Journal of Geodesy: Checklist for Reviewers

Ianuscript [D: M5 06,014

Title: 20 years of evolution for the DORIS permanenl netwaork, from its indtial deployment to its retovation
Anthors: H. Fagard

Responsible Fditor: P Willis

A Administrative Issues:
Al Do you give permission for your identity to be known to the author(s)? Efffes O No

A2, Have you seen this paper or the same results subrmtted to O Yes BNo
another journal or peer-reviewed conference proceedings?
A3. You declare that you have no conllict of interest BYes O No

B. Overall Recommendation:

B1 s this manusenpt of the standard that you usually expect to O Yes ENo
see in a high-quality, peer-reviewed internarional journal?

B2. Is the material at the forefront of geodetic research? EYes O No

B3, Do you recommend publication of this manuscript outright? O Yes ENo

B4. Do you recommend publication after revision and review O Yes [WNo
by only the Responsible Edivor and Editor-in-Chief?

B5. Do you recommend significant revision then re-review FYes O No

(vou will be asked to re-review the revised manuscript)?

Bé. Do you recommend rejection of this manuscript outright? O Yes B No

C. Presentation:

C1. Is the use of the English language both concise and clear? O Yes BNo
C2. Are any parts of the manuscript (e.g., texr, figures, tables, @FTes O No
discussions, explanations, maths derivations) oo short/long?
C3. Is the abstract brief (200-300 words), yet contains all details? O Yes @No
CA. Are the keywords accurate and representative tor indesang? EFYes O No
C5. Are the fizures and tables clear with self-explanatory legends? [ ¥es O No
Co. Are all the references cited and widely accessible? ¥es O No
C7. Can any matenial be moved to ESM or an appendix? F¥es ONo

. Detailed technical comments:



D1 Does the manuscript contain enough new matenal to [ Yes O No
watrant publication in the Joumnal of Geodesy?

D2. Does the introduction set the scope for the paper, e.g., give a O Yes EFNo

review of the current status of the subject arca?
D3, Arc any assumptions clearly and explicitly stated? OYes ONo HA/A
4. TTave you carcfully checked any mathematical derivations? O Yes O No #/8
5. Tt applicable, are the mathematical derbrations clear and correct? O Yes ONo 77/#
Da. Are the methods used sound, clearly described and repeatable? OYes ONo ,ff/f?
D7. Are any experiments conducted carefully with proper controls? OYes ONo M/A
28, Are the results/discussions presented clearly and unambiguously? O Yes No
D1C. Is the discussion presented 1n the context of other studies? EYes [ No
D11 Are the conelusions clear and based upon the results presented? [FYes O No

E. Electronic Supplementary Material (ESM), if applicable
E 1. Have you reviewed any ESM submitted together with the manusenpt? O Yes B No
E2. Do you consider the ESM submitted as a useful supplement? O Yes 0O No

Additional Comments

If vou have anv additional comments on the manuscript, please email them to the Responsible Editor, Tf
¥ s | |

Y have E T conflidential comments that you wish to communicate :_mly to the Editor or Editor-m-Chief,

please write a separate email. Finally, many thanks for vour review,

Uiy oecomand s 8 % Eenbonap &MM&’&

[ptrmaniles ! o4 Voo w0l ciitor,
ﬂwzfﬁ%ﬁk/%w&ﬁéfﬁ 2 &fﬁa’{é

%
Wwiwm/ e MA/A% ;
%o el f ﬁ%ﬁmﬁzﬁ’w/w Ty st ordimis e 2sa

/W TD5 Alemi it o Pettwnzirgy L.
f&j;@/ o2 MMWWM@MZ%JM

Mﬂ’/ﬁ/_"@ s ot W‘Z& éﬁwﬁyﬂz MWW




At sl b tenmesrzas an & o, bave

Y ) Tl cndhion Azt D agpesdte a7

54 Mg;éf‘ Sty Lc szy_f‘%%yj S oA ey Do
) /

H W@MW@M AEHE Dron oy A
et Weﬁf LiheZirns /W,;%Z{% MMM% 7
@@wﬂ%%w% iy s el
Loue




