
Response to Reviewer #2
Derek Pickell et al.

We thank the reviewer for their helpful and constructive comments. Our responses to the italicized text
are recorded below:

The authors have established and analyzed a network of low cost GNSS instruments to measure snow accumulation
and surface roughness in the vicinity of the Summit Station in Greenland through the GNSS-IR technique. The use of
GNSS technology for this type of measurement is very interesting as well as the use of low cost instruments. The
experiment was well designed and conducted.

I have just a few minor remarks, concerning the presentation of the results.

No information about the type of low cost GNSS used

Response: An appropriate place for more detailed information would be line 77 in Section 2.1, and we can
include the GNSS chip model in addition to the patch antenna model.

In the Abstract: “show a statistically significant (p < 0.01)”. What do you mean for “p”? To avoid any doubts it is
better to define it

Response: We have decided to remove the text “(p < .01)” in this sentence here, and will define it where
appropriate (see line 194).

Line 192: (n=76), I suppose that “n” means “number of observations”, isn’t? So, I suggest to write (with 76
observations), later too.

Response: We will include something like the following: “The dataset includes 76 observations (n = 76).”

Line 194: (p = 1.4 x10-9), please write the meaning of “p”, that is used also later

Response: We will include the following text prior to ‘p’: “…(p = 1.4x10e-9); where p represents the
probability of observing these results under the null hypothesis.”

Line 295: “(64–65 cm-1)” ==> “(64–65 cm yr-1)”

Response: This typographic error will be corrected.


