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A Rural Free Delivery (RFD) Handstamp Marking
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

When he saw this handstamp on a RFD post card, Gary 
Hendron, a longtime collector of RFD markings, indicated that 
this was a typical yet uncommon marking on such mail. He has 
promised us a future article which explores some of the mark-
ings in his collection, markings he showed at our latest “Show 

and Tell” session at ROMPEX. This February �4, �9�6 post card 
was delayed in delivery: ‘Delivery delayed by inability of carrier 
/ to cover route because of bad roads.’ The cover with its marking 
is shown full size.
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President’s Message
by Ralph H. Nafziger

Our annual meeting at the Rocky Mountain Stamp Show in 
May was a success. At the club’s table, we recruited four new 
members and distributed club literature, membership applications, 
and free covers. My thanks go to David Eeles, Gary Hendren, and 
Tony Wawrukiewicz for their help in staffing the table. 

Nine auxiliary marking exhibits occupied 4� frames. Con-
gratulations and thanks go to Gary Hendren (Twisted Caps—
Twisted Mail), Alan Warren (Censored First Day Covers of 
Nordic Countries), Tony Wawrukiewicz (US International Mail 
Franked with Non-denominated Stamps �978-94), David Eeles 
(US Postage Due Series of 1959), Steve Tucker (Certified Mail: 
The First Fifty Years), Tim Bartshe (Reposted, Advertised, and 
Unclaimed; Auxiliary Markings of the South African Republic in 
the �890s), John Hotchner (�0th Century US Auxiliary Markings 
Documenting Delay or Inability to Deliver the Mails), and Ralph 
Nafziger (Auxiliary Markings on US First Day Covers and What 
are Auxiliary Markings?). There were two golds, two vermeils, 
two silvers, one silver-bronze, and two non-competitive exhibits. 
Nafziger and Bartshe won the Richard B. Graham and President’s 
Awards, respectively. It is not too early to begin planning for our 
annual meeting next year in Boxborough, MA. Our tenth anniver-
sary celebration is scheduled for St. Louis in �0�3. 

Work on the catalog is progressing. We will release separate 
sections on-line as they are completed. Thanks to Nancy Clark, 
John Hotchner, and Alan Parsons for agreeing to serve on the 
nominating committee this year. Anyone wishing to nominate 
anyone should send the nomination(s) to the committee, along with 
signatures of at least five members, by August 1. Ballots will be 
included in the October newsletter. Annual dues will remain at $�5 
if paid by December 3�. After that, there will be a $3 surcharge. 
Our current treasury balance is $5,0�4.76, with �43 members.

After a short general membership meeting, another “Show and 

Tell” session was held. Items shown ranged from prepaid Hallmark 
postcards, general delivery markings, early computer-generated 
postage, use of the phrase “do not bend,” a computer-generated 
pointing hand, corrected address deficiencies, post office charges 
for its own mistakes, certified mail, RFD markings, a “please nail 
your box on the post” marking, to a Japanese lengthy pointing 
finger, and an airmail envelope that traveled 2.1 miles. I thank 
Charles Jones, Joann and Kurt Lenz, Bob Rufe, John Hotchner, 
Roland Austin, Steve Tucker, Gary Hendren, and David Eeles for 
sharing their covers in this fun session.

Congratulations go to Roy C. Teixeira for receiving the club’s 
Award of Merit for his exhibit “German and Austrian Internees in 
the Azores (May, �9�6-October, �9�9)” at WESTPEX in April. 
The monograph “Private Auxiliary Markings on Hollywood 
Fan Mail,” by Regis Hoffman and Thomas J. Richards won a 
silver-bronze medal at the ��th New Zealand National Philatelic 
Literature Exhibition in March. Congratulations to the authors. 
The monograph has been entered in the literature competitions at 
NAPEX in June and at the APS StampShow in August.

We will be sponsoring another “Show and Tell” session at 
the APS StampShow in Columbus, OH, August ��-�4, �0��. The 
meeting is scheduled for �:00 pm on Friday, August ��, �0�� in 
room E�50 at the convention center. I hope to see many of you 
there.
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Recall of Mail Before Delivery
by Michael Ludeman

The article by Tony Wawrukiewicz in the January �0�� issue 
of Auxiliary Markings, page 4, on withdrawn mail, reminded me 
of two items in my collection on this theme.

