COMPARISON OF THE REGIONAL SOLUTIONS

USING GPS AND GALILEO
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PCO differences _
Using GO02 instead of E05 values for modelling Phase Centre between G02 and EOS (Up) Galileo - GPS
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from current capabilities. Especially where today E05 values The mean differences in Up component

between Phase Centre Offsets (E05 and G02) is
4.9 mm and vary from -0.6 mm to 9.8 mm.

are available only for 18 from among 138 antenna models

(valid for year 2018). In case of available individual

calibrations provided by IGG, Univ. Bonn one can see that
This fact should not be ignored!

there are significant and systematic differences in PCCs
(dPCCs) between G02 and E05.
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However, our results showed that using proper (E01 and E05) corrections
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(BRUXO0BEL) (EUSKOODEL) (POTSOODE) (STAOTUR) for Galileo observations do not increase the overall agreement with the
am -~ l E ? GPS solutions. On the contrary, for test period (GPS weeks 2000-2002) G02
- % values give better agreement in Up component with the GPS solutions.
- g Only at POTS00DEU station G02 values cause horizontal bias (confirmed
I:: ; also using PPP), which came from the azimuthal asymmetry in dPCC (5).

More analyses and samples are needed to explain this issue.




