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know this is an opinion that many
members on the Energy Committee and
in this Chamber share on a bipartisan
basis.

There is another piece of legislation
that has strong bipartisan support that
was voted out of the Senate Judiciary
Committee, unanimously, called the
Comprehensive Addiction and Recov-
ery Act, known as CARA. This legisla-
tion is in response to the growing
opioid abuse epidemic that affects our
Nation, an epidemic that has claimed
the lives of tens of thousands of Ameri-
cans each year, along with the con-
comitant scourge of cheap heroin com-
ing across our borders from Mexico, be-
cause when people can’t get the pre-
scription drugs—the opioids—then too
many of them revert to cheaper heroin
with disastrous consequences.

I know that on a bipartisan basis the
junior Senators from New Hampshire
and Ohio have particularly led on this
on my side of the aisle. But they have
worked with the junior Senator from
Rhode Island, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, and the
senior Senator from Minnesota, Ms.
KLOBUCHAR, to make this a top pri-
ority. So we are going to have a chance
to show very soon that we are com-
mitted to actually getting important
legislation, such as the Comprehensive
Addiction and Recovery Act, passed by
this Chamber.

This week also, the senior Senator
from Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, who is the
ranking member on the Senate Judici-
ary Committee, and I introduced legis-
lation called the Justice for All Reau-
thorization Act. That bill would pro-
vide important resources to victims of
domestic violence, and it would target
resources on the rape kit backlog,
which is, just frankly, an embarrass-
ment to our criminal justice system.

It has been estimated that there are
as many as 400,000 rape kits; that is, fo-
rensic evidence taken after a sexual as-
sault that would, if tested, reveal the
identity of the attacker through DNA
testing.

There is just no excuse not to test
those rape Kkits, which are part of that
backlog. We know that many of the as-
sailants in these cases are serial abus-
ers, and many times we can stop some-
one before they attack again, if we will
just test those kits. There is about $120
million each year that Congress appro-
priates for the Debbie Smith Act.
Debbie Smith is the person for whom
this legislation is named—and quite ap-
propriately so. She has been a cham-
pion of eliminating that rape kit back-
log. That is a large part of what the
Justice for All Reauthorization Act
would help us do.

So I would ask our friends across the
aisle, while they come out on the floor
or give press conferences and express
mock horror at the fact that Repub-
licans in the majority now would apply
the same standards that they advo-
cated for when they were in the major-
ity, to tone down the rhetoric and
avoid the hypocrisy that seems so ap-
parent when they argue for different
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standards today than they advocated
in the past. That is nothing more,
nothing less than hypocritical.

What is out of line is when you have
personal attacks against the Members
of the Senate, particularly the chair-
man of the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee. The minority leader, the
Democratic leader, made a personal at-
tack against the chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee right here on the Sen-
ate floor just yesterday. What he said
was so far from the truth that it is not
even worth repeating.

But what I would like to make clear
is that Chairman GRASSLEY, the chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, has
made a big impression on this Chamber
and on the legislation that we have
passed. I mentioned the CARA Act that
passed out of the Judiciary Committee
unanimously. Senator GRASSLEY has a
decades-long dedication to serving the
people of Iowa in this body.

So I don’t know how the Democratic
leader can come out and personally at-
tack a colleague who has done an out-
standing job as chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee, while basically what
we are embracing is what he himself
argued for in 2005. How does that work?

Well, I would say the Democratic
leader does not have a lot of firm
ground to stand on when it comes to
judicial nominations. I would like to
remind my colleagues that the Demo-
cratic leader, just a few short years
ago, took the position that there were
no fixed rules when it comes to judicial
nominations. Then, in 2014, he simply
tore up the rule book by invoking the
so-called nuclear option, breaking the
rules to change the rules on judicial
nominations, as he attempted—suc-
cessfully, I will say—to pack the Dis-
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals by
breaking the rules of the Senate in
order to pack the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, which many have
said is the second most important
court in the Nation.

So I hope he will take into consider-
ation his prior actions, which are far
more disruptive and poisoned the well
of this institution more than anything
we are talking about doing now, espe-
cially when we are agreeing with him,
at least on this point.

But most of all, I would hope that we
can conduct our debates in a civil and
a dignified fashion. People watch what
we do and we say here. When people
come out here and make hypocritical
attacks, I don’t think it reflects very
well on the person making that attack,
and I don’t think it reflects well on the
Senate as a body. It is certainly not a
good example for our young people or
other people who might be looking at
how we conduct ourselves as they
think: Well, that is the way we air our
differences. Then certainly they can be
forgiven for thinking: Well, maybe that
is the way I ought to conduct myself.
That is not the message we should be
conveying.

