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Editorial and Renewal Reminder
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

markings were shown. Another “ZOOM” meeting is planned for 
Nov. 12 (see details in the President’s Message), and anyone who 
is interested in joining the meeting must be sure to have their email 
address be up-to-date with our webmaster. In addition, items to 
be shown need to be sent to our president so that he can put them 
in a format that will make their viewing more optimal.

Thanks to all the members who made contributions to this 
newsletter. There certainly is quite of variety of markings items 
shown by them in their various articles.

Unfortunately or fortunately, it is already that time again when 
membership renewals are due (a renewal notice is enclosed with 
this newsletter). The dues amount, if paid by Jan. 1, remains at 
$15.00, as it has since the club’s beginning. If not paid by Jan. 1, 
as always, the dues amount becomes $18.00.

The president, K. David Steidley, hosted an extremely suc-
cessful AMC “ZOOM” meeting during the APS’s virtual Summer 
Show in August. I say extremely successful because there were 
at least 50 attendees, and a number of interesting covers with 

Presidents Message
by K. David Steidley, Ph.D.

Best regards to all and please find new members. 
On August 20, 2020, I hosted a “Zoom” meeting for “Show and 

Tell” of auxiliary marks for our Club. This meeting was through 
the auspices of the APS’s virtual Summer Show and attracted 
both Club members and APS members. About 50 people from 
around the globe attended. Hopefully, it helped my primary goal 
as President of recruiting new members.  We now wish to hold 
another Zoom meeting for Club members only. This meeting will 
be at 6 ET on November 12. Each of you will also receive email 

notification of this event with the Zoom link, so please keep your 
email address up to date with our webmaster. To be a presenter, I 
need an image of your cover(s) mailed to president-2020@postal-
markings.org by November 10. Our “show and tell” sessions three 
times a year are on temporary hold as stamp shows are canceled 
by the COVID-19 pandemic. As soon as the 2021 show season 
is more defined, I will come back to this tradition, but the Zoom 
meetings may well continue concurrently if the membership finds 
them useful. 
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Address Forwarding Labels, Which Comes First and Something New
by Terrence Hines

In his piece on the “IN DISPUTE” in the April 2020 newsletter, 
Roland Austin focused on the mysterious meaning of this phrase 
on the forwarding mail label. 

However, close examination of the cover illustrated therein 
answers a question that has long puzzled me. Specifically, is the 
new address sprayed onto the yellow before the label is affixed 
to the cover or is the process the other way around with the label 
affixed first? On the cover Roland’s article, a small portion of the 
new address is off to the left of the label. This feature is shown 

more clearly on the partial cover shown here in Figure 1 on which 
the left two letters of my name and new address are clearly off 
the label.

The second cover shown was also forwarded to my new ad-
dress. It bears a forwarding label I’ve not seen before. And I have 
no idea what the abbreviation ‘RFS’ stands for. Perhaps this type 
of label is used only on mail pieces which have a USPS tracking 
number. Future forwarded mail or a newsletter reader’s input may 
solve this puzzle.                                     

Figure 1

Figure 2
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Another ‘NOT ON BOARD’ Marking
by Thomas Richards

Tony had an article in the July issue showing a marking 
about a ship passenger that was “N.O.B.” – Not on Board 
- RTS. The cover in this article shows a different marking 
with the same result.

It was applied in 1974 to a Gulf Oil Corp. tanker ship 
letter, a letter of the SS GULFTIGER. This was a recent 
acquisition and the timing was perfect to tie in with Tony’s 
article. Shown, also, is a photo of the ship.

There were approximately 500 Type T2 tankers built for 
the United States Maritime Commission during World War 
II. After the war they were turned over to the Commerce 
Dept. and then were sold to many different companies – 
many of them oil companies. After going through a series 
of names it was scrapped in 1985.

‘Special Delivery fee earned’
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

In 1904, the handstamp ‘Fee Claimed at Office of First 
Address’ was introduced (that is, even though not officially 
announced anywhere, it began to be used in 1904). It was 
presumably to be placed on special delivery covers that were 
delivered at the first address. 

