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ABSTRACT: Yields of secondary organic aerosol (SOA) formation from oxidation of volatile
organic compounds are measured in laboratory chambers and then applied in regional and global
models. Gas-phase losses to large Teflon-walled environmental chambers have been recently
shown to reduce SOA yields. Historically, most chambers have operated in batch mode.
Increasingly, however, continuous flow (CF) mode is being used, in which reactants and products
are continuously introduced and exhausted from the chamber. Recent literature reports indicate a
belief that SOA yields measured in CF chambers are not affected by gas-phase wall losses (GWL).
Here, we use an experimentally-constrained box model to show that gas-phase wall losses impact
both types of chambers when run under similar conditions. We find CF experiments do mitigate some effects of gas-phase wall losses
after long (>2 days) experiment run times, but they have significant losses for typical literature experiment times of 1 day. However,
this mitigation phenomenon is an experiment- and mechanism-dependent, and GWL still affects the absolute SOA yield. Finally, we
show that at condensation sink values higher than the wall loss rate a lack of change in yield vs seed surface area does not necessarily
indicate whether GWL affects the experiment and does not suggest the magnitude.

■ INTRODUCTION

Environmental or “smog” chambers are critical tools for
atmospheric chemistry research. The Earth’s atmosphere
contains tens of thousands of individual organic constituents1

and air moves and mixes quickly in complex ways, making it
too complex to conduct field experiments with sufficient
constraints to determine fundamental parameters of interest to
atmospheric models. Thus, atmospheric chemists and phys-
icists use reactors such as environmental chambers to isolate
one or more chemicals for detailed study.2 An important
application of chambers is the quantification of secondary
organic aerosol (SOA) yields from the oxidation of volatile
organic compounds (VOCs),3,4 which are then used in box,
regional, and global models.5,6

A wide variety of chambers exist with differing shapes, sizes,
temperature control systems, and photochemical sources. All
chambers operate in one of two flow modes: batch or
continuous flow (CF). Chambers that have typically been
operated in batch mode include those at Caltech,7 UC
Riverside,8 the Paul Scherrer Institute,9 EUPHORE,10 and the
University of Colorado.11 Batch mode chambers usually have
flexible Teflon walls. During experiments, an operator injects
reactive chemicals into the chamber at a discrete point in time.
The scientist then initiates a reaction or process (e.g., by
turning the lights on or by injecting the last reactant needed for
the chemistry to start), and instruments draw sample air out of
the chamber for measurements. Batch mode chambers are
relatively simple to operate, but the length of the experiment
and the number of instruments/samplers are limited by the
volume of the bag or particle-phase wall losses.

Chambers that always or often operate in continuous flow
(CF) mode include SAPHIR,12 HEC,13 CLOUD,14 PNNL,15

and COALA.16 CF chambers can operate in “initiation” or
“semi-batch” mode, in which a set of precursors and reactants
are injected at the beginning of an experiment and the contents
are gradually diluted (or reactants continually added), as
typically used in the CLOUD and MIT17 chambers. Or CF
chambers can operate in a “steady-state” mode, which is the
primary focus of this work and is assumed whenever we discuss
“CF” from here on. In CF chambers, new reactants and buffer
gases constantly flow into the chamber and the same amount
of air is pulled out to sample or discard, maintaining a constant
air volume in the chamber. CF chambers can be constructed
with rigid walls to enable experiments at different pressures
and reducing leaks (e.g., ref 14) and allow for much longer
duration experiments than would be possible in batch mode.
Although batch mode chambers have been historically more
popular and still outnumber CF chambers, over the last decade
the use of chambers in CF mode has steadily increased.
Losses of particles to chamber walls have been known for

many years, and corrections for these losses are typically
applied to chamber yields.18−20 Until recently, the losses of
gas-phase species to the Teflon walls were thought to be of
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minor importance. Recent works,21−26 however, have detailed
and quantified how gases are lost to the walls of Teflon
chambers at relatively fast rates (∼10−15 min time scales).
The gas-phase wall loss process can be modeled analogously to
equilibrium partitioning,27 in which the amount of gas that
remains in the Teflon walls is determined by the equilibrium
vapor pressure of the species in the gas phase at the
temperature of the chamber and the type and amount of
Teflon chamber wall that is exposed to the gas phase.21,23

