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Revised Standard for Citrus fruit - Comments by Spain

The following informal document, submitted by Spain, contains its comments on the
revised standard for citrus fruit (ECE/CTCS/WP.7/GE.1/2018/3)

Comments by Spain on specific parts of the standard are highlighted in red font and

proposed deletions are erossed-out):
General remarks:

Spain thanks the Specialized Section on Standardization on Fresh Fruit and Vegetables for
its work done on the UNECE Standard on Citrus Fruit. Spain also wants to thank South
Africa and Germany for the amendments proposed on the standard.

Regarding the UNECE Standard for citrus fruit, Spain wants to underline that this standard
is one of the most important standards for Spain due to its high production on citrus fruit.
Therefore, Spain considers that the time, less than two months, given by the Specialized
Section is not enough time in order to study this document correctly.

The document presented by the Specialized Section:

* Separate the standard into each species, when it was agreed to keep the integrity of
the citrus fruit standard possibly with species-specific annexes;

* the document also contains references to the respective Codex standard, but not all
reference (i.e., post-harvest treatment is not foreseen in the Codex standard for
oranges or limes but this difference in content between CODEX standard and
UNECE standard is not reflected in the proposal)

+ the document only contains reference of the exiting CODEX Standard but there are
no CODEX Standard for all citrus fruit, therefore is not clear the scope of harmonize
the texts of the two standards UNECE and CODEX;

In addition, Spain wants to underline that actors involved in citrus trade (producers,
exporters, importers as well as the Spanish Inspection Body) have been working with the
current standard on citrus fruit without any problem.

The document presented by the Specialized Section is more confusing than the previous
one, so it will complicate trade and work carried out by inspection bodies.

Therefore Spain wants to maintain the standard for citrus fruit as it is at the moment.



Specific remarks:

Grapefruit and pummelos

Under II., Provisions concerning quality, B., Maturity requirements:

Minimum juice |

content (per  Minimum sugar

lcent) content (°Brix) |Colouring
Grapefruit and hybrids 35 {Propesalby Must be typical of the variety. Fruit with a
with grapefruit Seuth-Afrieal |greenish colour (green in Oroblanco) is
lappearance allowed, provided it satisfies the minimum
Oroblanco 35 9 requirements as to juice content
IPummelos (Shaddock) 35 [Proposal [8 Must be typical of the variety on at least two
land hybrids with by South thirds of the surface of the fruit
k)ummelo appearance  Africa]

Comments by Spain: Spain is against to include minimum sugar content (°Brix) of 7
because the current maturity requirements are appropriate for placing fully developed fruit
in markets.

Under 111, Provisions concerning sizing:
(c) For fruit sized by count, the difference in size should be consistent with (a).

Remark by Germany: Uniformity in size is not required in mixtures of grapefruit and/or
pummelos with distinctly different citrus fruit species.

Comments by Spain: Spain would like Germany to explain this proposal,.

Under IV., Provisions concerning tolerances, B. Size tolerances:

For all classes: a total tolerance of 10 per cent, by number or weight, of grapefruit and
pummelos not corresponding to the requirements as regards sizing is allowed. the—size

Remark by Germany: This proposal is to align the size tolerances with the Standard Layout.

Remark by South Africa: proposes retaining this sentence as there is currently an allowance
for minimum size.

Comments by Spain: Spain strongly opposes this proposal, because it’s important to
maintain the allowed size tolerances range. Otherwise, the difference in size can be
enormous if there are no limits.

Under VL., Provisions concerning marking, D., Commercial specifications:

The CODEX Standard for grapefruit doesn’t include the requirement to mark the post-
harvest treatment in the package.

Limes

Under III., Provisions concerning sizing:

(a) When sized by diameter
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but<HO-mm [proposal by South Africa]

* no limitation of difference in diameter for fruit > 110 mm. [proposal by South Africa]
Remark by South Africa: this section is redundant for lime fruit.

Comments by Spain: Which_are the limits for fruits between 80-1107 If there are no
specification in the proposal made by South Africa. Spain wants to maintain the range in
size between produce in the same package as it’s in the current standard.

Under IV., Provisions concerning tolerances, B. Size tolerances:

For all classes: a total tolerance of 10 per cent, by number or weight, of limes not meeting

the requirements as regards to sizing. eerrespondingto-thesize-immediately below-andfor

Remark by Germany: This proposal is to align the size tolerances with the Standard Layout.

Comments by Spain: Spain strongly opposes to this proposal, because it’s important to
maintain the allowed size tolerances range. Otherwise, the difference in size can be
enormous if there are no limits.

Under VL., Provisions concerning marking, D., Commercial specifications:

Comments by Spain: The Codex standard for limes does not include the requirement to
mark the post-harvest treatment on the package.

Lemons (Comment by Spain: there is no CODEX standard for this product)
Under I1., Provisions concerning quality, B., Maturity requirements:

Remark by South Africa: 20 per cent minimum juice content is exceptionally low; proposed

to increase to-36-percent:

Comments by Spain: there is no reason to increase the minimum juice content from 20 to
36% for lemons. Spain wants to keep the current minimum juice content.

Under I11., Provisions concerning sizing:

* there is no limitation of difference in diameter for fruit = 110 mm. [proposal by
South Africa ]

Remark by South Africa: delete, as these provisions are redundant for lemons.

Comments by Spain: It’s not redundant: it’s important to keep the specification that if
lemons have a diameter bigger than 110mm there is no limitation, otherwise it will seems
that the maximum range in size is 20mm for lemons bigger that 80 (including 110) and that
is not what the provisions concerning sizing say.

(c) For fruit sized by count, the difference in size should be consistent with (a).

Uniformity in size is not required in mixtures of lemons with distinctly different citrus fruit
species.

