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1	 Introduction

§   1.1	 Energy consumption in residential buildings

One of the most important European and worldwide topics of the post war era has been 
the energy use. The rapidly increasing world energy consumption, from the 1950ies 
and on, has raised concerns on the security of supply, energy resources exhaustion and 
the environmental impacts on the ozone layer, global warming and climate change. 
The oil crisis of 1973 and 1979 made governments and policymakers to intensify the 
efforts of promoting energy conservation. 

Final energy consumption is usually divided in three major sectors: industry, transport 
and ‘other’. In the category ‘other’ one can find the sectors of agriculture, services and 
residential. A great part of the energy consumption of the industry, agriculture and 
services is related to buildings, which makes the total of energy consumption in EU due 
to the built environment approximately 40% [1]. Population growth, the increase in 
complexity and size of building services, the continuous strife for more comfort, and 
the increase in time spent inside buildings have made energy consumption for the built 
environment similar to the consumption of transport and industry. The world energy 
consumption due to industrial purposes in 1973 was 39%, in 2004 it was 30% and in 
2040 according to the IEA optimistic scenarios is about to reach 31.4%. However, the 
consumption classified to the ‘other’ sectors has increased from 36% in 1973 to 42% 
in 2004 mainly due to buildings [2,3]. 

In 2014, energy consumption in EU due to residential buildings was 24.7%% of 
total consumption, almost matching that of the industry, while consumption due to 
transport was 32% [4]. According to the reference case scenario of the IEA in 2016, the 
total world energy consumption in buildings will be increasing by an average of 1.5% 
per year from 2012 to 2040. Until then, the world energy use in homes will be the 
13% of the world delivered energy consumption showing an increase of 48% mainly 
due to increasing demand for housing in the non-OECD countries [5]. The above-
mentioned numbers have made policy makers in EU (and elsewhere) to take action in 
order to promote energy efficiency and savings strategies in the building sector. The 
European Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD) [6] is an example towards 
this direction. 
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The intensification of HVAC (Heating, Ventilation, and Air-Conditioning) energy 
consumption as well as the demand for increased thermal comfort, at levels that were 
considered a luxury not long time ago, have been crucial in the increase of energy use 
in the residential buildings. It is the largest energy end use for both the residential and 
non-residential sectors and it consists of the energy for heating, cooling, ventilation and 
air conditioning, which could be 30-57% of the total [7]. HVAC energy consumption 
represents on average, for old and new dwellings, approximately half the total energy 
consumption, more than double to that for domestic hot water, lighting or appliances [6]. 

§   1.2	 Background and scientific relevance

One way to reduce energy consumption is to improve the built environment’s end-
use energy efficiency. For the residential building sector, a series of options can be 
considered such as improving the envelope characteristics of the dwellings, replacing 
outdated and inefficient HVAC equipment, appliances and lighting, and improving 
the demand response (metering, pricing, end-use load management). Additionally, 
switching to less carbon intensive fuels for space and water heating would further 
contribute to the reduction of energy consumption. 

The implementation of the above-mentioned measures resulted in a reduction of 
energy consumption increase in the residential sector but still substantial differences 
can be found between the energy consumption of similar dwellings [7,8,9]. Energy 
consumption between dwellings occupied by similar households have showed 
variations up to a factor of 3 [9]. Furthermore, the actual energy consumption of 
households was differing from the theoretical energy performance (as defined by the 
national guideline described in ISSO 82.3 [6]) by a factor of 2 [8]. 

The reasons for these discrepancies are believed to be the misunderstanding or 
underestimation of occupancy behavior [10,11,12], the quality of the construction 
[13,14] and rebound effects [15,16]. Therefore, there are plenty of opportunities for 
research and implementation of solutions towards the above-mentioned reasons, which 
could lead to a more efficient and sustainable residential built environment. Policy 
makers so far have been focusing their efforts in energy savings via technical measures 
that targeted the building envelope and HVAC. Although there is strong evidence that the 
final energy consumption of the residential built environment is strongly influenced by 
household characteristics, lifestyles and occupant behavior [7,66,67], few attempts have 
been made in order to quantify and analyze the effects of these factors. 
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Another very important boundary condition when it comes to designing dwellings 
is that the indoor thermal comfort should not be compromised by energy savings. 
This necessitated a rational concept for the engineering and management of indoor 
climate in order to provide the proper levels of thermal comfort for the occupants, 
while minimizing the energy consumption. Thermal comfort standards have thus 
evolved in order to fulfill these increasing needs for comfort, and to improve the 
thermal acceptability of indoor environments. Although the specification of thermal 
comfort remains one of the most controversial topics in building science [17], two 
thermal comfort standards were developed since the 1970ies. The first one is the 
PMV (predicted Mean Vote) or heat balance model, which was primarily developed 
for the HVAC industry by P. O. Fanger [18]. During the model’s development, Fanger 
used college students in controlled climate chambers that were exposed in various 
environmental conditions and developed heat balance equations that assumed that 
the human body’s thermoregulatory system strives to maintain a constant internal 
body temperature [18]. Eventually he created a 7 point thermal comfort scale (-3 
cold, -2 cool, -1 a bit cool, 0 neutral, +1 a bit warm, +2 warm, +3 hot) and a comfort 
equation that could predict when people could feel neutral based on the following 
parameters: mean radiant temperature, air temperature, relative air velocity, metabolic 
activity, clothing insulation and humidity. The PMV model in general works well in 
buildings with HVAC installations, mainly public buildings and offices. However, only 
a small fraction of residential dwellings has mechanical ventilation, the majority of 
those dwellings rely on natural ventilation. Furthermore, for these naturally ventilated 
dwellings the predicted indoor temperatures, which are considered comfortable, are 
significantly warmer than the ones predicted by Fanger’s PMV model in warm climates 
and colder in cold climates [19,20]. Another criticism of the heat-balance approach 
was its static nature and the fact that it does not allow variations in the activity levels, 
the clothing or control of occupants over their thermal environment (opening or closing 
windows, turning up or down the thermostat). This could be explained by the fact that 
the PMV model, as already mentioned, was developed for the HVAC industry, which was 
mainly servicing the commercial building sector. In office buildings, usually there is a 
specific dress code with little deviation from it, metabolic activity is uniform, and the 
ventilation and temperature are centrally controlled by the HVAC. 

This is not the case in the residential sector (and even in a big part of office buildings, 
nowadays, people can use windows or alternative dressing codes as well as working 
while standing up in specially developed office desks). Therefore another model 
was needed that could address these adaptive notions of the occupants which was 
the adaptive model for thermal comfort. According to the principles of this model 
people are not passive recipients of a constant thermal environment but constantly 
interacting with and adapting to it. When something is happening that upsets their 
neutral thermal sensations people tend to adapt in order to restore this initial balance 

TOC



	 28	 Thermal comfort and energy related occupancy behavior in Dutch residential dwellings

of neutrality. Therefore three types of adaptation were introduced, physiological, 
behavioral and psychological [21]. 

