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THE WHITE HOUSE

ACTION
LAST DAY: December 3

WASHINGTON

November 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT .
FROM:

JIM C A N N O W

SUBJECT:

Enrolled Bill H.R. 12
Executive Protective Service

BACKGROUND
The enrolled bill H.R. 12 would expand the size of the
Executive Protective Service (EPS), authorize the Secretary
of the Treasury to assign EPS officers to several cities to
protect foreign missions under specified circumstances, and
authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to reimburse State
and local governments for providing protective assistance.
P.L. 91-217 currently allows the President to assign EPS
outside of Washington to guard foreign missions on a case by
case basis.
This legislation corresponds in part to your Administration's
bill to expand the size of the EPS. It would act as a
deterrent to the increased threat of terrorist attack and
serve as a quid pro quo for the protection of U. s. diplomats
abroad. New York City would especially benefit from its
provisions because of the extraordinary protective burdens
the city bears due to the location of the U. N.
The State Department, Treasury, NSC and OMB recommend
disapproval of H.R. 12 because they oppose the reimbursement
provision, which they fear would serve as a precedent for
other forms of Federal restitution for established local
functions like police and fire protection. The bill would
authorize $3.5 million during any fiscal year and is retroactive to July 1, 1974 (which would entitle New York for
reimbursement for Yasir Arafat's visit, which cost the City

'

$700,000).

An Administration alternative to H.R. 12 is impossible to
offer at this time because the agencies involved cannot
agree on the appropriate disposition of EPS personnel for
the protection of for~ign diplomats. All agencies involved
do agree, however, on the need for an expanded EPS. ·.
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The Senate passed the bill by voice vote, defeating an
amendment to strike everything but the EPS expansion by 57-32.
The House passed the Senate version by voice vote. Earlier
it had passed its version, which did not include the reimbursement provision, by 276-123.
Additional discussion of the bill is provided in OMB's
enrolled bill report at Tab A.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Treasury, State, NSC, Lynn, Friedersdorf, Lazarus and I
recommend that you veto H.R. 12.
Justice and the Civil Service Commission have no objections
to the bill.
DECISION

H.R. 12

Sign (Tab C)

Veto (Tab B)

~
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

N0\1 2 6 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
Subject:

Enrolled Bill H.R. 12 - Executive Protective Service
Sponsor - Rep. Jones (D) Alabama and 2 others

Last Day for Action
December 3, 1975 - Wednesday
Purpose
To expand the size of the Executive Protective Service (EPS);
to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to assign EPS
officers to several metropolitan areas to protect foreign
missions; and to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to
reimburse State and local governments for services used in
providing such protective assistance.
Agency Recommendations
Office of Management and Budget

Disapproval (Veto message
attached)

Department of the Treasury
Department of State

Disapproval
Disapproval (Veto message
attached)
Disapproval
No objection
Approval

National Security Council
Department of Justice
Civil Service Commission
Discussion
Background

Public Law 91-217, approved March 19, 1970, established the
Executive Protective Service (EPS) in Treasury to protect
buildings, in which Presidential offices or members of his
immediate family are located, and foreign missions in
Washington, D. c.
It also authorized the President to assign
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EPS officers to other areas of the country on a case-by-case
basis to safeguard foreign missions. In conferring the latter
authority upon the President, the Congress stated its intention
that it be exercised in unique situations:
"This authority extends only to situations of
extraordinary gravity, where the local police
force is totally incapable of providing a level
of protection deemed essential to the international integrity of the u.s., or where the
protection of the President himself, for example,
would be involved. This additional authority is
not, and may not be construed to be, a substitute
for the responsibility of local police forces to
provide protection for consulates, the United
Nations, and similar foreign delegations within
the U.S." (House Committee on Public Works
report on H.R. 14944, December 8, 1969}.
Since approval of P.L. 91-217, the authority of the President
to assign EPS officers to augment local police protection has
been used sparingly. However, a protective force of 40 EPS
officers has been maintained at various Arab, Israeli, and
other UN missions in New York City for two years.
The prior Administration proposed legislation during the 93rd
Congress to increase the size of EPS from 850 to 1200 members,
because currently authorized strength was insufficient to
fulfill its existing responsibilities. This action was also
a response to a growing number of requests by concerned foreign
governments for EPS protection of diplomatic personnel and
missions in Washington, D. C.
Summary of the enrolled bill
H.R. 12 would amend P.L. 91-217 in the following manner:
increase EPS size from 850 to 1200 officers;
authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to assign
EPS officers to metropolitan areas, outside the
Washington, D.C., area, to augment local police
protection of foreign missions (including hotels
or other temporary domiciles of foreign diplomatic
officials visiting the u.s. on official business,
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including attendance at the UN) , provided that
the following conditions are met:
(1)

Twenty or more missions, including consulates, are located in the metropolitan
area (seven areas qualify -- New York City,
Chicago, Los Angeles, New Orleans, Houston,
San Francisco, and Miami);

(2)

An extraordinary protective need exists (e.g.,
the November 1974 visit to New York City of
Yasir Arafat, which cost New York City an
estimated $700,000 in additional service and
precautionary measures) ;

(3)

The metropolitan area requests assistance;

as an alternative or supplement to assignment of EPS
personnel by the President or the Secretary outside
the Washington, D. c. area, authorize the Secretary
to reimburse State and local governments for the
utilization of their services, personneL equipment
and facilities.
The enrolled bill authorizes an
appropriation not to exceed $3.5 million during any
fiscal year for this purpose and is retroactive to
July 1, 1974; and
place the position of Director and Deputy Director,
Secret Service, in Levels IV and V of the Executive
Schedule, respectively.
The annual cost of
$7 million and $12
officers hired and
ing authorized for

this legislation is estimated to range between
million, depending upon the number of new EPS
assuming no increase in the $3.5 million ceilreimbursement of State and local governments.

Previous Administration objections
In the course of the enrolled bill's consideration in both the
House and Senate, the Department of the Treasury, on behalf
of the Administration, opposed:
statutory expansion of EPS responsibilities for
protection of foreign missions in cities outside
the Washington, D. C. metropolitan area unless
the Secretary had exclusive authority to determine
whether an extraordinary protective need exists;
and
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reimbursement of local governments and the retroactive
date of July 1, 1974.
Analysis of issues
Arguments for both approval and veto of the enrolled bill are
presented in summary fashion below:
Arguments for approval
1. An increase of EPS authorized personnel from 850 to 1200 is
consistent with this Administration's views as given to Congress
by the Treasury Department.
2. There have been indications that an increasing number of
attacks against foreign diplomatic installations in the United
States can be expected, especially in New York because of the
presence of the UN. H.R. 12 would provide a way to assist
seven U.S. cities in preventing or combatting such incidents.
3. The authority of the Secretary to assign EPS officers to
foreign diplomatic missions outside of D.C. is adequately
limited by the criterion of extraordinary protective need.
4. Failure to assure adequate protection of foreign missions
and officials in the u.s. could lead to weakened protection of
American diplomats abroad.
5. Use of the reimbursement provision of H.R. 12 could be less
expensive than the temporary assignment of EPS officers to
other cities either under the existing authority of PL 91-217
or the expanded assignment authority of H.R. 12.
Arguments for veto
1.
Instituting Federal reimbursement of State and local governments for protective assistance, which is a historic part of
their duty under our Federal system of government, is contrary
to the cooperative nature of law enforcement in the United
States and would establish an unwise and expensive precedent.
It would be extremely difficult to resist future demands of
State and local governments for reimbursement for other services
either provided for foreign missions (e.g., fire protection} or
for other Federal/State functions, (e.g., protection of the
President and Presidential candidates). The existing $3.5 million ceiling could be removed or increased substantially.
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2. Except in the special circumstances of Washington, D.C.,
protection of foreign dignitaries and diplomats is an established responsibility of local law enforcement agencies. The
bill's broadening of the circumstances under which EPS officers
could be assigned to protect foreign missions in other u.s.
cities could be a step toward eroding distinctions between
Federal and local responsibility.
3. H.R. 12 is unnecessary since PL 91-217 already provides
authority for the President, on a case-by-case basis, to
provide EPS protection to foreign missions in any area of the
United States.
4. Authorizing retroactive reimbursement to July 1, 1974, is,
implicitly, preferential treatment for New York City to compensate for its expenses during Yasir Arafat's November 1974 visit.
5. Deployment of EPS officers to other u.s. cities would
dilute the benefits gained from increasing EPS size to meet
current manpower demands in the Washington, D. C., area and
could jepoardize other important EPS duties.
Agency views
The Executive Branch agencies principally concerned--State and
Treasury--recommend disapproval of H.R. 12. OMB and NSC join
in this recommendation. We believe the possibility that this
bill would lead to future expansion of Federal responsibility
for what have previously been local police functions and to
large Federal expenditures is especially troubling. We have
prepared the attached draft of a veto message for your
consideration.
The House passed its version of H.R. 12, which did not include
the $3.5 million authorization limitation, by a vote of 276-123;
subsequent!~ the House passed the enrolled version of the bill
by a voice vote. There was only one Senate roll call vote; an
amendment to strike all but the increase in the size of the EPS
was defeateq 57-33.
The Department of State recommends that, in your veto message,
you propose alternative legislation to the Congress, and has
enclosed with its views letter a draft message, which we do not
recommend be used. That legislation would expand EPS authority
so that it could respond to "any need for protection of any
diplomatic installation in the United States." Such legislation
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would be directly counter to the reasons for vetoing H.R. 12.
An inter-agency meeting to discuss the State alternative,
including, State, Treasury, Justice, OMB, and NSC, concluded
that the situation was as follows:
The two problems that
need of EPS for extra
responsibilities; and
protection to foreign
UN in New York.

require solution are (a) the
personnel for its current
(b) assurance of adequate
missions accredited to the

All concur with legislation that would increase the
size of EPS.
There are three major alternatives to resolving the
New York-UN problem:
(1)

Continue temporary duty assignment, on a
rotating basis, of EPS officers to New York
City under the case-by-case authority of the
President in P.L. 91-217.

