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Abstract: Drift curves are widely used for predicting pesticide drift from ground applica-
tions because of their simplicity and practicality. However, developing drift curves suitable
for the rapidly increasing drone-based aerial spraying remains challenging due to its
complexity. This study assessed the applicability of existing drift curves for predicting
spray drift in aerial applications and developed a new drift curve based on experimental
https://doi.org/10.5338/KJEA.2024.43.32 data. Seventeen variables, including meteorological conditions, crop growth conditions,
and drone operating factors, were analyzed for their influence on drift. The key factors
were wind speed, atmospheric stability, crop height, and spraying height, differentiating
from conventional models that emphasize temperature, wind speed, nozzle pressure,
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ols 52 &4 ¥ sty wAYSF] 23 viakE 4= ATH1]. [2,3]0] TEW Fof A2 IYoA &SR] P2 A Hom
HlAEEE &2 AEFO| oF 50%f oSt HAElA, v BEo] ATt A GoA= soF Hlito] 17k} AT A E A
:

S22 B3 FF WA 7)40] B2 WASHL Glovt, RS B4 4 %S B EH HE SE Axs]

of A% WA wsh soF w4t o] o & Aom A SATH(5]. EF vk 5, T dVIMEES 22 718

= 3

223 Z= AMer] o] Bt &0, &5 HH9 A7) T ofF 29lo] EFAor FeAEsto] TYIT67]. 53] EEoR
A4S AXY fe vl 2H ot sHgE HEERA 29 ALFoz [l dxd o] Az = 7oA
O& 3ot &84 - 22 92 =89 olHet ERAACR 18] =2 WA Al o BlAE Aes] oSstal Alofst=
Zi0] of3eo, =8 A9 EAQ viAk 2 ko] 27 EI Stk

SoF HARE W7bstal HAststr] 913t ohedet At ol AtE I F5 A ¥ (Wind tunnel experiment) X H]AF
(Drift Chamben)® T83 484 A7 Aojs TANA 59 vlte] $1UL U 24T + A= F-88 PHole}
[10,11]. FESF, AARRFA| G SHComputational Fluid Dynamics; CFD) A][&d|0]4[12,13]12 of7] E4F HE[14]2 A o7 =45}V

ofe Beld BYSS FHNL 37 B 5 YA o5 ARE ST 4 Y HEAQ oz BTk et ol
PSS AA A AL Fs vtk o WAV Qo Ads wde] Ans @4 Aol B Agsks o A5
sh4jo] apEc

olg B 1% WHOoR A UY Yoles Hestel vl TH HUS YEE AT e SBEHLTHIS 6. B4

24 TEEE 1 Yot Seslol AN A A RET 4 B AT A2 mA=A el 280l 91 Sich el
A7 @ A delelo] 7|utste] WEoldl thREe] vl ol RASL AN YA 4L FNoE A ] o],
U DA TE HRE 16 A o WAV} ek 23, X AP} ol Al SASHE 9Bl 151 3
552 Aojska AH9 o Amo] JFLS HIAAT, ol hIT RAEL g 9.0
wjebA] S2 WAl A3 Aze 484 mdo] Washy, ol B YL B SHN T HlA RAES FHHoE
urgefo} atet.

webd, B Qo] BAL @4 AY HolHg svoR S 33 YA ot Beld auu o] B veie
ATQ B 24 BDS AL Zoltk olF o, WA A4 WAS Jwo A J1EY Hak T4 BdSe] ¥
WA HlAk AlZo] B8E & YA HEFAL, o|F vl 71 WAl 24 BUES Hesle] 2 WAl AP
sl A BEe EshaAt stk B Aol AASH Bl TH Bde 24 B8 71050 22866) W B 55}
(ASABE §561.1)9] T8:& 24:5t0] /Mg Zolm, ol Fof @olAe] 484 A72 AT 5 Ak 484 RS At
L AL 2R ok
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T, AR vhs, ol BlAF A2

= Bl HVJ EPJ Al iﬁﬂ"ﬂ/ﬂ T “o} (17], Fig. 13} Zo] t4 95 20 m x 20 mE

‘9"%01]% 7&1, 3 1hs 2 FHE 54 Al7l6] 2R Ao R AAStlH nhst duks F5HA 7Rl

i 792 20 m x 10 m 2719] & FH 0= ipo] 27} nsdt FukE ARSIt A=

249] “F—Q 1091, F= 49]«] WAE S5l & 473]9] @4 HolHE X

H]é} 29l A HAAE= 1.8 m =2 10 m 1% 0] 7]AH(Onset computer corporation, Bourne, USA)E A .