Physiological adaptation, defined as the changes in the physiological responses that 
result from exposure to thermal environmental factors, and which lead to a gradual 
diminution in the strain induced by such exposure [19]. It can be distinguished into 
two categories: genetic adaptations, which have become part of the genetic heritage 
of a group of people and can go on for multiple generations, and acclimatization 
within the lifetime of individuals [68]. Acclimatization is considered an unconscious 
feedback loop mediated by the autonomic nervous system and is not likely to play a 
role in occupants’ thermal comfort due to the moderate range of thermal conditions 
in the built environment [68]. Psychological adaptation is mostly related to social, 
cultural and cognitive variables and describes to what extent habits and expectations 
might influence occupants’ perception of thermal environment [22]. Finally, behavioral 
adaptations are by far the most influential adaptation towards thermal comfort. 
Actions like adjusting the clothing levels, the metabolic activity, opening or closing 
windows and using the thermostat affect greatly the thermal comfort and consequently 
the energy consumption of the dwellings [23]. 

Field studies that were conducted with the adaptive thermal comfort in mind, led 
to a significant correlation between the indoor neutral temperature (Tn) and the 
corresponding mean outdoor temperature (To) [19,24,25]. For naturally ventilated 
buildings, the correlations between Tn and To indicated that more than 90% of the 
variations in Tn could be explained by the changes in To while for buildings with 
HVAC the correlations were much looser [22]. The strong correlations show that 
when heating or cooling is used, the neutral temperature may vary within a wide 
bandwidth dependent on the external temperatures. This variation was attributed to 
the behavioral adaptations such as clothing, metabolic activity, and actions towards 
thermal comfort (opening or closing the windows, using the thermostat etc.) as well as 
psychological adaptations in the form of shifting expectations [68]. 

The introduction of the adaptive model and the demonstration of a wide zone of indoor 
temperatures for thermal neutrality created space for potential implications on energy 
savings. If people by adapting to their thermal environment could feel neutral in a wide 
range of temperatures, then one could think what could be the potential energy savings 
if the indoor temperature is always closer to the lower margin of this bandwidth, 
minimizing the heating costs (for the colder climates where energy is primarily spent 
for heating). The same could be implied for the hot climates where energy is primarily 
spent for cooling. If people could feel comfortable in a range of indoor temperatures 
then air conditions could be programmed to operate in the highest temperatures of 
this range, thus, minimizing the cost of electricity used for cooling [26]. 
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However, there has been much criticism to the adaptive model, for example it has 
been suspected of pushing the thermal zone of building occupants to the critical 
boundary. Besides Nicol and Humphreys had warned that a low energy standard which 
increases discomfort would be as unsustainable as a standard that encourages energy 
use [25]. Furthermore, attitudes and beliefs could increase the forgiveness factor 
towards comfort conditions [19] and people might be deterred from doing actions that 
are deemed “too different and troublesome, and too much associated with a ‘greeny 
segment’ or associated lifestyle” [69] meaning that environmental concerns are not 
always translated into actions. Moreover comfort should not be compromised to that 
extent so it hinders productivity. Finally one can doubt if the realization of thermal 
comfort, which is a complex issue and depended on so many different parameters, 
by adjusting only a single parameter (temperature) is possible. De Dear himself has 
acknowledged this, suggesting for this reason the concept of alliesthesia [70].  

Summing up, there are two prevailing models for predicting thermal comfort in the 
built environment. Validation of scientific models is usually coming from field data and 
large-scale measurement campaigns. The data needed to validate the PMV model is 
a combination of quantitative data (radiant temperature, air temperature, humidity) 
but also subjective data such as metabolic activity and clothing. The adaptive model is 
mathematically formulated only on quantitative data (indoor and outdoor temperatures) 
but all the adaptations (quantitative data such as actions towards thermal comfort, 
clothing adjustments etc.) are hidden in the bandwidth of indoor temperatures in which 
people feel neutral [27]. However, although both these models are widely used in building 
simulation models by practitioners to estimate and assess the comfort in individual 
dwellings, there are doubts about their validity and applicability range. It has to be noted 
here, that although indoor comfort in residential dwellings is also related to light, noise 
(and other aspects such as cooking, washing, gaming, watching television etc.) the focus 
of this thesis was on the parameters related to thermal energy, as this has the main share 
in energy consumption, and therefore to thermal comfort.

Various field studies have taken place over the years in the scientific field of thermal 
comfort in the built environment which differ in methods used, the length of the 
monitoring period and the season that the measurements took place. Temperature 
sensors with recording intervals of 15, 30, 45 and 60 minutes have been used [28,29,
30,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38]. The duration of the measurements varied between one 
to four weeks [33,34,35,36,37,38] in some studies while in others it covered the whole 
heating period [28,39]. In one study the occupants were provided a temperature sensor 
with its operating manual and were prompted to install it themselves which could hinder 
the accuracy and credibility of the measured data [34]. Furthermore, in all the above-
mentioned studies data were gathered locally and had to be retrieved manually. Other 
studies used diaries and questionnaires where tenants could fill in the temperatures at 
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specific times of the day as well as other relevant information [40,41]. This probably led to 
large uncertainty as no measurements were performed by measuring equipment and all 
the data were heavily dependent on the occupants’ answers. 

Apart from the problem of improving our knowledge on the actual energy consumption 
of the residential sector and the factors that affect it such as the building envelope, the 
heating and ventilation installations and the occupancy behavior, building scientists, 
designers and policy makers face another challenge. Building performance simulation 
has been established as the most common method in order to assess the theoretical 
energy consumption of dwellings that are under renovation or will be built from the 
start. Despite the growing sophistication and complexity of simulation tools for the 
built environment there are also shortcomings. The reasons for these shortcomings 
could be technical such as false assumptions made by researchers, designers or 
engineers who perform the simulations [10,43]. Furthermore, there could be limited 
information on materials of the building’s envelope (especially for very old buildings). 
Another very important reason is related to misunderstanding or underestimation 
of the role of occupant’s behavior [10,11,12]. Better prediction for the theoretical 
energy performance of buildings is tightly related to taking proper account of occupant 
behavior [10,11,43,44,45] leading to the need for understanding it better.  

The EPBD directive is operational across Europe since 2009, however, little is known 
about the actual efficiency of this policy. There is a lack of publicly accessible databases 
containing the information on the energy label certificates together with the actual 
energy consumption of the dwellings [42]. Studies towards this direction, performed 
in the Netherlands, found that there are discrepancies between the theoretical and 
actual energy consumption of the residential building sector. Particularly, it was found 
that the most efficient dwellings were actually consuming more energy for heating 
than the energy predicted by their energy label while the least efficient dwellings were 
consuming less than the actual prediction of the label [7,42]. 