If one observes such items found on eBay from 1905 
and 1906, not all such special delivery items presumably 
delivered carried this handstamp. That is, it is not definite 
that all such items were delivered special delivery.

One such eBay item carried the somewhat different hs 
placed here.

An Admonition for Special Delivery Service to Insure no Delay in Weekend Delivery
by K. David Steidley, Ph.D.

This 1939 first flight letter was delayed in its delivery 
on the weekend because special delivery service was not 
requested. Note the message by the Pasadena postmaster.

‘This letter was received on Saturday too late for / carrier 
delivery. May I suggest that you ask your / correspondents 
to use special delivery stamps on air / mail letters due to 
arrive on Saturdays, Sundays or holidays, thus insuring 
prompt delivery.’
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New York City ‘TOO LATE’ Markings
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

There is very little written about the New York City ‘TOO 
LATE’ auxiliary markings. Steven M. Roth in “The Auxiliary 
Handstamp Postal Marking ‘TOO LATE,’” in the Chronicle of 
the Philatelic Classics Society, in the Nov. 1975, Vol. 27, No. 4, 
Whole No. 88 noted the following from Postmaster Robert Morris 
in his 3 July 1847 to the Editors of the Spectator:

Ninety-two packages of your papers came to this of-
fice today, too late for the mails for a part of the States of 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and New York. They will all 
be stamped “Too Late” and be forwarded by the next mail, 
which will be on Monday Morning next.

Roth, in his article, noted after doing some extensive research, 
such as locating the Morris statement, that the handstamp ‘TOO 
LATE’ was employed on a sporatic basis by postmasters or postal 
clerks who desired to avoid blame for mail that had arrived ‘Too 
LATE’ to receive some desired service.

In Figure 1 is an 1866 letter through New York City to France. 
The ‘TOO LATE’ marking was placed by the New York City post 
office. Roth’s article illustrated examples of this marking from 
1838 until at least 1879. In my experience, this is a much longer 
period of time than usual for only one marking to have been used.

   
     Figure 1

           
   Figure 2

So far, frustratingly, I’ve found no further such markings through 
1928. Beginning in 1928 through 1938, I found a few new such 
markings, markings that each illustrated a different type of missed 
transport. The first of these is shown in Figure 2 where the envelope 

missed a 1928 flight of the Graf Zeppelin.
The next marking, in Figure 3, was a different one from the 

Varick St. post office. It was placed on a domestic special delivery 
letter mailed from Northampton, Mass. to Germany on May 13, 1932. 
It was mailed as a domestic special delivery letter in an attempt to 
ensure that it sailed on the S.S, Majestic, a ship that was to sail on 
the 14th. Even though sent as a special delivery letter, it failed to 
reach the ship before it sailed, thus the too late marking placed on the 
letter. Presumably it eventually sailed on another ship and reached 
its destination, albeit later.

  
   Figure 3

In Figure 4 are two markings that were on a 1936 letter from New 
York City to London, England via the S.S. Majestic. The letter was 
‘TOO LATE / STEAMER SAILED’. Then the letter was readdressed 
to a Belgium address. Then, for some reason, the letter, instead of 
being sent on to Belgium, possibly because only the domestic postage 
of 2¢ was on the letter, was ‘RETURN TO SENDER’.

       

    

        
   Figure 4

In Figure 5 is a marking from a second domestic special delivery 
letter sent that way from a distant U.S. city so that it might reach the 
New York City docks and the S.S. Bremen before it sailed. However, 
this 1938 letter was ‘TOO LATE / MORGAN ANNEX, N.Y.P.O.’, 
and thus did not make the sailing in time.

              
               Figure 5

Although limited in the number of different New York 
City ‘TOO LATE’ markings that I can show, this article does 
indeed show a variety of reasons that this type of marking 
was placed in New York City. (Editorial Note: Today, I found 
the Figure 1 marking on an 1884 NYC cover).
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More U.S. and Canadian ‘General Delivery’ Markings
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

       
Introduction

Thank goodness for Dennis Ladd’s Index for our newslet-
ter. It was only because of this Index that I was able to locate 
the Oct. 2017 article I wrote there: “Some U.S. and Canadian 
General Delivery Markings, only an Introduction”. This 
article extends the examples found there by adding some 
additional items. The first section includes new U.S. entries 
while the second includes two Canadian entries. Except for 
the first U.S. entry, the entries are in chronological order.