The ability of a postal patron to request the return of a letter 
which he had previously mailed, but before it was delivered to 
the addressee, is a little known service offered by the Post Office 
Department. At what point in time this service was first offered 
is not known, but it was discussed as early as �857 in the Postal 
Regulations issued in that year:

“Sec. 73. To prevent fraud, the postmaster will be careful not to 
return any letter put into his office for transmission by mail, unless 
to the writer thereof, or someone presenting his written order.”

Similar provisions appear in each successive edition of the 
Postal Laws & Regulations published since that time, the most 
recent being found in Section 5.� of the Domestic Mail Manual, 
issue of Aug. �, �0�0. The sender was responsible for any expenses 
incurred by the Post Office Department in executing the recall.

Examples of this service are uncommon, and the two shown 
here are the only ones encountered by the writer in several decades 
of collecting auxiliary markings. The first item, shown reduced 
in size in Figure �, is a telegram sent on June �8, �9��, by Fred 
Greiner, the postmaster at Buffalo, NY, to the postmaster at Os-
wego, NY (John B. Alexander according to the USPS Postmaster 
Finder web site), asking for the return of a letter sent by (or maybe 
to) a Mrs. John Young Taylor from Buffalo to Oswego that day.  
A manuscript notation at the lower left of the telegram states 
‘Letter Returned’.

A second and more recent example is seen in the cover also 
shown reduced in size as Figure �. It is a letter mailed locally in 
Galveston, Texas on Aug �5, �96�. It bears an auxiliary marking 
‘Withdrawn before dispatch’ in magenta ink on the face. This 
marking is illustrated full-size.

Figure �

Figure �
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Chicago General Delivery at the Turn of the Twentieth Century
by Leonard Piszkiewicz

The General Delivery window was a permanent fixture in post 
offices since the beginning of postal service in the United States. 
With the introduction of free city delivery service July �, �863, use 
of General Delivery dwindled, but it was still an important means 
for delivering mail well into the �0th century and still persists to 
the present time.� The rules for holding mail at General Delivery 
varied over time as requirements of postal patrons changed with 
expansion of the country and the economy. A summary of this 
author’s research on the rules the Chicago Post Office used for 
holding such mail was included in Chicago Postal Markings and 
Postal History.� The rules were different for different types of mail, 
depending on sources of letters and cards and the manner in which 
the mail was addressed. The rules also varied over time.

Recently a copy of a Chicago Post Office Guide dated �9003 
has come to light (Figure �), and this publication includes a page 
outlining the rules for handling General Delivery mail by the 
Chicago Post Office (see Figure 2). As the reader may conclude 
on first reading, the rules seemed quite complicated. Dissecting 
the different categories of mail and arranging the information in 
an understandable manner leads to the breakdown in Table �.

Undeliverable mail (i.e., mail addressed to street and number) 
that was addressed to a non-existent address or to an addressee 
no longer at the address (and without a forwarding address) was 
sent to General Delivery and held for the period of time specified 
in the return address on the letter or card, usually 5-�0 days. In 
cases where no holding time was specified, the Chicago Post Of-
fice had a set of rules for handling the mail, as outlined in Figure 
�. Such mail was handled differently depending on (�) whether 
the mail was undeliverable when addressed to street and number 
or was addressed to General Delivery (which included mail with 
no street address – just a name of an addressee and “Chicago” or 
“city”), (�) the source of the letter or card – local, out-of-town, 
or a foreign country, and (3) whether the corner card contained 
a request for return within a specific period of time. In general, 
locally originated mail without a return request was disposed of 
more quickly (as quickly as �0 days) than foreign-origin mail (as 
long as � months).

