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Abstract—The aerial spray prediction model AgDRIFTt embodies the computational engine found in the near-wake Lagrangian
model AGricultural DISPersal (AGDISP) but with several important features added that improve the speed and accuracy of its
predictions. This article summarizes those changes, describes the overall analytical approach to the model, and details model
implementation, application, limits, and computational utilities.
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INTRODUCTION

Drift of pesticides from the target site during aerial spray
applications is a source of environmental concern due to its
potential human health impacts, downwind contamination and
damage to crops and livestock, and endangerment of ecological
resources. The Spray Drift Task Force, a coalition of agricul-
tural chemical companies, has gathered field and laboratory
data based on the assumption that pesticide drift is primarily
a function of environmental conditions, physical properties of
the spray solution, and application equipment configuration
and not of the active ingredient per se [1]. The sensitivity of
drift to numerous factors, including atmospheric conditions
[2–6] and application equipment [6–8], makes field testing the
full range of possible meteorological and application scenarios
difficult. Modeling provides a coherent framework for eval-
uating the potential risks of spray operations and the potential
effectiveness of possible mitigation options. Both the Spray
Drift Task Force and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s Office of Pesticide Programs strongly felt that a spray
drift modeling tool supported by input databases and postpro-
cessing toolbox utilities would improve both the efficiency
and reliability of the pesticide product evaluation and regis-
tration process. AgDRIFTt (Stewart Agricultural Research
Services, Macon, MO, USA) is the realization of this joint
vision of a spray drift assessment tool suitable for use in the
regulatory arena.

A number of models have been developed to predict the
drift and deposition from aerial spray applications [9–18].
These aerial spray models fall into two general categories—
empirical and mechanistic. The empirical models [9,10] do not
take into account any physical basis for spray drift and are
generally applicable only to situations very similar to those
for which they were developed. The ideal model for evaluating
off-site movement of pesticides, setting buffer zones around
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sensitive areas, and determining effectiveness of mitigation
options needs to include mechanistic descriptions of important
processes such as gravitational acceleration, air resistance,
droplet evaporation, and mode of application.

Simple mechanistic models developed for evaluation of
spray generally fall into two categories based on the mathe-
matical approach to turbulent mixing, i.e., Gaussian dispersion
equations and particle tracking models (Lagrangian particle
trajectory) [19]. Gaussian modeling [11,14,16,17] is a classical
approach used in atmospheric dispersion modeling of releases
from tall stacks and line, area, and volume sources and is well
suited for modeling moderately long-range drift (0.5–10 km)
and simulating the effects of atmospheric stability. However,
the Gaussian approach does not provide much resolution in
the representation of equipment and near-field dynamics in the
flow field near the aircraft. Lagrangian models [12,15,18], on
the other hand, track a cohort of droplets in a given drop size
category and overlay a random component on the movement
of the droplets to account for atmospheric turbulence. The
Lagrangian approach lends itself to detailed modeling of the
effects of application equipment on spray dispersal and thus,
as an approach, most effectively meets the needs for a regu-
latory assessment tool that can be used to evaluate the miti-
gating effects of alternative equipment uses and near-field buff-
er zones.

The real power of the model presented here lies in its rel-
ative simplicity. AgDRIFT does not employ a full-physics Na-
vier–Stokes approach but instead incorporates a much simpler
method that yields high correlations with observed deposition.
This simplicity is very desirable in a regulatory context and
lends itself to wide use and consistent results.

The AGDISP model [12] forms the computational engine
of AgDRIFT. The AGDISP is based on a Lagrangian approach
to the solution of the spray material equations of motion and
includes simplified models for the effects of the aircraft wake
and aircraft-generated and ambient turbulence. Reed [20] first
developed the equations of motion for spray material released
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from nozzles on an aircraft. His insight was the realization
that the wingtip vortices play a significant role in the subse-
quent behavior of the spray material released close to the air-
craft. Vortex swirling behavior can be quantified by a simple
model that, when combined with the local wind speed and
gravity, effectively predicts the motion of spray material re-
leased into it. Other researchers expanded on this approach to
produce more detailed models of the problem [15,21–24]. The
original AGDISP model built upon these studies but included
the innovative step of developing ensemble-averaged turbu-
lence equations to predict the growth of the spray cloud during
the calculations, eliminating the need for a random component
in the solution procedure.

The AGDISP has an extensive history of use and devel-
opment by several federal agencies. The initial computational
approach for AGDISP was defined under a 1979 grant by the
National Aeronautics and Space Administration to develop and
demonstrate a particle dispersion computer code that models
deposition on a horizontal surface. Over nearly 20 years, with
continuing support from the U.S. Department of Agriculture
Forest Service and the U.S. Army, AGDISP was developed
[25] and refined, both as a stand-alone code [12] and as the
near-wake model in Forest Service Cramer–Barry–Grim
(FSCBG) [14]. In this same time period, considerable effort
has been made toward understanding the spray application
problem. This improved understanding has led to extensive
data assembly efforts to facilitate use of the model, including
collecting specifications for most of the aircraft used in aerial
spraying in the United States [26] and testing the sensitivity
of deposition to aircraft type [27], collecting drop size distri-
butions of agricultural products in use today [28,29] and in-
vestigating their effect on deposition [8] and our ability to
model atomization [30–33], performing an extensive series of
sensitivity studies of the influence of all inputs into the model
[34–38] in an effort to clarify which variables influence field
applications, and evaluating model performance on available
field data sets [39].

AgDRIFT is a Microsoftt Windowsy (Redmond, WA,
USA)-based implementation of the AGDISP program aimed
at addressing the assessment of off-site drift of pesticide from
agricultural applications. It contains aerial, ground, and or-
chard/airblast models. The initial focus and original applica-
tions of AGDISP were primarily toward defining in-swath de-
position patterns or as a near-wake model for forestry or other
high-release applications where calculations for downwind de-
position were made following a hand-off from the Lagrangian
calculations to a Gaussian plume algorithm [14]. The use of
AgDRIFT as a tool for assessing off-field drift and mitigation
of drift from low-flight applications for regulatory decision-
making required minor computational modifications to the
original AGDISP model, implementation of data libraries, and
model evaluation in this type of application.

This article is the second in a series of three articles. The
first [1] describes a series of aerial application field studies
measuring off-site drift and deposition of pesticides and wind
tunnel drop size distribution measurements, which were used
in the third article [40] to evaluate the performance of Ag-
DRIFT for low-flight agricultural applications. The objective
of the present article is to present an up-to-date description of
the computational algorithms implemented in AgDRIFT and
to provide an overview of their application in this tool designed
for use in regulatory assessments.

