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tito di essere assolutamente puro sotto qualunque analisi chimica. Esso e
altamente raccomandato tanto per uso da tavola come per uso medicinale”;
“Imported from Italy”; “Imported Olive Oil.”” The article was alleged to be
misbranded furtbher In that it was offered for sale under the distinctive name
of another article. ' ' _

A portion of the article was alleged to be misbranded further in that the
statement on the label, “Half Gallon”, was false and misleading and tended
to deceive and mislead the purchaser when applied to a product packed in cans
containing less than a half gallon; and in that it was food in package form
and the quantity of contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the
outside of the package, since the quantity stated was not correct. '

On July 10 and July 17, 1936, and January 6, 1937, no claimant having
appeared, Judgments of condemnation were entered and it was ordered that
the product be destroyed.

M. L. WmusoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

26544, Adulteration of canned salmon. T. 8. v. 5514 Cases of Salmon. Decree of
condemnation. Product released under bond for segregation and de-

struction of decomposed portion. (F. & D. no. 87473. Sample nos.
55178-B, 55569-B.) : - ,

This case involved canned salmon that was in part decomposed.

On March 30, 1936, the United States attorney for the Northern District of
Illinois, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the dis-
trict court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 5514 cases of salmon
at Chicago, Ill., alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate com-
merce on or about November 25, 1935, by Pacific American Fisheries, Inc., from
South Bellingham, Wash., and charging adulteration in violation of the Food
and Drugs Act. The article was labeled in part: “White City Brand Fancy
Pink Salmon * * * Samuel Kunin & Sons, Inc. Distributors Chicago, 1L.”

The article was alleged to be adulterated in that it consisted in whole or in
part of a decomposed animal substance.

On November 9, 1936, the Pacific American Fisheries, Inc., claimant, having
in its amended answer admitted the material allegations of the libel, judgment
of condemnation was entered and it was ordered that the preoduct be released
under bond, conditioned that the cans containing decomposed salmon be sep-
arated therefrom and destroyed.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

26545, Adulteration and misbranding of olive oil. U. S. v. Eighteen 1-Gallon
Cans, et al., of Alleged Olive 0il, Default decrees of condemnation,
FProduct turned over to charitable institutioms. (F. & D. nos. 374786,
87477, 87510, 37572. Sample nos. 61561-B, 61562-B, 61565-B, 61566-B.)

These cases involved olive oil that was adulterated with tea-seed oil

On or about April 2 and April 15, 1936, the United States attorney for the
District of Connecticut, acting upon reports by the Secretary of Agriculture,
filed in the district court libels praying seizure and condemnation of 122 gallon,
half-gallon, and quart cans of alleged olive oil at Hartford, Conn.; 22 gallon
and half-gallon cans of the product at Waterbury, Conn.; and 71 gallon and
half-gallon cans of the product at Meriden, Conn., alleging that the article had
been shipped in interstate commerce on or about July § and November 22,
1935, February 26 and March 4, 1936, by Vineent Buonocore, Inc., from New
York, N. Y., and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act. The article was variously labeled in part: “Aurora
Brand Virgin Olive Oil Italian Product Packed for Aurora Importing Company,
Waterbury, Conn.”, “Tre Ancore Brand Pure Italian Olive Oil Product of
V. B. Inc.,,” “Roma Brand Pure Olive 0il”, “Michele Spinelli Brand Pure Olive
Oil * * * Packed by Michele Spinelli Hartford, Conn.”

