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1. Introduction

Residential wood combustion (RWC) is a major source of air
pollutants with potential health hazards (Bølling et al., 2009). Its
zg@gmail.com (S. Ozgen).
impacts on local air quality are confirmed in numerous studies by
different methods such as emission inventories, air quality data
analysis and modeling, and source receptor modeling (Hellén et al.,
2008; Glasius et al., 2006; Gianelle et al., 2013).

In addition to a high level of particulate matter (PM), RWC
produces volatile organic compounds (VOC) with a high content of
various toxic and carcinogenic compounds such as polycyclic aro-
matic hydrocarbons (PAH; Ravindra et al., 2008) and dioxins (Lavric
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Table 1
Description of the tested appliances.

Appliance Fuel Nominal heat
output [kW]

Energy
efficiency [%]

Air regulation Combustion air Heat transfer

Open fireplace Log wood 8 51 Manual Natural draft Natural convection
Closed fireplace Log wood 11 82 Manual Primary and secondary Forced air and natural

convection
Traditional stove Log wood 6 70 Manual Primary Natural convection
Advanced stove Log wood 8 76 Manual Primary and secondary Natural convection
Stove Pellets 8 91 Automatic Primary and secondary Forced air
Boiler Pellets 25 93 Automatic Lambda probe Water
et al., 2004). RWC is also an important source of black carbon (BC)
and organic carbon (OC) emissions (Caserini et al., 2013) and thus
has an impact on climate, given the potential of BC and OC to alter
the Earth’s energy balance through a complex net of processes (US-
EPA, 2012).

Regarding the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, despite the
debate going on over the validity of the assumption of carbon
neutrality for biomass from forestry where the carbon cycles can
last centuries (McKechnie et al., 2011; Zanchi et al., 2011), net GHG
emission savings are expected substituting biomass for fossil fuels
in various combustion processes (e.g. Caserini et al., 2010). Besides,
the combination of high fossil prices and international efforts to
decrease GHG together with associated incentives for bioenergy is
expected to increase the use of different types of biomass in the
near future (Beurskens et al., 2011).

Although the impacts of RWC on air quality have been studied
for three decades (Dasch, 1982), there is still a substantial uncer-
tainty on the emission assessment of RWC at a local scale
(Pastorello et al., 2011). This is not only due to the uncertainty
related to the activity data (i.e., amount of fuel burnt), but also to
the lack of emission factors (EFs) able to represent actual com-
bustion conditions. In fact, the magnitude of emissions from RWC
depends heavily on combustion device, fuel quality and operating
conditions (Johansson et al., 2004; EEA, 2013; Win et al., 2012;
Orasche et al., 2013).

Emissions caused by incomplete combustion are mainly a result
of combustion conditions such as inadequatemixing of combustion
air and fuel in the combustion chamber, an overall lack of available
oxygen, too low over all combustion temperatures, non-
homogeneous temperature distribution in the combustion cham-
ber (cold zones), as well as too short residence times, they thus
depend on operational practices that could differ significantly be-
tween countries and appliances (Van Loo and Koppejan, 2008; EC
DG TREN, 2009; Nussbaumer, 2010). This point is not formally
addressed in standard methods used for testing small combustion
devices; the methods for non-heat storing appliances require a
combustion process as constant as possible, not considering the
transient phases such as the initial kindling when the fuel tem-
perature is locally raised up to several hundred degrees, and the
Table 2
Characteristics of the tested woody biomass.

Beech Hornbeam Oak Fal

Moisture (%w) 9.5 9.8 10 9
Ashes (%w) 0.5 0.5 1.4 0
Carbon (% kg kg�1) 44.9 45.3 44.8 45
Hydrogen (% kg kg�1) 5.4 5.3 5 5
Nitrogen (% kg kg�1) 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0
Chlorine (mg kg�1) <10 30 <10 170
Sulfur (mg kg�1) 70 150 105 355
NCV (MJ kg-1wet basis) 16.5 16.4 16.2 16
refueling onto an existing fire bed which is likely to be repeated
several times per burning session.

The presentwork aimed to determine average EFs for combustion
devices, typesof fuel andfiringbehavior typical of ItalyandEuropean
countries. The work assessed the EFs of manual appliances burning
log wood and automatic devices burning pellets, investigating the
influence of the fuel type andburning cycle on the emissions in order
to support the new policy frameworks needed to lower the wood
burner emissions (i.e., programs of incentives for the substitutions of
most polluting devices) (Fuller et al., 2013). Differently from the
standard emission testing methods, user habits were simulated in a
schematic way in the laboratory employing different combustion
cycles that represent a realistic user behavior. The experimental re-
sults are comparedwith the reference values proposed in the EMEP/
EEA Air Pollutant Emission Inventory Guidebook (AEIG; EEA, 2013)
used for local and national inventory in Europe.

