club, NRDC, and En-
vironmental Defense Fund. Addition-
ally, Greenpeace remains officially af-
filiated with the Partnership Project,
whose members also include Sierra
Club, Environmental Defense Fund,
NRDC and LCV. While Greenpeace may
not make a Dirty Dozen list, or endorse
hundreds of Democratic candidates, it
is affiliated with and supports the or-
ganizations that do. Furthermore, it
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represents those affiliations to the rest
of the world.

Environmental Defense Fund, EDF,
describes itself as an organization that
“is dedicated to protecting the envi-
ronmental rights of all people” by
using a scientific approach that is
““nonpartisan, cost-effective, and fair.”
Environmental Defense Fund is rep-
resented by its family of organizations,
Environmental Defense, Inc., a 501(c)(3)
organization, and Environmental De-
fense Action Fund, Inc., a 501(c)(4) or-
ganization.

EDF is also intimately connected
with other environmental and political
organizations. Trustee Frank Loy cur-
rently serves as one of Senator
OBAMA’S “‘top environmental advisers’”
for the 2008 Presidential campaign.
This past year, trustee Douglas
Shorenstein donated $272,100 to Demo-
cratic political objectives, including
the Hillary Clinton and Al Franken
campaigns. Trustee Joanne Woodward,
wife of noted Hollywood star Paul New-
man, donated significantly to both the
Clinton and Obama campaigns. Until
2006, Teresa Heinz, wife of Senator
JOHN KERRY served on the board of
trustees for EDF. Heinz is also the cur-
rent chairman of Heinz Endowments, a
part of the Heinz Family Foundation,
one of the Nation’s 25 largest chari-
table foundations. Current EDF trustee
George Woodwell also serves on the
board of the NRDC.

EDF reported raising $71.8 million for
the 2006 calendar year, and reported re-
ceiving contributions totaling more
than $94 million during the 2006 IRS fil-
ing period. Of that amount, the organi-
zation spent $18.9 million to promote
their stance on climate change issues,
and $19.5 million collectively on land
and ocean environmental issues.

In addition to the publicly professed
alliances among these groups, they are
all connected by the foundations that
provide them with a significant
amount of funding.

The Heinz foundations are some of
the largest contributors to these non-
profit environmental organizations,
and, of course, Ms. Teresa Heinz Kerry
is either chairperson of the board of
trustees or member of the board of
trustees on each foundation. In fact,
Ms. Heinz Kerry oversees more than
$1.5 billion of Heinz foundation re-
sources.

Last year alone, Heinz gave $160,000
to NRDC directly. Since 2002, Heinz has
given a total of $740,000 to EDF, LCV,
and NRDC specifically. Over the past 5
years, Heinz has also given $3.8 million
to Tides. Tides has donated signifi-
cantly to all five of the mentioned en-
vironmental organizations, and re-
ceives a large portion of their funding
from foundations such as Heinz.

Another major supporter of environ-
mental groups is the Turner Founda-
tion, founded in 1990 by Ted Turner.
The Turner Foundation sponsors spe-
cial projects including the Partnership
Project comprised of 20 national envi-
ronmental groups. Since 2002, the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Turner Foundation has contributed
more than $2.9 million to the Partner-
ship Project. Additionally, the Turner
Foundation has given more than $1
million to the NRDC, $778,875 to EDF,
and $6.7 million to the LCV Education
Fund.

The Pew Charitable Trust, which
claims it is ‘‘an independent non-profit
serving to inform the public on key
issues,” also gives substantially to en-
vironmental groups. Two of Pew’s envi-
ronmental priorities include global
warming and wilderness protection.

Since 2002, Pew has given a substan-
tial amount of money to environ-
mental activist groups directly and
through other private funds that fi-
nance these groups. Pew contributed
$431,000 to EDF, $900,000 to NRDC, and
$700,000 to the Partnership Project, a
joint venture of the Nation’s leading
environmental groups. Additionally,
Pew gave more than $7 million to the
Tides Foundation. During that time,
the Tides Foundation contributed a
collective $1.8 million to the following
organizations: EDF, LCV, Greenpeace,
NRDC, and Sierra Club.

This tangled web of political financ-
ing and private dollars should be dis-
concerting and even scary to Ameri-
can’s concerned about transparency
and honesty in our Government. Clear-
ly, where these environmental groups
are concerned, there is no line between
issue advocacy and political activity.
And most disturbing is the fact that
one cannot tell if these so-called envi-
ronmental groups that claim to protect
and conserve our environment, really
spend any money on actually improv-
ing our environment.

Why is this important? Well, it is im-
portant because our environment is im-
portant to all of us. Despite what you
may hear from these groups in their at-
tack advertisements against President
Bush and Republican candidates across
the Nation, our air is cleaner, water
more drinkable, and our forests are be-
coming healthier. For instance, over
the last 30 years, we have cut air pollu-
tion in half.

This is also important because these
wolves disguised in sheep’s clothing are
deceiving the America people. When an
individual gives their hard-earned
money to one of these organizations,
most expect it to be used for the envi-
ronmental cause they support, not po-
litical campaigning.

It seems that it is more important to
these groups to turn their once laud-
able movement into a political ma-
chine misleading the American public
regarding their purely politically par-
tisan agenda under the guise of envi-
ronmental protection. Again, a wolf in
sheep’s clothing.

Our nation’s first Chief of the U.S.
Forest Service, Gifford Pinchot, said,
“Conservation means the wise use of
the earth and its resources for the last-
ing good of men.” He also said that
‘“‘conservation is the application of
common sense to the common prob-
lems for the common good.”
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Those words ring true today. Unfor-
tunately, it is clear to me that the en-
vironmentalist movement is deaf to
them. What we find now is the fleecing
of the American public’s pocketbooks
by the environmental movement for
their political gain. We also find ex-
hausting litigation, instigation of false
claims, misleading science, and scare
tactics to fool Americans into believ-
ing disastrous environmental scenarios
that are untrue.

