‘4ssa Adultaration and. misbranding of elfelia meal. U..S. v: 248 Sacks of Alfalic Madl,
o' d dlsposed of . -

. t-decree. of condemnation ond destruction.. Product relabeled
s féed.’, (P D C. No.. 9426.. Sample’ No 27923-F)

N On February 24, 1943 the Unxted States attorney for the Western D1strxct of W1s- e
. consin filed a" hbel agamst 246 .. 100-pound. sacks of alfalfa meal at. Phillips, Wis,,. @ 7
~alleging that the article had -been shipped in interstate. commerce on or about De- - -
cember 11, 1942, by the Tremaine Alfalfa Milling Co. from Mesa, Ariz.; and charg- .
ing that it was adulterated and misbranded. Ii:was labeled in' part:: (Tag) “Salt -
River Valley. Brand Alfalfa. Meal . Guaranteed Analysis Crude Protein, not- less

~ than....13.0 per cent * * * Crude F1bre, not more than .: . 33.0 per cent.”

- false: andmisleading as. apphed ‘to the artlcle, since it contamed less protem and Lo
-more fibre than declared on.the label. :

The-article was alleged .to be adulterated in- that alfalfa stem meal had been: sub- o
stltlt)x:ed ‘wholly or in part for alfalfa meal, which 1t ‘purported and was represented o
-to

It was alleged to be mrsbranded in that the name “Alfalfa . Meal” was false and

misleading as applied to alfalfa stem meal, and in that the statements, “Crude Protem, ;o -

not léss than 13.0 per cent * * * Crude’ Fibte, not more than 33.0 per:cent,” were

On: June 19, 1943, no claimant’ havxng appeared, Judgment of- condemnatlon was.

“eritered and the product was- ordered destroyed. With the consent of..the court, ar-. -

rangements were made to dispose of the product as ammal feed under proper labehng‘ :

4989, Misbranding of qlfalia meal . S. v Saunders Mxlls, Inc Plec: oi nolo contendere B

Fine, $305 and costs. {(F. D No 8795 Sample Nos. 26485- Ty

On F ebruary l6 1943 the..,Umted States attorney fg
Ohio filed dn- mformatlon agdinst' the Saunders Mills,

- 26486-F.)

e Northerni-‘.District of:
nc., Toledo, ‘Ohio, alleging .

- shipment on or about August 21 and 31, 1942, from the -State of Ohio into the State -

- deféndant, the court, 1mposed a fine of $300 on the. ﬁrst count, $5 on, the second count ) |

of Maryland ‘of quantities of alfalfa meal that was ‘misbranded. The artrcle was,_

labéled in part: (Tag) “Carotene Brand Dehydrated Alfalfa Meal. "o

The article was alleged to be misbranded in that the,statement, “Crude Protem not\

less than 17.0 Per Cent ** * Crude Fiber not more than 28,0 Per Cent,” borne on

the tag wds. false and miisleading since it contained less than’ 17 ‘percent’ of protein .

and’ more than 28 percent of crude fiber, the 2 shxpments having been found to con-

cent, Tespectively, 6f crude fiber.

.‘/

‘tain 14.83 and 16.63 perceit, respectively, of crude protein, and 33 65 and 31 35 per- S

On April 30, 1943, a plea of nolo contendere havmg been entered on behalf of the :

‘ and assessed costs of the proceedmg.

4990. Adullemhon and nusbrundxn of. ammal cnd poultry feed. U’ S. v. Consohduted';“

‘Products Co. - Plea of gtully. l’me, $150. AF.. D C No. 6468 Sumple Nos 24697-E
‘to 24699-E 1ncl.) . ‘

' On September 29, 1942 the Umted States attorney for the Southern District- of -
Ohio filed ;an mformatron against the Consolidated Products Co., a. corporation, .

Cmc1nnat1, Ohxo, alleging shipment on or about F ebruary 20, 1941, from the State

o of. Ohio-into the State of New Jersey .of quantities of ammal and poultry feed that -

= Poultry and Anunal Feed * * * Vitamin A * * * 80,000 Units - Vitamin D * * *

was .adulterated and misbranded. The articles were labeled in part: “Semi-Solid—. . |

' ‘E’~ Emulsion A Condensed Buttermilk Feed For (Poultry and Animals) * * *
Vitamin D * * * 3,600 Units,” “Mixer-Mulsion ‘A ‘Buttermilk Vitamin. Product For

10,890 “Units,” or “Semi-Solid Chick Emulsion A Condensed Butterrmlk Feed for

- (Poultry and Animals) * * * Vitamin D * * * 1,800 Units.” .
-~ The- “Serm-Sohd——‘E’ - 'Emulsion” was alleged to be adulterated in that a val- -
" uable constituent, vitamin D, had been in part omitted or abstracted therefrom since -
- it was represented to contain not less than 3,600 units of -vitamin D per pound,

: 'pound It was alleged to be misbranded in that the statements “Minimum Analysis’® -

whereas it contained not more than 3,000 units of vitamin D per pound. It was
alleged to be misbranded in that the statement on the label “Mm1mum Analys1s Per

Pound * * * Vitamin ‘D 3,600 Units” was false and" rmsleadmg smce it contamed :
- not more than 3,000 units of vitamin D per poind, - '

The “Mixer-Mulsion” was alleged to be adulterated in that valuable constztuents,

‘vitamins*A:and D; had been in part omitted or abstracted therefrom since it was
_represented -to contam not less' than 80, 000 ‘units of vitamin A’ per’ pound :and ‘not -

less ‘than 10,890 units- of vitamin D per pound, whereas: it contained not more than
61,690. units. of vitamin A per pound and not more than 9,000 umts of vitamin D per-

‘Per Pound X % Vltarmn A 80,000 Units, Vltamm D 10 890 Umts,” were false'and



