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On September 8, 1919, the Chambers Drug Co., a corporation, claimant, hav-
ing consented to the entry of a decrece, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture
was entercd, and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to
said claimant upon the payment of the costs of the proceedings and the execution
of a bond in the sum of $300, in conformity with section 10 of the act, condi-
tioned in part that the pcoduct be relabeled under the supervision of this de-
paritment.

. D. BaLy, deting Secretary of Agriculture.

7803, Adulieration and misbranding of canned tomatoees, U. §, * % ¥ y,
984 Caoses * * * Rose Hill Brand Tomatoes., Consent decree of
condemnation and forfeiture. Product released om Hond. (F. & D,
No. 11658. 1. 8. No. 13989-r. 8. No. B-1881.)

On December 18, 1919, the United States attorney f{or the Southern District
of New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in (he
Distriel Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and
condemnation of 984 cases, cach case containing 24 cans of a product, labeled
RO_Se Hill Brand Tomatoes, reraining unsold in the original unbroken packages
at New York, N. Y., alleging that the article had been shipped on or about Octo-
ber 24, 1919, by Chas. Webster, Sharpstown, dd.,, and transported {rom the
State of Maryland into the State of New York, and charging adulteration and
misbranding in vielation of the Food and Drugs Act. The article was labeled
in pari, “ Rose Hill Brand Tomatoes * * * Contents 1 1b. 3 oz, Packed
By Chas. Webster at Tast New barket, Dorchester, Co., Md.”

Adulteration of the articlie was alleged in the libel in thal water had Deen
mixed and packed with the article so as to reduce, lower, and injuriously afrect
its quality or strength, and water had been substituted in whole or in part for
the ®riicle.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in thal the statement coniained in
the label on the can containing the article, to wit, “ Rose Hill Brand Toma-
1oes,” was false and misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser into the
belief that the product was canned tomatoes, whereas it was a product contain-
ing added water. It was further misbranded in that it was an imilation of,
and was offered for sale under the distinctive name of, another article.

On January 50, 1920, Chas. Webster, claimant, having consented to a decree,
judgment of coudemnation and forfeilurc was entered, and it was ordered by
the court that the product be released to the claimant upon payment of the
costs of the proceedings and execution of a bond, in conformity with section 10
of the act.

E. D. Barr, Acting Sceretary of Agricuiiure.

7808, Adulferation and mizbranding of canned tomztoes, U. 8, * * ¥ v,
407 Cascs of Canned Tomatoes, Comnsent decree of conflemnation
and forfeiture. Product relenned on bond., (I & D. No. 11897, 1. 8.
No. 9095-r, 8. No, C-16023,)

On January 27, 1920, the United Siates atlorney for the Eastern District of
Missouri, acling upon a tveport by the Scerelary of Agriculiure, filed in ihe
Digirict Court of the United States for said district a libel for the geizure and
condemnation of 497 cases of canned tomatocs, remaining unsold in the eriginal
unbroken packages at Si. Louis, Mo., alieging that the article had been shipped
on December 3, 1919, by the Chino Canuning Co., Chino, Calif., and iransported
from the State of California into the State of Missouri, and charging adultera-
tion and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The articlie was
labeled in pari: “ Standard C-C~C Three C Brand Tomatoes, with pure tomato



