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Dear Conservation Voter,

For the last twelve years, the General Assembly has inhibited critical environmental legislation that has sought 

to advance clean energy and ensure a habitable planet for future generations, protect North Carolinians’ health 

and natural resources, and preserve the natural beauty that makes this state a great place to live, visit, and do 

business. With both chambers controlled by pro-polluter majorities, Gov. Cooper’s veto and veto-sustaining 

minorities are the only line of defense against detrimental environmental policy. However, because of your help 

and tireless advocacy here at NCLCV, his veto has helped prevent some of the worst outcomes for our environ-

ment and democracy.

Defending a strong democracy is critical to the environmental work we do in this state. For the first time, this 

scorecard tracks the votes that attempted to strengthen or weaken North Carolina’s democracy. In the wake 

of the January 6th insurrection, and in step with a national movement to restrict voting, Senate and House 

Republicans introduced three bills that aimed to limit which ballots were counted and restrict critical funding for 

election administration. Gov. Cooper vetoed these bills, ensuring all legal votes are counted and that safe, secure 

elections can take place in North Carolina. We believe defending democracy for those most targeted by voting 

barriers is critically important, as these communities, especially Black, Brown, and Indigenous communities, often 

also face the harshest climate impacts and environmental injustices. They must be able to speak for themselves 

and fight for their rights through the ballot.

As it has throughout society, the COVID-19 pandemic has shifted how we operate here at NCLCV. In 2020, the 

General Assembly’s focus on addressing the pandemic did not produce any environmental-focused bills to score. 

For this reason and the record-breaking 2021 long session, we are issuing a biennium scorecard covering the long 

and short sessions of 2021 and 2022. You will notice, however, that we did not score any bills from the 2022 short 

session. A short list of bills pertaining partially to the environment had votes during the short session (Regulatory 

Reform Act of 2022, the NC Farm Act of 2022, and Amend Environmental Laws). Though not perfect, these were 

not considered significant enough to score. We hope future sessions will produce meaningful bills for conserva-

tion and will address the most pressing environmental issues in our state.

Despite lack of help on the environment from the legislature, over the last two years, Gov. Cooper has contin-

ued to deliver on his promises by prioritizing environmental regulation and enforcement and North Carolina’s 

just transition to a clean energy economy. It’s clearer than ever that the legislators in charge will not stand up to 

major polluters, and are the greatest barrier to achieving these goals. Therefore, we need to make sure we defend 

the veto-sustaining minority this November, and elect more legislators to build toward a Green Caucus majority. 

With your continued advocacy and contributions, we can make this a reality as we strive to protect the health and 

quality of life for all North Carolinians.

Please use this scorecard to hold your legislators accountable for their votes. And use it when you consider your 

own vote this year.

A Message From Our Director

Thanks,

Carrie Clark

Executive Director
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In 2021 as in 2019, Duke Energy supported legisla-

tion in the General Assembly that maximizes their 

profits at the expense of our communities and our 

environment. House Bill 951, “Energy Solutions 

for North Carolina,” is the product of months-

long, closed-door discussions between Duke, a 

hand-selected group of legislators, and few other 

stakeholders. The legislation outlines a path for 

the North Carolina Utilities Commission to achieve 

the governor’s carbon emission reduction goals, 

requiring a state carbon plan that is to be reas-

sessed every two years. Though we support move-

ment on climate action, we and most of our allies 

hold doubts about the plan because it gives Duke 

significant involvement.

The bill ultimately passed after long negotiations 

between Cooper and legislators last fall, despite 

persistent opposition from clean energy and envi-

ronmental justice groups. To this day, we are watch-

ing how HB 951 and the development of the carbon 

plan play out.

The bill’s development was secretive, something 

with which representatives on both sides of the 

aisle took issue. After the bill passed, the Utilities 

Commission tasked Duke with developing its own 

proposed carbon plan. Duke conducted various 

stakeholder meetings to inform their draft, but 

these were again limited. They claimed to have 

incorporated environmental justice in the plan, but 

held only one stakeholder meeting with EJ groups 

less than two weeks before releasing their draft. 

This action shows a lack of concern for the most 

impacted communities, people of color, and other 

underserved groups that should have a real say in 

North Carolina’s energy future.

Duke’s draft carbon plan was released in May 2022. 

In three of their four possible pathways toward 

achieving the required carbon reductions, they use 

HB 951’s flexibility to request more time to hit the 

targets. However, the Utilities Commission still has 

the opportunity to overrule Duke and create a plan 

truly in the public interest.

We do not yet know exactly how the commission 

will choose to respond to Duke’s proposals or the 

Duke’s Dirty Dealing... Again
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plans submitted by other groups for consideration. 

There are still opportunities for the public to weigh 

in to voice specific concerns around Duke’s plan 

and North Carolina’s energy future. Though this 

is not unfolding how Gov. Cooper likely intended 

when signing HB 951 into law, he has remained 

committed to the goals set forth in the legislation. 

At the time of this writing, we remain hopeful that 

the Utilities Commission will follow through on the 

task HB 951 handed them, listen to the people, and 

select a plan for North Carolina that achieves the 

carbon reduction targets we desperately need.
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In early 2021, President Biden appointed Michael Regan, 

then Secretary of the North Carolina Department 

of Environmental Quality (DEQ), to serve as U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator. 

