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Hastings Participates in Northwest Hydroelectric Association Conference  

Focus on Climate Change from a Northwest Perspective   

Today Congressman Doc Hastings spoke at the Northwest Hydroelectric Association Conference.  He 

discussed climate change from a federal policy perspective – with a focus on the consequences of 

national environmental and energy proposals on hydropower in the Pacific Northwest.   

Hastings remarks, as prepared, follow: 

“Thank you for inviting me to join you today.  The issue of climate change seems to be in the news 

almost every day.  It’s an issue that scientists are busy studying, politicians are busy talking about, and 

special interest groups are busy trying to capitalize on.  Frankly, it’s an issue our nation should be having 

a full dialogue about.  But, it must be done in an intellectually honest way.  It must be based on scientific 

proof, not scare tactics.  It must take into account reality and the limitations of Americans, our economy, 

and indeed the human race.   

Science has proven that the earth is warming – that much is clear.  Has the earth gone through previous 

natural cycles of warming and cooling?  Absolutely.  Have humans contributed to current warming?  A 

skeptical yes – the jury is still out as to what degree.  Can humans truly be blamed for any and all change 

in the climate?  Definitely not.  Should the Northwest, and invariably the entire US economy, be held 

accountable for the climate swings?  This is where I must part company with those who claim that the 

situation is so dire that we can’t consider, or even question, the implications of the solutions that are 

proposed. 

It has not been proven that climate change is 100 percent human caused or that human actions alone can 

stop it.  We likely will never really know to precisely what degree humans are responsible for change in 

climate.  But, regardless of whether you believe that humans are fully responsible or whether you believe 

human impact is negligible, I’d like to set aside that debate and discussion.  Let me posit for a moment 

something that is for our discussion purposes only.  Al Gore is one hundred percent right.  Everything he 

says about the causes of global warming is true.  It’s caused by humans.  And the United States of 

America should be held accountable for being the world’s greatest offender.  

That is the ground on which I want to talk to you today – by just wholesale accepting the quote unquote 

“consensus” of scientists that climate change is a threat to mankind and the fault of mankind.  Nevermind 

that true scientific fact should not be a matter of personal opinion or founded on consensus, but proven 

beyond question or doubt and able to withstand peer-review.  Science ought to be open and welcome 

those who ask questions as an opportunity to perfect or more fully prove a fact – not to dismiss or 

question the motives of those who raise legitimate questions. 

Yet that is a troubling and disappointing element of the climate change debate: the demand for instant and 



unquestioning allegiance.  Special interest groups have claimed sole ownership over climate change.  

These groups act as the judge and jury on who should even be permitted to rationally discuss this issue – 

those lacking sufficient earnestness or devotion are simply dismissed.  It would not surprise me in the 

least for anything and everything I say today to just be waved off and dismissed as irrelevant by some of 

these groups. 

Now, let’s start on the assumption that the climate change “consensus” is one hundred percent right, and 

examine several key points: 1) the politics and hypocrisy that underlies the climate change solutions 

deemed acceptable, 2) the use of climate change as a weapon to justify and try to achieve other political 

agendas and most importantly, 3) a Pacific Northwest perspective and important principles that should 

underlay the Northwest’s approach to federal legislation and regulation. 

As I said a moment ago, there are national special interest groups with extreme agendas that have tried to 

claim sole ownership over climate change and what the United States should do to reverse it.  Their 

actions are very, very political. 

The conundrum these groups face is that climate change actually conflicts with parts of their long-sought 

agenda, while in other instances their long-pursued agendas are at odds with the most obvious climate 

change solutions. 

Politics is driving the agendas of these groups regardless of which climate change solutions would 

actually produce the greatest results, be most practical, or offer the biggest bang for buck. 

On the one hand they want to eliminate carbon emitting power sources and make America energy 

independent, but on the other hand they want to tear out hydropower dams, just say no to nuclear, have a 

love-hate relationship with wind power, and oppose good forest management practices that help store 

carbon in trees and prevent carbon-belching forest fires. 

To illustrate the politics and hypocrisy underling the climate change issue, let’s look at five issues: 

hydropower and dam breaching, nuclear power, forest management, how America is labeled the world’s 

climate change villain and, the tremendous global warming accomplishments of Congress. 

