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Introduction

In 1988 Reclamation hired a historian to create a history program and work in the
cultural resources management program of the agency. Though headquartered in
Denver, the history program was developed as a bureau-wide program.

Over the years, the history program has developed and enlarged, and one component
of Reclamation’s history program is its oral history activity. The primary objectives of
Reclamation’s oral history activities are: preservation of historical data not normally
available through Reclamation records (supplementing already available data on the
whole range of Reclamation’s history); and making the preserved data available to
researchers inside and outside Reclamation. It is also hoped that the oral history
activity may result in at least one publication sometime after 2000.

The senior historian of the Bureau of Reclamation developed and directs the oral
history activity, and questions, comments, and suggestions may be addressed to the
senior historian.

Brit Allan Storey

Senior Historian

Office of Water, Land, and Cultural Resources (D-5300)
Program Analysis Office

Bureau of Reclamation

P. O. Box 25007

Denver, Colorado 80225-0007

(303) 236-1061 ext. 241

FAX: (303) 236-0890

E-mail: bstorey@do.usbr.gov
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Oral History Interviews
Daniel P. Beard

This is Brit Allan Storey, Senior Historian of the Bureau of Reclamation, interviewing
Commissioner Daniel P. Beard, in his offices on the seventh floor of the Main Interior
Building, Washington, D.C., on August 22 23,* 1993, at two o’clock in the afternoon.

Early Years and Education

Storey: Well, I was wondering if you would tell me about your education and how
you became —how you got where you are today, as it were.

Beard: Okay. Do I need to identify myself? I guess not, I’m already identified.
Storey: No, you’re already identified, thank you.

Beard: | was born and raised in Bellingham, Washington. My father-my grandfather,
actually, wasa. ... Let me back up. My great-grandfather was an itinerant
... printer, and he used to purchase weekly newspapers across the Western
United States and then run them for a while and then sell them. And my
grandfather grew up in a printing shop and was a printer’s devil and left home
at about fourteen. His name was Charles Beard. And then [he] ended up
about 1897 in the town of Bellingham, Washington. He then decided to go to
Alaska in the Gold Rush of 1898, and came back—of course, lost his shirt-and
came back to Bellingham in 1898 and started something called “The Union
Printing Company” of Bellingham, Washington.

And my grandmother on my father’s side was a teletype operator who
just happened to work up the street. And, they settled down, and my father
was born in Bellingham, Washington. And he went into the printing business
as well, with his father.

My mother came from Northfield, Minnesota. Her maiden name was
Dilley, D-I-L-L-E-Y, and she was a . . . . Her father died before she was born,
and her stepfather . ... Her mother was a Taft, and related to President Taft in

1. The interviewer misspoke the date of the interview, and the written identification on the tapes says
August 23, 1993, which is correct.

Note that in the text of these interviews, as opposed to headings, information in parentheses, (), is
actually on the tape. Information in brackets, [ ], has been added to the tape either by the editor to clarify
meaning in order to correct, enlarge, or clarify the interview as it was originally spoken. Words have
sometimes been struck out by editor in order to clarify meaning or eliminate repetition. In the case of
strikeouts, that material has been printed at 50% density to aid in reading the interviews but assuring that the
struckout material is readable.

The transcriber and editor have removed some extraneous words such as false starts and repetitions
without indicating their removal. The meaning of the interview has not been changed by this editing.

Emphasis on words has been indicated either by italics or underlining. Underlining is used only
because glitches in the electronic program prevent editing of a few small sections of the document.
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some way-1’m not quite sure how-the Taft family. But they lived in
Northfield, Minnesota. She then moved to Cut Bank, Montana, with her
stepfather and they tried to homestead, and this happened out in the teens
when the price of wheat was high when they went out. They started a farm
and the price of wheat went down through the basement, and they went back
to Northfield, Minnesota. She lived there until the mid-30s when she came
out to Bellingham, Washington, to essentially be a babysitter for her sister’s
children, and worked in a dentist’s office. She met my father and [they] were
married, and then my brother was born in 1938, and then | was born in 1943,
And then | have a sister who’s two years younger than | am.

Anyway, [l was] born and raised and grew up in Bellingham,
Washington, and was, | think, planning most of my life to be working the
printing shop. When | was in high school, | worked part time in the printing
office, printing shop—being either the janitor or any other low level job that we
had in the printing shop.

College Education

Once | graduated from high school, I enrolled at the University of
Oregon, primarily because | was a swimmer. When | was in high school |
held the state record in one of the swimming events, and | think | got second
or something like that, in the state championships several times. And so | was
quite a good swimmer, but | had done it very competitively, and was very
interested in continuing it, so | went to the University of Oregon. And | was
there about three weeks and my father was in an automobile accident in Prince
Georges, British Columbia. So I flew up there, and then he passed away
while we . . .. I think we had flown him down to Vancouver, British
Columbia, but he had passed away about a week later. So I dropped out of
school, stayed home with my mother. My brother was in the Marine Corps at
the time, on active duty with the Marine Corps Reserve. My sister was in
high school. And | stayed there and started school again in January of 1962.
I’d graduated from high school in June of 1961. In 1962 | went to Western
Washington State “College of Education,” it was called then, in Bellingham,
and enrolled and spent the winter quarter there. And then spring quarter |
went back to the University of Oregon. My brother had come back from his
active duty training—he was in the Reserves—and he stayed home with my
mother.

And | was there for approximately another year-and-a-half, at the
University of Oregon. But at that point, it got to be too expensive for out-of-
state tuition, and so | came back to Bellingham and enrolled at the college
there. It had, by this point, become Western Washington State College of
Education. And I had, | think, up to that point, a rather undistinguished
academic career. | was on the verge of flunking out. And when | came back
to “Western,” as it was referred to, | really-the family situation was such that I
really had to work. And so | started to work. | got a succession of different
jobs, part-time, doing various activities. And I really found that tended to
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require me to focus more directly on my studies.

And | also took a course when | returned . . . . I’ll probably get this
wrong, but I think it was “Introduction to Geography,” with a man by the
name of . . . Elbert Miller was his name. | only remember it because it was
such a strange name. But he was a professor at Western, and the course was
“Introduction to Geography,” and | found it the most interesting course 1’d
ever taken. Up until that point | had been, you know, a social sciences major,
a liberal arts major, a journalism major, economics major. . .. Frankly, I was
just sort of bouncing around, looking for something interesting. But I really
found the geography courses that | began—I then began to—not only did | enjoy
the course, but | happened to get an “A,” and | think it was the first “A” in a
non-athletic class that | had ever received. So | suddenly got very interested
in the courses in the Department of Geography. And | decided to major in
Geography, and minor, | think, in Economics—which | did.

And I, at some point in my undergraduate education, | had decided to
spend a summer in Europe. And in order to do that, | went with a friend of
mine, whose name was Larry Teeland and Larry was from Wasilla, Alaska,
and | had met him at the University of Oregon, and we decided to go travel to
Europe for the summer, like a lot of kids did. In order to do that, | had to
leave—I didn’t go to the spring quarter. And in those days, if you weren’t
continuously in college, with only a break in the summertime, you then
became eligible for the draft. This will become relevant at a point here. So
when | went back to Western and | was in college, | got almost to the end of
my university career, and my number came up in the draft, and they were
going to draft me. And this would have been in 1965, in the middle of the
Vietnam War, so you really had sort of very few choices: get drafted and sent
to Vietnam, or figure out some other way—either take a hike to Canada, or join
the Reserves or the National Guard. And so | joined the Washington State Air
National Guard in December of 1965. And | continued to stay in school until
the spring of 1965 when | went for basic training. When | went to basic
training, |1 went to, not Lackland Air Force Base, but Amarillo Air Force Base
in Texas. It was at a time with the build-up in Vietnam, | was only on active
duty, I think, for . ... I was only there for thirty days, and then back to my
home unit for the next three months or four months, completing my training.

Works for Urban Renewal Division of the City of Seattle, 1966-1967

And while I was completing the training, | finished my last class which
| needed to graduate. So I graduated from Western Washington State College
in the summer of 1966. | got married the next October. In the summer, | had
been offered a scholarship at the University of Washington to attend graduate
school at the University of Washington in the Urban and Regional Planning
Program. But frankly, I didn’t know what a planner did. And so | decided to
go to work. 1 got a job with the Urban Renewal Division of the City of
Seattle. And I started that work, | think, in September, and then I got married
in October. And I was there about three or four months, and | decided that
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this was . . . pretty bad.
Goes to Graduate School-1967

| really didn’t enjoy being a planner at all. So I quit in about March,
and | went back to graduate school at the University of Washington in the
Geography Department. And | started out there with every ambition of
becoming a cartographer. 1 actually enjoyed cartography courses, and |
enjoyed the maps and the study of maps, and everything related to them. And
| really thought this was one of the things that | wanted to do. But in the
process of taking courses at the University of Washington—-and it was
probably in the spring or the fall of 1966, I guess that would be, | took a class
on the conservation of natural resources from a man by the name of Richard
Cooley. And Dick Cooley had been a researcher—actually a writer-and he’d
written a number of books with sponsorship from the Conservation
Foundation. He’d written a book on Alaska, and land management policy in
Alaska, and written books on polar bears, and who knows what else. But he
actually was a fascinating teacher. So | took a course on conservation of
natural resources from him, and | thoroughly enjoyed it. And I really found
that natural resource policy was the thing that | was probably the most
interested in—-much more interested in that than I was in . . . being a
cartographer.

So Dick Cooley became my advisor and I sort of launched off my
career. | was a teaching assistant throughout this period. My wife had a job
working for the King County Medical, which is a Blue Cross-Blue Shield
organization. And, the late 60s, being a graduate student in a major university
in the late 60s was really kind of an exciting place to be, because things were
happening, and it was a pretty great life.

During the course of my work there and education, | did take a class in
water resource policy, water resources, from a man by the name of Marion
Martz, M-A-R-T-Z, and Marion Martz was the provost of the University of
Washington, but he had also been a professor in the Department of Geography
at the University of Washington, and he still taught this one course. He taught
it once a year, actually, | think is all that he taught it. And it was an absolutely
fascinating course. He was really a very stimulating professor-a man who had
done an awful lot of research work on the Columbia River system, and water
resource policy as it related to the Columbia River. He had a practical side to
him that most of the other professors there didn’t have. He was a pragmatist,
a realist, and somebody who had dealt in the real world quite a bit. And it was
always very pleasant dealing with him, because it was sometimes such an
ephemeral kind of relationship when you talked about other classes. You
know, sort of esoteric and general. But Marion Martz certainly was somebody
who always had a very direct impact on my thinking. His last lecture in his
class was about what needed to be done to change water resource policy. And
| don’t remember much about the class, other than this last lecture, which
basically boiled down to, “We should eliminate the subsidy.” If you
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eliminated subsidies from the system, it would lead to more rational

decisionmaking. It was, you know, again, it was kind of a fascinating,
interesting class.

| took the usual sort of array of courses there that were required of the
graduate students, and then | wrote my master’s thesis. Dick Cooley was still
there, and | wrote my master’s thesis on the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, where | studied a development grant and a land acquisition grant in
Washington State, and sort of, you know, how did this new act, which had
been passed in 1964, how did it work? and how was it going to work? and that
kind of thing. In one of the seminars that we had with Dick Cooley,
everybody in the class was asked to take a particular piece of Federal
legislation and track through, do a legislative history of it, and then what
happened and sort of interpret it. And we actually did write a book, a book
published by the University of Washington, and the authors were Dick Cooley
and Jeffrey Wondesforde-Smith, a hyphenated name. He was another one of
the graduate students there. And, I’ve forgotten the name of it! It was
something to do with the quality of the environment. But anyway, it was kind
of an interesting exercise for me as a graduate student to see that we could
actually do something that we could get in print and then be published and
suddenly have some semblance of authenticity to it.

So | started to write my master’s thesis, and it turned out that another
fellow by the name of Ken Hammond, who was a professor over at Central
Washington State College. . .. All these colleges, incidentally, Western and
Central both were renamed, | think, in the late 70s to be Central Washington
and Western Washington Universities. But anyway, this Professor Ken
Hammond had received a grant from the Office of Water Research, through
the Water Resources Research Institute in Washington State, and he was
studying the Land and Water Conservation Fund. So he actually financed me,
gave me a small grant, a piece of his grant, and I think it was the spring of
1969 that | actually took the quarter off and actually wrote my master’s thesis.
| was financed to write my master’s thesis, though. | received my master’s
degree in 19609.

| decided to continue on because | really enjoyed it, and | had every
intention of becoming a college professor, and so | continued my class work,
once | got my master’s degree, and was proceeding to do all the preparatory
work for getting a Ph.D., and | really had every intention of becoming a
college professor—that was my ambition. | think along about 1970 or
1971-I"ve forgotten which-no, it would have been 1969-Dick Cooley was
denied tenure at the University of Washington. He was given a promotion to
Assistant Professor, but denied tenure. And since he was the most popular
professor in our department, he took that as a sign of they wanted him to move
elsewhere, so he did, and he got a job starting in September of 1970 at the
University of California at Santa Barbara, where he stayed until he retired. 1
think he since has retired.
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Works for Environmental Policy Division of the Legislative Reference
Service in the Library of Congress

So in the spring of 1970, | had completed all my class work, actually,
for a Ph.D. And all | needed to do was to take my final examinations. And I
took those in, I think, the spring of 1970. But I also began to think at that
point that if | wanted to be a college professor, I really ought to go out and
teach, or | ought to go get some experience in some way. | had taken a
class—and I think it was either in the winter or spring of 1970-I was taking a
seminar on natural resource policy, and a fellow by the name of Bill Van
Ness? came by the university and spoke to this seminar. And Bill at the time
was the Chief Counsel for the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs—subsequently renamed the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources—and he worked for Senator Scoop Jackson on that committee. And
Bill was an absolutely fascinating—is still-a fascinating person. He was a very
prolific staff person who really reshaped natural resource policy in this
country. | mean, he and another fellow, Dan Dreyfus who worked for the
committee at the time, thought up the idea for the National Environmental
Policy Act, and environmental impact statements. Bill Van Ness was the
fellow who put together the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act, and the
Trans-Alaska Pipeline Act—the precursors to FLPMA [Federal Land Policy
Management Act] and a lot of other really interesting, you know, legislation
that was passed in the late 60s and early 70s. And anyway, | found Bill to be
an absolutely fascinating person, and I thought, “If this guy is any indication
of the kind of things that happens in Washington, D.C., I’d like to go there.”
So | sat down in the spring of 1970 and I literally wrote, everybody | could
think of, a letter saying | was interested in going to work. And I even wrote
John Ehrlichman at the time, who was in the White House, and the only
reason | wrote him is because he was a lawyer from Seattle, Washington, and
| lived in Seattle, Washington, so | wrote him. Thank God he said no! or I’d
end up in jail with a lot of other people.

But anyway, a man by the name of Wally Bowman called me back.
And Wally was the Assistant Chief of the Environmental Policy Division of
the Legislative Reference Service in the Library of Congress. Wally had been
with the Conservation Foundation, and had actually funded Dick Cooley.
And he called Dick and said, you know, “Does this person have two eyes and
one head and so forth, and is he a reasonable person?” And Dick gave me a
very strong recommendation. And Wally called me in the summer of 1970
and said, “We are in the process of staffing-up. We need new people and new
ideas and we’d like to. . . .” And he talked to me over the phone and hired me
over the phone as a GS-9 researcher at the Library of Congress, and | started

2. Chief Counsel, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, 1970-1977; Director, U.S.
Senate National Fuels and Energy Policy Study, 1972-1974; Special Counsel, Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, U.S. Senate, 1966-1969. Van Ness is a founding partner of VVan Ness Feldman with offices
in Washington, D.C., and Seattle. According to its website, “Van Ness Feldman is a Washington, DC-based
law firm with over 80 professionals concentrating on government policy and regulatory issues in the areas of
energy, environmental, natural resources, and transportation law.”
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work there. So | packed all my belongings in a U-Haul trailer and sold a lot of
it. And my wife and I drove across the country with a little Toyota pulling
this U-Haul trailer with all our possessions in it. And | went to work in
September of 1970 with the Legislative Reference Service in the Library of
Congress. And about two months later, the Congress passed the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970, and renamed the Reference Service the
“Congressional Research Service.” And | worked there for the next two
years. And | thoroughly enjoyed the work: It was fascinating, it was exciting,
it was prolific, you wrote all the time and you did nothing but sit around and
study what Congress did and why it did it, and what it was doing and where it
was headed. It was really exciting. You were with . ... | think we had, at the
time | went to work in the Environmental Policy Division, we only had about
twelve to fifteen people that worked there, and you were around these people
day and night and you could talk about all kinds of interesting aspects of
environmental policy. | worked, really, on the natural resource side of things:
| worked on energy issues, and water, and land use—but I never really worked
on the pollution side of things, air pollution or water pollution. But it was
fascinating work. And when | was there, | went over and | saw Bill Van Ness
over at the Senate Interior Committee, and he of course said, “What are you
doing here?” and I told him, and he said, “Oh, it’s great to see you again.

Here are some things | want you to do.” And so | immediately had the best of
all possible worlds. | was doing research work for a committee, which is the
best thing to do if you work for the Library of Congress, and Bill was a very
prolific person who wanted all kinds of things done. He always had ideas
about, “Well, we need this, and we need this, and we need this.” And so | just
sort of became, essentially, a researcher for the Senate Interior Committee,
and got to work on all kinds of things. And I really enjoyed it, it was fun.

| got into it about a year, and | decided I really had an interest in
becoming a lawyer, and | thought, “Maybe I’ll go to law school at night.” So
| talked to my wife who said, “No you won’t.” (chuckles) So then I thought,
“Well, okay, if I’ve invested all this time”—and | had really invested quite a bit
of time in getting my Ph.D.—“that I really would finish that and go back to my
career as an academician.” So | notified the Graduate Department that |
wanted to take my formal examination. I’d taken the written part of it, and the
next step was, you went before the committee and told them what you were
going to write your dissertation on, and they sort of approve that. And if they
did, then you were a formal candidate, and then you wrote your dissertation,
and then when that was done, that was it. So I notified the committee, and by
this time Dick Cooley had left and Marion Martz became the chairman of my
committee, and | decided to write it [my dissertation] on power plant siting
legislation at the Federal level and the state level. And I was also at this time
doing some work with the Senate Commerce Committee on the same issue.
So it helped me out.

But essentially what | started to do in 1972-late ‘71 and early

1972-was that | would work from eight to five, and then I would go get a
sandwich and then go back to the office and then work from 5:30 until 8:00
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o’clock at night on my Ph.D. dissertation. And then my wife would come in
and pick me up and drive me home. And | went on like this for quite a few
months. In the meantime, I really decided that if I was going to do this, then |
was going to go off and launch my academic career.

Teaches at Dartmouth College, 1972-1973

| responded to an advertisement for a position as an instructor and
assistant professor at Dartmouth College in New Hampshire. | applied, and |
was selected. And so in September of 1972, | left the Library of Congress and
| moved my meager possessions to Norwich, Vermont, right across the river
from Dartmouth, and | began my career as an Ivy League college professor.
And | found it to be one of the worst decisions I’ve made in my life. Actually,
it was a good decision, because I learned what | didn’t want to do. | reported
the first day at eight, and found out nobody showed up until (chuckles) ten.
And | stayed until five and found out everybody else left at four! But | used
that as an opportunity to finish my Ph.D., and I did. 1 finished my dissertation
and stood for my final exam in, | think, March or April of 1973. So | actually
finished it when | was there, and | also wrote a number of articles in academic
journals, and held seminars, and did other things that professors do, and for
the most part, had a very . ... lactually was . . . didn’t have any problem
doing the work.

But I really decided somewhere around December of 1972 . ... |
woke up one morning—and I’ll never forget it-I woke up one morning and |
went to the office and | was sitting there and | just sort of thought to myself,
“This is the stupidest thing I’ve ever done. | left a job where I made more
money, [a job] I thoroughly enjoyed, to become a college professor, and | hate
being a college professor. | hate the students . ...” (chuckles) Naw, I didn’t
hate them . . ..

END SIDE 1, TAPE 1. AUGUST 23, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 2, TAPE 1. AUGUST 23, 1993.

Beard: Most universities can only afford one expert in a field, and the other thing |
found when | was up there was that it was lonely, frankly. Hanover is two
hours from anywhere: two hours from Boston, two hours from Montreal. And
it’s very difficult to engage in outside activities as a professor there. It’s
difficult to consult or, you know, to do other things that you do to sort of
stimulate your mind. Anyway, there’s a lot of other. ... It was not a great
place to work, from a personnel standpoint.

Returns to Congressional Research Service in Library of Congress, 1973-
1974

So | called up my former boss at the Library, Wally Bowman, and he
offered me my job back and I took it, and so in June of 1973 | went back to

Bureau of Reclamation Oral History Program



work at the Library of Congress. The moment | walked in the door there, the
big issue that they were working on was energy policy. The Senate Interior
Committee had gotten a resolution passed, calling for a national energy policy
study, and they were fully engaged in a series of activities dealing with energy
policy issues. And so | stepped right back in and they said, “We need you
over here to work on this.” This becomes relevant because it was in February
of 1973 that the Arab oil embargo took place. Well, suddenly all this work
that | had been doing on energy policy was suddenly relevant, and timely, and
all the rest of it. So I hit it pretty good, frankly.

But I returned to the Library of Congress and found myself as a
researcher there—again, thoroughly enjoying it. | really did enjoy the work
and enjoy the people. And I found it really stimulating. And I worked there
for the next fourteen or fifteen months. And then about that point-this was
after the 1974 election-really, the only disadvantage to working at the Library
of Congress is that you’re an observer to a process that’s going on. And that
process really is the Congress and legislation and the enactment of legislation.
And you sit and observe it, and you’re a little like somebody who’s sitting in
the football stadium up in the stands, and you’re watching a game being
performed down there. And some people are very happy to sit in the stands
the whole time and observe the game. Unfortunately, the more | watched the
game, the more | wanted to get in and “mix it up.”

Works for Congressman Sidney R. Yates on the House Interior and Related
Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee, 1975-1976

So in December of 1974, Congressman Sidney Yates of Illinois, a
Democrat from Illinois, had become the Senior Member on the House Interior
and Related Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee. And he was about ready
to become chairman of that subcommittee. And I’d done some work for him
before, and he asked me to come to work for him as a—it was called “associate
staff member,” but essentially you were paid by the committee, but you were
housed in his office and you assisted him. And it was really the perfect
opportunity for me to break away from the Library of Congress. 1I’d really
kind of outgrown the Library, and | really wanted to get involved in, you
know, the sort of day-to-day decision making, and get involved in the
legislative process. So I did!

I went to work for Congressman Yates in January of 1975, and again |
found he was a very, very liberal Democrat from the Northshore of Chicago.
A very decent person, very honorable man, and really a very nice, a nice
person to work for. | think he was a hard person to work for, because he was
not what you would call a “warm” person. He was not an easy person to get
to know on a personal basis. | have known him for nearly twenty years—I still
do know him and see him all the time, and yet | don’t ever feel as if | know
him personally, that I know him on that kind of a basis. But his administrative
assistant, chief of staff, is a woman by the name of Mary Bain, and Mary is
somebody that I’ve gotten close to over the years. | was in the same office
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with her. We were “roommates” so to speak, in the office. Mary really was,
you know, a very influential person-somebody that 1’ve known all my life and
who | respect a great deal, and who was really an interesting person.

We worked on the Interior Appropriations Bill, which does not include
the Bureau of Reclamation. It includes all the agencies in the Interior
Department except Reclamation. It includes the Forest Service, National
Endowment for the Arts and Humanities, the National Gallery of Art, and a
number of other Federal agencies: Smithsonian. | went through two cycles of
the Appropriations Committee, and | found it really interesting work. | mean,
it was challenging. But it was somewhat limiting. You know, | think I found
as | went along that | had more ambition than I think a lot of other people did.
And it was somewhat difficult to. . . . In that associate’s position, you’re
asked to really. . .. You really weren’t the committee staff: those were hired
by the full committee chairman, and so it was sometimes an uncomfortable
position. But anyway, | did enjoy it, and | found it gave me a perspective on
the Department of Interior which, frankly, has proved me very well over the
years. What | learned in those two years, in handling the budget of the
Department of Interior, has given me a lifetime of, a wealth of, experience and
knowledge which | have been able use throughout my career.

