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Co., Matawan, N. J., and transported from the State of New Jersey into the
‘State of Pénnsylvania, and charvging adulteration in violation of the Food and
Dru s Act. - '

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel in that the article con-
sisted in Whole or in part of a filthy, decomposed, and putrid tomato ploduct

On January 19, 1920, 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 destroy ed by the United States marshal.

E. D Bary, Acting Secr etary of Agriculture.

S443. Adulteration and misbranding of vimegar. U. 8. * * * v, R. B
Hughes & Co., a Corporation. Plea of guilty., Fine, § 25 (I, & D.
No. 9602. I. S. No. 11509-p, 12122-p.)

On April 28, 1919, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Kentucky, acting upon -a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an .information .against
R. M. Hughes & Co., a corporation, Louisville, Ky., alleging shipment by said
company, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about January 10,
1918, and October 23, 1917, from the State of Kentucky into the State of
Missouri, of a quantity of an article, labeled in part “ Distilled * * * Vine-
gar 80 grain,” which was adulterated and misbranded. :

" Analyses of samples of the article by the Burcau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it was of less than 80 grain acid strength.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that a substance, to wit, a vinegar of less than 80 grain strength, had Deen
‘mixed and packed therewith so as to lower-and reduce and injuriously affect
its gquality and strength, and had been s 1l)stuuted in part for vine gar ‘80 grain,
which the article purported to be.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement, to wit, “ Vinegar
80 grain,” borne on the barrels containing the article, regarding it and the
ingredients and substances contained therein, was false and misleadig in that
it represented that said article was vinegar 80 grain, and for the further reason
that the article was labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the pur-
chaser into the belief that it was vinegar 80 grain, whereas, in truth and in fact

said article was not vinegar 80 grain, but was vinegar of less than 80 grain.

On October 14, 1919, a plea of guilty to the informntion was entered on behalf
of the de Lendant corporation, and the court imposed a fine of $25.

: E D. BAJL Acth Seeretary 07 A(/mcultmc

8442, Misbranding of Prescription 1000 Injection. U. S, * * * vy, 8
Dozen Bottles, More or Less, of Prescription 1000 Injection. De-
fault decree of condemnation, forfeiture and destruetion. (. & D,
No. 10501. I. 8. No. 15004-r. S. No. IE-1494.) ’

On June 12, 1919, the Umted State -attorney for the Middle District of
Pennsylvania, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Az,ncultuxe filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel for the seizure and
condemnation of 3 dozen Dbottles of Prescription 1000 Injection, at Wilkes-
Barre, Pa., al}eging that the article had been shipped on or about April 2,
1919, by the Reese Chemical Co., ‘Cleveland, Ohio, and transported from the
State of Ohio into the State of Pennsylvania, and charging misbranding in
violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended,

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that. it conmsted essentxall) of .a dilute solution of potas-
sium permanganate.



