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Abstract
Biomass pellets are emerging as a cleaner alternative to traditional biomass fuels. The potential
benefits of using biomass pellets include improving energy utilization efficiency and reducing
emissions of air pollutants. To assess the environmental, climate, and health significance of
replacing traditional fuels with biomass pellets, it is critical to measure the emission factors (EFs)
of various pollutants from pellet burning. However, only a few field measurements have been
conducted on the emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), and polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) from the combustion of pellets. In this study, pine wood and corn
straw pellets were burned in a pellet burner (2.6 kW) and the EFs of CO, organic carbon,
elemental carbon, PM, and PAHs (EFCO, EFOC, EFEC, EFPM, and EFPAH) were determined. The
average EFCO, EFOC, EFEC, and EFPM were 1520±1170, 8.68±11.4, 11.2±8.7, and 188±87 mg/MJ
for corn straw pellets, and 266±137, 5.74±7.17, 2.02±1.57, and 71.0±54.0 mg/MJ for pine wood
pellets, respectively. Total carbonaceous carbon constituted 8 to 14% of the PM mass emitted. The
measured values of EFPAH for the two pellets were 1.02±0.64 and 0.506±0.360 mg/MJ,
respectively. The secondary side air supply in the pellet burner did not change the EFs of most
pollutants significantly (p > 0.05). The only exceptions were EFOC and EFPM for pine wood
pellets because of reduced combustion temperatures with the increased air supply. In comparison
with EFs for the raw pine wood and corn straw, EFCO, EFOC, EFEC, and EFPM for pellets were
significantly lower than those for raw fuels (p < 0.05). However, the differences in EFPAH were
not significant (p > 0.05). Based on the measured EFs and thermal efficiencies, it was estimated
that 95, 98, 98, 88, and 71% reductions in the total emissions of CO, OC, EC, PM, and PAHs
could be achieved by replacing the raw biomass fuels combusted in traditional cooking stoves
with pellets burned in modern pellet burners.
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Introduction
Biomass fuels, mainly wood and crop residues, are important primary energy sources and
contribute approximately 13% of the total final fuel consumption worldwide1–2. It has been
estimated that 39% of the global population use biomass fuels for cooking and heating and
large amounts of biomass fuels are consumed in developing countries3. Without substantial
socioeconomic development, the use of biomass fuels in rural areas of developing countries
is not expected to change significantly in the future3–4. The burning of biomass fuels is one
of the most important sources of air pollutants, including emissions of CO, volatile organic
carbons, particulate matter (PM), black carbon, and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs)4–6. These emissions not only cause severe indoor air pollution and premature death
of rural residents4–5, but also contribute to regional and even global air pollution and climate
forcing7–10. It has been reported that 1.97 million death (3.3% of the global total) and 41
million disability-adjusted life year (2.7% of the global total) with a global life expectancy
of 71.4 years, were attributable to exposure to indoor smoke from solid fuel combustion
(biomass fuel and coal collectively) in 200410–11.

Replacing traditional fuels with cleaner and more affordable fuels is a challenge in most
developing countries2,12. Among the various options, biomass pellets, especially those made
of crop residues, have great potential because a large volume of crop residues is available in
rural areas and would be burned indoors or in the field anyway2. The use of biomass pellets
has been heavily promoted over the last several years because they are beneficial both from
an environmental and social-economic standpoint2,13–14. In Sweden, for example, the annual
production of wood pellets was more than 1 million tons in 2005, half of which were
consumed in individual households14, and residential pellet consumption increased steadily
at a rate of 30% annually13. In China, promotion of biomass pellets has been included in the
National Medium- and Long-Term Strategy Plan for Renewable Energy Development and
the target goal is 50 million tons of annual consumption by 202012.

The pollutant emissions from biomass pellet burning in modern burners were expected to be
lower than those from raw fuel combustion in traditional stoves15–17 and studies on the
emission factors (EFs) of several gaseous pollutants and PM from the burning of pellets
have been conducted13–18. EFs often vary dramatically depending on fuel type, combustion
facility, and even test method. Reliable and representative EFs are necessary for inventory
development. Lacking of emission data is one of the most important reasons causing high
uncertainties in current inventories19,20. Therefore, a large number of measurements are
needed before meaningful EFs can be obtained. This is especially true for developing
countries where the measurements on emission from residential combustions, especially
biomass pellet burning, are rather limited.

The objectives of this study were 1) to measure EFs of CO, PM, organic carbon (OC),
elemental carbon (EC), and PAHs from the burning of two types of pellets in a commercial
pellet burner; 2) to characterize the size distribution of PM and PAH composition profiles
from the emission; 3) to compare the emissions from pellet burning and raw fuel combustion
in a traditional cooking stove; and 4) to discuss the potential impact of biomass pellet
deployment on the total emissions of these pollutants from residential sector.

Method
Fuels and Stove

Two commercial biomass pellets (8 mm in diameter and 1.5–2.0 cm in length) made of pine
wood and corn straw, respectively, and a pellet burner (Figure S1) were purchased from a
local market in rural Beijing. These pellets and the burner are currently the most popular in
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the market. For comparison, raw pine wood (Pinus tabulaeformis Carr.) and corn straw (Zea
mays) were also collected and burned. Fuel properties, including density, moisture, contents
of C, H, N, O, volatile matter (VM), ash content, and lower heating value (LHV) were
measured and are listed in Table 1. The bulk densities of the pellets were much higher than
those of the raw materials, especially for corn straw. The moisture of the two pellets were
5.63 and 5.80%, respectively, and generally lower than those of raw pine wood (9.10%) and
corn straw (7.02%). Biomass pellets had lower VM and higher ash contents than the
corresponding raw fuels. Ash content of the corn straw pellet was higher than that of pine
wood pellet. Similar difference was reported in the literature15,21–23. It was found that ash
contents of our pellet fuels were much higher than those made and used in Europe and
United States15–16,21,24. A comparison study on properties of biomass pellets also indicated
that ash contents of the pellets from China (7.71–21.7 and 1.01–9.25% for crop straw pellets
and wood pellets, respectively) were significantly higher than those from Sweden22. It was
suggested that these high ash content pellets usually had lower softening temperature and
were much easier to form slag. Hence, use of anti-slagging additives was recommended22,25.
The slagging rates in the burning of corn straw pellets with 3% of MgCO3, CaCO3, Al2O3,
and kaolin added were reported to be 1.12, 5.07, 25.8, and 43.9%, in comparison with a
slagging rate of 46.5% without additives26. The use of additive can reduce slag formation
effectively, but increase ash content as well.