The recent literature indicates a belief that SOA yields
measured in CF chambers are not affected by gas-phase wall
losses (GWL) because the walls may potentially reach
equilibrium with the semivolatile species, and thus vapor wall
losses no longer play a role in the system. This claim is
supported by publication of constant yields while varying the
aerosol seed surface area for one experimental system.15

In this work, we use a box model to investigate the effects of
gaseous wall losses on secondary organic aerosol (SOA)
chamber yields. We incorporate the latest results in quantifying
gas-phase chamber wall losses into the model and constrain a
simple SOA base case with a previously published study
conducted in a CF chamber.13 We then run the model in batch
and continuous flow versions. We use the results of the model
to track the fates of carbon throughout the simulated time
periods and determine whether CF chambers suffer from the
same wall loss effects as other chambers do. Finally, we
perform sensitivity studies to explore the controlling factors for
GWL.

■ EXPERIMENTAL METHODS

Description of the Chamber Box Model. We model a
simple, lumped chemical reaction system solved by the KinSim
(v. 3.35) chemical kinetic integrator28 in the Igor Pro 7
environment (Wavemetrics, Lake Oswego, OR, USA). Figure
1 provides an overview of the model with all reactions.

The model was inspired by the chamber experiments in
Shilling et al.,13 in which the authors quantified the secondary
organic aerosol (SOA) yield from α-pinene oxidation via
ozonolysis. As in the original experiments, we simulate a 5 m3

chamber with a residence time (τf) of 3.7 h. The simulations
start with 2 ppb of α-pinene and 5 μg m−3 of a monodisperse
ammonium sulfate seed in the chamber. The model calculates
a surface area and condensation sink from the seed aerosol
mass, assuming an idealized uniform particle diameter of 85
nm, which was approximately the center point of the SMPS
aerosol distribution shown in Figure S1 of Shilling et al.13 and
a molecular weight for ammonium sulfate of 132 g/mol. We
then add low volatility organic aerosol (LVOA) and semi-
volatile organic aerosol (SVOA), calculated using the same size
distribution but with molecular weights of 325 and 200 g/mol,
respectively. The model does not use the inorganic seed mass
to calculate partitioning constants for condensation or
evaporation of SVOC or ELVOC species.
Ozone is then introduced at increasing concentrations with

the same time dependence as reported in Shilling et al.13 α-
pinene reacts with ozone at a total rate coefficient of 8.8 ×
10−17 cm3 molecules−1 s−1,29 and we treat the resulting gas-
phase products as three lumped species: a semivolatile
compound (SVOC; saturation mass concentration C* = 1 μg
m−3); an extremely low volatility compound (ELVOC; very
low C*); and an “other volatile gases” fraction that remains
inert and unchanged after the initial reaction. The other
volatile gases fraction is supported by other comprehensive
measurements30 and includes volatile gas-phase products that
are unlikely to form aerosol at low OA mass concentration
levels, such as pinonaldehyde, acetone, acetic acid, form-
aldehyde, and carbon monoxide. Isaacman-vanWertz et al.30

also recorded numerous unidentified signals with the PTR-MS,
which due to the volatility range of traditional PTR-TOF
instruments are likely to be highly volatile and not contribute
to aerosol formation.16

