Response to referees

Dear Editor, Thank you for your useful comments and suggestions on the structure of our review. We have modified the work as suggested by the referees and submitted it again.

Referee #1
1) Q1_#1: Line 13-14, references for “30-50%” is required.
R1: In the abstract we did not add reference. However, respect to this data, the reference was already provided (New line 43, reference n. 5).
2) Q2_#1: The title is “Postharvest technologies of citrus fruit: advances and recent developments for the loss reduction during the whole chain”. But this review mainly focuses on post-harvest preservation technologies and does not address the entire supply chain including primary processing at origin, storage, transportation, and retail.
R2: Definitively, the review focus on citrus postharvest management, which is the main aim of the work. The title may misunderstand the reader, as agronomical techniques and in-field operations to the pest and biological control occurring in pre-harvesting are not highlighted. The title may be edit as follow “Postharvest technologies of fresh citrus fruit: advances and recent developments for the loss reduction during handling and storage”
3) Q3_#1: This review focuses on postharvest issues, new alternative strategies, advanced postharvest technologies and future directions of citrus fruit, but only new alternative strategies and advanced postharvest technologies are mentioned in the last paragraph of the introduction section.
R3: The introduction paragraph submits to the reader the item (citrus) and its main issue, i.e. the post-harvest management of the fruits that create severe lost during the storage. Hence, it ends highlighting the main scope of the review (new lines 49-61). Based on your suggestions, we better formulated the introduction section to encompass all investigation areas.
4) Q4_#1: Line 86-88, the order of the sentence should be adjusted. The definition of CI should be described first, and then the sensitivity of different citrus varieties and cultivars to CI should be described.
R4: The order of the sentence has been adjusted (new lines 114-131).
5) Q5_#1: Section 2.2 is inappropriately segmented. Lines 84-86 should belong to the first paragraph and lines 89-100 should belong to the second paragraph introducing chilling injury.
R5: Paragraphs of section 2.2 were rearranged according to your suggestions.
6) Q6_#1: Some paragraphs in section 4.1.1. do not have first line indents.
R6: Done.
7) Q7_#1: It is not clear whether the "their" in line 476 indicates the ninth reference or some other
Reference.
R7: It refers to authors n. 9.  “Their study” has been replaced with “this work” (line 394)
8) Q8_#1: There is no mention of Table 2 in the manuscript.
R8: Table 2 now is changed as Table 3 and mentioned (new line 446).
9) Q9_#1: The first and second paragraphs of section 4.1.3 should be switched.
R9: Done (line 471), the paragraph is 3.1.9.
10) Q10_#1: The last paragraph of section 4.2.2.3. should add references to the application of electronic tongue on citrus fruits.
R10: The paragraph has been enclosed in 4.5 and has been improved.
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