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On June 14, 1943 no claimant having appeared judgment of condemnamon ‘was

" entered and the ‘product was ordered destroyed

5214. Adulteration of prunes. U. S, v, 33 Boxes of Prunes. - D erault deeree oi’ ‘
({zzgée_%auon and destruction, (F. D No. 10036 Sample Nos. 14453-F,

On June 14, 1943, the United States attorney for the D1strict of Anzona filed
a libel agamst 33 boxes of prunes at Phoenix, Ariz, alleging that the article had -
been shipped in interstate commerce on or about October 28, 1942, by Guggenhlme .

& Co. from San Franc1sco, Calif.; and charging that it was. adulterated in that it .~

consisted in whole or in part of ﬁlthy substances, insects, larval excreta, webbing,

and tunneling. The article was labeled im part:. “Daphne Brand Cahfornia'»
_*- % % Prunes.”

On August 13, 1943 no claimant having appeared Judgment of condemnatmn
was entered and the product was ordered destroyed

5215. Adulteratlon of. seedless raisins. U. S. v. 67 Cases. of Seedless Raisins.

‘Default decree of eondemnation and destruction. (F. D. C. No. 9988 }
Sample No. 31039-F.) o

On June 14, 1943, the United States attorney for the Western ‘District of
‘Washington ﬁled a libel against 67 25-pound cases of seedless raisins at

Seattle, Wash., alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce .

on or about. September 24, 1942, by the Lion Packing Co. from Fresno,: Gahf and

" - charging that it was adulterated in that it consisted in whole or in part of ﬁlthy

substances, beetles, insect excreta, webbing, and pupa cases. The article ‘was, .

 labeled in part: “California Raisins * .* #* Lion Brand Mldget Gahforma
. Natural Thompson Seedless Raisins.”

On July 13, 1943, no claimant having appeared Judgment of condemnatlon‘

was entered and the product Was ordered destroyed

MISCELLANEOUS FRUITS

. 5216. Adulteration of apple pomace, U, s. Ve ,300 Bags ot Apple Pomaee. Con-~ ..

sent deeree of condemnation. Product ordered released under bond to bé

gggglglg)mto conformity with the law. (F . C. No. 9744.  Sample No.

This product had been stored under msamtary cond1t1ons after shlpment in:

interstate commerce and, when examined, many of the bags had been torn and .
the product. was contammated Wlth rodent pellets, rodent ha1rs, and msect

. fragments.

On April 1, 1943 the Umted States attorney for the D1str1ct of Maryland ‘

filed a libel agamst 1,300 100-pound bags of apple pomace at Baltlmore, Md.,

in the possession. of the 8. J. Van Lill Co., of Baltimore, Md., alleging that- the-
article had been shipped in interstate commerce within the period from on or
about October 29 to December 1, 1942, from-Orrtanna, Pa., Mt. Jackson; Va., and
Peach Glen, Pa.; and chargmg that it was adulterated in that it conS1sted in
whole or in part of filthy substances, and in that it had béen held under msanitary -
conditions whereby it may have become contaminated with. filth. = - v
On May 14, 1943, the 8. J. Van Lill Co.; claimant, having admitted the’
allegations of the libel and having consented to the entry of a decree, judgment
of condemnation was entered and the product was ordered released under bond -
to be brought" into conformity with the law under the supervision of the Food

~and Drug Administration. The fit portlon was segregated and released and*

the remainder was denatured. . :

5217’. Misbranding of candied fruit. V. S. vi 783 Baskets of. Candied Fruit. De- .

: . fault decree of condemnation. Product ordered distributed to welfare
organizations. (F. D. C. No. 9857. .Sample Nos. 37178-F to 87180-F, mcl)

.- On April 22, 1943, the United States attorney for the District of Columbia filed

‘a .libel” against 783 ‘baskets of candied fruit at Washington, D. C., alleging' that.

the article had been shipped .in interstate commerce within the period from on ~
of about March 19 to 26; 1943, by the Seminole Fruit & Preserving Co., Inc.,.
from Miami, Fla.; and charging that it was misbranded. The article was: labeled
in part: “Cobbs Pure Tropxcal Fruit Dehcacies ¥ * * Net Wt 1 Lb. [or
“8 OZ.”] ” .

The article was alleged to be m1sbranded (1) in that the statements “Net wt.
1 Lb.” or “Net Wt. 8 0z.” were false and m1sleadmg as applled to articles that
were short of the declared weights; and (2) in that it was in package form-and
failed to bear a label containing an accurate statement of the quantlty of the
contents. Two of the lots were alleged to be misbranded further in that their



