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standing on the authority vested in the 
Constitution of the United States of 
America which is imparted to us. The 
words are without us they just become 
words. We give meaning to the Con-
stitution. 

So there is nothing wrong with tak-
ing that stand. Stand on the Constitu-
tion of the United States of America. 
Dr. King, I know that is what you 
would have us do. 

That is what I encourage others to 
do. 

I assure you, Dr. King, I am going to 
bring additional Articles of Impeach-
ment to a vote on the floor of the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SCHMIDT). Members are reminded to re-
frain from engaging in personalities to-
ward the President and to direct their 
remarks to the Chair. 

f 
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MISGUIDED POLICY IN 
CALIFORNIA 

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. KILEY of 
California was recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. ) 

Mr. KILEY of California. Mr. Speak-
er, every so often there comes along a 
policy so misguided, so self-destruc-
tive, so just utterly stupid that it has 
catastrophic consequences before it is 
even adopted. 

Such is the case with the newly pro-
posed wealth tax in the State of Cali-
fornia, a proposal that is the height of 
folly, the height of insanity. The pro-
posal would seize the assets, 5 percent 
of the net worth of citizens of our 
State who are purported to have a net 
worth over a billion dollars. Of course, 
that will simply be the first line that is 
drawn, with inevitably lower net worth 
levels ensnared in the future. 

This measure, which would be adopt-
ed this November and put into effect 
next year, has a peculiar provision in it 
stating that it would apply even to 
people who are no longer residents of 
the State at the time of its enactment. 
It would apply to anyone who was a 
resident of California up until January 
1 of this year, even though it doesn’t 
take effect until January 1 of next 
year. 

Those who would be affected by it got 
word that this is coming. Guess what 
they did? They made sure that they 
were not here as of January 1 of this 
year. For example, Larry Page and 
Sergey Brin, the founders of Google, 
have relocated from California because 
one analysis suggests that under this 
proposal the government could seize 
$60 billion from each of them. 

There are reports now that already $1 
trillion in net worth has exited Cali-
fornia simply in anticipation of this 
policy being adopted. They simply 
can’t take the risk. One person with 

knowledge of the affected individuals 
said that 80 to 90 percent of them ei-
ther will leave the State or have left 
already, not to mention those who 
don’t quite meet that threshold but 
know that they will be next, who have 
already left or are looking at an exit 
strategy. 

The consequences of this growing ex-
odus cannot be overstated when it 
comes to the future of our State. Num-
ber one, with all of these high-net- 
worth individuals leaving, they are, of 
course, taking all of the taxes that 
they pay with them, so the State 
Treasury no longer receives anything. 

Now, obviously, this is a drain on the 
Treasury. It would be in any State, but 
in particular in California because of 
the unusual extent to which our State 
relies on the highest earners. 

In some years, our State budget, our 
State income tax revenue gets 50 per-
cent of its total revenues from the top 
1 percent of earners. When you see 
those people leaving the State, it 
means that the house of cards that is 
our State’s finances will come tum-
bling down. 

We also should note the impact this 
is going to have on the startup commu-
nity in California, which is so central 
to our State’s identity, vitality, and 
economic prosperity and so central to 
what has made California such a vital 
part of the American economy and 
such a driving force in progress all 
around the world. 

However, because this proposal would 
seize liquid assets, would demand 5 per-
cent of an individual’s net worth even 
though they are assessing assets of all 
kinds, what that would mean for a 
startup that has a very high paper 
value—based simply upon the way that 
startups receive their valuation, for ex-
ample, based upon a multiple of an ini-
tial seed investment—then essentially 
you would have startups that would be 
forced to liquefy their assets or would 
simply not be able to pay this bill. 
Therefore, it would no longer be viable 
to be a startup in California. The en-
tire ecosystem would cease to function 
as it does now. 

It is worth mentioning, by the way, 
that this exodus has been an ongoing 
phenomenon in California. It is not 
just limited to those who are of a high 
net worth. For the sixth straight year, 
U-Haul has just ranked California as 
number one in the country in outbound 
U-Haul rentals, in people leaving the 
State. It is usually not the wealthiest 
people. It is people who simply can’t af-
ford to get by in California because of 
the inordinately high cost of living. 