The article was alleged to be adulterated in that tea-seed oil had been mixed
and packed therewith so as to reduce or lower its strength or quality; and in
that tea-seed oil had been substituted in whole or in part for olive oil, which
the article purported to be. ‘

The article was alleged to be misbranded in that the following statements
on the labels, were false and misleading and tended to deceive and mislead the
purchaser when applied to a product containing tea-seed oil: (Tre Encore
brand) ‘“Tre Ancore * * * Pure Italian Olive Oil”, ‘“Tre Ancore * * *
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Olio D’QOliva Italiano Puro Prodotto di * * * (design of olive branches)
Pure Imported Olive Oil—The absolute purity of the olive oil contained in this
tin is’ guaranteed by the packers under any chemical analysis * * * Olio
d'oliva importato—Sene Garentisce I'assoluta purita sotto analisi—Da potersi
usare anche per medicinale [designs of leaves and fruit of the olive tree]”;
(Aurora brand) “Virgin Olive Oil Italian Product”, “Olio D’Oliva Vergine
Prodotto Italiano”, “This olive oil is guaranteed to be absolutely pure * * *
Quest’olio d’oliva e garantito assolutamente puro—E raccomandato per uso da
tavola, cucina e per uso medicinale. [Designs of olive branches]”, ‘“Imported
Olive 0il”; (Roma brand) “Roma * * * Pure Olive Oil 11 Campidoglio
(Roma) Marca Registrata * * * Imported Product”, “Roma * * *
Pure Olio D’Oliva 11 Campidoglio (Roma) Marca Registrata * * * Prodotto
Importato [design of a building which apparently is meant to be the Capitol
at Romel”, “Questo Olio D’Oliva e garantito assolutamente puro sotto analisi
chimica Marca Roma—This Olive Qil is guaranteed to be absolutely pure
under chemical analysis Roma”; (Michele Spinelli hrand) “Pure Olive Oil
This olive oil is absolutely pure recommended for medicinal and table use
guaranteed under chemical analysis Pure Olive Oil * * * Puro Olio d’Oliva
Questo olio d oliva e assolutamente puro e raccomandato per uso medicinale e
cucina e garantito sotto qualunque analisi chimica Puro olio d'Oliva * * *
Imported Olive Oil.” Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the
article was offered for sale under the distinctive name of another article,
namely, olive oil.

On June 15, 1936, no claimants having appeared, judgments of condemnation
were entered and it was ordered that the product be distributed to charitablw
institutions and the containers destroyed.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

26546, Adulteration and misbranding of preserves. U, S. v, § Cases of Alleged
Raspberry Preserves, et al, Default decree of condemnation and de-
struction., (F. & D. no. 37578. Sample no. 48744-B.)

This case involved preserves that contained less fruit and more sugar than
standard preserves should contain. Two of the three varieties contained added
pectin. }

On April 14, 1936, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
¥loriaa, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 22 cases of preserves
at Miami, Fla., alleging that the articles had been shipped in interstate com-
merce on or about January 4, January 80, and February 20, 1936, by Brook-
Maid Food Co., Inc., from Brooklyn, N. Y., and charging adulteration and mis-
branding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The articles were variously
labeled in part: “Brook-Maid Brand Pure deLuxe Raspberry [or “Blackberry” or
“Strawberry”] Preserves Brook-Maid Food Co., Inc., Brooklyn, N. Y.”

The articles were alleged to be adulterated in that excess sugar in the case
of the raspberry, and exXcess sugar and pectin in the case of the blackberry
and strawberry, had been mixed and packed with the articles so as to reduce
or lower their quality; in that mixtures of fruit and sugar, the blackberry and
strawberry also containing added pectin, said mixtures containing less fruit
and more sugar than preserves should contain, had been substituted for pre-
gserves which the articles purported to be; and in that the articles had been
mixed in a manner whereby inferiority was concealed.

The articles were alleged to be misbranded in that the statements on the
labels, “Pure * * * Raspberry Preserves”, “Pure * * * Blackberry
Preserves”, and “Pure Strawberry Preserves”, were false and misleading and
tended to deceive and mislead the purchaser when applied to products resem-
bling preserves, but which contained less fruit than preserves should contain,
the deficiency in fruit being concealed by the addition of excess sugar in the
case of the raspberry preserves and by the addition of excess sugar and pectin
in the case of the blackberry and strawberry preserves. The articles were
alleged to be misbranded further in that they were imitations of and were
offered for sale under the distinetive names of other articles.

On September 8, 1936, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemna-
tion was entered and it was ordered that the products be destroyed.

M. L. WiLsoN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.



