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ECE/TRADE/C/WP.7/GE.1/2008/INF.12
Specialized Section on Standardization of Fresh Fruit and Vegetables 

Fifty-fourth session

Geneva, 26-30 May 2008

Item 8 of the provisional agenda
UNECE EXPLANATORY BROCHURE FOR SWEET PEPPERS

This note presents comments from Germany on the draft brochure for sweet peppers.

Comments from Germany
concerning the UNECE draft explanatory brochure on sweet peppers

A very general remark relates to the fact on harmonisation with the OECD GUIDANCE DOCUMENT FOR DRAFTING EXPLANATORY BROCHURES [AGR/CA/FVS(93)6/REV7] which is the standard layout for brochures. The UNECE is going to prepare the transfer or take over of explanatory work from OECD. Therefore, we strongly recommend that the format of the UNECE brochure follows strictly the format of the existing OECD brochures. 

The photos should be numbered, this would help to give a clear reference from text to photo.

Definition of produce

This section should clearly specify the types – one type, one photo, eventually text to describe the type – in order to provide real information. 

Minimum requirements

Intact: The explanatory note is a bit too long. We would prefer to read only that a sweet pepper with its calyx missing is not intact. Any reference to the damaged calyx should be dealt with in the relevant class. (The photo appears a bit too dark.)

Bruise: Severe bruises – as shown on the photo – should be covered by the minimum requirement “sound”. The severity of the damage is not only linked to the area affected but to the depth of the bruise.

Sound: Rots on the non edible part (peduncle and/or calyx) should not be allowed in any class or tolerance. As these non edible parts are soft and the rots are progressive.

The “very slight rot” is not easy to detect on the photo. Anyway, the area affected should be smaller.

The photos showing pitting and related rots is not helpful. It gives the impression that pitting is only a problem when rots have been developed. A photo showing more than 5 spots and not rot would be preferred.

Clean: It could be helpful to show the degree of “foreign material” that could be acceptable as “practically free from ...” In that case the photos showing “calcium deposits” are not strict enough.

We would prefer not to mention “calcium deposits” and to name the defect “foreign matter” (soil, dust, calcium deposits, sooty mould).  

Fresh in appearance: The photo is a bit too dark. The lack of freshness is allowed in tolerance of Class II or – on levels after export/packing – in accordance with paragraph 2 of II. PROVISIONS CONCERNING QUALITY. This might need some more explanatory text.

Pest damage: It should be clear that the photo showing the hole (red pepper) is not acceptable because of all the damage not only because of the hole where the flesh is pointing to.

Well developed: The text should make clear that the malformation refers to externally visible malformations only. Internal, secondary sweet peppers are acceptable.

Frost damage: The photo shows chilling injury, not necessarily frost damage. The standard text should make a reference to damage caused by frost or cold temperatures. We are of the view, that chilling injury is not acceptable in Class II.

Unhealed injuries: Sweet peppers with holes should be dealt with in “intact”. Excessive cracking exposing the flesh is not allowed. Breakdown within cracks would be covered by “sound”. 

Peduncle attached: The red sweet pepper should be replaced as the peduncle shows some rot and the flesh exposed. The calyx may be damaged but the flesh must not be exposed.

Class I – shape defect: The green pepper is not Class I as the peduncle and the calyx are missing. The yellow pepper shows some skin defects that might mislead the reader.

To describe the slight shape defect allowed, we propose a different text: “In case of a regular shaped sweet pepper, its central axis (from peduncle to the blossom end) “cuts” the fruit in to similar halves. The limit allowed for slight shape defects is reached when the central axis cuts the fruit in two different parts in a ratio of ideal : defective = 2:1. 

Class I – colour defect: We feel that in Class I the surface covered with a colour defect (e.g. silvering, dark/violet/brown colour) should not exceed 1/8 of the total surface area. 

The red pepper showing some darker parts seems to be a sweet pepper turning from green to red, which is not a defect.

Class I – practically free of blemish: With respect to pitting, the blemished area should not be sunken. The defect allowed could be restricted to 3 spots on a fruit. We would not make a difference between packing stage and subsequent stages of marketing. It could only be recommended to avoid this defect at package stage. But this recommendation would hold true for nearly all the defects.

Russeting: We would allow russeting the area covered would not exceed 1/8 of the total surface area.

Bruising: The left green pepper would be ok. The right one could be deleted as it shows too many defects.

Thrips: The limit for damage caused by thrips should not exceed 1/8 of the total surface area.

Very slight soiling: This defect should be dealt with in minimum requirements only. There is no special provision or possibility for interpretation in Class I.

Class I –peduncle slightly damaged: The green pepper looks like a torn out peduncle which could not be allowed in Class I. The yellow pepper shows a bruise in addition to the damaged peduncle. 

Class II – shape defect: The green pepper shows a severe shape defect and would only be allowed in the tolerance of Class II. The red elongated pepper is ok for shape defect in case of “elongated (pointed) peppers”. The red square blunt is ok, but the photo could be a better one.

Class II – colour defect: We would accept colour defects not exceeding 1/4 of the total surface area. 

Defect caused by virus should be excluded. These defects are caused by disease and the standard would have to be amended to allow “slight colour defects caused by disease”.

Class II – sunburn or unhealed injuries: The slight scarring or scratching around the neck should respect the limits of 2cm in length or 1cm2 in area. 

The bruise allowed in Class II should not exceed the 1 cm2 and should be a superficial bruise only.

The slight damage should not expose the flesh, i.e. the skin must be intact or healed. Such a photo is missing. 

Russeting (and damage caused by thrips): We would accept fine superficial cracks covering up to ¼ of the total surface area.

Class II – less firm: The green pepper looks wilted. A lack of turgidity covering up to one face of the sweet pepper seems too much. Again, the reference to the packing stage should be deleted.

Class II – calyx: The calyx may be damaged but the flesh should be protected. The red pepper showing a calyx with holes would be ok, but the reader could not be mislead. Therefor, we would prefer the pepper with damaged calyx from “minimum requirements”.

We feel that the interpretation “at least 50 % of the calyx must be present” is too generous.

Uniformity: It should be clear, that turning peppers are allowed in all classes. 

Marking: The photo should be in focus, it is not on our screens.

