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‘DAMAGED IN HANDLING IN THE POSTAL SERVICE’
Tony Wawrukiewicz

In the PB 19913 of January 19, 1956, we find this statement: 
“Unauthorized endorsements are being placed on mail matter 
damaged in the postal service in the care of trains, planes, trucks, 
boats, etc. All such hand stamps should be ended and should be 
replaced by the endorsement ‘DAMAGED IN HANDLING IN THE 
POSTAL SERVICE.’”

In some cases, this marking became used as requested, and, 
unfortunately, because of this, a great deal of important informa-
tion concerning this type of “mishandling” of mail by the USPOD 
was forever lost. 

An idea of the amount of information lost is obtained if one 
peruses the 1956 to 1996 ‘Interrupted Air Mail’ section of the 
American Air Mail Catalogue, Vol. I. My tabulation of 
the information found there is that approximately 24 of 67 
post-1956 domestic airplane crashes listed there have only 
the ‘DAMAGE IN HANDLING IN THE POSTAL SERVICE’ 
endorsement.

Let’s look at one example. The cover shown is badly 
burned, and I would like to know when and why this oc-
curred.

Unfortunately, the cover’s destruction is such that it no 
longer carries a postmark or franking and is thus undated. In 
the presence of the cryptic hand stamp used, the lack of this 
information does not allow us to determine if the damage 
occurred during an airplane mishap.

One might argue that the Postal Bulletin announcement 
given here places the use after January 19, 1956, but look 

what it doesn’t tell us. 
Was the item burned in transit in a plane, in a rail car, or a mail 

receptacle, or elsewhere? When did this happen? 
The reality is that, after January 16, 1956, for covers like this 

one, we’ll never know the answer to these questions for mail car-
ried by the USPOD. What a loss!

Thank goodness many local post offices ignored this dictum, 
and many damaged covers continue to communicate to us through 
their hand stamp auxiliary markings.

The American Air Mail Society publishes the American Air 
Mail Catalogue. Visit online at www.americanairmailsociety.
org.
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Return to Sender Mail - the Early Years, Continued
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

In the January 2009 issue of Auxiliary Markings, I began the 
discussion of the early process by which mail was ‘Returned to 
Sender (RTS).’ In that article I showed two forerunners with ap-
propriate corner cards that were of the type that would eventually 
allow the return of a letter if it could not be delivered. These are 
the earliest and only examples I have found. In this newsletter I 
will continue the story as best I am able to illustrate it through 
the mid-1870s.

The cover shown in Figure 1 continues the story. This corner 
card was used on August 27, (1860). The year date is inferred 
from the period in which Chicago used the circular date stamp 
(See page 456 in Len Piszkiewicz’s Chicago Postal Markings and 
Postal History).       
  

 
   Figure 1   

 
As referenced in the January 2009 article: “As of July 23, 

1860, a letter with the proper written or printed indorsement, was 
to be returned to the writer free of charge. Before July 23, 1860, 
no such return was allowed. And, after February 27, 1861, this 
return required payment of the first-class postage needed to send 
the letter originally (3¢ per 1/2 ounce).”

This early use after July 23 makes this an early official use 
(earliest example known to author). If this letter had been returned, 
it would have been returned free.

Prior to 1866, examples of mail with appropriate corner card 
admonitions that were actually returned have been rarely seen by 
me in spite of the fact that I have been collecting and searching out 
this material for almost 20 years. In Figure 2 is the only example 
of a letter with such a corner card that was returned and actually 
handstamped ‘RETURNED TO WRITER.’    

        
   Figure 2

 This June 10, 1862 (dated by the CDS on the cover), letter 
was returned because of the hand written admonition to the left 
(“If not Called for in 10 days, P.M. Please return to this Office”). 
Correctly, ‘Due 3 Cts’ for this service. When a letter was returned 
directly to the writer, the Act of February 27 1861, required an 
endorsement of ‘Returned to the Writer,’ and effective July 1, 1863, 
this phrase became ‘Return(ed) to Writer.’ In addition some reason 
for the return was also supposed to be indicated on the letter, but 
this was not done in this case.  