371 & vlAkgT AW BAgS S4617] Sl i 99 AAREE ot HFLE 1~27 m A XA 7HAH0E £
BAE HiA| Sk 18].

7] $O072 HjAtE ARN ZL T 249 mm2 AEF(String)2 0~3 m HYOJA 107§9] A2 ThE £0](0.15 m, 0.45

m, 0.75 m, 1.05 m, 1.35 m, 1.65 m, 1.95 m, 2.25 m, 2.55 m, 2.85 m)°]| 5 m Zo]& HjX|5to] ZA3}ct thit 1Y HAAZEE
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Fig. 1. Layouts of the test bench for the pesticide drift experiments: (A) Potato and bean, (B) Garlic and onion. The green area in-
dicates the region where crops are planted and drone spraying occurs, while the downwind area shows the locations for drift meas-

urement using strings, nylon screens, and plates.

AEY AR Afls 52 ofFgol ogt EEdy 21H 59 f4o] 7MY A2 2 mE ZASFATH17]. E3E 200 mm x

100 mm 3719 YdE AFHo] AXH AAHE i +Ho2HE FoF HFCE 1 m, 3 m, 9 m, 27 m Ao HX|5}od

AE 57 F HAEFE SA6h 371 5 BlARF 27 Ao ZF &7 A ool S 0|EE 2704 vix|ste] AW EXHE
I

A 2Asiqich. AEY, UUE A3Y, EFo|EL 1SO 22866 E=[19]0] whet o ulAl AFo] A3tst Au|g AZH uf
Qlth20-22].

&HA; AlS] 2 =oko|| o)g) okl st =¥ X|Ho] sl HoF v)4l m]s)
AL 2 E (Xylitol, NOW Foods)& A5l =& HHA|

mL FEol] sASR o, Ao Had dxdg A% FYolEE

S

B X0 AHE Lz s}
Bl 24 A 2R gA0] BYE SRS P AL Bl B AToIAE ik EA FA o] HE AEARS
1:]

[22]0] A|QF3t vpHof wat F-7-7|Ek4(Total Organic Carbon; TOC) ZFHOZE B35t TOC S A xHo] SAFS
TOC Aoz AIFsloh= vH-E a2l #4 7%, A1)l wt AH=3skA

(C;‘a7erle - Cblank) X I/sample (1)
Qank x Ad

D=

ol714, D& BlAF 23 Aol FAE XN F(ml/m®) E= Aol JAE AEH] F(mL/em?), Comprt= HIAF
BAoA &3 AEN TOC Fk(mg/L), Cuan= Rl Bl 23 G2 27] 9] TOC §k(mg/Ll), Cuniz =8 F2 <

338 https:// K . https://doi.org/10.5338/KJEA.2024.43.32
ttps://www.korseaj.org Korean J. Environ. Agric. 2024, 43, 336-347




L §909] TOC SE(mg/L), Cue AT AENT 33} Z759] S TFA AFAL Ba(L), A= v1g F3Pol 5221
Prcl A vl £ A £J A ()l

& 9]’@ AEA ] vtk ‘:‘r%*ﬁi W57t B340 ® 2G5l WS Aotk & Aol ST 5 HAkS
= O

o] TR AEL oh9) FEo|A o}

,ﬁ
=
®
—
=
=
>
ol
_,_4
_EL
S
ook

Al EH ve] IS A §7] wiol B2 WA AN 714 24 BYEFRe] ol B AgoA=
8 m I EOA F&(m/s), FIH(), 71(°C), FE(%)E Sttt T3 10 m IEoA A5 7]2(°Cr= S5t
#olF o, o9 Bulk Richardson Number (Rb) 4l(2)E o] &35 H7|HHEE AAsHiTh

Rb=——F—2 (2)

o]7] 4], Rb= Bulk Richardson Number, g&= S 715 %(9.8 m/s), T= F 1L oA SHE Hat 7|29 AL (K), A=
T 2= 7] 7] A0](°C), Azi= L= AO|(m), ui= AFNA Y T (m/s)yS u|Ritt APYE 7] = Pasquill®] 5
& H8sjo] Fagehas]. AUIFEE Al B eRAR e, AL A1 BPER RS, R 1Y bERe AYE
Lrebdtcy.

x2S M

I AL vk, Gt 2] s AHE BESAAR StleH, g ool Aoz AgE 3719 2l dish A= ol
(em), e8] AH(cm?), 2HTF A AN, 2] F FHA ()& S745HAch FHA2 L1-3000 (LI-COR, NE, US) 7|75
o]- &3t Hjuty] RpAo R SASIALL, LAIE AFESHAH:. AE2 37 S5 ooty dxd 29| vjit =& HgAIn.

