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The USPS Does Try to Go the Extra Mile
by Michael Ludeman

This February 2006 first-class letter was mailed from Fort 
Worth, Texas to Grapevine, Texas. Postage was paid at the 39¢ 
for up to one ounce domestic rate. Apparently in some manner 
‘THIS MAIL IS ADDRESSED INCOR- / RECTLY. YOUR MAIL IS 
PROCESSED / ON AUTOMATED EQUIPMENT. / TO AVOID DELAY 
OR POSSIBLE / RETURN OF YOUR MAIL, PLEASE / NOTIFY THE 
SENDER OF YOUR CORRECT ADDRESS.’ This letter was appar-
ently delivered to the ‘addressee,’ even though the 

address on the letter was apparently incorrect. In my experience, 
this level of service is not typical of our contemporary USPS, 
which usually returns such mail to sender. Actually, the USPS 
was not certain it was delivering the mail to the correct addressee, 
thus the label ‘YOURS? / IF NOT PLEASE RETURN / TO MAIL 
STREAM.’ The labels are shown full-size.
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Conserving a Firm’s Resources
by Ralph Nafziger

This cover was mailed in Lafayette, LA on February 1, 2001. 
It was franked with $1.02 postage. In 2001, this overpaid the first 
class domestic letter rate for four ounces or less by 5c. Evidently, 
the envelope and its contents weighed an ounce more than four 

ounces. Hence it was assessed 21¢ postage due. The USPS at-
tempted to collect this amount from the addressee, which refused 
to pay this assessment. Therefore, it was returned to the sender in 
13 days. This auxiliary marking is unusual.

‘MAIL REPAIR’
by Michael Ludeman
I suppose that this October 

6, 1999, badly damaged item is 
as philatelic as it gets. But what 
happened to it and its marking 
represent an event that could 
have happened to any piece of 
mail in the U.S. mails. The ‘Mail 
Repair’ CDS handstamp is shown 
full-size, as is the damaged item, 
although I have electronically 
shortened two of its margins so 
that it fits in its allotted space. 
The handstamp is somewhat of 
a misnomer as the USPS hardly 
repaired the item, nor could it 
have if the lost piece was not to 
be found after the damage oc-
curred.
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An Austrian Bilingual Label Used in the Levant
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

In 1906 Austrian offices operated in the Levant, including the 
city of Beirut in what is now Lebanon. This up to one ounce 1906 
registered letter was mailed on March 27 from a Mr. Abdou of 
Denison, Texas to  Nasif Antoune in Beyrouth, Syria, as the city 
was then called. 13¢ U.S. postage paid the 5¢ per ounce interna-
tional surface letter rate as well as the 8¢ registry fee.

On the reverse is a faint receiving mark of the Austrian Post in 
Beirut. A bilingual label of the type now familiar to our readers is 
found on the back. It indicates that the recipient was ‘Inconnu’ or 
unknown, and it was returned (‘retour’) on April 25. The bilingual 
Austrian label is shown on page 3 of the January 2009 aritcle of 

Mead and Wawrukiewicz, Auxiliary Marking Labels on Foreign 
Mail - Part I, Austria. The time of use suggests that it is a first label 
type, but the background color is more suggestive of the second 
type. It would appear that Austrian postal authorities functioned 
in Beirut because they presumably brought supplies used in their 
country’s post offices with them (the return labels).

Since there is a return address corner card on the letter, it is 
unclear to me why the letter was returned to the New York City 
Dead Letter Office (DLO) on May 14, 1906. This is indicated by 
the receiving mark on the cover back and the D.L.O. marking on 
the letter front.

Our annual meeting at TEXPEX featured six exhibits. Golds 
were awarded to four exhibits. “The Return To Writer/Sender 
Process, The Beginnings (1859-1875),” by Tony Wawrukiewicz 
(also the AMC President’s Award), “Reposited, Advertised, and 
Unclaimed: How the South African Republic Dealt with Undeliv-
erable Mail from the 1890’s to June 1900,” by Tim Bartshe (also 
the AMC Award of Merit), “Got Postage?” (Court of Honor), by 
Nancy Clark, and “U.S. First Day Covers in the Mailstream,” by 
Ralph Nafziger (also the AMC Richard B. Graham Award). Gary 
Hendren won a Vermeil Award for “Twisted Caps-Twisted Mail” 
(also the APS Medal of Excellence-Post 1980), and a Vermeil 
Award went to Dick Phelps for his “The World War II Censor 
Markings of Curacao” exhibit. Congratulations and thanks to 
all.

