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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 5
results.
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méthodologie et les résultats a travers un texte facile a lire.)
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The paper is interesting for any GNSS network manager interested in the QC of the
observations recorded by the GNSS stations, but deals only with GPS observations. It
is based on the tegc, which is not RINEX 3 ready and is not expected to be upgraded.
Most modern GNSS stations provide data in RINEX 3, which is the format
recommended by IGS for multiGNSS, since teqc/RINEX2 is not ready for the newest
signals in space.

| very much miss that IGS style logsheets are not even mentioned and should be the
backbone of any QC: all the equipment modifications and updates/upgrades are made
available in the logsheet and problems, if any, can be found by a simple check.
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logsheet-RINEX metadata validation.
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compatible.

One question is why only GPS is considered in this study.
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study.
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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 4
results.
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Avoid the phrase in the data discussion: ha sido tan bueno

5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 4
errors.
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Need to put the point to the abbreviation etc.

Check the wording of the phrase in spanish:utilizanumeroso software y se ha
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