2. Experimental

2.1. Tested appliances

Technology and characteristics of the six tested appliances are
summarized in Table 1. The tested devices are representative of the
residential heating appliances burning woody biomasses
commonly used in Italy (Caserini et al., 2007) and in Europe (EEA,
2013). Among them 4 manual appliances burning wood logs and
2 automatic appliances fed with wood pellets were selected
(detailed information in the Supplementary Material). In particular,
an open fireplace (8 kW heat output) was tested to represent low
efficiency old fireplaces; while a close fireplace (11 kW nominal
output) provided with a forced air convection heat exchanger was
considered representative of newly featured models, it is also
equipped with a separated manual control system for primary and
secondary combustion air. The same combustion regulation is used
in the advanced stove while the traditional stove has only primary
air control. The automatic pellet stove (8 kW heat output) repre-
sents one of themost common appliance types in the Italianmarket
while the pellet boiler provided with a lambda probe is a techno-
logically advanced model.
se acacia Spruce High quality pellet Low quality pellet

.2 9.3 6.8 7.1

.8 0.4 0.4 0.8

.2 46 47.9 48.1

.6 5.3 5.5 5.5

.4 0.65 0.3 0.35
20 30 85
40 55 110

.2 16.9 17.5 17.6



Table 3
Number of test runs per cycle type used for the estimation of the emission factors.

Cycle type Number of EF

CO NOx NMHC PM

Open fireplace C 15 15 15 15
EN 1 1 1 1

Closed fireplace A 5 5 4 5
B 13 13 13 10
EN 1 1 1

Traditional stove A 5 5 5 5
B 10 10 10 10
EN 1 2 2 1

Advanced stove A 5 5 4 5
B 10 10 8 10
EN 1 1 2 5

Pellets stove P 6 6 6 6
Pellets boiler P 2 2 2 6
2.2. Fuels

Five types of firewood (beech, false acacia, hornbeam, oak, and
spruce) were used for the feeding of manual appliances; these
types were selected for their largemarket penetration, especially in
northern Italy, where firewood use is most common. Table 2
summarizes the main characteristics of the tested woods deter-
mined based on the international standard methods UNI EN 15104-
2011 for elemental analysis (C, H, N), UNI EN 14918-2012 for NCV
(net calorific value) determination, ASTM D7582 for moisture and
ash content and UNI 15289-2011 for chlorine and sulfur
concentration.

Moisture content, ranging between 9.2%w for false acacia and
10%w for oak, was below the limit values defined for type testing
for all wood types, and it was lower than the threshold indicated
in the best practices for a correct use of heating systems fed with
woody fuels as stated by UNI EN 14961-5 (first class for wood logs
<20%), DIN 51731 (<12%) and Austrian classification ÖNORM
M7132 (<10%). Beech wood is generally considered the reference
fuel for type testing and the other woods are comparable with it in
terms of composition except for hornbeam and false acacia woods
which are characterized by high amounts of chlorine and sulfur.
The wood logs selected for the tests had length and diameter
suggested by the appliance user manual which guarantee a good
handling during the combustion chamber loading. No log
debarking has been carried out to simulate, as far as possible, real
operating conditions.

Two types of pellets (i.e., low-quality cheap pellets and high-
quality pellets with DIN-PLUS certification) were selected for the
experiments in the automatic stove and boiler; their characteristics
are reported in Table 2. The cheap pellets have higher ash, chlorine
and sulfur content with respect to the certified pellets, whereas
NCV is similar for both types.

2.3. Combustion cycle

European standards regarding type testing of residential solid
fuel appliances (EN 13240:2001, EN 13229:2001, EN 14785:2006)
require the use of predefined, well controlled combustion cycles.
The difference of appliance behavior between well-controlled and
real-world usage is significant, especially in batch working devices
where the combustion process shows great variability throughout
the main phases (i.e., drying, pyrolysis/gasification, combustion)
caused by the batch feeding of the appliance (Van Loo and
Koppejan, 2008). The definition of the actual combustion cycle,
in terms of duration of start-up and stopping phases, or of refu-
eling frequency, is thus crucial for the evaluation of EFs for
manually fed heating systems under real-world operating
conditions.

Fieldmeasurements of the temporal variation of the combustion
temperature inside the fireboxwere carried out with a temperature
probe and a data logger in 13 different appliances in 12 houses in
northern Italy, with the purpose of obtaining a realistic estimation
of the main characteristics of the actual combustion cycle (i.e.,
frequency of refueling). Nineteen periods of measurement (10e15
days of duration on average), for a total of about 1300 combustion
hours, together with interviews to the owners through a ques-
tionnaire, allowed to assess an average time interval between two
refueling operations of about 60 min for open fireplaces, 80 min for
closed fireplaces and 90 min for wood stoves; intervals from one
wood load to the following resulted larger in comparison with the
time needed to consume the load.

Aiming to be representative of the average user behavior, the
“real life” cycle (Cycle A) has been defined as follows and was
subsequently reproduced in laboratory:
- the ignition phase consisted of the load of a small amount of
wood sticks (0.7 kg) keeping the air regulation valve completely
open throughout the phase,

- after 20 min from the ignition an amount of wood logs equal to
the nominal fuel load (defined by the manufacturer) was added
and the air valve was partially closed,

- after 1 h a second load was added,
- after another hour a final full load was added.

The duration of each load was limited to a maximum of 60 min,
which is already higher than the measurement duration during the
standard cycles; the fire has been stoked if necessary not more than
once in the time between one load and the following.

Furthermore, regarding the closed combustion chamber appli-
ances (i.e., closed fireplaces, traditional or advanced stoves), during
the late evening hours the users were typically observed to add
one last large batch and to close the air inlet completely, trying to
make the combustion last as long as possible. This behavior was
simulated through a second type of cycle (Cycle B): this cycle is
similar to Cycle A except that the final of the three consecutive
loads is increased by 50% and simultaneously the air valve is totally
closed.