Occasionally, as in the example in Figure 3, a hand-drawn 
pointing hand only would be used. Incorrectly, this letter does not 
carry the required “Returned to Writer” admonition. This 1865 
hand-drawn  pointing hand is the earliest one known to the author. 
This cover correctly does indicate that the letter was returned 
because it was ‘Unclaimed.’  

Figure 3
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At this time, if there was no corner card on the letter, it could 
not be simply returned but rather had to go through a Dead Letter 
Office (DLO). Figure 4 illustrates a pre-June 1866 letter with no 
corner card returned by the Chicago DLO. This November 11, 
1863, letter was ‘ADVERTISED’ and ‘NOT CALLED FOR’ in 
Chicago.  The letter was then sent to the Chicago DLO where it 
was opened and the writer ascertained. It was then folded, placed in 
a RETURN LETTER OFFICE envelope like the one shown to the 
right in Figure 6, and returned to the writer ‘DUE 3 CENTS.’

   Figure 4
           
The remarkable letter in Figure 5, without CC, was mailed on 

July 3, 1863, from Middletown, Conn. to Newton Corner, Mass. 
and postmarked in that post office on Sept. 1, 1863 (backstamp). 
It was ‘NOT CALLED FOR’ and was appropriately sent to the 
DLO which stamped it on Jan. 1864 (corrected from 1863). Upon 
opening, the letter was found to have been mailed by “Meary A. 
Douglas of Middletown, Conn” (this was written in blue ink at 
the lower right of the envelope). It was also found to be a valuable 
letter, and thus it was registered (No. 2605) and returned “DUE 
6 CENTS,” not 3¢, in a RETURN LETTER OFFICE envelope 
similar to the one in Figure 6.

   Figure 5

Figure 6 shows a typical return envelope from the POD 
RETURN LETTER OFFICE, an envelope which carried a letter 
without a corner card that was returned to the writer. As indicated 
on the envelope, the writer owed 3¢ (‘DUE 3 CENTS’) for this. 
The comment on this envelope “...should not be advertised” refers 
to advertising after the letter reached the DLO.

   Figure 6
Not shown is an early (1964) letter with no corner card, 

presumably returned by the DLO. The addressee of this Sep. 14, 
1864, letter was ‘NOT FOUND’ (Figure 7). Such endorsements 
which explained why a letter without corner card could not be 
delivered were required by the Act of Feb. 27, 1861. The letter 
was then sent to the DLO.

         
      

                             Figure 7
Per the Act of Congress of June 12, 1866, letters were now 

returned directly free (if there was a corner card) or via  a RETURN 
LETTER OFFICE envelope free (if there was no corner card). In 
Figure 8 is an early example of such a return envelope dated Sep 
12, 1866. Note that the return was indeed ‘FREE.’

   Figure 8
The January 24, 1867, letter in Figure 9 was “Advertised” in 

New York on Feb. 2, and the addressee ‘CANNOT BE FOUND.’ 
Because it contained a return address (CC), it was presumably 
returned to the writer, although no required ‘Return to Writer’ 
handstamp was used. 

   Figure 9
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The April 1868 letter in Figure 10 was “UNCLAIMED” and 
sent to DLO (reverse-side DLO CDS). The large “C” stands for 
the addressee Cullman. The name and address of the writer found 
upon opening the letter is written in red ink at the upper left. The 
“No. 947-16” was a filing number. The letter was returned free 
from the DLO to A. Ames in an envelope like the one on the 
previous page.

   

   Figure 10

In Figure 11 is an early (before 1870) New York handstamp 
pointing hand used to return the letter to sender (‘Returned to 
Writer’). The date is suggested by the prestamped envelope which 
is an 1864-5 issue. This example  represents an early and scarce 
example of a handstamp pointing hand.    

