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Editorial
By Tony Wawrukiewicz

I hope that the change our members find in this issue of the 
newsletter (NL) is a pleasant surprise to all. I pushed for the 
change, and the Board was enthusiastic in their support of it. 
Since most auxiliary markings are colorful, this change is a natu-
ral and useful extension of the production values of our NL. One 
practical point is that the costs of laser color NL production will 
not surpass our income from dues, and so no increase in the dues 
will be necessary. In fact, we have a $6,000 buffer in our treasury. 
This buffer and the availability of color brings up another point. 
The Board has always hoped to produce monographs discussing 
specific types of auxiliary markings, and it believes that color will 
be a welcome addition to these monographs. In fact the Board 
has begun to consider one or two ideas for small (less than 15 
two-sided pages) publications. Members of the AMC are actively 
encouraged to present ideas for monographs, if they have material 
that is ready for publication.

One of our members asked an excellent series of questions 
concerning the article in our January newsletter concerning third-
class matter: “The Misuse of Third-Class Mail.” He asked: “It is 
easy enough to decide whether a mail piece is sealed, but how 
could a mail clerk know if it contained written material, without 
peeking? Would that be legal? Is the privacy of third-class mail 
less definite than that of first-class mail? Were privacy standards 
different before 1950?

 As one reads through various postal documents such as the 
Postal Laws and Regulations and the Postal Manual, inconsisten-
cies seem to arise at times concerning the handling of first- and 
third-class mail. However, in the final analysis, the following is 
true: (a) third-class mail was generally supposed to be unsealed 

so it could be easily inspected, (b) if sealed, it was to be treated 
as first-class mail unless, (c) it was identified as Merchandise, 
Catalogs, or Books, and either marked to permit inspection or 
had such endorsements to indicate that consent to inspection was 
understood.

That is, except for special identified circumstances, the fact 
that an item was sealed allowed the postal worker to treat it as 
first-class matter, without having to open the item. That is, the 
postal clerk need not know if a sealed item contained writing - just 
the fact that it was sealed usually allowed the presumption that it 
contained writing, and that first-class postage was required. She 
would not open it, would not need to open it, nor should she.

As announced in the January newsletter, our club had a re-
gional meeting at Ameristamp Expo in Riverside in February. 
As at Washington 2006, Ralph Nafziger did a wonderful job of 
organizing a show and tell presentation of auxiliary markings 
that was enjoyed by 15 people who were present at the session. 
Intriguing items were presented by members Roger Brody, David 
Eeles, Alan Warren, Wayne Youngblood, Ralph and me as well 
as by visitor Bob Rufe. Thank you, Ralph! A similar session is 
already scheduled for Portland, OR, at Stampshow in August.  I 
look forward to seeing even more members there.

In addition, you east coast members, don’t forget the oppor-
tunity to meet in Philadelphia for the Auxiliary Markings Club’s 
annual meeting.  As announced by Alan Warren in our January 
newsletter (see it for details), the Philadelphia National Stamp 
Exhibition (PNSE) will host the 2007 convention at the Valley 
Forge Convention Center in King of Prussia, PA. The dates are 
September 7-9, 2007. 
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Due Mail to Germany
By Tony Wawrukiewicz

During a period of 15 years of collecting due material, es-
pecially international due material, I have been fortunate to see, 
and sometimes explain, examples that at first didn’t make sense. 
Recently the AMC secretary, Jerry Johnson, sent me two such let-
ters, mailed in the late 1800s from the U.S. to Germany. The trail I 
took to explain them may help some of the readers when they find 
similar items in the future. Most of the information I use below 
was taken from my international rate book (U.S. International 
Postal Rates, 1872-1996).

