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Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the prints were labeled, “ One
Pound, ” which statement was false and misleading and deceived and misled
the purchaser in that the said prints weighed less than one pound.

On August 23, 1924, the D. B. Wood Butter Co., Evansville, Wis,, claimant,
having admitted the allegations of the libel and having consented to the entry
of a decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was 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 execution of a bond in the
sum of $500, in conformity with section 10 of the act, conditioned in part that
it be reprocessed, under the supervision of this department, to bring it up to
not less than 80 per cent of milk fat.

Howarp M. GorE, Secretary of Agriculture.

¥2630. Adulteration and alleged misbranding of caviar. V. S. v. 6 Cases,
et al., of Caviar. Congent decree of condemnation and for-
feiture. Product released under bond. (F. & D, No. 18911. I. 8.
Nos. 20405-v, 20406-v, 20407-v. S. No. W-1551.) R

On {&ugust 19, 1924, 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 praying the
seizure and condemnation of 6 cases, each containing 6 dozen cans and 5%
dozen cans 1lh-ounce size, 84 cans 3-ounce size, and 45 cans 6-ounce size, of
caviar, remaining in the original unbroken packages at San Francisco, Calif.,
alleging that the article had been shipped by the Wm. Haaker Co., from New
York, N. Y., in part October 10, 1923, and in part April 17, 1924, and trans-
ported from the State of New York into the State of California, and charging
adulteration and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act. The
article was labeled in part: “Prime Dittmann Caviar Packed at New York
By Wm. Haaker Co.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
substance, roe other than that of sturgeon, had been mixed and packed there-
with so as to reduce, lower, or injuriously affect its quality or strength and
had been substituted wholly or in part for the said article.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement ¢ Prime Caviar,”
borne on the labels, was false and misleading and deceived and misled the pur-
chaser, and for the further reason that it was offered for sale under the dis-
tinctive name of anoither article,

On September 10, 1924, Schumacher Bros., San Frapcisco, Calif.,, having
appeared as claimant for the property and having consented to the entry of
a decree, judgment of the court was entered, finding the product to be adul-
terated and ordering its condemnation and forfeiture, and it was further or-
dered by the court that it be released to the said claimant upon 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.

Howarp M. Gore, Secretary of Agriculture.

12631, Adulteration and misbranding of butier. U. S. v. 116 Tubs of
Butter. Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product
released to claimant to be reworked upon execution of bond or
%egg)sssii): of collateral. (F. & D. No. 18904. I. 8. No. 19018-v. 8. No.

On August 13, 1924, 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 praying the seizure
and condemnation of 116 tubs of butter, consigned by Golden Valley Creamery,
Golden Valley, N. D., remaining in the original unbroken packages at New
York, N. Y.. alleging that the article had been shipped from Golden Valley,
N. D, on or about July 29, 1924, and transported from the State of North
Dakota into the State of New York, and charging adulteration and misbranding
in violation of the food and drugs acts as amended.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
substance, excessive moisture, had been mixed and packed therewith so as
to reduce, lower, or injuriously affect its quality or strengtb and had been
cubstituted wholly or in part for the said article, and for the further reason
that a valuable constituent, butterfat, had been wholly or in part abstracted.

Misbranding was alleged for the 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.
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On September 4, 1924, Fitch Cornell & Co., New York, N. Y., claimant, having
admitted the allegations of the libel and consented to the entry of a decree,
judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by
the court that the product be released to the said claimant upon paymeni of
the costs of the proceedings and the execution of a bond in the sum of $2.400,
or the deposit of collateral in an equal amount, conditioned in part that the
said product be reworked under the supervision of this department.

Howarp M. Gore, Secretary of Agriculture.

12632, Misbranding of canned tomatoes. U. S. v, 400 Cases of Canned
Tomatees., Judgment ordering product released under bond,
(F. & D. Nos. 18274, 18275. 1. 8. No. 16502-v. 8. No. E-4726.)

On January 26, 1924, the United States attorney for the Western District
of Worth Carolina, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed
in the District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying
the seizure and condemnation of 400 cases of canned tomatoes, at Greens-
boro, N. C.. aileging that the article had been shipped by Arrington Bros.,
Montvale, Va., October 20, 1923, and transported from the State of Virginia
into the State of North Carolina, and charging misbranding in violation of
the food and drugs act as amended. The article was labeled in part: (Can)
“ Smyrna Special Brand Tomatoes Contents 2 Pounds Packed By Arrington
Bros., Montvale, Va.”

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that the
statement, * Contents 2 Pounds,” was false and misleading and deceived and
misled the purchaser, and for the further reason that it was food in package
form and the quantity of the contents was nof plainly and conspicuously
rncarked on the outside of the package.

On April 10, 1924, the Veazy Chambers Co. and Patterson Bros., Greens-
boro. N. C., having appeared as claimants for respective portions of the
article, and the said claimants having paid the costs of the proceedings and
executed a bond in the sum of $1,000, in conformity with section 10 of the
act, conditioned in part that the product should be relabeled, and the prod-
uct having been delivered to the claimant, it was ordered by the court
that the case be dismissed.

Howarp M. Gorg, Secretary of Agricullture.

12633, Adulteration and misbranding of cottonseed meal. U. 8. v. 400
Sacks of Cottonseed Meal, Decree of condemnation awnd for-
feitare. Product released under bond., (F. & D. No. 17038. I. S,
No. 3168—v. 8. No. E-1243.)

On December 18, 1922, the United States attorney for the Southern District
of Florida, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the seizure
and condemnation of 400 sacks of cottonseed meal, remaining in the original
unbroken packages at Jacksonville, Fla., consigned by the Empire Cotton Oil
Co., Cordele, Ga., alleging that the article had been shipped from Cordele, (a.,
on or about November 20, 1922, and transported from the State of Georgia into
the State of Florida, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation
of the food and drugs actl.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
substance low in protein had been mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce
and lower and injuriously affect its quality and strength and had been sub-
stituted wholly or in part for the said article.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was labeled, * Cot-
tonseed Meal Guaranteed Analysis Protein 369,” which statement was false
and misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser, since the said product
was deficient in protein. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that
the article was an imitation of and offered for sale under the distinctive name
of another article,

On January 11, 1923, Seals & Webster, Jacksonville, Fla., having appeared
as claimant for the property, judgment of condemnation was entered and it
was ordered by the court that the product should be released to the said
claimant upon payment of .the costs of the proceedings and the execution of a
bond in the sum of $500, in conformity with section 10 of the act, condifioned
in part that if it be sold or disposed of in any form or branding, said brand-
ing should accurately and correctly describe the said product.

Howarp M. Gorg, Secretary of Agriculture.



