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and on or about December 17, 1929, from the State of Maryland into the
States of Pennsylvania and Indiana, of quantities of oysters which weére
adulterated.

It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that
excessive water had been mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce and
lower and injuriously affect its quality and strength, and had been substituted
in part for the said article.

On November 6, 1930, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on
behalf of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $30 and
costs.

ARTHUR M. Hyog, Secretary of Agriculture.

17734. Adulteration of canned salmon. U. S. v. 49 Cases of Salmon. De-
fault deeree of condemnation and forfeiture. Producet ordered
destroyed or delivered to fish hatcheries. (F, & D. No. 25199. 1. 8.
No. 1089. 8. No. 3477.)

Samples of canned salmon from the herein described shipment having been
found to contain tainted and stale fish, the Secretary of Agriculture reported
the matter to the United States attorney for the Western District of
‘Washington.

On October 10, 1930, the said United States attorney ﬁled in - the District
- Court of the Umted States for the district aforesaid a libel praying seizure and
condemnation of 49 cases of canned salmon, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at Seattle, Wash., alleging that the article bad been shipped by the
Hetta Packing Co., from Copper Mount, Alaska, on or about September 14, 1930, .
and had been transported from Alaska into the State of Washington, and
charging adulteration in violation of the food and drugs act.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that it consisted
in whole or in part of a decomposed animal substance.

On November 24, 1930, no claimant having appeared for the property, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be destroyed or delivered to the State Fisheries Depart-
ment for use in the hatcheries as fish food.

ArTHUR M. HYDR, Secretary of Agriculiure.

17735. Misbranding and alleged adulteration of vinegar. U. S. v. 23 Cases
of Vinegar. Decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Produet re-
leased under bond. (F. & D. No. 22656. I. S. No. 23576—x. 8. No. 688.)

Samples of bottled vinegar from the herein described interstate shipment
having been found short of the declared volume and below the declared acid
strength, the Secretary of Agriculture reported the matter to the United States
attorney for the District of Minnesota.

On March 30, 1928, the said United States attorney filed in the District Court
of the United States for the district aforesaid a libel praying seizure and con-
demnation of 23 cases of vinegar, remaining in the original unbroken packages
at Mankato, Minn., alleging that the article had been shipped by the Robb-Ross
Co., from Sioux City, Iowa, on or about January 16, 1928, and had been trans-
ported from the State of Iowa into the State of Minnesota, and charging adul-
teration and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act as amended.
The article was labeled in part: “ Contents 1 Quart Tropical Brand Pure Apple
Cider Vinegar. Reduced to 4.5 per cent Acidity. Packed by Robb-Ross Co.,
Sioux City, Iowa.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that vinegar
made of dried apples and deficient in acid and containing an excessive quantity
of water had been mixed and packed with the said article so as to lower and
reduce and injuriously affect its quality and strength, and had been substituted
wholly or in part for pure apple cider vinegar.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statements on the label,
“Pure Apple Cider Vinegar. Reduced to 4.5 per cent Acidity. Contents one
quart,” were false and misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser. Mis-
branding was alleged for the further reason that the article was offered for
sale under the distinctive name of another article, and 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.

On November 20, 1928, the Tolerton & Warfield Co., having appeared as claim-
ant for the property and having consented to the entry of a decree, judgment
was entered finding the product misbranded as to the acid contents of the



