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nation of 21 packages of Pratt’s conditioner, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at West Duluth, Minn., alleging that the article had been shipped by
the Pratt Food Co., Chicago, Ill.,, May 2, 1918, and transported from the State
of Illinois into the State of Minnesota, and charging misbranding in violation
of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended.

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
partment showed that.it consisted essentially of a mixture of ground plant mate-
rial, salt, charcoal, sulphur, and a small amount of an iron compound.

Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the libel for the reason
that the following statements regarding the curative and therapeutic effect
thereof, (carton) “* * * gajds in the prevention of Hog Cholera, * * *
Assists in preventing slinking of Calves * * * insure healthy foal in mares
and make stallions’ service sure, * * * make the bulls’ service sure
* * * TPor Hog Cholera.—In case of hog cholera or any other sickness
* o+ %7 ware false and fraudulent since the said article contained no ingredi-
ent or combination of ingredients capabe of producing the effects claimed.

On July 22, 1921, 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. W. PuasLey, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

9690. Misbranding of E. W. Hall’s Texas Wonder., U. S§. = =» * v, 132
Bottles, e_t al.,, of E. W. Hall’s Texas Wonder. Default decree of
condemnation, forfeiture, and destruction. (F. & D, Nos. 9382, 11476,
11477, 11900, 12571, 12586. 1. S. Nos. 10555-r, 8957—r, 8958-r, 84751, 9037-T,
9059-r. 8. Nos. C-986, C-1557, C-1558, C—1699, C-1876, C-1885.)

On October 9, 1918, October 24, 1919, January 28, April 7, and April 15, 1920,
respectively, the United States attorney for the BEastern Digtrict of Arkansas,
acting upon reports by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the District Court
of the United States for said district a number of libels, and on October 29,
1918, an amendment to the libel filed on the first date, praying the seizure and
condemnation of approximately 377 bottles of E. W. Hall’s Texas Wonder, in
part at Little Rock and in part at Pine Bluff, Ark., consigned in part by E. W.
Hall, St. Louis, Mo., congsigned on or about the respective dates September 21,
1918, August 13 and September 17, 1919, and January 8, February 18, and March
17, 1920, alleging that the article had been shipped from St. Louis, Mo., and
transported from the* State of Missouri into the State of Arkansas, and
charging misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, as amended.
A portion of the article was labeled in part: (Carton) “* * * The Texas
Wonder, for Kidney and Bladder Troubles, Diabetes, Weak and Lame Backs,
Rheumatism and Gravel. Regulates Bladder Trouble in Children. * * *?7;
(circular) “ Louis A. Portner * * * {estified * * * he began using The
Texas Wonder for stone in the kidneys * * * and tuberculosis of the
kidneys * * * He was still using the medicine with wonderful results, and
bhis weight had increased * * * The remainder of the article was labeled
in part: (Carton) “* =* * A remredy For Kidney and Bladder Troubles,
Weak and Lame Backs, Rheumatism and Gravel. Regulates Bladder Trouble
in Children * * *”. (circular headed “ Read Carefully”) “* * * TThe
Texas Wonder, Hall’'s Great Discovery * * * 1In cases of gravel and rheu-
mratic troubles it should be taken in 25-drop doses until relieved * * *”

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed that it contained copaiba, rhubarb, colchicum, guaiac,
turpentine, alcohol, and water.
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Misbranding of the article was alleged in substance in the libels for the
reason that the above-quoted statements regarding the curative and thera-
peutic effect thereof, appearing in the labeling of the product, were false
and fraudulent since the said article contained no ingredient or combination of
ingredients capable of producing the effect claimed. Misbranding was alleged
in substance with respect to a portion of the article for the further reason
that the name “ Dr. E. W. Hall,” appearing on the shipping case containing
the article, was false, fraudulent, and misleading since E. W. Hall was not a
physician.

On October 2, 1920, the cases having been consolidated into one proceeding
and 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. W. PuasLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

9691. Adulteration and misbranding of saccharin. U, §, * * *» v, 2
Cans, 10 Pounds Each, and 14 Cans, 1 Pound Each, of Soluble Sac-
charine. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and destruc-
tiom. (F. & D. No. 9769. I, S, Nos. 6077-r, 6078-r. 8. No. C-1078.)

On February 27, 1919, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Arkansas, 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
condemnation of 2 cans, 10 pounds each, and 14 cans, 1 pound each, of soluble
saccharin, at Pine Bluff, Ark., alleging that the article had been shipped by the
W. B. Wood Mfg. Co., St. Louis, Mo., October 3 and 23 (September 23), 1918,
respectively, and transported from the State of Missouri into .the State of
Arkansas, and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the Food
and Drugs Act. The article was labeled in part, “ Soluble Saccharine.”

Analysis of a sample of the article from each consignment, by the Bureau of
Chemistry of this department, showed that it contained approximately 47 per
cent of sugar.

Adulteration of the article was alleged in substance in the libel for the reason
that it was sold under and by a name recognized in the United States Pharma-
copeeia, and differed from the standard of strength and quality as determined by
the tests laid down therein, and for the further reason that its strength and
purity fell below the professed standard and guality under which it was sold.

Misbranding was alleged in substance for the reason that the statement in the
labeling, “ Soluble Saccharine,” was false and misleading, and for the further
reason that the said article was an imitation of, and was offered for sale under
the name of, another article.

On October 2, 1920, 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. W. PuesLEY, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

9692. Misbranding of pears. U. S, * * *. V. E. R, Hayssen Co., a Cor-
poration. Plea of guilty. Fine, $25. (F. & D. No. 12804. 1. S. No.
15167-r.)

On October 26, 1920, the United States attorney for the Western District of
New York, 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
E. R. Hayssen Co., a corporation, Seneca Falls, N. Y., alleging shipment by said
company, on or about September 29, 1919, in violation of the Food and Drugs
Act, as amended, from the State of New York into the State of Pennsylvania, of a
quantity of pears which were misbranded.