The Cycle A in the open fireplace gave many problems in terms
of smoke leaks directly from the open combustion chamber. To
avoid this inconvenience the nominal load was divided into three
batches and the pollutants have been sampled during nine
consecutive refueling periods (Cycle C).

The manual appliances were tested also during the operating
conditions described in standard methods to compare the emis-
sions from aforementioned “user behavior” cycles with those from
standard cycles. The two stoves and the closed fireplacewere tested
according to EN-13240 where a pre-test period is imposed to
guarantee stable appliance temperature which enables stable
operating conditions and an acceptable repeatability of the emis-
sion measurements. The emissions have been measured during
three consecutive loadings with each measurement period not less
than 45 min (Cycle EN). The open fireplace was tested according to
EN-13229 which required a pre-test period before starting the
loading cycles used for emission monitoring without any limit on
the measurement period.

For automatic appliances (pellet stove and pellet boiler) the
combustion cycle used (Cycle P) starts after 1 h of appliance oper-
ation and lasts for 1 h at nominal heat output.

A summary of the number of test runs per cycle type used for
the estimation of the EFs related to different appliances is shown in
Table 3.



Fig. 1. Scheme of the test bench.
2.4. Sampling systems

In order to obtain a realistic evaluation of ambient emissions
and to measure the condensable particles produced by heating
systems, the emission sampling was performed in a dilution tunnel
(Fig. 1) according to the NS3058-2 the Norwegian standard method
Table 4
Average CO, NOx, NMHC and PM emission factor (g GJ�1) and 95th confidence intervals.

Appliance type Number of
experimental data

CO (g GJ�1) Open fireplace 15
Closed fireplace 18
Traditional stove 15
Advanced stove 15
Pellets stove 6
Pellets boiler 2

NOx (g GJ�1) Open fireplace 15
Closed fireplace 18
Traditional stove 15
Advanced stove 15
Pellets stove 6
Pellets boiler 2

NMHC (g GJ�1) Open fireplace 15
Closed fireplace 17
Traditional stove 15
Advanced stove 12
Pellets stove 6
Pellets boiler 2

PM (g GJ�1) Open fireplace 15
Closed fireplace 15
Traditional stove 15
Advanced stove 15
Pellets stove 6
Pellets boiler 6
for the determination of PM emissions produced by small appli-
ances fed with woody biomass (Standard Norge, 1994). Gases
coming from wood combustion are diluted about 10 times with
ambient air bymeans of a manually regulated extraction fan. In this
way, the flue gas was quenched up to a temperature around 30e
35 �C promoting the condensation of the volatile organic
Average EF e

experimental
95th Confidence intervals

Lower Upper

5048 4417 5828
4471 3949 5030
7681 6059 11131
6232 4885 7829

88 73 108
350
134 121 148
120 105 140
100 91 110
132 99 182
60 32 90
71

1011 853 1219
548 445 677
243 197 352
366 266 701

9.0 3.0 17
1.3

512 434 611
183 152 219
178 140 225
143 120 176
109 75 139
61 30 103



Fig. 2. Experimental emission factor results (white circles) from batch working and
automatic appliances in comparison with AEIG average EF (black dots) and the 95th
confidence interval (black lines). All data in g GJ�1 (OFP: open fireplace, CFP: closed
fireplace, TS: traditional stove, AS: advanced stove, PS: pellets stove, PB: pellets boiler).
compounds. The calculation of the dilution ratio is based on
simultaneous carbon dioxide (CO2) concentrationmeasurements in
the flue gas upstream and downstream the dilution. The appliances
were placed on a scale to measure the weight variation during the
test periods. A thermocouple was located just after the combustion
chamber to measure the flue gas temperature.

2.5. Measurement techniques

2.5.1. Gases
The exhaust gases were extracted from the dilution tunnel by

means of a heated probe at 160 �C, to be distributed to the following
flue gas analyzers: a flame ionization detector (CAI 600 M-HFID)
equipped with a catalytic cutter for non-methane hydrocarbons
(NMHC), a chemiluminescence analyzer (Thermo Environmental
Instr. 42H) for nitrogen oxides (NOx), and a non-dispersive infra-red
gas analyzers for carbon monoxide (CO) and carbon dioxide (Fisher
Rosemount NGA 2000). Flue gas O2 and CO2 were measured before
the dilution tunnel with a multiparameter analyzer (Horiba PG-
250).

2.5.2. Particulate matter (PM)
For each test total PM emissions were measured after the flue

gas dilution according to NS:3058-2 sampling method (Standard
Norge, 1994b). The gas temperature at the filter holder was be-
tween 32 and 35 �C. Prebaked (3 h at 850 �C), preweighed 47 mm
quartz fiber filters were used for all tests. The filters were condi-
tioned in a desiccator at ambient temperature before weighing and
were stored at �20 �C till use. After sampling they were condi-
tioned in the desiccator for 24 h and thenweighed to determine the
amount of PM.

Some additional tests were performed on the advanced stove
under the EN cycle with simultaneous sampling from the hot (i.e.,
just after the combustion chamber) and diluted (i.e., from the
dilution tunnel) flue gas in order to determine the influence of the
sampling conditions.