Well, we can continue to do a lot of
good work here on a bipartisan basis in
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the Senate this year. It is true that we
do have a major difference of opinion
when it comes to filling the vacancy
left by the untimely death of Justice
Scalia. But it is true that we are only
applying the rules that were advocated
for by the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, now Vice President BIDEN,
in 1992, and by minority leader REID in
2005 and Senator SCHUMER in 2007.

Surely they cannot expect us to
apply a different set of rules today
than they themselves said they would
apply if the shoe were on the other
foot. But we can still work together on
other legislation, such as the Com-
prehensive Addiction and Recovery
Act, such as the energy legislation we
are considering now, because we do
have a lot of work left to do, and there
is a lot we can accomplish together.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DAINES). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

SAFE PIPES ACT

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, I wish
to take a moment to speak today on a
bipartisan pipeline safety bill that will
soon be considered by the full Senate.

Last December, the Senate Com-
merce Committee unanimously passed
legislation to strengthen pipeline safe-
ty across our Nation. I have been work-
ing with my colleagues, Senator BOOK-
ER, the Presiding Officer Senator
DAINES, and Senator PETERS, on this
bill for nearly 9 months, and we are
proud of this bipartisan legislation.

Over the past several months, we
have held several hearings, including
one in the Presiding Officer’s home
State, in Billings, MO, last September.
Not far from Billings, in January of
2015, the Poplar Pipeline spilled nearly
30,000 gallons of crude oil into the
State’s precious Yellowstone River.
This incident reinforced the need for a
robust update to our laws regarding
both the pipeline system and the gov-
ernment agency charged with keeping
it safe.

Pipeline infrastructure transports
vital energy resources to homes, busi-
nesses, schools, and commercial cen-
ters across the United States. Accord-
ing to the Pipeline and Hazardous Ma-
terials Safety Administration, or
PHMSA, more than 2.5 million miles of
pipelines traverse this country. Our
bill, the SAFE PIPES Act, would in-
crease congressional oversight over
pipeline safety programs at PHMSA. It
would also provide greater flexibility
and resources to State pipeline safety
officials. Further, the bill would re-
quire PHMSA to reprioritize congres-
sional directives and conduct an assess-
ment of the pipeline integrity manage-
ment program.
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Pipeline safety affects citizens in
each and every one of our States. In
my home State of Nebraska, we experi-
enced this just a couple months ago. In
January, a ruptured natural gas pipe-
line exploded in the Old Market area of
downtown Omaha. The disaster de-
stroyed a historic building, and it did
injure several people. The SAFE PIPES
Act would encourage the use of ad-
vanced technology for pipeline map-
ping and help avoid accidents like this
moving forward.

In California, the massive Aliso Can-
yon underground natural gas storage
facility leak posed a serious public
health threat and displaced hundreds of
families from their homes. The SAFE
PIPES Act would direct PHMSA to cre-
ate crucial minimum standards for un-
derground natural gas storage facili-
ties. It would also establish an Aliso
Canyon working group to ensure that
similar incidents are avoided in the fu-
ture. I appreciate the strong support
provided by the California Senators,
BARBARA BOXER and DIANNE FEINSTEIN,
who helped draft the working group
provisions there. They also serve as co-
sponsors of our SAFE PIPES Act.

The Senate must pass this robust, bi-
partisan legislation. We all have a re-
sponsibility to prioritize not only the
efficient permitting and construction
of energy infrastructure but also the
safety and the security of our Nation’s
extensive pipeline network.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DAINES. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
FIscHER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

REMEMBERING JOHN ORIZOTTI

Mr. DAINES. Madam President, John
Orizotti, most famously known as
“Pork Chop John,” passed away on
Monday in his Butte home at the age of
82. Montanans know John for his ef-
forts to expand his restaurant’s flour-
ishing business. John bought Pork
Chop John on 8 West Mercury Street in
1969, when sandwiches sold for 65 cents.

According to his oldest son Rick
Orizotti, owning the shop was some-
thing he wanted to do his whole life,
and he always Kkept his eye on it. Rick
said: ‘“‘He was truly very proud to be
Pork Chop John. He was a man that
really loved going to work, really
worked hard.”

John was born in Butte on September
25, 1933. He graduated from Butte High
School in 1951 and married his high
school sweetheart Mary Carol when he
was 21 and she was 19.