The SVOC is formed with an 18% mass yield from the
reaction of α-pinene and O3 and the ELVOC with a 9% mass
yield. The presence of both SVOC and ELVOC for this system
is well supported by the literature.31,32 The yield values for the
base case are in the range of prior studies and were chosen to
approximately match the temporal dependence and aerosol
production in Shilling et al. (Figure S1).13 We later perform
sensitivity studies vs these yield values.
The rate of vapor loss to the walls is another important

parameter. With reasonably high wall accommodation
coefficients (α > 6 × 10−6), which are the case for SOA
studies,18 the wall loss rate is the same as the time scale of
transport of a molecule to the chamber walls.23 We use a gas-
phase wall loss rate for the SVOC and ELVOC of 1 × 10−3 s−1

for batch chambers (mixing time scale of ∼1000 s), which is
similar to rates measured in several recent works and
controlled by the turbulence within the chamber11,23,24,33 for
6−20 m3 chambers. We do expect some dependence of the
wall loss rate on chamber surface area to volume ratio18 and
show the results of a sensitivity study examining the wall loss
rate later in the text. CF chambers have more turbulence due
to the constant injection and removal of new air volumes.
While many CF chambers do use fans for mixing, some CF
chambers instead use pulses of injected air to mix the chamber
contents more quickly, analogous to a fan.34 We estimate a wall
loss rate of 4 × 10−3 s−1 (mixing time scale of 250 s) for CF
operation.35 The faster timescale for wall loss of gases in CF

Figure 1. A schematic of the continuous flow model as implemented
in this study. The batch model is the same as above, without the input
and output flows. The SVOC wall-phase oligomer reaction rate
coefficient is set to zero in the base case and turned on in one
sensitivity study. Acronyms are as follows: SVOC is semivolatile
organic compound, ELVOC is extremely low volatility organic
compound, SVOA is semivolatile organic aerosol, and LVOA is low
volatility organic aerosol. Partial rate coefficients for α-pinene are in
units of cm3 molecules−1 s−1.
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chambers due to flow-induced mixing has not been recognized
in past studies, to our knowledge.
We use kinetic and equilibrium partitioning theory to

complete the modeling of the gas-phase losses. SVOC
evaporates from the walls to reach equilibrium with its gas-
phase concentration in the chamber,21 and the evaporation rate
can be calculated from the condensation rate and the
equilibrium constant as:

k k
C
Cevap cond
w

= *
(1)

where C* is the saturation vapor concentration and Cw is the
equivalent wall mass concentration, by convention expressed as
the equivalent amount of liquid organic aerosol particles that
would result in the same gas-wall equilibrium condition.21 In
this work, we use the C*-dependent parameterization of Cw
determined in Krechmer et al.23 for FEP Teflon walls (which
likely implicitly accounts for higher activity coefficients in
Teflon for more polar species23), resulting in a parameter-
ization of Cw = 16 μg m−3 for C* < 1 μg m−3.
The ELVOC, of much lower volatility, is assumed to

partition irreversibly to the walls. Both the SVOC and ELVOC
also condense on the preexisting inorganic seed into the
aerosol phase with SVOC re-evaporating and ELVOC not. We
keep track of the formed SOA from each of the condensing
species, SVOA formed from the SVOC and LVOA formed
from the LVOC. In the base model, we assume these species
do not react further in the particle phase. We model
partitioning from the particles consistent with recent detailed
time-dependent studies.11,33 The first-order condensation rate
onto the particles is the suspended aerosol condensation sink
(CS, s−1). The model calculates a CS at each model time step
based on the total amount of aerosol present at each point in
the simulation (sum of seed aerosol, SVOA, and ELVOC OA)
using the following equation

CS r F r N r r( ) ( ) d
0

FS∫=
∞

(2)

r is the particle radius, N(r) is the particle number size
distribution, and FFS is the Fuchs−Sutugin correction for gas-
phase diffusion,36 where

F
K

K K K

1

0.377 1
n

n n n
FS 4

3
1 2 4

3
1α α

= +
+ + +− −

(3)

Incorporating the CS, the model can then calculate a rate for
gaseous condensation:

k
D CS
1

4π
=

· · (4)

We use a diffusion coefficient of D = 6 × 10−6 m2 s−1,
assuming sea level pressure and 25 C.37

We assume a uniform distribution of 85 nm diameter
particles;13 a total aerosol density of 1.55 g cm‑3,38 and the
abovementioned particle size. In the Fuchs−Sutugin correc-
tion, we use an accommodation coefficient (α) of 1.11,33

