
 

Regional Oral History Office University of California 
The Bancroft Library  Berkeley, California 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thomas Galvin: 
 

Oakland Army Base Oral History Project 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Interviews conducted by 
Jess Rigelhaupt 

in 2007 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Copyright © 2008 by The Regents of the University of California 



Since 1954 the Regional Oral History Office has been interviewing leading participants 
in or well-placed witnesses to major events in the development of Northern California, 
the West, and the nation. Oral History is a method of collecting historical information 
through tape-recorded interviews between a narrator with firsthand knowledge of 
historically significant events and a well-informed interviewer, with the goal of 
preserving substantive additions to the historical record. The tape recording is 
transcribed, lightly edited for continuity and clarity, and reviewed by the interviewee. 
The corrected manuscript is bound with photographs and illustrative materials and placed 
in The Bancroft Library at the University of California, Berkeley, and in other research 
collections for scholarly use. Because it is primary material, oral history is not intended to 
present the final, verified, or complete narrative of events. It is a spoken account, offered 
by the interviewee in response to questioning, and as such it is reflective, partisan, deeply 
involved, and irreplaceable. 

********************************* 

All uses of this manuscript are covered by a legal agreement between The 
Regents of the University of California and Thomas Galvin dated 
November 26, 2007. The manuscript is thereby made available for 
research purposes. All literary rights in the manuscript, including the right 
to publish, are reserved to The Bancroft Library of the University of 
California, Berkeley. No part of the manuscript may be quoted for 
publication without the written permission of the Director of The Bancroft 
Library of the University of California, Berkeley. 

Requests for permission to quote for publication should be addressed to 
the Regional Oral History Office, The Bancroft Library, Mail Code 6000, 
University of California, Berkeley, 94720-6000, and should include 
identification of the specific passages to be quoted, anticipated use of the 
passages, and identification of the user. 

It is recommended that this oral history be cited as follows: 

Thomas Galvin, “Oakland Army Base Oral History Project” 
conducted by Jess Rigelhaupt in 2007, Regional Oral History 
Office, The Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley, 
2008. 

 



 
Discursive Table of Contents:  Thomas Galvin 

Interview #1: November 8, 2007 

[Audio File 1] 5 

Upbringing on Long Island and in Florida—family background and father’s career 
with the immigration service—family relocation to Tampa, Florida—impact of the 
Cuban Revolution on immigration work—education—enlistment in the army in 
1961—attending officer candidate school, commissioned in 1965—experiences in the 
army—stationed in Korea—reenlistment and stationed at Fort Dix, NJ—description of 
officer candidate school—the “Lieutenant Calley Affair”—training officer’s for 
service in Vietnam 

[Audio File 2] 23 

Comparison of conflict in Korea and Vietnam, expansion of counter-guerilla 
training—movement into logistics and management—stationed at the Presidio in the 
late 1970s—work in Central America, Panama—family and military service—
education at the University of Nebraska—Presidio as a “saluting station” and other 
memories of the base—1988 BRAC recommendations report and general issues about 
base closures—reflections on the closure of the Presidio—selling the Presidio versus 
transferring it to the National Parks Service (NPS) 

[Audio File 3] 38 

Lack of base closures between 1962 and 1988—Congress and base closures beginning 
in 1988—role in drawing up base closure plans—Pelosi, Boxer, and the transfer of the 
Presidio to the NPS—complexities of base closure, including the movement of 
populations—politics of closing Fort Ord—environmental cleanup and base closure—
comparison of Presidio closure to other base closures—relationship between city of 
San Francisco and the Presidio—economic impact of closing the Presidio—other 
issues: politics and environment 

[Audio File 4] 54 

Historic preservation environmental conservation on the Presidio—politics specific to 
the San Francisco Bay Area—Presidio reuse—politics of where to move the Western 
Command of the reserves and National Guard—eventually move of the Western 
Command to Colorado, despite objections within the Army—National Guard and 
natural disasters—question of Letterman Hospital—working at the Oakland Army 
Base (OAB)—going “AWOL” while shipping through the OAB—transfer to the OAB 
in 1995—assuming position of Base Transition Coordinator—description of the OAB 
built landscape—description of OAB activity from World War II onward—OAB as a 
transportation hub 



 

Interview #2: November 9, 2007 

[Audio File 5] 71 

Challenges with closing OAB: property inventory, community interface, historic 
structures—description of built landscape at the OAB circa 1990s—employment 
patterns at the OAB—lessons learned from previous base closures—transfer of surplus 
property to the local community—uniqueness of Oakland in the base closure process—
role of Ron Dellums in the process—relationship of the army and the Department of 
Defense to the longshore workers and civilian contractors—other governmental 
agencies and base closure—role of the Office of Economic Adjustment 

[Audio File 6] 87 

The Port of Oakland and the base closure process—questions of historic 
preservation—environmental contamination and cleanup—army and intermodel 
transportation and shipping—earning an MBA at Pepperdine and relevance to base 
closure—San Francisco Bay Area as a site of vast base closures—use goals and 
responsibilities of base after closure—reuse proposals—environmental impact of reuse 
proposals—overview of base closure 

[Audio File 7] 103 

Parochialism amongst military branches—lessons learned from the base closure 
process 

 

 

 



5 

Interview #1: 11-08-07 
Begin Audio File 1: galvin_thomas1_11-08-07.mp3 

01-00:00:07 
Rigelhaupt: It is November 8th, 2007. This is tape one. I am in Vienna, Virginia, 

doing an oral history interview with Thomas Galvin. And to begin, if I 
could just have you state your full name and the year you were born.  

01-00:00:20 
Galvin: My name is Thomas Patrick Galvin; I was born in 1939.  

01-00:00:27 
Rigelhaupt: And where did you grow up?  

01-00:00:29 
Galvin: Well, I was born in New York City, lived there until I was eight. Then 

we moved to Tampa, Florida, and I lived there until I joined the Army 
in 1961.  

01-00:00:44 
Rigelhaupt: And when you say New York, was that in New York City?  

01-00:00:46 
Galvin: It was within the city limits but it was so far out – you wouldn’t 

consider it New York City. I mean, we had forests and ponds and such, 
which now have all been paved over.  

01-00:01:01 
Rigelhaupt: Could you describe that area a little bit?  

01-00:01:04 
Galvin: It’s near where the Throgs Neck Bridge now makes land fall near Fort 

Totten on the north shore of Long Island. It was a residential area.  The 
beltway ran through it. Bus stopped at the corner. And I lived there 
during World War II, in the years shortly thereafter. Just a kid in the 
neighborhood, going to school and getting into trouble.  

01-00:01:34 
Rigelhaupt: And – well, actually since you mentioned World War II, as a kid do 

you have memories?  

01-00:01:41 
Galvin: Oh, yeah. Yeah, I remember blackouts. I remember food rationing, 

food stamps. I still have my ration book from the war. I remember – I 
don’t remember VE Day but I do remember VJ Day because we had a 
parade, because it was in August and everybody was out of school. 
And I got lost only three blocks from my house and a neighbor 
brought me home afterwards.  

01-00:02:10 
Rigelhaupt: So August of ’45.   
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01-00:02:12 
Galvin: Yeah.  

01-00:02:20 
Rigelhaupt: And you lived there until you were?  

01-00:02:24 
Galvin: I left there in October, 1948. My father was an immigration inspector 

and he transferred to Tampa so we packed up and moved.   

01-00:02:35 
Rigelhaupt: OK, so staying with the year you were in New York, did you have a 

lot of extended family nearby?  

01-00:02:41 
Galvin: My mother’s family was from New York. My father’s family is in 

Philadelphia and we didn’t see much of them. But I saw my aunts and 
my cousin on a frequent basis. They lived in the Bronx. Now the 
Bronx – that was high rises and busy streets and polluted air. I lived 
out in Queens and it was more countrified out there.  

01-00:03:07 
Rigelhaupt: And how did your parents end up in New York?  

01-00:03:10 
Galvin: Well, my mother was born there. Her father’s family had been in New 

York since before the Civil War. Her mother had come over from 
Ireland as a young girl, so that’s how they were there. My father 
transferred to Ellis Island as an immigration inspector and both my 
parents worked in the law division on Ellis Island; that’s where they 
met. So when I say my parents met at Ellis Island everybody thinks, 
“Oh, an immigrant,” – no, they worked there.  

01-00:03:47 
Interviewer1: Well, that’s actually – if you could say a little bit about what your 

parents told you about their work. 

01-00:03:55 
Galvin: Very little. My father was always very sensitive about that. Not that he 

was dealing with anything that you would call classified, but he did 
encounter what we call VIPs as an inspector when he would process 
people arriving into the country, and he was just – he just didn’t talk 
about it. Now when I got older, when I was in Florida as a teenager, I 
would sometimes drive him to airports and ports along the gulf coast 
for him to work, you know, just because I had a driver’s license and he 
could rest. He was working long hours in those days.  

01-00:04:32 
Rigelhaupt: And when you say “VIPs”?   
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01-00:04:35 
Galvin: Ambassadors, government officials, that sort of thing.   

01-00:04:40 
Rigelhaupt: That had to clear immigration.   

01-00:04:42 
Galvin: Everybody had to clear immigration.   

01-00:04:45 
Rigelhaupt: And even ambassadors and VIPs were coming in through Ellis Island?  

01-00:04:49 
Galvin: No, not through Ellis Island but through the port of New York. 

Because he had the airports to cover and the steamship lines.   

01-00:05:02 
Rigelhaupt: And did he ever describe an influx of immigration during World War 

II or changes in immigration policy?   

01-00:05:08 
Galvin: No. Like I say, he didn’t discuss that at home. Only because, you tell – 

you say something in front of a child you never know where they’re 
going to repeat it. So he was sensitive in that regard.   

01-00:05:21 
Rigelhaupt: And that preceded the war.  

01-00:05:23 
Galvin: I was born in ’39 and we didn’t get into the war until ’41. The first I 

remember was at the end of the war.   

01-00:05:34 
Rigelhaupt: And what did your mother do there?   

01-00:05:37 
Galvin: Well, after I was born she became a stay-at-home mom. Now before 

that she was a secretary – as I said, a secretary in the law division. So 
you got to remember, that immigration back in that period of time 
belonged to the Department of Labor. It was only later then it went to 
Department of Justice and of course now it’s in the recently created 
Homeland Security.   

01-00:06:04 
Rigelhaupt: So staying in the war years, how would you describe a typical day for 

your father?  

01-00:06:12 
Galvin: Oh, as to what he did? At that time, he got up, he went to work, he 

came home, that was about all I knew. At that time he was – I think his 
office was in an area they call Columbus Circle in Manhattan. But he 
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would go to the airports and the steamship lines, but he didn’t tell me a 
great deal about what he was doing.   

01-00:06:35 
Rigelhaupt: And what about for your mother?  

01-00:06:37 
Galvin: She was like I said, a stay-at-home mom, you know. Taking care of the 

house and watching over me.   

01-00:06:44 
Rigelhaupt: And do you have siblings?  

01-00:06:46 
Galvin: No, I’m an only child.  

01-00:06:51 
Rigelhaupt: Well, what do you remember about the move to Tampa?  

01-00:6:53 
Galvin: Oh, for me it was traumatic, leaving all my friends. When you grow up 

and your whole world, if you will, is the block you live on and all the 
kids you play with and – to be taken away from that, so the move was 
very traumatic to me. Florida was nice. I have no complaints about 
that; it was just the relocation was an emotional impact.   

01-00:07:22 
Rigelhaupt: And was there any extended family in Florida? 

01-00:07:27 
Galvin: No. Florida at that time, obviously not the Florida of today. It was not 

nearly as densely populated the Civil War hadn’t been over all that 
long. Some people still hadn’t forgotten, so being a Yankee was not a 
good thing to be on the playground at the public school.  

01-00:07:57 
Rigelhaupt: And were you even more of a Yankee coming from New York?  

01-00:08:00 
Galvin: Oh, yes. And, well, shortly after I started public school there – I had to 

start the third grade over because they wouldn’t move me on to the 
next year, next level. Some hulking classmate said to me, “Are you a 
Yankee?” and the only thing I could think of was professional 
baseball. I had no idea what he was talking about. And I said, “I don’t 
think so,” so he punched me out. And I’m laying there on the ground 
trying to figure out, OK, what did I say wrong? (laughter) After a 
while I learned that if someone says, “Are you a Yankee?” you don’t 
stand within arm’s length of him because he’s liable to hit you.   
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01-00:08:50 
Rigelhaupt: Other than the initial incidences on the playground, what were your 

impressions of Florida?  

01-00:08:58 
Galvin: Oh, God. It was hot. They had gnats. When I would complain to my 

mother about the gnats she thought I was coming down with 
something, that I was seeing spots before my eyes until she finally 
experienced them herself. They have things called palmetto bugs 
which most of the country doesn’t have, which are like flying 
cockroaches. That’s an experience the first time one flies at you. It was 
just a whole different biological world, if you will. But people are 
people, they’re pretty much the same all over, and I adapted, made 
new friends, you know, went to a new school, tried to do what a kid’s 
supposed to do.  

01-00:09:47 
Rigelhaupt: And how did the transfer take place – that your father got transferred 

to Florida?  

01-00:09:53 
Galvin: For him it was fine. The Tampa office was only three inspectors and 

they had more than enough work to keep them busy and there was 
plenty of overtime. So by the time he finally retired from the service, 
which was in 1960, there were applications from all over the country 
for his vacancy because he was working so much overtime. A lot of 
people wanted that. So for him it was good. He had a lot of work; he 
was very conscientious about his work and things were good.   

01-00:10:37 
Rigelhaupt: And did he mostly go to ports and airports in the Tampa area?  

01-00:10:41 
Galvin: They covered, if I remember, something like 150 or 200 miles of the 

Gulf Coast. Now most of that, the vast majority of that, was in Tampa. 
The international airport was in Tampa and the shrimp fleet was in 
Tampa, and that was the bulk of the business. There was a phosphate 
port in the harbor, they covered that, but there were some other 
phosphate harbors down south on the Gulf Coast, down towards Fort 
Myers, and they would have to go down there when a ship was coming 
in.  

01-00:11:17 
Rigelhaupt: So a lot of the people that he was investigating, or clearing for 

immigration, were people who worked on ships.   

01-00:11:26 
Galvin: After – when was it – January – what was the Cuban Revolution, 

January ’58? After January ’58 the air traffic dropped off considerably 
because before that Tampa was the air terminal, if you will, for the 
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Cuban flights and Tampa has a large Cuban community so he was 
doing a lot of that. But after Castro seized power that fell off to 
nothing and after that it was almost exclusively the marine traffic, an 
occasional flight from Central America.   

01-00:12:13 
Rigelhaupt: So instead of it – the way it is now where you just come off the 

airplane, grab your bag, clear, your father was pretty much working 
with everyone coming off a plane from Central America.  

01-00:12:25 
Galvin: It was – yes. Remember, no internet, I don’t think we even had electric 

typewriters back then, so it was a bit slower process and there was 
more human interaction. He would physically read the passport instead 
of just scanning it. He would physically check what they called the 
Soundex (sp?) list, which was a code for names. He would physically 
check that before admitting a person. And of course in those days first 
you had to go through public health, then you had to go through 
immigration, then you had to go through customs and it was three – 
you had to go through three inspections. So it was slower, but planes 
were smaller and there were less people.    

01-00:13:12 
Rigelhaupt: Did he talk about how his job changed after the Cuban Revolution?   

01-00:13:19 
Galvin: Not really, no. I mean I was old enough to observe it. I was with him 

in his office the day Castro seized power and I didn’t say – I stayed out 
of the way. But I remember the constant stream of phone calls from I 
don't know where, where they were trying to get people trying to sneak 
into the country. So they had the police alerted, all the county sheriffs 
up and down the Gulf Coast to be on the lookout for this person and 
that person. And it was a rather hectic day. Of course, the Cuban 
community was divided between pro-Castro and anti-Castro. This was 
before they knew he was a Communist, or admitted to it. So they were 
all out in the streets, driving up and down, honking their horns, which 
was OK until two of them met at – two separate parties met at an 
intersection and then there might be – fists might fly. But it was a very 
exciting – it was New Year’s Day, I remember that, and as I said, it 
was like everything started to unravel.  

01-00:14:31 
Rigelhaupt: And what do you remember about how your father’s position changed 

as US policy towards Cuba began to solidify?  

01-00:14:43 
Galvin: There was really no change for him other than the air traffic dropped 

off. That was the only thing that I could observe, and again, he 
wouldn’t talk about it.   
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01-00:14:57 
Rigelhaupt: But there were not a lot of changes with more or less people trying to 

come in through different -   

01-00:15:04 
Galvin: Oh, smuggling? Well, no, and for this reason – his area of 

responsibility wasn’t at the south end of the state. So the Key West and 
the Miami and the Everglades, those were someone else’s area.  

01-00:15:23 
Rigelhaupt: So they had a harder job.  

01-00:15:24 
Galvin: I can only surmise.   

01-00:15:36 
Rigelhaupt: And what year did you enter high school?   

01-00:15:39 
Galvin: Oh, let’s see. Well, I graduated in ’58 so I can count backwards. 7, 6, 5 

– would that be four? I guess 3, ’53. ’53, ’54, 5, 6, 7, 8. Which is long 
ago. I tell people it was so long ago the textbook for world history was 
a 3x5 card.   

01-00:16:10 
Rigelhaupt: Well, what do you remember about your first experiences in high 

school?  

01-00:16:13 
Galvin: Oh, I didn’t like high school. I went – my – I don’t want to sound 

disrespectful, but my mother felt that I needed to go to a boarding 
school so I went to St. Leo Prep, which is – it’s now in a suburb of 
Tampa. In those days it was two counties away. But I was there five 
years. I went there – started there in the eighth grade and did not like 
it. I didn’t like being away from Tampa, but I didn’t have a choice.   

01-00:16:52 
Rigelhaupt: Did you have a favorite subject in high school?  

01-00:16:54 
Galvin: I would say history. History made sense. Latin, algebra, I still don’t 

understand that and didn’t do well, obviously.   

01-00:17:08 
Rigelhaupt: And why do you think you had an interest in history?   

01-00:17:10 
Galvin: Maybe because I viewed it as a story - a long, convoluted story that 

you could see tangible results.   
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01-00:17:29 
Rigelhaupt: And you stayed at St. Leo’s, the boarding school, until you graduated.   

01-00:17:33 
Galvin: Yeah, five years. Graduated in ’58.  

01-00:17:38 
Rigelhaupt: And what was next?  

01-00:17:39 
Galvin: Well, what I wanted to do was I wanted to fly. We – my mother by 

that time had gone back into civil service and she was working at the 
Air Force base in Tampa, and I saw those jet planes and I said, “You 
know, that’s what I want to do. That’s for me.” So I made a run at the 
Air Force Academy and I came close but close doesn’t pay anything. 
So my mother decided that I had to have a good education, so now I 
was sent to Spring Hill College in Mobile, Alabama, which was the 
nearest Catholic college. All my friends were going to the University 
of Florida, but no, that wasn’t going to – she wasn’t signing up for 
that. So I went one year to Spring Hill College, did not do well, just 
wasn’t motivated. Took another run at the Air Academy, that didn’t 
work. Dropped out after my first year, worked for a semester. Then I 
went part time the University of Tampa, then I went back to Spring 
Hill for another year, did a little better – not much – then I said, OK, I 
still want to fly. The Navy had a program – if you had two years’ 
credit they would send you to flight school. And I said, that’s made for 
me. So I didn’t go back for a third year. Instead I went – applied to the 
Navy for this program, went through all the testing, and they said, 
“OK, tests look good, you interview well, did well on the aptitude test. 
Go home; we’ll contact you.” So instead of going back to school I 
went home. Of course in those days one of an individual’s most 
important things was their draft deferment. Well, not being in college 
anymore I didn’t have a draft deferment. The Navy gave me a 
temporary one. I went home and I found some part time jobs. I think 
for about two weeks I worked on a bridge survey, a traffic survey, on 
the bridges in downtown Tampa to determine where to put the 
interstate. That was exciting. And I get a letter from the Navy saying, 
“Sorry.” So you might have to bleep out the next few words, but I said, 
“Oh, God, what do I do now?” No school, no marketable skills, no 
draft deferment. I said, “Well, I’ll join the Army.”   

01-00:20:27 
Rigelhaupt: So this was roughly about 1960?  

01-00:20:30 
Galvin: We’re now down into ’61, late ’61. And people all around me were 

getting drafted.   
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01-00:20:38 
Rigelhaupt: And this was already – the draft was already for Vietnam.  

01-00:20:41 
Galvin: No, no. Hadn’t heard of Vietnam. Vietnam was not on anyone’s radar 

scope. No.   

01-00:20:51 
Rigelhaupt: I did not picture the draft occurring in ’60 and ’61.  

01-00:20:55 
Galvin: Well, the draft never stopped. After World War II the draft never went 

away. They weren’t drafting as many, but it never went away. They 
were still taking people. Like I said – I knew one fellow who, he was 
right near the top of the list and he would volunteer and they’d say 
OK, then they would draft someone else and tell him, “No, you don’t 
have to come.” And he would keep going back and forth. And I was 
watching, I said, “Man, I don’t want to live like that.” But I knew I 
wanted to go in the military. So I went down and I enlisted in the 
Army in – oh, what was it? I guess it was 4 December ’61. And I went 
through all the in processing and the basic training and home for 
Christmas leave and back to finish basic training. Basic training I 
didn’t like because I had already learned all that stuff in ROTC, which 
I really did well in ROTC in college. It’s the only thing I did well. So I 
didn’t enjoy basic, but I liked the Army. And after basic I’d come 
home for two weeks leave before I go back to advanced individual 
training in what we call heavy infantry, which is mortars and recoilless 
rifles. As I am packing my bag so my father can take me down to the 
train station so I can go back to Fort Jackson, South Carolina, I get a 
letter from the Navy – “We changed our mind. From the following list 
select the classes you would like to attend.” (laughter) You know, now 
they’re really adding insult to injury. I was in the Army; there’s no 
way I could, you know, say, “Oh, I’m not coming back, I’m going to 
the Navy.” So I never got into the Navy. Still I wanted to fly – I had – 
thought maybe the Army would let me fly. I finished my advanced 
individual training at Fort Jackson and they said, “You’ve done so well 
on your aptitude scores, would you like to go to officer candidate 
school?” I said that’d be a good thing, I’d like that, so I did the testing 
and the interviews and they said, “Now, we see here in your freshman 
year of college you were a mathematics major.” And I said, “Yes.” 
“So you’d be right in line for field artillery.” And I said, “No, look at 
the grades.” And they just kind of glanced over that, went right on by 
that, and damned if they didn’t send me to the artillery school, which I 
was not suited for. Being in the Army and trained in the infantry, I 
liked – I liked being up front where the business of the Army was 
being done. I didn’t like being in the rear supporting, so I told the 
people in the artillery school, I said, “Look, if you let me out of this 
I’ll probably make the Army a career. But if you make me stay in the 
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artillery I’d do my two years and I’m out of here.” So they let me out, I 
was really surprised. They didn’t let me leave Oklahoma, though. 
They made me stay a full year in Oklahoma which was not fun. But I 
did a year at Oklahoma, I did a year in Korea with the First Cavalry 
Division. I came back to the States and I applied for officer candidate 
school again, which you usually don’t get to do. And I still hadn’t 
heard about Vietnam. But I went to officer candidate school – the 
infantry officer candidate school – in March of 1965. I was 
commissioned in September of ’65. Now we heard about Vietnam. 
You saw the movie We were Soldiers Once, and Young? You’ve got to 
see that one. That’s the Vietnam movie. It’s the story of what we then 
called the First Air Cavalry Division - its forming at Fort Benning and 
its deployment to Vietnam and its first big battle in Vietnam, the Ia 
Drang Valley. I was a second Lieutenant back in Columbus, Georgia, 
reading those dispatches that would come out the afternoon paper 
every day. I’m thinking, “What have I gotten myself into?”  

01-00:25:19 
Rigelhaupt: Can we stay backwards just for – earlier than ’65. So you were in 

South Carolina in roughly 1962?  

01-00:25:27 
Galvin: I was in South Carolina from December ’61 through May of ’62.   

01-00:25:35 
Rigelhaupt: Well, certainly from what I’ve read and part of our national history, 

that the South was going through a lot of changes in the early ‘60s.  

01-00:25:45 
Galvin: The American South – yes.   

01-00:25:48 
Rigelhaupt: And I’m wondering what your impressions of that was from the 

perspective of living on – I assume you were living on a military base.  

01-00:25:55 
Galvin: Oh, yeah, I was in the barracks, yeah. I really didn’t see it. Now we’re 

talking about the racial problems. I remember the racial problems in 
Florida when I was in high school and college. The sit-ins at the 
Woolworth lunch counters – I remember that, and the problems on the 
buses. Once I was in the Army I didn’t – it didn’t impact us because it 
didn’t come on base. The Army was already integrated so there was 
nothing – there was no reason, there was no opportunity, if you will, 
for racial disturbances on the military installation except where 
individuals used it as an excuse or a reason to get into trouble. But – so 
it didn’t impact us really, at least not me.  
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01-00:26:55 
Rigelhaupt: So in some respects the military as an institution was already 

providing a model that the social change that was occurring was not 
necessarily going to be as threatening as it had thought to have been – 
having been integrated since the late ‘40s.  

01-00:27:15 
Galvin: There’s integration and then there’s integration. Was it fully integrated 

in the late ‘40s and the ‘50s? That’s a matter of opinion. And I don’t 
feel – I don’t feel sufficiently knowledgeable to address that. There 
were – I saw racial problems in the military much later, after. Lord, 
when was it? I was in Texas in the early ‘70s and there was racial 
problems then. But to me it was not institutional, it was the 
individuals. But did I see it when I was at Fort Jackson? No, I didn’t. 
And then I was in Oklahoma from June of ’62, I was there for a year. 
Got to Korea in July, August ’63. I was back at Fort Dix, New Jersey, 
in June of ’64. I had reenlisted in Korea, came back early. And I 
stayed at Fort Dix until March of ’65, then I went to Fort Benning. Six 
months in officer candidate school and then I stayed on at Fort 
Benning as a weapons instructor at the new basic training center until 
May of ’66. Then I went to Vietnam.  

01-00:29:09 
Rigelhaupt: Before getting to Vietnam, what was it like being in the military 

during the Cuban missile crisis?   

01-00:29:14 
Galvin: The Cuban missile crisis, I was in Oklahoma. I was a – what rank was 

I? I was – I’m trying to remember what month that was, the Cuban 
missile crisis. I want – oh, it’s October, that’s right. Cuban missile 
crisis was October of – let’s see, I guess ’61. No, ’62. We were – I was 
assigned to what was called a school support unit. It was an infantry 
battle group whose mission was to support the artillery school with 
demonstrations or troops or vehicles, or whatever was needed. We 
were not a combat ready or a deployable unit, thank God. However, 
when they started mobilizing the Army for the Cuban missile crisis I 
don’t think most people know just how far they went with that. They 
were moving whole divisions into Florida. Some of the soldiers from 
my company were sent to Texas, to Fort Hood, to replace soldiers who 
had been taken from Fort Hood to Florida. So we pretty much shut 
down and sat around doing a lot of nothing during the Cuban missile 
crisis. Just waiting for the people that we had sent to Texas to come 
back so we would be operational. But that was the only impact that I 
saw.   

01-00:30:53 
Rigelhaupt: Was it – did it have more of an impact on you because your parents 

were in Florida?  
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01-00:30:58 
Galvin: No.   

01-00:30:59 
Rigelhaupt: There wasn’t a sense Florida was more threatened from the Cuban 

missile crisis than other parts of the country.   

01-00:31:05 
Galvin: No. And we – I don’t think that we were even concerned about a 

threat. We were more concerned about what we were about to do, and 
we didn’t know what that was anyway. Everybody thinks – this has 
been my experience over the years – everyone who’s not in the 
military thinks that everybody in the military knows what the military 
is doing. Couldn’t be father from the truth (laughter). The guys in the 
ranks, they get their information from the same place the civilian 
community gets theirs, from the radio, the television, and the 
newspapers, which are not always accurate.   

01-00:31:46 
Rigelhaupt: What was it like being in Korea when I imagine the Demilitarized 

Zone was I guess a little less demilitarized?  

01-00:31:53 
Galvin: Oh, you know, that’s a story I hadn’t thought about in a long time. To 

get to Korea I had to go to Oakland Army Base, and I guess we had to 
sit there and cool our heels for a couple of days until it was time to get 
on the boat. And we got on the ship right there at Oakland Army Base. 
The day we got on the ship was the day that an American Jeep was 
ambushed in the DMZ. Three soldiers – maybe four soldiers machine 
gunned and the Jeep just shot to shreds. That’s the newspaper we see 
that day. We get on the ship, there’s no – you get nothing when you’re 
on the ship. There’s no paper delivery, there’s no radio – we didn’t 
have television at long distance at that time. There was nothing. We 
were in an information lockdown – not deliberately, just happened to 
be the mechanics of it. So that was the last thing we saw. Now when 
we got on the ship we knew where we were going in Korea – it was 
either the First Cavalry Division, the 7th Infantry Division, or the US 
Army Korea. I was on orders for the First Cavalry Division – they 
were on the DMZ. That much we knew. The 7th Infantry Division was 
not on the DMZ. They were situated to the east of the First Cavalry. So 
that’s all we know. So of course we got off the ship in Hawaii but in 
all honesty when you get off a ship in Hawaii current events is not 
your number one priority. We were there overnight. Then we sailed to 
Guam, stayed overnight there, and then into Korea. And nothing’s 
being said about the incident three weeks prior. So we really don’t 
know anything. It’s all just kind of forgotten. Now I was a Specialist 
Fourth Class at that time and I’m just another digit in the pipeline - 
they process me and process me and process me, and I finally get up to 
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my camp where I’m assigned and they show me my cot in the Quonset 
huts we lived in and they tell me what my assignment is and where I 
work and who I work for and all this stuff. And everything’s fine, 
everybody’s nice and cordial. And I’m walking around one day and I 
walk down by the motor pool, and we shared our motor pool with a 
maintenance company that belonged to the division. And there – in 
their motor pool is a Jeep all shot up. It’s that Jeep. And I’m thinking, 
“Oh my God,” you know? “What have I gotten myself into this time?” 
But it was just a fact of life that we did have border crossers. Not a 
great deal, and I never saw one which was fine; I really didn’t need to 
see them. But we were close enough – we had what we called our 
main battle positions. If the war started, this is where we would go to 
and we would fight from there. And from my main battle position I 
could watch the people on the other side of the wire line up for 
breakfast in the morning, and that was a little too close for my taste.  