The introduction of the previous article gave an excellent 
discussion of the General Delivery process and is thus not 
repeated here.

       
U.S. General Delivery Examples

The 1899 General Delivery example in Figure 1 is shown 
first because it presents an interesting complex example. 
The letter was sent to General Delivery in Minneapolis. It 
was undeliverable for two reasons. First, the ‘Box Number’ 
was incorrect and so ‘Incorrect Address’. Then, the postal 
worker in Minneapolis unsuccessfullyattempted to find the 
addressee in a local directory ‘Name duplicated in directory’. 
So extraordinary efforts on the postal worker’s part were 
unsuccessful.

     
   
       
 
      
       
   Figure 1
In Figure 2 is an 1888 another dated linear General 

Delivery receiving mark on a General Delivery letter to 
Springfield, Mass.

  
   Figure 2
In Figure 3 is a 1891 different linear dated General Delivery 

receiving mark on a yet another General Delivery letter to 
Minneapolis, Minn.

            
   Figure 3

In Figure 4 is a 1905 circular dated General Delivery re-
ceiving mark on a General Delivery letter to Spokane, Wash.

  
                           

        
   Figure 4
In Figure 5 is a 1907 circular dated General Delivery receiv-

ing mark on a General Delivery letter to San Francisco, Cal.

          
     Figure 5
In Figure 6 is a 1958 linear undated General Delivery re-

ceiving mark on a undeliverable (‘UNCLAIMED’) General 
Delivery local letter to Columbus, Ohio.

       
     Figure 6
       

Two Canadian General Delivery Examples
Unlike all the U.S. examples, the 1938 Northbay, On-

tario, Canada General Delivery example in Figure 7 shows 
both the Receiving date and the Take Out date.

         
   Figure 7
Finally, in Figure 8 we have a 1955 General Delivery Re-

ceiving marking from Chatham, Ontario, Canada. In the future, 
I will continue adding to these General Delivery examples.

              
   Figure 8



Page 6

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 68             October 2020

U.S Postal Agency Cali, Colombia - Registered
by Jeff Lough

These two envelopes were sent from countries in South 
America through a United States “agency” in Cali, Colombia 
on their way to France and London. They were airmailed in 
1940 after the War in Europe had begun but before the U. S. 
was actively fighting. One cover was mailed from Argentina 
(Figure 1) and the other from Peru (Figure 2). 

   

   
                           
   Figure 1

                    Figure 2

Following are listings of similarities and differences 
between the two:  

1) The covers both have the auxiliary marking that is the 
focus of this discussion: ‘U. S. POSTAL AGENCY, CALI, 
COLOMBIA REGISTERED’ given as a dual circular purple 
marking with a date in the middle (Figure 1).  

2) They appear to have been made by the same device; 
however, the earlier one is somewhat more blurred, an effect 
that often happens when the stamper has to go over some 
contents that are folded at just the right place. Perhaps the 
device had to be replaced during the comparatively short 
intervening period of time or perhaps similar devices were 
being used in different locations. A very large amount of 
mail was being censored during this period.  

3) They also both have the dated double oval marking 
‘NEW YORK, U.S.A. FOREIGN’. Both of these markings 
are on the same side of the cover and were both apparently 
made by U.S. personnel. 

4) Both covers have an indication that they went across 
the Atlantic Ocean by airmail, although with very different 
markings. The Argentina envelope has a a 2-straight-lined 
boxed marking in English saying ‘TRANS-ATLANTIC 
MAIL SERVICE’. The Peruvian cover has a single purple 
straight line marking without a surrounding box indicating 
in Spanish ‘SERVICIO AEREO NOR-ATLANTICO’ which 
is translatable as “North Atlantic Air Mail Service”.

