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Abstract: The contribution of aircraft operations to ambient ultrafine particle (UFP) concentration at
and around airports can be significant. This review article considers the volatile and non-volatile
elements of particulate matter emissions from aircraft engines, their characteristics and quantification
and identifies gaps in knowledge. The current state of the art emission inventory methods and
dispersion modelling approaches are reviewed and areas for improvement and research needs
are identified. Quantification of engine non-volatile particulate matter (nvPM) is improving as
measured certification data for the landing and take-off cycle are becoming available. Further work is
needed: to better estimate nvPM emissions during the full-flight; to estimate non-regulated (smaller)
engines; and to better estimate the emissions and evolution of volatile particles (vPM) in the aircraft
exhaust plume. Dispersion modelling improvements are also needed to better address vPM. As the
emissions inventory data for both vPM and nvPM from aircraft sources improve, better estimates of
the contribution of aircraft engine emissions to ambient particulate concentrations will be possible.

Keywords: emissions; aircraft; particulate matter; dispersion; regulations

1. Introduction

Particulate matter emissions from aircraft engines contribute to ambient concentra-
tions of ultrafine particles in and around airports together with other combustion sources
including road traffic. The impact of emissions on ambient concentrations from an airport,
for which aircraft engine is a main source, differs from airport to airport due to the different
relative contributions of other sources such as road traffic, and due to pollutant mix differ-
ences, chemical characteristics and size distribution [1,2]. Particulate matter, particularly
the ultrafine component made up of small particles with an aerodynamic diameter of
less than 0.1 µm, is widely considered a health hazard [3]. Aircraft gas turbine engines
result in direct emissions of “non-volatile” (nvPM), also described as black carbon (BC)
“soot” emissions. A number of research projects such as AAFEX [4], SAMPLE [5] and
A-PRIDE [6] on the topic of aircraft particulate matter emissions have been undertaken in
recent years in Europe and North America. These projects have contributed to the better
understanding of these emissions and together with recognition of the health concerns
regarding particulate emissions from aircraft engines, e.g., [3,7], the International Civil
Aviation Organization (ICAO) agreed in 2019 to the aircraft engine emission standards for
nvPM (both mass and number), providing regulations for aircraft engine emissions (see
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Section 2.1). In addition to local air quality impacts, particles emitted from aircraft engines
can affect climate and cloudiness in a number of ways [8]. There are several on-going
projects such as AVIATOR [9] and ACACIA [10], that are taking measurements, linking
these to modelling and assessing the particulate impacts on local air quality and climate.

At the high temperatures in the engine exit exhaust, particulate emissions mainly
consist of ultrafine nvPM, the geometric mean diameter of these particles typically ranges
from 15 nm to 60 nm. nvPM is formed in the combustor of the aircraft engine, and these
emissions are considered “primary” emissions. nvPM emissions are the main focus of this
review. Volatile particles (vPM) condense and agglomerate in the exhaust plume or at a later
stage in the ambient atmosphere and, due to their evolution in the aircraft exhaust plume,
are more difficult to quantify, measure and assess. However, together with nvPM, vPM
contributes to total measured ambient concentrations of particulate matter (the ambient
measurements do not usually distinguish between them) which are compared with current
local air quality health guidelines [11].

In this review, we consider the quantification of emissions and concentrations of nvPM
from aircraft engines. In the following, we provide the regulatory background for aircraft
engine emissions, examining the role of combustion technology and fuel composition in the
formation of nvPM (Section 2); the nvPM emissions from non-regulated (smaller) aircraft
engines are reviewed in Section 3; Section 4 of the review considers vPM emissions; Section 5
provides an overview of emission inventory methodologies; and Section 6 considers the
dispersion modelling literature and methods. Finally, we summarize the knowledge gaps
which could help evaluation of aircraft particulate emissions and the contribution made by
aircraft engines and thus help guide future mitigation options.

2. nvPM Emissions from Regulated Aircraft Engines
2.1. Engine Emission Regulations

Regulated aircraft engines are those required by ICAO to be certified for their emissions
performance, namely turbofan and turbojet engines of maximum rated thrust at sea level
greater than 26.7 kN. These engines are typically used in commercial passenger and freight
aircraft as well as in larger business jets. Standards limiting the LTO (landing and take-off)
emissions of smoke number, nvPM (as maximum mass concentration), unburnt hydrocar-
bons (HC), carbon monoxide (CO) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) from turbojet and turbofan
aircraft engines are contained in Annex 16 Volume II [12] to the Convention on International
Civil Aviation, Doc 7300. Before 2016, the only emission standard related to PM emissions
was the Smoke Number regulation, which effectively requires the engine emission to be
invisible. However, in recognition of the growing health concerns regarding ultrafine PM and
especially nvPM, the CAEP/10 nvPM mass concentration certification standard was agreed
to at ICAO-CAEP (Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection) in 2016, which also
required the LTO nvPM mass and nvPM number emission indices (EIs) to be reported.

Using standardized data collected under the CAEP/10 certification procedures, the
CAEP was able to develop new emission standards for nvPM, and at the ICAO-CAEP 11th
meeting (in February 2019), new emission standards for both nvPM mass and nvPM number
and the corresponding additions and amendments (Chapter 4) to Annex 16 Volume II were
agreed to. These standards include new regulatory limits for nvPM mass and nvPM number
applying to both in-production and new engine types from 1 January 2023. The new engine
emissions standards are indicative for LTO total nvPM mass and nvPM number emissions
per kN of rated thrust. As part of this agreement, the nvPM mass concentration standard is
now considered to preserve the exhaust plume invisibility and there was also agreement
to end the Smoke Number Standard applicability for engines of rated thrust greater than
26.7 kN beginning 1 January 2023.

Certification requirements include the need to report data under ISA (International
Standard Atmosphere) conditions (except for the absolute humidity which is set to 0.00364 kg
water/kg dry air), with a defined fuel specification and following specified test conditions
requirements. Engine manufacturers report the emissions data alongside some engine char-
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acteristics to ICAO. These data are stored and made publicly available through the ICAO
Aircraft Engine Emissions DataBank (EEDB). The databank, which covers all engine types
whose emissions are regulated and the information provided by the engine manufacturers,
is hosted by the European Union Aviation Safety Agency (EASA) on behalf of ICAO [13].

The certification process involves running the engine on a test bed at each thrust
setting defined by the standard ICAO LTO cycle (100% for take-off, 85% for climb, 30% for
approach and 7% for taxi/ground idle) [12]. The results of the engine emissions certification
are the fuel flow (kg/s), the Emissions Index (EI) for NOx, HC and CO (mass of emissions
per kg fuel), the measured smoke number, the measured nvPM mass concentration and
will now also include the EI for nvPM mass and nvPM number. These values allow for the
calculation of emission data for each pollutant such as: emission rate (g/s); values of total
LTO emission per rated thrust (total mass per kN and total nvPM number per kN); and the
maximum Smoke Number.

2.2. Combustion Technologies
2.2.1. Pollutant Formation in Combustion Chamber

As discussed, environmental concerns over aircraft engine emissions have resulted in
the implementation of ICAO-CAEP emission regulations (see previous Section 2.1) which
are part of the certification process for the engine. The combustion technology has had to
evolve to control these regulated pollutants in addition to the principal imperatives of safety
and operability. In the current engine designs that are now in service, the environmental
focus of the combustion design has been controlling NOx emissions whilst improving
fuel efficiency. However, as the relevance of nvPM emissions has increased, the design
of combustors has to consider both NOx and nvPM emissions as well as fuel efficiency
and, of course, all within the safety and operability constraints (altitude relight, turbine
inlet temperature, combustion efficiency, combustion instabilities, thermal load, etc.) which
bound the main design decisions.

Modern engines designed for subsonic aeroplanes generally tend to easily achieve
the CO and unburnt HC emissions regulations; these pollutants are now of such low
concentrations that they are no longer considered to be of much concern in urban or
around airport locations. The focus of the following sections is to examine the most recent
design features of combustors that affect the emissions of nvPM and NOx, which are of
most current environmental concern. The two main modern combustion technologies are
covered: the most widespread, Rich-burn, Quick-quench, Lean-burn (RQL) and Lean Burn
(LB) technologies.

2.2.2. Rich-Burn, Quick-Quench, Lean Burn (RQL) Technologies

In conventional RQL combustion chambers, fuel is atomized into a swirling and
recirculating flow at the swirl fuel injector and the airflow is set to keep the primary flame
zone fuel rich. Flow exiting the primary rich zone is then quickly diluted, or “quenched”,
to a uniform lean mixture. To minimize the formation of NOx, the RQL design facilitates a
fast passage through the high temperature zone where the fuel air ratio is stochiometric and
the NOx formation potential is high [14]. Compared to previous generation combustion
chambers, RQL technologies have significantly reduced NOx emissions [15].

The formation of nvPM mainly occurs in the primary zone, close to the fuel spray,
where fuel and air are not well mixed, and the intermediate zone reduces gas temperature
by addition of a small amount of air to promote the complete oxidation of CO and soot
particles [14]. However, there is an inherent trade-off in the RQL combustors in that the
oxidation and removal of soot particles (formed in the rich primary zone) occur in the
hottest zone, where NOx formation is highest. So, the control of nvPM at the same time as
reducing NOx provides some challenges to the RQL design, which was conceived originally
for NOx control. Furthermore, it is technologically difficult to cool the primary zone walls
(no direct injection of air; double wall principle is often used in practice). Designers strive
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to minimize both nvPM and NOx, most recently employing staging to separately optimize
low and high-power conditions [15].

2.2.3. Lean Burn (LB) Combustors

In a lean-burn combustor, where the fuel-to-air ratio is lower than the RQL type
combustor, the peak temperatures are not as high. As a result, NOx emissions are lower
provided that the overall outlet temperature is not above about 1800 K [15]. At the same
time, the excess air leads to a lower nvPM production [15]. However, a difficulty with
hydrocarbon fuels is that they will not burn if the fuel air ratio is far below stoichiometric
value and lean flames are inherently unstable. For the demanding operating conditions
of aero combustors, a pilot zone is required for stability particularly during low power
operation. Conditions in this pilot zone are like a small rich-burn combustor, producing
nvPM, but because of the small size of the pilot zone and the small fuel-flow through it, the
amount of pollutants is relatively small. Except during pilot-only operation, downstream
lean-burn regions promote burnout of any particles formed by the pilot, so levels of nvPM
should be expected to be low [15]. Lean burn technology has utilized partial premixing
such as the TAPS technology [16].