01-00:35:27 
Rigelhaupt: A very different experience serving in Korea than probably now.  

01-00:35:32 
Galvin: I don't know. You know, I’m not sure what it’s like on the DMZ there 

now. It was bad for a lot of years, a lot of years.  

01-00:35:46 
Rigelhaupt: And were you in that same position pretty far forward for the year that 

you were in Korea?   

01-00:35:52 
Galvin: Yeah. That fighting position was south of my camp, that’s how close – 

the camp was very close to the natural boundary of the Imjin River, 
and on the other side of that was the DMZ. But, yeah, we were very 
close. Supposedly, you know, if the shooting started we had a half 
hour to get to our main battle position and from there we would fight a 
defense. And we would say, “Well, what do we do next?” And they 
said, “Well, the Airborne is coming from Okinawa to reinforce you.” 
At that time it was the 173rd Airborne Brigade, was stationed in 
Okinawa. And we said, “And how long is that going to take?” And 
they said, “Well, that will probably take about four hours for them to 
get here.” “And how long do you think we can hold out?” They said, 
“Probably about an hour.” OK, I can do the arithmetic (laughter). You 
know, there’s a three hour gap there. And they said, “Yeah, that’s 
right.” So if the war had started we would have been statistics. And we 
knew it. But nothing you could do about it.   

01-00:37:07 
Rigelhaupt: So you reenlist while you’re in Korea and then where’d you go to 

next?  



18 

01-00:37:15 
Galvin: I went to Fort Dix, New Jersey. Now I reenlisted because I knew – 

well, for several reasons. One, if I reenlisted I could leave five weeks 
early, and I had no reason to stay in Korea. And if I reenlisted then I 
could pick my next duty station, and I wanted to go back to the 
Northeast so I picked Fort Dix. And I got a very good assignment 
there. It was what we call an AIT company, Advanced Individual 
Training in infantry, and I was assigned as a Platoon Sergeant for the 
heavy weapons platoon which is the same training I had taken when I 
was in AIT. Vietnam was now on the radar screen. Not so much that it 
impacted me, but young people who were coming into the Army. So 
we were getting a lot of reservists and National Guardsmen coming 
through their initial training. They knew that if they behaved they 
would do their eight weeks basic, their eight weeks advanced, then I 
think they had like, another six weeks active duty they owed the Army, 
because they had to do a total of six months. And then they’d go home, 
and that’s what they wanted to do. They wanted to do their six months 
and go home. They were the best little trainees you could ever 
imagine. They would do anything I asked for. They would try so hard 
to make me happy. And I did not take advantage of it. I mean, I did not 
abuse the system. I felt myself very fortunate. I had some very well 
educated, well motivated soldiers who wanted to go home. I did that 
from the summer of ’64 through March of ’65. Enjoyed it, it was great. 
For me, working with soldiers – if they’re good soldiers – is a 
tremendously enjoyable experience. They’re great to be around. March 
of ’65 came and I left for Fort Benning.   

01-00:39:41 
Rigelhaupt: And that was officer -  

01-00:39:42 
Galvin: Officer Candidate School.   

01-00:39:44 
Rigelhaupt: Could you describe what officer candidate school was like?  

01-00:39:48 
Galvin: In polite company? No (laughter). Give me a minute. My 

interpretation of the philosophy of officer candidate school is they take 
you down to nothing then they build you back up again adding to what 
was there before a sense of commitment and a sense of responsibility 
that you may not have had before as an individual. And like all 
military training, you – the trainee doesn’t see this because he’s in the 
middle of it. But it’s a well thought out program. In those days you had 
an artillery school – an artillery officer candidate school, and an 
infantry officer candidate school. Those were the only two. Now a 
graduate from either of those schools could be commissioned in 
another branch of the Army, but the training was branch-oriented. It 
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was either artillery or infantry. As the Vietnam War expanded they 
opened other schools. Today they have contracted the school so that 
you get a basic core set of studies and then you go to your particular 
branch where they finish your – they polish you off in that particular 
branch. But it’s meant to be rigorous. It’s meant to challenge you. It’s 
meant to force you to be creative and not ambitious, but assertive and 
aggressive, to get things done with – over every possible obstacle. And 
that’s what they do. They throw obstacles constantly in your path just 
to see how you deal with it, just to see where your break level is, how 
much – it looks like harassment, but how much harassment can you 
take before you lose your focus, and that’s basically what they do to 
you. And it’s also team building because you – unless you’re really, 
really stupid you figure out pretty quick you can’t do it alone and you 
need to do your part of the work but you also need your compatriots to 
do their part. Now those compatriots who don’t do their part, they’re 
weeded out and dropped from the program. In my opinion - let me 
make that very clear, this is my opinion - the Army, for whatever 
reasons during the Vietnam War didn’t adhere to that. They 
commissioned people who should not have been commissioned. They 
commissioned people who had been identified as not being up to snuff. 
Now was that policy decision made in the Pentagon, was it made in the 
White House? I don't know. But I know it was made somewhere. In 
1968 when I was back at Fort Benning I sat on what they called an 
elimination panel. An elimination panel was three officers. One would 
be a West Point graduate, one would be an ROTC graduate, and the 
third one would be an OCS graduate. And officer candidates who had 
been ranked in the lower tiers by their contemporaries would be 
brought to the panel for review, and elimination from the program. We 
would sit there and we would get their files, we would interview their 
superiors, and we would interview the individual. And we would make 
a recommendation to the Assistant Commandant of the school and he 
would make the decision. They used to call me the hanging captain 
because I always voted to expel. I knew how many people were in the 
program because I was an instructor. I had a good feel for the quality 
of the people in the program and I knew if these people were being 
recommended by their contemporaries they didn’t belong. And I was – 
they could always count on my vote that way. I was hard over. To the 
best of my knowledge during that period of time no one was ever 
dropped from the program, no matter what the vote of the panel was. 
Even where the panel was unanimous to eliminate, they were not 
eliminated because – my understanding – the guidance had come from 
on high, keep them. Doesn’t make any difference – keep them, we 
need them. And then in hindsight that – I attribute to that the 
Lieutenant Calley affair. Lieutenant Calley went through that program. 
He was the bottom of the barrel, but they kept him.  
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01-00:45:25 
Rigelhaupt: I don't know who Lieutenant Calley is.  

01-00:45:27 
Galvin: You don't know who Lieutenant Calley is? Have you heard of the My 

Lai massacre? He was the only one convicted.   

01-00:45:37 
Rigelhaupt: And so the Army had an opportunity to have not left him in a position 

of authority.  

01-00:45:44 
Galvin: Yes. And there were others, but he was one who was recommended for 

elimination and they kept him. And he never should have been 
commissioned.   

01-00:45:59 
Rigelhaupt: So there are consequences to keeping people in.  

01-00:46:02 
Galvin: Exactly. Exactly. Now again, where that decision was made, who 

made that decision, I have no idea. None of my business, I don’t need 
to know, didn’t need to know then. They would have told me. But, you 
know, the Army, the government, we’ve always done that. When there 
is a crisis we lower the thresh- we lower the standards, and we pay the 
penalty.  

01-00:46:36 
Rigelhaupt: What was the working relationship like between those that had been – 

that had gone through officer candidate school, ROTC, and also the 
West Point graduates?  

01-00:46:50 
Galvin: Ask me the question again.   

01-00:46:51 
Rigelhaupt: I’m just trying to understand what the working relationship was like – 

because those are three different tracks into becoming an officer.  

01-00:47:02 
Galvin: Yeah. Within that elimination board? We got along fine. In some cases 

I might not know the other people. I mean, Fort Benning is a big place. 
They have a lot of officers they can draw from to do this. In some 
cases I would know the person by name or sight or where he worked 
or what have you. But was there a – oh, what do I want to call it? A 
class distinction as far as who was more credible or who was, you 
know, more qualify- no. No, there was nothing like that.   

01-00:47:50 
Rigelhaupt: So what was next after Fort Benning?  
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01-00:47:53 
Galvin: Well, my first tour at Fort Benning because it was officer candidate 

school, then I stayed on – I was kept on there as part of the initial 
cadre for a new basic training center, and I ran the hand grenade range 
there. I did that until the first week of May of ’66, and then I went to 
Vietnam. I was assigned as a rifle platoon leader. I was in the 1st 
Infantry Division. I lasted three months. I was wounded by a hand 
grenade, brought back to the States. I was in the hospital for seven 
months before I went back to duty. And I went back to Fort Benning, 
this time as a tactics instructor. Now when I left Fort Benning there 
were eight officer candidate classes a year. There were I believe four 
what we call officer basic courses. An officer basic course is for 
ROTC and West Point graduates who are already commissioned who 
need their basic – their branch training and their infantry training as 
officers. And that’s a, if I remember, an eight week course. And that’s 
who I would be teaching. So I’m thinking this is going to be great, 
with those few classes, it’ll be wonderful. So, “I’ll teach that, that’s 
good, I like that.” What I didn’t know was that in my absence, while I 
had been in Vietnam and in the hospital, those eight OCS classes were 
now 61. Yeah (laughter). Yeah. So instead of teaching a class eight 
times a year I was now going to be teaching it 61 times a year 
(laughter). We were very, very busy. I taught one class – I was not the 
primary instructor; I was one of the assistant instructors – and this 
class lasted 52 hours straight. It started at 8 o’clock on a Monday 
morning and it finished at noon on Wednesday, no breaks. Obviously 
it was not indoors. And it was a lot of fun. I mean, we were out in the 
woods, we were playing soldier, we were having a great time, and 
trying to teach these people as we did it. This was their last field 
training in officer candidate school, and we were having a great time. 
It got a little cramped though if one or more of us were on leave and 
somebody had to work the second class of a week. So you would go to 
work – oh, I said the class started at 8 o’clock – it did, it started at 8 
o’clock. In order to start at 8 o’clock you reported for duty at 3:00. 
You go to work 3 o’clock Monday morning, you get home 3 o’clock 
Wednesday afternoon. You go back to work 3 o’clock Thursday 
morning, you get home 3 o’clock Saturday afternoon, you get Sunday 
off. It was hard living. It was. We enjoyed it, I mean we were having a 
lot of fun, but especially in the rainy weather it got a little testy. But it 
was good. It was good training.  

01-00:51:36 
Rigelhaupt: Was there anything in particular you and probably other instructors 

you worked with were trying to implement in particular, having seen – 
already having served in Vietnam, trying to prepare new officers for 
what they might see over there?  
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01-00:51:56 
Galvin: I think what we were trying to focus on was not to get them prepared 

for the jungle, because we were in the pine forests of Georgia, but we 
were trying to use the leadership and management principles that we 
had learned by experience in Vietnam, in their control of their soldiers 
in these operations. So that was the principle thing – the leadership and 
the management, and of course the employment of weapons and what 
weapons are appropriate for what situations and how to employ them, 
and basically that. And of course keeping them going for 52 hours 
without a break, because after about the second day your mind starts to 
wander and you just want to take a – no, you can’t take a nap, you got 
to keep going.  

01-00:53:07 
Rigelhaupt: And did you find the training got more effective as more and more 

lessons were being learned from – I mean the war, and essentially it 
was still expanding in the late ‘60s. So -  

01-00:53:20 
Galvin: Oh, yeah. I was teaching there in – let’s see. I went back – I reported 

back to Fort Benning in April of ’67, so I was teaching there in ’67. 
We were getting after action reports out of Vietnam - now here is a 
new weapon, here is a new tactic. So we would try to incorporate that 
into the scenario we presented in the field. Doctrine can never keep up 
with events. You can learn from events and try to apply them, but 
when you’ve evolved a new doctrine events have already changed 
again. So you’re constantly changing events. We did evolve the 
doctrine as best we could, but you know, did we ever catch up? No, 
you’re never going to catch up. And of course part of the problem was 
each portion of Vietnam is – the terrain is radically different. So you 
can teach river crossings which does absolutely nothing for the young 
man who’s sent to the mountains. You can teach mountain rappelling 
but it does nothing for the guy that’s in the farmland. So the best you 
can do is give them a framework of leadership to work within. And of 
course you’ve already tried to instill in them the initiative, the 
aggressiveness, the – I learned a leadership principle when I was in my 
freshman year of college that I think saved my life. The instructor took 
a piece of string, just common old household string, laid it on the table, 
said, “Grab one end of it and push it off the table.” Can’t do it. What 
will happen is that part that you’re holding onto will be the first part to 
reach the end of the table and the rest of the string will follow. But you 
can’t hold one end and push the other end off the table. It won’t go. 
The lesson is if you want your soldiers to do something you better be 
where they can see you and see you doing it to and they’ll do it. 
They’ll do anything you’ll do. They won’t do anything you won’t do. 
So the Lieutenant who says, “All right, men, you go up the hill and I’ll 
be watching you” – (laughter) ain’t nobody going up the hill. And as I 
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said, that saved my life. And that’s what we tried to teach our – the 
young officer candidates and lieutenants in training.  

01-00:56:33 
Rigelhaupt: Was there a sense that what you’re training was applicable in the sense 

that – actually I should change tapes. Let me – I’ll follow this question 
just after -  

01-00:56:48 
Galvin: OK.  OK.   

 
[Audio File 2] 

02-00:00:06 
Rigelhaupt: OK, just before changing tapes I was going to ask you how the training 

you were implementing at Fort Benning and training young officers 
who were going over to Vietnam, how the Army adapted to training 
for a different kind of warfare – and I’m thinking in perspective from 
what you said about being in Korea you knew where you were going 
in half an hour if fighting started, there were set bases, versus guerilla 
warfare in a lot of respects in Vietnam and how the Army adapted its 
training of young officers to a different type of war.  

02-00:00:50 
Galvin: Trying to remember exactly when – the class that I was working, 

which I – again was their last field exercise in their program, was 
specifically tailored as a counter-guerilla training exercise. We still 
taught them all the other basics – we still taught them conventional 
warfare. The counter-guerilla was now getting greater emphasis had 
never really been completely out of the inventory. We’d always had 
that, but it had been a small part. Now it was becoming a more 
important part. And the difference I guess is – that’s what we were 
training them in, is the difference between conventional and 
unconventional if you will, or counter-guerilla, is basically the concept 
that there are no front lines. There’s no one to your left or right or 
behind you. The enemy – you know where you are, everything else 
belongs to the enemy and you don't know where he is. And your 
primary concern is - you know how you got in here, your primary 
concern is how do you get out of here when the time comes? Or how 
do you get resupplied so that you can stay here? And those are the two 
additional things that the leader has to be concerned with – how do I 
sustain myself here, and when the time comes how do I depart here. 
And if you don't know the answers to those you spend a lot of time 
worrying, a lot of time on the radio. And that was the primary 
difference between conventional training and the counter-guerilla 
training.  
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02-00:03:00 
Rigelhaupt: Did you find that the training and the results were more effective as 

time – in the late ‘60s and going into the early ‘70s?  

02-00:03:14 
Galvin: I really can’t answer that. My stint, you know, in training – I can’t 

relate the people I trained with events later on, so I honestly can’t 
answer you. I don't know.   

02-00:03:34 
Rigelhaupt: Well, if you were to think backward, were some of the lessons you 

were teaching – would they have been useful to have known before 
you had served in Vietnam?  

02-00:03:43 
Galvin: Oh, I think so. See, now the class that I was working, the 52 hour 

class, I didn’t get that training. It wasn’t in the program of instruction 
when I went through the officer candidate school. I didn’t have 
anything like that. I sure wish I had. It might have helped me a great 
deal. When I went to Vietnam my first tour it was – I hate to use the 
phrase, but it was almost on-the-job training. When I joined my 
company I was the only Lieutenant in the company. There wasn’t 
anybody I could ask, there was no older Lieutenant that I could turn to 
for advice because there wasn’t anyone else. And so I had to learn 
from the soldiers I was with and by my own instincts and my own 
other experiences. I did fairly well. I was very effective right up until 
the last minute when the enemy hand grenade got me. That was the 
embarrassing part. I had been a hand grenade instructor, I go to 
Vietnam – what gets me? An enemy hand grenade.   

02-00:05:03 
Rigelhaupt: I don't know if I would have used the word “embarrassing,” but ironic 

maybe (laughter). Now did you get more into logistical and 
management? It seems like there was a transition in your military 
career.   

02-00:05:35 
Galvin: Yes, that was in my last active duty assignment. Well, no, my last two. 

While I was in Panama I was assigned to a mechanized infantry 
battalion and I served both as a Headquarters Company Commander 
and on the battalion staff. The Brigade Commander which was the 
next higher echelon wanted to move people around, he wanted to 
redistribute his experience. So he moved some of us from the battalion 
staff up to brigade staff. I was one. I was originally assigned as the 
Assistant Logistics Officer, we call it – in battalion and brigade staff 
that’s called an S4. I was the Assistant S4 at the brigade staff. My 
primary function there was to – was oversight of the operations and 
maintenance expenses. I became the budget manager in essence. And I 
did that for almost a year. Now in the middle of that year we 
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reorganized and my position was moved from one office to another, 
but I took the same function with me. So I was basically the command 
budget manager for a year. I then went back to the States, my overseas 
assignment, Panama, was up. I went to the Presidio of San Francisco. 
I’d been there a year. I was the garrison operations officer. A garrison 
is like the landlord. He’s got to take care of all the high-ranking guests, 
if you will, the other units, but he runs the house. I was on that staff. 
The operations officer was responsible for the military activities of the 
garrison, to include ceremonies, visitors, if a movie company wants to 
use some of the terrain you get involved in that. And the Army 
decided, “Oh, wait a minute, you have this other specialty. We want to 
use you in your other specialty in logistics.” OK, fine. So I moved 
from one office on the garrison staff to the logistics office on the 
garrison staff and I did that my last three years in uniform. I was the 
logistics plans and operations officers for the Presidio. 

02-00:08:20 
Rigelhaupt: And what years were you at the Presidio?  

02-00:08:23 
Galvin: I got to the Presidio in July of ’77 and I retired from active duty in 

December of ’81.   

02-00:08:35 
Rigelhaupt: And what was it like being stationed at a military base in San 

Francisco in the late ‘70s?   

02-00:08:43 
Galvin: It was very, very good. How good? There’s no comparison (laughter). 

We had gone there, family and I had gone there on vacation in July 
of ’76, my sister-in-law lived in San Francisco at that time. And I don't 
know if I had even heard of the Presidio of San Francisco, but while 
we were there my daughter, my younger daughter, came down with an 
infection on her lip so they said, “Take her out to the Presidio, to the 
hospital,” so we said fine, so we got the bus, I didn’t point out to the 
family that we had to change buses at the corner of Haight and 
Ashbury, I just didn’t mention that. The bus is rolling into the Presidio 
and I’m looking at it and I’m saying, “I can’t believe this is an Army 
base – I don’t believe this!” So as soon as we got back to Panama, I 
had a year left in Panama – actually I had six months left in Panama 
but I asked for an additional six months so I could get back on the 
summer rotation. I asked – I filled out what we call a dream sheet, the 
assignment preference statement, where do you want to go next. And I 
put down one choice, Presidio of San Francisco. Damned if they didn’t 
give it to me! So in July of ’77 we arrived in San – we drove back, by 
the way. Yeah, we drove from the Canal Zone to the Presidio. Took 
five weeks to do it. It was great. It was absolutely great.   
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02-00:10:21 
Rigelhaupt: Could you describe that drive? I don't know that many people that 

have done a drive like that.  

02-00:10:25 
Galvin: Well, let’s see. First of all you don’t want to do it with two small girls 

in the backseat because you can’t quite reach from the steering wheel 
with your left hand to their throats with your right hand, which is what 
I was trying to do by the time we hit El Salvador. We did not camp 
out. Said we were going to - when it came down to it, no, we drove to 
the biggest hotel in the nation’s capital in each country we went into. 
And you know, you saw some really beautiful land, beautiful – 
Panama, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, just – Managua had no street signs. 
They’d had the earthquake there in – when was the earthquake? I want 
to say ’73. They never rebuilt. There were buildings in downtown 
Managua that had two sides – the third and fourth side there’s nothing 
there. And no street signs, and apparently that was a political decision, 
to not put the street signs back up. That way people coming from the 
hinterlands who had no good business in town, who were just coming 
in to make trouble, couldn’t find their way around. And of course the 
tourists who didn’t speak Spanish couldn’t find their way around 
either. Fortunately we had a picture of the hotel. We had a picture of it 
and we would just look – oh, there it is up on the hill. We drove up to 
– that’s how we found our hotel that night. Honduras, Honduras is so 
poor we did not stop in Honduras except at the two borders, not even 
for potty stops. No, we pushed right through to San Salvador, which is 
great. Guatemala, wonderful. By the time we got to Mexico the wife 
and the kids were having stomach troubles from water or not eating – 
actually, that was the problem, was not eating. But we had a great 
time. Saw some wonderful things.     

02-00:12:34 
Rigelhaupt: Tell me about meeting your wife and what year you got married.  

02-00:12:38 
Galvin: Well, I was going to skirt that because we’re no longer married. When 

I came here from California we divorced and she stayed there. I’d met 
her when I was at Fort Dix, got married just before I went to Vietnam 
on my first tour. First daughter was born in Fort Benning when I was 
teaching there, second daughter was born at Fort Dix while I was back 
in Vietnam, and my son was born at the Presidio of San Francisco 
while I was stationed on the staff there.   

02-00:13:17 
Rigelhaupt: And did they – and did your family travel with you to most of your – I 

mean sometimes I’ve heard when people in the military go overseas 
sometimes their family doesn’t necessarily travel with them.  
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02-00:13:28 
Galvin: They went to Panama with us. Well, actually Panama was kind of an 

anomaly. If you didn’t have – if they didn’t have available quarters in 
the Canal Zone you would have to live on the economy, and I didn’t 
want to live on the economy. So I went down six months before they 
came down. So I went down in January of ’74, they came down in 
June of ’74 and we had a lovely set of quarters, very nice. Panama was 
good duty – it’s the end of the food chain. You got the tail end of 
everything in the military, so to speak. Because all the money was 
going to Germany at that time, that’s where all the training was taking 
place. But the community life in Panama was great, the training was 
wonderful. We did some really great things, and it was a very close-
knit community. So I was there three and a half years and liked it.  

02-00:14:33 
Rigelhaupt: So your children had done a lot of traveling around the world.  

02-00:14:38 
Galvin: Yeah, well, my youngest – not my youngest, my younger daughter 

lived in – she lived in four states I think before she was two years old. 
Born in New Jersey then she went to – she was three months old, went 
to Nebraska for six months, from Nebraska she went to Georgia for a 
year, and then she went to Texas. So yeah, four states before she was 
two years old.   

02-00:15:05 
Rigelhaupt: And that’s not necessarily uncommon in the military.  

02-00:15:08 
Galvin: In those days, no. I moved 11 times my first ten years.   

02-00:15:20 
Rigelhaupt: And you continued with your education at the University of Nebraska.   

02-00:15:25 
Galvin: That was a program they called Boot Strap where if you’ve got x 

number of college credits and you can finish your degree in a certain 
period of time they will send you full time. At that time Nebraska was 
one of a very few schools that was doing that. Now there are many, 
many schools that do it. But I had about – I had over three and a half 
years worth of credits stacked up. As I told you I had two years behind 
me when I went in the Army and then I’d been going to night school 
constantly and all I needed was that last six months. Of course was the 
Army being generous to me? No, not really. I was coming out of my 
second tour in Vietnam. They would give me anything I asked for, 
almost, to keep me in. I was pretty much committed to the service, I 
had experience. They give me six months, I get a college degree, and I 
stay in. That’s what they want. Because at that point and time in the 
late ‘60s people were bailing out like it was a sinking life boat. I, on 
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the other hand, liked what I was doing. It was a little dangerous – 
yeah, it was a little dangerous, but got to have that.  

02-00:16:50 
Rigelhaupt: Now, I mean I don’t – I haven’t ever served in the military so I can’t 

speak from experience, but from my impression it’s a very structured – 
a pretty structured life. And I only say that in the sense of what was it 
like doing six months full time at a university where life – universities 
are pretty open. Was that a – what was that transition like?  

02-00:17:16 
Galvin: Well, the transition was good. Now one of the reasons – and I asked to 

go to Nebraska after Vietnam, immediately after, as opposed to going 
to the Army school, what we call the advanced course - which was 
captains and majors back at Fort Benning – and then going somewhere 
else because I knew that that six months in Omaha was decompression 
time. I would have nothing to do – now this doesn’t sound right, when 
I say I would have nothing to do with the Army. What I mean is I 
would have no obligations. I didn’t have to wear a uniform, I didn’t 
have to report to anybody. But I did have to study my – I used to have 
to study in the bathtub because when I fell asleep I’d slide under the 
water and that would keep me awake. If I did it sitting up in a chair I’d 
just fall asleep. I was carrying a fairly heavy load. But I was away 
from the pressures, if you will, that I experienced in Vietnam. And it 
was still – it was a period of time to get my body clean, again, of all 
the infections and skin rashes and that sort of stuff that I’d been 
carrying around while I was overseas. So I mean, and I knew that. I 
took advantage of the options that were available to me and it was very 
enjoyable. Now I should tell you that of the – what do I want to call it 
– groups of students at the University of Nebraska - this was at 
Omaha, now at the main campus – at that time the largest single group 
were people in my status, military – active duty military from all the 
services. And they said you could walk into a classroom and you could 
tell who they were. The Navy officers all wore coats and ties. People 
from the Air Force all had goatees and sandals, and people from the 
Army were wearing polo shirts. We were that distinctive, and we were 
the largest group. And the student body and the faculty seemed to be 
glad to have us there because we all had different experiences that we 
could bring in to the theoretical world.  

02-00:19:40 
Rigelhaupt: Were there important things you learned in classes or in interactions in 

your time at the university that you brought back to the military as you 
went back to full time service?  

02-00:19:52 
Galvin: Oh, God, I’m trying to remember. I took one course in political 

geography. It was a course in political geography and a course in 
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emerging nations that was useful to me in that it gave – the emerging 
nations course gave me an insight into the military of third world 
countries. So when I get to Panama I’ve got a good feeling for that. So 
that’s the first example I can think of.   

02-00:20:30 
Rigelhaupt: So what were some of the highlights of serving at the Presidio 

form ’77 to ’81?  

02-00:20:36 
Galvin: Oh, Lord. Well, at one point one of my duties was – had to do with the 

fact that the Presidio of San Francisco was a saluting station. A 
saluting station is a military installation that will exchange ceremonial 
salutes with visiting warships. And it’s the installation that has the 
highest-ranking officer in the port, and the Presidio of San Francisco 
had a Three Star General who outranked the Navy Commander in the 
port. And the visiting ship would have to request an exchange of 
salutes, and this would go through diplomatic channels, from their 
Navy to their embassy to our embassy to our state department, come 
down to us and they would say, “Such and such a ship is coming in at 
such and such a time, they want to exchange salutes.” OK, no problem. 
We had at that time at the Presidio a four-piece gun battery of 75 mm 
Pack Howitzers, which is a little – it’s a little bitty gun, probably not a 
yard stick long, mounted on wheels, towed behind a Jeep. I think they 
may still have some up by the main flagpole at the Presidio. And we 
would tow these down to a pier that is just to the west of the old Coast 
Guard station – not the Coast Guard station pier, but just to the west of 
it, the L-shaped pier. I think it’s still there; it’s still used as a fishing 
pier. I would take the four guns out to the end and point them out at 
Sausalito, and, well, we would do this the day before and we would 
rehearse it because this – these things look like they just happen. 
They’re very rigidly structured. The visiting ship fires first - and I’m 
trying to remember – well, it’s a salute to the nation so they would fire 
21 guns. And within one minute of their last gun, the host has to begin 
their salute, and they’re fired three seconds apart. The – as I said, we 
would go down the day before and do a couple of dry runs, get our 
timing down because it has to be three seconds apart. Gun one would 
fire and you would have the officer, he would hold his hand up and 
somebody’d be standing behind him with a stop watch. Pat him on the 
shoulder, he’d give the signal, number one fire. And then he’d pat him 
on the shoulder three seconds later. But if the second gun 
malfunctions, that third gun’s got to be ready to fire. So – and if he 
fires and three seconds later the fourth gun fires, that first gun’s got to 
be ready again because you got to go through it about, how many 
times? Five times and then one more. We would do that. One day there 
was a fishing boat coming in, hugging the coast. Because – are you 
familiar with the currents there under the bridge? When there is an 
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outgoing tide that’s very strong down the center of the channel. The 
small boat’s got to hug the coast. Well, this (laughter) fishing boat is 
coming in, he’s chugging along, he’s standing in the wheelhouse 
merrily steering his boat and he looks up and he sees four canon. He 
doesn’t know we’re shooting blanks. And he (laughter) – lets go of the 
wheel, runs out onto the foredeck of his boat waving his arms 
furiously, “Don’t shoot! Don’t shoot!” Well, I’m sorry, guy, but you 
know, we’re on a schedule here and it’s time. The first round goes off, 
he just drops and hugs the deck and his little boat chugs right on – 
nobody at the wheel, he’s hugging the deck and we’re shooting right 
over his little boat. The next day the ship – it’s a tall ship, the sail – 
from Chile. A Chilean naval training ship coming into San Francisco 
shortly after the Allende administration had been toppled – ah, you’re 
getting the picture? Yeah, OK. So we’re down in position, of course 
all the military policemen are in their nice, clean, Class A uniforms 
and we got the guns lined up and we look around behind us and there 
is a mob of people. Because, the waterfront was open. They had 
walked down – they didn’t come through the Presidio, they came 
along the waterfront and they’re all going down to Fort Point and they 
are yelling and cursing and carrying on like you wouldn’t believe. I’m 
down there, I’m going, OK, you know? Somebody needs to know this. 
So I’ve got a radio and my coworker, he’s in the office up at post 
headquarters and I call and say, “Uh, I think you should know there’s a 
mob of very irate people and they’re carrying banners and they’re 
yelling and screaming.” And he says, “Do you want me to send help?” 
and I said, “I’ve got four artillery pieces and a platoon of military 
police, what do you got?” He said, “Nothing.” (laughter) As the ship 
progressed, after it cleared the bridge, they started the salute. Theirs 
went fine, ours went fine. Now they’re sailing past us and the mob is 
starting to walk along the seashore keeping up with the boat, which is 
fine with me. I just don’t want them to come out on my pier. And 
we’re packing up the guns, we’re just ignoring them, we’re not going 
to engage them. We’re walking back up the pier and I’m walking 
behind two military policemen and one says to the other, “Can you 
read that banner?” it’s written on bed sheets and it says, “Chile Si, 
Junta No.” And he says, “What does that mean?” He says, “They like 
Chile, they don’t like beans.” So we just let that crowd go on by and 
we came back on our – that is one of the highlights of my time there as 
the operations officer.  

