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- of condemnation was entered and the product was ordered released under bond ‘
to be relabeled under the superwsion of the Food and. Drug Administration.

3335. Misbranding of eanned peas, U, S, v. 589 Cases of Oanned Peas. Consent
decree of condemnation. Preduct ordered released under bond te be
relabeled. (F. D, C. No. 6870, Sample No. 84537-E.)

Examination showed that this product was not of Fancy quality, as labeled
because the peas were too mature. Furthermore it fell below the standard of
fill of container for canned peas."

On February 16, 1942, the United States attorney for the Bastern District of
‘New York filed a libel against 539 cases, each containing 86 1-pound cans, of
peas at Brooklyn, N. Y., allegirig that the article had been shipped in interstate
commerce on. or about August 17, 1941, by Big Horn Canning Co. from Cowley,
Wyo.; and charging that 1t ‘was misbranded. It was labeled in part: (Cans)
“Moosalina Brand * * " Fancy Sweet Peas Packed For Moosalina Products
Corp., Brookiyn, N. Y.”

The article was alleged to be misbranded (1) in that the designation “Fancy” )
was false and misleading as applied to an article not of Fancy quality, since it
consisted of too mature peas; and (2) in that it purported to be and was
represented as a food for which a standard of fill of container had been promul-
gated by regulation as provided by law, but it fell below such standard and its
label failed to bear in such manner and form as the regulation Specifies, a
statement that it fell below such standard.

On March 28, 1942, Moosalina Products Corporation, claimant, having admitted
the allegations of the libel, judgment of condemnation was entered and the
product was ordered released under bond fo be relabeled under the supervision
of the Food and Drug Administration.

- 3336 Misbranding of eanned peas. U. S. v. 176 Cases of Canmned Peas. Default
ggggngo)f condemnauon -and destruection. (F. D. C. No. 5435. Sample No.

This product was not of Fancy quality, -as labeled, because of the presence
of some hard peas and because many of the ‘peas were too- 0ld to be of Fancy
quality. ’

On September 2, 1941, the United States attorney for the District of Arizona
filed a libel agamst 176 cases, each containing 36 cans, of peas at Phoenix,
Ariz., alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce on or
about July 15, 1941, by Rogers Canning Co. from Freewater, Oreg.; and charging
that it was m-isbranded in that the term “Fancy” was false and misleading '
because the food was not of Fancy quality. The article wasg labeled in part:
(Cans) “Iris Brand Fancy Telephone Sweet Peas Net Wexght 1 Lh.,” or “Iris
Brand Fancy Mixed Sizes Sweet Peas.”

On February 27, 1942; no claimant having appeared, judgment of condemnation
was enfered and the product was ordered destroyed.

3387. Misbranding of canned peas. U. S. v. 1,500 Cases of Canned Peas. Consent
decree of condemnation.. Product ordered released under bond to be
relabeled. (F.D. C. No. 6914, Sample No. 84548-E)

Examination showed that this product was not of Fancy quahty, as labeled,
because the peas were too mature,

‘On February 26, 1942, the United States attorney for the Southern District
“of New York filed a hbel against 1,500 cases, each containing 24 No. 2 cans, of
peas at New York, N. Y., alleging that the article had been shipped on or about
February . 4, 1942, by Cambrxa Cannmg Corporation from Fall River, Wis.;
and charging that.it was misbranded in. that the term “Fancy” was false and
misleading as applied to an article that was not of Fancy quality because
the peas were too mature. The- article was labeled in part: (Cans) “Pope -
- Brand * * * Fancy Sweet Peas M. De Rosa, Inec.,, Distributors, New

York, N. Y.”

On March 20, 1942, M. De Rosa, Inc claimant, having admitted the allega-
tions of the libel, judgment of condemnation was entered and the product was
ordered released under bond to be relabeled under the supervision of the Food
and Drug Administratlon

8338. Misbranding of canned peas. U, é. ve 329 Cases of Canned Peas. Product
adjudged misbranded and ordered released under bond for relabeling.
(F. D. C. No. 6808. Sample No. 80153-E.)
Examination showed that this product was not of Fancy qualny because the
peas were too mature. .
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On Februaly 5, 1942 the United States attorney for the Northern District

. of Ohio filed a llbel ‘against 829 cases of canned peas at Cleveland, Ohio, alleging

N

that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about October 2
and November 14, 1941, by Comstock Canning Corporation from Newark, N. Y.;
and charging that it was misbranded in that the term “Fancy” was false and mis-
leading. The article was labeled in part: “Weideman Boy Brand Fancy Sweet
Peas The Weideman Co. Distributors Cleveland, O.”