2.2.4. Future Technology and nvPM Control

Both LB and RQL combustors were designed to control NOx emissions in modern
combustors, where temperature and pressures are increasing, and both technologies have
been successful in controlling thermal NOx production. However, Lean Burn technology
also has resulted in very low emissions of nvPM compared to most RQL combustors [15].

The most recent technology step in nvPM and NOx emissions reduction has been
the introduction of lean-burn combustors (GE’s TAPS in GenX and CFM LEAP engines).
Although first entering service in late 2011, the technology remained the product of only
one engine manufacturer on one large engine family until a second family was introduced
in mid-2017, with combustion technology essentially by the same company. These two
engine families are the only lean-burn engines in service at the time of writing [13].

Further developments in premixing technology to reduce nvPM include: (i) the Lean-
burn Direct Injection (LDI) [17] and (ii) the less mature multi-point injection technology
being developed by NASA [18]. The latter is an evolution of the existing lean-burn concept
but demonstrates an increased staging flexibility. NASA research into multi-point injection
technology is focused on significantly increasing the number of injectors to allow better
premixing and vaporization of the fuel and air [17]. There are, however, challenges asso-
ciated with this technology and the ICAO-CAEP Independent Expert Integrated Review
panel (IEIR) considered that it was unlikely that the technology would be ready for entry
into service in the next 15 years [15].

2.3. Fuel Composition and PM Emissions

Sustainable Aviation Fuel (SAF) in this context includes sustainable fuels made from
biogenic wastes and residues (biofuels), fuels produced through Power-to-Liquid technolo-
gies (synfuels), as well as fossil fuels engineered for improved environmental performance.
Sustainable biofuels and synfuels are subject to sustainability criteria such as those used in
the European Union Renewable Energy Directive and in ICAO’s Carbon Offsetting and
Reduction Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA). Both types of sustainable fuel
are lower in aromatic hydrocarbon compounds, including naphthalene and their sulphur
content may reach—in pure form—near-zero values.

There have been several measurement campaigns that have quantified reductions in
emission of particulate matter behind aircraft engines at the ground, especially comparing
biogenic SAF with conventional kerosene [6,19–22].

An overview of fuel composition effects on nvPM emissions can be summarized as follows:
the combustion of ‘pure’ or blends of SAF results in lower nvPM emissions when compared
to the same Jet A-1 baseline due to the lower aromatic content in the fuel. The change in the
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nvPM emissions characteristics varies with engine type and operation [6,19–28]; the observed
reduction in soot number and mass emissions is greatest at low engine thrust conditions
and decreases with increasing thrust. In addition, SAF combustion results in: a reduction in
the mean particle size distributions [6,19–28]; a shift in chemical composition with a sizeable
decrease in the emission of organics and sulphates [4,23–33]; an alteration in the nvPM
morphology with an increased prevalence of amorphous outer shell structures [34–36];
an increase of hygroscopic growth factor and hygroscopicity parameter with fuel sulphur
content and engine thrust and a decrease with dry particle diameter [35]; and a shift in
optical properties with reduced absorption, scattering and extinction coefficients [36]. In
terms of vPM emissions, SO2 emissions—a precursor of vPM in the exhaust plume—are
directly proportional to the sulphur content of the fuel.

3. nvPM Emissions from Non-Regulated Engines
3.1. Introduction

ICAO requires that turbofan engines of maximum rated thrust at sea level greater
than 26.7 kN be certified for their emission performance (Section 2.1). There are however
other classes of engines that do not fall under this regulated category. These non-regulated
engines include the following: (i) small turbofan engines with rated thrust below 26.7 kN
and often used on business jets and small private jets; (ii) military turbofan engines; (iii)
auxiliary power units (APUs); (iv) turboprop engines; (v) turboshaft engines mainly used on
helicopters; and (vi) piston (or reciprocating) engines. For these unregulated engines, there
are limited publicly available data, exposing a knowledge gap in aviation environmental
impact assessment and mitigation. It should be noted that on a global scale, nvPM emissions
from non-regulated engines are significantly lower compared to the regulated ones, and
on a local scale this is likely to be true around large airports too. However, non-regulated
engines may be significant emission sources at airports that mainly service aircraft listed
(i) to (vi) above and therefore, could be a concern for the local population around these
airports. Here, we present a summary of available data with respect to the emission
profiles and emission performance of unregulated engines. Unlike the regulated engines,
available data in this case are often not reported according to the ICAO-prescribed LTO
cycle. Emissions are primarily reported in pollutant units (grams or number of particles)
per kilogram of fuel used, i.e., the EIs, and/or concentrations in grams or number per
volume of gas sampled. A collection of the available data has been prepared as an Excel
file with databanks for unregulated engines, and a compilation of additional data tables
will be published over the course of the year 2022 as part of the RAPTOR project (Project
Library–RAPTOR. Available online: https://aviation-pm.eu/project-library/ (accessed
on 28 June 2022)). For non-regulated engines (e.g., piston or turboshaft engines), emission
factors were collected from a variety of sources.

3.2. Emission Profiles of Non-Regulated Engines

A summary of the literature on emission profiles from non-regulated engines can be
found in Table 1. One main theme is the lack of publicly available data. Where data were
available, there is no clear and consistent standardized measurement method or power
setting across the different studies. Engine properties for which emissions were measured
in some cases are unknown, for instance, APUs. A standardized test program including
information allowing for example loss corrections would improve the quality and usability
of available data for air quality modelling and development of inventories. In addition
to missing engine characteristics, particulate emission data are limited for most engine
classes. For military turbofan, turboprop and turboshaft engines, these data are primarily
from the 1970s and 1980s; methods applied are relatively outdated. For instance, Spicer’s
group concluded in the 1980s that tested engines were clean based on the formerly used
methods allowing smoke and particulate measurement. Those filtration methods miss
the ultrafine particles that are now believed to have severe health impacts. Furthermore,

https://aviation-pm.eu/project-library/
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there are scarcely any data, gaseous and particulate, available for the civilian counterpart
to aircrafts engines in military application.

Analysis of nvPM data for two small turbofan engines [37] showed that overall, the
nvPM characteristics (e.g., increase of Geometric Mean Diameter (GMD) with thrust, GMD
as a function of nvPM number/mass ratio) are in the range of those found for large engines.
Both engines would nominally pass the CAEP/10 and CAEP/11 in-production standards
(if the limit line were theoretically and linearly extended down to sub 26.7 kN).

Few of the studies presented in Table 1 measured PM mass and number concentrations.
In some cases, only the concentration and/or the smoke number (SN) were presented. Due
to differences in the maximum rated thrust of the different engine types, the different
methods for reporting engine power, inconsistences across studies with respect to what
power settings were measured, a quantitative comparison of the different engines cannot
be discussed. However, one can discuss the trends in PM emissions observed as follows:

• Turbofan-type engines: Durdina et al. [37] observed maximum nvPM mass emission
indices (EI) at approach and minimum at idle; a decrease in PM number EI was
observed, with slightly higher PM number at idle than at approach. Like the small
turbofan engines, APUs showed decrease in PM number and PM mass with increasing
power from Honeywell GTC P85 engines [23,38]. Crayford and Johnson [39] observed
lower SN at low power than at higher power from a Rolls Royce Artouste Mk113
engine. For military turbofan engines, Spicer et al. [40] observed increase in SN with
increasing power, like the Artouste Mk113.

• Turboshaft: Measured turboshaft SN increased with increasing power, like the turbofan
engines [41]. There were however differences in the particle mass and number EI. For
small turboshaft engines, Drozd et al. [42], who measured at idle and cruise, observed
lower PM mass EI at cruise than at idle from T63-A-700 engines. On the larger T700-GE
engines, Corporan et al. [41] observed an increase in PM mass and number EI with
increasing power.

• Turboprop: In the case of turboprop engines (all groups measured emissions on T56-A-
15; [43–45]), SN increased significantly from the lowest power level, low speed ground
idle (LSGI), to the next power level, high speed ground idle (HSGI). At higher power
settings than HSGI, SN did not increase much. PM number EI decreased with increas-
ing power after HSGI, remaining relatively the same from LSGI through HSGI to flight
idle (FI). PM mass EIs also decreased slightly with increasing power.

There are no public turboprop emission data like the ones provided for jet engines
in the EEDB. In addition, the non-public FOI data [46], which form a sort of standard
for turboprop emissions, do not contain nvPM values or Smoke Numbers. Nevertheless,
it would be a useful step forward to develop a public fuel flow (FF) and EI data set for
turboprops including nvPM that would serve as a common reference. A unique and
internationally agreed labelling (engine UID, like for the EEDB) for non-regulated engines
would be helpful to share and exchange engine emission data and to assign engines to
specific aircraft types.



Atmosphere 2022, 13, 1230 7 of 19

Table 1. Summary of Data on Emission Profiles of non-Regulated Engines.

Studies Type of Engine Description of Data Measured/Reported Compounds

Durdina et al., 2019
[37] Turbofan < 26.7 kN

Measured nvPM emissions from a Dassault 900EX carrying three
Honeywell TFE731-60 engines were similar in profile to larger

engine measurements.
nvPM mass and number, GMD

Klapmeyer and Marr (2012) [47] Turbofan < 26.7 kN
Plume measurements, during regular airport operations, of NOx,

CO2, and PM from Cessna C560 aircrafts carrying two Pratt &
Whitney (PW) JTD15-5 engines during idle/taxi and at take-off.

NOx, Particle number, CO2

ICAO EEDB [13] Turbofan < 26.7 kN
Pratt & Whitney reported emissions from JT15D series (-1, -4, -5, -5A,

-5B, -5C) and corrected as prescribed by ICAO. Allied Signal
reported emissions from TFE731-2-2B and TF3731-3 engines

Reported on ICAO EEDB; HC, CO, NOx, SN

Spicer et al., 2009, 1992, 1989, 1987
[40,44,48,49] Military turbofans

Military turbofan engines have different power modes than
non-military turbofan engines including an afterburn power mode.

However, excluding afterburn power mode for which emissions
data are very scarce, military turbofan engine emission profiles are
like other turbofan engines. Particle emissions measured as smoke
numbers showed highest smoke numbers at 75% to intermediate

power and lowest at idle to 30% of normal rated power. Measured
airplane engines include F110, F101, F100-PE-100, TF41-42,

TF30-P103, TF30-P109.

