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with Senator MCCORMICK and 
FETTERMAN for leading the bipartisan 
legislation and championing policies 
that promote a balanced diet and in-
creased dairy consumption for stu-
dents, something dietary experts who 
testified before the Ag Committee 
agree is important to their long-term 
health. 

I also appreciate the interest of my 
colleagues who want to ensure these 
changes support their constituents, 
and I look forward to continuing work 
to secure that result. 

I also want to thank Senator 
ALSOBROOKS for engaging in a very con-
structive way regarding the bill, and I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with her to try and figure out how we 
can go forward and deal with the com-
ments that she has made or concerns 
that she has made. I was on the school 
board for 7 years, and these things are 
important. Labels are very, very im-
portant, so we appreciate you. 

I am proud to share a commitment 
also with her in supporting school 
meals and to lead the committee in 
making commonsense updates to 
strengthen children’s capabilities in 
and out of the classroom. I look for-
ward to continuing our work in the 
Senate to make sure perspectives and 
concerns of constituents from Mary-
land are considered. 

Finally, I want to recognize Paul 
Bleiberg, whose tireless advocacy on 
behalf of the American dairy farmers 
helped to ensure this important legisla-
tion progressed through the U.S. Sen-
ate. I look forward to moving this bill 
across the finish line in the Senate, 
and I am hopeful our colleagues in the 
House can build on this momentum. 

Again, thank you, guys, so much for 
all of your work, your collaboration. 
This is how this place ought to work, 
and you are a great example of that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. President, be-

fore we wrap up this Whole Milk for 
Healthy Kids Act, I just want to go 
back over a couple things as well. Sen-
ator WELCH, it is always a pleasure to 
work with you. Whether we are trying 
to connect high-speed internet or give 
milk to schools, it is always a joy. I ap-
preciate your hard work and greatly 
appreciate your staff and my staff as 
well. I think our staff never gets 
enough credit. They did all the heavy 
lifting—the chairman and ranking 
member, of course, and their staff, and 
the Ag Committee’s staff as well. 

Senator ALSOBROOKS, thank you so 
much for coming down this morning 
and educating me on this disability 
issue as well. And I see the Senator 
from New Mexico Mr. LUJÁN is here as 
well and is also engaged in this effort, 
and we appreciate his support and 
many, many, many others. 

So a big thanks. This has been a 
multiyear process for my staff, a per-
sonal goal. I was raised on whole milk. 
I didn’t know there was anything ex-

cept whole milk, and I always won-
dered why all of a sudden our youth 
weren’t drinking any milk. 

And just many of us prefer the taste 
of it, and guess what, nutritionally, I 
think it has some really great qualities 
as well. 

Mr. President, I would like to ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar No. 111, S. 222. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A bill (S. 222) to amend the Richard B. Rus-
sell National School Lunch Act to allow 
schools that participate in the school lunch 
program to serve whole milk, and for other 
purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry with an amendment to strike all 
after the enacting clause and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Whole Milk for 
Healthy Kids Act of 2025’’. 
SEC. 2. ORGANIC OR NON-ORGANIC WHOLE MILK 

PERMISSIBLE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9(a)(2) of the Rich-
ard B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 
U.S.C. 1758(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)— 
(A) by striking clauses (i) and (ii) and insert-

ing the following: 
‘‘(i) shall offer students a variety of fluid 

milk; 
‘‘(ii) may offer students options which may in-

clude flavored and unflavored organic or non-
organic whole, reduced-fat, low-fat, and fat-free 
fluid milk and lactose-free fluid milk, and 
nondairy beverages that are nutritionally equiv-
alent to fluid milk and meet the nutritional 
standards established by the Secretary (which 
shall, among other requirements to be deter-
mined by the Secretary, include fortification of 
calcium, protein, vitamin A, and vitamin D to 
levels found in cow’s milk); and’’; and 

(B) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘physician’’ 
and inserting ‘‘physician, parent, or legal 
guardian’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (C), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i), by striking ‘‘fluid milk prod-
ucts’’ and inserting ‘‘products described in sub-
paragraph (A)(ii)’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) SATURATED FAT.—Milk fat included in 

any fluid milk provided under subparagraph (A) 
shall not be considered saturated fat for pur-
poses of measuring compliance with the allow-
able average saturated fat content of a meal 
under section 210.10 of title 7, Code of Federal 
Regulations (or successor regulations). 

‘‘(E) APPLICATION.—Subparagraph (B)(ii) is 
not applicable to a school that offers nondairy 
beverages under subparagraph (A)(ii).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 14(f) of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1762a(f)) is 
amended in the third sentence by inserting ‘‘or 
a nondairy beverage that meets the nutritional 
standards described in section 9(a)(2)(B)’’ after 
‘‘milk’’. 

(2) Section 20(c) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769b(c)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘patterns and fluid milk 
requirements’’ and inserting ‘‘patterns, fluid 
milk requirements, and nutritional standards for 
nondairy beverages’’. 