(2)

Have either State or Treasury reimburse the New
York authorities for their expenses in providing
the protection to the foreign missions accredited
to the UN now being provided by the EPS.

(3)

Expand the authority of EPS to provide the
necessary protection in New York on a permanent
basis.

None of these options is mutually acceptable to all the agencies.
Neither State nor Treasury wishes to have the authority to reimburse New York City (Option 2). Treasury believes strongly
that the stationing of EPS officers outside Washington, D.C.,
except on a temporary basis, whether under the existing law or
through an expansion of authority, is unwise and results in
personnel problems and a weakened ability of EPS to perform its
protective functions (Options 1 and 3). All the other agencies
believe that State's proposed nationwide expansion of EPS
authority is unwise and much too broad a grant of authority to
meet the specific New York City problem (State's views letter).
Under the circumstances, we do not believe an Administration
alternative can be proposed to the Congress in the context of
a veto message.
In any event, we understand that the relevant
Congressional committees, because of their crowded calendars,

,
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would not act on any further EPS legislation in this session
of Congress. However, the issue does need to be resolved.
In coordination with NSC, we shall prepare, before the next
session of the Congress, a decision memorandum for you on
this matter analyzing the alternatives and reflecting the
views of State, Treasury, and Justice.

Director
Enclosures

'

THE WHITE HOUSE
ACTION MEMORANDUM

LOG NO.:

WASHING'l"ON

Time:

Date: November 2 6

700pm

cc (for information): Jack Marsh

FOR ACTION:

Lynn May

.

Jim Cavanaugh

--e:;

Friedersdorf ~ 'fJ
Ken Lazarus // o cL~ /-c; • -«:4
NSC/S ~

Max

FROM THE

STAii'~ARY

DUE: · Date:

November 2 8

Time:

lOOpm

SUBJECT:

B.R. 12 - Executive Protective Service

ACTION REQUESTED:
- - For Necessary Action

_ _ For Your RecommenclatioiUI

- - Prepare Agenda and Brief

- - Draft Reply

~For Your Comments

- - Dra.ft Remmks

REMARKS:

Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing
The subject bill must be be the President Friday afternoon.
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PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.
If "J.OU have any questions or if you anticipate a
delc:\\r in submitting the required mat.ric;Ll, please
telephone the Staff Secretary i:nmedia~y.
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THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 2.02..20

•

NOV 2 6 1975

Director, Office of Management and Budget
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. C. 20503
Attention:

Assistant Director for Legislative
Reference

Dear Sir:
Reference is made to your request for our comments on
the enrolled version of H.R. 12, a bill "To amend title 3,
United States Code, to provide for the protection of foreign
diplomatic missions, to increase the size of the Executive
Protective Service, and for other purposes.
The enrolled bill would provide for increase in the
manpower ceiling of the Executive Protective Service from
eight hundred and fifty to one thousand two hundred. The
bill also expands the term "Foreign Diplomatic Missions" to
include hotels and similar places of temporary domicile used
by officials connected with foreign governments when they are
visiting the United States on official business, including
attendance at the United Nations. The bil~ also provides
that cities in which are located twenty or more foreign
diplomatic missions headed by a full time career officer may
be reimbursed for services, personnel, equipment, and facilities
of state and local governments utilized by the Secretary of
Treasury with their consent.
The reimbursement provisions contained in H.R. 12 are
not acceptable to this Department since they would require
substantial outlays at a time when strong efforts are being
made to reduce Federal spending and assist in the recovery
of our economy. It should also be realized that the cost
expansions through such a program are likely to prove to be
far beyond current annual expectations.
Instituting reimbursements for state and local governments
for assistance which has been an historic part of their duty
under our Federal system is contrary to the cooperative
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nature of law enforcement in the United States. In addition,
the use of reimbursements in an area which is principally a
state and local responsibility will act as a precedent for
similar procedures in other areas. This is not in the best
interest of either the Federal Government or the state and
local entities which comprise our Federal system of government.
The Department also notes that there are no auditing
provisions for the reimbursement provided for in the bill
and there are no guidelines to identify activities that
would be reimburseable. The lack of such auditing provisions
would allow claims to be filed which may not have been
anticipated.
Enrolled H.R. 12 also expands the definition of 11 Foreign
Diplomatic Missions" to such a broad extent that it would
have the practical affect of regularly sending the uniformed
Executive Protective Service throughout the nation. The
legislative history of the Executive Protective Service
indicates that Congress never intended the Executive Protective
Service to be used outside the Washington Metropolitan area
except on a case by case basis, and then only at the direction
of the President. It is the Department's belief that the
present authority is sufficient for the protection of those
missions.
It is, therefore, the recommendation of the Department
that H.R. 12 be vetoed and that the following paragraphs be
used in the veto message sent to Congress: ·
·
The reimbursement provisions contained in H.R. 12
are not acceptable since they would require substantial outlays at a time when we are making
strong efforts to reduce Federal spending and
assist the recovery of our economy. It is also
necessary that we realize that the cost expansions
through such a program are likely to prove to
be far beyond current annual expectations. Instituting reimbursements for state and local governments
for assistance which is a historic part of their
duty under our Federal system of government is
contrary to the cooperative nature of law enforcement in the United States. The use of reimbursements
in this area of principally state and local
responsibility will act as a precedent for similar
procedures in other areas. This is not in the best
interest of either the Federal. government or the
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state or local entities that comprise our Federal
system of government. The lack of auditing provisions for reimbursement raises many questions
as to what types of law enforcement activities
would be reimburseable.
The expansion of the term "Foreign Diplomatic
Mission" would have the practical effect of
sending the uniformed Executive Protective
Service to those places mentioned in the definition throughout the nation. The legislative
history of the Executive Protective Service
indicates that Congress never intended the
Executive Protective Service to be utilized
outside of the Metropolitan area except as
the President, on a case by case basis, may
direct. There has been no demonstrated need
that would require cities with twenty or more
diplomatic missions to be treated differently
from those cities with less than twenty diplomatic missions. Until there is such a demonstration,the statutes are presently sufficient
to provide the protection necessary for the
foreign diplomatic missions outside of the
Washington area.
I fully support the provisions of H.R. 12
providing for additional manpower for the
Executive Protective Service. However, during
its passage through Congress, several amendments
to the original bill were attached which now
make the bill unacceptable. It is my intention
that a clean bill be introduced in the Congress
that would accomplish this increase in manpower
for the Executive Protective Service.
In view of the foregoing, this Department opposes this
enrolled bill.
Sincerely yours,

..-----~- ~;;:;:;;~
General Counsel
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Washington, D.C.

20520

November 25, 1975

Honorable James T. Lynn
Director
Office of Management and Budget
Dear Mr. Lynn:
With reference to Mr. James M. Frey's request for the
Department's views and recommendations regarding HR-12,
the following is offered.
The Department finds the intent of HR-12, to provide for
the protection of foreign diplomatic missions and the
reimbursement of municipal governments for services rendered pursuant to such protection consistent with the
Federal Government's obligations under international law,
custom and treaty. The expansion of the Executive Protective Service from 850 to 1200 personnel would enable more
effective coverage of diplomatic missions in the District
of Columbia and the reimbursement provision of HR-12 would
permit local governments to provide needed protection to
diplomatic installations outside Washington, D.C.
However, the Department finds that the provision of HR-12
which would enable metropolitan areas to decide whether or
not Executive Protective Service protection is required for
diplomatic installations in that metropolitan area {and,
therefore, the level of protection provided a diplomatic
installation), inconsistent with the Federal Government's
responsibilities under international law, tradition and
treaty to ensure the protection of all diplomatic facilities
it hosts.
The Federal Government, because of this provision, could be
placed in the position of being unable to provide what it
deemed adequate protection to diplomatic missions, despite
its determination that such protection would be desirable.
Further, the open-ended nature of the reimbursement would,
in the Department's view, open the door for excessive

'
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claims from any municipality in the United States hosting
foreign visitors and would quickly render the 3.5 million
dollar reimbursement figure contained in the bill inadequate.
These two prov1s1ons make the bill essentially unworkable
and the Department must, therefore, recommend a veto by the
President.
The Department is, however, interested in assuring that
legislation is adopted by the Congress which would provide
for the necessary protection of all diplomatic missions in
the United States. To this end, we are preparing alternative legislation which would provide for the expansion of
the Executive Protective Service to a level adequate to permit that service to respond to any threat against any diplomatic mission in the United States. The Department feels
that using an existing service for the protection of diplomatic installations outside Washington and avoiding opening
the door to reimbursement of municipalities for services
rendered to the Federal Government is both efficient and
consistent with the Administration's position.
Sincerely,

Rl'f;:C!::s~ ~
4

Assistant Secretary for
Congressional Relations

I

·.