02-00:27:33 
Rigelhaupt: So in some respects did the military base seem like a – I’m trying to 

understand how isolated it was from the rest of the city and -  

02-00:27:47 
Galvin: Not at all. It was an open post. There were certain things that you as a 

private citizen were not allowed to do on the post and you get snarfed 
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up real quick. One was of course speeding. That was a major 
complaint. We enforced the San Francisco traffic laws on post, so it 
wasn’t anything – it wasn’t like a different set of rules that you had to 
get used to. The other thing was there’s no political activities allowed, 
and it’s not just because it’s San Francisco, that’s nationwide. No 
political activities on a military post because we are apolitical. And 
every now and then you would look around and nailed to a telephone 
pole would be vote for this or vote for that or proposition whatever, 
and we just tear them down. And they would get very irate and we’d 
say, “Hey, you know, different rules out here. We don’t do politics.” 
And of course they hated the speed bumps too.   

02-00:28:56 
Rigelhaupt: So it was always open in your time there, there wasn’t any difficulty 

coming on the base as far – I mean just enjoying it as far as its 
aesthetics and hiking around?  

02-00:29:10 
Galvin: Oh, when – there was some terrorist activity. I think it was when the – 

I think it was when the World Trade Center was bombed. We didn’t 
close the post but we looked real carefully at where cars were parked 
and whose cars they were. But I don’t ever remember the post – I 
don’t think the post was closed except during World War II. And that 
was one of the things that – in a mild form we were proud of. It was an 
open post, you know, you were welcome to come in, just behave. 
That’s all we asked for. And sometimes, oh, later on during the closure 
period the animal rights people would come over to what we call 
LAIR {Arm?}, Letterman Army Institute of Research, and they would 
try to cause trouble. So we just put up a gate across the road and closed 
the gate and said, “Hey, you can’t bring your parade in here.” And 
they said, “OK, fine,” you know, they said, “We won’t parade in 
there,” and we opened the gate and everybody was fine.  

02-00:30:26 
Rigelhaupt: Does that mean there was not any terribly sensitive weapons or 

anything on the base that allowed it to be open?  

02-00:30:34 
Galvin: There were – right off the top of my head I know of four places you 

couldn’t go. Did I say – yeah, four, four places: the Command Suite at 
Sixth Army Headquarters was not open to the public, it wasn’t open to 
the military. You had to have a reason to go in there. The ammunition 
magazine, which is up on the hill overlooking the ocean, coldest place 
in the world. There was a security company, our military security, and 
there was another – I don’t – they were CIA or spooks, or I don't know 
who the heck they were, another military intelligence activity. So there 
were four buildings none of us went near. It wasn’t just civilians. 
Nobody went near there. Had no business being in there. But was it 
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dangerous? No. There were no – what do I want to say – special 
weapons or munitions or anything like that stored there.  

02-00:31:47 
Rigelhaupt: So in ’82 – is that right? Or ’81, you left active duty military.  

02-00:31:54 
Galvin: December of ’81 I retired from active duty.   

02-00:31:57 
Rigelhaupt: And then you began working in civil service in the – I’m sorry, the 

military reserve in California?  

02-00:32:05 
Galvin: That was a volunteer outfit. I started that after I had gone back into 

civil service. That was a nonpaying – what you would call it – civic 
duty or donated time. The California State Military Reserve was also 
known as the state militia, authorized by the state constitution, it’s an 
adjunct of the military department in the state of California. Its 
primary mission was to replace the California National Guard’s state 
missions should the California National Guard be mobilized and 
deployed, and that’s basically what we trained for.   

02-00:33:08 
Rigelhaupt: So you stayed on working at the Presidio, though now in civil service.  

02-00:33:12 
Galvin: I went back in – I went into civil service in September of ’82 so I was 

out nine months, and went back into the – I started back in the same 
office I’d gone into in ’77, next desk over. This time I was the Plans 
Officer.  

02-00:33:36 
Rigelhaupt: Well, what was it like working in the same building, the same facility, 

part of the military, but now in civil service rather than being in active 
duty?  

02-00:33:46 
Galvin: Well, I couldn’t live on post and I had to turn the lights on in the 

morning to get dressed. Those are the two big differences. I was 
basically with the same people I’d working with before, I worked 
better hours. Pay wasn’t quite as good but I was getting that pension 
too. So it really wasn’t that much different for me. Like I said, I was 
back in the office I’d been in before.   

02-00:34:15 
Rigelhaupt: And did you live near the base in San Francisco?  
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02-00:34:17 
Galvin: I lived about – how far was it? About five miles, six miles. I lived out 

in the Avenues. You familiar with that area? Lived on 30th near Judah.  

02-00:34:37 
Rigelhaupt: So could you describe some of your duties? I mean looking at the 

biography you served as a Plans Officer and then a Management 
Analyst and then the Chief of the Management Branch.   

02-00:34:50 
Galvin: After I’d been there a year I got – I transferred from one staff section 

to another and got a promotion, and I went into the comptroller field as 
a Management Analyst using my – the Master’s degree I had gotten 
the last year that I was on active duty, and worked management 
programs initially for the garrison and then I transferred over to the 
Army Headquarters. Now this is where the internal structure that’s 
invisible to the outside world comes into play. Most people – you look 
at an Army base and you think that’s one big monolith, and the 
Presidio is a striking case where it’s not. You had a Three Star General 
whose headquarters was on the base. He was not the Base 
Commander. He was not the Base Commander because his 
organization was funded with what we call Reserve money, as in US 
Army Reserve. You know the government’s great for accounting and 
managing. The base was active Army. We call that Program 2 money. 
All the programs costs are numbered, everything’s numbered, all the 
codes. And if you can ever learn all the codes you can control the 
entire world. The garrison was Program 2 money but that Three Star 
General, he was Program 5 money so he could not command the base. 
Does this make sense? Not to me, but to somebody it does. And that 
had – sometimes that caused problems because the General wanted 
something and the Colonel who ran the base didn’t want to do it and 
they both worked for the same person back in Atlanta. Yeah. There 
were also 18 other major Army commands with representation 
physically on the Presidio who did not report to either the Colonel or 
the Three Star General, who reported to people elsewhere in the 
country and worked for people elsewhere in the country.   

02-00:37:24 
Rigelhaupt: Yeah, I mean how did that develop? I mean what was the thinking 

behind?  

02-00:37:28 
Galvin: The functional organization, if you will, is that – well, the hospital, for 

example. The hospital was the largest single entity on the base, and 
they had a mission, and it was an area mission. But it had nothing to 
do with what that Three Star General was doing. They just happened 
to be in the same area doing their respective things. Well, you just 
multiply – you know, 18 of those things. And I say 18 separate Army 
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commands were represented – there were 52 separate Army units on 
the base. The hospital was the biggest, the Defense Council’s office 
was the smallest – one person. And he worked for someone here in 
Northern Virginia. But he didn’t report to anybody in California.  

02-00:38:34 
Rigelhaupt: He just happened to be living and serving on the base.  

02-00:38:37 
Galvin: He provided his service to people on the base. It was an area service, 

but that’s where he was. But he didn’t work for anybody on the base. 
And almost every large military installation is like that.   

02-00:39:01 
Rigelhaupt: OK, so before we get to discussions of the Presidio closing and your 

involvement, just some open-ended questions on what you had heard 
about base closings before that.   

02-00:39:17 
Galvin: Well, actually I had heard nothing. To be perfectly honest with you I 

had heard nothing. The best document on the history of base closing is 
the GAO study of the 1988 BRAC Commission recommendations. If 
you haven’t got that, you got to get that book. It’s a real eye opener. 
Now, why? As – I’m doing this from memory and memory is not my 
most faithful servant. There has been an Army BRAC office since 
1948. Each year they would select a base that they wanted to close. 
Now in order to close a base you got to have the money that takes; you 
got to put that money in your budget. The budget has to go through 
Congress, and then Congress looks, they say, “Oh, they need x number 
of dollars to close,” well, let’s say a base in Mississippi. And they ask 
the Congressman from that district, “What do you know about this?” 
He says, “I don't know anything about this but I know I don’t want 
them to do it.” And he would talk to his fellow Congressmen and he’d 
say, “Hey, we got to vote no on this,” they say, “Yeah, we’re together 
on this,” and they would vote no and the Army would be told no, you 
can’t close that base, and the Army would say OK, and next year 
they’d pick another place. And this would go on and on and on. And 
all this time the Army’s getting smaller. It always does in peacetime. 
But we still got the same land. Land costs money. I don’t care if you 
don’t do anything on it. If you own it, it costs. So the Army is paying 
for this land they don’t want, they can’t use, and they can’t get rid of 
it. The first one to tackle this was Robert McNamara. While Congress 
was away for a November election he got on the phone, he said, 
“Close this one and this one and this one and this one,” and when 
Congress came back into session they had a hissy fit. So they put up a 
piece of legislation that says you can’t do this unless, with this criteria 
unless we say so. And they sent this bill to the President for his 
signature. Who was the President? The former leader of the 
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Democratic Senate, Lyndon Baines Johnson, who said, “Ain’t no 
Congress going to tell me what I can do and can’t do, veto.” They said, 
“Oh, darn.” Well, they didn’t try it again for a while. They tried it with 
the next fellow, Gerald Ford, who had been the House Majority Leader 
in the Republican Congress and he said pretty much the same thing 
Lyndon said, “Uh-uh, you can’t tell me what to do, veto,” and they, 
“Darn, thought we’d get that one through.” And then they tried it with 
Jimmy Carter, who had come fro Atlanta. Actually he came from 
Plains. You ever been to Plains? You remember when he was 
President and they would always send a television crew down to 
Plains? They’d always show that same brick building in the 
background. It’s a block long and it’s red brick and it’s got a loading 
dock along one side. They never pan away from that building. Ain’t 
nothing to pan to. There’s a gas station on the other side of the street 
with a water tower and trees, and none of the roads except that one 
going through the middle of town are paved. He signed. He said, 
“Yeah, it looks good to me.” He signed, and Congress said, “OK, now 
we’re in control.”  

Following that, the government had – I don't know if it was Congress 
of the executive branch, said, we got problems. We can’t get things 
done. So they called in a very successful businessman named Peter 
Grace and they said, “Hey, give us your insights.” Well, one of the 
things he suggested was if the nut’s too tough to crack, get outside 
help. Get outsiders to come in and answer these questions for you. So 
they thought that was a good idea, and in Reagan’s last year in service, 
Secretary of Defense Carlucci, who had been around Washington 
several – been in education, been in some other departments, he’s now 
in defense. He says, “I’m going to try that approach,” and he brings in 
some outsiders and says, “I need a method for selecting bases to close. 
Do that for me. Come up with a system. Go down the hall, take your 
time, come back and tell me what you got.” They come back and they 
said, “Here’s how we propose to do it,” and he says, “That’s good, 
that’s good. Now go do it.” While they’re down the hall Congress 
passes another piece of legislation, says all or nothing. Whatever they 
come back with, Mr. Carlucci, it’s all up or it’s all down. No cherry 
picking. You want to play hardball, we will show you how to play 
hardball. Now as an aside, we, out in the Hinterlands, down in the 
ranks, we knew this was going on. We had gotten word through our 
functional channels that the Army was going to look at all the bases 
for possible reductions.  

Now the Presidio of San Francisco, we weren’t worried because we 
knew what our functions were, we knew the area we serviced, we 
thought we were in pretty good shape, but you also knew that you 
couldn’t sell the place. So there’s nothing to be gained by closing. You 
could close it; you still owned it. We get down into the end of 
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December ’88. Morning of – 8:00am California time, 29 – maybe 28 
December. On the radio, the following bases are going to be closed – 
the Presidio of San Francisco. What the hell just happened? We 
couldn’t figure it out. I mean, we knew what it said. We couldn’t 
understand. We could not understand because everybody on the base 
knew that the day the Army leaves the Park Service owns it, it’s still 
the government, what have you accomplished? We found out later 
that, as we had been told, they did this selection process – I don’t want 
to say in secret. The way we had been told they were going to do it – 
they were going to gather the data on each installation and then take 
the label off that data, put a code number on it, and run it through the 
model so that when it goes through the model nobody knows which 
base it is. And when it comes out at the other end then they’re going to 
rank order the results and take the worst performers, and those would 
be – and then put the labels back on and that would be the closure list. 
And we figured even if you do that, you know, we’re still – Presidio 
was still good. What we didn’t know was that the data gathering 
method was going to be what you could call sub rosa. They were going 
around the installations, if you will, to get the numbers that represent 
the installation.  

For example, and I know the guy that was involved in this, they had a 
question regarding the Presidio of San Francisco and the question was, 
“what is the annual operating cost?” Now just think for a minute, the 
Presidio in reality is a small city. It’s got a population – gross 
population somewhere in the neighborhood of 8,000. That’s your work 
force, your families that live there, your civilians that work there. Add 
that all together, it’s in the neighborhood of 8,000. Two things the 
Presidio does not have, or did not have – that was a grade school and a 
high school. They had pre-kindergarten and daycare, they had college 
night courses, but they didn’t have grade school and high school. Had 
everything else – their own water plant, fire department, police 
department, hospital, everything a city has, they had. What’s the 
annual operating cost? How do you figure that out? The way the 
commission wanted to figure it out was they called for a “trusted 
agent.” That’s a person whom you can give him a mission and he will 
not talk about it. A spy, in other words. They called down to Atlanta, 
to the engineering directorate at Force’s command and they said, 
“Send a guy up here.” He goes up, they say, “We want you to go to the 
Presidio of San Francisco, go to the Civilian Dispersing Office in 
Finance,” the payroll office – civilian payroll office. “Find out what 
their annual disbursement is. Come and tell us that number.” And he 
did that. And they said, “Thank you,” and they wrote that in as the 
annual operating cost of the Presidio of San Francisco. The technical 
term for that is dumb as dirt. How about roads and grounds, roofing, 
lawn mowing. Oh, and by the way, the Civilian Dispersing Office does 
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not pay all the civilians on the Presidio, but they do pay people that 
don’t work on the Presidio.  

So the value of that number – nothing. It’s meaningless. It’s absolutely 
meaningless. But that’s what the commission used to rank the Presidio 
as far as whether it was beneficial to keep it going or not. Then they 
said, “OK, if we sell the Presidio how much can we get for it?” Tough 
question. The Army values land two ways. One, how much did we pay 
for it? That’s a good number. The other value you can use is how 
much can we sell it for? That’s also a good number. Unfortunately, in 
the case of the Presidio, the number is the same – zero. We didn’t pay 
for it; we took it by treaty with Mexico. The treaty – Hidalgo 
Guadalupe, and I think the date on that was – I want to say 1848. We 
took it by treaty, that ended the war. You can’t sell it because it’s 
within the boundary of the National Park Service, Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area encompasses the Presidio. You can’t sell it. 
It’s in the law. When the Army doesn’t want it, it goes to the Park 
Service, you can’t sell it, zero. But a Corps of Engineer Colonel was 
called in and he told the commission they could sell it for 
approximately $5 million an acre, and they said, “Oh, good.” And you 
multiply 5 million by 1,234 acres you get a fair piece of change. They 
wrote that into the – and that’s what went through the model, income, 
5 million times that number, and the savings – this little bitty piddling 
civilian payroll. And they said, “Hey, looks good, let’s close it.” When 
GAO came back and told this to Congress, Congress said, “Oh. Well, 
what’s done is done. Let’s go on.” And that’s how the Presidio went 
down the tubes.  

02-00:52:26 
Rigelhaupt: And so the ’88 BRAC just didn’t understand that it had to go to the 

National Park Service?  

02-00:52:34 
Galvin: That’s correct. The commission did not know that. They were told by a 

Corps of Engineer Colonel that that land could be sold. And I swear, 
everybody I knew in San Francisco knew different. And that Colonel 
later was promoted as a Brigadier General. He was sent to San 
Francisco, he was Commander of the South Pacific Division of the 
Corps of Engineers. And you want to guess where his residence was? 
Presidio of San Francisco. Yeah. But for us, that was all water under 
the bridge. We still had to proceed. We had our orders. And in a way it 
made it easier in that we did not have to struggle with future use. We 
knew who the next owner was. We didn’t have to worry about – our 
challenge was getting that owner up and running and in a posture to 
assume responsibility. Getting out of town, that was a little more 
complicated because what we had – what our charge was – first of all 
nobody knew how to do it. There were no handbooks, there were no 
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experts hanging around waiting to lend a helping hand. Nobody knew 
what to do. All we knew was the end result. And then our higher 
headquarters figured they could save even more money by moving the 
deadline up a year. So instead of having – I’m trying – I think instead 
of having six years they wanted us to do it in five. I told you there 
were 52 separate Army organizations. The garrison was going to be 
closed. Everything else was to be relocated. In many instance – let me 
see, LAIR, 6th Army – trying to remember, I think there was one other. 
The commission said where they were to move to. 6th Army was 
supposed to go to Fort Carson, Colorado. That’s also stupid. LAIR I 
think was supposed to go to – oh, what’s the one up here – Fort 
Dietrich. And I don’t remember – there was one other and I’m drawing 
a blank. In almost all of those instances at the gaining installation 
there’s no place to put them. We’re talking about new construction. 
Under the existing procedures, new construction requires eight years 
from the time you submit the requirement until you get what we call 
beneficial occupancy, in other words the building’s ready to use – 
eight years. And they said we got five. Well, I can move the people out 
but there’s no place to move unless somebody changes the rules, 
speeds the money up, and accelerates the entire process which is not 
just the money but the design, the contracting, hopefully weather’s not 
a factor. But if you’re going into the northern regions, yeah, it 
becomes a factor. You can only construct in certain months of the 
year. It got really, really interesting.  

02-00:56:40 
Rigelhaupt: Let’s pause there; I got to change tapes.   

02-00:56:41 
Galvin: OK.   

[Audio File 3] 

03-00:00:06 
Rigelhaupt: OK, we’re on tape number three, and I want to ask a little bit – before 

we get into some of the specifics about the Presidio – if you could 
reflect a little bit, and from my understanding there were no major 
base closings between 1977 and 1988.  

03-00:00:38 
Galvin: Whenever – no, I think – when was McNamara’s attack, if you will? 

That would have been Kennedy’s first year in office? I don’t 
remember what year that was. So that would have been early ‘60s. 
Johnson ran for reelection in ’64. Kennedy was killed in late ’63, so 
we’re talking ’62 was the last big closures and Congress had pretty 
well bottled everything up after, from ’62 to ’88. I’m not aware of any 
major closures in that timeframe.   
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03-00:01:37 
Rigelhaupt: And the lack of base closures -  

03-00:01:42 
Galvin: Was wasting money.   

03-00:01:43 
Rigelhaupt: Was political.  

03-00:01:44 
Galvin: Yeah. Yeah. Because the services were requesting ones and twos. I 

want to close one base, and that one Congressman, he would just have 
it voted down by his contemporaries in the Congress. So the services 
weren’t getting anywhere and they figured the only way we can break 
this is to have a non-partisan recommendation. In other words, you 
would go outside the family, get an objective expert to make 
recommendations for us, and we’ll deal with those. And then Congress 
said, “OK, you want to play it that way, we’ll do it. We’ll do it all or 
nothing.” Now the recommendations then came back to Secretary 
Carlucci, and the rules were all or nothing. But he was going out of 
office in two weeks. There was a new president coming in. Reagan’s 
eight were up. So Carlucci had really no problem in signing that 
document approving it and saying yeah, and passed it on to Congress 
for action. And now – to step off to the side and look at what had taken 
place in 1988, Department of Defense, at Secretary Carlucci’s 
directions, had gone to each of the services and said, we want this 
information. And it was a nonspecific requirement, if you will, we 
want this information. Each of the services reacted differently as they 
have in each round of closure. And I have heard it characterized this 
way – the Navy said, “No. Mm-mm, ain’t going to cooperate, go 
away.” The Air Force, who has always been considered if you will the 
precocious child of the military said, “Oh, this is the opportunity 
we’ve been waiting for. We will give you all the info you asked for, 
yes, sir, yes, sir,” and they packaged it in such a way as to get the 
results they wanted. If somebody’s going to hit you and he tells you to 
pick out the stick, you pick out the stick you would most like to be hit 
with, and that’s what the Air Force did and they got what they wanted. 
The Army is like a big puppy, just rolled over on its back and said, 
“Rub my tummy, I’ll give you anything you want.” The Army 
(laughter) got raped. The Navy got away with it, in that first round. 
They would pay for it in later rounds. And the Air Force got exactly 
what they wanted. And that’s how the first round played out. And of 
course GAO came back to Congress and said that wasn’t really smart. 
Congress said, “Well, it’s too late now, we’re not going to change it 
but we’ll try to do better next time.” 

03-00:05:07 
Rigelhaupt: So that’s the ’88 round.  
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03-00:05:10 
Galvin: That’s the ’88 round.  

03-00:05:12 
Rigelhaupt: And this decision to – and what you’re saying, the outside force that 

you’re describing is the commission that is going to decide on the 
bases to be closed, and then Congress has the opportunity to take all of 
them or none of them based on the commission’s recommendations.  

03-00:05:31 
Galvin: In the first round it went from the commission to the executive branch 

to the Congress. In subsequent rounds they would change that 
sequence. And of course Congress had already told the executive 
branch it’s all or nothing. They said, “Well, we’ll do it all.” Congress 
said, “Fine with us, we’ll show you,” and they signed it and it was 
released for execution.   

03-00:06:00 
Rigelhaupt: But the commission did break – or the decision to implement 

commissions did break the kind of stalemate.  

03-00:06:10 
Galvin: It broke the logjam, yeah. Oh, it broke the logjam in a major way. As 

they say, be careful what you pray for – you might get it.   

03-00:06:24 
Rigelhaupt: Now, so I always envision the military being well organized in 

planning, and not only planning but planning for the unexpected and 
having plans for the unexpected.  

03-00:06:40 
Galvin: Yes.  

03-00:06:41 
Rigelhaupt: So when these first decisions came down in ’88 were there plans to 

close bases that had already been on the drawing board?   

03-00:06:49 
Galvin: I don't know. I’m sure there were proposals, but what we would call an 

operational plan, you know, the specifics, I doubt it. I don't know that, 
but I doubt that there were specific closures plans in place for too 
many installations. I think they had just done – they had probably run 
numbers and they had probably made proposals based on those 
numbers, but the actual mechanics of doing – I don’t think they had. I 
know the Presidio certainly hadn’t.   

03-00:07:27 
Rigelhaupt: So you get this order in ’88 that you’re going to close and you have to 

draw up a plan essentially from scratch.  
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03-00:07:34 
Galvin: I got called in about the middle of January by the commanding 

General, and I shouldn’t have been too surprised. Let me turn the clock 
back to about February of ’88. In a completely unrelated action the 
Commander 6th Army and his peers – 1st Army, 2nd Army, 4th Army, 
5th Army – had asked the FORSCOM Commander to let them be the 
base commanders. Now at that time there were four kinds of Army 
installations. There was an installation where you had a Corps 
Commander, there was an installation where you had a Division 
Commander, there were installations where you had schools, and then 
there were installations where you had these Army Commanders. The 
last one was different from the other three. At the other three, the 
ranking man was in charge, but at the last one he wasn’t because as I 
explained, Program 5, Program 2 money. That situation had been in 
place since October 1973 and these guys down here, these Army 
Commanders, they were not happy about it. There wasn’t anything 
they could do. And every, oh, two to three years, they’d bring this 
subject up again – we should be in charge. Well, finally in February 
of ’88, out of a clear blue sky the FORSCOM Commanding General, a 
Four Star says, “Do it. Let me know what you come up with.” That’s 
all he said. He didn’t say, “Here’s how you do it.” He didn’t say, 
“Here’s what I want to see before I approve it.” He said, “Do it, and let 
me know what you come up with.” At that time I was Chief of 
Management Branch of 6th Army, organization and functions was on 
my plate. And I’m (laughter) handed this message, I’m saying, “What 
do I do with this?” I said, you know, “I’ve seen the same message, you 
know, every couple of years.” “Do it.” The Commanding General 
wants a plan to take the garrison, which is the landlord, and his 
headquarters, make them one. And I thought, “Oh, this is not going to 
be pretty.”  

The two organizations, if you looked at them organizationally, had 
similar types of component parts. You had a personnel part, you had a 
planning part, you had a logistics part, you had chaplains, you had 
doctors, they looked very much alike if you just looked at the labels. 
When you turned them over and you saw what they produced and who 
they serviced, who their customers were, they were totally different. 
And one was funded with active Army money and one was funded 
with Army Reserve money, and there are restrictions on how close 
they can get to each other. This wasn’t going to be easy. So I was 
called in and they said, it’s yours. And I thought, “First of all this is 
going to be very political.” Not political in your term, but political 
within the Army offices. I said, “I don’t want to work for a staff 
section when I’m doing this because then I have to adhere to their 
agenda, and that’s not going to be fair to all the other people. I want to 
work directly for the chief of staff.” And they said, “OK.” “And I want 
three people to work with me. This is not a one person task. I want 
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three people. I want another person from our headquarters and I want 
two people from the garrison headquarters, and the four of us together 
will work together and we will make our recommendations to the chief 
of staff and the garrison Commander. And that was kind of pushy. But 
I figured if I’m going to come out with a product that can be defended 
I got to have that. And they said, “Fine.” They gave it to us. And we 
worked that for six months and we did an organization and function 
study of every staff section, every work center, in both headquarters. 
Where were they similar? Where were they not similar? Where did the 
funding allow us to bring them together and where did the funding, 
require us to keep a certain separation? I mentioned the chaplain. You 
would think the chaplain would be an easy one. The chaplain was the 
most difficult one of all because those two offices did nothing similar. 
One was pastoral, the other one – their sole function was recruiting for 
Army chaplains. That’s all they did was recruit. They didn’t do any 
pastoral work. We found places where we could take two large offices 
and make them into one office but not twice the size of either one, and 
we could eliminate a lot of middle management, a lot of middle 
supervisors. And we went back to the General after six months and he 
said, “I want it like a Chinese menu. I want a column A and I want a 
column B. I want to be able to pick from one column or the other.” 
And then we went back and we briefed him and we said, “In column A 
this is what you get, in column B this is what” – and all the way down. 
And he said, “OK, I’ll take one from here and one from here and one 
from there, one from there,” and we said OK and that was the new 
headquarters. Now in other Army areas one guy would say, “OK, I’ll 
do it all by myself,” one of the chiefs of staff or one of the Deputy 
Commanders. He said, “I’ll tell you how it’ll be,” and he wrote it 
down very quickly. We took a more academic approach. When it was 
all done the General said, “I’ve learned more about my own 
headquarters from you four guys than I’ve learned from my Colonels 
in the three years I’ve been here,” and he was very pleased with it. 
That was in – that takes us down to about September of ’88.  

