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on or about April 10, 1943, by the Wheatley Mayonnaise Co. from Louisville, Ky.;
and charging that 11: was adulterated and misbranded. The article was labeled
in part: “Topmost General Grocer Co. Distributors St. Louis, Mo. Keep Slim
Dressing Special Dietary Preparation for use on Salad.”

The article was alleged to be adulterated in that it was a salad dressing and
a valuable constituent, namely, vegetable oil, had been in part omitied there-
from, and in that mineral oil had been substituted in part for the article.

It was alleged to be misbranded in that the statement, “Keep Slim Dressing
Special Dietary Preparation for use on Salad,” was vfalse and misleading since
it was not a special dietary preparation and could not fulfill the implied promise
in the name “Keep Slim,” due to its high assimilable fat content.

-On'June 80, 1943, no claimant having appeared, Judgment of condemnatlon “was
entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

5563. Misbranding of French dressing'. U. S. v. 124 Cartons of French Dressing'.
: Default decree of condemnation. Product ordered delivered to a welfare

organization after destruction of labels.. (F. D. C. No. 6686. Sample No.

84723-R.)

On January 12, 1942, the Umted States attorney for the District of New Jer-

- sey filed a libel against 124 cartons of French dressing at Newark, N. J., alleging

that the articlé had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about'November

17, 1941, by the Agash Refining Corporation from Brooklyn, N. Y.; and charging

. that it was misbranded. The article was labeled in part: (Mam panel)

" “Agagsh * * * Rnriched With Olive Oil French Dressing,” (in fine print)

“Made of Peanut Oil, cider vinegar, modified with water, olive oil, tomatoes,

sugar, salt, spices, gum tragacanth, garlic and onion.” - (Neckband and bottle
cap) “Enriched With Agash Olive Oil.”

The article was alleged to be misbranded in that the statements, “Enriched

With Olive Oil French Dressing” and “Enriched With Agash Ohve 0il,” ‘were -

false and misleading as applied to a French dressing approx1mate1y 75 percent of
the oil content of which consisted of peanut oil. -

On October 11, 1943, the answer of the Agash Reﬁnmg Corporatlon having.

been stricken on motion of the United States Attormey and no other claimant
having appeared, judgment of condemnation was entered and the product was
ordered delivered to a welfare organization with the proviso that that the labels
be. destroyed as dlrected by the Food and Drug Adm1n1strat1on

. 5564. Misbranding of sandwich spreads and salad dressings. - U. S. v. 50 Cases of
Shurfine Sandwich Spread, 10 Cases of Tastewell Nipp, and 120 Cases of
Salad Treat Salad Dressing. Default decree of forfeiture. Products or-
. dered delivered to the Salvage Committee of the War Production Board.
(F: D. .C. No. 10283. Sample Nos. 42709-F, 42711-F, 42712—]3‘)
These products were short volume.
On July 22, 1943, the United States: attorney for the D1str1ct of Idaho filed a
. libel against the- above-named products --at Boise, Idaho, alleging that the
articles had been shipped from.Seattle, Wash., on or about June 26, 1943, by
the Turner & Pease.Co., Inc.; and charging that they were mlsbranded The
articles were labeled in part: (Jars) “Shurfine - Sandwich Spread [or “Taste-
well * * * Nipp”] * * * Contents 1 Pt. * * * National Retailer-
Owned Grocers, Ine. Distributors: * * * Chicago, IIl.,” or “Salad Treat
Treat Salad Dressmg * * % (Contents 1 Quart.”

They were alleged to be misbranded in-that the statements “contents 1 Pt.”
~ (50 cases), “Contents 1 Pint” (10 cases), and “Contents 1 Quart” (120 cases),
“were false and mlsleadmg as apphed to articles that were short volume; and
in that they were in package form and failed to bear labels contammg an ac-

curate statement of the quantity of the contents.

On September 20, 1943, no claimant having appeared, Judgment of forfeiture
was entered and the products were ordered dehvered to the Salvage Committee
of the War Production Board. .
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5565, Adulteration of mustard seed. U. S. v, 162 Bags, 35 Barrels, and 31 Boxes
of Mustard Seed. Decree of condemnation and destruction. (F. D. C. No.

9575. Sample No. 5664-F.)
This product was stored after shipment under extremery insanitary cond1t1ons
About half the bags were cut or torn and a large amount of the seed was spilled
on the floor. Numerous rodent pellets were found on the bags, in the cut areas,

and on the spilled mustard seed.  The seed in the barrels and boxes had been

transferred from the original bags because of rodent cutting, and these boxes
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