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Figure 11. Observed versus computed return velocity at Goose Island Trip 2 for Coop Mariner, Hornet,
Sam M. Fleming, and Kevin Michael
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Figure 12. Observed versus computed return velocity at Goose Island Trip 2 for A. M. Thompson,
Badger, and Dell Butcher
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Figure 13. Observed versus computed return velocity at

Goose Island Trip 2 for all data
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Figure 14. Observed versus computed drawdown at Goose

Island Trip 2 for all data
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Figure 15. Observed versus computed return velocity at McEver's Island for R. W. Naye, Mobil Leader,

Coop Vanguard, and Marvin Norman




*xxxxx MCEVERS ISLAND PROTOTYPE DATA ***xk MCEVERS ISLAND PROTOTYPE DATA

ooooo 1995 ANALYTICAL MODEL 0oooo 1995 ANALYTICAL MODEL
L 1.0 : o 1.0 ™
L(})\'l@_g Pitnt %@.9 or ton|
T p.8 * .8
>}_: 8.7 ~ >!—_ Q.7 n
O 0.6 O 9.6
O — O —
4 8.5 o -5
- 0.4 > 0.4
£ 0.2 * & 0.3
2 o 2F B o 2 o2f 0
H{J 9.2 n " ] 0.2
0.1 “ 2.1 X
0.0 LI 1 [ | 0.0 L1 1 1 |
- 400 -300 -200 - 100 %] -400 -300 -200 -100 1%
DISTANCE FROM VESSEL, M DISTANCE FROM VESSEL, M

**4xx MCEVERS ISLAND PROTOTYPE DATA
00000 1995 ANALYTICAL MODEL

1.9

% @.9_ CFrame

* 0.8

i @.7-_

Q @.6._

d 2.5 —

~ 2.4

= L

5 @.3._ =

% 0.2 ~ x
9.1 -
@_@—‘ | J | |

- 400 - 300 -200 -100 ©

DISTANCE FROM VESSEL, M

Figure 16. Observed versus computed return velocity at McEver's Island for lllini, Thurston B. Norton,
and Clarence G. Frame
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Figure 17. Observed versus computed return velocity at
McEver's Island for all data
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Figure 18. Observed versus computed drawdown at

Pool 8 for all data
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Figure 19. Observed versus computed return
velocity at LaGrange for all data
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Figure 20. Observed versus computed draw-
down at LaGrange for all data
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Figure 21. Observed versus computed return velocity for GIWW
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Figure 22. Observed versus computed drawdown for GIWW
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Figure 23. Observed average ship squat versus
computed maximum drawdown for
St. Lawrence Seaway data