So now we’ve got to rewrite all the documents, all the functions 
manuals, all the organization manuals, all the wiring charts, all that 
stuff has to now be written for a new headquarters. And we had just 
about completed it when they announced base closure. Oh, great. One 
little old lady came to me and she says, “I guess we’re not combining.” 
I said, “Oh, yeah, we’re combining and then we’re going away.” The 
General called me in and he said, “Tom, you did a really good job with 
that organizational study. You of course no longer have any friends on 
this installation and you might as well do base closure too. Put 
together a plan, let me see it, and then we’ll begin execution.” And I 
used basically the same approach. I wanted people from the garrison as 
well as myself. We started out with a three-person office. We were 
closing not only the Presidio but also Hamilton Army Airfield up in 
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Marin County. We had to close that too. Now everybody knew where 
the Park Service fit in. The Park Service said, “Oh, and don’t forget 
Fort Mason.” And we told the Park Service, “You forget Fort Mason. 
It technically belongs to Oakland Army Base. You don’t get to touch 
it!” They were so mad. They were furious. I said, “Hey, read the 
agreement. There was an agreement in place between the Army and 
the Park Service for the ownership of Oakland Army Base, and that 
agreement is one page long. It is rock solid. There were no lawyers 
involved. There’s no techno babble. It’s very simple language. It says, 
“This agreement remains in place until both parties agree to 
renegotiate.” And they said, “We want to renegotiate.” We said, “We 
don’t.” They were mad. But it was fun, that little part of it. But that’s 
how we came to base closure. We set up a separate office. I was very 
definite about this. I wanted the office in a separate building. I didn’t 
want it in the Army headquarters building, I didn’t want it in the 
garrison headquarters building. I wanted it in a separate building that 
belonged to neither of them so not only that we would be visually 
distinct, but we would also be accessible to everybody on the base 
because we had to move everybody and everybody had to feel that 
they could come in there without being on somebody else’s turf. 
Nobody knew what to do. We knew the end product. We didn’t know 
how to get there.  

Now the American Army likes that kind of situation. And in retrospect 
I think it’s peculiar to democracies, where you have an Army that 
serves a country as opposed to a political party that Army is 
encouraged to exercise initiative. When it belongs to a political party 
they – oh, you got to follow the party line. Well, in war that’s really 
difficult. But the American Army, we like what we call mission orders. 
Don’t tell me how to do it. Tell me what you want to accomplish, give 
me the resources that you have available, and I’ll apply those resources 
to this situation and if it’s humanly possible I’ll get you what you want 
and I’ll get it to you as quickly and as cheaply as possible. And that’s 
basically what the General said to me. He said, “You go figure it out,” 
and we did. We started off with three people, myself, and two people 
that I had worked with that I had known for a number of years that I’d 
worked with before, we set up a separate office and we just went out, 
went to everybody on base – I mean every organization. We called 
them in a few at a time and we said, “Look, you’re leaving,” and I 
remember – who was it? Defense Intelligence Agency, they said, 
“We’re not Army.” I said, “Doesn’t make any difference. We are, 
we’re the landlord, you’re the tenant, we’re leaving, you’re leaving.” 
“But what if we want to stay?” “No, can’t. Unless you can cut a deal 
with the Park Service on your own, then that’s your problem.” And 
some of them were stoic about it. They said, “OK, don’t like it, we’ll 
cooperate.” Others fought it tooth and nail.  
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The Park Service – well, you may know some of the people over there 
today. I’m sure that – Brian O’Neill was the head ranger. We made a 
special trip over there and we said, “Here’s the deal. We’re leaving. 
It’s not a choice, it’s not an option, we have to leave and when we 
leave you own it. And all we can do is teach you everything we know 
about how to run it.” Oh, God. Their first response was, “Please don’t 
leave.” We said – (laughter) “It’s not our choice.” And they said, 
“Well, you know, let’s delay it as long as we can.” I said, “No, we’ve 
got a deadline and we will meet our deadline.” Now their problem was 
they didn’t have any people to devote to this. It wasn’t in their budget. 
It wasn’t in our budget either but we took from internal resources and 
dedicated three people and an office, and we said, “Give us what you 
got, give us some people to work with so that we can talk to them, we 
can give information to and that sort of thing,” and they gave us – I 
believe it was four people out of their resource management section. 
Several months later when we were having a working session with 
these four people they asked us what career field the three of us were 
in. And we said, “We’re in resource management,” and they said, “Oh, 
we’re in resource management too.” Now we weren’t talking the same 
resource management. In the Army resource management is money 
and manpower. In the Park Service it’s acreage and water (laughter). 
They didn’t get their planning people on board, budgeted, people who 
did this work for a year and a half, and that’s because our 
Congressional delegates would not allow funding for the Park Service 
to do it. That was their way of trying to get it reversed.  

03-00:20:55 
Rigelhaupt: And those are Congressional delegates from the Bay Area.  

03-00:20:58 
Galvin: Boxer and Pelosi.   

03-00:21:01 
Rigelhaupt: In particular.  

03-00:21:02 
Galvin: Yeah. We were in their district. Actually we were in Pelosi’s district 

but we were right up against Boxer’s. And they were the two offices 
that we dealt with for the four years that we were doing this planning 
process intimately.   

03-00:21:18 
Rigelhaupt: And they were trying to delay it as long as possible, if not -  

03-00:21:21 
Galvin: They were trying to reverse it. Well, and you know, fine, that was their 

choice. But one of the ways they were trying to attempt that was to 
delay the funding for the Park Service.   
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03-00:21:36 
Rigelhaupt: Now, you know, unlike other base closings, the Presidio, it was 

decided to whom it was going to go. It was going to go to the National 
Park Service.  

03-00:21:46 
Galvin: Yeah, yeah.   

03-00:21:48 
Rigelhaupt: Now why do you think Pelosi and Boxer would have preferred it to 

stay under the Army supervision rather than the Park Service?   

03-00:21:55 
Galvin: Park Service – well, one thing, the Park Service didn’t want it. The 

Park Service was very happy with the arrangement – they could use it, 
but they didn’t have to maintain it. They didn’t have to staff it. They 
didn’t have to have a police force out there. They had a small police 
force at Fort Mason, and that also covered the waterfront, Ocean 
Beach, where the Cliff House is and all. All that beach is National 
Park. They had that. They didn’t want the Presidio as well. And the 
fire department and all that, they didn’t need a fire department. They 
were supported by the city of San Francisco. It wasn’t to their 
advantage. But Congress collectively wasn’t going to reverse the 
decisions. So Boxer and Pelosi thought they could influence that by 
delaying the funding, which they couldn’t, so it was a year and a half 
before the Park Service got their professional planners in place.  

Now let me digress. Base closure from the military’s perspective is the 
most complex action imaginable. Because the military has all kinds – 
trains and tactical maneuvers and this, attack and defense and on and 
on. Base closure from the military side is the removal of the entire 
population to another location. Now that entire population is not just 
the military organization’s, but also the families of the members of the 
organization. So you got two things – you got two extractions, if you 
will. When you take that military organization from Fort A and you 
locate it in Fort B, you may not have an interruption of service – not 
allowed. They have got to continue to provide full service to all their 
customers throughout that period of time. Ain’t easy.  

At the same time the individuals have got to relocate their families. In 
many installations – not all, but in many, for example the family 
members have jobs in the community — take them out. The children 
go to the community schools and the government pays for them to go 
to school —  take the kids and the money out. Economic impact. Now 
how many of these people live in the community? OK, so now you got 
all these houses going up for sale, you got nobody coming in to buy 
them. Property values – pfft. You’re going to put them over here at 
Fort B. OK, does Fort B have a building for this office? Probably not. 
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And if they do, is it configured to support – do they have any 
particular needs? Fiber optics, lead shielding, you know, the whole 
gamut. If not, you better get that stuff in there before they arrive and 
you got to have it – if it’s, you know, communications security you got 
to have it all certified before they arrive or they can’t move in. And if 
they don’t move in and they’ve already moved out, you don’t have – 
you’ve shut down, and you can’t have that. And of course you’ve got 
the kids going from school to school, you know, so you want to move 
in the summer. Well, everybody can’t move in the summer. 
Somebody’s got to move in the winter. Oh, and where they’re going in 
Fort B, was that already occupied by somebody who’s being moved to 
Fort C? If that’s the case then you got to get them out, but there’s no 
place at Fort C – so you got to build a place at Fort C before you can 
vacate Fort B before you can move the people from Fort A, and their 
kids and dogs. Now that’s just the extraction. Every one of those 
people coming out is a logistics action, right? Move the household 
goods, inspect the quarters, the finance, the personnel, all that stuff, 
but that requires staff support. So you got to keep the staff there until 
after the tenant has left. So the tenant has left, then you got the staff, 
they kind of, you know, trickle out one at a time until it’s just one guy 
left.  

Now you’ve got this fort here with all these buildings – what are you 
going to do with them? Well, the Army doesn’t care. The Army wants 
to dispose of this, this piece of land and these buildings, for as much 
money as they can get. Now that’s not selfish on the Army’s part. 
That’s looking at the interest of the taxpayer. We’re trying to reduce 
the taxpayer’s burden and the federal budget, trying to get money, 
trying to sell this place. So all the time that the Army’s been trying to 
plan this move they’ve been trying to get the community to tell, what 
are you going to do with this? Tell us what you want to do with each 
and every one of these buildings so that we can leave those buildings 
in such a condition to maximize your use. If you have a building and 
you take everything out of it and lock the doors, just walk out, lock the 
doors behind you, and you come back in a year, you might as well tear 
that building down. The pipes are leaking, the hinges won’t turn, the 
insects have chewed through the electrical installation, the building 
may have burned down- all sorts of damage. So we’ve got – before we 
leave the building we’ve got to – what’s the technical word? I’ve lost 
the technical word – in essence, stabilize the building for whatever 
period of time it’s going to be vacant. So we’ve got to know not only 
what are you going to do with it, and when are you going to do it, and 
the community doesn’t know. You may have 28 people that each want 
that building for a different purpose and they’re all competing for 
attention and money, which is not the Army’s problem. It’s the 
community’s problem, you see. BRAC is a two way street. You got 
the Army leaving, you got the community coming in. For the Army, 
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the Army’s mindset is, “Tell me what to do and I’ll do it.” The 
community’s mindset is, “Huh? You want me to do what? I don’t want 
to do that.” Now look at Oakland Army Base – Oakland Army Base, 
closure was fortunate in that it was wholly located within one 
jurisdiction. You ever looked at Fort Ord?  

03-00:30:04 
Rigelhaupt: Near Monterey?  

03-00:30:05 
Galvin: Yeah. Something like – I think there are like, 20 jurisdictions that are 

in that immediate surrounding area that all have an interest in the 
outcome of Fort Ord. You’ve got the communities of Marina, Seaside, 
Salinas, Monterey. You’ve got water districts, school districts, wildlife 
districts, all that have a vested interest. It’s not the Army’s job to get 
them organized. It’s the state’s job. So the Army’s saying, “OK, state, 
give us somebody to talk to. Bring someone to the table that we can 
interact with that can give us the information the Army needs to leave 
the fort in a usable condition.” That ain’t easy. And I did not work Fort 
Ord, friend of mine did. It moved very, very slowly, sometimes it 
moved backwards. They had all kinds of problems there and it was not 
only organizational, it was also environmental. But I don’t want to get 
into Fort Ord. I was very happy not to be involved with Fort Ord. We 
saw some environmental issues at the Presidio. Some of them were 
actual, some of them were only perceived.  

03-00:31:42 
Rigelhaupt: Could you be more specific?  

03-00:31:43 
Galvin: Well, the irony hit me – one of the last things I did before I retired out 

of uniform was to attend a meeting downtown – oh, ABAG, 
Association of Bay Area Governments, and the issue was housing. 
And they weren’t talking about the Presidio, but I brought this point 
out to them, that when you’re looking at housing in the Bay Area 
you’ve got the Presidio there, you’ve got people in the Presidio with 
an annual salary, $6,000, got a wife, maybe a kid – because they’re of 
low rank they’re not high enough in the pecking order to get 
government housing. There were 1,308 housing units on the Presidio. 
If you are a Private or a Private First Class, been in the Army all of the 
year, you’re not getting one of those quarters. What’s the county above 
Marin?  Because that’s probably where you’re going to end up living.  

03-00:33:05 
Rigelhaupt: Sonoma County.  

03-00:33:06 
Galvin: Probably, yeah. And you’re going to ride the bus to work each day. 

You’re never, never going to get to live on the Presidio, and sole 



48 

reason, you’re getting the standard pay for your grade and it’s not 
enough in this community. They were not allowed to build more 
housing on the Presidio. The Army was restricted to a footprint as it 
existed in 1970 whenever President Nixon made his visit out there and 
incorporated the Presidio into the National Park recreation area. That 
was their footprint. They couldn’t expand their footprint. If they 
wanted to put up a new building they had to tear down another 
building. The Park Service had a veto, not only on the footprint, but on 
the architecture. I said if you want to be able to house these people you 
need to get involved, and that was too big. They didn’t want to bother 
with that. And a lot of people said, “Well, the Presidio is too nice 
anyway. It’s a country club out there. They’re soldiers, they shouldn’t 
be living in that palatial enclave.” OK. When the Army got there it 
was the most miserable place on the coast. None of the trees are 
native. They were all planted by hand. It’s sand dunes. That whole 
area is sand dunes. The reason they planted the trees is to keep the land 
from blowing away. The reason they put up their houses was to keep 
the soldiers from deserting to the gold fields. And now they’re saying 
it’s a country club, it’s palatial, they don’t belong out there. So, OK, 
fine, we’re living too high on the hog, all right, just – but then when 
it’s to be closed, it’s a toxic waste dump. Oh, yes, oh, it’s terrible. Oh, 
the environmental contamination, oh, it’s awful! You’ve got to clean 
that up! And I know – my brother-in-law is a contractor by the way 
and he’ll be glad to do it for you. That’s what we were hearing. One 
minute it was too good for us and the next minute it wasn’t good 
enough for them. And we just rolled our eyes, said, “Hey, you know 
what? We’re leaving. You wrestle with it.” Some people went so far as 
to claim that there was nuclear contamination out there that the Army 
was being duplicitous about, concealing, and outright lying. Well, first 
of all, Department of Defense has never, ever admitted the location of 
nuclear weapons. And they say, well, if it’s not there say it’s not there. 
And they said, “No, we don’t do that. We don’t tell you where it’s not, 
we don’t tell you where it is because we don’t want anybody to know 
where they are or aren’t.” They said, “Well, you had missiles out 
there.” “Yeah, we had missiles out there.” “Well, they were most 
likely nuclear.” “No, they weren’t. They were never nuclear missiles 
out there.” But they said, “Not only did you have nuclear missiles out 
there but the rainwater that runs through those old silos is washed 
down to the public health hospital and you’ve contaminated that entire 
hillside and that last remaining natural stream in the county that runs 
along the south edge of the Presidio you’ve contaminated. We said, 
“Show us.” Well, we know it’s there. (laughter) Well, you know 
something we don’t. And those were the sort of – that was the sort of 
things we were watching going on around us. I really thought it was 
strange though when the Sierra Club at first said the place wasn’t fit to 
turn over. Then they wanted the commanding General’s office for 
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theirs. I thought that was kind of a flip-flop. And the Sierra Club was 
out quite a bit; we used to see them quite frequently. I would always 
invite the representatives into my office, you need the fax, you need 
the telephone, you need – go, help yourself. And people would say, 
“Why do you let him in your office?” I said, “Because then I know 
where he is and I know what he’s up to when he’s here.” When I can’t 
see him I don't know what he’s doing, but when he’s here I know what 
he’s doing, so that’s why I’d let him in.  

03-00:38:02 
Rigelhaupt: Now did you have a more intermediary role because you were in the 

civil service rather than being an active duty military representative? 
Were you seen differently? Were you seen as an agent of the Army?  

03-00:38:19 
Galvin: Oh, I was definitely the Army. Yeah, I was the Commanding 

General’s spokesman for base closure. I did all the briefings. Two days 
before Labor Day 1989, September ’89, first Saturday in the month 
they tell me I got to work on Saturday. Normally we didn’t work 
Saturdays. I got to work on Saturday. OK, fine, not a problem. I mean, 
I’d been a soldier all my life, working Saturday wasn’t anything new. 
Secretary of the Army’s coming out, wants a briefing. Fine. No 
problem. He lived right outside the main gate. That was his home, and 
they were home for the holidays. So, there was no rush. We had all 
Saturday morning. The Commanding General, the Deputy 
Commanding General, Chief of Staff, myself, and Mr. Stone were in 
the conference room and I gave him my briefing. I worked for three 
Commanding Generals during base closure, and I think I made them 
all a little nervous in that I didn’t have any notes. The briefing was not 
written down. The first time I gave it in 1989, the first time I gave it I 
had notes. After that I never had notes and it was never the same 
briefing twice, and that made them nervous. But it was just the way 
things had to play out, because I had so much material that I had to 
play to the audience. And I would start – I had a common starting 
point and then whatever they responded to or showed interest in, that’s 
where I would lead the briefing so that I wasn’t wasting their time or 
anybody else’s. So I’m briefing Mr. Stone and he’s very cordial, nice 
guy. And I finish my presentation and then as was my custom I went 
to the wall and I sat down behind the guests so that my boss is sitting 
on the other side of the table, can see me and I can see my boss and I 
can hear everything the guest is saying. And all of a sudden (laughter) 
Mr. Stone just swivels around and he says to me, Would you explain 
this to my wife?” And I said, “Pardon me?” He said, “We get asked at 
cocktail parties and receptions about base closure. This is the first time 
I’ve ever heard it where it made sense. Would you explain it to my 
wife?” I said, “OK. Monday’s a holiday, there’s nobody in here. 
Tuesday be all right?” He said, “Yeah, Tuesday.” So Tuesday morning 
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we had Mrs. Stone come in and I think we spent about three hours 
with her going over base closure. She was a delightful lady. That was 
the level we were working at.   

03-00:41:24 
Rigelhaupt: Now how would you compare the Presidio’s closing to other base 

closings? I mean, you mentioned Fort Ord was a bit more complex.  

03-00:41:32 
Galvin: Well, there are a lot of things that come into play. And first of all, at 

the macro level base closure is fairly straightforward and simple. 
You’re either going to do one of three things – you’re going to close 
the base, which means you’re going to take every activity out, you’re 
going to reduce the base which means you’re going to take some 
activities out, or you’re going to increase the base which means they’re 
going to gain activities. And those three things, those three actions are 
distinct – I mean are different from each other. Certain actions are 
required. In each of those, beyond that personalities come into play. 
For example, I saw some instances in the first round of closures where 
the Base Commander – this is not necessarily the Presidio – Base 
Commander took it personal. A military commander – his organization 
is part of – he’s part of his organization. It’s a symbiotic relationship. 
They become very deeply entwined. So here is this officer who has 
spent 25, 30 years in uniform, is now commander of all the surveys. 
It’s all his. He’s responsible for all of it. Oh, and by the way, we’re 
doing away with it. Yeah, OK, right? That’s like having your children 
say, off to the home dad. I actually heard one say, well, if they don’t 
get off this we’ll just burn the place down. We’ll walk out and let them 
have the ashes. That was perhaps a little extreme. Others might go into 
denial and take no action, just do nothing, just, OK, I retire in two 
years, next guy can worry about it. I ain’t doing nothing. Hopefully – 
and I think what occurred in most of the instances, in the vast majority, 
Commander took this as a new mission. It now became his job to 
execute a successful either closure, reduction, or increase. To do that 
he has got to interface with everybody else that’s impacted. Now 
you’ve got a Commander who’s got to interface with, well, let’s say 
the mayor. OK, now we assume they already know each other. We 
hope they like each other. But you know, in some cases mayors can be 
hard to deal with and maybe they haven’t had a good relationship. 
That means that one of them has got to make an extra effort, because 
it’s in both parties’ interests for a success. We used to say many times 
it makes no difference what the Army does, they’re going to get 
blamed. Ten years from now someone will blame the Army for 
something that’s gone wrong five years after they left. Accept that, 
don’t even try to fix it. Just accept that and get on with the job. I told 
you some of the things that the Army’s challenged with is not only the 
relocation. It’s the maintenance. It’s ongoing maintenance. It’s the 
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preparation for future use. It’s the environmental cleanup. It’s the 
handoff to the new owners. And a lot of people just glance or brush on 
by this because some of the issues are so small, like law enforcement. 
Law enforcement does not just – one guy stops at midnight, the next 
guy picks up at midnight. That ain’t going to – when you change 
jurisdictions you’ve got to prep the new guy before he’s responsible. 
What we did at the Presidio, we had – I think it was a four month 
phase. First month, Park police rode in the backseat of the MP car. 
Second month, and maybe it was – but basically what it was, the Park 
police presence increased as the military presence decreased. So it 
went from the backseat to the front seat. Then we went from the 
military car to the parked police car, then the military guy went from 
the front seat to the backseat, and then he got out – voila. We had 
seamless transition. They were now in charge. They were familiar with 
everything on the Presidio that worked. But in the very beginning that 
was something we hadn’t even though of yet, and I mean that was just 
one of those little things that’s way down the road but if you forget it, 
the day we took the flag down – and they did. It was a ceremony. So in 
June of ’95, took the flag down, folded it up, the band struck up, and 
all the soldiers marched out of the front gate of the Presidio. Then we 
turned around and came back and went up to the club. And while we 
were up in the club sipping and nibbling we heard the announcement 
on the radio of the vote on Oakland Army Base. Oh, my God.  

03-00:47:41 
Rigelhaupt: Let’s stay with the Presidio for a while. How would you characterize 

the relationship between the Presidio in the years you were there and 
the city of San Francisco?  

03-00:47:50 
Galvin: Ups and downs. And it depended on who you were dealing with. 

Mayor Feinstein used to love to come on the Presidio and use the 
tennis courts. Sometimes she wouldn’t have a reservation and the 
police would have to go by and say, “Ma’am, can you not  - they’ve 
got the reservation now; could you come back later?” But she was OK, 
she was good. We interfaced primarily with the planning commission, 
and they had a hard time finding their place around the table. They felt 
that they were a stakeholder, a shareholder if you will, that they had a 
vote or a veto. And I told them no. You’re welcome to come into the 
room, you’re welcome to listen to everything that’s said. You’re not 
entitled to talk. You don’t have a voice here. We want you to be 
informed, we want you to be educated, but you don’t get to tell us – 
and I said the Army and the Park Service are doing this hand off. You 
don’t have anything to say about it. One thing that did come up was 
the size of the couplings on the fire hydrants. The hose couplings on 
our trucks were not exactly the same as the hose couplings on the San 
Francisco fire trucks. And the city of San Francisco was apprehensive 
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that at some point in the future they would have to come and address a 
fire on the Presidio and that was an issue with them. We said, “OK, we 
can work with that.” Emergency ambulance service. We did it with 
Letterman, Letterman was going away. The Park Service said, “What 
do we do?” We said we can work with that. But it was between the 
Army and the Park Service. Now what the Park Service did with the 
city, that was their business. As long as it didn’t impact us we let them 
make whatever arrangements they want to do, but we would not allow 
the city to involve the Army. Part of the problem was there were 
people that wanted the Army to spend money that the Army didn’t 
want to spend and wasn’t required to spend, and didn’t have enough to 
go around. So were being very careful about where we spent our 
money. The city wanted money spent and we said, talk to the Park 
Service. Now, years later, the Army is still funneling money to the 
park service. The Army ain’t happy about it. The quote “great 
economics” to be realized by closing the Presidio, the taxpayers took a 
bath.  

03-00:51:00 
Rigelhaupt: I would like to get there. With the closure did you have a sense of how 

big of an economic impact it would be on San Francisco? Because the 
questions of economic impact as you mentioned is a real central issue 
in base closings.  

03-00:51:17 
Galvin: We had numbers and I honestly don’t remember what those numbers 

looked like.  

03-00:51:24 
Rigelhaupt: But you would say smaller than the impact, percentage, in scale than 

say, closing Fort Ord would have in the Monterey area.  

03-00:51:34 
Galvin: I would say that, yeah.   

03-00:51:36 
Rigelhaupt: San Francisco’s economy was just bigger, stronger, more diverse than 

smaller cities near military bases.  

03-00:51:43 
Galvin: Yeah. And again, we had 1,300 families in residence. The rest of the 

workforce lived in the community. So I guess market-wise, the 
domestic consumption, I don’t think had – the school districts, yeah. 
They were going to take a hit. Major? I don’t believe so.   

03-00:52:21 
Rigelhaupt: Now another part of the process in the implementation of the base 

closures and the commissions is this idea of staying above politics, in 
theory.  
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03-00:52:31 
Galvin: In theory.   

03-00:52:32 
Rigelhaupt: Other than the delay you described from Boxer and Pelosi budgeting 

the Park Service to actually begin the implementation of closing the 
Presidio, were there political issues in that sense that came up?   

03-00:52:46 
Galvin: Yes. But I don't know that they were economic. Because we were 

closing the base we were required to relocate all the Reserve units. 
Moving Reserve units is far different than moving active Army units. 
You take a Reserve unit across a Congressional boundary you’ve got 
to get Congressional input and approval. When the initial decision 
came out and they said, close the Presidio, we said, “What do you 
want us to do with the reserves?” And I swear the gentleman’s reply 
was, “Shut up and sit down.” That’s what the guy told me. Yeah, shut 
up and sit down. And fortunately a friend held my hand as I reached 
for a chair because I was going to throw the chair at him. We finally 
addressed that. And our solution was to lease back from the Park 
Service the Reserve facilities because the alternative was to go into the 
city and county of San Francisco and try to buy like acreage. Yeah, 
exactly, you can’t. I mean, it doesn’t exist. But this was something – it 
took us several years and a lot of negotiation back and forth with the 
Park Service as to where we could put the Reserve units in the new 
Presidio that belonged to the Park Service.  

03-00:54:27 
Rigelhaupt: Other than so-called nuclear waste (laughter), or nuclear anything - 

who knows if it was waste or it wasn’t – were there any major 
environmental issues that came up in the Presidio?  

03-00:54:43 
Galvin: There were. If I remember the number correctly I think there were 

eight landfills that needed to be severely cleaned. Oh, things like car 
batteries and debris and – and there had been a fuel spill at the POL 
yard. POL is Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants. There had been two, 
large, vertical, above-ground storage tanks down on the waterfront. 
That had leaked at one time and a lot of fuel had gotten out, and that 
had to be cleaned up. Those tanks are long gone. And that leak 
occurred in – god, I remember the year because I spent most of the 
weekend down there. They were one of my activities, like I really 
needed a leaky fuel tank. So that was like, in 19 – I want to say ’80, 
these two tanks. What we did, we tried to cross level the fuel from one 
to the other. We had the fire trucks going down there every 30 minutes 
and hosing it down with foam. We finally salvaged most of the fuel, 
but there was a lot that leaked out.  
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03-00:56:05 
Rigelhaupt: Now is this one of those instances in which the public surrounding San 

Francisco was well aware that this leak had taken place or the Army 
was able to keep it contained both physically and —  

03-00:56:17 
Galvin: We contained it physically, yeah. We contained it physically and we 

cleaned it up. Did we broadcast it? I don’t think so. No reason to.   

03-00:56:33 
Rigelhaupt: And unlike – unlike it occurring somewhere where people could see it, 

it was somewhere that it wasn’t necessarily going to be noticed by the 
general public.  

03-00:56:44 
Galvin: No.  

03-00:56:49 
Rigelhaupt: Now some of the other thing’s I’ve read that come up with – actually 

I’m going to pause, change tapes and I’m going to follow up.  

03-00:56:54 
Galvin: OK.   

[Audio File 4] 

04-00:00:07 
Rigelhaupt: So one of the things I’ve read about that has come up during the base 

closing process are issues with wildlife and property – property also in 
the sense of historical preservation. Now it sounds like with the 
Presidio those weren’t going to be major issues because the Park 
Service was going to take it over.  

04-00:00:27 
Galvin: Well, the historical artifacts did become an issue because the Army felt 

that some of the artifacts were more related to the Army than to the 
Presidio, and the Army said, “Those things we’re taking with us.” So 
there was some back and forth.   

04-00:00:49 
Rigelhaupt: What were some of the things the Army ended up taking?  

04-00:00:51 
Galvin: Oh, trying to – I honestly don’t remember specifically. There may 

have been some cannon. I think they took the tank, the old Walker 
Bulldog tank that they said – had no Presidio relationship. It was Army 
specific, if you will. The wildlife, as I remember – I think there was 
some creature, I don’t remember if it was a snake or an insect or what 
– that existed nowhere else in the world except on the Presidio over in 
the southwest corner of the Presidio, along that – I’m trying to 
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remember the name of the Lobos Creek, sitting here and I can’t. And a 
species of manzanita that grows nowhere else except there on the 
Presidio. And of course the first question the reporters asked was, 
“Where?” and the response says, “We’re not telling you because we 
don’t want you to go to it.” So the wildlife and all was not contentious. 
There was no action required on the Army’s part. The artifacts, yeah, 
there were some negotiations that had to take place.  

04-00:02:25 
Rigelhaupt: And do you think some of the wildlife and environmental issues that 

came up were reflective of the politics in the region more so, or had 
they come up at, you know, bases in South Dakota or something along 
those lines?   

04-00:02:41 
Galvin: The environmental – some of the environmental issues I felt were 

peculiar to the Bay Area. Now I don't know what took place in South 
Dakota, although I know there was the infamous Jefferson proving 
ground in Indiana. Was supposedly so contaminated that the only thing 
they could do with it was fence it. But I saw some – oh, what do I want 
to say? Posturing by various parties regarding environmental cleanup 
that I felt was just bogus. It was just an attempt to get money. It wasn’t 
necessary at all.   

04-00:03:31 
Rigelhaupt: Did that come from local city governments? Interest groups like the 

Sierra -  

04-00:03:36 
Galvin: Interest groups. ARC.  

04-00:03:41 
Rigelhaupt: I don't know ARC.  

04-00:03:43 
Galvin: I think – well, the last time I encountered them it was A-R-K. When 

the Presidio was closing it was ACRC, Arms Control Research 
Council I think was what they called themselves in the early ‘90s. In 
the late ‘90s it went to ARC, pronounced “ark.” Their favorite target 
though was the Navy. They would litigate at the drop of a hat and take 
the Navy to court, sue for damages, on and on and on and on. Yeah, I 
just – I’m not a big fan of ARC.  