Invited to Join President Jimmy Carter’s Interior Transition Team, 1976-1977

After the 1976 election, in November, the Carter Administration came
to town with their transition team, and one of the people who was supposed to
be the transition officer for the Department of Interior quit in a huff, and I’'m
not sure, never was able to determine whether or not he quit. His name was
Joe Braver, he’s a consultant here in town now. Whether Joe quit because of
what he perceived to be a difference of opinion, or whether it was . . . .
Whether it was perceived or real, it didn’t matter—he quit. And that left one
person in charge of doing the transition work for the Carter Administration on
the Interior Department. Her name was Kathy Fletcher. And Kathy had been,
prior to that, a researcher with the Environmental Defense Fund in Denver.
So a fellow by the name of Jim Rathlesberger [phonetic spelling] who had
worked for Congressman [Henry Schoellkopf] Reuss of Wisconsin, and had
written a book on the Nixon Administration and the environment. Sort of a
fascinating little book: it had a dead duck on the front, as | recall. So
Rathlesberger called me up and said, “Would you be interested in going to
work for the transition team?” 1 said, “I guess so,” and | talked to Mary Bain,
she said “fine,” and so | did-I went down and started to work for the Carter
Administration on the transition team. And it didn’t take Mary long to figure
out what was going on, and so she started to put a lot of pressure on me to
come back to Yates’ office and raise, you know, sort of interesting problems.
But they weren’t really big problems, about how I really had, you know, | was
being paid by somebody else, but I was on leave.

Becomes Assistant Director of Domestic Policy Staff at the White House,
1977
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So | worked with the transition team until late December, and then |
actually quit working for Yates and was getting a very meager paycheck from
the transition team. And | quit on the hopes that | would get a job with the
new administration. | was offered a job with Secretary Cecil Andrus and |
deferred and was interviewed by the White House, and was offered a position
and | took the position with the White House, and | became. . .. | think
Inauguration Day was Thursday—Monday morning | went to work for the
Carter Administration in the White House on the White House staff as the
assistant director of the Domestic Policy Staff, which sounds like an
impressive title, but | was a very low-level staff person on the domestic affairs
front, and my job was, basically, to deal with natural resource policy issues,
including Indian affairs. | found the work there fascinating, but really
challenging. And it was challenging just because of the sheer volume of the
work. | used to go to work at 8:30 [A.m.], and | used to be one of the first
people there, and | used to sneak out at 8:30 [p.m.] at night and feel badly for
leaving my coworkers there—almost all of whom were not married. By this
time | had—my daughter was born in 1972, and then my first son was born in
1974-so0 | had two small children, and kind of wanted to get home. And I
would sort of go home, and my wife would greet me at the door and say,
“Gee, what happened at the White House today?”” and I’d sort of mumble
something, go in and collapse on the bed, and then go back and do it again.
Well this went on until about late May or June of 1977, at which point the
strain really . ... The job placed a tremendous strain on me, personally, and
for my family. | was working six, seven days a week, never saw the kids, my
wife was raising these two kids by herself and frankly didn’t like it.

Becomes Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior for Land and Water
Resources, 1977-1980

So | went in to the assistant to the president for Domestic Policy
Affairs, Stu Eisenstadt and told him basically | was going to leave because it
was too much of a strain on my family. In the meantime.... And I called
back over to the Department of Interior and said, “You know, you offered me
a job before. Is it still possible?” And Chuck Parrish, who had been the
assistant to the secretary, said, “Certainly.” | then interviewed with Guy
Martin who was the Assistant Secretary for Land and Water Resources at the
time. He hired me as a deputy assistant secretary. So our responsibilities
covered the Bureau of Reclamation, the Office of Water Research and
Technology, Water Resources Council, and the Bureau of Land Management.
The day | walked in the door, the other deputy assistant secretary was there.
His name was Gary Wicks and he had been the director of the Department of
Natural Resources for the State of Montana, and had been fired by the
governor for doing essentially what the governor told him to do. But anyway,
neither here nor there.

So | walked in and we had our sort of first meeting, the three of us,
talking about what we would work on. I’ll never forget it, Gary Wicks said,
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Storey:

Beard:

Storey:
Beard:

“Well, I’m not going to work on water resource issues. And if you force me
to, I’ll quit.” And (chuckles) so I looked at him and said, “Well, I don’t know
much about water resources, but it’s no big deal to me, so I’ll work on it.”
And so sort of in one fell swoop, | was thrown into the . . . soup and given the
lead responsibility for overseeing or dealing with the Bureau of Reclamation,
and the Office of Water Research and Technology, and the Water Resources
Council-both of which were abolished by Secretary [James] Watt.

At the time | came in, in June, Keith Higginson had been appointed the
Commissioner of the Bureau of Reclamation in March or April, and he had
been with Governor Andrus in Idaho, and so he had been here. And at that
time, the “hit list” was on, and we had been asked to review all the water
projects. | hadn’t been involved in any of this, but Keith and Guy and a
number of other people on the staff there were doing reviews of various water
projects and making recommendations. So this whole “hit list” syndrome had
been going on.

And so anyway, | came in and spent the three-and-a-half years as the
deputy assistant secretary. Somewhere along the line—I’ve forgotten the exact
date—Keith came up with a proposal. He said, “The Bureau of Reclamation
really doesn’t-the name—doesn’t represent what we do. We do things that are
a lot different than that, and | want to change the name.” And so my response
to that was, “Well, it makes sense to me, but we’d better check with the
secretary.” The secretary approved it and the agency became The Water and
Power Resources Service for a couple of years, until the 1980 election. But
throughout that period, | worked closely with Keith and with representatives
from the Bureau of Reclamation on their program, a wide variety of every
aspect of their program, frankly.

Again, | enjoyed the work very much. | also worked on budgets and
reorganization. The Department of Natural Resources was a proposal that
Secretary Andrus was very strong with, and so | worked on that, and 1 did
budgets and personnel, and various kinds of things.

What were the specific issues that occupied your attention with Reclamation,
besides the “hit list”?

Well, | didn’t really work on the “hit list”. | mean the “hit list” was really all
over by the time | got here.

Oh, okay.

And | worked on everything. | mean, you know, Auburn Dam was big;
Garrison [Diversion Unit of the Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program] was big;
Narrows [Unit of the Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program], which has since
dropped off the radar screen, was there; Animas-La Plata; Central Utah
Project; Central Arizona Project. The thing that occupied more of our time
than anything else, obviously, was the Central Valley Project in California,
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because as usual, it’s the biggest project, it’s the most politically sensitive, and
it’s the most difficult and challenging. So | worked on everything connected
with the Bureau of Reclamation. But I think, like most people, | became . . ..
You know, after three years, you really get very tired of sort of doing the same
thing.

At that point, Keith [Higginson] came to me and said, “Would you be
interested in being the regional director of the Bureau in Sacramento? 1’ve
got to advertise this position, but I think you ought to apply.” And so | talked
a lot to my wife and | decided I’d do it. So | waited until the last day, when
the announcement closed, and | went up and handed in my papers. The
personnel people, at least, here, were somewhat taken aback that I would
apply. And I went through and | was selected. And this was July or August
of 1980. Then I think some of the career staff raised an objection to it, so they
went and they put up another panel of people, none of them Interior people, in
fact—Forest Service, Soil Conservation Service, others—and asked them to rate
the people again, and again | was chosen.

Well, my name was then sent over—it had to get approval from OPM
[Office of Personnel Management], and it went over to OPM and I’'m not
quite sure what happened. My guess is, that an awful lot of back-channel
phone calls were sent over to OPM and the decision that was made was that
because there might be the hint of political influence, they decided they would
wait until after the election to approve my selection. (knock at door, tape
turned off and on)

Storey: We have been joined by Lisa Guide who’s going to sit-in on the interview.
Beard: So, where were we?
Storey: We were talking about your appointment as regional director . . . .

Beard: Oh yeah! Regional director of the Bureau of Reclamation in Sacramento.
And so I think that in .. .. Well, what happened was, that after the election,
of course, the OPM sent word back that they had approved it. And my answer
to that was, | wasn’t going to go out there and take this job and then be sent to
Barrow, Alaska, or some other place six months later. And I didn’t really
have a lot of ambition in working as a career civil servant with the new Watt
administration.

So at that point | decided | had to scramble to find a job. | looked at a
number of opportunities, and frankly there weren’t a lot of opportunities. | got
a job starting in 1980, as a researcher with George Washington University
here in Washington, D.C. And my job was really to put together a research
plan for them, and to help them raise funds for their program. It was a
program on science and public policy—something like this. Frankly, when |
went there, it really didn’t work out. It was not the kind of . . .. It was sold to
me in a certain way and it turned out when | got there, it really wasn’t-that
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wasn’t really the case. It was a time when most Federal agencies had funding
constipation in the first few months of the Reagan Administration, and they
weren’t giving out money for anything, so it was sort of . . .. It was not the
best of all possible worlds. | did get a small research grant to do some
research work on water resource matters related to the District of Columbia,
and | did that research work. But by the fall of 1981, | no longer was
employed by George Washington University.

Executive Director, Renewable Natural Resources Foundation, 1981

In the spring of 1981, | was interviewed and then given a position,
which was a half-time position as the executive director of something called
the Renewable Natural Resources Foundation, which is a consortium of
professional societies who had purchased the family home of the Gilbert
Grosvenor family. He started the National Geographic Society in Bethesda.
Twenty-six acres of land, which is on the corner of the Beltway and
Wisconsin Avenue. And they had rehabbed the family home and made it into
an office building for the Society of American Foresters, and then they were
in the process of finishing construction on a building that would house the
American Fisheries Society, the Wildlife Society, and they had to find tenants
to fill up the rest of the building. So my job was, as executive director of this
foundation, was to find tenants to fill up the rest of the building, but they
could only be nonprofit, professional societies interested in natural resource
issues. And then also start a series of programs . . . that professional societies
like that do.

| did that for the next six months, but frankly, the chairman of the
board there and I did not see eye-to-eye on sort of what my functions were
and what my duties were. And so again, it was in the fall of 1981 that I left as
the executive director.

Starts Own Business, 1981-1982

And at that point, | went into business for myself as a lobbyist. My
primary client was a lawyer, who 1I’d known here in the Department of
Interior, a fellow by the name of Martin Seneca, and he’d been a director of
the Office of Trust Policy in the Bureau of Indian Affairs: trust services, or
whatever they call it. And he hated to lobby, but liked to be a lawyer. And so
what I did was contract with him, and I did all the lobbying. So | worked,
essentially, for the next nine months as a lobbyist on Indian affairs matters.
And | did work for the Seminoles in Florida, the Northern Utes, the Crows,
the Council of Energy Resource Tribes, the Navajos—particularly NAPI, the
Navajo Agricultural Products Industry, or whatever it’s called. And I
published a newsletter on Indian affairs, a number of other things. So | sort of
scratched out a living doing that.

Administrative Assistant to Senator Max Baucus, 1982-1984
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In the summer of 1982 it became pretty obvious that my clients were
getting further and further behind. We were going into a recession at that
point. | was contacted by the administrative assistant for Senator Max Baucus
of Montana and asked to apply for the position as the administrative assistant
to Senator Baucus, which 1 did, and | was selected and went to work for
Senator Baucus in August of 1982. | was there for the next sixteen, eighteen
months, | think, until February of 1984. | reorganized his staff and put
together the fund-raising plan, the campaign plan, did the fund raising, and did
all the things that administrative assistants for senators do, which is mostly
politics and fund raising. And I was there . ... But it became sort of obvious
in the last few months that | was there that Senator Baucus and | really didn’t
agree on, sort of, the direction that the office ought to be going, and sort of my
role in it, and a lot of other things. And | don’t think that itwas . ... There
was no great conflict, it was just sort of one of those things that became very
obvious to everybody that was connected with it that it wasn’t going to work
out. And I think to be an administrative assistant to anybody on Capitol Hill,
you have to really . . . practically have to be in love with the person. | mean,
you really serve as an alter-ego to somebody. And unless you feel, unless you
really share their view of the world, or politics, or issues, it just isn’t going to
work out. In my case, it just wasn’t going to work out.

Goes to Work for Chambers and Associates, 1984-1985

So in February of 1984, | decided that | wanted to go back into
lobbying, and I went to work, worked out an arrangement with a woman by
the name of Letitia Chambers. And I went to work, | went on the masthead
as an employee of Chambers and Associates, a lobbying firm here in town.
They call themselves a consulting firm, but we did mostly lobbying. And my
arrangement with Letitia was that she would take half of whatever | brought in
until I brought in enough to sort of support myself. Well, it took me about
forty-five days to do that. At that point, | went on the payroll and was an
employee there, with Chambers and Associates. | did work for the American
Hospital Association, U.S. West, a group of publicly-traded limited
partnerships that had a tax problem. | did some work for the National
Audubon Society on the Garrison Project. |, you know, worked for a series of
sort of health care and tax-related kinds of work. It was challenging, but
frankly, it was not my cup of tea. There are insiders and there are outsiders,
and unfortunately I’m an insider. So I really found that being a lobbyist,
while it was easy work, and | didn’t have any sort of moral or ethical
objections to it-it just was not something that grabbed me as “this is going to
be my life-long profession.” It was not something that did that.

Becomes Staff Director of House Interior Subcommittee on Water and
Power—1985-1990

In the fall, September, of 1984, | got a call from John Lawrence, and

John is the Administrative Assistant to Congressman George Miller. And
John called me because a congressman from Texas, whose name was Chick
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Kazen had just been defeated in the primary and Kazen was the chairman of
the House Interior Subcommittee on Water and Power, with oversight over the
Bureau of Reclamation. He said, “Would you be interested in going to work
for George as the staff director for this Subcommittee on Water and Power of
the House Interior Committee?” | said, “Yeah, | guess | would,” because |
had met George Miller and John Lawrence in 1977. When | came to work at
the Department, George was one of the few congressmen who stood up and
publicly supported the president’s “hit list” and water policy reforms and
everything else that President Carter was doing, and was a big champion and
supporter. And he has always been a reformer on water resource
policies—primarily because of local politics, his politics in his particular
district.

So after the election, George did get the chairmanship of the
subcommittee, and | quit at Chambers and Associates, and in February of
1985 | went to work for the House Interior Committee as the staff director for
the Subcommittee on Water and Power. There were three people there at that
time: Lori Sonken and Steve Lannik [phonetic spelling], and myself, and we
were there for the first two years. The subcommittee had jurisdiction over the
water resource programs of the Geological Survey and then the Bureau of
Reclamation, and the power marketing administrations.

And then two years later the committee reorganized again, and we got
jurisdiction over—in addition to those activities—we got jurisdiction over outer
continental shelf leasing, and Alaska lands issues, which really meant ANWR,
the question of whether or not you would open up the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge to oil and gas development. And we then hired another three people
to go to work there, to handle those issues. And so I’ve gone from having a
staff-there were three of us, then there were six of us. And then two years
after that, we then hired another person, so eventually there were seven of us,
and | was there six years, until 1990.

In the last year or so that | was with the subcommittee, as the
subcommittee staff director, Congressman Mo Udall of Arizona, who was the
chairman of the committee, was really in failing health. He suffers from
Parkinson’s Disease . . . .

END SIDE 2, TAPE 1. AUGUST 23, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 1, TAPE 2. AUGUST 23, 1993.

Beard: ... difficult period for George because on the one hand, of course, he did
want to be chairman of the committee—anybody would—he was the next person
in line. But on the other hand, he didn’t want to be seen as the person pushing
Mo Udall out the door. And Mo is a very revered figure and somebody who
everybody supported. So it was a very difficult. ... The last year as
subcommittee staff director was very difficult, because | was suddenly thrust
in the situation of having to be an expert on all the other issues that the
committee dealt with, but I had no license or ability to affect it. And so we
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suddenly got into issues on territories, for example. Well, George didn’t
know anything about it, and | knew a little from my days with Congressman
Yates, but other than that . . . . | knew who to call to find out, and that kind of
thing. But, anyway, it was a very challenging time.

Staff Director of House Interior Committee, 1991-1993

After the 1990 election, it became very obvious that Mo simply wasn’t
capable of continuing as the chairman of the committee. And so the
Democratic Caucus re-elected him, but it re-elected him with more “no” votes
than he’d ever received before. And the deal that was cut was that he would
be re-elected and then the Majority Leader would go to him and ask him to,
tell him that, he had to resign, because he simply was incapable of performing
the job. And Congressman [Richard A.] Gephardt, in fact, did go to see
Congressman Udall on a Friday, and then that weekend he fell down the stairs
and was injured rather severely, and he actually never recovered from it.
George was then made the acting chairman of the committee. He was made
the acting chairman on Thursday, and Thursday afternoon George called me
and the staff director for the full committee in and told the staff director he
wanted him to resign and he wanted to appoint me as the staff director for the
committee, even though he was only the acting chairman. And he set up an
office of the chairman, and he put this former staff director up there, and a
couple of other staff people, and then he sort of put me in charge of the rest of
the staff. And, | went about the job of sort of trying to put together a staff for
the acting chairman, in expectation that the full committee chairman would
leave at some point. But again, it was sort of a difficult period from January
until . ... Well, really, from December until . ... No, it was January of 1991.
From January ‘91 until May of 1991, it was a very difficult sort of internal
relationship that went on.

But anyway, in May of 1991, Congressman Udall resigned, George
Miller was elected chairman of the committee, and at that point | then had to
go through the process of getting many of the Udall people to leave, and to
hire people to replace them, and to organize the committee in a way that
George wanted it organized—which we did. And I served as staff director for
the committee up until March of this year, 1993.

After the ‘92 election, when President Clinton was elected, | really—I
had been with the committee and with George for eight years. | thoroughly
enjoyed it in every way. He is the easiest person I’ve ever worked for; he’s
opinionated and he’s strong-willed, but, you know, | agree with his opinions,
so it really wasn’t all that difficult; and he’s gutsy; and he’s very smart. And
in every way, he was a perfect person to work for. But | had been at that job
for eight years, and frankly, | was getting a little bored with it. | had hired all
the people on the Democratic side of the ledger there, and they all worked for
me, and | knew-you know, I’d worked for them, some of them as long as eight
years, but some as long as just two years. But nevertheless, | knew their
strengths and their weaknesses—they’re like everyone else, predictable. The
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workload seemed to be fairly predictable, and frankly, I guess I just got a little
bored with the job. 1 didn’t really look forward with a great deal of
anticipation to the next four years with a Democratic administration and sort
of sitting in my little chair up there.

| really decided 1’d reached fifty years of age, and | had twenty years
of Federal service, so that meant that | could retire at any point. | had turned
fifty in April of this year, so it really gave me a sense of, as | thought about it,
really a sense of . . . freedom. If | was going to do something—and I’d been a
risk-taker most of my life—if | was really going to do something, | really felt
now was the time to do it. So I decided | wanted a challenge, a personal
challenge. And I really thought a lot about it, having served in the
Department [of the Interior] before. 1 really had no interest at all in being
assistant secretary of anything. 1’d done it, I’d been a deputy assistant
secretary, and to me, that was doing the same thing. Essentially, that was
doing the same thing I did up on The Hill, and why would I give up a position
on The Hill to go do the same thing downtown? And I really wanted to do
something that was different and something that | had never done before.
Only one thing I’d never done before was managed an agency. And | really
felt that managing an agency would give me the kind of personal experience
that | needed. | had never been a manager of a large number of people. | had
managed eighty people when | was with the committee, and that’s the most
I’d ever managed, but 1’d never actually done that. And I really . ... Ijust, I
guess | wanted the personal challenge. My wife thought | was nuts, because
she said, “You’ll take a pay cut, and you’ll get a reduced retirement annuity as
a result of doing this.” And I said, “Yeah, that’s all true, but nevertheless, I’'m
kind of looking for the challenge. | don’t know if I want to continue to do this
the rest of my life either.” So | was really in the throes of a decision, and |
decided in a weak moment that that’s what | wanted to do.

Seeks Appointment as Commissioner of Bureau of Reclamation, 1992-1993

And | sort of started the ball rolling. And it was kind of interesting,
once you start a little campaign for yourself for a position like this, once you
get the ball rolling, it’s awful hard to get it stopped again. And I
received—surprisingly, | got a lot of support from a lot of people very quickly.
And | guess that sort of surprised me in the sense that I guess I just didn’t
think that many people cared one way or the other (chuckles), but obviously, a
lot of people did. So I got a lot of support and | really worked at it hard.
Obviously, I talked to George and got George’s support. | talked to various
interest groups and others, and got their support. And actually, once Secretary
Babbitt was appointed, we had the committee members, the Democratic
members, at a dinner with Secretary Babbitt. And I had known him before.
He had been a lobbyist and come in with several clients to talk to me about
various issues. And | had called him right after the election and said, “When
you’re appointed secretary of interior, I’m interested in talking to you about a
job.” And he said, “Well, obviously, the election has just occurred. | don’t
know if I’m even going to be secretary of the interior.” | said, “Well . ...” In
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a fit of—1 don’t know why | predicted this—I said, “Don’t worry, you will be
appointed,” and of course he was.

But the secretary came up to me at that dinner and said, “I know you’re
interested. I’m interested in talking to you, but it’s going to take me a while.”
| said, “Fine.” And in the meantime, an editorial was published in The
Sacramento Bee, by a fellow by the name of Bill Kahrl which basically torched
me pretty badly. And it was the only negative reaction that anybody ever had.
It was a rather bizarre editorial, which I’m still not quite sure what he was
after, but George Miller had opposed Auburn Dam, and Bill Kahrl was for it,
and somehow he linked Auburn Dam and me and George Miller together and
sort of said, “Dan Beard is against health and safety for people who live in
Sacramento, and why is he for killing people?” You know, sortof .... I'm
not sure why he didn’t throw in rape and incest into the whole thing either.
Anyway, the importance of this was that the secretary did read that, obviously,
and | think it had an effect on him. Suddenly | was getting nothing but good
press, and then all of a sudden, bam!, get this thing. So anyway, | did go talk
to the secretary. He raised this editorial, and I think the fact that | had worked
for George, and George had a reputation for being a very hard-nosed kind of
guy who is sort of “in your face” on nearly every issue, made the secretary
rather suspect. But | had one interview with him, and it really didn’t go very
well. It was kind of interesting: | talked to him and said, “Are you for
abolishing the Bureau of Reclamation? Because if you are, I’m not interested
in the job. It’s not that the Bureau shouldn’t be abolished, but I think it never
will be, so it ought to be changed. It ought to have a new focus, new
direction.” And he said, “I’m not for abolishing it any more. Obviously I said
that to get everybody’s attention. But I support what | said, you know, that’s
wrong with the Bureau, and it ought to be redirected.” And I said, “Well,

Mr. Secretary, that’s what | want to do.” And he said to me, “Why do you
want this job?” And I said, “Well, I’ll tell you why | want this job: because |
sat down and | decided | wanted a personal challenge. But because | can’t be
the BIA [Bureau of Indian Affairs] Commissioner-which to me is the most
challenging job in this Department-this is the second-best.” And I said, “I
just want to know, Mr. Secretary, if-unlike a lot of other people who are
going to get hired here who are going to tell you that they’re going to do
things, I’m going to do it-and the question is, when things get tough, and you
run into problems, are you going to be there to support me?” So he and I then
actually had some, you know, not heated words, but it was an interesting
(chuckles) debate. And I found out later on he was kind of doing it to goad
me a little bit to see how | would react. | frankly thought the interview didn’t
go very well at all. And lo and behold, he called me up, said, “Let’s have
lunch,” so we had lunch, and he told me, essentially, that he felt very
comfortable nominating me. | think what happened in the interim, probably
more than anything else, John Leshy, who’s now the solicitor, had talked to
the secretary and John, and John and I knew each other in the Carter
Administration and | had actually hired him to come to work for the
committee for a sabbatical for a couple of years. And he was very supportive
of my candidacy and pushed the secretary very hard.
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Nominated to Serve as Commissioner of Bureau of Reclamation, 1993

Storey:
Beard:

Storey:

Beard:

But anyway, for whatever reason, | got the job, and I quit the
committee in March. 1 got the nomination from the White House, the
president nominated me, and I quit the committee in March, | think, and came
to the Department as a consultant. Then they held my committee hearing-the
nomination hearing—was held in mid-May. And then it was rather routine,
actually. There were no real great problems in the nomination hearing, and |
was nominated and confirmed by the Senate in May, and took over, | think, on
May 24, if I’m correct.

That’s when you were confirmed, was May 24.

May 24. So that’s it! That’s the background, which only took an hour-and-a-
half!

What’s your impression of the nomination hearing before the Senate? What
kinds of things were they interested in?