MODEL FORMULATION

Spray material released from an aircraft is usually modeled
as a discrete set of droplets, collected into categories and called
a drop size distribution. Each drop size category is defined by
its volume average diameter and volume fraction (the total
volume fraction of the released spray material is 1.0) and is
examined sequentially by the model. A Lagrangian approach
is used to develop the equations of motion for discrete droplets
released from the aircraft, with the resulting set of ordinary
differential equations solved exactly from time step to time
step. Drop flight path as a function of time after release is
computed as the mean droplet locations Xi for all droplets
included in the simulation. The positive X direction is taken
as the direction from which the aircraft is flying, the Y direction
is off the right wing as viewed from the pilot’s seat, and the
Z direction is vertical upward. The interaction of the released
material with the turbulence in the environment creates tur-
bulent correlation functions for droplet position and velocity
^xivi&, for velocity variance ^vivi&, and for position variance
^xixi&, where xi is the fluctuating droplet position, vi is the
fluctuating droplet velocity, and ^& denotes ensemble average.
The square root of ^xixi& gives the standard deviation s of the
droplet motion about the mean described by Xi.

The novel feature of the AGDISP (and AgDRIFT) meth-
odology is that the dispersion of a group of similarly sized
droplets (contained within each drop size category), resulting
from turbulent fluid fluctuations in the atmosphere, is quan-
titatively computed within the wake of the aircraft as the group
of droplets descends toward the surface. The Lagrangian equa-
tions governing the behavior of a droplet in motion may be
written

2d 1
(X 1 x ) 5 [U 1 u 2 V 2 v ] 1 g (1)i i i i i i i2 [ ]dt tp

d
(X 1 x ) 5 V 1 v (2)i i i idt

where t is time, Ui is the mean local velocity, ui is the fluc-
tuating local velocity, Vi is the mean droplet velocity, vi is the
fluctuating droplet velocity, gi is gravity (0, 0, 2g), and the
drag force on the droplet is represented by the droplet relax-
ation time

4 Dr
t 5 (3)p 3 C r zU 2 V zD a i i

where D is the droplet diameter, r is the droplet density, CD

is the droplet drag coefficient, and ra is the air density. Here,
the position and velocity vectors are written in tensor notation
as the sum of an ensemble averaged mean (upper case) and
fluctuating components about the mean (lower case). The term
representing the effect of evaporation on droplet acceleration
has been removed from Equation 1 because its effect is small
and its presence significantly complicates the problem (and
makes the later analytical solution to Equations 1 and 2 im-
possible). The CD is evaluated empirically for spherical drop-
lets as [41]

24
0.63 1.38C 5 [1 1 0.197Re 1 0.00026Re ] (4)D Re

where
r DzU 2 V za i iRe 5 (5)

ma
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is the Reynolds number and ma is the air viscosity. The relax-
ation time tp, defined in Equation 3, has physical significance
with regard to dispersion in that it is the e-folding time required
for a droplet to catch up to its local velocity (for Vi to approach
Ui). If Equations 1 and 2 are ensemble averaged, we obtain

2d X 1i 5 [U 2 V ] 1 g (6)i i i2 [ ]dt tp

dXi 5 V (7)idt

Equations 6 and 7 were first examined by Reed [20] and,
with a specification of the local velocity field Ui, can be solved
to obtain the mean trajectory paths for the spray material is-
suing from each nozzle. Reed assumed that the local velocity
field was generated by a counter-rotating pair of vortices po-
sitioned at the aircraft wing tips. This velocity field provides
most of the velocity effects close to the aircraft and will be
described later, although not in the form he suggested.

Substituting Equation 6 into Equation 1 and Equation 7 into
Equation 2, results in the fluctuation equations, which may be
premultiplied by xi and vi, ensemble averaged, and manipulated
to yield

d
^x x & 5 2^x v & (8)i i i idt

d 1
^x v & 5 [^x u & 2 ^x v &] 1 ^v v & (9)i i i i i i i i[ ]dt tp

d 1
^v v & 5 2[^u v & 2 ^v v &] (10)i i i i i i [ ]dt tp

where the i indices are now not summed. Equation 8 represents
the growth of the spray cloud, as ^xixi& is the position variance
around the mean droplet location Xi. Equations 8 to 10 require
the specification of ^xiui& and ^uivi&, correlations of the droplet
position and velocity with the local background velocity, re-
spectively, before solution is possible.

These correlations are developed by assuming that the fluc-
tuating local velocity may be represented by its Fourier trans-
form ûi(v),

`1
ivtu 5 û (v)e dv (11)i E i2p

2`

where v is frequency, and solving the fluctuating equations

2d x 1i 5 [u 2 v ] (12)i i2 [ ]dt tp

dxi 5 v (13)idt

to obtain solutions for xi and vi of the form

` ivt 2t/tp1 e 2 1 1 ivt (e 2 1)px 5 û (v) dv (14)i E i [ ]2p iv(1 1 ivt )p2`

` ivt 2t/tp1 e 2 e
v 5 û (v) dv (15)i E i [ ]2p 1 1 ivtp2`

for constant initial conditions. Upon multiplying these results
by ui and ensemble averaging (with Parseval’s theorem), equa-
tions are obtained for the needed correlations

` sin vt tp^x u & 5 F (v) 2i i E u 2 2[ v 1 1 t vp2`

2t/t 2t/tp p3 (1 2 e cos vt 1 t ve sin vt) dvp ]
(16)

` 1
^u v & 5 F (v)i i E u 2 21 1 t vp2`

2t/t 2t/tp p3 [1 2 e cos vt 1 t ve sin vt] dv (17)p

where Fu(v) is the Lagrangian spectral density function. As
noted in [42], in stationary turbulence, the variance ^xixi& can
be expressed in terms of an integral of the Lagrangian auto-
correlation coefficient. In AgDRIFT, the transform of this func-
tion is approximated by

21 L 1 1 3(vL/U )
2F (v) 5 q (18)u 2 23p U [1 1 (vL/U ) ]

where L is the integral scale of the mean square turbulence
level q2 and U is the free stream velocity [43,44]. The spectral
density function assumed here approximates the turbulence
found in an aircraft wake, where U is interpreted as the relative
velocity zUi 2 Viz, thereby permitting us to integrate the equa-
tions analytically to find