04-00:04:38 
Rigelhaupt: So there was – I mean in your opinion a whole lot of legitimacy to 

what they were doing in the Presidio or is it that they slowed down the 
process, or both?   
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04-00:04:48 
Galvin: It’s both. They impeded the process with bogus statements, and I don’t 

remember if there was any litigation regarding the Presidio, because 
that would have been outside of our periphery. We would not have 
gotten directly involved in that. But a lot of the allegations that were 
made about prior activities were – you know, I shouldn’t use the word 
“fraud” but that’s what I feel. I mean it had nothing to do with 
environment. It was for litigation purposes.   

04-00:05:32 
Rigelhaupt: Did you get a sense of whose interest ARC thought they were serving?   

04-00:05:39 
Galvin: Well, my impression was they portrayed themselves as the last 

defender of mother Earth, but I think they were serving their own best 
interest.   

04-00:05:56 
Rigelhaupt: What do you remember about the formation of the Presidio trust?   

04-00:06:06 
Galvin: That was outside our area of interest. If you will, that was on the other 

side of the Park Service and that didn’t impact us. I come from that 
school of thought that less government is better government, and I 
thought it was more for public consumption. It’s another committee 
and I’m not big on committees. I have no idea how successful they’ve 
been, I honestly don’t. I have no idea. I wish them luck and I hope 
they’re successful because I want to see the Presidio survive as a 
government enclave. Not a government enclave, but as federal land 
available to the public rather than being high rises like you see down 
near Marina Park, is it?  

04-00:07:07 
Rigelhaupt: Just on the other side of Fort Mason if you – at the end of Van Ness.  

04-00:07:11 
Galvin: Yeah. That’s what I don’t want to see, those high rises. And I know 

the developers would be out there in a heartbeat. So for the Presidio 
Trust, I hope it works if that’s the best they can come up with, but, not 
in my backyard so to speak. It’s not of interest to me.  

04-00:07:34 
Rigelhaupt: Well, part of their mandate was, you know, that the reuse of bases is 

supposed to generate money.  

04-00:07:43 
Galvin: Yes. 
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04-00:07:44 
Rigelhaupt: And from what I’ve read, that they were supposed to be 100% self-

sufficient in 12 years and 80% self-sufficient after five. Did you ever 
sense that this was normal and feasible? And was this done in a similar 
fashion at other bases?   

04-00:08:01 
Galvin: I don't know that it was attempted at other bases because, again, what 

we had here was what we call an inter-government transfer, and that 
never should have taken place in the first place. The sense I got at the 
beginning, and of course we were constantly asking the Park Service, 
what are you going to do with this building? Please tell us. I mean, we 
would get on our knees and beg, please tell us what you want this 
building to be for so we can fix it, so we can leave it in a good 
condition for you.” And more pipe dreams than you could ever 
imagine. What I do recall is they offered – I think they wanted to lease 
Letterman Hospital to University of California, and I know there was a 
dollar figure in there and I don’t remember the dollar figure. But in 
addition to leasing it, before you could occupy it you had to do 
asbestos abatement, you had to do handicap access, you had to do 
seismic retrofit, and I can’t remember the fourth one. You got 
handicap, asbestos, seismic – there was a fourth requirement and I 
can’t remember what it was. And the new tenant had to do all that up 
front, and you could only have a five year lease. And I’m thinking, 
“They are not businesspeople, the Park Service.” God love them, 
they’re my federal cousins, they are not businesspeople. They are not 
businesspeople. You’ve got to think not like a Rolls Royce salesman 
who knows you have unlimited funds. You’ve got to think like a Kia 
salesman. Get them in the car and then sell them the upgraded model 
down the road. That’s not what they do. And I think there are a lot of 
creative ways – I understand, you got to do the asbestos and the 
handicap and the seismic and that fourth one that we can’t remember. 
You got to do that. So why not advance them the money and then let 
them pay it back over a period of time? Why make them pay it up 
front on a short lease? No, no, give them a long lease. Give them time 
to recoup their money. And we know what happened to Letterman 
Hospital, right? It ain’t I’ll tell you a funny story, how things come 
around full circle. When I was working at Oakland - after I left the 
Presidio I’m over at Oakland. This is the late ‘90s. The second section 
of the Sunday Chronicle does a full page layout on the proposals to 
redevelop the Northeast Quadrant of the Presidio. That’s where 
Letterman and LAIR were. And there’s two architectural drawings of 
the two proposals that are in contention. Now they had gone through, 
like, 100 proposals and they had whittled it down to these two. One 
was backed by Shorenson, I think that’s - 

04-00:11:40 
Rigelhaupt: Shorenstein. 
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04-00:11:41 
Galvin: Yeah. One was his proposal and the other was Spielberg’s.   

04-00:11:49 
Rigelhaupt: Lucas.  

04-00:11:50 
Galvin: Lucas. Lucas, I’m sorry, yeah, Lucas. So you got Lucas and 

Shorenstein, and they ain’t the same. Now my daughter, my elder 
daughter, worked – still does – works for Ginsler Associates. You 
familiar with them? Down at number two Harrison, fourth floor above 
Gordon Biersch. You know Gordon Biersch, yeah, OK. She’s their 
facilities manager now, but she had a different job back then. So I get 
this – and I mean this is interesting to me. You know, the Presidio – I 
had a love affair with the Presidio. I lived there a long time and I really 
loved it. So I say to her, “Who’s going to win? Who do you think is 
going to win? You work for an architect, who do you think is going to 
win?” She says, “I don’t care.” I understand that, I know you don’t 
have a vested interest in it, but who do you think is going to win? She 
says, “I don’t care.” She can be very stubborn and very close with her 
information. And I’m getting a little exasperated here. I said, “Who do 
you think is going to get the contract?” She says, “I don’t care, either 
way I win.” I go, “Huh?” She said, “Both of those were drawn by my 
studio.” She had two architectural teams in her – she was like the 
studio manager. She’s not an architect but she was like the den mother 
for two groups. She said, “The damnable part is we can’t pin up 
pictures on the wall because the other team might see them.” So she 
had two teams working for her – one was doing Lucas and one was 
doing Shorenstein. She says, “I don’t care who wins. I win anyway!” 
(laughter)  

04-00:13:38 
Rigelhaupt: Well, and now Yoda’s out front so we know -  

04-00:13:41 
Galvin: Oh, is he? (laughter)   

04-00:13:42 
Rigelhaupt: We know who won.   

04-00:13:45 
Galvin: Yes. But – oh, you asked me before about politics, and there was one 

other quasi-political event. The original direction to the Presidio to 
close and move 6th Army was close the Presidio, take headquarters 6th 
US Army and put them at Fort Carson, Colorado. OK, now you got to 
do some mental geography. You got to see the western United States 
in your mind. 6th Army controlled the Reserves, the Army Reserves, 
and oversaw the training of the National Guard in 12 western states. 
There’s a principle in military operations that the Commander should 
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always locate himself where he can best influence the action of his 
subordinates. In other words, be in the middle where you can be seen 
or be someplace and have your flag up so they can find you. Of all the 
Reserves and the National Guard in the 12 western states, two-thirds of 
them live within 50 miles of the Pacific Ocean. The Commanding 
General’s office is smack in the middle of that strip, right? And where 
are we going to move it to? The other side of the Rockies, east of the 
Rockies are 12% of his subordinates, and we’re going to put him from 
smack in the middle all the way over there. I heard little old ladies 
from Congressional staffs mumble obscenities under their breath when 
I would point this out. Now where else could you move them to? First 
place that comes to mind is Fort Lewis, but you’ve already got a Three 
Star General up there and he’s active Army. He’s a Corps 
Commander. A Corps is subordinate to an Army. So if you put the 
Army headquarters up there – but he can’t control an active Army base 
because he’s Program 5 money. You got a subordinate General in a 
position above someone who he’s subordinate to. Superior to a 
subordinate. So, OK, we figured that ain’t going to work. The only 
other place is Fort Ord, which was not on the closure list. The fellow 
who was the garrison Commander at Fort Ord at that time I had 
worked for in Texas in the early ‘70s. So we drive down to see him, 
and we talk and we say, “Here’s what we’re thinking.” And he could 
work. Good work, could be made to happen. So we’re trying to come 
up with alternatives to offer to Washington. We cannot recommend 
that we stay at the Presidio. That’s the one thing we cannot say 
because it’s direct contradiction to what they told us, the one thing we 
cannot say. But we can say anything else. Everybody knows Fort 
Carson’s stupid. Fort Lewis is not going to fit. Fort Ord puts us along 
the Pacific Rim. We think that makes sense but we need some support, 
because they’re not going to listen to the munchkins like us. The new 
Commanding General of Forces Command has just been put in 
position, hasn’t yet been promoted to Four Stars. He’s still wearing 
three stars and he’s doing a tour around his new domain and he’s 
coming in for a visit. We’re going to pitch it to him, going to see if 
this’ll fly. So he comes in, seat him down and we give him this pitch 
that the smart thing is to keep us on the Pacific Coast and if we can’t 
be here we should be at Fort Ord. He says, “Yeah. Makes perfect 
sense.” He then travels down to Fort Ord. We’d put together a detailed 
message for his signature to the Army Chief of Staff. I think it ran six, 
seven, eight pages. I mean, we went into detail. All the things, the 
savings. The reply was about two lines long and it could be 
paraphrased as, “Sit down and shut up.” Now the new FORSCOM 
Commander, that was Colin Powell. And he was the one who was told 
to sit down and shut up (laughter).  

04-00:18:48 
Rigelhaupt: So where did that order come from?   
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04-00:18:50 
Galvin: The Army Chief of Staff.   

04-00:18:56 
Rigelhaupt: And while certainly you’ve expressed that it didn’t make a lot of sense 

to move east of the Rockies, what was the Army Chiefs of Staff's logic 
of moving there?   

04-00:19:08 
Galvin: That was the commission’s recommendation. That’s all the logic he 

needed. So then – see, what we didn’t know, and what no one had told 
us or General Powell, Fort Ord was going to be on the next closure list. 
They could have said, “It ain’t going to work because there’s a list 
coming out.” We would have said, “OK, got it.” But they wouldn’t tell 
us that. Fort Ord comes out on the list we said, “Oh, OK, now we 
understand.” So we keep looking around. The list that had Fort Ord on 
it also had Moffett Field on it. We did some quick arithmetic. We 
figured we could save $16 million by moving to Moffett, and that’s 
doing numbers just on one sheet of paper, without spending a lot of 
time. Real quick, 16 million. The response we got from the Army was, 
“We find that much at the end of the day when we round out the 
figures.” Now I’m getting wheezy. $16 million and it means nothing to 
them. I didn’t realize the realms that they worked in at the Pentagon. 
So we said, “OK,” but we were going to pursue it. We did a detailed 
study. We went down to Moffett Field, we talked to the Navy 
Commander, he said, “Yeah, I’m leaving, I’m taking all this stuff out 
of here. It’s going to be an Air National Guard unit and a Navy 
Reserve unit. You can have everything else.” The only thing we were 
going to have to do is take the ship pictures off the wall and repaint the 
curb from blue to red. That was it. Everything else – they were going 
to leave the furniture for us and everything. Great. We wouldn’t have 
to relocate our people. It was still within a commuting distance, 
everything was going to be fine. We sent that recommendation. 
Secretary of Defense bought it. That became Department of Defense 
recommendation for the next base closure round, which was going to 
be ’93. About that same time, Mr. Stone retired – or resigned – as 
Secretary of the Army, came home to San Francisco. So the locals 
said, “Hey, we want to put you in charge of a committee, you know, to 
save 6th Army.” So I said, “Fine.” The Department of Defense 
recommended to the ’93 commission that 6th Army not go to Fort 
Carson, go to Moffett Field. The Commission, after hearing from the 
locals, said, “We’ll go you one better, they’ll stay at the Presidio.” We 
said, “Hey, works for us.” So that was the ’93 recommendation. 
Headquarters 6th Army and Readiness Group, Presidio, San Francisco, 
stay on the Presidio. They own the buildings, they lease the land. Park 
Service says, you know, that’s a building we don’t have to worry 
about, that’s fine, that’s golden. And then the Army and Congress got 
in a – what’s the polite word? Contest. And what they were fighting 
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over were general officer billets. Congress said you had too many 
Generals and the Army said, “Fine, we’ll pull the two flags down.” 
And what they did, they did away with 6th Army and they did away 
with – actually it was 2nd Army but they – the one that was in the 
Northeast, they did away with that. Left the one in Georgia, and they 
left the one in Texas. Those are two Three Star headquarters. They 
said, “We’re going to do away with those commands.” That was 
in ’94. ’95, 6th Army took the flag down, went away. Prior to that we 
had to transfer all our operations, all our missions, to 5th Army. The 
Army – respective Army headquarters had similar mission but they 
involved different functions. In Texas you don’t have that many 
earthquakes. In California you don’t have that many chili bean fires, 
you know? Same kind of thing, it’s natural disasters but they’re of 
different scope. 5th Army received no additional manpower or 
equipment. We had a truck that was off the books, a command vehicle. 
We gave them that. That was the only thing they got. But they picked 
up the mission for 12 additional states, to include forest fires and 
earthquakes, which they had never dealt with before.  

04-00:24:17 
Rigelhaupt: So an earthquake – the ability to respond to earthquakes from a 

national – that would have supported FEMA or supported any sort of 
national response now went from California to Texas, because they 
have a lot of earthquakes in Texas.   

04-00:24:32 
Galvin: Yeah. And all the way up to North Dakota.   

04-00:24:34 
Rigelhaupt: Again, earthquake country.   

04-00:24:37 
Galvin: Yeah. And the people from Texas that came out when they were given 

the briefing of what their responsibilities were going to be, their eyes 
just rolled back in their head. They said, “We can’t do –“ we were in 
California if there was an earthquake – what was the one in Los 
Angeles?  

04-00:24:56 
Rigelhaupt: Northridge.  

04-00:24:57 
Galvin: Northridge. We had a team, a control team, on the ground that day and 

we had to bring them out – some of the people were in Washington 
state in the morning and we had them on the ground at Northridge 
functioning, controlling assets before sundown. And I think that was in 
January too. And we’ve explained this to the people from Texas and 
they said, “Ain’t no way. It can’t be done.” But that was their mission. 
We said, good luck.   
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04-00:25:30 
Rigelhaupt: Well, actually speaking of earthquakes, what sort of Army resources 

were implemented from the Presidio in ’89 during the Loma Prieta—   

04-00:25:43 
Galvin: From Loma Prieta? The ambulances and the fire trucks down into the 

Marina, Presidio. The casualties were evacuated to Letterman. But we 
had an area mission, so it wasn’t just the Presidio resources. We 
controlled all the DOD resources and we put a control team out. So, 
we could pick up the phone and we could call Fort Carson, Fort Ord, 
Fort Lewis, White Sands, Fort Huachuca. We’d call for assets, and 
Navy and Air Force and Marines from anywhere in the 12 state area.  

04-00:26:30 
Rigelhaupt: So helicopters, trucks, food, water could be quickly brought into a 

disaster area.   

04-00:26:38 
Galvin: Yeah. And we could be doing it that day.   

04-00:26:44 
Rigelhaupt: And at Letterman you probably had Army doctors that had seen 

traumatic injuries from combat that were experienced in dealing with 
the similar type of injuries that probably follow the earthquake. So 
having the Presidio was a big asset to San Francisco.   

04-00:26:59 
Galvin: Oh, yes. Well, there was another aspect of the hospital. Letterman was 

not technically a hospital. Letterman was an Army Medical Center - in 
the hierarchy of medical facilities that’s the top. Walter Reed is one. 
You got one in San Antonio, Brooke. God, I’m trying to remember – I 
don’t remember what’s out west anymore. But each of these medical 
centers had its own specialty. Brooke in San Antonio is the burn 
center. Letterman was a psychiatric center. Army doctors would come 
to Letterman to do their psychiatric residency, and while they were 
there they would also train at University of California, San Francisco, 
Stanford, and student doctors from Stanford and University of 
California, San Francisco, would also train at Letterman. So there was 
a rotation amongst those three. The day they made up the intern 
training list and didn’t put Letterman on there was the day the Presidio 
was irretrievable. Up until that point it was retrievable, but once they 
said, “No more psychiatric interns,” there was no turning back. 
Couldn’t save it. And that took place in, I want to say ’91. And it 
wasn’t announced and only people who were close enough to it to 
understand the impact of it were aware of it, but it was never 
announced. But it was just like a meeting was held and nothing was 
done and the Presidio was too late.  
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04-00:28:58 
Rigelhaupt: So the medical training was a big part of the Presidio.   

04-00:29:01 
Galvin: It was the one thing – the problem was once we went a year with no 

interns, with no psychiatric interns, we lost the accreditation. We lost 
the connection with Stanford and University of California, and you 
couldn’t get it back.   

04-00:29:31 
Rigelhaupt: And did the Army move its psychiatric training somewhere else?   

04-00:29:34 
Galvin: Yes. I don't know where.   

04-00:29:44 
Rigelhaupt: Well, let’s switch gears and talk a little bit about Oakland, and just 

maybe start the narrative today and then we’ll get into the details 
tomorrow. Could you describe – you mentioned hearing that Oakland 
was going to be closing and then your first – the beginning of your 
working at the Oakland Army Base.   

04-00:30:05 
Galvin: Well, I was at the Presidio. I was working in resource management. 

We were closing. I was going to have to do something. That job was 
going away. I was going to have to, as I said, do something. Not 
enough time to retire, and I didn’t want to go to Oakland. And it was 
sheer snobbery. You know, people in San Francisco look down on 
Oakland. OK, I confess, I looked down on Oakland. I didn’t want to 
go to Oakland Army Base. Did I mention that I went AWOL from 
Oakland Army Base back in ’63? Yeah, when I was waiting for the 
ship. They had us in the barracks there and they said, “OK, you know 
the ship leaves tomorrow,” or the next day, “You’re all confined.” And 
I’m sitting there thinking, “This is dumb. I’m sitting here, I got 
nothing to do. I want to go to Korea.” That tells you how much fun I 
had when I was in Oklahoma. When I was in Oklahoma and they 
called my name out, people on either side of me in formation pulled 
out their money clips and started counting out money, they wanted to 
go back to Korea and take my place (laughter). I thought, “No, I want 
to go to Korea.” I was young, adventurous. But I don’t want to sit on 
this foot locker for two days. So I changed my clothes, walked out the 
gate, went over to San Francisco and I saw Alcatraz and I rode a 
trolley – cable car, I got something to eat and I got some books to read 
on the ship, and come evening I went back and went in. Nobody had 
missed me. And I was AWOL all day, I’ll admit it. Can’t do anything 
to me about it now.  

But I didn’t want to go back (laughter) now that I was grown up. And 
then someone came to me, who had worked at the Presidio and who 
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had gone over there, and said, “Look, there’s this guy in resource 
management, he wants to retire and he’d been offered a bonus to retire, 
but he had to have somebody taking his place.” “Why don’t you just 
come over and meet him and see the place.” OK, so I went over. OK. 
So I agreed to go over there and I transferred over there in May of ’95. 
And I went in to the – I can’t remember the name. It was a three-
person office, I think. It was management unit, working in resource 
management, running statistics and periodical reports and that sort of 
thing. I was there two weeks and they were put on the closure list. 
Base closure, when you’re in the middle of it, wears on the soul. It’s a 
sad activity. It’s a lot of unpleasant choices that have to be made. It 
just wears you down after a while, and I had already been in it about 
six years and I didn’t – I’m thinking – and one of the reasons I went to 
Oakland was that it wasn’t on the list. Its sister installation, Bayonne, 
New Jersey, was on the list. Oakland wasn’t. So I said, “OK, well, I’ll 
come.” So I went over there. Two weeks later the commission adds 
them to the list over the Army’s objections. Over the pleading of the 
Army Chief of Staff to not put them – they put Oakland on the list. 
OK. Anybody ever done this before? I have (laughter).  

There was a position created by legislation in the – I think it was 
the ’93 Congressional legislation creating a position called the Base 
Transition Coordinator. This was something new. In fact, we didn’t 
know what it meant. And this was supposed to be some guy who was 
neither fish nor fowl, who was in the middle, who could represent the 
interests of both parties, where necessary bring them together, where 
necessary unknot them, untangle them, get them back on track, and 
just be an honest broker. I didn’t think we really needed one at the 
Presidio because our destiny was predetermined, all we had to do was 
keep the wolves away from the door. But in some instances, in some 
locations, there was contention between the giving and the receiving 
party. And that’s what the Base Transition Coordinator was supposed 
to be for. So I was nominated to be the Base Transition Coordinator. 
Now all the other coordinators for all the other places on the list that 
year had already been brought back to Washington and trained and 
anointed, but since we were added late I missed that. So I had to play 
catch-up. I got some help from the Base Transition Coordinator at 
Treasure Island. I can’t remember his name. One of the funniest 
individuals I’ve ever encountered, young Navy officer. Great, sharp 
mind, great guy, and I can’t remember his name and that’s a failure I 
have with names. But, we got to work, basically what we did. The first 
thing, our first challenge was where are we going to move to? So we 
did a quick study and we looked at the various Army bases. We looked 
at what our requirements were, because up until that point what we did 
at Oakland Army Base had to be done there at dockside, so to speak. 
But now we had technology. We had internet and computers and 
yadda, yadda, yadda. We could do our job from New Mexico. We 
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didn’t have to be dockside. We could be anywhere. So we looked at 
various Army bases and I think we came up with five that we thought 
were suitable candidates, that we could do the job from, and we 
submitted that information up to the Department of the Army. And of 
course then we waited for the commission decision, which I told you 
came down while we were drinking at the Presidio (laughter). And 
we’re still waiting for, OK, we were voted for closure. What kind of 
annoyed me was the vote to close the Presidio was by a margin of one, 
and that one vote was a former Commander of the 1st Infantry Division 
who should have understood the importance of having a government 
owned dock on the Pacific Coast. That was the only one. We had 
plenty on the East Coast, so you could close Bayonne, that’s not a 
problem. That’s the only one we had on the West Coast and he voted 
to close. So I can’t remember his name, but I’ve never forgiven him. 
So we said, OK, we’re voted for closure, where are we going? The 
Army withheld that decision for – God, a year and a half or two years, 
and the excuse that I was given, they did not want to appear to endorse 
the campaign or election of any one particular Congressman. Because 
it was a whole cubby of Congressmen came out of the woodwork 
wanting Military Traffic Management command headquarters in 
Oakland to go to their district. How much did they want? The 
Congressman from Charleston, South Carolina, offered the Army rent 
free office space downtown until facilities could be built at Charleston 
Naval Base. Free rent, and we’ll build the building for you. Well, so 
the Army said no, they wouldn’t tell us where they were going. They 
finally decided on Fort Eustis, which was not on our list (laughter). 
But was not surprising because Fort Eustis is the transportation school 
and they had put up new facilities there. But since then, since closure 
that command has been morphed and twisted and turned and relocated 
several times, which has nothing to do with the actual closure process 
except that it delayed the personal planning for a lot of people because 
they didn’t know where they were going to. So when they were asked, 
“Are you going with us?” They didn’t have an answer.  

04-00:39:24 
Rigelhaupt: Let’s go backwards. The Oakland Army Base I think opened eight 

days after Pearl Harbor, and I’m wondering what you heard about its 
history and its inception and its role during World War II and the years 
after?   

04-00:39:43 
Galvin: Have you seen the video? Because I just realized I’ve got the video at 

the house, which I will loan to you if you’ll send it back to me. The 
port of embarkation was Fort Mason. Fort Mason was not sufficient to 
handle the workload for World War II. They figured that out real fast, 
and that’s why they built Oakland Army Base and then moved the 
headquarters from Fort Mason to Oakland Army Base. And what I was 
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told, the headquarters building at Oakland Army Base, Building One, 
it was built over the weekend on mud flats. The blueprint is that of a 
hospital, or was that of a hospital. The reason being they had one and 
they didn’t have time to draw new blueprints. Somebody said, “I need 
a building this big,” and they said, “That would be a hospital, here’s 
your blueprint, go to work.” Now I don't know, were you ever in 
Building One before it came down? Wide corridors, ramps, big 
elevators, rooms on the hallway with windows if you will, maternity 
wards, which in some cases is very apropos. But that was the story. It 
went up quick. The warehouses across the street, tremendous – I don't 
know if they’re still there or not. I don't know if they took those down 
or if they’re still up. You know the building I’m talking about?  

04-00:41:38 
Rigelhaupt: I’m not sure which ones but there are definitely still some buildings 

up.   

04-00:41:41 
Galvin: These are long – trying to think how long they were. Oh, had to be 

close to a quarter-mile long, single story. There are timbers in there 
that are like, 12 by 12s. And the day they start taking those things 
apart, somebody’s going to make a fortune recycling those timbers. I 
mean, they are massive. And still in great shape. Now some of the 
docks were turned over to the city some time ago. The Army only 
really kept one dock, the Breakbulk dock. And during the war it was 
constant movement in and out. Like I said, I shipped out of there 
in ’63. When they talk about a three week Pacific cruise, I tell people I 
shared a compartment – I had a semi-private compartment. I shared it 
with 248 other semi-privates. It was not luxury by any stretch of the 
imagination. Of course the rail line was in there, that was a major 
asset. I don't know if they pulled that up yet or not.  

04-00:43:14 
Rigelhaupt: No, I think that’s part of the future plans to make it intermodal.   

04-00:43:19 
Galvin: Yeah, yeah. There was some housing there which – over 100 housing 

units. There were two high rises and there were several I think two or 
three story buildings. That became an environmental issue towards the 
end when we were not going to transfer them as residences. And they 
said, “Well, you know, you got to take out the lead-based paint.” We 
said, “No, you don’t.” They said, “But the children.” We said, “It’s not 
cleared for children. You can put offices or whatever but you can’t 
house children in there,” so there were a lot of environmental issues 
that came up later on. We can get into some of those tomorrow. One 
historical thing that did crop up during the planning and negotiations 
was the original water line. If you’re – and again I can’t remember 
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street names. You know the main street that runs through Oakland 
Army Base? 

04-00:44:34 
Rigelhaupt: Was it Maritime?   

04-00:44:35 
Galvin: Yeah, that sounds good. Building One was on the north side. All the 

warehouses were on the south side, all right? Just inside the fence on 
the right side of the road is a string of utility poles. That’s the original 
waterline. They have soundings, if you will, from the mid-1800s 
where people went out and measured the depth of the water. And that 
was the waterline, that string of telephone poles. So when the people 
started talking about the land should be returned to the use of the 
indigenous people I’m thinking, “There wasn’t anybody living there.” 
No, it was just mud. It was mud here and it was water there and that 
was it. But – and again, I was hoping that they would have moved 
farther along in the reuse process. I don't know what’s going on out 
there now.  

04-00:45:48 
Rigelhaupt: Well, there’s certainly been progress with the port.   

04-00:45:51 
Galvin: Oh, yeah.   

04-00:45:52 
Rigelhaupt: But the city of Oakland part I think – presents a greater challenge in 

the sense there’s a lot more competing uses. The port knows -   

04-00:46:04 
Galvin: Oh, the port knows, yeah. Well, the port was always the big dog in the 

fight. And there was – again, this is from the Army side of the fence, 
looking over the fence at the city and the community. My 
understanding was the port was part of the city, county government. 
Yeah. I also got the impression that the port thought that the city was 
one of their adjunct activities. The only problem was the port had the 
money to act that way. And that caused some problems in some of our 
negotiations, but we had a few locked door sessions with the port and 
at least at that point I think we were getting their cooperation if not 
their understanding. We wanted to port to succeed, we just didn’t want 
the city to fail. And we were looking at possible conflict in that area. 
But yeah, and it was – I think it was some personalities in the port 
organization. There were some people that just figured they had 
enough money they could bulldoze whatever they wanted, which was 
again – it wasn’t our issue. That was between the city and the port. But 
we couldn’t support an activity that would lead to city failure.  
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04-00:46:35 
Rigelhaupt: So what were the major things from what you recall moving in and out 

of the Oakland Army Base from, say the ‘40s, I mean from World War 
II up through the Vietnam War? I mean, was it highly sensitive 
weaponry? I mean was it military supplies or all of the – anything and 
everything?   

04-00:47:58 
Galvin: As far as I know it was anything and everything. Now I’m trying to 

remember – I’m not sure I ever really knew. The atom bombs didn’t 
go through Oakland Army Base, I don’t think. I think they went 
through Alameda. The Big Boy and the Little Man I think were the 
two nuclear weapons. As far as I know, none of that moved through 
Oakland Army Base. But as far as I know, it was everything. It was 
people, it was material, it was vehicles. Now of course we did the 
Desert Shield, Desert Storm, we did through Oakland Army Base. 
That was interesting. That was very interesting. Trying to run a war at 
the same time you’re doing a draw down for base closure, which was – 
that impacted 6th Army because they were in that. They had a lot of 
people from 6th Army working over at Oakland, working the docks. 
All that stuff’s come – when it was coming back it was a nightmare, 
the stuff that was being returned to National Guard units and Reserve 
units in the 12 western states. The address on the container had no 
relationship to what was inside. Sometimes you get a container, it was 
just full of trash that they just wanted to get out of Iraq or out of 
Kuwait. So they’d just fill it with trash and put it on a ship and put 
somebody’s address on it, off it’d go. Or they would have a vehicle 
and they didn’t know whose it was, they didn’t have any identification 
for it. They put it in a container, put an address on it, and ship it back 
to the States. Some poor motor pool sergeant up in Idaho opens this 
container and he doesn’t know what it is. Oh, yeah, it was ugly. But, 
you know, war is that way. War is anarchy.  

04-00:50:20 
Rigelhaupt: Well, what were your impressions of the Oakland Army Base when 

you shipped through?   