In order for the EPBD to become more efficient and more effective, it is imperative 
that the theoretical energy consumption of dwellings is predicted as accurately as 
possible. Furthermore, there should be detailed knowledge on the factors that affect 
the real energy consumption. Energy savings will not be realized if there is lack of in 
depth knowledge of the parameters that are causing the energy consumption in the 
first place. Especially for newly built dwellings, in which all the materials used and 
installations are known in detail, the most critical factor that remains in order to have 
a clear view on the actual energy consumption is occupancy, and particularly presence 
patterns and comfort which are in turn related to energy consumption. These last 
mentioned parameters are completely ignored in performance certification in the built 
environment, which is focused mainly on materials and installations [42]. 
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§   1.3	 Problem definition 

Therefore, research should focus on two directions. The first should be dedicated in 
research on the parameters that affect both actual energy consumption and comfort 
in residential dwellings. There is significant potential for research on occupancy 
behavior; little is known on how people interact with the thermostat, what are their 
indoor temperature preferences, which are their clothing and ventilation patterns. New 
smart built environments equipped with sensors could be providing information (as 
frequently as one minute) on environmental parameters such as indoor temperatures, 
CO2, humidity, local air speed, and motion. Furthermore, sensors could provide data 
on clothing patterns, metabolic activity, actions towards thermal comfort (turning 
thermostat up or down, opening or closing windows, having warm showers or 
having a hot or cold drink etc.). This type of detailed data, measured in real time, will 
enable scientists to test further the validity of the comfort models in the residential 
environment, which up to now was very difficult to realize.

The second direction of research should be dedicated to the improvement of 
simulation software delivering the theoretical energy of buildings. Already simulation 
software have undergone huge improvements since they were first introduced. 
Dynamic simulation engines (Energy+, ESP-r, TRYN-SYS etc.) have replaced the older, 
static calculation models, which are still used by most of the EU member states in order 
to calculate the theoretical energy consumption of dwellings. The most important 
input parameters (physical or behavioral) that are affecting the calculated energy 
consumption in the residential environment should be identified and focused on. The 
dynamic software already provide more opportunities for more complex input files with 
more detailed occupancy profiles which are related to presence, thermostat, hot water, 
appliances and lighting use. However, these profiles are generally set up using common 
sense and/or the own perception of the engineer doing the simulation and lack proper 
validation. Furthermore the effect of comfort has not been fully incorporated yet as 
the big data from the future smart environments could be analyzed by appropriate 
algorithms and machine learning applications such as a-priori algorithms and neural 
networks [47]. 
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§   1.4	 Aim of the study

The focus of this study is to contribute towards both the above-mentioned directions 
of research. The first aim is to test the sensitivity of the parameters that affect energy 
consumption and comfort in the residential built environment in a theoretical basis. 
The second aim is to investigate if it would be possible, with the help of a sensor 
rich environment, to validate both prevailing models for indoor comfort, the PMV 
and adaptive model, and explore the dynamics between occupancy behavior, indoor 
comfort and energy consumption in the built environment. Sensor rich environments 
in the residential sector are not present yet in large scale; therefore, this study 
investigates a small, but still significant, sample of dwellings. The aim is not to achieve 
representativeness for the complete residential building sector but to research if the 
methodology of using sensors to gather quantitative and subjective data (related to 
thermal comfort, occupancy behavior, and energy consumption) is promising enough 
and could lead to potential energy savings without compromising the indoor comfort of 
occupants. 

The main research question that this thesis will try to answer is:

“Are the existing indoor comfort models appropriate for use in the residential built 
environment of the Netherlands? How can advances in sensor technology and big 
data gathering contribute to the improvement of the existing models and the balance 
between indoor thermal comfort and energy consumption in the residential sector?" 

TOC



	 33	 Introduction

§   1.5	 Research questions

This section introduces the five main research questions and sub-questions defined for 
this study.

1	 Q1: What are the most critical parameters relating to the building’s physical properties 
and the thermal behavior of occupants on predicting the energy consumption and the 
thermal comfort? 

The energy models that are widely used to predict the theoretical energy consumption 
of buildings are sensitive to particular input parameters. The most sensitive parameters 
should be modeled with detail in order to represent the building as accurately as 
possible [48,49]. In order to improve the prediction quality and accuracy of building 
energy performance it is imperative to understand the effect that each parameter has, 
as well as the effect of the synergies between parameters, in the energy consumption 
of a building and the predicted comfort of occupants. Several studies in the past have 
dealt with sensitivity analysis on the effects of physical parameters on the energy 
consumption of buildings [50,51]. However, parameters related to occupancy behavior 
and energy consumption or predicted comfort have rarely been studied in the context 
of the residential built environment. 

The following sub-questions have emerged from the above research question and will 
all be handled in chapter 2:

–– Which are the most critical (physical and behavioral) parameters that influence 
heating energy use in the residential built environment according to dynamic 
building simulation software? 

–– Which are the most critical parameters that influence the PMV comfort index? 

–– How do the most important parameters for heating and PMV relate to each 
other? Is the sensitivity different for dwellings with different physical qualities 
and different energy classes? 

–– What do the results mean for the modelling techniques for predicting the energy 
consumption in dwellings (simple versus more complicated models)?

2	 Q2: How to perform in-situ and real time measurements of subjective and quantitative 
data related to indoor comfort and occupancy behavior in an easy unobtrusive way in 
the residential built environment, and how do actual comfort parameters relate to each 
other’s and to the reported thermal sensation?
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To answer this research question the hardware and the methodology during the 
Ecommon (Energy and Comfort Monitoring) measurement campaign that took 
place as part of this PhD study under the funding of SusLab [52], Monicair [53] and 
Installaties2020 [54] projects will be explained first. The project demonstrated a 
long period of non-intrusive, in-situ, and real time measurements of quantitative 
(air temperature, relative humidity, CO2 levels and motion) and subjective (thermal 
sensation, metabolic activity, clothing, actions during last half hour related to thermal 
comfort) parameters that affect thermal comfort. 

The following sub-questions will be answered:

–– What are the temperature levels, reported thermal sensations, clothing levels, 
reported actions towards comfort, and activity levels in the sample and do they 
differ according to energy rating of the building and heating system (chapters 3, 
4 & 5).

–– What is the occupants’ temperature perception in relation to the energy rating, 
the ventilation and heating systems of the dwellings? (chapter 3)

–– What is the most common type of clothing worn by the occupants and what is 
their activity level in relation to their thermal sensation? (chapters 3 and 5)

–– Is there a relationship between type of clothing /metabolic activity and the 
thermal sensation? (chapters 3 and 4) 

–– Is there a relationship between type of clothing /metabolic activity and the 
indoor operative temperature? (chapter 3) 

3	 Q3: Are the results from the in-situ and real time measurements in agreement with 
already existing insights from the PMV theory?

Comfort has rarely been researched on site and in actual conditions and in other ways 
than surveys or diaries. The main research question and its sub-questions will try to 
provide insight in the existing models of thermal comfort, particularly the PMV, and 
its success in the prediction of occupants’ thermal comfort in the residential built 
environment.

The following sub-questions will be answered in chapter 3:

–– Which are the neutral temperatures calculated by the PMV method and how do 
they compare to the neutral temperatures derived from the measurements of 
thermal sensation?