During the period �890-�9�0, spanning the years before and 
after the rules were published in the �900 Chicago Post Office 
Guide, whether or not a cover or card was held at General De-
livery can be determined according to the following criteria: (�) 
The presence of a take-out-date is diagnostic. That is, if the cover 
or card has a date similar to those found on the examples shown 
below, usually marked in blue pencil, then that’s good proof that 
the cover or card was held at General Delivery. (�) Sometimes a 
General Delivery backstamp is present4 and sometimes a marking 
reading “G.D./[number]” is found on the front. Either marking 

Figure �. Front cover of Chicago 
Post Office Guide, December, �900.

� Domestic Mail Manual, Sec. 508.6.0 (Updated �-7-��).
� Leonard Piszkiewicz, Chicago Postal Markings and Postal 

History, Cary, IL: James E. Lee Publishing, �006, p. 3�5.
3 Chicago Post Office Guide, Number 9, December, �900, 

produced by the Chicago and Alton Railroad and distributed by 
the Chicago Post Office, p. 26.

4 See ref. �, pp. 3�0-3��.

indicates handling by General Delivery. (3) If the first two points 
don’t apply, and if a cover has Chicago backstamps (or a ‘Returned 
to Writer’ pointing hand on front) indicating an appropriate time 
interval in Chicago, holding at General Delivery can be inferred. 
Generally, if a cover stayed in Chicago for a week or more without 
delivery, General Delivery holdling is most likely.

The differences in holding times at General Delivery, as ob-
served from markings on General Delivery covers, can be very 
confusing when seen without knowledge of post office practice. 
Table � helps considerably in interpreting mail held at the Chicago 
General Delivery. The table summarizes the rules shown in Figure 
2. In the following figures, examples of most of the categories 
outlined in Table � will be illustrated. It must be noted, however, 
that covers can frequently be found that do not conform to these 
General Delivery rules, possibly indicating that postal clerks used 
variations of the rules to expedite forwarding the mail either to 
the addressee or to the sender. The rules outlined in the summary 
published in �900 applied generally during the period �890-�9�0, 
and covers from that period are included in the illustrations.

In each category in Table �, numbers in parentheses indicate 
the number of the figure where an example is illustrated; each will 
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be discussed below. Note that of the ten categories shown in Table 
�, only four categories involve advertising undeliverable mail. 

The first criterion for disposing of undeliverable mail was 
whether it had a return address with a request to return to the writer 

Figure �. “GENERAL DELIVERY” section from 
Chicago Post Office Guide, December, �900, p. �6.

after a specified time interval. At the turn of the 20th century, the 
interval used by most businesses was five days. The majority of 
business mail from the time shows a return interval of five days, 
with ten days being the second most common. An example of 

Table �. Disposition of Undeliverable General Delivery 
Mail Not having Return Time Specified

Addressed to
Origin Street & # General Delivery

Domestic –
Out of city

With return 
card

30 days & RTW 30 days & RTW           (4)

Without 
return card

ADV, sent to DLO
After 30 days   (5)

    ADV for � weeks. Sent
   To DLO after 30 days   (6)

Domestic -
 Local

With return 
card

�0 days & RTW
                         (7) 

   30 days & RTW

Without 
return card

30 days & DLO**
                         (8)

30 days & DLO**        (9)

Foreign ADV for � weeks
& DLO           (�0)

� months & ADV for �
weeks & DLO            (��)

*ADV = Advertised; DLO = Dead Letter Office; RTW = Returned to Writer
Numbers in parentheses refer to Figures illustrating examples
**Not advertised (specifically excluded from advertising)
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an exception to the five or ten day practice is shown in Figure 3. 
This cover has a return time of 20 days specified. The cover was 
undeliverable (addressee ‘Not There’ and ‘NAME NOT IN DI-
RECTORY’) and was then backstamped DEC 9 (�899) at Sta. N 
and sent to General Delivery. The cover was then marked ‘��/�9’ 
in blue pencil, indicating the date �0 days later on which it was to 
be returned if not claimed (take-out-date). The cover was eventu-
ally returned to writer, backstamped at Tacoma, Washington JAN 
� (�900) on return.

In most cases, the take-out-date from Chicago General De-
livery was marked on the envelope or card in blue pencil, as in 
the Figure 3 example. In later years, a handstamped date was 
usually used.

Figure 3. Cover held at General Delivery for 20 days (in 
1899), according to the instruction printed in the corner card.