The first cover is a single weight letter mailed from Iowa to 
Germany in 1891 (1891 cancel on reverse). Since it was mailed 
in a 2¢ stamped envelope, it was short paid 3¢ the international 
Universal Postal Union (UPU) rate of 5¢. At the time this was 
indicated by the binocular marking placed in New York City: “T 
15 CENTIMES N.Y.” According to UPU regulations, twice this 
amount was due (6¢ or 30 centimes). Why then the manuscript 
“25” in blue?

The second cover is a doubleweight letter mailed from Iowa 
to Germany in 1899. It was mailed in a 2¢ stamped envelope with 
two 2¢ stamps added. Therefore, it was short paid 4¢ the doubled 
international UPU rate of 10¢. There is a due “T” marking on the 
letter, but the short paid amount of 20 centimes was not indicated. 
According to UPU regulations, twice this amount was due (8¢ or 
40 centimes). Why then the manuscript “35” in blue?

I collect German covers, and when one does this, one eventu-

ally learns that the amount due on a short paid letter received in 
Germany is imprinted in pfennigs, in blue manuscript writing (as 
it was on these letters). From page 279 in my international book 
one finds that when these covers were mailed, the international 
letter rate was 20 pfennigs per ounce. Therefore 20 pfennigs was 
equivalent to the 25 centimes (5¢ U.S. was equivalent to these 
same 25 centimes).

How were these covers handled in Germany? Because of the 
UPU regulations, the German postal worker would know that the 
first item was short paid 15 centimes. She would then figure out the 
equivalent of the actual amount due (30 centimes) by using the ra-
tio 30centimes/25centimes = amount due in pfennigs/20pfennigs, 
with the result rounded up to the nearest 5 pfennigs. The result 
is 24 pfennigs, rounded up to 25 pfennigs and then indicated in 
manuscript blue on the letter. 

Unfortunately the second letter lacked the appropriate T 
20, but I presume since mail from the U.S. to Germany was so 
common, the worker there would know that the letter was short 
paid 4¢ which was equivalent to 40 centimes due. They would 
form the similar ratio 40centimes/25centimes = amount due in 
pfennigs/20pfennigs, with the result rounded off to the nearest 
5 pfennigs. The result is 32 pfennigs, rounded up to 35 pfennigs 
and then indicated in manuscript blue on the letter. 

Mystery solved.      
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Damaging Language
By David L. Straight

Along with faster, more efficient mail processing, each new 
technology introduced by the Post Office also brings new ways 
for mail to be inadvertently damaged. How closely do the related 
auxiliary markings parallel the introduction of a particular tech-
nology? The earliest instructions to postmasters requiring that 
damaged mail be acknowledged with an auxiliary marking were 
in 1879.� From the initial “Received in Bad Order” markings of 
the 1870s, postmasters developed additional markings that more 
precisely indicated the source of damage to a particular piece of 
mail. Seeking to locate the earliest “damaged by cancelling ma-
chine” marking, I have reproduced my oldest two such markings 
– 1894 from New York, and 1897 from Providence, RI.2 

These two covers are illustrated. The auxiliary marking on 
the 1894 cover reads: “third Div - ACCIDENTLY MUTILATED BY 
POSTMARKING MACHINE” while that on the 1897 covers says: 
“ Mutilated by Cancelling Machine.” 

Figure 1. New York BDD-1 in magenta on an 1894 local cover 
damaged in an International machine; closed with a Post Office 
seal. The marking reads, “ACCIDENTALLY MUTILATED BY 
POSTMARKING MACHINE. 3rd Div.”

Figure 2. Providence BDD-1 in magenta on an 1897 cover 
to Somerville, Massachusetts damaged in a Barry machine. The 
marking reads, “Mutilated by Cancelling Machine.”

Interestingly both predate, by over a decade, the markings 
that Len Piszkiewicz has recorded in Chicago.3 The history of 
cancelling machines suggests that dates a few years earlier than 
mine are certainly possible.