04-00:50:27 
Galvin: Oh I was just – when I shipped through as a young soldier I didn’t 

know where I was. I mean, I knew I was near the Pacific someplace, 
you know? I had come up from Los Angeles, I spent a couple of days 
with my uncle in Venice down near Los Angeles and I came up on the 
Greyhound bus and I don’t even remember how I got from the 
Greyhound station to the Army base. Maybe a cab or whatever. And I 
was just going where I was told, dragging my duffel bag. Except for 
the trip over the San Francisco, I figured that part out on my own. But 
it was – did I have an impression of Oakland Army Base? No.   



69 

04-00:51:13 
Rigelhaupt: I was going to say other than being near the water it could have been 

an Army base anywhere?   

04-00:51:17 
Galvin: I guess. You know, it was just –they tell you, “Get on the bus, get off 

the bus, get on the truck, get off the truck, go in the building.” But I 
didn’t pay attention to what was going on around me. I wasn’t even 
aware of, you know, that there was a Military Traffic Management 
Command area headquarters there, if that’s what they called it in those 
days. They changed names many times. I was just concerned about me 
and what was going on within six feet of me. The rest I didn’t care 
about.  

04-00:51:56 
Rigelhaupt: Did you hear about expansion of activity during the Vietnam War at 

Oakland?   

04-00:52:03 
Galvin: No. Again, during Vietnam when I wasn’t in Vietnam I was in 

Georgia.  

04-00:52:11 
Rigelhaupt: Oh, no, I meant when you started working at Oakland Army Base did 

you hear that it played a central role in shipping goods back and forth?   

04-00:52:20 
Galvin: No. The major activity at Oakland Army Base was that area command, 

and they were pretty much dealing in real time. So, you know, what 
took place years ago had no relevance to anything. I never heard it 
discussed.   

04-00:52:46 
Rigelhaupt: With the area command, could you explain more specifically what that 

– its role?   

04-00:52:52 
Galvin: Well, you had – there were really, as far as Military Traffic 

Management Command, there were two activities at Oakland Army 
Base. One was the area command, big building, Building One. The 
other one was the dock operation. That was – they were separate 
activities. The area command had the dock activity under it, also had a 
company in Korea, terminal company. They had a terminal company 
in Japan. They had one in Okinawa, and I’m trying to – and they had 
some Reserve units that were subordinate to them. But they were 
working at a higher level, if you will, because that activity was 
responsible for all land movement of military goods and material. The 
Air Force got the air, the Navy’s got the water, we’ve got the ports and 
everything in between the ports. So everything that goes over land is 
moved by military traffic management all your household goods for 
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everybody coming and going overseas and back, military traffic 
management command handles not only the movement but also the 
warehouse. They also do the contracts – well, the area command 
doesn’t, the headquarters back here in Virginia does all the contracts 
for military flights on commercial aircraft. So all those government 
contracts they handle. Trying to think – military rail they handle.  

04-00:54:48 
Rigelhaupt: So in some respects the activities at the Oakland Army Base even at 

the command levels were not necessarily policy-driven, it was 
function-driven. It was to be able to move stuff quickly and efficiently.   

04-00:55:03 
Galvin: Yeah. And it was the management of the movement, they didn’t do the 

movement themselves. They were contracted out or, called for Army 
assets but they didn’t do it themselves. And that’s why I say that 
activity could be done anywhere. It didn’t have to be dockside. It could 
be anyplace. We were surprised when they elected not to move the 
headquarters, that was one thing, but to give up the dock, that’s what 
we couldn’t understand. Why they would give up the only military-
owned dock on the West Coast, that just boggled our minds. We never 
did understand that. And the community was against it. I mean, the 
community spoke out against the closure, the Army spoke out against 
the closure, and the commission voted for it anyway.  

04-00:55:56 
Rigelhaupt: So the major Army personnel at Oakland were from the Military 

Traffic Management – 

04-00:56:03 
Galvin: Command.  

04-00:56:49 
Rigelhaupt: - Command, so MTMC. Those were mainly the military folks that 

were stationed at Oakland.  

04-00:56:11 
Galvin: Yeah.   

04-00:56:13 
Rigelhaupt: Now when you say area command, was that, say, the Pacific, or was 

that MTMC’s headquarters everywhere?  

04-00:56:21 
Galvin: Western half of the United States around to and including – I’m not 

sure who had the Middle East. I don’t think they did. Eastern 
command, which was at Bayonne, had the eastern half of the United 
States, Europe, and the near East.   
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04-00:56:46 
Rigelhaupt: OK, well, I’m coming up on the end of the tape so why don’t we stop 

there for today.   

04-00:56:51 
Galvin: OK. Fine.   

Interview #2: 11-09-07 
[Audio File 5] 

05-00:00:06 
Rigelhaupt: It’s November 9th, 2007. I’m in Vienna, Virginia, again, doing an 

interview with Thomas Galvin. We’re on tape number five. And to 
start this morning, I’d like to ask you, when you first began the base 
closure process at Oakland what were the biggest challenges you saw 
in closing and realigning people and materials at that base?   

05-00:00:31 
Galvin: The major challenges – first one was a requirement that we do a 100% 

personal property inventory, and I believe it was required within 90 
days. And personal property is anything that’s not real estate. And of 
course at the same time we’re supposed to be doing that we’re 
supposed to be doing our normal operation, you know, business had 
not been curtailed at that point. So some of the directors, the managers, 
the middle managers, they kind of balked at having to stop what they 
were doing and count chairs and tables and pencils and we said, “It’s 
the law, you don’t have an option. You have to do that.” Then right on 
the heels of that, as soon as we had the inventory done, then we had to 
start turning in any personal property that was not immediately in use, 
that was not going to be used. So you know, if we had a spare desk or 
a spare chair, that had to be brought over to the warehouse and we had 
to inventory them, everything that came in – I say we, not the closure 
team but the property managers. And we were also beginning our 
interface with the community. That was very interesting. Now that was 
something I had not had to do at the Presidio because we didn’t have a 
community that was doing planning, we had another government 
agency that was just receiving everything. But with the community in 
Oakland, we didn’t have the problems that Fort Ord did in that we had 
to help them start. Oakland had already been doing base closure. In 
sequence, they were hit first I believe in the second round of base 
closure, Oak Knoll Hospital was marked for closure. And the next 
round, Alameda Air Station and Oakland Naval Supply Center. And 
then in the fourth round, Oakland Army Base. So they already had an 
organization in place, up and running, and I will say generally knew 
what they were doing. The only problem was all their business prior to 
that had been with the Navy. Now we’re Army. Nobody explained to 
them, and we didn’t realize that we needed to explain to them, Army 
and Navy are different. Yes, they’re Department of Defense, and that’s 
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about as far as it goes. But from there on we all did things differently, 
and Oakland wasn’t prepared for that. They thought they were just 
going to do again what they had done with Oak Knoll Hospital and 
Oakland Naval Supply Center. So we had some rather, oh, bumpy days 
at the beginning when the Oakland Base Reuse Authority head would 
call over and say, “I want such and such,” and we would say, “We’re 
not giving you that,” and he didn’t understand why. And we didn’t 
understand why he was upset until we figured out that he was thinking 
Navy. And when we finally explained it to him, yes, we’re going to do 
what the law requires and we’re going to do it in the right way – we’re 
not necessarily going to do it the way the Navy did it. Once we got that 
out in the open then things were very smooth from there on. The other 
challenges we had, of course as I mentioned yesterday, we didn’t 
know where we were relocating to. So we didn’t know what we were 
going to need to take with us. If we were going to move into an 
existing facility we didn’t need to take as much furniture. If we were 
going into brand new, unfurnished, then we were going to need to take 
it. And when I say we were going to need to take it, at the same time 
that means we were not going to be able to leave it for the community 
to use when they reutilize the base. So these were things we wanted to 
know, needed to know, and the system wasn’t telling us.  

05-00:04:53 
Rigelhaupt: Were there any surprises amongst the personal property you had to 

inventory? Things that you hadn’t expected to still be on the base that 
were there?   

05-00:05:06 
Galvin: No, it’s not that there were any surprises because – but there were 

things that we weren’t really sure how to handle, such as the mobile 
crane on, Pier 7, I think it is, the Break bulk pier. We weren’t really 
sure how we were supposed to handle the mobile crane. It was mobile 
so it wasn’t real estate, but – I’m sure you’ve seen it. You can see it 
from the highway when you go past it. It looks like one of those large, 
mechanical creatures from the opening sequence in the second Star 
Wars movie, which supposedly it was the inspiration for. And I forget 
the size or the capacity of that crane; it’s massive. But it’s on wheels 
and it rolls up and down that – we weren’t really sure. We said, “Why 
don’t we just leave it where it is and let the new owner figure out what 
to do with it.” But other than that, no, there were no surprises. It was – 
because we were basically an “office” installation. We didn’t have 
tanks, we didn’t have trucks. We did have a locomotive. I think we had 
two locomotives in fact. One of which went to Fort Bliss, Texas. And I 
think the other one stayed there. 

05-00:06:24 
Rigelhaupt: Were there any buildings or materials that you and your team decided 

initially were of significant historical value?   
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05-00:06:36 
Galvin: Well, we didn’t make that determination. But, yes, there were 

buildings that did have to be recorded, I believe is the technical phrase. 
And specifically with the old warehouses on the – oh, what would it 
be? The south side of the east side of Maritime Street, those old, long 
wooden warehouses, because of their age. They had to be recorded. 
But of historical significance? No. We did have an issue with the 
stained glass in the chapel. There’s a lot of interest in that chapel. 
There were several – well, not several. There were one or two religious 
communities that wanted the chapel but they wanted to use it there, 
and we said, “Well, no, we can’t do that. We’ll give you the building 
or you can use it for some other purpose.” And the problem with that 
is – it goes back again to the federal bureaucracy. If, say for example a 
building was to be used as a school and some nonprofit organization 
wanted it and they wanted to use it as a school and it was a worthy 
purpose, it was a worthy use, it supported the community. In other 
words, it hit all the good marks but they couldn’t pay for it. There was 
a means by which if the Department of Education would sign up to be 
the – what did we call it? The deed holder – and the Department of 
Education would sign up for this, we would transfer the property to the 
Department of Education. They would hold the deed for a specified 
period of time. If at the end of that period of time this organization had 
met their objectives, in other words they had come in, they were 
running a school, they were producing graduates – if everything was 
working for them and they weren’t costing the government any 
money, they would be given the deed at the end of that time period, 20 
years, 25 years, something like that. Organizations like the Department 
of Education did not – they weren’t real fond of this program, mainly 
because it put the obligation for the property on them and it wasn’t – 
they had little or no control over it. And if the organization defaulted, 
the property belonged to the Department of Education. Don’t come 
back to the Department of the Army, we’re out of town. We don’t 
work here anymore. So they weren’t real eager to take this sort of 
work on. Now that mechanism worked with the Department of Labor, 
Department of Transportation, Department of Education. You notice 
we do not have a department of religion. So an organization that 
wanted to get a church building to operate a church, there was no one 
that could hold the deed for them. And we’d say, “Sorry, we’ll sell you 
the building. You can move the building,” whatever, but we can’t give 
you the building. And I think we finally ended up – we removed the 
stained glass and it was relocated and I can’t remember where we 
relocated, to another military installation. And not just because it was 
stained glass but it was a religious military motif, if you will. It was a 
picture of the saints and soldiers and all that sort of thing. So we had 
that removed. Now when you’ve done that to a building, there’s one 
last thing you’ve got to do so that it’s no longer a church. You take the 
steeple off. When you take the steeple off a chapel it’s no longer a 
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chapel. Now who said that I don't know but that’s what we were – 
that’s how we were told the process was executed.  

05-00:10:47 
Rigelhaupt: So the former church or chapel is still there.   

05-00:10:51 
Galvin: I think it’s still there, minus its steeple and the stained glass. I don't 

know what they’re using it for. I’m sure somebody out there can tell 
you.   

05-00:11:04 
Rigelhaupt: When you first got there what were different people doing on the base? 

What were some of their jobs?   

05-00:11:13 
Galvin: OK, when I first arrived – oh, let me see. Well, the headquarters 

obviously was doing traffic management, which is stacks and stacks of 
papers, containers going here, containers going there. They had the 
normal staff compliment. You had human resources personnel, you 
had operations that was overseeing all the ports and the terminal 
companies that were subordinate to the headquarters in the Pacific and 
the western states. You had of course your supply in that the elements 
that supported the installation. You had the moral, welfare, and 
recreation activities, which was the gym. We had a nice gym, big gym. 
The guest house, the movie theater, the bowling alley – I think the 
bowling alley was removed and sent to Fort Campbell, Kentucky. 
They needed a bowling alley so that’s where ours went. As far as 
tenants, and I failed to mention a major tenant yesterday. I thought 
about it last night. The Army and Air Force Exchange Service, 
commonly known as the PX, Post Exchange, had a regional 
distribution warehouse on Oakland Army Base. They occupied 
several, I think three large warehouse buildings. They supplied all the 
exchanges in the western states and the Pacific for all Army and Air 
Force installations, huge operation. And it was a distribution operation, 
material, consumer goods, it was all consumer goods, would come in 
by train or ship and be packaged, repackaged, put into bulk for 
locations overseas and then shipped out in containers. It was a very 
big, busy operation. They didn’t want to leave. They liked what they 
had there. They were right next to the port of Oakland. They were 
right there at the railhead. They had very easy truck access and egress. 
They really weren’t going to move and it was explained to them, yes, 
you are, and they said, “Well, we don’t have any place to go to.” So 
we spent more than a few years prodding them, trying to get them to 
get off the dime, find a place to move to, we don’t care where it is. 
There were locations in Sacramento that were being looked at. I think 
one of the Air Force bases up there that had been closed was talked 
about. Any number of places. They finally came up with something 
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and I don’t remember what it was, but it went right down to the wire 
before they said, “Yeah, we’ve got a place and we’ll relocate.”  

05-00:14:29 
Rigelhaupt: What about some of the civilian workers – what were their major job 

duties on the base?   

05-00:14:35 
Galvin: Civilians do just about everything. There wasn’t that large a military 

component. You had – there were certain positions in the headquarters 
that had to be filled by military. The majority were Army. There were 
some Navy personnel on the headquarters staff and there were some 
Air Force personnel on the headquarters staff. And of course we 
operated the pier, the Break bulk pier, and we also – part of that 
operation was the shipment of personally owned vehicles, people 
going overseas would drop their cars off there and they would be 
shipped out. Of course they’d be returned the same way, people’d 
come pick their cars up. And of course we had the warehouse 
activities. We also had on the base some Army Reserve units that we – 
we did not interface with them in the course of normal operations. 
They did their thing, we did our thing, we lived happily. When it came 
to closure it did become an issue. We had – the city wanted a specific 
piece of land that the military said they wanted to keep. And they 
almost came to blows one day, and what bothered me about it was the 
two individuals who had their fists clenched were sitting on either side 
of me at the table. Yes, and I thought I was going to become a 
punching bag. But it didn’t come to blows, but it came close. And it 
was a case of each thought that they were in the right and they didn’t 
want to give, and I think we finally, finally worked it out. But we had 
to take it up almost to the Secretary level to get directions on how to 
solve it. And it involved the location of one of the reserve units. I said 
the city wanted a piece of land, the Army said, no, we’re not giving 
that to you. The city said, “We can do better with it than you can do 
better with it,” and the Army said, “We don’t care. We want to keep 
that,” and it just kept going back and forth. Eventually the city did get 
that piece of land, I believe.  

05-00:17:03 
Rigelhaupt: Which piece of land was it?   

05-00:17:05 
Galvin: Oh, if – see how to describe it. It’s up near the roundhouse, you know 

where the roundhouse is? The shed they kept the locomotive in. It’s in 
– if you’re looking at a map of the base, it’s all the way in the far right 
corner, almost to the sewage treatment plant. It’s a large triangle and it 
had a large pile of landfill on it. And the city wanted that and the Army 
was saying no, and it almost became irrational. But these were the 
things, that we dealt with on a day to day basis. And again, as I learned 
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at the Presidio, when there is an issue like that where you’ve got – I 
don’t want to say disagreements, but when you’ve got choices to 
make, that you can go to the left or you can go to the right, there are 
some people who will argue for the left and there are some people who 
will argue for the right and obviously they’re arguing what they think 
is the best answer. And we would just step back and say, “OK, what’s 
going to be best for the taxpayers? Forget Army, forget Oakland, 
forget the governor and the Senators and the Chamber of Commerce, 
forget all that. What’s the best thing for the taxpayer?” And if it’s not 
one of those, if it’s a third course, we would go with the third course. 
And sometimes we would take heat for it, some high-ranking person 
either in the military or the community would want to argue and we 
would say, “Taxpayer,” and you can’t argue with that position.  

05-00:18:54 
Rigelhaupt: Do you remember any particular instances that the Army or the city 

wanted to go in a different direction than you and your team 
determined would be in the best interest of the taxpayer?   

05-00:19:10 
Galvin: There was the previous piece I mentioned with that piece of land by 

the roundhouse. Oh, there was a minor one that came up I guess 
towards the end, and the port wanted us to give them the ownership of 
Maritime Street. And you say, why the hell not? The Army owned 
Maritime Street. Now everybody and his mother drive up and down 
there, nobody would say anything, but the Army technically owned it. 
They had given to the state of California the authority to enforce traffic 
laws – not to the city, but to the state. So the state police were working 
Maritime Street. Now what they were working were the container 
trucks. They were making safety checks and that sort of thing, which 
the Army was not in a position to do because those trucks that we’re 
talking about were going in and out of the port of Oakland. And I think 
– I want to say it was Wednesday of each week, we would have truck-
o-rama because that was the day the container ships came to Oakland. 
There was a schedule and I don’t remember exactly how it worked, but 
these container ships would cross the Pacific, they would go to Los 
Angeles, offload some stuff, load other stuff, then they would come up 
to Oakland, do the same thing, and then they would go back across the 
Pacific or up to Seattle, whichever. But that was the one day of the 
week when all the ships ran. When all the ships ran, all the trucks ran. 
And you had container trucks parked from one end of Maritime Street 
all the way to the other on both sides of the street. It got a little 
congested. The port said let us have jurisdiction, and we’re thinking, 
wait a minute, if we give them jurisdiction and they can decide what 
laws are being enforced, it’s not in their interest to be overly stringent 
about the safety of the trucks. So we said, no, it’s not in our best 
interest and it’s not in anybody’s interest but yours, so we’re not doing 
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that. We’re going to keep things the way they are and have the state 
continue to enforce it. They were a little upset but they were upset 
about a lot of things. That didn’t bother us; that was just our job.  

05-00:21:56 
Rigelhaupt: Staying back a little bit, when you first started, were there any 

particular – I don't know if lessons is the right word, but particular 
ways of thinking about base closure that the city and their experience 
with the closing of Oak Knoll and working with the Navy that they 
brought to the table, that they had expected it to follow?   

05-00:22:21 
Galvin: There was one piece of property - that was kind of like the 

introduction for us as to the mindset of the city, and it has to do with 
computers, desktop, personal computers. We got a call and they said, 
“I’ll be over and pick up your personal computers,” and I said, “What 
are you talking about?” “Well, that’s how we did it with the Navy. 
We’d go over and pick them up,” and they were distributing the 
computers to the schools. There is a Presidential Executive Order, on 
the books that says – and it specifically talks about computers – when 
you don’t need them anymore you make them available to the 
community. And we said, “OK, we understand that, we don’t have any 
problems with that, but why are you sending your truck over to pick 
them up?” “Well, that’s the way we did it.” And I said, “Well, that 
ain’t the way we do it.” The Army has what we call commodity 
managers. There is one guy, and I think he’s in Letterkenny, 
Pennsylvania – there is one guy (laughter) probably has an assistant, 
who is responsible for every computer the Army owns. And where it is 
and – well, he doesn’t care what it’s doing. And basically it’s an 
accountability process. And if I’ve got a desk computer that I don’t 
want, don’t have a need for, and nobody around me has a need for, we 
report this to that person and he tells us where to send it to because 
he’s got a list of who in the Army needs – wants one and doesn’t have 
one. And we said, “That’s what we’re going to follow. And it’s not 
that we don’t want to give it to you, but these are our rules for how to 
dispose of it.” “Well, yeah, OK, fine.” And we do a little more 
research and we said, “OK, where are these computers going to?” And 
we found out that not all of them, but a lot of them were going to this 
one area in Alabama. Doesn’t make any sense. I mean, statistically 
they should be distributed across the nation. What had happened, this 
one Congressman from Alabama knew how the system worked and he 
had put his request in to the Army Commodity Manager that I will 
take all the computers you can free up. This means the Commodity 
Manager doesn’t have to look for places to send computers. Here he’s 
got a willing recipient. And he’s shipping all his – not all, but he’s 
shipping a lot to Alabama. So if we played the game straight, if we just 
sent, if we just reported the computer in Oakland, California, would go 
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to Alabama. We said, “Well, let’s make it easier on the guy in 
Pennsylvania. When we report excess computers we will include in 
that report that these computers should be transferred to the Oakland 
school district,” or whatever the correct title for that organization is. 
And that they have a need for all of these and we will facilitate the 
transfer if you will just send us directions to transfer them that way. 
And it worked. We would report them, they would send back 
instructions saying, “Transfer these.” Now you get into politics and 
personality. Heretofore, when the Navy just handed over their 
computers and we don’t – I’m not criticizing the Navy, I don't know 
how they do business, I don’t need to know how they do business, but 
basically what they were doing, they were putting the stuff out on the 
curb and the city was coming by and picking them up and taking them. 
And then they would have a little ceremony where the city would give 
the computers to the school. Photo ops, right? I really didn’t care about 
photo ops. I had no reason for photo ops. But I knew photo ops were 
important to some people. So what we would do, we would get all our 
computers together and we would have our people go in and clean the 
hard drives and certify that these things have been purged. Then we 
would take the computers to a – and I can’t remember the name of it – 
there was a school or a technical facility in Oakland that would spruce 
up these computers, make them ready for kids’ use. We would take 
them down there and we would drop and deliver them and hand them 
over to the Oakland Base Reuse Authority. The technical organization 
would spruce them up and then the Oakland Base Reuse Authority 
would take them over to the school, get the photo op. They got 
everything they wanted and our records were clean and we had helped 
them, and we had done some of their work for them. That was just the 
Army way of doing it.  

05-00:27:43 
Rigelhaupt: Well, that conveyance and local benefit is a big part of the base closure 

process.   

05-00:27:50 
Galvin: Yes.   

05-00:27:51 
Rigelhaupt: In addition to the computers, were there other particular items, either, 

personal property, real estate, or a way in which you tried to set things 
up to be most beneficial to both the city and the port?   

05-00:28:07 
Galvin: The process was in place pretty much. As I said, we did the inventory, 

personal property, we gathered the stuff in the warehouse and we laid 
it out so the city – when I say the city, the Oakland Base Reuse 
Authority – could come through, they could bring people through who 
could see what was there and they could say, “Yes, I’d like this,” and 
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we had already identified it as being available. If it wasn’t available 
we didn’t lay it out. And they would say, “Yes, we want that.” We 
would tag it. We might not give it to them right then, but we would tag 
it for them, and yes, you will get this piece of property. Now when we 
were doing that, for some items, for Army unique items, if you will, 
we would have to announce it within the government, say, “Hey, we’re 
going to have this stuff. We don’t hear from you in 30 days we’re 
making it available to the community.” Very little of that was picked 
up by other installations, very little of that. But there were some cases 
where some fort somewhere else would say, “Hey, yeah, we need that 
particular thing.” We would take it out of the system and we would 
ship it to them. That never became a problem because when we were 
doing that we were very open about it. The Oakland Base Reuse 
Authority, they knew what we were doing and our books were open 
and they could come in and check any time they wanted. We weren’t 
hiding anything from them, and they knew that. Now did the 
community know that? Not all the time. And that was a parallel 
universe, if you will. We had the Oakland Base Reuse Authority, and 
we were in each other’s offices constantly. We were almost like one 
larger team, if you will. We knew each other very well, we spent a lot 
of time with each other, we all got along. But in the next lane over you 
had the community, the West Oakland community, individuals who 
are very active, very concerned. They didn’t have a good 
understanding of, one, the BRAC process and military procedures. 
Some of them stood up in what I say council chambers, when I say 
council chambers the – in Oakland City Hall we had a meeting once a 
month. They would stand up there and by what they said you knew 
that their thinking was that they had entitlement to the entire base and 
everything that was on the base, it was already theirs. When the hell is 
the Army getting out of the way and letting us have it? And 
specifically like the Reserve units. The Reserve units were not 
required by BRAC to move. They were entitled to stay there. Some 
people in the community said the Army is taking back from us some 
land and some buildings. And I tried to make them understand, no, A, 
you never had that land and buildings, and B, you don’t have any land 
and buildings yet. So, no, the Army’s not taking anything back. And 
it’s not that these people were malicious or deviant or, you know, 
trying to get something for nothing. They didn’t understand. And I was 
thinking about this last night – the military did not do a good job of 
educating the communities. They tried. I’ll give them credit for that; 
they tried but they were not successful because so many people didn’t 
understand. Now maybe some of them didn’t want to understand. But 
when they did understand, when we were able to show them, you 
know, what the rules were and how we were approaching them, they 
were comfortable with it.  
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05-00:32:17 
Rigelhaupt: Do you think any of the difficulty in understanding the process and 

with any bureaucracy like the Army, there’s going to be a process that 
is pretty clearly defined, that any group or organization nearby is going 
to have to follow. But was there anything unique about Oakland and 
being in an urban setting in talking with other base transition 
coordinators that perhaps in a rural community where bases were 
being closed, those points of conflict – even if they were just about 
process – were perhaps different?   

05-00:32:57 
Galvin: I don't know. I could see in West Oakland there was – below the 

surface there were emotional issues because if you know the lay of the 
land, West Oakland butts right up against the back Oakland Army 
Base. And these people near the Oakland Army Base had been there 
45, 50 years. They had grown up with it. People don’t like change. 
This is a radical change. Something that you have incorporated into 
your frame of mind, into your social structure, your family structure, 
something that has always been there and that represents something 
that is, you know, rock solid, this is the United States government and 
all of a sudden we’re saying we’re leaving? That’s traumatic for 
people. And what we wanted from them was forget all that, tell us 
what you’re going to do with it next, and they don’t want to think 
about that. It’s a form of denial. Don’t make me decide what I’m going 
to do with that area because I haven’t accepted that you’re leaving yet. 
And sometimes, we just had to keep hammering and hammering and 
hammering, tell us what you want to do. And in their minds, “I don’t 
want you to leave.” Well, that’s not an option.   

05-00:34:29 
Rigelhaupt: Were there a lot of people who lived in West Oakland that worked on 

the base?   

05-00:34:36 
Galvin: I honestly don't know. And I’d say there were some. What percentage 

of that was of the total workforce? I don't know.    

05-00:34:48 
Rigelhaupt: But there was definitely a connection deeper than it just being next 

door, there was a real interaction?   

05-00:34:51 
Galvin: Oh, yes, yes. Yeah, there were – well, the Congressman at that time 

was Ron Dellums, who had lived in West Oakland. His father had 
been a Pullman Porter, so he’d been at the railhead, you know, all his 
life, and I think it was in March of ’96, Congressman Dellums wanted 
to hold a roundtable discussion with the military and the community 
leaders. And so his people came to our people, which is the way those 
things are done. And they said they wanted to do it in the community 
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club. We said, OK, that’s fine, you know, it’s a big room, we can put 
in lots of tables and chairs. And they came out and they were walking 
through the building with us and they said, “OK, well, we can put the 
tables this way and the chairs there. These people can sit here and 
those people can sit here, and we’ll put the television cameras right 
here in the center.” And we said, “What television cameras?” They 
said, “Well, we want to record all this,” and we said, “OK, and when 
the meeting’s over you’ll surrender the tapes to us.” And they said, 
“Well, no.” And we thought we knew what was going on but we 
wanted them to say it. We said, “Yeah, because, you know, this is part 
of the record and we are the keepers of the record,” and they said, “Oh, 
but we need these tapes.” And we said, “For what?” “Well, there’s a 
reelection coming up,” and I said, “Oh. You do not conduct politics on 
an Army installation. So if you want to record the meeting that’s fine 
but you can’t use the tapes. If you don’t want to record the meeting 
that’s your business. But if you want to use the tapes you can’t do the 
meeting here.” So we had the meeting down in West Oakland. And it 
went very well and they had their tapes and everybody was happy. But 
that was just one – it was just his staff didn’t realize you can’t do that 
on the Army base. And we didn’t make a big issue of it, we just kind 
of told them as gently as possible.    

05-00:37:01 
Rigelhaupt: Well, speaking of Ron Dellums and that meeting in particular and his 

service representing the 9th district of Congress, what did he bring to 
the table to try and make this process as smooth and beneficial to all 
interested parties?   

05-00:37:21 
Galvin: Well, what I do remember is his opening statement. He said, you 

know, “Friends and neighbors, I regret to tell you we finally got what 
we asked for. And now we got to live with it,” which was his way of – 
he had taken off the kid gloves, so to speak. He said, “We got to deal 
with this.” And that was his effort to bring to the table all the 
dissimilar organizations. At the table I was there, the Post Commander 
was there, the representative from the Corps of Engineers was there, 
and the community organizations were there, and it was a very good, 
positive movement. A lot of those people from the community were 
probably not comfortable. This was probably the first time they had 
been in a room with this particular bunch of people whom they didn’t 
know. I mean, they didn’t know me from Adam’s cat and they had no 
reason to trust me. And that’s OK, that’s not a problem. And we went 
around the table and we presented what each of us were going to 
attempt to do to make this effort successful. And one of the things we 
tried to point out was success required the positive participation of 
everybody. If anyone, if any key player refuses to play or refuses to 
cooperate it’s not going to succeed. And people started coming around 
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at that point. And again it was – when you have a meeting like that 
some of the work is done at the table, the important work is done at the 
coffee pot. When I and one member of the community can talk one on 
one about what each of us are trying to accomplish, then we’re making 
progress. And there were some very colorful people and again I 
apologize that I can’t remember names. I can see them and I’d know 
them in a heartbeat, but I’m not good with names. We started out at 
more than arm’s length and four years later we were on hugging status 
because we had come to know each other and to respect each other and 
we each realized that we were working for the same end. And I found 
it very uplifting to work with the community in West Oakland. I 
admire them greatly. They didn’t have an easy row to hoe, but they 
weren’t bashful about stepping up and engaging.   

