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GENERAL COMMENTS This technical note proposes a method to estimate lower
bounds to mean transit time in hydrological systems. The author makes use of non-
parametric transit time distributions (TTDs), obtained by fitting tracer data in precip-
itation and streamflow. In particular, a new index is proposed which represents the
minimum value of mean transit time that is compatible with a user-defined goodness of
fit of the tracer data. The note is well organized and clearly written, but I have some ma-
jor concern on the significance of the results. While I believe the use of non-parametric
TTDs is an interesting and under-explored topic, the index proposed by the author
does not, in my opinion, provide improved understanding of hydrological processes. I
summarize below my major points:

1) What is the usefulness of a (potentially arbitrary) lower bound to mean transit times?
The motivations behind this new index are in my opinion not strong enough. The author
mentions (page 2, line 15-19) the connection with long history of mean TTD application
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in hydrological studies, but it is not clear what the connection could actually be. Also
note that the transit time literature has notably evolved in the last years (e.g. Kirchner
2016a,b, already cited by the author, but also the time-variant approaches to TTD
modeling described by Rinaldo et al., (2015)), with the concept of stationary mean
TTD now becoming rather obsolete.

2) As noted by the author (page 3 line 10), the use of nonparametric TTDs typically
leads to several different distributions (with different means) that provide equally good
results. Hence, there exists a whole distribution of mean transit times that allow fit-
ting tracer data at the user-specified goodness of fit. What is not clear to me is why
the author focuses on the minimum value, which is not a robust statistic, instead of
focusing on other properties of this distribution which could better highlight the difficult
determination of mean transit times;

3) The time-varying example is restricted to the very specific case of TTDs with dif-
ferent shapes but equal mean, which is a strong limit. Also, the time-variance of the
distributions seems to be just an additional degree of freedom in the minimization pro-
cess, which it is not related to any physical process that may lead TTDs to change with
time. Although this is technically a form of time-variance, it is not the one that is usually
pursued in catchment studies;

4) A more convincing proof-of-concept application should be provided. The synthetic
dataset used by the author is generated through a TTD which is not realistic for most
watershed (the parameter alpha is typically < 1, see Godsey et al., 2010). In my opin-
ion, to convince the reader of the actual usefulness of this new index, a real-data ex-
ample should be provided, although this option would require converting the technical
note into a regular article;

MINOR COMMENTS

Page 2, lines 5-7: there are some interesting (although simplified) examples in the
literature where the shape of the probability distribution is derived theoretically. I would
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suggest referring to Kirchner et al., (2001) and Leray et al., (2016).

Equation (1) and p.4, l.5: it should be stated explicitly why theta can be different from
1, as according to the hypothesis of ideal tracer it should always be equal to 1.

P.3, l.6-8: I did not understand this sentence.

P.5, l.21-23: this sound very speculative and it is unclear what could actually be com-
pared from one catchment to the next.

Section 4: the “time-variant” case is actually a very particular case of time-variance.
This should be clearly specified everywhere (e.g. in the title of section 4)
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