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The following reflects a brief response by the National Post Office Collaborate to the USPS VP Facilities’, Tom Samra, letter to the 
American Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP).  Mr. Samra does not accurately reflect the realities of the procedures undertaken 
in the sales of historic post offices or the impact on the communities.  Nor has the USPS complied with the Congressional or ACHP 
recommendation to stop sales until process improvement has been made.  Instead they have recently announced the sales of 
Topeka KS, West Chester PA, Somerville MA, Princeton NY, and Fort Worth TX. 

The Postal Services’ Compliance with Section 106 

 Recent court proceedings in Federal Court in the State of Connecticut clearly state the Section 106 processes have not been 
appropriately followed.  The local Neighborhood Historic Society was not even included as a consulting party. 

 Covenants that have been granted include “termination for cause”.  This fact alone reflects the covenant inadequacy to 
protect public interests in their historic properties. 

 Mr. Samra inaccurately states that the National Trust for Historic Preservation (not “Places” as stated in his letter) has 
approved any covenant in relation to the Bronx GPO – that covenant restricts public access to the interior murals at one 
time per month.  In fact, the USPS is balking at the boilerplate covenant proposed by the National Trust. 

 The California State Historic Preservation Officer testified that in all sales of historic post offices proposed or underway in 
California, there has been inadequate compliance with Section 106 including specifically denying consulting party status to 
obvious stakeholders (Los Angeles Conservancy, specifically). 

 Focus on Section 106 insufficiencies do not only focus on the Bronx and Berkeley.  Other locations highlighted include: La 
Jolla, Santa Monica, Glendale and Venice California. 

 Some covenants that have been granted strictly inhibit public access to public art.  In the case of Venice, California, the 
covenant only provides access to the New Deal era mural to six (6) times per year for one (1) hour by appointment only. 

The Postal Service’s Sales Do Not Warrant a Programmatic Approach 
 There are over 2,000 historic post offices that could possibly be disposed of through the USPS.  Currently there are over 70 

post offices that have been sold, are being sold or are under review. 

 A programmatic approach must be considered under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) if any combined 
actions affect over 1000 employees. 

The Postal Service is Timely in its Compliance  
 The USPS is using “relocation” as a means to circumvent the closure process required law.  Because the USPS uses this 

designation they make the decision to relocate the post office before a Section 106 procedure is started.  This is backwards.  
A truly Section 106 process must include, and weigh, public opinion and consider all other alternatives.  Clearly, in the case 
of the USPS they are making a decision to sell prior to undertaking this legally mandated procedure.   

 In the case of the Stamford, CT post office – the community was originally notified that a “relocation” back in 2010.  
However, the community was not aware that the post office had been sold and closure eminent until a notice was posted 
on the door on a Wednesday in September of 2013 with closure scheduled two days later on a Friday.  In this case the USPS 
claimed it was because there was “dangerous” lead paint and asbestos in the building necessitating an immediate closure.  
However, the post office had been operating under those conditions since its construction and nothing had significantly 
changed that had new serious health risk.   

 Furthermore, the Postal Regulatory Commission ruling on the appeal of the Stamford relocation said, "The pleadings also 
demonstrate that the Postal Service has not effectively communicated its intentions regarding the Stamford post office (or 
possible relocation) to its customers. The inconsistent communications have left the Stamford community, without answers 
as to the future provision of mail service to the community." 

The Use of a Building as a Post Office Does Not Make it Historic 

 According to a rule published in the Federal Register, following the Stamford Federal Court Ruling on NEPA compliance, the 
Postal Service has changed its own regulations for implementing NEPA by broadening the scope in a way that will help it 
avoid a robust environmental assessment of the impact of future sales.  Instead of comparing the impacts of the new use to 
the current use, the Postal Service need only compare the impacts of the new use to the area immediately surrounding the 
building. 

