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Sample Collection:

· Thirteen water samples from various depths (200m, 175m, 100m, 75m, 50m, 40m, 30m, 25m, 20m, 15m, 10m, 5m, surface) were taken from the appropriate niskins on a rosette.

· Samples were collected from stations P4, P12, P16, P20 and P26 over a 7 day period. Two casts were done at P26 to represent a diurnal cycle.

· In total, over 80 samples were collected.

Sample Analysis:

· Samples for DMS were immediately analysed on board the ship.

· Taking into account all quality control and calibration requirements, over 100 separate analyses were performed in a seven day period.

Data & Results:

· With the exception of stations P20 and P26, all other stations showed no signs of “detectable” DMS.  That is to say all results were less than the MDL (method detection limit).  The validity of the detectable DMS at station P20 should be questioned as DMS was detected at depths (i.e. 200m, 175m) where it has never been seen before.  It is very like the hits were contamination and not a true representation of the depth.  For this reason Station P20 should probably be eliminated from the data pool.
· Unfortunately bad weather at the beginning of the cruise resulted in time restraints at Station P26 and only two DMS casts were able to be done as a representation of the diurnal cycle.  
QA/QC:

· Blanks were run approximately every 15 injections. In all cases the system blanks were ND (non-detectable).  A full six-point calibration was run at every station and a continuing calibration sample was run every eight hours.  

· Stripping efficiency was monitored before the cruise and proven to be very acceptable with an average efficiency of 95%.  

· Duplicates were run every 15-20 samples and the precision of these duplicates were evaluated in two ways.  Firstly, a Standard Deviation of Pairs was calculated that essentially evaluated the precision of the method as a whole.  Secondly, the Relative Percent Difference of the individual duplicate samples was calculated and plotted on a control chart to determine the validity of the individual values.  The control chart allowed one to make a decision as to whether or not the instrument was performing properly and generating valid numbers.  It is based on historical data and all values were within the control limits. 

Conclusions:

· The data set obtained from this cruise is very similar to that of February 2005 (2005-01) in that there was essentially no detectable DMS in many of the stations.  The system was performing well and there is no reason to question the non-detectable results as instrument error.  As in 2005, one can expect the DMS to rise as the summer months approach but certainly we seem to be seeing a new trend in DMS production during the winter months.  There is no way to make the existing DMS system more sensitive without going to a completely new detector (Chemiluminescence) and so, for the time being, we will have to accept the non-detectable levels.
