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Facility Impacts

m Facility layout dictates the part’s transfer time between machine m Facility HVAC and lighting are non-negligible and can

tools. account for 40-65% of total use phase energy
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m Facility impacts will therefore be amortized by machine
tool and workspace footprint, f.
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Minimizing Cost and Environmental Impact Advantages and Limitations of Method
Objective = min(C,..;, E1otap Crotal) m Advantages:
Inputs Outputs m Simulation is less expensive than running test pieces.

Part m Cost and environmental impact do not necessarily have to
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e ] This_ project foc_;uses on the macro-planning level, but cost and
Footprint Optimal Plan for environmental impact improvements can also be made at the
process level.
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