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nearly 150 years ago, as I am certain
that the impact of Cory’s actions will
live on far longer than any record of
these words.

It is my sad duty to enter the name
of Cory R. Depew in the official record
of the United States Senate for his
service to this country and for his pro-
found commitment to freedom, democ-
racy and peace. When I think about
this just cause in which we are en-
gaged, and the unfortunate pain that
comes with the loss of our heroes, I
hope that families like Cory’s can find
comfort in the words of the prophet
Isaiah who said, ‘“‘He will swallow up
death in victory; and the Lord God will
wipe away tears from off all faces.”

May God grant strength and peace to
those who mourn, and may God be with
all of you, as I know He is with Cory.

LANCE CORPORAL ERIC HILLENBURG

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise
today with a heavy heart and deep
sense of gratitude to honor the life of a
brave young man from Hendricks
County. LCpl Eric Hillenburg, twenty-
one years old, died on December 23 dur-
ing a patrol when he was struck by
small-arms fire in Fallujah. With his
entire life before him, Eric risked ev-
erything to fight for the values Ameri-
cans hold close to our hearts, in a land
halfway around the world.

After graduating from Chapel Hill
Christian School with honors, Eric
went on to become a Marine, a dream
he first set his sight on at the young
age of 14. According to family and
friends, Eric followed a long-standing
tradition of service as his family has
proudly served our country in every
conflict since the Civil War. When re-
flecting upon the loss of his son to
members of his congregation at Hope
Baptist Church, Rev. Hillenburg ex-
pressed his deep sense of pride and pa-
triotism saying, “When I see that flag
flying from now on, it will mean more
to me than ever before. . . . When I see
a young man in uniform, he will be my
son.” According to the Indianapolis
Star, the congregation stood and ap-
plauded these heartfelt remarks. I
stand here today to express the same
sentiments of gratitude for Eric’s sac-
rifices and for those made by the entire
Hillenburg family on behalf of our
country.

Eric was the 43rd Hoosier soldier to
be killed while serving his country in
Operation Iraqi Freedom. He was as-
signed to the 3rd Battalion, 5th Marine
Regiment, 1st Marine Division, I Ma-
rine Expeditionary Force, Camp Pen-
dleton, California. This brave young
soldier leaves behind his mother, Pam-
ela; his father, Jerry; his sister, Erin;
and his brother, Evin.

Today, I join ZEric’s family, his
friends and the entire Indianapolis
community in mourning his death.
While we struggle to bear our sorrow
over this loss, we can also take pride in
the example he set, bravely fighting to
make the world a safer place. It is his
courage and strength of character that
people will remember when they think

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of Eric, a memory that will burn
brightly during these continuing days
of conflict and grief.

Eric was known for his dedication to
family and his love of country. Today
and always, Eric will be remembered
by family members, friends and fellow
Hoosiers as a true American hero and
we honor the sacrifice he made while
dutifully serving his country.

As I search for words to do justice in
honoring Eric’s sacrifice, I am re-
minded of President Lincoln’s remarks
as he addressed the families of the fall-
en soldiers in Gettysburg: “We cannot
dedicate, we cannot consecrate, we
cannot hallow this ground. The brave
men, living and dead, who struggled
here, have consecrated it, far above our
poor power to add or detract. The
world will little note nor long remem-
ber what we say here, but it can never
forget what they did here.”’” This state-
ment is just as true today as it was
nearly 150 years ago, as I am certain
that the impact of Eric’s actions will
live on far longer than any record of
these words.

It is my sad duty to enter the name
of Eric Hillenburg in the official record
of the United States Senate for his
service to this country and for his pro-
found commitment to freedom, democ-
racy and peace. When I think about
this just cause in which we are en-
gaged, and the unfortunate pain that
comes with the loss of our heroes, I
hope that families like Eric’s can find
comfort in the words of the prophet
Isaiah who said, ‘‘He will swallow up
death in victory; and the Lord God will
wipe away tears from off all faces.”

May God grant strength and peace to
those who mourn, and may God be with
all of you, as I know He is with Eric.

———
CANADIAN SOFTWOOD LUMBER
DISPUTE
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise

today to discuss the latest develop-
ments regarding the Canadian softwood
lumber dispute. With yet another curi-
ous and ultimately inconsequential
lumber unfair trade determination due
today at the behest of a NAFTA dis-
pute panel, it is important to place this
matter in proper perspective.

Would the distinguished Senator
from Montana and my colleague from
Idaho engage in a colloquy with me
concerning the Canadian softwood lum-
ber dispute?

Mr. BAUCUS. I would be pleased to
engage in such a colloquy.

Mr. CRAPO. I would also like to join
my colleagues in a colloquy on this
matter.

Mr. CRAIG. The Commerce Depart-
ment has found repeatedly that Cana-
dian lumber is subsidized and dumped.
World Trade Organization and NAFTA
dispute settlement panels have defini-
tively rejected Canada’s long-time ar-
guments that its underpricing of tim-
ber cannot be deemed a subsidy. The
panels have also upheld findings that
Canadian lumber is unfairly dumped in
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the U.S. market. The International
Trade Commission has found repeat-
edly that the unfair imports threaten
our industry with harm.