2.5.3. PAH and dioxins
PAH and dioxins were measured respectively according to the

ISO standard 11338-1 and UNI EN 1948-1. Both pollutants were
collected with the same sampling system which is composed of a
titanium sampling probe heated at 120 �C, a quartz fiber filter to
collect theparticulatematter, a cooling systemat2 �C that condenses
the condensable gas and polyurethane foam (PUF) to fix the gas
phase. The filter and the PUF were extracted and analyzed together
with the condensate by High Resolution GC/MS. PAH samples were
analyzed for benzo(a)pyrene (B(a)P), benzo(b)fluoranthene (B(b)F),
benzo(k)fluoranthene (B(k)F) and indeno(1,2,3ecd)pyrene (IP).

2.6. Emission factor calculation

The EFs in a sampling period may be estimated from average
pollutant concentration and average flue gas volume flow rate in
relation to the amount of fuel consumed (e.g., g kgdry fuel

�1 ), or in
relation to the energy input to the combustion process (e.g., g
MJ�1). While the method may work quite well with stable com-
bustion processes, assuming constant flue gas flow rate, deviations
from the average emission factor calculated in this way may occur
in batch combustion installations with variations among different
combustion phases. In these cases, for continuous gaseous
pollutant measurements, in alternative to considering the average
conditions, the emission factor may be calculated instant by instant
based on observed concentration values weighted by the specific
flue gas volume, Vspec,i (i.e., dry flue gas volume produced per kg dry
fuel, m3 kgfuel�1 ):
EF ¼ 1 X
Ci$Vspeci

.
NCV*103 (1)
n
i

where EF is the emission factor (g GJ�1), Ci is the observed pollutant
concentration (g m�3) at instant i of n observations, and NCV is the
fuel net calorific value (MJ kgdry fuel

�1 ). If the flue gas CO2 content is
known, the dry flue gas volume produced per kg of dry fuel may be
calculated with Eq. (2) assuming a complete combustion:

Vspeci ¼ XC$Vmol=ðMC$CO2iÞ (2)

where, XC is the fuel carbon content (kgC kgfuel�1 ), Vmol is gas molar
volume (22.4 l at NTP),MC is carbonmolar weight (12 gmol�1), CO2i
is flue gas CO2 concentration at instant i (%v of dry gas) (Van Loo and
Koppejan, 2008).

For PM, EFs (in terms of g GJ�1) for all tested appliances are
calculated by means of fuel consumption rate, NCV and emission



Fig. 3. Average emission factors (gray bars) and the 95% confidence interval of the mean (error bars) for manually fired appliances (open fireplace, closed fireplace, traditional stove
and advanced stove) grouped by fuel type (S: spruce, HB: hornbeam, B: beech, O: oak, FA: false acacia).
ratio (g h�1) measured according to the NS:3058-2 sampling
method.

3. Results and discussion

3.1. Gaseous compounds and PM emission factors

CO, NOx, NMHC and PM EFs in g GJ�1 from all tested appliances
are provided in the Supplementary Material (Tables S1eS4);
average results and 95th bootstrap percentile confidence intervals
(c.i.) are reported in Table 4 (and in Table S5 in g kg-1dry basis) and the
experimental results are compared with AEIG (EEA, 2013) average
Tier 2 EFs and the 95th c.i. in Fig. 2. Based on the characteristics of
the appliances, results for closed fireplace and advanced stovewere
compared with AEIG values for energy efficient stoves.

3.1.1. Influence of appliance type
Experiments showed that gaseous emissions from batch work-

ing appliances are highly variable during operation with peaks of
Fig. 4. Emission factors (g GJ�1) for pellet stove for high quality pellets (HQ) and low
quality pellets (LQ).
incomplete combustion products in correspondence of the fuel feed
to the combustion chamber; on the other hand, automatically fired
systems exhibit relatively constant emissions. This fact reflects on
CO and NMHC EFs, which result to be one to two orders of
magnitude lower in automatically fed appliances with respect to
manually fed systems; while for NOx EFs the influence of the
appliance type (i.e., batch vs. continuous), has a minor effect; NOx
EFs for automatic appliances are lower by only a factor of 2.

The closed and the open fireplaces had lower CO emissions
than traditional and advanced stoves; average experimental EFs
for open and closed fireplaces are within 25% of the Tier 2 average
value suggested in the AEIG, whereas higher values have been
measured for the traditional and advanced stoves. An opposite
trend is observed for NMHC emissions for which the stoves pre-
sent a better performance with respect to the fireplaces, and
experimental EFs are very close to the proposed AEIG values for
the advanced stove, higher for the open and the closed fireplaces
and lower for the traditional stove which is the appliance with the
best NMHC performance among the tested appliances. Regarding
the NOx emissions, all batch working appliances have a compa-
rable performance with the lowest emissions from the traditional
stove. However, the experimental average EFs are about two times
higher than the AEIG values for manually fed appliances. Fig. 2
shows also that average experimental EFs for the automatic ap-
pliances are generally lower than or in some cases comparable to
the proposed AEIG values.

