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Canadian Bilingual ‘Received Too Late for Airmail’
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

This 1922 Canadian domestic airmail letter was mailed from 
Montreal to Victoria at the up-to-one ounce airmail rate. The 
handstamp on it indicates that it was ‘RECEIVED TOO LATE 
TO / CONNECT WITH AIRMAIL.’ 

As is typical, this message was bilingual, in both English and 
French. No image is true to size.
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Why are there Multiple Registration Numbers on some Registered Items?
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

Two AMC members (Eugene Setwyn and Wayne Youngblood) 
recently asked me why there were multiple registration numbers 
on some registered items. I initially believed that the answer was 
straightforward, but further research indicates that it is not.

That is, forwarded and returned registered matter frequently, 
but not always, bears multiple registration numbers, and, although 
incompletely documented why, some incoming foreign items 
also bear multiple registration numbers. Also, interestingly, the 
rules for placing registration numbers on forwarded, RTW, and 
foreign mail varied over the years. So, these complications need 
documentation. First we’ll document the history of registration 
numbers on forwarded and RTW registered domestic mail.

1873 PL&R, Sect. 495.
Although forwarding and returning occurred at this time, no 

renumbering took place when this occurred, only at the office of 
registration.

1879-1902 PL&Rs, various sections.
During this period of time, forwarding and returning of regis-

tered items occurred, and the items were numbered anew then, so 
there were two or more numbers. No registration numbers were 
crossed out, and because this was so, errors in how these items 
were numbered did not seem to occur.

The 1897 registered letter in Figure 1 was sent from Portland, 
Ore. to San Francisco, Cal., with the registration number 20773 
placed. At San Francisco, the letter was forwarded to Alameda, 
Cal. with the new registration number 12530 correctly placed at 
San Francisco. The Alameda handstamp is somewhat confusing 
to me as the letter was delivered there. Correctly, no registration 
number was crossed out.

   Figure 1

1913 PL&R.
At this time, new was the cross off (no cross off before) of 

all registration numbers but the one under which the article was 
forwarded. As a substitute for crossing off numbers, a line could 
be drawn encircling the number under which the article was for-
warded or returned, but when an article was forwarded more than 
once under such a procedure, all but the last encircled number, 
under which it was forwarded or returned, was crossed off. No 
examples of this process in this time period are known to me. 

PB 10700 (March 30, 1915).
At this time, hereafter, the mail was forwarded or RTW under 

the original registration number (ie, of the office of origin). All 
registration numbers except the one under which the article was 
dispatched was to be crossed off. No examples of this process for 
this time period are known to me.

1924 PL&R, Sect. 992.
Going back to the 1913 PL&R rules, all numbers but the one 

under which the article was forwarded were to be crossed off. 
Again, no examples of this process in this period are known to me.

1932 (Oct. 1, 1932) and 1940 PL&Rs.
Going back to PB 10700 (March 30, 1915) rules, again, all 

numbers except the original mailing office registration number 
were to be crossed off. Although the Figure 2 Aug. 23, 1932 
registered letter from Sacramento to Newark, Oho, forwarded to 
Columbus, Ohio, ‘UNCLAIMED’ there and ‘RW Sacramento, 
Cal.’ (RTW) was mailed before Oct. 1, 1932, it followed the post-
Oct. 1, 1932 rules as it was RTW with the original registration 
number, 11028, and the subsequent Columbus registration number, 
1176, was crossed out.  However, why was there no Newark, Ohio 
number placed? It also is not clear why the ‘Have examined on 
delivery’ handstamp (hs) was placed.

   Figure 2 

PB 19104 (Feb. 10, 1948).
In theory, new was forwarding and RTW of registered arti-

cles under its original registration number. No other registration 
number was to be added! However, I have seen multiple examples 
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from 1935 until 1947 where single origin registration numbers 
are all one sees.     

   Figure 3

The registered cover in Figure 3 nicely follows this new rule. 
This July 1, 1948 letter was registered, Return Receipt Request-
ed and given the New York City registration number 322198. It 
was correctly forwarded from Union to Blairstown, New Jersey 
under the original registration number (that is, correctly, no other 
registration number was added).

Incoming foreign registered covers with multiple regis-
tration numbers.