SEC. 3. INCLUDING FOOD ALLERGY INFORMA-
TION IN EXISTING TRAINING MOD-
ULES FOR LOCAL FOOD SERVICE 
PERSONNEL. 

(a) FOOD ALLERGY TRAINING MODULE.—Sec-
tion 7(g)(2)(B)(iii) of the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1776(g)(2)(B)(iii)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subclauses (II) and (III) 
as subclauses (III) and (IV), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subclause (I) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(II) food allergies, including information on 
the best practices to prevent, recognize, and re-
spond to food-related allergic reactions;’’. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—Section 7(g)(2)(B)(ii)(II) 
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
1776(g)(2)(B)(ii)(II)) is amended by striking 
‘‘clause (i)’’ and inserting ‘‘clauses (i) and 
(iii)’’. 

Mr. MARSHALL. I ask unanimous 
consent that the committee-reported 
substitute amendment be considered 
and agreed to; that the bill, as amend-
ed, be read a third time and passed; and 
that the motion to reconsider be con-
sidered made and laid upon the table. 

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

The committee-reported amendment, 
in the nature of a substitute, was 
agreed to. 

The bill (S. 222), as amended, was or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, was read the third time, and 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

f 

LOW INCOME HOME ENERGY 
ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. President, I am here 
to speak about the urgent need for the 
Trump administration to release $4 bil-
lion in LIHEAP funding. LIHEAP, as 
you know, is the low-income plan. It is 
absolutely critical that that money be 
distributed to the States so the States 
can distribute it to the citizens who 
need it. We are in the cold weather sea-
son and getting money out after the 
cold weather season does not help keep 
people warm. 

LIHEAP funding enjoys broad sup-
port, and that is because, in the Pre-
siding Officer’s State and in mine, 
folks in the winter who are on the mar-
gins financially, literally, can’t get by 
unless they have access to this funding. 

So here we are, the heating season is 
upon us, and the LIHEAP funding is 
stuck and not being distributed. 

This is an absolute responsibility of 
the Trump administration, and there is 
no—no—excuse for withholding the 
funding. It just means that people who 
are cold are going to be cold and terri-
fied, and they have no confidence about 
their ability to stay warm. 

It is getting cold in Vermont. You 
know, most families who use LIHEAP 
funding, they make about 150 percent 
of the poverty level, that is about 
$23,000 a year. You know, the cost of 
home heating fuel is between 3 and 4 
bucks a gallon, right now. That help is 
essential. 

In Vermont, around 26,000 people rely 
on LIHEAP to afford heat. And by the 
way, for folks in the warm weather 
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parts of our country, it helps on air- 
conditioning, which is vital. And as the 
Presiding Officer knows, the number of 
people who are dying of heat exposure 
has been increasing, alarmingly. So 
this is the call to the Trump adminis-
tration: Do your job. 

Now, Secretary Kennedy has a legal 
responsibility to disburse the current 
LIHEAP funding, and it is illegal for 
him to withhold those funds as well as 
really pretty cruel. 

The reality is that this summer we in 
Congress came together, on a bipar-
tisan basis, to increase and to pass the 
$4 billion in funding for the program. 
And, again, I emphasize, it is not a red 
State, blue State deal. It is not a Re-
publican, Democratic deal. It is a per-
son who is in a home, doesn’t have 
money, and is cold. That is what it is 
about. 

So I am calling on President Trump 
and Secretary Kennedy to stop stalling 
and to act with alacrity and release the 
LIHEAP funding for the benefit of the 
people in the State of Vermont and in 
every State in this country who depend 
on it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUESTS 

Mr. HEINRICH. Mr. President, last 
week, Republicans in Congress passed a 
government funding bill that denies af-
fordable healthcare to millions of 
Americans. But what most people don’t 
know is that they also voted to provide 
millions of dollars to a few Republican 
Senators in a blatant, taxpayer-funded 
cash grab. 

Here is what happened. In the process 
of passing government funding legisla-
tion, Senate Republicans airdropped a 
provision into the bill at the last 
minute. This provision allows eight Re-
publican Senators to collect millions of 
dollars from the U.S. Government, 
when what the Department of Justice 
did was to lawfully subpoena those 
phone records during a grand jury in-
vestigation. But now these eight Sen-
ators can sue the government for at 
least half a million dollars for each in-
dividual instance of a lawful access to 
those phone records. That means that 
each Senator could actually pocket 
millions of dollars, and that money 
would be paid from your hard-earned 
tax dollars—and that is even though 
the law was followed by the govern-
ment at the time. 