Although there were earlier models demonstrated, the first 
practical cancelling machine in this country was Thomas Leavitt’s 
foot-powered model of 1875. However, it was not until the devel-
opment of high speed, electric-powered machines that significant 
volumes of mail were machine cancelled, or had the potential to be 
damaged by a cancelling machine. The American Postal Machines 
Company began testing their equipment in Boston in 1884. After 
1890, American machines slowly spread to other cities, mostly 
in the northeastern United States. In March 1892 the Post Office 
rented 100 machines, which cancelled 30,000 pieces of mail per 
hour, from the International Postal Supply Company at an annual 
rate of $400 per machine. In all likelihood, not all of the machines 
were actually delivered in the first year of the contract. More than 
a dozen other companies, including such well known firms as 
the Barry Postal Supply Company and the Barr-Fyke Machine 
Company, experimented or contracted with the Post Office to sup-
ply cancelling machines before 1900. 4 Using this list of cities to 
frame our search, who can report an earlier marking overall? Or, 
the earliest marking for one of these cities? (Editor’s note - due 
to space limitations, I was unable to place this list of cities in this 
NL, they will follow in July)

It is also interesting to note the diverse language used on the 
early markings. While the device is called a “postmarking ma-
chine” in New York in 1894, a St. Louis auxiliary marking from 
the same year reads, “Damaged by Cancelling Machine.” Inclusion 
of the word “accidentally,” used in the 1894 New York marking, 
continued in some cities, such as Chicago, as late as 1909. While 
early markings used verbs like “mutilated” or “injured,” the Post 
Office adopted “damaged” as the preferred term by 1909.5 In the 
mid-20th century the generic phrase “Damaged in Handling” 
replaced markings that specified the source of the damage.

(Endnotes)
� Leonard Piszkiewicz, Chicago Postal Markings and Postal 

History (Cary, IL: James Lee, 2006) p. 508.

2 The numbers I have assigned to these markings is based upon 
the letter code scheme Len Piszkiewicz developed for Chicago 
markings. With the addition of city names, his code scheme could 
provide the basis for a national catalog of auxiliary markings. I 
have arbitrarily numbered each of these markings as “1” pending 
the discovery of an earlier style of marking from these cities.

3 Piszkiewicz, p. 514.

4 Bart Billings, Robert Payne, and Reg Morris, A Primer: U.S. 
Machine Postal Markings (North Las Vegas: [author], 2005);   
“More Post Office Facilities,” New York Times, 30 March 1892, 
p. 6.

5 “List of Stamps Kept in Stock,”  Post Office Department List 
of Postal Supplies (Washington: GPO, 1909) pp. 58-59 includes 
one reading “Damaged by canceling machine.”
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Missing Lines - Auxiliary Markings on Post Office Form 1550
By David L. Straight

While it is hard to imagine that a missing line could cause so 
much fuss, the Seattle Post Office apparently received enough 
Registry Bills (Form 1550) without diagonal lines so as to acquire 
a handstamp reading, “Diagonal lines omitted. See P.L.&R.” 

Figure 1. The offending Registry Bill lists the contents of Reg-
istered Package Envelope No. 33 sent from Hadlock, Washington 
to Seattle on November 23, 1899.

Having seen plenty of Registry Bills without diagonal lines, I 
treated this card as a curiosity, thinking only that the Seattle Post 
Office seemed particularly officious. 

Registry Bills, introduced in 1879, combined the functions 
of and replaced “Registered Letter Bills” and “Return Registered 
Letter Bills” which had been in use since the beginning of U.S. 
Registered Mail in 1855.� A Registry Bill accompanied each 
dispatch of Registered Letters, allowing the receiving post office 
to verify the contents of each Registered Package Envelope and 
notify the sending post office of any discrepancy.  For the first 
leg of their journey, Registry Bills traveled inside the Registered 
Package Envelopes. When the receiving post office opened the 
Registered Package Envelope, the Registry Bill was signed and 
returned to the sending post office to confirm the safe receipt of 
the Registered Letters they had sent. Unlike the earlier forms, 
which were always enclosed in Post Office envelopes, Registry 
Bills (Form 1550) were returned as penalty imprint postal cards. 
For this reason, they are probably more familiar to collectors 
who have acquired them for their cancel collections, rather than 
to study as post office forms.

