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AMENDMENT NO. 5684
At the request of Mr. KAINE, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
YouNg) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 5684 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 7900, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2023 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense and for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 5852
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
name of the Senator from California
(Mr. PADILLA) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 5852 intended to be
proposed to H.R. 7900, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2023 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense and for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 5857
At the request of Mrs. SHAHEEN, the
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
ScorT) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 5857 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 7900, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2023 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense and for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 5886
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
names of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN), the Senator from New
York (Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mrs. SHA-
HEEN) were added as cosponsors of
amendment No. 5886 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 7900, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2023 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense and for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 6141
At the request of Mr. PADILLA, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CruUz) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 6141 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 7900, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2023 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense and for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 6165
At the request of Mr. PADILLA, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CooNs) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 6165 intended to be
proposed to H.R. 7900, to authorize ap-
propriations for fiscal year 2023 for
military activities of the Department
of Defense and for military construc-
tion, and for defense activities of the
Department of Energy, to prescribe
military personnel strengths for such
fiscal year, and for other purposes.
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AMENDMENT NO. 6348
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the
name of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 6348 intended to be pro-
posed to H.R. 7900, to authorize appro-
priations for fiscal year 2023 for mili-
tary activities of the Department of
Defense and for military construction,
and for defense activities of the De-
partment of Energy, to prescribe mili-
tary personnel strengths for such fiscal
year, and for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 6426
At the request of Ms. ERNST, the
name of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 6426 in-
tended to be proposed to H.R. 7900, to
authorize appropriations for fiscal year
2023 for military activities of the De-
partment of Defense and for military
construction, and for defense activities
of the Department of Energy, to pre-
scribe military personnel strengths for
such fiscal year, and for other pur-
poses.

————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. KING (for Ms. CoOLLINS (for
herself and Mr. KING)):

S. 5070. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to provide grants
to States to address contamination by
perfluoroalkyl and polyfluoroalkyl
substances on farms, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

(At the request of Mr. REED, the fol-

lowing statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
e Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Relief for Farm-
ers Hit with PFAS Act. I thank my col-
league Senator KING for joining me to
introduce this important legislation
for farmers across America.

The Relief for Farmers Hit with
PFAS Act would provide vital assist-
ance to farmers affected by PFAS con-
tamination. PFAS are a class of man-
made chemicals—sometimes referred
to as ‘“‘forever chemicals’’—that can
bioaccumulate in bodies over time.
They are traditionally found in
nonstick pans, clothing, furniture, and
firefighting foam and have been linked
to cancer, thyroid disease, liver dam-
age, decreased fertility, and hormone
disruption. PFAS contamination is a
growing problem, and additional re-
sources are needed to support affected
communities.

In Maine, PFAS contamination af-
fecting many different sectors, includ-
ing agriculture, has been discovered
over the past several years. The pres-
ence of PFAS in wastewater sludge
once spread as fertilizer has prevented
some Maine farms from selling their
products, thus leading to significant fi-
nancial hardship for these family farm-
ers. One such farmer is Fred Stone, a
dairy farmer in Arundel, ME. In 2016,
Fred discovered that the milk produced
on his farm contained some of the
highest levels ever reported for a PFAS
contaminant at that time. More re-
cently, a dairy farm in Fairfield, ME,

S6471

found PFAS levels in its milk that
were 1563 times higher than the State’s
standard.

Dairy is not the only agricultural
sector affected by these harmful for-
ever chemicals. Adam Nordell and his
wife Johanna Davis, from Unity, ME,
learned last year that PFAS contami-
nated the soil and water in their or-
ganic vegetable farm, the result of
sludge spread on their land in the 1990s.
Tests earlier this year showed that
Adam and Johanna had levels of PFAS
in their blood that were even higher
than chemical plant workers who man-
ufactured PFAS for decades and han-
dled them daily.

Currently, USDA provides limited
support to dairy farmers who have been
directed to remove their milk from the
commercial market. The Dairy Indem-
nity Payment Program—DIPP—is the
only USDA program that attempts to
address this problem; however, it falls
far short from meeting the growing
needs of all farmers in the State of
Maine. Fred Stone, the farmer who
first learned of contamination in 2016,
has still not been compensated ade-
quately for the contaminated cows he
depopulated. What is more, this pro-
gram helps only dairy farmers, exclud-
ing the farmers of other agricultural
products who have had their liveli-
hoods disrupted by PFAS contamina-
tion. While community organizations
and the State of Maine have stepped in
to provide some aid, USDA should do
more to assist all farmers affected by
these chemicals. That is what our leg-
islation aims to do.