This proposed wealth tax would take 
this trend to an entirely new level in a 
way that would make it so California is 
a failed State, is no longer viable as a 
political entity. That is why we need to 
make sure that this provision does not 
pass. In addition, importantly, we need 
to make sure that the unconstitutional 
scheme whereby former residents 
would be ensnared is not allowed to 
even begin to be executed. 

That is why I am working on legisla-
tion here in the House of Representa-
tives, Federal legislation to preempt 
that provision, which I believe is un-
constitutional under the Commerce 
Clause, but we need to have express 
preemption in law to make sure that at 
the very least people do not feel the 
need to leave in anticipation of this 
measure or a future such measure pass-
ing. 

Now that we have discussed this ab-
solutely insane proposal, I want to 
take a closer look at the California 
State budget as it now stands because 
this last week we got an announcement 
from the Governor that the State will 
be spending $348.9 billion in the coming 
fiscal year. 

Now, notably, that is a massive in-
crease over what the State spent just 
last year, and it is nearly double what 
the budget was when Gavin Newsom 
became Governor in 2019. At the time 
Newsom was sworn in, our State budg-
et was $197.5 billion, already quite 
high. During his tenure, he has in-
creased the budget to $348.9 billion, in 
the process putting the State’s fi-
nances in dire straits. 

A columnist for the San Francisco 
Chronicle noted that Newsom’s gift to 
his successor is a $22 billion deficit. 
The State’s nonpartisan legislative an-
alyst came out with an absolutely 
scathing report, calling the State’s fi-
nancial situation and the Governor’s 
budget ‘‘alarming.’’ The report raised 
‘‘serious concerns about the State’s fis-
cal sustainability’’ and noted that the 
Governor’s budget does not materially 
address those concerns. 

This, by the way, isn’t even to men-
tion the massive around $1 trillion— 
shortfall when it comes to funding the 
State’s long-term liabilities, the un-
funded liabilities that we have in the 
State. 

Let’s just look at this increase in the 
size of the budget. Remember, this 
wealth tax is being offered on the 
premise that we need even more rev-
enue. Over the course of this Gov-
ernor’s tenure, California’s budget has 
grown by 75.7 percent. 

Now, you might say, well, maybe 
that is what other States are doing, 
too. Surely, other States have in-
creased their budget. However, they 
have not increased their budget nearly 
as much as California has. 

Florida, for example, has a $78.6 bil-
lion budget. That is compared to $349 
billion in California. Over that same 
period, Florida’s budget grew by 56 per-
cent, Ohio’s budget grew by 36 percent. 

You might say, well, those are red 
States, what about comparing Cali-
fornia to other blue States? Well, Mas-
sachusetts’ budget grew by 44 percent, 
New York’s budget grew by 37 percent, 
while California’s budget grew by 75.7 
percent during that time period. 

Now, you might say, okay, we are 
spending more, but surely the people of 
California are getting something 
worthwhile in return for this massive 
increase in tax revenue, this massive 
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increase in public expenditures. Surely, 
we are seeing major gains in the 
achievement of our students in schools. 
Surely, we have gotten beautiful new 
roads and transit systems. Surely, we 
are seeing the cost of living go down 
and the quality of life go up. 

However, no, quite the opposite has 
happened. Infrastructure in California 
remains among the worst in the coun-
try. Our roads are routinely rated 
among the three worst roads in terms 
of their condition anywhere in the 
country. We pay the highest gas taxes, 
yet drive over the deepest potholes. 

Despite tens of billions of dollars 
more being spent every year on edu-
cation, educational achievement in 
California has flatlined, and we con-
tinue to have some of the most glaring 
achievement gaps of any State in the 
country. 