Gov. Cooper quickly nominated Dionne Delli-Gatti for 

Regan’s old position. Having served in leadership and 

technical roles with the Environmental Defense Fund, 

the U.S. EPA, Ohio’s EPA, the City of Dallas, and as 

interim DEQ Secretary, her resumé spoke for itself. If 

appointed, she would have been the first woman DEQ 

Secretary. Senate Republicans had other ideas.

In a shocking move, the Senate rejected Delli-Gatti’s 

nomination1, making her the first gubernatorial nomi-

nation to face that fate since senators gave themselves 

that power in 2016, following Cooper’s election. When 

asked the reasoning behind their rejection, Republican 

senators claimed Delli-Gatti “was not qualified because 

she could not articulate Governor Cooper’s plan for 

natural gas,” even though Cooper had not released 

such a plan.

Democratic Senators were outraged at the 26-20 

party-line vote against her confirmation. “So what are 

you seeing that the rest of North Carolina does not?” 

Sen. DeAndrea Salvador asked Republicans. “This isn’t 

about what Secretary Delli-Gatti knows or doesn’t. We 

were blindsided. This came out of nowhere.”

Gov. Cooper noted, “Dionne Delli-Gatti has the experi-

ence and qualifications to serve as Secretary of DEQ, 

and the legislature’s baseless political criticism of her 

credentials2 is but a smokescreen to thwart North 

Carolina’s transition to clean energy that she has the 

knowledge to help put in place.”

Despite this setback, Gov. Cooper remained deter-

mined. “Nothing is going to stop this administration 

from working toward a clean energy future for North 

Carolina or protecting clean air and water.”

He soon nominated Elizabeth Biser for the role. Biser 

has a strong background in negotiating environmental 

matters with state agencies and legislators. The North 

Carolina native had served as government relations 

director for the North Carolina Sierra Club, as legislative 

liaison for DEQ’s predecessor agency, and later repre-

sented groups including the Environmental Defense 

Action Fund, Friends of State Parks, and the Recycling 

Partnership. The Senate unanimously confirmed Biser 

on August 24, 2021. Following her confirmation, Biser 

stated she is “honored and humbled to lead the agency 

charged with providing environmental stewardship for 

the health and prosperity of all North Carolinians.”

Cooper’s quick nomination of Biser after Delli-Gatti’s 

rejection underscores his refusal to allow hostility 

from pro-polluter legislators to deter his commitment 

to climate action. Since her appointment, Secretary 

Biser has demonstrated her dedication to solving 

important environmental legacy issues affecting 

North Carolinians, and we look forward to working with 

her in protecting North Carolina’s communities and 

environment.

Delli-Gatti’s Rejection

 1 https://pulse.ncpolicywatch.org/2021/06/03/who-derailed-dionne-delli-gattis-confirmation-as-deq-secretary-no-one-wants-to-own-it/2  https://governor.nc.gov/news/

press-releases/2021/06/03/governor-cooper-announces-dionne-delli-gatti-serve-north-carolina-clean-energy-director
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Early this session, it appeared the General Assembly 

might address the urgent, persistent PFAS pollution 

of the Cape Fear River, which supplies drinking water 

to more than half a million North Carolinians. But as 

in every session since 2017, when scientists sounded 

the alarm about decades-long GenX emissions from 

Chemours’ Fayetteville plant, legislators again failed to 

stand up to powerful polluters like Chemours.

There was a short glimmer of hope when legisla-

tors introduced House Bill 10951, “PFAS Pollution 

and Polluter Liability,” with bipartisan support. 

Unfortunately, this latest attempt at making polluters 

pay for poisoning the Cape Fear with toxic forever 

chemicals ended as soon as those same polluters went 

to work lobbying their pet politicians.

During a passionate committee hearing2 discussing the 

bill, the bill’s opponents claimed it goes too far, despite 

the language quite narrowly applying only to Chemours. 

Rep. Ted Davis countered opponents’ claims, saying, 

“If the gentleman from Chemours really wants to show 

they care, why don’t they pay to make the water safe 

from the contamination they put in that river?” Rep. 

Pricey Harrison commented, “This bill will protect North 

Carolinians from being poisoned. I can’t believe this bill 

isn’t sailing through. I’m appalled.”

The good news for North Carolinians is Gov. Cooper, 

NCDEQ, and the EPA are stepping up to address this 

issue. In a press conference acknowledging the five-

year anniversary of GenX’s discovery in Wilmington’s 

water, Gov. Cooper asserted “those who made money 

off of polluting the water should be the ones to pay to 

clean it up.” DEQ announced an action strategy3 this 

summer with priorities of “protecting communities, 

protecting drinking water and cleaning up existing 

contamination.” This fall, the EPA plans to announce 

new drinking water health advisories for PFAS/PFOA 

compounds.

While action on PFAS is taking place outside of the 

General Assembly, we will continue to urge legislators 

to put people’s health above polluter profits by advo-

cating this legislation be placed back on the table in the 

2023 long session.

PFAS Failure

 1 https://www.ncleg.gov/BillLookUp/2021/h1095 2  https://ncpolicywatch.com/2022/06/03/at-emotional-committee-hearing-over-pfas-bill-lawmakers-and-concerned-citi-

zens-confront-chemours-business-interests 3 https://deq.nc.gov/news/press-releases/2022/06/07/deq-announces-action-strategy-pfas
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For this year’s scorecard, we’re taking the unprec-

edented step of scoring election-related bills. Part 

of our mission as the North Carolina League of 

Conservation Voters is to create a political envi-

ronment that protects our natural environment. 