We treat SOA formation as a kinetic process that tends
toward equilibrium, like gas-wall partitioning. The condensa-
tion sink is determined using the total amount of aerosol,
including seed, but SOA partitioning is determined using a
core-shell model. In this case, the seed aerosol is considered to
form an inert core, and the amount of aerosol used to calculate
partitioning fractions is the organic mass condensed around

the ammonium sulfate seed core. The evaporation rate (kevap)
is calculated from the condensation rate (kcond) and
equilibrium constant as

k k
C
cevap cond
OA

= *
(5)

where cOA is the concentration of organic aerosol.11,21 To spin
up the model, we set the value of kevap to 0 if cOA is 0. This
prevents the value of kevap from becoming infinite and crashing
the simulation during the first few time steps of the model
before any organic aerosol forms.
SVOA molecules can evaporate from the particle or wall

phases back into the gas phase. We assume the ELVOC
molecules to be of very low volatility and remain in the
condensed phases indefinitely. Both SVOA and ELVOA
particles are lost to the chamber walls at a rate of 1 × 10−4

s−1, typical of measured values in many chambers.11,19,20 We
treat particle-phase wall losses (also known as “particle wall
loss”) as irreversible and assume that the organic mass of
particles deposited to the chamber walls mass does not
participate in partitioning, as it has been shown that new
Teflon chambers have indistinguishable losses from those in
the old ones that were used in many high-concentration
experiments.21 Heterogeneous particle-phase chemistry is well
documented in organic aerosol mass (e.g., ref 39), and we note
that it is possible further chemical reactions occur in the
organic mass of ELVOC and SVOC that deposit on the
chamber walls. These particle-phase chemical transformations
could alter the volatility of individual chemical species,
resulting in their evaporation. We are, however, not aware of
any direct experimental results demonstrating that the wall
mass participates directly in partitioning.
To simplify the results of the base case and simulate an

approximate correction for particle-phase wall losses, we set
the particle-phase wall loss rate to 0. Figure S2 shows the
model outputs with particle-phase losses included and in
Figure S3 we show that because the yields determined with
each method are the same, the results in this paper are not
affected by this simplification.
To compare precursor fates between the CF and batch

experiments, we also set up a batch version of the model. The
batch version is identical to the CF version described above,
but with the lower gas-phase wall loss rate (see above) and
with no input flow or dilution of the bag contents. The model
adds ozone at the same rate as in the CF model, and as in
Shilling et al.13 The theoretical ozone injection would add <0.1
L of volume to the 5 m3 chamber, which we assume to have no
effect on the experimental conditions. While batch experiments
generally use faster oxidant injections, we hypothesize that
faster injection would result in a higher condensation sink
earlier in the experiment and decrease the effect of gas-phase
wall losses relative to the CF experiment. Thus, we choose to
inject ozone at the same rate in batch and CF modes. Both
simulations run for 5 days, producing model outputs every 90 s
(although the kinetic solver uses smaller time steps if needed).
To calculate an aerosol mass yield (Y), we mimic the

methods of physical chamber experiment, either in batch or
continuous flow mode. Y is calculated as follows

Y
M
P

SOA

Reacted
=

(6)
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where MSOA is the SOA mass concentration, and PReacted is the
amount of gas-phase precursor consumed by the reaction with
ozone during the experiment.
In the batch mode simulation, we compute the maximum

mass of SOA in the simulation, then divide it by the amount of
α-pinene that reacted away during the simulation. In the CF
chamber, we calculate the yield as the amount of SOA mass
leaving the chamber divided by the amount of α-pinene
precursor that is entering the reactor minus the unreacted
fraction.

Y
M

P P( )
SOA

entering unreacted
=

− (7)

In the sensitivity studies, to evaluate the effect of GWL on the
yield, we perturb the model by changing the kinetic input
parameters (i.e., fractional product yields) for SVOC, ELVOC,
and other gas formations, always keeping the total rate
constant the same.

■ RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Comparison of Batch and Continuous Flow Mode

Simulations. Figure 2 shows stacked plots tracking the
evolution of the precursor and products in gas, particle, and
chamber walls phases.
The batch mode simulation reaches equilibrium after a few

hours with and without GWL or with particle-phase wall losses
enabled as shown in Figure S2, following the depletion of the
α-pinene precursor and a few gas-wall timescales. Most of the
mass ends up in the “other volatile gases” bulk species (Figure
S4), as expected due to their much higher yield in the reaction
with ozone. The ELVOC is completely in the condensed
phases, as expected due to its low vapor pressure. When GWL
are turned off, the SVOC surrogate compound is distributed

with 69 and 31% in the particle and gas phases, respectively.
When GWL is turned on, the SVOC compound ends up
primarily in the walls. We note that there is an initially larger
SVOC fraction on the particle phase, due to the shorter
timescale for that equilibrium but then the walls “denude” the
particles as expected (Figure S5).24 As the Teflon walls of
chambers represent a larger equivalent mass concentration (up
to 10 mg m−3 depending on the volatility of the compound,21

and 16 μg m−3 for the SVOC as simulated here), the SOA
mass is too small to compete for the SVOC available to
partition at equilibrium. This simulation shows that in so-
called “atmospherically relevant” concentration batch experi-
ments, in which low precursor and seed concentrations are
used (comparable to those in forested areas where much of the
α-pinene is oxidized globally), SVOC compounds will
primarily partition to the walls of the chamber. In experiments
at higher SOA concentrations, a larger SVOC fraction will be
retained by the particles phase. E.g., we can estimate that for
∼16 μg m−3 of SOA, SVOC will partition ∼50/50 between the
particle and the wall phases.
The loss of SVOC material to the walls remains significant in

CF chambers (Figure 2D), substantially suppressing the
aerosol yield over the first two experiment days. The net rate
at which SVOC goes to the walls does approach zero after ∼3
days of simulation time (Figure S5), signifying that the system
is approaching gas-wall equilibrium. In other words, the
continuous addition of SVOC mass to the walls has led to an
accumulated amount that it is close to being able to sustain a
gas-phase equilibrium concentration as if walls were not
present. Thus, by generating enough SVOC and running the
experiment under the same conditions for several days, it is
possible for the SVOC to eventually come to equilibrium with
the chamber walls (Figure S5). The need for several days per

Figure 2. Concentrations of the organic compounds in the system as a function of simulation time. Other volatile gases present in the model are
not included for clarity. To simplify the results of the base case and simulate an approximate correction for particle-phase wall losses, we set the
particle-phase wall loss rate to 0 in all of the simulations shown here.
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experiment does result in a reduced experiment throughput
compared to typical batch chamber rates of an experiment per
day. We also note that the detailed results for both types of
chambers depend on the value of Cw (or equivalently, their
activity coefficient in the Teflon film) for SVOC, which is
uncertain.11,23

It is not possible, however, for the gas-phase ELVOC to
come to equilibrium with the walls because its volatility is low
enough to ensure its partitioning is irreversible to the first
surface it encounters (Figure 2D), so any ELVOC lost to the
walls are permanently lost from the SOA yield (Figure 3).
Because the gas-phase wall loss rate in CF chambers will be
higher than those run in batch mode (due to faster mixing),
the wall loss rate is more competitive with the condensation
sink in CF chambers. Thus, the proportion of gas ELVOC that
end up in the walls is higher in CF mode than in batch mode
(for the same CS).Plots of the condensation sink for the
simulations shown in Figure 2 can be found in Figure S6.
Effect of Gas-Phase Wall Losses on Aerosol Mass

