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NEW DRUGS SHIPPED WITHOUT EFFECTIVE APPLICATION
’ DRUG FOR HUMAN USE

6702. Hope’s Worm Rid. (F.D.C. No. 43535. 8. No. 56-372 P.)

QUANTITY: 140 btls. at Charleston, S.C.

SHIPPED : 7-27-59, from Clayton, Mo., by Hope Co. .

LaBeEL IN Parr: “Hope’s Worm-Rid For Pin and Roundworms * * * Each
teaspoonful (5 cc.) contains: Piperazine Citrate Equivalent to 500 mg.
_Piperazine Hexahydrate * * * Directions: * * * Adults and children * * *
The Hope Co., Clayton 5, Mo.”

Lieecep: 9-19-59, E. Dist. 8.C.

CHARGE: §05(a)-—the article was a new drug which may not be introduced
into interstate commerce since an application filed pursuant to the law was
not effective with respect to such drug.

DisposiTioN : 11-8-61. Consent—destruction.

DRUG FOR VETERINARY USE

6703. Felco Feed Premix. (F.D.C. No. 45147. 8. No. 27424 R.)
QUANTITY: 118 bales,6 10-1b. bags each, at Fort Dodge, Iowa.
SHIPPED: 7-7-60, from Kansas City, Mo., by Farmers Elevator Service Co., Inc.

LABEL IN ParT: (Bag) “Felco Feed Premix medicated for the prevention of
Coccidiosis in Chickens * * * Active drug ingredients: Bithionol 10.0 per-
cent Methitriazamine 2.0 percent' * * * Manufactured for Farmers Elevator
Service Company * * * Fort Dodge, Iowa.”

Lmerep: 11-18-60, N. Dist. Iowa ; amended libel 1-29-62.

CHARGE: 505(a)—the article was a new drug which may not be introduced into
interstate commerce since an application filed pursuant to law was not effec-
tive with respect to such drug.

DisposiTioN : Claimant, Farmers Elevator Service Co., Inc., filed an answer

- denying the charge and alleging that said article could be legally introduced or
delivered for introduction into interstate c0mmercé, by reason of the fact that
a new drug application was effective at the time of its shipment in interstate
commerce; that the said article did not contain changes that were significant
from the standpoint of safety of the drug and that a supplemental new drug
application was not therefore required as to said article; that said article was
not a new drug and thus no new drug application was necessary for said
article; and that claimant had an effective application for an exemption from
certification of a feed containing an antibiotic pursuant to Section 507, a nec-
essary component of which exempted final product was said article, so that a
new drug application was not required for said article in view of the provision
of Section 507 (e) stating that any drug subject to Section 507 shall not be
subject to Section 505.

‘Thereafter, by permission of the court, the claimant withdrew its claim and
answer without admitting the allegations of the libel, stating that no useful
purpose would be served by contesting the action since a supplemental new
drug application was then effective with respect to the article and that accord-
ingly the determination of the issues involved was moot insofar as future
interstate shipments of the article were concerned, and since the value of the
libeled article was much less than would be the cost of defending the action.
Judgment of condemnation was thereupon entered on 1-29-62, and the court
ordered that the article be destroyed.



