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Abstract

In order to do the research on the influences of the parameters on spray drift, measurements of the
drift potential under different wind tunnel conditions were made for different typical nozzles. The results
showed that smaller type nozzle, larger spray pressure and wind speed could enhance the drift sensitivity
along with the change of spray height, and the sensitivity of LU nozzles was more obvious than ID

nozzles. Relative to the wind speed and nozzle type, the spray orientation has an inapparent influence on
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spray drift.
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Fig. 1  Schematic of wind tunnel
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Fig.2 Experimental arrangement in wind tunnel
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Tab.2 Fitted regression of quadratic equation of drift index (D,) under different spray pressures
Mg Sk 78 5 W% %5 J£ 71/ MPa M=V R? SHOR R R
LU120-03 0.2 y =1.477 4x* - 64.403x +706. 4 0.9999 3
LU120-03 0.4 y =2.110 76* = 110. 52x + 1 406. 1 0.9937 4.2
ID120 - 03 0.3 y =0.090 4x* —4.286 5x +50. 647 0.9985 0.18
ID120 - 03 0.5 y =0.1855x% —9.725 7x + 123. 84 0.993 6 0.38
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Fig.4 Influence of wind speed on drift under 0. 3 MPa spray pressure
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Tab.3 Fitted regression of quadratic equation of drift index (D,) at different wind speeds
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LU120 - 02 2 y=3.0715x% —131.45x +1416. 4 1 6.2
LU120 - 04 2 y=0.936 5x> —52.938x +713.6 0.9611 1.8
LU120 - 02 3 y=3.617 1x% =102.91x +834. 27 0.999 9 7.2
LU120 — 04 3 y=2.112 65> —86.226x +888. 54 1 4.2
LU120 -02 4 y =4.466 3x> —120.3x +1010.3 1 9.0
LU120 - 04 4 y:2.3407x2 -79.831x +731. 36 0.999 9 4.6
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Fig.5 Influence of nozzle orientation on drift under 0. 3 MPa spray pressure
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Tab.4 Comparison of drift index (D,) at different spray orientations
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