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condemnation of 2 cans of red coal-tar color, 1 can each at Irwin dnd Dubois,
Pa., respectively, alleging that .the article had been shipped by the W. B. Wood
Mfg Co., St. Louis, Mo., on or about I‘ebruary 28, 1921, and transported from
the State of Missouri 1nto the State of Pennsylvama, and charging adultera-
tion in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The article was labeled in part:
(Can) “1 Lb. Net * * * W, B, Wood Mfg. Co. * * * St Louis, Mo.
* % * Complies With All Requirements * * * Quality Color * * ¥ Num-
ber 112 Contents Red.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libels for the reason that
sodium sulphate and sodium chlorid had been mixed and packed with and sub-
stituted wholly or in part for the said article. Adulteration was alleged for the
further reason that the article contained an added poisonous or deleterious
ingredient, namely, arsenic, which might render it injurious to health.

On June 26, 1923, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgments
of condemnation and forfeiture were entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

Howarp M. Gorg, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

11691, Adulteration and misbranding of sirup. U, §. v. Wm. T. Bailey,
John R. Bailey, and Fred 0. Bailey (Marshalltown Syrup & Sugar
Co.). Pleas of guilty. Fine, $25 and costs. (F. & D. No. 15445. 1. S.
Nos. 2101-t, 2102—t, 3469-t.)

On May 16, 1922, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
Iowa, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District
Court of the United States for said district an information against Wm. T.
Bailey, John R. Bailey, and Fred O. Bailey, copartners, trading as the Mar-
shalltown Syrup & Sugar Co., Marshalltown, Iowa, alleging shipment by said
defendants, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended, on or about
October 21, 1920, from the State of Iowa into the State of Minnesota, of quanti-
ties of sirup which was adulterated and misbranded. A portion of the article
was labeled in pari: (Cans) ‘ Dickinson’s Pure Syrup * * * Put Up By
Marshalltown Syrup & Sugar Co. Marshalltown, Iowa 50% Maple and 50%
Cane.” The remainder of the article was labeled in part: (Bottles) “R. M.
Dickinson’s 1 Full Quart Cane and Maple Syrup 50% Cane 50% Maple Put Up
By Marshalltown Syrup & Sugar Co. Marshalitown, Iowa.”

Analyses of samples of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it contained not more than one-third maple or maple
sugar sirup. Examination of the quart bottles showed an average shortage in
the contents of the bottles examined of 3.9 per cent.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
a product deficient in maple sirup had been mixed and packed therewith so as
to lower and reduce and injuriously affect its quality and had been substituted
in part for a product composed of 50 per cent of maple sirup and 50 per cent of
cane sirup, which the said article purported to be.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statements, to wit, “ Pure
Syrup * * * 50% Maple and 50% Cane,” borne on the labels attached to the
cans containing a portion of the article, and the statements, to wit, “ Cane and
Maple Syrup 50% Cane 50% Maple ” and “1 Full Quart,” borne on the labels
attached to the bottles containing the remainder thereof, regarding the said
article and the ingredients and substances contained therein, were false and
misleading in that they represented that the said article contained not less
than 50 per cent of maple sirup and that each of the said bottles contained 1
quart of the article, and for the further reason that the article was labeled as
aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief that it
contained not less than 50 per cent of maple sirup and that each of the said
bottles contained not less than 1 quart of the said article, whereas, in truth
and in fact, the said article did countain less than 50 per cent of maple sirup
and each of the said bottles did contain less than 1 quart of the article. Mis-
branding was alleged with respect to the product contained in the alleged quart
bottles for the further reason that it was food in package form, and the quan-
tity of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside
of the package.

On November 28, 1922, the defendants entered pleas of guilty to the informa-
tion, and the court imposed a fine of $25 and costs.

HowArp M. GORE, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.



