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On TFebr u‘uy 10, 1920, the \Ionumem‘ll Canning Co. Inc., having consented
to the entry of a decree, judgment of condemmnation and f()l‘felt\ll(, was entered,
and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to the claimant
upon the payment of the costs of the proceedings and the filing of a bond, in
conformuv with section 10 of the act.

1. D. Barr, Acting Secrctary of Agr iculture.
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. &ﬁulter ation and '!lli!dbl’illldillg"(-)‘f'l),&vltﬂl)SCO' Wheat Middlings and
Sceveenings., U, S0 * % % v, 500 Bags of Patapsco Wheat Mid-
dlings with Screenings, Consent decree of condemnation and fox-
feitare. Product released omn bond. (I, & D. No. 11822, 8. No.

» 2-1888.) ' ‘

On or about December 18, 1919, the United States attorney for the Eastern
District of Virginia, acting upon a report by the Secretary, of Agriculture, filed
in the District Court of the United States for.said district a libel for the
seizure and condemuation of a certain quantity of a certain article, labeled in
part, on tag, * Patapsco Wheat Middlings and ground recleaned screenings not
exceeding mill run,” and, stenciled on bag,.“ Patapsco Brown Middlings manu-
factured from soft wmter wheat and o101111(1 recleaned screenings not exceed-
inn* miil 'rim ” at Richmond, Va., alleging that the article had been shipped on
or about Decenber 3, 1919, by the.C. A, Gambrill Mfg, Co., Baltimore, Md., and
tmnspmted from the State of Maryland into the State of Virginia, and charg-
ing adulteration and misbranding in-vielation of the Food and Drugs Act,
amended. '

Adulteration of the article wag alleged in the libel in that a certain substance,
to wit, ground bran, had been mixed and packed with it so as to reduco, lower,
and injuriously affect its quality and strength. Adulteration was further al-
Jeged -in that a certain substance, to -wit, ground bran, had been substituted -
in whole or in part for the article. Adulteration was further alleged in that
a -certain substance, to wit, ground bran, had beon mixed thorc“lth in a manner
whereby damage and inferiority were concealed. 7 )

Misbranding of the article was alleged in’ substance in that it was an iwita-
tion of, and was offered for sale under the distinctive name of, another article,
to wit, ¢ Pdt‘]p\CO Wheat Middlings and ground recleaned. screenings not ex-
ceeding mill run.” Misbranding was further alleged in that the package con-
taining said article and the-labels thereon bore certain statements, regarding
the ingredients and substances contained thevein, which were false and mis- .
leading, to wit,  Wheat DMiddlings and ground .recleaned screenings not ex-
ceeding mill run” and * Brown BdMiddlings manufactured.from soft winter
wheat and ground recleaned screenings not exceeding mill run,” whereas, in
truth and in fact, the article contained a large quantity of a certain substance,
to wit, ground bran. . ‘ o

On January 27, 1020, C. A. Gambrill Mfg. Co. Inc, claimant, having con-
sented to the entry 0f a decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was
entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to the
claimant upon the payment of the costs of the proceedings and filing of a bond,
in conformity with section 10 of the act.

Ii. D. Bavy, Acting Sceretary of Agriculturc.