Combustion Experiments
The combustion experiments were conducted in a rural kitchen, where previous studies on
emissions from indoor crop residue and wood combustions were conducted27,28. For the
pellet burning, pre-weighed pellets were added into the burner and fired. After ignition, the
burner was set up under a stainless steel hood. The pellets were combusted in the burner in
two modes, without (mode I) and with (mode II) secondary side air supply (see Figure S1).
For raw corn straw and pine wood, the combustion experiments followed the same
procedure used in a previous study27. The same mass of raw corn straw and pine wood as
the pellets was burned in a traditional cooking stove in the same kitchen. The smoke from
the cooking stove (through a heated bed) and from the pellet burner (through a stainless steel
hood and pipe) entered a mixing chamber (4.5 m3) where sampling and on-line
measurements were conducted. The combustion experiments were conducted in triplicate.

During the pellet combustion, the kitchen room air was much less smoky in comparison to
the room air when the raw materials were combusted in the traditional stove. The chamber
temperatures in the pellet burner without the secondary air supply were slightly higher
(mode I, 650–900 and 500–800°C for pine wood and corn straw pellets, respectively) than
those with secondary air supply (mode II, 550–750 and 400–700°C for pine wood and corn
straw pellets, respectively). However, both of these modes had higher temperatures than the
traditional cooking stove during the combustions of raw pine wood (350–650°C) and corn
straw (300–500°C).

Sampling, Extraction, and Analysis
The procedures of sample collection, extraction, cleanup, and analysis have been previously
reported29. Polyurethane foam plugs (PUF, 22 mm diameter × 7.6 cm, 0.024 g/cm3) and
quartz fiber filters (QFFs, 25 mm in diameter) were used to collect gaseous and particulate
phase air samples, respectively.

Gaseous CO2 and CO concentrations were measured using an on-line detector equipped
with non-dispersive infrared sensor (GXH-3051, Tech. Inst., China) every 2 seconds. The
equipment was calibrated using a span gas before each experiment (CO, 1.00%; CO2,
5.00%). PM mass was measured by weighing the filters before and after sampling using a
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0.00001 g digital balance. EC and OC were analyzed using a Sunset EC/OC analyzer
(Sunset, USA).

The PUFs were extracted using Soxhlet extraction with 150 ml of dichloromethane for 8 h.
QFFs were extracted using a microwave accelerated system (CEM Mars Xpress, USA, 1200
W) with 25 ml of hexane/acetone mixture (1:1, v/v). The temperature program was to 110
°C in 10 min and held for another 10 min. The extract was concentrated to 1 ml and then
transferred to a silica/alumina gel column for cleanup (12 cm silica gel, 12 cm alumina, and
1 cm anhydrous sodium sulfate from bottom to top; and pre-eluted with 20 ml hexane). The
column was eluted with 70 ml hexane/dichloromethane (1:1, v/v), and the eluate was
concentrated to 1 ml and spiked with internal standards for measurement. A gas
chromatograph (GC, Agilent 6890) coupled with a mass spectrometer (MS, Agilent 5973)
and equipped with a HP-5MS capillary column (30 m × 0.25 mm × 0.25 μm) was used to
detect PAHs. The GC oven temperature program was 50°C for 1 min, increased to 150°C at
a rate of 10 °C/min, to 240°C at 3°C/min, and to 280°C and held for 20 min. Helium was
used as the carrier gas. PAHs were identified based on the retention times and qualifying
ions of standards in selected ion monitoring mode. The twenty-eight parent PAHs measured
in this study included naphthalene (NAP), acenaphthylene (ACY), acenaphthene (ACE),
fluorene (FLO), phenanthrene (PHE), anthracene (ANT), fluoranthene (FLA), pyrene
(PYR), retene (RET), benzo[c]phenanthrene (BcP), cyclopenta[c,d]pyrene(CcdP),
benzo(a)anthracene (BaA), chrysene (CHR), benzo(b)fluoranthene (BbF),
benzo(k)fluoranthene (BkF), benzo(a)pyrene (BaP), benzo(e)pyrene (BeP), perylene
(Per),dibenz(a,h)anthracene (DahA), indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene (IcdP), benzo(g,h,i)perylene
(BghiP), dibenzo[a,c]pyrene (DacP), dibenzo[a,l]pyrene (DalP), dibenzo[a,e]flluoranthene
(DaeF), Coronene(Corn), dibenzo[a,e]pyrene (DaeP), dibenzo[a,i]pyrene (DaiP), and
dibenzo[a,h]pyrene (DahP). Deuterated PAHs (Nap-d8, Ant-d10, Ane-d10, Chr-d12, and
Perylene-d12, J&W Chemical Ltd., USA) were used as internal standards.

Quality Control and Data Analysis
The preparation of PUFs and QFFs for sampling has been previously described29. In brief,
the GFFs were baked at 450°C for 6 h and stored in a desiccator. The PUF was pre-extracted
using acetone, dichloromethane, and hexane in sequence for a total of 24 h. After sampling,
the PUFs and QFFs were packed in aluminum foil. All glassware was cleaned using an
ultrasonic cleaner and baked at 500°C for 10 h. Procedural blanks were measured and
subtracted from the sample measurements. For PAHs, the instrumental detection limits
ranged from 0.13 ng (ACY) to 0.92 ng (BghiP). Method detection limits ranged from 0.23
ng/mL (NAP) to 1.42 ng/mL (BghiP) for gaseous PAHs and from 0.53 ng/mL (PHE) to 1.32
ng/mL (BghiP) for particulate phase PAHs. Recoveries of the spiked standards ranged from
70 to 121% for gaseous phase PAHs, and 68 to 120% for particulate phase PAHs.

