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16637. Misbranding of cottonsced feed. U. S. v. 87 Sacks of Cottomseed
¥eed, Decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product released
ander bond. (F, & D, No. 22679. 1. S. No. 21927-x. 8. No. 720.)

On April 10, 1928, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
Florida, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for said district a libel praying seizure and
condemnation of 87 sacks of cottonseed feed, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at Ybor City, Fla., alleging that the article had been shipped by E. T.
Allen & Co., from Unadilla, Ga., on or about February 28, 1928, and transported
from the State of Georgia into the State of Florida, and charging misbranding
in violation of the food and drugs act. The article was labeled in part: “Atlas
Cotton Seed Feed Manufactured for E. T. Allen Company, Dealers, Atlanta, Ga.
Guaranteed Analysis: Protein, not less than 36.009,, HEquivalent to Ammonia
7.009%.” )

It was alleged in the libel that the article was misbranded in that the state-
ment “ Guaranteed Analysis Protein not less than 36.00%, Equivalent to Am-
raonia. 7.00%,” borne on the label, was false and misleading and deceived and
misled the purchaser.

On July 9, 1928, the E. T. Allen Co., having appeared as claimant for the:prop-
erty and having admitted the allegations of the libel, judgment of condemnation
and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be
released to the said claimant for relabeling, upon the filing of a good and
sufficient bond.

ArTHUR M. HYDE, Secrelary of Agriculture.

16638. Adulteration and misbranding of butter., V. S, v. 23 Tubs of Butter.
Decree of condemnation and forfeiture., Product released nuder
bond. (F. & D. No. 23935. 1. S. No. 08046. 8. No. 2116.)

On July 24, 1929, the TUnited States attorney for the Hastern
District of Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture,
filed in the District Court of the United States for said distriet a libel praying
seizure and condemnation of 23 tubs of butter, remaining in the original un-
broken packages at Philadelphia, Pa., consigned by the Wolf Lake Co-
operative Creamery, Frazee, Minn.,, on or about July 22, 1929, and transported
from the State of Minnesota into the State of Pennsylvania, and charging
adulteration and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act.

It was alleged: in the libel that the article was adulterated in that a sub-
stanee deficient in butterfat had been mixed and packed therewith so as to
reduce, lower, or injuriously affect its quality or strength and had been sub-
stituted wholly 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: July 29, 1929, Clinton G. Heyd, 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 $700, conditioned in part that it be reconditioned under the supervision of
this department.

ArTHUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculture.

16639. Misbranding of butter. U. 8. v. 24 Cases of Butter. Consent decree
of condemnation and forfeiture. Product released under boxmd.
(F. & D. No. 23930. 1. 8. Nos. 03718, 03719. S, No. 2164.)

On July 29, 1929, the United States attorney for the Distriet of New Jersey,
acting upen a:- report by the Secretary of Agriculture;, filed in the District
Court of the United States for said distriet a libel praying seizure and con-
demnation of 24 cases of butter at Newark, N. J., alleging that the article had
been shipped by the June Dairy Products Co. (Inc.), New York, N. Y., in part
on or about July 24, 1929, and in part on or abeut July 25, 1929, and trans-
ported from the State of New York into the State of New Jersey, and
charging misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act as amended. A
portion of the article was labeled in part: “ Meadow Farms Butter * * *
One Pound Net.” The remainder of the said article was labeled in part:
“ Creamery Butter One Pound. Net Weight.”

It was. alleged in the libel that the article was mlsbranded in that the
statements on the respective labels, “ One Pound Net” or “One Pound Net
Weight,” as the case might be, were false and misleading and deceived and
misled the purchaser. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that
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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, since the
statements ‘“ One Pound Net” and “ One Pound Net Weight” were incorrect.

On August 2, 1929, the June Dairy Products Co. (Inc:), New York, N. Y,
claimant, having admitted the allegations of the libel and having consented that
a decree be entered condemning and forfeiting the product, judgment was
entered ordering that the said product be released to the claimant upon pay-
ment of costs and the execution of a bond in the sum of $300, conditioned in
part that it be repacked in tubs and relabeled with a plain, consplcuous, and
correct statement of the net weight.

ArTHUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculture.

16640, Adulteration of butter., U. S. v. 98 Tubs of —Bntter. Decree of
condemnation and forfeiture. Produet released upon deposit of
collateral. (F. & D. No. 23895. I. S. No. 08554. 8. No. 2052.) .

On June 24, 1929, the United States attorney for the District of Massa-
chusetts, 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 98 tubs of butter, remaining in the original unbroken pack-
ages at Boston, Mass., consigned about June 11, 1929, alleging that the article
had been shipped by the North American Creameries (Inc.), Paynesville, Minn.,
and transported from the State of Minnesota into the State of Massachusetts,
and charging adulteration in violation of the food and drugs act.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that a sub-
stance co-ntaining less than 80 per cent by weight of milk fat had been sub-
stituted in whole or in part for butter, which the said article purported to be,
the act of Congress of March 4, 1923, providing that butter contain not less
than 80 per cent by weight of milk fat.

On June 27, 1929, the North American Creameries (Inc.), Boston, Mass,,
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 re-
leased to the said claimant upon payment of cogts and the deposit of collateral
in the amount of $2,500, conditioned in part that it be reworked under the
supervision of this department,

ArTHUR M., HYDE, Secretary of Agriculiure.

16641, Adulteration and misbranding of butter. TU. S. v. 34 Cases of
Butter. Decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Produect re-
gg(t)m):ed under bond. (F. & D, No. 22824. 1. S. No. 21599—-x. 8. No.

On April 23, 1928, the United States attorney for the Southern Distriet of
Florida, acting upon a repert by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying seizure and
condemnation of 34 cases of butter, remaining in the original unbroken pack-
ages at Jacksonville, Fla., alleging that the article had been shipped by the
Elberton Creamery (Inc.), from Elberton, Ga., April 16, 1928, and transported
from the State of Georgia into the State of Florida, and charging adulteration
and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act. The article was labeled.
in part: (Carton) “ Lake View Butter, Net Weight One Pound * * * Wil-
son & Company, Distributors.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that a product
which contained less than 80 per cent by weight of milk fat had been sub-
stituted for butter, a product which should 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 purperted to be; and in that a product deficient in milk fat had been
substituted for butter, which the article purported to be.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement, to wit, “ Butter,”
borne on the packages containing the article, was false and misleading and
deceived and misled the purchaser in that the said statement represented that
the article consisted wholly of butter, a product which should contain not less
than 80 per cent by weight of milk fat, as prescribed by law, whereas it did
not so consist, but did consist of a product containing less than 80 per cent by
weight of milk fat. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the
article was in package form and did not bear a statement of the quantity of
the contents plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the package,
since the statement “ One Pound” was not correct, the packages containing
less than 1 pound.



