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22496. Adulteration of evaporated apples. U. S. v. A Quantity of Evapo-
rated Apples. Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture.
Product released under bond to be cleaned. (F. & D. no. 31885.
Sample nos. 50500—A, 50526-A, 50527-A.) :

This case involved shipments of evaporated apples that were found to be in
part insect-infested and dirty.

On January 27, 1934, the United States attorney for the Southern District
of Ohio, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 2,245 sacks of
evaporated apples at Urbana, Ohio, alleging that the article had been shipped
in interstate commerce, in various shipments, on or about November 25, 27,
and 28, 1933, by the Gilbert Apple Products Co., Inc., of Rochester, N. Y, in
part from Fancher, N. Y., and in part from Albion, N. Y., 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 con-
sisted wholly or in part of a filthy vegetable substance.

On May 5, 1934, the W. H. Marvin Co., Urbana, Ohio, claimant, having
admitted the allegations of the libel and having consented to the entry of a
decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered. The court
having found that the product could be cleaned so that it would comply with
the requirements of the law, ordered that it be released to the claimant to be
cleaned under the supervision of this Department, upon payment of costs and
the execution of a bond in the sum of $6,000.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

22497. Adulteration and misbranding of dried apricots. U. S. v. 10 Cases
of Dried Apricots. Default decree of condemnation and forfei-
tare. Product delivered to charitable institution. (F. & D. no.
31889. Sample no. 39410-A.)

This case involved a shipment of dried apricots that contained excessive
moisture and undeclared sulphur dioxide.

On January 27, 1934, the United States attorney for the Western District
of South Carolina, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed
in the district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 10 cases of
dried apricots at York, S. C., alleging that the article had been shipped in
interstate commerce, on or about December 20, 1933, by the Consolidated
Packing Co., from San Francisco, Calif.,, and charging adulteration and mis-
branding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The article was labeled in
part: “ Superior Brand Selected California Standard Apricots Packed by Con-
solidated Packing Co., San Francisco, California.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that dried
apricots containing excessive water and sulphur dioxide had been substituted
for dried apricots. .

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was labeled so as to
deceive and mislead the purchaser, since the content of sulphur dioxide was
not declared on the label.

On May 17, 1934, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment of
condemnation was entered and it was ordered by the court that the product be
turned over to a charitable institution if found to be sound and wholesome.
The marshal’s return showed that the product was in good condition and had
been delivered to a local charity.

M. L. WILsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

22498. Misbranding of apple butter. U. S. v. 18 Cases of Apple Butter.
Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and sale. (F. & D. no.
31935. Sample no. 65003—A.)

Sample jars of apple butter taken from the shipment in this case were found
to contain less than 2 pounds, the labeled weight.

On February 3, 1934, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of Indiana, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 18 cases of apple
butter at Fort Wayne, Ind., alleging that the article had been shipped in inter-
state commerce, on or about November 22, 1983, by the Allison Bedford Co.,
from Chicago, Ill.,, and charging misbranding in violation of the Food and
Drugs Act as amended. The article was labeled in part: “ Contents two 1lbs.
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Perfect P Brand Fancy Apple Butter Packed for A. H. Perfect & Co., Fort
Wayne, Ind.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was misbranded in that the state- {

ment on the label representing that the jars contained 2 pounds of apple butter,
was false and misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser, since they
contained substantially less than 2 pounds. Misbranding was alleged for the
further reason that the article was food in package form and the quantity of
the contents was not plainly and conspicuously stated on the label, since the
statement made was incorrect.

On May 4, 1934, no claimant having appeared for the property, Jjudgment of
condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that
the pﬁoduct be labeled, ‘“Net Weight 1 Lb. 15 0z.” and sold by the United States
marshal.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

22499. Adulteration and misbranding of canned shrimp. U. S. v. 80 Cases
of Canned Shrimp. Default decree of condemnation and destruc-
tion. (F. & D. no. 31938. Sample no. 38518—A.) '

This case involved a shipment of canned shrimp which was in part decom-
posed. The article was also falsely labeled as to the name of the packer.

On February 2, 1934, 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 80 cases of shrimp
at Los Angeles, Calif., alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate
commerce, on or about September 2, 1933, by the Braun Canning Co. (also
known as Gulf Foods, Inc.), from New Orleans, La., and charging adulteration
and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The article was
labeled in part: “ Ready Lunch Brand Shrimp, * * * Packed by Gulf Foods,

Inc., Biloxi, Miss.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that it consisted
in part of a decomposed animal substance.
Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement on the label,

“ Packed by Gulf Foods, Inc.”, was false and misleading and deceived and mis-

led the purchaser, since it was packed by De Jean Packing Co., Biloxi, Miss.

On May 29, 1934, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment of
condemnation was entered and it was ordered by the court that the product be
destroyed by the United States marshal.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

22500. Adulteration of canned shrimp. U. S. v. 65 Cases of Canned Shrimp.
Default decree of destruction. (F. & D. no. 31944. Sample no.
50561—A.)

This case involved a shipment of canned shrimp which was in part decom-
posed.

On February 5, 1934, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Kentucky, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 65 cases of canned
shrimp at Louisville, Ky., alleging that the article had been shipped in inter-
state commerce on or about December 2, 1933, by the Gussie Fountain Packing
Co., from Biloxi, Mis3., and charging adulteration in violation of the Food and
Drugs Act. The article was labeled in part: “ Johnson’s Choice Brand Shrimp
* * * Packed by Gulf Coast Canneries, Incorporated, Biloxi, Miss.” -

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

On May 3, 1934, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment was
entered ordering that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture. -

22501. Adulteration and misbranding of heanut butter. U. 8. v. 9 Cases
of Peanut Butter. Default decree of condemnation, forfeituare,
and destruction. (F. & D. no. 31945. Sample no. 58662—A.)

This case involved a shipment of peanut butter which was represented to be
vitaminized. The label claimed that 8 teaspoonfuls of the article contained as
much vitamin D as 1 teaspoonful of cod-liver oil, whereas tests showed that
three teaspoonfuls were not equal to one-fourth teaspoonful of cod-liver oil
as a source of vi‘amin D.

On February 6, 1934, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
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