Mr. President, especially in this elec-
tion year, the American voter should
see these groups and their many affil-
iate organizations as they are: the new-
est insidious conspiracy of political ac-
tion committees and perhaps the new-
est multi-million dollar manipulation
of Federal election laws.

As an American citizen concerned
about our environment and our coun-
try, I am dismayed and saddened by
this deception. If these groups actually
used the hundreds of millions of dollars
they raise for actual environmental
improvement, just think how many
whales and forests we could save.

These wolves should be seen for what
they really are: massive democratic po-
litical machines, disguised as environ-
mental causes.

You know, I think a lot of people on
this floor understand, both Democratic
and Republican, and the American peo-
ple, there has been a wake-up call.
When you look at what happened in the
bill back in 2005 that came forward on
trying to put caps on the greenhouse
gases and cap and trade, a very expen-
sive system that would cost the Amer-
ican people over $300 billion a year.

At that time, there were only three
Senators who came down to oppose
that bill. Yet this was overwhelmingly
defeated. Then fast forward 3 years to
2008. We had a similar bill on the floor
of the Senate a few weeks ago. This
time, 24 Senators, or 23, came down and
joined me to tell the truth as to the
economic destruction that would come
should we pass this legislation.

So I think that wake-up call is there.
In spite of the millions of dollars that
are channeled through 501(c)(3)s to de-
feat Republican candidates, I think
reason is winning.

EXHIBIT 1
INTRODUCTION

Environmental activism has become a
multibillion dollar industry in the U.S. cam-
paigns to save the whales or stop mining beg
average Americans for their support through
donation of their hard earned dollars. These
environmental campaigns also receive mil-
lions from charitable foundations such as the
Pew Foundation, Turner Foundation, and
Heinz Foundation. But what most don’t
know when they donate to a cause to ‘‘save
the rainforest” or ‘‘save the polar bear’ is
that their money could end up being used for
partisan activities that are only tangentially
related, if related at all, to the cause for
which they are intended.

The majority of environmental activist
groups present themselves as objective, non-
partisan, nonprofit groups that are dedicated
to environmental integrity and protection.
To accomplish their goals, these groups typi-
cally set up 501(c)(3) nonprofit organizations
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with affiliated 501(c)(4) organizations. It is
difficult to detail these organizations’ spe-
cific spending habits. On December 19, 2007,
the Wall Street Journal published an article
that documented just how difficult this proc-
ess is, and how political several 501(c) organi-
zations were in the last year. The article
stated:

‘““Because the IRS doesn’t require 501(c) or-
ganizations to detail election spending or to
list contributors, it’s difficult to track their
political activity. The Journal analyzed data
on 30 separate 501(c) groups active in elec-
tions from 2000 to 2006, culled from a variety
of sources. The data show that the 30 organi-
zations spent at least $1565 million on the 2006
elections, nearly twice what they spent in
2000.”

As early as 1995, the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS) noticed a growing problem in
today’s non-profit sector. The IRS published
an educational document about the difficul-
ties in separating such non-profit organiza-
tions’ nonpartisan status from the legisla-
tive and political activities that such organi-
zations undertake. The report stated: ‘“‘[T]he
work of exempt organizations specialists re-
flects diverse ways in which political agen-
das are forwarded. Today, political agendas
are being forged by political parties, can-
didates, legislative caucuses, educational or-
ganizations, and political action commit-
tees. When entities employed in this process
seek recognition of exemption under IRC
501(c)(3) or 501(c)(4), questions arise about
the scope of political campaign, legislative,
and political educational activities per-
mitted under these sections.”

The IRS categorizes a broad issue that has
become very prominent among today’s lead-
ing environmental activist groups. For
years, there has been public and political
scrutiny over the activities of major envi-
ronmental activist groups, such as Environ-
mental Defense Fund (EDF), the Natural Re-
sources Defense Council (NRDC), and the
League of Conservation Voters (LCV), and
their financial links to charitable institu-
tions, such as the Tides Foundation and
Heinz family foundations. These issues were
brought to the public’s attention several
years ago through various publications such
as the 2004 articles in The Hill and The
Washington Post.

This report will focus on the financial in-
tricacies and political ties of major environ-
mental activist groups including the League
of Conservation Voters, the Environmental
Defense Fund, Greenpeace, the Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, and the Sierra Club,
and the major foundations that support
them.

501(C)S AND 527S

The three different types of nonprofit
groups analyzed in this report are 501(c)(3),
501(c)(4), and 527 organizations, all of which
have tax-exempt status under the Internal
Revenue Code. A single group is often affili-
ated with other types of organizations. For
example, the League of Conservation Voters,
Inc. is a 501(c)(3) that is affiliated with two
501(c)(4) organizations and two ‘527 groups’
and a political action committee (PAC).
There are different requirements and restric-
tions placed upon each group, as analyzed
below.

501(c)(3) nonprofits are tax-exempt organi-
zations that can participate in political
issues, but not specific campaigns. These or-
ganizations must be organized and operated
for a qualifying purpose (e.g., a charitable,
educational, or religious purpose) and serve
the public interest. They are commonly
thought of as charitable organizations. The
majority of the funds raised by these organi-
zations come from individual donors and
other public sources. The individual dona-
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tions are tax deductible for the donor as long
as they meet certain criteria. One such cri-
terion is that the donor must present re-
ceipts for amounts of more than two hundred
and fifty dollars. These organizations can
lose their tax exempt status by supporting or
opposing a candidate and engaging in cam-
paign activities that are specifically linked
to election periods, such as a presidential
primary election.

