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The article was alleged to be misbranded in that a statement on some of the
metal containers of the article and statements on a small envelope and in a
circular accompanying each of the packages, representing that the article was
safe and harmless and would not interfere with the natural processes, were
false and misleading, since the article was not safe nor harmless and might
interfere with the natural procesges. The article was alleged to be misbranded
further in that statements regarding its curative or therapeutic effects, appear-
ing upon and within the packages, falsely and fraudulently represented that the
article was a safe and appropriate remedy for banishing, preventing, and
rehevmg menstrual pains, for relieving simple headache, and other aches
and pains, neuritis, neuralgia, rheumatlsm, lumbago, restless nerves, and
fleeplessness.

On February 26, 1936, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemna-
tion was entered and it was ordered that the product be destroyed.

Harry L. BROWN, Acting Secretary of Agm‘culture.

26170. Adulteration and misbranding of Neosupracain Procaine-Epinephrine
" Solution. U. 8. v. 414 Packages of Neosupracain Procaine-Epinephrine
Solution. Default decree of condemnation and destruction. (I, & D.

no. 37189, Sample no. 57005-B.)

This case involved an interstate shipment of Neosupracain Procaine-Epine-
phrine Solution that contained proecaine hydrochloride in a proportion greater
than that represented on the label, and the label failed to bear a statement
that chloretone contained in the artlcle was a derivative of chloroform.

On February 14, 1936, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Michigan, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying selzure and condemnation of four and one-half
packages of Neosupracain Procaine-Epinephrine Solution at Detroit, Mich., alleg-
ing that the artiele had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about Decem-
ber 10, 1935, by the Neosupracain Co., from Chicago, Ill., and that it was
adulterated and misbranded in v1olation of the Food and Drugs Act.

The article was alleged to be adulterated in that its strength fell below
the professed. standard or quality under which it was sold, namely, “Procaine
Hydrochloride, U. 8. P..2%.” The article was alleged to be misbranded in
that the followmg statements were false and misleading: (Box) “2.5 ca
(approx.) . * * ‘“Procaine Hydrochloride, U. 8. P. 2%"”; (circular) “Pro-
caine Hydmchloride, U. 8. P. 2%.” The article was alleged to be misbranded
further in that the label failed to bear a statement that chloretone contained
therein was a derivative of chloroform.

On March 7, 1936, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation
was entered and it was ordered that the product be destroyed.

HARrY L. BrROWN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

26171. Misbranding of Doran’s Gape Remedy. U, 8. v. 91 .Cans of Doran’s Gape
Remedy, and 4 other libel Broceedjngs against the same product,
involving 235 cans thereeof, ecree of eondemnation, forfeiture, and

destruction in each of the cases. (F. & D. nos. 87136, 3872383, 57234
gg%gg B2’;236 Sample nos. 18899-B, 56123—3 56124-B, 56125—3 56138—3

" Therapeutic and curative clalms were made for this art1c1e which were

adjudged to be false and fraudulent.

On January 81 and February 24, 1936, the United States attorney for the
Southern District of Ohio, acting upon reports by the Secretary of Agriculture,
filed libels praylng seizure and condemnation of 826 cans of Doran’s Gape
Remedy at Cincinnati, Ohio, alleging shipment of the article on or about Feb-
ruary 24, June 14, July 8, July 22, and July 26, 1935, by Doran & Hicks, from
Brandenburg, Ky, to Gincinnati Ohio, and charging misbranding in violation
of the Food and Drugs Act as amended

Analysis showed that the article consisted essentially of calcmm arsenate
(46 percent), calcium arsenite (3 percent), mineral matter, and a purple coloring
material.

Misbranding of the-article was charged under the allegations that the label
upon the cans bore, and a leaflet enclosed in the cans contained, statements
regarding the curative or therapeutic effect of the article; that the statements
represented that the article’would cure-gapes in chickens and turkeys, that one
or two applications thereof would cure gapes In chickens and that it would
effect such cure through inhalation of the article by chickens and turkeys; that
the sald statements were false and fraudulent.
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On April 7, 1936, no claimant having appeared, a defaﬁlt decree of condemna-
tion and destruction was entered in each case.