(JP-4 fuel; [44]: JP-8 + 100) HC, CO, NOx, SN

Bulzan et al., 2010;
Crayford and Johnson, 2011;

Khandelwal et al., 2019;
Kinsey et al., 2012
Lobo et al., 2015
[4,23,38,39,50]

APUs

Generally, APUs show similar CO and HC emission profiles to
larger turbofan engines. Observed NOx emissions were different;
while some studies observed no change in NOx emissions, others
observed some increase in NOx emission with increasing power

[38,39]. Particle mass EIs decreased with increasing power demand
for GTCP85 series [4,23,38], whereas a Rolls Royce Artouste Mk113
APU had higher PM mass concentration (mg/m3) at full power than

at idle [39]. Lobo et al. (2015) observed lowest PM number EIs at
highest power. Kinsey et al.’s (2012) study was inconclusive in PM

number EIs as different research groups in the same campaign
showed different particle number EI profiles; some were u-shaped
with maximum at highest power, others showed no variation with
power. For the Kinsey et al.’s group (2012), using Fischer Tropsch

fuel (FT; synfuel) reduced PM number and mass EI, and had a clear
profile of decreasing EIs with increasing exhaust gas temperature.

Crayford et al. observed higher smoke number (SN) and PM
number concentrations (number/cm3) at full power than at idle [39].

[38] (JP-8, and FT-2): HC, NOx, CO, nvPM
mass and number

[39]: HC, CO, NOx, SN
[4] (JP-8, and FT-2): SO2, HC, CO, NOx, nvPM

mass and number
[23] (Jet A1): nvPM mass and number

[50] (Jet A1): CO and NOx
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Table 1. Cont.

Studies Type of Engine Description of Data Measured/Reported Compounds

Cain et al., 2013; Corporan et al.,
2007, 2010, 2004; Drozd et al. 2012;

Kinsey et al., 2019
[41–43,51–53]

Turboshaft engines (primarily used
on helicopters)

Variable observations were made for particulate emissions, probably
due to differences in sampling methods. There was a general

agreement in particle number emissions. Particulate number and
mass emissions (concentrations and EIs) and geometric mean

diameter (GMD) increased with increasing power. General emission
profiles of emissions of CO, NOx, and HC are like those of turbofan

engines. PM emissions were significantly reduced with FT fuel.

[51] (JP-8): CO2, CO, PM mass and number,
particle size distribution (PSD)

[22,41,43,52,54] (JP-8, FT): GMD, SN, CO,
NOx, PM mass and number

[42] (JP-8, FT): PM mass, CO, CO2, HC
[53] (JP-8, FT): GMD, CO, CO2, HC

Chan et al., 2013; Cheng et al., 2008;
Corporan et al., 2008; Spicer et al.,

2009
[44,45,54,55]

Turboprop engines (primarily on
military aircraft)

Emission measurements were primarily conducted on turboprop
engines for military purposes as in the T56 series III engines on

C-130 Hercules (C-130H) aircraft. Power in turboprop engines is
reported as shaft horsepower (shp). The gaseous emission profiles

observed for the T56 series engines are like those of turboshaft
engines. Particle number and mass emissions tended to decrease

with an increase in power.

[55] (JP-8): CO, NOx, CO2, SOx
[54] (JP-8): SN, PM number and mass, GMD,

CO, NOx, CO2
[44] (JP8): CO, NOx, OC

[45] (F-34, 50-50 F34/Camelina-HEFA blend):
PM number and mass, NOx, CO, HC
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4. Volatile Particulate Matter (vPM)

As the exhaust leaves the engine, the hot combustion exhaust gases cool down and
liquid droplets and condensation nuclei of mainly sulphates are formed, on the surfaces of
which further substances such as water and organics can condense. Shortly after formation,
these particles have typical diameters of a few nanometers. Both the number and mass
of particles change significantly during transport due to processes such as agglomeration,
condensation, and evaporation on a timescale from seconds to several tens of minutes. An
effective emission rate can be derived from the number of particles in the cooled exhaust
gas. These particles are referred to as volatile or semi-volatile ultrafine particles but here,
the simplified term volatile particulate matter (vPM) is used.

Timko et al. [29] report on measurements during the AAFEX campaign. Particles
(sum of vPM and nvPM) were measured at distances between 30 m and 300 m behind a
CFM56 engine for different power settings and types of fuel. At distances with moderate
dilution, as compared to the smaller distance (30 m) from the engine exit, more particles
were measured as condensation nuclei were formed in the plume. The study also observed
that the nucleation of particles accelerates with increasing fuel sulphur content, as these
new particles are generated largely from sulphates. About one order of magnitude more
particles were observed for low power while the difference was less pronounced for higher
powers. The authors deduce that the PM evolution strongly depends on the ratio of particle
precursors (sulphate and organics) to soot; more nvPM particles are generated at higher
powers and lead to a greater interaction between precursors and nvPM with more coating
of nvPM with sulphuric acid, etc. and thereby to a smaller total number of newly formed
particles as compared to lower powers.

Wong et al. [56,57] report on a detailed microphysical modelling of the formation of
organic and sulphuric coatings on nvPM particles and then investigated, using microphys-
ical modelling, the role of organic emissions in the formation of volatile particles in the
near field (distances less than 1000 m) behind a CFM56 engine at 7% maximum thrust. Soot
coating and accordingly particle growth was fastest after some cooling of the exhaust gas
and before dilution becomes dominant (distances between 100 m and 500 m). Soot coating
was mainly by organics with low vapour pressure. Higher ambient temperatures resulted
in smaller soot coating due to the higher saturation vapour pressure. The nucleation of
new particles in aircraft plumes at ground conditions at a distance of 1000 m was solely
determined by the binary nucleation of sulphuric acid and water. The presence of organic
vapours did not promote nucleation of new particles but, via condensation, affected the
mass composition and the size of the nucleated aerosols. At ambient temperatures above
285 K, most of the sulphuric acid mass condensed as soot coating. For organic species,
condensation was suppressed at higher temperatures, with almost no condensed organics
at temperatures above 295 K. According to the model results, nucleation mode particles
have a higher organics mass fraction than soot coatings for high ambient temperatures or
low ambient humidities and a higher sulphate mass fraction otherwise.

Peck et al. [58] modelled the evolution of surrogate organic emissions in an aircraft
exhaust plume for low and high-power settings of the engine. They found that the nucle-
ation mode particles have a sulphate core, but their mass is mostly organic coating. At low
engine power, there was only slow condensation of organics on a few soot particles. At
high power, there were more soot particles and hence more organic material condensed.

Yu et al. [59] studied the mode-specific, semi-volatile chemical composition of par-
ticulate matter based on the AAFEX data at a distance of 30 m behind a CFM56 engine
at different power settings. At low power, the mass of vPM was mainly organic material,
while at high power, it was roughly half organic and half other material.

In summary, the measurements and modelling show that non-volatile particles emitted
from aircraft engines at ground are mainly soot which becomes coated over the first
hundreds of metres mainly with sulphuric acid and water; the diameter and composition
of these particles change during the course of transport but their number remains more or
less constant. Volatile particles are mainly created by the binary nucleation of sulphuric
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acid and water; their mass and size increase due to coating with sulphuric acid, water, and
organics. Ambient temperature and humidity affect the mass composition of volatile and
(to less extent) non-volatile particles.

5. Emission Inventories

An emission inventory typically comprises a dataset with emission amounts, in terms
of mass, for the most relevant air pollutant and greenhouse gas species, split up by source
type, time and location. Different levels of spatial and temporal resolution are possible,
depending on the scope and purpose of the inventory. Aircraft emissions inventories
usually report only those emissions related to the LTO cycle for the aircraft, which covers
activities up to 3000 feet (914 m), which coincides with the typical order of magnitude for
the height of the neutrally stratified atmospheric mixing layer. Emissions below this altitude
are expected to be the dominant influence for local ground-level air quality parameters. The
3000 feet boundary is also used as the cut-off altitude for reporting national emissions for
air pollution under EMEP (Gothenburg Protocol) and the EU National Emission Ceilings
Directive (2016/2284/EU), so national emission inventories often pay limited attention to
what happens at higher altitudes.

5.1. Airport Emission Inventories

At airport level, the compilation of an emission inventory is typically motivated by
the permitting process, which requires an Environmental Impact Report investigating
continued or planned activities at the airport in question. Other potential reasons for
compiling an emission inventory are to perform benchmarking or to monitor emission
trends in the light of emission mitigation plans or actions. Since individual airports are not
subject to international regulations covering the regular reporting of emissions by country,
these emission inventories do not have a fixed format, scope or methodology. The scope
of the inventory will likely be influenced by the local issues that are thought to be most
important. When considering only a single airport, it is usually possible to include more
detailed information in the analysis and perform a more comprehensive modelling of the
emissions. The emission inventory will typically include all significant emission sources
at the airport and cover a full calendar year and a range of pollutant species, such as
carbon dioxide (CO2), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulphur oxides (SOx),
particulate matter, and hydrocarbons (HC) or non-methane volatile organic compounds
(NMVOCs).

Celikel et al. [60] investigated the influence of different emission models on the in-
ventory of an airport, and Fleuti and Maraini [61] carried out a sensitivity study of how
assumptions and applied levels of detail on aircraft traffic affect the overall emission. In
summary, aircraft are the dominant source of emissions including particulate matter at an
airport. The calculation of aircraft emissions is found to be standardized to a large extent
by the ICAO Engine Emission Databank, in contrast to vehicle emissions (airside traffic,
ground support equipment), which show a larger variation across different databanks.
Model-specific assumptions on climb profiles and their assignment to aircraft types or more
generalized aircraft groups can strongly influence the resulting emissions. More complex
emission calculations for aircraft (performance models) show a tendency to decrease the
emissions of NOx, PM10 and CO2 and to increase the emissions of HC and CO (more
realistic take-off thrusts below 100% maximum). The authors concluded that total aircraft
emission up to 914 m is not a suitable quantity for describing the role of aircraft in the
context of regional air quality because the near-ground impact decreases with emission
height and most other sources emit only at ground level.