The EFs were calculated using the carbon mass balance method with the assumption that the
carbon in the fuel was released in the form of CO2, CO, total gaseous hydrocarbons, and
carbonaceous carbon in the particulate matter. EFs are given in energy units (mg/MJ) using
LHVs of burned fuels for unit conversion19. Modified combustion efficiencies (MCE) were
calculated as CO2/(CO2+CO) ratios (molar basis). For the purpose of comparison, a relative
difference (RD) was calculated as (EFpellet−EFraw)/EFraw where EFpellet and EFraw are EFs
of a given pollutant for biomass pellets (measured EFs in mode I and mode II collectively
applied) and the corresponding raw fuel, respectively. The potential reduction in total
emissions of CO, OC, EC, PM, and PAHs were also estimated based on the differences in
the calculated EFs between the pellets and raw fuels, reported thermal efficiencies of
cooking stoves and modern burners, and emission inventories in the literature. The
uncertainties of the RDs and the total emission reductions were estimated using Monte Carlo
simulations, which were run 100,000 times with coefficients of deviation of 0.10 for total
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emission, 0.20 for thermal efficiency, and the calculated means and standard derivations for
the measured EFs. Statistica (v5.5, StatSoft) was used for statistical analysis with a
significance level of 0.05.

Results and Discussion
EFs of OC, EC, and PM for Biomass Pellets

The measured EFs of CO, OC, EC, and PM (EFCO, EFOC, EFEC, and EFPM) for the two
types of biomass pellets (pine wood and corn straw) in the two different combustion modes
(with and without secondary side air admission) are listed in Table 2 as means and standard
derivations. In general, EFs for corn straw pellets were higher than those for pine wood
pellets (p < 0.05). The measured values varied significantly, even among the triplicate
combustion experiments for the same fuel in the same combustion mode, indicating high
variability in the emission. For example, the coefficients of variation for EFOC, EFEC, and
EFPM for pine wood pellets were 78, 84, and 27% in mode I (without secondary side air
admission) and 84, 82, and 42% in mode II (with secondary side air admission),
respectively.

As expected, EFOC and EFPM for pine wood pellet combustion in mode II were significantly
higher than those in mode I (p < 0.05), because the combustion temperature was cooled
down by the extra air supply15–16. EFEC for the pine wood pellets and EFOC, EFEC, and
EFPM for corn straw pellets were not significantly different between the two modes (p >
0.05), though the average EFs measured in mode II were higher than those in mode I.
Similarities in EFs of PCDD/F, PCBs, and HCB for firewood and pellet combustions
between full and reduced air supplies have been previously reported30.

The OC/TC ratio (TC=OC+EC) and total carbon mass fraction in PM (TC/PM) are useful
indicators in source apportionment and emission inventory development for carbonaceous
PM19,31–32. The calculated OC/TC and TC/PM were 0.40±0.20 and 14% for corn straw
pellets, and 0.61±0.29 and 8.2% for pine wood pellets, respectively. There was no
significant difference in these ratios between the two combustion modes (p > 0.05) and the
OC/TC ratio was similar to that for Miscanthus and Triticale pellets reported in the literature
(0.52±0.26)21.

EFCO and EFPM for pellets reported in the literature varied dramatically among various fuel
types and burning conditions15,16,18,21,33–35. For example, for Triticale pellets, Miscanthus
pellets, and wood pellets burned in a 40 kW burner, EFPM were 114, 14.7, and 21.9 mg/MJ
(average for start-up, full load, and part load phases), respectively21. For wood pellets
burned in two pellet burners under different burning conditions (3–22 kW), the measured
EFCO and EFPM were in the range of 30–1100 and 12–65 mg/MJ15. In a stove with output
energy of 3–5 kW (very close to 2.6 kW in our study), EFCO and EFPM for wood pellets
were measured at 57–270 and 19–58 mg/MJ18. Boman et al. summarized the published EFs
for pellets in the literature and reported that EFCO and EFPM were 58–2600 and 11–600 mg/
MJ in the field measurements, and 24–2000 and 2–150 mg/MJ in the laboratory studies,
respectively16.

By thoroughly reviewing reported values in the literature, it was summarized that average
EFPM for wood pellets in residential wood combustion were 1.91 and 3.99 g/kg in U.S. EPA
certified (1988 New Source Performance Standards for woodstoves) and exempt modes,
respectively36. For pellet heaters used in the MANE-VU region (11 states and the District of
Columbia), mean EFPM was 1.53 g/kg based on measurements in old, modern, EPA-
certified, and EPA-exempt models and pellet heating systems17. It was also recognized that
for wood pellets burned under high efficiencies, EFPM was about 10–50 mg/MJ37–38. Our
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results for EFCO were 136–505 mg/MJ for pine wood pellets and 414–3838 mg/MJ for corn
straw pellets. EFPM were 17.6–176 and 65.5–332 mg/MJ for these two pellets, respectively.
Average EFPM for pine wood pellets was 71.0±54.0 mg/MJ (1.17±0.89 g/kg). Generally, the
results fell within the reported range in the literature.

Measured EFOC and EFEC for biomass pellets were rather limited. In a 25 kW burner, EFEC
and EFOC for wood pellets were reported at 0.1±0.17 and 0.9±2.1 mg/MJ34. In an inventory
on carbonaceous PM emission in Europe, 0.83 mg/MJ was adopted for both EFEC and EFOC
for biomass burned in an automatic feed pellet boiler (< 50 MWh) under uncontrolled
condition39. These values were lower than the EFOC (5.74±7.17, 0.335–4.60 mg/MJ) and
EFEC (2.02±1.57, 0.223–18.5 mg/MJ) for pine wood pellets measured in our study (results
from both two modes). The difference could be due to the different pellet burners and fuel
types. The exact reason for such difference, as well as the difference on the estimated total
emission and the impacts on air quality and climate forcing, should be further investigated.

The PM size distributions of the pellet combustion emissions were characterized using a
nine-stage cascade impactor with cut-off diameters of 0.4, 0.4–0.7, 0.7–1.1, 1.1–2.1, 2.1–
3.3, 3.3–4.7, 4.7–5.8, 5.8–9.0, and 9.0–10.0 μm. As shown in Figure S2, PM size
distributions were not significantly different between the two combustion modes. PMs with
diameter less than 0.4 μm (PM0.4) were the most abundant, contributing 31.6±9.0 and
20.3±1.9% of the total PM10 from corn straw and pine wood pellet combustions,
respectively. PM1.1 (most close to PM1.0) and PM2.1 (most close to PM2.5) made up
54.5±5.9 and 63.4±7.1% of the total PM10 for pine wood pellets and 70.5±6.1 and
79.9±4.5% of the total PM10 for corn straw pellets, respectively. Calculated mass media
diameters (MMDs) for corn straw pellets were 0.62±0.24 (0.29–0.92) and 1.2±0.2 (1.0–1.5)
μm for pine wood pellets.

