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13452. Adulteration of oranges. U. S. v, 462 Boxes of Oranges. Defaunlt
decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and destruction. (F. & D.
No. 19560. T. S. No. 23826-v. 8. No. (-4635.)

On or about February 5, 1925, the United States attorney for the Western
District of Texas, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agricnlture, filed
in the District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the
seizure and condemnation of 462 boxes of oranges, at El Paso, Tex., consigned
by the Border Produce Co., Colton, Calif., alleging that the article had been
shipped from Colton, Calif., on or about January 23, 1925, and transported
from the State of California into the State of Texas, and charging adulteration
in violation of the food and drugs act.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in the libel for the reason that an
inedible product had been substituted wholly or in part for the said article.

On April 7, 1925, 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.
C. F. MARvVIN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

13453. Misbranding of horse and mule feed. U. S. v. Mississippi Elevator
0. ' Plea of guilty. Fine, $20 and costs. (F. & D. No. 17785. I. S.

'1(\370. 10285-v.) ’ _

On October 31, 1923, the United States attorney for the Western District of
Tennessee, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against the
Mississippi Elevator Co., a corporation, Memphis, Tenn., alleging shipment by
said company, in violation of the food and drugs act, on or about March 7,
1923, from the State of Tennessee into the State of Georgia, of a quantity ot
horse and mule feed which was misbranded. The article was labeled in part:
(Tag) “Horse & Mule Feed (Sweet) Manufactured By Mississippi Elevator
Company Memphis, Tenn. Guaranteed Analysis Protein Minimum 9.00% Fat
Minimum 2.00% * *. * Fibre Maximum 15.00%.” .

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that it contained 6.24 per cent of protein, 1.39 per cent of
fat, and 17.67 per cent of fiber.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the information for the reason
that the statements, to wit, ‘“ Guaranteed Analysis Protein Minimum 9.00%0
Fat Minimum 2.00% * * * Fibre Maximum 15.00%,” borne on the tags
attached to the sacks containing the article, were false and misleading, in
that the said statements represented that the article contained not less than
9 per cent of protein, not less than 2 per cent of fat, and not more than 15
per cent of fiber, and for the further reason that it was labeled as aforesaid so
as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief that it contained not
less than 9 per cent of protein, not less than 2 per cent of fat, and not more
than 15 per cent of fiber, whereas it contained less protein, less fat, and more
fiber than declared. : .

On November 26, 1924, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on
behalf of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $20.

C. F. MARVIN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

13454. Misbranding of HilPs kasliara tablets. U, S. v. W. H. Hill Co. Plea
of guilty. Fine, $50. (F. & D. No. 9910. I. 8. No. 9801-p.)

On September 18, 1919, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Michigan, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against
the W. H. Hill Co., a corporation, Detroit, Mich., alleging shipment by said
company, in violation of the food and drugs act as amended, on or about May
23, 1918, from the State of Michigan into the State of Illinois, of a quantity
of Hill's kaskara tablets which were misbranded. The article was labeled in
part: “Mf'd Only By W. H. Hill Co., Detroit, Mich.”

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed that it was an iron, chalk, and sugar-coated tablet con-
taining emodin, aromaties, juniper resins, and caffein.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the information for
the reason that certain statements, borne on the package containing the said
article and in the accompanying circular, falsely and fraudulently represented
it to be effective as a treatment, remedy, and cure for backache, renal calculi,
diabetes, Bright's disease, urinary and bladder troubles, liver and Kkidney
troubles, kidney diseases and consumption of the kidneys, and effective for