–– To what extent does the PMV comfort index agree with the thermal sensation 
reported by the tenants?
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4	 Q4: Are the results from the in-situ and real time measurements in agreement with 
already existing insights from the adaptive comfort theory?

For this research question the in-situ and real time measurement of quantitative 
and subjective data gathered during the Ecommon measurement campaign (see Q2) 
are used. This research question and its sub-questions will try to provide insight in 
the adaptive model theory, and its success in the prediction of occupants’ thermal 
comfort in the residential buildings. As the adaptive model has been incorporated into 
international standards (ASHRAE Standard 55 and EN15225) and is widely used to 
assess the comfort in individual buildings, it is important to know how far the results of 
the model are from the reported thermal sensation of occupants of dwellings.

The following sub-questions have emerged by the above research question and will be 
handled in chapter 4:

–– How successfully does the adaptive model predict occupants’ thermal 
sensations in the residential dwellings that participated in the monitoring 
study?

–– To what extent do outdoor temperatures affect indoor temperature set points, 
clothing and metabolic activity?

–– Which are the most common behavioral adaptations/actions taken by 
occupants to achieve thermal comfort, and how do these relate to the tenants’ 
thermal sensations?

5	 Q5: Could a pattern recognition algorithm using subjective and quantitative data from 
a sensor rich environment, be able to predict occupancy behavior related to thermal 
comfort and energy consumption, and how does the use of these actual patterns 
impact the energy consumption calculated by building energy simulation software? 

This last research question investigates a methodology for predicting occupancy 
behavior related to indoor thermal comfort and energy consumption in residential 
buildings. The Generalized Sequential Pattern recognition algorithm, developed 
originally for the retail industry, has been applied on the Ecommon data in order to 
discover frequently occurring sequences between thermal sensations, actions towards 
improving thermal comfort, clothing, metabolic activity, and indoor temperatures. 
The algorithm was implemented for a period of three hours in the morning and in 
the evening in order to discover possible differences between morning and evening 
behavior. Finally, the Ecommon data were used in dynamic simulations and the 
results were compared to the results of simulations with default occupancy schedules 
provided by the software. 
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The following sub-questions have been formulated and are handled in chapter 5: 

–– Can we implement an unsupervised algorithm as a data driven model for the 
prediction of occupant behavior related to energy consumption and thermal 
comfort in order to:

–– discover the most frequently recorded thermal sensations, actions towards 
thermal comfort, and metabolic activity and clothing levels based on the 
tenants’ recorded data?

–– discover the most frequent occurring sequences among the above 
mentioned items?

–– discover if there are different patterns of behavior at different times of the 
day?

–– Estimate how building energy simulations can be improved by this 
methodology.

§   1.6	 Research outline and methods

The first research question (chapter 2) was answered by performing a Monte Carlo 
sensitivity analysis based on a series of simulations using the dynamic simulation 
software Energy+ in which the input data was varied using random sampling. 
Sensitivity analysis is a widely accepted method for the determination of the most 
influential parameters concerning the energy consumption and comfort in the built 
environment [55]. Its biggest advantage compared to other sensitivity analysis 
techniques is that it also takes into account possible synergies between the various 
parameters, which is very important especially in complex systems such as residential 
buildings that require hundreds of input parameters in order to make a relatively 
accurate simulation. The novelty of this study is related to the parameters that were 
studied in the sensitivity analysis. Quantitative parameters (related to the building 
envelope, indoor environment, heating system, ventilation patterns, and electricity 
consumption) and subjective parameters (related to PMV such as clothing, metabolic 
activity, and actions towards thermal comfort such as the thermostat use) were used 
simultaneously in the Monte Carlo analysis, revealing the most influential parameters 
for energy consumption and comfort (simulated as PMV). The post process analysis 
took place in SPSS and ranked regression analysis was further used in order to obtain 
the coefficients that show the importance of each parameter in the heating energy 
consumption and thermal comfort (PMV). 
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Chapters 3, 4, and 5 deal with the data from the Ecommon measurement campaign. 
Quantitative data (temperature, relative humidity, CO2 and motion) were gathered 
wirelessly every five minutes for a period of six months. Furthermore, subjective data were 
gathered for a period of two weeks with the use of an apparatus especially developed for 
this campaign, called the “comfort dial”, Fig. 2. Occupants could record their thermal 
sensation at any time of the day with this device and add additional information about 
their activities and clothing in a logbook in paper form. Each data record was time 
stamped and time coupled with the quantitative data. In that way we knew the exact time 
for each thermal sensation record and the corresponding indoor temperature, humidity 
and CO2 levels, as well as in which room did this record took place. 

In the fifth chapter, a concept initially developed for the retail industry, in the field of 
market basket analysis, was implemented to be used with the data of the Ecommon 
measurement campaign. The data were fed in an unsupervised (apriori) algorithm and 
the most frequently occurring sequences of thermal sensations, indoor temperature, 
actions towards thermal comfort, metabolic activity, and clothing levels were 
discovered. 

§   1.7	 Data

§   1.7.1	 Ecommon campaign set up  

The sample used in the Ecommon monitoring campaign was restricted to social 
housing due to data availability and prior and ongoing research in the field by 
the author’s research group [59]. Social housing in the Netherlands represents 
approximately one-third of the total residential housing stock and is quite 
representative of the residential housing stock as a whole [60,61,62]. Furthermore, 
housing associations have the energy rating of all their housing stock determined, 
which is not the case with individual owners. The sample had to be divided into A-rated 
and F-rated dwellings, in order to address issues of current energy rating models. In 
fact, A-rated and B-rated dwellings were selected at one extreme and F-rated dwellings 
at the other. F-rated dwellings were selected in preference to G-rated ones, since 
previous studies [60,63] had shown that there are few dwellings in the Netherlands 
with a G energy rating. 
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The method used to calculate the energy rating is described in Dutch building code 
ISSO 82.3 [64] which rates each dwelling on a scale from ‘A++’ (the most efficient) 
to ‘G’. The categories are determined with reference to the energy index, which is 
calculated based on the total primary energy demand (Q total); this represents the 
primary energy consumed for heating, hot water, pumps/ventilators and lighting, after 
subtracting the energy gains from PV cells and/or cogeneration. 

We sent a letter to more than 2,000 addresses, inviting the occupants to participate in 
the study. The response rate was 8.6%, and a careful selection had to be made among 
the households willing to participate in order to maximize the amount of useful data 
that could be collected. We used the SHAERE database developed by Aedes [65], 
the federation of Dutch housing associations, to select respondents based on their 
energy rating and heating system. Fifty-eight dwellings were selected. Finally, due to 
limitations in the monitoring equipment, 32 dwellings were monitored over a 6-month 
period, from October 2014 to April 2015. The final sample is described in Table 1.1. 
The A-rated and B-rated dwellings were divided into those with an electrical heat pump 
coupled with low hydronic floor heating and those with condensing gas boilers. The 
F-rated dwellings all had their old inefficient boilers replaced by new condensing gas 
boilers, apart from three that were still equipped with old gas stoves connected to the 
radiators in the various rooms to provide a central heating system. 