The prevalence of fine PM in pellet burning emission has been reported in the literature. By
using a Dekati Low-Pressure Impactor (DLPI), Johansson et al. found that size distributions
of particles from two pellet burners were similar with a peak size of 130 nm15. Bäfver et al.
reported a high mass fraction of PM1.0 (81–94%) and PM2.5 (84–96%) in particles from
wood pellet burning in several pellet stoves of 3–5 kW output power18. Also using a DLPI,
Lamberg et al. measured size distribution of PM for wood pellets combusted in a 25 kW
burner, and calculated a MMD value of 137±6.1 nm34. In general, PM1.0 contributed
approximately 90% of the total PM emitted in pellet burning40. However, the concentration
and distribution can be influenced by fuel property (e.g. moisture and ash content) and
combustion conditions (e.g. air supply and combustion temperature)15,16,40. It was found
that pellet burning can also produce relative large amounts of coarse PM under given
conditions16,23. For example, as high as 15% PM1.0–10 was found in PM emissions from
wood pellet burning in a 5–6 kW stove. And in the startup phase in a 2 kW burner under
intermittent operation, PM1.0 only made up 70% of the total16.

In comparison, pellet burning in our study produced more coarse particles. The difference is
likely due to the distinct pellets (fuel property) and burners used (combustion
condition)15,16,18. The biomass pellets used in this study generally had higher ash content,
which could be associated with the size distribution of PM released16,23. Although there is
no direct evidence on the cause of such high ash content, additives used in the pellet
manufacture can not be ruled out. In fact, addition of magnesium and calcium carbonates,
aluminum hydroxide, kaolin and so on as additives was often recommended for pellet
manufacturing in China22,26. Smelting slag observed after burning in this study (Figure S3)
was an indirect evidence. Yao et al. found that silicon contents in the ash from pellets made
in China were 10 to 25% higher than those made in Sweden22. Such a difference could not
be only explained by the difference in the composition of wood or crop residue.
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Unfortunately, chemical compositions of the pellets or ash were not measured in this study.
Therefore, future studies focusing on the impacts of various additives on the fuel properties
(e.g. volatile matter, ash content, and heating value) and emission characterizations (e.g.
emission factors, chemical compositions and size distributions of PM and PM-bound
pollutants) are strongly recommended. Also, information on mineral compositions of the
fuel and emitted particle, and their impacts on PM size distribution are required in the future
to address such difference.

EFs of PAHs for Pellets
EFs for the sum of the 28 PAHs measured (EFPAH) for pine wood and corn straw pellet
combustions were 0.329±0.261 and 0.711±0.325 mg/MJ in mode I, and 0.718±0.369 and
1.32±0.76 mg/MJ in mode II, respectively. There was no statistical difference between these
two types of pellets (p > 0.05). The sixteen U.S. EPA priority pollutant PAHs contributed
more than 90% of the total PAHs measured. No significant difference was identified
between the two combustion modes (p > 0.05), although the measured mean EFs in mode II
were always higher than those in mode I (Table S1). It is possible that the extra air supply
enhanced the formation of incomplete combustion products by reducing temperature15–16. In
addition, the large variation in EFPAH among the triplicate experiments resulted in no
significant difference.

There were several reports on PAH emissions from wood pellet combustion15–17,36. EFs of
16 PAHs and BaP for pellet heaters in the MANE-VU region were estimated at 350 and 3.34
mg/kg, respectively17. For wood pellets burned in residential burners operated under 3–22
kW, EFs of 27 particle-bound PAHs ranged from 0.06 to 8.5 mg/MJ15. In another study, the
total EFs of 40 PAHs in both gaseous and particulate phases were only 0.002–0.34 mg/
MJ16. Our results (EFs of 28 PAHs were 0.0942–1.16 mg/MJ, with 0.0091–0.660 mg/MJ for
PM-bound PAHs) also varied widely with no significant difference with the reported values.
Taking strong health impact of PAHs, large contribution of PAHs from biomass burning
sources, and potential benefit of replacing the traditional biomass fuels with biomass pellet
fuels in emission reduction into consideration16,41, more investigations on emissions and
factors affecting the emissions are urgently needed.

On average, the total PAHs constituted only 0.20% (0.040 to 4.0%, as the range) and 0.14%
(0.022 to 0.29%, as the range) of the total mass of the PM from the combustions of pine
wood and corn straw pellets, respectively, comparable to 0.10% (0.002 to 0.45%, as the
range) reported in the literature16. The PAH/PM ratios in the two combustion modes were
not statistically different (p > 0.05). Low and median molecular weight PAHs dominated the
total PAHs emitted in both corn straw and pine wood pellet burning (Figure S4). NAP and
PHE were the most abundant, similar to those reported in the literature16. The PAH profiles
were not significantly different between two modes (p > 0.05). To provide baseline
information for PAH source apportionment, 6 commonly used isomer ratios, including
ANT/(ANT+PHE), FLA/(FLA+PYR), BaA/(BaA+CHR), IcdP/(IcdP+BghiP), BbF/(BbF
+BkF), and BaP/(BaP+BghiP) were calculated and listed in Table S2. There were no
significant differences in these ratios between the pine wood and corn straw pellets or
between combustion mode I and II (p > 0.05).

Comparison between the Biomass Pellets and Raw Fuels
To compare the EFs of OC, EC, PM, and PAHs for biomass pellets and raw fuels, these EFs
were also measured from the combustion of pine wood logs and corn straw in a traditional
cooking stove. The results are listed in Table 2 (CO, OC, EC and PM) and Table S1 (PAHs)
as well. In comparison with the raw materials, biomass pellets had higher bulk density and
ash content, but lower VM content. During the experiments, the kitchen was much less
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smoky when pellets were burned in the modern burner as compared to the raw fuel being
burned in the traditional stove. In general, the measured chamber temperatures in the pellet
burner (550–900°C during pine wood pellet combustion and 400–800°C in corn straw pellet
burning) were higher than the residential stove (350–650°C during pine wood combustion
and 300–500°C in corn straw burning), and the MCEs for the burning of raw pine wood log
(94.1%) and corn straw (96.1%) were lower than those for pellet combustion (Table 2). For
the same mass, pellet burning usually took longer than raw material burning. As a result, the
calculated burning rates for pellets were lower than for raw fuels (Table 2).