We have accepted an invitation to conduct our 2014 annual 
meeting at the Garfield-Perry March Party. We are discussing the 
best means to publish a monograph and sections of the catalog. 
More volunteers still are needed for the latter. Please consider 
submitting a copy of your auxiliary markings exhibit to our copy 
service. Also up for discussion is the “standardization” of our 
exhibit awards. At present, we have 142 members and a treasury 
balance of $4047. We signed up a new member at TEXPEX. 
Thanks to Nancy Clark and Tony Wawrukiewicz for their help 
at our table.

The “Show and Tell” session was well-attended, and featured 
a variety of markings. Different pointing hands were shown, 

The President’s Message
by Ralph Nafziger

including a small variety, one attached to the CDS, one on a 
cover addressed to a dissolved FPO, and a ribbon flowing from a 
pointing hand. A cover recovered after a mail truck fire, a crash 
cover indicating a specific crash, a multi-forwarded cover, a 
1901 registered cover sent to a dead letter office, a cover with a 
German label that never went to Germany, use of a postage due 
stamp to pay customs clearance also were shown. Thanks go to 
Nancy Clark, Joe Crosby, Steve Davis, Ralph Nafziger, Norm 
Pence, and Tony Wawrukiewicz for their presentations, and to 
all who attended.

Congratulations go to Director Jerry Nylander and his co-au-
thor Larry Weiss for winning the United States Stamp Society’s 
Walter W. Hopkinson Memorial Literature Award for the best 
article or series of articles published in The United States Spe-
cialist in 2009. Jerry and Larry co-authored three articles on the 
different patterns of the double-line USPS watermark. Jerry also 
became the Chair of the Washington-Franklin Head Issues Com-
mittee of the USSS.

The next “Show and Tell” session is scheduled during the APS 
StampShow in Richmond, VA. The session will be held at 4 p.m. 
on Friday, August 13, 2010. I hope to see many of you there.

Our next annual meeting will occur during ROMPEX, May 
13-15, 2011 in Denver. It is not too early to begin preparations 
for your exhibit at that show. I would like to see a good showing 
of auxiliary markings. Try it, you will like it! 
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What follows is a discussion of the auxiliary markings that 
are associated with the Special Delivery process. As each type of 
marking is introduced, the official announcement that allowed 
or set the foundation for it, if it exists, is also introduced. As 
there have been previous scattered articles in our newsletter that 
included some of these markings types, references are made to 
their location in the prior Auxiliary Markings.

October 1, 1885 - At first Special Delivery (SD) mail was 
identified by the large SD stamps. No other postal markings 
were needed, and none were used, other than a delivery number 
placed at the receiving city, corresponding to the numbered entry 
in the messenger’s delivery book. Figures 1 and 2 illustrate two 
examples of these early uses with only the messenger’s delivery 
book number, one from 1886, the second from 1888.    
   

   Figure �RM

   

   Figure �RM

The two auxiliary marks that follow are actual-sized images of 
the two markings on the cover in Figure 2, the second a receiving 
marking on the reverse.

     

Special Delivery, a More Complete Story of its Auxiliary Markings
by Robert L MarkovitsRM and Tony WawrukiewiczASW

         

The label shown below was on a 1909 Boston, MA SD cover’s 
reverse. It reminded the receipient of the nature of the SD service 
and its limitations.

  

        Boston, MA 1909RM

Although only the messenger’s delivery book number was to 
be placed early on, as just illustrated, SD covers could have receiv-
ing markings. The messenger markings became more complex by 
at least 1890 in that other information such as the town of receipt, 
date and time of delivery were recorded (Figure 3).

   Figure 3RM

Similar markings were tabulated by Bob Markovits in the Janu-
ary 2010 newsletter. Here is one more, illustrated actual size.