He worked for his father-in-law Dan
Piazzola at the Better Meat Market
and then went on to open the Main
Public Market in 1960 with Piazzola be-
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fore buying Pork Chop John 9 years
later. The restaurant has expanded to a
second location on 2400 Harrison Ave-
nue, which was formerly a Texaco gas
station. After John retired 20 years
ago, two of his sons, Ed and Tom
Orizotti, took over the restaurant and
currently run Pork Chop John.

I remember as a kid in Montana, it
was the stop you made when you were
on a trip. It didn’t matter whether you
were on a sports trip, band trip or a
speech debate trip, you stopped at Pork
Chop John’s in Butte to grab some-
thing to eat.

In fact, the very first stop my wife
and I made after we announced our
campaign for the U.S. Congress in
Bozeman was at Pork Chop John’s in
Butte to grab a sandwich.

All seven of Orizotti’s children have
worked at the restaurant at some point
in their lives and the pork chop batter
recipe remains a family secret to this
day. The restaurant itself has been in
the family for 47 years.

John was greatly beloved by many in
his community. His past employees and
friends have nothing but wonderful
things to say about him, including how
he would put his whole heart into all of
his endeavors. Others called him
gentle, caring, honest, and never hav-
ing a bad word to say about anybody.
He has probably been best described as
one of the legends of Butte and a
“Butte icon.”

John Orizotti made a lasting impact
on his family, community, and busi-
ness. May his legacy of hard work and
kind heart be forever honored and re-
membered.

Cindy and I offer our deepest condo-
lences to the family.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak in morn-
ing business for up to 10 minutes.

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

FILLING THE SUPREME COURT
VACANCY

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, the
sudden passing and tragic death of U.S.
Supreme Court Justice Scalia leaves us
with a vacancy to fill on our country’s
highest Court, but it shouldn’t lead us
to a yearlong political standoff.

Article II, section 2, of the Constitu-
tion is clear: The President shall nomi-
nate a Supreme Court Justice with the
advice and consent of the Senate. It
doesn’t say ‘‘may.” It doesn’t say
“maybe.” It isn’t followed by a clause
which says that Senators don’t have to
do their jobs in an election year. It
doesn’t say anything about that. And
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that is the tradition of our country,
that Senators—we run for office will-
ingly, enthusiastically. We work hard
to get here. We take an oath of office.
Every couple of weeks, we get a pay-
check. And some are saying we simply
shouldn’t do our job and move forward
with this nomination.

Complete refusal to consider any
nominee from this President is out-
rageous. It is indefensible, and it is un-
precedented in spite of what some of
my colleagues would like to say. Don’t
take my word for it. Senator GRASS-
LEY, the Republican chairman of the
Judiciary Committee, said as recently
as 2008 that ‘‘the reality is that the
Senate has never stopped confirming
judicial nominees during the last few
months of a President’s term.”’” The
country didn’t elect Barack Obama—
whether you voted for him or against
him—for a 3-year term or three-fifths
of a term; the country elected him for
a 4-year term.

Since the Civil War, no Supreme
Court vacancy has been left open for a
year. For the past century, the Senate
has taken action on every single pend-
ing Supreme Court nominee.

I talk to people in Ohio all the time,
Republicans and Democrats alike. I
talked to a Republican today who sup-
ports Senator RUBIO for President and
probably votes for Republicans for
President in every election. He said: I
just can’t believe what MITCH McCON-
NELL did. I can’t believe my party—the
people I vote for in Senate races and
House races—would possibly say that
we are not going to have a hearing on
this nominee.

We are not even going to meet with
this nominee. I mean, a number of Sen-
ate Republicans said: We won’t even
shake hands. We aren’t even willing to
meet with a Supreme Court nominee
whom the President of the United
States, under the Constitution, shall
appoint, whom the President of the
United States submits to the U.S. Sen-
ate.

Let’s look at what has happened in
the past. In 1988, which was President
Reagan’s final year in office, a Demo-
cratic majority unanimously con-
firmed Justice Anthony Kennedy. That
was in 1988. Again, President Reagan
submitted his name in 1988. He was
confirmed by a Democratic Senate. In
fact, the Senate has been confirming
Justices in Presidential elections since
our Nation’s founding. Two of Presi-
dent Washington’s nominees were con-
firmed during his last years in office.
Since 1916, every pending Supreme
Court nominee has either received a
hearing or been confirmed quickly be-
fore a hearing even took place. Think
about that. A pending Supreme Court
nominee has never been denied a hear-
ing in the history of the United States.
The only exception is the nominees
who were confirmed without a hearing.
Yet, within hours—I think only min-
utes, actually—within less than an
hour, I believe, of the announcement of
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