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Introduction

POD results

Three IERS Production Centers (IGN, DGFI and JPL) delivered three independent solutions from the contributions of the four space geodetic

techniques (DORIS, GNSS, SLR and VLBI). These three realizations (ITRF2014/IGN, DTRF2014/DGFI and JTRF2014/JPL) are evaluated by We give here the orbit results obtained on the time span processing from January, 03 1993 to December 27, 2014 of TOPEX, Jason-1and
SLR and DORIS data processing for TOPEX, Jason-1, and Jason-2 satellites by comparison to the ITRF/DPOD2008. The DORIS post-fit Jason-2 satellites for the three TRF2014 realizations compared to DPOD2008. The differences of the DORIS RMS of fit of the orbit determination

between the 3 TRF2014 and DPOD2008 are given for each satellite. The DORIS-only orbits are evaluated by independent SLR data processing

residuals (global and per stations) and the SLR residuals on DORIS-only orbits are analyzed. We also show some orbits comparison in _ _ _ _ _
and the differences of SLR RMS with DPOD2008 case are also given. After, we focus on the differences of the DORIS RMS residuals per

particular the RMS of radial differences and the mean of Z orbit differences.
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Globally, all TRF realizations represent a low but significant improvement over the previous realization, ITRF/DPOD2008. The differences are at a - D
very low level in particular for the Jason-1 and Jason-2 results. For ITRF2014 and DTRF2014, the most significant improvements are obtained for oo %000 ~0004
years 1992-1998 and 2010-2014, probably due to the improvement of the estimation of the station velocities compared to those estimated in the P — . e I R B I
DPODZ2008 realization. Based on the different criteria used for evaluation, it has been shown this is the ITRF2014 which presents the best overall e s - SRR R R R
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performance. This realization will be used for the DPOD2014 which will be used for the operational processing of DORIS data.
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