             
      Somerville, MA 1890RM
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            Boston 1897

Clock faces, although uncommonly 
used as receiving markings, continued in 
use for many years. Thirteen follow.   

          

  
     San Francisco Type I 1886

   

 San Francisco Type II 1889
      

   Oakland, CA 1886  
           

     
      Boston, MA 1909

 

  
              Buffalo NY 1922

 
       Decatur, IL 1935
                 

        
               Tulsa, OK 1935
             

         Washington, DC 1961
  

 Rochester, MN 1964

A less common but attractive receiving mark was a clock face which when used in-
dicated when a SD item arrived at a Post Office. The tabulation of Bob Markovits in the 
January newsletter showed a few of these including an 1899 example from St. Louis. Most 
of these clock faces are on the reverse of the cover, but the early (1897) Boston clock face 
used on the letter in Figure 4 is on the front. It is shown full-sized under the cover.

Figure 4ASW
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                     South San Francisco, CA 1968

      
                     Oakland, CA 1968

       
                           Youngstown, AZ 1970

                    
                                 

                      
                       St Paul, MN 1972ASW

October 1, 1885 - If a messenger could not deliver a special-
delivery letter because there is no lawful recipient, the letter was 

to be returned to the post-office, the messenger to be paid his 
fee, and the letter henceforth designated as ordinary mail. Drop 
letters, postal cards, and all first-class matter were to be entitled 
to special-delivery service.

October 1, 1885 - After a special-delivery letter had been 
taken out by messenger at a special-delivery office, and had 
been returned with the information that the person addressed had 
removed to the delivery area of another special-delivery office, 
and the letter was then forwarded, it was not to be regarded as 
entitled to special-delivery at the second office. In every such 
case the letter was to be endorsed by the forwarding postmaster 
‘Forwarded, delivery fee paid by office of the first address.’ Only 
very recently have I (ASW) seen such a marking, on two almost 
identical 1929 covers forwarded in Waterloo, IA, one shown in 
Figure 5. The actual-sized marking is shown below it.

   Figure 5ASW

  
   
October 1, 1885 -  The stamps designated for this service were 

to be used for this service alone, not for regular postage or for a 
registration fee. Special delivery letters not prepaid one full rate 
of postage were treated as held for postage. 

January 16, 1889 - a letter with a Special Delivery stamp but 
post paid less than one rate was to be delivered and the deficiency 
collected from the addressee.

1902 PL&R - stated that if a forwarding order was given in 
advance of arrival of the matter, so no delivery attempt was neces-
sary, it shall be forwarded with the endorsement ‘Forwarded, fee 
not claimed,’ and special delivery should occur at the new post 
office. The earliest example known to the authors was previously 
illustrated on page 11 of the July 2008 newsletter, and it is again 
shown in Figure 6. This August 6, 1903, use was forwarded from 
Roslindale, Mass. (? suburb of Boston) to a Boston, Mass PO Box. 
A neat added marking indicates this fact: ‘Forwarded to care of 
P.O. Box 2622 Boston, Mass.’ 
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    Figure �ASW

Here is another, similar marking, illustrated actual size.
  

             
   Boston 1916RM

The cover in Figure 7 illustrates another way in which a SD 
cover may be forwarded and still retain its SD character. This 1954 
cover was probably sent to a salesman for the Seven-Up company. 
It was mailed with SD service desired from the company to an 
address in Evansville, IN (a hotel?). The addressee had moved on 
to the Chase Hotel in St. Louis, and presumably he already knew 
that he was receiving a SD letter or had been told (by telephone?) 
that one was on its way. He therefore left a pre-typed private label 
(shown full-sized below) and a second SD stamp for forwarding 
the letter expeditiously on to him. This whole scenario in some 
ways doesn’t make sense because if the addressee knew in ad-
vance that he was moving on, he could have left a message with 
the post office who would not have attempted SD, and the first 
stamp would have still be credited for the SD forwarding. Perhaps 
he was a stamp collector desiring an unusual cover.