   Figure 11

   Figure 12

Philadelphia - 1873

Cape Elizabeth - late 1860s

Zevely ad - 1874 San Francisco - 1874

Boston - 1869

Cincinnati

 Keokuk, IA - 1870-3

Detroit - Circa 1873

Clinton County, Conn
 - 1870-4

Multiple cities - 1869

Figure 12 shows one final POD Return Letter Office envelope. 
It too was used to return a letter without a corner card where the 
DLO had to open it to ascertain the address of the sender of the 
letter. There was no charge for the return, but as of March 1, 1873, 
the POD no longer had the franking privilege for official business, 
and the POD official 3¢ stamp was required to pay the postage. 
The 1873 docketing on this April letter is confusing as the official 
stamps were issued on July 1.

As one might expect from the lack of returned covers during 
the 1860s and even early 1870s, there are similarly few examples 
of handstamped ‘Returned To Writer’ and reason for return mark-
ings during this period. Here are a few of the others. The Zevely 
‘RETURNED TO WRITER marking is actually from the ad found 
in the first issue of Auxiliary Markings. All covers are reduced in 
size, and all auxiliary markings are shown actual size.
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This article is the third in a series about auxiliary marking 
labels found on mail to a limited number of countries. This series 
is especially concerned with labels that carry only one message 
in two languages, French (the universal UPU language) and the 
native language of the country using the labels. Since Czecho-
slovakia only existed as a separate country beginning in October 
1918 and peacefully broke into two new entities, the Czech and 
the Slovak Republics on January 1, 1993, the period of time in 
which the appropriate labels were used is limited. Examples of 
these labels are also limited because mail to this country is not as 
plentiful as for other European countries. 

Characterization of the Czechoslovakian auxiliary marking 
labels is not easy because there are a number of unique examples 
that cannot be typed in a group. The style of the first major type 
of label, used from 1923 until 1935, is a direct outgrowth of the 
first Austrian style (see the January 2008 newsletter). This oc-
curred because Czechoslovakia is a country that separated from 

Auxiliary Marking Labels on Foreign Mail - Part III, Czechoslovakia
by Michael Mead and Tony Wawrukiewicz

The earliest type, used from 1923 until 1935, carries the two 
languages above one another with the Czechoslovakian language 
phrase above that in French. The earliest example known to us is 
shown in Figure 1. This December 4, 1923, letter originated in the 
U.S. and was mailed to Czechoslovakia. There the addressee was 
noted to be deceased, and the letter was returned to the writer.

   Figure 1

Further examples of the first type of label, including the one  
in Figure 1 now follow. These marking labels are produced actual 
size while the covers such as that in Figure 1 are reduced in size. 
Unlike the Austrian labels, some of the first types of label vary 
considerably in color, and the two examples of the ‘Inconnu’ 
marking differ in color and wording, and one of these two labels 
contains the French phrase in italics.

Austrian control in 1919. The second style was used from about 
1948 until at least the 1980s. However, as noted, this characteriza-
tion is made difficult because there are four atypical labels, one 
from 1927, a second from 1935, one known used during or near 
the German occupation of Czechoslovakia (20 Aug 1945) and 
the other from 1960. These four examples are shown separately 
at the end of this article.

Because of the limited number of label examples we have 
available to us, we have very little if any information about how 
the messages were distributed on sheets for use at post offices. 
The greater uniformity of the Czechoslovakia labels does suggest 
their origin, like those of Austria, may have originated nationally 
rather than locally.

Before we further discuss a characterization scheme, in Table 
1, in alphabetical order, we list the various messages that have been 
found. English translations are generally felt to be accurate. 

Table 1: Foreign Auxiliary Marking Labels - Czechoslovakian Messages
Auxiliary Marking - Czechoslovakian/French/ENGLISH 

Na cestach/Verreist/En voyage - ADDRESSEE IS AWAY  (Czechoslovakian/German/French - ENGLISH)
Nepripustno./Non admis. - UNMAILABLE
Nedostatocna adresa/Insuffisance d’adresse - INSUFFICIENT ADDRESS

Nevyzvednuto./Non reclame. - UNCLAIMED
Neznam. or Neznamy./Inconnu. - UNKNOWN
Odcestoval./Parti. - DEPARTED
Terug aan afzender/Retour à l’envoyeur - RETURN TO SENDER

        

  

           

   1923

  
 
      
    1925
   
   
       
        

 
 
        

     1927

         

   
             1928
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            1931

             

