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Abstract: The authors studied the impact of indoor air humidity in the range of 60% to 90% on
building user perception in the temperature range of 26 to 28 ◦C. The research thesis was put forward
that the impact of humidity on indoor air quality dissatisfaction of building users in a warm and
humid indoor environment is greater than that indicated in thermal comfort models. The presented
experiment examined the indoor air quality perception of n = 28 subjects in the test chamber of a nearly
zero energy building under ten environmental conditions, together with a thermal comfort assessment.
The authors developed an experimental relation for predicting building users’ satisfaction based on
the Weber–Fechner law, where the predicted percentage of dissatisfied users (PD) is determined by
means of air enthalpy (h), PD = f(h). The obtained results confirmed the sated thesis. Additionally,
the intersection points of the experimental function and isotherms resulting from the Fanger model
are presented, where the thermal comfort assessment starts to indicate lower user dissatisfaction
results than experimental values. The authors recommend the experimental equation for humid air
enthalpies in the range of 50 to 90 kJ/kg. The indoor air quality assessment based on the enthalpy
value is simple and can be used to determine the overall Indoor Environmental Quality index of a
building (IEQindex).

Keywords: indoor air quality; IAQ; enthalpy; humidity; thermal comfort; TC; dissatisfaction; panel
tests; nearly zero energy building; NZEB; indoor environmental quality; IEQ

1. Introduction

1.1. Literature Review

People are constantly exposed to the indoor environment of buildings, which is crucial for human
thermoregulation and respiratory process; consequently, people’s reactions reflect the level of indoor air
parameters. The impact of the indoor environment is responsible for people’s health, psychophysical
state and influences behavioural change, concentration and work efficiency. As early as 1936, Yaglou [1]
considered the effect of temperature and humidity on people in a study for American Society of
Heating, Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) on ventilation requirements. To
date, both parameters are considered to be the most important elements impacting the satisfaction
of building users. Strategies based on the physical measurements of the indoor environment allow
to take the necessary steps to ensure adequate indoor human comfort [2]. Since the beginning of the
twentieth century, many environmental variables such as temperature, black ball temperature, relative
humidity, air velocity, radiation and others have helped determine various indoor thermal comfort
indicators [3]. Each variable, however, can show a dominant effect in certain situations, not necessarily
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additive or linear. For example, humidity is indicated as a determinant of user satisfaction in hot
and humid environments [4]. There are differences between the values selected by various authors
as comfort conditions and the indicators used, e.g., operative temperature and humidity, effective
temperature (ET*), Standard Effective Temperature (SET*), as well as black globe probe and humidity,
black globe humidity index [5] and others. Also, the final parameters expressing the comfort of users
due to the temperature and humidity in rooms in various publications are different. These include:
thermal sensation vote (TSV), predicted mean vote (PMV), humidity sensation vote (HSV), thermal
comfort index (TC), thermal comfort vote (TCV), thermal/humidity acceptance (THAV), percentage
dissatisfied (PD), perceived indoor quality (PAQ), indoor air acceptability (ACC) and indoor air quality
index (IAQ). The authors, like most researchers, tend to express building comfort parameters in % of
satisfaction. The difficulty in transferring theoretical models to real conditions in nearly zero energy
buildings (NZEB) creates a constant need to validate various comfort models taking into account very
specific parameters of building, indoor condition specifications and scenarios of use [6].

The impact of humidity on human thermal and indoor air quality perception in hot and humid
environments has been studied in several works in the previous years with various parameters
and indicators. The use of enthalpy in studies of indoor perceptions has been carried out so far by
using two main separate approaches. Most scientists have focused on the effects of temperature and
humidity on people’s thermal perception, where enthalpy was only a side indicator. Other researchers
have analysed the direct impact of humidity and temperature on air quality perception. In fact,
any research known to us did not study these two perception effects simultaneously in NZEBs with
determination of the applicability ranges of these two approaches. Fang [7] argued that in higher
temperatures and humidity, the respiratory cooling system is insufficient, so the air can be perceived
as stuffy and uncomfortable. The linear correlation between air acceptability and enthalpy observed
by Fang indicates that respiratory cooling is necessary for an acceptable perception of air quality. Also,
Toftum [8] studied the thermal perception of comfort felt due to the human respiratory cooling system
on a group of panellists in order to test air quality. His experiment led to almost the same conclusions.
The correlation between air freshness and humidity was also found by Berglund and Cain [9]. When
the respiratory cooling effect drops to a certain level (humidity and temperature, in practice enthalpy),
the air will be perceived as bad, regardless of whether it is clean or contaminated. What is interesting is
that Berglund even considered the possibility of supplying cool and dry air to alleviate the perception
of poor air quality, without removing contaminants. Fang’s team [7] found a correlation between the
acceptance of air pollution by panel members and enthalpy, which represents the energy content of air
humidity. In the five tested levels of selected pollutants in the air (temperature ranges: 18, 23 and 28 ◦C,
and relative humidity (RH) ranges: 30%, 50% and 70%), there were highly significant linear regressions
of acceptability against the enthalpy of the evaluated air at five levels of pollution. At low enthalpy
(low temperature and humidity), the level of contamination was a key factor in the perception of air
quality, and air pollution was less important for the perceived air quality as air enthalpy increased.
In addition to some enthalpy level, for example at 28 ◦C and relative humidity 70%, temperature
and humidity synergy were found to be the key determinants of perceived air quality. In this case,
air was perceived as unacceptable, regardless of whether it was clean or not. In our article, we are
interested in humid air without pollutants. A simple linear model was presented based on the results
of Fang. The linear model of indoor air acceptability as a function of enthalpy using the following
Equation (1) is:

ACC = a·h + b (1)

where, ACC is indoor air acceptability (takes values from sensory test −1 to 1, where −1 is completely
unacceptable, 1 is fully acceptable), h is air enthalpy (kJ/kg), and a and b are linear regression coefficients
different for specific air pollution levels. For clean air, the relationship was found to be as follows (2):

ACC = −0.033·h + 1662 (2)
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Air acceptability (2) can be transformed using the Wargocki transformation into the percentage
dissatisfied PD_Fang in % using the formula provided in Reference [10] (3):

PD_Fang =
100

1 + 1
exp(−4.28·ACC+0.42)

(3)

According to authors, analysing a building’s comfort using a percentage of dissatisfied PD offers
many benefits. Various elements of the assessed indoor comfort can be integrated and the indicator is
easily understood with the model IEQ developed by our team in Building Research Institute (ITB) [11],
with the logistic regression IEQ model verified in Hong Kong [12] and with a literature review of the
IEQ models creation [13]. The PD indicator can be used to designate indoor environmental quality
index (IEQ) and for a building’s certification [14].

Toftum’s team [15,16] investigated the effect of humidity and temperature of inhaled air on
perceived air acceptability. The air inhaled by subjects was rated as warmer and less acceptable with
increasing air humidity and temperature. They developed a model that predicts the percentage of
people dissatisfied with insufficient respiratory cooling depending on the actual evaporative and
convective cooling of the airways (see Equation (4)). Both the temperature and humidity of the inhaled
air had an impact on human perception of thermal breath sensitivity, freshness and acceptability.
Respondents perceived inhaled air as cooler and more acceptable at lower temperatures and humidity.
The results of this study confirmed the hypothesis that the perception of excess humidity is associated
with the respiratory cooling system. Toftum’s work resulted in a model for predicting the percentage
of dissatisfaction with reduced respiratory cooling. The model is based on assessments of air at
temperatures (ta) in the range of 20 to 29 ◦C and vapour pressure (pa) in the range of 1000 Pa to 3000 Pa.
Enthalpy was in the range of 50 to 80 kJ/kg. The results, in accordance to Equation (4), indicate a rapid
increase in dissatisfaction level with an increase in enthalpy above the 55 kJ/kg value:

PD_Toftum =
100

1 + exp[−3.58 + 0.18·(30− ta) + 0.14·(42.5− 0.01·pa)]
(4)

Another direction of using enthalpy for indoor comfort tests has been determined partly by the
researchers dealing with the classic perception of thermal comfort. Thermal comfort is a condition in
which a person feels that their body is in a state of natural heat balance, i.e., it feels neither warmth
nor cold. The main research on thermal comfort was conducted by Fanger [17,18]. The results of his
research became the basis for the development of the international standard (ISO) 7730 standard [19] on
the analytical determination and interpretation of thermal comfort using the calculation of PMV and PD
indicators and criteria of local thermal comfort and any other interesting articles validating the model,
e.g., Reference [6]. PD is an indicator related to thermal comfort in indoor environments [20], finding
use in the engineering assessment of the thermal comfort of rooms, this is the expected percentage
of dissatisfaction with the thermal conditions in the room. People who choose −3, −2, +2, +3 on the
predicted mean vote scale (PMV) during the experiment are considered dissatisfied with the thermal
comfort in the room. PMV for nearly zero energy buildings is converted into PD in % according to the
author’s empirical formula [6] from the experiment validating the Fanger model:

PD = 100 − 99.9·exp(−0.0355·PMV4
− 0.242·PMV2) (5)

The PMV model is based on the identification of skin temperature and sweating rate required for
optimal comfort conditions, based on experimental data and literature e.g., from Rohles and Nevins [21].
Thermal comfort has been characterised by taking into account the parameters of the environment and
the human body, using models of extended heat transfer. Increased dissatisfaction according to model
(4) is significantly higher than in classic models of thermal comfort based on Fanger’s model (5). These
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indicate the considerable importance and potential of including this approach for planning nearly zero
energy buildings assessments.