From 1887 to 1932 there are references that support or partially 
support the placement of one or more U.S.  registration numbers on 
incoming foreign registered covers. I will now illustrate examples 
where two or more such numbers were placed.

1887 and 1893 PL&Rs, Sections 1175 and 1167.
“Matter Received from Abroad — Postmasters at exchange 

offices, will, on receipt of registered matter from foreign coun-
tries, after carefully comparing the articles received with the 
accompanying bill, make entry on the special record furnished 
by the Department of the date when the articles are received, of 
the office, country of origin, date of postmark, name and post 
office of address, original number and United States exchange 
office number, which latter should be of a series commencing 
each quarter with 1. Where registered pieces thus received are 
addressed to interior post offices, they should be sent to destina-
tion under domestic registration, and under the exchange office 
numbers” (author’s bold). From 1902 to 1924 PL&Rs, there was 
no mentioning of exchange office numbering but postmarks were 
still to be placed and numbers still are seen. No numbers have 
been seen placed after 1932. Although not documentable why, 
destination offices also placed numbers!

   Figure 4

The 1908 Canada to St. Louis RTW registered letter in Figure 
4 was registered in Windsor, Ontario, Canada with the registration 
number 366 or 498.  It passed through the ‘Chicago Registration 
Division’ (reverse hs dated June 28), an exchange office where the 
registration number, possibly 96492, was placed. It was then sent 
to St. Louis where two attempts at delivery (see ‘2nd NOTICE’ 
July 3 handstamp) were unsuccessfully made. That is, it was un-
deliverable (’UNCLAIMED’ as ‘Insufficient Address’). Therefore, 
at this point, I believe that St. Louis placed the second number, 
say 44727 (as noted above in bold I cannot prove why). As 
undeliverable, then the letter was RTW to Windsor with the third 
number, 44504. Correctly, as not indicated for foreign registered 
mail, no registration number was crossed out. 

In Figure 5 is a July 1914 registered cover from Germany  
(German registration number 889). The cover transitted through 
St. Louis, an exchange office (see the ‘Transmitted through / July 
17, 1914 / St. Louis, Mo.’ handstamp from the cover reverse). As 
an exchange office, St. Louis placed a registration number - 14711 
found on the reverse. Interestly, this latter second registration 
number was crossed out. This is confusing to me.

   Figure 5

In conclusion, this process of the documentation of the rules for 
the placement of multiple domestic registration numbers has been 
a frustrating process. For instance, I am finding a few instances 
where two registration numbers were correctly placed, but some 
were not crossed out as they were supposed to be.

Also, from 1935 until 1948, I am incorrectly finding the place-
ment of only the origin registration number on many domestic 
examples before the 1948 announcement of the corresponding 
rule change.

Possibly, because the rules for these number placements 
changed so frequently, workers for the Post Office Department 
had difficulty following them precisely, and errors occurred. 
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Rubber Band Repair of Handstamp Cancellers
by Gary Hendren 

(Editors note - although this article may at first seem outside 
of the purview of our newsletter, keep in mind that the repair done 
to cancellers illustrated by this article indicates a way that postal 
workers facilitated the movement of their mails)

The Postmark Collectors Club Museum is located just out-
side of Bellevue, OH, in a place called Old Lyme Village. The 
Museum houses over two million postmarks in quite a number 
of collections. The oldest is the Willett-Thompson collection 
made up of 410 binders containing covers, round cuts (from the 
original covers), and 2” x 4” cuts arranged by state, by city, and 
roughly chronologically within a city.

The Reference Collection includes approximately 500,000 cut 
2 x 4s arranged by state, by city, and by our museum sorting order 
within each city. In 2003 the museum began a full cover collection 
arranged in the same manner as the Reference Collection. That 
collection is now housed in 350-16 inch boxes. Other special 
collections include: First Day Covers, Airport Dedications, Post 
Office Dedications, First Flight Covers, Military Covers, Con-
gressional Free Franks, Machine Slogan Cancels, Pictorial Can-
cels, current Spray Markings and a few others. A terrific library 
supports the work of the museum and includes the usual array of 
Postal History books, journals, and a lengthy range of U.S. Postal 
Guides and Directories. Approximately 1500 different titles.

