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that they would be efficacious in relieving minor discomforts associated with
menstruation; whereas they would not be efficacious for such purpose: (Gold
Medal Compound Pills) “Directions. One pill before meals and at bedtime.
Begin a day or two before expected period or when functional discomfort
appears. At bedtime, a brief hot foot bath up to the knees or hot sitz bath
is suggested to help improve local circulation, if needed. Drink a pint or
less of hot ginger tea a few days before regular time. Keep feet and body
warm and bowels open. * * * Intended only for palliative relief in
minor discomforts, not as a remedy for diseases and underlying causes which
might affect functional menstruation”; (Savatan) “Directions. Take one
Savatan four times a day, before meals and at bedtime. It may be desirable
to take a brief hot foot bath up to the knees or hit sitz bath to improve
pelvie circulation. A few days before expected period or when functional
discomfort appears, drink freely a pint if possible of hot ginger tea and
keep the body warm. * * * Savatan is intended only for palliative relief
.and not as a remedy for diseases and underlying causes which might affect
functional menstruation.” _

On April 22, 1942, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

%37. Misbranding of Greem’s Reliable Restorer. U. S. v. 814 Dozen Bottles of
Green’s Reliable Restorer. Default decree of condemnation and destrue-
ton. (F.D,C. No. 7434, Sample No. 80742-E.)

The labeling of this product bore false and misleading claims that it would
restore gray hair to its natural color and would be efficacious in the treatment
of certain scalp conditions. . ,

On May 2, 1942, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of Kentucky
filed a libel against the above-named product at Grayson, Ky., alleging that it
had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about February 16, 1942, by A. J.
Green from Clarksburg, W. Va.; and charging that it was misbranded.

Analysis showed that the article consisted essentially of lead acetate, lead
sulfate, sulfur, zinc acetate, alcohol, glycerin, oil of bay, and water.

The article was alleged to be misbranded in that the following statements in the
labeling, “Contents: Sulphur, Zinc Sulfate, Acetate Merck, Glycerine, Bay Rum,
Water Reliable Restorer * * * This preparation restores grey or faded hair
to its natural color Frees the scalp from Dandruff and All Contagious Eruptions
Stops hair from falling, promotes its growth * * * To Restore Growth—
Apply the ‘Restorer’ daily and brush the sealp vigorously with a stiff brush,”
were false and misleading, since it contained no zine sulfate but did contain
lead salts which were not declared, and it would not restore the natural color
‘to gray or faded hair, would not free the scalp from dandruff and all contagious
eruptions, and would not restore the growth of hair or prevent it from falling. It
was alleged to be misbranded further in that the label failed to bear an accurate
statement of the quantity of the contents.

- On May 25, 1942, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation was
. entered and the product was ordered destroyed. -

738. Misbranding of 0’Dara. U. 8. v. 142 3-Fluid-Ounce Bottles of 0’'Dara. De-
fault decree of condemnation and destruction. (¥. D. C. No. 6188. Sample
No. 73339-E.)

This product was not antiseptic when used in the dilutions recommended in
the labeling, and the labeling also bore false and misleading therapeutic claims.

On January 6, 1942, the United States attorney for the District of Nebraska
filed a libel against the above-named product at Omaha, Nebr., alleging that it
had been shipped in interstate commerce from St. Louis, Mo., by O’Dara Products -
Co. on or about April 28, 1941 ; and charging that it was misbranded.

Analysis of a sample of the article showed that it consisted essentially of alcohol
(46 percent), glycerin (17 percent), potassium iodide (5 percent), methyl salicy-
late (7 percent), zinc chloride (3 percent), phenol (1 percent), water, and small
proportions of saccharin and myrrh. Bacteriological examination showed that it
vcéouldt not be antiseptic when used in the dilution of 1 teaspoonful to a glass
of water. )