2q tp 2t/tp^x u & 5 2t K 1 t K 2 K e 1 t K (19)i i p 1 p 2 3 t 41 2[ ]3 t t

2q tp 2t/tp^u v & 5 K 2 K 2 K e (20)i i 1 2 31 2[ ]3 t t

where
2 2

t t tp p p3 2 1 2 1 2 11 2 1 2[ ][ ]t t tt t t1
K 5 (21)1 222 tp1 2 1 2[ ]t t

2 2
t t t tp p p2t/t 2t/t 2t/tt p t3 2 e 2 e 1 2 1 1 1 e1 2 1 2[ ][ ] [ ][ ]t t t tt t t t1

K 52 222 tp1 2 1 2[ ]t t

(22)
2 2

t t tp p2t/t 2t/t 2t/tt p t3 2 [e 2 e ] 1 2 1 e1 2 1 2[ ] [ ]t t tt t t1
K 5 (23)3 222 tp1 2 1 2[ ]t t

1 t
2t/t tK 5 1 1 e 2 1 and (24)4 1 2[ ]2 t t

L
t 5 (25)t 3

zU 2 V z 1 qi i 8

is the travel time of the droplet through a turbulent eddy of
scale length L. Equation 25 recovers the proper limit for Vi

→ Ui [45].
Equations 6 to 10 are therefore governed by two time scales:

tp and tt. Their consistent limiting behavior is of interest here:
as tp approaches zero (drop size approaches zero), the droplet
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will follow the fluctuations in the flow field, and these equa-
tions may be solved to yield

2q 8
^x x & 5 t t 5 qLt (26)i i t3 9

recovering the well-known large-time result that the position
variance grows as the product of the turbulence level q and
time [46]; and as tp approaches infinity (drop size becomes
massive), the droplets move independently of the flow field,
and these same equations may be solved in this limit to yield

32q t t 2^x x & 5 t (27)i i 1 23 tp

where the time-squared behavior is now consistent with the
short-time result (again found in [46]). As tp reaches infinity
in this limit, the variance remains zero since the droplets are
too massive to be dispersed by turbulent fluctuations.

With the position and velocity information available for the
droplet at any time during the simulation, Equations 6 to 10
may be integrated exactly as an initial-value problem for the
solution at the next time step, with the assumption that the
background conditions Ui, ^xiui&, and ^uivi& are constant across
each time step. For example, the solution to the mean equations
becomes

2Dt/tpX 5 X 2 t [U 2 V 1 g t ][1 2 e ]i 0 p i 0 i p

1 [U 1 g t ]Dt (28)i i p

2Dt/tpV 5 2t [U 2 V 1 g t ]e 1 U 1 g t (29)i p i 0 i p i i p

where Xo is the initial droplet position at the beginning of the
time step Dt and Vo is the initial droplet velocity at the be-
ginning of the time step. The turbulent correlations are solved
in a similar manner but are not shown here because of their
complexity.

Evaporation modeling

The evaporation model in AgDRIFT is based on the D-
squared law as suggested in [22], in which the time rate of
change of drop diameter is taken as

dD D
5 2 (30)

dt t
2t 1 2e1 2t e

where

2D
t 5 (31)e 1/284.76DQ(1 1 0.27Re )

is the evaporation time scale of the droplet and the wet bulb
temperature depression DQ 5 Qd 2 Qw is evaluated from the
Carrier equation [47]

(p 2 p )(Q 2 Q )b w d wp 5 p 2 (32)s w 1,555.6 2 0.7Qw

where ps is the pressure of water vapor in the atmosphere, pw

is the pressure of saturated water vapor at the wet bulb tem-
perature, pb is the barometric pressure, Qd is the dry bulb
temperature, and Qw is the wet bulb temperature. The water
vapor pressure is found from the simple expression ps 5
0.01fpd, where f is the relative humidity (in percent) and pd

is the pressure of saturated water vapor at the dry bulb tem-
perature. Because the pressures pd and pw are related to their

corresponding temperatures Qd and Qw through the saturation
line in the steam tables [48], the solution to Equation 32 can
be performed only by iteration. The saturation line in the steam
tables may be expressed as

5
nk (1 2 Q)O n1 n51b 5 exp

2[Q 1 1 k (1 2 Q) 1 k (1 2 Q)6 7

(1 2 Q)
2 (33)

2 ]k (1 2 Q) 1 k8 9

where b is the pressure divided by the critical pressure, Q is
the absolute temperature divided by the critical temperature,
and kn are curve-fitting constants to the saturation line (k1 5
27.691234564, k2 5 226.08023696, k3 5 2168.1706546, k4

5 64.23285504, k5 5 2118.9646225, k6 5 4.167117320, k7

5 20.97506760, k8 5 1,000,000,000.0, k9 5 6.0). Recent re-
search [49,50] supports the assumption that aerially applied
agricultural materials (in water-based carriers) show evapo-
rative characteristics similar to water. For water [22], a sug-
gested evaporation rate of l` 5 84.76 mm2/(s·8C) as shown in
Equation 31. This value may be obtained from an expression
developed for quiescent flow [51],

8k
l 5 (34)

rL

where k is the thermal conductivity of air and L is the latent
heat of vaporization. Tests by the Spray Drift Task Force
showed that the evaporation rate—with flow over the droplet—
could be somewhat lower, down to l` 5 70.24 mm2/(s·8C) for
deionized water, well within a 10 to 15% variation in the
evaluation of thermal conductivity and latent heat [52], and
that the evaporation rate is further reduced as the relative ve-
locity zUi 2 Viz approaches zero [53]. This study set a bounding
curve to l` of the form

l/l 5 0.4 1 0.116 Re` (35)

This correction runs counter to scaling laws based on the
Sherwood number (Sh 5 1 1 0.27 Re1/2 as shown in Eqn. 31)
but, when implemented into AgDRIFT, reduces downwind de-
position by a factor of two and brings model predictions closer
to field data measurements. With a reduced evaporation rate,
drop sizes remain larger and are more likely to deposit closer
to the spray block than droplets that experience higher evap-
oration rates.

Flow field modeling

The behavior of the released droplets is intimately con-
nected to the local background mean velocity Ui and turbulence
field q2 through which the spray material is transported. In the
Lagrangian formulation, these local effects must be approxi-
mated by models for the aircraft and the atmosphere. AgDRIFT
contains a number of simplified models for the flow field ve-
locity and turbulence levels behind aircraft.