Therefore, it’s critical we protect everyone’s equal 

freedom to vote and fight attacks on our democ-

racy, especially for communities of color who are 

most impacted by climate change, environmental 

injustice, and voting barriers.

In the 2021 long session, Senate Republicans filed 

several bills which would have restricted access 

to the ballot. Despite seemingly pro-democracy 

titles like “Election Day Integrity Act” (Senate Bill 

326), “Expand Access to Voting’’ (Senate Bill 724), 

and “Prohibit Private Money in Elections Admin” 

(Senate Bill 725), these bills did anything but 

advance our democracy.

SB 326 would have required mail ballots received 

after election day be trashed, regardless of when 

they were postmarked. Longstanding current law 

allows ballots to be accepted up to 5 p.m. on the 

third day after Election Day, as long as the ballot is 

postmarked on or before Election Day.

SB 724 claimed to expand voting access for 

visually impaired people, but creates redundant 

requirements for the Board of Elections by direct-

ing funds in inefficient ways. The requirements set 

out in this bill involving the DMV were unnecessary, 

as tools already exist for these voters.

Lastly, SB 725 would have prohibited the use of 

private funds in conducting elections. In 2020, the 

Board of Elections accepted private grants to pur-

chase single-use pens, masks, and other supplies 

necessary to conduct an election during a global 

pandemic. Debate around this issue is ongoing, and 

several states have passed laws prohibiting use of 

private funding, while at the same time continuing 

to underfund elections administration. 

Luckily, these bills were unsuccessful during 

the 2021-22 session. SB 724 passed the Senate, 

but was not taken up for a vote in the House. Gov. 

Cooper vetoed the other two, and legislators never 

attempted to override his vetoes. In his comments 

on the vetoes, Cooper emphasized how funda-

mental elections are to our system of government, 

and called for “properly funding election boards to 

ensure accessible, safe, and secure elections every 

time.”

While Republicans were trying to restrict voting 

access during the 2021-22 session, House and 

Senate Democrats filed several bills to do the oppo-

site. Notably through House Bill 446, House Bill 

542/Senate Bill 716, House Bill 839, House Bill 887, 

Senate Bill 364, and Senate Bill 916, Democrats 

proposed such reforms as automatic voter regis-

tration, secure online registration, pre-registration 

for eligible people over 16 years of age, and same-

day voter registration on Election Day. These bills 

also called for a return to nonpartisan state judicial 

elections, a nonpartisan redistricting process, and 

protections for voters and election workers against 

interference and intimidation. Though these bills 

did not move through the General Assembly this 

year, we applaud our Democratic allies who are 

fighting to defend democracy. NCLCV will con-

tinue to track attempts at bolstering or weaken-

ing democracy here in North Carolina because we 

know how important it is for every voter to be heard 

at the ballot box.

Defending Democracy



General Assembly
Here’s what the 2021-2022 
General Assembly bills mean 
for conservation
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[H1] HB 296, Second Reading  

EV Charging Station/Parking

This bill prohibits non-electric vehicles from parking in 

spaces designated for electric vehicles for the purpose of 

charging by putting in place a $100 violation fine.

Passed 115-4. Pro-conservation Vote: Yes.

[H2] HB 220, Second Reading 

Choice of Energy/Add’l Provisions

Based on a template produced by the American Gas 

Association, this bill gives preferential treatment to the 

natural gas industry by limiting local governments’ ability to 

prohibit energy service connection based on the source of 

energy, specifically when the energy source in question is 
natural gas.

Passed 78-41. Pro-conservation Vote: No. 

Vetoed 12/9/2021

[H3] HB 272, Second Reading  

Revise Health Standard for Lead

This act protects children from hazardous lead exposure in 

drinking water by lowering the defined lead hazard from 15 
parts per billion down to 10 PPB.

Passed 114-1. Pro-conservation Vote: Yes.

[H4] HB 496, Second Reading 

Property Owners’ Rights/Tree Ordinances

This bill strips local governments’ ability to issue or enforce 

ordinances regulating tree removals on private property 

without the General Assembly’s authorization.

Passed 72-43. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[H5] SB 605, Amendment 1, A1 (Rep. R. Smith) 

North Carolina Farm Act of 2021

This amendment would have removed section 11, which 

proposed fast-tracked general permits for animal opera-

tions including digester systems. Fast-tracked permits are 

deemed approved after 90 days, even if the Environmental 

Management Commission has not yet made a final decision. 
This quickened process removes opportunities for in-depth 

agency review and public input, stripping opportunities for 

impacted and marginalized communities to weigh in on their 

experiences and concerns about digesters before permits 

are approved.

Failed 47-60. Pro-conservation Vote: Yes.

[H6] SB 605, Second Reading 

North Carolina Farm Act of 2021

This act creates a streamlined general permit for animal 

waste digester systems that capture biogas for use as a 

“renewable energy source.” General permits reduce oppor-

tunities for community input and agency review of these 

systems that are known to have negative environmental and 

public health impacts, especially on communities of color 

and low-wealth communities throughout North Carolina.

Passed 75-32. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[H7] HB 951, Amendment 2 (Rep. D. Arp) 

Energy Solutions for North Carolina

This amendment prevents Gov. Cooper from adding North 

Carolina to the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, a multi-

state market-based carbon cap-and-trade program, without 

the General Assembly’s explicit approval.

Passed 61-47. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[H8] HB 951, Third Reading 

Energy Solutions for North Carolina

Developed secretly by Duke Energy, this bill tasks the 

Utilities Commission with creating a carbon plan that 

achieves a 70% emissions reduction by 2030 and carbon 

neutrality by 2050. The bill leaves too much room for Duke 

to play a role in the process, gives them too much flexibility 
to delay meeting these climate goals (including the possibil-

ity of utilizing new fossil fuel infrastructure), and limits public 

input.