Figure 4 shows a postal card with reply card attached simply 
addressed “Louise Walker, Chicago, Ill.” With the added nota-
tion “c/o Wm S. Walker.” The lack of street address resulted in 
the card being sent directly to General Delivery. The card was 
postmarked NOV �� �90�, presumably arrived in Chicago the 
next day, and was marked with a take-out-date of ‘��/�3’ in blue 
pencil, 30 days after arrival, according to the rules in effect. The 
card wasn’t claimed and was marked with a ‘RETURNED TO 
WRITER’ pointing hand date done day later, DEC �4 �90�. The 
return address is on the back of the card, and since the card was 
only folded, and not stapled or taped, the address could be found 
by postal workers for return. Surprisingly, no cover from out-of-
town with a return address not specifying a return interval and 
undeliverable to street and number is to be found in the author’s 
collection. Perhaps this is because business corner cards almost 
always specified a return interval. Cases where there was no return 
address on out-of-town mail are shown in the next two illustra-
tions. Figure 5 shows a cover addressed to “No. 78 Dearborn St.” 
and later marked ‘not North’ and ‘Not there’; the cover originated 

in Minneapolis, Minnesota DEC �0 (�8)88 and was backstamped 
as received in Chicago on DEC ��. Being undeliverable, the cover 
was sent to General Delivery, held until advertised on DEC ��, 
and then held another 30 days until marked ‘UNCLAIMED’ and 
backstamped JAN ��. Although not apparent from the cover, it 
would then have been sent to the Dead Letter Office. This cover, 

handled �� years earlier than the 
General Delivery policy shown in 
Figure �, had an additional hold-
ing period of �0 days inserted for 
advertising before the 30 days 
holding time. By �900, the advertising of this type of mail had 
been discontinued. 

Figure 4. Postal card with reply card attached held at General
Delivery for 30 days (in �90�), then returned to writer.

Figure 5. Cover from Min-
neapolis (�888) undeliverable 
as addressed, advertised af-
ter �0 days and then held at 
General Delivery for 30 days.
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Figure 6 shows a cover with no return address originating 
in Kansas City, Missouri DEC �9 �908 (�–AM) addressed “c/o 
General Delivery” as noted in the lower left corner, and received 
in Chicago later the same day. It was marked for the 30 day hold-
ing period with the handstamped date JAN �8 �909. This cover 
was probably claimed by its addressee, since there is no indica-
tion of it being unclaimed or sent to the Dead Letter Office. The 
rules of �900 indicated that such a letter was to be handled in this 
manner: “Domestic letter mail not deliverable and without return 
card is listed for two weeks, and at the expiration of thirty days 
from date of Chicago postmark is sent to the dead letter office.” 
(see Figure �). The “listing” meant that the cover was “listed in 
the public lobbies of the post office, stations and sub-stations.…” 
The wording indicates that being “listed” and the 30 day holding 
period began at the same time, running concurrently. If this cover 
was “listed,” it shows no indication of being advertised (i.e., listed 
in the lobby list) or being unclaimed and sent to the Dead Letter 
Office. In fact, after the 1890s, the Chicago Post Office rarely 
marked an undeliverable domestic letter as advertised. 

Figure 6. Cover from Kansas City (�908) addressed 
to General Delivery and marked as held for 30 days.

Mail originating locally (i.e., in Chicago) and undeliverable to 
street and number or addressed to “City” or “General Delivery” 
is shown in the next three figures. A cover with a Chicago Board 
of Education return card (without return time specified) unde-
liverable to street and number is shown in Figure 7. The cover 
was postmarked NOV 4 �899, then marked ‘NOT THERE’ and 
‘NAME NOT IN DIRECTORY’ and sent to General Delivery, 
and the blue pencil date ‘��/�4’ was added. Not being claimed 
within the �0 day holding period, the cover was returned to writer 
on NOV �4 �899.