PM EFs from all tested appliances are provided in Table S4
(Supplementary Material). Average results and 95th confidence
intervals, reported in Table 4 and Fig. 2, show that the experimental
EFs for the manually fed appliances are in general lower than Tier 2
AEIG values and below the lower value of confidence interval
(except for open fireplace). This can be due to the low humidity of
the fuel (as reported in paragraph 2.2) that may be cause of a
decrease in EF (Shen et al., 2013; Hays et al., 2003; Gras et al., 2002).
In any case, no definitive conclusions are drawn due to relatively
limited number of samples.



In the case of automatic appliances, EFs for PM are higher than
values proposed by AEIG; results are highly influenced by pellet
quality, as will be shown in the next paragraph.

3.1.2. Influence of fuel type
The summary of the average EFs for the manually fired systems

is shown in Fig. 3 grouped for different fuel types (i.e., spruce,
hornbeam, beech, oak, false acacia). Average CO emissions relative
to the five wood types are in the same order with a maximum
difference of two times between beech wood presenting the lowest
and oak the highest EF value. Similarly for NOx, the EFs are in the
same order of magnitude, with a maximum difference of two times
between the highest average for false acacia and the lowest for
spruce. NMHC emissions result to be highly variable among the fuel
types with a difference of two times between oak and spruce,
however largely overlapping 95% confidence intervals suggest that
the differences may not be significant. PM EFs are very similar (1.3
times between the minimum average EF observed for spruce and
the maximum for oak); the confidence intervals are largely over-
lapping suggesting that the differences for the wood types may not
be significant. Several studies in literature (Hays et al., 2003; Purvis
et al., 2000; McDonald et al., 2000) have investigated the influence
of wood type on EFs, and in general softwood is considered to have
the highest PM emissions (Meyer, 2012). However, this was not the
case of the present study, since average emissions obtained with
spruce are lower than those from oak.

Regarding the automatic appliances, better pellet quality (i.e.,
lower ash, Cl and S content) corresponds to lower incomplete
combustion product emissions (i.e., CO and NMHC) and higher
NOx emissions (Fig. 4). Fig. 4 shows the marked dependence of
PM EFs on the type of pellets combusted in the pellet stove, with
an increase of 124% in PM emissions; the influence is even larger
for pellet boiler (þ400%, see Table S4). As shown in Table 2 the
main difference between the two pellet types is in the ash, sulfur
and chlorine content, since moisture and calorific value are
Fig. 5. Average emission factors (gray bars) and the 95% confidence interval of the mean (er
for manually fired appliances (closed fireplace, traditional stove and advanced stove).
similar. The enhancement in PM emissions related to the used
high-ash-content pellets is connected also to the less efficient
combustion process as indicated by the higher CO emission factor
(1.5 times on average), higher NMHC and lower NOx emission
factors.

3.1.3. Influence of sampling conditions
In some selected cases (namely manual appliances fed with

beech wood), PM sampling was carried out also in the hot flue gas
prior to the dilution tunnel (see ENa values in Table S4) as pre-
scribed by some national standards. In each case, the PM EF for the
measurement in hot flue gas under EN cycle (EFhot,EN) is lower than
the corresponding average EFs for the measurement in the dilution
tunnel under real-life cycles A and B (EFdil, real). The average EFdil, real
is 1.5 times the EFhot,EN for the open fireplace, about 4 times for the
closed fireplace and traditional stove, and 11 times for the advanced
stove. It is well known that PM sampled in a dilution tunnel in-
cludes also the condensable species, which are present in gaseous
form in the hot gases, increasing the overall measured PM con-
centration (Nussbaumer et al., 2008). So, the differences observed
may be associated to the combined effect of the increased NMHC
levels during real-life cycles and the enhanced gas-to-particle
partitioning when the flue gas is diluted and cooled. The smaller
difference between the EFs in the case of the open fireplace is
probably due to the fact that the flue gas produced by this kind of
appliance is already highly diluted and cooled hence quite similar
to the conditions encountered in the dilution tunnel (except for the
temperature which is higher: about 100 �C in the stack and about
35 �C in the dilution tunnel).

In order to better understand the influence of the sampling
conditions, a set of simultaneous sampling were performed in the
hot and diluted flue gas from the advanced stove fed with beech
wood under EN cycle (Table S6). In these tests, the diluted EFs are
on average 4 times the hot EFs, confirming that the sampling
conditions can influence substantially the PM emission factors.
ror bars) for different type of combustion cycle (for A, B, EN specifications, see par. 2.3)



Table 5
PAH emission factors (mg GJ�1) measured in the study and comparison with average values proposed by AEIG.

Appliance Fuel type B(a)P B(b)F B(k)F IP

Open fireplace Beech 22 30 10 13
Spruce 32 41 14 21
Hornbeam 10 13 4.7 4.9
False acacia 18 22 7.6 11
Oak 17 22 6.3 10
Average e this study 20 25 8.5 12
AEIG suggested 121 111 42 71
AEIG (95% c.i.) (12e1210) (11e1210) (4e420) (7e710)

Closed fireplace Beech 9.5; 8.3 5.6; 5.3 11; 8.3 5.5; 4.4
Spruce 12; 15 13; 12 7.2; 14 9.2; 15
Hornbeam 4.7; 8.5 6.8; 13 1.9; 4.4 2.9; 4.7
False acacia 25; 18 35; 20 12; 14 15; 10
Oak 25.8; 12.2 33.1; 18 12.1; 5.3 17.3; 8.6
Average e this study 14 16 9.0 9.2
AEIG suggested 121 111 42 71
AEIG (95% c.i.) (12e1210) (11e1210) (4e420) (7e710)

