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Lab Test 

lnrul-Te Lab Test Evaluation 1 
I r # u l = T a ~ .  Bubbla-Foil-Bubble vs. No 

Insulation 

lhtw tests were wnducted.to evaluate the effectiveness of Insul-Taw versus another product called Bubble- 
foil-bubble and also against no insulation. The test consistsof a large plastic container 18" deep x 18" wide and 38" 
long (See figure 1). Temperature thermocouples were Inserted into the limestone just beneath the slab and one 
near the outer surhce of the bottom d the container, Continuous heat was applied to the top of the slab while 
readings from the thermocouples wern taken over a period of time. The results of this test are shown in Figure 2. 
The graph shows the dwfemnco in ternperaturn between the upper and lower thermocouple. Asyou can see after 
approximately 12 hours, the temperature difference stablllzed with We ImI=T&@ with approximately a 150% 
increase in the differential as compared to theuNo Insulation" test. 
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Conclwlona: 

Lab Test Results 

Because fempemtm diffemntlerl has a linear relationship Imm heat loss, it Is easy to see how the low difkmnf(e1 
temperature In tite 8"oflimestone beneath the slab and fhe InsuCTarp~helps reduce heat loss fhmugh the dab to 
the Ilmestone bedding below. The bubble-hII has a tempewture dhmntlal neady fwice that of the 
Ihsf&Tb#and Be No insulation feat has a factor of 2.5 times ttre dHifemnflal IndlmfJng a SlgnIficantly lager heat 
loss c h a m ~ ~ c  than fhafofkrruCTaip! 

TEST A v ~ .  'F 

Dlfferance * 
Insul-Tarp lnrulation 4.680 

Bubble.Foll.Bubble 8.430 

No lnarlatlon 1 1.380 
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