Acquiring a second “diagonal line” auxiliary marking (Figure 
2) led me to investigate the types of auxiliary markings required 
on Registry Bills.

“Correct”  

The most commonly found auxiliary marking on Registry 
Bills, some form of a dated handstamp having the postmaster’s 
name and the word “correct,” appears to be a carry over from the 
regulations for the previous forms. The 1879 P.L.&R. (Sec. 856) 
instructed the receiving postmaster to compare the contents of 
the Registered Package Envelope with the Registry Bill and if 
everything were in order, “The registry-bill is then to be signed, 
postmarked in the proper place, and remailed without cover.” The 
previous three editions of the P.L.&R.2 required that Return Reg-

istered Letter Bills, the earlier forms serving the same function as 
the Registry Bill,  be marked  “correct”  along with the date and 

Figure 3. An 1858 Return Registered Letter Bill from Erv-
ing, Massachusetts to Boston. Manuscript “Correct” with Boston 
circular date stamp and handstamp signature of Nahum Capen, 
the postmaster. This form reflects the early requirement that reg-
istry fees be paid in cash, while postage was paid with stamps. 
       
postmaster’s signature before they were returned. Although use of 
the word “correct” was dropped from the 1879 regulations, as well 
as the subsequent 1887, 1893, and 1902 editions of the P.L.&R., its 
use in auxiliary markings continued until at least 1890. That some 
of these “correct” auxiliary marking devices were manufactured 
after 1879 can be established by examining dates of service for 
the postmasters. 

By at least 1858, handstamps were used in some of the larger 
post  offices  to  apply  some of the required markings to Return

Figure 2. An 1890 Registry Bill from Sebec, Maine to Boston 
listing a single registered letter. Note auxiliary marking “DIAGO-
NAL LINE OMITTED, SEE SEC. 1061, P.L.&R.”
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Figure 4. An 1879 Return Registered Letter Bill from Shelby 
Iron Works, Alabama to Philadelphia listing a single registered 
letter.       
                  
Registered Letter Bills (Figure 3). The earliest handstamp that I 
have seen with all the required elements (date, place, postmaster’s 
name, and “correct”) in a single device was used in Philadelphia 
in 1879 (Figure 4).

Any postmaster receiving a significant volume of registered 
mail would likely have his own handstamp; the wide variety of 
styles for this marking suggests local manufacture, rather than Post 
Office Department distribution. In addition to the few examples 
shown here, I have seen a variety of handstamps having date, city, 
and postmaster’s name without “correct” (Figure 5).

  [                                
      
 1879 Philadelphia,                 1880 Portland, Maine,          
 A. Loudon Snowden, P.M.     C. W. Goddard, P.M.

       

                 1881 San Francisco, Jas. Coey, P.M.

        
 1882 Troy, New York, G. Robertson, P.M.

        
  1884 San Francisco, S. W. Backus P.M.

        
          1888 Philadelphia, W. F. Harrity, P.M.

    
             1890 Boston, John M. Corse, P.M.

   Figure 5.

Corrections to the Registry Bill

The 1879 P.L.&R. when instructing the postmaster on how 
to complete the Registry Bill “of the new card form” (Sec. 826) 
makes no mention of diagonal lines. However, in 1887, Section 
1061 of the P.L.&R. reads:  “No blanks must be left between 
entries on the bill, and a diagonal line should be drawn with the 
pen from the last item across the bill to the place for signature. 
Postmasters receiving bills with such blank spaces should fill them 
in by waved lines made with the pen.”