Fixed-wing rolled-up tip vortices. When an aircraft flies at
a constant altitude and speed, the aerodynamic lift generated
by the lifting surfaces of the aircraft equals the aircraft weight.
The majority of the lift is carried by the wings and generates
one or more pairs of swirling masses of air (vortices) down-
stream of the aircraft [54]. If the roll up of this trailing vorticity
can be approximated as occurring immediately downstream of
the wing, then the mean velocity field that results may be given
by known aircraft characteristics and the wing load distribu-
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tion. The simplest conceptualization of a wake behind an air-
craft arises when the load distribution across a wing is taken
as uniform. Unfortunately, such a distribution is impossible to
achieve in practice and is in fact very undesirable from an
aerodynamic efficiency point of view [55]. From a practical
point of view, most aircraft wings are designed to approximate
an elliptical span load distribution of the form

2
G y

5 1 2 (36)1 2!G s0

where G is the vortex circulation strength, G0 is the aircraft
centerline vortex circulation strength, y is the lateral distance
from the aircraft centerline, and s is the aircraft semispan. This
distribution results in the most efficient means of generating
lift while minimizing drag [56]. The velocity field behind the
trailing edge of the wing and between the two vortices, is
uniform downward. The centers of the fully rolled-up vorticity
are located a distance of ps/4 along either wing. If spray ma-
terial were released uniformly along the trailing edge of a wing,
a prediction of the deposition of material would show a greater
spread for calculations based on the uniform load wake model
when compared with the elliptical load wake model. Use of
an elliptically loaded wing approximation enhances the near
spray block deposition pattern and diminishes the driftable
fraction, both effects of which improve AgDRIFT predictions
when compared with data.

With an elliptically loaded wing, the strength of each wing
tip vortex is computed from the equation

2 W
G 5 (37)

p r sUa `

where W is the aircraft weight and U` is the aircraft speed.
The local swirl velocity Vs around each vortex may then be
approximated by

G r
V 5 (38)s 22p (r 1 r )c

where r is the distance from the vortex center to the droplet
and rc is the vortex core radius. The integral scale of turbulence
is set to L 5 0.6r [57]. For a vortex pair, the superimposed
effects of four vortices are used to simulate the overall prox-
imity to the ground, with image vortices maintaining the no-
flow inviscid ground condition. The vortex strength G decays
with time because of atmospheric turbulence, following a sim-
ple decay model,

bqt
G 5 G exp 2 (39)i 1 2s

where Gi is the initial vortex circulation strength and exp is
the exponential function. This functional dependence was val-
idated in a series of aircraft flyovers past instrumented towers
[58], with an average value of bq 5 0.56 m/s. This effect
diffuses the vortex strength and permits earlier deposition
downwind of the spray lines.

Helicopter in forward flight. The helicopter model partitions
the helicopter weight between hover downwash and rotor tip
vortices as a function of time. The hover downwash model is
taken from actuator disk theory for a propeller [59] and may
be written as

1 FW
w 5 (40)d !R 2pra

where wd is the downwash velocity at the helicopter rotor plane

and R is the rotor radius of the helicopter. The strength of the
vortex pair may be found from

2(1 2 F )W
G 5 (41)

pr RUa `

where F 5 exp(2x/s) found by matching the behavior of this
simple model with detailed helicopter models [60] as a func-
tion of the axial distance x. At the beginning of the calculation,
x 5 0, F 5 0, and all of the weight of the helicopter provides
downwash through the helicopter rotor blades. As the calcu-
lation proceeds, x . 0, F → 0, and all of the weight transitions
to provide vortex motion identical to that of a fixed-wing air-
craft. Because of the exponential decay, the transition between
downwash and vortex motion occurs within two rotor diam-
eters behind the helicopter.

Spray material released ahead of the helicopter (spray boom
forward) is assumed to encounter a streamline pattern similar
to flow around a circular cylinder [56],

2 2 2R 2R y
U 5 U 1 2 1 (42)` 2 41 2r r

22U R xy`V 5 (43)
4r

for the free stream velocity U and lateral velocity V, until the
spray material crosses the plane of the helicopter shaft cen-
terline.

Propeller. The propeller is also modeled as an actuator disk,
where the incremental velocity DU over the flight speed U` is
related to the actual thrust produced by the propeller,

2T 5 2pr R DU(U 1 DU)a ` (44)

where R is now the radius of the propeller. In steady flight,
the thrust equals the aircraft drag, so that

1
2T 5 C r U S (45)D a `2

where CD is now the drag coefficient of the aircraft and S is
the aircraft wing planform area. Combining Equations 44 and
45 to eliminate thrust, we obtain

DU 1 C SD5 21 1 1 1 (46)
21 2!U 2 pR`

The effective thrust level for the propeller may be obtained
as [61]

2 2T 5 2.5275r R DUa (47)

and is used to generate the axial and radial velocities, uaxial

and vradial, respectively, as

T!ra3 1
u 5 (48)axial 28p ex 2h

1 11 24

3T h
h 21 2!r 4a1 3

v 5 (49)radial 2!4 p x 2h
1 11 24

with
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T!ra1 3 r
h 5 (50)!4 p e x

T
e 5 0.0161 (51)!ra

2 2q 5 0.2034u (52)prop axial

where r is now the radius from the center of the propeller. The
proportionality constant in the equation for is determined2qprop

from the centerline decay of turbulence in a free jet [62].
The swirl velocity generated by the propeller is assumed

to be linear out to R and then zero for larger values of r. The
resulting integration yields

3U C S` DV 5 (53)tip 3pzVR (U 1 DU )`

where z is the propeller efficiency and V is the propeller ro-
tation rate.

Mean crosswind. In a neutral atmospheric surface layer, the
lateral velocity V is assumed to follow a logarithmic profile,

ln(z/z )0V 5 V (54)r ln(z /z )r 0

where Vr is the lateral velocity at the reference height zr, z is
vertical distance, and z0 is surface roughness. With a linear
integral scale of turbulence (L 5 0.65z), the turbulence level
[63,64] becomes

2
Vr2q 5 0.845 (55)wind [ ]ln(z /z )r 0

Flow effects are additive from all of these contributions to
assemble the local velocity Ui and turbulence q at the spatial
position of the droplet being examined. The solution to the
Lagrangian equations of motion may therefore be undertaken.
Droplet trajectories are followed from their release points at
the nozzle locations until they deposit on the surface or move
beyond a downwind location where they are no longer of in-
terest.

Deposition modeling

As released spray material approaches the ground, depo-
sition begins and continues until all unevaporated material is
deposited (capture is assumed to be 100% efficient). Ground
deposition is computed by assuming that the concentration of
material around the mean may be taken as Gaussian,

2 21 (y 2 Y ) (z 2 Z )
C 5 exp 2 exp 2 (56)

2 2 2[ ] [ ]2ps 2s 2s

where the released spray material is at position (Y, Z). When
the unevaporated material deposits as it approaches the surface,
Equation 56 is integrated from far below the surface to the
ground to give

21 (y 2 Y ) Z
M 5 exp 2 erfc (57)

2 1 2[ ]2s2Ï2ps Ï2s

where erfc is the complementary error function. Deposition to
the ground is estimated by summing all incremental contri-
butions to M as integration proceeds, then correcting the in-
tegrated deposition so that conservation of the released non-
volatile spray material is achieved. It may be seen that, for

material falling vertically toward the surface, the pattern of
chemical deposition to the ground generated by Equation 57
will be identical to the traditional Gaussian deposition.