Specifically, the funds authorized by
the Relief for Farmers Hit with PFAS
Act could be used for a variety of pur-
poses at the State level, including
more capacity for PFAS testing for soil
or water sources; blood monitoring for
individuals to make informed decisions
about their health; equipment to en-
sure a farm remains profitable during
or after known PFAS contamination;
relocation of a commercial farm if the
land is no longer viable; alternative
cropping systems or remediation strat-
egies; educational programs for farm-
ers experiencing PFAS contamination;
and research on soil and water remedi-
ation systems and the viability of
those systems for farms.

In addition to making new resources
available, our bill would create a task
force at USDA charged with identi-
fying other USDA programs to which
PFAS contamination should be added
as an eligible activity. This would help
bring even more resources to farmers
through existing programs. Addition-
ally, the task force would provide tech-
nical assistance to states to help them
coordinate their responses effectively.

USDA needs to step up and provide
support to farmers who, at no fault of
their own, are at risk of losing their
livelihoods. This is not just a problem
in Maine; PFAS contamination has
been discovered on farms in New Mex-
ico and Michigan, and this problem will
only become more evident as testing
becomes more readily available.
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Thus far, the Federal Government’s
response has failed to keep pace with
this growing problem. I have repeat-
edly urged USDA Secretary Vilsack to
come to the aid of these affected farm-
ers, and the Relief for Farmers Hit
with PFAS Act would finally activate
the Department to help where it is
needed most.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill. As the members of the Senate Ag-
riculture Committee begin work on the
2023 farm bill, I hope that we can work
together to pass the Relief for Farmers
Hit with PFAS Act into law.e

———————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 822—TO AU-
THORIZE TESTIMONY AND REP-
RESENTATION IN UNITED
STATES V. RHODES

Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr.
MCCONNELL) submitted the following
resolution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RES. 822

Whereas, in the case of United States v.
Rhodes, Cr. No. 22-15, pending in the United
States District Court for the District of Co-
lumbia, the prosecution has requested the
production of testimony from Virginia
Brown, formerly a Chamber Assistant of the
Senate;

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§ 288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the
Senate may direct its counsel to represent
current or former officers and employees of
the Senate with respect to any subpoena,
order, or request for evidence relating to
their official responsibilities;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
may, by the judicial or administrative proc-
ess, be taken from such control or possession
but by permission of the Senate; and

Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate may promote the administration of
justice, the Senate will take such action as
will promote the ends of justice consistent
with the privileges of the Senate: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That Virginia Brown, a former
Chamber Assistant of the Senate, is author-
ized to provide relevant testimony in the
case of United States v. Rhodes, except con-
cerning matters for which a privilege should
be asserted.

Sec. 2. The Senate Legal Counsel is author-
ized to represent Ms. Brown, and any current
or former officer or employee of her office, in
connection with the production of evidence
authorized in section one of this resolution.

——————

SENATE RESOLUTION 823—TO AU-
THORIZE TESTIMONY AND REP-
RESENTATION IN UNITED
STATES V. GROSECLOSE

Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr.
MCCONNELL) submitted the following
resolution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RES. 823

Whereas, in the case of United States v.
Groseclose, Cr. No. 21-311, pending in the
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United States District Court for the District
of Columbia, the prosecution has requested
the production of testimony from Daniel
Schwager, a former employee of the Office of
the Secretary of the Senate, and from Nate
Russell and Diego Torres, custodians of
records in the Senate Recording Studio, a de-
partment of the Office of the Sergeant at
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate;

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§ 288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the
Senate may direct its counsel to represent
current and former officers and employees of
the Senate with respect to any subpoena,
order, or request for evidence relating to
their official responsibilities;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
may, by the judicial or administrative proc-
ess, be taken from such control or possession
but by permission of the Senate; and

Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate may promote the administration of
justice, the Senate will take such action as
will promote the ends of justice consistent
with the privileges of the Senate: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That Daniel Schwager, a former
employee of the Office of the Secretary of
the Senate, and Nate Russell and Diego
Torres, custodians of records in the Senate
Recording Studio, are authorized to provide
relevant testimony in the case of United
States v. Groseclose, except concerning mat-
ters for which a privilege should be asserted.