5) It would seem that both had registration labels from 
the originating countries. The Argentinian cover indicates 
‘CERTIFICADO’ in the upper left corner on the front ‘cer-
tificado’ meaning “certificate”. “Certificado” is also used 
in some Latin American countries to indicate a registered 
piece of mail. No registration number is apparent on this 
cover. However there appears to have been a label in the 
area beginning at the tail of the air mail postal stationary’s 
printed depiction of an airplane, that continued on to the 
right and covered part of an Argentinian cds. The smearing 
of that postmark suggests it had to be more “roughly” ap-
plied over another item, such as the registration label. The 
Peruvian cover has a ‘R No. 2240’ printed on the label and 
the ‘2240’ together with with the numbers ‘56’ displaced a 
little higher are in manuscript on the label.

Among the differences between the two illustrated covers 
are the following:

1) The address and stamps are on the front of the Ar-
gentinian cover. The address is on the front of the Peruvian 
cover, while the stamps are on the reverse of the cover.

2) The letter from Peru to France was censored. Was this 
done by the U.S. Postal Agency in Cali or New York; or by 
the British either in Bermuda or London on the way perhaps 
through London or through Lisbon and on to Paris?  Most 
of the censor’s identification number has been torn from the 
back of the cover. However there is a notation of P.C. 90 
on the censor tape on the part of the censorship tape on the 
front. France was under the control of war time Germany 
at the time. The notation, in English, that the letter was in 
Czechoslovakian (with the the party to whom the letter was 
addressed having apparently the same likely Czechoslo-
vakian last name) may also be noteworthy with regards to 



Page 7

Auxiliary Markings - Issue 68             October 2020

censorship issues as per the April 2015 Auxiliary Markings 
article by Tony Wawrukiewicz which discusses the censor-
ship of international mail after the U.S. was at war in 1942. 
Wawrukiewicz mentions under 2.c of the “RULES GOV-
ERNING PREPARATION OF CORRESPONDENCE” that 
“If English is not used the name of the language should be 
written in English on the face of the envelope”. With this 
cover there may have been a predecessor to the upcoming 
wartime practice on the part of the U.S. government.

3) It is interesting that the Argentinian letter was sent to 
a party in German-occupied Paris but was not censored. The 
addressee, in French, being “Compagnie Francaise des Ex-
traits Tinctoriaux et Tannants” which translates as “French 
Company of Tinctorial and Tanning Extracts”. There were 
many residents of German descent in Argentina (as well as 
Argentinian residents from many other countries as well) 
and it was, of course, later something of a destination for 
Nazis escaping from post-war Europe. President Juan Peron 

was one of those Latin American leaders who did not always 
take a firm stand against the Axis powers. However it was 
apparently not censored.

So, here we have it, a different kind of United States 
registration marking made on foreign soil during a war time 
situation. I eagerly await for comments about the features 
of the covers I have overlooked or misinterpreted.

Endnotes:
Parker, Everett L. “A Book Review”  British Caribbean 

Philatelic Journal. (April, 2020) 60: 19 - 20  of [Augusti-
novic, Horst. Censorship and Bermuda’s Role in Winning 
World War II. Toronto, Canada: Print Link, 2019.]

Wawrukiewicz, Tony. “Censorship and Its Relationship 
to the Language of Letters During WWII”. Auxiliary Mark-
ings. (April, 2015)  Issue 46: 10 - 11.

1946 Military Return to Sender
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

This cover shows a somewhat unusual marking that 
reads; ‘RETURN TO SENDER / NOT A PROPER AD-
DRESS / NO FORWARDING ADDRESS AVAILABLE’. 

Apparently, the addressee was not on board the U.S.S. 
St. Mary’s and thus the marking that was placed on the un-
deliverable cover, and it was returned to the sender.

‘Delay caused by error / in STATE NAME’
by Merle Farrington

This is a 1923 Germany to the city of Lake-
wood in the United States letter where no State 
was given. A postal worker somewhere in the 
U.S. was able to determine that the correct 
state of address was New York, and so this was 
added to the address. This whole process took 
time so the handstamp ‘Delay caused by error / 
in STATE NAME’ was added as an explanation 
for the delay in delivering the letter.
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‘Late Fee’ and ‘Too Late’ Markings in Great Britain
by Tony Wawrukiewicz

       
Introduction

This article discusses a type of fee, the late fee, and asso-
ciated too late markings, used in Great Britain. The British 
post office had a closing time in order to make up the daily 
dispatches of mail, and its goal was to send out by the end 
of the day all mail items that it had received during that 
day. However, the post office was willing to provide special 
handling for letters posted after hours, and so in a delayed 
manner get them into the regular transport - provided the 
sender was willing to pay an extra charge, or late fee. This 
charge could be due for late mail that was to be expeditiously 
sent on by ship, train, or even, later, via airplane.

