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tails, and such statement on said labels was false and wmrisleading, and said
product was on account thereof so labeled and branded as to deceive and mis-
lead the purchaser thereof.

On December 2, 1918, Max Hottelet, Milwaukee, Wis., claimant, having filed
his answer admitting all the material allegatlions in the libel, and the Garden
City Milling Co., a corporation, Garden City, Kans., baving appeared in the
matter as intervenur, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered,
and it was ordered by the court that the product be destroyed by the United
States marshal, and that the costs of the proceedings be recovered of said
Max Hottelet, claimant.

C. F. MarviN, Acting Scerelary of Agriculiure.

7459. Adulteration and misbranding of ceccoa. YU. S. v. 390 Boxes and 137
Boxes of Cocon. Default decrees of condemnation, forfeiture, and
destruction., (F. & D. Nos, 10013, 10014, I, 8. Nos. 12840-r, 12841-r.
S. Nos. B-1294, E-1295,)

On April 9, 1919, the United States attorney for the District of Massachu-
selts, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
triet Court of the Unilted States for said district libels of information praying
the seizure and condemnation of 390 boxes and 137 boxes of cocoa, remaining
unsold at Boston, Mass., consigned on February 29, and March 1, 1919, alleging
that the article had been shipped by the National Cocoa Mills, New York, N. Y.,
and transported from the State of New York into the Cowmmonwealth of
Massachusetts, and charging adulieration and misbranding in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act.

The article was labeled in part, “ My Own Pure Cocoa * * * The cocoa
contained in this package is positively high grade.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libels of information for the
reason that it consisted wholly or in part of starch and sugar and contained
excessive cocoa shells, and for the further reason that it was mixed in a manner
whereby its inferiority was concealed.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was an imitation of,
and was offered for sale under the distinctive name of, another article, to wit,
cocoa, and in that the statement, “ My Own Pure Cocoa,” was not sufficiently
corrected by the inconspicuous statement, “ My Own Cocoa Cornxpound,” and
[said branding] was false and misleading.

On August 5, 1919, no claimant having appeared for the property, judg-
ments of condemnation and forfeiture were entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

C. I. MarviN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

7G60. Adulterantion and misbranding of canned tomatoes. U. 8§, * * * v,
1,499 Cases of Canned Tomatloes., Consent decree of condemnation
and forfeiture. Product ordered released om bond. (¥F. & D. No.
9380. 1. S. No. 5982-r. 8. No. C-981.)

On October 9, 1918, the United States attorrcy for the Northern Distiict of
Alabama, acting upon a report by the Secretury of Agricuiture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and
condemnation of 1,499 cases of canned tomatoes, consigned on or about Septem-
ber 4, 1918, by the Sunbright Canning Co., Dickson, Tenn., remaining unsold in
the original unbroken packages at Bessemer, Ala., alleging that the article
had been shipped and transported from the State of Tennessee into the State of
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Alabama, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the Food
and Drugs Act. The ariicle was labeled in part, ¢ Helmet Tomatoes.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
substance, Lo wit, added water, had been mixed and packed with the article
s0 as to reduce, lower, and injuriously affect its quality and strength, and
had been substitated in part for tomatoes, which the article purported to be.

Mishranding of the article was alleged in substance for the reason that the
statement “ Tomatees” on the label of said article was false and misleading
and deceived and misled the purchaser into ihe belief that the product consisted
entirely of tomatoes, whereas, in truth and in fact, said article did not consist
entirely of tomatoes, but contained added water. Misbranding of the article
was alleged for the further reason that it was an imitation of, and was offered
for sale under the distinctive name of, another article, to wit, tomatoes.

On December 7, 1918, the Sunbright Canning Co., Dickson, Tenn., elaimant,
having consented to a decrce, judement of condemnation and forfeiture was
entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to said
claimant upon the paynient of the costs of the proceedings and the execulion of
a bond in the sum of $2,000, conditioned in parl that the product should be
relaeled in conspicuous type showing that the article contained 20 per cent
added water.

C. ¥, Marviw, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

7661. Adulieration of evaporated apples. U. 8. v. 220 Boxes of Evaporated
Apples. Consent deerce of eomndemnation, Produet ovdered re-
leased to claimamnt, (F. & D. No. 11821. I. S, Nos. 12776-r, 12778-r,
S. No. W-336)

On December 19, 1919, the Uniled States attorney for the District of Mas-
sachusetts, acting upan a report hy the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Courl of the United States for said distriet a libel of information pray-
ing 1he seizure and condemnation of 220 hoxes of evaporated apples, consigned
by Joseph Travers & Sons, Sebastopol, Calif., on November 5, 1919, remaining
at Boston, Mass., alleging that the article had been shipped ahd transported
from the State of California into the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and
charging adulteration in violation of the IPood and Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel of information for the
reason that water had been mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce, lower,
and injuriously affect itg quality and strength, and had been substituted in part
for the article.

On February 18, 1920, the California Packing Corporation, by Frank B. Priest,
agent, haviug filed a satisfactory bond in conformity with section 10 of the act,
judgment of condemnation was entered, and it was ordered by the court that
the product be delivered to said claimant upon payment of the costs of the
proceedings.

C. F. Marvin, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

7662, Misbranding of Prescription 1000 Internal, V. S, * * ? v, 14 Bot-
v tles of Prescription 1000 Internal. Default decree of condemna«
tien, forfeiture, and destruction. (F, & D. No. 11230, I. 8. No. 9425-r,

S. No. C-1457.)

On September 16, 1919, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Illinois, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and
condemnation of 14 bottles of Prescription 1000 Internal, remaining unsold in the
original unbroken packages at Cairo, Ill., consigned by the Reese Chemical Co.,



