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Reviewer 

Comments 

Required 

[All pages]  

There are issues with grammar and flow which shouldn't be the reviewer's responsibility 

to correct one by one. The authors should proofread their work once more prior to 

resubmission.  

[Introduction, page 1]  

I don't understand what the authors want to do with the two questions which are listed 

but not tied to the rest of the paragraph.  

[Intro, page 2]  

The use of term "robotic" in this context is unconventional.  

[Instrumentation, page 2]  

Does the author mean F/8.2?  

[Instrumentation, page 2}  

Without a discussion of the E2V CCD spectral response, grating spectral efficiency and 

the solar spectrum, the consideration of 350-700 nm as the free spectral range is 

fortuitous. Was a cut-off filter used to minimize the overlap between the first and second 

order? With CCD being responsive to beyond 700nm, why the spectral range is assumed 

to end at 700nm.  

[Instrumentation, page 3]  

There is no discussion of the optimal dispersive power at this section or later. If was 

mentioned later that the spectral reflectance of satellites have no fine structures. 

Knowing that, would one consider a shorter spectral streak to improve SNR or at least 

discuss that choice?  

[Instrumentation, page 5]  

The use of the 14 pixel tall column as spectrum intensity at a given wavelength can 

benefit from a description of the blur spot. No justification was provided for this choice.  

[Instrumentation, page 6]  

The font size in the left hand side plot in Figure 1 is too small. It also helps if the two 

plots show the same quantity and same unit on the horizontal axes.  

Table 1 refers to "spectrograph model" and "Empirical Fit". This reviewer can't figure 

out which is which.  

[Instrumentation, page 7]  

It's not clear whether A, B and C are values that depends on pixel's location. The authors 

need to be more explicit.  

I have problem reproducing the plot using the mean values of A, B and C. Are they sure 

it's -1.33E5?  

[Instrumentation, page 7]  

The sentence that begins with "A solar spectrum" is incomprehensible. That was made 

worse by the omission of several periods in the paragraph.  

The right hand side plot in Figure 4 does not have a legend for the various curves.  

[Solar Correction, page 9]  

Is the division of the satellite spectrum by the solar analog justified if its spectrum 

measured at a different air mass? At a large air mass, does the telluric absorption feature 

appear deeper? An explicit expression is preferred to convey the normalization and 



division. The paper promised an automated process but fell short in showing explicitly 

the steps and equations.  

[Satellite Spectra, page 10]  

Should the feature observed in the reflectance spectra near 760 nm, supposedly related to 

the telluric lines, to be absent if the calibration works?  

[References]  

The citation of internet material is unconventional. 

Comments to 

the Editor 

The paper was submitted without internal quality control. I like the direction and the 

objectives of the effort but I can't even follow what they have done because of the poor 

effort. The plots are not legible.  

A revision is required so the reviewer has a chance to follow all the steps. 

 

Stage: First Revision 

Recommendation: Accept as Submitted 

 

Reviewer Comments 

Required 

With the revision, the paper has become a significant demonstration of 

concept. 

 