The best reference I have located for late fee markings 
is a wonderful book by John Parmenter, Late Fee & Too 
Late Mail of London. This book is loaded with both the fee 
schedules and examples of markings, much more than I can 
illustrate in this article. However, this article, I believe, gives 
a good introduction to the subject.

Many markings that will be shown (all shown chrono-
logically) indicated that the fee was paid and that the late 
item was allowed delayed regular transport, but I will show 
a good number that indicated that the fee was not paid. In the 
latter cases, this meant that the item was not expeditiously 
placed on the transport for which it was normally too late. 
The point of such a marking was to indicate to the addressee 
why the item did not obtain the most expeditious handling, 
and thus was delayed in arrival. 

The dock-side late fee service began in 1849 in Great 
Britain. The fee for this service was at first one shilling and 
varied from 1/2 penny to one shilling from then until 1900. 
The later the item was mailed, the greater the late fee, and 
examples of these later late fee markings are scarce to rare. 

Late fees were also part of the service of other countries, 
and examples of these other services will not be shown in 
this article. Two countries with late fees, Columbia and 
Denmark, had associated late fee stamps, while most coun-
tries collected late fees using regular stamps added on to 
the regular postage.

       
Late Fee Markings on Non-Registered mail

The first markings shown are Late Fee markings on non-reg-
istered mail. An 1869 example is shown first. It is on a cover that 
has the late fee paid as a single 1 pence stamp. During the period 
illustrated, late fee payment by stamps was compulsory.

   
  

             

              
       Figure 1
 
In Figure 1 is this 1869 letter to Germany (Prussia) paid 

at the 6 pence for up-to-one ounce rate of the time. The two 
markings indicate that a basic late fee was paid by the one 
pence stamp for the earliest first late period (‘L1’).

Some of the examples, including the next two, are shown 
only as markings (without the covers). But they are still 
explained in detail. In Figure 2 is an 1880 MARK-LANE 
East Central District Branch Office marking that was on a 
one penny post card to Germany. The card carried a 1 penny 
stamp paying the late fee.

  
     Figure 2

In Figure 3 is an 1885 LOMBARD ST. East Central Dis-
trict Branch Office marking on a letter to France, paid at the 
2 1/2 pence UPU rate. The cover also carried an additional 
1 penny in postage, paying the basic late fee. Interestingly, 
the postage on the letter included a three pence stamp and 
a 1/2 penny stamp.

           
     Figure 3
In Figure 4 is an 1888 interesting late fee 4 1/2 pence 

stationery letter to Liepzig (4 1/2 pence paid 2 1/2 pence 
UPU rate and 2 pence late fee (‘L1’ could mean 2 pence 
late fee paid)).
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       Figure 4
In Figure 5 is a hooded late fee marking on a 1900 1 

pence postal card to Sweden. According to Parmenter, 
this marking was a machine die used only from 1896 to 
1900, and 20% did not indicate payment of the late fee 
(true in this case). Used only on foreign mail.

        
    Figure 5
The marking in Figure 6 was on a 1915 Great Britain 

to Denmark letter paid at the 2 1/2 pence UPU rate with 
a 1¢ late fee paid.

   
   Figure 6
       

Late Fee Markings on Registered Mail
Where there were late fees for registered matter, they 

were significantly greater than for regular mail. In Figure 
7 is a 1909 registered letter to New York City, registration 
fee 2 pence, UPU postage 2 1/2 pence, and basic late fee 
of 2 pence.

        
   Figure 7

In Figure 8 is a late fee marking that was on a 1912 
registered letter to Germany. 10 1/2 pence postage on the 
letter paid the 2 pence registration fee, the 6 pence late 
fee, and the 2 1/2 pence UPU rate.