Further research on the Fanger model included the process of adapting people to thermal
conditions. Van Hoof et al. [22] have reviewed thermal comfort models for indoor applications
from the second half of the 1990s to 2010. Djongyang [23] reviewed the contribution of the adaptive
model approach, addressing the behavioural and psychological adaptation of people in an indoor
environment. Halawa and van Hoof [24] have reviewed the adaptive model approach. Croitoru [25]
refers in more detail to human thermophysiological models and adaptive psychological models, again
promoting the combination of the human body thermoregulation model with the numerical approach
as the most effective tool for assessing thermal comfort in an indoor environment. Air humidity was
addressed by ASHRAE, which developed a standard for building comfort requirements. The standard
is known as ASHRAE Standard 55: 2017 [26]. The purpose of this standard is to define a combination
of indoor thermal environmental and personal factors that create thermal environmental conditions,
which are acceptable to most residents in the building space. One of the most recognisable features
of the Standard 55 is the “ASHRAE Comfort Zone” presented on a modified psychrometric chart.
The standard allows the use of thermal comfort charts in places where people have certain levels of
activity that cause a metabolic rate in the range of 1.0 to 1.3 met (kcal/kg/hour), and where clothes
provide thermal insulation from 0.5 clo to 1.0 clo (1 clo = 0.155 m2 K/W). The comfort zone is based on
PMV values from −0.5 to +0.5. Enthalpy recognised by ASHRAE as comfortable is in the range of 35 to
55 kJ/kg in winter and 40 to 60 kJ/kg in summer.

The results on human perception to high humidity in higher temperatures, as provided in
Reference [27], indicated that the impact of humidity on human responses was significant and
increased with an increase in air temperature when the relative humidity was above 70%. The indoor
comfort in hot–humid conditions was also studied by Kleber and Wagner [28]. A total of 136 subjects
were tested in a climate chamber with specific hot–humid conditions in a test facility at the Karlsruhe
Institute of Technology. Nine experimental conditions with high operative temperature and different
relative humidity levels (26, 28 and 30 ◦C combined with 50%, 65% and 80% humidity) were studied.
The significant influence of air humidity on indoor air quality and thermal perception was found.
The acceptability of indoor air quality under temperatures of 26 to 30 ◦C and RH of 60% to 80% was
also studied by He et al. from Hunan University [29]. The authors confirmed a significant increase
in dissatisfaction level for higher humidity. In Reference [30], Jing et al. studied the influence of
relative humidity on thermal comfort in an environmental chamber. Twenty subjects were exposed to
nine combinations of humidity and temperatures. Once again, higher humidity had a negative effect
on the subjects’ thermal comfort. Zhai [31] examined the effects of air movement from ceiling fans
on subjective thermal comfort and perceived air quality for hot–humid environments. In a climate
chamber controlled at three temperatures (26, 28 and 30 ◦C) and two relative humidity levels (RH 60%
and 80%), sixteen subjects dressed in summer clothing (0.5 clo) were exposed to seven levels of air
speed ranging from 0.05 m/s to 1.8m/s. The subjects were asked to evaluate thermal sensation, comfort
and perception of indoor air quality. Without air movement, the unacceptable limit established by
the ASHRAE standard 55 was reached very quickly even with moderate humidity. In Reference [32],
Buonocore studied naturally ventilated building environments to evaluate the influence of relative
humidity and air speed on the occupants’ thermal perception. Indoor environmental variables were
measured alongside questionnaires, focusing on thermal environment and air movement evaluation.
The results indicated that relative humidity had a significant negative impact on thermal perception.
Rana [33] used subjective responses in surveys as grounds to validate the performance of the thermal
comfort prediction. The results confirm that humidity index may be an important predictor of indoor
comfort at high humidity. The impact of humidity on the comfort of building users is also analysed in
the literature on human comfort [34].