A 501(c)(3) can lobby on their issues, but
lobbying cannot be a substantial part of
their activities. The organizations can also
educate the public and fund research that
supports their positions. However, 501(c)(3)
organizations cannot ‘‘participate in, or in-
tervene in (including the publishing or dis-
tributing of statements), any political cam-
paign on behalf of (or in opposition to) any
candidate for public office.”” Some examples
of popular 501(c)(3)s are The Salvation Army,
United Way, and Habitat for Humanity. Any
funds transferred by the 501(c)(3) to an affili-
ated organization cannot be used for imper-
missible purposes (e.g., campaign activities).

Another type of tax-exempt organization is
a 501(c)(4) organization. These organizations
are typically ‘‘social welfare organizations”
whose purpose is to promote the common
good and general human welfare. Unlike
501(c)(3) organizations, donations to 501(c)(4)
organizations are not tax deductible. Under
the scope of promoting the general welfare,
the 501(c)(4) organizations can engage in po-
litical activities with fewer restrictions than
a 501(c)(3). For example, a 501(c)(4)’s general
lobbying efforts are almost unlimited. Addi-
tionally, a 501(c)(4) can promote a candidate
for office, as long as campaigning is not the
organization’s primary purpose. A 501(c)(4)
can generally receive and give funds to both
its affiliated 501(c)(3)s and 527s without risk-
ing its tax-exempt status. Any transferred
funds, however, may be subject to tax if
those funds are used for a taxable purpose.

One of the most prominent examples of a
501(c)(4) campaign is Moveon.org Civic Ac-
tion, more commonly known as Moveon.org.
This organization, which began in 2002, is
most famous for its television and print ad-
vertisements campaigning against the war in
Iraq. The organization also utilizes elec-
tronic mail and petitions to achieve its
goals. Under the scope of promoting the so-
cial welfare, Moveon.org is legally able to
become politically involved to campaign for
its goals and objectives.

Many 501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4) organizations
also have affiliated 527 political organiza-
tions. Because 527s are political organiza-
tions, they can cross the partisan barrier
that is off-limits to 501(c)(3) organizations.
For example, a 527 organization can attempt
to directly influence the election, appoint-
ment, or nomination of a particular political
candidate for public office. 527 political orga-
nizations include the entities that are regu-
lated as political committees under federal
election law, such as political action com-
mittees (PACs). They also include organiza-
tions that appear intended to influence fed-
eral elections in ways that may be outside
the scope of federal election law and there-
fore are not regulated by the Federal Elec-
tion Commission (FEC). These latter organi-
zations are commonly referred to as ‘‘527s”’
or ‘627 groups,” and that is how this report
identifies them. A 501(c)(3) may not transfer
money to an affiliated 527 organization for
campaign activities, but a 501(c)(4) organiza-
tion may be able to do so without losing its
tax-exempt status, although the funds may
be subject to tax.

A 527 group can conduct several partisan
activities similar to a PAC. However, unlike
a PAC, a 527 group cannot have as its major
purpose the nomination or election of a fed-
eral office candidate, cannot expressly advo-
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cate for election or defeat of a clearly identi-
fied federal candidate, and cannot contribute
money directly to a candidate’s campaign.
527 groups can, however, utilize unregulated
“soft’”> money to highlight specific can-
didate’s strengths or weaknesses, and gen-
erally promote said candidate without spe-
cifically endorsing his or her election. There-
fore, a 527 group may be able to essentially
operate as a ‘‘soft money’’ PAC without hav-
ing to register with the FEC.

In recent history, 527s have received in-
creased scrutiny for not complying with IRS
regulations, including donor disclosure re-
quirements. Consequently, some organiza-
tions may have switched over to cam-
paigning through their 501(c)(4) organiza-
tions. The 501(c)(4) retains the ability to en-
gage in campaign activities but is not sub-
ject to donor disclosure requirements.

It is the ability to shift funds easily among
these different organizations that has gen-
erated a stir of political attention and has
raised some very serious questions about the
validity of each. Supposed ‘‘nonprofit, non-
partisan organizations’ can shift funds very
easily to organizations formed for the sole
purpose of partisan, political activity.
501(c)(3) organizations can shift funds to
501(c)(4) organizations, which can participate
in partisan activities, although the funds
could not lawfully be used for campaign ac-
tivities. A 501(c)(4) can shift funds to a 527
organization, often founded for political
campaign purposes. Clearly, without a sys-
tem for tracking funding in these types of
organizations, a donor could contribute to a
nonpartisan, nonprofit organization and the
donation could ultimately be used for par-
tisan political activities. While this practice,
if caught, would cause a 501(c)(3) organiza-
tion to lose its tax-exempt status, it is near-
ly impossible to detect these funding shifts.

There are also questions about the exact
scope and limitations placed upon 501(c)(3),
501(c)(4)s, 527s and PACs. With the existence
of the 501(c)(4) and the PAC, what is the
point of the 527? With significant partisan
campaign activity undertaken by 501(c)(4)
and 527 groups which are regulated by the
IRS, how do lawmakers control and police
how much money is actually being spent on
campaigns, when the FEC’s role in regu-
lating these organizations is often unclear?

Outlined below are several examples that
highlight the complexity of the web of non-
profit organizations and their political ac-
tivities.

LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOTERS

LCV represents itself as ‘‘turning environ-
mental values into national priorities.”” The
organization’s mission is ‘‘to advocate for
sound environmental policies and to elect
pro-environmental candidates who will adopt
and implement such policies.”