5.2. Regional Level (Country, District)

EU Member States are subject to emission legislation [62] requiring the annual re-
porting of air pollutant emissions by sector, including the aviation sector. Currently, these
national inventories require only the reporting of emission in terms of mass, not in terms of
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particle numbers and/or particle size distributions. Although the country-level emission
inventory will distinguish between the different airports in the countries, it is constructed at
a national level and not by combining separate airport level inventories. This is motivated
by the requirement that a single consistent and transparent methodology is used for all
years and sources. The full requirements on data and methodologies used are specified
in the CLRTAP guidelines [63] and the EMEP/EEA Emission Inventory Guidebook [64].
For the highest level of detail (Tier 3) recommended by the Guidebook, information on
the aircraft type and destination of each flight is used in combination with more detailed
aircraft/engine- and LTO phase-specific emission factors. The Guidebook notes the avail-
ability of emission factors for CO, NOx, HC from the ICAO Engine Emission Databank
(EEDB) [13] and lists the First Order Approximation v.3 (FOA3) method for deriving
PM emission factors from the EEDB reported smoke number. Note that from version
28 onwards, the EEDB also contains nvPM emission indices for certified in-production
engines [13]. Calculating emissions of climb, cruise and descent activities is not mandatory
and the methods described in the EMEP/EEA Guidebook are less detailed for these flight
phases. The Guidebook provides an emission calculator spreadsheet which estimates fuel
burn for the non-LTO phase (Cruise/Climb/Descent) which is combined with the relevant
emission indices for NOx. A similar method is used in the emission calculator for nvPM
mass emissions [64].

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)’s National Emissions Inventory
(NEI) compiles estimates of air emission (criteria air pollutants (CAPs), precursors of CAPs
and hazardous air pollutants (HAPs)) from a variety of sources including aircraft. Aircraft
emissions (including PM10 and PM2.5) at airports (LTO portions of aircraft operations,
ground support equipment) are reported as point sources and non-point sources [65].
These were estimated from ~20,000 airports and include the use of US Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA)’s Aviation Environmental Design Tool (AEDT) [66].

5.3. Global Level Inventories

The ICAO-CAEP produces full-flight global aviation inventory for greenhouse gases
(CO2, NOx) and local air quality emission (NOx) every three years and the international
aviation totals are provided in the ICAO Environmental Report (Environmental Trends) [67].
The inventory is based on emission results from the US FAA AEDT model. These results
usually compare well with the other two models (the European IMPACT and the UK FAST
models) used in ICAO-CAEP analyses [68]. The 2022 report will include the 2018 annual
estimate for full-flight and LTO nvPM mass, in addition to post-COVID forecast years of
2028, 2038 and 2050.

Other published results provide the following estimates: the global LTO black carbon
(BC) emissions are ~0.00083 Tg/year and ~0.00074 Tg/year for 2005 and 2015, respec-
tively, [69], while the full-flight estimate for 2018 was 0.0093 Tg/year [8]. These could be
compared to other anthropogenic sources 4.8 Tg/year for 2000 [70].

5.4. Methods to Derive PM Emissions
5.4.1. LTO nvPM Mass and Number Emission Estimates

As in-production engines (>26.7 kN) are now beginning to be certified against the
CAEP/11 nvPM mass and nvPM number regulations, emissions are being reported to the
ICAO EEDB [13]. The relevant emission indices from these certification measurements
can be used directly for building LTO emission estimates for this part of the larger engine
fleet. As the certification process moves forward and more emissions data are reported, the
measured LTO emission indices will be increasingly applied. However, certification data are
not yet available for all in-production engines and some older (out of production) engines
will not be subject to nvPM certification (though these older engines will continue to remain
in the fleet for some years to come). Therefore, there continues to be a need for estimates of
nvPM mass and number emissions to be calculated from smoke number measurements. In
the most recent ICAO Doc 9889 Airport Air Quality Manual (v.2) [71], a new methodology,
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the First Order Approximation method v.4 (FOA4), is presented to estimate non-volatile
PM emissions from the reported engine smoke number, as well as estimate the non-volatile
particle numbers and particle size distribution. The methodology is based on the work done
in CAEP/11 and previously published by Agarwal et al. [69]. Other studies, e.g., [72,73] use
a mass-to-number conversion based on the Fractal Aggregates (FA) approaches [5,74,75]. It
is also possible that these estimation methods from smoke number measurements could be
applied to smaller non-regulated (<26.7 kN thrust) turbofan engines where smoke number
measurements may be available (but not nvPM mass and nvPM number measurements).

5.4.2. Full-Flight nvPM Mass and Number Emissions

As discussed, it is common practice to calculate aircraft emissions up to 3000 ft and to
only consider emissions during the LTO cycle in an airport emissions inventory. However,
SO2, NOx and nvPM emissions contribute to climate impacts and some studies have shown
that emissions of NOx and nvPM during cruise may also have an impact on ground level
air quality [76]. In view of these factors, there is also a need to consider the emissions of
NOx and nvPM at higher altitudes. In global inventories to date, measurements of LTO
NOx emissions have been used to estimate NOx emissions during non-LTO phases using
methods such as the Boeing Fuel Flow Method 2 (BFFM2) [77] and the DLR method [78].
Similar methods adapting LTO emissions to represent emissions at higher altitude condi-
tions are also under consideration for nvPM emissions. For example, in ICAO-CAEP, a new
methodology is being developed for calculating full-flight emissions. The method consists
of 4 steps: the first one being the definition of the relevant cruise combustor conditions;
the second the determination of suitable ground reference data; the third the interpolation
of the LTO cycle data; and the fourth the correction of the interpolated data from ground
reference to cruise conditions. While the proposed method is considered fit for purpose,
some additional uncertainties prevent the method from achieving similar accuracy as the
cruise NOx prediction methods, e.g., the BFFM2. These uncertainties result from the wider
variety of curve shapes of nvPM emissions characteristics compared to NOx emissions,
and the lower amount of measured cruise emission data available for validation. It is
recommended to further analyse, validate and, if appropriate, revise the method as further
analysis takes place.

5.4.3. vPM Emissions

Aviation vPM is largely considered to be made up of particles formed from sulphur
(S) present in the fuel, see Section 4. Condensable organic material in the exhaust then
condenses on these sulphate nuclei (and also on nvPM), coating and adding to their mass.

Volatile PM is formed from the fuel sulphur via oxidation of SO2 (S-IV) to SO3 (S-VI)
and subsequent hydration, in the exhaust plume, of SO3 to H2SO4. In ICAO Doc 9889 [71],
the EI mass is estimated from the fuel sulphur content and the conversion rate of S-IV to
S-VI (ε). A typical conversion rate would be around 2%, with a range of ε = 0.5–6%. A
constant ε for an engine is assumed which means that the EI does not vary by power setting.
Emissions of SO2 can be calculated based on the fuel sulphur concentration, e.g., current
evidence suggests that the globally averaged aviation fuel sulphur concentration is in the
range 400–800 ppm [79,80]. Therefore, assuming a fleet average fuel sulphur concentration
of 600 ppm, the corresponding EI of SOx as SO2 yields a value of 1.2 g/kg-fuel.

Measurements of condensable organics in the engine exhaust are very limited. Based
on the assumption that condensable organics are directly related to unburned hydrocarbons,
ICAO Doc 9889 recommends that an estimate is made by scaling the engine’s reported
ICAO hydrocarbon (HC) EI to those of other engines in the database [71]. Making a second
assumption that modern engines behave in a similar manner, the HC ratio can be multiplied
by the volatile organic PM mass EI for the CFM56-2-C1 engine which was measured during
NASA’s Aircraft Particle Emissions Experiment 1 (APEX1). The result is an EI for mass that
is both engine and power-setting specific for the volatile organic PM.
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The behaviour and characteristics of vPM are clearly more complex than nvPM and
there are significant approximations currently being made in the calculation of effective
vPM mass and number EIs. Further field work and modelling studies, such as those being
undertaken under the European Horizon 2020 Project AVIATOR (AVIATOR Project H2020,
Grant Agreement No. 814801, Available online: https://aviatorproject.eu (accessed on
28 June 2022)), will help to better characterize the estimation and role of vPM in aircraft
exhaust plumes, their contribution to ambient concentrations of PM and ultimately health
impacts.

6. Dispersion Modelling

Dispersion models provide a 3-dimensional concentration distribution of pollutants
for subsequent time intervals. They are an important tool to supplement measurements
that take place at a few, specific locations. Dispersion modelling is also used to investigate
future scenarios or to study specific processes of atmospheric dispersion. The range of
dispersion models extends from simple analytic solutions based on physical conservation
laws to complex numerical algorithms. ICAO provides with the Airport Air Quality
Manual Document 9889 [71] an extensive description of emission and dispersion calculation
methodologies at airports, in particular for aircraft main engines and APU. The 2nd edition
includes a calculation methodology for nvPM mass and number emission indices (FOA4)
based on work in the CAEP/11 cycle (Section 5). ICAO Doc 9889 has been continuously
improved in the past cycles including CAEP/12 and the current CAEP/13 cycle, with an
update expected in 2022.

ICAO-CAEP evaluated several dispersion models (ADMS, AEDT/EDMS, ALAQS
and LASPORT), which are designed for local air quality (LAQ) studies at and around
airports [81]. The aim was to investigate which tools are sufficiently robust, transparent,
and appropriate for CAEP analyses and to understand potential differences in modelling re-
sults. The use of multiple approved models provided CAEP insight into model-dependent
sensitivities of the results. Some of these models are routinely applied in scientific projects
and airport assessment procedures. The evaluation noted that advanced/sophisticated
approaches are resource intensive but provided more realistic results than simple ap-
proaches that tend to be conservative in nature but quick to run. The models provided
pollutant concentrations that could be compared to ambient air quality standards, with the
understanding that uncertainties exist and are dependent on input data quality and model
complexity. Further PM emission comparison to account for updated methodology is being
evaluated in the current CAEP work programme. In the Project for the Sustainable Devel-
opment of Heathrow (PSDH), several dispersion models were evaluated and compared
against measurements [82]. A further summary of aspects relevant for airport dispersion
modelling is provided with focus on Los Angeles Airport [83]. Finally, an extended guid-
ance for a model-based quantification of the contribution of airport emissions to local air
quality can be found in the ACRP Report 71 [84].

A variety of modelling studies have been carried out at Zurich Airport, among others
comparisons of model-based emission inventories [60], comparisons of modelled and
measured concentrations [85] and sensitivity studies [61]. Barrett et al. [86] investigated
the impact of aircraft plume dynamics on the predicted local air quality and observed that
measured, aircraft-induced concentrations in the vicinity of airports do not reveal the usual
inverse dependence on wind speed but are related to the effects of plume dynamics. A
simplified methodology to account for plume dynamics in the context of emission grids for
airport dispersion modelling has been developed in a study by EUROCONTROL [87].

