EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	The subject is of practical interest and, as a whole correctly addressed.

1. Yet, I hardly find any correction in the revised version of the manuscript and, clearly, no account has been taken by the Authors of the suggestions or remarks of the two Reviewers. While I may understand that some of these suggestions may be discussed or even delated by the Authors, most of them, however, should necessarily be considerd by the Authors and corrections provided accordingly. 
2. The title can be modified: Alternative title can be: Kerala's Floral Exports: Insights on the Cut Flower trade
3. Abstract needs to be re written. Few suggestions are made in the comment box.
4. The weakness of the paper is that conclusion needs to be rewritten with future scope and any limitation. Results from Tables presented need to explained with short analysis in the conclusion section.
5. Tables need to be explained more in detail.
6. References are up to date and relevant. It can be more extensive if author adds few points on non-tariff measures in the paper and quote few relevant studies in this regard. Few examples are: 

· Kumar, C., & Bharti, N. (2021). Post-SAFTA NTMs for Agro-Trade: Revelations from India-South Asia approach. Foreign Trade Review, vol. 56, issue no. 1, pp. 117-135.

· Kumar, C., & Bharti, N. (2020).  Why NTM is a challenge in trade relations? Evidence from India-Africa Agricultural Trade. Insight on Africa, vol. 12, issue no. 2, pp. 79-103.

· Kumar, C. and Bharti, N. (2018). Indo-European Union Agricultural Trade: Trade Restrictions and SPS Measures. Obuda University e-bulletin, vol. 8, issue no 1, pp. 13-23.

7. Thus I strongly invite the Authors to reconsider their manuscript so as to propose a really revised version, after what this newly revised manuscript can be re-submitted for a possible acceptance for publication.
	All the necessary corrections are done and highlighted in Yellow Colour.

2. Renamed

3. Done  

4. Conclusion was modified as per suggestions 

5. Tables are well described.

6. As per suggestion references are relevant and up to date 
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