The LCV is registered as a 501(c)(4) organi-
zation, with affiliations to several other or-
ganizations: the League of Conservation Vot-
ers Education Fund, a 501(c)(3), which claims
to refrain from campaign activities, and the
LCV Accountability Project, another
501(c)(4) organization. These affiliates, re-
ferred to as a ‘‘family of organizations,” are
committed to running ‘‘tough and effective
campaigns to defeat anti-environment can-
didates, and support those leaders who stand
up for a clean, healthy future for America.”
The very purpose of LCV is to campaign
against anti-environmental candidates, an
action that a 501(c)(3) cannot engage in. LCV
does, however, make the claim that the LCV
Education Fund is a separate entity, com-
mitted ‘‘to bring[ing] the environment to the
center of the public’s attention as an issue
critical to good public policy and a healthy
political system.”

In 2006, LLCV had two 527 groups: the
League of Conservation Voters—SSF, and
the
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League of Conservation Voters Inc. SSF—527
II. These 527 groups were fined by the FEC
for violating the following three separate
provisions: Failure to register with the FEC
as a PAC, failure to report contributions and
expenditures to the FEC, and knowingly ac-
cepting individual’s donations in excess of
$5,000. (The FEC found that more than $6
million of LCV’s expenditures during 2004
violated the $5,000 individual maximum
amount restriction.)

The LCV was fined a total of $180,000 by the
FEC. According to an FEC press release,
LCV received this fine for acting as a clear
political committee and violating federal
election law. The organization was required
to disclose all current and future contribu-
tions and expenditures and register as a PAC
should it engage in activities that qualified
it as such. The Wall Street Journal high-
lighted these violations in an article pub-
lished in December 2007. Following this inci-
dent, the LCV restructured its organization
into a 501(c)(4), which allows the organiza-
tion to run with fewer disclosure restric-
tions.

Every election cycle, the LCV lists ‘‘the
Dirty Dozen,”” a list of federal candidates for
election or re-election whom the LCV deems
as environmentally unfriendly. The first list
was created in 1996, and contained four mem-
bers of the Senate, and eight members of the
House. That year, LCV spent $1.5 million
‘“‘sending two hundred and fifty-four pieces of
persuasion mail to targeted voters [and] run-
ning nine thousand television and radio ads”
against the members of the ‘“‘Dirty Dozen’’
which included eleven Republicans and one
Democrat. The one Democrat listed on the
“Dirty Dozen” regained his seat in the House
that year while seven of the Republican can-
didates on the list were not re-elected.

In 1998, the ‘‘Dirty Dozen’ list was com-
prised of eleven Republicans and two Demo-
crats. That year, the LCV spent a total of
$2.3 million on election campaigning, ‘‘where
our efforts could provide the winning margin
of difference.”” The two Democrats on the list
retained their seats and nine of the eleven
Republicans on the list were defeated.

In 2000, the LCV spent more than $4 mil-
lion, ‘‘the largest expenditure in history,” on
the election. Their ‘“Dirty Dozen” list fo-
cused on eleven Republicans and one Demo-
crat. In that election cycle, seven of the Re-
publicans on the list were defeated; the one
Democrat kept his seat.

Again, in 2002, the ‘‘Dirty Dozen’ list was
comprised of eleven Republicans and one
Democrat. LCV did not report how much it
spent on the year’s election cycle. Five Re-
publicans on the list lost their seats while
the one Democrat retained his seat.

Two years later, in 2004, the ‘“‘Dirty Dozen’’
list contained twelve Republicans and one
Democrat. LCV and its affiliates spent a
total of $16 million during that year’s elec-
tions targeting the 13 candidates. As in pre-
vious years, the one Democrat on the list re-
tained his seat while four of the twelve Re-
publicans were defeated. For the first time,
in 2004, the LCV included a presidential ad-
ministration on their list. The LCV endorsed
Senator John Kerry (D-MA) for President.

In 2006, the LCV chose fifteen candidates
for their “Dirty Dozen’ list. The list was
comprised of thirteen Republicans and two
Democrats. While the two Democrats on the
“Dirty Dozen” list retained their seats, nine
Republicans lost their seats. During this
election, the LCV asked viewers of their web
site to choose one candidate for the ‘‘Dirty
Dozen” list. The viewers chose Rep. Charles
Taylor (R-NC) to join the ‘“‘Dirty Dozen’’ list.
Taylor lost his seat in 2006 to Heath Shuler
(D-NC). The LCV and its affiliates used its
extensive budget of $27 million on campaign
activities.
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At the time of this report, the LCV had yet
to release a completed version of the 2008
“Dirty Dozen” list. However, it has released
the names of nine individuals who will fill up
the ranks of the completed list. Of those
nine, there is one Democrat joining the
“Dirty Dozen.”

While there is no means of calculating or
anticipating what LCV will spend this year,
as their budget has grown every election
cycle, they will most likely have at least the
$27 million that they did in 2006.

For more than a decade, the LCV has pro-
duced its ‘“Dirty Dozen”’ list, targeting select
Congressional figures. The organization has
operated under the guise of ‘‘the independent
political voice for the environment,” since
even before the publication of the ‘“‘Dirty
Dozen”. To date, eighty-three names have
been placed on the LCV’s “Dirty Dozen”’, in-
cluding seventy-four Republicans. By their
bipartisan claims, it would be expected that
LCV’s support would be split evenly; how-
ever, almost 90 percent of LCV’s rec-
ommendations have been to remove Repub-
lican candidates. The publishers of the
“Dirty Dozen’” have yet to name even a
dozen Democrats to their list in the past
twelve years. It has become increasingly ap-
parent that the LCV has been allowed to par-
ticipate in partisan politics while conveying
the impression of objectivity. The organiza-
tion, however still continues to make the
claim that they don’t support one political
party over another.