Before I begin though, let me say that when it comes to my own views on climate change, that I am 

ready to engage in the debate on what our country should do because the real answers to the 

challenges itôs said the planet faces and ignores at its own peril, are actually policies Iôve long 

supported:  

 the value of clean, renewable, non-polluting hydropower dams,  

 embracing nuclear power to meet our growing energy needs,  

 increasing water storage for irrigation and municipal needs,  

 taking advantage of agriculture and wood waste products to generate energy,  

 encouraging our world-class scientists, including those at the Pacific Northwest National 

Lab in Richland, Washington, to seek out new forms of energy and technologies to improve 

efficiency,  

 an understanding of the harmful effects on energy production of higher taxes, greater 

government regulations and government meddling in the marketplace,  

 and a respect for the proven ability of free markets and personal freedom to foster 

innovation and to improve our quality of life. 

To me, these are not only the best paths to take in the name of climate change, but they are just 



plain the right paths and policies in general.    

I believe we can agree that work must be done to move towards a cheaper, cleaner, more efficient 

and diverse energy system, and make contributions to a cleaner environment for our children and 

grandchildren.   

Now, this is an audience I certainly don’t need to convince about the benefits of hydropower.  All of you 

here today play an important role in what we all know is the largest renewable power source in our region 

– and you deserve to have a meaningful role at the table as proposals that would change our power system 

are considered.   

Our region needs more people at the table who understand that annual hydropower output is 

equivalent to the energy produced from 200 million barrels of oil ï that hydropower is more 

efficient than any other form of electricity generation and that hydropower offsets more carbon 

emissions than all other renewable energy sources combined. 

Yet, because of politics, some of the most vocal climate change activists are incapable of plainly 

stating that low-cost hydropower is a clean energy source, a renewable energy source, and a non-

emitting energy source.   

Take, as an example, how hydropower was excluded from the 2006 ballot initiative on renewable 

mandates passed in Washington state, which I’ll discuss further in few minutes. 

By any measure, hydropower IS a renewable energy source and should officially be recognized as such 

by any legal or regulatory standard established by the federal or state governments.  

While it’s astonishing that hydropower as a renewable energy source is even a matter of debate, it is even 

more astonishing that some demand the removal of the four Snake River dams in the name of climate 

change. 

This is pure politics and hypocrisy at its worst. 

Late last year when the Northwest Power and Conservation Council issued it’s report on Carbon Dioxide 

Footprint of the Northwest Power System, some of the anti-dam interest groups were less than pleased 

over the cold hard facts it contained on Snake River dam removal.   

Replacing the power from the dams would involve increased coal and natural gas energy – which was 

calculated to increase carbon emissions by 3.6 million tons over the Council’s base case and result in a 59 

percent increase over the 1990 rate.   

Of course, what’s not included in these calculations are all of the non-power generation benefits of the 

dams, most important to this discussion is the replacement of river barge traffic with an estimated 70,000 

diesel trucks.  This would greatly increase gasoline consumption, traffic, and yes, emissions.   

Keep in mind, in Washington state the largest carbon emitter isn’t power production, it’s transportation, 

which makes up 46% of emissions. 

If you are serious about global warming, you canôt seriously support Snake River dam removal.  

Tearing out these dams would make global warming worse and make reducing carbon emissions 

more difficult. 



Now, there are groups who claim that the power produced by the Snake River dams don’t have to be 

replaced by coal and natural gas, that conservation and renewables can fill the void. 

Let me quote the Power Council report’s response to this logic: “tying the increased development of 

conservation and renewables to dam breaching is misleading…Removal of the lower Snake River dams 

will not make additional CO2-free energy resources available to meet future load growth or retire any 

existing coal plants…Given the difficulty of reducing CO2 emissions, discarding existing CO2-free 

power sources has to be considered counterproductive.” 

That is very well said.  This would be a much more rational discussion if all the Governors of the states 

who appoint members to the Power Council would take similar action by standing up themselves and 

speaking plainly and bluntly against dam removal and about the benefits of hydropower 

Politics is why they don’t.  Elected officials can count votes and these Governors know they get elected 

with the support of the liberal urban population centers that are home to the groups and activists who push 

dam removal in the name of fighting of climate change. 

 It’s a congressman from Seattle that repeatedly introduces legislation aimed at Snake River dam 

removal.  The vast majority of Representatives who’ve signed onto this bill don’t even live in the Pacific 

Northwest – over half are from east of the Mississippi.  Does a Congressman from Florida sign on to this 

bill because of their great knowledge and interest in Ice Harbor dam?  No, they do it because of politics.  

They sign on because it appeases national environmental groups pushing dam removal. 