Figure 8 shows a similar cover of Chicago origin but without 
a return address postmarked FEB �4 (�89�). The cover was ad-

dressed to “36 Seward Street” and was later marked ‘No Such 
No’ by the letter carrier and backstamped FEB �5 (�8)9� at 
Southwest Station. The cover was then sent to General Delivery 
and marked with a take-out-date of ‘3/�0’ in blue pencil, where it 
went unclaimed. A light CITY DEL. DIV. backstamp dated MAR 
�0 indicates removal from General Delivery and sending to the 
Dead Letter Office, 23 days after arriving, a week short of the 30 
day holding time specified in 1900. A reason for the discrepancy 
in holding time as compared to nine years later is not apparent 
from the cover. Note: local mail without return address was not 
advertised at this time.       

Figure 7. Cover from Chicago (�899) undeliverable as addressed, 
held for �0 days at General Delivery and the returned to writer.

Figure 8. Cover from Chicago (�890) 
undeliverable as addressed, held 
for �3 days at General Delivery and 
then sent to the Dead Letter Office.

Figure 9 shows a Chicago origin cover with no return address 
and simply addressed “Oscar M. Torrison E[sq.], City.” The cover 
was sent directly to General Delivery and backstamped MAY �3 
�890. The letter went unclaimed and was removed JUN 9 (�890), 
�7 days later (close to the 30 day holding period of �900), as 
indicated by the CITY DEL. DIV. backstamp. The letter went 
unclaimed and was removed JUN 9 (�890), �7 days later (close 
to the 30 day holding period of �900), as indicated by the CITY 
DEL. DIV. backstamp.



Page 8

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 31                   July 2011

Undeliverable covers from foreign countries were generally-
held for different time periods in General Delivery than domestic 
mail. Figure �0 shows a cover from London, England addressed 
to “36� East Superior Street, Chicago.” Delivery was attempted 
and the cover was marked ‘Not there’ and immediately advertised 
and marked ‘UNCLAIMED. ADVERTISED.’ NOV �4 �906. The 
letter was unclaimed after the two week advertising period and was 
sent to the Dead Letter Office in early December, backstamped 
there on DEC �� �906. 

Figure 9. Cover from 
Chicago (�890) addressed 
to “City” and held for 
�7 days at General De-
livery and then sent to 
the Dead Letter Office.

In summary, the Chicago General Delivery at the turn of the 
�0th century used a wide range of rules to determine the disposi-
tion of letters sent to General Delivery. One can presume that the 
rules, certainly based on the experience of the office, optimized 
their disposition. From the covers shown here, it can be concluded 
that the clerks generally followed the rules, though sometimes 
modifying the times letters and cards were held, but substantially 
adhering to the prescribed procedures.

A foreign origin cover addressed to “General Delivery” is 
shown in Figure 11. An attempt to find an address was made by 
Directory Service, but the address found was not the location of 
the addressee. The letter was sent to General Delivery, received 
SEP �5 �909, and marked with a take-out-date of ‘��/��’ in blue 
pencil, 58 days later (almost two months). The letter was placed 
on the advertised lobby list on OCT 9. There is no indication 
whether the letter was claimed, but since there is no ‘unclaimed’ 
marking, it was probably picked up by the addressee.

Figure ��. Cover from England (�909) addressed to General De-
livery, advertised and marked to be held 60 days before disposal.

Figure �0. Cover from Lon-
don (�906) undeliverable 
as addressed, advertised, 
held for �4 days at General 
Delivery and then sent to 
the Dead Letter Office.

Resignations

    Jan Marie Belle
  Mike Bowerman
    David Wessely
  



Page 9

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 31                   July 2011

Richard Martinelli kindly responded to my “Modern US Mail” 
column of March �4, �0�� on “Star route marking...”, where I 
stated “Even addresses with the star route included are seldom 
seen.” For sharing, he attached a scan of a �95� Gibraltar to US 
cover, address to “Star Route/Richlandtown, PA.” He indicated 
that this is a small (�0�0 census = �,33�) rural and farming area 

Star Routes Revisited
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

about 50 miles north of Philadelphia, PA and �5 miles southeast 
of Allentown, PA.

Although this cover has no auxiliary marking, I’m showing it 
because it helps to illustrate a final aspect of Star Routes, this type 
of route used in an address, a use that in itself is uncommon. 