NRDC

The Natural Resources Defense Council,
Inc. is registered as a 501(c)(3) organization.
Like the LCV ‘“‘family of organizations,” it is
also affiliated with a 501(c)(4) organization,
the NRDC Action Fund, and a 527 organiza-
tion, the Environmental Accountability
Fund. By having at least one of each cat-
egory of tax-exempt organizations, groups
can essentially transfer wealth throughout
their family of organizations and remain vir-
tually undetected. In its 2006 tax filing, Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council, Inc. trans-
ferred $98,801 to NRDC Action Fund, and
NRDC Action Fund transferred $124,500 to
undisclosed ‘‘other organizations’ that same
year.

Founded in 1970, NRDC purports to be the
“nation’s most effective environmental ac-
tion group’” whose mission is to ‘‘[t]o safe-
guard the Earth: its people, its plants and
animals and the natural systems on which
all life depends.” The NRDC uses grassroots
efforts and the power of legal and scientific
expertise to achieve its goals, which they de-
scribe frequently as ‘‘independent.”

From 2001 through 2005, the NRDC reported
on the Bush Administration by creating the
Bush Record. The Record categorized Bush’s
presidency as an administration that ‘‘will
cater to industries that put America’s health
and natural heritage at risk.” The NRDC
predicted that Bush would continue ‘‘to un-
dermine environmental enforcement and
weaken key programs will be made.”” The or-
ganization gave up the effort and stopped
tracking the Administration’s moves after
President Bush defeated Sen. Kerry in the
2004 election.

NRDC has also showed their party leanings
in popular culture. In an episode of the HBO
long-running comedy, Curb Your Enthu-
siasm, the NRDC was featured in connection
with Senator Barbara Boxer (D-CA). The epi-
sode, which features Boxer as the event
opener for the NRDC event, initially aired on
September 16, 2007. Boxer currently serves as
Chairman of the Senate Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works.

At the time of this report, the NRDC had
made no formal declaration of support for a
presidential candidate.
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SIERRA CLUB

The Sierra Club Foundation is a 501(c)(3)
tax-exempt organization with an affiliated
501(c)(4) group, Sierra Club. There is also a
527 organization called the Sierra Club Voter
Education Fund, which claims to be a ‘“‘sepa-
rate segregated fund of the Sierra Club.” The
Sierra Club Foundation does not claim affili-
ation with this 527 organization, however the
Sierra Club Voters Education Fund ‘‘does
not have its own Board of directors, officers
or trustees.” In 2006, the Sierra Club 501(c)
organizations brought in more than $110 mil-
lion and spent nearly $104 million; the Sierra
Club Voter Education Fund only brought in
$60,000, but managed to spend nearly $1 mil-
lion.

The Sierra Club Voter Education Fund has
a history of receiving support from its ‘‘unaf-
filiated and unpartisan company’ of the
same name and address. During 2002, the Si-
erra Club Voter Education Fund reported
total contributions of slightly more than $3
million. During that calendar year, the
Voter Education Fund reported received $2.25
million, the vast majority of their total rev-
enue, in contributions from the Sierra Club.

It’s not hard to understand why the Sierra
Club’s web of affiliations, or ‘‘non-affili-
ations,”” becomes so intertwined. A brief
glimpse at the activities of Carl Pope, Sierra
Club’s executive director, shows a tangle
even more convoluted than the organization
that he spearheads. In the past five years,
Carl Pope has played a major role in the fol-
lowing organizations: Sierra Club; California
League of Conservation Voters, executive di-
rector; Public Voice; California Common
Cause; Zero Population Growth, now Popu-
lation Connection, political director; Amer-
ica Coming Together, founding member and
treasurer; America Votes; American Rights
at Work; and America’s Families United. In
addition to Pope’s extensive organizational
involvement, he also co-authored a book,
“Strategic Ignorance: Why the Bush Admin-
istration Is Recklessly Destroying a Century
of Environmental Progress.”” The Sierra Club
continues to maintain that it is an inde-
pendent organization whose mission is solely
““to receive, administer, and disburse funds
donated for tax-exempt, charitable, sci-
entific, literary, and educational purposes.”’

The Sierra Club has a history of endorsing
candidates for political office. Currently, the
Sierra Club has announced that it will sup-
port Senator Obama’s (D-IL) presidential
bid. While there is no reported activity yet
from the organization, Sierra Club has been
historically known to run television and
radio advertisements both supporting their
candidate and criticizing the opposition. Ad-
ditionally, at the time of this report, Sierra
Club announced its support of thirteen can-
didates for seats in the United States Sen-
ate. Of those thirteen candidates, none are
Republicans. The organization has also an-
nounced its endorsement of one hundred and
fifty-six candidates to the United State
House of Representatives. Of the candidates,
four are Republicans. Essentially, ninety-
eight percent of Sierra Club’s endorsements
favor Democrat candidates.

GREENPEACE

Greenpeace USA presents itself as ‘‘an
independent campaigning organization that
uses peaceful protest and creative commu-
nication to expose global environmental
problems.”” With two hundred fifty thousand
members in the United States (and 2.5 mil-
lion worldwide) Greenpeace is represented by
Greenpeace, Inc., a 501(c)(4) organization,
and Greenpeace Fund, Inc., a 501(c)(3) organi-
zation. Through those organizations,
Greenpeace reported that it had raised $11.5
million in 2006; its 501(c)(3) and (c)(4) collec-
tively reported contributions of $26 million
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for their 2006 tax filings (which extend past
the 2006 year).

