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Editorial
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

The west is going to have a regional meeting of our club at 
Pipex  on May 27-9, 2005, in Portland, OR.

Auxiliary Markings Club Initiates Award for Excellence 
in Exhibiting: The Auxiliary Markings Club, which was formed 
in 2003 to bring together collectors of U.S. and foreign postal 
markings beyond the cancellation, will present its first award of 
merit for excellence in use of such material at Westpex in San 
Francisco in April.

The Award of Merit will go to the best exhibit using a sig-
nificant percentage of auxiliary markings, winning a silver or 
better. It is available on request by the 30+ American Philatelic 
Society certified World Series of Philately Shows held in the 

U.S. Auxiliary Markings on International Mail 
by Paul Albright

The International Mail Manual  requires that “The last line of 
the address must show only the country name, written in full (no 
abbreviations) and in capital letters.” I thought I was doing that in 
January, 2005 when I wrote to the postal agency in the Åland Is-
lands, which lie in the Baltic between Finland and Sweden. Åland 
is a semi-autonomous part of Finland with its own legislature, 
government, and independent postal system. Technically, however, 
it is a dependency of Finland and 
not a separate country. Therefore, 
my letter was returned with a 
pointing figure reminding me: 
“IMM �22.� requires country 
name in English on last line.”

A bright orange sticker on 

United States.
The winner need not be a member of the AMC to receive the 

award, and an exhibitor can win it more than once. It is hoped 
that the availablility of the award will encourage more people to 
share their collections as exhibits. Auxiliary markings are gener-
ally popular with show attendees whether confirmed collectors or 
new recruits because they are evidence of how the postal system 
actually works and the things that can go wrong in the transmis-
sion of mails. 

Show committees that would like to ask for the award should 
contact Doug Merenda, PO Box 20069, Ferndale, Michigan.

a second cover (from England) declares: “Yours? If not please 
return to the mail stream.” The cover was mailed in London on 
January 20, 2003, and addressed to a printing company in Iowa. 
The letter was intended for a writer who is published regularly 
in The Posthorn, the quarterly journal of the Scandinavian Col-
lectors Club. The Posthorn is printed in Madrid, IA. Since the 
recipient’s name was not familiar to the local carrier, he presum-
ably applied the sticker to encourage forwarding if the letter was 
misaddressed. 
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It is exciting to see the work that is going on to document 
auxiliary marking use. The archive of information we are as-
sembling will serve as a valuable resource for both current and 
future collectors.

Work has begun to begin a catalogue of auxiliary markings. 
While in its infancy, those of you who are charged with coordinat-
ing a specialized area of auxiliary markings need to start pulling 
together your records and those of your fellow enthusiasts. When 
the time comes, you will be requested to photocopy your mark-
ings, noting the color of the marking, date of use, and place sent 
from and to. If your collection is as diverse as mine, this will take 
some time to assemble. Consider this a “heads up.”

You will find a membership directory with this issue. Jerry 
Johnson has put in a lot of effort to pull this information together 
into a format we hope you will find useful. He is hereby awarded 
the pointing finger award of recognition.

It is time to begin thinking about our Annual Meeting. We will 
assemble at the newly named Southeastern Stamp Show, formerly 

Peach State Stamp Show. The show information will come out 
on the following url: http://www.stampclubs.com/sestampshow.
htm It’s time to think about what would look good in the frames. 
Remember, this is where we offer the Richard B. Graham Award 
for the best multi-frame and the President’s Award for the best 
single-frame exhibit. If our first annual meeting is to be a guide, 
lots of swapping and gathering for informational as well as social 
reasons will be the norm. Consider a trip to the sunny south this 
fall. And be sure to enter that wild and wacky material into com-
petition. The annual meeting is the one time we are sure of a judge 
on the panel who will appreciate those oddities we hold so dear.

Speaking of awards, the club has designated an award for 
use at national level exhibitions to recognize and encourage the 
showing of auxiliary markings in an exhibit. The exhibit must 
win a national Silver Award or better and include a significant 
percentage of auxiliary markings. Doug Merenda will coordinate 
the mailing of the award certificate. The first show to have this 
award is Westpex. Spring greetings! 