In summary, dispersion calculations for airports are complex because many different
source groups need to be accounted for. For some groups, standardized emission databanks
(ICAO Engine Emission Databank, national vehicle emissions) or recommendations (APU
emissions according to ICAO Doc 9889) are available, but for other groups (ground sup-
port equipment, stationary sources), airport-specific data must be gathered. The resulting
concentrations do not only depend on the applied emissions, but also on the applied type

https://aviatorproject.eu
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of dispersion model, on the applied meteorological data, and, in the near field of aircraft
operations, on the assumed dispersion dynamics of the aircraft engine exhaust. Compar-
isons with measurements are hampered by the fact that non-airport emission sources and
background concentrations contribute to the measured concentrations. Although there
exist several data sets that have been used for comparisons, up to today, there exists no
generally agreed gold-standard for the validation of airport dispersion models.

7. Discussion

Current emission source regulations cover the nvPM emissions from aircraft engines
(>26.7 kN thrust) for both mass and number. Combustion technologies for current in-
production engines were generally designed mainly to consider NOx emission regulations
and fuel burn (in addition to a whole host of safety and operability considerations). nvPM
mass and number regulations are now also being considered in advanced combustion
technology developments but there are potential trade-offs between technologies and their
emission performance. Fuel composition is also an important factor in determining nvPM
emissions, and the composition of SAF with lower aromatic content and virtually zero
sulphur content also tends to lower nvPM mass and number emissions. The increased use
of SAF to reduce the overall life-cycle CO2 emissions of aviation is thus likely to lead to
lower nvPM emissions from aircraft engines.

Available data for several smaller non-regulated engines was collated and it was found
that it is often not consistent with the ICAO EEDB structure and therefore difficult to use for
emission calculations for an aircraft fleet mix. Turboprop engine data was lacking especially
in terms of nvPM emissions data.

As the ICAO EEDB becomes populated with nvPM mass and number certification data
for larger in-production engines, these measured LTO EIs can be used to directly estimate
the engine nvPM mass and nvPM number emissions in inventory calculations. These data
will eventually cover most of the larger engines in the fleet and will provide a consistent
data source for LTO emissions, based on real measurements. Some older engine types
that remain in operation will still require the use of alternative estimation methods based
on smoke number measurements. Smaller non-regulated engines will require assessment
using methods outlined in the ICAO Doc 9889.

To calculate full-flight nvPM emissions, further work is required to establish whether a
similar type of approach currently used for estimating full-flight NOx emissions from LTO
emissions is applicable. Consideration of vPM emissions is currently done by estimating
the sulphur (S) and HC mass contributions to vPM, as described in ICAO Doc 9889 [71].
For the HC contribution, this method only uses the gaseous unburned organic emissions
(EIHC) along with a power-dependent set of coefficients. The coefficients are based on
the ratio of the EIHC to the measured condensed HCs at each of the ICAO LTO points.
While this is a useful means of estimating the condensed HCs, it is based on a single
engine and represents all the combustion inefficiencies by the EIHC for that one engine.
Further research on improving the estimation of the contribution from this source of vPM
is required.

The number of nvPM particles emitted from aircraft engines can be assumed in a good
approximation not to undergo transformation processes during the atmospheric transport
on a local scale up to several tens of kilometres. Thus, nvPM number can be modelled to a
good approximation as a passive tracer without transformation. The mass of aging nvPM
particles may change during atmospheric transport due to coating with other material,
but the mass of the original nvPM, which is in the UFP range, is usually very small if
compared to PM10 from other sources and is currently not of major interest. Accounting
for vPM particles in local atmospheric dispersion modelling is more challenging. The
volatile particles are not emitted but they are formed during transport, with a complex
change in diameter (condensation and growth of the particles, re-evaporation) and number
(formation of nuclei, agglomeration), in particular, during the first seconds (nucleation)
and minutes (before dilution takes over) of atmospheric transport.
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In the simplest approach, vPM can be included in a dispersion calculation by means
of an effective emission rate (number and mass), as for instance described in the FOA4
method in ICAO Doc 9889 for vPM mass [71]. Such an emission rate implicitly refers to
a typical transport time or distance from the engine where it is valid. For vPM number,
this approach is probably not so well suited in the near field (up to some 100 m from the
engine), given the change of vPM number. A more sophisticated approach would be to
account for the formation and change of vPM number and mass by suitable transformation
rates of vPM, for example, between different diameter ranges. Beside defining realistic
rates depending on engine power setting, exhaust gas properties and ambient conditions, a
challenge is to account for the dynamics of both mass and number in such an approach.

8. Conclusions

A number of knowledge gaps are identified in this review together with areas for
further investigation. The contribution of smaller non-regulated engine emissions to nvPM
emissions would be helped by more consistent reporting and database development. The
estimation of emissions of nvPM for non-LTO parts of the flight (climb, descent and cruise)
needs further investigation. Estimating and modelling emissions of vPM emissions from
aircraft needs further assessment to understand the contribution made to ambient ultrafine
particle number concentrations.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, B.O. and U.J.; investigation, B.O., J.G.A., N.B., M.C., S.C.,
S.D., J.E., J.K., L.L., U.J., E.T.; writing—original draft preparation, B.O., J.G.A., N.B., M.C., S.C., S.D.,
J.E., J.K., L.L., U.J., E.T.; writing—review and editing, B.O., J.G.A., N.B., M.C., S.C., S.D., J.E., J.K., L.L.,
U.J., E.T. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by RAPTOR H2020-EU.3.4.5.10 Clean Sky 2 Joint undertaking
under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research and innovation program (Grant agreement ID:
863969).

Data Availability Statement: Data available in a publicly accessible repository that does not issue
DOIs. Publicly available datasets were analyzed in this study. This data can be found here: https:
//aviation-pm.eu/project-library/.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Kim, B.Y. Understanding Airport Air Quality and Public Health Studies Related to Airports; Transportation Research Board: Washington,

DC, USA, 2015; Volume 135.
2. Hu, Y.; Zang, Z.; Chen, D.; Ma, X.; Liang, Y.; You, W.; Pan, X.; Wang, L.; Wang, D.; Zhang, Z. Optimization and Evaluation of SO2

Emissions Based on WRF-Chem and 3DVAR Data Assimilation. Remote Sens. 2022, 14, 220. [CrossRef]
3. COMEAP and references therein. Statement on the Evidence for Differential Health Effects of Particulate Matter According

to Source or Components. 2015. Available online: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/
uploads/attachment_data/file/1093974/COMEAP_The_evidence_for_differential_health_effects_of_particulate_matter_
according_to_source_or_components.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2022).

4. Kinsey, J.S.; Timko, M.T.; Herndon, S.C.; Wood, E.C.; Yu, Z.; Miake-Lye, R.C.; Lobo, P.; Whitefield, P.; Hagen, D.; Wey, C.; et al.
Determination of the emissions from an aircraft auxiliary power unit (APU) during the Alternative Aviation Fuel Experiment
(AAFEX). J. Air Waste Manag. Assoc. 2012, 62, 420–430. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Boies, A.M.; Stettler, M.E.J.; Swanson, J.J.; Johnson, T.J.; Olfert, J.S.; Johnson, M.; Eggersdorfer, M.L.; Rindlisbacher, T.; Wang, J.;
Thomson, K.; et al. Particle Emission Characteristics of a Gas Turbine with a Double Annular Combustor. Aerosol Sci. Technol.
2015, 49, 842–855. [CrossRef]

6. Brem, B.T.; Durdina, L.; Siegerist, F.; Beyerle, P.; Bruderer, K.; Rindlisbacher, T.; Rocci-Denis, S.; Andac, M.G.; Zelina, J.; Penanhoat,
O.; et al. Effects of Fuel Aromatic Content on Nonvolatile Particulate Emissions of an In-Production Aircraft Gas Turbine. Environ.
Sci. Technol. 2015, 49, 13149–13157. [CrossRef]

7. Jonsdottir, H.R.; Delaval, M.; Leni, Z.; Keller, A.; Brem, B.T.; Siegerist, F.; Schönenberger, D.; Durdina, L.; Elser, M.; Burtscher,
H.; et al. Non-volatile particle emissions from aircraft turbine engines at ground-idle induce oxidative stress in bronchial cells.
Commun. Biol. 2019, 2, 90. [CrossRef]

8. Lee, D.S.; Fahey, D.W.; Skowron, A.; Allen, M.R.; Burkhardt, U.; Chen, Q.; Doherty, S.J.; Freeman, S.; Forster, P.M.; Fuglestvedt, J.;
et al. The contribution of global aviation to anthropogenic climate forcing for 2000 to 2018. Atmos. Environ. (1994) 2021, 244, 117834.
[CrossRef]

https://aviation-pm.eu/project-library/
https://aviation-pm.eu/project-library/
http://doi.org/10.3390/rs14010220
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1093974/COMEAP_The_evidence_for_differential_health_effects_of_particulate_matter_according_to_source_or_components.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1093974/COMEAP_The_evidence_for_differential_health_effects_of_particulate_matter_according_to_source_or_components.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1093974/COMEAP_The_evidence_for_differential_health_effects_of_particulate_matter_according_to_source_or_components.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1080/10473289.2012.655884
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22616284
http://doi.org/10.1080/02786826.2015.1078452
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.5b04167
http://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-019-0332-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2020.117834


Atmosphere 2022, 13, 1230 16 of 19

9. AVIATOR Consortium. AVIATOR List of Publications. Available online: https://aviatorproject.eu/publications/ (accessed on
28 June 2022).

10. ACACIA Consortium. ACACIA List of Publications. Available online: https://www.acacia-project.eu/publications.html
(accessed on 28 June 2022).

11. World Health Organization. WHO Global Air Quality Guidelines: Particulate Matter (PM2.5 and PM10)‚ Ozone, Nitrogen
Dioxide, Sulfur Dioxide and Carbon Monoxide. Available online: https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/345329 (accessed on
28 June 2022).

12. ICAO. ICAO International Standards and Recommended Practices, Annex 16 to the Convention on International Civil Aviation, Environ-
mental Protection: Volume II—Aircraft Engine Emissions, 4th ed.; ICAO: Montreal, QC, Canada, 2017.

13. ICAO. ICAO Engine Exhaust Emissions Databank. Available online: https://www.easa.europa.eu/domains/environment/icao-
aircraft-engine-emissions-databank (accessed on 20 August 2020).