Passed 57-49. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

House Votes
Pro-conservation measure or result

Anti-conservation measure or result
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[H9] SB 105, Second Reading 

2021 Appropriations Act

The 2021 budget increased DEQ funding compared to pre-

vious years, made meaningful investments in staff positions 

specific to PFAS, addresses aid for low-income households 
to replace contaminated drinking water sources, and 

includes funding for coastal resiliency, but it still falls short 

of Gov. Cooper’s environmental proposals. It eliminates criti-

cal local environmental protections related to billboards, and 

places limits on DEQ’s use of permit revenues and reviews 

related to water quality. 

Passed 72-41. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[H10] SB 105, Amendment 20, A20  

2021 Appropriations Act

This amendment would have struck a number of harmful 

environmental provisions out of the budget relating to 

stormwater, spending of DEQ grant dollars, and outdoor 

advertising.

Failed 60-51. Pro-conservation Vote: Yes.

[H11] SB 725, Second Reading 

Prohibit Private Money in Elections Admin

This bill strips resources from the chronically underfunded 

state Board of Elections by preventing private donations for 

purchasing pens and other supplies or paying temporary 

election workers, which were critical for successful adminis-

tration of the 2020 election during a global pandemic.

Passed 63-48. Pro-democracy Vote: No. 

Vetoed 12/9/2021

[H12] SB 326, Second Reading 

Election Day Integrity Act

This bill would throw out mail ballots received after 7:30 

p.m. on Election Day, regardless of the postmarked date, 

disproportionately disenfranchising communities which 

rely heavily on voting by mail and subjecting them to mail 

delivery delays which are out of their control.

Passed 62-48. Pro-democracy Vote: No. 

Vetoed 12/2/2021

House Votes
Pro-conservation measure or result

Anti-conservation measure or result
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[S1] SB 605, Second Reading 

North Carolina Farm Act of 2021

See House vote.

Passed 28-21. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[S2] SR 719, Amendment 1 (Rep. Edwards) 

Revision to not Confirm Dionne Delli-Gatti as Sec. 

of DEQ

This amendment rejected Gov. Cooper’s appointment of 

Dionne Delli-Gatti as DEQ Secretary, in spite of her substan-

tial experience and qualifications.

Passed 26-20. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[S3] SB 326, Second Reading 

Election Day Integrity Act

See House vote.

Passed 28-21. Pro-democracy Vote: No. 

Vetoed 12/2/2021

[S4] SB 724, Second Reading 

Expand Access to Voting

This bill claims to expand voting access for visually impaired 

people, but creates redundant requirements for the Board 

of Elections by directing funds in inefficient ways. The 
requirements set out in this bill involving the DMV were 

unnecessary, as tools already exist for these voters.

Passed 28-22. Pro-democracy Vote: No.

[S5] SB 725, Second Reading 

Prohibit Private Money in Elections Admin.

See House vote.

Passed 28-22. Pro-democracy Vote: No. 

Vetoed 12/9/2021

[S6] HB 272, Second Reading 

Revise Health Standard for Lead

See House vote.

Passed 47-0. Pro-conservation Vote: Yes.

[S7] SB 105, Second Reading  

2021 Appropriations Act

See House vote.

Passed 32-18. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[S8] SB 605, Concurrence before Enrolling, 

Motion 9  

North Carolina Farm Act of 2021

This motion votes to concur with the House version of the 

bill which still contains Section 11. See House vote for more.

Passed 35-11. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[S9] HB 951, Second Reading  

Energy Solutions for North Carolina

See House vote.

Passed 42-7. Pro-conservation Vote: No.

[S10] HB 220, Second Reading 

Choice of Energy/Add’l Provisions

See House vote.

Passed: 29-17. Pro-conservation Vote: No. 

Vetoed 12/9/2021

Senate Votes
Pro-conservation measure or result

Anti-conservation measure or result



Reading the  
Scorecard
NCLCV’s Legislative Scorecard records members’ votes on selected 

bills for the 2021–2022 legislative biennium, and details votes on 

bills and amendments which we believe to have the most significant 

environmental impacts. 

As you delve into our 2021–2022 Scorecard, we encourage you to pay 

close attention to legislators’ lifetime scores, and keep in mind that, 

although legislators’ votes remain an important part of environmental 

stewardship, many other tools exist to evaluate legislators. The 

Scorecard presents crucial information, but cannot represent the full 

complexity of what it takes to be an environmental champion. 

For more information, or to review past Legislative Scorecards, we 

encourage you to visit nclcv.org/scorecard. We hope our Scorecard 

provides you with the first steps towards a better understanding of 

the North Carolina General Assembly.
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Average Scores  

Over Time

09-10 11-12 13-14 15-16 17-18 19-20 21-22 Lifetime

House Democrats 81% 81% 81% 79% 86% 92% 92% 93%

House Republicans 51% 13% 6% 7% 6% 39% 19% 17%

Senate Democrats 76% 63% 74% 79% 91% 88% 86% 87%

Senate Republicans 58% 12% 2% 0% 3% 13% 10% 9%

Total House Average 67% 47% 44% 34% 36% 64% 49% 49%

Total Senate Average 69% 37% 38% 27% 30% 45% 43% 43%

Scorecard Organized by Regions

Mountains

Piedmont

Coastal Plains

2021–2022 By the Numbers

Number of legislators who scored...