AMC President Message  
by Nancy B. Clark
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Dog Team Mail
by Alan Warren

The manu-
script  auxil-
iary marking 
pictured here 
was written on 

a January 3, 1935, first-class letter from Oquossoc, Maine to 
Quantico, Virginia. There is a, presumably, transient CDS on the 

reverse of the cover, dated January 4, �935, from Grants, Maine. 
Both of these sites are located in far-western Maine near the New 
Hampshire border, apparently, by Mapquest, in a fairly isolated 
mountainous region where snow is prevalent in January. However, 
whether this was a real service or a collector-created item is dif-
ficult to tell because a commemmorative Byrd stamp franks it, and 
because Grants is just as isolated as Oquossoc. Neat, though.

The Big Cheese  
by Merle Farrington

A rather interesting June �5, �944, circular date stamp on a 
U.S. Navy penalty envelope is shown on the left. The registered 
letter was mailed to the Commander in Chief of the U.S. Pacific 
Fleet. Since it was a penalty envelope, only the registration fee 
of 20¢ need be paid.

 The remarkable CDS is unlike any I’ve ever seen because 
it contains a pointing hand. Perhaps the pointing hand somehow 
emphasizes the importance of the addressee of letter?
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        Machine Postmark Pointing Hands: Atlanta, GA
by Nancy B. Clark

One of the challenges we have in exploring territory not fully 
documented is the lack of literature on subjects of interest to us. In 
�978 my husband, Doug paid a visit to a friend in the Atlanta Post 
Office, Edgar Titus. His son was a fellow City Council member 
with Doug. Edgar headed up the Public Relations section and of-
fered Doug a tour of the “flyer” Universal postmarking machines 
in the Atlanta Federal Annex. In April he sent a complete set of 
the machine pointing fingers then in the office. All are left hands 
with a cuff but no button and the markings are boxed. Edgar said 
he had no idea what some of them meant, though I don’t share 
his view. Here they are, for the record.

(1) UNDELIVERABLE/NO SUCH STREET/ 
 RETURN TO SENDER     
(2) UNDELIVERABLE/NO SUCH NUMBER/ 
 RETURN TO SENDER
(3) MOVED NOT/FORWARDABLE/RETURN TO SENDER
(4) UNDELIVERABLE/ADDRESSEE UNKNOWN/
 RETURN TO SENDER
(5) POSTAGE/DUE/RETURN TO SENDER
(6) UNDELIVERABLE/REFUSED/RETURN TO SENDER
(7) UNDELIVERABLE/APT. NUMBER NOT GIVEN/
 RETURN TO SENDER
(8) UNDELIVERABLE/MOVED LEFT NO/NEW AD  
 DRESS/RETURN TO SENDER
(9)UNDELIVERABLE/NO MAIL RECEPTACLE/
 RETURN TO SENDER
(10) POSTAL/MISSENT ERROR/RETURN TO SENDER

Doug originally wrote these up in the September �979 issue 
of “The Machine Cancel Forum.” He was told that they were not 
allowed to be used with die hubs, but there are plenty of examples 
where they were used together with the dating device. I can not 
say what is currently available for use in Atlanta, but at least we 
have this window into the markings possible there in the spring 
of �978.
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Mail Dispatched
By David L. Straight

The purple handstamp, “MAIL DISPATCHED” in the lower 
right corner and repeated on the back begs the question: Why was 
this cover marked in this unusual fashion? And what mail was 
dispatched?  By choosing the 37¢ Air Mail Special Delivery rate 
over the 4¢ letter rate, the Grace Shoe Manufacturing Corporation 
of Lowell, Massachusetts clearly felt some urgency in getting this 
envelope delivered to the Postage Due Section of the St. Louis Post 
Office. While unfortunately I do not have the letter’s contents to 
verify my assumptions, it seems most likely that this �960 cover 
represents the sole exception retained in the Postal Regulations 
when the Held for Postage procedures were finally abolished in 
1958. For more than a century, local Post Offices had held mail 
that was not prepaid at least one rate of postage while the addressee 
was notified to supply stamps sufficient to cover the shortage. 