President Bush was well prepared to
answer the Canadian Prime Minister
when they last met. The President told
the Prime Minister that the problem of
subsidies and dumping is caused by
Canada, and the solution lies with Can-
ada, unless Canada wants the solution
to be permanent duties to offset the
subsidies and the dumping. In over two
decades, Canadian officials have not
gotten the message, at least not in a
way that takes, that this problem will
not be resolved by Canada’s investing
hundreds of millions of dollars in legal
fees on more than 30 Washington law
firms to circumvent U.S. laws in count-
less appeals to the WTO, to NAFTA
panels and to the U.S. courts—several
more were filed just this month. And it
will not be solved by the cottage indus-
try that has grown up in Canada to
mount PR campaigns in the United
States.

The U.S. timber industry vigorously
supports the administration’s view
that the unfair Canadian lumber prob-
lem could most appropriately and pro-
ductively be resolved through negotia-
tions—although perhaps there just
ought to be permanent duties in place.
But the U.S. timber industry is taking
the statesmanlike high road, and I sup-
port it. Some vested interests in Can-
ada do not see this, and prefer endless
litigation, probably based on misguided
advice that this will be productive
from those who have made a living de-
fending Canadian subsidies.

Mr. CRAPO. Specifically, the prob-
lem remains that the market is grossly
distorted by Canadian unfair trade
practices. Absent termination of or an
offset to the unfair practices, the U.S.
timber industry will be severely im-
pacted by subsidized and dumped Cana-
dian imports. We in the Congress have
been assured that those responsible in
the administration will not allow this
further injury to our industry occur.

A solution can be either border meas-
ures imposed by the United States or
Canadian border measures agreed to
with the United States pending ade-
quate Canadian timber policy reforms.

The Bush administration has con-
cluded that the November 2004 deter-
mination of the International Trade

Commission that Canadian imports
threaten the U.S. industry with in-
jury—the ‘‘Section 129 determina-

tion—represents an independent basis
authorizing and necessitating reten-
tion of the countervailing and anti-
dumping duty orders. The TUnited
States has faith in winning the NAFTA
Extraordinary Challenge Committee
proceeding on the injury issue, but
even a negative outcome before the
committee would not be the end of the
matter.

The Bush administration has con-
cluded that duty deposits, amounting
to approximately $3 billion and grow-
ing daily, cannot and will not be re-
turned absent a negotiated settlement
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between the Canadian and U.S. Govern-
ments. The panels can provide prospec-
tive but not retroactive relief. In any
event, these funds are rightly due
under U.S. law to the injured domestic
timber industry. If there is a nego-
tiated solution, the funds can be appor-
tioned fairly as part of the settlement.

There is zero likelihood that the
countervailing duty, antisubsidy, order
will disappear absent settlement of the
lumber subsidy and dumping issues, no
matter how often a NAFTA panel tries
to achieve this outcome.

The U.S. right to challenge Canadian
log export restrictions at the WTO is
clear under the WTO, and Canada is
clearly in violation of its WTO obliga-
tions. I understand that the Bush ad-
ministration is evaluating this issue.

I also understand that the U.S. tim-
ber industry intends to bring a con-
stitutional challenge to NAFTA dis-
pute settlement if the lumber dumping
issue is not resolved. The future of U.S.
sawmills and millworkers cannot be al-
lowed to be ruined by outlandish deci-
sionmaking by NAFTA dispute panels
and a panelist’s service with an obvi-
ous, undisclosed conflict of interest.

Mr. BAUCUS. 1 agree completely
with my colleagues. As suggested, a
NAFTA dispute panel is requiring that
the Commerce Department issue today
yvet another revised version of the
original 2002 Iumber-subsidy deter-
mination. Given the panel’s pattern of
overreaching, it may be a relatively
low subsidy estimate. If so, this will be
trumpeted in headlines across Canada
as a victory for Canada’s lumber poli-
cies. Before all those editorial writers
seize on this supposed ‘‘victory,” they
should understand that this determina-
tion will have absolutely no legal ef-
fect. It is the Commerce Department’s
December 2004 findings of a subsidy of
over 17 percent and dumping of 4 per-
cent that controls. Hyping the January
24 decision as having any meaning per-
forms a disservice to Canadian inter-
ests, which lie in a mutually beneficial
negotiated settlement.

Nothing can change the facts. The
Canadian provinces provide timber to
their lumber companies for a fraction
of its value. This harms not only U.S.
sawmills, millworkers and family for-
est landowners, but also the Canadian
forest. Environmental groups have long
decried the overharvesting of timber
caused by undervaluing the resource.

