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Blind Study — Petrochemical Process Project

PETROCHEMICAL PLANT

Gulf Coast Region, USA

» This case study highlights an example where 2 independent engineering teams
designed aunit within a petrochemical facility.

= The unit shown on the left highlights a starting point for a design without
TracerLynx while the image on the right provides much more clarity and depth
pertaining to the required EHT scope.
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Very Different Decisions for PC & RTD Placement

Non-optimized

= When utilizing the full capabillities of TracerLynx, as highlightedin the middle and right images, the design
team was able to pinpoint the most cost-effective locations for the power connection boxes and RTD sensors.

Optimized = Optimized Team could see conduit

supportstructure within TracerLynx.

» When TracerLynx was not utilized as shown in the image above left, the design team merely applied a best

guess as to the location of the EHT components, which could have resulted in AVOIDABLE power distribution
costs for the Project.

TracerLynx provides the designers with the ability to optimize EHT power connection & sensor placements
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Very Different Decisions for PC & RTD Placement
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This Blind Study showed that using TracerLynx resulted in a savings of 23%
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