I return herewith, without my approval, HR-12.

I find

the provision of the Bill which provides for the payment of
federal funds to cities for services which I consider the
obligation of those cities and the provision that enables
these same cities to determine if officers of the Executive
Protective Service may be used to protect diplomatic installations within those cities, unacceptable.
Reimbursing cities for providing police services is
inconsistent with my views concerning the traditional division
of fiscal responsibility among federal, state and local governments and would open the door for a wide range of claims from
any city for any service provided for the even partial benefit
of the Federal Government.

Granting the decision-making

authority for the level of protection to be provided diplomatic installations anywhere in the United States to
municipal governments would be inconsistent with my responsibility to protect those same installations under international
law, tradition, and specific treaties.

I cannot, in good

conscience, give that responsibility to anyone but myself.
In order to ensure that the Federal Government is able
to provide necessary protection to diplomatic installations
throughout the United States, I am submitting to the Congress
legislation expanding the Executive Protective Service to a
level necessary to provide a timely response to any need for
protection of any diplomatic installation in the United States.
Using this existing service to provide nationwide protection
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of diplomatic installations will insure that protection is
coordinated at the federal level and applied only when and
where required in response to a specific situation.

'

7758
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

November 25, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:
Mr. James M. Frey
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference
Office of Management and Budget
SUBJECT:

NSC Staff Views on Enrolled Bill H .R. 12

The NSC Staff has carefully reviewed enrolled bill H .R. 12. It strongly
supports the provision authorizing an increase in the strength of the Executive
Protection Service (EPS). It has no substantive objection to the provision which
grants the Secretary of the Treasury authority to independently deploy EPS
officers to a limited number of cities in the event of an 11 extraordinary protective need" with the consent of the affected metropolitan area. The NSC
Staff strongly objects, however, to the reimbursement provision of this
legislation. This will establish a dangerous precedent in matters related to
protection against terrorism, both domestic and international.
Although somewhat limited in applicability and scope in H .R. 12, this provision
is almost certain to lead to increased pressures from State and local governments for reimbursement to other metropolitan areas. This would lead to
greatly increased Federal expenditures for this purpose in the future. In
addition, the current Federal/local division of responsibility for the protection of foreign officals and installations could be seriously affected, which has
broader implications in international terrorism. Because of the potential longrange effects of the reimbursement provisions, the NSC Staff recommends that
the President veto H .R. 12.
Should the President decide to veto H. R. 12, the NSC Staff strongly supports
the simultaneous submission of substitute legislation to the Congress. This
legislation should contain a provision increasing the authorized strength of
the EPS. The NSC Staff would also support a provision in the substitute
legislation that would authorize the Secretary of State to reimburse local governments in the New York City metropolitan area for the use of police personnel and
services for 11 extraordinary protective functions 11 (beyond that normally provided)
limited to the protection of the United Nations installations. The NSC Staff
believes that submission of the above substitute legislation would indicate
the President's concern for the protection of foreign officials and installations.
In addition, it is likely to prove acceptable to the New York City Congressional
delegation, the strongest supporters of H. R. 12.

f

~L/~
Jeanne W. Davis
Staff Secretary
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-~SSISiA~·T ATTO~NEY

GENERAL

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

irpartmrut nf iuBtt.rr
llash,ingtntt, 11.<!1. 20530
November 24, 1975

Honorable James T. Lynn
Director, Office of Management
and Budget
Washington, D. c.
Dear Mr. Lynn:
In compliance with your request, I have examined
a facsimile of the enrolled bill H.R. 12, 11 To amend
Title 3, United States Code, to provide for the protection of foreign diplomatic missions, to increase the
size of the Executive Protective Service, and for other
purposes. ••
Under item (7) in 3 u.s.c. 202 the President may
direct the Executive Protective Service (EPS) to protect
foreign diplomatic missions within the United States.
H.R. 12 would also permit the Secretary of the Treasury
to direct such protection in metropolitan areas having
20 or more such missions upon request of the area
concerned to meet extraordinary protective needs. By
definition the term 11 foreign missions 11 would include
places of temporary domicile of officials visiting in the
United States on official business. The ceiling strength
of the EPS would increase from 850 to 1,200. Finally,
the Secretary of the Treasury, in responding to an area's
request, could utilize with their consent and on a reimbursable basis the resources of State and local
governments to provide protection in such a metropolitan
area, but the total of all such reimbursements may not
exceed $3,500,000 for any fiscal year. As enacted,
HoR. 12 is free of those aspects which were objectionable
in the bill as introduced.

'

- 2 The Department of Justice has no objection to
Executive approval of this bill.
Sincerely,

*ichael M. Uhlmann

·~
~·

..
\
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UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20415

November 24, 1975

CHAIRMAN

Honorable James T. Lynn
Director
Office of Management and Budget
Attention:

Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference

Dear Mr. Lynn:
This is in reply to your request for the views and recommendations
of the Civil Service Commission on H.R. 12, an enrolled bill "To
amend title 3, United States Code, to provide for the protection of
foreign diplomatic missions, to increase the size of the Executive
Protective Service, and for other purposes."
This enrolled bill would provide for the protection of foreign diplomatic missions in metropolitan areas where twenty or more such
missions are located. This protection would be provided either by
the Executive Protective Service or by State and local governments
which would receive reimbursement from the Federal Government for
such protection. The number of Executive Protective Service officers
and privates would be increased from 850 to 1200.
We defer to the Department of the Treasury on the desirability of
these provisions. However, we think it must be noted that the increasing assignment of Executive Protective Service personnel outside
the District of Columbia area will call into question more and more
the appropriateness of continuing to pay this police force under the
pay system for District of Columbia Metropolitan Police.
Enrolled bill H.R. 12 would also amend the Executive Schedule listing
in subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, by
adding the position of Director of the United States Secret Service
to level IV and the position of Deputy Director to level V. These
positions are already paid at these levels under the President's
authority, under section 5317 of title 5, United States Code, to place
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a total of 34 positions in levels IV and V of the Executive Schedule.
The effect of this provision, therefore, will be to free two of the
34 quota spaces for other positions the President may wish to have
paid at these levels. We believe this is desirable.
Therefore, from the standpoint of the personnel provisions of H.R. 12,
we recommend that the President sign the enrolled bill into law.

By direction of the Commission:
Sincerely yours,

U,LJ IL~f-n_

1

Chairman
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DUE: Date:
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SUBJECT:

H.R. 12 - Executive Protective Service
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--·~·
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For Your Conunents
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Please return to Judy Johnston, Ground Floor West Wing
The subject bill must be to the President Friday afternoon.

No objection to veto.
Ken Lazarus

Dudley Chapman
11/28/75
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telephone the StnH Secreinry immetlic.idy.

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

November 28, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:

JIM CAVANAUGH

FROM:

MAX FRIEDERSDORF

SUBJECT:

H.R. 12 - Executive Protective
Service.

j/1 .

6•

The Office of Legislative Affairs recommends subject bill be
vetoed.
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MEMORANDUM

7914
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL

November 28., 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR:

JAMES CAVANAUGH

FROM:

Jeanne W,

SUBJECT:

H. R. 12 - Executive Protective Service

Dav~

The NSC Staff concurs in James Lynn's memo regarding the veto
of H. R. 12 - Executive Protective Service.

'
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TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:
I am returning, without my approval, H.R. 12, a bill
to provide for the protection of foreign diplomatic missions
and to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service.
I am in agreement with the primary objective of H.R. 12
to increase the size of the Executive Protective -Service to
enable it to more effec tively fulfill its responsibility under
current law.

I am also mindful of the need to assure adequate

protection of foreign diplomats and missions.

However, I am

unable to sign this bill because it would unwisely extend the
purpose and functions of the Executive Protective Service and
would create a precedent that could erode current and proper
distinctions between Federal and local law enforcement
responsibilities.
Protection of foreign diplomatic officials · and missions
is an established part of ·the overall responsibility of

loc~l

law enforcement agencies to protect individuals and property
within

~heir

respective jurisdictions.

The conditions under

which EPS personnel could be assigned outside the Washington,

,

D.C., area under the enrolled bill are unwarranted and unwise.
Although I realize that the Congress has limited these circumstances to only seven metropolitan areas and to situations of
extraordinary protective need, I am concerned that this bill
would be but a first step toward a permanent and wider expansion
of the role of EPS nationally.
wnen the Congress enacted Public Law 91-217, which established the EPS in 1970 and authorized the President to assign
officers of the Service to areas outside Washington, D.C., on
a case-by-case basis to safeguard foreign missions, i t made its
intention clear concerning the wise exercise of that authority.
The House Committee on Public Works in its report on that
l e gislation emphas ize d t h a t:

~

/)

.
'

c

(

.
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"This authority extends only to situations of
extraordinary gravity, where the local police
force is totally incapable of providing a level
of protection deemed essential to the international integrity of the U.S., or where the
protection of the President himself, for example,
would be involved.

This additional authority is

not, and may not be construed to be, a substitute
for the responsibility of local police forces to
provide protection for consulates, the United Nations,
and similar foreign delegations within the U.S.
(House

Co~uittee

11

on Public Works report on H.R. 14944,

Decamber 8, 1969).
I agree fully with that statement.
H.R. 12 would also authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to reinburse State and local governments for provision of protective and other services to foreign missions and visiting
officials, in lieu of providing those services directly by the
Executive Protective Service.