Meanwhile, the cost of living in Cali-
fornia is the highest anywhere in the 
United States. We have the highest 
taxes. We have the highest cost of 
housing of any State other than Ha-
waii. We have the highest gas prices. 
We have the highest electricity prices, 
including the highest increase in elec-
tricity prices during Newsom’s tenure 
as Governor compared to any other 
State. We are among the top two or 
three in the country when it comes to 
water bills. In every single dimension 
of affordability, California is the Na-
tion’s least affordable State. 
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Mr. Speaker, the Governor has ut-
terly failed to justify asking our citi-
zens to pay even more when they re-
ceive a historically, unfathomably low 
return on that investment. The fact is, 
the people of California continue to 
sacrifice more and more and get less 
and less in return. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I will examine one 
of the reasons why that is the case. I 
will take a moment today to look at 
the vast waste, fraud, and abuse that 
exists in the State of California and 
the proposal that I am working on to 
bring the full scale, extent, and 
breadth of it to light so that we can 
work to address it using every tool 
that we have here at the Federal level 
and to compel changes at the State 
level. 

This is the simple reality: Every sin-
gle time there has been any sort of 
independent audit of a program in Cali-
fornia, the results have been the same. 
There has been mind-boggling waste 
and fraud identified, and the causality 
has been identified as unbelievable neg-
ligence and neglect on the part of the 
State, its agencies, and its govern-
ment. 

I will list just a few examples. During 
the COVID years, California had, at a 
bare minimum, $32.6 billion in unem-
ployment fraud through our EDD agen-
cy. A State audit that I initially re-
quested, as a member of the legisla-
ture, and that Governor Newsom ini-
tially killed, found that the State 
spent $24 billion on homelessness over 

a 5-year span and failed to track the 
actual uses of those funds or whether 
they made any measurable improve-
ment on the homelessness problem in 
our State. By the way, they didn’t. The 
homeless population increased by some 
50,000 individuals. 

We have already seen charges 
brought in both San Francisco and 
Florida when it comes to fraud in rela-
tion to the expenditure of funds that 
were earmarked for homelessness. We 
have also seen convictions in Orange 
County in connection, for example, 
with workers’ compensation fraud. 

The State auditor also just came out 
with a scathing high-risk audit identi-
fying the agencies in California that 
qualify as high risk, meaning they ex-
hibit a serious risk of waste, fraud, 
abuse, or mismanagement, and have 
failed to take corrective steps. 

The number of these high-risk agen-
cies is now at an all-time high. It has 
doubled during the course of Governor 
Newsom’s tenure. Among the findings 
were error rates when it comes to food 
assistance benefits that could cost a 
loss of $2.5 billion in Federal funds. 

Billions more are at risk of being lost 
or are being lost through improper 
Medi-Cal determinations and through 
ongoing EDD fraud, which continues at 
staggering levels even after the $32.6 
billion lost during the COVID years. 

The audit also found that California 
has missed six straight financial re-
porting deadlines, putting the State’s 
very credit rating at risk. Then, of 
course, there is the matter of the high- 
speed rail, which was supposed to be 
completed, a full, functioning, high- 
speed rail line from San Francisco to 
Los Angeles in 2020, 6 years ago. Yet, 
here we are in 2026, $18 billion spent. 
The overall cost is now projected to be 
$128 billion, and literally nothing has 
been built. No track has been laid, and 
not a single passenger has ridden this 
nonexistent train, which raises the 
question: Where has all of this money 
gone? 

Even an audit during the Biden ad-
ministration from President Biden’s 
Health and Human Services agency 
found that California improperly 
claimed $52.7 million in Medicaid reim-
bursement for noncitizens, which, of 
course, raises many questions about 
how pervasive these improper pay-
ments might be in our Medi-Cal system 
more broadly. 

Mr. Speaker, this is just a snapshot 
into certain programs in the State of 
California. What we need is a com-
prehensive review to see just how stag-
gering the problem is, just how many 
tens of billions of dollars our citizens 
are losing. Maybe that would be a bet-
ter way to give Californians a higher 
return on their investments. 

Rather than increasing the budget to 
$349 billion, rather than imposing an 
absolutely ruinous wealth tax that will 
give our State government the unprec-
edented authority to simply confiscate 
the assets of anyone they choose, 
maybe it would be better to make it so 

California is no longer the fraud cap-
ital of the United States. 

