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Conducted by American Oil Chemists’ Society, 1930-31

By A, W. PurLanp, Chairman

HE tables attached to this report sum-
marize the results of the cooperative

& analytical program of the Smalley
Foundation for the past year. The program
was concluded, as usual, with thirty samples.
There were 99 collaborators participating, as
compared to 96 for the season 1929-1930, and
102 for the season 1928-1929.

In Table No. 1 we show the standing of the
45 collaborators who reported oil determina-
tions on all samples. In the two preceding
years 45 and 46, respectively, reported oil de-
terminations on all the samples.

Table No. 2 shows the standing of the 71
collaborators who reported ammonia results
on all samples. This number compares with
75 and 74, respectively, for the two preceding
seasons.

Table No. 3 gives the average for both oil
and ammonia for the 45 collaborators who re-
ported on both oil and ammonia on all samples.
In the two preceding seasons 45 and 46 collabo-
rators reported oil and ammonia on all samples.

The winning collaborators are as follows:—

The Battle Cup for the highest efficiency in
the determination of both oil and ammonia on
all samples is awarded to Analyst No. 19, Dr.
W. F. Hand, State Chemist, Mississippi A. and
M. College, whose average is 99.889 per cent.
The average efficiency is slightly less than that
of last year obtained by the Southwestern Lab-
oratories with an average efficiency of 99.9514%
per cent, but somewhat higher than that ob-
tained by the winner the year previous. - The
certificate for second place goes to Analyst No.
49, The Southwestern Laboratories of Dallas,
Texas, with an efficiency of 99.866. It is in-
teresting to note that last year the Southwest-
ern Laboratories was awarded the cup for an
efficiency of 99.956%% per cent, while this year
the same laboratory was awarded second prize
with an efficiency of 99.866 per cent. It is alsc
interesting. to note that Dr. W. F. Hand, who
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was awarded second place last year with an
efficiency of 99.926 per cent, has been awarded
first place this year with an efficiency of 99.889
per cent: The efficiency of the work this year
appears to be less than that of last year, a pos-
sible reason of which will be offered later. The
winner of the cup this year, Dr. W, F. Hand,
also won the cup in 1926-27.

The certificate for the highest efficiency in
determination of the oil only is awarded to Dr.
W. F. Hand, State Chemist, Mississippi A. &
M. College, whose average is 99.866 per cent.
The certificate for second place goes to Mr.
D. B. Mclsaac, International Vegetable Oil
Company, Savannah, Ga., analyst No. 4, with
an efficiency of 99.804 per cent. The percentage
of the winner last year was 99.938 and for
second place 99.918.

The certificate for the highest efficiency in
the determination of ammonia is awarded to
Analyst No. 14, Mr. Geo. K. Redding, The
Larrowe Milling 'Company, Rossford, Ohio,
with an average of 99980 per cent and the
certificate for second place goes to No. 49, The
Southwestern Laboratories, Dallas, Texas.
The foregoing comparisons show that the per-
centage efficiency for both oil and ammonia, as
well as for the combined oil and ammonia work,
is slightly less than for last year.

There have been comparatively few com-
plaints from the ¢ollaborators regarding the
samples this year. This in spite of the fact that
some abnormal meal samples were sént out.
These abnormal samples possibly explain the
slightly less efficiency obtained by the collabo-
rators this year than that obtained last year.
The few complaints were registered against
including the results of the sample which con-
tained an unusually high oil content. The Com-
mittee felt that our official method should
provide for high or low oil content samples.
If it does not, then it is not a method. We,
therefore, ruled that this and other samples



May, 1931
’ oI
L & FAT INDUSTRIES .
w : .
Qr(:::iii blf; included in the final results. The T %3
gram i}g notu ndation Cooperative analytical pro-  Anal ABLE NO. II (Cont'd.)
ot a contest but a ol nalyst No. Poi 1
our official methods in th means of checking % A Efficiency
cperators as well s in lt e hands of numerous 2 39 gg.ggg
as ch i o g 20 .
work. ecking our individual ‘;i 41 ggggg
26 42 .
In : . 39 43 99.825
ool tchoar;c}clﬁdlrég this report your Committee e o e Th
a tremendo ¢ dO‘il?)lety owes Mr. Thos. C. Law 66 45 gggg
. us debt { : . - L % i :
in preparing and ma?lfnglsthcare anld attention 70 a7 95805
e samples. 38 998
Personnel of Committee :— p 10 49 908
L. C. Haskell e:—N. C. Hamner 81 51 99798
E Ah B ell, H. C. Moore, L. B. Forbes, gé ?i 99.780
. A. Butt, G. K. Witmer, A. W, P ) 3 54 2578
Chairman. ,» A. W. Putland, 76 57 99.768
15 58 gg.;gs
A TABLE NO. I . a 99'.742
nal 99.7
S Points off " » pi 90791
4 28 Efficiency 27 67 e
93 41 99.866 69 67 o7t
49 45 99.804 6 68 %7
31 50 99.784 55 68 99.719
52 99.761 92 72 % 19
86 53 99,751 65 74 99.700
- 54 99.746 37 78 29.692
5 62 99.741 83 81 99.%2
37 63 99.703 72 84 2979
84 €9 99.697 30 86 A
43 77 99,668 22 89 258 1
9 80 99.631 13 93 99~6.Isg
40 81 99.617 16 94 95.612
13 83 99.611 88 106 995
26 84 99.602 73 106 99.5§3
70 96 99.596 77 116 99.512;
15 97 99.539 62 125 9.3
6 101 99,534 25 128 99-4%.;
53 103 99,516 21 129 99:dsr
69 108 99.506 45 130 99.46
92 113 99.472 79 131 99:425
2 113 99.458 20 151 9945
79 119 99.458 17 153 293,
5 124 99.429 1 163 953
5 127 99.409 64 1€6 99.333
83 132 99.39 348 98:523
3 s raBLE NoO. 11
71 136 .
60 139 99.347 A“ali’;t No. . %
3¢ 1121 ggg%i 49 fiiciency
58 9 . )
81 149 99,284 % 99866
10 150 99,284 oo 99,820
75 155 99.279 80 99.839
5 159 99.256 31 99.833
74 162 99.221 63 99,827
i 1! sl Y A
6 93 . :
5% 196 99,072 5 99775
45 202 99.058 99,767
99.029 % 99.732
g?z’ ?511‘; 38:971 Sg gg:;zs
72 340 8.51 714
weo & -
A TABLE NO. 11 3 90680
nalyst :
{: No. Points off Eﬁ'% ;‘; 33.631
i ? N e
55 10 99.972 13 95:629
3 1o 59.959 & 99,602
89 14 33.3234 H 83'23@
53 15 . .
93 16 33.938 gg 99.581
& i 95935 58 9579
61 20 99,925 1g A
" 2 Sooice 81 99.563
3 nas & i
: 2 99.909 20 09492
20 e 9999 88 99.473
: i vy 4 5
0 b 99871 66 9g:a8
63 gg 99.863 % 99I43?
63 33 39.863 20 99.422
32 36 9.863 2 33‘157
36 36 o o as
37 1850 e 99008
99346 72 98.938
98.758
98.205