When I visit it once a year, if there ever is some extra time, 
I find it refreshing to pick a binder, a drawer, or a box and just 
peruse a small part of the collection. You’ll find some eye-poppers: 
unusual cancels, lots of regular duplex cancels, four-bar cancels, 
machine cancels, Doane cancels, an occasional fancy cancel, a 
four-bar cancel with unusual bars, or an unusual box cancel.

One day while casually looking at 2” x 4” cuts arranged by 
state, I noticed something different. For the North Carolina and 
Nebraska examples shown in Figure 1, the common four-bar can-
cel appeared somewhat uncommon with a vertical line crossing 
all four bars. Was this a new, unrecorded cancel use?

   Figure 1

Then it hit me. The cancels were made with handstamp devices 
having a wooden handle with a rubber mat glued to the wooden 

base. As the devices aged, the rubber separated from the wood. 
To be able to continue using the device until a new one arrived, 
a postal clerk placed a rubber band around the wood and rubber 
mat to hold it together, thus leaving the vertical rubber band marks 
as part of the postmark!

The collection probably numbers close to 100 towns from most 
states. As I searched through the collection hoping to find more 
examples of the rubber band cancel, two from Flovilla, Georgia 
(southeastern Butts County) caught my eye, shown in Figure 2. 
Notice how the two cancels reflect slightly different arrangements 
of the rubber band(s). Postmarked almost 10 months apart, the 
Flovilla postal clerks apparently waited quite awhile to order, or 
receive, a new handstamp!

   Figure 2

Devoting additional time to locate the “Rubber Band” items 
resulted in big benefits. I now illustrate a variety of these can-
cels that may be of interest to our readers. In Figure 3 is shown 
a rather remarkable figure ‘X’ on a Carroll, NE hand cancel. 

   Figure 3

In Figure 4 is a Pence Springs, WV rubber band repair that is 
parallel to the cancel bars.

   Figure 4
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The rubber band repair in Figure 5 is of the left side of the 
Chicago CDS cancel.

   Figure 5

The Guam rubber band repair in Figure 6 is a broader repair 
than seen previously. It also is a repair on a Territorial cancel.

   Figure 6

The date range of examples I have seen is from 1935 to 1992.
I now have at least one from all but a few states. At least 350, 

from full covers, 2 x 4 cuts, and smaller ones. Now you can be 
on the lookout for these interesting postmarks. I’ve even picked 
up a couple in dealer’s dollar boxes. I would entertain any scans 
that you might come across to add to our Museum’s ever-growing 
collection.

The CDS examples in Figures 1, 4, 5, 6 are actual size.

‘SEED SAMPLE’ Mailing Acceptance
by Dennis Ladd

The illustrated package was used to mail a small ‘SEED SAM-
PLE’ to Estonia in the U.S.S.R. The surface international letter 
rate at the time, for an up-to-one ounce item, was 37¢. Therefore, 
the quantity of seeds must have been a small one.

The handstamp to the right indicates that there was an official 
acceptance for the mailing of the seeds by an assistant postmaster 
general.

The handstamp and the envelope are shown full size
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Airmail, Registered Military WWII Mail
by Dennis Ladd

Here is a pre-March 26, 1944, WWII, military airmail reg-
istered letter, mailed in a penalty envelope.  However, because 
it was sent airmail/registered the 6¢ airmail postage and the 15¢ 
registration fee were both due and were paid by the 21¢ meter. 

Note the unusual ‘SPEED / VIA AIRMAIL / LETTER’ handstamp 
that was placed, presumably to expedite the mailing and delivery 
of the letter.

The handstamp is shown full size.

WWII U.S.Diplomatic Pouch Letter, Sent Via the Exchange Vessel, the M.S. Gripsholm
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

Here is a Feb. 1942 letter to Tokyo, Japan, soon after war 
against Japan was declared. Therefore, pouch service to Japan 
was suspended (see note on letter reverse). Instead, at the request 
of the letter writer, the letter was forwarded on the exchange 
vessel, the Swedish cruise ship M.S. Gripsholm (which left New 

York on June 28, 1942), which was to bring, among others, the 
addressee, the private secretary to the U.S. Ambassador to Japan, 
back to the U.S. 

All the Embassy employees returned to the U.S. on the Asama 
Maru via Hong Kong, Saigon, and Singapore through the Sundra 
Straights and across the Indian Ocean to the capital of Mozam-
bique. There they met the M.S. Gripsholm, which would have 
brought the Japanese repatriates from New York. They would 
board the Asama Maru for Tokyo while the U.S. Embassy workers 
proceeded on the M.S. Gripsholm via Rio to New York.