Yields. Aerosol mass yield in the CF simulation increases the
longer we wait to measure the yield (Figure 3A) due to the
gradual suppression of SVOC losses as SVOC accumulates on
the walls. Because the system takes 2−3 days to come to
equilibrium and for yields to stabilize (Figure S4), yield
measurements before that time are an underestimate. In this
simulation, total losses of SVOC to the walls are effectively
eliminated if the experiment lasts longer than 3 days with
constant conditions. Generally, CF chamber experiments
measure yields or chemical conditions after shorter periods
of time, such as 12 to 24 h.13,15 To compare batch and CF
yields realistically, in Figure 3C we present the CF model SOA
mass yields determined after 24 h of simulation time.
In the base CF simulation, at no measurement time does the

yield with GWL reach the same level as the yield without GWL
(Figure 3A). This is due to the irreversible and large ELVOC
loss to the chamber walls. Without GWL, all perturbed
simulations always provide the same yields, because without
wall losses the condensation sink is the only fast sink for SVOC
and ELVOC molecules. With GWL enabled, however, the
yield becomes dependent on whether alternative sinks for the
SVOC, and ELVOC outcompetes the gas-phase wall losses.
The sensitivity studies in the rest of Figure 3 examine simple

mechanism variations as well as common experimental
situations scientists use to mitigate the effects of wall losses
on SOA yields in chamber studies. First, in Figure 3B we show
yields from sensitivity studies perturbing the relative fraction of
SVOC and ELVOC in the model. To evaluate with the model
without semivolatile material, we turn off SVOC production,
leaving only ELVOC produced. Without GWL, all the ELVOC
partitions to the aerosol phase and remains there because there
is no other competing source and no evaporation back into the
particle phase. Despite the higher wall loss rate in the CF
simulation, there is essentially no difference between the yields
of the CF and batch ELVOC-only model runs. Also, of note is
how the ELVOC-only CF simulation shows no yield time
dependence, which only appears because of a semivolatile
material coming to equilibrium.
For the SVOC-only case, we add a one-time starting

concentration of ∼12 μg m−3 (1 ppb) of ELVOC to the model
as an organic aerosol seed, which is then diluted out over time
and no longer present when yields are calculated. Otherwise,
the SVOC-only case would form no aerosol with or without
GWL. The ELVOC seed is not counted in calculating the

SVOC-only yield. Both CF and batch mode simulations have
almost identical yields under these conditions, and both show
reduced yields compared to the simulation without GWL. We
note that the SVOC-only case with GWL in Figure 3B does
appear to reach yield equilibrium more quickly than many of
the simulations in Figure 3A.
Next, we perturb the amount of starting seed aerosol in the

chamber. We ran one set of simulations with 10× less seed
(∼0.5 μg m−3; CS = 0.002 s−1) and one with 100× more seed

Figure 3. Aerosol mass yields as a function of simulation times for
different model perturbations. (A) Shows aerosol mass yields from the
base cases and determined from model runs perturbing the seed
concentrations in the CF simulation. (B) Shows the yields determined
from model runs perturbing the SVOC and ELVOC compound
yields. (C) Shows yield values for the different sensitivity studies
taken at 24 h of simulation time for batch and CF modes. Markers in
(A) and (B) vary in size for visual clarity only.
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than the starting amount (∼500 μg m−3; cs = 0.2 s−1), both
with and without GWL enabled. With GWL enabled, there are
large differences in SOA yields throughout the experiment as
the condensation sink and wall sink compete for available gas-
phase molecules. Especially at early times (<2 days), higher
amounts of seed can help partially overcome losses to the walls
in both the CF and batch experiments. With 10× less seed, the
yield is less than what is measured in the base case, as expected.
In CF simulations, the yield gradually increases as gas-phase
compounds accumulate and partition to the aerosol, forming a
condensation sink large enough to compete with the walls. The
yield with 10× less seed, however, never catches up to the base
case simulation, demonstrating that the walls are more
competitive with the smaller condensation sink for available
vapors. On the other hand, using 100× more seed than the
base case leads to a yield increase vs the base case. The higher
seed allows the CF simulation to match the wall-less simulation
yield at run times longer than 3 days. In the batch simulation, a
higher starting seed results in a higher yield but not as high as
the base case without GWL. In both simulations, a high
starting seed makes the aerosol condensation sink faster the
wall sink, allowing the particles to capture more ELVOC. But
under typical experimental conditions (batch-mode base case
and CF measured at <24 h), higher amounts of seed do not
negate the effects of GWL on SOA yields.
Other works15,19 have proposed that a lack of dependence of