They weren’t interested in me at all. Public Law 102-575° had been passed
last year, and this was a fascinating piece of legislation that | had been
working on for over three years. We’d started out about three or four years
ago as a very small bill that rather than pass five simple little, minor, non-
controversial bills, we put the together under one bill and passed. And it just
kept growing, and it grew into this sort of monster. And by the end, it had
about two billion dollars’ worth of project authorizations on it. Well, | must
admit, that if you can help people get about two billion dollars’ worth of
project authorization in this town, you can make a lot of friends. And I did
make a lot of friends with that bill. The Central Utah Project Completion Act
was on there. The Miller-Bradley legislation dealing with the Central Valley
Project Improvement Act was on the legislation. And so, to be perfectly
honest, | didn’t have any problems with the confirmation process. Senator
[Malcolm] Wallop asked me a number of questions, but I had worked with the
Republican and Democratic members of the committee of the Senate Energy
Committee for eight years, and on a wide variety of legislative matters, and
they knew me and they knew that | was going to be responsive to their
inquiries and they knew that | was not some kind of monster or some lunatic.
Frankly, I get along with them very well-I have very good personal
relationships with them. And then some of the members, actually, over
there—Senator Larry Craig is an example— Senator Ben [Nighthorse]
Campbell-had actually been congressmen before and had served on the
subcommittee that | was the staff director of. So | had personal relationships
with a lot of the members: Senator Bradley, Ben [Nighthorse] Campbell,
Senator . . .. Just a lot of the senators. So frankly, the confirmation hearing
was not at all difficult for me—it was very easy. Fortunately, | got to go up

3.
34 is the

Public Law 102-575 is the Reclamation Projects Authorization and Adjustment Act of 1992. Title
Central Valley Project Improvement Act.
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with George Frampton, who was nominated at the time for the Assistant
Secretary of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, and he was very controversial. So they
asked a few questions of me, and then spent their time quizzing him. And |
sat there and smiled for two-and-a-half, three hours. So | didn’t have to—you
know, it wasn’t all that difficult.

Storey: And what are the issues that you see confronting you that you want to change
in Reclamation?

Beard: Well, frankly, I didn’t take this job to just cruise along for the next four years.
In my view, the Bureau of Reclamation is an agency that has to change. And
it’s going to change no matter what happens. And it really is an agency that
absolutely has to change. It’s got to go in a new direction. It’s mission that it
originally set out to perform in 1902 is over with. Even the employees in the
agency found this when they wrote the 1987 or ‘88 Report, when they said,
“Essentially, our original mission is over. Now we’ve got to find a new
mission.” And the reason | took the job is that I really feel that I can help the
agency find that new mission and move them in that direction. The challenge,
the reason | wanted to do this, is that | think it’s going to be an extremely
difficult task. It’s a little like trying to turn an aircraft carrier. | mean, you
can spin the wheel all you want, and nothing happens, and it takes time to
make sure that that aircraft carrier moves. Well, it’s the same with the agency.
You can set new policies, but it takes time, and we’ve got to change the
culture of the agency. And changing the culture really means changing the
people. And so what I’m interested in doing, the reason | took this job, is that
| want to try to see if it’s possible to take an agency of 7,500 people that are
going east and turn them so they all go west, if you will. And | know it’s not
going to be easy, and maybe it’s a herculean task, but I’m going to try to do it.
And maybe that’s just because I like a challenge.

And what do | want to do? | really do believe that the Bureau of
Reclamation is filled with talented people who have a history and an ethic of
doing things. | mean, that’s what’s got them in trouble. They’re an agency
filled with doers. Many Federal agencies—some agencies are filled with
people who just love to talk about problems and never do anything. The
Bureau is actually filled with risk-takers and people who do things. And [the
Bureau is] filled with people who have visions and they try to implement
those visions. | mean, when you think of something like Glen Canyon or
Grand Canyon or Shasta or anything else that we’ve ever done in the

history . ... | mean, its pretty remarkable, that anybody can sit down and sort
of say, “Hey, we ought to do that.” Most people would go, “What?! Are you
crazy?!” | mean, that’s.... | was just out at Glen Canyon Dam over the

weekend. | was there last Friday. You come up over the hill and you just take
one look and you say, “Holy smoley!” You know, that’s the first time 1’d
ever seen it. | mean, that’s got to take a lot of vision to see that. And that
vision, that willingness to get in and do things has actually been what’s got the
agency in so much trouble over the years: they just wanted to keep doing
things—they didn’t care what they were doing, they just wanted to keep doing
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it. And always it was, “Always build the next project.” And that’s been our
mantra for the last, you know, ninety years: “Let’s build another project.
Okay, now that we’re done with that project, turn it over to the locals for them
to operate and maintain and we don’t care anything about it. Let’s move on to
the next one.” And then you plan the next project, get it authorized, get it
under construction. Once it’s finished construction, turn the O&M [operation
and maintenance] over to the locals, and you’re on to the next one. And that
was the system that worked here for seventy or eighty or ninety years. And it
was wandering around the West with one prescription to solve Western water
problems. And that one prescription is, “We’ll build you a facility, a storage
reservoir. Let us build you a storage reservoir.” And that’s the only
prescription that we offer.

Well, those days are over now, and the question is, What are we going
to offer in return? As we go to the City of Las Vegas and say, “Okay, how
you’re approaching a million people in the City of Las Vegas, and we know
we can’t build any more storage reservoirs that can supply you with water.
How are we going to help you meet your water supply needs?” And I really
think that the Bureau can be a major player, and it ought to be a major player.
The Federal government, just for the wide variety of reasons that we’re
involved in water resource matters in the West, ought to be a major player.
But I think what we ought to be doing is offering sort of different solutions.
We ought to be offering solutions that look at the demand side of the equation,
we ought to be looking at ways in which we can get the most out of the system
that we have today.

| think, I really personally believe, that the parallels between water and
energy are very close. In 1973 we had a system in Energy where the only way
that people talked about getting new supplies was by building central power
stations. That was it! That was the solution: You needed power?—go build a
power plant. Either it was a hydro plant, it was a nuclear plant, it was a coal
or gas fired. But that was the only solution. Well, in 1993, you have—every
major utility in this country doesn’t talk that way any more. They talk about
efficiency improvements are the way that they meet their future needs.
Southern California Edison, the second-largest investor-owned utility in the
world is saying that they’re going to get all their future needs from efficiency
improvement. | mean, you know, it’s a really dramatic change in a short
space of only twenty years. | really think something similar to that is going to
have to happen in water. For a variety of reasons today, we can’t build storage
reservoirs any more. The public won’t allow it, the system doesn’t encourage
it. 1 mean, you know, when you think about endangered species and 404
Permits and all the other mumbo jumbo that goes with it, we just won’t be
able to do it any more. Somehow, we’ve got to find a way of meeting future
water supply needs. And if we can’t build storage reservoirs, then we don’t
have much choice. The only choice we seem to have is to somehow work
over on the “soft” side of the equation, on the demand side: either promote
efficiency improvement, conservation, transfers, markets, banking—anything
to move water around and to reallocate water. Reallocate it from low priority
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to higher priority uses. And essentially what that means is moving water out
of agriculture and moving it over to other uses, whatever it may be.

So that’s the challenge of the future, but we as an agency, you know,
the question is, What’s the role of a Federal agency in working in this area?
And that’s one of the challenges that we have as an agency of where we go in
the next few years. (inaudible)

Can | stop at this point and get a drink of water?

Storey: Sure. (tape turned off and on) Well, I’d like to pursue this a little further.
You know, one of the things that CPORT [Commissioner’s Program
Organization and Review Team] discussed was what the public wants. And
one of the things | was interested in as | was reading CPORT and thinking
about this interview was, who makes the value judgements about, we can give
up food production, we can give up fiber production, whatever it happens to
be—in favor of population growth in the West-those kinds of things. Do you
have any thoughts on that kind of issue?

Beard: Yeah, I think that if you eliminated—just if you were a dictator and could
eliminate it tomorrow—if you eliminated Federally-irrigated agricultural
production tomorrow, it wouldn’t have an impact at all on food and fiber
production in this country, nor would it affect prices to any great degree at all.
Studies have shown that that’s just part of the myth that has built up around
the Federal irrigation program that somehow we’re providing food and fiber
for the nation. And | just think it’s a crock. Not a crock, but I don’t think that
it holds up under analysis. Our program, you know, the view has been for
ninety years that the most important thing that the Bureau of Reclamation
does is it provides water for irrigated agriculture. 1 don’t think that’s the case.
| think the most important thing that the Bureau of Reclamation does, is, it has
a storage reservoir with water behind the storage reservoir, and we have the
ability to regulate the river to meet in-stream uses. | think that if you look
out-this is 1993-if we come back and hold this discussion in a year, 2003 or
2013-1 mean ten or twenty years from now, what you will find is, that
irrigated agriculture, we’ll still provide water for some irrigated agriculture.
But the most important uses of reclamation water are going to be for urban
water supply needs, and for environmental uses, in-stream flow uses. And
that’s increasingly what’s happening to our facilities. The demands on us are
not demands for us to build additional reservoirs or to provide more water for
irrigated agriculture. We’re taking water away from irrigated agriculture, and
giving it to other uses. In California this year, we reduced the water supply
from the Central Valley Project by 20 percent, and we gave it over to
endangered species. Just (snaps fingers) we did it like that. We didn’t even
think about it. And I think the primary reason it’s not going to have an impact
on agriculture production, is that there are so many other alternatives out there
for irrigated agriculture: they can pump groundwater, they can change the
crop mix, they can use less water, and so forth. 1 really do think that these are
all going to be changes and challenges that we’re going to have to face. We
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Beard:

have a program that’s going to have to change, primarily because society is
changing. The values that . ... You know, every Federal agency has to
respond to public opinion and the perception of public opinion. And
sometimes it’s not an exact science—that’s what politics and policy-making
and elections are all about, frankly. But I think it’s inevitable that our
program is going to have to change, from what it is today, and that we’re
going to do different things in twenty years, ten years, than we’re doing today.
And certainly we’re going to be a lot different than we were twenty years ago.
| don’t know if that’s a very good response to your question.

No, I think it’s interesting. Of course one of the talked-about books nowadays
is Crossing the Next Meridian by Wilkinson,* in which he refers to the “lords of
yesterday,” and the fact that precedent and law, and so on, dictate the present
and the future because of what’s happened in the past. What kinds of issues

do you see that Reclamation is going to have to confront in dealing with these
kinds of issues in order to effectively change and become the new agency?—
which | think a lot of Reclamation employees recognize we need to do, but
they’re having difficulty taking the steps that result in change.

Two things are going to have to happen, three things: First of all, some time is
going to have to transpire—we can’t do this overnight. It’s going to take us
who-knows-how-long, but | mean a long time. It’s going to take us . . . four
years, six years, eight years, some period of time. So time is the first thing that
has to occur.

Second of all, we have to change the culture. We have to, | have to,
and all the . . ..

END OF SIDE 1, TAPE 2. AUGUST 23, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 2, TAPE 2. AUGUST 23, 1993.

Beard:

You know, we’re a bureaucracy. We’re Federal . ... Most people, the vast
number, majority, in Reclamation are career officials, and they look up at their
supervisors and they say, “Okay, what’s in?” | mean, you’re like anybody,
you’re survival of the fittest, and you say, “What’s in?” And if all you hear is,
“We ought to be promoting environmental values, we ought to be promoting
conservation, we ought to be promoting water transfers, we ought to be
looking at ways of reducing the demand for water, improving the efficiency of
the use of water,” then | think everybody in the agency is, “Okay, well, that’s
what we’re going to talk about, because that’s what’s going to get me ahead in
this organization. 1’m not going to get ahead in this organization if I stand up
and say, ‘That’s a bunch of horse manure, we ought to build storage
reservoirs,” because what will happen then, is, you’ll get yourself booted right
out.” You just won’t be in on what it is we as an agency are trying to do.
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So I think changing the culture—you know, I think it’s important to go
around and talk about . . . and that’s why | go around so much and | say, “The
dam-building era is over.” 1’m going to keep going, saying it over and over
and over again, until . . .. You know, I’m going to beat it into everybody’s
head, because I’m just waiting for the first time a congressman will ask me in
a congressional hearing, “What about building such-and-such?” And I’'m
going to look at him and say, “Congressman, we’re not in the dam-building
business any more.” That statement will send shock waves through this
organization. But we’re not. That’s not our primary function. We ought to be
helping Western States and communities to solve their problems, their
contemporary problems. And that’s what we’re all about. We’re a problem-
solving agency. | can harness that “doer spirit” that | talked about before, that
we as an agency are filled with doers. And if | can harness that spirit and
direct it towards solving contemporary problems, problems that communities
have today, that Western States and communities have today, then we’ve
become a very relevant agency, we become somebody that’s on the cutting
edge of solving problems.

The third thing that we need is that we need to diversify our work
force. We have, really, a work force which is very monolithic. One-third of
my employees at the present time are over fifty years of age, and one-third are
between forty and fifty. So that means, clearly, two-thirds of my work force
is over [forty] fifty years of age. And it’s not a very diverse work force, either.
It, for the most part, is engineers, most of whom are white males, and who
have been brought up—I mean, if they’re over forty years of age-two-thirds of
my employees are over forty—if they’ve been there that long, you know
they’ve had at least fifteen years of experience in a culture where they’ve been
told to do things. You know, “We, as an organization, are trying to do the
following . ...” So you can’t change that overnight. What we have to do, is,
that we’ve got to diversify our work force. We’ve got to have a more diverse
work force—and | don’t mean just having more women in executive positions,
although that’s terribly important, or Hispanics or African-Americans or
whatever—but I mean intellectually diverse as well, having people who have
different viewpoints become project managers, and regional directors. You
know, if you look at all our project managers and all our regional directors,
they all come out of the same cookie cutter. They’re all civil engineers, for
the most part, who’ve been with Reclamation for over twenty years. Well,
that doesn’t give you a very diverse work force. Andit’snot.... My
personal view is, and I’m not saying that’s bad, it’s just a fact of life. But
what it leads to is, that it means that you’ve got a work force that doesn’t
value and promote change and new directions. So | think one of the things
that I’m going to try to do is, I’m going to try to work very hard during my
tenure here, on the culture of the organization, and I’m going to work to try to
diversify the work force, and I’m then also going to work on a wide variety,
trying my best to make sure that we can begin to change many of the
programs that we have, the approaches that we use, and get rid of the
outmoded approaches and bring in new approaches towards solving problems.
| mean, we spend . . ..
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Storey:

Beard:

Storey:

Beard:

Well, conservation is a good example: We now provide highly-
subsidized water for use by the agricultural sector. And of course the one
thing that we can do to promote water conservation in this country is, increase
the price. The most powerful tool we have, which is to raise the price and
promote conservation, or less use, we’re encouraging by providing water at
subsidized rates. So somehow we have to wrestle with many of these internal
inconsistencies. And they won’t be easy, frankly. It’s going to take a long
time. Having been through this once before in the Carter Administration,
having been through the efforts to try to reform or revise programs, the one
thing I know enough about it is, that I’m patient enough to wait it out. It can’t
all be done in six months or three months—it’s going to take several years.
And even if at the end of four years, and 1I’m still here, four years may not be
enough—it’ll take longer than that.

Well, we have used up the two hours that I asked for, so I think it would be a
good idea if we stopped now.

Is there anything else that’s right on your mind?

Actually, there’s another two hours’ worth of questions, | think, that have
come up, where 1’d like to probe into some of the things you’ve talked about.
| have to say, you’re a very good interviewee! You do it all by yourself.

What I’m wondering, though, if you have any problems about this
interview, about Reclamation using it, the materials in it, or making it
available to outside researchers, or if you would prefer to wait until later to
make a decision about that . . . .

I’d rather prefer to wait until later to make a decision. | think my preference
would be to make this, as well as the follow-up interview, available at the
same time. And I think, I’m not quite sure when, also, 1’d like to make that
available. My guess is, I’d rather give myself a little while to get going. But
we can decide it at a later time.

END SIDE 2, TAPE 2. AUGUST 23, 1993.
BEGIN TAPE 1, SIDE 1. SEPTEMBER 7, 1993.

This is Brit Storey interviewing Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner Daniel Beard,
on September 7, 1993, at two o’clock in the afternoon in his offices on the Seventh
Floor of the Main Interior Building in Washington, D.C..

Storey:

Works for Congressman Sydney Yates

Well, at the last interview we discussed, I think, the highlights of your career,
and 1’d like to pursue some of that further. For instance, Congressman
[Sidney R.] Yates—I believe he’s from Illinois, isn’t he? (Beard: Yes.) He isa
fairly prominent person in the Historic Preservation Program, in terms of
legislation and his interest in it. And of course that affects Reclamation
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pretty directly. 1 was wondering if you could comment a little further on him
as a person and his interest in that particular program.

Beard:  Well | went to work for Congressman Yates after the 1974 election. As |
told you before, | had left graduate school, come back to Washington,
worked for the Library of Congress for two years, then gone to Dartmouth
College, discovered I wasn’t an academic, and came back. And I really felt,
after I’d come back to the Library of Congress and was there for another
year-and-a-half, that I really—I felt an awful lot like a spectator at a football
game. | may have used this analogy before, but I just really felt an
overwhelming desire to become engaged in the legislative process, rather
than spend the rest of my professional career writing about what other people
were doing. | really felt a desire to get involved and get in there and sort of
“mix it up.” And I think that’s sort of a personality trait that | and some
other people have, and other people don’t have. Many of the people that |
started with at the Library of Congress in 1970 are still there, and it’s over
twenty years later, and they’re very happy there. It’s a great place to work.

But I’d done some work for Congressman Yates. He was about to
become the chairman of the Interior Appropriations Subcommittee, and he
asked me to go to work for him as his associate staff member. What this
meant was, | was housed in his office but paid with committee funds, and my
responsibility was to help him as chairman of the committee, get done
whatever he wanted to get done. It was a little like going from the fat to the
fire. Maybe that’s not the right analogy. Jumping into the middle of the
appropriations process was . . . . It’s a little like being thrown in the water
and you don’t know how to swim. It was a pretty overwhelming process. It
was a pretty overwhelming experience, frankly, for me personally. | had
been an academic all my life, 1’d trained to be an academic, and now
suddenly I was . ... And I’d been doing research work at the Library, and
now | was being asked to make recommendations on a million dollars for
this, or two million for that, or “here are a series of add-on requests from
Indian tribes, what do you think?” And it was a pretty invigorating
experience. | found the work challenging. It gave me a perspective about
the Department of Interior and the other agencies we oversaw that | never
will have again. It gave me the ability—it gave me knowledge and an
oversight, in examining how they perform, that you just don’t get any other
place. It’s a very unique perspective on agencies and on programs.

| worked there for two years and with Congressman Yates for two
years. He’s a very interesting man. He’s scrupulously honest, a very, very
decent man who ran for Congress, really, on a lark. In 1948, Illinois had its
Primary in March of that year, and of course President Truman was expected
to be defeated overwhelmingly by Dewey in November, and the Democratic
candidate for the Ninth Congressional District in Illinois got a chance to be
appointed a Federal judge, and he took that opportunity. And so the
Democratic Party found itself without a candidate. Sid Yates was a young
lawyer in town and sort of stepped up and said, “Well, I’'ll do it.” And

Daniel P. Beard



Storey:

everybody thought, “Well, here’s a nice sacrificial lamb,” so he got a guitar
and he went around to various groups and sort of sang songs and talked, and
lo and behold, he was swept in, in the 1948 election, and won the
Congressional seat. And he served there from 1948 until 1960 when he was
passed over for chairmanship of one of the appropriation subcommittees. He
was slated to be chairman of the Department of Commerce and Related
Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee, but Clarence Cannon, who was the
chairman of the full Appropriations Committee at the time, felt that rather
than have a liberal, like Sid Yates, be the chairman of a subcommittee, he’d
just abolish the subcommittee, which he did. Then he created the State
Justice and Commerce Appropriation Subcommittee. So Mr. Yates sort of
“saw the handwriting on the wall,” and he decided to run for the Senate in
1962, and he got the Democratic nomination, ran against Everett Dirksen and
lost by less than a vote a precinct. He was out for two years, and then came
back in 1964.

So when I arrived in 1974, he had been a member of Congress for
twenty-two years, and yet never been an appropriations subcommittee
chairman-and this was his first chance. And so | actually got a chance to
work very closely with him. He did not feel comfortable with the full
committee staff who worked for him. And so he and | developed a very
close working relationship. But he was the kind of person who was very
hard to get close to. We had, and we still have, a very close professional
relationship. | see him quite often, | like him very much, we are very cordial
to one another, but I don’t think we’ve ever been very close personally. And
I don’t think he’s very close to many people, personally.

But he’s an absolutely fascinating man. He’s a very capable politician,
has become very knowledgeable about the programs—a man with a
committed ideology. He is a committed, dyed-in-the-wool liberal Democrat—
proud of it, and has never backed-off of it. And when things got sort of bad
in Washington in the early 1980s, when the “Reagan Revolution” sort of
came to town, he stepped up and really did a remarkable job through his
appropriation subcommittee of protecting and preserving many of the
programs that were near and dear to his heart.

With respect to historic preservation, you’re right, he has a long-term
interest in the program. More than anything, it was an intellectual interest:
he just was interested in the subject, and just interested in it intellectually.
And so he spent a lot of time, and it had some relationship to his district,
most of the things in the bill didn’t have a lot to do with his district, which
was the Northshore of downtown Chicago, and after redistricting in 1980, he
got Skokie and Evanston, Illinois, which were college towns, but for the
most part it was just. ... You know, it’s an urban district.

So that’s Mr. Yates.

What about his attitudes toward Reclamation as Chair of that subcommittee?
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Beard:  Reclamation didn’t report to that subcommittee, and he sort of has no views
on it. They report to the Energy and Water Appropriations Subcommittee. |
didn’t have anything to do with Reclamation at all during that period, other
than | knew it existed. But in terms of the program, I didn’t have anything to
do with the program.

Storey:  So it’s not part of the Interior appropriation then?
Beard: No.
Storey: It’s a separate one?

Beard:  Yes, it reports to the Energy and Water Appropriations. Corps of Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation, and many of the programs—the vast bulk of the

programs in the Department of Energy are all in another. . .. It used to be
the Public Works Appropriations Bill, but they gave it a new title many years
ago.

Geography as a Discipline

Storey:  You mentioned, when we spoke last time, your interest in becoming a
cartographer. And as a person who isn’t very conversant with the field of
geography, that’s the kind of thing I think of when somebody says they’re
studying geography. Yet, you were talking about professors who influenced
you and they weren’t influencing you about cartography, so much, as they
were about public policy issues. Would you expand on what geography is
interested in, and how you became involved in the public policy issues
through that kind of thing, please?

Beard:  Yeah, geography is one of those disciplines which is somewhat
schizophrenic about itself. It’s a social science, and it’s a social science
that’s interested in the distribution of people, places, and things, is the best
way to describe it, in a layman’s term. How people interact with their
environment, how it relates to the way people live and work and interact with
one another. In the old days, it used to be area studies where you study,
[say], the geography of Southeast Asia and learn everything there was to
learn about it. And part of that was the study of cartography—maps, and the
history of maps. And then out of, sort of, people’s interest in other lands and
other people and other places, maps were just one of the tools that people
used, and were one of the tools in the “quiver” that geographers used, if you
will. And then most geography departments began to break down into
divisions where you had people interested in physical geography, the
physical landscape and how things were distributed and how they formed
and so forth—offshoots of that being geomorphology, how various landscapes
developed; other people who were interested in climate, weather and climate,
and particularly climatologists. Many of the early climatologists were
geographers. And then ultimately other specializations began to develop,
such as human geography, how people are distributed across the landscape,
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why they are. And, in recent years, | guess one of the . ... Geography really
became . ... I’mtrying to think of the right word: A miscellaneous category
for a lot of social sciences. It became a discipline which hired lots of
different people interested in lots of different things—but all related back to
the physical environment, usually, in some way, and how people and things
are distributed over the landscape.

So when | went to the University of Washington, | had always found
geography fascinating. | just found it as a subject | was interested in other
places, people, and things, and how things worked. And I always found
economics—which is what my major was—boring. It was just, you know,
charts and graphs and a lot of mathematical formulas. It was pretty boring
stuff. And | was very interested in geography because ithad a . . . sort of a
generalist’s background to it. | mean, there were lots of different things that
we studied and looked at, and | found it fascinating—just intuitively
interesting. And | decided at that point to sort of follow my own interests,
rather than do what I thought others wanted me to do, such as be practical,
get a business degree, and you know, go out and work in a bank. 1 really
thought, “I think I’ll go do what | want.” And it’s a good social science
background/education, which sort of qualifies you for lots of things—anything
and everything.