When prepayment of postage was made compulsory on April �, 
�855, mail not prepaid, even with a clear address for delivery, was 
sent to the Dead Letter Office in Washington, to be opened, read, 
and returned to the sender for payment of postage. Very quickly 
the Dead Letter Office became overwhelmed. Within a year the 
Post Office realized that the only way out of this bureaucratic 
morass was to return the responsibility for unpaid letters to local 
postmasters. Letters whose sender could be identified by hand 
writing or other clues (return addresses were not common), were 
returned for the postage to be applied. Postage for unpaid drop 
letters, those left at the office of delivery, was collected when the 
addressee called for their mail. Unpaid letters going out of town 
were held while a notice, mailed under the postmaster’s free 
frank, requested the addressee, who had no idea from whom the 
letter had been sent, to mail the appropriate postage so the letter 
could be sent to them. Following the introduction of postal cards 
and penalty imprints in the 1870’s, Held for Postage notices were 
sent as postal cards.

Even after the introduction of postage due stamps in �879, 
Held for Postage notices continued. John Wanamaker, the reform 
Postmaster General under President Benjamin Harrison, attempted 
unsuccessfully to end this inefficient practice in 1892. While 
the Held for Postage rules required a cumbersome system of 
notices paired with a filing system that matched stamps received 
to letters being held, the procedure had the desired effect. The 
inconvenience and double cost for the addressee, along with the 
delay in receipt of the mail, made failing to put stamps an a letter 
socially taboo. As the custom of placing a return address on the 
envelope became widespread in the 20th century, Held for Post-
age notices were employed less frequently because mail could 
be returned directly to the sender for postage. While most of the 
world forwarded unpaid domestic letters and collected from the 
addressee at the time of delivery, the United States continued this 
cumbersome system of notification and collection. 

Finally, starting October 8, �958, short paid mail was marked 
with the unpaid postage and fees and forwarded to the addressee 
for collection, the sole exception being when there were �0 or 
more unpaid, or short paid pieces to the same addressee. In this 
instance, notification was still sent to the addressee and the mail 
was held until postage had been paid. As this letter was addressed 
to the Postage Due Section, it seems probable that Grace Shoe was 
remitting postage for �0 or more pieces of held mail. Following 
from this assumption,  it seems likely that the handstamp, “MAIL 
DISPATCHED”,  indicates the dispatch of that mail, now that 
payment had been received.
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Trying to pass counterfeit postage is one thing, but using it to 
mail your tax return does not seem a wise practice. While I do not 
have an example of the marking that Gerald Nylander and Charles 
Snee discussed in their articles, I was reminded of a �5 year-old 
cover with a similar marking from the New York Post Office.

The stamp in question was a crude attempt at the 25¢ Jack 
London (Scott 2�82) issued in �986 as part of the Great Americans 
series. As it did not meet a specific rate at the time, the stamp was 
not much used until the letter rate increased to 25¢ in �988. While 
undated, the cover is most likely mailed in �989 or �990; the letter 
rate rose to 29¢ very early in �99�.

The original stamp was never a great work of art and the color 
and design are passable on the counterfeit. But, the perforations 
are crude and uneven and the stamp is over-sized because there are 
no perforations on the sheet edge side. However, it was no doubt 
a lack of phosphor tagging that brought the cover to the attention 
of a postal clerk. A purple two-line handstamp, “RETURN TO 
SENDER / COUNTERFEIT POSTAGE” was used to deface the 
“stamp” and applied twice more on the cover. It appears that the 
same procedures, of marking and returning the mail with coun-
terfeit stamps, were in place �5 years ago. 

The letter, mailed from 172nd Street, New York was addressed 
to the IRS Service Center at Holtsville, New York. 
The lack of tagging would cause it to be rejected 
from the automatic canceling machine. Upon 
examination by the postal clerk in New York City 
the letter was marked for return. Considering the 
addressee, the sender should have been glad to get 
off with a returned letter and not an audit.

