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Spray Characteristics of the Cold-Fog Machine

with Ultrasonic Forcing
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Fig. 1 Schematic diagram of the twin-fluid ultrasonic nozzle(type Ms).
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Fig. 3 Comparison of spray droplet size distributions between no ultra and ultra.
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Fig. 7 Comparison of the spray droplet size distribution between

no ultra and ultra.

Table 1 Comparison of droplet size between no ultra and ultra according to changes

of spray pressure (um)

Pressure (kPa)
196 294 392 490
Treatment

no ultra 12.33 12.39 12.55 12.25

ultra 11.83 | 11.925 | 11.96 12.03
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