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Abstract

District heating networks are commonly addressed in the literature as one of the most effective solutions for decreasing the 
greenhouse gas emissions from the building sector. These systems require high investments which are returned through the heat
sales. Due to the changed climate conditions and building renovation policies, heat demand in the future could decrease, 
prolonging the investment return period. 
The main scope of this paper is to assess the feasibility of using the heat demand – outdoor temperature function for heat demand 
forecast. The district of Alvalade, located in Lisbon (Portugal), was used as a case study. The district is consisted of 665 
buildings that vary in both construction period and typology. Three weather scenarios (low, medium, high) and three district 
renovation scenarios were developed (shallow, intermediate, deep). To estimate the error, obtained heat demand values were 
compared with results from a dynamic heat demand model, previously developed and validated by the authors.
The results showed that when only weather change is considered, the margin of error could be acceptable for some applications
(the error in annual demand was lower than 20% for all weather scenarios considered). However, after introducing renovation 
scenarios, the error value increased up to 59.5% (depending on the weather and renovation scenarios combination considered). 
The value of slope coefficient increased on average within the range of 3.8% up to 8% per decade, that corresponds to the 
decrease in the number of heating hours of 22-139h during the heating season (depending on the combination of weather and 
renovation scenarios considered). On the other hand, function intercept increased for 7.8-12.7% per decade (depending on the 
coupled scenarios). The values suggested could be used to modify the function parameters for the scenarios considered, and 
improve the accuracy of heat demand estimations.
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Abstract 

Low temperature gasification of poultry litter (PL) was experimentally studied in a lab scale fluidized bed reactor. The experiments 
were carried out at three different equivalence ratios (ER) of 0.17; 0.21; 0.25 and temperature 700 °C, to investigate its impact on 
cold gas efficiency (CGE), carbon conversion efficiency (CCE), gas yield, lower calorific value (LCV), and tar evolution. 
Maximum CGE and LCV of the produced gas was 43.4% and 3.34 MJ/m3 respectively at an ER of 0.25. The maximum CCE of 
72% was attained at the highest value of ER (0.25). The gas yield showed an increasing trend with ER reaching its highest value 
of ~1 m3/kgdaf N2 free. Highest amount of total tar was 2.41 g/Nm3 in the dry gas at the lowest tested ER. Styrene- xylene, phenol, 
and naphthalene, were the components with the highest concentrations of up to 30%, whilst the tar compounds detected but couldn’t 
be identified ranged between 25-30% with respect to the total tar yield. The average compositions of the main components in 
permanent gases (vol %, dry basis) at the indicative value of the lowest ER were as follows: H2:7.87%, CH4:2.04%, CO: 6.37%, 
CO2:11.47%, C2H4:1%, and C2H6:0.22. 
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1. Introduction 

In the past decades, meat production has increased significantly, reaching globally 315 million tons in 2014 [1].  
Population increment, rising income, along with the growing need for high value proteins are the main factors 
explaining this trend. Among the different meat segments, poultry is predicted to have the highest development in the 
near future, accounting for nearly half (45%) of the projected increase in meat production over the next decade [2]. 
Key drivers for the growth of poultry meat production are shorter production cycles, cheaper prices, and better 
nutritional image compared to pork and beef meat. On the other hand intensive livestock farming, although more 
efficient and cost effective than traditional farming, poses significant environmental challenges due to the large 
accumulation of waste in concentrated areas [3]. Foged et al. reported that EU member states generate 1.4 billion tons 
of manure to be processed or landfilled [4]. The over application of manure leads to excessive fertilization of 
agricultural land, giving rise to environmental concerns such as eutrophication, nitrate leaching, crop toxicity and 
emission of greenhouse gases [5,6]. Therefore, there is an urgent need to develop and adopt sustainable waste 
management practices, such as thermochemical conversion processes, which are able to reduce the mass and volume 
of waste significantly, whilst offering the possibility to produce energy in the forms of electricity and heat. Among 
the different technologies of thermochemical conversion, combustion is the most prevalent, whereas gasification and 
pyrolysis are still on the early stages of development.  