Return to Sender from Baja, California (Mexico)
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

At a recent show I found a number of nice covers from the 
San Diego Health Services Investigative Unit to various locations 
in Baja, California. Finding commercial mail sent to Mexico is 
not easy. Moreover, for one reason or another these items from 
late �994 to �996 were all returned to this agency. As they were 
mailed around the time of the international rate change of �995, 
some are franked with the 35¢ rate, the rest with the 40¢ rate -  a 
nice grouping. 

All of the return markings were in turquoise ink, a color one 
rarely sees used in the United States. When the items could not 
be delivered, they were sent to various Mexican postal agencies 
on the Baja peninsula. As indicated by the marking from the back 
of one such cover, three of them went to various ‘Servicio Postal 
Mexicano’ locations where they were marked appropriately and 
returned to the sender. 

As in the United States, the return of mail in Mexico is fre-
quently indicated by a pointing hand as well as some indication of 

why an item is returned. Two hands 
used and an arrow that was also 
used on these covers are shown. 
The phrase ‘DEVUELVASE’ means 
return to sender. 

The Lucky Counterfeiter
By David L. Straight

These covers indicated 
a number of reasons for the return of the mail. These included: 
‘NO RECLAMADA’ - not claimed, ‘CANCELADO’ - not at ad-
dress given, and Mauvaise Adresse (‘MALA DIRECCION’) - bad 
address. The last phrase is actually a combination of the universal 
language, French - ‘Mauvaise Adresse,’ and its Spanish equivalent 
- ‘MALA DIRECCION.’
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Spray Cancel Auxiliary Markings
By Nancy Clark, Michael M. Ludeman and Tony Wawrukiewicz

General spray markings have been with us as a pro-
duction product since January �989. It is not clear when 
spray markings began to be used as auxiliary markings. 
However, information that Nancy has accumulated sug-
gests that it was well under way by �994.

On the other hand, invariably, when there is a new 
production item, previously there has been a period of ex-
perimentation/beta testing at a small number of locations. 
This happened with spray markings, and in particular 
auxiliary spray markings. John Hotchner, in his January 
�2, 2004, Linn’s Stamp News article on page 6 showed 
us such a beta test or forerunner. This was an October �5, 
�976, marking used in Portland, Oregon. This marking 
which read ‘NOT DELIVERABLE AS ADDRESSED, 
UNABLE TO FORWARD’ is illustrated in a reduced 
reproduction:

 A �994 report made by the USPS to their Oversight 
Committee is now discussed. In 1994 the post office was 
raving about their CFS (Computer Forwarding Service), 
installed in 2�2 national facilitites. “Each CFS II system 
consists of a centralized computer, mechanized ter-
minals for processing letters, and non-mechanized 
terminals for processing flats and magazines.” In 1994 
they allotted $�6.5 million “to enhance the labelling of 
CFS letters.”

They had what they called an ACS (Address Change 
Service) to give business mailers automated corrections 
based on their most recent mailings. They also had an AEC 
(Address Element Correction) System in place, electroni-
cally matching bulk mailing lists to the national 
ZIP+4 files. The Address Element Correction 
(AEC) Service was designed to correct addresses which 
could not be matched to the National ZIP+4 file using 
certified address matching software. AEC corrected de-
ficient addresses and identified those which did not exist. 
Millions of addresses in mailers’ files were examined and 
corrected, leading to improved customer satisfaction. AEC 
was a two-step process. Step I used a variety of computer 
logic resolution processes to correct as many addresses 
as possible and produced a diagnostic report about the 
mailer’s list-management practices. Electronic success 
rates averaged 60-65 percent of the previously unmatched 
addresses. In Step II, unmatched addresses from Step I 
were forwarded to delivery units for correction, primarily 
by the carriers. 

In other words, at least by �994, items that 
were mailed with inadequate addresses were 
handled by some type of semi-automated system which 
included carrier involvement and which presumably 
included spray markings as part of the procedure. Two 
possible examples are shown here, both in black, both dif-
ferent in type from the post-2002 process discussed later 
(one with unusual message, the other two-lined). These 

RTS Undeliverable As Addressed

September 2003 - red - Georgia

September 2003 - red - Georgia

December 2003 - red - Texas

November 2004 - red - Texas

RTS Insufficient Address

September  2003 - red - Georgia

April 2004 - red - Texas

November  2004  - red - 

November  2004 - red - Texas

RTS Unable To Forward

May 2002 - red - Florida

December 2002 - red - Florida

August 2003 - black - Tennessee

November 2003 - red - ????