            1931

          

                 1935

The 1935 cover with the ‘Non admis’ or ‘UNMAILABLE’ 
marking is shown now because it is an example of a common 
Czechoslovakian marking that is of political consequence. Note 
this cover, shown in Figure 2, in addition to having a ‘Non ad-
mis’ label on the reverse, also has a manuscript arrow with the 
manuscript phrase ‘Non admis 25 7 1934.’ This Hungarian stamp 
apparently made an unacceptable political statement and made 
the item ‘UNMAILABLE’ within Czechoslovakia and so it was 
returned (‘Retour’) to the writer.  Anyone who is familiar with the  
Champions of Liberty series of 1957 and later has seen the similar 
unmailability of covers from the U.S. to Czechoslovakia.

   Figure 2

The second major type of Czechoslovakian label is the one 
used after 1948. The “Non admis’ auxiliary marking is the most 
common type found on this second type of label, presumably for 
the same, political, reason.  They are generally white but are occa-
sionally beige. Like the first type, the phrases in the two languages 
are above one another, and the French phrase is always in italics. 
All those seen before 1952 have the French phrase in italics below 
the phrase in the Czechoslovakian language. The opposite is gen-
erally true for all Type 2 labels after 1952. Again this uniformity 

suggests that these labels originated at a national level.
The earliest example known to us is the 1948 example in Figure 

3, one that was returned because the addressee was ‘Inconnu’or 
unknown.

      Figure 3

  

      
         1948 

Other examples seen include:

      
          1949

  
      
         1950-1 

                               

             1955-77

     
         1957

     
         �9��    
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Here are four labels that in one way or the other do not fit into 
the scheme shown so far. The first one was used in 1927 on a post 
card which contained neither the street or house number for the 
addressee, making it undeliverable. Because there was a return 
address, even though it was a post card, it could be returned. 

This first label essentially states that without an exact ad-
dress, including a street name and house number, the address is 
insufficient, and the item cannot be delivered. Like the Type 1 
labels, the French phrase is below the one in the native language, 
but the label color is not similar, there is no box line around the 
message, and the message is quite a bit longer than the typical 
type one label.

The second atypical label differs from others in the first style 
type in size, border type, as well as containing the French phrase 
in italics.

        

          1935

BARCODED MISSENTS
by Anonymous and Douglas Quine

Editor: I must apologise to whomever sent me, under cover, a 
letter which had this label on the reverse. I’ve misplaced the cover 
letter and don’t know who sent it, but the label is too remarkable 
not to show to our readership.

I can only guess that the cover on which it was placed suffered 
the same fate as many covers as far back as 1800 and even earlier 
faced. In fact missent markings are among the earliest auxiliary 
markings that I have seen as for time immemorial letters have been 
missent to the wrong address, usually in an incorrect town.

As probably one of the world’s exports on bar codes, I asked 
Doug Quine to look at the label and comment below.

What makes this cover so remarkable is that nowadays there 
is a label for covers that have been missent because the wrong 
barcode has been placed on them. The 11 digit ZIP code POST-
NET barcode typically represents the destination street address (9 
digit ZIP plus last 2 digits of street number).  Unless the barcode 
is part of the preprinted address, it is applied by the USPS (or a 
presorter).  They must read the address with an optical character 
reader (OCR), look the address up in a national database, compute, 
and print the POSTNET barcode on the envelope face.  This all 
happens within a fraction of a second and then allows a Delivery 
Barcode Sorter (DBCS) to read just the barcode and sort the mail 
in delivery sequence for the letter carrier.  When they started in 
1982, POSTNET barcode errors were common and often as-
sociated with return addresses being read when the handwritten 
delivery address was unreadable.  This was easily demonstrated 
by comparing the encoded barcode with the return address and 
destination address.  In recent years, the POSTNET barcoding 