In gasification process, carbon based feedstock is dissociated by an oxidant (air, oxygen, steam) into a gas known 
as syngas in a reducing environment at high temperature. Equivalent ratio is defined as the ratio between the amount 
of oxidant supplied in the process to the one required for stoichiometric combustion. In gasification the equivalent 
ratio is lower than the stoichiometric and usually ranges between 0.2-0.4. In comparison to combustion, gasification 
shows a number of advantages. Firstly, it is regarded as a cleaner technology, since combustion environment favors 
the formation of nitrogen and sulfur oxides which are considered major air pollutants. Furthermore syngas can be 
valorized as a fuel in different power production technologies, i.e. internal combustion engines, gas turbines and fuel 
cells. Moreover, it can be the base for the production of valuable chemicals, biofuels and fertilizer products. However, 
syngas contains different kind of impurities such as fine particles, tars, and alkali metals whose presence require 
extensive cleaning of the syngas before it can be utilized in the applications mentioned above. 

Gasification can be categorized by different types of reactors, namely fixed bed, fluidized bed, and entrained flow. 
The former display the simplest design among the different types of reactor available and are suitable for small to 
medium scale applications due  to  physical  limitations  stemming  from  the  geometry  of  the reactor. Fluidized bed 
gasifiers exhibit fuel flexibility, high heat exchange rates due to effective mixing, and are capable of handling 
feedstock with high ash content and operate in all range of applications. Entrained flow are mostly applied when 
syngas is needed at elevated pressures (e.g. direct injection in the gas grid) and at much larger scale compared to the 
other two types [7]. 

Experiments on gasification of PL have been conducted by numerous researchers in the recent past [5, 8, 9]. The 
authors have concluded that due to high ash content of PL which consists of elements with low melting points (e.g. 
potassium) the risk of agglomeration and further sintering of the bed is higher compared to other fuels. The objective 
of the present study is to investigate the low temperature gasification process of PL in a lab-scale fluidized bed reactor 
and assess the performance parameters. 

2. Methodology 

2.1. Materials 

PL is considered as a heterogeneous fuel (excreta, bedding material such as straw or sand, and feathers) with low 
calorific value and high ash and moisture content. In the present study PL was supplied by Biolan, Finland in a 
pelletized form with moisture content of 9.71% w/w and a particle size of 0.5-0.98 mm. Table 1 represents ultimate, 
and proximate analysis along with the LCV of PL. The value of fixed carbon was calculated by subtracting the 
percentages of moisture, volatile matter, and ash from 100%. Similarly oxygen content was determined by the 
difference from the elements presented in ultimate analysis. 
 

 Katsaros G. et al. / Energy Procedia 00 (2018) 000–000  3

                                                Table 1: Chemical composition of PL. 

Type of feedstock PL 
Proximate analysis (% w/w, as received)  
Moisture 9.71 
Volatile matter 69.6 
Fixed carbon 20.7 
Ash 14.3 

Ultimate analysis (% w/w, dry basis)  
C 42.82 
H 5.49 
N 3.9 
Cl 0.25 
S 0.6 
O 32.69 

 
LCV (MJ/kg db) 16.78 

2.2. Experimental facility and measurement methods 

Gasification tests of PL were performed in a 5 kWth input fluidized bed gasifier (bed section: 500 mm high and 74 
mm internal diameter (ID) and a freeboard section: 600 mm high and an ID of 108 mm). Sieved silica sand with 
particle size of 0.25-0.5 mm (averaged 0.31 mm) was used as bed material during the experiments. It was estimated 
that under the operating conditions (air gasification, 700 °C, sand), the minimum fluidization velocity was 0.036 m/s. 
The fuel feeding rate was ~0.55 kg/h fuel (as received basis). Three different ER, 0.17-0.21-0.25, were tested by 
adjusting the flow rate of air and nitrogen entering the reactor. Neon (10 mL/min) was added as tracer gas to measure 
the flowrate of the evolved gases. On-line micro-gas chromatograph (GC) was used for the measurement of the syngas 
compositions (O2, CO, CO2, CH4, C2H2, C2H4, C2H6, C6H6, C7H8, H2S, and COS). Once the process parameters 
reached steady state, Solid Phase Absorption (SPA) samples were taken to determine the content and compositions of 
tar. A detailed description of SPA tar sampling method can be found elsewhere [10]. The experimental facility is 
presented in Fig. 1. 