The deposition equation requires the incremental summing
of deposition as the calculation proceeds. While the trajectory
analysis accurately predicts the position of each droplet, the
deposition is found discretely. Thus, without any specific re-
strictions, the mass deposition on the ground will not generally
be conserved. To guarantee conservation, the accurate sum of
all droplets hitting the ground (known from the trajectory anal-
ysis) generates the exact amount of nonvolatile material that
should be on the ground. This amount is compared with the
incremental sum, and the incremental sum is corrected appro-
priately.

Stream modeling

The AgDRIFT model includes the ability to specify the
location of a stream downwind of the spray block. Any ground
deposition occurring across the width of the stream is assumed
to enter the stream and contribute to the initial concentration
of spray material in the stream. By forming an equation for
the behavior of this concentration, including the effects of the
stream flow rate, we may determine the dilution of the initial
concentration in time and distance downstream and make an
assessment of the subsequent effects on concentration.

The stream assessment solution is obtained from the exact
solution to a one-dimensional, unsteady advection–diffusion
equation of the form

2]C ]C ] Cs s s1 U 5 D 2 nC (58)s s s2]t ]x ]xs s

where Cs is the stream concentration, Us is the average stream
flow speed, xs is downstream distance, Ds is the dispersion
coefficient, and n is the decay rate of the active ingredient in
the deposited spray material. The dispersion coefficient may
be interpreted as [65]

20.11U wsD 5 (59)s d

where w is the average stream width and d is its average depth.
The stream is assumed to flow parallel to the flight lines of
the aircraft (for the initial loading of the stream only) and be
located at a lateral distance Y downwind of the most downwind
flight line. Rapid (instantaneous) mixing is assumed to occur
across the assumed rectangular cross-section of the stream
when recovering the initial concentration.

The solution begins with an initial top-hat concentration
from the aerial spray (whose length is the length of the flight
lines) on a flight-line by flight-line basis and is integrated
across the time and distance specified by the user until the
concentration reaches a low value. The solution for each flight
line is the product of the exact solution to Equation 58 [66]
and an exponential term representing in situ decay and is of
the form

C a 2 y a 1 yi s sC 5 erf 1 erf exp(2nt) (60)s 1 2 1 2[ ]2 2ÏD t 2ÏD ts s

where Ci is the initial stream concentration, a is one half of
the spray block length, ys 5 xs 2 Ust, and erf is the error
function. The most downwind flight line is assumed to deposit
to the stream at t 5 0. Each upwind flight line deposits to the
stream at uniformly increasing increments in time. Solution
details may be found in Teske [67].
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MODEL IMPROVEMENTS

The original presentation of the AGDISP model [12] has
been extended within the AgDRIFT framework to include sev-
eral improvements to the accuracy of predictions of downwind
drift and deposition. These improvements include a more phys-
ically correct approximation of the fully rolled-up wingtip vor-
tices as generated from an elliptically loaded wing [55] and
experimental recovery of aircraft vortex decay by local tur-
bulence [58]; modification of the helicopter wake model to
more nearly approximate the predictions from state-of-the-art
wake models [60,68]; inclusion of smaller drop sizes in the
drop size distribution, specifically extending the minimum size
class examined to 10 mm or less, and splitting the drop size
distribution (typically contained in 32 size categories) into size
classes that each contain no more than 2% of the total volume
fraction [13,69]; evaporation rates for typical agricultural tank
mixes and the importance of the nonvolatile fraction
[49,50,52]; reduction in evaporation rate at low relative wind
speeds [53]; and a significant solution speed increase, incor-
porating an exact solution to the equations of motion on a step-
by-step basis and an in-memory computation of the smoothed
downwind deposition pattern.

These extensions to the aircraft wake model, the drop size
distribution representation, and the evaporation model are now
considered essential to the success of any model in accurately
predicting downwind drift. In addition, the solution speed in-
crease enables AgDRIFT to run rapidly in the 32-bit Win-
dowsy (Microsoft) environment.

MODEL INPUTS

To make an accurate prediction of downwind drift and de-
position, AgDRIFT requires a consistent set of inputs repre-
senting the aircraft and its flight condition, the nozzles and
the drop size distributions they create, the spray material prop-
erties, and the ambient meteorology. These inputs drive the
various elements of the model used to approximate the physics
within the wake behind the spray aircraft and in the local
environment. In general, these inputs are evaluated from the
open literature (or recovered from the available model librar-
ies), are measured during a field trial or in the laboratory or
wind tunnel, or are estimated as a worst case scenario in the
application of the spray product.

The complete list of inputs needed to run AgDRIFT is given
in Appendix 1. Within this list are identified several broad
areas of classification relating to a description of the aircraft
and its power plant (rotor or propeller), the nozzles on the
spray boom and the drop size distribution they create, spray
material details, ambient meteorology, and other needed field
information.

Aircraft characteristics include the fixed-wing semispan (or
helicopter rotor radius), typical flight speed during spraying,
weight, and helicopter rotor RPM. These characteristics have
been collected for many agricultural aircraft in the AgDRIFT
aircraft library [26,70].

Engine characteristics (for propeller-driven aircraft) include
the aircraft drag coefficient, planform area, engine efficiency,
propeller RPM, propeller blade radius, and spatial location of
the blade hub relative to the tip of the trailing edge of the
wing. These characteristics have been collected in the Ag-
DRIFT aircraft library as well. Aircraft drag coefficient and
engine efficiency have been taken as 0.1 and 0.8, respectively
[12].

Nozzle characteristics include the spatial location of the

spray boom relative to the centerline of the aircraft and the
vertical distance to the tip of the trailing edge of the wing (or
the rotor plane of the helicopter), the spacing along the spray
boom of the nozzle locations, and identification of nozzle type.

Drop size distributions are generally obtained from wind
tunnel studies using a laser measuring instrument, with dis-
tributions recovered into 32 size classes. The Spray Drift Task
Force measurements include component percentages, nozzle
type, geometry, orientation, flow rate, pressure, and tunnel
speed and have been collected in the AgDRIFT drop size dis-
tribution library. Alternately, the distribution may be estimated
from empirical interpolation of the data [31,32].