      

  
                                    Figure 8

The two late fee markings in Figure 9 were on a 1912 
registered letter to France. 6 1/2 pence postage paid the 
2 pence registration fee, the 2 1/2 pence UPU postage, 
and the 2 pence late fee.

   

 

          
   Figure 9

The late fee marking in Figure 10 was on a 1912 reg-
istered letter to France. 7 1/2 pence postage paid the 3 
pence registration fee, the 2 1/2 pence UPU postage, and 
the 2 pence late fee.

           
             Figure 10

In Figure 11 is a 1932 insured, registered letter package 
to Germany. 17 1/2 pence in postage paid the 2 pence 
late fee, the 2 1/2 pence UPU postage, and the 1/- one 
pence, insurance fee (3 pence registration included) for 
56 pounds coverage. The insurance fee information was 
found on the Great Britain Philatelic Society website.

          
               Figure 11
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Too Late Late Fee Markings

Now, mainly chronologically, I show a number of late 
fee-related markings where the late fee wasn’t paid. In Fig-
ure 12 is an inland Great Britain 1848 letter that was mailed 
‘TOO LATE’ for the regular mails, and no late fee was paid.

 

           
   Figure 12
 

The fancy 1846 ‘Too Late’ marking in Figure 13 was 
also on an inland Great Britain letter where no late fee 
service was paid.

   

         
   Figure 13

The ‘TOO-LATE’ marking in Figure 14 was on an 
1857 Great Britain to France letter paid at the 4 pence for 
up-to-1/2 ounce rate where no late fee was paid.

            
    Figure 14

In Figure 15 is a marking that was on an 1859 inland 
doubleweight letter without a late fee payment.

     
    Figure 15

The fancy too late marking in Figure 16 was on an 
undated circa-1860’s inland wrapper from district W. 
There was 5 pence postage on the wrapper.

       
   Figure 16
The too late marking in Figure 17 was on an 1867 

inland letter without a late fee payment.

                    
   Figure 17
The too late foreign branch general post office marking 

in Figure 18 was on an 1898 letter to Germany without 
a late fee payment. That is, the ‘THREADNEEDLE ST.’ 
marking in this case (only 15% of the time) did not indi-
cate that a late fee was desired.

   
   
   

             
   Figure 18
This last example of a too late marking, in Figure 19, is 

another interesting one where the hooded ‘MARK-LANE’ 
late fee marking on the 1903 Great Britain to Denmark 
letter was one of the 15% examples known where the late 
fee wasn’t paid even though the marking was placed (per 
the Parmenter book).

    

           
    Figure 19

I hope that this article is a good introduction to the 
Great Britain Late Fee and Too Late markings.
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A Damaged by Fire Auxiliary Marking
by Jim Peterson

This cover shows an unusual marking that reads: ‘This 
Article Damaged by Fire / on board S.S. CELEB---1/29/53 / 
Post Office New York, N.Y.’ I have not been able to identify 
the full name of the ship. A search in Passenger Ships of the 
World Past and Present (1978) failed to find a match. Perhaps 
it was the name of a merchant ship or cargo ship. The water 
damage from the hoses that extinguished the fire is very ob-
vious. It appears that two and possibly three stamps were on 
the original cover as indicated by the partial CDS strikes at 
the top. The date on the complete Buffalo, N.Y. CDS near the 
center appears to read AP 16 (or 6) 6PM so the fire occurred 
well after the ship put to sea. I’m not sure of the addressee’s 
name at the top other than Stan, an uncertain street number 
on Clinton St, in Buffalo, N.Y., U.S.A. It was addressed to 
the Postmaster at Perak, Federated Malay States, Asia. The 
letter, no longer present, was written in the same bluish ink 
and apparently bled enough to show the paper folds.  The 
cover was opened at the bottom, but there is scotch tape on 
all the folds on the back. When the back is held to the light 
there are some lines of writing discernible, but illegible. I’m 
not sure what caused the small dark circle to the right of 

the complete CDS. It is more noticeable from the back; as 
is the word “triping” [sic]. It looks much like the ink used 
to address the letter, but shows none of the fading the rest 
of the cover has.

