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All lots were alleged to be misbranded further in that the containers were so
filled as to be misleading. They were alleged to be mishranded further in that the.
labels did not bear the name and place of business of the manufacturer, packer,
or distributor, the statement of the quantity of the contents, the statement of in-
gredients, the statements of artificial flavor and artificial color and chemieal
preservative required by law to appear on the labels, prominently placed thereon
with such conspicuousness as to render them likely to be read and understood by
the ordinary individual under customary conditions of purchase and use.

On May 23, 1940, no claimant having appeared, judgement of econdemnation
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.”

2339, Misbranding of chocolate-covered cherries. U. S. v, 18 Cartons of Candy.
Default decree of condemnation. Product erdered distributed to chari-
table institutions. . (F. D. C. No. 3696. Sample No. 5100+-E.y- -

- Bxamination showed that the boxes of candy contained two layers of chocolate:
covered cherries in paper cups, the pieces separated by cardboard dividers which
extended 14 inch beyond the candy on both sides of the boxes. The spaces for
the individual pieces of candy were larger than necessary.

On January 23, 1941, the United States attorney for the District of Rhode
Island filed a 11be1 against 18 cartons of candy at Providence, R. 1., alleging that
the article had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about November 12,
1940, by G. Cella, Inc, from New York, N. Y.; and charging that it was
misbranded. The product was labeled in part: “Cella’s Cherries Incased in
Chocolate * * One Pound Net Weight.”

The article was alleged to be misbranded in that its container was so made
formed, or filled as to be misleading.

On June 13, 1941, no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation
and forfeiture was entered and the product was ordered distributed to charitable
institutions.

~ SUGAR

2540. Adulteration of sugar. U. S. v. 34 Bags of Sugar. Default decree of
condemnation and destruction. (F. D. C. No, 4926. ' Sample No. 67191-E.)

This product had been stored under insanitary conditions in the factory of the
cons1gnee and the bags containing it were contaminated with rodent hairs,
urine stains, and other soiled areas. Because of the porous character of the
bags, the sugar itself had undoubtedly become contaminated.

On June 17, 1941, the United States attorney for the Eastern District of
Arkansas filed a hbel against 84 100-pound bags of sugar at Little Rock, Ark.,
alleging that the article had been shipped on or about February 15, 1941, by J .
Aron & Co. from Schriever, La.; and charging that it was adulterated in that
it had been held under insanitary conditions whereby it might have become
contaminated with filth. It was labeled in part: “Supreme Extra Fine Granu-
lated Pure Cane Sugar.”

On October 2, 1941, no claimant having appeared, Judgment of condemnatxon
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed.

FLAVORS

2541. Adulteration and misbranding of vanilla and lemon extracts. U. S. v. 8
Cases of Lemon Extract and 9 Cases of Vanilla Extract.  Default decree
ggﬁgcérfel)ture and destruction. (F. D. C. No. 4757, Sample Nos. 60585—E

. Examination disclosed that the lemon extract was an art1ﬁc1a11y colored solu-
t1on which contained no lemon oil and was practically worthless for flavoring
purposes ; and that the so-called vanilla extract was an imitation product that
contained vanillin, coumarin, and caramel color.

On May 16, 1941, the United States attorney for the District of Idaho filed a
hbel against 8 cases of extract of lemon and 9 cases of extract of vanilla at
Boise, Idaho, alleging that the articles had been. shipped on or about January
80, 1941, by Gibson Evans Co. from Salt Lake City, Utah; and charging that it
was adulterated and misbranded. It was labeled in part' “Gibson’s Premier
Extract Lemon [or “Vanilla”} * * * Net Conténts 8 Fluid 0z.”

. The lemon extract was alleged to be adulterated in that an artificially colored :

solution practically worthless for ﬂavormg purposes and. containing no lemon

_oil had been substituted wholly or in part for extract of lemon. It was alleged

to be m1sbranded in that the statement “Extract Lemon” was false and mislead-

ing; and in that it was.offered for sale under the name of another food.