Significant reduction (p < 0.05) in EFCO, EFOC, EFEC, and EFPM for both pine wood and
corn straw pellets were found in comparison with EFs for the raw fuels, except EFPM of
112±48 mg/MJ for pine wood pellet in mode II that was not significantly different from,
though looked slightly higher than, EFPM for raw pine wood at 95.3±19.2 mg/MJ (p > 0.05).
The calculated RD values (see Method section) for CO, OC, EC, and PM were −55 (−71 to
−31, as inter-quartile range from Monte Carlo simulation), −90 (−91 to −88), −68 (−77 to
−54), and −49% (−63 to −30%) for corn straw, and −89 (−91 to −88), −93 (−96 to −86), −97
(−98 to −56), and −43% (−60 to −18%) for pine wood, respectively. RDs for OC and EC
were much lower than those for PM, suggesting that pelleting can reduce the emissions of
OC and EC more effectively than PM. As a result, TC/PM ratios for pine wood (8%) and
corn straw (14%) pellets were significantly lower than those for raw pine wood log (97%)
and corn straw (28%) (p < 0.05). Relatively low organic fractions, but high inorganic
fractions, in PM from pellet combustions have been reported in the literature16,18.

Figure 1 shows the cumulative size distributions of PM from the combustion of raw and
pelletized corn straw (A) and pine wood (B). Higher percents of coarse PM were in the
smoke emitted from pellet burning in comparison with those for raw fuels. The size
distribution of PM can be affected by many factors including fuel moisture, ash content,
combustion temperature, excess air, and combustion efficiency23,40,42. Moreover, the
impacts of these factors were complicated and sometimes interacted with one anther. PM
size is very sensitive to the combustion temperature that varies due to different fuel moisture
and excess air42,48,49. Combustion efficiency could be influenced by various factors, like
fuel moisture, mass load, and excess air46,47. It was found that geometric mean diameters of
PM were lower for residential wood combustion under higher combustion efficiency43–44,
but a positive linear relationship between median diameter and MCE was reported for fresh
forest smoke45.

In comparison with raw fuels, biomass pellets in this study had relatively high ash content,
combustion temperature, and combustion efficiency, but relatively low VM content and
moisture. These differences are likely responsible for the distinct size distributions. Biomass
pellets are usually made through processes of comminuting, drying, pelletizing and cooling.
Several key parameters in pellet manufacturing are fuel moisture, grind size, applied
pressure, and specific energy requirement50. To avoid potential disintegration, raw material
can be conditioned sometimes, by adding binding agents or steam application51. For the
former, some binding agents, such as starch, natural paraffin, molasses, lignin sulfate, and
kaolin could be used under the permit of legislation51,52. It was thought that some binders,
like kaolin, calcium and magnesium oxide can also hinder the slag formation during
combustion51,53. Addition of additives is regulated by some24,52, but not most countries
(e.g. CEN/TS 14588: 2004 published by the European Standard Committee ECN/TC 335)24.
In China, such standard for pellet quality does not even exist.

Unlike the practice in Europe and North America where additives are usually not used in
pellet production, various additives were recommended for preventing slag formation in the
biomass pellet manufacturing in China25–26. Although the detailed information on additives
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as binding agents or ash inhibitory in the tested pellets were not provided by the
manufacturer, the use of additives is likely according to the observed melting slag formation
in the bottom of the burner after combustion (Figure S3). In future study, composition and
quantity of additives in these pellets and the influences of various additives on the pollutant
emissions should be investigated.

Unlike EFCO, EFOC, EFEC, and EFPM, EFPAH for the pellets were higher than for the raw
fuels, though the differences were not significant due to high variability (p > 0.05). RDs for
PAHs were 64% (56 to 72%) for corn straw and 6% (−16 to 33%) for pine wood,
respectively. The PAH composition profiles (Figure S4) and calculated isomer ratios (Table
S2) were similar between the pelletized and raw fuels. Also, PAH/PM ratios for the pellets
were comparable to those for raw fuels (0.12±0.02% for pine wood and 0.07±0.03% for
corn straw) (p > 0.05).

In the literature, some biomass pellet EFPAH, and EFs for other organic pollutants, were not
significantly lower than, and sometimes slightly higher than, EFs for raw fuels15,30. For
example, unexpected high emissions of PCDD/Fs and PCBs were observed during
combustion of wood (intermittent) and straw (continuous) pellets30. It was also reported that
higher emissions of toxic organic compounds, including benzene, naphthalene and furan,
occurred in the after-flame phase of pellet burning but not in raw oat straw combustion14.
Relatively high ash contents and combustion temperatures are likely responsible for the
slightly high EFPAH of the pellet burning compared to that for raw fuels. A better
understanding of the effects these different variables have on EF needs further study. In
particular, the effect of pellet additives on pollutant emissions needs further investigation54.