And so | started out at the University of Washington. 1 decided to go
back to graduate school. 1 tried to be a planner, and | hated it after only a
few months. And so | went back to graduate school and they asked me sort
of, “What do you want to work on?” Well the first thing that came to mind
was cartography, because I’d always been interested in maps, 1’d been
working with maps as a planner, and it just seemed sort of a natural way to
respond. And | started to take a couple of courses, and frankly, found it not
terribly interesting. And that’s when | took a course on the conservation of
natural resources, and | found this sort of interaction of physical processes,
environmental processes, all the things that | had learned in physical
geography and geology courses and weather and climate, and all these things
that | had sort of learned: A sort of interaction of that with the political
world, to be a terribly fascinating one. And the course that | took on the
conservation of natural resources, I’d taken it as an undergraduate and then
as a graduate, involved physical geography, geology, climatology,
meteorology, political science, economics—there’s just lots of different things
sort of involved. And that, again, struck me as kind of interesting. It was
sort of a collection of everything about natural resource issues.

It didn’t take long for me to find out that that was sort of what | was
interested in: natural resource policy issues. And, fortunately, I’m one of the
few individuals 1’ve ever met, that actually does what they studied in college,
and has been able to pursue a professional career doing what I’m interested in
doing, and what I studied in college as well.

That’s interesting. There are only a few of us (chuckles) that get to do it,
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yeah.
Beard:  Very few!

Storey: That’s very interesting. Last time when we were talking, you mentioned that
while you were on the Domestic Policy Staff at the White House, that the
“hit list” of Western water projects was in the process of being developed.
And as | understood it, you weren’t directly involved, but you were there
watching. | guess the first part of my question is, Were you involved at the
White House with Reclamation issues and water issues at all?

Beard:  No, | was not.
“Hit List” in Jimmy Carter Administration

Storey: Okay. And then the second part of it is, What can you tell me about the
development of the Western water projects “hit list,” and the people
involved, and the political forces involved, and that sort of thing.

Beard:  Well, what I’d say is, it’s kind of interesting because it’s never been written
down. I’ve always found it interesting that nobody’s ever taken the time to
write it, and | thought it was an interesting chapter of the Carter presidency.

It really goes back to the summer of 1976. At that time, Carter
anticipated he might be elected president, and they put together a transition
team in Atlanta. And they put together a group of volunteers, essentially
gave them the job of laying the groundwork for a Carter presidency, should
he be elected. And they had a natural resource section, and there were at
least two people involved, that | know of: one was Joe Browder, and Joe had
been the founder of the Environmental Policy Center in Washington, D.C.
He’d founded it in the early 1970s, and been the president of it. And he’d
resigned and was one of the earliest supporters of President Carter. In fact,
he had gone down, announced his support, and everybody said, “Jimmy
who?! What’s wrong with Joe? Has he completely lost his mind?” So Joe
was there, and he’d resigned and his wife, Louise Dunlap, had taken over as
president of the Environmental Policy Center, which she did until about
1988. So she ran it for twelve or thirteen years.

Joe was there, and then they hired another person by the name of Cathy
Fletcher, and Cathy had been with the Environmental Defense Fund in
Boulder, and had worked on Western resource issues. In the process of
developing some of this transition material, Cathy, Joe and a number of other
environmentalists, put together a background paper, which essentially said,
“What we need to do is target a bunch of water projects which are
uneconomic and environmentally destructive, for elimination for funding.”
And this document was prepared, circulated amongst various people, and
was put into a document for the transition for the new secretary of interior
after the election. Shortly after the election, Joe Browder resigned—there was
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some kind of a tiff between he and the leadership of the transition. Cathy
became the only person working on the Department of Interior. At that
point, they called me and said, “Would you be willing to come down and
help on the transition, to assist Governor Andrus?,” although at the time, they
didn’t know who it was. And | said, “Sure.” So we came down, and Cathy
and | worked together to put together a briefing book for the new secretary of
interior—at that time we didn’t know who it was. So | did everything. We
wrote little descriptions of the agency and then some of the major issues that
we’re facing and some of the policy questions, and then anything that the
president had said about that agency or those issues was put in there. It was
a collection of other background materials that the secretary might need.

And it was rather thick—it was two or three inches thick.

And we worked in November and most of December on this document.
Somewhere around Christmastime, Secretary Andrus was appointed. We
met with his representatives—we did not meet with him personally—and
handed them this briefing book and said, “Here’s the briefing book from the
transition, and we’re here to help you however you want to use us.” And so
they took several copies of this briefing book back to Boise, Idaho, with
them. At that point, this document was handed out to some of the staff
people, and one of the staff persons named Joe Nagel-Joe worked for Cecil
Andrus in various capacities. He worked here in the Department with him,
and then when he became elected governor again, he went back to work
there, and he presently works there. He’s sort of head of the Idaho EPA
[Environmental Protection Agency]. They had a rule in Idaho that anything
prepared with public money was a public document, available to the press.
And so some enterprising AP [Associated Press] reporter came into Joe’s
office and said, “What’s that?”” “Oh, that’s the briefing book from the
Interior Department, you know, the new interior secretary.” And he said,
“Oh, good, can I look at it?” And Joe said, “Yeah, sure, go ahead.” So this
AP reporter got about three hours with this document when they suddenly
realized what they’d done, and they ran down and took it away from him, but
of course the damage had been done. He wrote an AP wire story saying,
essentially, “the administration recommends a “hit list.”” Well, you know,
the you-know-what hit the fan, and (sigh) there was a lot of, you know,
stories, but it kind of got buried. And then the Inauguration came, the
president was inaugurated, and this document was then floated up to the
president as part of the budget exercise that we went through. The Ford
Budget had been sent up to The Hill, and in early February we met with the
Carter [Administration] about changes in the Ford Budget that would reflect
the Carter Administration policy. And CEQ [Council on Environmental
Quality] and OMB [Office of Management and Budget], which had put
together a list like this every year for the last ten years, and every year it
would get to the president and the president would say “no way.” They sent
a different version of this “hit list”, but essentially it was a “hit list” that
basically said, “There’s very little justification for the following water
projects, and we ought to terminate our funding of them.” So this went up to
the president, and they had a big meeting. About twelve cabinet officials
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were there, and senior advisors: Stu Eisenstadt, Secretary Andrus, Secretary
of the Army Alexander, the OMB Chief-Burt Lance at the time, and a
number of other people. And essentially, there were twelve votes for not
proceeding and one vote for proceeding. And the one vote was Jimmy
Carter’s, so they proceeded to announce that they were not going to fund
these projects any more. Well, “the rest is history.” All these congressmen
and senators responded in incredible fashion. | mean, you know, they just
made complete fools of themselves. And the administration was then off on
a very bad footing with the Congress and [it] sort of all went downhill from
there. Secretary Andrus and Secretary Alexander were then directed to
review each project, and they did. They went through, and, you know, “You
have to tell us whether our project is good or bad, or ever going to get on the
list.” And so they went through and reviewed all the water projects that were
under construction, and that exercise, the water project review exercise, went
on. But I think, initially, the damage was done, once you got into it.

It was really an unfortunate series of faux pas, that if handled better,
could have had a lasting impact on policy. But unfortunately, it was handled
badly: the “hit list” was arbitrarily released, through no devious reason, it just
happened. And then when the president made his decision on the Budget,
that wasn’t handled very well either. So, we suffered. | really think the next
three-and-a-half years we really suffered from those decisions, because the
president pressed the issue in the Appropriations Bill, and then they
compromised and put some of the money back in, and he vetoed the bill
once, and then they sustained his veto and then he should have really stuck to
his guns. And I think in his biography or in his book on the administration,
he admitted that he shouldn’t have given in to the pressure—he should have
held firm to the principle, and he would have won. But unfortunately he
didn’t, and that’s just sort of the way it goes.

Storey: Did I hear you correctly that you understand that a similar type of list-maybe
not the exact same list—had been presented to the president numerous times
before?

Beard:  Numerous presidents, yeah. President Nixon and President Ford had all
received lists. And they were prepared by OMB and they were prepared by
CEQ, where they said, “For policy reasons or budgetary reasons or
environmental reasons, we recommend you not fund these projects. That we
terminate, we get a handle onit....”

Storey:  And stop funding this kind of activity?

Beard:  Stop funding this kind of activity or project. But every time they’d send it
up, the president would look at it and say, “That’s very interesting, but no
can do.”

Storey:  And the presidential reaction was for political reasons?
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Beard:

Storey:

Beard:

Storey:
Beard:

Sure. Not because they were . ... | mean, you know . ... It was political,
and that’s the reason that when President Carter looked at the issue—I mean,
there were twelve people that told him, “Don’t do this.” And Vice President
Mondale sat there and said, “Don’t do this. 1’m telling you, these are the pet
projects of a lot of senators and congressmen, they believe very strongly in
them. You can’t do this. It’ll destroy us politically. It’Il destroy our
relationship with the Congress.” And yet the president decided to proceed.

And if | understood what you said correctly, you were saying that that was a
major turning point in the Carter Administration from your perspective in
termsof .. ..

Well, there were a lot of things that happened in the Carter presidency that
sortof ledto. ... You know, there were a lot of “wrong turns.” But, you
know, that certainly was one of the things.

This was one of the major issues.

This was one of the major issues that he suffered. What happened was, that
we did this, and it started this philosophy of the “War on the West.” You
know, that “Jimmy Carter didn’t win any of the Western states, so Jimmy
Carter was out to get the West.” And that was sort of fed by the sort of
paranoia of a lot of Western politicians, and so they got this concept of the
Sagebrush Rebellion and the “War on the West,” going. It took root, and it
took root largely because—I think—because Lyndon Johnson once said it in his
biography: “That the people of this country cannot accept a president with a
Southern accent.” There’s just something . ... And, you know, I grew up in
Washington State. There’s just something about a southern accent that
bothers a lot of people from the West and Midwest and Intermountain West.
You know, there’s just something that just makes it difficult for them to
identify. 1 don’t know what it is. But I really felt that this concept, the “War
on the West,” was one that, you know, the Intermountain states sort of
jumped on it, politically, and said, “Yeah, that’s right, Carter didn’t win any
votes here, so he didn’t win any of these states, so he’s out to get us.” This
was one of the major elements in that concept. Actually, when you look at
the record of what happened throughout the Carter Administration, we
started off badly—dug a big hole and jumped in-and then we spent the rest of
the four years trying to climb back out of this hole on water issues. And if
you actually look at the numbers, the Carter Administration spent more
money on water projects. . .. We decided our policy at that point was,
“Whatever we’re going to go ahead and build, then we’re going to build.
And we’re going to try to buy support from the Western senators and
governorsand .. ..”

END SIDE 1, TAPE 1. SEPTEMBER 7, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 2, TAPE 1. SEPTEMBER 7, 1993.

Storey:

Let’s see, we were talking about . . . .
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Beard: The “hit list”.

Storey:  The “hit list”, yes. I’m sorry. You, soon afterward, or fairly quickly,
transferred from the Domestic Policy Staff, over to being assistant secretary
for land and water resources, and last time you . . . . (Beard: deputy Assistant
Secretary.) Oh, deputy assistant secretary, excuse me. And you mentioned
that you’d been involved, for instance, with the Garrison Project, the
Animas-La Plata. All of these are still projects that are around. Could you
tell me a little bit about your involvement and how it came up and what you
were doing from that particular seat on those projects?

Beard:  Yeah, | left the White House for personal reasons. My wife and | had kids
that were two and four at the time, and | would go to work—generally | got to
work about8:30 [A.m.], which meant that | was one of the first people in the
building, and | would generally leave to go home at about 8:00 or 8:30 every
night. And it also meant | was one of the first people to leave. These were
all people who had worked on the campaign. And I think | was one of two or
three people that was married, on the Domestic Policy Staff-most of them
were single, young people. President Carter was trying to respond to the
imperial presidency of Richard Nixon, and he was hiring mostly people like
myself: they were in their early thirties, they were knowledgeable people, but
we were knowledgeable on a subject area, but | don’t think [we] were mature
politically. And it was really a gut-busting exercise. It was very long hours,
a great deal of pressure. And when you work in a place like the White
House, an attitude develops very quickly about “us versus them.” You
know, you work your heart out, all day long, and then you release something,
and then half the people in the country don’t like it, and half of them do.

And you’re in this fortress, literally—people can’t get in to see you, unless
you let them come in. There’s tremendous demands on your time. The issues
are big. For the most part, you don’t know a damned thing about
them—you’re just sort of like a Ping-pong ball bouncing on top of the water.
I mean, you literally are just . ... You have a little bit of knowledge about a
lot of things, and you’re just sort of flitting around. And so it’s a very, very
frustrating place to work. And I found that when | went home every night,
my wife would say, “Well, how was it at the center of power in the
world?”-you know, the White House—and 1’d sort of look at her and say,
“Ah, yeah, everything’s okay. | got to go to bed.” You know? So my kids
were asleep when | left in the morning, they were asleep when | got home at
night, generally we worked Saturday, sometimes Sunday. It was a very
grueling exercise, and very little communication with my wife—not because
we didn’t communicate, but, you know, it was just . . . that’s what happens
with that job. And one day she was standing at the stove and her hand started
to shake, and she couldn’t stop it. She phoned her neighbor and she went
over to the health plan, and essentially they just told her that she was just
reacting in a nervous way to the pressure and the fact that | was gone all the
time and all the rest of it. And she had the demands of having very young
children. She was home with them all day, and so she never got any relief,
and you know, just the whole thing.
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Becomes Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Interior

So I really decided at that point—this was May-that | wasn’t going to
put my family through this any longer. Now, in retrospect, who knows
whether or not you make the right decision? But in retrospect, what
happened was, that shortly after this, about a month later, once all the policy
officials got in place in all the agencies, things got a lot easier at the White
House Domestic Policy Staff. And in the period February-, March-, April-,
May, essentially, the White House performed most of the policy functions of
the new administration. It happened in this one, and it happened then.

But anyway, when | had been helping with the transition on the
Department of Interior, Secretary Andrus had offered me a job. He said, “If
you would like to come to work here, we would love to have you.” And he
had also offered Cathy Fletcher a job. And so | called in late May and said,
“Is the offer still open?” They said, “Yes.” | came over, | interviewed for a
job as the deputy assistant secretary for Land and Water Resources. Guy
Martin was the assistant secretary, and there was another deputy who was
also hired, Gary Wicks, who’d been the director of the Department of
Natural Resources for the State of Montana. So | was hired and | came over
somewhere around the first of June in 1977. And Gary Wicks had come to
town, and so we met with Guy Martin, and Guy had been the director of
natural resources for the State of Alaska, and he was the assistant secretary.
So we had a meeting and we came in and we sort of said, “Okay we got to
figure out who’s going to do what here.” Because that assistant secretary at
that time had oversight over the Bureau of Land Management, the Office of
Water Research and Technology, the Water Resources Council, the river
basin commissions—which were in existence then-and then the Bureau of
Reclamation. And we decided at that point. . . . We sat down around this
table and Gary Wicks said, “Well, | don’t know how we’re going to divide it
up, but if you give me water, then I’m going to go home, I’m not going to
come to Washington.” And (chuckles) I sort of looked at Guy and said,
“Well, geez, | don’t know anything about water. 1’m happy to do it, what the
heck?” Because by this time, the president’s “hit list” had been announced,
the water project review had been completed, and then the complaint was
from the Western states, “Well, what’s your policy?” So they had started a
water policy review as well. So I said, “Fine, I’ll work on it. | don’t know
the first thing about it, but I’ll learn.” And that’s really how I got into water
resources, because another person refused to do it. And he knew a lot about
it, and he knew enough that he didn’t want to stay involved in it. Gary’s kind
of an opinionated guy anyway, but essentially, that’s how | got into the issue.

And | started out, and Keith Higginson was the Commissioner of
Reclamation. He had been appointed the Commissioner in March, | think.
And he had been selected by Secretary Andrus. At the time it was a
secretarial appointment—didn’t require a Senate confirmation. And the
secretary had come to Guy and said, “I want to hire Keith, but if you don’t
get along with him, then I understand.” And Guy was desperate at that point:
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he had, sort of, nobody to help him, and he welcomed the opportunity to have
anybody who was knowledgeable, and so Keith came in and | started out,
essentially, from ground zero, trying to learn the program and work with
Keith and work on finding my little niche.

The primary thing that I did, the one thing that | felt best about, was to
handle the President’s Water Policy Review Task Force. We had a series of
task forces that reviewed all kinds of things. And then out of that came, in
1978, President Carter’s National Water Policy Review Statement, out of the
White House, and enunciated a number of policies, many of which we’re still
following today. Then we set about implementing them. But, you know, as
a deputy assistant secretary, you work not only on those policy matters, but
you work on all kinds of things. Essentially, you testify, you give speeches,
you go to meetings, you work on the individual project issues—particularly
the policy part of it-and you’re a secretarial official: you have to approve
contracts and other kinds of formal documents. It was a very busy period. 1
found myself . . . . I slowly became very fascinated by water resource issues.
I became knowledgeable, because you have to become knowledgeable very
quickly. And I became knowledgeable not so much in a policy sense—I
looked at the whole program and | was constantly working with the whole
program, and | had a perspective where | sort of looked on top of the agency,
never down, you know, in the midst of it. And it was that way for three-and-
a-half years. | thoroughly enjoyed it.

Storey:  When you say you “looked at the top of the agency,” that’s a different
perspective, of course, than | have. But I’m interested in where, for instance,
the Commissioner of Reclamation’s responsibilities are, as opposed to the
deputy assistant secretary, as opposed to the assistant secretary. How’s that
divided up, as to who does what?

Beard:  (sigh) Well, there’s no textbook, and every Commissioner and every
assistant secretary does it differently. In the 1960s when Floyd Dominy was
Commissioner, nobody was in charge—he was in charge. And above him
there was only God. | mean, Stuart Udall, who was secretary of interior,
didn’t have anything to do with Floyd Dominy-he could have cared less.
And there’s many stories about Floyd Dominy, about how he would go meet
with the secretary and come back and say, “That fool doesn’t know what he’s
talking about.” Like any autocratic, dictatorial people who are in charge of
something, they’re usually followed by somebody who’s as quiet as a church
mouse, and he was. Gil Stamm followed, and Gil Stamm was a very quiet,
sort of meek fellow that didn’t really have a lasting imprint on the
organization.

And then Keith came in, and Keith was a very knowledgeable person,
but he came in at a time when the program. . .. Several things had happened,
most important being [the failure of] Teton [Dam]. Teton had happened, and
Secretary Andrus was determined to get rid of the head of the Design Section
in Denver. He just said, “That guy’s going. If I’m going to have any lasting
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impact here, I’m going to get that guy out.” And he did retire shortly after
Secretary Andrus became the secretary. And then when the president
announced his “hit list,” the policies of the Bureau of Reclamation went from
being sort of obscure issues that are of concern only to westerners, or to a
few senators and congressmen, to being high visibility, high priority issues of
concern to the president of the United States and all the apparatus that
surrounds the President of the United States. So when Keith came in, Keith
found himself in at a time when the President, the Vice President, the director
of OMB, the White House personnel people, the CEQ, the secretary and the
assistant secretary were all sitting around looking at his program,
determining the future of the program. You know, talking about the policy
of what kinds of projects should they build, or should be built—-where should
you go with the organization, and all the rest of it. And it was all out of
Keith’s hands. He had no control over it at all. And within the organization
itself, he was the only political appointee. So you had a program under
assault, with a lot of people who’d been there many years, most of whom-
well, all of whom-had cut their teeth with Floyd Dominy, in an era when you
were independent, you didn’t care what policy officials felt—it was none of
their business, “We’re in charge.” And so he found himself in this very
difficult situation where he was sort of all by himself in charge of 8,500
people, I think, at the time, and they were off sort of on their own, doing
anything they wanted. All the policy officials within the administration were
off doing their thing, mostly responding to a completely new direction, and
tempo, and set of initiatives. And he was sort of split every which way. So it
was a very challenging issue. As we got into it, and as the administration got
in and got sort of stabilized, for the most part, assistant secretaries concerned
themselves with, “What are the policies you are pursuing? What are the
kinds of activities? What are the major issues?” For example: What’s
happening in California? Inevitably, in the politics of Reclamation,
California floats to the top, because it’s the biggest project, it’s the biggest
state, it’s the most controversial. Inevitably, something rolls to the top about
the Colorado River, just because it’s just sort of the way it is. But those two
issues . ... And then generally the subsidiary issues usually surround large
projects that are either in trouble or under way, such as the Central Arizona
Project, Central Utah Project, anything in Colorado which is generally where
the politicians are overly-responsive to the water lobby and the water lobby
and establishment. And then sort of other large projects like the Garrison
Project.

But we generally stayed out of personnel issues, which we left to
Keith— what | would call minor, sort of day-to-day decision-making is not
something that assistant secretaries or deputy assistant secretaries get
involved in—-you can’t, because that’s not your job. Your job is to deal only
with the policy issues: What kind of contracts should we be signing? What’s
our stance on this legislation? Should we support it? oppose it? who’s going
to testify? So generally you tend to stay at a very high level within the . . . .
You don’t get involved in day-to-day decision-making, but you do get
involved in decision-making that affects policy for the organization or the
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administration. And it’s not a clean-cut kind of a line. It varies. We tended
to have greater day-to-day—we tended to oversee issues more carefully than
any assistant secretary had in the past—ever. But that was just the nature of
the politics at the time. | mean, Floyd Dominy had been there, nobody in the
assistant secretary’s office ever said anything to him. The person who
preceded Guy Martin as the assistant secretary, he didn’t really care about
those issues—he cared about BLM [Bureau of Land Management]. So he
didn’t pay much attention to Reclamation issues. Now, when we came in, we
had to pay attention to them, because the President of the United States was
involved in it, and so, as a result, we did. Once the 1980 election came,
again, there was this sort of . . .. Watt’s approach was basically to delegate
back to the agency head, and allow the agency heads to oversee quite a bit of
the policies, as well as day-to-day stuff.

So each secretary, each president, each assistant secretary, does it

differently.

Storey:  Soin large part, it’s a function of the way personalities interact—is that what
I’m hearing?

Beard:  Yeah.

Storey:  As well as responsibilities, that everybody has in general.

Beard:  Yeah. For the most part, it’s personalities. And just each one does it a little
differently. In many cases, you’re just responding to the tenor of the times.
The Andrus administration: Andrus came in and he appointed everybody in
the Department of Interior. He decided who were the assistant secretaries
and the agency heads, and the deputy assistant secretaries and special
assistants, and everybody. He controlled it all, and he was very responsive to
the needs and interests and desires of the president. But he decided it all.

This administration, the Clinton Administration, has done it completely
different. They’ve come in and they’ve approved everybody through the
White House. So | have, for example, pending since March, a
recommendation to hire somebody as a special assistant to the commissioner
of Reclamation, and they haven’t approved this person yet. 1’m still waiting.
Kind of giving up hope (chuckles), but it’s one of those things where
everybody is approved. And | had to be approved by them. And as a result,
your loyalties are less to the secretary than they are to the President, although
clearly 1 didn’t get the job because . . . Secretary Babbitt and | know each
other. Clearly I didn’t get the job because he disliked me, but he had to
approve. But nevertheless. . . .

You know, each one does it differently, and the result is different. And

the politics and the way you respond just has to do with the tenor of the
times.
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What about your location while you held these jobs? In the Domestic Policy
Staff, were you in the Executive Office Building at the White House?

Yes, the old Executive Office Building, yeah.
The old War Department, | think?
Right.

And what about as deputy assistant secretary for land and water resources?
Where was your office then?

I was on the Sixth Floor in . ... What Corridor is this?
But here in Main Interior?

Yeah, the Main Interior Building. One floor down, and the other end of the
building.

And the secretary of interior is in this building also?
Yeah, Sixth Floor, at the far end.
So is the whole Sixth Floor the secretary’s offices?

No, the assistant secretary for water and science and land and minerals are on
the Sixth Floor. The Solicitor is on the Sixth Floor. The assistant secretary
for PMB [Policy, Management, and Budget] is there on the Sixth Floor. But
then territories, assistant secretary is, | think, on the Fourth, as is the
parks—assistant secretary for parks and wildlife. And then on the Fifth Floor
Is the assistant secretary for Indian affairs. So they’re spread out all over the
building, but we’ve had this . ... Bureau of Reclamation has been in the
same suite of offices since the last forty years, as far as | know.