errors are rare and may be associated with envelopes with illeg-
ible addresses.  Such envelopes are barcoded on the back with an 
identifying barcode and passed to secondary processing.  If the 
envelope double feeds, that causes the yellow tracking barcode 
to be printed on the back of the 2nd envelope.  In the next stage 
of processing, that 2nd envelope receives the POSTNET barcode 
intended for the first envelope.  This means the POSTNET barcode 
on the envelope is unrelated to the address - hence the need for 
the label (as well as a number of barcode blocking marks over the 
years).  This label also contains interesting further information.  
The barcode fragment on the left encodes the ZIP code frag-
ment: “90809*” (decoded using <http://www.quine.org/postnetj.
html>www.quine.org/postnetj.html) without the proper checksum 
and end of barcode.  This happens to be a Long Beach ZIP code.  
Apparently the post office used part of a local POSTNET barcode 
as their model when creating this label!  Other examples of such 
labels would be of great interest.

The third atypical label contains a message in three languages, 
German above the Czechoslovakian language with the French 
message at the bottom. In all three languages, the message is that 
the addressee ‘Is away.’

       

       
       
      

    1945

It is on a letter dated August 20, 1945, that originated from 
England, and there is an indication that it was written in German. 
Although it is speculation on our part, we wonder if this label re-
flected the German occupation that had just been overturned, and 
these labels were used during that occupation and shortly after it 
- until the Type 2 labels could be introduced a few years later. 

The last atypical label was used on a 1960 letter from the 
United States to Czechoslovakia. It indicates that the address was 
inadequate, is in the usual format for the Type 2 label, but as one 
can see, the color is quite different than them.

     
   

         
      1960
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While spending a few months in Mazatlan hiding from the 
winter cold last year, we were excited to receive a letter for our 
landlord with some great auxiliary markings. Upon his return, 
our landlord shared our enthusiasm and generously gave us the 
cover.

 This letter to Mexico from Baker University, Kansas entered 
the mailstream franked with a 42¢ first-class domestic meter dated 
October 14, 2008. It was then, using the pointing hand handstamp 
on the reverse, ‘Returned to Sender - ADDITIONAL POSTAGE 
REQUIRED FOR MAILING INTERNATIONAL AIR MAIL.’

At this point an additional meter dated October 16, 2008, was 
added, franked with 30¢ extra to pay a total of 72¢ per ounce 
international treaty letter rate to Mexico. A routing barcode was 
sprayed on the back of the envelope at some stage.

The letter was then backstamped with a transit wavy line ma-
chine cancel of Ciudad Benito Juarez, where it crossed the border. 
It then received a Matzatlan receiving CDS of 27 October 2009. 

The front of the letter has a rough 6-bar and pink pictorial cancel 
commemorating “Dia del Cartero’ on 12 November. It shows a 
map of Mexico and a mailman walking with his mailbag.

I cannot now tell exactly when this letter arrived, but it was 
not long before the Dia del Cartero, or Mailman’s day. On this 
day you are expected to give the mailman (cartero) a tip for the 
good service he has provided you with during the year, and hope-
fully the next!

Our mailman wore the hot pink and lime green uniform of the 
Correos de Mexico, newly launched that September. He rode a 
bicycle and blew his whistle to let you know he had delivered a let-
ter. We were one of the few residents to have a mailbox which was 
actually used for letters. It was a typical small upright metal box, 
with padlock, and not very secure. In fact I saw the letter sticking 
out near the top and wiggled it out to save getting the key.

Bills such as electricity or water were shoved through the 
back of the garage by employees of the respective companies, 
and were likely to be blown into the street if you didn’t retrieve 
them promptly. Ditto with copious quantities of junk mail, which 
was mostly advertising.

A Not-So-Ordinary Letter from the U.S. to Mexico
by Sherryl Reucker

Unmailable and Obscene?
by Ted Wassam

Is this another obscene post 
card like the one shown on the 
first page of the January 2009 
newsletter? Unlike that post card, 
this one, mailed on June 9, 1906, 
was not endorsed ‘Obscene’ but 
rather only ‘UNMAILABLE.’ 
The card is reduced slightly while 
the auxilary marking is shown 
actual size below.  

