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Figure 1: Cross section view of the experimental arrangements in the wind tunnel

Comparisons of airborne-drift measurements: Vertical distributions from Layer-1
(Relative ‘Drift Index’ values are given in boxes)
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Distributions of airborne-drift (z = 0.25 m) and Sedimentation: from LAY-1 to LAY-4 downwind (See Fig. 1)
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NB: Airborne measurements, when in a field context; need to be made above any filtering plants in the downwind zone.

Wind tunnel compared to Field distributions of Spray sedimentation ratios (‘low-drift’/standard nozzle). Each
normalised by Application volume rate.
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» ‘Low-drift’ nozzles can produce a worse sedimentation
within 5 m or so downwind of the last crop row; with axial-
fan spraying
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» Extrapolation of the full-scale Syrah Vineyard data of Balsari
& Marruco suggests so (at both of their growth stages)

» And Heijne et al.’s June apple orchard data demonstrates the
same with a cross-flow sprayer and two types of low-drift
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