A maximum of $3.5 million annually

would be auLhorized to be appropriated for that purpose.

This

authority, too, would set an unwise and potentially very expensive
precedent.
State

~~d

It would inevitably lead to pressures to reimburse
local governments for other local services provided to

foreign missions and perhaps even for protection of the President
and Presidential candidates.

Moreover, reimbursements to State

and local governments for protective assistance, which is a
historic part of their duty under our Federal system of government, are contrary to the cooperative nature of law enforcement
in the United States.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
November 29, 1975
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

NOV 2 6 1975

FOR THE PRESIDENT
Subject:

Enrolled Bill H.R. 12 - Executive Protective Service
Sponsor - Rep. Jones (D) Alabama and 2 others

Last Day for Action
December 3, 1975 - Wednesday
Purpose
To expand the size of the Executive Protective Service (EPS};
to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to assign EPS
officers to several metropolitan areas to protect foreign
missions; and to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to
reimburse State and local governments for services used in
providing such protective assistance.
Agency Recommendations
Office of Management and Budget

Disapproval {Veto message
attached)

Department of the Treasury
Department of State

Disapproval
Disapproval (Veto message
attached)
Disapproval
No objection
Approval

National Security Council
Department of Justice
Civil Service Commission
Discussion
Background

Public Law 91-217, approved March 19, 1970, established the
Executive Protective Service {EPS) in Treasury to protect
buildings, in which Presidential offices or members of his
immediate family are located, and foreign missions in
Washington, D. C. It also authorized the President to assign
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TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

I am returning, without my approval, H.R. 12, a bill to
provide for the protection of foreign diplomatic missions and
to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service.
I am in agreement with the primary objective of H.R. 12
to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service to
enable it to more effectively fulfill its responsibility under
current

la~

and I am mindful of the need to assure adequate .

protection of foreign diplomats and missions.

However, I am

unable to sign this bill because it would unwisely extend the
purpose and functions of the Executive Protective Service and
would create a precedent that could erode current and proper
distinctions between Federal and local law enforcement
responsibilities.
Protection of foreign diplomatic officials and missions

is an established part of the overall responsibility of local
law enforcement agencies to protect individuals and property
within their respective jurisdictions.

The apparent broadening

by the enrolled bill of the circumstances under which EPS
personnel could be assigned outside the Washington, D.

is unnecessary and unwise.

c., area

Although I realize that the Congress

has limited those circumstances to situations of extraordinary
protective needs in only seven metropolitan areas, I am concerned that this bill would be but a first step toward a
permanent and wider expansion of the role of EPS nationally.

l.
'

-2- .

When the Congress enacted Public Law 91-217, which
established the EPS in 1970 and authorized the President to
assign officers of the Service to areas outside Washington, D.C.,
on a case-by-case basis to safeguard foreign missions, it made
its intention clear concerning the wise exercise of that
authority.

The House Committee on Public Works in its report

on that legislation emphasized that:
"This authority extends only to situations of
I

extraordinary gravity, where the local police

!

force is totally incapable of providing a level

I
I

of protection deemed essential to the international integrity of the

u.s.,

or where the

protection of the President himself, for example,
would be involved.

This additional authority is

I
II

not, and may not be construed to be, a substitute for the responsibility of local police
forces to provide protection for consulates,

f

the United Nations, and similar foreign delegations
within the U.S."

(House Committee on Public Works

'

report on H.R. 14944, December 8, 1969).
I agree fully with that statement.

r

H.R. 12 would also authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to reimburse State and local governments for provision of protective and other services to foreign missions and visiting
officials, in lieu of providing those services directly by the
Executive Protective Service.

A maximum of $3.5 million annually

would be authorized to be appropriated for that purpose.

This

authority, too, would set an unwise and potentially very expensive

II

. i

I

.\

.
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precedent.

It would inevitably lead to pressures to reim-

burse State and local governments for other local services
provided to foreign missions and perhaps even for protection
of the President and Presidential candidates.

Moreover,

instituting reimbursements for State and local governments
for protective assistance, which is a historic part of their
duty under our Federal system of government, is contrary to
the cooperative nature of law enforcement in the United
States.

THE WHITE HOUSE

November

, 1975

!
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I am returning, without my approval, H.R. 12, a bill to
Provide for the protection of foreign diplomatic missions and
to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service.
I am in agreement with the primary objective of H.R. 12
to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service to
enable it to more effectively fulfill its responsibility under
o.\!.0

current law.aae I

am~mindful

of· the need to assure adequate

protection of foreign diplomats and missions.
unable to sign

~his

However, I am

bill because it would unwisely extend the

purpose and functions of the Executive Protective Service and
would create a precedent that could erode current and proper
distinctions between Federal and local law enforcement
responsibilities.
Protection of foreign diplomatic officials and missions
is an established part of the overall responsibility of local
law enforcement agencies to protect individuals apd property
within their respective jurisdictions.
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I am con-

cerned that this bill would be but a first step toward a
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permanent and wider expansion of the role of EPS nationally.
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When the Congress enacted Public Law 91-217, which
established the EPS in 1970 and authorized the President to
assign officers of the Service to areas outside Washington, D.C.,
on a case-by-case basis to safeguard foreign missions, it made
its intention clear concerning the wise exercise of that
authority.

The House Committee on Public Works in its report

on that legislation emphasized that:
"This authority extends only to situations of
extraordinary gravity, where the local police
force is totally incapable of providing a level
of protection deemed essential to the international integrity of the

u.s., or where the

protection of the President himself, for example,
would be involved.

This additional authority is

not, and may not be construed to be, a substitute for the responsibility of local police
forces to provide protection for consulates,
the United Nations, and similar foreign delegations
within the U.S."

(House Committee on Public Works

report on H.R. 14944, December 8, 1969).
I agree fully with that statement.
H.R. 12 would also authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to reimburse State and local governments for provision of protective and other services to foreign missions and visiting
officials, in lieu of providing those services directly by the
Executive Protective Service.

A maximum of $3.5 million annually

would be authorized to be appropriated for that purpose.

This

authority, too, would set an unwise and potentially very expensive

,

precedent.

It would inevitably lead to pressures to reim-

burse State and local governments for other local services
provided to foreign missions and perhaps even for protection
of the President and Presidential candidates. Moreover,
-~ ,,
instituting-reimbursements for State and local governments
for protective assistance, which is a historic part of their
cz. rc
duty under our Federal system of government, is-~contrary to
the cooperative nature of law enforcement in the United
States.

THE WHITE HOUSE
November

1

1975
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TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

I am returning, without my

~pproval,

H.R. 12, a bill to

provide for the protection of foreign diplomatic missions and
to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service.
I am in agreement with the primary objective of H.R. 12
to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service to
enable it to more effectively fulfill its responsibility under
o.\!.0

current law.aR« I

am~mindful

of the need to assure adequate

protection of foreign diplomats and missions.

However, I am

unable to sign this bill because it would unwisely extend the
purpose and functions of the Executive Protective Service and
would create a precedent that could erode current and proper
distinctions between Federal and local law enforcement
responsibilities.
Protection of foreign diplomatic officials and missions
is an established part of the overall responsibility of local
law enforcement agencies to protect individuals and property
·
~eut\Cit, o..,~ Vf\de..- w~ t
within their respective jurisdictions. The appar~t hraaden~ng
by the enrolled bj 11 o:f the circumstance& wuiel!' whiea EPS
personnel could be assigned outside the Washington, D. c., area ~
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area41r I am con-

cerned that this bill would be but a first step toward a
permanent and wider expansion of the role of EPS nationally.
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When the Congress enacted Public Law 91-217, which
established the EPS in 1970 and authorized the President to
assign officers of the Service to areas outside Washington, D.C.,
on a case-by-case basis to safeguard foreign missions, it made
its intention clear concerning the wise exercise of that
authority.

The House Committee on Public works in its report

on that legislation emphasized that:
"This authority extends only to situations of
extraordinary gravity, where the local police
force is totally incapable of providing a level
of protection deemed essential to the international integrity of the

u.s.,

or where the

protection of the President himself, for example,
would be involved.

This additional authority is

not, and may not be construed to be, a substitute for the responsibility of local police
forces to provide protection for consulates,
the United Nations, and similar foreign delegations
within the

u.s."

(House Committee on Public Works

report on H.R. 14944, December 8, 1969).

'

I agree fully with that statement.
H.R. 12 would also authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to reimburse State and local governments for provision of protective and other services to foreign missions and visiting
officials, in lieu of providing those services directly by the
Executive Protective Service.

A maximum of $3.5 million annually

would be authorized to be appropriated for that purpose.

This

authority, too, would set an unwise and potentially very expensive

-3-

precedent.

It would inev.itably lead to pressures to reim-

burse State and local governments for other local services
provided to foreign missions and perhaps even for protection
of the President and Presidential candidates.
jnstituting

reimbursements~

Moreover,

State and local governments

for protective assistance, which is a historic part of their
duty under our Federal system of government,

are.

~contrary

to

the cooperative nature of law enforcement in. the United
States.

THE WHITE HOUSE

November

, 1975
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TO '!'HE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES :

I am returning, without my approval, H.R. 12, a bill
to provide for the

pro~eotion

of foreign diplomatic missions

and to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service.
I am in agreement with the primary objective of H.R. 12
to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service to

enable it to more effectively fulfill its responsibility under
current law.