Does location in the building say anything about the agency or the people?

Oh, I think people like to think that it does, but | don’t think that it does. |
mean, we’re on the Seventh Floor, and the secretary is on the Sixth, and they
used to make jokes about how that meant that Floyd Dominy was . . . you
know. | sit right on top of my assistant secretary: she’s on the Sixth Floor,
right underneath my offices here. And everybody sort of made a big deal
about how that . ... You know, the symbolism of that. But I think that’s a
crock, because actually the Sixth Floor is, because of the nature of the
building, actually those are bigger suites. | think that’s why they put people
on the Sixth Floor. And also to be close to the secretary.

Of course you had the “hit list” under the Carter Administration, and that, as
it evolved, became policy for the administration. Yet, at that time, we had a
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Western secretary of the interior. Do you have any perspectives on how his
being a Western former governor influenced the way he implemented the
policy that was being enunciated out of the White House?

Beard:  Well, I think a number of things about the personalities: one is that Jimmy
Carter was . .. . How do | put this? Jimmy Carter was an eco-freak. Jimmy
Carter was the strongest environmentalist who’s ever been elected President
in our history—and probably will be the strongest environmentalist ever
elected for a long, long time. He was a genuine eco-freak. He was green
through and through. 1’m not quite sure why, I think maybe it has to do with
the fact he was a farmer, or whatever. But we used to send him stuff, when |
worked at the White House, send stuff up to him, and he picked the
environmentalist side of things every time he looked at it. And then what
had to happen was that he was always over sort of on the left of the political
spectrum, or the environmentalist’s side of the spectrum. And then Cabinet
officials and the Vice President and advisors and stuff would try to pull him
back towards the center. As somebody once said in a meeting that | was at
over there, “Don’t send this option to the President-he’ll select it!” And of
course, that’s what happened a lot. Cecil Andrus was a much different
person. Cecil Andrus was a Democratic politician from a Republican state.
This was a man who-still is—I mean, he’s still alive today, and governor
today—but he is a genuinely artful politician. He was a superb administrator,
a wonderful person to have as a boss, terribly supportive: when the shit hit the
fan, he was there with you, every moment of the way. There were a couple
of times when | made mistakes, or | was in very difficult situations, and he
stood there with you. It was incredible to watch. He was an absolute rock,
and a wonderful politician. And especially, a good politician where he was
used to being in the minority. In other words, he was a Democrat in a
Republican state, and he was used to having a Legislature which was a
Republican Legislature, and getting his agenda through that Legislature.
That’s not easy. But he was used to that. And he understood the
Intermountain West. And he understood the problems that the governors and
legislators from those states have, and how they reacted and why they
reacted how they did. | don’t think President Carter understood that at all,
but that’s why he had Secretary Andrus in the Cabinet. And Secretary
Andrus was a superb politician in that regard. | think he exhibited the same
traits, really, that Bruce Babbitt does. Secretary Babbitt is, again, a superb
politician. He’s somebody who fell into the governorship and sort of found
himself in this situation, and he, with a very conservative state and a
conservative Legislature, and he managed, over the years, to get his agenda
implemented—and it’s not easy. It takes a special understanding of who you
are and listening to others and trying to accommodate their interests and so
forth. So both periods have been very interesting.

Storey: But how did Secretary Andrus’s unique understanding of the West influence,
for instance, the way he dealt with the water projects in the West?

Beard:  Well, I think the first thing is, he could go back to politicians and say, “Look,
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I’m one of you. | understand what your problems are, | understand what you
need. You can trust me.” And you could trust him. He was the kind of
politician who, if he gave you his word, it was golden. And he could
communicate with them in a way which the President couldn’t. Many of the
governors at the time—Secretary Babbitt was a governor at the time—
Governor [Richard] Lamm, Governor Jerry Brown, and others, really found a
difficult time communicating with the President. He was a very

difficult. ... He was not filled with warm and fuzzies. He was not that kind
of person. And Secretary Andrus was. The secretary of the interior has
usually served the function in the Cabinet of being the conduit for
communication between the administration and the Western states. That’s
always been one of the jobs of the secretary of the interior. And when | say
“the West,” the West really outside of the Pacific Rim states: | mean
California, Washington, and Oregon. They generally serve that
communication link function with the Intermountain states. And that’s why
most secretaries of interior have been from those regions.

I guess maybe I’m not asking this question properly: Did he put any
particular “spin” on the policy that was being created by the President?

Constantly. | mean, everything that we were doing, everything that we did
every day. The decisions that we took up were really impacted by him. |
mean, he, for example, decided that the most important thing that we could
do as an administration, was to deal with the problem of Alaska lands. |
mean, that was really the most significant accomplishment of the Carter
Administration and natural resource policy-making in those four years, was
the enactment of the Alaska Lands Bill. 1 mean, it doubled the National Park
System, it doubled the Fish and Wildlife, the refuge system. It quadrupled
the amount of wilderness. | mean, you know, all this kind of stuff-you
know, all the superlatives. And Secretary Andrus decided those . ... He
was the person sitting around sort of deciding where we were going and why
we were going there. That’s the function of somebody who heads an
organization: you set the agenda, you set the priorities, you decide the
priorities. And that’s what leadership is all about. Leadership is trying to
control events so that you get your agenda taken care of. You know the last
secretary of the interior, Secretary [Manuel] Lujan, | remember coming down
here several times and meeting with his staff, and | would say, “Well, what
are you doing about this?” And they’d say, “Oh, that’s a problem! And
we’re creating a task force to respond to that.” 1’d say, “Well what are you
doing about this?” And they’d say, “Well, that’s a problem. And we’ve got
a task force working on that.” Well, it was sort of like they all sat around in
the bunker and then when an incoming shell came in, they would say, “Oh,
well we need to respond to that,” or “we need to put the sandbags up a little
bit higher.” That isn’t leadership—that’s responding. What leadership is, is
being out there in front, initiating and having other people respond to you.
And that’s a very difficult thing—it takes some talent, because first of all, you
have to decide what it is you’re going to do. What is it that you want to try to
do? What is your agenda? And a lot of people don’t have any idea what
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their agenda is. Secretary Lujan never did his job, and that’s what President
Bush’s problem was all about, was the “vision thing,” which they talked
about in his campaign. The vision thing, the problem was, he came in and he
sat down, and he was President, and he was waiting for things to happen, and
then he’d respond. Well, you can’t do that. At least | don’t think you can. |
think you have to initiate. You have to set an agenda, you have to make
things happen.

END SIDE 2, TAPE 1. SEPTEMBER 7, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 1, TAPE 2. SEPTEMBER 7, 1993.

Storey:  This is the second tape in an interview by Brit Storey, with Commissioner
Daniel Beard, of the Bureau of Reclamation, on September 7, 1993.

Beard:  Politics is motion. You set things into motion, and other people respond to
you, and that’s really what leadership is all about. And I think Secretary
Andrus understood that, and he served as a communicator with the Western
states and initiated his own agenda—issues that he wanted to pursue.

Reorganization of the Bureau of Reclamation

Storey:  One of the things that’s struck me as I’ve interviewed various people through
the agency is that they tend to sit in the present and say, “We should have
recognized the trend sooner.” And in this case, the trend is that Reclamation
was not going to be building so many large water projects in the future. As a
matter of fact, it appears that that trend, historically speaking, was beginning
to show up in the sixties.

Beard:  That’s right.

Storey:  And that the “hit list” under Jimmy Carter was just another manifestation of
that trend in Reclamation’s history, yet it wasn’t until 1987-1988, for
instance that the agency began to reorganize. Could you comment on why
the agency was so slow to recognize that trend from your point of view?

Beard:  Because it’s a bureaucracy. That’s my belief. You’re correct, the trend
started in the 1960s. The moment the environmental movement started, for
the most part, the program as it was originally envisioned, was doomed. And
what we’ve been fighting over for the last twenty-five years is really, we’ve
been fighting a transition from one type of program to another, and it’ll
probably take us thirty years to make the transition. But somewhere in the
late 60s, public attitudes and opinions changed, the best sites had been
selected, money became tight—you know all the various things that happened.
But I think for the most part, it’s very hard to ask a group of people to look at
themselves, honestly appraise who they are, where they are, and where
they’re going, and all the rest of it, and then change their behavior
accordingly. It’s damned-near impossible to do. | have always been
surprised, | guess, in the inability of leaders within the organization, the
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executives within the organization—their inability to see the change. | can
understand a GS-11 planner in Sacramento . . .. They’re looking at just a
small portion of the program. But when you’re an assistant commissioner
and you’re looking at the entire agency, for example, you should see that,
and you should see that trend. | think we tended . . .. In a bureaucracy, |
guess, that’s just difficult to get people to focus on that broader perspective.
But they should have seen it, and certainly that’s what was occurring, and it’s
unfortunate they didn’t see it earlier.

How do you think Reclamation is doing in making the transition? That it
finally, you know, pretty up front, | think, identified in ‘87 and ‘88. . . .

Well, | think that, you know, we’re pretty far into it now. | mean, we’re
fifteen years into it, and | think for the most part, it’s responding very well.
Certainly since | came in the door, I think. I’ve had meetings with the
Executive Management Committee, for example, and we’ve just had the
CPORT, you know, the Commissioner’s Program Organization and Review
Team document that’s just been issued, which essentially says we no longer
should be a water resource development agency, we should be a water
resource management agency. Last week I concluded a two-day review of
that report with the Executive Management Committee. And it was
interesting, there wasn’t one single person in the room who said, “That’s not
right.” Everybody said, “That’s right, that’s what we should do.”

Now comes, | think, the hard part. We now have all the executives
within the organization in agreement about where we are headed as an
agency. Now I’ve got the difficult task, I think, of trying to convince all the
people that are underneath them, where it is we’re headed, and how we
change the culture and the outlook and the perspectives of people that have
been doing things one way for the last twenty years. You know, it’s awful
hard to change course in one month—it’s almost impossible.

And there’s a great deal of tension among the staff about how it’s going to
affect them, and so on.

One of the other factors that’s going to play into Reclamation as it
evolves into the future are, for instance, the recent report that came out from
Secretary Babbitt about using Reclamation for engineering expertise within
the Department, | believe, and that sort of thing. Do you have any thoughts
on that? And | understand there’s supposed to be a report due today from the
secretary’s office about further reorganizational data . . . .

No, the document you were referring to was a recommendation in
conjunction with the 95 Budget process where we looked at a whole series
of things within the Department about how we might consolidate services
and save money, and one of the consolidation requests was really that we
consolidate engineering services and how Reclamation might play into that.
And then the reference today is to the issuance of the National Performance
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Review Report by Vice President Gore, Reinventing Government, which is
going to come out today.

| think that—just to go back for a second to my philosophy-I think
those of us in government at this particular point in time have to recognize
that there are two constants, two immutable facts which will never change. 1
mean, in our professional lifetimes, these two things are going to be constant:
and they are, that we’re going to have less money, and we’re going to have
fewer people. And yet we know we’re going to have more responsibilities.
So the challenge for us as executives in an organization is, “How can we do
more with less?” And we have just reached the point in government were
you can’t go to Capitol Hill, you can’t go to the American public and say,
“Hey, you know, | need a thousand more people to be able to do my job.”
The “Reagan Revolution came,” and Reagan won. President Reagan
revolutionized government, and he revolutionized it by moving $700 billion
out of social programs and put it over into the military, and lowering taxes,
particularly on wealthy Americans. And what’s that done is that it’s meant
the discretionary portions of the Budget have gotten smaller and smaller and
smaller. And we now are entering into an era in which—and then he bad-
mouthed government. And so what you had is fewer dollars and a tone
which really was very mean to government service. You don’t have a lot of
people wandering around now saying, “Gee, what 1’d like to do for a living is
be a government servant.” It’s not the kind of tone that came out of the
1980s. | don’t happen to agree with that, but that’s neither here nor there.
We have to recognize within the Bureau of Reclamation that we’re going to
have to do our jobs, we’re going to have greater responsibilities, and we’re
going to have to do it with fewer people and less money.

Now, What about our job? | think we have to recognize that the
services that we historically performed—in other words, a residual of
engineering talent and expertise is diminishing. It’s a product that’s in
smaller and smaller demand. In 1902 there was no collection of engineering
talent and expertise in the private sector or in the public sector. So by pulling
people together, Reclamation performed a tremendous service, and for many
years, we were a center, an important center. But you know, there isn’t one
single thing that the Bureau of Reclamation does today that isn’t done by the
private sector? Not one single function. And so we have to really ask
ourselves, continually, “Who are we and what is it we do?” Because our
functions, the functions that we perform, are just as easily performed by the
private sector. What is it that’s unique to us as Federal employees in an
organization which, under it’s original charter, is no longer . ... You know,
our original charter has now been fulfilled, our original mandate has been
fulfilled. And I have always felt that the collection of engineering and
scientific knowledge that we have in Denver, for example, ought to be a
means to an end, not the end itself. Many people in the last few years have
continually talked about how we need to go out and find work for these
people, we need to keep this group or collection of people together. We need
to keep them employed, we need to keep them . . . employed and together as
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an organization.
Busy?

Busy. And if we don’t have the business for them, then we ought to find it
elsewhere, and we ought to go to EPA [Environmental Protection Agency] or
DOE [Department of Energy] or anybody else and get it. | just think that’s
the wrong way to look at it. If the taxpayers of this nation suggest
that-you’re spending their money, and if we no longer have a need for your
expertise, or the expertise of a certain group of people, there’s no reason why
we have to keep that group together. Things change, life changes, and there’s
ebb and flow. And at some point we’ve got to recognize that we need to
move on, that we no longer need to have this large collection of people,
which has a wonderful history and a proud tradition, but frankly, times are
changing. And so it’s hard to say that to people, but I think that it’s a very
important consideration for us.

When you worked for Senator Baucus in the early 1980s, were you involved
in any water projects? or was he involved in any particular water project that
involved Reclamation that you remember?

No, none at all. 1 mean, I was hired as his Chief of Staff. As a Senate
Administrative Assistant or Chief of Staff for a senator. You only do two
things: you fund-raise and you do a little bit of managing of the staff. I
mean, for the most part, all | did was raise money for his re-election
campaign, organize the re-election campaign, make some personnel
decisions, and a few policy cuts here and there, but was not involved in any
water resource activities.

House Interior Subcommittee on Water and Power

After that, though, you left and became staff director at the Subcommittee on
Water Power and Offshore Energy Resources. The first thing 1’d like to ask
you about that is—-How does a subcommittee relate to a committee? Each has
a staff director, and | presume there’s some subordinancy involved, but it’s
the same kind of question | asked you about being the deputy assistant
secretary and being the commissioner. How are responsibilities laid out and
where are the gray areas and so on?

Well, in the House of Representatives, any bill that’s introduced has to be
referred to a committee, and then once it’s referred to a committee, it has to
be referred to a subcommittee. And legislation can only be moved-and then
legislation can only then be moved out of that subcommittee, if the chairman
of the subcommittee agrees to move it. And the subcommittee can only meet
if the chairman agrees that it should meet. So as chairman of a
subcommittee, you have a tremendous amount of power. You control all the
legislation referred to your [subJcommittee, and you control the gavel. You
control whether that subcommittee meets and what it meets about, and if

Bureau of Reclamation Oral History Program



somebody disagrees, that’s just tough luck—even if it’s the full committee
chairman. The full committee chairman has power over you, because once
you report out a bill, you are a subsidiary group. The legislation is sent to
you, and then if you say, “Oh, yes, we want to move this legislation” and you
report it out to the full committee, it doesn’t move in the full committee
unless the chairman of the full committee agrees to it. So when George
Miller became the chairman of the subcommittee, it was called the
Subcommittee on Water and Power Resources at the time-this was 1985 and
‘86—it was renamed subsequently—we set the agenda.

And | did a number of things there that | thought were important: the
first was that | knew . . .. There were only three people on the staff: there
was myself, Steve Lannik [phonetic spelling], and Lori Sonken, and the three
of us worked together on that subcommittee. Now I knew at the time that |
couldn’t agree with the water resource development interests about issues.
So | really felt that | had to make myself accessible and open to meet with
the various water interests at any time—and I did. | met with them any time
they wanted to meet with me, any place: So that while I would disagree with
them on policy, at least | would never be accused of being, you know, “The
S.0.B. won’t even meet with us,” kind of thing. And so | wouldn’t get hit on
procedure. For the most part, | think that served me well in the eight years
that | was with the committee.

But when | got to the committee, we really decided, since George
[Miller] basically had a very strong environmental point of view, and frankly
was opposed to a lot of water projects, although there are water projects that
he was for-we had to get in and show that we could reformulate projects and
deal with things in an effective manner. So the first thing we decided to do
was to hold a hearing and take on the Garrison [Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin
Program. Garrison Diversion Project] issue and the Garrison Reformulation
Legislation. The Garrison: There had been a commission established in the
Appropriations Bill the year before, a commission had studied and come out
with a recommendation on how to reformulate the project. And so we held
hearings at the end. | took the job on the first of February, and we held our
first hearing at the end of February on the Garrison Project. And we also
looked at the North Loup Project [Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program] as
one to look into, but we decided not to do anything with that—instead moved
ahead with the Garrison issue. And it took us most of a year to get it done,
but we did finally reformulate the project and passed legislation, signed by
the President, to reformulate it.

But what you do as a subcommittee staff director, my job is, you know,
I would sit down and | would say to him, “Okay, here are the bills that have
been introduced and referred to our committee. Here are the oversight issues
we might want to look at,” and we actually sat down and worked out an
agenda: “We ought to hold hearings on the following issues, | want to give
priority to the following things.” And then my job was to go out and get all
that done. So we would schedule the hearing, schedule the witnesses, draft
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Storey:

Beard:

Storey:

Beard:

the legislation, draft the testimony or the statements that he would make.
And it was a staff capacity: you basically did that. And we did that for the
first two years.

And then Chairman [Morris] Udall gave our subcommittee jurisdiction
over Alaska lands issues and the Outer Continental Shelf, OCS leasing. And
so we changed the name of the Subcommittee to Water, Power and Offshore
Energy Resources Subcommittee. And we then hired three additional staff
people: Jeff Petrick, and Charlene Dougherty, and Sharon Kirby. They were
there. About a year into that, Lori Sonken, who’d been with me originally,
left and went to Los Angeles to go into the movie business or something, |
don’t know. And a fellow by the name of Dan Adamson came in and took
over her spot. And really, for the next six years, or five-and-a-half years, I
worked with those people and they were the staff of the subcommittee. It
was a very stable staff, very capable group of people, primarily because
George was such an easy person to work for.

And you had a wide variety of topics that came up: agricultural drainage,
Indian water claims, California water projects operations. This is a
professional staff, as opposed to a political staff, for the Congress, is that
right?

No. (Storey: Oh. Okay.) Everybody who works in the House of
Representatives or the Senate is a political appointee. You serve at the
pleasure of the member who hires you. So if George Miller didn’t like us, or
If George Miller was defeated, then we were gone.

I guess I’m not phrasing the question properly: Don’t people generally make
a distinction between people who are serving as technical professional staff
and people who are political staff to the congressmen in their offices?

No. | mean, my job, every day, when | came in, was to make George Miller
look good. That was my only job. Now, technically, | knew the programs, |
knew the issues, and | knew who to call, but I wasn’t a scientist or anything.
But | was there to handle technical questions as well as policy and political
questions. Now, there are people who spend their time just worrying about
politics, but everybody there has only one job, and that is to do what your
boss wants you to do. That’s the nature of the political process. Your job is
to come in, make your boss look good, get done what they want done. And |
never really tried to . . .. There are very, very, very few committees where
you have that kind of a hiring practice. Some of the appropriations
committees, maybe the Ways and Means Committee, or the Finance
Committee would have some obscure tax expert who’s there as a chief
economist or something. And | know that the intelligence committees hired
people, notwithstanding their politics, but based on their technical
competence. But there are ten thousand people who work on Capitol Hill
and you can count almost on all your fingers and toes the number of people
that fall into that category. All the rest of them are—you know, you’re a
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political appointee, you’re hired for that person.
Storey:  Well, I guess | misunderstood something there.

The changes in the Central Valley Project you mentioned earlier. It’s
the largest, and | believe the largest crop value of all of the projects. And |
find right away, when you came to the committee, there were things going on
about the Central Valley Project. Could you discuss the evolution of the way
that committee and subcommittee were looking at the Central Valley
Project?

Beard:  Well, I think the important thing to say in the beginning is that | was on that
subcommittee staff for only one reason, and that is to work on California
water issues. George Miller became the chairman of that subcommittee not
because he cared about the program, but because he cared about his own
congressional district. His district is a unique one: It’s one of the few
districts . . . . About 75 percent of his constituents—let me make it 60 percent
of his constituents—receive their water from the Central Valley Project,
through the Contra Costa Canal and the Contra Costa Water District.

Because of diversions to send water south to irrigate crops in the San Joaquin
Valley, every acre foot that’s diverted has the impact of degrading the quality
of the water that is pulled out of the delta [Sacramento River-San Joaquin
River Delta] for drinking water purposes. So every time his constituents, or
60 or 70 percent of his constituents turned on their tap and they got bad
water, they thought of one thing, and that is, water. For better or for worse,
his constituents have always felt that the reason that they have poor quality
water is because the farmers in the Central Valley—and they’re not quite even
sure who these people are—are taking the good water and sending them the
drainage water, which, in a certain degree, is also true. So what George
Miller had, as a politician, is one issue which united his constituents. In 1982
there was a vote on the Peripheral Canal, which is an issue that comes up
every so often in California, about how we’ll solve the water problems.
Ninety-eight percent of his constituents, 98 percent, voted against it. Now, if
any politician finds an issue that unites his constituents, it’s a good idea to get
on that side of the issue—and he was. And what he had found when he was
elected to Congress—and his father had been a state senator before him, a
very powerful man, and he had found the same thing-that if they opposed
water development, opposed sending additional water for irrigation purposes
in the Central Valley, their constituents somehow identified in their mind that
this person was fighting on their behalf, and doing good things. And so as
George used to like to say, “I can’t be too unreasonable for my constituents
on water.” He could do anything he wanted, and as long as he opposed, you
know, water resource development, in general, his constituents loved him.
And it all sort of went back to this one fact, that . . . . And there’d been a
disappearance of fish stocks in the delta [Sacramento River-San Joaquin
River Delta], and people loved the delta and the boating and the economic
activity that took place from it. And so George found that this was the one
issue that he could take on and be adamantly—if he fought hard on it, his
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constituents wouldn’t care what he did anywhere else when he was back here
in Congress, as long as he was tough on that issue, and that issue alone. So
we used to get letters, actually—and we really did get letters from people that
said, “Dear Miller, You’re a left-wing kook, and | think what you’re doing
on Nicaragua is outrageous, but I like the way you handled water, so I’'m
going to vote for you,” and they did! They voted for him because they really
felt he was battling their battle, he was trying to protect the quality of their
drinking water, and he was taking on the “big boys,” the [Central] Valley
agribusiness giants. And he didn’t do anything to diminish that impression.
He spent most of his time wailing against the agribusiness giants and
irrigated agriculture and subsidies and drainage—anything connected with
water in California, and particularly the Central Valley. And he did it not
because he really . ... | was going to say “cared”-he did care, but it wasn’t a
priority with him. | mean, if you left him alone, the first thing he’d work on
Is kids’ issues and probably welfare and, you know, sort of “motherhood and
apple pie” stuff of a dyed-in-the-wool liberal Democrat. But he knew that if
he paid attention to that issue, he could survive anything. He could survive
any stupid thing that he might do as a politician, he could survive if he had a
strong record on water. And so that’s what we did. | mean, essentially, he
became a reformer on water issues throughout the 70s and early 80s, and
fought on behalf of President Carter’s “hit list”, called it a great thing. He
voted against every water project. And he did it-not only did he believe in it,
but he also knew that it was good politics.