Implications
Except for EFPAH, the EFs of many air pollutants for pine wood and corn straw pellets are
lower than those for raw fuels. The ratios of EFpellet and EFraw (REF) were calculated for
CO, OC, EC, PM, and PAHs based on the measured results. The uncertainty of the
calculation was estimated using Monte Carlo simulation. Median REF (both results of corn
straw and pine wood used collectively) of CO, OC, EC, PM, and PAHs were 0.22 (0.13–
0.36, as inter-quartile range), 0.090 (0.057–0.14), 0.10 (0.067–0.15), 0.54 (0.40–8.61), and
1.3 (1.0–1.6), respectively. In addition, the thermal efficiency of burning pellets in the
modern burners was approximately 2.3 times that of raw fuels burned in the so-called
improved cooking stoves and 4.5 times that of traditional cooking stoves55. Taking the
relatively low EFs (except for the slightly high EFPAHs) and high thermal efficiency of pellet
burning in the modern burner into consideration, the replacement of raw fuels with biomass
pellets can reduce the emissions of most air pollutants significantly. As a rough estimation,
the emission reductions of CO, OC, EC, PM, and PAHs would be 90 (84–94), 96 (94–98),
96 (93–97), 76 (71–80), and 43% (26–56%), respectively, by replacing the improved
cooking stoves with pellet stoves. The reduction could be as high as 95 (92–97), 98 (99–79),
98 (96–99), 88 (85–90), and 71% (62–77%) if the traditional cooking stoves were replaced
with pellet stoves. Currently, residential biomass burning contributed approximately 39.4,
2.29, 0.59, 3.87, and 0.065 Tg of total emissions of CO, OC, EC, PM, and PAHs in China,
respectively5,6,56. If only 20% of the traditional cooking stoves can be replaced with pellet
stoves, the total emission reductions in CO, OC, EC, PM. and PAHs would be 7366 (6262–
8642), 446 (382–521), 115 (98–134), 675 (577–791), and 8.94 (7.27–10.8) Gg. Of course,
this is a very rough estimate based on the result of a single experiment. More studies,
especially field studies, are recommended for reducing the uncertainty in this prediction.
Even with the uncertainties in this estimation, the environmental benefit could be
significant.
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Although biomass pellets are undergoing fast deployment in both developed and developing
regions, there are rather limited studies to address emissions of various pollutants. In this
study, we measured EFCO, EFOC, EFEC, EFPM, and EFPAH for two biomass pellets burned
in a commercial pellet burner in two modes. The measured EFs varied half to one order of
magnitude. The EFs for the pellets were significantly lower than those for the raw biomass
fuels (p < 0.05), except EFPAH. Taking both EFs and the stove thermal efficiency into
consideration, significant reductions in the total emissions of these pollutants from
residential sector are expected by replacing raw fuels combusted in traditional/improved
stoves with biomass pellet fuels in modern burners.

It should be noted that only two types of biomass pellets were tested in a small burner with
power of 2.6 kW in this study. The results under given conditions can not be simply
generalized. It can be concluded that the emission reduction can be achieved by replacing
raw fuels with pellets. However, the reduction percentages calculated in this study are not
representative. More data, especially field data, should be collected before the reduction can
be quantified. Also, factors affecting the emissions, including fuel property, stove type, and
combustion condition, should be further investigated.

Supplementary Material
Refer to Web version on PubMed Central for supplementary material.

Acknowledgments
The funding for this study was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (41130754,
41001343, 41101490), NIEHS (P42 ES016465), and Beijing Municipal Government (YB20101000101).

References
1. International Energy Agency (IEA). key world energy statistics. 2011. http://www.iea.org assessed

April 2012

2. Chen L, Xing L, Han L. Renewable energy from agro-residues in China: solid biofuels and biomass
briquetting technology. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2009; 13:2689–2695.

3. International Energy Agency (IEA). Energy for all, financing access for the poor, special early
excerpt of the world energy outlook 2011. 2011. http://www.iea.org/papers/2011/
weo2011_energy_for_all.pdf assessed Dec.2011

4. World Health Organization (WHO). indoor air pollution and health, Fact sheet N292. 2011. http://
www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs292/en/index.html assessed Oct. 2011

5. Zhang Y, Dou H, Chang B, Wei Z, Qiu W, Liu S, Liu W, Tao S. Emission of polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons form indoor straw burning and emission inventory updating in China. Ann. N. Y.
Acad. Sci. 2008; 1140:218–227. [PubMed: 18991920]

6. Lei Y, Zhang Q, He KB, Streets DG. Primary anthropogenic aerosol emission trends for China,
1990–2005. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2011; 11:931–954.

7. Gustafsson Ö, Kruså M, Zencak Z, Sheesley RJ, Granat L, Engström E, Praveen PS, Rao PSP, Leck
C, Rodhe H. Brown clouds over south Asia: biomass or fossil fuel combustion? Science. 2009;
323:495–498. [PubMed: 19164746]

8. Menon S, Hansen J, Nazarenko L, Luo Y. Climate effects of black carbon aerosol in China and
India. Science. 2002; 297:2250–2254. [PubMed: 12351786]

9. Liu S, Tao S, Liu W, Liu Y, Dou H, Zhao J, Wang L, Wang J, Tian Z, Gao Y. Atmospheric
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons in north China: a winter-time study. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2007;
41:8256–8261. [PubMed: 18200848]

10. Zhang J, Smith KR. Household air pollution from coal and biomass fuels in China: Measurements,
health impacts, and interventions. Environ. Health Perspect. 2007; 115:848–855. [PubMed:
17589590]

SHEN et al. Page 10

Environ Sci Technol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 05.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

http://www.iea.org
http://www.iea.org/papers/2011/weo2011_energy_for_all.pdf
http://www.iea.org/papers/2011/weo2011_energy_for_all.pdf
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs292/en/index.html
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs292/en/index.html


11. World Health Organization (WHO). Mortality and burden of disease attributable to selected major
risks. WHO Press; Geneva, Switzerland: 2009. Global Health Risks. http://www.who.int/
healthinfo/global_burden_disease/GlobalHealthRisks_report_full.pdf. accessed April 10, 2012

12. National Development and Reformation Committee (NDRC). National Medium and Long Term
Strategy Plan for Renewable Energy Development. Beijing, China: Aug. 2007

13. Olsson M, Kjällstrand J, Petersson G. Specific chimney emissions and biofuel characteristics of
softwood pellets for residential heating in Sweden. Biomass Bioenergy. 2003; 24:51–57.

14. Perzon M. Emissions of organic compounds from the combustion of oats-a comparison with
softwood pellets. Biomass Bioenergy. 2010; 34:828–837.

15. Johansson LS, Leckner B, Gustavsson L, Cooper D, Tullin C, Potter A. Emission characteristics of
modern and old-type residential boilers fired with wood logs and wood pellets. Atmos. Environ.
2004; 38:4183–4195.

16. Boman C, Pettersson E, Westerhol R, Boström D, Nordin A. Stove performance and emission
characteristics in residential wood log and pellet combustion, Part 1: pellet stoves. Energy Fuels.
2011; 25:307–314.