14. Liu, Y.; Sun, X.; Sethi, V.; Nalianda, D.; Li, Y.-G.; Wang, L. Review of modern low emissions combustion technologies for aero gas
turbine engines. Prog. Aerosp. Sci. 2017, 94, 12–45. [CrossRef]

15. ICAO Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection. Doc 10126: CAEP/11 Report, Independent Expert Integrated Review; ICAO
Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection: Montreal, QC, Canada, 2019.

16. Stickles, R.; Barrett, J. TAPS II Combustor Final Report; 2013. Available online: https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/
headquarters_offices/apl/research/aircraft_technology/cleen/reports/media/TAPS_II_Public_Final_Report.pdf (accessed on
1 August 2022).

17. Palies, P.P.; Acharya, R.; Hoffie, A. Design and Challenges of Lean Fully Premixed Injectors for Gas Turbine Engines. In
Proceedings of the AIAA Propulsion and Energy 2019 Forum, Indianapolis, IN, USA, 19–22 August 2019. [CrossRef]

18. Hicks, Y.; Tacina, K. Design Guidelines for Swirl-Venturi Fuel-Air Mixers for Lean Direct Injection Combustors; NASA/TM-20210011787;
NASA: Cleveland, OH, USA, 2021. Available online: https://ntrs.nasa.gov/api/citations/20210011787/downloads/TM-202100
11787.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2022).

19. Beyersdorf, A.J.; Timko, M.T.; Ziemba, L.D.; Bulzan, D.; Corporan, E.; Herndon, S.C.; Howard, R.; Miake-Lye, R.; Thornhill, K.L.;
Winstead, E.; et al. Reductions in aircraft particulate emissions due to the use of Fischer–Tropsch fuels. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2014,
14, 11–23. [CrossRef]

20. Corbin, J.C.; Schripp, T.; Anderson, B.E.; Smallwood, G.J.; LeClercq, P.; Crosbie, E.C.; Achterberg, S.; Whitefield, P.D.; Miake-Lye,
R.C.; Yu, Z.; et al. Aircraft-engine particulate matter emissions from conventional and sustainable aviation fuel combustion:
Comparison of measurement techniques for mass, number, and size. Atmos. Meas. Tech. 2022, 15, 3223–3242. [CrossRef]

21. Moore, R.H.; Shook, M.A.; Ziemba, L.D.; DiGangi, J.P.; Winstead, E.L.; Rauch, B.; Jurkat, T.; Thornhill, K.L.; Crosbie, E.C.;
Robinson, C.; et al. Take-off engine particle emission indices for in-service aircraft at Los Angeles International Airport. Sci. Data
2017, 4, 170198. [CrossRef]

22. Corporan, E.; Edwards, T.; Shafer, L.; DeWitt, M.J.; Klingshirn, C.; Zabarnick, S.; West, Z.; Striebich, R.; Graham, J.; Klein, J.
Chemical, Thermal Stability, Seal Swell, and Emissions Studies of Alternative Jet Fuels. Energy Fuels 2011, 25, 955–966. [CrossRef]

23. Lobo, P.; Christie, S.; Khandelwal, B.; Blakey, S.G.; Raper, D.W. Evaluation of Non-volatile Particulate Matter Emission Charac-
teristics of an Aircraft Auxiliary Power Unit with Varying Alternative Jet Fuel Blend Ratios. Energy Fuels 2015, 29, 7705–7711.
[CrossRef]

24. Lobo, P.; Condevaux, J.; Yu, Z.; Kuhlmann, J.; Hagen, D.E.; Miake-Lye, R.C.; Whitefield, P.D.; Raper, D.W. Demonstration of a
Regulatory Method for Aircraft Engine Nonvolatile PM Emissions Measurements with Conventional and Isoparaffinic Kerosene
fuels. Energy Fuels 2016, 30, 7770–7777. [CrossRef]

25. Schripp, T.; Anderson, B.; Crosbie, E.C.; Moore, R.H.; Herrmann, F.; Oßwald, P.; Wahl, C.; Kapernaum, M.; Köhler, M.; Le Clercq,
P.; et al. Impact of Alternative Jet Fuels on Engine Exhaust Composition During the 2015 ECLIF Ground-Based Measurements
Campaign. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2018, 52, 4969–4978. [CrossRef]

26. Schripp, T.; Herrmann, F.; Oßwald, P.; Köhler, M.; Zschocke, A.; Weigelt, D.; Mroch, M.; Werner-Spatz, C. Particle emissions of
two unblended alternative jet fuels in a full scale jet engine. Fuel 2019, 256, 115903. [CrossRef]

27. Timko, M.T.; Yu, Z.; Onasch, T.B.; Wong, H.-W.; Miake-Lye, R.C.; Beyersdorf, A.J.; Anderson, B.E.; Thornhill, K.L.; Winstead, E.L.;
Corporan, E.; et al. Particulate Emissions of Gas Turbine Engine Combustion of a Fischer−Tropsch Synthetic Fuel. Energy Fuels
2010, 24, 5883–5896. [CrossRef]

28. Durand, E.; Lobo, P.; Crayford, A.; Sevcenco, Y.; Christie, S. Impact of fuel hydrogen content on non-volatile particulate matter
emitted from an aircraft auxiliary power unit measured with standardised reference systems. Fuel 2021, 287, 119637. [CrossRef]

29. Timko, M.T.; Fortner, E.; Franklin, J.; Yu, Z.; Wong, H.-W.; Onasch, T.B.; Miake-Lye, R.C.; Herndon, S.C. Atmospheric measure-
ments of the physical evolution of aircraft exhaust plumes. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2013, 47, 3513–3520. [CrossRef]

30. Williams, P.I.; Allan, J.D.; Lobo, P.; Coe, H.; Christie, S.; Wilson, C.; Hagen, D.; Whitefield, P.; Raper, D.; Rye, L. Impact of alternative
fuels on emissions characteristics of a gas turbine engine—Part 2: Volatile and semivolatile particulate matter emissions. Environ.
Sci. Technol. 2012, 46, 10812–10819. [CrossRef]

31. Huang, C.-H.; Vander Wal, R.L. Effect of Soot Structure Evolution from Commercial Jet Engine Burning Petroleum Based JP-8 and
Synthetic HRJ and FT Fuels. Energy Fuels 2013, 27, 4946–4958. [CrossRef]

https://aviatorproject.eu/publications/
https://www.acacia-project.eu/publications.html
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/345329
https://www.easa.europa.eu/domains/environment/icao-aircraft-engine-emissions-databank
https://www.easa.europa.eu/domains/environment/icao-aircraft-engine-emissions-databank
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.paerosci.2017.08.001
https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/research/aircraft_technology/cleen/reports/media/TAPS_II_Public_Final_Report.pdf
https://www.faa.gov/about/office_org/headquarters_offices/apl/research/aircraft_technology/cleen/reports/media/TAPS_II_Public_Final_Report.pdf
http://doi.org/10.2514/6.2019-4257
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/api/citations/20210011787/downloads/TM-20210011787.pdf
https://ntrs.nasa.gov/api/citations/20210011787/downloads/TM-20210011787.pdf
http://doi.org/10.5194/acp-14-11-2014
http://doi.org/10.5194/amt-15-3223-2022
http://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.198
http://doi.org/10.1021/ef101520v
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.energyfuels.5b01758
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.energyfuels.6b01581
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.7b06244
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2019.115903
http://doi.org/10.1021/ef100727t
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuel.2020.119637
http://doi.org/10.1021/es304349c
http://doi.org/10.1021/es301899s
http://doi.org/10.1021/ef400576c


Atmosphere 2022, 13, 1230 17 of 19

32. Kumal, R.R.; Liu, J.; Gharpure, A.; Wal, R.L.V.; Kinsey, J.S.; Giannelli, B.; Stevens, J.; Leggett, C.; Howard, R.; Forde, M.; et al.
Impact of Biofuel Blends on Black Carbon Emissions from a Gas Turbine Engine. Energy Fuels 2020, 34, 4958–4966. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

33. Liati, A.; Schreiber, D.; Alpert, P.A.; Liao, Y.; Brem, B.T.; Corral Arroyo, P.; Hu, J.; Jonsdottir, H.R.; Ammann, M.; Dimopoulos
Eggenschwiler, P. Aircraft soot from conventional fuels and biofuels during ground idle and climb-out conditions: Electron
microscopy and X-ray micro-spectroscopy. Environ. Pollut. 2019, 247, 658–667. [CrossRef]

34. Saffaripour, M.; Thomson, K.A.; Smallwood, G.J.; Lobo, P. A review on the morphological properties of non-volatile particulate
matter emissions from aircraft turbine engines. J. Aerosol Sci. 2020, 139, 105467. [CrossRef]

35. Trueblood, M.B.; Lobo, P.; Hagen, D.E.; Achterberg, S.C.; Liu, W.; Whitefield, P.D. Application of a hygroscopicity tandem
differential mobility analyzer for characterizing PM emissions in exhaust plumes from an aircraft engine burning conventional
and alternative fuels. Atmos. Chem. Phys. 2018, 18, 17029–17045. [CrossRef]

36. Elser, M.; Brem, B.T.; Durdina, L.; Schönenberger, D.; Siegerist, F.; Fischer, A.; Wang, J. Chemical composition and radiative
properties of nascent particulate matter emitted by an aircraft turbofan burning conventional and alternative fuels. Atmos. Chem.
Phys. 2019, 19, 6809–6820. [CrossRef]

37. Durdina, L.; Brem, B.T.; Schönenberger, D.; Siegerist, F.; Anet, J.G.; Rindlisbacher, T. Nonvolatile Particulate Matter Emissions
of a Business Jet Measured at Ground Level and Estimated for Cruising Altitudes. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2019, 53, 12865–12872.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Bulzan, D.; Anderson, B.; Wey, C.; Howard, R.; Winstead, E.; Beyersdorf, A.; Corporan, E.; DeWitt, M.J.; Klingshirn, C.; Herndon,
S.; et al. Gaseous and Particulate Emissions Results of the NASA Alternative Aviation Fuel Experiment (AAFEX). In Power for
Land, Sea, and Air, Proceedings of the Volume 2: Combustion, Fuels and Emissions, Parts A and B; ASME Turbo Expo 2010: Glasgow, UK,
14–18 June 2010; ASMEDC: Houston, TX, USA, 2010; pp. 1195–1207. ISBN 978-0-7918-4397-0. [CrossRef]

39. Crayford, A.; Johnson, M. SAMPLE III: Contribution to Aircraft Engine PM Certification Requirement and Standard: First Spe-
cific Contract-Final Report; Studying, sAmpling, and Measuring of aircraft ParticuLate Emissions III—Specific Contract 01
EASA.2010.FC.10; European Aviation Safety Agency: Cologne, Germany, 2011.