On March 8, 1942, Comstock Canning Corporation, claimant, having admitted

- the allegations of the libel and having consented to the eniry of a decree,

judgment was entered finding the product misbranded and ordering that it-be
released under bond conditioned that it be relabeled under the supervision of the
Food and Drug Administration.

3339. Misbranding of canned mushrooms., U. 8. v. 98 Cases of Canned Mush-
rooms. Decree of condemnation. Product ordered released under bond.
(F. D. C. No. 6873. Sample No. 73088-E.)

This product was not of Fancy grade, as labeled, because of the presence of
blemished pieces of mushroom.

On or about January 20, 1942, the United States attorney for the Western
District of Missouri filed a libel against 98 cases, each containing 24 cans, of
mushrooms at Kansas City, Mo., alleging that the article had been shipped in
interstate commerce on or about November 15, 1941, by Indiana Mushroom
Corporation from Niles, Mich.; and- chargmg that it was misbranded. It was

.. labeled in part: (Cans) “Contents 2 Oz. "Avd. Shurfine Fancy Grade Sliced

Button Mushrooms National Retailer-Owned Grocers, Inc. D1str1butors * F %
Chicago, I1.”

The article was alleged to be misbranded in that the label statement “Fancy
Grade” was false and misleading because of the presence -of blemished pieces of
mushroom consisting of slices with black areas or spots and dark gills.

On March 10, 1942, Indiana Mushroom Corporation having appeared as claim-
ant, judgment of condemnation was entered and the product was ordered re-
leased under bond to be brought into compliance with the law under the super-
vision of the Food and Drug Administration. Subsequently it was relabeled.

3340. Misbranding of canned spinach, U, 8. v, 148 and 198 Cases of Spinach.
Consent decrees of condemnation. Product ordered released under bond
for relabeling. (F. D. C. Nos. 6720, 6722, Sample Nos. 238558-E,; 23556-E.)

This product was not of Fanecy quality because of the presence of yeliow
leaves, excessive stems, and various extraneous materials such as grass, weeds,
straw, and sand or grit. ‘

On January 16 and 17, 1942, the United States attorneys for the Eastern
District. of Michigan and the Eastern District of New York filed libels against
148 cases of spinach at Detroit, Mich., and 198 cases of spinach at Brooklyn, N. Y.,
alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about De-
cember 19 and 27, 1941, A. M. Beebe or A. M. Beebe Co. from San Francisco,.
Galif. ; and charging that it was misbranded in that the term “Fancy” was false
and misleading as applied to an article that was not of Fancy quality. The-
article was Iabeled in part: (Cans) “Aunt Nellie’s Fancy Spinach * * * Dis-
tributed by C. B. Geymann, Detroit, Mich.” ; or “Dixie Lou Fancy Spinach * * *
Packed for A, M. Beebe Co., San Francisco.”

On February 16 and March 3, 1942, Flotill Products, Inc., Stockton, Calit.,,
claimant for the lot seized at Detroit Mich., and A. M. Beebe Co., Inc, San
Francisco, Calif,, claimant for the lot selzed at Brooklyn, N. Y., having con-
sented to the entry of decrees, judgments of. condemnation were entered and
the produet was ordered released under bond for relabeling under the supervxsxon
of the Food and Drug Administration.

. 8341, Mlsbranding of canned spinach. U. S. v, 749 Cases of Canned Spinach. Con-

sent deeree of condemnation. Product ordered released under bhond to be
relabeled. (F.D. C. No. 6726. Sample No. 90415-E.)
Bxamination showed that this product was not of Fancy quality, as labeled.
On January 19, 1942, the United States attorney for the District of Rhode Island
filed a libel against 749 cases, each containing 24 cans, of spinach at Providence,
R. I, alleging that the article had been shipped in 1ntersta’ce commerce on or about
December 11, 1941, by Deerfield Packing Corporatlon from Bridgeton, N. J.; and,
charging that it was misbranded. It was labeled in part: (Cans) “Finast Brand

Fancy Spinach Net Weight 1 Lb. 11 Oz. RFirst Natxonal Stores Inc. Distributors
Somervﬂle, Mass,”