17. Houck, JE.; Eagle, BN. Control analysis and documentation for residential wood combustion in the
MANE-VU region. OMNI Environmental Services, Inc; Beaverton, Oregon: Dec. 2006

18. Bäfver LS, Leckner B, Tullin C, Berntsen M. Particle emissions from pellets stoves and modern
and old-type wood stoves. Biomass Bioenergy. 2011; 35:3648–3655.

19. Bond TC, Streets DG, Yarber KF, Nelson SM, Woo J, Klimont Z. A technology based global
inventory of black and organic carbon emissions from combustion. J. Geophys.Res. 2004;
109:D14203.

20. Zhang YX, Tao S. Global atmospheric emission inventory of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs) for 2004. Atmos. Environ. 2009; 43:812–819.

21. Schimidl C, Luisser M, Padouvas E, Lasselsberger L, Rzaca M, Curz CR, Handler M, Peng G,
Bauer H, Puxbaum H. Particulate and gaseous emissions form manually and automatically fired
small scale combustion systems. Atmos. Environ. 2011; 45:7443–7454.

22. Yao Z, Zhao l. Ronnback M, Meng H, Luo J, Tian Y. Comparison on characterization effect of
biomass pellet fuels on combustion behavior. J. Agric. Sci. 2010; 41:97–102. in Chinese.

23. Wiinikka, H. Ph.D Thesis. Luleå University of Technology; 2005. High temperature aerosol
formation and emission minimisation during combustion of wood pellets. ISSN: 1402-1544.
ISRN: LTU-DT--05/18--SE

24. García-Maraver A, Popov V, Zamorano M. A review of European standards for pellet quality.
Renew. Energy. 2011; 36:3537–3540.

25. Xiong S, Burvall J, Örberg H, Kalen G, Thyrel M, Öhman M, Boström D. Slagging characteristics
during combustion of corn stovers with and without Kaolin and Calcite. Energy Fuels. 2008;
22:3465–3470.

26. Yuan Y, Zhao L, Meng H, Lin C, Tian Y. Effects comparison on anti-slagging additives of corn
straw biomass pellet fuel. Trans. CSAE. 2010; 26:251–255. in Chinese.

27. Shen GF, Yang YF, Wang W, Tao S, Zhu C, Min Y, Xue M, Ding J, Wang B, Wang R, Shen H, Li
W, Wang X, Russell AG. Emission factors of particulate matter and elemental carbon for crop
residues and coals burned in typical household stoves in China. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2010;
44:7157–7162. [PubMed: 20735038]

28. Shen G, Wei S, Wei W, Zhang Y, Min Y, Wang B, Wang R, Li W, Shen H, Huang Y, Yang Y,
Wang W, Wang XL, Wang XJ, Tao S. Emission Factors, Size Distributions and Emission
Inventoried of Carbonaceous Particulate Matter from Residential Wood Combustion in Rural
China. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2012; 46:4207–4214. [PubMed: 22380753]

29. Shen G, Wang W, Yang Y, Ding J, Xue M, Min Y, Zhu C, Shen H, Li W, Wang B, Wang R,
Wang X, Tao S, Russell AG. Emissions of PAHs from indoor crop residue burning in a typical
rural stove: emission factors, size distributions and gas-particle partitioning. Environ. Sci. Technol.
2011; 45:1206–1212. [PubMed: 21247097]

30. Hedman B, Näslund M, Marklund S. Emission of PCDD/F, PCB and HCB from combustion of
firewood and pellets in residential stoves and boilers. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2006; 40:4968–4975.
[PubMed: 16955894]

SHEN et al. Page 11

Environ Sci Technol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 05.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

http://www.who.int/healthinfo/global_burden_disease/GlobalHealthRisks_report_full.pdf
http://www.who.int/healthinfo/global_burden_disease/GlobalHealthRisks_report_full.pdf


31. Chow JC, Watson JG, Lowenthal DH, Antony Chen L-W, Motallebi N. PM2.5 source profiles for
black and organic carbon emission inventories. Atmos. Environ. 2011; 45:5407–5414.

32. Novakov T, Andreas MO, Gabriel R, Kirchstette T, Mayol-Bracero O, Ramanathan V. Origin of
carbonaceous aerosols over the tropical Indian Ocean: biomass burning or fossil fuels. Geophys.
Res. Lett. 2000; 27:4061–4064.

33. Chen Q, Zhang X, Bradford D, Sharifi V, Swithenbank J. Comparison of emission characteristics
of small-scale heating systems using biomass instead of coal. Energy Fuel. 2010; 24:4255–4265.

34. Lamberg H, Nuutinen K, Tissari J, Ruusunen J, Yli-Pirila P, Sippula O, Tapanainen M, Jalava P,
Makkonen U, Teinila K, Saarnio K, Hillamo R, Hirvonen M, Jokiniemi J. Physicochemical
characterization of fine particles from small-scale wood combustion. Atmos. Environ. 2011;
45:7635–7643.

35. Boman C, Nordin A, Boström D, Öhman M. Characterization of inorganic particulate matter from
residential combustion of pelletized biomass fuels. Energy Fuels. 2004; 18:338–348.

36. United States Environmental Protection Agency (US.EPA). Residential wood combustion. Vol.
Volume III. Eastern Research Group, Inc; 2001. Chapter 2

37. Nussbaumer, T.; Czasch, C.; Klippel, N.; Johansson, L.; Tullin, C. Particulate emissions from
biomass combustion in IEA countries. Survey on measurements and emission factors. 2008.
www.ieabcc.nl assessed April 2012

38. Bølling AK, Pagels J, Yttri KE, Barregard L, Sallsten G, Schwarze PE, Boman C. Health effects of
residential wood smoke particles: the importance of combustion conditions and physicochemical
particle properties. Part. Fibre Toxicol. 2009; 6:29. Doi:10.1186/1743-8977-6-29. [PubMed:
19891791]

39. Kupiainen K, Klimont Z. Primary emissions of fine carbonaceous particles in Europe. Atmos.
Environ. 2007; 41:2156–2170.