And it’s a congressman from Oregon, who is incidentally one of the most vocal advocates for stopping 

global warming, that is right now gathering signatures in the House on a letter pushing for rewriting the 

salmon BiOp to include dam removal. 

There is one other aspect to the Power Council’s report that I want to highlight.  Not only does it clearly 

explain the harm of dam removal, it analyzes the impact of summer spill on carbon emissions in the 

Northwest. 

The report calculates that if summer spill were halted, the additional 550 megawatts of clean hydropower 

would displace coal and natural gas power, thereby reducing annual carbon emissions.   

Iôve long believed that we could halt summer spill and both reduce power rates and invest in other 

fish recovery efforts that are proven to have a greater benefit to fish.  Now I can add reduced 

carbon emissions and fighting global warming to the benefits of halting summer spill. 

The Power Council report also calculated what it called the “court-ordered spill” scenario.  The meddling 

policies of Judge Redden, who wants to control the Northwest’s power and river system, is resulting in 

less clean hydropower and more carbon emissions from coal and gas power. 

Without question, technological improvements to hydropower dams have clearly resulted in improved 

fish passage and survival.   

Yet, despite several years of Judge Redden imposing costly mandates on Northwest ratepayers, there has 

only been lip service paid to other major factors for salmon decline such as the Pacific Ocean’s impacts 

on juvenile salmon, natural predators that consume millions of salmon smolts, and harvest of ESA-listed 

runs. 

Instead of efforts to remove dams and limit their value as renewable energy sources through 



policies like spill, our region should seek ways to maximize their benefit.  Why not pursue 

incentives for increased or more efficient hydropower generation?   

There are federal dams with empty turbine bays, such as four at John Day, three at Dworshak and three at 

Libby Dam.  Could these available resources be fulfilled?  If not now, could they be in the future?  

Of the turbines that are currently in Northwest dams and generating power, most were installed in the 

1940s, 50s and 60s – obviously with updates and rehab occurring since.  Yet we know there is new 

turbine technology that is more efficient and can produce more power with the same amount of water.  

Should turbine replacement be an option that is pursued? 

Right now, the hydrosystem is under assault and losing generation capacity, but in addition to rebuffing 

these attacks we should be examining whether we can achieve more by utilizing the resources we already 

have on hand. 

I could go on and on about the merits of hydropower and the political hypocrisy of the climate change 

activists who push dam removal and refuse to recognize hydro as a clean, renewable energy source just 

like wind and solar power.  But I’ll conclude with one last observation. 

If capturing the energy of the wind blowing and the sun shining is clean, natural and renewable, then so is 

water running downhill. 

Just as the under-riding political agendas of climate change activists colors their views on dam removal 

and hydropower as renewable, these same activists are stuck in the 1960’s when it comes to nuclear 

power. 

“No nukes” politics is alive and well. 

I’m from the Tri-Cities, which is proud to be home to Energy Northwest’s Columbia Generating station… 

the only nuclear power plant in the Pacific Northwest. 

According to the Nuclear Enterprise Institute, U.S. nuclear plants generated about 807 billion kilowatt-

hours of electricity last year.  Nuclear might produce approximately 10% of our region’s power, but it is a 

predominant source in other areas of the country. 

Just as hydro is clean air power, nuclear is also a non-carbon emitting energy source.  This refusal 

to embrace nuclear as a climate change solution is not driven by science ï itôs driven by politics.  

The flawed logic in opposition to nuclear power is that it might be non-emitting, but itôs dangerous 

and produces radioactive waste. 

It is not dangerous, it is safe.  Thatôs a fact, but facts donôt stop fear-mongering against nuclear 

power.  For all the credit and respect that climate change activists heap on Europe, there is no 

reciprocal acknowledgement of the importance of nuclear power to our friends across the Atlantic 

Ocean.  In France, 78 % of their energy comes from nuclear power. 

As for radioactive waste, that too is a political issue.  First, there is an arbitrary policy in this country to 

not recycle spent nuclear fuel.  When the fuel is replaced in a reactor, the spent fuel still contains valuable 

material that can be recycled and reused.  But these special interest groups adamantly oppose recycling 

which would reduce nuclear waste.  

Second, the issue of how to manage the wastes has been answered: we build a national geologic 



repository at Yucca Mountain in Nevada and the nation’s high-level wastes are sent there for permanent 

storage. 

What is stopping this from happening?  Politics.  The top Democrat in the United States Senate, Harry 

Reid, is from Nevada.  Reid’s all-out battle against Yucca Mountain is successful because of the support 

he receives from Senate Democrats. 