Greenpeace, like other environmental ac-
tivist organizations has strong ties to other
politically oriented groups. The chairman of
the Board of Directors, Donald Ross, is in-
volved in multiple organizations, including
the LCV, where he is a board member. Ross
is also the founder of M+R, a campaign strat-
egy firm whose clients include, among oth-
ers: Environmental Defense Fund, LCV, and
the Democratic Congressional Campaign
Committee. Greenpeace is also a client of
Earthjustice, the legal entity which rep-
resents the Sierra Club, NRDC and Environ-
mental Defense Fund. Additionally,
Greenpeace remains officially affiliated with
the Partnership Project, whose members also
include Sierra Club, Environmental Defense
Fund, NRDC and LCV. While Greenpeace
may not make a Dirty Dozen list, or endorse
hundreds of Democratic candidates, it is af-
filiated and supports the organizations that
do. Furthermore, it represents those affili-
ations to the rest of the world.

ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF) de-
scribes itself as an organization that ‘‘is
dedicated to protecting the environmental
rights of all people’ by using a scientific ap-
proach that is ‘‘nonpartisan, cost-effective
and fair.” Environmental Defense Fund is
represented by its family of organizations,
Environmental Defense, Inc., a 501(c)(3) orga-
nization, and Environmental Defense Action
Fund, Inc., a 501(c)(4) organization.

EDF is also intimately connected with
other environmental and political organiza-
tions. Frank E. Loy, Environmental Defense
Fund’s chairman of the board, served as Clin-
ton’s Under Secretary of State for Global Af-
fairs. Until 2006, Teresa Heinz, wife of Sen.
John Kerry (D-MA), served on the board of
trustees for EDF. Heinz is also the current
chairman of Heinz Endowments, a part of the
Heinz Family Foundation, one of the na-
tion’s twenty-five largest charitable founda-
tions. This report will discuss the Heinz
Foundation’s activities in more detail later.
Current EDF trustee George Woodwell also
serves on the board of the NRDC.

Additionally, the trustees of EDF are con-
nected with partisan activities. Trustee
Frank Loy currently serves as one of Sen-
ator Obama’s ‘“‘top environmental advisers’
for the 2008 Presidential Campaign. This past
year, trustee Douglas Shorenstein donated
$272,100 to Democratic political objectives,
including the Hillary Clinton and Al
Franken campaigns. Trustee Joanne Wood-
ward, wife of noted Hollywood star Paul
Newman, donated significantly to both the
Clinton and Obama campaigns.

EDF reported raising $71.8 million for the
2006 calendar year, and reported receiving
contributions totaling more than $94 million
during the 2006 IRS filing period (which ex-
tends beyond the 2006 calendar year). Of that
amount, the organization spent $18.9 million
to promote their stance on climate change
issues, and $19.5 collectively on land and
ocean environmental issues.

FOUNDATIONS

All of the above groups receive a signifi-
cant amount of their funds from foundations
that regularly give to groups with allied in-
terests. Note that each foundation and char-
ity mentioned is also organized as a 501(c)(3)
and is not able to engage in campaign activi-
ties. These foundations, however, do not
have to make meaningful disclosures about
the purpose of their donations and grants or
what happens to the money after it is do-
nated. Therefore, tracking such funds is im-
possible. Many times these foundations do-
nate significant funds to other foundations
who in turn donate significantly to environ-
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mental groups. The Tides Foundation has a
history of making donations and grants to
every environmental group mentioned in
this report. While neither the Pew Chari-
table Trust nor the Heinz family of founda-
tions has given directly to all five mentioned
groups, they have donated millions to Tides,
creating an interlocking system of money-
changing, with no transparency.

The following are a few of the foundations
that regularly give to environmental activ-
ist, ‘“‘nonpartisan,” groups such as those
mentioned above.

Pew Charitable Trusts

Made up of seven different charities, the
Pew Charitable Trusts claims that it is an
‘“‘independent nonprofit’’ that ‘‘applies a rig-
orous, analytical approach to improve public
policy, inform the public and stimulate civic
life.”” In 2004, Pew made the switch from a
private foundation to a public charity in
order to provide the organization more flexi-
bility and range in their efforts. The switch
to a public charity gives Pew the ability to
lobby on the federal and state level, and
combine certain resources required to be sep-
arate when Pew was operating as a private
foundation.

The switch to public charity also allows
the organization to spend the money gen-
erated on issues and in sectors not originally
intended by its founders. According to a 2004
Wall Street Journal article, the foundation
was set up ‘‘to disburse money to charities
and research that the founders believed re-
flected their values and priorities,” not to
venture into the whims of the current direc-
tors.

The change in Pew’s status allows the or-
ganization to pursue more partisan activities
than it had undertaken previously. The Wall
Street Journal article highlighted that Pew,
because of its status shift, would now be able
to spend five percent of its budget on lob-
bying efforts, funding ‘“a lot of K Street
lunches.” With a $4 billion budget, that
means that Pew can spend $200 million in
lobbying. This means that ‘“‘Pew’s shift
promises to have a seismic impact on the
foundation and political worlds.”