No image shown actual size.
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Another Show and Tell session was held during the APS 
StampShow in Richmond, VA. Some unusual markings shown 
included ‘Devastated Station/Giant Explosion/6 Dec. 1917,’ a 
cover with a tied ‘Post-It’ note, a business reply envelope with 
a ‘not available for special services’ marking, a ‘Received From 
HM Ship – No Charge to be Raised’ marking, and ‘Spoiled,’ 
which may mean an item to be discarded in lieu of ‘cancelled.’ 
Thanks go to Jackie Alton, Roger Brody, Gary Loew, Ralph 
Nafziger, Bob Rufe, Scott Steward, and Alan Warren for shar-
ing their covers.

The Award of Merit was presented to a number of exhibitors 
this year. Those not previously reported are “Survivors—Crash 
and Salvaged Airmail in, from, and to Colombia,” by Alfredo 
Frohlich (ARIPEX-Gold), “Auxiliary Markings on United 
States First Day Covers,” by Ralph Nafziger (Southeastern 
Stamp Exposition-Gold, Sarasota National Stamp Exposi-
tion-Silver), “Auxiliary Markings on United Nations New York 
First Day Covers sent to Domestic United.States Addresses,” 
by Larry Fillion (ROPEX-Large Vermeil), “Landpost uber 

The President’s Message
by Ralph H. Nafziger

Lehrte: An Example of Rural Mail System in Germany 1933-
1992,” by Kenneth Gilbert (COLOPEX-Vermeil), “Compulso-
ry Registration in Israel,” by Howard Rotterdam (APS Stamp-
Show-Large Silver), and “Operation and Innovation in the 
Dead Letter Office from 1859-1985, by Tony Wawrukiewicz 
(SEAPEX-Gold). Congratulations to all.

Included in this issue is the biennial election ballot for Club 
officers. Please submit your vote while you are thinking about 
it. Ballots must be postmarked by December 11. They are to 
be sent to Jerry Nylander, P.O. Box 7123, Prospect Heights, 
IL 60070. Thanks go to the fine nominating committee of Joe 
Crosby, Larry Fillion, and Jerry Nylander for its hard work.

Also inserted in this issue is the dues notice. Dues remain 
$15. if paid by December 31, and $18. thereafter. Dues can be 
paid on-line on the website www.postal-markings.org  or by 
mailing your payment to membership secretary Jerry Johnson, 
6621 W. Victoria Ave., Kennewick, WA 99336. Again, make 
your payment now while it is “fresh” on your desk!

Illustrated is an airmail cover mailed on June 11, 1945 from 
Madison, NE to an APO address in  New York. The address has 
been crossed out, and the Post Office Department docketed a 
‘Hospitalized’ marking on June 18, 1945. A month and a half later, 
the same marking was rubber-stamped and the letter returned to 
the sender. Mail to military personnel during World War II often 
had a notoriously difficult time catching up with the addressee. 
Reuben Wacker of Wahpeton, ND was wounded in a “friendly” 
bombing raid in Europe. 

Nothing is shown true size.

‘Hospitalized’ Auxiliary Marking
by Ralph H. Nafziger

Unusual Manner of Collecting Postage Due
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

This 1959 up-to-two ounce Salem, Oregon to Anchorage, Alaska air-
mail letter was mailed at the 7¢ for-up-to one ounce domestic air mail rate. 
Therefore, it was shortpaid 7¢ (‘POSTAGE DUE 7 CENTS’). 

Presumably a postal worker at the Anchorage post office placed the 
unusual handstamp shown full-
sized and the arrow pointing to 
the ‘DUE’ handstamp. 

As Anchorage was a carrier 
post office, the postage due 
stamps were placed as the letter 
reached there. Since the letter 
was deliverable, the postage due 
stamps, one showed full-size, in-
dicated that the postage due was 
collected from the addressee.
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A major change in how United States due material was handled 
occurred with the announcement found in Postal Bulletin 21587 
(Oct. 2, 1986), one that announced the discontinuance of adhesive 
postage due stamps (PDS). “Effective immediately, PDS will no 
longer be used. Procedures are changed to eliminate the use of 
PDS on postage due mail. Regular postage stamps must now be 
used for short paid mail....When customers call at a window unit 
for postage due (PD) mail, collect the amount due; then affix 
postage stamps or meter strip. Cancel the postage stamps before 
giving the mail to the customer.”