Washington state will send more waste to Yucca Mountain than any other.  Some Democrats understand 

this.  For example, Patty Murray votes for our state’s interests and for Yucca Mountain. 

Other Democrats clearly do not.  Hillary Clinton has proclaimed, quote, “When I am president, Yucca 

Mountain will be off the table forever”, unquote. 

To quote Barack Obama campaigning in Nevada: “I have said over and over again I’m against Yucca.  

I’m against Yucca Mountain.” Unquote. 

In Washington state, the Legislature refuses to even study nuclear power.  That’s right – a bill was 

introduced in the Washington state Legislature to study the potential for nuclear power.  Special interest 

groups, including the NW Energy Coalition, came out opposed to even a study.  And the bill never made 

it out of Committee. 

Not only should Washington’s Legislature and Governor strongly back a bill to study nuclear power, they 

should take steps to encourage its development in Washington state.   

Just as with any energy source, there are jobs involved in construction and production.   With nuclear, 

there are reactor components to be manufactured and fuel to be enriched and fabricated.  These jobs could 

come to the Tri-Cities and our state.  We already have a fuel fabrication facility in Richland that employs 

hundreds.  Our Governor and Legislature should stop hiding and start leading on nuclear power, which 

can attract more of these high-paying jobs to our state. 

For climate change to be taken seriously, this anti-nuclear foolishness has to stop. 

Like hydropower, our forests are a natural benefit to our region. 

While opposed by many special interest groups and some in Congress, proper forest management, 

which includes responsible timber harvests, plays a role in reducing carbon emissions and 

contributing to cleaner, healthier air.   

I must credit Congressman Greg Walden for his national leadership on this issue – much of the facts and 

information I am about to share are the result of his hard work and commitment to caring for our 

Northwest forests. 

According to the Forest Service, forests in the U.S. sequester enough carbon to offset 10 to 15 percent of 

the country's carbon emissions.   But, unless forests are properly managed they can have quite the 

opposite effect on the atmosphere and our water resources. 

Research by the National Center for Atmospheric Research notes that a, quote, “striking implication of 

very large wildfires is that a severe fire season lasting only one or two months can release as much carbon 

as the annual emissions from the entire transportation or energy sectors of an individual state.”  

The build-up of dead, dying and diseased timber on federal lands contribute to the growth of these fires – 



and we can do something about it if federal laws are updated to stop round-after-round of litigation and 

administrative appeals that continuously delay forest health management practices when they matter 

most.   

But again, it is many of these same special interest groups that are the litigants and who oppose updating 

forest management laws.  Many are quick to point the finger at America as the main cause of global 

warming – and place responsibility for fixing it squarely on the shoulders of our nation.  This deserves 

some perspective.  

For example, just two years from now the greenhouse gas emissions from the developing world – China, 

India, the Middle East, Africa and South America – will surpass the U.S., Canada, the European Union, 

Japan, Korea and Australia according to information provided to the House Subcommittee on Energy and 

Air Quality.   

By 2012, the Washington Post reports that 2012 China and India will build almost 800 new coal-fired 

power plants.  The combined carbon dioxide from those plants will be five times as much as the total 

reductions mandated by the Kyoto Accords. 

But, as you know China and India aren’t even covered by the Kyoto Accords and they have no intention 

of constraining their emissions growth.  Their actions alone will negate the total hoped for reductions 

from Kyoto. 

The entire situation borders on the absurd.  No matter what steps the United States and Europe may take 

in their countries…China, India and others will be busy undermining it.  Our nation must seriously 

consider what economic harm we are willing to impose on our citizens while the most populous nations 

on Earth are increasing their emissions at astounding rates. 

We cannot ignore these facts.  They must be considered.  The United States cannot blindly impose the tax 

and regulatory schemes pushed by climate change activists.     

Many of these proposals would cause our power rates to increase, would put us at a distinct 

disadvantage in competing with the rest of the world, and would seriously harm the U.S. economy.  

These impacts are real and the world realities canôt be swept under the rug. 

Consider the impacts of the European cap and trade system.  It has driven up the costs of electricity 

production to the point where some companies have to, at times, halt production.  And, in Germany 

homeowners are paying 25 percent more than they were before.   

Alan Greenspan summed it up well when he wrote “cap and trade systems or carbon taxes are likely to be 

popular only until real people lose real jobs as their consequence.”   