The dwellings were also classified based on their ventilation systems. Eight had 
balanced ventilation, 10 had completely natural ventilation (supply and exhaust) and 
14 had natural air supply and mechanical exhaust (usually in wet rooms and kitchens). 
Details of the ventilation systems of the various dwellings are also given in Table 1.1.
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Table 1.1  Dwellings participating in the Ecommon campaign

NO. ENERGY 
RATING

HEATING 
SYSTEM

VENTILATION SYSTEM NO. OF 
ROOMS

NO. OF OC-
CUPANTS

AVERAGE 
AGE

W001 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 6 1 67

W002 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 5 3 39

W003 A Heat pump Balanced Vent. 4 2 73

W004 A Heat pump Balanced Vent. 4 2 67

W005 A Condensing gas 
boiler

Balanced Vent. 4 1 92

W006 A Condensing gas 
boiler

Balanced Vent. 3 2 77

W007 A Heat pump Balanced Vent. 4 4 31

W008 A Heat pump Balanced Vent. 4 2 25

W010 A Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 7 2 29

W011 A Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 7 2 69

W012 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural Vent. 5 4 40.5

W013 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural Vent. 5 3 53

W014 F Gas stove Natural Vent. 5 1 83

W015 B Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 3 2 25

W016 B Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 4 2 70

W017 B Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 3 1 66

W018 B Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 3 1 61

W019 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural Vent. 5 3 29

W020 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural Vent. 6 2 74

W021 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 4 2 73

W022 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 3 2 64

W023 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural Vent. 4 2 66

W024 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 5 1 72
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Table 1.1  Dwellings participating in the Ecommon campaign

NO. ENERGY 
RATING

HEATING 
SYSTEM

VENTILATION SYSTEM NO. OF 
ROOMS

NO. OF OC-
CUPANTS

AVERAGE 
AGE

W025 F Gas stove Natural Vent. 5 3 43

W026 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural Vent. 4 4 21

W027 F Gas stove Natural Vent. 5 1 67

W028 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 6 2 72

W029 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 3 1 62

W031 F Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 6 3 43

W032 B Condensing gas 
boiler

Natural supply Mech. Exhaust 4 3 39

§   1.7.2	 Data acquisition and equipment

§   1.7.2.1	 Honeywell equipment used to collect indoor climate data

The system used to collect temperature (T), relative humidity (RH), CO2 level and 
presence data was a custom-built combination of sensors developed by Honeywell. 
The temperature, humidity and CO2 sensors were all mounted in a single box that was 
installed in up to four habitable rooms (living room, bedrooms, study and kitchen) in 
each house participating in the measuring campaign. The type, model and accuracy 
of the sensors are shown in Table 1.2. The T, CO2 and RH sensors were not battery 
powered and therefore had to be plugged into a wall socket. The PIR movement 
sensor, on the other hand, was battery powered. Figure 1.1 gives an impression of the 
arrangement of the sensors.

The measuring frequency of all sensors was 5 minutes. The value recorded for each 
5-minute interval was the average of the readings during that interval. Temperatures 
were measured in oC, relative humidity in percentage (%) and CO2 levels in ppm (parts 
per million). The PIR sensor data were in binary form (0 and 1), zero means that no 
movement was detected during the 5-minute interval in question while one means 
that movement was detected at least once during the interval. The presence sensors 
had an automatic correction for pets.
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Table 1.2  Types, models and accuracy of sensors used during the Ecommon measurement campaign

SENSOR TYPE MODEL ACCURACY

CO2 GE Telaire 400 – 1250 ppm: 3% of reading
1250 – 2000 ppm: 5% of reading

Relative Humidity Honeywell HiH5031 +/- 3%

Temperature KT Thermistor 1% per oC

Movement Honeywell IR8M 11 x 12 m (range at 2.3 m mounting height)

a b

Figure 1.1  T, CO2, RH box (a) and movement sensor (b) as used during the Ecommon measurement campaign

§   1.7.2.2	 Subjective data: comfort dial and log book

The Ecommon measurement campaign collected subjective as well as quantitative 
data. Data on perceived comfort levels were collected with the aid of a device developed 
by Delft University of Technology’s Department of Industrial Design under the umbrella 
of the European Interreg project Sustainable Laboratories North West Europe (SusLab) 
[52]. This wireless device, called “comfort dial” (Figure 1.2), allowed the tenants to 
digitally record their perceived thermal comfort level at any time of the day on a 7-point 
scale, from -3 (cold) via 0 (neutral) to +3 (hot). This digital record was afterwards time-
couple to the Honeywell data.
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Figure 1.2  Comfort Dial used to capture perceived comfort levels of tenants during the Ecommon 
measurement campaign

Tenants also received a paper logbook, shown in Figure 1.3. This logbook, like the 
comfort dial, was developed by Delft University of Technology’s Department of 
Industrial Design. It was initially intended to be in online format so that people could 
log on to their computer, smart-phone or tablet and fill in various subjective data 
such as: 

–– Perceived comfort level on the above-mentioned 7-point scale.

–– The room they are occupying when filling in the log (kitchen, living room, bedroom etc.)

–– Clothing combination worn: a choice of six combinations from very light to very warm 
clothing is available; see Figure 1.3 and Table 1.4. 

–– Actions taken during the past half hour relating to comfort and energy consumption, 
such as opening or closing the windows, drinking a cold or hot drink, taking clothes off 
or putting them on, raising or lowering the thermostat setting and having a hot or cold 
shower. 

–– Activity level: lying /sleeping, relaxed sitting, doing light deskwork, walking, jogging, 
running. These activities can then be related to the metabolic rate.

However, we finally used a paper version of the logbook due to a combination of 
financial limitations (not enough tablets available to provide all occupants of the 32 
dwellings with one) and the fact that many participants were elderly and not well 
acquainted with digital technology. 

The occupants of the houses were given the comfort dial for a 2-week period in March 
and early April 2015. The main respondent was asked to use it as often as he or she 
wanted, but at least three times a day (preferably in the morning, midday and evening). 
They also had to fill in the paper log, at least when they were using the comfort dial.
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Figure 1.3  Paper logbook for entry of subjective data

Furthermore, tenants had to fill in a questionnaire during the installation of the 
monitoring equipment, and all dwellings participating in the study were inspected at 
the same time. These two measures provided extra data in household characteristics, 
heating and ventilation patterns and perceived comfort levels.

§   1.7.2.3	 Data storage and management

The data collected by the Honeywell sensors were managed by software developed by 
Honeywell. This software made it possible to select measurement frequency of 1, 5, 
10 or any other number of minutes at any moment. A measurement frequency of 5 
minutes was chosen for this project. 