Beginning with the 1879 P.L.&R. (Sec. 857) receiving post-
masters “will note any irregularity thereon over his signature” 
before returning the Registry Bill to the sending post office. This 
section, which is repeated in the 1887 and 1893 editions, provides 
the basis for the Seattle and Boston postmasters to point out the 
missing diagonal lines. Both cards also have a “waved” line in 
place of the missing diagonal line. Based on Registry Bills that 
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I have seen, many postmasters simply did not take the time and 
effort to note the absence of diagonal lines. 

      

Figure 6. The Seattle marking was placed diagonally as the 
line should have been.

    
Figure 7. The marking used in Boston cites the appropriate 

section of the 1887 P.L.&R.
 
Other, more serious errors such as omitting an item or listing 

an incorrect number would no doubt have been corrected, but I 

have yet to find a Registry Bill illustrating such corrections. It is 
however doubtful that such errors would be frequent enough to 
make it practical to obtain related handstamps. 

Because of their unique functions, I would not expect to find 
the Registry Bill “correct” and “diagonal lines” auxiliary mark-
ings on any other postal forms or covers. I would urge readers to 
examine any Registry Bills in their collections and report other 
examples of these auxiliary markings.

(Endnotes)
� For a full discussion of 19th century registry forms please 

see my two articles:“An Introduction to Collecting 19th-Century 
Registry Blanks.” The American Philatelist 120.7 (July 2006): 
622-29; and “More Blanks & Forms.”  The American Philatelist 
120.11 (November 2006): 1012-19.

2 1857, Section 390; 1866, Section 358; 1873, Section 492.

Auxiliary Markings Club Featured in Summer Seminar Electives

Three officers of the Auxiliary Markings Club will showcase 
their collecting expertise during the American Philatelic Society’s 
2007 Summer Seminar, which will take place June 17-22 at the 
American Philatelic Center in Bellefonte, Pennsylvania.

Philately makes room for all types of collectors, including 
those who concentrate on metered mail and, in more recent times, 
personalized postage. AMC Webmaster Douglas B. Quine will 
cover these topics and more at Wednesday morning’s General Ses-
sion. This is your opportunity to learn of Pitney Bowes’ historical 
role in postal automation (potentially how Pitney Bowes foresees 
its place in the changing environment of moving the mail).  

 AMC Treasurer Gary G. Hendren will conduct an elective on 
silent precancels — precancels that do not contain the town and 
state name in the imprint on the stamp. Through many examples, 
Gary will show participants how to identify silent precancels and 
give an awareness of what to look for on covers and in collections 
and stockbooks.

United States FDCs, with stamps that went through the mail, 
sometimes have a wide variety of auxiliary markings, receiving 
cancels, and more. AMC Director Ralph Nafziger’s elective ex-
amines these markings, ranging from those applied at the sending 
post office, to those applied after the FDC was received. Routes, 
rates and the time spent in transit by these elusive auxiliary-marked 
FDCs will also be discussed.

Many other one-hour sessions will be held including: “CSI 
Bellefonte” with American Philatelic Society Director of Exper-
tizing Mercer Bristow; “Writing for a Philatelic Magazine” with 
APS President Janet Klug; “Strike Gold on eBay” by APS eBay 
Review Coordinator Frank Sente; “The Seebeck Story” presented 
by former American Philatelist editor Bill Welch; “EFOs and How 
They Are Created” with stamp printing technology expert Wayne 
Youngblood; “How To Make a Scan Look Good” with “Philatelic 
Marketplace” co-instructor Clark Frazier; “Mail Handling Dur-
ing the Liberty Period” by author and award-winning exhibitor 

C. David Eeles; as well as additional offerings by such philatelic 
luminaries as Barb Boal, Renee Gardner, Larry Hunt, Ian Kim-
merly, Ken Lawrence, and Ken Martin.

