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21, 1926, and transported from thq Tegrito;y of Alaska into the State of ‘'Wash-
ington, and charging adulteration in violation of the food and drugs act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libels for the reason that it
consisted in whole or in part of a filthy, decomposed, or putrid animal substance.

On September 20, 1926, the Puget Sound Salmon Packing Co., Seattle, Wash.,
claimant, having admitted the allegations of the libels and having consented to
the entry of a decree, judgments of condemnation and forfeiture were entered,
and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to the said claim-
ant upon payment of the costs of the proceedings and the execution of good
and sufficient bonds, in conformity with section 10 of the act, conditioned in
part that it be reconditioned under the supervision of this department.

'W. M. JARDINE, Secretary of Agriculiure.

14659. Adulteration and misbranding of mnoodles, U. S. v. 56 Boxes of
Noodles. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and de-~
struction. (F. & D. No. 20796. I. S. Nos. 11180-x, 11181-x, 11182-x.
S. No. C—4939.)

On January 26, 1926, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Michigan, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying seizure and
condemnation of 56 boxes of noodles, remaining in the original unbroken pack-
ages at Detroit, Mich., alleging that the article had been shipped by the Chicago
Macaroni Co., from Chicago, Ill., December 24, 1925, and transported from the
State of Illinois into the State of Michigan, and charging adulteration and mis-
branding in violation of the food and drugs act as amended. The article was
labeled in part: “ Selected Durum Wheat Net Weight 20 Pounds Big 3 * * *
Manufactured By Chicago Macaroni Co. Chicago, Ill., U. S. A.,” and was in-
voiced as yellow noodles.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
substance containing little or no egg 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. Adulteration was alleged
for the further reason that the product was colored in a manner whereby in-
feriority was concealed. i

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the failure to declare the
presence of artificial color was deceptive and misleading and would deceive
and mislead the purchaser ; for the further reason that it was food in package
form and the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously
marked on the outside of the package, and for the further reason that the
article was an imitation of and offered for sale under the distinctive name of
another article.

On April 7, 1926, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

‘W. M. JARDINE, Secretary of Agriculture.

14660. Adulteration and misbranding of maple sirap. U. S. v. 19 Tins of
Maple Sirup. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and
destruetion. (F. & D. No. 20960. I. S. No. 11186-x. 8. No. C-5055.)

On March 23, 1926, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Michigan, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
Distriet Court of the United States for said district a libel praying seizure and
condemnation of 19 tins of maple sirup, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at Detroit, Mich., alleging that the article had been shipped by the
Atlas Fruit Flavoring Co., from Chicago, Ill., February 16, 1926, and trans-
ported from the State of Illinois into the State of Michigan, and charging
adulteration and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act as amended.
The article was labeled in part: (Tin) “ Maple Syrup Purity & Strength Guar-
anteed By Atlas Fruit Flavoring Co. Chicago, I11.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a sub-
stance, glucose, 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 article was an imitation of
and offered for sale under the distinctive name of another article, for the
further reason that it was labeled “ Maple Syrup,” which deceived and misled
the purchaser, and for the further reason that it was food in package form
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and the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on
the outside of the package. )

On April 6, 1926, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment of
condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that
the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

W. M. JARDINE, Secretary of Agriculture.

14661. Adulteration of canned salmon. U, S.v. 500 Cases of Salmon. Con-
sent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product released
under bond. (F. & D. No. 21279. I. 8. No. 10707-x. 8. No. W-2008.)

On or about September 2, 1926, the United States attorney for the Western
Distriect of Washington, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture,
filed in the District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying
seizure and condemnation of 500 cases of salmon, remaining in the original
unbroken packages at Seattle, Wash., alleging that the article had been shipped
by the Alaska Year Round Canneries, from Seldovia, Alaska, July 26, 1926, and
transported from the Territory of A:aska into the State of Washington, 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 con-
sisted wholly or in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid animal substance.

On September 24, 1926, the Alaska Year Round Canneries Co., Inc., Seattle,
Wash., claimant, having admitted the a:legations of the libel and having con-
sented 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 $2,000, said bond providing that the product be recon-
ditioned by separating the good portion from the bad.

W. M. JaroiNg, Secretary of Agriculiure.

14662, Adulteration and misbranding of butter. U. S. v. West _Coast Gro-
cery Co. Plea of guilty. Fine, $15 and costs. (F. & D. No. 19695,
1. S. No. 23409—v.)

On September 11, 1926, the United States attorney for the Western District
of Washington, 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 West Coast Grocery Co., a corporation, Tacoma, Wash., alleging shipment
by said company, in violation of the food and drugs act as amended, on or
about May 4, 1925, from the State of Washington into the Territory of Alaska,
of a quantity of butter which was adulterated and misbranded. The article
was labeled in part: “ Creamery Butter This Can Contains Two Pounds Of
Bradner’s Jersey Creamery Butter.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason that
a substance containing less than 80 per cent by weight of milk fat had been
substituted for butter, a product which must contain not less than 80 per cent
by weight of milk fat as prescribed by the act of March 4, 1923, which the said
article purported to be. Adulteration was alleged for the further reason that a
valuable constituent of the article, to wit, milk fat, had been in part abstracted.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statements, to wit, “ Cream-
ery Butter,” and “ This Can Contains Two Pounds of Bradner’s Jersey Cream-
ery Butter,” borne on the tins containing the article, were false and misleading,
in that the said statements represented that the article was butter, to wit, a
product containing not less than 80 per cent by weight of milk fat as prescribed
by law, and that each of said tins contained 2 pounds of butter, and for the
further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead
the purchaser into the belief that each of the said tins contained butter, to wit,
a product containing not less than 80 per cent by weight of milk fat, and that
each of the said tins contained 2 pounds of butter, whereas the said article
contained less than 80 per cent of miik fat and each of a number of said tins
contained less than 2 pounds of butter. 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, and for the further reason that
it was foed in package form and the quantity of the contents was not plainly
and conspicuously marked on the outside of the package.

On October 1, 1926, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on
behalf of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $15 and costs.

‘W. M. JARDINE, Secretary of Agriculture.