Traditional wood stove Beech 56; 52 83; 61 35; 28 30; 40
Spruce 67 114 72 60
Hornbeam 566; 44 941; 34 233; 29 442; 30
False acacia 25 72 35 23
Oak 66; 100 113; 181 24; 58 92; 61
Average e this study 122 200 64 97
AEIG suggested 121 111 42 71
AEIG (95% c.i.) (12e1210) (11e1210) (4e420) (7e710)

Advanced wood stove Beech 204; 94 247; 86 113; 96 116; 64
Spruce 456; 36 574; 90 252; 29 311; 34
Hornbeam 153 210 105 90
False acacia 76 112 43 48
Oak 48 65 27 26
Average e this study 152 198 95 99
AEIG suggested 121 111 42 71
AEIG (95% c.i.) (12e1210) (11e1210) (4e420) (7e710)

Pellets stove High quality pellet 1.9 5.7 2.2 1.4
Low quality pellet 1.1 2.2 0.8 0.9
Average e this study 1.5 4.0 1.5 1.1
AEIG suggested 10 16 5 4
AEIG (95% c.i.) (5e20) (8e32) (2e10) (2e8)

Pellets boiler High quality pellet 0.08 0.10 0.07 0.04
Low quality pellet 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.02
Average e this study 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.03
AEIG suggested 10 16 5 4
AEIG (95% c.i.) (5e20) (8e32) (2e10) (2e8)
3.1.4. Influence of fuel load and air supply for batch working (e.g.,
manually fed) appliances

The closed manual appliances (i.e., closed fireplace, traditional
stove, and advanced stove) were tested for the influence of
increased fuel load and decreased air supply (Fig. 5) through the
application of cycles A and B. As previously described, both cycles
consist of an ignition phase and three consecutive fuel loadings, and
differ only by the last fuel feed being 1.5 times higher than the
nominal value in B cycles together with the complete closure of the
primary air valve.

The difference in this last batch does not seem to influence the
overall cycle emissions of gaseous compounds. No significant dif-
ference is observed between A and B cycles. On the other hand,
with respect to EN cycle averages, both cycles present an average
increase in the emissions of about 2 times for CO and NMHC
emissions and 1.4 times for NOx emissions.

Regarding the PM emissions a marked difference is observed
between cycles A and B for the advanced stove (50% of average PM).
For the traditional stove and the closed fireplace, the difference is
not so marked in terms of average emissions but median values
lower than mean values indicate the presence of very high EFs
during some test runs. However, no particular difference is
observed between cycles A and B considering the average for all the
closed manual appliances.
3.2. PAHs and dioxins emission factors

PAH emissions reported include particulate and semivolatile
PAH. B(a)P, B(b)F, B(k)F and IP emissions were determined on the
collected samples for all the appliance and fuel types. The calculated
EFs in mg GJ�1 are reported in Table 5 (and in Table S7 in mg kg-1dry
basis) and compared with average Tier 2 values (not detailed for
wood type) suggested by AIEG. Experimental results show a prev-
alence of B(b)F for all the appliances, whereas in the AIEG B(a)P is
supposed to give the major contribution. EFs show larger variations
according to the appliance type and less variationwith fuel type for
the same device. Very high EFs (e.g., for hornbeam in the traditional
stove, from spruce in the advanced stove) are obtained during some
test runs with difficult ignition phase. The repeated testingwith the
same device and fuel type gave an order of magnitude lower EF.
Average PAH emissions from the advanced and traditional stoves
were similar and were higher than the closed and open fireplaces.

Emissions for pellet burners are substantially lower compared to
other appliances and average data proposed by AIEG. For pellet
boilers, after 3 h of PAH sampling the concentrations determined
were quite near the detection limit of the instrument used to
analyze the extracted material.

EFs for PCDD were measured only for the closed fireplace fed
with beech wood and spruce; the average emission factor for two



tests is 170 ng I-TEQ GJ�1 for spruce and 77 ng I-TEQ GJ�1 for beech
wood. These values are lower than average Tier 2 values suggested
by AIEG.

4. Conclusions

About 300 emission factors for 6 appliances and 5 types of wood
were measured mostly in real-world operating conditions. The
composite EFs of macropollutants for manually fed appliances are
5858 g GJ�1 for CO, 122 g GJ�1 for NOx, 542 g GJ�1 for NMHC,
254 g GJ�1 for PM, whereas emissions result to be much lower for
automatic pellets appliances: CO 219 g GJ�1, NOx 66 g GJ�1, NMHC
5 g GJ�1, PM 85 g GJ�1. Benzo(b)fluoranthene is the PAH with the
highest contribution (110 mg GJ�1 for manual appliances and
2 mg GJ�1 for automatic devices) followed by benzo(a)pyrene
(77 mg GJ�1 for manual appliances and 0.8 mg GJ�1 for automatic
devices).

The impact of the parameters outlined in this study (i.e., fuel
type, appliance type, combustion cycle) on actual emissions
suggests that the emissions in the batch working process are
strictly related to the combustion cycle (i.e., real-world cycle vs.
type testing cycle) and the seasoning of the firewood rather than
the fuel type, because the general emission performance of the
manual appliances is observed not to differ notably between
different types of commercially available firewood. However the
same thing can not be said for continuous pellets burning appli-
ances where the pellets quality (i.e., ash and chlorine content)
drastically influences the emission levels, especially of the pellet
boiler.