These electives supplement the main courses being offered 
— Detecting Fakes (Bill Dixon); An Introduction to Exhibiting 
(Peter Butler); Philatelic Literature and History (Herb Trenchard 
and Gini Horn); The Philatelic Marketplace (Irv Miller and Clark 
Frazier); Stamp Technology (Wayne Youngblood); and The Wash-
ington-Franklin Issues (Dennis Gilson).

In addition to major courses and electives during the day, 
General Sessions are held first thing each morning. Along with 
Doug Quine’s General Session on metered mail, there will be a 
special presentation from the National Postal Museum pertaining 
to Arago™ —  a valuable online resource to the study of philately 
and postal operations as seen through the NPM’s collection, an 
open discussion about using the Internet to collect, and a round-
table discussion on “Internet Scams, Scoundrels, and Security.” 

Days won’t end with these classes. Evenings will be chock-full 
of philately, good food, and fun. Janet Klug will set the tone for 
the week at the Sunday evening Reception speaking on “Why We 
Collect?” Kathleen Wunderly will share the connection between 
Bellefonte and early air mail on Monday, followed by a Semi-
nar Participant Auction on Tuesday, a special Buy, Sell, Trade! 
Night on Wednesday, and the Thursday evening Distinguished 
Philatelist Dinner.

There is still time to register. Student registrations are accepted 
on a first-come, first-serve basis and classes fill up quickly. That’s 
why it’s important that you register today! For your convenience 
you may sign-up online at www.stamps.org, or print the pdf reg-
istration form from the website and mail it to the APS Summer 
Seminar, 100 Match Factory Place, Bellefonte, PA 16823 or fax 
it to 814-933-6128.

For more information, contact Janet Houser at jehouser@
stamps.org or 814-933-3803, ext. 238.
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English International Auxiliary Markings
By Tony Wawrukiewicz

Internationally, when an auxiliary marking is used, it is usually 
shown in two languages, the native language of the nation applying 
the marking and French. This is because the French language has 
long been the official language of the Universal Postal Union.

I would like to present three instances where this general rule 
has not been followed, perhaps because these examples occurred in 
Japan, Thailand, and Korea, where the characters of the language 
are pictographs. 

In the first example, in Figure 1, we see a June 2005 of-
ficial letter from Thailand to Japan. Correctly, the international 
standards are partly met in announcing the airmail nature of the 
letter in French: “PAR AVION.” However, this is also announced 
in English, not Thai. Then, in Japan when the letter is returned 
to the sender, this announcement is in Japanese AND English: 
“RETURN TO SENDER - GONE AWAY.”

   Figure 1

The second item, a December 16, 1997, post card in Figure 2, 
was mailed from Germany to some uncertain destination. Because 
the country of address was unclear (to put it mildly!) it was “MIS-
SENT TO BANGKOK” where yet another marking “RETURN 
TO SENDER - DESTINATION UNCLEAR” was applied. Both 
of these latter markings were only placed in one language, not 
French, but English.

The pattern continues with 
yet another post card mailed in 
December 2001 from Indonesia to 
Japan. This post card, which is il-
lustrated in Figure 3, was mailed to 
someone who was “UNKNOWN.” 
Presumably the auxiliary marking 
in Japanese characters says the 
same thing in English: “RETURN 
TO SENDER - UNKNOWN.” 
Note that yet again there is no com-
parable statement in French placed 
on the card.

The final post card, in Figure 4, 
was mailed from Thailand to South Korea. The addressee in Korea 
had “Gone Away,” and the card was to be returned, as indicated 
on the bilingual (English and Korean) marking handstamped on 
the card. Again, no French marking was placed.

   Figure 4

So a pattern appears to be developing. At times, for countries 
where the language is composed of pictographs, some internation-
ally placed auxiliary markings are not bilingual with French as 
one of the languages.Figure 2

Figure 3

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 14                    April 2007
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Prisoner Mail - Auxiliary Markings, Part 2
By Tony Wawrukiewicz

As promised, the second part of my list of private and post-
office-related auxiliary markings is continued in this newsletter. 
The first part, in the January 2007 Auxiliary Markings, discussed, 
in detail, the organization of this listing. This part begins with 
section (h) “Not at Facility” markings. Again, the markings are 
shown full-sized.