measured SOA yield on seed amount is evidence that CF
chambers are not impacted by GWL. Liu et al.15 showed a
nominal ∼10% increase in yield over a condensation sink
increase by a factor of ∼10. In Figure 4, we show model results

over the same condensation sink range with varying wall loss
rates. All other model parameters are kept the same as the base
configuration described in Figure 1. To account for differences
in yields between the α-pinene and isoprene systems, mass
yields are plotted relative to the yield at the lowest surface
area/CS by Liu et al.15 The condensation sink values shown in
Figure 4 were measured at the same time as the yield. The
condensation sink calculation includes organic and seed
aerosol together, to simulate an SMPS measurement.
Figure 4B shows that this model reproduces the weak seed

dependence previously reported by Liu et al.15 and held as
evidence by others19 that GWL is not occurring in experi-
ments. Despite the lack of aerosol CS dependence, gas-phase
wall losses still occur in these simulations and strongly affect
the SOA yields in each system. The relative yield-CS
dependence varies by the gas-phase wall loss rate and inflects
around the point where kCS ≈ kGWL, i.e., when the loss rates of
a gas-phase molecule to the walls and aerosol become equal.
Thus, at CS values greater than the wall loss rate, a lack of seed
dependence is not necessarily an indicator of whether gas-
phase wall losses are taking place and certainly not of the
magnitude. Indeed, in Figure 4A, we plot the fractional
difference between the model yields shown in Figure 4B with
GWL on and yields with GWL corrected. The results for a
GWL rate of 1 × 10−3 s−1 are compatible with the
experimental data within uncertainties, but still lose 25−35%
of the yield to GWL depending on CS. But even high starting
amounts of seed and chambers with low mixing rates lose 25%
entirely due to gas-phase wall losses. These losses are almost
entirely due to losses of SVOC, which can evaporate from
particles and be scavenged by the faster wall loss sink. This
SVOC loss results in the asymptote shown in Figure 4A, which
occurs despite changes in the wall loss to the condensation sink
ratio.
Despite previous claims to the contrary, gas-phase wall losses

occur in CF and batch chambers and both require correction
for accurate yield values even in experiments with high starting
seed levels. Performing seed-dependent experiments over a
larger range of CS, including cases where CS is lower than
kGWL is important to further characterize this issue. Examining
the dependence of yield on time during the initial period of a
CF experiment may also provide information to constrain
GWL losses, as discussed above. While the phenomenology
discussed here will apply to all chamber experiments, the
quantitative details will vary with the chemical system under
study and its chemical mechanisms, as well as the experimental
and the chamber parameters.

Laboratory/Atmospheric Implications. Continuous
flow chambers have been previously described as a superior
method of determining SOA yields in laboratory experiments
because they supposedly suffer from minimal effects of vapor
wall loss. We show this belief to be incorrect with an
experimentally constrained box model for typical operation
parameters of CF chambers. Vapor wall loss effects on yields
result from the near immediate competition of ELVOC
condensation to walls (vs particles) and the long timescale
for SVOC to reach equilibrium with chamber walls. It is still
necessary for both CF and batch experiments to account for
wall losses in yield determinations. While we understand that
both modelers and experimentalists would like a formula or
single equation that allows for an instant correction of yields
for chamber wall loss (yield adjustment of X%), we note that
gas-phase wall losses depend on many experimental parame-

Figure 4. (A) Fraction of yield lost to GWL as a function of
simulation condensation sink and wall loss rate kGWL. (B) Comparison
of relative yields for several model runs with the results from Liu et
al.15 Relative yields were determined relative to the average of the first
two points shown in Liu et al. All simulations were run in CF mode
for comparison against published CF studies. All model yields were
corrected for PWL, though the ending CS values were determined
without PWL corrections to best simulate the experimental data.
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ters, as evidenced in this model. If it is not possible to reduce
the effect of gas-phase wall losses by using higher
concentrations, we recommend determining a correction by
using a modeling framework as several groups have done with
success.40−42 Wall losses are largest in all types of chambers at
low “atmospherically-relevant” conditions and are substantially
reduced at higher concentrations.
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