As you know, cap and trade proposals for our country, not to mention our states, are not merely abstract 

ideas but are under active consideration with actual legislation before Congress. 

It’s been fourteen months since the new majority took control of Congress and a Select Committee on 

Global Warming and Energy Independence was created in the House…but this Committee has no 

legislative authority or power.  It can’t write a bill.  It can’t fix anything. 

Let me quote to you what one Member of Congress had to say to the Associated Press about this new 

Committee:  “We should probably name it the committee on world travel and junkets.  We're just 

empowering a bunch of enthusiastic amateurs to go around and make speeches and make commitments 



that will be very difficult to honor.  They're going to get under the feet of and interfere with those who are 

trying to do a decent job of legislating.  I'm unaware of anything they will do that will be of any value.”  

The Congressman who made these statements is John Dingell of Michigan, the Chairman of the Energy 

and Commerce Committee that does have authority to write climate change language.   

This new majority in Congress and the new Speaker of the House have made global warming a top 

priority, yet it is anticipated by many that they expect to take no real action during the two years of this 

Congress, and intend to just sit and wait till there is a new President in the White House.  If that’s the case 

then why isn’t their absolute outrage from the special interest groups about the lip service and lack of 

action by the new majority in Congress? 

Could politics be behind it?  Could it be an election strategy?  Could it be silent recognition of just what is 

at stake, the risks and costs and uncertainties, of climate change proposals like cap and trade?  Or…could 

it be they hope the results of November’s elections will allow laws to be passed without a full, honest, 

scientific debate? 

Before discussing cap and trade and a set of Northwest priorities for dealing with federal climate change 

legislation, I want to talk about Washington state.  While I realize this is a gathering from all across the 

Northwest, I reference my own state and issue because they not only represent some of the hypocrisy we 

face on the national scale, but if we can’t fix these things at home first, then it will be much harder in 

Congress. 

In Washington state, there’s a steep imbalance between what the Puget Sound and Western Washington is 

demanding and what they’re actually doing on climate change.   

Let me make some observations. 

Using the Power Council’s June 2006 report listing “Electricity Generation for the Pacific Northwest,” 

my staff did some calculations and the total electric generating capacity of projects in Eastern Washington 

is just over 25,000 MW, with Western Washington home to over 8,200 megawatts.  22 percent of our 

state’s population lives in Eastern Washington but it provides about 75 percent of the state’s power 

generation, while Western Washington is home to 78 percent of the population and about 25 percent of 

the power generation. 

This is not balanced, which would be fine were it not for the energy policy approaches and actions that 

emanate from Olympia and Seattle that target Eastern Washington. 

The 2006 ballot initiative imposing renewable energy mandates lost in every Eastern Washington county, 

with the exceptions of Klickitat and Skamania in the Columbia Gorge.  It passed because of the vote 

margins in the Puget Sound. 

Eastern Washington is home to the vast majority of the state’s hydropower, our region’s only nuclear 

power plant, and every single wind farm in our state. 

Western Washington’s largest energy producer is the Centralia coal plant, and I am not aware of a single 

wind farm or large renewable project proposed for West of the Cascades. 

Those with the dirtiest and most expensive power in the Northwest live in the Puget Sound and 

Portland.  These urban populations get more power from coal than anyone in the region, yet this is 

the launching pad for attacks against the Snake River dams.  The dam removal campaign is never 



ceasing and exceptionally well-funded, but there is nary a peep about eliminating or reducing the 

coal power used by these urban areas. 

For all the demand for renewables in the Puget Sound, residents there seem pretty content to let it be built 

elsewhere while continuing to import coal power from Montana and elsewhere. 

To be fair, the utilities providing power to Portland and the Puget Sound are working to acquire more 

renewable power, but is coal usage being eliminated or reduced?  Or are the renewable acquisitions to 

meet growth?                                                                

When Governor Gregoire overturned a legal decision by Kittitas County Commissioners to force a wind 

farm to be built outside Ellensburg, we can truly see the disparities between East and West play out.   

This is not a case of not-in-my-backyard syndrome by Kittitas County commissioners as the county is 

already home to largest wind farm in the state.  Essentially, Governor Gregoire decided that Western 

Washington has demanded more wind power by passing the 2006 ballot initiative and she’ll decide where 

its going to get built even if the citizens and elected officials of Eastern Washington lawfully decide it 

isn’t acceptable. The implications and precedent setting nature of Gregoire’s action is very troubling.   