Table 1. Independent drift variables for fitting the drift curve model

Variables Units Model application Range
Wind Speed at 1.8 m [WS1.8] m/s 0-5.6
Deviation Angle of Wind direction [DAWD] ° 0-30
Air Temperature [AT] °C 8.5-26.5
Relative Humidity [RH] % 45.3-94.1

1(Extremely unstable), 2(Moderately unstable), 3(Slightly unstable),

Atmospheric Stability class [ASC] 5(Slightly stable), 6(Moderately stable)

Crop Type [CT] 1(Bean), 2(Potatoes), 3(Garlic), 4(Onion)
Crop Height [CH] cm 13-45
LAI (Leaf Area Index) [LAI] cm?/cm? 0-4.4
Downwind Crop Height [DCH] cm 0-60
Drone Spec [DS] 1(E616P), 2(SG-10P)
Nozzle Type [NT] 1(XR11002), 2(Al11002)
Spray Volume [SV] L/ha 30-265
Spray Height [SH] m 1.5-3.0
Flight Velocity [FV] m/s 1.0-1.5
Spray Pressure [SP] KPa 230-320
Dilution [D] 50-222
Pesticide Concentration [PC] g/L 1.6-30.9
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A Blik 54 A7 A" AAME 2] SRt #olE S ©f

i

ulAL 24 2EY 9 WhE EFS

O.

H AFoM AMEH EEL2 5YUE = E616P JARTE|(EFT Electronic Technology Co. Ltd, China)?} SG-10P 2EFE
(Hankook Samgong Co., Ltd, South Korea)°|tt. E616P SAFE 2} SG-10P S EFH S| 2H 9] 7= Z+2} 671, 87fo]th. =22
TEAFBAIET] FHARNE vl Aol Wt &Eo] BPANEE 2~3 m, HIPEHEE 1-2 m/sE UEHRT

5 EE T &35 48 A2 701, Teejet AF2] XR110022F AI11002E AR5 tH(Teejet, Technologies, Springfield,
IL, USA). XR11002 =52 -5 Ao EHZOZ AEEE flat-fan EFYOZE Fine Z7](145~225 pm)9] HZ-& A3t
Al11002 =22 7] = =27 59 vjAkS ol d agzo|zta 424 10w, Extremely Coarse Z7](503~665 um)2]
RS FAReh =59 2l 280~320 Kpaz ILSHATH

3 YA EF A9 dolHE B8t AA WA 71EoR ANE EAL a0 vl TH wdSo] I WAl
Agher) ARk R WA HE TAL a7 AL A0 A4 WHACR, MESR HEE ArA ulAEe Yehie
71g BEAQl meol

- [24] model:
y=az ® (3)
o714, y= iz A A HAEH%), x= AEZ7|Z5FH Al(m), a9} b= 242 9L AE Yetdle dizidaol

o). o] ul4t ZAL u%, T, 749, FS gios & AF dolsrt 8Eon, 15 m oie] AzjolA a=21, b--158
ot} x=0 mo] Tj5] HOEA GLoH, 04 m o|He] A2joA dlZo] RALITY.

51 41(3) MAdste] ZEWOIA 02 m < x < 15 me] 72jo] tjs] Mg 715 A WAL AL 7120 A
% 7o) diApse 78 Best GHAA, (2512 A@olAs Al el HAESE Bt 2AARR)7 0.97~0.99
ol T o2 BeEE 27 AdsA.

