390 FOOD AND DRUGS ACT (N.J.,F.D.

19533. Misbranding of canned shrimp. U. S. v. 27 Cases of Canned Shrimp.
. Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Product released

o under bond. (F. & D. No. 27348. 1. S. No. 204. 8. No. 5512,)

The labels of the canned shrimp involved in this action bore an incorrect
declaration of weight, also unwarranted health claims.” - ' o

On December 9, 1931, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of California, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for the district aforesaid a libel praying
seizure and condemnation of 27 cases of canned shrimp, remaining in the
original unbroken packages at San Francisco, Calif., alleging that the article
had been shipped on or about October 3, 1931, by the Lone Star Fish & Oyster
Co., from Corpus Christi, Tex.,  and had been transported from the State of
Texas into the State of California, and charging misbranding in violation of
the fcod and drugs act as amended. The article was labeled in part: (Can)
« Gibson’s ‘ Fresh Pack’® Shrimp * * * Wet Pack Contents 53 Ozs, A
Health Food high in iodine content * * * packed by Charlie Gibson S. 8. at
Corpus Christi, Tex.” The statement “ Dry Pack: Contents 5 Ozs.,” indistinctly
rubber-stamped and often blurred, also appeared on the label. . :

It was alleged in the libel that the article was misbranded in that the state-
ments, “ Wet Pack Contents 5% Ozs.” and “A Health Food,” were false and
misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser. Misbranding was alleged
for the further reason that the statement “A Health Food” was a statement
regarding the curative or therapeutic effect of the article, and was false and
fraudulent. It was further alleged in the libel that the article was misbranded
under the provisions of section 8, paragraph 3, of the act, as amended, which
amendment requires that the quantity of the contents of food in package form
be plainly and conspicuously marked cn the outside of the package, since the
quantity of the contents of the cans was less than the declared contents. = -

On December 23, 1931, the Lone Star ‘Fish & Oyster Co., Corpus Christi,
Tex., having appeared as claimant for the property 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 said claimant upon
payment of costs and the execution of a bond in the sum of $100, conditioned in
part that it be relabeled, under the supervision of this department,-in order to

remove all objectionable statements, and that it should not be sold or disposed !

of contrary to the provisions of the food and drugs act, or cther-existing laws.
‘ ArTHUR M. HYDB, Se'c_-retqry'of Agriculture.

19584, Misbranding of chick meat and bone meal. U. 8. v. The Neatsfoot
0il Refineries Corporation. Plea of nolo contendere. Fine, $100.
(F. & D. No. 26692. I_S.No.9593.) = . . R
This action was based on the interstate shipment of a quantity of chick
meat and bone meal which was found upon analysis to contain less protein
than declared on the label. : : o -
On November 9, 1931, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, ‘filed in
the District Court of the United States for the district aforesaid an informa-
tion against the Neatsfoot Oil Refineries Corporation, Philadelphia,: Pa., alleg-
ing shipment by said company, in violation of the food and drugs act, on or
about August 6, 1930, from the State of Pennsylvania into the State of New
‘York, of a quantity of chick meat and bone meal that was misbranded. The
" article was labeled in part: (Tag) “Berg’s Chick Meat and Bone Meal
55 Protein Manufactured by The Berg Company, Inc., Philadelphia, Pa.,
Guaranteed Analysis Min, Protein 55%.” S
It was alleged in the information that the article was misbranded in that
the statement, to wit, “55 Protein * * * Guaranteed Analysis ‘Min. Pro-
tein 55%,” was false and misleading, and for the further reason that it was
so labeled as to deceive and mislead the. purchaser, since it had a protein
content amounting to less than 55 per cent. S
* On January -21, 1932, a_plea of nolo contendere to the information was
entered on behalf of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine
of §100. : . i : , TRREREE Y

ArtaUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculture.

19535. Adulter'atifm of butter, ' U. 8. v. Alberta Cooperative Creamery

Association. Plea of guilty. Fine, $20. (F. & D. No. 26688. I. 8.,

No. 24714.)

Samples of butter from the shipment herein described having been found to '

contain less than 80 per cent of milk fat, the standard provided by Congress,



