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On October 19, 1942, no clalmant havmg appeared, judgment of condemn'). .
tion was entered and the product was ordered destroyed. '

5599. Misbranding ‘of Sea Tabs. U. S. v, 42 Bottlel, 41 Bottles, and 31 Bottles ‘of
: Sea Tabs.: Default décrec of condemnation and destruction. (F. D. C.

. No./10248. Sample Nos. 19223-F, 19224—F.) - . :

On July 14, 1943, the United States attorney for the Dlstnct of Massachusetts
filed a libel agalnst 42 bottles, each containing 150 tablets, 41 bottles, each con-
taining 300 tablets, and 31 bottles, each containing 1,000 tablets, of Sea Tabs
at Boston, Mass., allegmg that the article had been shlpped in interstate commerce
on.or about February 3 and April 9, 1943, by the-Natural Health Produets Co.
from New York, N. Y.; and chargmg that it was misbranded. - The article was

labeled in part :'“Sea Tabs Brand of Kelp * -* * Rich in Organic Todine:”:

It was alleged to be misbranded in that certain statemeénts and designs-appear-'
ing:in the labehng, the circular entitled “The Ocean Yields its. Richest Treasure,”:
accompanying the article, were false and mrsleadmg since they represented and"
suggested that the article would be effective in restoring health, increasing
strength, overcoming ‘weakness, nervousness,” and sickness, and- Would ‘be.of
value in supplying minerals of significant nutritional values, whereas the article
would not be effective for such purposes, nor would it supply nutritionally sig- -
nificant quantities of minerals- with the exception of -jodine. -It was alleged.
.to be misbranded further in.that it purported .to.be and was represented as a
food for special dietary uses by reason of its iodine, iron, magnesium, manganese:
and copper content, and its label failed to. bear such information concerning its.
minergl propertxes as has been determined to be, and by regulations piescribed: -
as, -necessary in order fully to: inform purchasers as to its value for such ‘uses,
- since its label did not bear -a statement of the proportion of:the minimum daily

requirements of iron and iodine and the quantity of magnesium, manganese and:

copper furnished by a speeified quant1ty of the product when consumed as d1rected:
during a period of 1 day. -

On September 20, 1943, no clalmant having appeared, Judgment of condemnatmn
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed . i - R

5600. Misbrandlng ‘of Pro-Ten Meat Extender. 0. S Ve 249 Gases of Pro-'l‘en
eat Extender. Consent decree of condemnation. Product ordered re-
leased under bond for relabeling.. (F. D. C. No. 8864. . Bample No. 7065—F)

‘This product contained ground soy beans, rolled oats, and celery seed, and ‘had
a protein content of approximately 33 percent.

On November 16, 1942; the United States attorney for the Eastern D1str1ct of ‘
Missouri filed -a libel against 249 cases of Pro-Ten Meat Extender at St. Louis;
Mo., alleging that the.article had been shipped in interstate commerce by the.
Thomson & Taylor Division of The Warfield Co. from. Chicago, Ill., on or about

" November 8, 1942; and charging that it was misbranded. .~

It was alleged to be misbranded. in that the statements appearmg in its label- :
ing which represented and suggested that the article was the nutritive equivalent
of meat and, when used as directed, would save meat without sacrificing any of
the nutntlve values customanly furmshed to the diet by- meat; that it had, in
the comparisons made in the labeling W1th certain meats, an equal or greater
nutritive value than certain meats with which it was compared, and that it
would insure strength and body growth, better sight, resistance to colds, longev-
ity, sound nerves, good digestion, proper functioning heart, healthy skin, strong
teeth and bones, and would prevent tiredness and loss of appetite, were mislead-
ing since the article was not the nutritive equivalent of meat and, when.used as ~
directed, would not save meat without sacrificing any of the nutntlve values
customarily furnished to the diet by meat; the article, in the comparisons made,
had not. an equal or greater nutritive value than meat since the  comparisons
were made on a moisture-free basis for the article'and failed to take into account
‘the:fact that it was necessary to add water to the article in preparation, and that
meats furnish desirable fats to the diet which were not supplied by the article;
and it ‘would not insure or accomplish the results stated or implied, but ‘was.
merely 4 mixture of common foods. It was alleged to be misbranded further in
that it purported to be and was represented as a food for special dietary use,

" and its label failed to bear such information concerning its vitamin and minersl
properties as-had been determined to be and by regulations promulgated as,
necessary fully to inform purchasers as to its value for such uses.”* -

On November 27, 1942, The Warfield Co., claimant, havmg admitted the allega-
tions of ‘the libel, judgment of condemnatlon was entéred and thé product was
ordered released under bond, conditioned that it be relabeled to comply wrth

“the law under the supervision of ‘the Food and Drug Admmlstratlon SRS