Table of Prison-Related 
Auxiliary Markings

Part 2 - (h) to (i)

(h) “Not at Facility” Markings

                Phoenix, Arizona

         
      Oakland, CA

  
    Tracy, CA

      
        Grand Junction, CO

      
     Miami, FL

 
            Douglasville, GA

  
           Unadilla, GA

       
             Lafayette, IN

     
          Baton Rouge, LA

    
           Port Allen, LA

        
          Baltimore, MD

            

      
             Wiggens, MS

    

 
   St. Louis, Missouri
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                Jamestown, ND

    Duluth, MN

  
   Santa Fe, NM

             
           Tiarra Amarilla, NM 

     Portland, OR

    

    
   Portland, OR

    Denton, TX

   El Paso, TX

                                       
                                   

          
            Fort Worth, TX

              

 
          Gray’s County, TX
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          San Antonio, TX

       
          Seagoville, TX

    
   Waco, TX

    
   Olympia, WA

     Seattle, WA

 
             Oshkosh, WI

 
   Casper, WY

        
           Mayo CI - UNKa

    
       UNKb

   
       UNKc

        
       UNKd

        
       UNKe
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      UNKf

        
      UNKg

        
      UNKh

        
     UNKi

        
     UNKj

             
     UNKk

           
         UNKl

      
      UNKm

          McKean - UNKn

(i) “Not In Custody” Markings

               Flagstaff, Arizona

       
	 	 								Tucson, Arizona

       
         Bakersfield, CA



Page 12

 
          Bakersfield, CA

            
              El Nido, CA

    
             Fairfield, CA

              Madera, CA

    Rancho Cu Cando, CA

  
             Oakland, CA

  

  
              Oakland, CA

 
         San Bernadino, CA

  
           Santa Ana, CA

     
        Santa Barbara, CA

         
               Visalia, CA

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 14                    April 2007  
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                California

   
            Caldwell, ID

     
          Butte, Montana

  
             Omaha, NE
  

            Estancia, NM

       
   Pasco, WA

       
    UNKa

         
    UNKb
 

    UNKc
 

    UNKd

   
    UNKe

        
   UNKf

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 14                    April 2007    
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    UNKg

     
    UNK h

  
    UNKi

Proper International Addresses - IMM Reference
By Tony Wawrukiewicz

In past newsletters examples 
of auxiliary markings were shown 
which referred to addresses which 
did not express the country name 
in English on the last line. As one 
might expect, these handstamps 
almost always reflect the exis-
tence of a an International mail 
manual (IMM) reference code 
number or paragraph/sentence.

The illustrated cover is prob-
ably from the years 1997 to 2005. 
It was mailed from Hong Kong, 
probably to Thailand. How-
ever, the address does not list the 
country to which it was mailed. 
Therefore, it also does not list  the 
country name in English on the last line. The handstamp auxiliary marking on the letter actually says: “RETURN TO SENDER/IMM 
122.1 REQUIRES/COUNTRY NAME IN/ENGLISH ON LAST LINE.” Note that this refers to an English version of the IMM from 
Hong Kong, not the United States.

An Auxiliary Marking in German
By Tony Wawrukiewicz

The 1930 letter illustrated 
was mailed from Germany to the 
United States. A postal worker in 
the country of origin recognized 
that the letter was inadequately 
addressed for delivery in the U.S. 
because, as did/do many letters 
mailed within the U.S., there was 
no or no adequate street and street 
number given in the address. 
Therefore he added the following  
handstamped marking in Ger-
man: “Vergiss nicht Strasse und 
Hausnummer anzegeben” which 
translates: “Don’t forget to give 
the street and house number.” For-
tunately, someone in Minneapolis 
was able to correct them.
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