
AIM/OBJECTIVE 

To test the performance of “In’flector” under UAE weather conditions.   

INTRODUCTION 

In order to test the performance of “In’Flector” in UAE, two security cabins at the Dubal Aluminum Complex in UAE were 

used. The security cabins are identical, elevated from the ground surface and situated in a position where they receive 

the entire Sun’s rays with no shadows.  

APPARATUS/EQUIPMENT 

Energy monitor – to measure the power consumption of the air conditioning units. 

 

Figure 1 – Energy monitor 

Temperature reader – to measure the temperatures of the Cabin and outside surroundings.  

 

Figure 2 – Temperature reader 

Time-lapse camera – to obtain pictures of the temperature reader  

 

Figure 3 – Time-lapse camera  

 

 



METHODOLOGY 

• The interiors of both the cabins were thermally insulated with 5cm of Thermocol.  

• The chicken wire glass in the windows and doors were replaced with 6mm single pane tempered glass.  

• The windows in ‘Cabin A’ had In’Flector installed, whereas ‘Cabin B’ was left as is.  

• The air conditioning systems in both the cabins were serviced to ensure efficient operation of the systems.  

• Energy monitors were connected to the power supply point for the air conditioning systems in both the cabins.  

• A time-lapse camera and light were installed in the cabins and powered by an external source. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

• The test began at 4pm on the 6
th

 December 2012 and was run for three days 

• On 9
th

 December 2012, the energy monitors in ‘Cabin A’ and ‘Cabin B’ read 26.4 kW and 174.3 kW respectively. 

The large difference in readings was due to the fact that the air conditioning system in ‘Cabin B’ operated 

constantly whereas the air conditioning system in ‘Cabin A’ reached the desired temperature with the help of 

In’Flector and its thermostat switched off, thus proving that installation of In’flector is feasible than replacing air 

conditioning systems.  

• On 10
th

 December, the experiment was redone with the existing air conditioning systems replaced with new 

systems and the thermostat of both the systems set to work at 50% of the maximum capacity. The readings 34.4 

kW and 191.7 kW on the energy monitors of ‘Cabin A’ and ‘Cabin B’ respectively are taken as the reference 

points. 

• On 11
th

 December, the energy monitors in ‘Cabin A’ and ‘Cabin B’ read 40.4 kW and 198.8 kW respectively. The 

AC system in ‘Cabin A’ used an additional 6 kW to maintain the desired temperature of 24 deg C, whereas the AC 

system in ‘Cabin B’ used an additional 7.1 kW but the cabin temperature was above 24 deg C. At 50% ‘Cabin A’ 

used 14% less energy than ‘Cabin B’.  

• On 12
th

 December, the energy monitors in ‘Cabin A’ and ‘Cabin B’ read 46.4 kW and 205.9 kW respectively. The 

temperature in ‘Cabin A’ remained constant at 24 deg C with the AC system further using 6 kW, whereas the AC 

system in ‘Cabin B’ further using 7.1 kW and the cabin temperature remained above 24 deg C. The thermostat 

level in ‘Cabin B’ was increased by 25%, therefore operate at 75% of the maximum capacity.  

• On 13
th

 December, the energy monitors in ‘Cabin A’ and ‘Cabin B’ read 51.6 kW and 213 kW respectively. The 

temperature in ‘Cabin A’ remained constant at 24 deg C with the AC system decreasing its usage to 5.2 kW, 

whereas the AC system in ‘Cabin B’ constantly used 7.1 kW and the cabin temperature remained above 24 deg 

C. A reduction in power consumption by ‘Cabin A’ whereas a constant power consumption by ‘Cabin B’ is owed 

to the fact that the surrounding temperatures reduced due to the winter reason. The thermostat of the AC 

system set at 50% of maximum capacity in ‘Cabin A’ used 27% less energy than the AC system in ‘Cabin B’ whose 

thermostat was set to operate at 75% of maximum capacity. The thermostat in ‘Cabin B’ is further increased to 

operate at maximum capacity and the experiment is left to run for three days 

• On 16
th

 December, the energy monitors in ‘Cabin A’ and ‘Cabin B’ read 66.8 kW and 234.6 kW respectively. The 

temperature in ‘Cabin B’ reduced to 24 deg C whereas the temperature in ‘Cabin A’ remained constant by using 

30% less energy than ‘Cabin B’.  

• On 19
th

 December, the energy monitors in ‘Cabin A’ and ‘Cabin B’ read 79.9 kW and 256.6 kW respectively. The 

temperatures in both cabins remained constant 24 deg C, with ‘Cabin A’ using 40% less energy than ‘Cabin B’. 

• On 20
th

 December, the experiment was completed with both cabins having a constant temperature of 24 deg C, 

where the AC system in ‘Cabin A’ operating at 50% of the maximum thermostat capacity while the AC system in 

‘Cabin B’ operating at maximum thermostat capacity. ‘Cabin A’ used 41% less energy than ‘Cabin B’ to maintain 

the desired temperature.   

 



 

CONCLUSION 

The experiment conducted has shown that installation of In’flector resulted in energy savings of up to 41% in the month 

of December. Experimental errors can be regarded as negligible as the security door cabins remain closed while the 

experiment was in process, cabin interiors were well insulated to cut down infiltration and leakage of cold air. . A higher 

amount of savings can be expected in the summer months owing to the increase in outside temperatures and associated 

air conditioning usage. 