It is my belief, from the only five examples I have found, that 
this announcement ended the use of adhesive PDS, replacing them 
with ordinary stamps or postage due meters, and later, Postage 
Validation Indicia (PVIs). Also, I believe that all or most of the 
processes for the collection of PD I am aware of remained in place. 

This is, I believe, confirmed by the few post-1986 examples I 
have seen, of which three are shown later. The reason I have seen 
so few is, I believe, simple. Dealers and sellers on eBay have little 
reason to try to sell examples because no one is yet aware of them 
or interested in them, so why attempt to sell them.

In Figure 1 is an Oct. 31, 1992, post-adhesive PD meter, 
used on a short paid postal (19¢ post card rate period) card. The 
covered indicium was invalid so the 15¢ postage applied over it 
was short paid 4¢. This was indicated by the Waterloo PD meter, 
which, as the card was deliverable, indicates that the 4¢ PD was 
collected from the addressee. This collection process is identical 
to that seen before Oct. 2, 1986.

   Figure 1

Figure 2 shows an ordinary stamp on Form 3849 paying postage 
due. This was an allowed use (see PB 21587 earlier). It was used 
at the delivery office in order to collect the short paid postage due 
of 23¢ on a flat. The addressee came to the clerk with the form, 
paid the 23¢ due for an extra ounce and received the flat. The Great 

Postage Due Stamps after October 2, 1986
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

American 23¢ stamp indicated payment of the postage due, just as 
PDS did before Oct. 2, 1986.

   Figure 2

These procedures and use of stamps continued beyond 1993. In 
fact, the following reference confirms that the post-Oct 1986 PD 
collection process continued until at least PB 22058 (Sept. 6, 2001): 
“Over-the-counter postage due mail or Business Reply Mail, for 
which postage is collected directly from the customer upon delivery, 
will continue to be handled with postage stamps, postage meters, 
or PVI labels.” That is, PVI labels could also be used. 

Figure 3 shows a June 2001 letter short paid with a pair of 1¢ 
nondenominated stamps. The letter was short paid the 34¢ for up-
to-one ounce first-class domestic rate by 32¢. Thus ‘POSTAGE 
DUE 32¢’. The 32¢ PVI indicates that the 32¢ postage due was 
collected from the addressee.

   Figure 3

Unusual Handstamp Notice for Mailing Receipt
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

This 1954 domestic airmail letter from Dallas, TX to Norfolk, 
VA, was mailed at the 6¢ for-up-to one ounce domestic rate. Even 
though philatelic mail, the handstamp indicating that a receipt is 
held by the sender is one I have never seen before.

Form 3817 was a certificate of mailing, while Form 3881-A 
was a receipt for mail. These numbers are different, but the intent 

of both receipts was the same, a receipt for having mailed a letter.
Neither image is shown actual size.
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Incorrectly sent to DLO
by Jerry Johnson and Tony Wawrukiewicz

This 1945 unpaid letter was mailed from Ottawa, Ontario, 
Canada to New York City. Thus it was due twice the unpaid treaty 
letter rate of 4¢ for-up-to one ounce, or 8¢. 

As NYC was a carrier delivery city, the NYC post office 
placed the 8¢ in postage due stamps on the letter as soon as it 
reached that city. 

The letter was undeliverable ‘NOT IN DIRECTORY’ so it 
was ‘Returned to Sender.’ Unfortunately, the post office worker(s) 
did not realize that the return address was on the letter’s reverse. 
Therefore, they sent it to the New York dead letter branch. Fortu-
nately, there they realized that there was a return address (see the 
red manuscript ‘Over’), and the letter was correctly RTS.

Since the letter was undeliverable, but the postage due stamps 
had already been correctly placed, someone had to get credit for the 
PD stamps - as per the handstamp at the letter’s left side: ‘CREDIT 
ALLOWED / DEAD LETTER BRANCH / NEW YORK, N.Y.’

The discussion of this letter’s handling requires an extensive 
understanding of how the DLB functioned and what the placement 
of PDSs signified. 