Since the shift, Pew has given a substan-
tial amount of money to environmental ac-
tivist groups directly, and through other pri-
vate funds that finance those groups. Pew
contributed $431,000 to EDF; $900,000 to
NRDC; and $700,000 to the Partnership
Project, which is a joint venture of the na-
tion’s leading environmental groups. The
Partnership Project’s membership includes
such names as LCV, EDF, NRDC,
Greenpeace, and Sierra Club. Additionally,
Pew gave more than $7 million to the Tides
Foundation. During that time, the Tides
Foundation contributed a collective $1.8 mil-
lion to the following organizations: EDF,
LCV, Greenpeace, NRDC, and Sierra Club.
Heinz Foundations

Based in Pittsburgh, the Heinz family of
foundations is made up of several different
foundations. Two of the major organizations
within this empire are the Heinz Endow-
ments, and the Heinz Family Philanthropies
(hereinafter collectively referred to as
‘““Heinz”’). In 2006, the Heinz Endowments
combined the Howard Heinz Endowment and
the Vira I. Heinz Endowment, two of the
Heinz foundations more major funds, with a
common purpose ‘‘to develop solutions that
are national in scope.” The Heinz Family
Philanthropies are made up of three funds:
The Teresa and H. John Heinz III Founda-
tion, the H. John Heinz III Foundation, and
the Heinz Family Foundation. The Philan-
thropies focus on three key issues:
healthcare and the elderly, environment con-
cerns, and advancing female opportunities in
the workplace.
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At the center of the Heinz empire is Teresa
Heinz. She is the current chairman of both
the Heinz Endowments and the Heinz Family
Philanthropies. As previously stated, Ms.
Heinz, wife of Sen. John Kerry (D-MA), is
known for her environmental and political
activities. When her husband ran for Presi-
dent in 2004, the LCV publicly endorsed
him—the earliest the organization had ever
endorsed a Presidential candidate. LCV had
previously received more than $57,000 from
Heinz donations, but made the assertion that
the money had no effect on their endorse-
ment. Ms. Heinz oversees more than $1.5 bil-
lion of Heinz foundation resources.

Heinz, like Pew, has a history of giving
both to environmental organizations individ-
ually, as well as to other funds and private
foundations that also donate significant
sums to environmental activists. Last year
alone, Heinz gave $160,000 to NRDC directly.
Since 2002, Heinz has given a total of $740,000
to EDF, LCV, and NRDC specifically. Over
the past five years, Heinz has also given $3.8
million to Tides. Tides, as previously stated,
has donated significantly to all five of the
mentioned environmental organizations, and
receives a bulk of their funds from founda-
tions such as Heinz.

Turner Foundation

Founded in 1990 by Ted Turner, the Turner
Foundation is a self-proclaimed ‘‘private,
independent family foundation committed to
preventing damage to the natural—water,
air, and land—on which all life depends.”
Since 1991, the Turner Foundation has re-
ported giving out $297.6 million in grants to
organizations ‘‘aimed at creating a better
world.” In its 2006 filing, the Turner Founda-
tion raised more than $12 million and con-
tributed more than $8.6 million in grants.

The Turner Foundation focuses its philan-
thropic efforts almost solely on environ-
mental pursuits. In 2001, for instance, Ted
Turner co-founded the ‘“‘Nuclear Threat Ini-
tiative,” with former Democratic Senator
Sam Nunn, to combat the growing nuclear
threat. In addition, the Foundation has his-
torically undertaken ‘‘special projects’’
which include the League of Conservation
Voters Education Fund and the Partnership
Project.

Since 2002, the Turner Foundation has con-
tributed more than $2.9 million to the Part-
nership Project. The Turner Foundation also
contributed significant sums to several of
the mentioned members individually. Since
2002, the Turner Foundation has given more
than $1 million to the NRDC; $778,875 to
EDF'; and $6.7 million to the LCV Education
Fund.

CONCLUSION

This report by no means paints a complete
picture of environmental activism and its
political and financial ties to election poli-
tics. There are additional activities that the
environmental groups mentioned partici-
pated in, and additional organizations that
the foundations mentioned funded. Each of
the groups cited, including the foundations,
are represented by a 501(c)(3) organization.
Under this structure, these organizations
collect funds from individual donors by rep-
resenting themselves as unbiased, objective,
and nonpartisan. They are able to amass
wealth because those funds are tax-deduct-
ible to their donors.

Each of these organizations has also, both
individually and collectively, given numer-
ous examples of their partisanship activities.
The LCV is, by its very nature, a partisan or-
ganization. Additionally, its history has
shown it to consistently favor Democratic
candidates. It is closely followed by the Si-
erra Club, which is currently only giving two
percent of its support to Republican can-
didates this year. The NRDC has gone on tel-
evision showing its support for a Democratic
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Senator. EDF has a board comprised of pub-
licly-disclosed advisors and financial sup-
porters to the Senator Barack Obama Presi-
dential Campaign. Greenpeace, aside from
being affiliated with all the above organiza-
tions, is chaired by a man who is directly as-
sociated with the Democratic Congressional
Campaign Committee. Furthermore, all of
these organizations are associated with each
other through the Partnership Project,
which has consistently supported the Demo-
cratic environmental platform.

In conclusion, as we turn to another elec-
tion year, these environmental groups con-
tinue to campaign in much the same man-
ner. With a presidential campaign in full
swing, these organizations and foundations
are likely to wield an even bigger sword than
in years previous. Yet for all of the activities
that take place, both those mentioned above
and others, these groups remain unchecked.
They continue to do business under the scope
of charitable organizations. While it is not
likely that their partisan habits are going to
change, the public should see these non-
profits for what they are, and what they
stand for.

Because of the complicated web of 501(c),
527, and PAC organizations, it is clear that
individuals who donate to a 501(c)(3) organi-
zation intending to contribute to the cause
of the organization, have no clear mecha-
nism for verifying that their donation was
used for the cause. Unsuspectingly, these do-
nors may be contributing to partisan activi-
ties when they originally intended their do-
nation to aide an environmental cause. Addi-
tionally, there is not sufficient oversight
over these organizations to police their po-
litical and campaign activities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me state my understanding of how we
are going to proceed now. I believe, in
the spirit of going back and forth, the
Senator from Colorado has indicated he
would agree that I can go ahead and
speak for up to 10 minutes as in morn-
ing business; that he is going to be re-
questing 15 minutes to speak. At that
time, if Senator FEINGOLD is here, 1
know he wanted to speak, too, and Sen-
ator BOND has been waiting and wants
to speak.