So when he became subcommittee chairman, he became the first
subcommittee chairman of a pork barrel committee, a committee that hands
out favors like this, who didn’t support handing out the favors—which was
sort of an unusual situation. And we spent a lot of time talking about, “How
are we going to approach this problem?” And essentially, what he wanted to
prove is, he wanted to prove he could reform things and use this as a
platform to articulate his concerns. So when he became the chairman, we
sort of picked the Garrison [Diversion] Project because we wanted to
reformulate it, but we also spent our time working on California water issues.
And the first thing that came up was Kesterson Reservoir. You know, the
deformed ducks and whatever in Kesterson had been discovered, and of
course this was something sent from heaven for a politician. | mean, you had
victims—I mean, you could put the victims on display for the TV cameras.
You could have a dead duck, it was right there. And people could
understand that, “Ooo! The nasty water made those ducks deformed.” |
mean, people can associate that. And then because he had the ability of the
gavel, he had the ability to hold hearings, he started to hold hearings on it. It
just sort of took off. What really began to take off, and what built his
reputation, and has built his reputation is not—he’s good and he works
hard-but it comes back to this fundamental political issue that he has, and
that is that it’s good politics for him. So he works hard at it because it’s good
politics.

And we started off doing all kinds of things in California: holding
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hearings on drainage and Kesterson and surplus crops and subsidies, and
asking for GAO [General Accounting Office] reports, and IG [Inspector
General] investigations, and holding more hearings, and introducing bills.
You know, for eight years . ... And the other Party was in charge of the
Department of Interior, so you could hold hearings and try to embarrass them
the whole time, and throw hand grenades and blame the other guys for all the
problems. So it was a wonderful period in which you could be totally
irresponsible and not have to worry about solving any . . . .

END SIDE 1, TAPE 2. SEPTEMBER 7, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 2, TAPE 2. SEPTEMBER 7, 1993.

Beard: ... politician. And it’s out of publicity that you build a reputation. And we
had really set the goal for Congressman Miller of trying to make him the
leading environmental spokesman in the Congress. That’s what we really
wanted to do, and use the platform of that subcommittee, to make him the
leading environmental politician, because that was also good politics for him
as well, and something he wanted to do. And I think in the end we were
successful. We made him the leading voice on environmental and natural
resources issues in the Congress, and that’s what he is today, and with good
reason. | mean, it’s not like we created something out of nothing. He’s
worked hard at it, but taken on a lot of difficult issues, but he did a good job.

Storey:  And some of those difficult issues, for instance, include transferring water
from one use to another. Could you explore that? For instance, Public Law
102-575?

Beard:  Well, that was, | think, you know, it turned out one of the great legacies of
my tenure there, and his tenure in Congress. It was almost happenstance.
Actually it started (chuckles) with a shower. | was in the shower one
morning, | got this great idea about how-I was thinking about water projects,
and every water project in the West that we’ve built through the Bureau of
Reclamation, we’ve always mitigated the impacts on fish and wildlife as
we’ve gone along and done the project. And it’s always been the policy that
as you build something, you mitigate the impacts and you correct for fish and
wildlife impacts as you go along.

But, of course, not in the Central Valley Project. We built the
facilities, and then through a lot of legal interpretations and other practices,
we never did anything. | mean, we didn’t build any fish hatcheries, we didn’t
recreate wetlands or do anything else. | mean, we essentially just kept
building, and taking more water. And there’s a lot of reasons for that-I don’t
mean to cast blame, it was just a fact of life. And I think the primary reason
was that the constituents who benefitted from the project in California, at
least, are the most powerful people there are in the Reclamation West.
They’re very wealthy people that are very tough operators. They play hard-
ball politics. So, we never did anything. And | was in the shower one day
and | was thinking, “Geez, this is really silly, because maybe what we should
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do is pass legislation which would require us to go back and mitigate the
impact, correct all the environmental damage associated with the project:
correct for fish and wildlife, recreate wetlands, build fish hatcheries and
things. And | had in mind at the time we would sort of duplicate what was
done in the Pacific Northwest with the Pacific Northwest Power Planning
Council, which was given the responsibility to look at future power demand
and also restore fisheries, particularly.

So | talked to George about it and | said, “What do you think?” and he
said, “Ah, this is great! This’ll be a lot of fun, sort of a legacy. We can do
lots of good for fish and wildlife and stuff. Yeah, let’s do it!” So I got a staff
person, Charlene Dougherty, to start working on it, and we held a couple of
meetings out in California with some of the environmental groups about
what would go on a bill, what would it look like, how should we approach
this problem. And | think this was about 1987, and we really tried our best,
but we just didn’t come up with much. We started out in December or
January with this idea, and then for some reason it kind of fizzled-out and we
didn’t do anything for the rest of the year. So the next year we went back
again and we had another meeting with all the environmentalists and sort of
saying, “Okay, now we’re really serious, we’re going to do it this time.” And
they said, “Yeah, yeah, we’ve heard this before.” So we actually did write a
bill, and it was a bill to essentially restore fish and wildlife resources in the
Central Valley. The bill was HR-4700, and I think [it was] about 1989 that
we did it—"88 or ‘89, somewhere around there. And it was really a pretty
good bill, it was good for a start. And we held a hearing, and predictably
Congressman [Richard Henry] Lehman and Congressman [Charles]
Pashayan who are both from Fresno, kind of went nuts over the bill and
opposed it. We ultimately made some changes in the bill and reported it out
of subcommittee, but it really died at that point, and the election occurred. |
think that was 1988, and nothing ever happened with it.

So it was about that point that we introduced the bill again the next
year, and Tom Jensen became the staff director for the Senate Water and
Power Subcommittee over in Energy and Natural Resources. And he had a
background of . . .. You know, he’d been working in the Pacific Northwest
on salmon issues, and he came and he said, “I’m really very interested in this
issue, and we want to work on the Senate side to help you.” And he said,
“I’m going to talk to Senator [William (Bill)] Bradley about introducing his
own bill,” and he ultimately did. So then for the next two years we held
hearings and reported the bill out, and I think we actually got it passed in the
House of Representatives, and sent over to the Senate. And the
administration opposed it, and a lot of senators did. It was sort of a big
controversy, but it was an interesting issue. It was one that we sort of batted
around. So by the end of 1990 in the election, we hadn’t passed the bill, but
we’d made fairly good progress in the House, and in the Senate as well.
Senator Bradley was really into it. | think he saw some political advantage in
going to California and having some kind of a bill that the environmentalists
supported and so forth.
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Also in 1990, we had put together on a separate track, another bill.
The bill started out to be a collection of . . . water—technical fixes to existing
projects, some housekeeping legislation, and we’d actually started it out that
way. We had a whole bunch of these things, and we said, “Ah well, let’s just
put them all together and sort of make one omnibus bill,” but I mean, it’s not
really a big deal. For the most part, they’re noncontroversial issues. So we
started out that way in 1988. And throughout 1989 and 1990 we kept sort of
adding little things to this bill, and we ultimately put in there some changes
in the Reclamation Reform Act, because of the regulations that had been
written, we opposed the regulations, and so we put those in the bill, and it
passed the House and got over to the Senate, and Senator Pete Wilson of
California opposed moving the bill at all, primarily because of the support he
was receiving in his race for the governor’s race, from the Central Valley
Water Project interests. So the bill died in 1990. So this omnibus bill which
had suddenly grown from being a collection of cats and dogs to suddenly
being a major bill because it had the Central Utah Project reformulation on
it-and they had reached agreement, and that’s about a billion dollars’ worth,
$1.2 billion worth of authorization, and then a whole bunch of other cats and
dogs for all these senators and congressmen.

So after the 1990 election, we had on one track, the Central Valley
Project Fish and Wildlife Improvement Act; and then we had this omnibus
bill which had the Reclamation Reform Act stuff on it. And in 1991,
Congressman Miller logically sort of said, “What the hell are we doing?
Why don’t we just add the two together, send the bill over to the Senate, and
make them move with it?” And that’s what we did: We took the Central
Valley Project Improvement Act, made it one of the titles of this omnibus bill
which became ultimately P.L. 102-575, the Reclamation Projects Adjustment
Act-1"ve forgotten the exact title. It was kind of something that I stole from
something that was in the 1970s. Authorization and Adjustment. . ..

Storey: Reclamation and Adjustment Act?

Beard: And Adjustment. So we passed one version, sent it over to the Senate; they
passed another version and sent it back to us. We tried to put it on a whole
bunch of2we passed it back and forth a whole bunch of times, and it all came
down to the end of the Congress, of that Congress, the 102nd Congress, and
we tried to negotiate with the Central Valley Project interests on the Central
Valley Project part of it-the House members, and they had all, because of
pressure from their constituents, taken a walk. They just said, “Look, we
can’t participate. They’re all opposed and we’re just going to vote against
it.” So we actually sat down, Tom Jensen and myself, and John Lawrence,
who was George’s [Miller] Chief of Staff at the time, Steve Lannik [phonetic
spelling] and Dana Cooper—really sat down in a room and just sort of wrote
something. And we wrote it with the help of David Yardis from the
Environmental Defense Fund and several other people. It was not, | thought,
a terribly good process, because what you should do is have all the interests
arrayed around the table, and fight it out. And what you had is just only one
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end of the spectrum (chuckles) on the table, and we wrote a very tough bill,
and we put it in, and it got through the Senate and the House, and then when
it was sent down to the President, President Bush was way behind in the polls
in California, and he’d lost California, essentially, and all the other Western
senators were clamoring on him, saying, “Please, please don’t veto this bill.
We need our water project fixed,” whatever it was. And he signed it. Now
the Central Valley Project proponents had actually thought that he wouldn’t.
They thought that he would actually veto the bill, because they thought they
had a promise from him that he was going to veto the bill. All he said was,
“I’ll look at a veto.” So in the end, they gambled and they lost.

And it was kind of interesting. The idea sort of started with a little
illusionary idea that came from a morning shower, and out of that sort of
came this whole big thing. | don’t claim any particular credit for it—I was
one of the people that-we were-you know, Congressman Miller was the
original person to introduce it. He introduced it because he really liked the
idea of having some kind of a legacy. | think he was very proud of it in the
end. But a lot of other people tugged and pulled on the product and they
have their fingerprints on it as well as mine.

Storey:  One of the groups that pulled and tugged on it was the Historic Preservation
folks. Do you happen to remember anything about how Title 40 got in there?

Beard:  Yeah, it gotinthere.... Bruce Vento who was chairman of the parks
subcommittee in the House had passed the Reauthorization Bill and sent it
over to the Senate as separate legislation. And they didn’t want to handle it
as a separate bill, and they wanted to put it on something and get it through.
And Mrs. Bennett Johnston, Senator Johnston’s wife, is interested in the
issue, and became very interested in getting a National Historic Preservation
Technology Center—something like that—created in some obscure college in
Louisiana, which she attended. And so they put this . ... They were looking
for a vehicle to take this . . . initiative, and they knew that if they stuck it on a
singular bill, just sent the House bill back, people would raise all kinds of
problems of “Why are we doing this in Louisiana?” So they stuck it on a
bill . ... Ultimately, I think we had about fifty-four or fifty-five titles
dealing with water resources, and then we had this one dealing with historic
preservation. And they threw it on the back of that bill and sent it over.

And, you know, we didn’t pay that much attention to it. That was a
negotiation that took place between the parks subcommittee staff and the
people over in the Senate, and they reached agreement. It was stuck on the
bill and it was one of the reasons why it got enacted into law.

The Reclamation Reform Act
Storey:  You mentioned RRA [Reclamation Reform Act] earlier. This of course, is
one of the more controversial topics in Reclamation, | think. Could you talk

about your perspectives on where RRA has come from and where it is and
needs to go?
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Beard:  Well, I think that it’s the best example | can think of, of how or why we are
notagood. ... Oh, what’s the right phrase? We’re not a regulatory agency,
and this is the best example of why we’re not a regulatory agency. The
concept of RRA is really very simple, and that is that you’re bestowing upon
people a tremendous subsidy, a huge subsidy. In the Central Valley Project,
alone, for example, the subsidy was calculated by the Bureau staff in the
mid-80s as being about $400 million a year. That means people in the
Central Valley Project who receive water from Reclamation start out with a
$400 million advantage over their competitors elsewhere in the nation.
That’s a lot of money every year. That’s a tremendous amount of money.
And so clearly the framers of the statute understood that, and they
understood that what you had to do, if you were bestowing this benefit on
people, you had to distribute it to as many people as you possibly could, and
therefore, that’s why we’ve always had acreage limitations, and all the red
tape and requirements that have come along with, “If you receive Federally-
subsidized water from a Reclamation project, you have all kinds of strings
attached to it: the price you can sell your land, how long you can hold it, how
much you can own,” and all the rest of it. And that all makes eminent sense,
because you are getting a benefit—in return, we as taxpayers are asking
something of you. But to be perfectly honest, it’s never worked. This
agency has never implemented the law successfully, and we haven’t for a lot
of reasons—not because we didn’t have good intentions, but we did. In fact, |
think the best people in terms of implementing the law have always been the
agency personnel. They’ve understood what it is they were supposed to do,
and they tried to do it. But every time you ran into a problem, the political
process came around. When somebody’s “ox was gored,” they’d run to the
commissioner, or they’d run to the Secretary, or they’d run to the President,
or they’d run to their congressman or senator and get the decision turned
around, and it’s always been that way. And I think that it shows very clearly
why, if you’re a regulatory agency . ... Well, it shows very clearly why a
resource management agency, such as Reclamation, shouldn’t be in the
regulatory business, because we can’t do it. We would be much better off by
just turning it over to somebody like EPA or somebody who does regulatory
work for a living.

But it’s been a source of constant frustration. It really started with a
court case in the mid-1970s when National Land For People filed suit in
Fresno saying that Reclamation doesn’t have regulations to implement the
Reclamation Law. And the Court said, “Yeah, you’re right, they don’t.”
And so we issued draft regulations in 1977-Secretary Andrus did—1978, and
there was such a huge outcry over that. | mean it had all the things that were
supposed to be in there: residency and acreage limitations and all the rest of
it, and we had the regulations. Secretary Andrus said, “Okay, here’s this
huge cry, another front on the “War of the West,” so therefore I’ll hold up
implementing the law until the Congress figures out what it wants to do.”
And that’s what he did. He essentially-you know, the Carter Administration
didn’t do anything on enforcing the Reclamation law, and they threw the hot
potato to the Congress and the Congress argued about it until 1982. At
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which point, they really cut a deal, and | think the deal was a fair deal, and a
tougher deal than most people anticipated. And when the regulations were
written in 1987 to finally implement the law and the hammer clause came
down, that provision came down, and people saw what really had been done
in 1982, they really objected and the law was rewritten through the
regulations. And so I think it’s probably been the darkest chapter in
Reclamation’s history. | mean, I really think such a tragedy that the
program, historically, had some tremendous benefits, but the fact that we
failed to implement the acreage limitation and pricing provisions
effectively—and particularly in California—has been a real source of-one of
the dark chapters in the history of the organization. And I don’t mean that
for just the people in the organization, because I think the employees in the
organization have really never wavered in their attempts to enforce the law,
but I really think that the political veneer that is on top of the Bureau has
always found a way to circumvent that. And we did that when | was in the
Carter Administration: |1 know that we had one position on the enforcement
of the Reclamation Laws and then Mrs. Carter went out to Fresno and went
to a fund-raiser, and then two days later we had a different position. Now, is
there a cause and effect relationship? 1 sure think so! But things were

not. ... And President Carter at the time was in a Primary fight with
Senator Kennedy and tough reelection and all the rest of it, so . . . .

Storey:  Well, of course, a lot of this, I think, stems out of the concept of
homemaking, that was originally espoused in Reclamation—the idea that what
we were doing was setting up homes for farmers on Reclamation land. There
is, though, a group of historians that argues that what Congress was doing is
investing in the American West, and that that investment is very similar to
the kind of thing the Corps of Engineers does in building channels and locks;
and that the Federal Highway Administration does in building roads, in effect
subsidizing trucking, subsidizing tugboats, and so on. Do you see anything
unique about the Reclamation subsidy?

Beard:  Well, I guess | would consider myself to be one of those that puts myself in
the situation that, you know, we’re subsidizing the infrastructure. But you
know, there’s a point at which one has to ask, “How long do we continue to
provide this investment?” What’s the point at which you invest a subsidy-
you know, it’s so long that there’s a point at which whoever you’re
subsidizing can then move, you know, take off on their own. The original
concept of Reclamation was, Let’s help settle the West. You know, sort of
the “manifest destiny” concept. But, you know, California is the largest state
in the Union. You take Washington and Oregon and California together, it’s
a pretty big part of our nation. And there’s a point at which you sort of have
to say to yourself, “Okay, now we’re in contemporary America. Now we’re
at a point in our history where we have too many people there. Do we need
to continue to provide this subsidy?” Why should we provide a subsidy that
provides a competitive advantage to a certain group of people over all over
other people? Those are legitimate public policy questions, which we
constantly have to ask, and argue about, because there’s no solutions,
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sometimes, to these questions. | mean, some of them are just-they’re
decided differently in different periods of time.

And | think that’s what—where we are today is I’m trying to advocate
something different for the Bureau of Reclamation. 1’m trying to make this a
water resource management agency. 1’m trying to change the focus,
completely, of the agency itself. 1’m trying to move us away from arguing
about “Should we provide subsidized irrigation water?” | think the answer to
that is “no.” The question is, “What should we be doing with this water?”
And | think what the CPORT recommendation says, and what the Executive
Management Committee and ultimately what we will approve out of this
process, is that we should become a resource management agency. Our job
Is to manage those facilities that we have today, and those that we are in the
process of building or might build in the future. But our job is to take the
water and related land resources that we have, and the power, and we ought
to manage those resources in a way that meets contemporary values. And
that’s something completely different than we’ve ever done before. It’s
going to be a very big challenge to see whether or not we’ll be able to do it.

| think ultimately, we will. | think we find ourselves today in exactly
the same position that the Bureau of Land Management found itself in 1978.
After FLPMA [Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976] of 1976
was passed. Up until that point, BLM had operated under the concept of
disposing of lands, or operating under the authority of the Taylor Grazing Act
or the Mining Law of 1872—neither of which were glorious statutes in an
environmental world. And they had to transition, starting in 1978, into being
essentially a resource management agency. “How can we manage resources
to meet contemporary values, and the values in the statute, and so forth?”
And that’s where we find ourselves. We find ourselves in 1993 being turned
into a water resource management agency. Our job ought to be not “What
does this irrigation district need?” but, “How is it that we should manage
these resources for the benefit of all, and for the greatest good?” And that’s a
tough philosophical change, and I think it will take a long time to make that
change. They certainly won’t make it during the period that I’'m
commissioner. But I think the next commissioner will find it a little bit
easier. And the one who follows that, even easier.

Storey:  Well, thank you. I think our time is up. I regret it, because this is
fascinating.

Once again, 1’d like to ask you about using these materials and making
the transcripts and tapes available to researchers, whether you have made up
your mind about how you would like to handle that?

Beard:  Well, | haven’t made up my mind. My tentative recommendation is that they
wait until I’m no longer-the moment | resign as commissioner, they can
listen to this all they want, but until then, I would prefer that we not release
the material, particularly because | name names and talk about those issues.
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Storey: Okay, good. Thank you very much.

END OF SIDE 2, TAPE 2. SEPTEMBER 7, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 1, TAPE 1. OCTOBER 7, 1993.

This is Brit Allan Storey, Senior Historian of the Bureau of Reclamation, interviewing
Commissioner Daniel [P.] Beard of the Bureau of Reclamation, at about three o’clock in
the afternoon on October 7, 1993, in his offices in the Main Interior Building, in
Washington, D.C. This is Tape One.

Changes That Should Be Made in Reclamation
Beard:  You don’t have to ask me those questions.
Storey: Youwanttotalk. ..

Beard: 1 don’t care, you can ask me anything you want. | mean, I’ve forgotten where
we were in this process.

Storey:  Well, we had gotten to the point where . . .. After the interview last time, you
said you would like to talk, that you felt that you could talk for a couple of hours
about what needed to be changed with Reclamation and where you wanted to
take it. And that’s one of the questions | would really like you to respond to.

And the other question that | had, was during your speech at NWRA
[National Water Resources Association] in Durango, you mentioned that you’d
come up with a list of issues confronting Reclamation and gotten to twenty-five
and you’d quit. And I’d like to discuss those issues also—whichever order you’re
interested in.

Beard:  Well | think the Bureau itself is probably the most interesting place to proceed.
I’m not even sure where to begin.

I’ve always been fascinated by the Bureau of Reclamation. I’ve always
sort of considered myself, first of all, an academician: That was where my
training was, and the kind of future direction that | wanted to pursue, and have
never ended up (chuckles) doing it. But I’ve always been fascinated by the
Bureau of Reclamation, fascinated by the history, and the history and the culture
surrounding it. You know, the history of Western water is absolutely
fascinating. It’s a history of monumental characters, larger-than-life characters,
and larger-than-life events. And that has always been something that I’ve found
of great interest. And, as a result, ever since | became associated with the
Bureau of Reclamation in water resource issues, I’ve had just a soft spot in my
heart, but also a fascination with the Bureau of Reclamation.

But I have really become convinced, as | sat down and actually, after the

election, decided that | would try to get the nomination—get the President to
nominate me and to get confirmed. One of the hard parts was: How does one go
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about doing that?; and What is it you want to do?; and Why do you want to do
it? I’ve sort of explained that in some previous discussions we’ve had. But |

really view it as a great personal challenge, and the challenge that I see is, that
we’re really at a historic point in the history of Western water resource policy.

The Western United States is changing. It is now the most urbanized area
of our country, and the kinds of demands that an urban community places on the
water resources of an area is different from the demands that an agricultural
society will place on water resources. And as a result, with increasing
population in the West, and an increasingly urban population, and the nature and
character of Western states changing, and the philosophy and the approach and
the outlook, there is a genuine demand for change, and a real push towards
change.

And the Bureau of Reclamation, like a lot of organizations, Federal
agencies don’t tend to change radically or quickly. And the West has changed,
the society has changed, demands on water resources have changed, Western
water resource policy has changed, and frankly, we have to change with it. And
I really have felt that the Bureau of Reclamation either makes that change or it
goes out of existence. And | took this job because I really do feel that | have the
ability to help assist in that change, and to help the Bureau move into the 1990s
or the “next century,” so to speak. | hate to get sort of melodramatic about it,
but I think that I can help bring about that change and help guide it. And that’s
what I’ve set out for myself as a primary agenda.

And that really means moving out of the water resource development
business and getting into the water resource management business. We have
been an institution that thought only of building things—that was our primary
function, and that’s what we did. We investigated projects, or facilities, or
“infrastructure,” if you will, a new buzz word. We then constructed them, and
then we turned them over to somebody else to operate and maintain, and we
went on to the next item of the agenda. And that’s really what we’ve done for
the last ninety-some years: we investigated a solution, we built a facility, and
then once the facility was built, we would then turn it over to somebody else to
operate or maintain, and then move on to the next project. And it really didn’t
matter to us, in many respects, what we built. They didn’t care whether they
were building a dam, whether they were building a visitors’ center, whether they
were building a canal-build anything. It’s just that we were building something,
and that’s what our function was—to build. And I don’t think that that’s our
function any more.

Our function really is to help Western states and communities and
reservations—Indian nations, if you will-to resolve contemporary water
problems. There are problems out there that exist. We have expertise. Our job
ought to be to assist communities to solve those problems, and to solve them in a
way that’s environmentally acceptable in today’s world, and financially
acceptable, fiscally acceptable, in today’s world. It is no longer relevant for
Federal agencies . . .. | mean, we’re at a history now, at least in Federal service,
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where we simply can’t select a solution to a problem that requires the
construction of a massive number of projects, like the Central Utah Project, or
the Central Arizona Project, and cost billions of dollars, and takes decades to
build. The public won’t accept it. It just can’t be done. | mean, there’s just no
other way to describe it.

Transitioning from a Construction Agency to a Water Resources
Management Agency

How we transition from being a construction agency-or that was the
raison d’étra for all the people who worked in the organization—to being a water
resource management agency which is working with local communities to solve
problems and where we are only one of many participants in crafting a solution—
and usually the solution is less structural in nature, it’s a nonstructural solution,
for the most part—is the challenge that we really face as an organization. And |
am convinced that that is the direction that we have to go in, and that is the
direction that we will go in. And how we go about that has really been the thing
that has consumed me for the last three or four months.

The first thing that 1 did, if this is essentially where we’re going to go, |
really felt that the first thing we needed to do is that we needed to have a
blueprint, we needed to have a plan of attack, an approach. And I really did feel
that I could not develop that plan, because one of the things I learned in the
Carter Administration when | was here, is that | could write all the policies |
wanted, and they’d be wonderful policies—articulate and witty and thoughtful
and comprehensive—and yet it would mean nothing if you issued these
proclamations and they were. . .. You issued them and they were sent out and
they fell on deaf ears and nothing happened. So that you really have to—and |
think in Federal agencies—you really have to find a way in which you get people
to buy-into change. And this is particularly important for agencies.