I am also mindful of the need to assure adequate

protection of

f~reign

diplomats and missions.

However, I am

unable to sign this bill because it would unwisely extend the
purpose and functions of the Executive Protective Service and
would create a precedent that could erode current and proper
distinctions between Federal and local law enforcement
respOnsibilities.
Protection of foreign diplomatic officials and missions
is an established part of the overall responsibility of local
law enforcement agencies to protect individuals and property
within their respective jurisdictions.

The conditions under

which EPS personnel could be assigned outside the Washington,

'

D.C., area under the enrolled bill are unwarranted and unwise.
Although I realize that the Congress has limited these circumstances to only seven metropolitan areas and to situations of
extraordinary protective need, I am concerned that this bill
would be but a first step toward a permanent and wider expansion
of the role of EPS nationally.
When the COngress enacted Public Law 91- 217, which established the EPS in 1970 and authorized the President to assign
officers of the Service to areas outside Washington, D.C., on

, I
I

a case-by-case basis to safeguard foreign missions, it made its
intention clear concerning the wise exercise of that authority.
The House committee on Public Works in its report on that
legislation emphasized that:

I

.

2

"This authority extends only to situations of
extraordinary graY! ty, where the local police
force is totally incapable of proYiding a level
of protection deemed essential to the international inteqrity of the U.s. , or where the
protection of the President himself, for example,
would be inwlved.

This additional author! ty is

not, and may not be construed to be, a substitute
for the reaponaibili ty of local police forces to
provide protection for consulates, the United Nations,
and similar foreign delegations within the

u.s.•

(House Committee on Public WOrks report on H.R. 14944,
December 8, 1969).
I agree fully with that statement.
H.R. 12 would also authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to reimburse State and local governments for provision of pro-

tective and other services to foreign missions and visiting
officials, in lieu of providing those services directly by the
Executive Protective Service.

A maximum of $3.5 million annually

would be authorized to be appropriated for that purpose.

This

'

authority, too, would set an unwise and potentially very expensive
precedent.

It would inevitably lead to pressures to reimburse

State and local

90ve~ts

for other local services provided to

foreign missions and perhaps even for protection of the President
and Presidential candidates.

Moreover, reimbursements to State

and local governments for protect!va assistance, which is a
historic part of their duty under our Federal system of government, are contrary to the cooperative nature of law enforcement
in the United States.

THE WHITE HOUSE,

I

.

Calendar No. 370
SENA'l'E

94TH CoNGREss }

1st Session

{

REPORT
No. 94-375

EXECUTIVE PROTECTIVE SERVICE

SEPTEMBER

17 (legislative day,

SEPTEMBER

11), 1975.-Qrdered to be printed

Mr. BucKLEY, from the Committee on Public Works,
submitted the following

REPORT
together with
MINORITY VIEWS
[To accompany H.R. 12]

The Committee on Public Works, to which was referred the act
(H.R. 12) to amend title 3, United States Code, to provide for the
protection of foreign diplomatic missions, to increase the size of the
Executive Protective Service, and for other purposes, having considered the same, reports favorably thereon with amendments and
recommends that the act as amended do pass.
PuRPOSE
The purpose of H.R. 12, as reported, is to authorize an increase of
350 in the number of Executive Protective Service officers, thus en. abling the Service to meet its responsibilities more effectively. The bill
also directs the Service to provide for extraordinary protective needs
at foreign missions in cities where 20 or more such facilities exist,
eliminating the necessity that the President authorize such protection
on a case-by-case basis. The Executive Protective Service would also
be authorized to delegate this special protective work, under certain
circumstances, to local police officials outside Washington, D.C., with
reimbursement.
BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION
· Public Law 91-217 changed the name of the White House Police to
the Executive Protective Service and expanded its responsibilities to
include the regular protection of foreign embassies in the Washington,
57-010

3

2
D.C., area and diplomatic missions outside Washington as the President inay direct on a case-by-case basis. The authorized strength of the
Service was set at 850 officers. Public Law 91-217 was written in
recognition of the nation's obligations under international law and
practice to take all reasonable precautions to assure the safety of
foreign diplomatic missions and their personnel. The Executive Protective Service also retained its responsibility to protect the buildings
and grounds of the White House and Executive Office Buildings.
Since 1970, however, incidents of political terrorism have increased,
along with the demands for protective services. A strong Federal
interest exists in assuring the safety of foreign officials visiting the
United States, whether the visit is to Washington, D.C., or other areas
of the United States. Developments since the passage of the 1970 Act
demonstrate the need for protective services wherever a substantial
number of foreign mission.."! exist. As this need has increased-and it
could increase still further-local communities must no longer be
forced to bear the full cost of what is essentially a Federal obligation.
A number of incidents have occurred since 1970 at foreign embassies
in Washington, D.C., including bombings, bomb threats, assaults, and
robberies. The world during the same period has experienced the
assassination of members of the Israeli Olympic Team, the murder of
American diplomats in Sudan, and a spate of politically motivated kidnapings. This threat exists not only in Washington but in any city
where a substantial number of foreign missions are located.
Day-to-day protection of foreign diplomatic missions located outside Washington, D.C., is the responsibility of local police departments. That basic responsibility should remain with local officials.
But there are instances of extraordinary protective need when Federa~ assistance is wise and justified. This legislation facilitates such
assistance.
Such assistance is particularly valid in view of the fact that local .
residents in New· York or Chicago must otherwise pay the full cost of
what must be considered a national duty and responsibility. The
United Nations, for example, and the foreign missions accredited to
the United Nations pay no propert.J". or other taxes or payments in
lieu of taxes under Article 23 of the Vienna Convention and the Convention on the United Nations. Nor do emplovees of the United Nations who are aliens pay local income taxes to help offset any costs they
impose on local government. 'l'his burden is significant. About 4,000 of
the 5,000 United Nations employees stationed in'New York City are
foreign nationals and thus exempt from all local taxes.
PROVISIONS OF LEGISLATION

In addition to raising the Executive Protective Service personnel
ceiling from &50 to 1200 officers, H.R. 12, as rerorted, authorizes the
Secreta.ry of the Treasury to provide additiona police protection for
foreign missions in cases of extraordinary protective need in cities
where 20 or more legations are located. The following cities have
twenty or more foreign consular offices: New York City, Chicago,
Los Angeles, New Orleans, San Francisco, and Houston. To provide
this protection, the Secretary may dispatch the necessary officers
from Washington. As an alternative, the Secretary may utilize, "With
their .consent and on a reimbursable basis, the services, personnel,
S.R. 375

..

equipme~t, and facilities of State and local governments to meet such

extr~ordmary

protective needs. This authority to protect foreign
offimals a.nd property ?<?es not preempt the role of local officials.
;Followmg a:r:y demswn t~~t an .extraordinary protective need
eXISt~d, but pri<?r to the deciSion to mtroduce Executive Protective
Semce officers mto ~ny metropolitan area outside. the Washington,
D.C.1 ~ea, local officials should .be consulted and given the option of
proVJ.dmg the nec~ar;v protectiOn and receiving Federal reimbursement fo: such s~rVJ.ces, mstead of accepting the contingent of Executive
Protect1ve ServiCe personnel.
When~ver possible the Executive Protective Service should utilize
loc~l pohce agencies in fulffiling the duties outlined in this bill. Local
police are more knowledgeable about local conditions than officers
sent from Washington. And the cost savings from the use of local
officers could prove substantial. The cost in salary, transportation
and h.enefi~s of sending one EPS officer to New York City for on~
week IS estnnated by the Treasury Department at $700 or an annual
rate of about $35,~00. That,. is approx~ately ~wice the ~ost, in salary
an~ benefits, of usmg one New York City pohceman. The cost differentia~ wo~ld b~ greater at locations farther from Washington.
This leg:tslatiOn, of course, does not preclude the President on a caseby-case basis, from directing the Executive Protective Service to proVIde protection in a particular city, without the consent of the local
governm.ents, as the ~eed may arise.
The bill also contaJ.?S ~ definition of :'foreigi;l diplomatic mission"
fo~ the p~rposes of this bilL When assomated With Washington, D.C.,
this defimt10n ~ould he :r:ecessa~y limited to the embassy structure
~roper. But outside Washington, 1t must take on a broader interpretatiOn.
Representatives of foreign gov~rnments, including provisional governments that may not be recognized by the United States often visit
New York City to participate in the activities of the Unit~d Nations.
The pre~ence of these .individuals may incite what must be termed an
extraordm~ pr?tect1ve need. This was the case during the visit to
New York 9ity I~ Novemh.er 1.974 of Yasir Arafat, the leader of the
Palestine LiberatiOn O,r~amzatwn. 'l'he extraordinary proteGtion for
tha:t one-day Arafat VIsit cost the taxpayers of New York City an
estiiDated $700,000.
While visiting the United Nations, these foreign visitors often stay
!l't a hotel,. rather than. at w~at. might he defined under the strictest
mterpr:etati?n as a .fore1~n ~ISSIOn. To assure equitable treatment in
such sltuat.IOns, this leg:tslatiOn covers the extraordinary protective
n~ed.s p~ov~ded at th~ hot~ls and other facilities utilized by visiting
digmtanes m such a s1tuatwn.
The interpretation of this definition, as well as the balance of the
amendments to title 3, United States Code, is retroactive to July 1,
1974, when these added burdens and dangers became particularly
acute.
A maximum of $3,500,000 is set on the funds that can he reimbursed
for the retroactive period. This figure was derived from testimony that
the projected costs were within that limitation. A similar limitation of
$3,50~,000 per fiscal year is set on the funds for reimbursinv local
agencies. Should that prospective ceiling prove inaccurat~, the
S.R. 3'7:J