It is known that the design of a heating appliance (i.e., primary
and secondary air supply) directly influences the emission char-
acteristics, however the reported results indicate that NMHC, NOx
and PAH emissions from the advanced stove are similar or higher
than the traditional stoves, and are only slightly lower for CO and
PM. This finding highlights the importance of the real-world
emission factors in the evaluation of the environmental perfor-
mance of the heating appliances. A partly unexpected result is the
lower PAH emissions of the open and closed fireplaces with respect
to the investigated stoves.

The EFs proposed by the AEIG and used in the local inventory
do not reflect completely the real-world emissions of the manual
appliances as the experimental EFs are in most cases higher than
what is proposed regarding the major gaseous pollutants;
despite this fact the experimental findings for PM emissions are
lower by what is expected according to AEIG for the same
appliances.

Acknowledgments

This work was performed within the Project “Sviluppo, verifica
e nuove applicazioni del sistema modellistico MINNI a supporto
delle politiche di qualità dell’aria nazionali e dei piani e pro-
grammi di risanamento della qualità dell’aria regionali”, financed
by the Ministry of Environment and Sea, and with the collabo-
ration of ENEA. Authors thank Massimo Berico from ENEA (Italian
National Agency for New Technologies, Energy and Sustainable
Economic Development) and Guido Lanzani from ARPA Lombar-
dia (Regional Agency for Environmental Protection) for the
support.

Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data related to this article can be found at http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2014.05.032.
References

Beurskens, L.W.M., Hekkenberg, M., Vetham, P., 2011. Renewable Energy Projections
as Published in the National Renewable Energy Action Plans of the European
Member States. ECN-E-10-069, The Netherlands.

Bølling, A.K., Pagels, J., Yttri, K.E., Barregard, L., Sallsten, G., Schwarze, P.E., Boman, C.,
2009. Health effects of residential wood smoke particles: the importance of
combustion conditions and physicochemical particle properties. Part. Fibre
Toxicol. 6, 29e48.

Caserini, S., Fraccaroli, A., Monguzzi, A.M., Moretti, M., Angelino, E., Leonardi, A., De
Lauretis, R., Zanella, V., 2007. New insight into the role of wood combustion as
key PM source in Italy and in Lombardy region. In: 16th Annual International
Emissions Inventory Conference “Emission Inventories: Integration, Analysis,
and Communications” Raleigh, North Carolina, May 14e17.

Caserini, S., Galante, S., Ozgen, S., Cucco, S., de Gregorio, K., Moretti, M., 2013.
A methodology for elemental and organic carbon emissions inventory and re-
sults for Lombardy region, Italy. Sci. Total Environ. 450e451, 22e30.

Caserini, S., Livio, S., Giugliano, M., Grosso, M., Rigamonti, L., 2010. LCA of domestic
and centralized biomass combustion: the case of Lombardy (Italy). Biomass.
Bionerg. 34 (4), 474e482.

Dasch, J.M., 1982. Particulate and gaseous emissions from wood-burning fireplaces.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 16, 639e649.

EC DG TREN, 2009. Preparatory Studies for Eco-Design Requirements of EuPs (II) e
Lot15 Solid Fuel Small Combustion Appliances e Task 3: Consumer Behavior
and Local Infrastructure.

EEA, 2013. EMEP/EEA Air Pollutant Emission Inventory Guidebook 2013 e 1.A.4.
Small Combustion. European Environmental Agency. http://www.eea.europa.
eu/publications/emep-eea-guidebook-2013 (retr. 3 sept. 2013).

Fuller, G.W., Sciare, J., Lutz, M., Moukhtar, S., Wagener, S., 2013. New directions: time
to tackle urban wood burning? Atmos. Environ. 68, 295e296.

Gianelle, V., Colombi, C., Caserini, S., Ozgen, S., Galante, S., Marongiu, A., Lanzani, G.,
2013. Benzo(a)pyrene air concentrations and emission inventory in Lombardy
region. Atmospheric Pollut. Res. 4, 257e266.

Glasius, M., Ketzel, M., Wahlin, P., Jensen, B., Mønster, J., Berkowicz, R., Palmgren, F.,
2006. Impact of wood combustion on particle levels in a residential area in
Denmark. Atmos. Environ. 40, 7115e7124.

Gras, J., Meyer, C., Weeks, I., Gillett, R., Galbally, I., Todd, J., Carnovale, F., Joynt, R.,
Hinwood, A., Berko, S., Brown, S., 2002. Emissions from Domestic Solid Fuel
Burning Appliances (Wood-heaters, Open fireplaces). Technical Report No. 5
Environment Australia, March 2002 ISBN 0 6425 4867 6.

Hays, M.D., Smith, N.D., Kinsey, J., Dong, Y., Kariher, P., 2003. Polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbon size distributions in aerosols from appliances of residential wood
combustion as determined by direct thermal desorption e GC/MS. J. Aerosol Sci.
34, 1061e1084.

Hellén, H., Hakola, H., Haaparanta, S., Pietarila, H., Kauhaniemi, M., 2008. Influence
of residential wood combustion on local air quality. Sci. Total Environ. 393,
283e290.