HarrY L. BROWN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

26172. Misbranding of ¢“Isopropyl Alcohol 70 Proof.” U. S. v. 309 Bottles of
«Isopropyl Alcohol 70 Proof.,” Default decree of condemnation and de-
struetion. (F. & D. no. 37238, Sample no. 52195-B.)

This case involved an interstate shipment of an article described on the label
as “Isopropyl Alcohol 70 Proof Hy-Grade Rubbing Alcohol Compound”, which
description conveyed the impression that the article contained ordinary (ethyl)
alcohol, when it did not.

On February 25, 1936, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of Ohio, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court a libel praying seizure and condemnation of 309 bottles of an
article, labeled “Isopropyl Alcohol 70 Proof Hy-Grade Rubbing Alcohol Com-

ound”, at Youngstown, Ohio, alleging that the article had been shipped in
terstate commerce on or about January 16, 1936, by Pennex Products Co., Inc.,
from Pittsburgh, Pa., and that it was misbranded in violation of the Food and

Drugs Act. ‘

The article was alleged to be misbranded in that the statement on the label,
“Rubbing Alcohol Compound”, was false and misleading in that it created the
impression that the article contained ordinary (ethyl) alcohol, and such impres-
slon was not corrected by the relatively inconspicuous statement, “The contents
herein contained is prepared from Isopropyl Alcohol (CHsCHOHCH:). This
preparation does not contain Ethyl Alcohol. If taken internally will cause
violent gastric disturbances.” The article was alleged to be misbranded further
in that the package failed to bear upon its label a sStatement of the quantity
or proportion of isopropyl alcohol contained therein, since the statement
“Isopropyl Alcohol 70 Proof” was meaningless.

On April 9, 1986, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation
was entered and it was ordered that the product be destroyed.

HarrY L. BROWN, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

26173, Adulteration and misbranding of rubbing alcohol compound. TU. S, v. 573
Bottles of Rubbing Alcohol Compound, and another libel proceeding
against the same article. Default decree of condemnation, forfeiture,
and destruction in each case. (F. & D. nos. 87264, 87265. Sample nos.
51452-B, 51453-B.) :

This article failed to conform to its professed standard; its label bore
erroneous statements concerning its composition, and the quantity or proportion
of its alcoholic content was not declared.

On or about February 28, 1936, the United States attorney for the District
of Maryland, acting upon reports by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
district court two libels praying seizure and condemnation of 573 and 501
bottles, respectively, of rubbing alcohol compound at Baltimore, Md., alleging,
in the libel involving the 573 bottles, that the article had been shipped in inter-
state commerce on or about January 13, 1936, and in the libel involving the
501 bottles, that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce on or
about January 11, 1936, by Bradley’s, Inc,, and the Bradley Co., respectively,
from Philadelphia, Pa., to Baltimore, Md., and charging, in each libel, adultera-
tion and misbranding in violation of the Food and Drugs Act. The article was
labeled in part: (Shipment made on or about January 13, 1936, bottle) “Rub-
bing Alcohol Compound * * * Bradley Laboratory Philadelphia”; (ship-
ment made on or about January 11, 1936, bottle) *“Rubbing Alcohol Com-
pound * * * Bradley Laboratory Philadelphia.”

Analysis showed that the article shipped on or about January 13, 1936, con-
sisted essentially of isopropyl alecohol (21.7 percent), acetone (9.5 percent),
and water, perfumed ; and that the one shipped on or about January 11, 1936,
consisted essentially of a mixture of isopropyl alcohol (26.9 percent), acetone
(13.5 percent), and water, perfumed.

Adulteration of the article in the shipment made on or about January 13,
1936, was charged under the allegation that its. strength and purity fell be-
low the professed standard and quality under which it was sold, namely, “Rub-
bing Alcohol”, in that it did not contain ordinary (ethyl) alcohol, and that it
consisted of a mixture of isopropyl alcohol, acetone, and water.

Misbranding of the article in the shipment made on or about January 13,
1936, was charged (a) under the allegation that the label bore the statement
“Rubbing Alcohol Compound”, and that said statement was false and mislead-



