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FIGURE 3. Results from the GTRI Report entitled “The Importance of the Desiccant in Total Energy Wheel Cross-contamination” 
comparing the resultant carry-over of three identical wheels using different desiccants.

FIGURE 4.  Isopropyl Alcohol and Acetaldehyde results from the GTRI final report. The data shows the significant impact that the 
desiccant used by a total energy recovery wheel can have on ventilation effectiveness and indoor air quality.
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