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Elizabeth, N. J., alleging that the article had been shipped by the Bay Bee Oil
Co., New York, N. Y., between the dates of October 5, 1921, and March 18, 1922,
and transported from the State of New York into the State of New Jersey, and
charging misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended.
The article was labeled in part: (Cans) ‘“ Extra Sublime Pure Imported Olive
Oil Blue Star Brand * * * Bay Bee Oil Company Importers & Packers
Luceca, Italy. New York U. S. A, * * * 71 Lbs, Net or 0.98 of One Gallon ”
(or “ 3% Lbs. Net or 0.98 of Half Gallon,” “ Quarter Gallon,” “ One Gallon,” or
‘“Half Gallon ).

Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the libels for the
reason that the statements borne respectively on the said cans regarding the
net quantity of the article contained therein, to wit, *“ 73 Lbs. Net or 0.98 of One
Gallon,” “3% Lbs. Net or 0.98 of Half Gallon,” *“ Quarter Gallon,” “ One Gal-
lon,” and “ Half Gallon,” as the case might be, were false and misleading, since
the said cans did not contain the amount of the article declared on the said
labels but did contain a less quantity, and for the further reason that the arti-
cle was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into
the belief that the said cans contained the net quantity of the article as
labeled thereon, whereas, in truth and in fact, the said cans contained a less
amount. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the article was
food in package form, and the quantity of the contents was not plainly and
conspicuously marked on the outside of the package, since the net quantity
stated on the labels of the respective-sized cans was more than the actual con-
tents of the said packages.

On June 23, 1922, the Bay Bee Oil Co., New York, N. Y., claimant, having
consented to the entry of decrees, judgments of condemnation and forfeiture
were entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to
the said claimant upon payment of the costs of the proceedings and the execu-
tion of bonds in the aggregate sum of $1,000, in conformity with section 10 of
the act, conditioned in part that the said product be relabeled to the satisfac-
tion of this department.

C. F. MarvinN, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

11045. Adulteration of chloroform. V. S, v. 32 Tins, et al,, of Chloroform.
Default decrees of condemnation, forfeiture, and destruction.
(F. & D. Nos. 16202, 16509, 16510, 16511, 16512. 8. Nos. E-3972, E—4001,
1B-4002, E-4012, E-4031.)

On June 26, June 30, and July 6, 1922, respectively, the United States at-
torney for the District of Massachusetts, acting upon reports by the Secretary
of Agriculture, filed in the District Court of the United States for said dis-
trict libels of information for the seizure and condemnation of 142 }-pound
tins of chloroform, in various lots at Malden, Gloucester, Fall River, Haver-
hill, and New Bedford, Mass., respectively, alleging that the article had been
shipped from New York, N. Y., between the dates of April 18 and June 1, 1922,
and transported from the State of New York into the State of Massachusetts,
and charging adulteration in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The article
was labeled in part: “ Chloroform for Anaesthesia.”

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it was turbid, that it contained hydrochloric acid, im-
purities decomposable by sulphuric acid, and chlorinated decomposition prod-
ucts, and that upon evaporation it left a foreign odor.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in substance in the libels for the
reason that it was sold under and by a name recognized in the United States
Pharmacopeia, and differed from the standard of strength, quality, and purity
as determined by the test l1aid down in said Pharmacopeia, official at the time
of investigation, and the standard of strength, quality, and purity of the said
article was not declared on the containers thereof.

On September 5, 1922, 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. F. MarviN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

11046. Adulteration of raisins. U. 8. v. 900 Boxes of Raisins, Default de-
cree of condemnation, forfeiture, and destruction. (F. & D. No.

16519.)

On July 7, 1922, the United States attorney for the District of Wyoming
filed in the District Court of the United States for said district a libel for the
seizure and condemnation of 900 boxes of raisins, at Rock Springs, Wyo., alleg-
ing that the article had been shipped and transported on or about December 1,
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1921, from the State of California 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 for the reason that it was
composed in whole of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid vegetable matter.

On July 28, 1922, no claimant having appeared for the product, judgment of
condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that
the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

C. F. MARvVIN, Acoting Secretary of Agriculiure.

11047, Adulteration and misbranding of fioor. U, S. v. 800 Sacks of Flour,
Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Produet re-
leased under bond. (F. & D. No. 16584. I, S. No. 14182-t. 8. No.
W-1137.)

On July 3, 1922, the United States attorney for the Northern District of
California, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel, and on July 13,
1922, an amendment to the said libel, praying the seizure and condemnation of
800 sacks of flour, remaining in the original unbroken packages at San Fran-
cisco, Calif., alleging that the article had been shipped by the Plains Montana
Mills, Plains, Mont., on or about June 16, 1922, and transported from the State
of Montana into the State of California, and charging adulteration and mis-
branding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended.

Examination of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this department
showed that the sacks contained a less amount of the said article than that
declared on the labels thereof.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel, as amended, for the
reason that bleached flour had been substituted for the ald article.

Misbranding was alleged in substance for the reason that the statements
borne on the sacks containing the article, to wit, * Plains Montana Mills Hard
Wheat Royal Crown Patent Flour Plains, Mont. 98 Lbs. Net When Packed,”
were false and misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser. Misbrand-
ing was alleged for the further reason that the article was in package form,
and the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on
the outside of the package.

On July 13, 1922, Geo. P. Shiel, having entered an appearapce as claimant
for the property and having consented to a decree, judgment of condemnation
and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product
be delivered to the said claimant upon payment of the costs of the proceedings
and the execution of a bond in the sum of $3,200, in conformity with section
10 of the act.

C. F. Marvin, Acting Secretary of- Agriculture.

11048. Adulteration and misbranding of oil. U. 8. v. 261§ Cartons of Oil.
Consent deeree of condemnation and forfeitare., Produet re-
leased under bond. (F. & D. No. 16670. I. 8. No. 7114~t. 8. No.
E—4071.)

On July 27, 1922, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
New York, 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 261% cartons of oil at New York, N. Y., alleging that the
article had been shipped by the Capitol Refining Co., Rosslyn, Va., on or about
June 23, 1922, and transported from the State of Virginia into the State of
New York, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act, as amended. The article was labeled in part: (Cans)
“High Grade Oil Medaglia D’Oro Brand * * * Vegetable Salad Oil More
Practical Than Olive Oil A Compound Contents 1 Gallon * * * Packed by
B. Mayer, New York.”

It was alleged in substance in the libel that the article had been transported
in violation of the said act in that an oil or oils other than olive oil had been
mixed and packed with and substituted wholly or in part for the said article.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statements appearing on
the said cans, to wit, “ High Grade Oil Medaglia D’Oro Brand Re &’Italia”
and ‘ Contents 1 Gallon,” together with the designs of a medal apparently of
foreign origin, an Italian soldier in foreground on horseback, and a conven-
tional design of olive branches with background showing Italian scene, were
false and misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser. Misbranding
was alleged for the further reason that the article was an imitation of and was
offered for ‘sale under the distinctive name of another article, for the further