Another Interesting Returned Cover
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

When one consults the appropriate source (referenced in the 
handstamp on this letter), the marking on this January �9, �997 
cover seems inappropriate. The cover was paying a bill, and was 
franked with a 3�¢ LOVE stamp and a partially covered non-
denominated bulk mail Eagle and Shield stamp (with a value 
of �0¢). It was returned for the reason stated in the handstamp 
on the cover. Before I attempt to discuss this cover in detail let 
me repeat the wording of what I believe is the pertinant part of 
DMM Sect. 142.3 (the handstamp is shown full size to the right). 

“Unprecancelled bulk rate and nonprofit rate stamps may be used 
to pay regular postage and fees for special services if the mailpiece 
is endorsed above the address and below the postage to indicate 
the appropriate class of the piece.... The total postage affixed must 
at least equal the postage charge for the class of mail....” I believe 
this is all moot because the postage due for first-class domestic 
mail was 3�¢, and the LOVE stamp paid this postage amount. If 
the bulk mail stamp had been necessary in order to pay the postage 
due, it failed for two reasons. First, the necessary endorsement 

mentioned in �4�.3 was not placed, and 
second, the bulk mail stamp was illegally 
partly covered.

The real point is that this cover should 
not have been returned because the 3�¢ 
LOVE stamp correctly paid the postage. 

Incidently, the DMM marking is out 
of date as a new format DMM had been 
introduced by this time.
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Rewrapped at the Chicago Post office
by Leonard Piszkiewicz

Collectors of modern postal history are familiar with the 
“ambulance bags” used by the United States Postal Service to 
forward items damaged in the mails but probably hardly ever see 
the mailers used to return non-mail items found loose in the mails. 
An example of such a cover mailed in �955 is shown in Figure 
�. The return address on the cover is shown as ‘Rewrap Unit, PP 
Sec., Chicago, Ill.’ A bold magenta handstamped marking reads, 
‘RECONDITIONED / WRAPPING SECTION / CHICAGO, ILL. 
/ CLERK____________’ and a black handstamped notation ‘IN-
CLOSURE’ is present in the lower left corner of the envelope.

A small Post Office form dated SEP 14 1955 that accompanied 
the item found loose in the mail (enclosed in the penalty envelope - 
see Figure �) bears the wording “NOTICE / the enclosure herewith 
was found loose in the mails by this office.” The location “P. P. 
REWRAP” (Parcel Post Rewrap) is checked and small initials “E 
F” are written below “POSTMASTER” in the lower right corner. 

There is no indication of what the enclosure was.
Post Office policy on items found loose in the mails was gen-

erally published in the Postal Laws and Regulations (up to the 
last PL&R in �948) and subsequently in the Post Office Manual 
and Postal Manual. All of these publications dealt with items of 
value found in the mails (money and postage stamps) but did not 
specifically address either forwarding non-valuable loose items 
to the addressee or returning to the sender. However, Post Office 
policy was to forward or return to sender items for which an ad-
dressee could be determined. This policy was finally promulgated 
explicitly in the Domestic Mail Manuals of the late �0th century, 
as shown by this text from DMM Issue 34 (March �8, �990):

“159.434 Identified Articles. Make every reasonable effort to  
match articles found loose in the mail with the envelope or wrap-
per from which they were lost. If the mailer or addressee can be 
identified, return or forward the articles.”

Figure 1.  Cover for item found loose in the mails at the Chicago Post Office.

 Figure �. Notice form (actual size) accompanying item found loose in the mails enclosed in Figure � cover.
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Fort Worth, Texas Dead Letter Office Section Markings
by Michael Ludeman

The cover shown in Figure �, illustrated full-size, was mailed 
from Sherman, Grayson County, Texas sometime in October �898, 
addressed to a Herman Thomas at Martin Springs, Texas. Martin 
Springs was a small community, also in Grayson County about ten 
miles distant. The post office at Martin Springs was established 
on June 5, �876, but then discontinued on Nov. 8, �895, three 
years before this letter was mailed. After that time, subsequent 
mails were to be directed to Pottsboro, also in Grayson County, 
for delivery.  Apparently the sender forgot this fact, and addressed 
the letter incorrectly to Martin Springs. 