Spray material characteristics include the flow rate, specific
gravity, nonvolatile fraction (that portion of the tank mix that
will not evaporate), active fraction (that portion of the tank
mix that constitutes the nonvolatile active ingredients), and
evaporation rate of the tank mix. These characteristics have
been collected for many test substances in the AgDRIFT spray
material library. Meteorological characteristics include wind
speed, wind direction, temperature, and relative humidity, rep-
resenting the layer where spray release and drift occur.
AgDRIFT uses meteorological averages representative of the
spraying time and a lag to cover atmospheric transport.

Meteorological data should be spatially representative of
the modeling domain and averaged to recover representative
data over the spray period for wind speed and wind direction
[71] and for temperature and relative humidity. Estimates of
the surface roughness parameter are also needed to compute
wind speed profiles that are assumed logarithmic. AgDRIFT
uses an evaporation model that requires the wet bulb temper-
ature depression as input, collapsing temperature and relative
humidity effects with the Carrier equation [47].

Other inputs into the model include the spraying height,
the number of swaths flown across the spray block, swath
width, and swath displacement (distance between the farthest
downwind flight line and the edge of the field).

All model inputs are further constrained by sensible lower
and upper limits, beyond which validation of model perfor-
mance was not possible or degradation of model predictions
would occur. These limits are summarized in Table 1 for tier
II and tier III operation (units may be specified in English or
metric in the program). Users are warned when these limits
are exceeded.

MODEL FEATURES

For the assessment of aerial application, AgDRIFT com-
putes the downwind drift and deposition of pesticides and the
magnitude of buffer zones needed to protect sensitive aquatic
and terrestrial habitats from undesired exposures. The meth-
odology includes a screening or tier I level designed to yield
conservative exposure estimates for downwind deposition and
detailed or tier II and tier III levels requiring more knowledge
of spraying conditions and information related to the specific
spray material anticipated, spray system, and meteorological
conditions. Tier I methodology is designed as a preliminary
screen, based on user selection of one of the American Society
of Agricultural Engineers Standard S-572 drop size distribu-
tions, patterned after the British Crop Protection Council cat-
egories of fine, medium, coarse, and very coarse [72–74]; tiers
II and III permit increasing access to more model details.

The tier I aerial analysis is entered with the spray quality
or atomization spectrum of the nozzle emission, the primary
controlling variable for off-target drift. In tier I, the user can
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Table 1. AgDRIFTt model limitsa

Variable name

Tier II limits

Lower Upper

Tier III limits

Lower Upper

Active fraction
Boom height (m)
Boom length (%)
Surface roughness (m)
Flux plane (m)
Nonvolatile fraction
Number of flight lines
Relative humidity (%)
Spray rate (L/ha)

0.0001
0.9
0.0

0.0
active fraction

1
5.0
2.34

nonvolatile fraction
9.1

85.0

304.0
1.0

20
100.0
140.32

0.3
0.0
0.001
0.0

1
1.0
0.47

91.4
125.0

1.0
792.0

50
100.0
935.5

Swath displacement
Swath width (m)
Temperature (8C)
Wind speed (m/s)
Wind direction (8)
Flying speed (m/s)
Nozzle orientation (8)b

Pressure (bar)

2½ swath
4.6
0.0
0.5

17.9
0.0
0.7

2 swaths
30.4
51.6

8.9

105.0
90.0

8.2

2½ swath
3.1

0.3
230.0

4.5
0.0
0.2

10 swaths
152.4

17.8
2150.0

156.4
150.0

24.8

a Tier II surface roughness is 0.0076 m, wind direction is 290.08.
b A nozzle orientation of 08 is straight back; 908 is straight down.

Fig. 1. Deposition as a function of distance for the four American
Society of Agricultural Engineers Standard S-572 threshold catego-
ries. The 0-m location on the horizontal axis locates the edge of the
field. These curves represent the upper range of deposition as a fraction
of the nominal application rate when using recommended low-flight
aerial labeling for fine (solid curve), medium (dashed curve), coarse
(long dashed curve), and very coarse (dotted curve) atomization re-
gimes. When no guidance is included on the label for spray quality,
the fine to medium spray threshold should be used for spray appli-
cation rates greater than 9.35 L/ha. Simulation results assume a 20-
swath field application.

evaluate the upper limit of exposure and the effect of buffer
zones assuming the generic labeling condition for the spray
application. If spray quality and equipment usage to achieve
this quality are specified on the label as well, the user can
perform this analysis using the appropriate spray category rath-
er than the default. If the estimated environmental exposure
in tier I, coupled with the product toxicity for the organisms
of concern, provides an adequate safety margin with the in-
dicated buffer zone, then no additional analysis would be re-
quired. The assumptions used in the generation of the tier I
aerial curves (Fig. 1) are consistent with the generic labeling
language recommended by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s Office of Pesticide Programs for aerial spray appli-
cations.

If the user wishes to relax the generic label language re-
striction or reduce buffer zone requirements, then tier II may
be appropriate. Tier II aerial analysis provides the mechanism
to evaluate the effects on off-target drift of the most significant

application and environmental variables. The specific variables
that the user can evaluate in tier II include atomization spectra,
wind speed, application area, temperature, relative humidity,
aircraft class and speed, boom length, nonvolatile fraction,
formulation properties, and release height above the canopy.

Tier III provides the analyst access to all aerial input var-
iables and additional control of the variable limits. Generally,
this tier is to be used to evaluate crop-, site-, formulation-,
and equipment-specific applications. Likely uses include in-
cident investigation, new application methods, special equip-
ment specification, and unique site restrictions.

Model predictions are summarized in a numerical values
section of the output. Typical plotted results available from
AgDRIFT include incremental and cumulative drop size dis-
tribution, downwind deposition, average deposition (averaged
over a defined pond width), flux/concentration through a ver-
tical plane positioned downwind, swath width and mean de-
position variation within the spray block as a function of co-
efficient of variation, and fraction aloft downwind. These re-
sults are described in the user manual [75]. The average (or
pond-integrated) deposition is shown in Figure 2.

Tier II and tier III aerial predictions can be used to relax
many of the tier I aerial assumptions and may be used to
explore detailed model comparisons with data, parametric sen-
sitivity in specific situations, or unique spraying scenarios.
Contained within these tiers are various libraries and databases
(containing information on aircraft, drop size distributions, and
spray material physical properties), toolbox items (assessing
the environmental consequences of the predicted scenario), and
graphical output (plotting all important results of the predic-
tion). A summary of the features contained within AgDRIFT
may be found in Appendix 2. The toolbox features include the
following.

