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juice packed by Chino Canning Company, Chino, California. Net Contents,
11b. 12 0z, * * *7

Adulleration of the article was alleged in the libel in that tomato pulp had
peen mixed and packed with the article so as to reduce, lower, and injuriously
affect ils quality and strength.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in thal statemenis on {he label on
the can containing the article regarding the article, to wit, * Standard C-C-C
Three C Brand Tomatoes with pure tomate juice packed by Chino Canning
Compauny, Chino, California. Net Contents, 1 ib. 12 ¢z. + + '.)” were faise
and misleading, and deceived and misled the purchaser into the belief that the
product consisted wholly of toniatoes, whereas it contained added tomato pulp.
The product was furtber misbraunded in that it was an imitation of, and sold
under the distinetive uame of, another article.

On AMarch 10, 1920, {he Chino Canning Co., claimant, having consented to a
decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered
by the court thatl the product be delivered to the claimant upon payment of the
costs of the proceedings and the exceution of a bond, in conformily with section
10 of the act.

E. D. Bavy, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

T80T, Adulteration and isbranding of canned tomatoes. U, & * * *x
1,798 Cases of Blue Dot Brand Tomatoes. Consent decree of con-
demmunation and forvfeilure. Product owxdered released on bond.
(I', & D. No. 11832 I S No. 15943-r. 8. No. -1878.)

On December 22, 1919, the United States attorney for the Rastern District
of Pennsylvania, acling upon a report by the Secretlary of Agriculture, filed in
the District Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure
and condemnation of 1,798 cases of Blue Dot Brand Tomatoes, remaining un-
sold at Philadelphia, Pa., consigned by Winfield Webster & Co., Rhodesdale, Md.,
alleging that the article had been shipped on or about September 4, 1919, and
transported from the State of Maryland ‘into the State of Pennsylvania, and
charging adulteration and misbranding, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel in that tomalo pulp had
becn mixed and packed with, and substituted wholly or in part for, the article,
1o wit, tomatoes.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in that the statement on the label
on the can containing the article, regarding the article, to wit, “ Blue Dot Brand
Tomatoes,” was false and misleading.

On February 25, 1920, Winfield Webster & Co., claimant, having consented
to a decree, judgment of condemnalion and forfeiture was entered, and it was
ordered by the court that the product Le released to said claimant upon the
payment of the costs of the proceedings and the execution of a bond, in con-
formity with section 10 of the act.

E. D. Bary, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

TR08., Adulieration of evaporated apples. U. 8. * ! * v, 100 Boxes of
Esapovrated Apnples, Defanli deecree of condemmnatien, forfeitare,
and sale. (I'. & D. Nos. 11876, 11876-a. 1. 8. No. 5286-r. 8. No. W-§64.)

On January 9, 1920, the Uniled States attorney for the District of Wyoming,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed :n the Distriet Court
of the United States for said district a libel for the seizurz and condemnation
of 100 boxes of cvaporated apples, remaining unsold in the original unbroken
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packages at Cheyenne, Wyo., consigned by the California Packing Corp.,
Fresno, Calif,, alleging that the article had been shipped on or about Descember
3, 1919, and transported {rom the Slate of Califcrnia into the State of Wyoming,
and charging adulteration in violation of the Food and Drugs Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel in that a substance, to wit,
water, had been mixed and packed with {he article so as to reduce and lower
and injuriously affect the quality and strength of the article. Adulteration of
the article was further alleged in that water had becn substituted in part for
evaporated avples, and that the product contained 27 per cent moisture.

On April 15, 1920, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation,
forfeiture, and sale was cnteted, and it was ordered by the court that the
property be sold by the Unifed Slates marshal to the highest bidder, and fur-
ther conditioned that the property be sold by the purchaser in conformity with
section 10 of the act,

EH. D. Barxr, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

T80, Adulteration and mishranding of canned tomatoes, U. 8. * ¥ * v,
' G5 Cases of Anderson Brand Tomatoes, U, 8. * * * v, 400 Cases of
ndevson Brand Tomatoes. Consent decrees of condemnttion and
forfeiture. Goods released om bond. (F. & D. Nos 11814, 11815, 11816,

11817, 11818, 1. 8. Nos. 14016-r, 14017-r. 8, Nos. E-1879, IE-1880.)

On December 16, 1919, the United States attorney for the Southern Distriet
of New York, acling upon a report by the Secrctary of Agriculture, filed in the
Distrvict Court of the Uniled States for said disirict libels for the seizure and
condemmnation of 65 cascs and 400 cascs of Anderson Brand Tomatoes, re-
maining unsold in the original unbroken packages at New York, N. Y., alleging
that the article had beenr shipped on or ubout September 12, 1219, and on or
about September 8, 1919, by the Mantccea Canning Co., Manteca, Calif., and
transporled from the Stale of California into the State of New York, and
charging adulleration and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act. The article was labeled in pari, “Anderson Brand Tomatoes Standard
Quality * * * Anderson Quality Tomatoes Distribuied by Chas. A. Anderson
& Co. New York San Francisco Net Contenis 1 1b. 12 oz” (pictorial design
of ripe tomato).

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the Iibels in thal {omato pulp had
been mixecd and packed with the article so as to reduce, lower, and injuriously
affect its quality and strength, and tomato pulp had hcen substituted in part for
the article.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in that the siatements and design, on
the label on the can coniaining the article, as set forth above, were false and
misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser into the belief that the
article consisted whelly of canned tomatoes, wlhereas it was a preduct to which
tomato pulp had been added. Tturther misbranding was alleged in that it was
an imitation of, and offered for sale under {he distinctive name of, another
article,

On Januvary 27, 1020, Chas. A. Anderson & Co., clalmont, having consented {0
decrees, judgmenis of condemnaticn and forfeiture were entered, and if was
ordeved by the court that the pioCuct be delivered to the said cluimani upon
the payment of the costs of the procecdings and the execution of a bond, in con-
formity with scction 10 of the aci.

E. D. BaLr, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.