Johansson, L.S., Leckner, B., Gustavsson, L., Cooper, D., Tullin, C., Potter, A., 2004.
Emission characteristics of modern and old-type residential boilers fired with
wood logs and wood pellets. Atmos. Environ. 38, 4183e4195.

Lavric, E.D., Konnov, A., De Ruyck, J., 2004. Dioxin levels in wood combustion e a
review. Biomass Bioenergy 26, 115e145.

McDonald, J.D., Zielinska, B., Fujita, E.M., Sagebiel, J.C., Chow, J.C., Watson, J.G., 2000.
Fine particle and gaseous emission rates from residential wood combustion.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 34, 2080e2091.

McKechnie, J., Colombo, S., Chen, J., Mabee, W., Maclean, H.L., 2011. Forest bioenergy
or forest carbon? Assessing trade-offs in greenhouse gas mitigation with wood-
based fuels. Environ. Sci. Technol. 45, 789e795.

Meyer, N.K., 2012. Particulate, black carbon and organic carbon emissions from
small-scale residential wood combustion appliances in Switzerland. Biomass.
Bioenerg. 36, 31e42.

Nussbaumer, T., Klippel, N., Johansson, L., 2008. Survey on measurements and
emission factors on particulate matter from biomass combustion in IEA coun-
tries. In: 16th European Biomass Conference and Exhibition, 2e6 June 2008,
(Valencia, Spain).

Nussbaumer, T., 2010. Overview on Technologies for Biomass Combustion and
Emission Levels of Particulate Matter e Prepared for Swiss Federal Office of
Environment as a Contribution to the Expert Group on Techno-Economic Issues
(EGTEI) under the Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution.
http://citepaax.alias.domicile.fr/forums/egtei/Nussbaumer_EGTEI-Report_final.
pdf (retr. sept 3, 2013).

Orasche, J., Schnelle-Kreis, J., Schön, C., Hartmann, H., Ruppert, H., Arteaga-
Salas, J.M., Zimmermann, R., 2013. Comparison of emissions from wood com-
bustion. Part 2: impact of combustion conditions on emission factors and
characteristics of particle-Bound organic species and polycyclic aromatic hy-
drocarbon (PAH)-related toxicological potential. Energy Fuels 27, 1482e1491.

Pastorello, C., Caserini, S., Galante, S., Dilara, P., Galletti, F., 2011. Importance of ac-
tivity data for improving the residential wood combustion emission inventory
at regional level. Atmos. Environ. 45, 2869e2876.

Purvis, C.R., McCrillis, R.C., Kariher, P.H., 2000. Fine particulate matter (PM) and
organic speciation of fireplace emissions. Environ. Sci. Technol. 34, 1653e1658.

Ravindra, K., Sokhi, R., Van Grieken, R., 2008. Atmospheric polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons: source attribution, emission factors and regulation. Atmos. En-
viron. 42, 2895e2921.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2014.05.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2014.05.032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref7
http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/emep-eea-guidebook-2013
http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/emep-eea-guidebook-2013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref20
http://citepaax.alias.domicile.fr/forums/egtei/Nussbaumer_EGTEI-Report_final.pdf
http://citepaax.alias.domicile.fr/forums/egtei/Nussbaumer_EGTEI-Report_final.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref25


Shen, G., Xue, M., Wei, S., Chen, Y., Zhao, Q., Li, B., Wu, H., Tao, S., 2013. Influence of
fuel moisture, charge size, feeding rate and air ventilation conditions on the
emissions of PM, OC, EC, parent PAHs, and their derivatives from residential
wood combustion. J. Environ. Sci. 25, 1808e1816.

Standard Norge, 1994. Norwegian Standard “Enclosed wood heaters. Smoke emis-
sion. Part 2: Determination of particulate emission”.

US-EPA, 2012. Report to Congress on Black Carbon. Department of the Interior,
Environment, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2010, March 2012.
van Loo, S., Koppejan, J., 2008. The Handbook of Biomass Combustion and Co-firing.
Earthscan, London.

Win, K.M., Persson, T., Bales, C., 2012. Particles and gaseous emissions from realistic
operation of residential wood pellet heating systems. Atmos. Environ. 59, 320e
327.

Zanchi, G., Pena, N., Bird, N., 2011. Is woody bioenergy carbon neutral? A compar-
ative assessment of emissions from consumption of woody bioenergy and fossil
fuel. GCB Bioenergy 4, 761e772.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1352-2310(14)00379-3/sref31

	Emission factors from small scale appliances burning wood and pellets
	1 Introduction
	2 Experimental
	2.1 Tested appliances
	2.2 Fuels
	2.3 Combustion cycle
	2.4 Sampling systems
	2.5 Measurement techniques
	2.5.1 Gases
	2.5.2 Particulate matter (PM)
	2.5.3 PAH and dioxins

	2.6 Emission factor calculation

	3 Results and discussion
	3.1 Gaseous compounds and PM emission factors
	3.1.1 Influence of appliance type
	3.1.2 Influence of fuel type
	3.1.3 Influence of sampling conditions
	3.1.4 Influence of fuel load and air supply for batch working (e.g., manually fed) appliances

	3.2 PAHs and dioxins emission factors

	4 Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Appendix A Supplementary data
	References


