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It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that a
product composed in part of reducing sugars had been substituted for the
article; and in that it was a product inferior to spray egg yolk, or yolk spray
process, namely, a product composed in part of reducing sugars, and was
colored with coal tar dyes, Tartrazine S.J. and Orange I 8.J., so as to simulate
the appearance of spray egg yolk and yolk spray process, and in a manner
whereby its inferiority to said product was concealed.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was composed m
part of reducing sugars, artificially colored, prepared in imitation of spray egg
yolk and yolk spray process, and was offered for sale and sold under the
distinctive name of another article.

On July 11, 1933, the defendant entered a plea of gullty to the 1nformat1on,
and the court 1mposed a fine of $40.

M. L. WiLsonN, Acting Secretafry of Agriculture.

21343. Adulteration of canned salmon. v. Farwest Fisheries, Inc.
Plea of guilty. Fine, $25. (F. & D no 27564. 1.8, no, 1043.)

This case was based on an interstate shipment of canned salmon, samples of
which were found to be tainted or stale. A

On November 1, 1932, the United States attorney for the Western District
of Washington, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed
in the district court an information against the Farwest Fisheries, Inc.,, a
corporation, Seattle, Wash., alleging shipment by said company, under the name
of the Oceanic Sales Co., in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about
July 30, 1930, from the State of Washington into the State of Illinois, of a
quantlty of canned salmon that was adulterated. The article was labeled in
part: “ Canned Salmon Year Round Seafood.”

It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that
it consisted in whole and in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid animal
substance.

On July 17, 1933, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $25.

M. L. WiLson, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

21344. Adulteration of butter. U. S. v. Swift & Co. Plea of guilty. Fine,
$25. (F. & D. no. 30184. Sample no. 4937-A.) o

This case was based on an interstate shipment of butter, samples of which
were found to contain less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat.

On June 23, 1933, the United States attorney for the District of Nebraska,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the district
court an information against Swift & Co., a corporation, trading at Columbus,
Nebr., alleging shipment by said company in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act, on or about June 4, 1932, from the State of Nebraska into the State of
Illmms, of a quantity of butter that was adulterated.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that a product
containing less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat had been substituted
for butter, a product which must contain not less than 80 percent by weight
of milk fat as required by the act of Congress of March 4, 1923, which tht
article purported to be.

On July 22, 1933, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $25. .

M. L. WILsON, Acting Secretary of Agrwulture

21345. Adulteration of butter. U. S. v. 13 Cubes of Butter. Consent
decree of condemnation. Product released under bond to be
reworked. (F. & D. no. 30703. Sample no. 29684—A.)

This case involved a shipment of butter, samples of which were found to
contain less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat, the standard for butter
established by Congress.

On June 19, 1933, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
California, -acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 13 cubes of butter
at Los Angeles, Calif,, alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate
commerce on or about June 5, 1933, by T. B. Klock & Co., from Billings, Mont.,
and charging adulteration in v1olat10n of the Food and Drugs Act.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was misbranded in that a product
containing less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat had been substituted for



