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that was misbranded. The article was labeled in part: (Carton) “ Sugar Creek.
Butteir * * * Full Weight One Pound General Offices Danville, 111, * * *
Sugar Creck Creamery Company "; (parchiment wrapper of portion) “ One
Pound Net Welght ”

It was alleged in the information thuat the article was misbranded in that
the statement, “ Full Weight One Pound ”, Liorpe on the cartons, and the state-
ment, “ One Pound Net Weight "', borne on the parchment wrappers of portions
of the article, were false and misleading, and for the further reason that the
article was labeled so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser, since the pack-
ages contained less than 1 pound. Misbranding was alleged for the further
reason that the article was food in package form and the quantity of the con-
tents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the package,
since the statement of weight was incorrect.

On October 9, 1933, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $200.

M. L. WiLsox, Acting Sccretary of Agriculture.

21689. Adulteration of butter. VU. S. v. 8 Tubs of Butter. Consent decree
of condemnation and forfeiture. Product relensed under hond
to be reworked. (F. & D. no. 31102. Sample no. 40335-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 August 23, 1933, the United States attorney for the Northern District of
Illinois, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the dis-
trict court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of eight tubs of butter at
Chicago, 111, alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce
on or about August 9, 1933, by Mondovi Butter Association, from Mondovi, Wis.,
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 product
containing less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat had been substituted for
butter, a product which should contain not less than 80 percent of milk fat, as
provided by the act of March 4, 1923. .

On September 12, 1933, Leserman Bros., Chicago. Ill; claimant, having
admitted the allegations of the libel and having consented 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 claimant upon pa'yment
of costs and the execution of a bond in the sum of $500, conditioned in pdrt
that it be reworked under the supervision of this Department.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

21690. Adulteration of butter. U. S. v. 28 Tubs and 161 Tubs of Butter.
Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product released
undexr bond to be reworked. (F. & D. nos. 31201, 31203. Sample
nos. 40339-A, 40350-A.)

These cases involved interstate shipments 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 or about September 15 and September 20, 1933, the United States attorney
for the Northern District of Illinois, acting upon reports by the Secretary of
Agriculture, filed in the district court libels praying seizure and condemmation
of 189 tubs of butter at Chicago, Ill., alleging that the article had been
shipped in interstate commerce on or about August 8 and August 18, 1933, by
the Eureka Creamery Co., from Eureka, S.Dak., and charging adulteration
in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. ’

It was alleged in the libels that the article was adaulterated in that a product
containing less than 80 percent by weight of milk fat had been substituted for
butter, a product which should contain not less than 80 percent of milk fat
as provided by the act of March 4, 1923, :

On October 4, 1933, Gallagher Bros Ch]C‘lgO, m., clalmant having admitted
the allegations of the libels and haung coneented 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 claimant to be reworked under
the supervision of this Department, upon payment of costs and the execution
of a good and sufficient bond, conditioned that it should not be disposed of
contrary to the provisions of the Federal Food and Drugs Act and all other
“laws. )

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture,




