Academic Review Comments for Grant 12452

In this grant proposal, the authors emphasize the dearth of studies of URN along the shores of Israel, indicating the importance of studying this issues given its potential to impact marine ecosystems. The authors also note several challenges and gaps in knowledge associated with URN monitoring in complex real-world settings where multiple vessels, seafloor variations, and other parameters all coincide to complicate such efforts. In addition to outlining an appraoch to achieve their research objectives that appears feasible, the authors importantly demonstrate that their team has the requisite expertise to complete this work. Overall, this was a very well-crafted and written grant proposal that required relatively limited editing on my end. On the whole, I do not see any major weaknesses that are not already noted by the authors themselves when discussing the potential pitfalls of their project at the end of the proposal. If the authors wish to further drive home the ecological focus of this proposal in order to ensure that its importance is clear to the reviewers, a bit more discussion of the impact of URN on marine fauna in different sections may be of value, but only if the review panel is likely to have a narrow focus. Beyond that, the only potential weak point of this grant is that the expected results are discussed very briefly such that further expansion on their expected impact may further drive home the potential ecological (or other) application(s) of their results. For further feedback on the individual sections of the grant, please see below:

Background:
· Your reference formatting seems to change part way through this section (from names to numbering) and should be standardized throughout.
· As a general remark on the grant, you may be able to save a moderate amount of text space by shortening vessels of opportunity to VOO.

Research Objectives
· The currently stated objectives are inconsistently formatted. Ideally, I would suggest formatting them all along the lines of number 5 by discussing the objective and then making a specific statement (i.e. “We will…) rather than just listing outcomes for that objective.
· At the end of this section, I would suggest considering mentioning your intention to address these objectives with four WPs and then listing the WPs associated with each objective.

Working Hypothesis/Significance & Innovation:
· Since the hypothesis you state here is largely identical to the one stated in the previous section, consider whether you can remove the Working Hypothesis section entirely, merging it with the Research objectives section to save a bit of space.
· You may want to try to drive home the potential ecological impact of this project a bit harder if you want it to be reviewed from an ecological perspective. You do lay out other effective forms of innovation for this project, so this is not strictly necessary. However, I know you expressed some concern regarding the focus of the topic for this project, so this would be another place where you can add that extra layer of focus with a few more sentences of text.
· Similarly, you can specifically mention ecological disturbances in your hypothesis if desired for the same reason.

Detailed Research Proposal:
· Several of the Figures are oddly positioned (possibly just a formatting glitch due to my having edited the surrounding text).
· When referring to algorithms as “fast” it is unclear whether you mean they are FAST algorithms or that they function rapidly. Please clarify.
· I found at least one instance of a Figure citation from the text that seems to refer to the wrong Figure number – please carefully double check that you have cited all of your Figures from the text, and that each citation refers to the correct Figure.