 

 

Fig. 1. Experimental facility at ECN, Netherlands. 
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2.3. Tar 

    One of the major challenges that impedes the development and commercialization of gasification technology is the 
amount of tar present in the syngas. Tar is a mixture of complex hydrocarbons which cause fouling and clogging of 
the downstream equipment when temperature falls below tar’s dew point [11]. There is no official definition for 
gasification tar but one of the most common found in literature describes tar as the organic components having a 
higher molecular weight than the benzene excluding soot and char [12]. Once the biomass is fed into the gasifier, it 
undergoes pyrolysis process at the temperature between 200 °C and 500 °C. At this temperature range the biomass 
polymeric structures (i.e. cellulose, hemicellulose, and lignin) brake down and form primary tar which consists of 
oxygen-rich hydrocarbons such as sugars, acids, alcohols, ketones, etc. At temperature above 500 °C primary tar 
reforms into secondary tars by partially losing functional groups and increasing the aromatic molecular structures. At 
temperatures above 800 °C the secondary tar molecules undergo rearrangement into tertiary tars by completing the 
condensation pathway resulting in purely aromatic species. A more detailed description and classification of tars can 
be found in [13].

Depending on the final utilization of syngas, tar concentration limits apply. Indicatively if syngas is destined to internal 
combustion engines or gas turbines for the generation of electricity and heat the maximum limits are 50-100 mgtotal 

tar/Nm3
dry gas and 0.05-5 mgtotal tar/Nm3

dry gas respectively. In case the amount of tar exceeds the aforementioned limits 
gas cleaning is imperative, a fact that increases process complexity and costs [13]. Apart from the total amount of tar 
present in the gas, the composition also plays a significant role in predicting the tar condensation in downstream 
applications. In general, the presence of tar compounds with higher molecular weight tends to increase tar dew point 
and vice versa. The calculation of tar dew point was performed by an online tool developed by the Energy Research 
Center of The Netherland (ECN).

3. Results 

3.1. Gas composition 

Fig.2 illustrates the evolution of gaseous species as a function of increasing ER at constant temperature 700 °C. 
Fig. 2(a), shows that CO2 yield is rising due to increasing availability of oxygen which promotes oxidation reactions 
(C+O2→CO2 and CO+0.5O2 → CO2). In contrast to the previous findings [14, 15], the compositions of H2 and CO 
increase with ER. The possible reason could be attributed to water-gas reaction (C+H20→CO+H2) and steam-methane 
reforming reaction (CH4+H20→CO+3H2). This hypothesis is supported by the small decrease in methane 
concentration. However, the composition of methane produced during pyrolysis zone is hardly affected from an 
increase in ER since it is kinetically controlled at temperature below 1000 °C [16, 17]. Similarly ethylene shows a 
stable trend acquiring values around 1% volume basis. Fig.2 (b) presents the trends of the minor gas components. 
Among these components, ethane depicts the highest concentration without a constant trend with increasing ER. 
Furthermore, sulfur is present in the form of COS and H2S. COS seems to be unaffected by the changes of ER, whereas 
H2S shows a slight increase. It is worth to mention that sulfur fed in the gasifier mainly remains in the bed or is 
collected in the cyclone as particulates, with a small amount detected in the gas phase, as evident from the mass 
balance described in section 3.5. 
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Fig 2. Effect of ER on (a) Main gas components; (b) Minor gas components. 

3.2. Gas yield and lower calorific value (LCV) 

Fig.3 shows the effect of ER on both the gas yield and LCV (excluding tar compounds). Gas yield rises as the ER 
increases due to the higher amount of oxygen available in the reactor allowing higher carbon conversion and 
consequent release of volatiles. The gas yield is reported on a nitrogen free basis to avoid the dilution effects.  
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 In general, the LCV of the gas evolved during the gasification process decrease with increase in ER [18–20]. The 
explanation stems from the fact that the increased amount of oxygen favors the products of oxidation reactions 
(CO+0.5O2 → CO2 and H2+0.5O2→ H20). However in this study the LCV of the syngas increased by 3% with ER, 
due to the increase in H2 and CO content explained in the previous section. 