   Figure 7MR   
                          

       

On page 124 of his book, The Speedy, Henry Gobie quotes 
the 1907 Postal Guide, page 660: “Postmasters are, it appears, 
frequently violating Section 780 of the 1902 PL&R which require 
that Special Delivery matter forwarded after an attempt has been 
made to deliver it, shall be endorsed ‘Fee claimed at the office of 
the first address.’ In order to avoid further errors, postmasters are 
hereby instructed that every piece of Special Delivery matter must 
be endorsed, after it has been recorded and before it is sent out 
for delivery, ‘Fee claimed at office of first address.’ Section 780 
of the 1902 PL&R does not carry this admonition! However, 
examples of this endorsement: ‘Fee claimed at the office of the 
first address’ are known used as early as 1904. For instance, see 
the example in Figure 8 with the actual-sized marking below it.

                 Figure 8RM

     

     
      Spokane, WA 1904RM

 
     Watertown, MA 1904ASW

This marking or its type were eventually ubiquitous on SD 
items. On the other hand they are less common when they contain 
the city in the marking. Bob Markovits listed a large number of 
the city-named type in the October 2008 issue of the newsletter. 
A few new examples follow.

      
       Portland, ME 1909RM
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   Boston 1909RM

        

   
       New York City 1912RM

        
          New York City 1914RM

                     

             
            Danville, IL 1916RM

        
         New York City 1919RM

       
            Boston - Back Bay Annex 1928RM

	 							

       Bellaire, NY 1929ASW

     
         Baraboo, WI 1932RM 

                         

   
    Worcester, MA 1932ASW

         
  Los Angeles, CA 1934ASW 

           

             
  Omaha, NE 1938ML   
  Sioux City, IA 1940ASW

July 1, 1907 - An Act of Congress of March 2, 1907, indicated 
that on or after July 1, 1907, ordinary stamps could be used to 
pay the special delivery fee, if the words 'special delivery' or their 
equivalent were placed on the envelope/wrapper front.

As indicated earlier in this article (when the 1885 regulations 
were mentioned) SD stamps themselves were limited to SD service 
only. The auxiliary marking that follows, from a 1953 New York 
City cover, supports this rule.

       
      New York City 1953ML

The next three markings are related to messages placed on 
a SD cover indicating in some manner the inability of the mes-
senger to deliver it.

        

            
       Philadelphia 1891ASW

   

         
         Offered at Address, Building Closed
                 New York City 1936ASW
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          Offered at Address, No response
                  Albuquerque, NM 1952ASW

If a letter, where SD service was requested, did not carry 
sufficient postage for the SD service, the item was not given 
SD service. Such letters were placed in the regular mails and 
received some marking indicating that the item was not to receive 
SD service. Such an item is shown in Figure 9. This 1930 let-
ter to London, England from Seattle had 7¢ postage and a 10¢ 
SD stamp placed on it. The letter was paid the 6¢ necessary for 
airmail service across the U.S and the treaty surface mail rate 
to England. This left only 11¢ for foreign SD service (which 
required payment of 20¢). Since the SD service was not com-
pletely paid, the letter was placed in the regular mails ‘NOT IN 
SPECIAL DELIVERY MAIL’ at the New York City exchange 
office.	Incidently,	the	two	parallel	purple	bars,	that	were	placed	
at the same exchange office, indicated that the airmail service 
was paid only for the U.S. airmail service and no other. The 
actual-size	marking	follows	Figure	9.

   

   Figure 9ASW

	 	 	 	 	 	 	

	 									

      New York City 1930ASW

Here’s another example of such a marking.

  
          Miami, FL 1938RM

The four markings that follow are miscellaneous ones. The 
first is a probable receiving 1937 Washington duplex SD mark-
ing, the others fancy ‘SPECIAL DELIVERY’ markings.

      
     Washington, DC 1937 Duplex ReceiverASW

										

       Wayne, PA 1905ASW

          

       
      Hellertown. PA 1914ASW 

               
              Kittanning, PA 1959ASW

Beginning in the 1930s one starts to see efforts to encourage 
usage of the SD service. These efforts often centered about noting 
that carrier service wasn’t necessarily available on some days, 
including Sundays and holidays. 