HONORING AN EXTRAORDINARY AMERICAN, 
RICHARD ‘‘DICK’’ BURBINE 

Mr. KILEY of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to honor an extraor-
dinary American, a man whose life 
story reflects the very best of our Na-
tion’s character, courage, and commit-
ment to service. Richard ‘‘Dick’’ 
Burbine represents a generation that 
answered history’s call with quiet re-
solve and uncommon bravery. 

Dick Burbine was born on January 9, 
1926, in Melrose, Massachusetts. Like 
so many young Americans of his time, 
his life was forever changed by the 
events of World War II. 

In the wake of the attack on Pearl 
Harbor, while most teenagers were still 
in high school, Dick Burbine chose 
service. At just 16 years old, he enlisted 
in the United States Merchant Marine, 
trained at Gallops Island in Boston 
Harbor, and soon found himself at sea, 
supporting Allied operations in both 
the Atlantic and Pacific theaters. 

One of the most defining chapters of 
his service came aboard the Liberty 
ship SS Henry Bacon. Dick served dur-
ing the infamous Murmansk Run, an 
Arctic supply route widely regarded as 
one of the most dangerous missions of 
the war. Sailors faced brutal weather, 
freezing seas, and constant enemy at-
tack, all to ensure vital supplies 
reached those fighting tyranny. 

On February 23, 1945, tragedy struck 
when the Henry Bacon was attacked by 
enemy aircraft in the Barents Sea and 
ultimately sank. Dick Burbine was 
only 18 years old when he was thrown 
into icy, subzero waters. What he did 
next defines heroism. 

At great personal risk, he righted a 
capsized lifeboat, pulled fellow sailors 
to safety, and helped rescue Norwegian 
women and children who were fleeing 
the war. Despite the loss of 28 crew-
members, every one of the 19 Nor-
wegian refugees survived, making this 
a powerful testament to the courage 
and selflessness of Dick Burbine and 
his shipmates. 

His service did not end with World 
War II. Dick continued to serve during 
the early Cold War and later enlisted in 
the United States Marine Corps. Dur-
ing the Korean war, he served with dis-
tinction as a helicopter mechanic and 
crew chief, eventually earning the rank 
of staff sergeant. 

After leaving the military, Dick 
Burbine remained dedicated to pro-
tecting others. He served in law en-
forcement with the Contra Costa Sher-
iff’s Department, the Danville Con-
stable’s Office, and the University of 
California Police Department at Law-
rence Livermore National Laboratory. 
In 1987, he retired as a sergeant and 
watch commander, concluding yet an-
other chapter of public service. 

Even in retirement, Dick did not step 
away from giving back. He volunteered 
with the U.S. Forest Service in the 
Bridgeport Ranger District, helping 
maintain campgrounds for the benefit 
of residents and visitors alike. 
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Remarkably, even as he approaches 

his 100th birthday, he continues to har-
vest and donate firewood each winter 
to neighbors in need, quiet acts of 
kindness that say as much about his 
character as any medal ever could. 

His legacy of service lives on through 
his family, including his son, Joseph, 
who also served in the United States 
Marine Corps and in law enforcement. 

On January 9, 2026, just a few days 
ago, Richard ‘‘Dick’’ Burbine cele-
brated his centennial birthday, 100 
years defined by courage under fire, un-
wavering devotion to country, and a 
lifelong commitment to community. 

On behalf of a grateful nation and 
with deep respect and admiration, we 
thank Dick Burbine for his heroic mili-
tary service, his distinguished public 
safety career, and his enduring exam-
ple of what it means to serve others. It 
is an honor to represent exemplary in-
dividuals like Dick Burbine in Con-
gress. 