40. Spicer, C.W.; Holdren, M.W.; Miller, S.E.; Smith, R.N.D.L.; Kuhlman, M.R.; Hughes, D.P. Aircraft Emissions Characterization:
TF41-A2, TF30-P103, and TF30-P109 Engines; ESL-TR-87-27; Battelle Columbus Division: Columbus, OH, USA, 1987.

41. Corporan, E.; DeWitt, M.J.; Klingshirn, C.D.; Striebich, R.; Cheng, M.-D. Emissions Characteristics of Military Helicopter Engines
with JP-8 and Fischer-Tropsch Fuels. J. Propuls. Power 2010, 26, 317–324. [CrossRef]

42. Drozd, G.T.; Miracolo, M.A.; Presto, A.A.; Lipsky, E.M.; Riemer, D.D.; Corporan, E.; Robinson, A.L. Particulate Matter and
Organic Vapor Emissions from a Helicopter Engine Operating on Petroleum and Fischer–Tropsch Fuels. Energy Fuels 2012, 26,
4756–4766. [CrossRef]

43. Corporan, E.; DeWitt, M.J.; Belovich, V.; Pawlik, R.; Lynch, A.C.; Gord, J.R.; Meyer, T.R. Emissions Characteristics of a Turbine
Engine and Research Combustor Burning a Fischer−Tropsch Jet Fuel. Energy Fuels 2007, 21, 2615–2626. [CrossRef]

44. Spicer, C.W.; Holdren, M.W.; Cowen, K.A.; Joseph, D.W.; Satola, J.; Goodwin, B.; Mayfield, H.; Laskin, A.; Lizabeth Alexander, M.;
Ortega, J.V.; et al. Rapid measurement of emissions from military aircraft turbine engines by downstream extractive sampling of
aircraft on the ground: Results for C-130 and F-15 aircraft. Atmos. Environ. 2009, 43, 2612–2622. [CrossRef]

45. Chan, T.W.; Pham, V.; Chalmers, J.; Davison, C.; Chishty, W.; Poitras, P. Immediate impacts on particulate and gaseous emissions
from a T56 turbo-prop engine using a biofuel blend. In SAE Technical Paper Series, Proceedings of the SAE 2013 AeroTech Congress &
Exhibition, Montreal, QC, USA, 24–26 September 2013; SAE International 400 Commonwealth Drive: Warrendale, PA, USA, 2013.

46. Swedish Defense Research Agency. Environmental Impact of Aircraft: FOI:s Confidential Database for Turboprop Engine
Emissions. Available online: https://www.foi.se/en/foi/research/aeronautics-and-space-issues/environmental-impact-of-
aircraft.html (accessed on 1 August 2022).

47. Klapmeyer, M.E.; Marr, L.C. CO2, NOx, and particle emissions from aircraft and support activities at a regional airport. Environ.
Sci. Technol. 2012, 46, 10974–10981. [CrossRef]

48. Spicer, C.W.; Holdren, M.W.; Smith, D.L.; Hughes, D.P.; Smith, M.D. Chemical composition of exhaust from aircraft turbine
engines. J. Eng. Gas Turbines Power 1992, 111–117. [CrossRef]

49. Spicer, C.W.; Holdren, M.W.; Smith, D.L.; Miller, S.E.; Smith, R.N.; Hughes, D.P. Aircraft Emissions Characterization: F101 and F110
Engines; ESL-TR-89-13; Battelle Columbus Division: Columbus, OH, USA, 1989.

50. Khandelwal, B.; Cronly, J.; Ahmed, I.S.; Wijesinghe, C.J.; Lewis, C. The effect of alternative fuels on gaseous and particulate matter
(PM) emission performance in an auxiliary power unit (APU). Aeronaut. J. 2019, 123, 617–634. [CrossRef]

51. Cain, J.; DeWitt, M.J.; Blunck, D.; Corporan, E.; Striebich, R.; Anneken, D.; Klingshirn, C.; Roquemore, W.M.; Vander Wal,
R. Characterization of Gaseous and Particulate Emissions From a Turboshaft Engine Burning Conventional, Alternative, and
Surrogate Fuels. Energy Fuels 2013, 27, 2290–2302. [CrossRef]

52. Corporan, E.; DeWitt, M.; Wagner, M. Evaluation of soot particulate mitigation additives in a T63 engine. Fuel Process. Technol.
2004, 85, 727–742. [CrossRef]

53. Kinsey, J.S.; Corporan, E.; Pavlovic, J.; DeWitt, M.; Klingshirn, C.; Logan, R. Comparison of measurement methods for the
characterization of the black carbon emissions from a T63 turboshaft engine burning conventional and Fischer-Tropsch fuels. J.
Air Waste Manag. Assoc. 2019, 69, 576–591. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.energyfuels.0c00094
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32327881
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2019.01.078
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaerosci.2019.105467
http://doi.org/10.5194/acp-18-17029-2018
http://doi.org/10.5194/acp-19-6809-2019
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.9b02513
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31578862
http://doi.org/10.1115/GT2010-23524
http://doi.org/10.2514/1.43928
http://doi.org/10.1021/ef300651t
http://doi.org/10.1021/ef070015j
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2009.02.012
https://www.foi.se/en/foi/research/aeronautics-and-space-issues/environmental-impact-of-aircraft.html
https://www.foi.se/en/foi/research/aeronautics-and-space-issues/environmental-impact-of-aircraft.html
http://doi.org/10.1021/es302346x
http://doi.org/10.1115/1.2906292
http://doi.org/10.1017/aer.2019.16
http://doi.org/10.1021/ef400009c
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fuproc.2003.11.016
http://doi.org/10.1080/10962247.2018.1556188


Atmosphere 2022, 13, 1230 18 of 19

54. Corporan, E.; Quick, A.; DeWitt, M.J. Characterization of particulate matter and gaseous emissions of a C-130H aircraft. J. Air
Waste Manag. Assoc. 2008, 58, 474–483. [CrossRef]

55. Cheng, M.-D.; Corporan, E.; DeWitt, M.J.; Spicer, C.W.; Holdren, M.W.; Cowen, K.A.; Laskin, A.; Harris, D.B.; Shores, R.C.;
Kagann, R.; et al. Probing emissions of military cargo aircraft: Description of a joint field measurement Strategic Environmental
Research and Development Program. J. Air Waste Manag. Assoc. 2008, 58, 787–796. [CrossRef]

56. Wong, H.-W.; Jun, M.; Peck, J.; Waitz, I.A.; Miake-Lye, R.C. Detailed Microphysical Modeling of the Formation of Organic and
Sulfuric Acid Coatings on Aircraft Emitted Soot Particles in the Near Field. Aerosol Sci. Technol. 2014, 48, 981–995. [CrossRef]

57. Wong, H.-W.; Jun, M.; Peck, J.; Waitz, I.A.; Miake-Lye, R.C. Roles of Organic Emissions in the Formation of Near Field Aircraft-
Emitted Volatile Particulate Matter: A Kinetic Microphysical Modeling Study. J. Eng. Gas Turbines Power 2015, 137, 072606.
[CrossRef]

58. Peck, J.; Yu, Z.; Miake-Lye, R.; Liscinsky, D.S. A Volatile Particle Microphysical Simulation Model for the Evolution of Surrogate
Organic Emissions in an Aircraft Exhaust Plume. In Proceedings of the TAC-4 Proceedings, Bad Kohlgrub, Germany, 22–25 June
2015; pp. 21–26.

59. Yu, Z.; Timko, M.T.; Herndon, S.C.; Miake-Lye, R.C.; Beyersdorf, A.J.; Ziemba, L.D.; Winstead, E.L.; Anderson, B.E. Mode-specific,
semi-volatile chemical composition of particulate matter emissions from a commercial gas turbine aircraft engine. Atmos. Environ.
2019, 218, 116974. [CrossRef]

60. Celikel, A.; Duchene, N.; Fleuti, E.; Fuller, I.; Hofmann, P.; Moore, T.; Silue, M. Airport Local Air Quality Studies Case Study:
Emission Inventory for Zurich Airport with Different Methodologies EEC/SEE/2004/010. 2004. Available online: https:
//www.eurocontrol.int/publication/airport-local-air-quality-studies-case-study-emission-inventory-zurich-airport (accessed
on 28 June 2022).

61. Fleuti, E.; Maraini, S. Air Quality Assessment Sensitivities: Zurich Airport Case Study. 2012. Available online: https:
//www.flughafen-zuerich.ch/-/jssmedia/airport/portal/dokumente/das-unternehmen/politics-and-responsibility/
environmental-protection/technische-berichte/2012-05_zrh_air-quality-assessment-sensitivities_v2.pdf?vs=1 (accessed
on 28 June 2022).

62. Directive (EU) 2016/2284 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 December 2016 on the Reduction of National
Emissions of Certain Atmospheric Pollutants, Amending Directive 2003/35/EC and Repealing Directive 2001/81/EC (Text with
EEA Relevance). Official Journal of the European Union. Available online: https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/
PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016L2284&from=EN (accessed on 1 August 2022).

63. Guidelines for Reporting Emissions and Projections Data under the Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution;
ECE/EB.AIR/128; United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, United Nations Publication: Geneva, Switzerland, 2015.

64. EMEP/EEA. Air Pollutant Emission Inventory Guidebook 2019//EMEP/EEA Air Pollutant Emission Inventory Guidebook 2019: Technical
Guidance to Prepare National Emission Inventories; Aviation; Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg, 2019; ISBN
978-92-9480-098-5.

65. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA. 2019 National Emission Inventory Technical Support Document: Point Data Category
EPA-454/R-22-001, 2022. 63. Available online: https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2022-02/nei2019_tsd_point_feb2
022.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2022).

66. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA. 2017 National Emissions Inventory: January 2021 Updated Release, Technical Support
Document. 2021. Available online: https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-02/documents/nei2017_tsd_full_jan2021.pdf
(accessed on 1 August 2022).

67. ICAO. 2019 Environmental Report: Aviation and Environment. 2019. Available online: https://www.icao.int/environmental-
protection/Documents/ICAO-ENV-Report2019-F1-WEB%20%281%29.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2022).