 
      Detroit, MI 1932ASW

	 	 	

	

   Los Angeles, CA Machine Cancel 1936ASW

        

         
    Pasadena, CA 1939ASW

July 1, 1945 - messengers became salaried and markings such 
as ‘Fee claimed, etc.’ were no longer necessary.
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Return to Sender / Service Suspended WWII Machine Cancel
   by Michael Deery

   Figure �

More than 25 Service Suspended markings were used by 
civilian and military United States postal agencies during WWII.  
This (Figure 1) was the only United States machine RTS / Service 
Suspended cancel in use during WWII (for less than three months 
with most mailings posted to Europe). This study is based on 
90 examples and I am sure the results will be more compelling 
as more covers and markings are included in the study.  I have 
referenced this marking as MA-US-B1. 

 This Return to Sender machine cancel is very interesting 
for a number of reasons:

• A very short period of use – all in 1942, from June 24, 
1942 to August 27, 1942 – a little more than two months. 

• Most covers were mailed just days or months before the 
attack on Pearl Harbor which may account for the covers being 
returned to sender.

• Of the 90 examples examined, 84 covers were posted to 
Europe – and the others to the Dutch East Indies and China. 

• Although a somewhat common marking given its short 
usage, some of the occasions the cancel was used are very scarce 
indeed.

 Table 1 provides data regarding the return dates of the 
covers moving through the New York Morgan postal station -- 
likely much of the received mails were not machine cancelled 
immediately, but “held” until  the postal people were able to attend 
to the mail to be returned to sender. 

Table 2 records the destinations of the covers -- sent from the 
United States and covers transiting through the United States.

Table 1
Recorded return dates

42-06-29 �
42-07-21 �
42-07-24 17
42-07-25 14
42-07-26 ��
42-07-27 8
42-07-28 �
42-07-29 8
42-08-07 4
42-08-11 �
42-08-24 �
42-08-26 �
42-08-27 �

Table 2
Recorded destinations

Austria �
Belgium �
Bohemia �
Denmark ��
Finland �
France 4

Germany 32
Holland �
Hungary �

Italy 17
Norway �
Zagreb �
China �

Dutch Indies 5

Most mail from the New York postal depot was sent to Ber-
muda, censored there, then returned to New York (75 covers).  
The other covers (15 covers) were censored in New York and 
returned to sender.  Four basic routing patterns were used where 
the handstamp was applied.  The first was the most common use, 
and the other three were rather scarce applications.

(1) The most common use of the cancel was for mail being 
stopped before leaving the US to foreign destinations, (Figure 2).     
(2) Another use (very scarce) was for mail leaving the United 
States, being intercepted by a foreign country and returned to 
the US where the marking was applied (Figure 3). (3) A third 
occasion (very scarce) was mail posted from a foreign country 
to the US, and then to be returned to that country (Reply Card), 
but stopped in the US because the reply destination was an Axis 
country (Figure 4). (4) A fourth scenario was covers posted from 
foreign countries destined for other foreign destinations  but inter-
cepted in the US where the Service Suspended / Return to Sender 
machine cancel was used -- these covers are also challenging to 
acquire (Figure 5).

 POSTED FROM THE US TO FOREIGN
         DESTINATION BUT “STOPPED”

 
   Figure �
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The cover in Figure 2 was posted from Omaha, Nebraska, Dec 3, 1941, to Denmark, days before the attack on Pearl Harbor.  It went 
to Bermuda where it was censored (P.C. 90 label  I.C./1701).  Routing for United States civilian airmail through Bermuda was com-
mon practice during the war.  Instead of continuing to Europe, the cover was returned to New York where a dated “Return to Sender” 
machine cancel was applied (Jul 24, 1942).  In this instance, the time between the sending of the envelope to its return from Bermuda 
to New York is more than 7 months.

     POSTED FROM THE US TO FOREIGN DESTINATION, 
   “INTERCEPTED” BY A FOREIGN COUNTRY AND RETURNED TO THE US

       Figure 3a

This double censored air mail cover was mailed from Denver, Colorado on December 4, 1941. Next the cover went to San Fran-
cisco where a clear US censor label was applied (under the white US “Examined by” label).  From there the cover went to Hawaii 
and was “held” by the I.C.B. (Information Control Branch) – because by this time war had been declared by the US on both Japan 
and Germany.

