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Thank you John for your comments, from which we would like to underline two elements:
. The MOPEX initiative was indeed a great opportunity - for us and for all those who
took part in it - to realize how much could be learnt by working with large datasets. . .
and how difficult it could be to convince all of our colleagues to use these large
datasets!
. You are certainly right to mention that a fundamental question is “what can hydrologists do to make our models most useful to society”. In our mind, a crash test is
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precisely what is needed to turn a ’great model’ into a ’useful’ one. There is no point
in claiming to have the ’best’ model. Being ’right’ is meaningless as long as we are
alone to know it. This is why we believe in a collective approach to model testing. In
our opinion, if a modeler wants to contribute to the overall improvement of hydrological
models, he has to contribute to a collective action to test the models. The outcome
of model comparison approaches is after all secondary. What made the "crash test"
efficient to improve car safety is the fact that it became a standard in the car industry.
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