Frankly, this is just outrageous to 
me. This is at the exact same time as 
22 million Americans could see their 
health insurance premiums skyrocket 
because Republicans refuse to extend 
the ACA tax credits. This is at the 
exact same time as millions of seniors 
and veterans and families are learning 
that they will lose their SNAP food as-
sistance altogether because of Presi-
dent Trump’s ‘‘Big Bad Bill.’’ It is at 
the exact same time as families across 
my home State of New Mexico and 

across America are wondering how 
they will put Thanksgiving food on the 
table or how they will put presents 
under the tree in a month, how they 
will fuel their car to get to the job that 
is in jeopardy now because of President 
Trump’s cancellation of Federal 
grants, exorbitant tariff taxes, and 
overall recklessness. 

But instead of fixing all of that, in-
stead of tackling the affordability cri-
sis in this country, instead of blocking 
President Trump’s tariffs and undoing 
his war on American jobs, instead of 
fighting to protect the 41 million peo-
ple whose SNAP benefits were in jeop-
ardy during Trump’s shutdown, Repub-
licans made time to insert this payoff. 
It is unprecedented in American his-
tory. 

Let’s put it another way. Everyday 
people are struggling. While one 
TikTok account called Dollar Tree 
Dinners—an account that teaches low- 
income folks how to make filling meals 
from Dollar Tree ingredients—has over 
3 million followers, U.S. Senators could 
receive over $3 million from your wal-
let. 

There are no existing records of Con-
gress creating a taxpayer-funded cash 
pipeline for Senators to sue the govern-
ment for doing its job. That is probably 
because it is so patently wrong. 

Even House Speaker MIKE JOHNSON 
agrees with me, and when Speaker 
JOHNSON and I agree something is bad, 
you know it is really, really bad. 

As ranking member of the U.S. Sen-
ate Appropriations Subcommittee on 
the Legislative Branch, where this pro-
vision was inserted, I can tell you that 
the process to include it was not nor-
mal. It was not in our markup. Nor-
mally, we have the opportunity to re-
view new language, provide edits, and 
negotiate. None of that happened. This 
was slipped in at the eleventh hour, 
and now the American people are ex-
pected to pony up. 

I am furious that the Senate major-
ity leader chose to airdrop this provi-
sion into that bill in particular with 
zero negotiation with the sub-
committee that actually oversees this 
work. It is why this week, I introduced 
a bill with U.S. Senator MARK KELLY 
to shut down this taxpayer-funded pay-
off. We must reverse this last-minute 
giveaway that lets a few Senators 
pocket millions of dollars of taxpayer 
money while millions of Americans are 
revisiting their budgets to figure out 
how to make it to the end of the 
month. 

Like my Anti-Cash Grab Act, H.R. 
6019 will eliminate the retroactive 
$500,000-per-instance cash claims for 
Senators. It will block millions in tax-
payer-funded kickbacks to politicians. 
And it still keeps the door open for le-
gitimate reforms to notification re-
quirements without any of the self-en-
riching loopholes. 

Now, I disagree with the title of H.R. 
6019, but I agree on the substance, and 
that is what matters here. 

The truth is that a country where a 
sitting elected official can get half a 

million dollars or more in one go while 
people around the country see their 
monthly costs rise by hundreds or 
thousands of dollars—that is a country 
that is not serving the people. This is 
not the America I know, and it is not 
the America we should be. 

This is a test. This is a test of wheth-
er Congress works for hard-working 
families across America or for DC in-
siders. It is, to put it clearly, a test of 
our accountability, our transparency, 
and most of all, our integrity. I know 
which side I am on. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of H.R. 6019, 
which was received from the House and 
is at the desk, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the bill be considered read 
three times and passed and the motions 
to reconsider be considered made and 
laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, reserv-

ing the right to object, I object to a lot 
of stuff being said, but let’s just start 
with sort of the facts. 

You said this was a lawful subpoena. 
What did I do wrong? What did I do to 
allow the government to seize my per-
sonal phone and my official phone 
when I was Senate Judiciary chair-
man? What did I do? 

There was an order issued that said if 
I was notified of this breach of my pri-
vacy, I am likely to intimidate wit-
nesses or destroy evidence. Based on 
what? 

There are 10 of us involved here. 
What did we do to justify having Jack 
Smith issue a subpoena for the phone 
records of a branch of government—the 
Senate—where all of us had to decide 
whether or not to certify the election? 

So, no, it wasn’t lawful. You have de-
termined it was. You don’t get to de-
cide; a court does. We are not going to 
let the Democratic Party decide my 
fate; we are going to let a judge decide 
my fate. But I have to get in court and 
prove my case. 

To the majority leader, was this pro-
vision socialized with the minority 
leader? 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUESTS 

Mr. THUNE. I would say to the Sen-
ator from South Carolina the answer to 
that is yes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Was this provision so-
cialized with committees of relevant 
jurisdiction? 

Mr. THUNE. The answer is yes. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Was this issue sent to 

the Ethics Committee? 
Mr. THUNE. Yes. 
Mr. GRAHAM. OK. So this wasn’t Re-

publicans doing this; this was people in 
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