05-00:40:32 
Rigelhaupt: So a very different experience than the Presidio going to another 

governmental agency rather than in many respects trying to have this 
process serve a community that, in a lot of respects, that part of 
Oakland is – well, it had seen better days than the mid-‘90s.   

05-00:40:51 
Galvin: Yes. Yeah. The reuse planning was very different between the Presidio 

and Oakland.    

05-00:41:08 
Rigelhaupt: Do you remember what the working relationship was like, either from 

the Army or the Department of Defense with longshore workers that 
were loading and unloading some of the ships at the Oakland Army 
Base?   

05-00:41:23 
Galvin: The dock crew on the Army dock, you know, it was an Army 

organization now – whether they were members of the Longshoremen 
Union or what I have no idea.    

05-00:41:37 
Rigelhaupt: OK. Yeah, from my understanding the International Longshoremen 

Waterhouse Union did do loading and unloading at the Oakland Army 
Base.   

05-00:41:47 
Galvin: OK, I – it was never an issue. Never came – as far, from our 

perspective that was done by an Army unit and those people were – 
you know, how they were hired, under what contract or what method, 
was never an issue for us.  
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05-00:42:06 
Rigelhaupt: And there wasn’t a difference in the sense of particularly sensitive 

materials being handled by perhaps active duty Army personnel rather 
than some of the civilian contractors?   

05-00:42:21 
Galvin: No. Now we didn’t have any soldiers unloading ships. We probably 

had one Army officer down there being in charge, and all the rest 
civilians.    

05-00:42:33 
Rigelhaupt: So based on that there’s probably nothing terribly sensitive moving in 

and out of the Oakland Army Base?   

05-00:42:38 
Galvin: Not that I was ever aware of. There was – in one of the old wooden 

warehouses, and I can’t remember exactly which one, there was a 
small room that was secured and in there were stored – when it was in 
use – were stored weapons, and this does sound stupid but it’s true. 
We had – we picked up radioactive traces and as soon as you say 
radioactive, you know, everybody’s hair goes up. And we went in with 
Geiger counters, did a sweep, and yeah, we were getting some clicks 
on the Geiger counter. Oh my God. Compasses – all right, what makes 
a compass glow in the dark? Radium. It’s radioactive. Well, I guess 
somewhere, sometime, a compass with a cracked crown, cracked 
glass, had been in that room and radiation had leaked out. I don’t want 
to tell you how many – we spent over a year on that issue, getting that 
room cleaned. And we knew what it was, we figured out real fast, it 
was not an atom bomb, it was a cracked compass. But those are the 
environmental laws these days so we had to deal with it, but we spent 
over a year getting a clearance for that building.    

05-00:44:05 
Rigelhaupt: Did that involve other governmental agencies like the Nuclear 

Regulatory Agency or - ?  

05-00:44:11 
Galvin: I don’t think we went that far. I think we did it with the Corps of 

Engineers and the EPA. No, we didn’t have to bring in the Nuclear 
Regulatory - I don’t think we did. I don’t recall. But again, see, all that 
work was done under contract. Corps of Engineers, they had a 
contractor on call and that was kind of a good thing we had with the 
Corps of Engineers. We worked with the Sacramento district. They 
had a contractor on call for everything you could possible imagine. So 
if we said we need, this done, they didn’t have to draw up a contract 
and put out bids and go looking for this and do all the normal process- 
they already had somebody on retainer and they could have him on site 
in a day or two.   
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05-00:45:06 
Rigelhaupt: And being based in California did that make it easier for them to deal 

with California environmental regulations, which from my 
understanding are more stringent than other states?   

05-00:45:17 
Galvin: Yeah. They were already operating under the California requirements, 

yeah. And the California EPA was watching, if you will. They were in 
on all the discussions and planning. When things like that are done – 
when there’s a project to be done - that’s why there are no trees left in 
the Amazon – when there’s a project to be done first they have to draw 
up a scope and they have to approve it. And then they have to draft the 
plans and then everybody and his uncle has to approve the plans and 
then they have to have a work schedule and then they have to have a 
safety plan and it just keeps going and going. And it’ll be two years 
before they stick a shovel in the ground. Now when I started my Army 
career there was no EPA. So it’s a little difficult for me to say, OK, I 
need this done and, oh, yes, I’m willing to wait two and a half years 
while you people push paper back and forth. But that’s reality today.  

05-00:46:27 
Rigelhaupt: Well, speaking of the EPA and the Army Corps of Engineers, could 

you describe the other governmental agencies that were involved and 
if they had specific roles or parts of the base closure process that they 
focused on?   

05-00:46:44 
Galvin: The Department of Labor had a role in retraining and I don’t want to 

say relocating, but moving people to new jobs. We did not get 
involved with that. That was something that our personnel, human 
resources staff, worked directly with Labor. It wasn’t an issue because 
it didn’t affect reuse, and in some cases, you know, they were training 
people to stay there and work for the new operator. Department of 
Transportation was involved because you were going to have changing 
traffic patterns, but those were not closure issues. So we didn’t 
interface with them but they had their own missions. So the 
Transportation, Labor, Education was involved, and in some cases we 
were trying to get Education or Labor to agree to be the deed holder 
for future users. And I’m trying to think who else might have been 
involved. There was an issue, and I’m trying to remember the details. 
Had to do with the Maritime administration, and I can’t remember 
what the issue was, whether it was the dredging, the length or strength 
of the docks. And then right there at the end we had the new Bay 
Bridge, which – I’m not sure just how far they’ve progressed with that. 
They don’t cover it a lot in the local papers, and where we came in to – 
became a participant – I went to several of the meetings, I went to all 
the planning meetings, took place while I was still there – there were 
two proposals for the land fall at the Oakland end of the bridge. And 



85 

one of them, what they called the south approach, would cross over 
Oakland Army Base land. Wouldn’t touch it though. You know what 
the spit is? First time I heard that I thought the guy was being obscene. 
I looked it up in the dictionary. Spit is a finger of land. That portion of 
the Oakland land side that sticks out into the bay, the tollbooth is at 
one end of it. The other end just sticks out in the water. The Army 
owned the south half of the spit. It wasn’t all that wide, but they owned 
the south half of it. Had nothing out there. There hadn’t been anything 
out there for years. We used it as overflow parking area during the 
Kuwait war, when we had all these vehicles they just used it as a 
parking area, there’s nothing else out there. If they used the southern 
approach the bridge would come in very low just over the spit and it 
would make landfall about where the tollbooth is now. So we had an 
interest. And they would say, you know, “How does the Army feel 
about this?” And the Army really didn’t care because, A, we’ll be 
gone, and B, it doesn’t interfere with anything. But I kept going to the 
meetings anyway. So that was another tangent issue that came up, was 
the Bay Bridge.  

05-00:50:55 
Rigelhaupt: Well, the rebuilding of the Bay Bridge reminds me that it’s being 

rebuilt because of its failures during Loma Prieta and -  

05-00:51:03 
Galvin: That’s part of it. The other part are the pilings that are failing because 

they’re made of wood.    

05-00:51:12 
Rigelhaupt: Well, but you had mentioned that the Presidio’s resources from fire to 

police were clearly beneficial to the marina and, you know, people and 
property affected directly by the earthquake and the fire that ensued. 
Were there – now you weren’t stationed in Oakland at the time, but did 
you hear about how the Army’s and DOD’s resources came to help or 
assist with the collapse of the Nimitz Freeway or any other effects in 
Oakland and the East Bay?   

05-00:51:47 
Galvin: Oakland didn’t have those kind of resources. They didn’t have their 

own fire department. They had contract police, so they didn’t have 
their own police department. When I say contract, you know, a 
security firm was hired as gate guards. So to the best of my knowledge 
they had no resources to be tapped.  

05-00:52:09 
Rigelhaupt: Vehicles, food, water, things.   

05-00:52:12 
Galvin: We didn’t store that sort of stuff. And everything we stored was in 

transit. So we didn’t own anything we stored. And that was, I think, a 
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question in the beginning when we said we’re inventorying personal 
property and they said, “Well, what about all that stuff in the 
warehouse?” We said that’s not ours, you know, it’s in transit, you 
can’t touch that. And we had to give them a list, there was a list, of all 
the things that would not be available and in transit property was one. 
And that kind of caught them by surprise.     

05-00:52:55 
Rigelhaupt: Who was caught by surprise?   

05-00:52:57 
Galvin: The Base Reuse Authority and the community. Because when we said, 

you know, we’re going to turn all this – make all this stuff available to 
you, well, they could see it in the warehouses and then we said, “No, 
no, no, no, that’s not ours.” And they’re thinking, “Well, yeah, it is, 
it’s sitting right there in your warehouse.” Because they were thinking 
that the warehouses were our storage. Well, they weren’t, they were 
transit storage.  

05-00:53:24 
Rigelhaupt: Versus Sergeant John Doe’s car on its way to Okinawa. Yeah, it 

wouldn’t make sense they would get the sergeant’s car. Do you 
remember the role that the OEA, the Office of Economic Adjustment, 
played in the base closure process in Oakland?   

05-00:53:45 
Galvin: They, as I recall, they funded the Base Reuse Authority. And so they 

had nothing to do directly with us. I say directly – I mean, we knew 
they were there, they knew we were here, and we were in 
communications but we never really had any issues that we worked on 
together. Now the strange part was technically I was working for OEA 
but a circuitous route, although I was being paid by Military Traffic 
Management Command. I was under operational control of an Army 
program manager who worked in the DOD, oh, I’m trying to 
remember the name of the – think it was Reutilization office, Base 
Reutilization office, which was an OEA activity. And the reason 
Congress structured it that way was I did not report to the Base 
Commander. Now at one point the Base Commander said, “You don’t 
work for me, I don't know that I can trust you.” I said, “That’s a little 
insulting. You trusted me, you know, a couple of weeks ago when I 
worked for you and now you can’t.” But the intent was to get someone 
who understood the military but who didn’t work – didn’t have to 
report to the locals, whose periodic efficiency report was not based on 
what the locals thought but was based on what someone further up the 
chain who had a wider view thought. And it gave the community 
someone they could come to if they had a problem with the military 
and they felt that they could get an honest representation. And they 
called him an ombudsman, which is a word I’ve never been 
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comfortable with. But I was an honest broker and I tried very 
strenuously to represent myself that way. So the one time the 
Commander said, “I want you to go see the then head of the Oakland 
Base Reuse Authority and tell him this,” and I said, “No, sir, I can’t. If 
I’m your messenger he can’t trust me. I’ll tell him what I observe and, 
you know, what I believe, but I can’t be your messenger.” And he 
didn’t like that. I tried to explain to him, you know, you got people 
that can do that for you but I’m not supposed to be in that lane.   

05-00:56:37 
Rigelhaupt: I’m going to pause and change tapes.   

05-00:56:37 
Galvin: OK. 

[Audio File 6] 

06-00:00:04 
Rigelhaupt: OK. We’re on tape number six and as we were changing tapes you 

were talking a little bit about the differences in working with the port 
and the city of Oakland and how there were differing interests, and in 
some ways two local agencies that had a vested interest in the reuse of 
the Oakland Army Base. And if you could say a little bit more about 
your experiences.  

06-00:00:31 
Galvin: Well, but at the outset it was obvious to us that the port had a viable 

and a valid interest in that they had piers and container areas right up 
against our fence. We had - our working pier was a Breakbulk pier. 
The port had one Breakbulk pier further down the channel that was not 
– that didn’t have the capacity that ours did. So we knew that they had 
a valid interest. We viewed the port as being a component of the city 
government. But whenever we interfaced with the port we were 
getting the distinct impression that they didn’t see themselves that 
way, that they saw themselves as an independent entity with virtually 
unlimited resources, just the opposite of the city. And we always tried 
to keep the city as the superior organization and the port as the 
subordinate organization. And sometimes that made it almost 
impossible to deal with the port when we would sit down and try to 
talk through a particular issue. We got the distinct impression the port 
wanted the entire installation. We’re of the opinion – I say we, 
speaking for the military, we were of the opinion that that was not 
necessarily the best use for the entire installation. Yes, we thought the 
port should have the existing port facilities and there was plenty of 
place for container storage, but we also felt that the remainder of the 
base could be used for better things than just container storage. And 
we thought that the community in primarily West Oakland, which is 
right across the railroad tracks, that they were a key player and we 



88 

wanted them involved, we wanted the city planners involved. So 
dealing with the port sometimes was very difficult. And it wasn’t 
everybody, there were just a few players on the port staff that I almost 
want to say had a hearing problem because they weren’t listening to 
what we were telling them. They wanted to tell us what we were going 
to do and how they were going to benefit from it. And I don't know 
where that ended up. I left there in July of ’99 and some of those issues 
were still open. We did, however – I think one of the last things that I 
was a party to, in June of ’99 we executed the master lease turning 
management of the land over to the city. That was a big milestone and 
if I remember correctly I think we were ahead of schedule on getting 
that done. But that was a big step. If anybody thought that we might 
delay things or turn back in any way, that sealed it. Now in my 
comments regarding the port, the problems we encountered were not 
universal. It wasn’t everybody but it was a few significant players that 
we had difficulty communicating with, is as polite as I can put it.  

06-00:04:21 
Rigelhaupt: The master lease you mentioned – was that written in such a way that 

it was a very – I mean almost a lease that the city was going to pay the 
Department of Defense next to nothing but the understanding was that 
they had to sublease and generate public benefit from their subleasing.  

06-00:04:43 
Galvin: Yes. Yeah, the intent was rather than having the Army lease out 

parcels to various intermediate users, we signed the whole thing over 
to the city with the understanding that they in turn would sublease, 
collect revenue. And there was a formula as to how much they kept 
and how much they had to hand over. And sometimes that became a 
little contentious, but it wasn’t anything that couldn’t be worked 
through.  

06-00:05:25 
Rigelhaupt: Do you think part of the challenge in working with the port was their 

experience – and maybe you could speak a little bit about your 
understanding of this – but the naval supply center, the Fleet Industrial 
Supply Center, Oakland, FISCO, that had transferred earlier, and from 
my understanding the port did get the whole caboodle of that one. And 
was there an expectation maybe that the next piece of land nearby - 

06-00:05:58 
Galvin: I can understand where there might have been. We didn’t – I never 

looked at it that way, in part because I found it – anytime the mantra 
became, “That’s the way the Navy did it,” we just stopped, backed up, 
and came in from a different direction. We were not going to do it the 
way the Navy did it, not because we thought it was right, wrong, or 
indifferent, we were not just going to blindly follow someone else 
when we had our way of doing things.  
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06-00:06:34 
Rigelhaupt: I’ve also read that the transfer of the Naval supply center was one of 

the more successful base transfers because it became very quickly 
money generating, economic benefit through shipping in the port. Was 
that something that was talked about in the transition process of the 
open Army base?  

06-00:06:59 
Galvin: No. And again, we only had one pier. The majority of our land was 

storage. The actual pier – and it was not a container pier. We didn’t 
have a container operation; we didn’t run a container operation. When 
we had containers we sent it over to the port. So I talked about our 
AAFES operation, all those containers were in and out through the 
port. They didn’t go to the military dock at all. They only had the 
warehouses on Oakland Army Base.  

06-00:07:41 
Rigelhaupt: When you say AAFES what does that stand for?  

06-00:07:42 
Galvin: I’m sorry, Army and Air Force Exchange Service. That’s the – and I’m 

trying to get less technical instead of more technical. On each Army 
and Air Force installation you have a consumer store – not your 
grocery market, that’s a different activity, but your quote “department 
store.” The Army calls them the Post Exchange, the Air Force calls 
them the Base Exchange. They’re actually one organization and you 
notice it’s not Naval. Navy has its own exchange service. So I mean if 
it had been the Army Navy Air Force Exchange Service the warehouse 
might have been down at the Oakland Naval Supply Center. But it’s 
strictly an Army and Air Force operation.  

06-00:08:42 
Rigelhaupt: Now at the Presidio there were issues of wildlife and historical 

preservation. I mean, some of those buildings I think date back to the 
1840s or ‘50s.  

06-00:08:53 
Galvin: The oldest building on the Presidio I believe is the museum, which at 

one point had been the hospital that dated back to about the 1860s and 
there’s a row of houses that lies to the south of that building that were 
pre-fabs, manufactured on the East Coast, sent by ship, and those date 
either 1850s or 1860s. Those were the first houses, and they brought 
those around to keep the soldiers from deserting and going to the gold 
fields, which was a big thing in the 1850s. There’s nothing like that at 
Oakland.  

06-00:09:43 
Rigelhaupt: That’s where my question was heading, were there any issues that 

came up?  
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06-00:09:47 
Galvin: Just that we had to bring in a technical person to record the 

warehouses, and basically that was taking videos and noting the 
dimensions and the characteristics. And then as far as the historic – 
SHIPO, that’s the name of it, the State Historical Preservation Office. 
Soon as SHIPO was happy you could do anything you want with the 
warehouses.  

06-00:10:15 
Rigelhaupt: And were there many things that SHIPO decided needed to be 

preserved?  

06-00:10:20 
Galvin: To my knowledge, nothing. Only had to be recorded.  

06-00:10:33 
Rigelhaupt: The other thing I read about is there’s a – for lack of a better term – a 

base closure industry, that there are private contractors that -  

06-00:10:42 
Galvin: Oh, yes.  

06-00:10:42 
Rigelhaupt: - are very efficient and are – actually the efficiency could be up for 

debate. But part of their company’s mission is to participate in the base 
closure process. And I’m wondering if you could speak of who some 
of the contractors involved in the Oakland Army Base were.  

06-00:11:01 
Galvin: I honestly can’t name any. I mean, because I don’t remember the 

names. I know there’s an association. I think it’s called NAICP if I 
remember correctly, National Association, something Installation 
Planners. Yeah, that’s – and basically they act as consultant and 
expediters both on the military side to help you figure out how to get 
out of town and on the community side as to here’s the way you can A, 
attack your planning challenge and B, get somebody else to pay for it. 
But – and again, I’ve been away from this for eight years now so I’ve 
lost most of my contacts. But I’m sure those people that are still in 
Oakland can hand over their Rolodex and get people on the phone 
immediately.  

06-00:12:10 
Rigelhaupt: Well, without the historical – I mean being cleared by SHIPO, less 

wildlife issues, and it sounds as though the major environmental 
problem involved a compass.  

06-00:12:25 
Galvin: Oh, well, there were other environmental issues. One of the – when 

you get into the environment I tend to get really sarcastic and I 
shouldn’t. One of the sacred cows of the environmental community are 
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wetlands. Well, someone rushed to judgment and they said, “Oh, the 
Army base has wetlands.” Well, of course everybody, looked over at 
the Bay. They said, “No, no, no, no, it’s over here in this corner way in 
the back by the roundhouse.” And there was a little triangle of mud – 
mud and grass. And look, see, it’s wet! (laughter) And what had 
happened, you had some rail lines that converged there and there was a 
small triangle of land bordered by three rail beds, and water had 
collected in there. And someone decided these are wetlands. Well, I 
can tell the difference between wetlands and a puddle, but apparently 
this person couldn’t. and so for a fairly extensive period of time we 
had to fight the question as to whether or not this constituted wetlands. 
Because if it was natural wetlands, well, then you couldn’t do anything 
there. And our goal was to be able to do anything that was reasonable 
anywhere you wanted to do it. And as best I remember, eventually 
reason prevailed and they decided, no, it’s not really wetlands. And 
I’m trying – out at the end of the spit I think there were some questions 
as to – I don't know if it was bird habitats or seaweed growing in the 
rocks out there, but they did a lot – a fair amount of investigations out 
there. People would come out and take samples, and because access to 
the spit was blocked by a locked chain link fence – I remember several 
times having to go out and open the gate and let the people go out and 
run around on the rocks and look at the birds and whatever. But as far 
as protection of species, of animals and plants, I don’t recall any of 
that. We did have an interesting, lengthy discussion on the subject of 
environmental remediation. There was a government funded activity 
called, oh, environmental – no. It was a community group, an 
Environmental Restoration Advisory Board. The RAB, Restoration 
Advisory – was that it? I think we called it the RAB. And we would 
just discuss all these issues. Our Engineer Coordinator, Public Affairs 
Office, Corps of Engineers, were present. I was present. I am not 
scientifically qualified to talk about that sort of thing. And of course 
interested community members. And we would bring in the results of 
the environmental investigations, the readings, if you will. They would 
look for, of course lead based paint was one, and groundwater and 
trace chemicals in the surface soil, that’s what it was. Well, they found 
out through – the investigators came in and reported that the presence 
of lead in the surface soil along the north side of Oakland Army Base, 
to include the spit – the spit and the pier, parking area – was high. And 
the Army’s reaction was, “Yeah, so what? It’s next to the highway.” 
All those years that all those cars were driving, you know, lead gas, the 
lead has settled on the highway. And that’s true throughout the entire 
state of California. You go any major road, you check the soil on the 
side of the road, it’s high in lead. And the state had decided there’s no 
person or entity or corporation that we can tag with this. Everybody 
put it there, we don’t want anybody picking it up. To the extent that, as 
I was told, it’s the law in California that if you’re standing on the side 
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of the road and you pick up a handful of dirt, you can’t put it down. 
The lead content is above standards. So if you were to put it down you 
would be contaminating. So now that you’ve picked up this handful of 
dirt you have to properly dispose of this handful of dirt at a certified 
landfill or disposal facility or what have you. Don’t drop your handful 
of dirt. And that’s the way it was explained to the members of the 
Restoration Advisory Board. It’s this way everywhere, you know, the 
Army is not going to do anything. Well, they were incensed. They 
said, “But that soil is contaminated and it’s Army land and you’ve got 
to clean it,” and we said, “No, we don’t. It’s the law in the state of 
California, we don’t have to do it.” And they said, “All right, but you 
should.” And we said, “Wait a minute, if we don’t have to why should 
we?” “Because you can.” You know, and my brother-in-law is a 
contractor, is basically what it was coming down to. And we said, “No, 
we’re not required to do it and it’s a waste of money for us to do that 
and we’re not going to waste money.” “Well, OK, go on to the next 
subject.” But that just stuck in my mind as an example of an instance 
where the objective became not protect the environment but let me 
into your pocketbook.  

06-00:19:39 
Rigelhaupt: Well, speaking of the environment, from my understanding the 

military – actually I don't know currently, but at some points had 
different environmental rules than Joe Smith on the street or a 
company.  

06-00:19:54 
Galvin: Yeah. Yeah.  

06-00:19:56 
Rigelhaupt: And I’m wondering if you – and it doesn’t sound as though anything 

was terrible sensitive at the Oakland Army Base, but if there was a 
cumulative effect of not having had the same rules over the years that 
made it harder in the reuse process?  

06-00:20:12 
Galvin: No. No. The standards and practices were not that far apart that reuse – 

now when I say reuse I’m talking about a planned, reasonable reuse. 
The issue of lead based paint came up, and we had how many housing 
– we had 100 and some housing units on the base, and the Restoration 
Advisory Board said, “Well, you’re going to remove the lead based 
paint,” and we said, “No, we’re not.” And they said, “But what about 
the children?” And we said, “What children?” “Well, that are going to 
live there.” We said, “No, we’re not turning that over as housing. You 
can’t justify – housing is not in your reuse plan. So there’s no reason 
for us to clean to a higher standard than your reuse plan, and that’s the 
whole purpose of giving us the reuse plan, so we know what the 
standards are. You said you’re not going to reuse that as housing so 
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we’re not going to go to that standard.” Well, that kind of ticked them 
off too, but we were trying to save money. They were trying to spend 
our money. And at that point, we settled it. We went beyond that 
subject, so to speak. Historically where there have been disconnects is 
not so much the environmental regulations because they’re not that 
old. And of course the military was always subject to government 
regulations and the EPA was probably the first one to put out 
regulations and the military became subject to those. Building codes 
was where you see the big separation. The military was never subject 
to local building codes. They had their own, but they never changed 
theirs to match changes in the community. There was no reason to, 
there was no obligation to, and it would basically be wasteful. But 
when we went to turn over buildings that – where the codes didn’t 
match, the community said, “Oh, you’ve got to bring them up to 
code,” and we said, “No, we don’t. They’re up to our codes.” Now as 
the military’s building codes changed, yeah, we had to upgrade our 
buildings but they were to nationwide military building codes so we 
did that. We said there’s a difference between our codes and your 
codes and you want to reuse the building, you do it. Well, they didn’t 
like that. They never liked to spend their money; they always wanted 
to spend the Army’s money. But that was just the position that was 
taken, that’s the position we held to. Was that a problem at Oakland 
Army Base? Not really because once you take the housing out of the 
mix and the headquarters building came down, or it fell down of its 
own accord, there really wasn’t much to work with as far as building 
codes went.  

06-00:23:55 
Rigelhaupt: Part of the port’s interest in particular in the Oakland Army Base is the 

opportunities for intermodal transit, that the rail lines are right next to 
container loading and offloading.  

06-00:24:06 
Galvin: Yes, yes.  

06-00:24:09 
Rigelhaupt: And I’m wondering if you could say anything about how the Army’s 

expertise in using intermodal shipping at the Oakland Army Base in 
fact provided a model for the port.   

06-00:24:24 
Galvin: To the best – I don’t recall the Army doing an intermodal operation on 

those rail lines. We – I’ve seen the locomotive run around two or three 
times, but very little rail operations in the time I was there.  

06-00:24:45 
Rigelhaupt: But even if it was subcontracted out, some of the shipping of 

transportation and materials, did the Army’s understanding of how to 
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bring goods to the coast and to a port shape how the port imagined its 
expansion?  

06-00:25:03 
Galvin: Not to my knowledge. And if it did it never came through our office.  

06-00:25:09 
Rigelhaupt: In conversations about the reuse, did the port of Oakland in the mid-

‘90s have an understanding of their coming expansion as more and 
more goods have been shipped in from China and across the Pacific to, 
say, Long Beach, San Pedro, Oakland, major shipping ports on the 
West Coast – did they have a sense then as they looked forward that 
they were going to see an expansion in the next decade of trade across 
the Pacific Rim?   

06-00:25:43 
Galvin: I don't know that they saw their own expansion. I know they wanted to 

see it. Their ranking in, you know, with their sister ports up and down 
the coast was always something that was very important to them, it 
was always a subject of conversation. How they were going to expand 
or what their plans were, I have no knowledge of that. Again, Oakland 
Army Base really didn’t have anything to contribute to the container 
expansion. Now again, we had that one Breakbulk dock which – and 
as I recall the intent of the planning was that the port of Oakland 
would relocate their Breakbulk operation to Oakland Army Base. And 
that freed up another dock down the channel, which I guess they 
would convert to containerization. But my understanding, and again it 
may be totally incorrect, that the port of Oakland was limited by space 
to what they could get into that channel as far as containerization went. 
And Oakland really didn’t have that much space to add.  

06-00:27:07 
Rigelhaupt: Certainly in our conversation you have talked about learning 

experiences from Army training that you’ve applied to the base closure 
process, and I’m wondering if you could speak a little bit about your 
education in the university setting at Pepperdine and how your training 
as an MBA came into your work both at the Presidio and the open 
Army base.  

06-00:27:39 
Galvin: I took my MBA during my last active duty assignment. It’s one of 

those – I was working – well, of course I had a day job and at that time 
I was Deputy Director of Logistics for the Presidio. Tuesday evenings 
I was taking the non-resident course of the Army’s Command and 
General Staff College which was being taught on the Presidio by local 
Army Reserve school, and then depending on where I was in the MBA 
program I was either going one night a week for four hours to graduate 
school or I was going 12 hours every third weekend, which would be 
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Friday night and all day Saturday every third weekend to class, and 
sometimes I was doing both. I had a Tuesday night class and then I 
would have a weekend class. And someone asked me one time, you 
know, “If you got to retire why are you going to the Command and 
General Staff College?” And I said, “Just because I started it. You 
know, I started it, I’m going to finish it.” But as to what I learned in 
the MBA program that I was able to apply in base closure, the first 
thing that comes to my mind was the first class I took in the MBA 
program, was Organizational Behavior. And in the course of that 
program I was doing something that the other students weren’t aware 
of. In each class I would make a little chart of who was sitting where, 
by name. And I would do that each week that we met, and it got to the 
point where I could go in at the end of the program and I could almost 
make that chart up before anybody else arrived. Because people had – 
this couple would always sit here and if he sat here then they would sit 
there and it became just so predict- and I showed it to him at the end of 
the – the last day, and people thought I was crazy. But I had been able 
to peg human behavior. I was able to – I don’t want to say I could read 
people, but I could get a sense on – based on what they had done I 
could kind of foretell what they were going to do. So I carried that 
over and when we got into meetings at Oakland I would try to set up 
an office or a meeting table in a particular fashion or I would always 
try to sit in a specific relationship to another key player at the table. 
And I think I – you know, did that make me a wunderkind? No, but 
sometimes it helped me get my point across at a meeting. Other things 
– I was terrible at accounting, I never have been good at accounting. 
Another thing I learned in the MBA program was to spend money on 
advertising, research, and quality of product. Never – never tried to 
sell something cheap or to manufacture something cheap and then sell 
it for a low price and try to get volumes. It’s better to go with quality. 
And just having that in the back of my mind when I was dealing with 
the people, like from AAFES who had their warehouses there and 
were sometimes hesitant to spend a dollar, that would come to my 
mind. Other things – oh, trying to remember. Task organization, which 
I – I really learned that in the Army - organizing people to approach 
tasks and then being able to take that group of people and reshuffle 
them for a distinct task, you know, don’t throw away the people – keep 
the people, just reconfigure them. And of course I also learned that 
members of the team will follow an example. They won’t follow 
directions. So if you want them to do something you’ve got to be 
willing to do it too. The leader who does not share the risk is not being 
followed by anybody. And many times I’ve encountered quote 
“leaders” who give directions and when the going gets tough they’re 
not to be found. And base closure, you know, base closure as I said 
before is not easy. It’s very complex, it’s very difficult, it’s full of 
potholes and traps, and it can only be accomplished by a team. As I 
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said, I once witnessed an individual stand up and tell a group of people 
– and this individual was a senior member, or he’s retired from the 
Army and held a senior position with the Army – tell representatives 
of other government agencies, Labor, Education, Transportation, 
Justice, what have you, that he knew everything there was to know 
about base closure. And he had never closed a base and he had never 
been on a closing base, but he told them he knew everything about it. I 
immediately noted in my mental notebook, “Stay away from this fool. 
This man will lead you into trouble.” And I was right. Yeah, he was all 
talk and no walk.  