         
 

On the other hand, I cannot 
see any other reason for this card 
to be ‘UNMAILABLE.’ unless 
as a domestic card no message 
was allowed on the reverse even 
though space was made for it.
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The ‘SURTAXED’ marking on these three letters is remarkable. In many 
years of searching, I had seen and knew of only the example in Figure 1, until 
recently. Then, in the past few months, I have found two more examples, 
illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. I know of no others, but who knows what the 
future will bring.

The letter in Figure 1 was posted in New York in 1910 as a 2¢ drop letter. 
Then it was forwarded to Paris for 3¢ (15 centimes) extra for international 
surface service. This was a proper use at the time in that a forwarded domestic 
letter prepaid at the domestic rate need only have the difference between 
the domestic rate and the international rate paid for proper forwarding. This 
was true even if the difference due was paid in the foreign country or upon 
return to the U.S.

In Paris the three 5 centime stamps were applied, indicating the amount 
due by the addressee. The handstamped ‘SURTAXED’ was probably also ap-
plied there. The addressee was either unknown or refused the letter, the three 
5 centime stamps were voided (either with the triangle or the pen strokes). 
When forwarded back to Peru, West Virginia, the 3¢, correctly, was still due. 
Remarkably, the Peru, West Virginia postmaster indicated the amount due 
using an 1879 3¢ brown stamp, a usage that is probably the latest known 
proper use of this stamp.

The pen cancel and the handstamped triangle on the three 5 centimes 
stamps are probably voiding markings indicating that the due amount was 
not collected in Paris. What is unclear is whether the triangle and the pen 
cancel were both applied in the same location. I believe that the handstamps 
were applied in France and the pen cancel was applied in the U.S., but this 
is speculation.

 Then serendidity raised its wonderful head, and the ‘SURTAXED’ post 
card in Figure 2 was found by me. It was also mailed from the U.S. to Paris, 
France, but has a different story to tell. It was mailed from Lancaster, Ohio 
on October 11, 1907, prepaid with only the domestic rate of 1¢. Therefore, 
it was short paid 1¢ for international surface mailing to France. 

Such short paid mail, as it was not forwarded, was correctly due at twice 
the short paid amount, or due 2¢ - equivalent to 10 centimes. Thus the T 
marking and the lower 10 centime stamp, and the ‘SURTAXED’ handstamp. 
Like the letter in Figure 1, this post card was not delivered in Paris, and was 
returned to its sender still due the 2¢ or 10 centimes. Of course, with no return 
address, the actual return was not possible, and the due amount was never 
collected. The top 10 centime stamp may indicate another failed delivery.

I picked up the May 27, 1910, cover in Figure 3 just last month, and it 
tells yet another story. Like the first cover, it was forwarded after domestic 
use in the U.S. and was due 15 centimes for forwarding. However, since the 
letter was not returned to the U.S., I believe that the due amount was paid 
by the addressee in Paris, who therefore accepted the letter. Thus, the due 
stamps should not have been voided with the presumed French triangles.

‘SURTAXED’
by John Hotchner

start if you are new to exhibiting, and it’s fun. Additional thanks are 
owed Dennis Ladd who continues updating the index to “Auxiliary 
Markings” as each issue is published. The Nominating Committee 
(Nancy Clark, John Hotchner, Alan Parsons) has completed its 
slate of candidates for the fall election. Thanks to the committee. 
If you wish to nominate additional candidates, the signatures of 
at least five members in good standing are required. Nominations 
must be received by the Nominating Committee by August 1.

Our next annual meeting will be held April 16-18, 2010 at 
TEXPEX.

On Saturday, the general membership meeting (cont. pg 12) 

Figure 1

Figure 2

Figure 3

Of course the evidence from these three covers now 
supports the fact that the handstamp ‘SURTAXED’ is a 
due marking that originates in Paris, France. 

