
Mr. Brooks indicated that the ,•1 
report contained a number of ;■ 
recommendations for new legis-',,1 
lation to control spending on 
private homes of Presidents, 
including the following: 

qA. limitation on public''; 
spending to one "principal-1 
property." 

Written requests for speci-;: 
fic projects would be required'; 
by the Secret Service before it 
could spend Government funds i 
on private property. 

(JIThe Secret Service would 
be required to keep records of 
its expenditures. 

(IIA report on spending on a 
President's private property , 
would be submitted to Con-
gress every six months. 

9No limits would be placed 
on borrowing personnel or 
equipment from other agencies, 
but such borrowing could last 
for no more than two weeks. 

Investigation Cited 
The figure of $10-million -

or, to be precise, $10.2-million 
— for spending on the Presi-
dent's estates was reported 
by the G.S.A. and other Gov-
ernment agencies last year 
after months of intense investi-  F. 
gation and questioning by Con- 7.  
gress and the news media. 

Of this amount, the House 
subcommittee found that about 
$2-million represented spending 
on the residences themselves 
and the rest on the office com-
plex adjoining the San Clemen-
te estate and other support 
and communications facilities. 

A report by the General Ac-
counting Office, an agency that 
makes audits and investigations 
at the request of Congress, put•  
spending at President Nixon's 
residences at $1.4-million and 
found that most of that amount - 
was in fact spent for the pro-
tection of the President. 

The G.A.O. also found, how-
ever, that a number of the ex-
penditures were questionable 
and perhaps should have been , 
paid by Mr. Nixon personally. 

Among the items for which 
public funds were paid were a 
$13,000 electric heating sys-
tem at the San Clemente home 
and a reproduction, of the 
White House fence around the 
Key Biscayne residence. 

adopt legislation that explicitly;, 
sets forth guidelines under 
which the Secret Service can -, 
expend funds to private prop-
erty and the, terms under which 
it can seek the assistance of 
other Federal agencies." 

The current statute, adopted 
shortly after the assassination 
of Senator Robert F. Kennedy 
in 1968, simply requires Gov-
ernment agencies to provide I 
the Secret Service with any 
assistance it requires in pro-
tecting-the President. There are 
no limitations an spending' on 
private property. 
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U. S. Aid  to  Nixon Estates Put at $17-Million 
By PHILIP SHABECOFF 
Special to The New York Times 

WASHINGTON March 21— 

1

Government speriding on Presi-
dent Nixon's private estates in 
California and Florida is now 
put at $17-million, with $7-mil-
lion representing personnel 
'costs, according to a confiden-
tial report approved today by 
the House Government Opera-
tions Subcommittee. 

I

The $17-million figure is sub-
stantially higher than the $10- 
million that the Administration 
has been saying was spent on 
the security and support of the 
'President in and around his 
private retreats at San Cle-
mente and Key Biscayne and at 
the home of his friend Robert 
H. Ablanalp on Grand Cay in 
the Bahamas. 

Representative Jack Brooks 
the Texas Democrat who is 
chairman of the subcommittee, 

,disclosed the $17-million figure 
in a statement issued before 
the vote sending the report to 
the full Government Operations 
Committee. 

Clawson Assails Report 
The report apparently does 

not allege that any of the ad-
ditiona money was used for 
permanent improvements on the 
president's private property. 

Kenneth W. Clawson, the 
White House communications 
director, attacked the report 
and said that "either deliber-
ately or unwittingly, Brooks 
has become a member of an 

unprincipled gang of Demo-
cratic Congressmen bent on 
destroying the President with-
out regard to the national in-
terest."  

"Congressman Brooks is try-
ing to deceive the American 
people by deliberately creating 
a report based on runaway 
partisanship and not facts, 
Mr. Clawson said. "The Brooks 
report, constructed to unjustly 
malign the President, flies in 
the face of a 1973 General 
Accounting Office report which 
revealed that less • than 10 per 
cent of the amount mentioned 
by Brooks was actually ex-
pended on President's homes 
and properties." 

Vote on Party Lines 
The subcommittee voted 

along straight party lines in 
approving the report, with six 
Democrats voting to submit the 
report to the full committee 
and four Republicans voting 
against it. 

The ranking Republican on 
the subcommittee, Representa-
tive John Buchanan of Ala-
bama, charged that Mr. Brooks 
had broken his own rules of 
confidentiality by disclosing 
some of the contents of the re-
port. 

Mr. Buchanan also com-
plained that the Republicans 
on the subcommittee had not 
had enough time to study the 
report. He also charged that 
the report did not contain suf-
ficient information on past Pre- 

Johnson, to put the government 
spending on personnel at Presi-
dent Nixon's private homes in 
proper perspective. 

The $7-million over and above 
the original $10-million figure 
acknowledged by the Govern-
ment reflects largely the pay 
and maintenance of permanent-
ly assigned personnel at the 
three sites, including Secret 
Service, Coast Guard, and other 
military, and the General Ser-
vices Administration, the report 
is said to point out. 

In his statement, Mr. Brooks 
said that the report's findings 
concerned "the loose arrange-
ments by Which the General 
Services Administration paid 
for items not requested by the 
Secret Service, the manner in 
which the Secret Service sub-
mitted after-the-fact requests, 
the procurement of items far in 
excess of security needs, the 
obligation of Federal funds by 
nongovernmental personnel and 
other such practices..." 

Need for Law Raised 
Mr. Brooks said that all of 

these practices were demon-
strated in the subcommittee's 
findings five months ago and 
thoroughly documented since 
then. He continued: 

"Since the agencies involved 
have exhibited an inability to 
exercise reasonable discre-
tion in carrying out their duties 
in providing protection at pri-
vately owned residences, Con- 

sidents, particularly President gress may be compelled to 