3.3. Carbon conversion efficiency ( CCE) and cold gas efficiency (CGE) 

Process performance parameters CCE and CGE are presented in Fig.4. CCE is defined as the ratio between the 
carbon which is converted into gas (dry basis) and the carbon contained initially in the fuel, both on the mass basis.  
The CCE shows an increase of 20% with ER. The increase in CCE is linked to the higher amount of oxygen available 
to react with volatiles and char, a fact that reduces the amount of unburnt carbon in the bed. Similarly, the CGE is 
defined as the ratio of chemical energy contained in the syngas to the chemical energy of the fuel input, both on a dry 
basis. Fig. 4 shows that the CGE rises slightly from 40.5% to 43.4%, mainly due to an increase of both the LCV and 
the gas yield. 
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the trend of total GC detectable tar as a function of ER. The elemental composition of tar as a function of ER is shown 
in Fig.5 (b). It is evident that the concentrations of the different tar compounds haven’t shown any major change with 
ER. In all the tests the most abundant tar components are styrene-xylene followed by phenol and naphthalene. Styrene-
xylene and phenol are classified as secondary tar while naphthalene belongs to tertiary tar group. Other compounds 
(e.g. ethylbenzene, indole, biphenyl, etc.) are present in concentrations less than 4% with respect to the total GC 
detectable tar. The yield of tar that was detected but not identified is in the range of 25-30% with respect to total GC 
detectable tar. Calculated tar dew point at the indicative value of ER 0.17 is 100 °C. However, considering the fact 
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that the SPA method is not capable of measuring tars with higher molecular weight than the coronene, this can lead 
to an underestimation of the actual tar dew point, which may ultimately be higher [22]. 
                                        
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   
                                              Fig. 5. Effect of ER on (a) Total GC detectable tar; (b) Tar composition. 
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4. Conclusions 

Gasification of PL was experimentally studied in a bubbling fluidized bed reactor. Low operating temperature did 
not give rise to any problems related to agglomeration and all the experiments were conducted successfully. The LCV 
was low acquiring values around 3.3 MJ/Nm3. It is worth to note that in contrast to the findings of other studies, the 
LCV of the evolved gases showed an increase with ER. The CCE and CGE as well showed an upward trend with 
increasing ER with the maximum attained values at 72% and 43.4% respectively. Total GC detectable tar yield is 
considerably low possibly due to the low content of lignin in poultry litter ranging around 2 g/Nm3, and furthermore 
it decreased with ER. Performed mass balance calculation indicated the highest inaccuracies in the case of carbon, 
whereas for most of the other elements it was found to be within the acceptable limits. 

Acknowledgements 

The work presented in this paper is supported by the Research Councils UK Centre for Sustainable Energy Use in 
Food Chains, grant no. EP/K011820/1 and EPSRC project ‘Optimising Energy Management in Industry - OPTEMIN', 
grant No. EP/P004636/1. The Authors would like to acknowledge the financial support received by the project funders 
and the industry partners. The data used in the analysis are given in the paper but if more data or information is 
required they can be obtained by contacting the corresponding author. 

 
References 
 
[1] Alesiani A, Bedford D, Cerquiglini C, Claro J, Karumathy G, Lucarelli L, et al. Biannual report on global food markets. 2016. 
[2] OECD/FAO (2017), OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2017-2026, OECD Publishing. Paris: 2017. doi:10.1787/agr_outlook-2017-en. 
[3] Lynch D, Henihan AM, Bowen B, Lynch D, Mcdonnell K, Kwapinski W, et al. Utilisation of poultry litter as an energy feedstock. Biomass 

and Bioenergy 2013; 49:197–204. doi:10.1016/j.biombioe.2012.12.009. 
[4] Foged, Henning Lyngsø, Xavier Flotats, August Bonmati Blasi, Jordi Palatsi, Albert Magri KMS. Technical Report No. I concerning 

“Manure Processing Activities in Europe” to the European Commission, Directorate-General Environment. 2011. 
[5] Taupe NC, Lynch D, Wnetrzak R, Kwapinska M, Kwapinski W, Leahy JJ. Updraft gasification of poultry litter at farm-scale - A case study. 