0%:

10% and Below:

90% and Above:

100%:

   3

30

49

33
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Representative Counties

Ager, John Buncombe
D 115 92 100 98

Blackwell, Hugh Burke
R 86 E E E E 25 50 24

Clampitt, Mike Haywood, Jackson, 

Swain
R 119 17 NA 17

Fisher, Susan (resigned 

1/31/22)

Buncombe
D 114 100 100 96

Gillespie, Karl Cherokee, Clay, 

Graham, Macon
R 120 17 NA 17

Johnson, Jake Henderson, Polk, 

Transylvania
R 113 17 INC 15

Moffitt, Timothy Henderson
R 117 NV 17 NA 17

Pickett, Ray Ashe, Watauga
R 93 E 9 NA 9

Pless, Mark Haywood, Madison, 

Yancey
R 118 25 NA 25

Rogers, David Burke, Rutherford
R 112 8 33 11

Turner, Brian Buncombe
D 116 E 82 100 95

Elmore, Jeffrey Alexander, Wilkes
R 94 17 40 7

Stevens, Sarah Alleghany, Surry, 

Wilkes
R 90 E E E E 25 33 17

Greene, Dudley Avery, McDowell, 

Mitchell
R 85 17 NA 17

Hall, Destin Caldwell
R 87 17 50 24
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Representative Counties

Adams, Jay Catawba
R 96 E E E E 25 50 17

Adcock, Gale Wake
D 41 100 100 93

Alexander, Kelly Mecklenburg
D 107 E E E E E E 100 83 78

Alston, Vernetta Durham
D 29 100 NA 100

Arp, Dean Union
R 69 17 20 7

Autry, John Mecklenburg
D 100 100 100 100

Baker, Amber Forsyth
D 72 100 NA 100

Baker, Kristin Cabarrus
R 82 17 NA 17

Ball, Cynthia Wake
D 49 100 100 100

Belk, Mary Mecklenburg
D 88 100 100 100

Boles, James Moore
R 52 17 33 12

Bradford, John Mecklenburg
R 98 17 NA 17

Brockman, Cecil Guilford
D 60 E E E 89 83 89

Brody, Mark Anson, Union
R 55 25 17 10

Brown, Terry Mecklenburg
D 92 100 NA 100

Bumgardner, Dana 

(Deceased 10/2/21)

Gaston
R 109 E E E E N/A N/A 33 50 15

Carney, Becky Mecklenburg
D 102 100 100 81

Carter, Jerry (Deceased 

8/3/21)

Rockingham
R 65 E E E E N/A N/A N/A N/A 50 33 40

Clemmons, Ashton Guilford
D 57 92 100 94

Cunningham, Carla Mecklenburg
D 106 E E E E E 86 80 83

Dahle, Allison Wake
D 11 92 100 94

Everitt, Terence Wake
D 35 100 100 100

Faircloth, John Guilford
R 62 17 50 10

Garrison, Terry Granville, Vance, 

Warren
D 32 92 67 90

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored

Pro-conservation

Anti-conservation

Within regions, legislators 

sorted alphabetically by 

last name
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Representative Counties

Gill, Rosa Wake
D 33 E E 90 100 94

Hall, Kyle Rockingham, Stokes, 

Surry
R 91 17 50 17

Hardister, Jon Guilford
R 59 17 33 8

Harris, Wesley Mecklenburg
D 105 100 100 100

Harrison, Pricey Guilford
D 61 100 100 100

Hastings, Kelly Cleveland, Gaston
R 110 E E E E 13 33 6

Hawkins, Zack Durham
D 31 92 100 94

Howard, Julia Davie, Rowan
R 77 E E 30 33 39

Hunt, Rachel Mecklenburg
D 103 100 100 100

Hurley, Pat Randolph
R 70 17 33 24

Hurtado, Ricky Alamance
D 63 100 NA 100

Insko, Verla (resigned 

3/31/22)

Orange
D 56 100 100 98

John, Joe Wake
D 40 92 100 97

Jones, Abe Wake
D 38 92 NA 92

Lambeth, Donny Forsyth
R 75 17 33 7

Loftis, Donnie (appointed 

10/27/21)

Gaston
R 109 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 NA 0

Lofton, Brandon Mecklenburg
D 104 100 100 100

Logan, Carolyn Mecklenburg
D 101 100 100 100

Majeed, Nasif Mecklenburg
D 99 NV 83 83 83

Martin, Grier Wake
D 34 100 100 98

McNeely, Jeffrey 

[appointed 7/5/2019]

Iredell
R 84 17 INC 15

McNeill, Allen Moore, Randolph
R 78 17 33 8

Meyer, Graig Caswell, Orange
D 50 E E E E 100 83 94

Mills, Grey Iredell
R 95 20 NA 20

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored
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Representative Counties

Moore, Tim Cleveland
R 111 NV 8 17 23

Morey, Marcia Durham
D 30 100 100 100

Moss, Ben Montgomery, 

Richmond, Stanly
R 66 17 NA 17

Paré, Erin Wake
R 37 NV 25 NA 25

Pittman, Larry Cabarrus
R 83 17 17 11

Potts, Larry Davidson
R 81 17 33 14

Pyrtle, Reece (appointed 

8/11/21)

Rockingham
R 65 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 NA 0

Quick, Amos Guilford
D 58 100 100 100

Reives, Robert Chatham, Durham
D 54 E E 100 100 94

Riddell, Dennis Alamance
R 64 17 50 8

Roberson, James 

(appointed 1/11/21)

