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	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The scope of the data limited to the year 2024, with a small sample size, a single location, and only a few test points is insufficient to support a meaningful comparison. The Introduction section is too shallow, lacking a clear background of the study, the significance of the research, and a well defined purpose. It also fails to reference relevant previous or similar studies. While the Methods section (discription of the process of the tools) outlines the processes, it requires improvement to meet the standards expected of a scientific publication. The Results are not clearly presented, and the reported absolute percentage error values are relatively insignificant, suggesting that the overall contribution and relevance of the study are limited.
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	" Comparing SeaDAS and ArcGIS extracted Aqua MODIS Sea Surface Temperature DN values at Bay of Bengal”


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is sufficient at the moment.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While the overall concept is valid and relevant the execution is below the stardard and requires a mojor improvement
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	Quite a lot of proofreading is required in the gramatical construction.
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