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alleged for the further reason that a valuable constituent, butterfat, had been
abstracted from the said article.

On March 5, 1925, the Union Creamery Co., La Grande, Oreg., 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 $150, in conformity with section 10 of the act, conditioned in part that
the product be brought into conformity with the law under the supervision of
this department.

R. W. DunraP, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

13164. Adulteration and mishranding of butter. VU. S. v, 10S Tubs of But-
ter. Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Produect
released under bond to be reprocessed. (F. & D. No. 19838, 1. 8.

. No. 13470-v. 8. No. E-5138.)

On February 11, 1925, the United States attorney for the Southern District
of New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Cousrt of the United States for said district a libel praying the seizure
and condemnation of 108 tubs of butter, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at New York, N. Y., alleging that the article had been shipped by
the Farmers Cooperative Creamery Assoc., Hull, Iowa, on or about February
1, 1925, and transported from the State of Iowa into the State of New York,
and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs
act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
substance deficient in butterfat and containing excessive moisture had been
mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce, lower, or injuriously affect its
quality or strength and had heen substituted in whole or in part for the said
article.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was offered for sale
under the distinctive name of another article.

On March 2, 1925, the Farmers Cooperative Creamery Assoc., Hull, Iowa,
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
boud in the sum of $2,750, in conformity with section 10 of the act, conditioned
in part that it be reprocessed under the supervision of this department, so
that it should comply with the law.

R. W. DunNvaP, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

13165. Adulteration amd misbranding of canned tomatoves. U. S. v. 400
Cases and 550 Cases of Tomatoes. Consent deeree of condemna-~
tion and forfeiture. Produet released nnder bend to be relabeled.
(F. & D. No. 19420. 1. S. Nos. 13213—v, 13214~v. 8. No. E-5069.)

On December 23, 1924, the United States attorney for the Northern 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 950 cases of canned tomatoes, at Troy, N. Y.,
alleging that the article had been shipped by W. E. Robinson, from Laurel,
Del., on or about October 9, 1924, and transported from the State of Delaware
into the State of New York, and charging adulteration and misbranding in
violation of the food and drugs act. The article was labeled in part: (Can)
*Robinson’s Brand Tomatoes * * * Packed For W. E. Robinson & Co.,
Bel Air, Mad.”

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

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement ‘Tomatoes,”
appearing on the labels, was false and misleading and deceived and misled
the purchaser, and for the further reason that the article was-sold under the
distinctive name of another article.

On March 7, 1925, the Davis Canning Co., Laurel, Del.,, 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
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payment of the costs of the proceedings and the execution of a bond in the
sum of $1,500, in conformity with section 10 of the act, conditioned in part
that it be relabeled in part: “ Water 50% Tomatoes 50% * * * These
tomatoes were canned with an additional equal amount of water. Packed by
Davis Canning Co. Laurel Del. Canned Tomatoes Should Be Packed In Their
Own Juice Without Added Water.”

R. W. Duwrap, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

13166. Misbranding of meat serap. U. S. v. the Ameriean Agricultural
Chemical Co. Plea of guilty. Fine, $10 avd costs. (F. & D. No.

19386, 1. S. No. 16015-v.)

At the December, 1924, term of the United States District Court, within
and for the District of Maryland, the United States attorney for said distriet,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the district
court aforesaid an information against the American Agricultural Chemical
Co., a corporation, Baltimore, Md., alleging shipment by said company, in
violation of the food and drugs act, on or about March 14, 1924, from the
Stale of Maryland into the State of Pennsylvania, of a quantity of meat scrap
which was misbranded. The article was labeled in part: “ Protox Pure
Ground Meat Scraps * * + The American Agricultural Chemical Com-
pany AA Quality Guaranteed Analysis Protein 55%."”

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it contained 47.42 per cent of protein.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that the statement, to wit, “ Guaranteed Analys.s Protein 55%,” borne on the
sacks containing the said article, was false and misleading, in that the said
statement represented that the article contained mnot less than 55 per cent
of protein, and for the further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid so as
to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief that it contained not
less than 55 per cent of protein, whereas, in truth and in fact, it did contain
less than 55 per cent of protein, to wit, approximately 47.42 per cent of protein.

On March 9, 1925, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on be-
half of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $10 and costs.

R. W. Dunvrapr, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

13167. Adulteration of butter. U. S.v. 16 Cubes of Butter. Product recon-
ditioned and released to claimant. (F. & D. No. 19054. 1. 8. No.
11697—v. S. No. W-1576.)

On or about September 9, 1924, the United States attorney for the Southern
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 16 cubes of butter, remaining in the original
unbroken packages at Los Angeles, Calif., alleging that the article had been
shipped by the Farmers Cooperative Creamery Co., Payette, Idaho, on or
about August 6, 1924, and transported from the State of Idaho into the State
of California, and charging adulteration in violation of the food and drugs
act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
product deficient in milk fat had been substituted wholly or in part for butter,
and for the further reason that a valuable cons*ituent of the article, milk fat,
had been partially abstracted therefrom.

On December 10, 1924, the Iarmers Cooperative Creamery Co., Payette,
Idaho, having appeared as claimant for the property and the product having
been reconditioned to conform with the law, an order of the court was entered,
providing that the product be released to the claimant upon payment of the
costs of the proceedings and that the bond theretofore filed be exonerated.

R. W. Dunwapr, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

13168. Adulteration of canned sardines. U. 8. v. 111 Cases of Sardines.
Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and destruaction. (F.
& D. No. 19461, 1. S. No. 13208-v. 8. No. I-5051.)

On January 9, 1925, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of New York, acting upon a report by the Secrelary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the seizure
and condemnation of 1114 cases of sardines, at Troy, N. Y., alleging that the
article had been shipped by the Seacoast Canning Co., Eastport, Me., on or
about September 16, 1924, and transported from the State of Maine into the