My intent in discussing this is not to foster a Western versus Eastern divide, but to speak bluntly about the 

realities that exist in our state.   

Elected leaders in Olympia and Seattle must take a good hard look in the mirror and recognize this 

imbalance.  Eastern Washington is and has long been the leader on clean power, it’s time Western 

Washington began respecting this fact and considering how their deeds might start to match their words. 

Cap and trade legislation.  I know many of you have assessed the situation and decided that if this 

legislation is going to happen, it’s best to get engaged in the process.  Why did you decide that getting 

engaged was important?   

Let me answer that question with the bluntness I’ve repeatedly said is needed when it comes to discussing 

climate change:  you decided to engaged, and rightly so, so your customers and our region don’t bear the 

brunt of unfair policies.  

What’s driving cap and trade legislation and other proposals for increased regulations and new tax 

schemes is not a solid understanding of the impacts they’ll have on our economy, lost jobs, or even if it 

will actually achieve the randomly selected goal of reducing carbon emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  

It’s actually based on the need or decision to act and a faith that government controls and creating an 

artificial market to price something that previously had no monetary value is going to help. 

There are other experts who can better detail the intricacies of the Lieberman-Warner bill and other cap-

and-trade proposals, but, at heart, all of these bills are targeted at controlling and reducing carbon 

emissions in energy production. 

Ranking the fifty states by the amount of carbon dioxide per unit of electricity produced puts Oregon at 

47
th
, Washington 48

th
, and Idaho 49

th
.  This means that our region has potentially more to lose than gain 

from this legislation.  That’s why there’s a need to get engaged. 

And, as Congress moves further towards a cap-and-trade system we should all be concerned that 

the Northwestôs hydropower system would be penalized for starting out with much cleaner power 



than any other region ï while regions that rely heavily on coal would profit.   

It would be a twisted outcome if cap and trade legislation actually punished our region for having 

clean hydropower, while rewarding the polluting coal states with billions in benefits. 

To prepare for the coming debate, there are several principles or priorities that our region should 

unite behind: 1) first and foremost, that hydropower is considered a renewable energy source; 2) 

that our unique hydro-based system must be protected, and that it should not be penalized while 

polluters are rewarded; 3) hydro should actually be encouraged by making incremental or 

increased hydro output an emissions offset and 4) that our forests, and potentially our orchards and 

agriculture lands, should be credited for capturing and sequestering carbon.  If these conditions 

cannot be met, then this is not legislation that deserves even a thought of support.  

I will have deep concerns about creating an artificial market in general, and do not favor new tax schemes 

or tax increases.  Yet, if these three conditions are not met then the entire undertaking is likely nothing 

more than a giveaway to the heaviest polluters. 

In legislation, compromise is the name of the game.  Yet, the fierce debate that will occur between 

regions and states and industries and other varied interests is not likely to come to a close quickly. 

What I fear most is that those who place their faith in government control and coercion win out over the 

proven ability of free markets to innovate and produce rapid change and advancement. 

Yes, that means I am inherently skeptical of the solutions and legislation that’s being presented in 

Congress and in the states.  I recognize, though, that as one Congressman, I have a duty to engage on 

behalf of my constituents and region, just as you recognized your need to engage on behalf of your 

customers and our region. 

And just as I have not been shy about speaking bluntly about: hydropower as a renewable resource, on the 

hypocrisy of pushing dam removal and ignoring nuclear power, of the need to manage our forests 

properly, and the political agendas underlying the climate change debate – you to must not be afraid to 

standup, speak clearly and advocate for a sane, fair approach for your customers. 

The logic that “well, everyone else is doing it” doesn’t work for teenagers or for lemmings, and so it 

shouldn’t apply here.  The right measure is not how deeply you believe, how much you care, or too what 

lengths you are willing to blindly leap – it’s keeping a level head and making sound, informed decisions. 

If there are fundamental messages I want to leave you with today, it’s that your industry – your work on a 

day-to-day basis – the time you’ve committed to hydropower – you are part of the solution, and please, 

for the sake of the region and our children’s children, don’t forget it.   

While I recognize that in many regards the decks are stacked against your efforts, please never forget that 

the movement to address climate change must not be based solely on emotion and lofty goals with 

unknown, potentially economy-crippling effects.  And that an honesty and forthrightness is needed in 

speaking clearly about causes, solutions, their impacts and the political agendas being advanced.  

With that, I say thank you for inviting me to join you and for allowing me to speak, and I wish you a 

successful rest of your conference.” 

 

 



 