President’s Message
by Ralph Nafziger

Our 2009 annual meeting was held May 22-24 during PIPEX 
in Portland, OR. The western contingent (Jerry Johnson, Ralph 
Nafziger, and Tony Wawrukiewicz) of our board met on Friday. 
Volunteers continue to be needed to assist the catalog editor, Nancy 
Clark. Those members who indicated a willingness to volunteer 
on their membership application forms will be contacted. A thank 
you is owed Jerry who has provided a copy of his exhibit “Delays 
in the Delivery of Mail” for the exhibit copying service, and ad-
ditional copies of exhibits are requested for this service. More 
exhibits involving auxiliary markings are needed for our annual 
meetings, especially single-frame exhibits. This is a good place to 
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A Few More Prison-Related Auxiliary Markings
by Rob Washburn

There were a series of articles illustrating various auxiliary 
markings, in some way related to incarcerated people, by Tony 
Wawrukiewicz in the newsletters of January 2007, April 2008, 
and October 2008. 

I have examples of a number of additional markings which are 
generally different in substance from those earlier markings. In 
particular the first three markings, which are shown actual size, are 
from different facilities but are very similar. They basically say:

‘THIS CORRESPONDENCE IS FORWARDED FROM 
THE _____________ CORRECTIONAL FACILITY. THE 
CONTENTS HAVE NOT BEEN EVALUATED AND THE 
_______________ CORRECTIONAL FACILITY IS NOT RE-
SPONSIBLE FOR THE SUBSTANCE OR CONTENT OF THE 
ENCLOSED COMMUNICATION.’

The fourth marking also refers to a lack of censorship but in 
a different manner.

The first cover to the right is reduced in 
size. Its interesting marking, substantially 
different from the four above, is shown 
actual size. It reads: ‘Wallkill Correctional 
Facility is not responsible for any obliga-
tion of funds which might be contained 
within.’

The second cover, also reduced, is less 
interesting but is addressed to a business, 
from the ‘GREENE CORRECTIONAL FA-
CILITY.’

All of these markings are quite different 
in tenor from those of Tony Wawrukiewicz, 
as they appear to be part of general corre-
spondence, whether personal or business, 
from incarcerated persons who are not 
under as rigid sanctions.

    New Members 
        Christina Howland-Stitt (256)
        L. Steve Edmondson (257)       
        Len Lukins (258)       
      Sheryll Ruecker (259)

Deceased Member
 Randy Stehle (5)        

Resignations  
Richard Benjamin (238)  Edward Kroll (193)        Walter Oerding (78)
Craig Eggleston (128)     Jeffrey Lindstedt (111)   Robert Sanford (139)
Jeffrey Hayward (103)     James McDevitt (67) Howard Selzer (167)
Doug Kelsey (235)     George Norton (239)      Henri Wilhelmi (134)
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‘Test’
by Merle Farrington

The March 9, 1917, letter was carried from Bristow, Okla-
homa to Marshall, Michigan. It’s unclear whether a company 
was involved at either end, but the cover bears an intriguing 
handstamp of ‘TEST.’ with the manuscript number 7532 written 
next to it. There is also a receiving date of ‘Mar 12, 1917’ in 

the same ink as the test marking. I’ve heard of companies and the 
Post Office sending test mailings out in contemporary times and 
presumably this represents a test mailing by a private company 
in 1917. Does anyone know more about test mailings that they 
might share with the readers of this newsletter? 

A Local Cover Given No Directory Service
by Ralph Nafziger

At a recent stamp show, I purchased this illustrated cover be-
cause it had an auxiliary marking that I had not seen previously. 

The cover was addressed locally in Tacoma, WA, and cancelled 
on February 13, 1942. It was unclaimed by the addressee and 

‘RETURNED TO WRITER’  because 
‘Letters of Local Origin / Not Given 
Directory Service,’ at least in Ta-
coma. The cover is reduced in size, 
but the auxiliary marking is shown 
actual size. 

Has anyone seen this marking? Is 
anyone familiar with a United States 
Postal Regulation that addresses this 
situation?
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Richard Peck and Colin Salt, T for Tax, Revised Edition, and 
Colin Salt, U for Underpaid, two works on CD Media published 
by the authors, April 2009. Available from David McNamee for 
US$25, including airmail postage (address at the end of this 
review).

The original T for Tax was written by David Collyer and Rich-
ard Peck in 1985 and published in three parts. This has been the 
primary reference on Australian tax markings for nearly 25 years, 
supplemented by occasional studies of tax and instructional mark-
ings published in society journals. Colin Salt and Richard Peck 
have brought the original work up to date by consolidating and 
extending the knowledge gathered over the past two decades.

