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Pharmacopeeia, and in that it also falled to meet the reqmrements of the 8th
revision of the said pharmacopoeia for absence of acid. o
Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement * Ether U S. P.
VIIL.” borne on the labels, was false and misleading.

On May 11, 1926, 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.

W. M. JARDINE, Secretary of Agriculture.

N. J. 14431-14500] SERVICE AND REGULATORY ANNOUNCEM’EN'}S; N

14454, Misbranding and alleged adulteration of feed. U. S. v. 79 Sacks of
So-Called General Feed. Consent decree of condemnation and
forfeiture. Product released under bond. (F & D No. 20819 I. S.
No. .8430-x.. 8. No. C—4926.) __ __ - o

On December 16, 1925, the United States attorney tor the DlStl‘lCt of Kansas,
actmg upon a report by the Secretary of the Kansas State Board of Agriculture,
filed in the District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying
seizure and condemnation of 79 sacks of so-called general feed, remaining in the
original unbroken packages at Corning, Kans., alleging that the article had been
shipped by the General Commission Co., Kansas City, Mo., on or about October =~
1. 1925, and transported from the State of Missouri into the State of Kansas,
and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the food and
drugs act as amended. The article was labeled in part: “100# Net Weight
When Packed. General Feed Distributed By General Commission Co., Kansas
City, Mo. Protein not less than 16.00% . * * * Crude Fiber, not more
than 8.50%.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that it con-
tained more than 8.5 per cent of crude fiber and less than 16 per cent of
proteiu.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement on the label to
the effect that the article contained not more than 8.5 per cent of crude fiber
and not less than 16 per cent of protein was false, in that it contained more
than 8.5 per cent of crude fiber and less than 16 per cent of protein. Mis-
branding was alleged for the further reason that the article was [food] in

packa«re form and the quantity of the contente was not correctly stated on the

outside of the package... -

On January 20, 1926, the Blue Rap1ds M111 & Elevator Co Blue Raplds
Kans., having appeared as claimant for the property and havmg consented
to the entry of a decree, judgment of the court was entered, finding the
product misbranded and ordering its condemnation, and it was further ordered
by the court that the said product be released to the claimant upon the pay-
ment of the costs of the proceedings and the execution of a bond in the sum
of 3500, conditioned in part that it be relabeled to show its true contents.

W. M. JARDINE, Secretary of Agriculture.

14453. Adulteration and misbranding of jellies. V. S. v. Shenandoah Val-
ley Apple Cider & Vinegar Co. Plea of guilty. Fine, $100 and
fg;%g.v )(F. & D. No. 19665. 1. S. Nos. 16301~v, 16302—-v, 16373-v, 16374—v,
On August 15, 1925, the United States attornéy for the Western District of
Virginia, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in’ the
District Court of the United States for said distriect an information against
the Shenandoah Valley Apple Cider & Vinegar Co., a corporation, Winchester,
Va., alleging shipment by said company, in violation of the food and drugs
act, on or about October 9, 1924, from the State of Virginia into the State of
North Carolina, of quantities of jellies which were adulterated and misbranded.
The articles were labeled in part: (Glass) “Apple-Raspberry Flavor Jelly”
(or “Apple Jelly” or ‘Apple-Cherry Flavor Jelly” or “Apple-Strawberry:
Flavor Jelly ” or “Apple-Blackberry Flavor Jelly”’) “ Pure Cane Sugar And
Apple Pectin. Shenandoah Valley Apple Cider & Vinegar Co. Winchester, Va.”
Adulteration of the articles was alleged in the information for the reason
that certain substances, to wit, pectin and sugar, had been mixed and packed
with the said articles so as to lower and reduce and injuriously affect their
quality and strength and in that pectin jellies had been substituted in part
for the said articles.
Misbrunding was alleged for the reason that the statements, to wit, ‘“Apple-
Raspberry Flavor Jelly,” “Apple Jelly,” “Apple-Cherry Flavor Jelly,” “Apple-

Strawberry VWlavor Jelly, and “Apple Blackberry Flavor Jelly,” borne on the