The aquatic assessment toolbox permits the definition of a
water body (pond or wetland) and calculations pertaining to
the loading to that water body by the current calculated de-
position pattern. The pond-integrated deposition curve (or the
deposition curve if user-defined water body is selected) is in-
terrogated to recover results when one of five inputs is spec-
ified: distance to water body from edge of field defines the
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Fig. 2. Pond-integrated deposition as a function of distance for the
four American Society of Agricultural Engineers Standard S-572
threshold categories. The 0-m location on the horizontal axis locates
the edge of the field. These curves represent the upper range of pond-
integrated deposition as a fraction of the nominal application rate
when using recommended low flight aerial labeling for fine (solid
curve), medium (dashed curve), coarse (long dashed curve), and very
coarse (dotted curve) atomization regimes. Simulation results assume
a 20-swath field application.

Fig. 3. Spray block assessment for the four American Society of
Agricultural Engineers Standard S-572 threshold categories for de-
position to a standard pond at a level of 0.05 fraction of applied. The
0-m location on the vertical axis locates the edge of the field. These
curves represent the upper range of buffer distances needed for the
spray block width flown to satisfy this application restriction for fine
(solid curve), medium (dashed curve), coarse (long dashed curve),
and very coarse (dotted curve) atomization regimes.

downwind distance; initial average deposition (of active spray
material) recovers the average deposition across the width
(downwind dimension) of the water body, in either fraction of
applied, g/ha, or lb/acre; and initial average concentration (of
active spray material) recovers the average concentration with-
in the water body, in ng/L or ppt. Note that these average and
integrated deposition and concentration estimates are based on
the downwind deposition curve, with the deposition assumed
uniform in the flight line direction.

The terrestrial assessment toolbox permits the definition of
a surface area and calculations pertaining to the loading to
that area by the current calculated point deposition pattern.
The area average deposition curve (or the deposition curve if
user-defined area average is selected) is interrogated to recover
results when one of five inputs is specified: distance to point
or area average from edge of field defines the downwind dis-
tance; and initial average deposition (of active spray material)
recovers the average deposition across the width (downwind
dimension) of the area, in either fraction of applied, g/ha, lb/
acre, or mg/cm2. Note that these average and integrated de-
position estimates are again based on the downwind deposition
curve, with the deposition assumed uniform in the flight line
direction.

The drop distance toolbox accepts the inputs of drop size
and release height and computes, with the Lagrangian solver,
the drop size when the droplet hits the ground (evaporation
effects), the distance traveled (wind speed effects), and the
time to impact, with aircraft wake effects neglected.

The spray block statistics toolbox accepts the input of co-
efficient of variation of the deposit within the spray block,
effective swath width, or mean deposition within the spray
block and recovers the other two parameters from the appro-
priate curves. A coefficient of variation of 0.3 is suggested
[76–78].

The spray block assessment toolbox permits an analysis of
buffer distance as a function of spray block width. The as-
sessment may be made in one of two modes, examining either
the deposition pattern or the pond-integrated deposition pattern
(conditioned by the water body description). In deposition
mode, the user may specify the fraction of applied, g/ha, or
lb/acre and recover the deposition level in the other units. This
deposition level will generate a curve of spray block width
(on the horizontal) and buffer distance to the specified de-

position level (on the vertical). The buffer distance is measured
from the edge of the field and is the distance to the desired
deposition level, as a function of the width of the spray block
(computed from the number of swaths and the swath width).
The curve will always flatten as the spray block width increases
because the far downwind deposition profile (and a consistent
pond-integrated deposition profile) always shows decreasing
deposition with increasing distance. The effect of adding spray
lines deep within the spray block is therefore diminished. In
pond-integrated deposition mode, the user may alternately
specify the concentration in the stationary water body. Again,
the desired pond-integrated deposition level will generate a
curve of spray block width (on the horizontal) and buffer
distance to the specified deposition level (on the vertical). A
typical result is shown in Figure 3.

The stream assessment toolbox permits an analysis of the
deposition to a stream located downwind of the spray block
and the dispersion of that deposition as a function of time and
distance downstream [67]. The characteristics of the stream
and the application to the field are specified in the geometry
section of the screen. The important, special stream parameters
are the riparian interception factor (the fraction of material
about to deposit in the stream but captured by vegetation just
upwind of the stream [67]), the in-stream chemical decay rate
(the time constant for the active ingredients to decay in water
to one half their effectiveness [79]), and recharge rate (the
amount of fresh water entering the stream downstream of the
spray block [80]). In single-point mode, the stream assessment
toolbox will return values at the point specified (in either time
or distance). In distance range or time range mode, multiple
curves will be generated. These curves represent the concen-
tration profile in the stream at the times and distances selected
and are an additive function of each of the flight lines depos-
iting active spray material within the spray block. The plots
become more disperse (spread out) as time or distance in-
creases. The exposure analysis modeling system (EXAMS)
button will generate a file of initial conditions for the time
range option for input into that watershed model [81]. A typical
result is shown in Figure 4.

The multiple application assessment toolbox permits an
analysis of the multiple depositions to a field for more than a
single event in a single year [82]. Multiple application as-
sessment modifies the crosswind speed to recover variations
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Fig. 4. Stream assessment for the fine to medium American Society
of Agricultural Engineers Standard S-572 threshold category for dis-
persion to a stream for program defaults and a turnaround time of 20
s. Each of the four curves identifies a fixed distance downstream
through which passes the concentration trace predicted here (solid
curve for 251.2 m, dashed curve for 631.0 m, long dashed curve for
1,584.9 m, and dotted curve for 3,981.1 m).

Fig. 5. Multiple application assessment for the fine to medium Amer-
ican Society of Agricultural Engineers Standard S-572 threshold cat-
egory for Sioux City (IA, USA). The 0-m location on the horizontal
axis locates the edge of the field. The two curves shown are the average
multiple application deposition pattern (solid curve, including zero
deposition effects when the wind is blowing upwind of the spray
block) and the maximum deposition pattern recovered across the wind
speed range selected (dashed curve). Ten events per year for 10 years
were assumed in this example.

in wind speed and direction for multiple events per year and
multiple years (wind direction changes may be incorporated
by a cosine correction to the wind speed). The characteristics
of the wind speed and wind direction statistical profiles are
entered (library data come from the Solar and Meteorological
Surface Observational Network [SAMSON] database http://
lwf.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/ncdc.html) in the Wind Rose section.
The user restricts the maximum wind speed to be examined
and the months over which the events are to take place. The
toolbox first generates the incremental wind speed deposition
profiles needed for multiple application assessment, then runs
controlled sampling to recover the specified wind speeds and
wind directions. Summary deposition patterns may be plotted
or the curve fits to the individual realizations may be exported
to a file for later use by EXAMS. A typical result is shown
in Figure 5.