All the data were wirelessly transmitted from the sensors to a locally installed mini-PC 
on which the Honeywell software was installed. The data were regularly copied from 
this mini-PC to our SQL database at Delft University of Technology. This set-up allowed 
the data to be stored both locally, on the hard drive of the mini-PC, and centrally in 
the database at Delft. Another point worth mentioning is that each Honeywell sensor 
box (containing the temperature, relative humidity and CO2 sensors) also acted as 
a wireless transmitter for the adjacent sensor box, so that one mini-PC could collect 
data from neighboring dwellings. This reduced overall equipment costs for the project. 
Data from the comfort dial were transmitted to the database at Delft University of 
Technology via a connect port and the local internet connection or a 3G network, 
if available.
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§   1.7.2.4	 Occupant survey and inspection list

Occupants were asked to fill in a questionnaire during installation of the sensors in 
their home. The questions asked fell into three categories: 1) general information on 
the participating households, such as household composition, income, age, education 
level; 2) the occupants’ heating, showering and ventilation habits; and 3) overall 
perception of the comfort of the dwellings, see appendix A. 

Furthermore, each dwelling was inspected during the installation of the monitoring 
equipment. The inspection covered the following items, which were relevant to the 
present study: the type of space heating system, type of glazing, the types of ventilation 
present in the dwelling (extraction point in the kitchen, other mechanical ventilation 
usually present in the kitchen or bathroom and balanced ventilation) and information 
on the thermostat: type of thermostat, settings and control program.

The information mentioned in this section appear again in each of the later chapters of 
this thesis as part of the respective published articles in scientific journals.

§   1.8	 Limitations

Like in almost all field studies, the Ecommon measurement campaign had its 
limitations. The selection of the dwellings took place by sending more than 2000 
letters to occupants inviting them to participate in the measurement campaign. 
Despite the reasonable response rate from the tenants (8.6 %), limitations in 
monitoring equipment allowed us to install the sensors in only 32 dwellings. The 
software developed by Honeywell for the management of the quantitative sensors’ 
data could accommodate the sensors of up to six dwellings as long as these dwellings 
were adjusted to each other. In that case, each sensor could also act as a transmitter 
and bounce its data from sensor to sensor until they reach the local mini PC for storage. 
However, the selection of dwellings, did not take place via a housing association that 
could bring on board dwellings that were all sited in the same neighborhood or in the 
same block. The dwellings that responded positively to our plea were scattered all over 
the Den Haag region and rarely two of them were next to each other. The mini PCs that 
acted as local storage depot (before they were wirelessly transmitted to our database) 
could therefore not be used for more than one house. We had in our disposal 32 mini 
PCs that could accommodate the sensors for 192 dwellings if these were close to each 
other. Instead, we were able to gather data from only 32 dwellings. 
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Another limitation had to do with the collection of the subjective data. Initially a 
smartphone/tablet application had been developed in order to capture data on 
thermal sensation, actions towards thermal comfort, clothing and metabolic activity. 
However, due to financial limitations, there were not enough tablets to be handed in 
to the tenants and, furthermore, many of the tenants were old and not so familiar with 
new technology. Therefore, a paper version had to be devised (paper logbook) in order 
to gather the subjective data. This approach of course was crude especially in terms of 
timing. The data recorded by the smartphone application could be easily time coupled 
with the internal timer of the Honeywell sensors that provided the quantitative data. 
On the other hand, in the paper logbook occupants were prompted to fill in the time of 
their data records by drawing a line in the logbooks timeline (Figure 1.3). 

§   1.9	 Structure of the thesis

Table 1.3 summarizes the questions and sub-questions that were researched in this 
thesis. For the first question the analysis and results were based on simulated data 
produced by the Energy+ dynamic simulation software and DesignBuilder, which is 
a graphic interface built for Energy+ and supports many of the simulation engine’s 
features. The rest of the questions and sub questions were answered with the data 
gathered during the Ecommon measurement campaign. 
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RESEARCH QUESTION

Q1: What are the most critical parameters relating to the building’s physical properties and the thermal behavior of occupants on 
predicting the energy consumption and the thermal comfort?

Sub questions Data Chapter

1)	 Which are the most critical (physical and behavioral) parameters that 
influence heating energy use in the residential built environment according 
to dynamic building simulation software?

Simulations (Energy+, 
DesignBuilder, jEplus)

2

2)	 Which are the most critical parameters that influence the PMV 
comfort index?

Simulations (Energy+, 
DesignBuilder, jEplus)

2

3)	 How do the most important parameters for heating and PMV, relate to 
each other? Is the sensitivity different for dwellings with different physical 
qualities and different energy classes?

Simulations (Energy+, 
DesignBuilder, jEplus)

2

4)	 What do the results mean for the modelling techniques for predicting 
the energy consumption in dwellings (simple versus more complicated 
models)?

Simulations (Energy+, 
DesignBuilder, jEplus)

2

RESEARCH QUESTION

Q2: How to perform in-situ and real time measurements of subjective and quantitative data related to indoor comfort and 
occupancy behavior in an easy unobtrusive way in the residential built environment, and how do actual comfort parameters relate 
to each other’s and to the reported thermal sensation?

Sub questions Data Chapter

1)	 What are the temperature levels, reported thermal sensations, 
clothing levels, reported actions towards comfort, and activity levels in the 
sample and do they differ according to energy rating of the building and 
heating system?

Ecommon 3,4, 5

2)	 What is the occupants’ temperature perception in relation to the energy 
rating, the ventilation and heating systems of the dwellings?

Ecommon 3

3)	 What is the most common type of clothing worn by the occupants and 
what is their activity level in relation to their thermal sensation?

Ecommon 3, 5

4)	 Is there a relationship between type of clothing /metabolic activity and 
the thermal sensation?

Ecommon 3, 4

5)	 Is there a relationship between type of clothing /metabolic activity and 
the indoor operative temperature?

Ecommon 3

RESEARCH QUESTION

Q3: Are the results from the in-situ and real time measurements in agreement with already existing insights from the PMV 
theory?

Sub questions Data Chapter

1)	 Which are the neutral temperatures calculated by the PMV method 
and how do they compare to the neutral temperatures derived from the 
measurements of thermal sensation?

Ecommon 3

2)	 To what extent does the PMV comfort index agree with the thermal 
sensation reported by the tenants?

Ecommon 3

>>>
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RESEARCH QUESTION

Q4: Are the results from the in-situ and real time measurements in agreement with already existing insights from the adaptive 
comfort theory?

Sub questions Data Chapter

1)	 How successfully does the adaptive model predict occupants’ thermal 
sensations in the residential dwellings that participated in the monitoring 
study?

Ecommon 4

2)	 To what extent do outdoor temperatures affect indoor temperature set 
points, clothing and metabolic activity?

Ecommon 4

1)	 Which are the most common behavioral adaptations/actions taken 
by occupants to achieve thermal comfort, and how do these relate to the 
tenants’ thermal sensations?

Ecommon 3

RESEARCH QUESTION

Q5: Could a pattern recognition algorithm using subjective and quantitative data from a sensor rich environment, able predict 
occupancy behavior related to thermal comfort and energy consumption, and how can does the use of these actual patterns 
impact the energy consumption calculated by building energy simulation software?