The relationship between indoor air humidity and the humidity of the partitions and walls
that are not discussed in this publication have been presented and discussed by Kaczorek [35] and
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Krause [36,37]. Air humidity also has a significant impact on the building’s energy consumption,
which was, for example, discussed by Gawin [38].

In the Discussion Section, the authors refer to studies focused on sensory comfort evaluation tests,
and the results are compared.

1.2. Research Hypothesis

In Reference [39], research focused on tropical climates found that the International standard
for indoor climate, ISO 7730 based on Fanger’s predicted mean vote (PMV/PD) equations, does not
adequately describe comfortable conditions in a wide spectrum of temperatures and humidity. This
paper presents some of the evidence and suggests ways in which ISOs are failing in determining the
implications of air humidity. The direct impact of air humidity on air quality has been studied in a
relatively small number of papers. The perception of IEQ in hot humid conditions was studied in
References [7,15] in ventilated ecological houses [40] and in a climate test facility [28], where for higher
temperatures and humidity, the dissatisfaction of users with indoor air quality (respiratory cooling)
is higher than the discomfort associated with the thermal sensation. Taking this into consideration,
the authors’ intention was to analyse the actual humidity impact on the perception of building
occupants in an experimental study, taking place in a test chamber located in a low-energy building.
The authors believe that air enthalpy is the most suitable indicator for determining the effects of
humidity on user comfort (as a percentage of dissatisfaction with IAQ) at selected conditions. Related
studies on the impact of humidity on air quality have usually been carried out using a method in which
users inhaled air with specified pollutants, vapour gradients and varying temperatures (also without
indoor pollutants) [7,15]. The authors of this article put forward the thesis that one should not conduct
experimental tests of actual thermal comfort and air quality of the indoor environment separately
because indoor air discomfort in hot and humid environments may be higher than thermal discomfort.
Example results of the percentage of dissatisfied PD estimated in the enthalpy function resulting from
the Fanger model and the ISO 7730 standard based on general human thermal balance (PD_ISO7730,
Table 1) and results obtained in models based on thermal sensations resulting from respiratory cooling
comfort models (PD_Fang, PD_Toftum, Table 1) [7,15] differ significantly (especially for higher enthalpies),
as shown in Table 1 for selected temperatures, humidity and calculated enthalpy values (clothing
level = 0.6 clo, metabolic rate = 1.1 met). Enthalpy (h) and PD for sample temperatures and humidity
are obtained by the Monte Carlo simulation and related model implementation. Based on Table 1, it
can be concluded that for rooms with increased air enthalpy, the Fanger thermal comfort model may
not be suitable for the overall indoor human comfort assessment. Significant discomfort occurs due
to the comfort associated with air quality. This research subject was analysed in this paper by the
experimental approach.

Taking into consideration the differences of up to several dozen percent in the results of the
expected percentage of indoor environment dissatisfaction (Table 1, air quality versus thermal comfort),
the authors decided to conduct an experiment in order to empirically analyse the humidity impact on
human comfort under comparable boundary conditions. In the indoor environment of the building,
almost zero energy-specific conditions with increased humidity and temperature were identified,
enabling the use of surveys to determine the percentage dissatisfied.

The authors hypothesise that it is possible to express the percentage of dissatisfaction in conditions
of increased humidity and temperature as the function, probably logarithmic as the Weber–Fechner
law, of the enthalpy stimulus. The hypothesis originates in the science of the physiology of the human
body, for which the universal Weber–Fechner law should apply [41,42]:

R = k·ln(S) (6)

where R is the human perceptual variable related to stimulus, S is the stimulus of the environment
causing the response and k is the ratio of proportionality. The authors’ intention is to check
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experimentally whether in an indoor hot and humid environment Equation (6) can be used where
enthalpy is an important stimulus (Equation (7)):

PD_exp = k· ln (
h

hth
) (7)

where PD_exp is the percentage of dissatisfaction with the enthalpy (%), h is the actual enthalpy (kJ/kg)
and hth is the border neutral enthalpy for user perception (kJ/kg).

Table 1. Percent dissatisfied (PD) estimated for three human comfort models for selected indoor
environment data (Monte Carlo method), where PD_ISO7730 values are estimated using the Fanger
thermal comfort model, PD_Toftum is estimated using the indoor air acceptance model (4) and PD_Fang
is estimated using the indoor air acceptance model—Equations (2) and (3) (under the assumptions: air
speed < 0.1 m/s, 0.6 clo, 1.1 met, ta = tmr).

ta
◦C

RH
%

h 1

kJ/kg
PD_ISO7730

%
PD_Toftum

%
PD_Fang

%

26 50 53 8 32 39
27 50 56 15 40 50
28 50 58 26 48 58
26 60 58 9 43 58
27 60 61 18 52 65
28 60 65 30 61 69
26 70 64 11 55 68
27 70 67 21 64 73
28 70 71 34 73 76
26 80 70 13 66 75
27 80 73 24 75 78
28 80 77 39 82 80
26 90 75 15 76 79
27 90 79 27 83 81
28 90 83 44 88 83
29 90 88 62 92 85

1 For enthalpy calculation, the Magnus–Tetens and Clausius–Clapeyron approximation was used as the accepted
method in climatology.