The handstamp is shown actual size.

1950 Returned Business Reply Mail Envelopes
by Paul Albright

This 1950 Business Reply Mail envelope illustrates a typi-
cal example of the return of such an item. The Park Hill Drug 
Company sent out a large number of these BRM envelopes to 
its customers. Only a small number of them would return the 
envelope, and the drug company would pay the first-class letter 
postage (3¢) plus the additional BRM postage fee of 1¢, both due 
for each letter returned.

The manuscript 23 x 4 = 72 at the lower left indicated that 24 
such items were returned, while the 72¢ in postage due stamps 
indicated the payment of 72¢ by the drug company for the return 
of 24 BRM envelopes.

1917 to 1920 Free Return of Dead Letter from a Dead Letter Branch
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

This is an April 1919 Dead Letter Branch return enve-
lope. In early 1917 the single DLO in Washington, D.C. 
was continued, but three other Dead Letter Branches were 
added, at New York City, Chicago, and San Francisco. This 
was done so that the return of dead letters to the writer or 
the addressee could be expedited. Each of these DLBs was 
responsible for the return of dead items to a group of states.

From early 1917 until May 20, 1920, there was no fee for 
the return of these dead items from Dead Letter Branches. 
As of that latter date, the fee became 3¢. 

The dead letter returned in the return envelope illustrated 
was first sent to the Chicago Dead Letter Branch were it 
was opened, determined to be a valuable letter (as indicated 
by the six-pointed star geometric symbol on the envelope), 
and the writer Kathryn Bennett was determined. 

The dead letter was then returned to the writer in Akron, 
Ohio. As discussed above, there was no return fee collected 
at this time. It is my experience that such a free return of a 
dead letter is rarely seen, as this is one of three examples 
known to me.



Page 10

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 56            October 2017  

Some U.S. and Canadian General Delivery Markings, only an Introduction
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

This article is meant to be only an introduction to the subject 
of the general delivery service. I am hoping that one of our readers 
who has more examples of this type of marking, will add to this 
very incomplete start on my part.

The basic information exerpted here is from the General 
Delivery Chapter 37 of Len Piszkiewicz’s monograph Chicago 
Postal Markings and Postal History. The actual markings and 
covers are not from his book.

“In the earliest days of our postal system, mail delivery was 
by what we now call ‘general delivery.’ That is, postal patrons 
went to the post office to pick up their mail from a postal clerk. 
This old system was reduced considerably with the introduction 
of free city delivery (and later rural free delivery) and by the use 
of boxes in in the post office. Nowadays, general delivery is left 
for use primarily by transient patrons on an occasional basis.”

It is my experience that even with the caveats listed by Pisz-
kiewicz, well into the 20th century, there were many transient 
patrons who found this service to be invaluable. 

I will be showing a few examples in this article, two from the 
U.S. and three from Canada. Piszkiewicz illustrates numerous ex-
amples for Chicago. By the way, most countries had similar types 
of general delivery service; some even had general delivery fees.

In Figure 1 is a Dec. 21, 1909 Caledonia, Minn. post card 
mailed to La Crosse, Wis. Since there was no street address, the 
card was put into General Delivery on Dec. 22. Since there was 
no Take Out marking, the card was picked up by the addressee.

   Figure 1

   Figure 2

Similarly, in Figure 2 is a Aug. 2, 1911 Minneapolis post card 
sent to a Des Moines, Iowa street address. The street address was 
inadequate, and so the card was placed in General Delivery on 
Aug. 3. Since there was no Take Out marking, the card was picked 
up by the addressee.

   Figure 3

In Figure 3 is a June 22, 1911 Oklahoma to Prince Albert, 
Canada post card. Without a street address, it was sent to General 
Delivery on June 27. Since there was no Take Out marking, the 
card was picked up by the addressee.

   Figure 4
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Editorial Plus Dues Notice
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

Please see the renewal notice found in the President’s mes-
sage. We are sending it out, including with an announcement, 
early this year, in order to remind AMC members to renew 
ahead of time and save $3.00.

I am particularly proud of this newsletter because of the numer-
ous contributors, including by a new member, Antonio Len-Rios.

I am also pleased about the amount of really original research 
found in a number of the articles. There is so much still to be 
learned about the U.S. postal system.