68. ICAO Committee on Aviation Environmental Protection. Models and Databases. Available online: https://www.icao.int/
environmental-protection/Pages/modelling-and-databases.aspx (accessed on 28 June 2022).

69. Agarwal, A.; Speth, R.L.; Fritz, T.M.; Jacob, S.D.; Rindlisbacher, T.; Iovinelli, R.; Owen, B.; Miake-Lye, R.C.; Sabnis, J.S.; Barrett,
S.R.H. SCOPE11 Method for Estimating Aircraft Black Carbon Mass and Particle Number Emissions. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2019,
53, 1364–1373. [CrossRef]

70. Boucher, O.D.; Randall, P.; Artaxo, C.; Bretherton, G.; Feingold, P.; Forster, V.-M.; Kerminen, Y.; Kondo, H.; Liao, U.; Lohmann, P.;
et al. Clouds and Aerosols. In Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth Assessment
Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Stocker, T.F., Qin, D., Plattner, G.-K., Tignor, M., Allen, S.K., Boschung, J.,
Nauels, A., Xia, Y., Bex, V., Midgley, P.M., Eds.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2013.

71. ICAO. ICAO Doc 9889: Airport Air Quality Manual, 2nd ed.; ICAO: Montreal, QC, Canada, 2020.
72. Teoh, R.; Stettler, M.E.; Majumdar, A.; Schumann, U.; Graves, B.; Boies, A.M. A methodology to relate black carbon particle

number and mass emissions. J. Aerosol Sci. 2019, 132, 44–59. [CrossRef]
73. Zhang, X.; Chen, X.; Wang, J. A number-based inventory of size-resolved black carbon particle emissions by global civil aviation.

Nat. Commun. 2019, 10, 534. [CrossRef]
74. Teoh, R.; Stettler, M.E.J.; Majumdar, A.; Schumann, U. Aircraft black carbon particle number emissions—A New Predictive

Method and Uncertainty Analysis. In Proceedings of the 21st ETH-Conference on Combustion Generated Nanoparticles, Zurich,
Switzerland, 19–22 June 2017.

http://doi.org/10.3155/1047-3289.58.4.474
http://doi.org/10.3155/1047-3289.58.6.787
http://doi.org/10.1080/02786826.2014.953243
http://doi.org/10.1115/1.4029366
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2019.116974
https://www.eurocontrol.int/publication/airport-local-air-quality-studies-case-study-emission-inventory-zurich-airport
https://www.eurocontrol.int/publication/airport-local-air-quality-studies-case-study-emission-inventory-zurich-airport
https://www.flughafen-zuerich.ch/-/jssmedia/airport/portal/dokumente/das-unternehmen/politics-and-responsibility/environmental-protection/technische-berichte/2012-05_zrh_air-quality-assessment-sensitivities_v2.pdf?vs=1
https://www.flughafen-zuerich.ch/-/jssmedia/airport/portal/dokumente/das-unternehmen/politics-and-responsibility/environmental-protection/technische-berichte/2012-05_zrh_air-quality-assessment-sensitivities_v2.pdf?vs=1
https://www.flughafen-zuerich.ch/-/jssmedia/airport/portal/dokumente/das-unternehmen/politics-and-responsibility/environmental-protection/technische-berichte/2012-05_zrh_air-quality-assessment-sensitivities_v2.pdf?vs=1
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016L2284&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32016L2284&from=EN
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2022-02/nei2019_tsd_point_feb2022.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2022-02/nei2019_tsd_point_feb2022.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-02/documents/nei2017_tsd_full_jan2021.pdf
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/Documents/ICAO-ENV-Report2019-F1-WEB%20%281%29.pdf
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/Documents/ICAO-ENV-Report2019-F1-WEB%20%281%29.pdf
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/Pages/modelling-and-databases.aspx
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/Pages/modelling-and-databases.aspx
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.est.8b04060
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaerosci.2019.03.006
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-019-08491-9


Atmosphere 2022, 13, 1230 19 of 19

75. Stettler, M.E.J.; Boies, A.M. Aircraft non-volatile particle emissions: Estimating number from mass. In Proceedings of the 18th
ETH Conference on Combustion Generated Nanoparticle, Zurich, Switzerland, 22–25 June 2014.

76. Cameron, M.A.; Jacobson, M.Z.; Barrett, S.R.H.; Bian, H.; Chen, C.C.; Eastham, S.D.; Gettelman, A.; Khodayari, A.; Liang, Q.;
Selkirk, H.B.; et al. An intercomparative study of the effects of aircraft emissions on surface air quality. J. Geophys. Res. Atmos.
2017, 122, 8325–8344. [CrossRef]

77. DuBois, D.; Paynter, G.C. “Fuel Flow Method2” for Estimating Aircraft Emissions. SAE Trans. J. Aerosp. 2006, 115, 1–14. [CrossRef]
78. Doppelheuer, A.; Lecht, M. Influence of Engine Performance on Emission Characteristics. In Gas Turbine Engine Combustion,

Emissions and Alternative Fuels, Proceedings of the RTO/AVT Symposium: Lisboa, Portugal, 12–16 October 1998; North Atlantic Treaty
Organization: Brussel, Belgium, 1999.

79. Hileman, J.I.; Ortiz, D.S.; Bartis, J.T.; Wong, H.M.; Donohoo, P.E.; Weiss, M.A.; Waitz, I.A. Near-Term Feasibility of Alternative Jet
Fuels; PARTNER-COE-2009-001, Final report of PARTNER Project 17. 2009. Available online: https://stuff.mit.edu/afs/athena/
dept/aeroastro/partner/reports/proj17/altfuelfeasrpt.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2022).

80. Defense Energy Support Center (DESC). Petroleum Quality Information System Report; DESC: Fort Belvoir, Virginia, 1999–2006.
81. ICAO. 2010 Environmental Report: Aviation and Climate Change. 2010. Available online: https://www.icao.int/environmental-

protection/Documents/Publications/ENV_Report_2010.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2022).
82. Department for Transport. Project for the Sustainable Development of Heathrow (PSDH); Department for Transport, UK.

2006. Available online: https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20061011120000/http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/
groups/dft_aviation/documents/divisionhomepage/032204.html (accessed on 1 August 2022).

83. Arunachalam, S.; Valencia, A.; Woody, M.C.; Snyder, M.G.; Huang, J.; Weil, J.; Soucacos, P.; Webb, S. Dispersion Modeling Guidance
for Airports Addressing Local Air Quality Health Concerns; The National Academies Press: Washington, DC, USA, 2017. [CrossRef]

84. Kim, B.; Rachami, J.; Robinson, D.; Robinette, B.; Wyle, K.N.; Arunachalam, S.; Davis, N.; Baek, B.H.; Shankar, U.; Talgo, K.; et al.
Guidance for Quantifying the Contribution of Airport Emissions to Local Air Quality; The National Academies Press: Washington, DC,
USA, 2012. [CrossRef]

85. Ruf, C. Airport Local Air Quality: Zurich Airport Regional Air Quality Study 2013. 2013. Available online: https:
//www.flughafen-zuerich.ch/-/jssmedia/airport/portal/dokumente/das-unternehmen/politics-and-responsibility/
environmental-protection/technische-berichte/2013_localairquality_e_final.pdf?vs=1 (accessed on 1 August 2022).

86. Barrett, S.R.; Britter, R.E.; Waitz, I.A. Impact of aircraft plume dynamics on airport local air quality. Atmos. Environ. 2013, 74,
247–258. [CrossRef]

87. Janicke, U. Derivation of Smooth & Shift Parameters to Account for Source Dynamics in ALAQS-AV Emission Grids;
EEC/SEE/2005/016. 2005. Available online: https://www.eurocontrol.int/sites/default/files/library/038_Derivation_of_
Smooth_and_Shift_Parameters_for_ALAQS-AV.pdf (accessed on 1 August 2022).

http://doi.org/10.1002/2016JD025594
http://doi.org/10.4271/2006-01-1987
https://stuff.mit.edu/afs/athena/dept/aeroastro/partner/reports/proj17/altfuelfeasrpt.pdf
https://stuff.mit.edu/afs/athena/dept/aeroastro/partner/reports/proj17/altfuelfeasrpt.pdf
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/Documents/Publications/ENV_Report_2010.pdf
https://www.icao.int/environmental-protection/Documents/Publications/ENV_Report_2010.pdf
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20061011120000/http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_aviation/documents/divisionhomepage/032204.html
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/ukgwa/20061011120000/http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_aviation/documents/divisionhomepage/032204.html
http://doi.org/10.17226/24881
http://doi.org/10.17226/22757
https://www.flughafen-zuerich.ch/-/jssmedia/airport/portal/dokumente/das-unternehmen/politics-and-responsibility/environmental-protection/technische-berichte/2013_localairquality_e_final.pdf?vs=1
https://www.flughafen-zuerich.ch/-/jssmedia/airport/portal/dokumente/das-unternehmen/politics-and-responsibility/environmental-protection/technische-berichte/2013_localairquality_e_final.pdf?vs=1
https://www.flughafen-zuerich.ch/-/jssmedia/airport/portal/dokumente/das-unternehmen/politics-and-responsibility/environmental-protection/technische-berichte/2013_localairquality_e_final.pdf?vs=1
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2013.03.061
https://www.eurocontrol.int/sites/default/files/library/038_Derivation_of_Smooth_and_Shift_Parameters_for_ALAQS-AV.pdf
https://www.eurocontrol.int/sites/default/files/library/038_Derivation_of_Smooth_and_Shift_Parameters_for_ALAQS-AV.pdf

	Introduction 
	nvPM Emissions from Regulated Aircraft Engines 
	Engine Emission Regulations 
	Combustion Technologies 
	Pollutant Formation in Combustion Chamber 
	Rich-Burn, Quick-Quench, Lean Burn (RQL) Technologies 
	Lean Burn (LB) Combustors 
	Future Technology and nvPM Control 

	Fuel Composition and PM Emissions 

	nvPM Emissions from Non-Regulated Engines 
	Introduction 
	Emission Profiles of Non-Regulated Engines 

	Volatile Particulate Matter (vPM) 
	Emission Inventories 
	Airport Emission Inventories 
	Regional Level (Country, District) 
	Global Level Inventories 
	Methods to Derive PM Emissions 
	LTO nvPM Mass and Number Emission Estimates 
	Full-Flight nvPM Mass and Number Emissions 
	vPM Emissions 


	Dispersion Modelling 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