40. Jokiniemi, J.; Hytönen, K.; Tissari, J.; Obernberger, I.; Bruner, T.; Barnthaler, G.; Friesenbichler,
J.; Salonen, RO.; Hirvonen, MR.; Jalava, P.; Pennanen, A.; Happo, M.; Vallius, M.; Markkanen,
P.; Hartmann, H.; Turowski, P.; Roβmann, P.; Ellner-Schubert, F.; Boman, C.; Pettersson, E.;
Wiinikka, H.; Hillamo, R.; Saarinio, K.; Frey, A.; Saarikoski, S.; Timonen, H.; Teinila, K.; Aurela,
M.; Sillanpaa, M.; Bellmann, B.; Sandstrom, T.; Sehlstedt, M.; Forsberg, B. Final report of the
project funded by ERA-NET Bioenergy Programme 2007–2008. University of Kuopio; 2008.
Biomass combustion in residential heating: particulate measurements, sampling, and
physicochemcial and toxicological characterisation. http://www.bios-bioenergy.at/uploads/media/
Paper-Obernberger-Biomass-Combustion-in-Re sidential-Heating-2008-01-01.pdf, assessed April
2012

41. Zhang YX, Tao S, Shen HZ, Ma JM. Inhalation exposure to ambient polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons and lung cancer risk of Chinese population. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 2009; 106:21063–
21067. [PubMed: 19995969]

42. Lighty JS, Veranth JM, Sarofim AF. Combustion aerosols: factors governing their size and
composition and implications to human health. J. Air Waste Manag. Assoc. 2000; 50:1565–1618.
[PubMed: 11055157]

43. Purvis CR, McCrillis RC, Hariher PH. Fine particulate matter (PM) and organic speciation of
fireplace emissions. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2000; 34:1653–1658.

44. Hays MD, Smith ND, Kinsey J, Dong Y, Kariher P. Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon size
distributions in aerosols from appliances of residential wood combustion as determined by direct
thermal desorption-GC/MS. J. Aerosol. Sci. 2003; 34:1061–1084.

45. Janhäll S, Andreae MO, Pöschl U. Biomass burning aerosol emissions from vegetation fires:
particle number size and mass emission factors and size distribution. Atmos. Chem.Phys. 2010;
10:1427–1439.

46. Dhammapala R, Claiborn C, Corkill J, Gullett B. Particulate emissions from wheat and Kentucky
bluegrass stubble burning in eastern Washington and northern Idaho. Atmos.Environ. 2006;
40:1007–1015.

47. McMeeking GR, Kreidenweis SM, Baker S, Carrico CM, Chow JC, Collett JL, Hao WM, Holden
AS, Krichstetter TW, Malm WC, Moosmuller H, Sullivan AP, Wold CE. Emission of trace gases

SHEN et al. Page 12

Environ Sci Technol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 05.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

http://www.ieabcc.nl
http://www.bios-bioenergy.at/uploads/media/Paper-Obernberger-Biomass-Combustion-in-Residential-Heating-2008-01-01.pdf
http://www.bios-bioenergy.at/uploads/media/Paper-Obernberger-Biomass-Combustion-in-Residential-Heating-2008-01-01.pdf


and aerosols during the open combustion of biomass in the laboratory. J. Geophys. Res. 2009;
114:D19210. DOI:10.1029/2009JD011836.

48. Maguhn J, Karg E, Kettrup A, Zimmermann R. On-line analysis of the size distribution of fine and
ultrafine aerosol particles in flue and stack gas of a municipal waste incineration plant: effects of
dynamic process control measures and emission reduction devices. Environ.Sci. Technol. 2003;
37:4761–4770. [PubMed: 14594389]

49. Chang MC, Chow JC, Watson JG, Hopke PK, Yi SM, England GC. Measurement of ultrafine
particle size distributions from coal-, oil-, and gas-fired stationary combustion sources. J. Air
Waste Manag. Assoc. 2004; 54:1494–1505. [PubMed: 15648387]

50. Adapa P, Tabil L, Schoenau G. Compaction characteristics of barley, canola, oat and wheat straw.
Biosyst. Eng. 2009; 104:335–344.

51. Pastre, O. Pellets for Europe. The European Biomass Industry Association (EUBIA); 2002.
Analysis of the technical obstacles related to the production and utilisation of fuel pellets made
from agricultural residues. ALTENER 2002-012-137-160http://www.pelletcentre.info/resources/
1093.pdf, accessed April 20, 2012

52. Fiedler F. The state of the art of small-scale pellet-based heating systems and relevant regulations
in Sweden, Austria and Germany. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2004; 8:201–221.

53. Yuan Y, Lin C, Zhao L, Tian Y, Meng H. The research process of anti-slagging for biomass pellet
fuel. Rene. Energy Resour. 2009; 27:48–51. in Chinese.

54. Olsson M, Kjällstrand J. Emissions from burning of softwood pellets. Biomass Bioenergy. 2004;
27:607–611.

55. Chen X, Tan Y, Wang Y, Yan Y. Problems and countermeasures in application and development
of the biomass pellet fuel in our country. Renewable Energy. 2005; 119:41–43. in Chinese.

56. Streets DG, Zhang Q, Wang L, He K, Hao J, Wu Y, Tang Y, Carmichael GR. Revisiting China's
CO emissions after the Transport and Chemical Evolution over the Pacific (TRACE-P) mission:
Synthesis of inventories, atmospheric modeling, and observations. J. Geophys. Res. 2006;
111:D14306. DOI:10.1029/2006JD007118.

SHEN et al. Page 13

Environ Sci Technol. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 June 05.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

http://www.pelletcentre.info/resources/1093.pdf
http://www.pelletcentre.info/resources/1093.pdf


Figure 1.
PM size distributions of the pellet and raw fuel burning. (A) Corn straw, (B) Pine wood
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Table 1

Fuel properties (dry basis) of raw and pelletized corn straw (Zea mays) and pine wood (Pinus tabulaeformis
Carr.).

Raw pine wood Pelletized pine wood Raw corn straw Pelletized corn straw

Moisture, % 9.10 5.63 7.02 5.80

Density, g/cm3 0.44 1.30 0.069 1.41

Proximate Analysis, %

Ash content 0.25 3.75 4.01 10.84

Volatile matter 84.77 76.77 77.94 70.62

Fixed carbon 14.98 19.48 18.05 18.54

LHV, MJ/kg 16.72 16.48 15.44 13.89

Elemental analysis, %

N 0.18 0.16 0.96 1.23

C 49.10 46.78 43.47 43.14

H 6.32 5.84 6.02 5.48

O (by difference) 44.41 47.23 49.56 50.16
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