In addition to assembling the updated knowledge in a single 
reference work, Peck and Salt have added greater access to this 
knowledge by producing the reference work on a CD that can 
be searched by computer. Each Australian state is presented in 
its own section, and within these sections, the tax markings are 
divided into those of the capital city GPO, the markings of other 
town offices, and the markings of regional mail centres. For New 
South Wales, an additional section is provided for marks found 
on TPO mail and for Late Fees.

The original work of Collyer and Peck included an extensive 
discussion on Australian postal rates, regulations for collecting the 
tax and flow charts of the process. This original work is included 
on the CD because of the value of its basic information.

T for Tax on CD is invaluable to the postal historian trying to 
figure out the franking and postal markings on Australian covers 
from Colonial to Commonwealth.

The second complete work on the CD is U for Underpaid 
by Colin Salt. This work documents the markings introduced in 
Australia 1 September 1978 due to changes in collecting the tax 
on underpaid mail. Therefore, U for Underpaid is a shorter work 
covering only the last three decades.

The information is organized with a chapter on “Underpaid 
Advice Notices” applicable to Australia in general, followed by 
chapters for each state covering:

Standard Markings Book Reviews
Non-standard Markings
Associated Tax Markings
Postage Deficiency Adjusted or Reported Markings
Underpaid Airmail Markings
“Please Advise” Cachets
This is all new information, and Colin Salt is to be commended 

for his research and his willingness to share. This is another good 
reason to acquire this CD for your library.

In both reference works on the CD, all forms and markings are 
presented as much as possible as full size scans.  Common types 
are given numbers so that the listing of towns and their marks is 
very efficient with one illustration. All uncommon markings are 
illustrated, and comments provide additional information where 
warranted.

On the negative side, the search facility could be improved 
– presently the CD is searchable using the basic Microsoft WORD 
“Find” function (Ctrl + “F”), but this must be invoked separately 
on each of the separate MS WORD files that make up each sec-
tion and sub-section. How nice it would be to have search engine 
that would look in all of these files at once; however, that is a 
more expensive and complex project than perhaps is practical 
at this time.

To order:
 
David McNamee US$25 airmail postage included
15 Woodland Drive PayPal OK, but please add $1
Alamo, CA 94507
USA   enquiries:  dmcnamee@aol.com

Editor’s Note: This review, by David McNamee, first appeared 
in The Informer, Journal of the Society of Australasian Special-
ists/Oceania, Vol 73 No. 3 (July 2009). The AMC board felt that 
it would be of interest to our readers.

Steve Edmundson showed a cover censored in occupied Germany. 
Tony Wawrukiewicz showed a generic marking on a burned cover 
that did not explain the circumstances, a cover damaged by water, 
and a non-standard-sized envelope requiring additional postage. 
Jerry Johnson showed a cover with an extended explanatory car-
rier marking. Ralph Nafziger showed an unclaimed cover that 
was given no directory service since it was addressed locally, 
and two messy covers with multiple markings. Thanks to all who 
participated.

And, yes, a “Show and Tell” is scheduled for the APS Stamp-
Show in Pittsburgh. It is scheduled for 4 pm, Thursday, August 6, 
in room 333 of the convention center. Finally, the new membership 
list is enclosed with this newsletter.

(cont’d from pg 9) was held. The Treasurer reported a balance 
of $5,357.10 on April 30, 2009. As of May 16, there were 151 
members. Three new members were signed up during PIPEX. 
There were two auxiliary markings exhibits at the show. Jerry 
Johnson won a silver and the Richard B. Graham Award for his 
exhibit “Delays in the Delivery of Mail,” and Ralph Nafziger won 
a silver for his exhibit “Civil Censorship on US FDCs During the 
World War II Era.” Since there were no single-frame exhibits, the 
President’s Award was not presented.

Another successful “Show and Tell” session was held as part 
of the general membership meeting. Sheryll Ruecker showed 
covers with auxiliary markings from New Hebrides, Tonga, and 
Mexico. The latter had unusual transit and receiving markings. 

Book Reviews