Some or all the images in these articles in this newsletter were 
extracted from eBay (the articles on Page 1, 2-3, 6, the second one 
on page 8, the third one on Page 9, and the one on pages 10-11).

This cover was mailed from Wellesely, MA on January ?, 1938 
to the R.M.S. “Lady Drake” of the Canadian National Steamship 
Co. in Barbados. Apparently, the ship already had sailed by the 
time the cover had arrived in the West Indies. The cover was re-
ceived in Port of Spain, Trinidad on January 7, 1938 and forwarded 
on January 10 to the steamship company offices in Halifax, NS, 
where it was received on January 28, 1938. The cover then went 
on to Montreal on February 5, 1938, whereupon it was sent back 
to Halifax via the HX and Camp RPO on February 12, 1938. It 
was finally returned to the writer in Babson Park, MA.

The correct postage rate was 15¢ that included the airmail rate 
per ½ ounce (Wawrukiewicz and Beecher, 1996).* Therefore, the 
missing stamp(s) evidently paid 6¢. It was at least 35 mm wide 
and 25 mm high. This corresponds to a commemorative-sized 
stamp. There were only two such stamps issued before 1938: the 
1934 Crater Lake issue and the 1893 Columbian issue. Whereas 
the former may be possible, the latter is unlikely. Also, there may 

‘Stamp Off’ as Alternate Auxiliary Marking
by Ralph H. Nafziger

have been any of many definitive-sized stamps totaling 6¢ that 
were missing.

The marking ‘Returned for additional postage/POSTAGE 
DUE’ in the lower right was crossed out. A Canadian marking in 
the upper right acknowledged a missing stamp(s) with a ‘STAMP 
OFF” marking in English and ‘Timbre disparu’ (stamp removed) 
in French. This marking is more unusual than the more common 
‘Stamp Removed’ or ‘Stamp Missing’ markings, for example.

Nothing is shown true size.
*Wawrukiewicz, Anthony S., and Henry W. Beecher, U.S. 

International Postal Rates, 1872-1996, CAMA Publishing Co., 
Portland, OR, 1996, p. 118. 

In Figure 4 is a circa 1946 (from stamps) France to Toronto, 
Ontario, Canada letter. It was undeliverable to an inadequate street 
address so sent to General Delivery. Two dates are on the general 
delivery handstamp. The second is assumed to be the Take Out 
date, so it is assumed that the addressee never picked up the letter.

The final example is in Figure 5. It is an unpaid 1946 Canadian 
airmail letter, where 
the 8¢ for up-to-one 
ounce domestic air-
mail rate was due. As  
the address cannot be 
ascertained, it is not 
clear if the letter went 
directly to Hamilton, 
Ontario general deliv-
ery. Two dates are on 
the general delivery 
handstamp-the second 
assumed to be Take 
Out date, so addressee 
never picked up letter.

No image is actual 
size. Figure 5



Page 12

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 56            October 2017

This is a 1908 letter to Salem, Mass. damaged in handling as 
indicated by tape and official label placed over tears in the cover.

The address was inadequate, and the letter was undeliverable 
as ‘Correct address not in Salem, Mass. / latest city directory.’

Neither the letter or the handstamp are shown actual size.

‘Correct Address not in Salem Mass.’
by Antonio Len-Rios

This is an undated, attempted return of business reply mail to 
The President’s Council / On Physical Fitness and Sports. 

This return was not possible because ‘REFUSED - BUSINESS 
REPLY / PERMIT NOT RENEWED.’

It is perhaps interesting that a government organization permit 
was not renewed. Perhaps the return of this BRM was very late, 
well after the organization was discontinued.

Neither the letter or the handstamp are shown actual size.

Business Reply Mail - Permit Not Renewed
by Antonio Len-Rios

I am intrigued with items found loose in the mails. 
Various references to this in Post Office Department 
documents mention that when an item is found loose 
in a bag, and there is only one damaged envelope in 
the same bag, the postal worker finding these items is 
to assume that the loose items belong in the damaged 
envelope and to place them in it.

On the other hand, the undated USPS envelope with 
contents that are shown were returned to Peter Bang 
because the contents noted his name and address.

Neither the letter or the handstamp are shown actual 
size.

Found Loose in Mail
by Antonio Len-Rios