 Historic “use” is considered under Section 106, however the USPS claims that the closing of a post office does not qualify as 
an “undertaking” as defined by Section 106 so it doesn’t have to initiate a Section 106 process when it does a “relocation” 
process.  The ACHP and the National Trust say that the undertaking begins as soon as a change in use is contemplated. 
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The Postal Service Discloses the Information it Has Available 
 This statement is completely false.  Specific FOIA requests have been submitted by various organizations, including the City 

Manager of the City of Berkeley, for environmental and seismic reports.  While there is knowledge that these reports have 
been completed they HAVE not been released to the requesting parties. 

The Postal Service Has Not Violated Section 111 

 The USPS does not consider entering into any public/private partnerships in any of these sales.  There is no effort to locate 

any other compatible governmental (federal, state, local) uses to occupy the excess space. 

 The USPS does not apply the same standards to excess space in historic buildings as does the GSA. 

 There is no compliance with Executive Orders 12072 and 13006.  In fact, instead of consolidating services in downtown 

cores (where all of these historic buildings are sited) ancillary services are located in the outskirts of town.  In the case of 

the Berkeley, bulk mail services were located well outside the central core and are behind a razor wire fence that required 

“buzzing-in” to acquire access.  Also local residential parcel retrieval was separated to two separate satellite offices that 

requires residents to drive rather than walk to retrieve their packages. 

The ACHP Ignores the Postal Services Financial Realities 
 The ACHP and the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) both criticize the USPS for not doing an adequate inventory of its 

historic properties and for not carrying out a comprehensive historic property identification and evaluation program.  The 

USPS says it doesn't have the funds to do this, but that is no excuse.  It has been responsible for these buildings since the 

early 1970s.  More than enough time to properly inventory and comply with governmental standards for historic 

stewardship, 

 USPS financial pressure specifically comes from the Postal Accountability Act of 2006 which requires pre-funding of 

benefits.  Without this requirement the USPS has a positive bottom line. 

 There is no consideration to outlease excess space in these historic facilities in order to have an on-going income stream 

that would offset building maintenance and improvements. 

 Sales income from these historic properties have been so small that they are insignificant to help the USPS “financial 

realities” in any way and, instead, take public assets out of the hands of the public and place them in the hands of those 

who will benefit from profiteering. 

 The intent of our forefathers and the establishment of the Postal Service in the US Constitution never expected the USPS to 

be a “profit center”.  It is a service to the American People and the most patriotic service as it does not discriminate, 

whatsoever and is required to be all inclusive. 

Sales of Historic Post Offices Benefit the Affected Communities 
 Where does the USPS have the authority to make a decision as to what constitutes a “benefit” to affected communities?  As 

examples: 

 In Vacaville, CA the post office building was sold to a restaurant.  The business did not survive and the building stood 

empty for 2 years until reopened by another operator. 

 In Bethesda, MD the building was sold over 2 years ago and today remains vacant with doors chained and the lobby 

and its mural exposed to the elements. 

 In Virginia Beach, VA the historic building was razed for new stucco Walgren’s Drug Store. 

 Post Office buildings have been completely gutted in Greenwich and Fairfield CT. 

 The Ukiah, CA post office was sold and sits empty and has become a neighborhood eyesore. 

 In Modesto, CA the downtown community fought to keep the post office in their downtown, instead of moving it to a 

strip mall outside of downtown.  The developers who purchased the building are in litigation against each other and, 

until the dispute is resolved, the building stands partially completed.  It is being turned into an office building and has 

numerous Treasury Relief Project murals in the lobby. 

 Fernindina, FL, Northfield MN, LaJolla, CA Redland, CA, Chelsea Station, NYC, Santa Clara, CA, Santa Barbara, CA have 

also all vocally opposed the sale of their historic post offices.  Only Chelsea and Santa Clara have had the sales stopped 

(for the time being).  In the meantime the sale of College Station in Harlem was stopped and yet, just one month ago, it 

was opened again.  All of these locations join Berkeley and the Bronx in our fight to stop these sales.   


