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It was alieged in the libel that the article was adulterated, in that it con-
gisted in whole or in part of a filthy, decomposed or putrid vegetable sub-
stance.

On May 6, 1926, Ed ¥. Melcher, San Antonio, Tex., and the Valley Canning
Co., Hindsville, Ark., having appeared as claimants for the property, the case
came on for trial before the court and a jury. After the submission of evi-
dence, arguments by counsel and instructions from the court, the jury retired
and after due deliberation returned a verdict for the claimants. Judgment
was thereupon entered, finding the product not adulterated and ordering that
it be returped to the claimants.

W. M. Jarping, Secretary of Agriculture.

14603. Miabranding of cottonseed feed. U, S. v. 100 Sacks of Cottonseed
Teed. Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Prodact
Ee%gzstzc;d under bond. (I, & D. No, 20664. I. S. No. 6609-x. S. No.

On or about December 4, 1925, the United States attorney for the Southern
District of Florida, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture,
filed in the District Court of the United States for said district a libel pray-
ing seizure and condemnation of 100 sacks of cottonseed feed, remaining in
the original unbroken packages at Jacksonville, Fla., alleging that the article
had been shipped by R. H. Neal & Co., from Americus, Ga., on or about Sep-
tember 12, 1925, and transported from the State of Georgia into the State
of Florida, and charging misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act.
The article was labeled in part: “100 Lbs. Net Triangle Brand Cotton Seed
Feed * * * Manufactured for R. N. Neal & Company, Memphis, Tennessee.
Guaranteed Analysis Protein 36.00%.”

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that the
statement ‘ Guaranteed Analysis Protein 36.009,,” borne on the label, was
false and misleading and deceived and misled the purchaser.

On February 17, 1926, the Americus Oil Co., Americus, Ga., claimant, hav-
ing admitted the allegations of the libel and having consented to the entry of
a decree, judgment of condemmnation and forfeiture was entered, -and it was
ordered by the court that the product be released to the said claimant upon
payment of the costs of the proceedings and the execution of a bond in the
sum of $260, in conformity with section 10 of the act.

W. M. JARDINE, Secretary of Agriculture.

14604. Adulteration and misbranding of ecottonseed meal. U. S. v. 300
Sacks of Cottonseed Meal. Consent decree of condemnation and
forfeiture. Product released under bond. (F. & D. No. 20784. 1. S.

. No. 6663—=x. S. No. E-5615.,)

On or about February 12, 1926, the United States attorney for the Southern
District of Florida, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture,
filed in the District Court of the United States for said district a libel pray-
ing seizure and condemnation of 300 sacks of cottonseed meal, remaining
in the original unbroken packages at Jacksonville, Fla. alleging that the
article had been shipped by the Americus Oil Co., from Americus, Ga., on
or about January 1, 1926, and transported from the State of Georgia into
the State of Florida, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation
of the food and drugs act. The article was labeled in part: “ Cotton Seed Meal
Ashcraft-Wilkinson Co. Atlanta, Ga. Paramount Brand Ammonia 7.00%.”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that a
substance deficient in ammonia had been mixed and packed therewith so as
to reduce, lower or injuriously affect its quality and strength and had been
substituted wholly or in part for the said article.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statement “Ammonia
7.009% Cotton Seed Meal,” borne on the label, was false and misleading and
deceived and misled the purchaser, and for the further reason that it was
offered for sale under the distinctive name of another article.

On February 19, 1926, the Americus Oil Co., Americus, Ga., claimant, having
admitted the allegations of the libel and having consented to the entry of a
decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was
ordered by the court that the product be released to the said claimant upon
payment of the cost of the proceedings and the execution of a bond in the sum
of $260, in conformity with section 10 of the act.

W. M. JARDINE, Secretary of Agriculiure.