  
      Figure 3b - back of cover

The cover was “RELEASED BY I.C.B. 86” (Figure 3b) sometime before the fall of the Dutch East Indies (19 February 1942), but 
when the cover reached India, where a red censor label and an octagonal censor DHC / 37 handstamp were applied, the surrender of 
the Dutch East Indies had occurred.  Hence the cover was returned to sender (although no such marking in India) via the horseshoe 
route and across the Atlantic to New York. At the New York main post office another “Examined by 8285” label was secured over the 
clear US inspection label, and the Return to Sender machine cancel was applied (MA-US-B1) dated August 11, 1942. The cover was 
then forwarded to Colorado where a receiving violet handstamp dated August 21, 1942 was used.
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Editorial
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

POSTED FROM A FOREIGN COUNTRY TO THE US,  
         AND STOPPED FROM RETURNING TO THE 

              FOREIGN COUNTRY (Reply Card)

 

   Figure 4

This German postal stationery reply card is a rather interesting 
return to sender example – the combined card and reply card was 
sent to an address in Los Angeles sometime in late 1941 (likely 
November).  The German reply portion was then posted on No-
vember 26, 1941 in Los Angeles destined for Germany – only 
a couple of weeks prior to the attack on Pearl Harbor.  Since 
November 27, 1941 was the American Thanksgiving holiday, the 
mails would be delayed in reaching and being processed in New 
York prior to being forwarded to Germany.  The card was cen-
sored using a US censor handstamp at New York and was “held” 
there until the machine pointing finger Return to Sender cancel 

was used dated June 29, 1942.  Since no return address was on 
the card, the card would likely end up at a Dead Letter Office in 
New York!  Postal Stationary reply cards with Return to Sender 
handstamps are scarce.

       INTERCEPTED IN THE US AND 
              RETURNED TO SENDER.

   Figure 5

This surface rate cover from Buenos Aires, Argentina – was 
posted on Nov. 23, 1941 to Ostmark, Germany.  The cover   was 
“intercepted” in New York and examined by censor # 5017; then 
the machine cancel was used (MA-US-B1), dated 29 July 1942.  
The cover was returned to Buenos Aries on December 1, 1942 
where a three-line Argentina Service Suspended handstamp was 
applied in Spanish.

This quarter we take a brief break from the Meade-Wawrukie-
wicz contributions to the bilingual label discussion because we 
have an opportunity to present a more complete discussion (than 
previously presented) of the auxiliary markings seen on special 
delivery mail, from its inception on October 1, 1885. The mark-
ings illustrated are supplied by Robert L Markovits and myself. 
On	the	other	hand	I	do	show	a	rather	remarkable	example	of	the	
bilingual label use in the Levant (page 3).

I’m pleased to note that we have a new author for this 27th 

issue	of	our	newsletter,	Michael	Deery.	He	reports	a	nicely	de-
tailed	account	of	the	only	Return to Sender / Service Suspended 
WWII United States machine cancel. Thank you, Michael, for a 
fine article.

Unfortunately, I have to report more than the usual number 
of resignations and members dropped for non-payment of dues. 
If you happen to know any of the latter, please give them a call. 
I have found that a number of these non-renewals occur due to 
members’ busy schedules and simple forgetfulness.

Nonpayment of Dues 
Bradford Baucom  (73)      Gil Celli               (185)    
Frank Moerti         (76)       Bill McCann        (211)
Peter Rikard          (84)      David Lenze        (215)  
Les Winick           (152)     Edwin Schaeffer  (224)    
Ted Wassam         (160)     Bill Stearns          (226)
Bob Leeman        (168)     Joseph Horn         (245)

Resignations  
Doug Merenda (20)        Steven Rappaport (189)    
David McNamee (169)   Christina Howland-Stitt (256) 

Deceased
           Randy Stehle (5)       

New Members
Charles W Jordan   (263)    William K McDaniel (266)   
Kelvin Kindahl       (264)    Robert E. Thompson (267)
Debbie Koomer      (265)     Jonathan Topper        (268)    