The article was alleged to be misbranded: (1) In that statements in the labeling
which represented that it constituted a proper or adequate treatment for pyorrhea,
trench mouth, canker sores, stomatitis, or spongy gums; that it would coagulate,
detach, and clear away objectionable matter, leave the tissues clean and have a
healing effect or stimulate healing processes; that it would kill disease-producing
organisms embedded in the tissues to which it was applied; that it was an
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- adequate treatment for sore throat: that it would act as a blood coagulant form-
ing a protective film over wounds; and that it was an adequate treatment for
painful erupting teeth and for painful conditions or severe swelling after extrac-
tion of teeth, were false and misleading since it would not be efficacious for such
burposes, except that it might act as a blood coagulant and form a protective film
over wounds of a minor character. (2) In that the following statements, (carton,
bottle label, and circular) “Concentrated antiseptic in undiluted state, Astringent,
Deodorant, Mouth Wash, Gum Massage and Gargle,” (carton and bottle) “Direc-
tions: As a mouth wash or gargle use about a teaspoonful to glass of water or
enough to give you a tingling feeling on tongue,” and (circular) “Wash: as a
mouth wash for daily use, use about a teaspoonful to a glass of water (you may
use cap on bottle, which holds a teaspoonful) or use according to your taste, but
enough to give your tongue a tingling feeling. * * * Gargle: For a sore
throat, a teaspoonful to a glass of hot water every two hours * * * The
contents of this 3 oz. bottle make a gallon and one-half of mouth wash when
diluted,” were false and misleading particularly in the absence of a statement in
the labeling that it would not be antiseptic when used in some of the dilutions
recommended, namely, “about a teaspoonful to a glass of water,” and “The con-
tents of this 3 oz. bottle makes a gallon and one-half of mouth wash when diluted,”
an omission material in the light of the prominent display of the words “Concen-
trated Antiseptic In Undiluted State. Astringent, Deodorant, Mouth Wash, Gum
Massage and Gargle” on the carton, bottle label, and circular.

On February 18, 1942, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

739. Misbranding of Na-Stim. U. 8. v. 6 Dozen Packages of Na-SHim A Nasal
Stimulant. Default decree of condemnation and destruction. (F. D. C. No.
6895. Sample No. 72559-E.)

On February 21, 1942, the United States attorney for the District of Arizona
filed a libel against 6 dozen packages of Na-Stim at Phoenix, Ariz., alleging that
the article had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about November 24,1941,
by the Na-Stim Laboratories, Inc., from Modesto, Calif. ; and charging that it was
misbranded.

Analysis showed that the article consisted essentially of water, a gum, and fatty
material ; but failed to reveal the presence of menthol, oil of pine, or turpentine.

The article was alleged to be misbranded: (1) In that the statement on the
tube labels “Contains. * * * Menthol, Venice Turpentine, Oil of Pine, Todine,”
was false and misleading since it contained no detectable amount of menthol,
Venice turpentine, oil of pine, or free iodine, and contained merely a trace of
combined iodine. (2) In that statements in the labeling which represented that
it would be efficacious for the relief from symptoms of hay fever, sinus, head colds,
and nasal disorders, and that it constituted an adequate treatment for such
conditions, were false and misleading since it would not be efficacious for such
purposes and was not an adequate treatment for such conditions.

On April 21, 1942, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation was
entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

740. Misbranding of Omega 0il aund Kotalke. U. S. v. 5691% Dozen Bottles of
Omega 0il and 34 Packages of Kotalke. Default decrees of condemnation
and destruction. (F. D. C. Nos. 8764, 7830. Sample Nos. 89107-E, 89830-R.)

The labeling of both produects bore false and misleading therapeutic claims. The
Kotalko ointment failed to bear the common or usual name of each of its active
ingredients on thte label, and the box in which it was packed occupied less than
one-third of the capacity of the carton.

On February 10 and June 30, 1942, the United States attorney for the Southern
District of New York filed libels against the above-named articles at New York,
N. Y., alleging that they had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about
December 22, 1941, and May 11 and June 2, 1942, by Block Drug Co., Inc., from
Jersey City, N. J.; and charging that they were misbranded.

Analyses of samples of the articles showed that Omega Oil consisted essentially
of chloroform, methyl salicylate, mineral oil, and a small quantity of alkaloidal
material such as hyoscyamus ; and that the Kotalko consisted essentially of sulfur,
pilocarpine, resorcinol, and a camphoraceous oil in an ointment base.

The Omega Oil was alleged to be misbranded in that statements in the
labeling which represented that it differed from ordinary liniments, that
it was “far more than just liniment,” that it was a powerful and reliable
answer to dozens of everyday ills; that at the point of application it would
soothe and ease the local nerves, stimulate the circulation, break up congestion