Wake
D 39 100 NA 100

Saine, Jason Lincoln
R 97 17 33 9

Sasser, Wayne Cabarrus, Rowan, 

Stanly
R 67 E 9 33 18

Sauls, John Harnett, Lee
R 51 E E 30 50 20

Setzer, Mitchell Catawba
R 89 E E 20 33 33

Terry, Evelyn Forsyth
D 71 NV 92 83 95

Torbett, John Gaston
R 108 33 33 12

Von Haefen, Julie Wake
D 36 100 100 100

Warren, Harry Rowan
R 76 17 33 8

Watford, Sam Davidson
R 80 17 NA 17

Willis, David Union
R 68 17 NA 17

Winslow, Matthew Franklin, Nash
R 7 17 NA 17

Yarborough, Larry Granville, Person
R 2 E E E E 25 50 17

Zachary, Lee Forsyth, Yadkin
R 73 E E E E 13 33 11

Zenger, Jeff Forsyth
R 74 25 NA 25

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored

Pro-conservation

Anti-conservation
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Representative Counties

Bell, John Greene, Johnston, 

Wayne
R 10 17 33 7

Brisson, William Bladen, Sampson
R 22 17 33 31

Butler, Deb New Hanover
D 18 100 100 100

Cleveland, George Onslow
R 14 E 18 50 27

Cooper-Suggs, Linda Wilson
D 24 100 NA 100

Davis, Ted New Hanover
R 20 17 67 18

Dixon, Jimmy Duplin, Onslow
R 4 17 50 11

Farkas, Brian Pitt
D 9  92 NA 92

Gailliard, James Nash
D 25 83 100 89

Goodwin, Edward Bertie, Camdeen, 

Chowan, Perquimans, 

Tyrrell, Washington

R 1 17 50 28

Graham, Charles Robeson
D 47 75 80 77

Hanig, Bobby Currituck, Dare, Hyde, 

Pamlico
R 6 17 50 28

Humphrey, Chris Lenoir, Pitt
R 12 E E E 22 50 33

Hunter, Howard Gates, Hertford, 

Pasquotank
D 5 67 83 74

Iler, Frank Brunswick
R 17 17 33 13

Jones, Brenden Columbus, Robeson
R 46 E E 20 40 15

Kidwell, Keith Beaufort, Craven
R 79 20 17 19

Lucas, Marvin Cumberland
D 42 83 67 75

McElraft, Pat Carteret, Jones
R 13 E E E E 25 33 19

Miller, Charles Brunswick, New 

Hanover
R 19 17 NA 17

Penny, Howard Harnett
R 53 17 NA 17

Pierce, Garland Hoke, Scotland
D 48 83 67 79

Richardson, William Cumberland
D 44 NV 67 80 75

Shepard, Phil Onslow
R 15 E E E 22 33 9

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored
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Representative Counties

Smith, Carson Columbus, Pender
R 16 E E E 22 33 27

Smith, Kandie Pitt
D 8 E E 90 100 93

Smith, Raymond Sampson, Wayne
D 21 92 100 94

Strickland, Larry Harnett, Johnston
R 28 25 50 21

Szoka, John Cumberland
R 45 17 50 12

Tyson, Steve Craven
R 3 17 NA 17

Wheatley, Diane Cumberland
R 43 17 NA 17

White, Donna Johnston
R 26 8 50 14

Willingham, Shelly Edgecombe, Martin
D 23 E E 50 67 82

Wray, Michael Halifax, Northampton
D 27 58 67 67

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored

Pro-conservation

Anti-conservation

Within regions, legislators 

sorted alphabetically by 

last name

P
a

rt
y

D
is

tr
ic

t

H
1

H
2

H
3

H
4

H
5

H
6

H
7

H
8

H
9

H
10

H
1

1

H
1

2

2
0

2
1-

2
2

 A
v

e
ra

g
e

 %

2
0

19
 A

v
e

ra
g

e
 %

L
if

e
ti

m
e

 S
c

o
re

 %

HOUSE

Coastal



23

Representative Counties

Ballard, Deanna Alleghany, Ashe, 

Surry, Watauga, 

Wilkes

R 45 10 10 5

Corbin, Kevin Cherokee, Clay, 

Graham, Haywood, 

Jackson, Macon, 

Swain

R 50 10 33 10

Daniel, Warren Avery, Burke, 

Caldwell
R 46 10 10 8

Edwards, Chuck Buncombe, 

Henderson, 

Transylvania

R 48 20 10 10

Hise, Ralph Madison, McDowell, 

Mitchell, Polk, 

Rutherford, Yancey

R 47 10 13 5

Mayfield, Julie Buncombe D 49 90 NA 90

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored
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Representative Counties

Alexander, Ted Cleveland, Gaston, 

Lincoln
R 44 10 10 10

Batch, Sydney Wake D 17 90 100 92

Berger, Phil Caswell, 

Rockingham, 

Stokes, Surry

R 30 10 10 24

Blue, Dan Wake D 14 80 50 83

Chaudhuri, Jay Wake D 15 E 100 100 100

Craven, David Guilford, Randolph R 26 10 NA 10

Crawford, Sarah Franklin, Wake D 18 E 100 NA 100

Ford, Carl Rowan, Stanly R 33 10 10 6

Foushee, Valerie Chatham, Orange D 23 90 100 95

Galey, Amy Alamance, Guilford R 24 10 NA 10

Garrett, Michael Guilford D 27 E 89 100 95

Harrington, Kathy Gaston R 43 E 11 13 6

Jackson, Jeff Mecklenburg D 37 E 89 100 92

Jarvis, Steve Davidson, 

Montgomery
R 29 10 33 19

Johnson, Todd Union R 35 10 0 5

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored
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Representative Counties