Sub questions Data Chapter

1)	 Can we implement an unsupervised algorithm as a data driven model 
for the prediction of occupant behavior related to energy consumption and 
thermal comfort in order to:
a)	 discover the most frequently recorded thermal sensations, actions 
towards thermal comfort, and metabolic activity and clothing levels based 
on the tenants’ recorded data?
b)	 discover the most frequent occurring sequences among the above 
mentioned items?
c)	 discover if there are different patterns of behavior at different times of 
the day?

Ecommon 5

2)	 How does the use of actual behavioral patterns affect the simulated 
energy use?

Ecommon 5

TOC



	 48	 Thermal comfort and energy related occupancy behavior in Dutch residential dwellings

References
REF. 1.01	 https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/energy-efficiency/buildings
REF. 1.02	 Pérez-Lombard, Luis, José Ortiz, and Christine Pout. “A review on buildings’ energy consumption  

information.” Energy and buildings 40.3 (2008): 394-398.
REF. 1.03	 International Energy Agency, Key World Energy Statistics, 2016.
REF. 1.04	 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/File:Final_energy_consumption,_EU-

28,_2014_(%25_of_total,_based_on_tonnes_of_oil_equivalent)_YB16.png
REF. 1.05	 Energy Information Administration, International Energy Outlook 2016
REF. 1.06	 Directive 2002/91/CE of the European Parliament and of the Council of 16, December 2002 on the energy 

performance of buildings, 2002.
REF. 1.07	 Guerra Santin, O. “Actual energy consumption in dwellings: the effect of energy performance regulations and 

occupant behavior.” Sustainable Urban Areas 33 (2010).
REF. 1.08	 Jeeninga, H., M. Uyterlimde, and J. Uitzinger. “Energy use of energy efficient residences.” Report ECN & 

IVAM (2001).
REF. 1.09	 Lutzenhiser, Loren. “A question of control: alternative patterns of room air-conditioner use.” Energy and Buil- 

dings 18.3 (1992): 193-200.
REF. 1.10	 V.I. Soebarto, T.J. Williamson, Multi-criteria assessment of building performance: theory and implementation, 

Build. Environ. 36 (6) (2001) 681–690.
REF. 1.11	 Yudelson, Greening Existing Buildings, McGraw-Hill New York, 2010.
REF. 1.12	 C.M. Clevenger, J. Haymaker, The impact of the building occupant on energy modeling simulations, In: Joint  

International Conference on Computing and Decision Making in Civil and Building Engineering, Montreal, 
Canada, Citeseer,2006, pp. 1–10. 

REF. 1.13	 Gommans, L. J. “Energy performances of energy efficient buildings.” TVVL magazine (2008): 18-24.
REF. 1.14	 Nieman., “Eindrapportage woonkwaliteit binnenmilieu in nieuwbouwoning.” Report Wu060315aaA4.PK, 

VROM Inspectie Regio Oost, Arnhem (2007). 
REF. 1.15	 Hens, Hugo, Wout Parijs, and Mieke Deurinck. “Energy consumption for heating and rebound effects.” Energy 

and buildings 42.1 (2010): 105-110.
REF. 1.16	 Haas, Reinhard, Hans Auer, and Peter Biermayr. “The impact of consumer behavior on residential energy  

demand for space heating.” Energy and buildings 27.2 (1998): 195-205.
REF. 1.17	 Nicol, Fergus, and Ken Parsons. “Special issue on thermal comfort standards.” Energy and Buildings 34.6 

(2002): 529-532.
REF. 1.18	 Fanger, P. O. “Thermal comfort. Analysis and applications in environmental engineering.” Thermal comfort. 

Analysis and applications in environmental engineering. (1970).
REF. 1.19	 De Dear, Richard J., et al. “Developing an adaptive model of thermal comfort and preference/ 

discussion.” ASHRAE transactions 104 (1998): 145.
REF. 1.20	 De Dear, Richard J., and Gail S. Brager. “Thermal comfort in naturally ventilated buildings: revisions to ASHRAE 

Standard 55.” Energy and buildings 34.6 (2002): 549-561.
REF. 1.21	 Roaf, Sue, et al. “Twentieth century standards for thermal comfort: promoting high energy buildings.” Archi- 

tectural Science Review 53.1 (2010): 65-77.
REF. 1.22	 Yang, Liu, Haiyan Yan, and Joseph C. Lam. “Thermal comfort and building energy consumption implications–a 

review.” Applied Energy 115 (2014): 164-173.
REF. 1.23	 Ioannou, A., and L. C. M. Itard. “Energy performance and comfort in residential buildings: Sensitivity for building 

parameters and occupancy.” Energy and Buildings 92 (2015): 216-233.
REF. 1.24	 De Dear, Richard J. “A global database of thermal comfort field experiments.” ASHRAE transactions 104 (1998): 

1141.
REF. 1.25	 Humphreys, Michael A., and J. Fergus Nicol. “Outdoor temperature and indoor thermal comfort: Raising the  

precision of the relationship for the 1998 ASHRAE database of field studies/Discussion.” Ashrae  
Transactions 106 (2000): 485.

REF. 1.26	 Arens, Edward, et al. “Are ‘class A’ temperature requirements realistic or desirable?.” Building and  
Environment 45.1 (2010): 4-10.

REF. 1.27	 Nicol, J. Fergus, and Michael A. Humphreys. “Adaptive thermal comfort and sustainable thermal standards for 
buildings.” Energy and buildings 34.6 (2002): 563-572.

REF. 1.28	 Santamouris, M., et al. “Freezing the poor—Indoor environmental quality in low and very low income  
households during the winter period in Athens.” Energy and Buildings 70 (2014): 61-70.

TOC



	 49	 Introduction

REF. 1.29	 Jan Gilbertson, et al., Psychosocial routes from housing investment to health: evidence from England’s home 
energy efficiency scheme, Energy Policy 49(2012) 122–133.

REF. 1.30	 Shipworth Michelle, et al., Central heating thermostat settings and timing: building demographics, Build. Res. 
Inf. 38.1 (2010) 50–69.

REF. 1.31	 Oreszczyn Tadj, et al., Determinants of winter indoor temperatures in low income households in England,  
Energy Build. 38.3 (2006) 245–252.

REF. 1.32	 A.J. Summerfield, et al., Milton Keynes Energy Park revisited: changes in internal temperatures and energy 
usage, Energy Build. 39.7 (2007) 783–791.

REF. 1.33	 Yohanis, Yigzaw Goshu, and Jayanta Deb Mondol Annual variations of temperature in a sample of UK dwellings, 
Appl. Energy 87.2 (2010) 681–690.

REF. 1.34	 Emma J. Hutchinson, et al., Can we improve the identification of cold homes for targeted home energy-efficiency 
improvements? Appl. Energy 83.11(2006) 1198–1209.

REF. 1.35	 Barbhuiya, Saadia, and Salim Barbhuiya Thermal comfort and energy consumption in a UK educational building, 
Build. Environ. 68 (2013) 1–11.

