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1397-%. Miﬂbranding‘ of olive oil nand salad oil. U. S, v. 9 One-Gullon Cans
of Olive Oil, et al. Default order of destruction entered.
Nos. 19153, 19154, I. S. Nos. 20849-v, 20650-v. S. No. W-147T7.)

On November 22, 1924, the United States attorney for the District of Utah,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
of the United States for said district a libel praying the seizure and condem-
nation ot 9 gallon cans and 77 quart cans of olive oil and 12 gallon cans of
salad oil. remaining in the original unbroken packages at Magna, Utah, alleg-
ing that the articles had been shipped by N. G. Makris, from New York, N. Y,
on or about October 5, 1923, and transported from the State of New York mto
the State of Utah, and charging misbranding in violation of the food and drugs
act as amended. The olive oil was labeled in part: (Can) * Makris Brand
Imported Lucca Olive Oil * * * Net Contents One Gallon” (or “Net -
Contents One Quart”) *“B. G. Makris, Importer and Packer, Lucca, Italy,
France, New York, U. 8. A” The salad oil was labeled in part: (Can)
“II Papa Degli * * * Uncle Sam Oil Our Brand Winter Pressed Vegetable
Salad Oil * * * Net Contents One Gallon Packed by B. G. Makris, New
York.”

Misbranding of the articles was alleged in substance in the libel for the
reason that the statements “ Net Contents One Gallon” and “ Net Contents
One Quart,” borne on the respective labels, were false and misleading, in
that the net contents of the salad cans were not 1 gallon or 1 quart, as the
case might be. Misbranding was alleged for the further'reason that the
articles were [food] in package form and the quantity of the contents was
not plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the packages.

On June 24, 1925, no claimant having appeared for the property, a decree
of the court was entered, finding the products misbranded and ordermg that
"they be destroyed by the United States marshal.

R. W. DUNLAP, Actmg; Secretary of Agmculture

13975. Adulteration of canned frozen eggs. U. S, v. 400 Cans of Frozen

. Eggs. Decree of condemnation entered. Product released under

bond. (F. & D. No. 20695. 1. S. No. 1948-x. 8. No. C~4899.)

On or about December 4, 1925, the United States attorney for the Western
District of Kentucky, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture,
filed in the District Court of the United States for said district a libel
praying the seizure and condemnation of 400 cans of frozen eggs, remaining
in the original packages at Louisville, Ky., consigned by Swift & Co., from
Fort Wayne, Ind. alleging that the article had been shipped from Fort
Wayne, Ind., in interstate commerce into the State of Kentucky, arriving
July 6, 1925, and charging adulteration in violation of the food and drugs act.
The article was labeled in part: “ Swift’s Frozen Eggs, Swift & Company,
Chicago, U. S. A v , T

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that it
consisted in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid animal substance.

On or about December 22, 1925, Swift & Co. having appeared as claimant
for the property and having admitted the allegations of the libel, judgment
of condemnation was entered, and it was ordered by the court that the
product be released to the said claimant upon the execution of a bond in
the sum of $2,000, in conformity with section 10 of the act, conditioned in
part that the claimant separate the decomposed product from the sound prod-
uct under the supervision of this department and destroy the decomposed
portion.

R. W. DuNvLAP, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

13976. Adulteration and misbranding of canned tuna fish, U. 8. v, 7 Cases
and 35 Cans of Tana Fish. Default decree of condemnation, for-
f]eiot;é;l:ie)’ and sale. (F. & D. No, 19947. I. 8. No. 14151-v. 8. No.

On March 31, 1925, the United States attorney for the Middle District of

Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in

the District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the

seizure and condemnation of 7 cases and 35 cans of tuna fish, remaining in
the original unbroken packages at Williamsport, Pa., alleging that the article

had been shipped by the M. DeBruyn Importing Co from New York, N. Y.,

on or about February 18, 1925, and transported from the State of New York

into the State of Pennsylvama, and charging adulteration and misbranding
in violation of the food and drugs act. The article was labeled in part:
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§ “ Juanita Brand Cahforma Tuna Standard All Light Meat * *  ,§ Selected
i Quality Packed For Discriminating Trade Only” Coe
. Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for ‘the reas0n that
. a substance, to wit, yellowtail, had been mixed and packed W1th and sub-
- stituted wholly or in part for the said article.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement on the labels, -
. to wit, * California Tuna Standard All Light Meat Selected Quality Packed
' For Discriminating Trade Only,” was false and misleading and. deceived
‘ and misled the purchaser. Misbranding was alleged for the further reason
¢ that the article was offered for sale under the distinctive name of another
t article.
©  On October 3, 1925, no claimant havmg appeared for the property, 311dgment
P of condemnatlon and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court
. that the product be relabeled and sold by the United States marshal.

R. W. DUNLAP, Acting Secretary of "Agricultdre

13977. Adulteration of tomato ketchup. U. S. v. 16 Dozen Cans, et al,, of
Tomato Ketchup. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture,
aﬁnéiéélse;strnction. (F. & D. No. 20183. 1I. S. Nos. 14169-v, 14170—v. S. No.

On July 9, 1925, the United States attorney for the Mlddle D1str1ct of
Pennsylvania, actmg upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculfure, filed in
the District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the
seizure and condemnation of 20 dozen cans of tomato ketchup, remaining in
the original unbroken packages at Hanover, Pa., alleging that the article
had been shipped by the W. N. ‘Clark Co., from Rochester, N. Y., on or about
February 6, 1925, and transported from the State of New York into the
State of Pennsylvania, and charging adulteration in violation of the food and
drugs act. The article was labeled in part: “Tomato Ketchup * ox ¥
Packed By W. N. Clark Co. Rochester, N. Y.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that it
consisted in whole or in part of a filthy, decomposed, or putnd vegetable
substance.

On October 12, 1925, no claimant baving appeared for the property, judg-
ment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the
court that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

R. W. DuxNLAP, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

13978. Adulteration and misbranding of meat scraps. U. S. v. 20 Sacks of
Meat Scraps. Decree entered, providing for release of product
under bond to be relabeled. (F. & D, No. 20597. I. S. No. 3829—x.
S. No. W-1811,)

On November 13, 1925, the United States attorney for the District of New
Mexico, acting upon a report from the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the
seizure and condemnation of 20 sacks of meat scraps, remaining in the
yriginal packages at East Las Vegas, N. Mex., alleging that the article had
seen shipped by the Colorado Animal By-Products Mfg. Co., Denver, Colo,
Jctober 30, 1925, and transported from the State of Colorado into the State
»f New Mexico, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of
‘he food and drugs act. The article was labeled in part: (Sack) “Golden
3rand Improved Meat & Bone Meat Scraps Protein 509 * * * Manu-
‘actured By Colorado Animal By-Products Mfg. Co., Denver, U. S. A. 100
ubs.”’

It was alleged in substance in the libel that the article was adulterated
nd misbranded, in that the statements, designs, and devices regarding
he composition of the product as shown by chemical analysis, to wit,
Protein 509,,” borne on the said sacks, were false and misleading and
7ere calculated to deceive and did deceive the purchaser, in that a product
ontaining less than 50 per cent of protein had been substituted for 50 per
ent protein meat scraps, which the said article purported to be. -

On December 18, 1925, the Colorado Animal By-Products Mfg. Co., Denver,
'olo., having appeared as claimant for the property and having admitted
1e allegations of the libel, judgment of the court was entered, ordering
1at the product be released to the said claimant upon payment of the costs
f the proceedings and the execution of a bond in the sum of $500, condi-
oned in part that it be relabeled so as to show the true contents thereof.

R. W. DunLar, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.