Undelivered Mail to American Consulate in Yokohama, Japan
by Jim Peterson

This 1937 5¢ UPU U.S. to Yokohama, Japan, letter 
was addressed to a person who was supposed to be at the 
American Consulate in Yokohama. Since the addressee was 
‘unknown’ at the consulate, the letter could not be delivered 
or forwarded, so it was ‘RETURN TO SENDER’.

Misaddressed Merchant Marine Mail
by Merle Farrington

These markings were on a 1944 WWII Letter from a 
U.S. citizen to a sailor on a merchant marine ship. Like all 
merchant marine mail during this war, it was addressed to 
an A.P.O. address c/o the San Francisco postmaster.

The letter had two handstamps on it, the first indicating 
that the man was ‘NOT WITH COMPANY.’ This appears to 
be somewhat redundant as the other hs said ‘MERCHANT 
MARINE MAIL / REQUIRES NAME OF SHIP AND 
AGENT / c/o POSTMASTER, SAN FRANCISCO.’ That 
is, since the ship’s and the agent’s name were not in the ad-
dress, the addressee de facto was ‘NOT WITH COMPANY’.
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Gila River Relocation Center Marking
by Thomas Richards

The cover shown is from the Gila River Relocation 
Center in Rivers, Arizona. The marking is: ‘WAR DEPART-
MENT / ESSENTIAL OFFICIAL AIR MAIL’.

 I’m not sure how that sped it up in transit, but it was 
addressed to the Commanding General at the Presidio in 
San Francisco. The envelope was sent in March 1945. The 
camp was closed on November 16, 1945. Since the cover 
is addressed to the Civil Affairs Division, perhaps it may 
have been related to the upcoming release of the Internees.

This was a very controversial time period in our histo-
ry, and some have labeled similar sites around the country 
that housed Internees as concentration camps. For more 
commentary on the internment of US citizens see this site 
- http://www.javadc.org/gila_river_relocation_center.htm.

Many notable internees were interned at this Center in-
cluding - Noriyuki “Pat” Morita (1932–2005), an American 
actor known for roles on Happy Days and in the Karate Kid 
movies. 

Life at Gila River appeared to be the most relaxed of 
all the camps. Only one watchtower was erected, and the 
barbed-wire fences were removed early on. The camp’s 
administrators were sympathetic to the evacuee’s plight 

and were lenient in giving them access to Phoenix and rec-
reational activities in the surrounding desert.

The camp was located on the Gila River Indian Reserva-
tion about 50 miles southeast of Phoenix, near the town of 
Rivers. The 16,500-acre site actually consisted of two sepa-
rate camps, with the larger of the two, Butte Camp, located 
3-1/2 miles west of Canal Camp. The Sacaton Mountains 
rise three miles to the south and the Superstition Mountains 
are visible in the distance. The average summer temperature 
is 104 degrees and has been known to reach 125 degrees.

Despite the Gila River Indian Tribe’s objections, the 
site was approved, and construction began on May 1, 1942. 
The camp officially opened on July 20, 1942, and evacuees 
streamed in from the Sacramento Delta area, Fresno County 
and the Los Angeles area. (Another 2,000 came from the 
Jerome Relocation Center in Arkansas after its closing in 
June 1944). By December 1942, Gila River had a peak 
population of 13,348 and was Arizona’s fourth largest city. 
Canal Camp closed on September 28, 1945, and Butte 
Camp closed on November 10, 1945. http://www.javadc.
org/gila_river_relocation_center.htm.

San Juan Dead Letter Office Marking on Post Card
by Andrew S. Kelley

The 1910 post card in Figure 1 was mailed from Puerto 
Rico to Colombia. It must have been undeliverable and was 
returned first (Feb. 24, 1910) to the foreign division of the U.S. 
DEAD LETTER OFFICE, presumably in Wash., D.C. It was 
then sent to the DEAD LETTER DIVISION (Mar. 11, 1910) 
in San Juan, Puerto Rico. Since there was an apparent return 
address at the lower right, it was finally returned to the writer. It 
is my experience (the editor) that post cards from a U.S. address 
would not have been returned by the U.S. Dead Letter Office.