Krawiec, Joyce Davie, Forsyth R 31 10 10 3

Lowe, Paul Forsyth D 32 60 57 67

Marcus, Natasha Mecklenburg D 41 90 100 95

Mohammed, Mujtaba Mecklenburg D 38 100 100 100

Murdock, Natalie Durham D 20 E 100 NA 100

Newton, Paul Cabarrus, Union R 36 10 10 6

Nickel, Wiley Wake D 16 E 100 90 95

Proctor, Dean Alexander, Catawba R 42 10 NA 10

Robinson, Gladys Guilford D 28 E 100 89 81

Salvador, DeAndrea Mecklenburg D 39 E 89 NA 89

Sawyer, Vickie Iredell, Yadkin R 34 10 33 21

Waddell, Joyce Mecklenburg D 40 80 90 85

Woodard, Mike Durham, Granville, 

Person
D 22 80 100 89

Burgin, Jim Harnett, Johnston, 

Lee
R 12 10 13 11

McInnis, Tom Anson, Moore, 

Richmond, Scotland
R 25 10 10 4

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored
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Representative Counties

Barnes, Lisa Johnston, Nash
R 11 10 33 10

Bazemore, Ernestine Beaufort, Bertie, 

Martin, Northampton, 

Vance, Warren

D 3 E NV E E 71 NA 71

Britt, Danny Earl Columbus, Robeson
R 13 E 11 13 7

Clark, Ben Cumberland, Hoke
D 21 70 67 62

Davis, Don Greene, Pitt
D 5 E 78 11 79

deViere, Kirk Cumberland
D 19 70 100 85

Fitch, "Toby" Edgecombe, Halifax, 

Wilson
D 4 70 60 65

Jackson, Brent Duplin, Johston, 

Sampson
R 10 10 10 6

Lazzara, Michael Jones, Onslow
R 6 E 11 NA 11

Lee, Michael New Hanover
R 9 10 NA 10

Perry, Jim Lenoir, Wayne R 7 10 10 10

Rabon, Bill Bladen, Brunswick, 

New Hanover, 

Pender

R 8 E 11 10 3

Sanderson, Norman Carteret, Craven, 

Pamlico
R 2 10 20 6

Steinburg, Bob Camden, Chowan, 

Currituck, Dare, 

Gates, Hertford, 

Hyde, Pasquotank, 

Perquimans, Tyrrell, 

Washington

R 1 E 0 30 10

Key NA       Not in office for vote. Resigned or was appointed to replace a resigned legislator 

NV       Missed vote, counted as anti-conservation vote 

E           Excused absence, vote not scored
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ADVERSARIES

ALLIES
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Adversaries

Duke Energy

Last year, Duke Energy crafted a dirty energy bill behind closed doors with a 

hand-picked group of favorable legislators. Lynn Good and her lobbyists barely 

got House Bill 951 through the House, and only navigated it through final passage 

after talks with Gov. Cooper, who had threatened to veto the bill in its original form.

Even in its final form, though, we opposed the bill. “This compromise is an improve-

ment over the original bill, and we want to thank Gov. Cooper for going to bat for 

North Carolinians. But ultimately, we think the bill still allows Duke Energy too 

much room to wiggle out of carbon reductions, and we can’t squeeze our noses 

hard enough to support it. It would allow Duke too much power to thwart our clean 

energy future and pad its profits at the expense of low-income communities 

and North Carolinians of color, and could give Duke veto power equal to that of 

the Utilities Commission. We would be happy to reevaluate our position if these 

serious deficiencies are addressed. But unless they are, we will be including this 

bill on our 2021 Legislative Scorecard.”

And so we did, subsequently launching a TV and digital accountability campaign 

calling on North Carolina’s utility monopoly to stop polluting our politics like 

they’ve polluted our environment.

The aftermath of 951’s passage is still playing out. The bill requires the Utilities 

Commission to pass a carbon plan this year and every two years thereafter, 

approving an energy mix for the state that reaches a 70% carbon emission 

reduction by 2030 and net-zero by 2050. Duke submitted four preferred path-

ways to that goal to the commission, and a series of public hearings to gather 

feedback from stakeholders was held. Duke itself predictably limited stakeholder 

engagement in crafting their plan. Three of the four pathways promise new gas 

infrastructure and push back deadlines for achieving carbon reductions. We are 

actively engaged in ensuring Utilities Commissioners approve a fossil-free carbon 

plan in the public interest by the end of 2022.
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Allies

2022 Representative of the Year Representative Cynthia Ball

From highway cleanup and the Safe Drinking Water Act, to legislation on forever 

chemicals, Representative Ball has sponsored every type of good environmental 

legislation in the General Assembly. If there is a piece of environmental legislation 

that she hasn’t heard from NCLCV about, she proactively asks where NCLCV is on 

the legislation, and if it will be scored on the Legislative Scorecard. She is a model 

member of the legislature.

2022 Senator of the Year Wiley Nickel

When one of your first jobs is working for Al Gore, it should come as no surprise to 

see Senator Nickel receive the Senator of the Year award. Senator Nickel has been 

a loyal supporter for all things environmental and a fierce opponent to attempts 

to roll back environmental protections. This year he has supported renewable 

energy tax credits and state clean energy goals. Senator Nickel knows strong 

environmental policy because he has worked on it for so long. 