- [25] model:

( .I'b
=all— 4
Y a xb+cb ( )

o71A, ye ez BIE AA v (%), x2 427|257 A& (m), a0t be 42 H9g A, g Ui vl

2 HAHA0R AAE B4 T4 HEL2 [26]0] LT A(5)9F A(6) 22 A], o] WEAESS AR} HlAEF 7He] IAE
27 e AYsH, wilo] gL vAE FR W4S desiol v dEE oEeis § A,

- [26] model :

logy=¢, +czlogx* tey Vi teH, e, T+eg Vgt P, (5)

logy=c, +cloge’ + e, T+¢,P, +cF, (6)

o]7|Al, yi= A HAFRKmL/m?)°) 1, x= B AYE FF ALY FARI(cos) 02 e £3E X AT|(m), ci= A,
Vost= 0.5 m 0|94 F&(m/s), Pz =E2 #°l(m), T 712(°C), Ve 27| 1 A4 &Z(m/s), Pe 25 U2 (Kpa),
Fe =& §%ml/s)E Hetdth 2 AgojAs T4 1.8 m £0lolA 45t Vool 1.8 m £0]9] T4 PstloH,
27] oFF WA HE (Ve w5 59 71E27] AEE AREst] AR 4= IARH27), EE0 J85= s s S5t
71 o2 9] ol AitoA= A=A g A7 SHE AX {FFE &9 18 = sttt A(5)= 2AH7 =2 m
< x <275 m A HgkstH, R% 0.830]th. A](6)2 x < 312 m A Hgkotd, ZEF} WolEo] gl o4 R0 0872
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HEHom TE WA 4o] AUHES A T4 wde] Jeus, Mage] v $EAe FHE 2] A2
B A RS A, (26]2) BEE SB51o] “log(Drif) = A+Bllogal” 2] 2
ASRY, B AL 23 (Root Mean Square Error; RMSE), 2] &-&(p-value)2 H7}oF3Ath
WAL A RHo] ALBE A 59 Mk B 1702 2ESACH (Table 1), I/IPAEIASC HE ZRICT, EE £7
DS, % BRINTISH 0L £ WAt 2oz AR, ASABE 55611 7120] et sfsto] dg FlolA vl
2902 300 o] AR Boige 1] A HolElH BTN, o|F EF WAADAWDIoJekn Hesck of W
L q©9 4O 2HE Ael(e) AR AL L 84 Be] A8 SAROIAE NS BT FEFCRS
Y 7=t F2 UEoH, S8 AHRl Deu SHEA ot BE A 200 AU SHH =Y
HeEo] tsto] MATLAB (R2024a, Mathworks Inc., USA)S ARE5lo] A2 & E3f %9 wd QA& ZH1A} 51 th
A A 299] A 9 =olo uE HjAlF 53142 Surfer 27 (Golden-Software Inc., Golden, CO, USA)S AR5l 2513
(Kriging) WIS o183} A4 e A3l 249 FIHL BRI,

K
Hu
)
o,

Ag FAE 7oz JdE A WS =8 9AY vt A9 HloEo] &89 ZA¥= Table 2 Bl Table 337 .
of ARgstglem, T AF A (3)0A4 R*Z 0.06, A(4)°14 371 T HIAFSF(%)T
2d RE A9siA] gttt ol A A B2 WA A g4 Aolz
‘{1611 Hlé}‘%u 4 wiElo] E}Eﬂl UERY] i Zolnt. AV BAlE =g 7F WAl AX A7 A 77H AE 27] 29
A 2 QAL HE= Ao EojAH, Fig. 29 o] 44 A oA wlAtEol SASH dashe B3] e W, =28
WA= 2 91 oF 2~3 m IE=oA AEEY, 2F golof wet A X 6 Foli: A B8 WAle A ARG
O £2 AkoA H2HY, 229 2 3139 JFor 2 YA =R vIE HojAe W, A2 AR vhe] 932
ol e o] 5 4= Qltt. webA Fig. 29F o] =& A A| BlAkEo] Aol weh AntshA dashs WEe 2 A2
FolARt B AZ7HA] w]tto] HAYSEATE.

