January 30, 2014

Currently, FEMA multiplies the
number of people in the State by $1.35
to determine a threshold of the amount
of damage a state would have to have
incurred to be considered for public as-
sistance. In Illinois, that figure is
about $17 million. Well, Harrisburg,
Ridgway, and the surrounding commu-
nities had about $5.5 million in public
assistance damages, and $5.5 million is
a lot of loss, particularly in a rural
area, but not enough to qualify for
Federal assistance under FEMA’s rules.

In the same way this bill assigns val-
ues to the factors FEMA considers for
individual assistance, it assigns values
to the six factors the agency considers
for public assistance. The per capita
consideration will be 10 percent of the
analysis. Localized impacts of the dis-
aster will make up 40 percent of the
analysis. The estimated cost of the as-
sistance needed will constitute 10 per-
cent of the analysis. The insurance
coverage in force will be 10 percent.
The number of recent multiple disas-
ters will be 10 percent. And an analysis
of the other Federal assistance for the
area will make up 10 percent of the
evaluation.

The bill also would add a seventh
consideration for public assistance—
the economic circumstances of the af-
fected area—which would be considered
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at 10 percent of the analysis. This
would include the same information as
it would for individual assistance—the
local assessable tax base, the median
income of the area as it compares to
that of the State, and the poverty rate
as it compares to that of the State.

Illinois is a relatively large State,
geographically, and has a concentrated
urban area. The State—particularly
downstate—is being punished for this
fact. If the cities of Washington and
Gifford—and Harrisburg and Ridgway—
do not qualify under FEMA’s current
criteria for federal assistance, some-
thing is wrong.

These towns were struck by category
4 and category 3 tornadoes, respec-
tively, and the damage is devastating.
The people of these communities are
being punished for living within a pop-
ulous State. Let’s fix the metrics
FEMA uses to make this analysis so
that they are fair to every state.

———

BUDGETARY REVISIONS

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President,
section 114(d) of H.J. Res. 59, the Bipar-
tisan Budget Act of 2013, allows the
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee to revise the allocations, aggre-
gates, and levels filed on January 14,
2014, pursuant to section 111 of H.J.
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Res. 59, for a number of deficit-neutral
reserve funds. These reserve funds were
incorporated into the Bipartisan Budg-
et Act by reference to sections of S.
Con. Res. 8, the Senate-passed budget
resolution for 2014. Among these sec-
tions is a reference to section 313 of S.
Con. Res. 8, which establishes a deficit-
neutral reserve fund for a farm bill.
The authority to adjust enforceable
levels in the Senate for a farm bill is
contingent on that legislation not in-
creasing the deficit over either the pe-
riod of the total of fiscal years 2013
through 2018 or the period of the total
of fiscal years 2013 through 2023.

I find that the conference agreement
on H.R. 2642, the Agricultural Act of
2014, as reported on January 27, 2014,
fulfills the conditions of the deficit-
neutral reserve fund for a farm bill.
Therefore, pursuant to section 114(d) of
H.J. Res. 59, I am adjusting the budg-
etary aggregates, as well as the alloca-
tion to the Committee on Agriculture,
Nutrition, and Forestry.

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing tables detailing the revisions be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BUDGETARY AGGREGATES—PURSUANT TO SECTION 111 OF THE BIPARTISAN BUDGET ACT OF 2013 AND SECTION 311 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974

$s in millions 2014 2014-18 2014-23
Current Budgetary Aggregates:
Spending:.
Budget Authority 2,924,837 n/a n/a
Outlays 2,937,094 n/a n/a
Revenue 2,311,026 13,699,478 31,095,742
Adjustments Made Pursuant to Section 114(d) of the Bipartisan Budget Act:*
Spending:.
Budget Authority 3,243 n/a n/a
Outlays 2,124 n/a n/a
Revenue 5 51 104
Revised Budgetary Aggregates:
Spending:.
Budget Authority 2,928,080 n/a n/a
Outlays 2,939,218 n/a n/a
Revenue 2,311,031 13,699,529 31,095,846

n/a = Not applicable. Appropriations for fiscal years 2015-2023 will be determined by future sessions of Congress and enforced through future Congressional budget resolutions.
* Adjustments made pursuant to section 114(d) of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, which incorporates by reference section 313 of S. Con. Res. 8, as passed by the Senate. Section 313 establishes a deficit-neutral reserve fund for a

farm bill.

REVISIONS TO THE BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAY ALLOCATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY PURSUANT TO SECTION 111 OF THE
BIPARTISAN BUDGET ACT OF 2013 AND SECTION 302 OF THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 1974

$s in millions

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

Revised Allo-
cation

Current Alloca-

tion Adjustments*

Fiscal Year 2014:
Budget Authority

12,852 3,243 16,095

Outlays

11,862 2,124 13,986

Fiscal Years 2014-2018:
Budget Authority

68,964 —3,906 65,058

Outlays

66,695 —5310 61,385

Fiscal Years 2014-2023:

Budget Authority
Outlays

141,305
137,659

—15,034
—16,504

126,271
121,155

* Adjustments made pursuant to section 114(d) of the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, which incorporates by reference section 313 of S. Con. Res. 8, as passed by the Senate. Section 313 establishes a deficit-neutral reserve fund for a

farm bill.

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE SELECT
COMMITTEE ON ETHICS

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, the
Honest Leadership and Open Govern-
ment Act of 2007, the act, calls for the
Select Committee on Ethics of the
United States Senate to issue an an-
nual report not later than January 31
of each year providing information in
certain categories describing its activi-
ties for the preceding year. Reported

below is the information describing the
committee’s activities in 2013 in the
categories set forth in the act:

(1) The number of alleged violations
of Senate rules received from any
source, including the number raised by
a Senator or staff of the Committee: 26.
(In addition, two alleged violations
from the previous year were carried
into 2013.)

(2) The number of alleged violations
that were dismissed—

(A) For lack of subject matter jurisdiction
or in which, even if the allegations in the
complaint are true, no violation of Senate
rules would exist: 19.

(B) Because they failed to provide suffi-
cient facts as to any material violation of
the Senate rules beyond mere allegation or
assertion: 7.
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