Waste Manag 2016;50:324–33. doi:10.1016/j.wasman.2016.02.036. 
[6] Billen P, Costa J, Van Der Aa L, Van Caneghem J, Vandecasteele C. Electricity from poultry manure: A cleaner alternative to direct land 

application. J Clean Prod 2015;96:467–75. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.04.016. 
[7] Belgiorno V, De Feo G, Della Rocca C, Napoli RMA. Energy from gasification of solid wastes. Waste Manag 2003;23:1–15. 

doi:10.1016/S0956-053X(02)00149-6. 
[8] Pandey DS, Kwapinska M, Gómez-Barea A, Horvat A, Fryda LE, Rabou LPLM, et al. Poultry Litter Gasification in a Fluidized Bed 

Reactor: Effects of Gasifying Agent and Limestone Addition. Energy and Fuels 2016;30:3085–96. doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.6b00058. 
[9] Burra KG, Hussein MS, Amano RS, Gupta AK. Syngas evolutionary behavior during chicken manure pyrolysis and air gasification. Appl 

Energy 2016;181:408–15. doi:10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.08.095. 
[10] Horvat A, Kwapinska M, Xue G, Dooley S, Kwapinski W, Leahy JJ. Detailed Measurement Uncertainty Analysis of Solid-Phase 

Adsorption-Total Gas Chromatography (GC)-Detectable Tar from Biomass Gasification. Energy and Fuels 2016;30:2187–97. 
doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.5b02579. 

[11] Mayerhofer M, Fendt S, Spliethoff H, Gaderer M. Fluidized bed gasification of biomass - In bed investigation of gas and tar formation. Fuel 
2014;117:1248–55. doi:10.1016/j.fuel.2013.06.025. 

[12] Serrano D, Kwapinska M, Horvat A, Sánchez-Delgado S, Leahy JJ. Cynara cardunculus L. gasification in a bubbling fluidized bed: The 
effect of magnesite and olivine on product gas, tar and gasification performance. Fuel 2016;173:247–59. doi:10.1016/j.fuel.2016.01.051. 

[13] Milne TA, Evans RJ, Abatzoglou N. Biomass Gasifier &quot; Tars &quot; : Their Nature, Formation, and Conversion 1998:570–25357. 
[14] Skoulou V, Koufodimos G, Samaras Z, Zabaniotou A. Low temperature gasification of olive kernels in a 5-kW fluidized bed reactor for H2-

rich producer gas. Int J Hydrogen Energy 2008;33:6515–24. doi:10.1016/j.ijhydene.2008.07.074. 
[15] Di Gregorio F, Santoro D, Arena U. The effect of ash composition on gasification of poultry wastes in a fluidized bed reactor. Waste Manag 

Res 2014. doi:10.1177/0734242X14525821. 
[16] Campoy M, Gómez-Barea A, Ollero P, Nilsson S. Gasification of wastes in a pilot fluidized bed gasifier. Fuel Process Technol 

2014;121:63–9. doi:10.1016/j.fuproc.2013.12.019. 
[17] Dupont C, Boissonnet G, Seiler JM, Gauthier P, Schweich D. Study about the kinetic processes of biomass steam gasification. Fuel 

2007;86:32–40. doi:10.1016/j.fuel.2006.06.011. 
[18] Nilsson S, Gómez-Barea A, Fuentes-Cano D, Haro P, Pinna-Hernández G. Gasification of olive tree pruning in fluidized bed: Experiments 

in a laboratory-scale plant and scale-up to industrial operation. Energy and Fuels 2017;31:542–54. doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.6b02039. 
[19] Campoy M, Gómez-Barea A, Ollero P, Nilsson S. Gasification of wastes in a pilot fluidized bed gasifier. Fuel Process Technol 

