Point-by-point response to comments by the Reviewer 1
All modifications added to the manuscript are highlighted in the file “aerospace-1674050 - Revised Highlighted”.

1. The part about the sailplane deployment and unfolding in the abstract could be written more concisely.
Response
The abstract was revised to address this comment of the reviewer.
2. In the introduction, the references to previous research are insufficient. The research status and existing problems of Mars exploration missions are briefly described through only a few missions. And no background description on the design of sailplane deployment is provided.

[bookmark: _Hlk102221984]Response
[bookmark: _Hlk102222271]We added five references presenting outstanding scientific issues for Mars exploration in the introduction to better connect our mission concept with needed scientific capabilities. References to peer reviewed papers [6-10] present existing concepts for Mars aerial platforms, and references [8-12] provide additional information for some of the more mature concepts. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, it is the first time a glider using dynamic soaring is proposed for Mars so no reference specific to that concept is available.

While it is true that the introduction does not discuss deployment methods, a brief overview is mentioned at the end of the abstract (“Various methods for sailplane deployment are considered, including fast deployment during Entry, Descent and Landing (EDL) of a Mars Science Laboratory-class (MSL) vehicle, deployment aided using blimps, and mechanical designs suitable to those deployment methods are presented”). We feel the deployment methods are better addressed in the “Sailplane Design” section, after the sketches picturing the sailplane design as a CubeSat-class spacecraft are provided (with) not to confuse the reader.
 
3. Some keywords are not the main focus of the article such as “CubeSat”. Some keywords involve too broad fields, you can choose more specific and detailed keywords, such as “Mars” can be changed to “Mars exploration”.

[bookmark: _Hlk102222923]Response
The text was edited to address this comment.

4. [bookmark: _Hlk102222722]It is a bit redundant and unnecessary to divide the article into eight chapters. It is suggested to further optimize the structure of the article, so that the structure of the article is more reasonable, clear, and logical. For example, chapters “Static Soaring” and “Dynamic Soaring” can be written in two subsections of a same chapter, instead of being separate chapters.

Response
Dynamic soaring chapter was splitted into 2 subsections.


5. Chapter 4 “Numerical Simulations of Flight in Martian Atmosphere” only deduces the kinematic equations of the sailplane in the Martian atmosphere, and does not carry out any numerical simulation of the simulation example, so the naming of the chapter needs to be considered
Response
The name of the chapter is changed to: Numerical Model for Flight in Martian Atmosphere

6. This paper demonstrates a large number of simulation cases, and it is better to give a clearer description of each simulation example. For example, in Chapter 6, several simulation examples are slightly chaotic. It is recommended that the conditions, results, and analysis of the examples could be more clearly stated. And two cases need to be clearly separated.

Response
      Chapter 5 is splitted into 5.1 and 5.2.
In section 5.2, two simulation cases were separated into 2 subsections:
5.2.1 Numerical optimization of dynamic soaring segments
5.2.2 Numerical optimization of advancing dynamic soaring cycles

7. Many graphs and diagrams have unclear lines and text, I suggest changing the way the pictures are generated to get a higher definition picture to insert into the paper. For example, the axes and legend of Figure 8,9 are not clear; The text in Figure 1,3,5 is not clear, and the resolution of the picture is too low.

Response 
Thank you for pointing this out, the figures were re-generated with a higher DPI and the text font size was adjusted on the figures.