ESh A3)F A (@)olM AREE ARl ARV|2HE S AR GO, EE WA Aol ASABE $387.1 7]&°]

Table 2. Results of fitting experimental data from drone spraying to the exponential equation of eq. (3) (0.4 m < x< 15 m) (p-value <
0.001)

Parameter

Regression model R? RMSE

a b
y=az" " (Airborne drift) 3.01 0.32 0.06 243
y=az" " (Ground deposition) 221 0.36 0.06 1.74

Table 3. Results of fitting experimental data from drone spraying to the exponential equation of eq. (4) (0.2 m < x< 15 m) (p-value <
0.001)

Parameter 5
Regression model R RMSE
a b C
Ib
y=all— ﬁ) (Airborne drift) 0.38 9.86 11.94 0.01 0.30
x C
ZEh
y=a(l— ﬁ) (Ground deposition) 6.09 1.18 0.21 0.16 0.69
x C
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Fig. 2. Results of spray drift(%) obtained by distance into the fitted exponential equations derived from ground application and
drone application: (a) corresponds to eq. 1, (b) corresponds to eq. 2 under low-drift conditions.

upet At 1o AA Mo 2R AYE SATITH18). EE HJ Ale S22 FAARE 150 hE §8 AXEZA] AX
HRA7E SR B2 28], oA} 2] AARKE U 7HE toz Eojria] At SefEct A TRIPTARY] A
s g0l whet vAb A7 20 A HPE| o] HjAkRFo] WA Yt Aol AT, T2 WA Azt A4
WA A ol Aot Hol vlAkeg | xpolo] L v Aoz AUE QI Aoz, A4; ALt 52 HhA|9] vkt
o] & Xol7p HAYsA o, A W4 Z9te] HlAF A BEEL 52 A4 9] vlAk S FE3] uhdsA]| Fal,
A2 pFof| vxA] Zoto] H™ekA] g2 AoE BFIIE I

A(5)9] 21 P4 A5 WA ETE F7] F HlARKmL/m?) 2] RP0] 0372 T &9ktHTable 4). t71Mg ol whet A=
9] Zol7} Yepgon, 37| F HAEFY AS- ti7]7 BRMYe 2AA)A R0 0.757HK] S7tstdtt. TS, AW EH ]
749 t717F E1MY 22(A)0lA] R*0] 0.110014] 0812 Fobxl o, ek bASH RAE)0A R’ 0.767H4] F7FotATt. H719Hg
2 248 ERHS O BE d7IRPmoA AR =7t QA ASHAE FAAT, tiy] 20| 22 A9 vt IS
nAE AL AT 5+ ol

TEo] 2~3 m IE& FHPFPL of f7|PP =] whE H|AkS] Aol Fig. 304k BRI 5= Qlth A HO R HEQ] 0]
1m, 2 m, 3 moAE 37] $O29] Hj4L 0 moA& (WO R E&E oujgitt. BQFFT tf7] 2A(AL B)AE 3719
S geFo 2 gsHA olFotn R, YAt Hel HA | Hiks 7k AR et ileks Aol Hth 0|2 g 7
Ao A vato] AjHoz e erg yERth v, okl 293t 2AC)IME 4 dRvt gk, vAkE YRt
uhge] kS wot ©f de| o]Estth 17t MFAASE(E, F) YAV viE Bl o] FoteletE 2] FAto] AgtE| 1

i

ol

7

Table 4. Results of fitting experimental data from drone spraying to the logarithmic equation of eq. (5) (2 m < x< 27.5 m, grass area)
(p-value < 0.001)

. Parameter ) .
Regression model R RMSE Conditions
[«] C G Cy Cs Ce

348  -013 054 0.34 0.04 0.00 037 023
logy = ¢, +gylogr” +¢, V. 108 -030 057 0.18 0.03 0.00 075  0.11 ASC=A
Ve, H +e TP, 004 057 011  -019 000 000 029 0.0 ASC=B
(Airborne drift) 1643 002 096 279  -0.12 005 044 021 ASC=C
006 -012 007 0.01 002 000 004 045 ASC=E

288  -045 008 064  -003 001 0.11 031
logy = ¢, +gylogr” +¢, V. 576 423 3371 255  -135 004 081 0.12 ASC=A
Ve, H +e TP, 005  -042 009 002 000 000 043 012 ASC=B
(Ground deposition) 307 -062 132 -394 005 001 035 012 ASC=C
515 020 2494 255  -008  0.02 076 009 ASC=E
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Fig. 3. Average spray drift (mL/m?) distributions according to atmospheric stability when the drone flew at an altitude of 2~3 m.
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Table 5. Results of fitting experimental data from drone spraying to the logarithmic equation of eq. (6) (x< 312 m, no obstruction
field) (p-value < 0.001)