RTS No Such Number/Street

May 2002 - red - Florida

August 2003 - black - Colorado

October 2004 - red - Texas

 2004 - red - Texas
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RTS Attempted Not Known

M a y  2 0 0 2  -  b l a c k  - 

September 2003 - red - Georgia

May 2004 - red - Tennessee

November 2004 - red - Texas

May 2002 - black - Florida

RTS For Reason(s) Shown

September 2002 - red - Florida

September 2003 - red - Georgia

September 2003 - red - Georgia

September 2003 - red - Georgia

October 200? - red - Georgia

J u l y  2 0 0 4  -  r e d  - 

October 2003 - red - Texas

examples and all those in this article except John Hotchner’s 
are shown as �00% reproductions. The possible 

AEC process examples are:

Shortly after the beginning of the Postal Service fiscal 
year 2003 (October �, 2002), the Postal Service introduced 
a new program to facilitate the marking of a large class of 
letter mail that had to be returned to the original 
sender because of an addressing 
or delivery problem. The formal 
name for this program is the 
“First Class Letter Mail Automated Endorsement Return-
to-Sender Program,” but it will be referred to in this article 
as the “RTS Program,” for obvious reasons. This program 
has since been implemented at an undetermined number of 
Processing & Distribution Centers (P&DCs) throughout the 
United States, strictly on a voluntary basis. The decision to 
participate in this program is left to the discretion of the indi-
vidual Plant Manager, or a combination of the Manager and 
the District Office. In research into this program in Texas, 
it has been determined that only four of the twenty P&DCs 
in Texas are involved with this program.

The objective of the RTS Program is to speed up the 
processing and return of this type of mail by eliminating 
some of the manual processing steps, and by spraying the 
Return to Sender endorsement on the envelope using the 
Remote Bar Code Subsystem (RBCS) at the same time that 
this system reads the return address from the letter and sprays 
that information as a bar code at the bottom of the letter.

At least seven general types of marking message may 
be sprayed on the envelopes, together with some type of 
‘Return to Sender (RTS)’ statement. These are

�) Unable to Forward
2) No Such Number/Street
3) Insufficient Address
4) Undeliverable as Addressed
5) Undeliverable as Addressed, Unable to Forward
6) Attempted Not Known 
7) For Reason(s) Shown
The delivery office applies no other marking for the first 

six messages, and these are bundled up and forwarded 
to the participating P&DC. Any mail that could not be 
delivered for other reasons: ‘Deceased,’ ‘Unclaimed, etc. 
has an appropriate endorsement applied before forwarding 
to the participating P&DC. At the participating P&DCs, the 
operator then selects the appropriate RTS message, feeds the 
letters and sprays the message on them. 

Starting at the top right of page 6 and continuing to the 
right on this page, 29 examples of these RTS markings are 
shown. Although the process officially began in October 
2002, there apparently was some testing prior to this as 

April 2004 - black - Oregon

RTS Undeliverable As Addressed Unable To Forward

some examples shown are from earlier in 2002.
Most of the spray markings are in red, but a few are black.  Also, as 

the reader can see, there is quite a bit of variety in the mark-
ings illustrated, including a variability in the height of the 
characters and the number of characters per inch, a variation 

in the use of Return to Sender and RTS, and the presence or absence of 
such characters as *, -, and /.

These variations are caused because there are many different opera-
tors at the multiple P&DC sites. Therefore, even though the basic mes-
sages to be used are prescribed, the exact characterization format is left 
to the individual operator. In addition, when a machine goes down for 
repair, it must be rebooted, and the phrasing re-entered. Each re-entry 
may well then differ, even with the same operator.

In conclusion, this article is meant to be nothing more than a prelimi-
nary one. Hopefully it will whet someone’s appetite to do more research 

December 2000 - black - Arizona

March �998 - black - Florida
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