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i0n: Net,” and ¢ 14 Gallon Net,” « Quest Olio di oliva Risulta Assolutamente
Puro Sotto Analisi Chimica,” * Unexcelled for Table’ or Medieinal Use,” were
false and misleading and deceived and misled_qhe purchaser ; for the further

ages, and the statements made were not correct; for the further reagon that
- the article purported to be a foreign broduet when not s0; and for the further
reason that it was offered for sale under the distinctive name of another article,

On June 11, 1928, no claimant having appeared for the broperty, judgments
. of condemnation ang forfeiture were entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

- ArrEUR M. Hypm, Secretary of Agriculture,

16618. Adulteration and misbranding of chocolate coatings., U, 8, v,
- Runkel Bros. (Iney. Plea of guilty. Fine, 8250, (F. & D. No,
23709, 1. 8. Nos. 15808~x, 15804-%, 16334-x, 16359-x, 16864z, 20078-x,
21450-x, 22024-x, 22025-x, 22027-x, -

On May 6, 1929, the United States attorne'y for the Southern District of New

“Court of the United States for said district an information against Runkel
Bros, (Ine.), a corporation, New York, N. Y, alleging shipment by said company,
“hetween the dates of October 20, 1927, and February 29, 1928, from the State of
New York, in various lots into the States of Ohio, Maryland, Pennsylvania,
£ Connecticut, and Colorado, respectively, of quantities of chocolate coatings,
. which were adulterated and misbranded. The articles were labeled, variously :
- (Packages) “1912 Bitter Covering;”” “ Runkel’s Peary Chocolate Sweet 10
" Ibs.;” “Runkel’s Pet Milk Chocolate Sweet 10 Lbs.; " Runkel’'s Yukon W, 7.
. Chocolate Sweet 10 Lbs.;” “Runkel's None-Such Chocolate Sweet 10 Lbs.;”
.. “Runkel’s Duplex Chocolate Sweet 10 Lbs, ;7 and “ Runkel's Starlight Choco-
- ate Sweet, 10 Lbs.” : o
. It was alleged in the information that the articles were adulterated in that
. Droducts other than bitter covering, chocolate sweet, or milk chocolate Sweet, as
-~ the case might be, had been mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce and
. lower angd injuriously affect the quality and strength of the said articles, and
had been substituted in part for bitter covering, chocolate sweet, or milk
hocolate sweet, which the articles purported to be. '
“Misbranding wag alleged for the reason that the statements, to wit, “ Bitter
Covering,” « Chocolate Sweet,” and “ Milk Chocolate Sweet,” borne on the respec-
tive labels, were false and misleading in that the said statements represented
¢ that the alleged bitter covering was bitter covering, and that the remainder of
% the said products consisted wholly of chocolate sweet, or milk chocolate sweet,
¢ a8 the case might be, and for the further reason that the articles were labeled
¢ as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the burchaser into the belief that a
portion thereof was bitter covering and that the remainder thereof consisted
i wholly of ehocolate sweet or milk chocolate sweet, whereas the gaid articles
: consisted in part of products other than bitter sweet, chocolate sweet, and milk
chocolate Sweet, respectively, Misbranding was alleged for the further reason
hat the articles were imitations of and were offered for sale under the distine-
i¥e names of other articles.
On June 10, 1929, a pPlea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
+0f the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $250., '

‘ - ARTHUR M. HyDE, Seoretary of Agriculture,
*

6619. Adulteration #nd misbranding of butter. U. 8. v. 28 Tubs of But-
- tex. Decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product released
under bond. (P, & D, No. 238868. 1. B. No. 03909. 8. No. 2059.)

