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. 8. A The cottonseed oil was labeled in part: (Can) “Liberty
Brand * * * (il * * * Net Contents 1 Gallon” (or “ Net Contents
1% Gallon ) “ Lekas & Drivas New York.”

Misbranding of the.articles was alleged in the libels for the reason that the
;statements on the labels of the respective-sized cans, “ Net Contents 1 Gallon,”
“ Net Contents ¥ Gallon,” “ Net Contents 14 Gall.,,” were false and misleading
in that the net contents of the said cans was not one-half gallon or 1 gallomn,
a8 the case might be. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that
the articles were [food] in package form and the quantity of the contents was
not plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the packages.

On June 3, 1924, Lekas & Drivas, New York, N. Y., having appeared as
«claimants for the property, judgments of the court were entered, finding that
the products were misbranded and ordering that they be released to the said
-claimants to be relabeled upon payment of the costs of the proceedings and
the execution of bonds in the aggregate sum of $500, in conformity with sec-
ition 10 of the act. ’

HowArp M. Qorg, Acling Secretary of Agriculture.

12386. Misbranding of butter. U. 8. v. Charles C. Martin (Martin Bros, &
Co.). Plea of guilty. Fine, $150 and ecosts. (F. & D. No. 17144.
I, 8. No. 14306~t,)

On April 6, 1923, the ﬁnited States attorney for the District of Colorado, act-
‘ing upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
«f the United States for said district an information against Charles C. Mar-
tin, trading as Martin Bros. & Co., Denver, Colo., alleging shipment by said
-defendant, in violation of the food and drugs act as amended, on or about
May 17, 1922, from the State of Colorado into the State of Wyoming, of a
«quantity of butter which was misbranded. The article was labeled in part:
‘“Blue Hill Brand Butter 1 Pound.”

Examination, by the Bureau of Chemistry of this department, of 30 pack-
.ages from the consignment showed that the average net weight of the said
Ppackages was 15.59 ounces.

Misbranding of the articles was alleged in the information for the reason
that the statement, to wit, “1 Pound,” borne on the packages containing the
-article, regarding, the said article, was false and misleading in that it repre-
sented that each of said packages contained 1 pound of the article, and for
‘the further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid so ag to deceive and mis-
lead the purchaser into the belief that each of said package*s contained 1 pouni
of the article, whereas, in truth and in fact, each of said packages did not
-contain 1 pound of the article but did contain a less amount. Misbrand-
ing was alleged for the further reason that the article was food in package
form and the gquantity of the contenfs was not plainly and conspicuously
marked on the outside of the package.

On March 8, 1924, the defendant entered a plea of guilty to the informa-
tion, and the court imposed a fine of $150 and costs.

Howarp M. GoRrg, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

12387. Misbranding of Lung Vita. U, S, v. Nashville Medicine Co., a Cor-
poration. Plea of nolo contendere. ¥Fine, $5 and costs. (F. & D.
No. 8208, 1. S. Nos. 11647-1, 11944-m.)

On July 13, 1917, the United States attorney for the Middle District of
‘Tennessee, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against the
Nashville Medicine Co., a corporation, Nashville, Tenn., alleging shipment by
said company in violation of the food and drugs act as amended, on or about
March 24, 1916, from the State of Tennegsee into the State of Alabama, and
-on or about September 1, 1916, from the State of Tennessee into the State of
Arkansas, of quantities of Lung Vita, which was misbranded.

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
.department showed that it was a partially emulsified mixture of kerosene,
linseed and olive oils, glycerin, sugar, a trace of benzoic acid, small amounts of
‘plant tpaterial, alcohol, and water.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the information for
‘the reason that certain statements regarding its curative and therapeutic
-effects, appearing in the labels, falsely and fraudulently represented the said
:article to be a remedy for consumption and bronchial asthma and effective
.as a treatment for consumption and bronchial asthma when, in truth and