Comments by Spain: Spain doesn’t understand the proposal made by Germany.

Under IV., Provisions concerning tolerances, B. Size tolerances:



For all classes: a total tolerance of 10 per cent, by number or weight, of lemons not satisfying
the requirements as regards sizing, but not smaller than 43 mm [proposal by South Africa].

Remark by Germany: This proposal is to align the size tolerances with the Standard Layout.

Comments by Spain: Spain strongly opposes to this proposal, because it’s important to
mantain the allowed size tolerances range. Otherwise the difference in sizes can be
enormous if there is no limits.

Under VL., Provisions concerning marking, C., Origin of produce:

* In the case of a mixture of lemons with citrus fruit [proposal by South Africa] of
distinctly different species of different origins, the indication of each country of
origin shall appear next to the name of the species concerned.

Comments by Spain: This proposal by South Africa is not acceptable because the provision
regarding the origin of produce specifies that the mixture of lemons (only lemons) has to
specify the origin of each lemon,

Mandarins (easy-peelers)

Comments by Spain: The reference of mandarins as easy peelers is not in the current
UNECE Standard for citrus fruits. Therefore it should be discussed before including this
term.

Spain wants to remove all references to the term easy peelers because the term of easy
peelers is not a botanical name of this product, therefore it can lead to confusion. In
addition not all mandarins are easy peelers.

Under II., Provisions concerning quality, B., Maturity requirements:

Minimum

ljuice Minimum

content lsugar/acid

(per cent)  |ratio Minimum Brix Colouring
Satsumas 33 6.5:1 8-5fRemark by Seuth-Afriea: The colouring must be typical
Clementines 40 7.0:1 e : | ofthevarietyon-at leastone
Other mandarin 33 7.5:1 mﬁfﬂ%fe%m third-of the-surface of the
varieties and varieties} fruit:
their hybrids

The colouring must be typical of the variety on at least one third of the surface of the fruit.
[Proposal by South Africa to move sentence about colouring below table.]

Comments by Spain: Spain wants to maintain the previous sentence as it’s important to
define the degree of coloring.

Remark by Germany: Whether the sentence proposed for deletion is necessary while the
minima of colouring are defined should be discussed.

Remark by South Africa: South Africa supports the inclusion of this paragraph since
sometimes when Satsumas are harvested mature but not yet fully coloured, they can then be
shipped slightly greener (instead of degreening) to still “reach the colour typical of the
variety at their destination point.



Comments by Spain: the proposal by South Africa is not acceptable because the current
maturity requirements for citrus fruit are appropriate in order to place fruit perfectly
developed in markets. The Spanish Sector of mandarins has no problem to place fruit in the
market perfectly developed with the current requirements.

In addition, Spain wants to underline that the minimum sugar/acid ratio is the requirement
that provides that the fruit is fully developed

Under III., Provisions concerning sizing, B. Uniformity:

B

80-mm-but<H0-mm [proposal by South Africa]
Spain is against this proposal of South Africa. It’s very important to keep uniformity
requirements for mandarins.

(b)  When size codes are applied, the codes and ranges in the following tables must be
respected:

Size code Diameter (mm)
1-XXX 78 and above
1-XX 67 -78
lorl-X 63 -74
2 58 - 69
3 54 - 64
4 50-60
5 46 - 56
6 43 -52
7 41 -48
8 39 -46
9 3744
10 3542

[Proposal by South Africa: delete size codes 9 and 10.]

Comments by Spain: Codes 9 and 10 have to remain in the standard for citrus fruit as
Spain trade with clementine of these sides. Clementine traded with these sizes are perfectly
correct and edible.

Under IV., Provisions concerning tolerances, B., Size tolerances:

For all classes: a total tolerance of 10 per cent, by number or weight, of mandarins (easy

1 notcaticfune the reauirementes ac reoarde cizing hut nat coallar than A2
peelers) pot-—sausty

HE— e e oquirTHCHS—as e arGS—SiAHt ot HOoT—SHHan Cr—adi—ao i

Remark by Germany: This proposal is to align the size tolerances with the Standard Layout.

Comments by Spain: Spain strongly opposes to this proposal, because it’s important to
maintain the range of size tolerances that is allowed. Otherwise the difference in sizes can
be enormous if there are no limits.

Spain considers the proposal by South Africa unacceptable because clementines have a
small diameter So the tolerance of 34mm as minimum diameter for clementine has to
remain in the standard.




Otherwise we will be removing perfectly edible clementines from the market

Oranges
Under II. Provisions concerning quality B. Maturity requirements:
Minimum juice content [Minimum sugar/acid | Minimum Brix
(per cent) ratio -
Blood oranges 30 6.5:1 P
Seuth-Africaadd-a
Navels group 33 6.5:1 table-column-to
Other varieties 35 6.5:1 .
Brix for all orange
Mosambi, Sathgudi and Pacitan 33 varieties
with more than one fifth green
colour
Other varieties 45
with more than one fifth green
colour

Oranges produced in areas with high temperatures and high relative humidity conditions
during the developing period having a green colour exceeding one fifth of the surface area
of the fruit are allowed, provided they satisfy the minimum requirements as to juice content

45%) [proposal by South Africa] and-sugar-aetd-ratio.

Comments by Spain: This remark by South Africa is not acceptable because the current
maturity requirements are appropriate to place perfectly mature fresh fruit

Under I1I., Provisions concerning sizing:
no-limitationof differenee-in-diameterfor-frait=1H0mm- [proposal by South Africa]
Spain doesn’t understand this proposal made by South Africa.

Under VI Provisions concerning marking, D., Commercial specifications:

Comments by Spain: This is not included in the CODEX Standard for oranges.