On June 26, 1929, the Uniteq Statey attorney for the MWastern Distriet of

ennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
istrict Court of the United States for said distriet a libel praying seizure
:ind condemnation of 928 tubs of butter, remaining in the original unbtroken
ackages at Philadelphia, Pa., consigned by the David Cole Creamery Co.,

5 e, ¢

01 or about June 20, 1929, and transported from the State of Nebraska into
the - State of Pennsylvania, and charging adulteration and misbranding in
olation of the food and drugs act. ' )

It was alleged in the libel that the artiele was adulterated in that a sub-
Stance containing less than 80 per cent of butterfat had been substituted

contents was not plainly ang conspicuously marked on the outside of the pack.

~York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Digtriet

maha, Nebr., alleging that the article had been shipped from Omaha, Nebr., -
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wholly or in part for the said article and had been mixed and packed with
it so as to reduce, lower, or injuriously affect its quality or strength; and fo
the further reason that a valuable constituent of the article, butterfat, had:
been wholly or in part abstracted. .

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was an imitation
of or offered for sale under the distinctive name of another article, -

‘On July 18, 1929, Frank Hellerick and Co,, Philadelphia, Pa., having ap-
peared as claimant for the property, 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 costs and the execution of a bond in the
sum of $200, conditioned in part that it be reconditioned under the super-
vision of ths department., -

ArTuur M. Hyor, Secretary of Agriculture.

16620. Adulteration snd misbranding of butter, U, 8, vi. 20 Tubs of But-
“ter, Decree of condemnation and forxteiture, Product released
h under bond. (F. & D. No. 23888, 1. 8. No. 08098. 8. No. 2048.)
"~ On June 19, 1929, the United States attorney for the Kagtern District of
Pennsylvania, 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 20 tubs of  butter, remalining in the original unbroken
packages at Philadelphia, Pa., consigned by the Blue Ridge Creamery, Luray,
Va., alleging that the article had been shipped from Luray, Ya., on or about
June 17, 1929, and transported from the State of Virginia into the State of
Pennsylvania, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the
tood and drugs act. : - .
1t was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that a substance
containing less than 80 per cent of butterfat had been substituted wholly ot
in part for the said article, and bad been mixed and packed with it so as to
reduce, lower, ot injuriously affect its quality or strength ; and for the furthet
reason that a valuable constituent of the article, -butterfat, had been wholly
or in part abstracted. ‘ '
Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was an imitation
of or offered for sale under the distinctive name of another article. o
On June 22, 1929, Crawford & Lehman (Inc.), Philadelphia, Pa. having
appeared as claimant for the property, 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 costs and the execution of a bond in the
sum of $500, conditioned in part that it be reconditioned under the supervisio
of thig department. o o
ArTEHUR M. Hyng, Secretary of Agriculture.

16621. Adulteration and misbranding of butter. U. 8. v, 11 Tubs of But.
. tey. Decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product released
under bond. (F. & D. No. 23883. 1. 8. No. 08065. §. No. 2036.) '

On June 13,1929, the United States attorney for the Bastern District. of
Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agrienlture, filed in'thé
Distriet Court of the United States for said district a libel praying seizure an
condemnation of 11 tubs of butter, remaining in the original unbroken pac
ages at Philadelphia, Pa., consigned by the Waynesboro Creamety, Waynes
boro, Va., alleging that the-article bad been shipped from Waynesboro, Va., off
or about June 11, 1929, and transported from the State of Virginia into the
State of Pennsylvania, and charging adulteration and misbranding in Yiolation
of the food and drugs act. . . é
It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that a sub:
stance containing less than 80 per cent of butterfat had been substituted:
wholly or in part for the said article and had been mixed and packed with:
go as to reduce, lower, or injuriously affect its quality or strength.  Adulter
tion was alleged for the further reason that a valuable constituent of §]
article, butterfat, had been wholly or in part abstracted. .
Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was offered: fi

n

sale under the distinctive name of another articlé. _ o

On June 24, 1929, Edson Bros., Philadelphia, Pa., having appeared .
claimant for the property, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture W
entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to.t

said claimant upon payment of costs and the execution of a bond jrl the su



