III RETROFIT CASE STUDY

Cambridge Space Heaters vs. Unit Heaters
Food Distribution Warehouse - IN
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Performance
* More even temperatures
* Better Indoor Air Quality
* Lower Energy Cost
* Provided summer ventilation

* Uneven temperatures
* Cold dock areas

» High gas costs

* Poor Indoor Air Quality
* No summer ventilation

Operating Costs Operating Costs
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SUMMARY

The Cambridge system saved 5% in gas, while maintaining a 10° high building temperature. p

If the customer would have maintained 50° they would have saved an additional $22,000. L %élgl&%!r%ﬂs\lé

Note: If the customer had operated the system at 50° as designed, they would have they would Enriching Lives
havereduced their fuel consumption by 47%.
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