MODEL LIMITATIONS

AgDRIFT limitations are primarily found in the extent of
the physics on which the model is based and the extent of the
field data against which the model has been evaluated.
AgDRIFT is presently a near-field model that is applicable to
the region in which the aircraft wake is expected to have in-
fluence over the behavior of the released spray material. Model

validation [40] compares model predictions to 800 m, and in
a strict sense limits buffer distances to 800 m as well, although
model predictions may be extended to nearly 1,600 m in tier
III. The applicability of the Lagrangian model to the problem
of aerial spraying may be further investigated by examining
three time scales involved in drift as it is defined here [83].

Vortex decay

Near-field drift is considered near-field because of the in-
fluence of the aircraft wake. It is therefore important to esti-
mate the time scale for decay of the aircraft-generated vortices
by atmospheric turbulence. For convenience, we examine the
wake of an AgHusky, an aircraft used in the Spray Drift Task
Force field trials [84]. The vortex decay rate was quantified
in an extensive set of field studies with anemometer tower
grids recording the passage of descending aircraft vortices [58]
and is given by Equation 39. When the argument in the ex-
ponential of Equation 39 reaches 26, the vortex strength has
decayed to 0.0025 of its initial value. Thus, the vorticity may
be considered to have dissipated to the point where it would
no longer be influencing the motion of the released spray ma-
terial. For the AgHusky, this argument corresponds to a time
of influence of the vortices of 68 s. For a typical crosswind
of 4.47 m/s (the tier I default wind speed), these numbers
suggest that aircraft vortices will influence the behavior of the
released spray out to 300 m downwind (the downwind extent
in tiers I and II). Such a distance is reasonably well within
(and beyond) the size of buffer zones typically imposed in
agricultural applications and supports the use of the Lagrang-
ian solution technique for near-field drift prediction.

Vortex bounce

While the vortices are descending to the surface, they cause
viscous forces within the boundary layer to form countersign
vorticity to oppose their motion. This effect has been modeled
by Bilanin et al. [85], who show that the ground begins to
influence the behavior of vortices by a nondimensional time
of tG/2ps2 5 8. Again, for the AgHusky, the time is computed
to be 79 s. It may be seen, then, that vortex bounce effects
will not begin to be important until well past most buffer zones.
Also, although the explicit effects of vortex bounce have not
been programmed into the Lagrangian model, parameterizing
the effect of vortex decay is probably capturing some of the
physics of the bounce.

Evaporation

The third effect that influences the near-field model is that
of droplet evaporation. A detailed study of pesticide tank mix
evaporation rates [49] along with data interpretation [50] show
that evaporation typically occurs within a time scale of tDQSh/
2D2 5 0.01. For example, conditions of a temperature of
15.58C, relative humidity of 60%, and a drop diameter of 100
mm, the time for evaporation is computed to be 24 s. This time
is relatively short for a wide range of conditions and drop
sizes, suggesting that evaporation is an important part of the
near-field solution.

These three separate effects play an important role in the
solution for the primary drift effects caused by the aircraft
wake and its influence on the released spray material. The
assumption of elliptical wing loading, vortex decay, simple
water-like evaporation, and use of wind-tunnel-determined
drop size distributions and consistent meteorological condi-
tions all lead to an accurate prediction of the deposition ex-
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pected from the aerial application of spray materials. These
scales are important for modeling near-field drift, and encom-
passing most buffer zones around sensitive areas.

Beyond near-field, other physical effects come into play
that are considered (at present) beyond the scope of the
AgDRIFT model or that lead to a breakdown in the assump-
tions made to generate the model. These include atmospheric
stability (although efforts [86] are on-going to expand beyond
the neutral atmosphere assumption), terrain and mesoscale ef-
fects, including time-dependent meteorology (the current mod-
el assumes a flat earth and steady-state ambient conditions),
point vortex limitations (especially in the so-called upwind-
downwind vortex location problem [87]), and limitations on
the applicability of drop size distributions generated in the
wind tunnel (especially for straight stream nozzles as discussed
in [40]).

SUMMARY

This article has summarized the development and imple-
mentation of AgDRIFT, an extension of the original AGDISP
Lagrangian model for the prediction of downwind drift and
deposition from the aerial application of spray materials. The
applicability of the Lagrangian trajectory analysis, the drop
size distribution data, evaporation modeling, fixed-wing and
helicopter models, vortex decay effects, and consistent ground
deposition models are all supported by model comparisons
with field data. These comparisons present a powerful argu-
ment for the applicability of AgDRIFT in predicting the down-
wind deposition and drift of aerially released spray material.
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APPENDIX 1

AgDRIFTt input summary

Aircraft information
Aircraft type (fixed-wing, biplane, helicopter)
Aircraft semispan or rotor radius
Spraying speed
Rotor blade RPM (helicopter)
Aircraft weight

Propeller information
Aircraft drag coefficient
Aircraft platform area
Engine efficiency
Propeller RPM
Propeller blade radius
Propeller location

Nozzle information
Number of nozzles
Nozzle type
Nozzle locations

Drop size distribution

Spray material information
Tank mix specific gravity
Tank mix flow rate
Tank mix nonvolatile fraction
Tank mix active fraction
Evaporation rate

Meteorological information
Wind speed
Height of wind speed measurement
Surface roughness
Wind direction
Wet bulb temperature depression (temperature and relative hu-

midity)

Other information
Spraying height
Number of swaths
Swath width
Swath displacement

APPENDIX 2

Summary of features available in AgDRIFTt

Model inputs

Active rate
Aircraft
Boom height
Boom length
Drop size distribution
Evaporation rate
Flux plane location
Nonvolatile rate
Number of flight lines

Relative humidity
Specific gravity
Spray rate
Surface roughness
Swath displacement
Swath width
Temperature
Wind direction
Wind speed

Libraries

Drop size distribution
Nozzle characteristics
Spray material properties
Evaporation properties
Aircraft description

1,294 entries
59 entries

122 entries
68 entries
72 entries

Graphical output

Drop size distribution: initial, downwind, vertical profile
Deposition
Pond-integrated deposition
Vertical profile
1-h average concentration
Coefficient of variation
Mean deposition
Fraction aloft

Toolboxes

Aquatic assessment
Terrestrial assessment
Drop distance
Spray block statistics
Spray block assessment
Stream assessment
Multiple application assessment


