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mine phosphate dextrorotatory tablets. Adulteration, Section 501 (d) (2),
amphetamine racemic or a salt of amphetamine racemic had been substituted
for amphetamine sulfate dextrorotatory and amphetamine phosphate dextro-
rotatory, which the respective drugs were represented to be. Misbranding,
Section 502 (a), the label designations “Amphetamine Sulphate Dextro Rota-
tory” and “Amphetamine Phosphate Dextro Rotatory” were false and mislead-
ing since the drugs were amphetamine racemic or a salt of amphetamine
racemic.

Rutin and ascorbic acid tablets. Adulteration, Section 501 (e), the strength
of the tablets differed frem that which they were represented to possess since
they were represented to contain 100 milligrams of ascorbic acid in each tablet,
whereas the tablets contained less than 100 milligrams- of ascorbic acid in
each tablet. Misbranding, Section 502 (a), the label statement “Ascorbic
Acid 100 mg.” was false and misleading.

Sulfamerazine tablets. Adulteration, Section 501 (b), the article was rep-
resented to be a drug the name of which, “Sulfamerazine Tablets,” is recog- .
nized in the United States Pharmacopeia, an official compendium; and its
strength differed from the official standard since the article contained less
than 95 percent of the labeled amount of sulfamerazine, the minimum permitted
by the standard, and the difference in the strength of the article from the
standard was not stated on its label. Misbranding, Section 502 (a), the label
statement “Sulfamerazine Tablets 7.7 gr.” was false and mlsleadmg since the
article contained less than 7.7 gr. of sulfamerazine.

Ascorbic acid tablets. Adulteration, Section 501 (b), the article was rep-
resented to be a drug the name of which, “Tablets Ascorbic Acid,” is recog-
nized in the United States Pharmacopeia, an official compendium; and its
strength differed from the official standard since the article contained less
than 95 percent of the labeled amount of ascorbic ac1d the minimum permitted
by the standard, and the difference in the strength of the article from the
standard was not stated on its label. Misbranding, Section 502 (a), the label
statement “Tablets Ascorbic Acid 100 mg.” was false and misleading since
each tablet of the article contained less than 100 milligrams of ascorbie acid.

Stilbestrol tablets. Misbranding, Section 502 (f) (1), the labeling of the
article bore ne directions for use;.and, Section 502 (f) (2), the labeling of
the article bore no warnings against use in those pathological conditions
where its use may be dangerous to health, and against unsafe dosage and
methods and duration of administration.

Etlizir of phenobarbital. Misbranding, Section 502 (d), the article contained
a chemical derivative of barbituric acid, namely, phenobarbital, which deriva-
tive has been found to be, and by regulations designated as, habit forming;
and the label of the article failed to bear the proportion of such derivative
contained in the article and in juxtaposition therewith the statement “Warn-
ing—May be habit forming.” Further misbranding, Section 502 (f) (1), the
labeling of the article bore no directions for use.

DisposiTIoN: June 21, 1951.- Pleas of guilty having been entered, the court
imposed a fine of $1,200 against the company and a sentence of 1 day in jail
against the individual defendant. The jail sentence against the individual
was suspended, and he was placed on probation for 1 day.

3504. Misbranding of Donnatal tablets, Benzedrine Sulfate tablets, Tuinal cap-
sules, and Dexedrine Sulfate tablets. U. S. v. Wiles Drug Store, a part-~

nership, and Clyde B. Wiles and W. Paul Wiles. Pleas of nolo con-
: .