Parameter ;
Regression model R RMSE Conditions
G () G Ca Cs

-2.10 -0.10 0.05 0.00 0.33 0.09 0.31
. -6.97 -0.22 0.15 0.01 1.01 0.59 0.16 ASC=1
logy=c, +glogr +¢, T F, +oF, -0.05 -0.81 0.00 0.00 -0.02 035 0.29 ASC=2

(Airborne drift)

-10.87 -0.15 0.63 -0.06 7.02 043 0.26 ASC=3
1.00 0.11 -0.15 0.02 -2.50 0.05 0.40 ASC=5

1.23 -0.58 0.06 -0.02 -0.33 0.26 048
. -22.79 -2.11 0.68 0.06 0.52 0.77 0.46 ASC=1
logy=c, +glogr +¢, T e, P+ F, -0.21 -0.18 -0.02 0.00 -0.11 026 0.12 ASC=2

(Ground deposition)
0.27 -0.39 0.08 -0.02 0.97 0.37 0.14 ASC=3
208.34 -5.94 -347 -1.71 197.20 0.70 0.22 ASC=5
A7) 241, vj7i¥<S= Table 634 2t}
logy =c, +clogx +c; WS, s + ¢, ASC+c; CH+ ¢y SH (7)

o71Al, yi= 371 F AR Ee AW EHF(mL/m®), x= W 79 FAZEEH A (m), WS 1.8 m =oloA] Hi
A2 Hi v F(m/s), ASCE H7IPPE(A, B, C, E, F), CHe ¥FE9] £0|(m), SHE E2 AX %ol(m), ¢, o
ey sy G5, Gz AFROITh WA O A AAZRE AZ(x)7F 1 mPE 27 m o|Wof Hgotn, vlARS: &5kt sk
QXA vigo] 30° oW R & Ao H83 4= Qirt vHFe F3Fo] 30°R AlgtE o] [26]0] AQMEE £ AT (x)2 Zo]
S WAZS 1EHA] LA, HARE A&t sk BE A (0E ARSI 718 WEAEe] AW EHF d&d] 24
< U oS AR UARE B AtollA AIjket EE WA vlAl T4 HEL 7] F HARKG AW EARS BE 12T
S QA AAET 371 F Hd vlAkEFo] oigk R 0.71, RMSEE 0.12& UEebtow, A B EZFof tigh R*S 0.74,
RMSE= 0.100] 91 THFig. 4). & W4 7jdo] AL dlo|e ] Myt @i, "FRIFgE3AR7] QPAARE w0 w2 H|4t
A7t 20A AFo] WA H]ARFY] &7t Yot R? gho] 7|&9] A4 WAL vl4 T4 HAER T WA YET
SEA|GE, p-value= 0.001 °|st= FAIHOE RFo|ot3th

Table 60 Wb vie} Zro] =2 whA|o] o5t vjake: 714 2A(F, W7 L, $h), 2E BSAHEE &o))7F Sa%t
HeE 289tk 37 F HAERS g4 BAIRRE A7 DolA 1, 77 PSR 1L, FES] ol AENET} Fobgld
et AL, F40] S7HE e Sk ATFE Bvh B3 AW EFF g7Vt ogst, dit AAIRRE ARet
Z20] ol7} Lold4E 4, 540] S7I6I AR T EoldLRE Zekth B4 X4; WA9L BUsHA =2
YA A Sa3t i/ HFE 2hEetg o, 7|2t 7RIYEE 89S O =2 WAo] o5t vlAkS o F3otA vEr
Wolth. E3L A 2E9] Eolot Axuwrt F G vtk AEY 717 A3, AR TNTT 2E5E Ao T &2 X
A BARE]7] wfiof] 22 o] t Ha| HlXtElE AoE WHE QI HAF 4 nde 52 AR T Byt ope} 714f 343t

42 RS YR F wEsR 4859t

Table 6. Spray drift equation parameters for drone spraying in field crops (1 m < x < 27 m) (p-value < 0.001)

Parameter

Conditions R? RMSE

<} G C3 Ca Cs Ce
Airborne drift -0.84 -0.24 0.47 -0.33 -3.15 -0.45 0.71 0.13
Ground deposition -8.95 -1.06 7.87 -8.92 -4.70 4.60 0.75 0.09
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Fig. 4. Correlation between measured and predicted spray drift: (a) airborne drift, (b) ground deposition.
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