4
'fre:su[.Y DSp:n:tmenffit can meet the pr?blem by dispatching Executive
ffio ec ltve emce o c~rs from Waship.gton, rather than asking local
o cers o serve on a rmmbursable bas1s.
HEARINGS

on'IfreRSubcommittee on Buildings. and Grounds conducted a hearin
f th. T. 12 on June 9, 1975. Testimony was presented by an official
o.
e reasury Department, Members of Congress
d
tives of the International Conference of Police Assodia~ion~~presentaRoLLCALL VOTEs

th~~~y~n l~f o6 the .Legislative ~eorganization Act of 1970 and
votes b: ~nno~;edi~tt:hi~n Pub!Ic
require that any rollcall
on a rollcall vote of nine t~ef~~.· with· s~!a7o~~ B~k:~d :B?n~:!~d
~o~~e_f, ?hlveft Do~enici, Gravel, Hart, ~andolph, and Stafford
in th! ~~gati~e~ rmative and Senators Burdwk and Morgan voting

JlJiks

CosT

OF THE LEGISLATION

Se.ction 25~(a~ (1). of the Legislative Reorganization A t

f

req~u;s pubhcatwn. m ~his report of the CoiDinittee's esti~at~ ol~~O

cFoesd o !reported legzslatwn, together with estimates prepared by an~
era agency.
•
as J~io~:~ of subsection (d) is estimated by the Treasury Department
Fiscal year:
1977 _______ _
1978_ ------1979_
1980_
1981_

-----------===--------

$4,450, 000
3, 500, 000
3, 600,000
-------------------- 3, 700,000
--------

------ ------

ffi-

The estimate is based upon plans to-"hh.~--1-~~-~---3, 750, ooo
~~e
authrized by this subsection. Should theeDe~~::~n~u~;!
beeap~r:ri:~t~~e~i~~ ~~~ ~{!';;sfi~~e~ost of this subsection would
The cost of subsection (e) is limited to a maxinmm of $3 500 000
annually.
'
'

f53

S.R. 375

MINORITY VIEWS OF MR. MORGAN AND MR. BURDICK
During consideration of H.R. 12 by the Committee on Public Works,
we became extremelv concerned that the bill will have effects far
beyond what the supporters intend, and will establish an undesirable
precedent. In brief, the bill is vague, discriminatory, and redundant
of existing law in major provisions. Moreover, it will break down
important distinctions between federal and local police authority.
The bill is vague as to applicability and cost. It invites either carte
blanche spending bv city governments or dangerous federal control.
It authonzes retroactive reimbursements to local police departments
for undefined expenses relating to "extraordinary protective needs,"
connected with protecting foreign officers and their missions. It goes
so far as to provide for officers of provisional governments staying in
hotel or motel rooms.
The measure offers no guidelines for the limits of protection to be
paid for by the federal government, and no provision for audit of the
scope and quality of police response. Thus the government will have to
do one of two things: either it will pay out whatever the local jurisdictions claim as justifiable, or it \v:ill begin, direct, and control the actions
of local police, deciding what shall and shall not be acceptable
procedure.
H.R. 12 is obviously discriminatory. Federal restitution to local
jurisdictions will be made only if such are metropolitan areas having
20 or more foreign missions. These presently are New York City,
Houston, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Chicago, and New Orleans.
The District of Columbia is specifically excluded, in spite of the fact
that its police routinely encounter expenses relating to foreign missions, even with the presence of federal police. The point ought to be
immediately obvious that other major cities, states, counties and small
towns may experience identical problems with forei~n visitors, but
will be excluded from benefit. The result may be that m the future we
will see a steady stream of cities asking to be included and costs will
skyrocket.
Finally, the bill is redundant. Public Law 91-217 already provides
for the President, on a case-by-case basis, to provide direct federal
police protection to any foreign visitor anywhere in the United States.
Obviously, the old law enjoys the blessing of more restraint than the
measure under consideration.
All these difficulties derive from the real nature of the bill. This is
legislation for the benefit of New York City and-quite incidentallya handful of otherE>. What we are being asked to do is pay for more or
less routine expenses experienced by New York City because of the
presence of the United Nations and ambassadors to it, and in the
case of the other cities because of commlates.
The City of New York, and not the federal government, asked that
the United Nation1:1 be located within its limits and since has reaped
the economic and cultural rewards of its presence there. It is only fair,
therefore, that if there are expenses to be incurred by the city as a
result, they be borne willingly and with no expectation that the
United States Government reimburse the city for them.
For these reasons, we cannot support this legislation.
(5)
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CHANGES IN ExiSTING LAW

In compliance with subsection (4) of the rule XXIX of the Standing Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill as
reported are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted
is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):

TITLE 3.-THE PRESIDENT

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

Chapter 3.-PROTECTION OF THE PRESIDENT; THE EXECUTIVE PRO·
TECTIVE SERVICE
Sec.
202.

Executive Protective Service; establishment, control, and supervision;
privileges, powers, and duties.
203. Personnel, appointment, and vacancies.
204. Grades, salaries, and transfers of appointees.
205. Appointment in accordance with civil-service laws.
206. Privileges of civil-service appointees.
207. Participation in police and firemen's relief fund.
208. Reimhursement of State and local governments.
[208.] 209. Appropriation to carry out provisions.

*

*

*

*

*

*

§ 202. Executive Protective Service; establishment, control, and
supervision; privileges, powers, and duties.
There is hereby created and established a permanent police force,
to be known as the "Executive Protective Service". Subject to the
supervision of the Secretary of the Treasury, the Executive Protective
Service shall perform such duties as the Director, United States
Secret Service, may prescribe in connection with the protection of the
following: (1) the Executive Mansion and grounds in the District of
Columbia; (2) any building in which Presidential offices are located;
(3) the President and members of his immediate family; (4) foreign
diplomatic missions located in the metropolitan area of the District
of Columbia; (5) the temporary official residence of the Vice President
and grounds in the District of Columbia; (6) the Vice President and
members of his immediate family; [and] (7) foreign diplomatic
missions located in metropolitan areas (other than the District of Columbia)
in the United States, and its territories and possessions, where there are
located twenty or more such missions headed by full-time career officers,
except that such protection shall be provided only on the basis of extraordinary protective needs required and then only ·upon request of the affected
metropolitan areas; and (8) foreign diplomatic missions located in such
[other] areas in the United States, its territories and possessions, as
the President, on a case-by-case basis, may direct. The members of
such force shall possess privileges and powers similar to those of the
members of the Metropolitan Police of the District of Columbia. As
used in this section, the term "foreign diplomatic missions" includes
(7)

S.R. 811'5

8
hotels and similar places of temporary domicile that are used by officials
connected with foreign governments, including provisional governments,
when such officials are visting the United States on official business,
including attendance at the United Nations.
§ 203. Personnel, apppintment, and vacancies.
(a) The Executive Protective Service shall consist of such number
of officers, with grades coi"respondinglto similar officers of the Metropolitan Police force, and of such number of privates, with grade
corresponding to that of private of the highest grade in the Metropolitan Police force, as may be necessary but not ·exceeding [eight
hundred and fifty] twelve hundred in number.

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

§ 208. Reimbursement of State and local governments.
(a) In carrying out its functions pursuant to section 202 (7) and (8),
the Secretary of the Treasury may util?:ze, w1"th their consent, on a reimbursable basis, the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities of State
and local governments, and islauthorized to transfer funds made available
pursuant to this chapter to such State and local governments as reimbursement in full for the utilization of su.ch services, personnel, equipment,
and facilities.
(b) Not more than $3,500,000 may be transferred to State and local
governments as reimbursement for any fiscal year.
[§ 208.] § 209. Appropriation to carry out provisions.
There is authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of sections 202-204, 207, and 208 of this
title.
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EXECUTIVE PROTECTIVE SERVICE

MAY 1, 1975.~Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State
the Union and ordered to be printed ·

:Mr.