2014;121:63–9. doi:10.1016/j.fuproc.2013.12.019. 
[20] Kim YD, Yang CW, Kim BJ, Kim KS, Lee JW, Moon JH, et al. Air-blown gasification of woody biomass in a bubbling fluidized bed 

gasifier. Appl Energy 2013;112:414–20. doi:10.1016/j.apenergy.2013.03.072. 
[21] Horvat A, Kwapinska M, Xue G, Rabou LPLM, Pandey DS, Kwapinski W, et al. Tars from Fluidized Bed Gasification of Raw and 

 Katsaros G. et al. / Energy Procedia 00 (2018) 000–000  9

Torrefied Miscanthus x giganteus. Energy and Fuels 2016;30:5693–704. doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.6b00532. 
[22] Van Paasen SVB, Kiel JH a. Tar formation in a fluidised-bed gasifier: Impact of fuel properties and operating conditions. Kardiol Pol 

2004;67:58. doi:ECN-C--04-013. 
 



 Giannis Katsaros  et al. / Energy Procedia 161 (2019) 57–65 65
 Katsaros G. et al. / Energy Procedia 00 (2018) 000–000  8

4. Conclusions 

Gasification of PL was experimentally studied in a bubbling fluidized bed reactor. Low operating temperature did 
not give rise to any problems related to agglomeration and all the experiments were conducted successfully. The LCV 
was low acquiring values around 3.3 MJ/Nm3. It is worth to note that in contrast to the findings of other studies, the 
LCV of the evolved gases showed an increase with ER. The CCE and CGE as well showed an upward trend with 
increasing ER with the maximum attained values at 72% and 43.4% respectively. Total GC detectable tar yield is 
considerably low possibly due to the low content of lignin in poultry litter ranging around 2 g/Nm3, and furthermore 
it decreased with ER. Performed mass balance calculation indicated the highest inaccuracies in the case of carbon, 
whereas for most of the other elements it was found to be within the acceptable limits. 

Acknowledgements 

The work presented in this paper is supported by the Research Councils UK Centre for Sustainable Energy Use in 
Food Chains, grant no. EP/K011820/1 and EPSRC project ‘Optimising Energy Management in Industry - OPTEMIN', 
grant No. EP/P004636/1. The Authors would like to acknowledge the financial support received by the project funders 
and the industry partners. The data used in the analysis are given in the paper but if more data or information is 
required they can be obtained by contacting the corresponding author. 

 
References 
 
[1] Alesiani A, Bedford D, Cerquiglini C, Claro J, Karumathy G, Lucarelli L, et al. Biannual report on global food markets. 2016. 
[2] OECD/FAO (2017), OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2017-2026, OECD Publishing. Paris: 2017. doi:10.1787/agr_outlook-2017-en. 
[3] Lynch D, Henihan AM, Bowen B, Lynch D, Mcdonnell K, Kwapinski W, et al. Utilisation of poultry litter as an energy feedstock. Biomass 

and Bioenergy 2013; 49:197–204. doi:10.1016/j.biombioe.2012.12.009. 
[4] Foged, Henning Lyngsø, Xavier Flotats, August Bonmati Blasi, Jordi Palatsi, Albert Magri KMS. Technical Report No. I concerning 

“Manure Processing Activities in Europe” to the European Commission, Directorate-General Environment. 2011. 
[5] Taupe NC, Lynch D, Wnetrzak R, Kwapinska M, Kwapinski W, Leahy JJ. Updraft gasification of poultry litter at farm-scale - A case study. 

Waste Manag 2016;50:324–33. doi:10.1016/j.wasman.2016.02.036. 
[6] Billen P, Costa J, Van Der Aa L, Van Caneghem J, Vandecasteele C. Electricity from poultry manure: A cleaner alternative to direct land 

application. J Clean Prod 2015;96:467–75. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2014.04.016. 
[7] Belgiorno V, De Feo G, Della Rocca C, Napoli RMA. Energy from gasification of solid wastes. Waste Manag 2003;23:1–15. 

doi:10.1016/S0956-053X(02)00149-6. 
[8] Pandey DS, Kwapinska M, Gómez-Barea A, Horvat A, Fryda LE, Rabou LPLM, et al. Poultry Litter Gasification in a Fluidized Bed 