REF. 1.36	 Sung H. Hong, et al., A field study of thermal comfort in low-income dwellings in England before and after energy 
efficient refurbishment, Build. Environ.(2009) 1223–1236.

REF. 1.37	 M. Kavgic, et al., Characteristics of indoor temperatures over winter for Belgrade urban dwellings: indications of 
thermal comfort and space heating energy demand, Energy Build. 47 (2012) 506–514.

REF. 1.38	 Singh Manoj Kumar, Sadhan Mahapatra, S.K. Atreya, Thermal performance study and evaluation of comfort 
temperatures in vernacular buildings of North-East India, Build. Environ. 45.2 (2010) 320–329.

REF. 1.39	 Marc. Delghust, Improving the predictive power of simplified residential space heating demand models: a field 
data and model driven study, Diss. Ghent Univ. (2015).

REF. 1.40	 John D. Healy, J. Peter, Clinch Fuel poverty, thermal comfort and occupancy: results of a national household- 
survey in Ireland, Appl. Energy 73.3 (2002)329–343.

REF. 1.41	 Critchley Roger, et al., Living in cold homes after heating improvements: evidence from Warm-Front, England’s 
Home Energy Efficiency Scheme, Appl. Energ. 84.2 (2007) 147–158.

REF. 1.42	 Majcen, Dasa. “Predicting energy consumption and savings in the housing stock: A performance gap analysis in 
the Netherlands.” (2016).

REF. 1.43	 Dell’Isola, Alphonse, and Stephen J. Kirk. Life cycle costing for facilities. Vol. 51. RSMeans, 2003.
REF. 1.44	 Azar, Elie, and Carol C. Menassa. “Agent-based modeling of occupants and their impact on energy use in  

commercial buildings.” Journal of Computing in Civil Engineering 26.4 (2011): 506-518.
REF. 1.45	 Peschiera, Gabriel, John E. Taylor, and Jeffrey A. Siegel. “Response–relapse patterns of building occupant 

electricity consumption following exposure to personal, contextualized and occupant peer network utilization 
data.” Energy and Buildings 42.8 (2010): 1329-1336.

REF. 1.46	 Rasooli, Arash, Laure Itard, and Carlos Infante Ferreira. “A response factor-based method for the rapid in-situ 
determination of wall’s thermal resistance in existing buildings.” Energy and Buildings 119 (2016): 51-61.

REF. 1.47	 Kalogirou, Soteris A. “Applications of artificial neural-networks for energy systems.” Applied energy 67.1 (2000): 
17-35.

REF. 1.48	 Lam, Joseph C., Kevin KW Wan, and Liu Yang. “Sensitivity analysis and energy conservation measures  
implications.” Energy Conversion and Management 49.11 (2008): 3170-3177.

REF. 1.49	 Lam, Joseph C., and Sam CM Hui. “Sensitivity analysis of energy performance of office buildings.” Building and 
Environment 31.1 (1996): 27-39.

REF. 1.50	 Wang, Jiangjiang, et al. “Sensitivity analysis of optimal model on building cooling heating and power  
system.” Applied energy 88.12 (2011): 5143-5152.

REF. 1.51	 Saporito, A., et al. “Multi-parameter building thermal analysis using the lattice method for global  
optimisation.” Energy and buildings 33.3 (2001): 267-274.

REF. 1.52	 http://suslab.eu
REF. 1.53	 http://www.monicair.nl 
REF. 1.54	 http://installaties2020.weebly.com
REF. 1.55	 Lomas, Kevin J., and Herbert Eppel. “Sensitivity analysis techniques for building thermal simulation  

programs.” Energy and buildings 19.1 (1992): 21-44. 
REF. 1.56	 Peeters, Leen, et al. “Thermal comfort in residential buildings: Comfort values and scales for building energy 

simulation.” Applied Energy 86.5 (2009): 772-780.

TOC



	 50	 Thermal comfort and energy related occupancy behavior in Dutch residential dwellings

REF. 1.57	 Van der Linden, A. C., et al. “Adaptive temperature limits: A new guideline in The Netherlands: A new approach 
for the assessment of building performance with respect to thermal indoor climate.” Energy and buildings 38.1 
(2006): 8-17. 

REF. 1.58	 Filippidou, Faidra, Nico Nieboer, and Henk Visscher. “Energy efficiency measures implemented in the Dutch 
non-profit housing sector.” Energy and Buildings 132 (2016): 107-116.

REF. 1.59	 van den Brom, Paula, Arjen Meijer, and Henk Visscher. “Performance gaps in energy consumption: household 
groups and building characteristics.” Building Research & Information (2017): 1-17.

REF. 1.60	 Majcen, D., L. C. M. Itard, and H. Visscher. “Theoretical vs. actual energy consumption of labelled dwellings in 
the Netherlands: Discrepancies and policy implications.” Energy policy 54 (2013): 125-136.

REF. 1.61	 Majcen, Daša, Laure Itard, and Henk Visscher. “Statistical model of the heating prediction gap in Dutch  
dwellings: Relative importance of building, household and behavioral characteristics.” Energy and Buildings 105 
(2015): 43-59.

REF. 1.62	 Majcen, Daša, Laure Itard, and Henk Visscher. “Actual heating energy savings in thermally renovated Dutch 
dwellings.” Energy Policy 97 (2016): 82-92.

REF. 1.63	 Guerra-Santin, Olivia, and Laure Itard. “Occupants’ behavior: determinants and effects on residential heating 
consumption.” Building Research & Information 38.3 (2010): 318-338.

REF. 1.64	 ISSO, 2009. ISSO 82.3 Publication Energy Performance Certificate—Formula Structure (Publicatie 82.3  
Handleiding EPA-W (Formulestructuur’), Senternovem, October 2009.

REF. 1.65	 Aedes (2014). Rapportage energiebesparingsmonitor SHAERE 2013. www.aedes.nl/binaries/downloads/ 
energie-en-duurzaamheid/rapportage-shaere-2013.pdf

REF. 1.66	 Poortinga, Wouter, Linda Steg, and Charles Vlek. “Values, environmental concern, and environmental behavior: 
A study into household energy use.” Environment and behavior 36.1 (2004): 70-93.

REF. 1.67	 Gram-Hanssen, Kirsten, Casper Kofod, and K. Nærvig Petersen. “Different everyday lives: different patterns of 
electricity use.” 2004 ACEEE Summer study on energy efficiency in buildings. 2004.

REF. 1.68	 Brager, Gail S., and Richard J. De Dear. “Thermal adaptation in the built environment: a literature review.” Energy 
and buildings 27.1 (1998): 83-96.

REF. 1.69	 J. Jensen, Measuring consumption in households: interpretations and strategies, Ecological Economics 68 (1–2) 
(2008) 353–361.

REF. 1.70	 De Dear, Richard. “Revisiting an old hypothesis of human thermal perception: alliesthesia.” Building Research & 
Information 39.2 (2011): 108-117.

TOC