JONES

of

of Alabama, :from the Committee on Public \Y.orks and
Transportation, submitted the· :following

REPORT
[To accompany H.R. 12]

The Committee on Public "\Vorks and Transportation, to whom was
referred the bill (H.R. 12) to amend title 3, United States Code, to
provide :for the protection o:f :foreign diplomatic missions, to increase
the size o:f the Executive Protective Service, and :for other purposes,
having considered the same, report :favorably thereon ·with an amendment and recommend that the bill as amended do pass.
The amendment is as :follows :
On page 2, line 3,strike out" (c)" and insert in lieu thereof" (6) ".
BACKGROUND

The Act approved on March 19,1970 (Public Law 91-217), changed
the name of the White House Police to the Executive Protective Service and added to its responsibilities the protection of the foreign diplomatic missions located in the Washington Metropolitan area and
foreign diplomatic missions located outside the Metropolitan area on
a case-by-case basis as the President might direct. The authorized
strength of the Executive Protective Service was set at 850 officers.
The addition of the protection of the foreign diplomatic missions to
the duties of the force and the increase in its size were in recognition of
!he obli~ation of the Unit.ed States as the host gover~ent, under
mternatwnallaw and practice, to take reasonable precautiOns to assure
the safety o:f :foreign diplomatic missions and their personnel.·fl'he
Executive Protective Service also had been responsible for the protection of the buildings and grounds of the White House and Executive
Office Buildings.
The Foreign Missions Division of the Executive Protective Service
becan:e operational during 1970: ~he co:I?-d~t~on that proffipted the
establishment of the Foreign M1ss10ns ·Division was growmg street
crime in the Washington, D.C. area. The Service consideredrhat
.
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tective ~ervice on a case-b -case b . . ay utilize t~e Execu~Ive Pro<?olumbm when local auth~rities a~!Is lt areabtutside t~e pistrict of
s1red level of protection The 1 · . n? capa e of prov1dmg the deto require the Executive' Protec~fslgtwn. would amend existing law
~at~c missi?:t;S outside the metrop~llta~r:;: r::~?ttf?retignfCdiploIa m 1oca1Itles where there ;r I t d
.
IS nc o
olumhea:ded by full time career ofli~er~~ni twe~ty or more such missions,
nary protective need and ( 2 )
Y (1) In the event of extraordipolitan areas. Accordin to the upo~ n:;qu~ of ~he affected metrom-the United States" the foil p~bhca.ti.on, Foreign Consular Offices
eign Consular offices, ~ther tha~~hg cj~;s
lavHtwenty or more For1
ose
e as onorary Consuls:
New York City, yhicago, Til.
IS.JOs Angeles, Cah£., New Orleans La .·
.
I an F:.;ancisco, Calif., Houston
.;aw enforcement activities ·' 1 d"
1
diplomatic missions outside the me: m~. be protection of foreign
Columbia,• have always been the :~Pr~~~b~l~t
of the
pistrict
of
81 1 1 Yarfeal
o ocal
pohce
depart-

b

:£

Tex.·

.

H.R. 181>

...

ments, and the Committee does not intend to extend this authoritY. to
the Executive Protective Service, unless, of course, the two reqmrements
described
met~
Thus,
H.R. 12above
wouldare
require
the Secre~ary of the.Treasuryto-pr?vide the protective forces of the Executive Protective ServiCe, OI"lll
the absence of providing such forces, reimburse the local gov~rnments
for providing such serYices, in c~ses meeting ~he tests se~ o~t m clause
(5). The meaning of "extraordmary protec~1ve need" IS mtended. to
cover requirements :for extra protect10n occasiOned not only by specific
events, such as the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Unite.d Natio~s or
the annual session of the General Assembly but also by mternatwnal
incidents resulting in confrontations betwet;n nationalistic g~oups
which require additional, heavy police protectiOn bey~nd t~e ordmary
capacity of the local governments. Exampl~s of such situatt<?ns ~rethe
confrontations arising during (1) the Mtddle East Confhct m late
1973; (2) the Greek-Turkish Cypriot Conflict, and (3) the Yasser
Arafat visit in the fall of 1974.
.
.
· .
. .
Under ordinary circumstances, the protecho!l of foret!Pl mtsstons
outside of the District of Columbia metropolitan· area IS a matter
appropriately under the jurisdi~tion of the various local ~aw enforcement agencies and, in some mstances, can b~ more readily handled by them. Since local law enforcement officmls have thelr own
sources of intelligence and information for their own areas and are
in close touch with their communities, their authority to protect officiaJ
foreign persons and property within their jurisdiction should not be
and is not pr(•empted, nor usurped in any way, and with only local
consent should the Executive Protective Service assume such responsibilities.
Existing Clause (5) of Section 202 of P.h 91-207 becomes clause
(6) of .the proposed legislation. The word "other'' has been deleted
from this clause in order to make clear that the authority conferred by
clause (6) may be exercised in the metropolitan areas described in
clauses ( 4:) and ( 5) as well as in other nwtropolitan areas.
The intent of the language relating to the former clause ( 5) in the
original report of the House Committee on Public Works (No. 91703). which confines Executive Protective Service activities outside
the District of Colnmbia area only to those situations of sucb "gravity,
where the local police is totally incapable of providing a level of protection det>med essential to the international integrity of the United
·
States ..."remains unchanged.
Thus, prior to the introduction of Executive Protective Service
Personnel into any metropolitan area outside the Washington, D.C.
area pursuant to clause (5), the Committee recommends that the local
gov~n;mentul official~ should be consulted and given the option. of
rec~Ivmg Federal reimbursement for the services provided· by lp~al
pohc~ agencies and/or accepting a cqntingent of Executive Protective
Serv1~e pe1:sorn:el in order to protect foreign diplomatic missions.
. ~h1s legtsla;t~o~ does not I?reclude the Presi~ent on a case-by-case
basis from utlhzmg the services of the Executive Protective Service
in a particular city without the consent of the local governments as
the need arises.
Section 3 of the bill amends section 5108 (c) of title 5, United States
Code, by adding a new paragraph (15) at the end thereof. Under the
H.R. 185
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new paragraph (15) the Secretary of the Treasur;y is authorized to
place a total of ten additional positions in the Umted States Secret
Service in grades GS-16, 17, and 18 of the General Schedule set forth
in section 5332 of title 5. However, the classification of the additional
positions and the appointment of individuals to these positions is
subject to the usual Civil Service Commission procedures. For example,
under section 3324 of title 5, an appointment to a position in GS-16,
17, or 18 may be made only on approval by the Civil Service Com,
mission of the qualifications of the proposed appointee, and under
section 5108(a) of title 5 a position ma:v be placed in GS-16, 17, or18
only by action of, or after prior approval by, a majority of the Civil
Service Commissioners.

(5) With reference to Clause 2(1) (4) of Rule XI of the Rules of
the House of Representatives, the :following information is provided :
The effect of carrying out H.R. 12 should be minimal with respect
to prices and cost. The reimbursements to state and local governments
would be payments for services currently being received and paid for
by' state and local funds. The ampunt of the reimbursements is estimated at $3,000,000 a yea.r, except for fiscal year 1976 when the amount
.
.
·
.·
would be $6.100,000.
The remaining costs are .for salaries for additional officers reguir.ed
by the Executive Protective Service. The bill authorizes 350 new posi.
Hans, the need for which has been. clearly established.
.
.
Accordingly, the enactment of H.R. 12 will not have an inflationary
impact on prices and costs in the operation of the national economy.

CoMPLIANCE \tVITH CLAUSE 2(1) OI<' RuLE XI OF THE RULEs
HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES

OF

THE

(1) ·with reference to Clause 2(1) (3) (A) of Rule XI .of the Rules
of the Honse of Representatives, no separate hearings were held on the
subject matter of this legislation by the Subcommittee on Investigations and Review, however, the Subcommittee on Public Buildings and
Grounds held hearings on this subject matter which resulted in the
reported bill.
(2) With respect to Clause 2(1) (3) (B) of Rule XI. In the Rules of
the House of Representatives the ·bill, as reported, provides new
budget authority. Accordingly, a statement pursuant to section 308(a)
of the Congressional Budget Act follows:
(a) With respect to section 308 (a) ( 1) (A), at the time of reporting H.R. 12, there has been no agreed to concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 1976, nor any of the reports referred
to in section 302 of the Congressional Budget Act.
(b) With respect to section 308(a) (1) (B), it is anticipated
th:at budget outlays for the period of five fiscal years beginning
with fiscal year 1976 is as follows :
Fiscal year .1976--------~---------------------_: ____________ $1l, 730, 000
July 1, 1976-September 30, 1976----------------------------- 2, 160, 000
Fiscal year 1977------------------------------------------- 8,720,000
Flscal year 1978------------------------------------------- 8,895,000
Fiscal year 1979------------------------------------------9,045,000
Flscal year 1980------------------------------------------- 9,070,000

.(c) With reference to section 308(a) (1) (C), inasmuch as the
reimbursements to state and local governments, provided for in
.H.R. 12; are c~nsidered to be payments for services received, no
. P.art of_ the proJected budget outlays falls in the category of finanCial assistance to state and local governments.
(3) With respect to Clause 2(1)(3) (C) of Rule XI of the Rules of
the House of Representatives, the Committee has not received an estimate and comparison pr:epared by the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office under sectiOn 403 of the Congressional Budget Office.
(4) With respect to Clause 2(1) (3) (D) of Rule XI of the Rules of
the House of Representatives, the Committee has not received a repor~ from the Committee on Government Operations pertaining to the
subJect matter.

CosT oF THE LEGISLATION

In accordance with Rule XITI (7) of the Rules .Qf the House of
Representatives, the estimated costs to the United States which would
be incurred in carrying out H.R. 12, as reported, in fiscal year 1975
and each of the following five years are set forth herein.
Fiscal year1976------------------------------------------------ $11,730,000
July 1, 1976 to September 30, 1976--------------...:----------------- 2, 160, 000
Fiscal year 1977------------------------------------,------------ 8, .720, 000
Flscalyear 1978------------------------------------------------ 8,895,000
Fiscal year 1979-----------------------------------'------------ 9, ~. ~
Fiscal year 1980------------------------------------------------ 9, 070,000
VOTE

The Committee ordered the bill reported by voice vote.
CK\NGES

BY THE

Bn.r.., AS REPORTED

In compliance wi.th clause 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of the House
of Representatives, changt'S in existing law made by the bill, as
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is
enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in italic, existing
law in which no change is proposed is shown iri roman) :
·
. .·

TITLE 3.-THE PRESIDENT

*

*

*

Chapter 3.-PROTECTION OF THE PRESIDENT; THE E7{ECUTNE PROTECTIVE SERVICE

Sec.
202.