Obtaining Input into Reorganization
Commissioner’s Program Organization Review Team

So | appointed a seven-person group of people who were career civil
servants. | appointed them, and I intentionally didn’t put anybody in charge or
give them a name. And the first thing they did at their first meeting was give
themselves a name, which was the Commissioner’s Program Organization and
Review Team [CPORT], and then they put somebody (chuckles) in charge, who
is Mike Whittington. Anyway, the CPORT group, | sat down with them and |
said, “Listen, you have an opportunity. 1’m going to place a lot of faith in you. |
want you to do a report, and | want you to be as bold and as innovative as you
possibly can be. And | want you to write a charter, a blueprint, for this
organization to change.” And that’s really about as much instruction as | gave
them. I intentionally did not tell them what to write. | wanted them to develop
that.
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That organization went through a fascinating change. They were very
euphoric for a week. | asked them to look at all the documents that had dealt
with change and the Bureau and it’s future. The previous Commissioner, Dennis
Underwood had spent a considerable amount of time putting together a strategic
plan and implementation documents. And | asked them to look at that and all
the other documents that were on hand. And then from that, look at what it is we
do, and whether or not we ought to continue to do those things, and then as they
looked at what it is we ought to do in the future, how we ought to do business,
how we can do business more efficiently, more effectively, and in a way that
makes this an exciting place to work. And those were sort of phrases that |
personally used, because I think they’re terribly important. | think if people
work in an exciting place, they look forward to coming to work.

The CPORT group, after their euphoric first week, went into almost total
depression, because they said, “Well obviously, this is too difficult. There are
too many changes. How do we decide what’s the right thing to do? What
standards to we use?” And they went through all this, and they struggled as an
organization. And they finally came out of that, developed a report, and
presented it to me, and | must say that it exceeded my expectations. | did not
think that they could do as good a job as they did. They came forward with
some very innovative ideas, and some pretty bold ideas. | mean, they made
some mistakes, and they did it in a very fast time period. They only had about
seven or eight weeks to do it. And they basically came forward with the
recommendation that we should be a decentralized organization. If we’re going
to be a water resource manager and we’re going to manage resources, then the
resource ought to be the driving force for decision-making, then we ought to be
decentralized. We can’t be a centralized organization. And that means
“empowering,” in today’s euphemism or parlance, empowering our Project
Offices, making them Area Offices, downsizing Denver, downsizing Regional
Offices in time, and trying to get rid of excessive reviews, and get rid of
cumbersome instructions such as the Reclamation Instructions which tie
people’s hands, and try to get rid of a lot of the centralization and requirements
which sap originality and innovative thinking and responsibility.

| was really quite impressed. The group was assisted along the way by
Don Glaser who is now the deputy commissioner. These were people that Don
recommended to me that should be in this organization, in the group. | agreed
with him, and he worked with them on a day-to-day basis, and really helped

shape . ... He didn’t write any of the recommendations or anything, but he
really helped move people along and guide their discussions, and he was very
useful.

Reclamation Employees Organization for Ethics and Integrity

At the same time, | had asked a group called REOEI the Reclamation
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Employees [Organization] for Ethics and Integrity,> which is a group ofI call it
a group of whistle-blowers, but they’re really just a number of people in Denver
who are very frustrated with where Reclamation has been going in the last few
years. | have really felt that it was important for usto . ... You should never
have organizations like that outside the tent throwing rocks. You should always
bring them inside the tent. So | have met with them every time . ... | met with
them as soon as | could, I talk with their members on a regular basis, | do my
best to try to make decisions after consultation with them. They aren’t telling
me what to do, but I listen to them. And I’m trying my best to make sure that
they know that they have a voice, somebody here who will listen to them,
consider their views, then act, really, in the best way that I possibly can. | asked
them to look at the organization and make recommendations, and they did: they
presented me with a report on how Reclamation ought to be organized in the
future.

And they gave me a completely different recommendation: Rather than
being a decentralized organization, they recommended that we should be a
centralized organization, and we ought to be centralized in about six different
areas. There would be six different program managers, there would be no
assistant commissioners, no deputy commissioners, just program directors. And
those program directors would be in charge of budget requests and day-to-day
activities in an area, such as infrastructure operation, power operations, resource
management, and so forth. And so there would be no Regional Offices at all-
there would just be these six program areas. And those six program areas, |
think, their reccommendation is that they be centralized in Denver.

After | had those two documents, the CPORT document and the REOEI
document, | then gave both to what’s called our Executive Management
Committee which are all the assistant commissioners, regional directors, and
some others, and said to them, “Look, you have a responsibility to look at these
and formulate your recommendations on the basis of this.” And they’ve done
so0. And they basically came down on the side of the CPORT group, we ought to
be a resource management agency, we ought to be decentralized—although they
did agree with the REOEI group that we needed to do a better job of budget
formulation and then implementation.

And they recommended a number of changes: the most important of
which was kind of interesting, | thought, and that is that they recommended that
we create a completely different culture within the organization. That we
needed to create a culture which promoted diversity of opinion, risk-taking, and
innovative thought. We have a long tradition in this organization of being this
highly-centralized organization, hierarchical organization, where everybody
stays in line. If you voice an opinion which is not that shared by the hierarchy,
your career is over. And we have a tradition of nobody ever speaks out of turn
in this organization, nobody speaks up. And if you did, you got clubbed and

5. This is the Reclamation Employee Organization for Ethics and Integrity with the acronym REOEI.
The acronym is commonly pronounced “rio” or “reo” with a long “e”.
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beaten back pretty good. And I happen to think that’s wrong.

And | don’t think you can run an organization where you have 7,500
people in charge, obviously. But I think we have erred on the side of not
allowing people to present different ideas, different ways of doing business, and
arguing that out. And I think that the reason that we’ve done that is that we have
this system of reviews where we keep reviewing things, and as you move from
one level to the next, you never send up all the options—you sort of winnow-out
the options. Well what happens is, many of the people in the middle
management level who don’t want to antagonize people up above them, or
whatever—I don’t know what the reasons are—generally everything that filters up
tends to be pretty bland. And that’s just sort of been our tradition. And the
Executive Management Committee, when they looked at all these new
documents, really, | thought the most important thing they said is that we really
needed to develop a new culture for the organization—a way of doing business
where we promote diversity and thinking, we really try to reflect society as a
whole, where you have disparate views presented and argued, and then out of
that comes a recommendation which more closely affects and aligns with, is
more consistent with, the public interest.

And then they also recommended a structure, an organizational structure
which was quite a bit more streamlined than we have today, to make Washington
the headquarters, rather than Denver be the corporate headquarters; to make
Denver a technical service center; to go with the Area Offices as well as
Regional Offices; and to have a simplified and trimmed-back Washington
headquarters, and then have Washington provide policy direction and
instructions; and then have that implementation be carried out, out in the field,
within those guidelines; and not constantly run every decision up the flagpole
and run it up to Denver or to Washington and let it rattle around there for a long
time; and also to eliminate as many excessive reviews as possible.

So that’s what I’m faced with at the present time. | have those three
documents, and | have over a thousand comments from employees of the
organization, which I’ve read. | haven’t read all thousand, but I’ve read several
hundred. Don Glaser has read all of the comments in Denver, and all the
regional directors have read all the comments from the regions. We have
summarized them and talked through the basic thrust and direction, what
employees are doing. So it’s been a fairly public process. And I’m now faced
with the opportunity to be able to make the decisions to shape our future. And |
think as I look forward, | intend to come out pretty much along the lines of the
CPORT group, although I think the REOEI group presented me with some
interesting recommendations and there are some | want to include from there.
And then I also agree with much of what the Executive Management Committee
did and my managers presented. But I really think that what we will do here is
map out sort of a new course.

National Performance Review and Reorganization of Reclamation
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Storey:
Beard:

Coincidentally, and it’s serendipitous, it’s just luck, frankly, Vice
President Gore has had underway something called the National Performance
Review, NPR, as it’s referred to. And this National Performance Review has
been an effort to try to revitalize Federal agencies. And the recommendations
that have been presented to me parallel very closely the recommendations and
desires of this National Performance Review. So what | plan to do is to wrap
our reorganization in the blanket of the National Performance Review and say,
“In response to directions from the president and vice president, I’m going to
make the following decisions, which are consistent with what they’ve
recommended that the Federal agencies do.” And so that we then, | think, run
out and we’ll be the first agency in the Interior Department to make this kind of
change.

And it presents us with an opportunity. It certainly presents me with an
opportunity to go out to our employees and to say, “Look, we have a chance to
be on the cutting edge of change,” and it’s something that | think the employees
want to do, and I certainly want to do.

I’ll stop at that point. 1’m not sure what else . . . . What was the question?
(laughter) I’ve talked for twenty minutes!

Vision for Reclamation’s Future
The question is, What do you want to do with Reclamation?

Well, I think from that we will slowly evolve—I hope—over the next four years.
We’ll evolve into something different. We’ll evolve into an organization that’s
smaller. We now have 7,500 employees, and | would expect that we will get
significantly smaller—I mean, not 2,000, but we’ll go down in size. | don’t know
how much we’ll go down, because I think it’ll depend on what our program
levels are. And I think we’ll have less money. Our construction budget is going
to decline rather rapidly in the next two years, and will probably go from
being—it was $800 million, about six years ago, it’s now down to $400 million,
and I think that it’ll go down to $15 million or so and level off, where we’ll do a
lot of operation and maintenance, rehabilitation of structures and things, dam
safety improvements and some others. And it will pretty well level-off at that
point. | think the number of people we have in the organization will go down,
the size of our budget will go down, | think we’ll decentralize, | think we’ll get
rid of a lot of the superstructure and needless reviews that we have.

And | do think that we will become a leader in some areas, in the three
areas that I hope to try to pursue during my tenure here, are the following: | want
us to do a better job in water conservation and efficiency improvements. Second
of all, to take our responsibilities in the environmental area much more
seriously. And third, is for us to develop a much stronger working relationship
with urban communities in the West. 1’d really like to sort of look at each one of
those individually. In the area of water conservation, now that it is apparent that
construction of large storage facilities and transportation facilities, aqueducts, is
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out of the question, and it is in this day and age. We have to find other ways to
find water, and it’s as simple as that.

With the Endangered Species Act taking on greater importance, and all the
other responsibilities and pressures that are placed on our water resource
infrastructure and on water resources in the West, there’s only one thing that is
common throughout the West that | keep seeing over and over and over again:
And that is, we need more water in the river. Now our traditional solution has
been to build storage facilities. We can’t do that anymore. Frankly, I think we
may have gone too far in one direction, but it doesn’t matter, that’s just not an
option that’s really available to us in a consistent way. And we’ve got to look
for new ways of finding water, and conservation and efficiency improvements
offer us two very important ways for finding additional water.

| think one of the biggest challenges I have over the next four years is to
be able to prove to the American people, the general public that’s out there, and
to some political leaders, and certainly to the water resource “fraternity” that’s
out there, that conservation offers a viable option, a viable alternative, for
meeting future water needs. And I intend to spend as much time as | can, and to
invest as much of my credibility in trying to do that. | think that it’s terribly
important.

Here it is 1993, and | think back to 1973 when the first energy crisis came.
And at that time, the only way in which you produced electric power in this
country was that you built a large central generating station: a thousand-
megawatt nuclear plant, a thousand-megawatt coal-fired plant, or whatever.
That’s the way you produced electric power in this country. And now in 1993,
you don’t produce power that way any more. You buy conservation, you buy
efficiency in the system, you buy cogeneration, or you generate power in
conjunction with other industrial processes, using the waste heat. But we have
completely revolutionized the electric utility industry in the last twenty years,
where today you have Southern California Edison Company, which is the
second-largest investor-owned utility in the world, has announced that they will
meet all of their future electric power needs through efficiency improvements.
And as a corporate strategy, they’re not going to build any more generating
stations. They’re going to go around and install more efficient refrigerators, and
air conditioners, and all kinds of other things. It’s an absolutely fascinating
change that has overcome the industry.

And | really think we’re poised, in the same place, in the water resources
field. Now, it’s much different, we’re less responsive to market conditions,
because we really don’t have markets out there that allocate water. We allocate
water based through the water right permitting system. But nevertheless, | really
do believe that we have got to find a way to use conservation and efficiency
improvements as a means.. . . .

END SIDE 1, TAPE 1. OCTOBER 7, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 2, TAPE 1. OCTOBER 7, 1993.
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Beard:  And this sounds sort of almost professorial, but in 1902 when the Bureau of
Reclamation was created, we really were the first engineering organization.
There was a need for a Federal agency that was a residual of engineering talent
and expertise to be able to build storage facilities. And today there is a need for
a Federal agency to take a leadership role in conservation and efficiency
improvements, and that ought to be our job.

On the environmental side of things, | think that we have not done the
kind of job that we should have over the years, in being environmental stewards.
That is increasingly our major responsibility. | think of right now, in 1993, the
Endangered Species Act is the driving force behind resource management in this
country. And our staff is working every day on more and more responsibilities
dealing with environmental restoration and endangered species work. We have
often not pursued environmental projects to the degree we should have, and |
really want to try to correct that to the maximum extent I can, and | want to try
to promote it and to pursue as many environmental initiatives as | possibly can.

I think that it’s terribly important for the country, for water resource policy, and
for our organization.

And the third item that | mentioned was a closer working relationship with
urban communities. The politics of water has always been that the agency with
some local congressional supporters would work with an irrigation district to put
together a project, and the irrigation water districts in the West have always been
our primary clientele group. And they’ve always been the groups that we’ve had
the closest working relationship with. | want to change that. | don’t think that in
this day and age, that given the water resource requirements of the Western
states and Western communities, that our highest calling is to get water to
agriculture. Our highest calling is really to assist urban communities in the West
to meet their water needs, because urban water supplies are the first and highest
priority for Western communities, and then once their needs are met, the
recreational needs of Western communities is then almost the second thing on
the agenda.

And | think that we have really missed the boat, politically, in this agency.
We aligned ourselves many years ago with the rural interests and with the
agricultural interests and with irrigated agriculture, and we have clung onto their
coattails for ninety years. And it has meant that we find ourselves in 1993 as an
agency with an almost powerless clientele. Federal agencies are here to serve
certain groups, and many people in this organization think that our highest
calling is to serve irrigated agriculture in the West, and it’s not. Our highest
calling, the people that we serve, other than the taxpayers, is, we ought to be
serving the needs of urban communities in the West. And you know, it’s a lot
different if you are out there working to help solve the problems of three
hundred farmers, or eighteen million people in Southern California. There’s a
big difference in the way in which you present your message, and the way your
message is presented to the Congress, or in Federal agencies.

| really think there’s a tremendous need out there, and these are needs that
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I really think we ought to—and this is an alliance that we ought to forge over
time. And it’s going to be one of the things that | intend to try to pursue. I’ve
worked closely with-it’s called Western Urban Water Coalition, but it’s all the
major Western cities—and they were very supportive of my nomination, and |
appreciated that, and | intend to work closely with them, as well as individual
cities and other organizations to try to forge that kind of relationship.

Other than those three priorities—those are the three major priorities that |
really see as | hope being the hallmark of my tenure here-I have sort of two
others that come to mind, three others, actually, that are things that | hope I will
be able to do as I’m here. | sort of put them in a second tier.

The first of those is assisting Indian tribes. | really think that the Bureau
of Reclamation has missed the boat, once again, in not providing its services and
expertise to Native Americans in the West, and | intend to try to correct that.

It’s a high priority with me, and | frankly think we’ve done a great job in the last
two to three years. We’ve developed a much closer working relationship with
Native Americans, we’ve become their advocates, and there’s a great deal that
we can do on Indian reservations. There are many Indian reservations where
they do not have potable water supplies, and we can assist in that. There’s just a
great deal that we can do in terms of technical assistance.

Another issue that | want to pursue as sort of a second-tier issue during my
tenure is going to be diversity of the work force. | happen to think that we have
had a work force which is pretty homogeneous—it has been the same kinds of
people. Most of our employees have been civil engineers, and we have not done
as good a job as we should have at promoting racial minorities and women into
executive positions, or management positions in the organization. And I really
think that creating a more diverse work force is fundamentally important to us as
an agency. It’ll make us a stronger agency and a better agency. A third of my
work force at the present time is fifty years of age or older. Now, since I’m
fifty, 1 don’t see anything wrong with that! But a third of my work force is over
fifty years of age. And a third of the work force is between forty and fifty. So
what we have, essentially, is a very aged work force. And most of the diversity
that we have in our work force is in the bottom third, the younger third. And the
trick that we have to perform over the next few years is to downsize, reduce the
number of people in the agency, but at the same time, diversify. Whether or not
(chuckles) we’re going to be able to do it. . . . Well, we’ll have to do it. | mean,
there’s just no other alternative. But | think that’s terribly important. It’ll make
us a much better agency and a stronger agency.

And the third thing in what | would call sort of the second tier of issues is
for us to promote water transfers. As we look—going back again, as you look to
solve problems, you don’t have the option of constructing storage reservoirs.
You need to find ways to move water around. Conservation gets you some
water, but as long as water is allocated and controlled by one group or the other,
and is not moved around to meet new high priorities, we are never going to be
able to solve problems. So what | think we should do as an agency, is to do
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everything we possibly can to help promote water transfers, which really means
moving water out of agriculture over into environmental and urban uses.
Essentially, that’s what it means. Water transfers have become, are going to
become, a very important source of new water, and a way in which urban
communities can solve future problems. And we, as Federal agencies, ought to
do our best. We ought to do our utmost to promote water transfers and to see
that they’re consummated so that we can assist, and also try to mitigate any
third-party impacts that come as a result of transfers.

Those six areas, | guess, are the areas that | hope to concentrate my efforts
on during my time as commissioner.

Storey: How do you think implementing these areas of activity is going to affect the way
Reclamation looks in the future? Other than the fact that we’re going to have
fewer employees and a lower budget.

Beard: | think we’ll do a lot different things. | think eventually we’ll change our name.
I was part of, you know, when | was in the Carter Administration, we changed
the name of the organization to the Water and Power Resources Service. But it
was done-really Keith Higginson is the person who thought of the idea and
pursued it, because he wanted to give the agency another name, and a name that
was more descriptive of what it was we did as an agency at that time. We
provided power and water. It obviously didn’t work! And it didn’t work
because it became a political exercise that was viewed as the Cater water policy,
and as soon as Reagan was elected, Jim Watt and Bob Broadbent brought the
old name back. | have talked to many employees who say we ought to change
our name because nobody knows what the Bureau of Reclamation does. And
I’ve told them I’m willing to change it any time there’s a groundswell of support
in the agency for changing it. It won’t come from me, it’ll come from the
employees.

But I think we will be an agency which will begin to provide technical
assistance in conservation and efficiency improvements. | think we’ll become
advocates on the environment, and we’ll become advocates for cities. And we’ll
become less and less advocates on behalf of irrigated agriculture and the
agricultural community. It will take us a generation to do that. | hope to start
the process, and | hope to get the process going in a direction where it’s
irretrievable, you can’t change it. Once we get it started, it won’t be able to
change. | hope so, but I don’t think that I will be fortunate enough, as
commissioner, to see the end. | will only see the beginning, and I think that in
the end, when we finally get there, we’ll have an agency that is going to be a real
advocate for some really innovative solutions—if it’s done right.

You know, we’re actually finding ourselves today . . .. | was really pretty
proud of many of the people in the organization: | was at a meeting the other day
with two Indian tribes, and they came in seeking our assistance, and our answer
was, “Yes! Not only will we give you the money, but we’ll also be your
advocate,” which almost had these folks falling out of their chair. They
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expected to come in here and have us say “no.” But creating a culture here of
being an agency which is a problem-solver and we’re there to help people and to
advocate on behalf of our clients, our new clients, is something that I really want
to pursue and to push as much as I can.

New Constituencies for Reclamation

One of the things that I hear over the lunch table a lot is “Reclamation used to
have a constituency, a powerful constituency, which we are now alienating, and
we do not now have any constituency that supports Reclamation.” What are
your perspectives on that approach to thinking?

I think that’s probably accurate. And I think it’s accurate because we’re in the
process of change from one constituency to another. As I’ve articulated, our
constituency in the future are going to be the environmental community, and it’s
going to be an alliance of the environmental community and urban water
suppliers. Those are going to be our constituents in the future. And today,
we’ve sort of stepped away from irrigated agriculture, and we’re holding the
olive branch out to these other two groups, and we are building a relationship
with them. And I think with Native Americans.

We’re building a relationship with those three groups. And we aren’t
there yet, we haven’t solidified our relationship. Much of the relationship we
have with the environmental community, for example, is based on my
relationship with the environmental community. We have lots of people in this
organization who are out there working, and we’re overcoming ninety years of
suspicion. | mean, every environmental group in this country is convinced that
we’re the worst thing that ever came down the road. That’s their initial reaction.
Now, in recent years, they have developed a very good working relationship
with us, and | think a lot of trust in us. It’ll take another five years or so to even
have a better relationship. 1’m just starting in the process of trying to build a
relationship with Western urban communities. It’ll take time, but it’ll come with
time. And I think that our relationship with Native Americans is good, but it’s
going to get a lot better.

So | think in the end, we’ll have a very substantial, very powerful
constituency: a constituency that’ll make us a much stronger organization. You
know the number of people working in irrigated agriculture in the Western
United States is pretty small. | mean, the number of people in agriculture in the
State of Nevada is less than the number of people who work at the Mirage Hotel
in Las Vegas. Las Vegas is a community of nearly a million people. And they
are living off imported water supplies, and an insufficient supply to meet its
future needs. The economy of Southern Nevada depends on the Bureau of
Reclamation and the Secretary of the Interior, to assist them in meeting their
future growth and development needs. That is a high calling, in my view.
That’s a tremendous responsibility. It’s a responsibility that we as an
agency . ... It’s, I think, right now, the most important problem we have to deal
with. And that’s a tremendously powerful constituency to deal with.
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Now, is it our responsibility to provide assistance to irrigated agriculture
in Nevada? No, itisn’t. |1 mean, it isn’t any more, because the number of people
engaged in irrigated agriculture in Nevada is a few hundred, a few hundred
farming operations, who are competing with endangered species and an Indian
tribe and a city and a power company, for the water. Well, with all due respect, |
think given today’s world, we have to come down on the side of a different
group. And how we make this transition . ... We’ve got to make the transition,
we’ve got to speed it up. And I spend a lot of my time convincing employees
that you can let go and you can grab onto a new constituency, and you need to
develop those new relationships.

Future Prospects for Reclamation

Storey:  Well given all the things you’ve said, though our interviews and in public
forums, that you expect Reclamation to survive, and that we have to change
constituencies, and I’m hearing you say it’s going to take about five years: Do
we have five years?

Beard: Oh yeah. There will always be a Bureau of Reclamation. You can’t get rid of
the Bureau of Reclamation, because the Secretary’s responsibilities for operation
of the large facilities like Grand Coulee and Hungry Horse, and the facilities on
the Columbia and the Snake River systems, the Colorado. ... Our involvement
in major river basins, and with our major facilities means that we will always
have to have a Bureau of Reclamation. You may call it something different, you
may be a part of an agency, but you always have to perform those functions.
And | think there is—at least on this Secretary’s part—an acceptance that there is a
need for a Federal agency to assist Western communities to solve water resource
problems, because water is such a problem in the West. | mean, it’s an arid
region and it’s there. So | am a hundred percent comfortable with the fact that
we will be here in five years, and we’ll be a different organization and we’ll be
stronger. Either that or I won’t have a job! (laughter)

Storey:  Well, let’s hope not, because then | won’t have one either!
Reclamation and Recreation

You mentioned, as part of the shift to the urban constituency, the
recreation components of that. How do you see that evolving? In the past,
Reclamation has more or less said, “Yeah, it’s nice that there can be recreation
on our facilities, but we aren’t not going to manage it, we’re not going to
participate. Give that to the Park Service, give that to the Forest Service, give
that to BLM [Bureau of Land Management].” Do you see any evolution taking
place?

Beard:  Oh yeah! I think there’s going to be a tremendous change. We took that
approach in the past because we were a construction agency. Our job was to get
on to the next construction project. We didn’t want to be bothered with
managing a boat ramp, or campground, or any of these other facilities, because
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we had to get on to the next project to build. And so it’s the same thing as
operating projects: we just turned them over to whoever would take them, we
don’t care! You take it, you got it. And now we can get on to the next project.
But it’s interesting: somebody told me that-and I’d have to check the numbers—
but the visitation at our facilities is higher than any other Federal agency. We
have a tremendous number of visitor days at our facilities. Now they’re run by
the Park Service or the Forest Service or counties or states, but local
communities, state and local agencies are running into financial problems and
they’re unable to meet the operation and maintenance needs of these facilities,
and they’re threatening, and in some cases have, turned them back to
Reclamation. And there is a need for construction of additional facilities such as
campgrounds or toilets or recreational facilities of various types. And these
entities cannot afford to construct those, and so they’re looking to the Federal
government to be a financial partner.

