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article purporting to be olive oil, remaining unsold at Paterson, N. J., alleging
that the article had been shipped by 1. Haber, New York, N. Y., on or about
June 24, 1921, and transported from the State of New York into the State
of New Jersey, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act, as amended,

Adulteration of the article congidered as a food wag alleged in the libel for
the reason that a substance, peanut oil, mixed in a manner whereby damage or
inferiority was concealed, had been substituted wholly or in part for the said
article and had been mixed and packed therewith so as to reduce, lower, or
injuriously affect its quality or strength, Adulteration of the article considered
as a drug was alleged for the reason that it was sold under a name recognized
in the United States Pharmacopeeia, and differed from the pharmacopeeial
standard of strength, quality, or purity.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance for the reason that the
package or label bore a statement, design, or device, regarding the said article
or the ingredients or substances contained therein, as follows, “ Olio d’Oliva
Puro Importato Pure Imported Olive Oil Napoli Brand Net Contents One Gal.”
(or “ Half-Gallon ” or “ One Quart”) “ This imported olive oil is guaranteed to
be absolutely pure and especially adapted for medicinal and table use,” together
with similar statements in Italian and the cut of a foreign scene suggesting
Naples, which were false and misleading and deceived and misled the pur-
chagser. 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 marked on the outside of the package in that the statement made
was not correct.

On February 9, 1922, no claimant having 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.

C. W. PUGsLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10544. Misbranding of butter. U. S, * * * vy, Bryant & Ordway Co.,, a
Corporation. Plea of nolo contendere. Information placed on
file. (F. & D. No. 15251. I. S. No. 13376-t.)

On November 5, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of Massa-
chusetts, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for said district an information against the
Bryant & Ordway Co., a corporation, Boston, Mass., alleging shipment by said
company, on or about February 28, 1921, in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act, as amended, from the State of Massachusetts into the State of New Hamp-
shire, of a quantity of butter which was misbranded.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that it was food in package form, and the quantity of the contents was not
plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the package.

On March 24, 1922, a plea of nolo contendere was entered on behalf of the
defendant company, and the court ordered the information placed on file.

C. W. PUGSLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

10545. Misbranding of compound oil. U. S, * * * v, 13 Cans * * *
of Compound Qil. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture,
and destruetion. (I, & D. No. 14988. I. S. No. 6621-t. S. No. E-3387,)

On June 24, 1921, the United States attorney for the District of New Jersey,
acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and condemnation
of 13 gallon cans of compound oil, remaining unsold at Newark, N. J., alleging
that the article had been shipped by the Economu-Ritsos Co., Inc.,, New York,
N. Y., on or about May 26, 1921, and transported from the State of New York
into the State of New Jersey, and charging misbranding in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act, as amended. The article was labeled in part: “ Extra
Fine Quality Oil For Salads Victory Brand * * * Packed by Economu-
Ritsos Co. Inc. New York.”

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that the
statement borne on the cans containing the article, concerning the quantity of
the article contained therein, to wit, “ Net Contents One Gallon,” was false
and misleading, since the said cans did not contain one gallon net of the said
article but contained a less quantity, and for the further reason that the article
was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the
belief that the said cans each contained one gallon net of the said article,
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whereas, in truth and in fact, the said cans did not contain one gallon net
of the article but contained a less amount. Misbranding was alleged for
the further reason that the article was food in package form, and the quartity
©of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of
the package, since the net guant'ty stated was more than the actiial contents
of the said package.

On February 9, 1922, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the praduct be destroyed by the United States marshal.

C. W. PuusLEY, Acting Sccretary of Agriculiure.

106546. Adulieration and misbranding of vinegar. U. S. * * * v, 433
Casey * * of Vinegar, Default decree of condemnation,
forfeiture, nnd destrunetion. (F. & D. No. 14434, 1. 8. No. 4172t
8. No. C-2792.)

On February 11, 1921, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of Illinois, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and
condemnation of 433 cases of vinegar, at Chicago, Ill., alleging that the article
had been shipped by the Naas Cider & Vinegar Co., Inc., Cohocton, N. Y., May
20, 1920, and transported from the State of New York into the State of Illinois,
and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that dis-
tilled vinegar, or acetic acid, had been mixed and packed with the said article
so as to reduce, lower, and injuriously affect its quality and strength.

Misbranding was alleged in substance for the reason that the bottles con-
raining the article bore a label in words and figures as follows, to wit, “Steuben
Brand Cider Vinegar Reduced to 4% Acetic Acid Made From Apples M’f'd
April 1919 Net Contents One Pint Reduced Fermented * * ** which
statement was false and misleading in that it represented that the article con-
sisted of fermented cider vinegar, and for the further reason that the above-
quoted statement appearing on the said bottles deceived and misled the pur-
chaser into the belief that the article was a fermented cider vinegar, whereas,
in truth and in fact, it was an imitation of, and was offered for sale under the
distinctive name of, another article, to wit. fermented cider vinegar.

On June 29, 1922, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment of
condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that
the product be destroyed by the United -States marshal.

C. W. Puestey, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

10547, Misbranding of tomatoes, U. 8, * * * vy, James Daniel Bonds
and Howard Joseph Foliz (J. D. Bonds & Co.). Pleas of guilty.
Fine, $10 and costs. (F. & D. No, 14359, I. 8. No. 11526-t.)

On April 13, 1921, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Tennessee, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against
James Daniel Bonds and Howard Joseph Foltz, copartners, trading as J. D.
Bonds & Co., Humboldt, Tenn., alleging shipment by said defendants, on or
about July 19, 1920, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended, from
the State of Tennessee into the State of Indiana, of a quantity of tomatoes
which were misbranded.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that it was food in package forni, and the quantity of the contents was not
plainly and conspicuously marked on the outside of the package in terms of
weight, measure, or numerical count.

On November 1, 1921, ithe defendants entered pleas of guilty to the informa-
tion. and the court imposed a fine of $10 and costs.

C. W. Pvastry, Acfing Secretary of Agriculiure.

10848, Misbranding of cottonseed cake. Y. S, * * * v, Fgrmers Oil &
Fertilizer Co a Corporntlon. Plea of guilty. Fine, $50. (F. & D.
No. 12291, S No. 12031-r.)

On June 28, 1920, the United States attorney for the Hagstern District of
Texas, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District
Court of the United States for said district an information against the Farmers
0il & Fertilizer Co., a corporation, Texarkana, Tex., alleging shipment by said