I gather maybe I should do a unani-
mous consent at this point that I be al-
lowed to speak for up to 10 minutes and
then Senator ALLARD be allowed to
speak for up to 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I be permitted to
speak for 10 minutes after Senator AL-
LARD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized.

———

ENERGY

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me take a few minutes to discuss what
we have been able to do with regard to
energy policy in this Congress and dis-
cuss where I believe we are headed in
the next Congress.

We began this Congress having
passed, in mid-2005, the first com-
prehensive Energy Policy Act in 13
years.
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Mr. President, could I be advised
when 8 of my 10 minutes has been used?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will be notified.

Mr. BINGAMAN. We passed the En-
ergy Policy Act of 2005. That bill was
about 5 years in the making. It only
became law because the chairman of
the Energy Committee at that time,
Senator DOMENICI, took it upon himself
to work constructively across the aisle
with Democrats, myself and others, to
put forward a bill both sides could em-
brace. In the first session of this Con-
gress, we followed up with a new com-
prehensive energy bill, the Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007.
That bill was also the result of a strong
bipartisan effort.

President Bush helped by putting
forth some important policy initiatives
in his 2007 State of the Union speech,
calling for more production of alter-
native transportation fuels and for
higher fuel economy standards.

In the Senate Energy Committee, we
were able to report a strong energy bill
that formed the basis for Senate action
with a large bipartisan majority. Other
committees played a major role in dif-
ferent parts of that legislation as well.

After a long and difficult process
with the House, we were able to come
to closure on a financial piece of bipar-
tisan legislation that the President
signed in December of last year.

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 was a
good piece of legislation. The Energy
Independence and Security Act of 2007
was an even better piece of legislation.
Throughout much of 2008, energy issues
have been surrounded, unfortunately,
by more partisan rancor as energy
emerged as a key concern for voters as
an issue on the campaign trial.

This is an important reason why, de-
spite so much floor discussion of en-
ergy and energy-related topics, we do
not have as much to show as a result of
our efforts as I would like.

When energy issues become politi-
cized along party lines, it is clear the
Senate loses its ability to act in an ef-
fective way. I am pleased that in the
past few weeks we have begun to find a
bipartisan way forward on energy
again. We have put together an energy
tax incentive package that has won
very broad bipartisan support in the
Senate. It passed with a margin of 93 to
2.

The efforts of leadership, Senator
REID in the Senate, Senator MCcCON-
NELL, Senator BAUCUS, Senator GRASS-
LEY, and many others helped to put
this legislative package together. Also,
we have made some significant bipar-
tisan progress on energy policy in the
continuing resolution, which I believe
is coming up for consideration in the
Senate very soon.

The moratorium on offshore oil and
gas exploration has been lifted for
much of the Outer Continental Shelf.
That is a development I support. We
have also fully funded the direct loan
program for retooling the auto indus-
try, permitting up to $25 billion in
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loans to be made to help move our
transportation sector into a cleaner
and more energy-efficient future.

This is important to our future na-
tional economic security. I hope all
these accomplishments make it across
the finish line and actually become law
in the next few days. If they do, they
will help set the stage for what I be-
lieve to be a reemergence of bipartisan-
ship on energy after the election is be-
hind us and as we reconvene this next
year as the 111th Congress.

I wish to make clear this morning
my intention to push early and hard in
the new Congress to renew our commit-
ment to an effective, bipartisan, and
comprehensive approach to energy pol-
icy. Despite the successes we have had
in this Congress, and in the past, there
is a great deal of work that remains to
be done in order to secure our energy
future, an energy future that is ade-
quate and affordable and clean.

Let me talk about a few of the en-
ergy challenges we face in the next
Congress and that I hope to work on
with my colleagues both on the Demo-
cratic and Republican side. We have a
real need to work on the deployment of
new energy technologies of all Kkinds,
particularly with the growing concern
about global warming.

We need to make sure we are devel-
oping and putting in place a new gen-
eration of clean, low-carbon energy
technologies. These technologies in-
clude renewable energy, and carbon
capture, transportation and storage
and other low-carbon technologies rel-
evant to the nuclear power industry.

There is a global clean-tech revolu-
tion we can either lead in or we can
miss out on. I believe we need to make
the investments here in the TUnited
States to be leaders in this revolution.

Along with new clean energy tech-
nologies, we will need a modernized en-
ergy infrastructure to make sure clean
energy can be transported or trans-
mitted from wherever it is generated to
wherever it is needed. Without a major
new focus on putting in place a 2lst
century energy infrastructure, we will
not be able to make the progress we
need to make to secure our energy se-
curity goals and our climate security
goals.

Along with new sources of energy, we
need to make much more progress on
using energy wisely and efficiently. A
major focus of our effort needs to be
made in the transportation sector.
Many in the Senate have talked about
the need for another Manhattan
Project or another Apollo Project.

While I recognize that a different
committee, the Committee on Com-
merce and Science and Transportation,
is largely responsible for regulatory
standards on fuel economy, there is a
great deal our committee, the Energy
and Natural Resources Committee, can
do to make sure we have the right
technology push for advanced vehicles.
I see that as a focus of our work in the
next Congress as well.

We need to do more to improve en-
ergy usage in manufacturing, buildings
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