06-00:34:21 
Rigelhaupt: Your mentioning of the Navy bases that had closed in Oakland, 

Alameda, did you have a sense that the East Bay in particular was 
facing – I don't know if disproportionate is the right word, but pretty 
significant base closures in the ‘90s?  

06-00:34:41 
Galvin: Yeah, the whole San Francisco Bay was wiped out. I think it was 13 

closures on the bay. Mare Island, Hamilton, Presidio, Hunter’s Point – 
now there’s an environmental nightmare, is Hunter’s Point – Moffitt, 
Alameda, Oak Knoll, the supply station, Treasure Island, Oakland 
Army Base, Fort Baker. Yeah. You know, somebody drove across 
somebody’s front lawn to really upset – but yeah, they took a 
disproportionate hit. I think it was – if I remember, 25% of all the jobs 
terminated nationwide by base closure, San Francisco Bay. There’s 
nothing left between Travis and Monterey.  

06-00:35:51 
Rigelhaupt: Why do you think that came to be?  

06-00:35:55 
Galvin: I could speculate but it would be meaningless. Was it political? Well, 

who were the politicians in the Bay Area? How had they been voting? 
How well were they thought of? And again the decisions were made, 
or the recommendations were made by the commission. Go back and 
look and see who was on the commission. I don’t remember. I don’t - 
remember by name only one person, that was from the ’88 
commission, and that was Tom Eagleton from St. Louis. And the only 
reason I remember his name, because he put an addendum on the end 
of the GAO report that said the Navy didn’t participate, we’ll see them 
next time. The other thing that the ’88 commission was faulted for – 
we’ve talked at great length about the Presidio. No one from the 
commission ever came to the Presidio. They did all their decision-
making in Washington. If one of them, just one of them, had come out 
and spent an afternoon they would have known that you can’t sell the 
Presidio and it would have been taken off the list. So for the want of a 
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– you know, a roundtrip plane ticket, the Army has thrown away, 
literally thrown away millions, millions of dollars.  

06-00:37:43 
Rigelhaupt: Well, and my question about the East Bay in particular is that 

California’s 9th Congressional district, which during the ‘90s, or 
until ’98, was represented by Ronald Dellums, had more base closings 
in ’93 and ’95 than any other Congressional district.   

06-00:38:01 
Galvin: Yeah.  

06-00:38:06 
Rigelhaupt: Well, I’m gathering from your response it’s not surprising because you 

knew it firsthand. But if you had a sense as to if it was political, but 
also as we’ve talked about, from my understanding the base 
recommendations, the closure recommendations were blind. I mean, 
the data was produced but the names of the bases and the locations 
were – or is that only in ’88?  

06-00:38:31 
Galvin: Only in ’88.  

06-00:38:32 
Rigelhaupt: So they weren’t blind in ’93 and ’95.  

06-00:38:35 
Galvin: ’91, ’93, ’95, you’re correct, they were not blind. They had hearings. 

Everything was out in the open. The data gathering was public 
in ’91, ’93, and ’95. In ’95 Oakland Army Base was not recommended 
by the Department of Defense. Was not recommended. The 
commission added it and then voted in favor of it, over the very vocal 
objections of the Army leadership and the community of Oakland.  

06-00:39:09 
Rigelhaupt: Now the community was going to lose jobs and take an economic 

impact and part of the Army’s impact, and this would be something if 
you could comment on, I mean, did it potentially hurt military 
readiness in the sense that it was the only port on the West Coast 
owned by the Army? And if in a time of war or a time of emergency 
any shipping that needed to happen on the West Coast would 
otherwise have to interrupt commercial shipping and they would have 
to participate in a way that they wouldn’t have had to.  

06-00:39:40 
Galvin: Exactly, that was the Army’s posture. It’s the only dock we own on the 

Pacific. They had enough on the Atlantic, they had flexibility. But it 
was the only dock they owned on the Pacific Coast. Every port has in 
its possession a document that is called, if I remember correctly, the 
port operating plan. Now where does the port of Oakland keep their 
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copy? I have no idea, and I’m afraid I’ll get sarcastic if I speculate. But 
that plan is a government directive to the port of Oakland that says, 
“Within x number of hours of notification you must make available to 
the Department of Defense x number of-” forget, a dock is measured 
in its length. “You must make available x number of feet of dock space 
to the Department of Defense,” and that’s about it. The only problem 
is where that dock space is located is up to the port of Oakland. See, 
the government doesn’t say, “In the event of war you give us docks 
number one, two, and three,” it says you give us three docks. And the 
port of Oakland could come back and say, OK, you can have number 
five, number 12, and number 18, and that’s what the Department of 
Defense would have to work with. And how long do you have to make 
those docks available? That’s another variable. And that’s what 
Department of Defense was trying to avoid. They had a dock, they 
only had one, it wasn’t a big one, but I think – I forget how many ships 
they could get in. They’d get more than one ship in. I know at least 
two and perhaps a third one. And they wanted to keep that, they felt 
they needed that to meet emergencies. The commission said, “No, you 
don’t. We’re giving it away. You’re closing.” And I can’t tell you 
why, I have no idea why.  

06-00:42:10 
Rigelhaupt: Well, I’m wondering if you could speak a little bit about the 

discussions of the goals for the reuse and redevelopment and in the 
sense that, from having looked at the final reuse plan, it centers on 
local hiring and contracting as one major point, two, job training and 
workforce development, and three, developing a community trust 
fund. And I’m wondering how, as you were acting as base transition 
coordinator, if you had conversations about those three goals.  

06-00:42:47 
Galvin: From my position the identification of the goals was a responsibility of 

the community, and as long as they were reasonable I had no reason to 
raise my hand or say anything. Now when I say reasonable, could 
those goals be accomplished on that piece of land as it was when we 
handed it over? And I’m thinking, yes, of course. Now if we were 
turning over a different kind of land, a swampland or an impact area 
or, you know, something that was not even habitable, would that be 
reasonable? Obviously not. But it was reasonable. My part, as I said, 
was to bring together the community and the military to reach that 
goal. The military’s obligation in that scenario, make sure that the 
buildings are usable on the dates that the community says they want to 
occupy them. When I say are they use – if it’s going to be five years, 
OK, we got to drain the pipes and turn off the electricity and seal up 
the windows and all that. If they’re going to move in tomorrow all we 
got to do is hand him the keys. That’s the Army’s obligation. Is the 
structure adequate to what they want, is there anything we have to do 
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to make it usable for them? But other than that, and the other – how do 
I want to describe this? We use a phrase that’s not exactly correct. We 
say that we’re going to give them – that the military is going to give 
the community something. Now they’re not giving them anything. 
They’re selling it. The military is – first of all we’re not really good at 
getting the best dollar for what we dispose of. And go back to the 
GAO report on the first BRAC round, they’ll give you some statistic. 
Historically the military will get about 37% of a piece of property’s 
market value. They’re really bad real estate sales people. So it’s not – 
I’ll speak for the Army because that’s where I’ve been all my life. The 
Army would tend to just give it to you and we’re reminded, no, hey, 
we got to get something back. The taxpayers want something out of 
this. OK, so we try to get something. And it’s not our nature to try and 
get a lot of money out of a community for what we’re giving them. 
And the community is kind of taken aback because they heard the 
word “give,” OK, and there are no dollar signs in the word give, so 
they think, hey, you know, they’re giving this to us, yahoo! And now 
you want me to pay for it. Well, then the back and forth starts. And I 
mentioned before that we had programs where, for example, a 
nonprofit activity would want a building for its purpose and we 
wouldn’t give them the deed. A government agency would hold it in 
trust for them and then when they became successful then they could 
be given the deed. And it comes down to the same thing, it’s being 
given to them but they’ve got to put some sweat equity into it. But in 
other cases where a commercial activity is designed, I remember I 
think at one point Oakland had a proposal on the table as a union 
training center. I don't know what the status of that is. But the 
government would be looking for a cash reimbursement. Pay me x 
number of dollars, you know, for that building. And sometimes they 
would kind of balk at that, well, the guy next door got his for free. I 
want mine for free. And we’d say, “Well, he’s a nonprofit, you’re a 
profit, you got to pay.” The reuse – the intended future use of the 
building many times determined the method of payment. So if you tell 
me that it’s going to be all nonprofit that means I’m not getting any 
money out of this. If you say we’re going to put a truck stop here, OK, 
I want money for the truck stop. You’re putting in a daycare, a 
nonprofit daycare run by the local church, OK, I’m not getting any 
money out of that. So that’s part of the plan. Tell me what you’re 
going to do with it, who it’s going to be, and then we’ll figure out how 
we’re going to pay for it.  

06-00:48:02 
Rigelhaupt: So that’s part of the balance, is trying to make sure that the base is 

redeveloped and reused for mixed use, from nonprofits or profit 
companies so that there is both opportunities for the community and a 
generation of income.  
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06-00:48:19 
Galvin: Yes. It’s not to the community’s advantage to create an enclave that is 

a money pit. I’m just going to keep throwing money in it. That’s not to 
the community’s advantage. That only makes them more dependent on 
charity. You want – the community should want to be self-sufficient. 
Well, self-sufficient is capitalism and you need to see some return on 
your investment.  

06-00:48:53 
Rigelhaupt: But if the Army’s able to sublease to a childcare center that is able to 

then provide services to companies that might attract companies 
knowing that their employees have childcare next door.  

06-00:49:06 
Galvin: Yes.  

06-00:49:07 
Rigelhaupt: So those are the types of things the base closure transition coordinators 

and committees were thinking, of how do we get mixed use in these 
spaces.  

06-00:49:18 
Galvin: There was a proposal at one point to use Building One, which – 

Gilbert Hall, the big headquarters, that was going to be the city of 
Oakland’s social services – I don’t want to say headquarters, but it was 
going to be a social services shopping mall almost. They were going to 
have daycare centers and free clinics and all this stuff and we kept 
saying, OK, who’s going to – first of all, the building’s not up to code. 
It was put up in a hurry way in 1941, who’s going to pay for it? Not 
buy the building, who’s going to pay to rehab it? And you can walk 
through the building and you can see, it’s good enough for what we 
were doing there, but now you want to turn it into – you want to have 
daycare here, you want to have a medical clinic here, and I forget what 
the other part – it was going to be like a huge – almost like a general 
hospital sized organization. We said the building’s not suitable for 
that, are you going to pay for it? “Well, no.” “Well, neither are we 
because we think it’s a waste of money. If you want to put that there 
you don’t need this building, you need a new building.” And then they 
discovered – what was it? The tar pit. That’s what I call it, on the 
southwest corner of Building One. When they cleared the asphalt off 
the parking lot they found this black, gooey, bubbly stuff. Nobody 
could explain it. Nobody knew what it was or where it had come from. 
So they tore the building down and they fenced off the area. I don't 
know if they’ve ever fixed it or what. But that would have been 
underneath this new, massive daycare center. 
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06-00:51:22 
Rigelhaupt: Did you hear of any particularly interesting or innovative 

redevelopment or reuse plans as you were working as base transition 
coordinator?  

06-00:51:32 
Galvin: There were several proposals and again we had a periodic – a monthly 

reuse committee meeting, if you will. And what I was not aware of, 
and prior to this, all those big trucks coming in and out of the port of 
Oakland, the nearest gas station for vehicles of that size is about 
halfway to Sacramento. There’s nothing close by where that fleet of 
trucks can fuel up and be serviced. And I forget where the nearest one 
to the south is. So basically the trucks that come in and load up then 
have to go out and fuel up before they can make their long run. And 
there was this one gentleman who is a truck stop operator somewhere 
up in the Sacramento valley who wanted to build a facility on Oakland 
Army Base, massive truck stop where the vehicles could come and 
they could pick up their containers, they could fuel up, they’d do 
whatever, one stop shopping. I don't know where that proposal went. 
Some people were in favor of it and a lot of people thought it was too 
big for the space available, that it would push out all the smaller 
projects that were locally in favor.  

06-00:53:13 
Rigelhaupt: Well, I certainly know one of the things that’s been in the press 

recently about the port and its relationship with the community and 
probably involves some of the land that was the Oakland Army Base is 
emissions, and environmental impact from both the trucks and the 
ships. And I’m just wondering if any of those – if there were 
discussions about the environmental impact from emissions, came up 
in the base transition process.  

06-00:53:45 
Galvin: Not directly. Early on there was concern voiced about the changing 

traffic patterns, but emissions per se, either increased, decreased or 
what have you, was not a point of either discussion or contention. It 
really wasn’t seen – closure was not seen as being a cause of a radical 
change in the emissions. They saw a change in the traffic parttern, 
which is primarily the employees. And I think I kind of upset some 
people from your institution, with the Institute of Housing – no, 
Institute of City Planning, Urban Development, at Berkeley. Early on 
(laughter). And they’re nice people but they just hit my wrong button 
one day. They were talking about the traffic in the McArthur Maze and 
the Bay Bridge, and they said there are too many people driving their 
cars. OK, never mind the fact that they used to get more people on the 
rail line to cross the bridge then they can now cross with cars, but – 
and they took the rails out. But that’s another issue having to do with 
the gas companies and the tire companies. They were saying they 
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needed to get people out of their cars and onto public transportation. 
Of course when the bus drops you off you’re stuck there, you can’t go 
anywhere else. So they kind of breezed past that and they decided that 
the best way to do this, to reduce the amount of vehicles in the 
MacArthur Maze and going over the Bay Bridge was to raise the tolls 
on the bridge. And I don't know what the tolls are now. I think when I 
was there it went from $1 to $2 and now it’s $4. Oh, I guess they 
didn’t take my comments too well. And I’m listening to this and I just 
– I lost it. I said, “You are a bunch of fascists. You want to control 
behavior by taxing people, but you’re not going to spend that money 
for their benefit. You’re not going to fix the bridge. You’re not going 
to paint the bridge, you’re not going to widen the bridge. You’re not 
going to do anything to the bridge. You’re going to take that money 
and go somewhere else. You’re a bunch of fascists! (laughter) And 
there was a young man who was kind of like the leader of the 
presentation and he was just dumbfounded. His mouth was just 
hanging open, and I smiled and say back down. They said, “Think 
we’ll break for coffee now.” But it just got to me, and it wasn’t just 
them but I saw that all around the Bay Area. If you wanted to get 
people to do something or not do something you put a tax somewhere 
in the mix and it just frosted me. Now what they ever did, I don't know 
that we ever decided to do anything special about traffic patterns 
because of base closure.  

06-00:57:10 
Rigelhaupt: And they certainly haven’t changed that much since – in the last three 

years since the turnover to the city. You know, more electronic fast 
track lanes but no major changes in traffic patterns. Well, as I look at 
my notes, those are largely my questions, and the way I like to end is 
to ask one – is there anything that I should have asked and I didn’t, and 
two, is there anything you’d like to add about the base closure 
process?  

06-00:57:49 
Galvin: The base closure, the whole process from top to bottom, in one regard 

is better now than when it started in ’88. ’88 was a disaster. They tried 
to do something clever. The only problem is that they didn’t know 
how to do it and they just wasted so much money by trying to do it in 
secret without getting the input of people who actually had the facts. 
But I think having worked briefly, very briefly in the Army BRAC 
office in 2005, I think perhaps they have moved the decision process 
too far up the chain. I also – it’s a feeling now, and these are purely my 
opinions. The decision-making process that is BRAC is extremely 
complex. It is given too short a period of time to be done properly. The 
legislation is put out, the directors are given – you can start on this 
date, you got to report by that day and whatever you report, that’s what 
we live with, and they don’t give them enough time. They also assume 



103 

away certain issues such as environmental restoration. And the way I 
describe it is the decision-making group is not allowed to consider 
environmental restoration costs. They are told up front we will pay 
those costs so don’t even look at what they’re going to be. Well, if you 
don’t look at what the costs are going to be you therefore don’t have to 
look at what the problems are. So if you take the environmental 
restoration out of the formula and make your decisions that way, when 
it comes time to execute you have to put the environmental issues back 
in and you’ll suddenly come to find you cannot afford to do this. And 
if you do seek a way to do it, you will not do it well because you can’t 
afford to do it well. So you are going to do it partially or you are going 
to do it poorly. The most recent – the 2005 BRAC recommendations 
make some – there are new, radical types of decisions being made and 
I say radical, not good, not bad, just really different. For example, they 
have – in some cases they have gone to what we call joint-ness, in 
other words, co-locating activities from three different military 
services on one location. I think that’s intelligent. I think that that’s a 
smart way to do things. I think the American military has long been 
hamstrung by parochialism that’s just a product of our history. Army 
and Navy were separate, Air Force split off of Army now it’s separate, 
and now they fight each other over what’s left in the budget pan.  

06-01:01:42 
Rigelhaupt: It’s going to run out of tape so I should stop there.   

06-01:01:43 
Galvin: OK. 

[Audio File 7] 

07-00:00:07 
Rigelhaupt: OK, so just before changing tapes you were talking about the 

parochialism between the branches in the military.  

07-00:00:14 
Galvin: Yes. As I said, the 2005 base closure recommendations did some 

intelligent things, and that is directing jointness, co-locating Army, 
Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force activities at the same location, which is 
– depending on what the activities are, of course, it’s a good use of 
space and resources. But that’s very complex, and it’s also very 
confusing to the public. Now why is the public important? Well, the 
public’s important because they’re paying for all this, and if they see 
that they’re paying for things they don’t understand, that’s not 
responsible behavior on the part of government officials. I mean, we’re 
supposed to act in the best interest of the public and part of that is 
keeping them informed and advised. It’s also an educational aspect to 
it. We have to remember, God bless them, newspaper reporters write 
what they think they hear and they make the most dramatic headlines 
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possible. And what I’m getting at is the Walter Reade Army Medical 
Center. The headlines read, “Walter Reed Army Medical Center to 
Close.” If you read down to about the fourth, fifth, or sixth paragraph 
you find out what they’re really doing is building a new facility, a 
larger facility, a facility that will produce better service, that will be a 
benefit to everybody involved. But how many people on the morning 
train ride into work turn to page two and read down into the bottom of 
the second column? Nobody. They read the headline and that’s as far 
as they get. So the military has an education responsibility at the 
beginning of the BRAC process, and that is extremely difficult. I don’t 
have a quick answer for that. As I said, I think what they need to 
incorporate is longer periods for gathering data, analyzing data, 
making the decisions, vetting the decisions, looking at alternatives. 
Part of the decision-making process I believe must include a cost 
analysis, and I’ll tell you right now I think that is – locally that’s a very 
sore point, living here in northern Virginia now of course the big 
installation in the neighborhood is Fort Belvoir. According to 2005 
BRAC, almost all the military jobs in that part of Arlington known as 
Crystal City, which is all government leased space, are to be relocated 
to Fort Belvoir. And it has the community in a nutroll. The roads will 
not support that change in traffic flow. There’s no mass transit into 
Fort Belvoir. There is a bus that runs down there. Right now with no 
movement having taken place, the roads in the Fort Belvoir area are 
gridlocked morning and evening, and now we’re going to put another 
18,000 people working in there. You know, I don’t want to repeat 
what the locals are saying but it’s not complimentary to the decision 
makers or to their parents. They believe we’re not acquainted. When a 
BRAC commission is going to take on such massive recommendations 
they have got to do it carefully and deliberately and they have got to 
look at all aspects, that includes financial and environmental. And as 
far as I can tell, that’s not the case. And I think that they need more 
planning, more recommendations being made locally, rather than in 
Arlington and Alexandria, sequestered locations. Now I realize that the 
BRAC commissions are so unpopular that they may be at risk if they 
were to go out into the communities, but I think that they need to do 
that in order to understand the impact of what they’re proposing. I 
worked BRAC for 11 years at the Presidio, at Oakland, and in 2005 in 
Crystal City for a short period. It’s exciting work. I told people when I 
was at the Presidio outside of a combat command it was the most 
exciting job I’d ever had. It was fast paced, it was high speed, we were 
doing important things. I lived on the Presidio for four and a half 
years, I had a love affair with the Presidio – it was such a wonderful 
place. It broke my heart to see it close. People that I had known for 
years would speak to me during that time and say, “How could you do 
this? How could you be involved with something like this?” and all I 
could tell them was, “Wouldn’t you rather have somebody do this who 
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cared about what was being done rather than somebody who didn’t 
care?” And I think that in base closure the people who are involved 
need to care about the people who are impacted. It’s not a cold or a 
sterile activity. You are disrupting people’s lives. In some cases you’re 
firing them from employment, in some cases you’re giving them the 
Hobson’s choice of move to a strange location or be out of work. 
You’re disrupting a community, you’re taking a major player out of 
the community structure. That needs to be done with care, with tact, 
with concern. I have unfortunately witnessed representatives at 
departments of the Army coming out into a community and telling the 
community what was going to be done because they were the Army 
and they were giving the orders. And that is not the American way.  

07-00:07:15 
Rigelhaupt: Well, thinking – as you began just before changing tapes you 

mentioned that you thought the 2005 BRAC had learned some lessons 
that had improved the process from, say, ’95 to 2005 and certainly 
over ’88. If you were to look back on what happened in Oakland in ’95 
and even the Presidio, had those two bases been considered with 2005 
lessons? How do you think it might have proceeded differently?  

07-00:07:56 
Galvin: The Presidio would not have been closed. If the Presidio – if the rules 

for the ’91 BRAC had been in place in ’88 the Presidio would not have 
been closed. The Presidio was closed because it was done in secret. 
And because they did it in secret they got bad information. The GAO 
report just lays that out in such a fashion that when you look at the 
chart, even if you were a congenital idiot, you’re going to know this 
ain’t the way it works. I had that experience at the Presidio – I was the 
Command Briefer for base closure, and I remember one day briefing a 
lady who was from the House Defense Appropriations Committee, she 
was a staffer. And – you’ve heard the expression “little old ladies in 
tennis shoes” – she had silver hair, a flowered dress, and tennis shoes. 
And she’s a VIP. I don’t remember what her rank or her name was, 
very nice lady, and I put up on the screen the impact of closing 
Letterman Army Medical Center and she looked at that and she kind of 
– her mouth just kind of went slack and then we had a deleted 
expletive. And you would swear this grandmotherly-like lady, you 
were sure she would never use such language, but that’s the only – that 
one word just came out of her mouth. And we smiled and we said, 
“Yes, ma’am. You figured it out.” And again, it was because they did 
it in secret. They didn’t – they were so afraid of political pressure that 
they didn’t get a good product. The 2005 BRAC, on the other hand, as 
far as I could tell got all good numbers because they were very 
thorough in what they asked for, in where they went to ask it, and who 
they asked supply the information. They had uniformity in that case 
and it was very detailed. But they didn’t have enough time to answer 
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all the questions with it. You know, can they – do they need another 
BRAC round? I can’t answer that. I don't know whether they do or not. 
BRAC as an entity, as a thing, is not well liked, for several reasons. 
For the people involved you’re taking away what’s been their home in 
a manner of speaking. For government employees it’s where they have 
spent 40 hours a week for a number of years; you’re taking that away. 
For the community you’re saying, “This is no longer useful, this is no 
longer a good thing.” For the members of the military you’re saying, 
“You’re not needed anymore. What you did here is not needed 
anymore.” What we’ve never gotten across to the people who are 
impacted is that we have so much money each year, and maybe I 
should say we have a very limited amount of money each year. We 
have to make the best use we can of it. To do that, we need to divest 
ourselves of excess facilities, real estate, what have you. The work 
here is important, it can be done just as well, and cheaper, in some 
other location. We’re doing this not because there’s anything wrong 
here, but it’s becoming too expensive and we can do it better, we can 
do it cheaper, we can do it more effectively and efficiently in another 
way. And by the way, as a benefit to the community we’re going to 
make available these facilities for activities that will enhance the 
community. And we’ve just kind of skipped over that. We’ve looked 
inward and decided here’s what we need to do, let’s get on with it, and 
we haven’t taken the time to bring the taxpayer to the table and make 
them understand.  

07-00:12:56 
Rigelhaupt: And that’s who’s supposed to benefit the most from this process.  

07-00:13:00 
Galvin: Yes. As in Oakland, we went in and we said, “OK, we’re closing this, 

you’re going to take over here, what are you going to do?” and they 
just – their minds shut down. It was too much for them. Now that’s not 
a criticism of the community, that’s a normal emotional reaction. And 
they came out of it. They came out of it and they stepped up to the 
plate and they said, “OK, here’s what we want to see,” and they moved 
on with it. But that emotional reaction is something that was not 
necessary. We could have done it better. Now I’m going back to 
the ’90 – which BRAC was it? That was ’95 BRAC. And that’s over 
and done with. If we ever need to do this again, and I’m sure we will – 
I’m quite confident we will. What I fear is we go so far in closure that 
if a day ever comes when we need expansion, we won’t be able to. 
And you said do we need to expand? Well, yes, we do, for this reason 
– as the military improves technologically, the area of ground that one 
soldier can control gets larger. You remember the battles of the 
Revolutionary War at Yorktown and Lexington? You stand shoulder 
to shoulder, four or five deep, and you march across the middle of an 
open field. Today that’d be one soldier going across that field and he’s 
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got as much firepower as 100 Revolutionary soldiers had. So you 
could take that Revolutionary mass of, say, 100 men, and you can 
spread them out mile, two miles, and have the same effectiveness. 
Now when you train a soldier, you have to make your training as 
realistic as possible. The purpose of training is to – this is a definition, 
not the definition – when you train a soldier what you are doing, you 
are embedding in him instinctive reactions that in training he has to 
think about, in combat he won’t have to think about because he 
doesn’t have time to think about it. You can’t do that at a desk and you 
can’t do that – you’ve got to make your conditions realistic. And to do 
that, in today, the soldiers need more space. They need realism. Right 
now as far as the Army goes I’d say probably the best we have is the 
National Training Center at Fort Irwin, California. But that’s limited 
and that’s got environmental issues, and you’ve got your tortoises that 
want to cross the road and – but I don’t want to go into that. But 
reverse BRAC may be in our future. I don't know.  

07-00:16:34 
Rigelhaupt: And it’ll be interesting to see if that does occur what have we learned 

as far as community involvement.  

07-00:16:44 
Galvin: Exactly.  

07-00:16:48 
Rigelhaupt: So, I mean, the interactions of the Army, the community and the 

taxpayer, it’s – will continue.  

07-00:16:56 
Galvin: A good thing about our cultural structure is that the Army has always 

been under civilian control, and that’s not universal in this world. But 
the Army has shown that it – for us, at least, in this country, it’s the 
best arrangement. It has worked. There are some people in our history 
who have felt contrary, who felt that the military should be running 
things or that this retired General should be running things. Except for 
Washington, retired Generals have not made great chief executives, 
and I think the reason is if you are a really, really good General, you 
don’t have the tolerance for the people that you have to deal with if 
you’re a politician. That’s my impression.  

07-00:18:02 
Rigelhaupt: Can’t give orders the same way.  

07-00:18:04 
Galvin: You have to trust people. When you’re a soldier and you’re a good 

leader, you have to trust not only the actions but the words of the 
people you’re with. And a politician who believes everything that 
someone tells them is a fool. Because politicians habitually are not 
surrounded by the best of our breed.  
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07-00:18:35 
Rigelhaupt: Well, final thoughts on Oakland?  

07-00:18:39 
Galvin: When I made my last appearance in council chambers at Oakland I 

told them that I had been very proud to have worked with them and 
that I greatly admired the people, especially the people of West 
Oakland who faced significant challenges and were rising to them. I 
wish them good luck; I still do. I still look back on that period with a 
great deal of fond remembrance. I try to stay in touch with some of the 
people that I worked with out there. My family – my ex-wife and my 
children are still in San Francisco so I still have a warm attachment to 
that area. I didn’t – and I pointed out, I went to Oakland because it 
wasn’t on the BRAC list. And they put it on the BRAC list after I got 
there and I was not amused. But I did what – I contributed everything I 
had and I worked with some really great people. Because good people 
tend to gravitate towards situations that call for their presence, and that 
was Oakland. And I enjoyed it, and I was proud of it.  

07-00:19:58 
Rigelhaupt: I think that’s a nice place to end.  

07-00:19:59 
Galvin: Thank you.  

07-00:19:59 
Rigelhaupt: Thank you.  

 

END OF INTERVIEW 

 

 