Someone at the post office, probably in Sherman, redirected 
the letter to the Dead Letter Office in Ft. Worth, Texas, where it 
received the handstamp: ‘No such Office in state named, / Return 
to Writer by D. L. S., Fort Wort, Tex.’ This handstamp is interesting 

Only two other markings have been observed from the Fort Worth Dead Letter Office, and they both appeared almost 50 years later. 
The first, shown in Figure 2, was on a letter from Ohio, addressed to Elizabeth, 
Texas, but no office by that name has been in service since 1902. The handstamp 
was from the Nixie division, which was part of the Dead Letter Office, and read 
‘No such Post Office in State named / RETURN TO WRITER BY NIXIE DIV. 
/ FORT WORTH, TEXAS’, in magenta ink (marking shown actual size). 

because someone incorrectly spelled “Worth” as “Wort” when the 
handstamp was fabricated. Apparently the staff in the dead letter 
section did not consider this to be a sufficient inconvenience to 
stop using the handstamp.  The letter also received a DCDS back 
stamp dated Oct. 8, �898, which read ‘Dead Letter Section, / Ft. 
Worth, Tex, P.O.’ At some point, prob-
ably in the dead letter section, some clerk 
determined the correct destination to be 
Pottsboro, and added that information in 
pencil to the address. It was then returned 
to Sherman where it received a second 
back stamp on Oct 9th and was most 
likely delivered to the addressee (DLS 
marking shown actual size).

Figure �

Figure �
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The second, shown in Figure 3, was on the reverse of a cover 
addressed to Ft Worth with no street or box information, and ef-
forts to locate the addressee had been unsuccessful, as seen by the 
markings on the front of the cover ‘DIRECTORY SEARCHER 

/ NUMBER 97’ and ‘INSUFFICIENT ADDRESS’. The D.L.O. 
handstamp read ‘Sent to Dead Letter Office / JAN 4 1947 / Fort 
Worth, Tex. / Unclaimed’ in magenta ink. Markings on reverse 
shown actual size.

Figure 3

Editorial
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

As Ralph indicated we had a very successful national show at 
Rompex �0�� in May. Thanks to the members who worked at the 
society table, exhibited, and made the “Show and Tell” session 
so much fun - and four new members to boot.

Although our membership remains at �43 members, �7 mem-
bers have not renewed at this late date. The delinquent members 
are listed on the page with Ralph’s President’s message. The 
nonpayment of dues is also indicated by the orange line through 
your name on the address label. I’m hoping that at least some of 
you have just not gotten around to paying.

 As usual our members made excellent contributions to this 
newsletter. I am especially grateful to Leonard Piszkiewicz who 
made his article “Chicago General Delivery at the Turn of the 
Twentieth Century” available to us. As Leonard points out, there 
is much more to the story of Chicago General Delivery, at least 
at the turn of the century, than the simple process I and I’m sure 
others thought existed. One also has to believe that similar com-
plex general delivery functioning and handling processes existed 
in other cities across the U.S. 

Our society entered the �007 volume of Auxiliary Markings 
in the literature competition at Napex. Our newsletter garnered a 

silver medal at this show.
At Rompex, your executive committee made a major decision 

of which I heartily approve. Back issues will now be available 
online as PDF files and may be downloaded for free. The color 
issues will, of course, be in color and require a color printer for 
one to reap their full benefit. The downloading process uses a 
simple User Name and Password. We will trust our members to 
avail themselves of this benefit only for their own use. We will 
change the password at the beginning of each year, though, as new 
members join us and others resign. For those who still desire old 
issues as hard copies, a year’s back issues will still be available 
at a cost of $�5.00.

Now, how to do it. 
(�) Go to the newsletter page of our web site: http://www.postal-
markings.org/newsletter.html. 
(�) Scroll down on this page to the issue you wish to download.
(3) Click on link above issue: ‘download issue (members only).’ 
(4) An “Authentification Required” box will show up. 
(5) The User Name is the word:          return 
(6) The Password is the word:     sender
(7) Download the PDF as prompted.


