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Figure 3: Original and Re-designed DATAFLOW Flow-Through Chambers 
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Figure 4: Extracted Chlorophyll vs. DATAFLOW Fluorescence Measurements 
(5-1-02 and 10-18-02) 
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Figure 5: Extracted Chlorophyll vs. Corrected and Uncorrected DATAFLOW 
Fluorescence Measurements 
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Figure 6: Original and Modified OAT AFLOW, Ram-Jet Intakes 
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Figure 7: Early and Later Versions ofDATAFLOW, Computer Systems 
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Figure 8: Circular Cruise Tracks. Testing Effects of Vessel Speed and Auxiliary Pump 
On DATAFLOW Sensor Readings 
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Figure 9: DATAFLOW Dissolved Oxygen Measurements Measured at Varying Vessel 
Speeds, With and Without Auxiliary Pump 
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Figure 10: Modified DATAFLOW Sampling Chamber 
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Figure 11: Comparisons ofln situ (YSI 600) vs. DATAFLOW (YSI 6600) Dissolved 
Oxygen Measurements 
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Figure 12: Comparisons ofln situ (YSI 600), DATAFLOW (YSI 6600) and Surface 
Water, Winkler-Extracted Dissolved Oxygen Measurements 
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Figure 13: A. Regression of DATAFLOW YSI Dissolved Oxygen with Winkler 
Extracted Measurements of Dissolved Oxygen in Outflow 

B. Regression of DATAFLOW YSI Dissolved Oxygen with Winkler 
Extracted Measurements of Dissolved Oxygen in Surface Water 

C. Regression of Winkler Extracted Measurements of Dissolved Oxygen 
in Outflow with Winkler Extracted Dissolved Oxygen in Surface 
Water 
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Figure 14: Regressions of DATAFLOW NTU vs. Light Attenuation (Kd) 
Profile Measurements 
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Figure 15: A. Regression of DATAFLOW NTU Turbidity vs. Light Attenuation (Kd) 
Profiles for All James River Calibration Stations. 

B. Regression of DATAFLOW NTU Turbidity vs. Light Attenuation (Kd) 
Profiles for Combined James River and York River Calibration Stations 
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Figure 16: Interpolated Surface Chlorophyll, Turbidity and Dissolved Oxygen 
Concentrations for the James River Study Area, June 3, 2002 
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Figure 17: Interpolated Surface Chlorophyll, Turbidity and Dissolved Oxygen 
Concentrations for the James River Study Area, August 1, 2002 
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Figure 18: Interpolated Surface Chlorophyll, Turbidity and Dissolved Oxygen 
Concentrations for the James River Study Area, October 18, 2002 
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