Reactor: Effects of Gasifying Agent and Limestone Addition. Energy and Fuels 2016;30:3085–96. doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.6b00058. 
[9] Burra KG, Hussein MS, Amano RS, Gupta AK. Syngas evolutionary behavior during chicken manure pyrolysis and air gasification. Appl 

Energy 2016;181:408–15. doi:10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.08.095. 
[10] Horvat A, Kwapinska M, Xue G, Dooley S, Kwapinski W, Leahy JJ. Detailed Measurement Uncertainty Analysis of Solid-Phase 

Adsorption-Total Gas Chromatography (GC)-Detectable Tar from Biomass Gasification. Energy and Fuels 2016;30:2187–97. 
doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.5b02579. 

[11] Mayerhofer M, Fendt S, Spliethoff H, Gaderer M. Fluidized bed gasification of biomass - In bed investigation of gas and tar formation. Fuel 
2014;117:1248–55. doi:10.1016/j.fuel.2013.06.025. 

[12] Serrano D, Kwapinska M, Horvat A, Sánchez-Delgado S, Leahy JJ. Cynara cardunculus L. gasification in a bubbling fluidized bed: The 
effect of magnesite and olivine on product gas, tar and gasification performance. Fuel 2016;173:247–59. doi:10.1016/j.fuel.2016.01.051. 

[13] Milne TA, Evans RJ, Abatzoglou N. Biomass Gasifier &quot; Tars &quot; : Their Nature, Formation, and Conversion 1998:570–25357. 
[14] Skoulou V, Koufodimos G, Samaras Z, Zabaniotou A. Low temperature gasification of olive kernels in a 5-kW fluidized bed reactor for H2-

rich producer gas. Int J Hydrogen Energy 2008;33:6515–24. doi:10.1016/j.ijhydene.2008.07.074. 
[15] Di Gregorio F, Santoro D, Arena U. The effect of ash composition on gasification of poultry wastes in a fluidized bed reactor. Waste Manag 

Res 2014. doi:10.1177/0734242X14525821. 
[16] Campoy M, Gómez-Barea A, Ollero P, Nilsson S. Gasification of wastes in a pilot fluidized bed gasifier. Fuel Process Technol 

2014;121:63–9. doi:10.1016/j.fuproc.2013.12.019. 
[17] Dupont C, Boissonnet G, Seiler JM, Gauthier P, Schweich D. Study about the kinetic processes of biomass steam gasification. Fuel 

2007;86:32–40. doi:10.1016/j.fuel.2006.06.011. 
[18] Nilsson S, Gómez-Barea A, Fuentes-Cano D, Haro P, Pinna-Hernández G. Gasification of olive tree pruning in fluidized bed: Experiments 

in a laboratory-scale plant and scale-up to industrial operation. Energy and Fuels 2017;31:542–54. doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.6b02039. 
[19] Campoy M, Gómez-Barea A, Ollero P, Nilsson S. Gasification of wastes in a pilot fluidized bed gasifier. Fuel Process Technol 

2014;121:63–9. doi:10.1016/j.fuproc.2013.12.019. 
[20] Kim YD, Yang CW, Kim BJ, Kim KS, Lee JW, Moon JH, et al. Air-blown gasification of woody biomass in a bubbling fluidized bed 

gasifier. Appl Energy 2013;112:414–20. doi:10.1016/j.apenergy.2013.03.072. 
[21] Horvat A, Kwapinska M, Xue G, Rabou LPLM, Pandey DS, Kwapinski W, et al. Tars from Fluidized Bed Gasification of Raw and 

 Katsaros G. et al. / Energy Procedia 00 (2018) 000–000  9

Torrefied Miscanthus x giganteus. Energy and Fuels 2016;30:5693–704. doi:10.1021/acs.energyfuels.6b00532. 
[22] Van Paasen SVB, Kiel JH a. Tar formation in a fluidised-bed gasifier: Impact of fuel properties and operating conditions. Kardiol Pol 

2004;67:58. doi:ECN-C--04-013. 
 