Sec. 2. The Senate Legal Counsel is author-
ized to represent Messrs. Schwager, Russell,
and Torres, and any current or former officer
or employee of their offices, in connection
with the production of evidence authorized
in section one of this resolution.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 824—TO AU-
THORIZE TESTIMONY AND REP-
RESENTATION IN UNITED
STATES V. STEELE-SMITH

Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr.
MCCONNELL) submitted the following
resolution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. REsS. 824

Whereas, in the case of United States v.
Steele-Smith, Cr. No. 21-77, pending in the
United States District Court for the District
of Columbia, the prosecution has requested
the production of testimony from Daniel
Schwager, a former employee of the Office of
the Secretary of the Senate, and from Nate
Russell and Diego Torres, custodians of
records in the Senate Recording Studio, a de-
partment of the Office of the Sergeant at
Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate;

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(2) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C. §§ 288b(a) and 288c(a)(2), the
Senate may direct its counsel to represent
current and former officers and employees of
the Senate with respect to any subpoena,
order, or request for evidence relating to
their official responsibilities;

Whereas, by the privileges of the Senate of
the United States and Rule XI of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, no evidence under
the control or in the possession of the Senate
may, by the judicial or administrative proc-
ess, be taken from such control or possession
but by permission of the Senate; and

Whereas, when it appears that evidence
under the control or in the possession of the
Senate may promote the administration of
justice, the Senate will take such action as
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will promote the ends of justice consistent
with the privileges of the Senate: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That Daniel Schwager, a former
employee of the Office of the Secretary of
the Senate, and Nate Russell and Diego
Torres, custodians of records in the Senate
Recording Studio, are authorized to provide
relevant testimony in the case of United
States v. Steele-Smith, except concerning mat-
ters for which a privilege should be asserted.

SEC. 2. The Senate Legal Counsel is author-
ized to represent Messrs. Schwager, Russell,
and Torres, and any current or former officer
or employee of their offices, in connection
with the production of evidence authorized
in section one of this resolution.

————

SENATE RESOLUTION 825—RECOG-
NIZING THE MONTH OF OCTOBER
2022 AS FILIPINO AMERICAN HIS-
TORY MONTH AND CELEBRATING
THE HISTORY AND CULTURE OF
FILIPINO AMERICANS AND THEIR
IMMENSE CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE UNITED STATES

Mr. KING (for Ms. HIRONO (for her-
self, Mr. BOOKER, Ms. CANTWELL, Ms.
CORTEZ MASTO, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. PADILLA,
Mr. SCHATZ, Ms. SMITH, Ms. WARREN,
and Mr. KAINE)) submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary:

S. REs. 825

Whereas the earliest documented Filipino
presence in the continental United States
was October 18, 1587, when the first ‘“‘Luzones
Indios” arrived in Morro Bay, California, on
board the Nuestra Senora de Esperanza, a
Manila-built galleon ship;

Whereas the Filipino American National
Historical Society recognizes 1763 as the year
in which the first permanent Filipino settle-
ment in the United States was established in
St. Malo, Louisiana;

Whereas the recognition of the first perma-
nent Filipino settlement in the United
States adds a new perspective to the history
of the United States by bringing attention to
the economic, cultural, social, and other no-
table contributions made by Filipino Ameri-
cans to the development of the United
States;

Whereas the Filipino American community
is the third largest Asian American and Pa-
cific Islander group in the United States,
with a population of approximately 4,400,000;

Whereas, from 2000 to 2019, the Filipino
American community grew 78 percent, and
Filipinos are the largest Asian community in
Alaska, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada,
New Mexico, North Dakota, South Dakota,
and West Virginia;

Whereas, from the Civil War to the Iraq
and Afghanistan conflicts, Filipinos and Fili-
pino Americans have a longstanding history
of serving in the Armed Forces of the United
States;

Whereas more than 250,000 Filipinos fought
under the United States flag during World
War II to protect and defend the United
States in the Pacific theater;

Whereas a guarantee to pay back the serv-
ice of Filipinos through veterans benefits
was reversed by the First Supplemental Sur-
plus Appropriation Rescission Act, 1946 (Pub-
lic Law 79-301; 60 Stat. 6) and the Second
Supplemental Surplus Appropriation Rescis-
sion Act, 1946 (Public Law 79-391; 60 Stat.
221), which provided that the wartime service
of members of the Commonwealth Army of
the Philippines and the new Philippine
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