2022 Catalyst Award Winner Mona Lisa Wallace 

The Catalyst is for those who have taken exceptional action to create change 

and bring attention to environmental issues, and attorney Mona Lisa Wallace is a 

proven hero on this front. From coal ash to hog waste, she has fought corporations 

to bring justice to those most impacted. We need heroes who aren’t afraid to take 

on even the federal government to bring justice for those who suffer from years 

of water contamination at Camp Lejeune. When legislation fails North Carolinians, 

we need principled attorneys and advocates like Mona Lisa Wallace.

Legislators with 100% Scores This Session

We would also like to congratulate the legislators who have maintained a perfect 

score this session. These environmental champions have demonstrated a firm 

commitment to protecting our air, water, and renewable energy future. Thank 

you to Representatives Kelly Alexander, Vernetta Alston, John Autry, Amber 

Baker, Cynthia Ball, Mary Belk, Terry Brown, Becky Carney, Jay Chaudhuri, Sarah 

Crawford, Terence Everitt, Wesley Harris, Pricey Harrison, Rachel Hunt, Ricky 

Hurtado, Verla Insko, Brandon Lofton, Carolyn Logan, Grier Martin, Graig Meyer, 

Mujtaba Mohammed, Marcia Morey, Natalie Murdock, Wiley Nickel, Amos Quick, 

Robert Reives, James Roberson, Gladys Robinson, and Julie Von Haefen.
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Governor’s Scorecard

Overall, Gov. Cooper earns an A for his actions during his fifth and 
sixth years in office. 
Kicking off his second term right where he left off, Cooper has not lost sight of protecting North Carolina communities from pollu-

tion and making strides toward a just energy transition. Aided by a more cooperative General Assembly following his party’s gains 

in the 2020 election, Cooper has made progress on several environmental fronts, and stopped some of the worst outcomes using 

his veto, as well as its threat, to keep pro-polluter legislators in check.

Although well-intended and containing climate goals for which Gov. Cooper has continually advocated, we ultimately opposed 

House Bill 951 because it gives Duke Energy too much power. But we give Gov. Cooper credit for using the threat of his veto 

to improve the original version of the bill. Since signing HB 951 into law, Cooper has continued to demonstrate how important 

addressing climate change is for this state. He signed Executive Order 246 in January 2022, furthering his commitment to boost-

ing offshore wind and achieving environmental equity. 

Cooper also acted to protect North Carolina democracy with his veto of Senate Bill 326 and Senate Bill 725, which would have 

restricted voting access and election funding. His defense of democracy will ensure elections this fall are fairer and safer, but if we 

lose our veto-sustaining minority, the Republican supermajority can push through harmful legislation Gov. Cooper would have less 

power to prevent. The governor does not vote on bills, so his score is based solely on which bills he decides to sign into law or veto, 

his public statements, and executive orders.

A Overall

A
Appointed highly qualified, strong environmental leaders to the Utilities Commission and 
Environmental Management Commission to ensure a commitment to protecting our state’s natural 

resources and holding Duke Energy accountable.

A
Vetoed anti-democracy bills that restricted which ballots count and stripped money from administering 

safe, fair elections.

A
Advised DEQ to spend North Carolina’s portion of the Volkswagen settlement fund on efforts to 

reduce pollution impacts while incentivizing zero-emission vehicles and outreach to under-resourced 

communities.

A
Vetoed House Bill 220 - ensuring local communities can control the source of their energy and make a 

swift and just transition to clean energy. 

A

Proposed budgets in 2021 and 2022 with strong environmental protections, including allocation of 

over $474 million in 2021 to conserve our natural resources, expand parks and trails, advance clean 

energy implementation and economic development, and protect our water and air. The 2022 budget 

proposal included funding specific to addressing PFAS contamination.

B-
Signed Senate Bill 605 into law against the recommendation of various environmental justice 

organizations who advocated on behalf of communities affected by hog farm pollution. The bill allows 

fast-tracked permitting of animal waste digesters that are being touted as “renewable biogas.”

B
Signed HB 951 into law, which has played out how we predicted, allowing Duke Energy the potential to 

push back meeting climate targets, keep advocating for new fossil fuel infrastructure, and conduct an 

exclusionary stakeholder process.

A
Signed Executive Orders 218 and 246, which advance offshore wind development and continue 

prioritizing carbon neutrality, centering environmental justice, and developing clean energy 

transportation options.

A
Appointed Elizabeth Biser as DEQ Secretary after Senate Republicans lodged unsubstantiated 

opposition to the initial candidate (Dionne Delli-Gatti). 
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Hold your legislators accountable.

Thank legislators who stood up for sound environmental policies. If they earned a low score or cast an anti-

conservation vote, let your elected officials know how this impacts you and your values.

Ask your local, state, and federal candidates where they stand on 
these issues.

Use this scorecard to make informed decisions when choosing which state candidates deserve your support 

in the upcoming election. Visit LCV.org to see how your members of Congress are voting on federal issues.

Join NCLCV to help reclaim North Carolina’s natural identity.

You can help turn environmental values into North Carolina priorities by becoming a NCLCV member 

today at nclcv.org/donate. On our website, you can also sign up for our weekly Conservation 

Insider Bulletin to keep up with political and environmental policy news here in North Carolina  

and nationally.

What To Do Now
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