I think we will change, I think that we are going to have to change,
because we’re going to get so many of these [facilities] back, and I think we are
going to be responsible for more and more recreation at our facilities. We have
approximately three hundred five reservoirs where we have recreation, and we
have seventy-two agencies providing recreation at those three hundred and five
reservoirs. Four of those agencies are Federal agencies—the rest, sixty-eight—are
either state or county or private entities that provide recreation. And I think that
we are going to be increasingly pulled into this area, and | think it offers us a
great opportunity to give greater publicity and visibility for our efforts and our
abilities. Again, we just never bothered with that, putting up signs to say “This
was built by the Bureau of Reclamation.” We really didn’t care, because we
were on to the next project. And we’ve got to do a little bit better job of tooting
our own horn, and I think that we will.

I believe Dennis Underwood had directed that they develop a new signage policy
and started doing that. 1 think it got dropped as soon as Dennis disappeared out
the door.

Well, I picked it up again. Oh, I’ve picked it up again, and I’ve talked to the
public affairs officers and I’ve told them it’s very important. | mean, you know,
we ought not to do this.

A New Seal for Reclamation
Now we’ve got a new seal coming out for the agency and that’s been sort of a
giant debate here within the Department, and somehow getting all this through,
I’ve never quite understood it. It got started in the last administration, but |
certainly am a big supporter of it, because | think that it really helps us to have
sort of a new logo and sort of a new image. It helps us.
It is a more stylized seal than the one we had?

Yeabh, it’s the one with mountains and, you know, water underneath.
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Storey: | haven’t seen it.
Beard:  Oh, okay, I’ll show it to you.

Storey: Because the seal we currently have is so busy that it’s hard to see anything in it,
to identify it.

Beard:  Yeah, it’s called “the drip,” or “the drop”—I’m never quite sure.

Storey:  When you started talking today, you called the West “the most urbanized area of
the country.” What do you mean by that?

Beard:  More people live in the cities in the Western United States than any other region
of the country.

Storey: You mean as a percentage of the population in an area, or what?

Beard:  No, a percentage of the population. | think the number is 73 percent or
something like that.

Storey: In the West, live in the cities?
Beard:  Right, live in urban areas.
Storey:  So 27 percent live in rural areas?
Beard:  Rural areas.

Storey: And in the East, you’re saying there’s a higher percentage that live out in what
would be considered . . . .

Beard:  Rural areas.
Storey: | see, so it’s the percentage of the area population that you’re referring to.

Beard: | mean, there’s a group in Denver that works for telephone companies or utilities
and others, and it’s The Center for the New West, and they like to think twenty
years down the road, what’ll the West be like? And it’s absolutely fascinating to
talk to people like that, but you know the West is going to be a different place.
More and more people are going to live in urban areas, they are going to move to
the West, there are going to be more and more retirement communities, more
and more communities where natural resource extraction or use is going to
become a smaller and smaller and smaller portion of the economy, and that high-
tech, computer-related kinds of things for example, or retirement communities
are going to increasingly become mainstays of the economy.

And so when you look at the changes that are taking place in the West, the
role that agriculture plays, and our historical constituency, is going to play in
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those economies is smaller and smaller. | mean, even in California where we
have the Central Valley Project, and it is our largest project, by far, irrigated
agriculture—or agriculture in California, for that matter—is a very, very small
portion, something like 2 percent of the gross state product. It is not a major
contributor to the economy of the State of California. | mean, even in California
where we have the Central Valley Project, and it is our largest project, by far,
irrigated agriculture—or agriculture in California, for that matter—is a very, very
small portion, something like 2 percent of the gross state product. It is not a
major contributor to the economy of the State of California. Now it’s important
in certain counties, like in Fresno County and others, but when you look at the
entire economy of the state, it’s not. And with the [North American] Free Trade
Agreement being negotiated with Mexico and Canada, my presumption is that
much of irrigated agriculture, or agricultural production, may move to Mexico,
for example. It’s a longer growing season, probably more liberal laws in the use
of pesticides and a lot of other things, and it’s entirely possible that with free
trade there will be an even more rapid decline in some of our traditional
constituencies. It’s possible.

The world is going to change—it’s going to change rather dramatically.
With the fall of the Iron Curtain, our foreign policy is changing, and it’s
changing in ways which we don’t even know about yet. When this tape is
listened to by people five or ten years down the road, they’ll sort of laugh at
what we were, but here we are in 1993 with the Iron Curtain just being
dismantled and we’re sitting here frustrated in our foreign policy, because we
don’t quite know what to do. There’s no other monster out there like, you know,
the Soviet Union was a monster for forty or fifty years, which not only was the
basis of our foreign policy, but for much of our domestic policy. And now we
have a domestic policy which is going to be based increasingly on international
trade. And if it is, probably don’t need to produce many of the products that are
produced on our lands from our projects. You don’t need to produce those
products in the United States. | don’t know, I’m speculating here, but we are
going to enter into, | think, a period of rather rapid change.

Reclamation and the Public Interest

One of the things I’m interested in, and | think we’ve discussed it from different
angles before, is the issue of public interest. A number of people whom I’ve
interviewed in the oral history program have talked about the public interest.
You obviously feel very strongly about responsibilities to the public in terms of
Reclamation. But for instance, | can go to, say, an irrigation district, I can go to
a city, I can go to an environmental group, | can go to a manufacturing group,
and solicit what they believe their public interest in Reclamation is. As a
manager and a policy-maker for Reclamation, how do you sort through which
public interest is the one that you’re going to respond to? Or are you constantly
balancing? What’s the issue here? How do you sort it out so that it makes good,
solid, intellectual, political, economic, whatever it is, sense, that you think needs
to be made out of it?
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Well, I’ve been here in Washington for over twenty years, and | guess I’m at
peace with myself about this problem, because | think you can drive yourself
nuts, struggling with this problem, “What’s the right thing to do?” And I guess
the conclusion that 1’ve reached is (chuckles), it’s like the old saying, “You
dance with those that brung ya’.” And, you know, the people that supported me,
the people that urged me to take this job, and that supported me in getting this
job, and the people who I’ve had the closest relationships with over the years,

and who | personally . . ..

END SIDE 2, TAPE 1. OCTOBER 7, 1993.
BEGIN SIDE 1, TAPE 2. OCTOBER 7, 1993.
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This is Tape Two of an interview by Brit Storey with Commissioner Dan Beard
on October 7, 1993.

Those people are going to be the ones to whom I’m going to listen the most.
And it’s not scientific at all. |1 mean, I think this is the direction, | personally
believe the directions that I’ve articulated here previously are the directions
we’re going to have to go, and I’m very comfortable with sort of saying, “And
I’m going to go that way. And I’m going to make decisions in that direction.”
I’ve been in and around politics for over twenty years—it’s been my life. And |
am a political animal. | consider myself today a politician. 1 don’t consider
myself to be a civil engineer, because I’m not. | have an academic background.
But I’m a politician.

| didn’t get this job because | was qualified, I got it based on who | knew
and who knew me and who supported me. | got it through political means. | am
going to pursue this job in a political fashion, and that is that I’m going to
respond to certain constituencies who supported me and who | have supported
over the years, and in my view, if that’s not acceptable to the Secretary and the
President, that is not what they want to pursue, then they’ll ask me to leave, or |
will leave myself. | didn’t take this job.... I’mnotin a job where you stay
here for the rest of your life. 1’m in a job where you get an opportunity to come
in, you get an opportunity to make decisions, to give direction, to give emphasis,
to give priority to certain things, and then your time—as Andy Warhol says,
“your fifteen minutes of fame”—is up. At some point, your time is up, and then
you move on. And then you have an opportunity to look back and say, “Well,
what’s my legacy? Well, my legacy was . . .. | emphasized these things. ...
And was it right? | don’t know.” It’s part of the march of human history.

That sounds rather melodramatic, and | don’t mean it to be, but in 1982
they made a very fundamental change in this organization. And | don’t think
anybody even thought about it. And that was that they decided to make the
Commissioner of Reclamation’s job to be a job that would be a presidential
appointment with Senate confirmation. Prior to that, it had been a position that
the Secretary could appoint. And the Secretary, with, | think up to that point
only one exception that | know of, had appointed people who were civil
engineers and who had engineering backgrounds. The only exception | knew of
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up to that point was Bob Broadbent, who was really a politician from Las
Vegas—and a good politician, | might add. But all of the other Reclamation
Commissioners have been civil engineers, and they had civil engineering
backgrounds. And in 1982 they changed that, and as a result you got different
kinds of people: Bob Broadbent was a politician, Dale Duvall was a
politician—he was an accountant from Spokane. Dennis Underwood was a
Western water engineer, but | am certainly not an engineer. 1’m a political
figure. 1’ve had political jobs.

So we changed the nature of the organization in 1982 when you changed
who you put in charge. And who you put in charge really does dictate what
happens in the agency. | set the agenda for this agency. | worked for the
chairman of the committee, and somebody once said to me, “What’s the power
of a chairman?” And I said (laughs), “It’s easy, it’s the agenda. You get to be
the person who raps the gavel and says, ‘Today we’re going to talk about X, Y
and Z. And you’re not talking about A, B, and C, you’re talking about . . . .’
You get to dictate what the agenda is, what it is we talk about, what it is we
emphasize.” And that’s a very powerful . ... | mean, that’s the only power that
I have, if | have any power at all. But | have the power to be able to say, “We’re
going to emphasize water conservation. Everybody work on water
conservation.” And so we do! We work on other things, but just through the
sheer force of my personality, and my ability to control what happens in this
agency, | will control the agenda. And that’s the only power that | have. And by
changing the nature of who we appoint to lead the organization, we’ve begun to
change the organization. We’ve made it more political, | think. But we’ve also
broken the power of what | would call the “civil engineering mentality” that
we’ve had over the years. That’s an often-overlooked change in the organization
itself.

Characteristics of Bureaucracies
Yeah, that 1982 change, nobody’s ever pointed out before.

One of the characteristics of bureaucracies is their durability. And in a lot
of people’s eyes, at least, their ability to resist changes that they don’t like. How
do you deal with that kind of an issue if you run up against something that the
bureaucracy doesn’t like?—I1’m speaking strictly (chuckles) theoretically here
now-from a position such as you’re in.

You have to be smarter than they are, so to speak. | thank God that the
bureaucracy is resistant to change. It has been one of the reasons why we as a
country still exist. In most other countries in the world, where there are rapid
changes, things are settled with a gun, so to speak, or revolutions. And ours has
been a very, very stable democracy-the longest and the stablest democracy in
the world. And one of the reasons, | think, is. ... In 1974, for example,
Richard Nixon was on the ropes, and there was no coup d’etat, there was no
overthrow of the government. There were institutions, and we followed the
institutions.

Daniel P. Beard



| worked in the Congress where four hundred and thirty-five congressmen
and a hundred senators would get together: and they represented every
conceivable political viewpoint you could think of, from socialist and
Communist to hard-core right-winger. And yet those five hundred and thirty-
five people came together and were in an institution where they had to talk to
each other every day, and to negotiate out settlements to the most fundamental
and basic issues of our time—and they did it. And they did it because they knew
that it was their job. Their job was to go there and to talk with those who they
didn’t agree with to try to find a common understanding where you could find
enough common understanding, you could get a majority of people to agree,
“Yeah, we can all agree to that,” and then move forward with it. It was an
absolutely fascinating institution from that regard. And I learned a lot in that. |
learned a lot about how institutions operate, and how people operate. And I
think that one of the advantages that | have over my predecessors, Dennis
Underwood, for example, or Dale Duvall, and even Bob Broadbent, is that I’ve
been in and around this institution for the last twenty years. | know what this
agency and the people in this agency think. | know what their perspectives are,
and 1I’m a good enough bureaucrat to know how people will resist change. And |
think 1I’m crafty enough—is that the right phrase?—to be able to move the
institution forward-I really do believe that. And I recognize that. | really think
when | was here during the 1970s with the Carter Administration, I think the
institution got the best of us. | think people burrowed, they hunkered down, they
burrowed-in and they resisted change and they succeeded. | don’t think change
took hold, because | don’t think the people in the institution wanted to do it.

That’s why I’ve spent the first few months that | was here . ... When |
came in, people had this preconceived notion of who | was. Frankly, they
thought I was the devil. They were all surprised when | got up in front of them
and | didn’t have horns on my head. | came with a reputation. | came with a
reputation because that was the reputation the person that | worked for in the
Congress, Congressman George Miller. But I’ve gone around, and | have
deliberately gone around to Regional Offices and Project Offices and others, and
done my best to let people know who | am, and that | do not have a threatening
agenda, and that | am not out to destroy the institution. 1’ve not come here with
a wrecking ball. And I think that the institution is ready for change, and I think
that if they perceive that I’m not here to destroy it . ... And I think there is a
reluctance on the part of some, enthusiasm on the part of others, that change is
going to occur, and so let’s go with it. Because they don’t really have another
choice. There isn’t really another choice. The choice isn’t, “Oh, well let’s wait
another four years for somebody else to come along,” because the other political
party—1’m a Democrat-the Republicans don’t have any particular alternative to
offer those in Reclamation who would resist change, because they aren’t going
to come along and offer anything. We just had twelve years of Republican rule
in this agency, and they didn’t really have an agenda for the agency either. And
their agenda was sort of no agenda, for a while. And I’m offering.... You
know, we have a patient dying of thirst here, and I’m wandering along with a
bucket of water. | suppose the patient could say, “No, no, | want Perrier.”
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Storey:  Oh, “l want wine.”

Beard:  Yeah, “l want wine.” But I don’t think so. And I think that I’ve learned a lot.
I’ve learned a lot in my career (chuckles) and I’m surprised at how much | have
learned, but I’ve learned a lot, and I’ve learned how not to do things. And I
think one of the “how nots” is, you don’t force a square peg into a round
hole—you really try to work with the agency and work with the people in the
institution to convince them that change is in their best interest, and that they
take the change and they say, “Yes, | want to do this.” And once they do, and
once they run forward with it, you’re home free. And | hope that I’ve managed
to do that.

Storey: 1’d sort of like to explore downsizing a little bit further if we may. You’ve
mentioned that Reclamation is clearly going to downsize, and you’ve also
mentioned that you hope to increase the diversity of the organization in terms of
both skills, and I think “age” would be safe to say.

Beard: No. Lessage. | don’t care so much about age, because I’m fifty, and | don’t
mind have fifty-year-old people around. No, I’m more concerned about having
women and minorities in executive positions, in positions throughout the
organization. That to me is what diversity is about.

Storey:  Where I’'m leading is, we don’t have the diversity, we’re going to downsize
some-we don’t, | suspect, know exactly how much. But aren’t we really going
to downsize even more in order to get diversity? Do you understand what I’'m
asking you? | don’t know whether I’m asking it properly.

Beard:  No, I think I understand. No, I mean, what you’re saying is, all other things
being equal, are the people that are going to be added in the organization going
to be a disproportionate number of women and minorities, as opposed to what
we’ve had in the past? And | think the answer to that is yes.

Storey: No, that isn’t my question. | presume (chuckles) that’s what’s going to happen.
But what I’m saying is, okay, we have to downsize to a certain size.

Beard:  Right.

Storey:  We’ll call it “X.” In order to get the diversity, the reality is that we’re going to
have to downsize to X minus something, in order to get the diversity. So the
downsizing is going to be somewhat larger than we actually think it’s going to
be.

Beard:  And then new hires would bring it back up to X?

Storey: That’s what I’m wondering, yeah.

Beard: | think that’s probably correct. | have intentionally avoided any reference in my
discussions about numbers. And I still don’t have any idea about what numbers
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we are going to eventually get down to. | have become a real advocate of “form
follows function.” And what we need to do, or to decide what it is we as an
agency should be doing, and then look to see, Now how many people do we need
to do that? My guess is, as technology improves, and as the resources that we as
managers and workers have at our disposal increase and improve, you don’t
need as many people to do the job any more. Jobs are changing, too. | mean, we
used to have, for example, in Federal agencies, many more secretaries and clerk
typists than we do today, in the institution. And that’s because we have voice
mail, we have computers, we have E-mail systems. All the electronic equipment
that we have has displaced the need for the traditional secretary/clerk-typist.
And that’s not bad, it’s a fact of life. And so I think that we will downsize, and
we’ll probably downsize a little bit more than we would have, and then we’re
going to have to hire some new people and create some diversity. We’ll have to
see what happens. The President has asked for authority to offer incentives to
encourage retirements. Since we have such an older work force, it may well be
that there will be a larger number of retirements than we ever anticipated. So
far, there haven’t been, but that’s because everybody’s sitting around waiting to
find out what happens. Once they find out that they can get a $25,000 bonus if
they retire, I think that’s not an inconsequential bonus. And I think some people
will take advantage of it.

But there’s a rumor in the Denver Office now that Interior’s been excluded, that
Secretary Babbitt has said that we aren’t going to receive that.

Well, I’ve certainly have never heard that.
About Interior?

Yeah. Well, and even if they did, then people would have to crank that into the
equation.

Why don’t we move on to the topic of the major issues confronting Reclamation
nowadays that you think you’re going to have to deal with. And of course
you’ve already discussed a lot of the sort of policy things. So here what I’'m
thinking more in terms of are specific, problematic issues that aren’t at that same
policy level.

Well, I think when | said that twenty-five, the reference that | was going to talk
about the major issues facing Reclamation and | got to twenty-five and gave up,
I was really kidding. Actually, | had-I had sat and started to jot down all the
major problems that we face, and the list gets to be so large that it becomes very
difficult to try to make sense of everything, and try to address it in any sort of
coherent fashion and in a brief fifteen minutes of remarks to people.

| think maybe the better way—because | could run through, I could talk
about problems forever. | mean, | go in, | have an in-box filled with problems
and they’ll go in the out-box and then a whole bunch will come in tomorrow or
the next day. I like to think in terms of grouping these in terms of priorities.
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What I’ve found in my work in the last few years is that the difference between
those who really are successful in government service and those who are not, the
difference is that those who are successful are successful because they’re able to
come into an organization and impose their agenda on the day-to-day activities
of the organization, and get people working on that agenda, and then get other
people to respond to that agenda.

Let me tell you what | mean: When | was with the committee, and | came
down to visit Secretary [Manuel] Lujan’s staff and we went to lunch—they had an
executive dining room over here, since closed. It was closed by Secretary
[Cecil] Andrus, opened by Secretary [James] Watt, and closed by Secretary
[Bruce] Babbitt. Seems to be a certain theme there! But anyway, we went over
to the executive dining room and we were sitting there and | was talking to
Secretary [Manuel] Lujan’s chief of staff, and I said, “What about such-and-
such? It’s a problem.” And he said, “Yeah, you’re absolutely right, and we’ve
got a task force responding to that issue.” I said, “Okay.” Then | named some
other problem. He said, “Yeah, absolutely right. We’ve got another task force
working on the response.” And it sort of struck me that here is Secretary Lujan,
down here, creating task forces to respond to incoming shells from the
opposition, or critics, or opponents, and yet he’s not lobbing any back himself-if
you want to speak about it in terms of a war analogy.

And that was the hallmark of the Bush Administration, where | think in
the Reagan Administration, President Reagan and the executive branch officials
really had an agenda, and the agenda was “less government was better, and if
you didn’t do anything that was really good.” And, they were actually trying to
tear down the machinery of government. That was their philosophy. In the
Bush Administration, President Bush had a philosophy of coming in, sitting
down in his chair, getting comfortable, and saying, “Okay, I’m ready. Now
bring on the work.” And things would come in his in-box and he would deal
with them and put them in his out-box, and that was the President. And that’s
very much like Secretary [Manuel] Lujan: He would come in every day, sit
down, say, “Okay, what’s the problem of the day?” and they’d say, “Well,
Congressman So-and-So says this.” “Okay, let’s respond to that.” Now there’s
no initiation, no generation on his part as to his agenda. In fact, in the four years
that Secretary Lujan was here, the only thing that | can think of-they only had
two agendas that | can remember: one is . . . and I’ve forgotten what it was
called, “Clean Up America,” sort of a “go around and pick up litter on public
lands.” And initiating recycling of styrofoam cups and plates in the cafeteria.
Those were the only two initiatives that | can remember from the Lujan years.
And | was intimately familiar with it, because | was up in the Congress receiving
their initiatives—or they didn’t have any initiatives.

But what I’ve found is that—and my philosophy of government is—my
philosophy is a philosophy of advocacy. | happen to think that we’re here, that
government performs a certain function and activities, and that we ought to
advocate those and we ought to pursue those to the maximum extent we possibly
can, within budgetary constraints, and personnel constraints, and all the political
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constraints that we have. And that you’re going to be successful when you have
an agenda, an affirmative agenda, and people are responding to you, because
now they’re playing the game on your turf, on your terms, and on your
conditions. If you’re constantly playing their game, on their terms and
conditions, you’re always at a disadvantage. And so my philosophy is, | ought
to come in here with an agenda, which | have. 1’m going to restructure the
agency so that it has a new attitude, a new approach. And then | have initiatives
that | want to pursue, and I’m going to pursue those, and I’m going to pursue
them to the point where somebody tells me, “You can’t pursue them any more.”
And when that point arrives, | will then have to be able to step back and say,
“Okay, do | want to continue?” And if | don’t, then I’llgoonto.... As | tell
my wife, “I’ll go get a good job, then.”

That’s how I personally view my philosophy in what | ought to be doing
here. | ought to have an agenda, | ought to actively pursue the agenda, | ought to
do everything | possibly can to get it done, and then when | can’t do it any more,
that’s it. It’s a rather fatalistic philosophy, isn’t it? (laughs)

But it works!

The National Program Review [NPR]. It’s very convenient, | have trouble
with these acronyms, but NPR also means National Public Radio, so | can
remember | have to create this.

What problems and opportunities do you see for Reclamation in NPR? Or
maybe | should say, Where do you see we might lose things that we currently
do, and what might we gain from it? would be another perspective on the same
question.

Well, I think—it’s National Performance Review, NPR. NPR presents us with a
great opportunity. | was sitting here trying to think back, historically. I can’t
think of a President of the United States or a Vice President who has initiated
such a broad number of initiatives to try to make Federal agencies work better.
I’m struggling—there must have been some, but boy I can’t think back. There
was the Hoover Commission in the early 50s, but this is the first time that | can
think of where the President and the Vice President have come out and have
strongly pushed for a set of initiatives which are aimed at making all
government agencies more efficient. And I would say to you that I’ve read that
report, and if we do half of what is outlined in that report, it’ll revolutionize the
way Federal agencies do business. | am, | guess, cynical enough to think that
most of what is laid out there, that are just administrative actions we could do
tomorrow with no change in law, are not going to get done. I’m that cynical.
But even if we only do that much, half of that, it’ll completely revolutionize the
way we do business. And | think that presents us with a great opportunity to do
things differently, and to do them cheaper, easier, and faster. And I’m excited
about it, I really am. I’'m kind of . . .. I don’t know how to put this. I’'m
“cringing,” if you will, because 1I’m afraid—I"m just cynical enough and afraid
enough that what’s in the NPR is not going to come to fruition because the
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forces that stop reform or improvements, if you will, will grind some of these
initiatives to a halt. But I’ve got to believe that they really do want to do this,
and so I’m going to pursue them to the maximum extent that | can.

It presents us with a great opportunity. The way | plan to characterize all
of our initiatives that we’re goingto do . ... | mean, it’s one thing for me to
stand up and say, “Look, Dan Beard thinks we ought to manage this agency the
following way . . ..” Well, you know, that may work, or it may not work. But
it’s another thing for me to stand up and say, “The President of the United States
has instructed me to operate the agency in this way.” Now, that sends a hell of a
lot different message, and it’ll help me do my job differently, and I think that
it’ll help us get these reforms through, and to change the way we do business.

Is there anything else that you think we ought to talk about?
Role of the Press

No, I think that as we go through, maybe in the future, every six months or so,
we might want to chat about maybe major issues that sort of come along.
There’s lots of major issues that are out there, and do something like this. |
think that it might be useful. Maybe we even might want to have conversations