Mr. Speaker, I offer our heartfelt 
congratulations and best wishes as he 
reaches this remarkable milestone. We 
say, simply and sincerely, thank you. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The Speaker announced his signature 
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the 
following title: 

S. 269.—An act to improve coordination be-
tween Federal and State agencies and the Do 
Not Pay working system. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KILEY of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House do now ad-
journ. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 20 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Fri-
day, January 16, 2026, at 3 p.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

EC–2674. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Application for Presidential Permit Author-
izing the Construction, Connection, Oper-
ation, and Maintenance of Facilities for 
Transmission of Electric Energy at Inter-
national Boundaries [DOE-HQ-2025-0011] 
(RIN: 1901-AB68) received January 9, 2026, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

EC–2675. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Clean Energy for New Federal Buildings and 
Major Renovations of Federal Buildings; 
Stay [EERE-2010-BT-STD-0031] (RIN: 1904- 
AB96) received January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 

251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

EC–2676. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s rescission of 
policy statement — Rescission of Policy 
Statement on Export Commencement Dead-
lines in Authorizations To Export Natural 
Gas to Non-Free Trade Agreement Countries 
received January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

EC–2677. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program: Energy Con-
servation Standards and Test Procedures for 
Certain Consumer Products and Commercial 
Equipment; Corrections [EERE-2023-BT-CE- 
0001] received January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

EC–2678. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program: Final With-
drawal of Determination of Miscellaneous 
Gas Products as a Covered Consumer Prod-
uct [EERE-2025-BT-DET-0002] (RIN: 1904- 
AF70) received January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

EC–2679. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Collection of Information Under the 
Energy Supply and Environmental Coordina-
tion Act of 1974 [EERE-2025-OT-0033] (RIN: 
1904-AG04) received January 9, 2026, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

EC–2680. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Rescinding Obsolete Transfer of Pro-
ceedings Regulations [DOE-HQ-2025-0018] 
(RIN: 1990-AA53) received January 9, 2026, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

EC–2681. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Rescinding New Construction Re-
quirements Related to Nondiscrimination in 
Federally Assisted Programs or Activities 
[DOE-HQ-2025-0015] (RIN: 1903-AA24) received 
January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

EC–2682. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Repeal of the Definition of Showerhead 
[EERE-2025-BT-DET-0005] (RIN: 1904-AF75) 
received January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

EC–2683. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program: Test Proce-
dure for Central Air Conditioners and Heat 
Pumps [EERE-2022-BT-TP-0028] (RIN: 1904- 

AF49) received January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

EC–2684. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Standards for Manufac-
tured Housing [EERE-2009-BT-BC-0021] (RIN: 
1904-AF73) received January 9, 2026, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

EC–2685. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Rescinding Regulations Related to 
Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Sex in 
Education Programs or Activities Receiving 
Federal Financial Assistance [DOE-HQ-2025- 
0025] (RIN: 1903-AA22) received January 9, 
2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

EC–2686. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Rescinding Regulations Related to 
Nondiscrimination in Federally Assisted 
Programs or Activities (General Provisions) 
[DOE-HQ-2025-0024] (RIN: 1903-AA20) received 
January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

EC–2687. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Sex in 
Sports Programs Arising Out of Federal Fi-
nancial Assistance [DOE-HQ-2025-0016] (RIN: 
1903-AA25) received January 9, 2026, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

EC–2688. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Nondiscrimination on the Basis of 
Sex in Sports Programs Arising Out of Fed-
eral Financial Assistance [DOE-HQ-2025-0016] 
(RIN: 1903-AA25) received January 9, 2026, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

EC–2689. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Rescinding Regulations for Loans for 
Minority Business Enterprises Seeking DOE 
Contracts and Assistance [DOE-HQ-2025-0014] 
(RIN: 1903-AA23) received January 9, 2026, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

EC–2690. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Rescinding Obsolete Financial Assist-
ance Rules [DOE-HQ-2025-0017] (RIN: 1991- 
AC20) received January 9, 2026, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

EC–2691. A letter from the Assistant Gen-
eral Counsel for Legislation, Regulation, and 
Energy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s direct final 
rule — Procedures for Acquisition of Petro-
leum for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
[DOE-HQ-2025-0009] (RIN: 1901-AB66) received 
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