Executive Protective Service; establishment, control, and supervision;
privileges, powers, and duties.
203. Personnel, appointment, and vacancies.
204. Grades, ;;alaries, and transfers of appointees.
205. Appointment in accordance with civil-service la:ws.
206. Privileges of civil-service appointees.
207. Participation in police and fir~>meu's relief fund.

208. Reimbursement of State and Zocal governments.
[208] 209. Appropriation to carry out provisions.

*
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§ 202. 'Executive!, Proteetiv,e Service; establishment, control, and

supervision; privileges, powers, and duties. ,

There is hereby created and established a permanent police force,
to be known as the "Executive Protective Service". Subject to the
supervision of the Secretary of the Treasury, the Executive Protective
Service shall perform such duties as •the Director, United States
Secret Service, may prescribe in connection with the protection of the
following: (1) the Executive Mansion and grounds in the District of
Columbia; (2) any building in which Presidential offices are located;
( 3) the President and members of his immediate family; ( 4) foreign
diplom;:ttic missions located in the metropolitan area of the District
of Columbia; [and] ( 5) foreign diplomatic missions located in metropolitan areas (other than the District of Columbia) in the United
States, and in its te'l'ritories and possessions, where there are located
ttoenty or more S'uch missions headed by .full-time career officers, except
that such protection shall be provided only on the basis of extraordinary protective needs required and then only upon request of the
affected metro'f!_olitan areas and ( 6) foreign diplomatic missions located in such [other] areas in the United States, its territories and
possessions, as the President, on a case-by-case basis, may direct. The
members of such force shall possess privileges and powers similar to
those of the members of the Metropolitan Police of the District of
Columbia.
'
§ 203. Personnel, appointment, and vacancies.
(a} The Executive Protective Service shall consist of such number
of officers, with grades corTesponding to similar officers of the Metropolitan Police force, and of such number of privates, with grade
corresponding to that of private of the highest grade in the Metropolitan Police force, as may be necessary but not exceeding (eight
hundred and fifty] twelve hundred in number.

•

*

*

*

*

*

*

§ 208. Reimbursement of State and local governments.
In carrying out its functions pursuant to section 202 (5) and (6), the
Secretary of the Treasury may utilize, with their consent, on a reimbursable basis, the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities of
State and local governments, and is authorized to transfer funds made
available pursuant to this ch(J)pter to such State and local governments
as reimbursement in .full for the utilization of such services, personnel,
equipment, and facilities.
[§ 208.] § 209. Apporpriation to carry out provisions.
There is authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of sections 202-204, 207, and 208 of this
title.

(c) In addition to the number of positions authorized by subsection (a) of this section(1) * * *

* (13)

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

the Chairman of the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, subject to the standards and procedures prescribed
by this chapter, may place an additional ten positions in the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission in GS-16, GS-17, and
GS-18 for the purposes of carrying out title VII of the Civil
Hights Act of 1964; [and]
(14) the Secretary of Health, Education, and 'Velfare, subject
to the standards and procedures prescribed by this chapter, may
place a total of eleven positions in the National Institute on
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism in GS-16, 17, and 18[.],· and
(15) the SecTetary of the TreasuTy, subject to the standards and
procedures pre8cribed by th:is chapter, may place an additional ten
po8itions in the United State8 Secret Service, in GS-16, GS-17,
a'nd GS-18.
§ 5315. Positions at level IV
Level IV of the Executive Schedule applies to the following positions, for which the annual rate of basic pay is $38,000:
(1) * * *

•

(107) DiTector, United States Secret Service, Trea8ury Depart-

ment.
..
§ 5316. Positions at level V
Level V of the Executive Schedule applies to the following positions, for which the annual rate of basic pay is $36,000:
(1)

*

***

*

*

*

*

*

*

(139) Deputy Director, United States Secret Service, TreasuTy
Department.

0

TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE
§ 5108. Classification of positions at GS-1'6, 17, and 18
(a) * * *

•

*

•

•

*

•
H.R. 185
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

November 2 9, 197 S

Office of the White House Press Secretary

--------------------------------------------------------------THE WHITE HOUSE
TO THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES:
I am returning, without my approval, H.R. 12, a bill
to provide for the protection of foreign diplomatic missions
and to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service.
I am in agreement with the primary objective of H.R. 12 -to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service to
enable it to more effectively fulfill its responsibility under
current law, I am also mindful of the need to assure adequate
protection of foreign diplomats and missions. However, I am
unable to sign this bill because it would unwisely extend the
purpose and functions of the Executive Protective Service and
would create a precedent that could erode current and proper
distinctions between Federal and local law enforcement
responsibilities.
Protection of foreign diplomatic officials and missions
is an established part of the overall responsibility of local
law enforcement agencies to protect individuals and property
within their respective jurisdictions. The conditions under
which EPS personnel could be assigned outside the Washington,
D.C., area under the enrolled bill are unwarranted and unwise.
Although I realize that the Congress has limited these circumstances to only seven metropolitan areas and to situations of
extraordinary protective need, I am concerned that this bill
would be but a first step toward a permanent and wider expansion
of the role of EPS nationally.
When the Congress enacted Public Law 91-217, which established the EPS in 1970 and authorized the President to assign
officers of the Service to areas outside Washington, D.C., on
a case-by-case basis to safeguard foreign missions, it made its
intention clear concerning the wise exercise of that authority.
The House Committee on Public Works in its report on that
legislation emphasized that:
"This authority extends only to situations of
extraordinary gravity, where the local police
force is totally incapable of providing a level
of protection deemed essential to the international integrity of the U.S., or where the
protection of the President himself, for example,
would be involved. This additional authority is
not, and may not be construed to be, a substitute
for the responsibility of local police forces to
provide protection for consulates, the United Nations,
and similar foreign delegations within the U.S."
(House Committee on Public Works report on H.R. 14944,
December 8, 1969}.
I agree fully with that statement.
more

'

2

H.R. 12 would also authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to reimburse State and local governments for provision of protective and other services to foreign missions and visiting
officials, in lieu of providing those services directly by the
Executive Protective Service. A maximum of $3.5 million annually
would be authorized to be appropriated for that purpose. This
authority, too, would set an unwise and potentially very expensive
precedent. It would inevitably lead to pressures to reimburse
State and local governments for other local services provided to
foreign missions and perhaps even for protection of the President
and Presidential candidates. Moreover, reimbursements to State
and local governments for protective assistance, which is a
historic part of their duty under our Federal system of government, are contrary to the cooperative nature of law enforcement
in the United States.

GERALD R. FORD

THE

~'illiTE

HOUSE,

November 29, 1975
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JRintt!tfourth ~ongrcss of tht tinittd ~tatts of 51lmtrica
AT THE FIRST SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Tuesday, the fourteenth day of January;
one thousand nine hundred and seventy1ive

S!n S!ct
To amend title 3, United States Code, to provide for the protection of foreign
diplomatic missions, to increase the size of the Executive Protective Service,
and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senale (lind House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the second
sentence of section 202 of title 3, United States Code, is amended by
striking out "and (7)" and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
"(7) foreign diplomatic missions locat-ed in metropolitan areas (other
than the District of Columbia) in the United States, and in its territories and possessions, where there are located twenty or more such
missions headed by full-time career officers, except that such protection
shall be provided only on the basis of extraordinary protective needs
required and then only upon request of tho affected metropolitan areas
and (8) ".
(b) Section 202(8) of title 3, United States Code, as renumbered
by subsection (a) of this section, is amended by striking out "other".
(c) Section 202 of title 3, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof: "As used in this section, the term 'foreign diplomatic missions' includes hotels and similar places of temporary domicile that are used by officials connected with foreign governments,
including provisional governments, when such officials are visiting
the United States on official business, including attendance at the
United Nations.".
(d) Subsection (a) of section 203 of title 3, United States Code, is
amended by striking out. "eil!ht hundred and fifty" and ins~rting in
liei1 thereof "hvelve hundred1":·
(e) (1) Section 208 of title 3, United States Code, is amended by
redesignating section 208 as section 209, and by inserting the following new section 208 :
"§ 208. Reimbursement of State and local governments
" (a) In carrying out its functions pursuant to section 202 ('T) and
(8), the Secretary of the Treasury may utilize, with their consent, on
a reimbursable basis, the services, personnel, equipment, and facilities
of State and local governments, and is authorized to transfer funds
made available pursuant to this chapter to such State and local governments as reimbursement in full for the utilization of such services,
personnel, equipment, and facilities.
"(b) Not more than $3,500,000 may be transferred to State and local
governments as reimbursement for any fiscal year.".
(2) The table of sections for chapter 3 of title 3 o:f the United States
Code is amended by striking out
"208. Appropriation to carry out provisions."

and inserting in lieu thereof the following:
"208. Reimbursement of State and local governments.
"209. Appropriation to carry out provisions.".

'
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(f) The amendments made by subsections (a), (b), (c), and (e) of
this section shall take effect as of July 1, 1974.
SEc. 2. (a) Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph:
" ( 107) Director, United States Secret Service, Treasury
Department."
(b) Section 5316 of title 5, United States Code, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new paragraph:
"(139) Def,uty Director, United States Secret Service, Treasury
Department. '

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Viae President of the United States and
President of the Senate.
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