———

WIND TRANSMISSION FUNDING

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise to
discuss funding for a wind transmission
study that was included in the fiscal
year 2005 Omnibus Appropriations bill
signed into law last December. As a
member of the Senate Energy and
Water Appropriations Subcommittee, I
appreciated the efforts of Senators
DOMENICI and REID, the chairman and
the ranking member of our sub-
committee, to include $500,000 for the
Western Area Power Administration,
WAPA, to continue its work on the
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placement of additional wind capacity
in the Dakotas. They have generously
provided funding for similar work for
the past two years, and I am glad these
efforts will be continued during this
coming fiscal year.

North Dakota is the ‘“‘Saudi Arabia”
of wind. The Department of Energy has
long identified North Dakota as having
the greatest wind energy resource and
potential for wind generation develop-
ment in the lower 48 States. During my
time in the Senate, I have been pushing
hard on a number of fronts to develop
our wind energy resources. For exam-
ple, I have been a strong supporter of
the Renewable Portfolio Standard,
RPS, which requires utilities to
produce 10 percent of their electricity
from renewable energy sources by 2020.
In addition, I believe the Federal Gov-
ernment should be a leader in this area
and develop a policy of purchasing
electricity from renewable energy
sources.

Last February, I hosted the Fifth An-
nual Wind Energy Conference with the
Energy and Environmental Research
Center at the University of North Da-
kota to further promote this clean and
limitless energy resource. Wind energy
stakeholders from around the Nation
attended this successful event, which
attracted 436 people from 30 States and
three Canadian provinces. Last year,
the conference included a second day of
events because of the overwhelming in-
terest in wind energy. As a result of
the wind energy industry’s growth,
North Dakota’s skyline and economic
future are forever changing and pro-
gressing forward. We will be doing an-
other conference in February 2005,
which more broadly embraces renew-
able energy in the Upper Midwest.

Despite my continued efforts to in-
crease the use of wind as an energy
source, North Dakota faces many
transmission challenges in moving
wind energy to other parts of the coun-
try. I have held field hearings in North
Dakota on these issues and have also
supported the development of new
transmission technologies. While the
Senate has wisely included funding for
the last several years for WAPA to
make some progress on these trans-
mission problems, the fact remains
that more needs to be done. WAPA and
others have done a number of general
studies on this issue and I think the
next steps are clear. WAPA should use
the funding earmarked in FY2005 for an
Environmental Impact Study, EIS,
that would allow transmission expan-
sion for wind generation to be placed in
North and South Dakota and should
use the remaining funds to support spe-
cific demonstration projects in the re-
gion.

With respect to site-specific projects
to support wind development for future
electric generation, I believe that
WAPA should first develop parameters
for determining what constitutes a
bona fide wind project. In doing this,
WAPA should ensure that projects
meet the following requirements: a
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minimum period of at least one year;
minimum anemometer height of at
least 40 meters; multiple monitoring
points allowing calculation of wind
shear; a defined system interconnec-
tion point and wind right easements
adequate for the proposed project. To
make these limited funds stretch far-
ther, I would expect any proposed
project to include a 50-50 cost share
provision. It is my hope that WAPA
will be able to support projects that
will accurately determine the trans-
mission requirements and related costs
associated with the installation of spe-
cific wind and coal generation projects.
Following this guidance, it is my ex-
pectation that WAPA will use this
funding to make real progress on these
transmission problems in the next fis-
cal year, and provide wider benefits to
the large region of the U.S. served by
WAPA. After all, WAPA was created to
market hydropower, a renewable en-
ergy resource. Wind is the next step.

————

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR A
SOUND FUTURE ACT

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the Fis-
cal Responsibility for a Sound Future
Act, S. 19, would help restore budget
discipline and fiscal responsibility to
our Nation’s finances. Given the Fed-
eral budget’s dramatic swing from
record surplus to record deficit and
debt over the last few years, it is vital
that we restore the strong budget en-
forcement mechanisms that have
worked in the past.

This legislation would return us to a
path of budget discipline by restoring a
strong pay-go rule, reinstating seques-
tration to enforce pay-go and discre-
tionary spending caps, and limiting the
use of reconciliation to deficit reduc-
tion legislation.

The first step we should take to put
our Nation’s finances back in order is
to stop digging the hole deeper. Restor-
ing a strong pay-go rule would help to
do exactly that. This legislation would
restore the Senate pay-as-you-go rule
to require that mandatory spending
and tax legislation be fully paid for, or
be subject to a 60-vote point of order.
Pay-go is one of the crucial budget en-
forcement tools that allowed the Fed-
eral Government to move from deficit
to surplus in the 1990s. Unfortunately,
the Senate pay-go rule has been weak-
ened in recent years, in order to allow
for passage of large tax cuts. Since
then, deficits and debt have sky-
rocketed.

In 2004, a Democratic amendment
was adopted to the Senate Republican
budget resolution that would have re-
stored a strong pay-go rule requiring
that both mandatory spending and tax
cuts be paid for. However, the Repub-
lican leadership refused to accept a
budget resolution conference agree-
ment that contained the provision, so
the budget resolution was never adopt-
ed and the strong pay-go rule was
never brought into effect. The Fiscal
Responsibility for a Sound Future Act
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