Hypothetically, it is assumed that the enthalpy neutral for users (hth) is in the range of 50 to
55 kJ/kg, which has to be confirmed by tests. The authors hypothesise that the Fanger model applies
only to the threshold/neutral enthalpy value, and that the above models similar to Fang and Toftum are
valid for a general comfort assessment. Also, Jokl [43] conducted research on the introduction of the
Weber–Fechner law to assess thermal comfort but he did not confirm the relationship experimentally.

2. Materials and Methods

The main research objective is to express the percentage of user dissatisfaction in conditions of
increased humidity and temperature in indoor building environment as the function of air enthalpy,
PD = f(h), by experimental evaluation. Based on the hypothesis, the authors set out to empirically
determine the role of enthalpy in indoor comfort models by sensory evaluation tests undertaken in the
NZEB building.

2.1. Research Scheme and Approach

For illustrative purposes, the authors provide a research scheme in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The assumptions and steps of the experiment.

2.2. Experimental Facilities

The test on users’ perception of indoor air quality in hot and humid environments at NZEB office
buildings was carried out in the experimental chamber of a nearly zero energy building (Central
Europe), designed for physics tests in “in situ” conditions. Figure 2 shows a test functionality of the
test chamber. The test room is thermally and acoustically insulated from the rest of the building. It is
mainly warmed by heated walls and floors, and by a fan coil unit, which may additionally heat air if
necessary. Building Management System (BMS) allows to control the room and wall temperatures,
humidity, the number of exchanges and the concentration of CO2 in the air. Additional humidity
generating devices (M1–M3) were located in the room to help maintain a high level of humidity (RH >

70%). A total of 14 subjects could be in the room at each test.
The main measurement system (MC point at Figure 2) of the indoor environment was set up

in front of the panel group. In addition, several testing sets were used by the authors to determine
the homogeneity of thermal conditions in the room. The ventilation rate was about one air exchange
per hour. The respondents answered questions (votes) in artificial light: 450 ± 50 lux. The measured
CO2 concentration level (for tests) did not exceed 1000 ± 30 ppm. The measured Total Volatile
Organic Compounds (TVOC) air concentration levels did not exceed 150 ± 36 µg/m3. Throughout the
test, the authors took the necessary measures and actions to remove the potential asymmetry of the
temperature field, air flow and humidity in the chamber, “quasi-stabilising” the indoor conditions
before each test and maintaining the continuity of conditions during the test. The air speed was set at
0.1 ± 0.05 m/s. The difference between radiant temperature and air temperature was controlled “online”
by a building management system (BMS) as less than ±1 ◦C. The measured vertical air temperature
gradient was less than ±1 ◦C between the floor and the head of a seated person. The temperatures
in the laboratory room changed by no more than ±1 ◦C at each test point. This was ensured by the
heating of the walls and floor in the test room.
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Figure 2. Chamber for measuring indoor comfort (where 1–14 are seats for participants in the sensory
tests, M1–M3 are devices for generating high humidity, and MC is the location of microclimate sensors).

Outdoor conditions were monitored throughout the experiment, but the authors made an
assumption that the variability of atmospheric conditions does not influence the specific results of the
experiment in a statistically significant way and a test chamber of NZEB is sufficiently well insulated
from the outdoor environment.

2.3. Enthalpy Determination Method

The enthalpy value, h, in kJ/kg was determined for all temperature and humidity conditions (ten
tests). Enthalpy, h, was calculated on the basis of measured air temperature (ta) and humidity (RH)
using the ideal gas law, as follows:

h = ha + w·hg (8)

where:

ha = 1.006 · ta, dry air enthalpy,
hg = water vapour enthalpy,
ta = measured air temperature,
w = 0.622·Pa/(P0 − Pa), humidity factor,
w·hg = w·(2501 + 1.805·ta), water vapour enthalpy multiplied by the humidity factor,
Pa = RH/100 · PS, partial pressure of water vapour,
Ps = 610.94 · exp (17.625 · ta/(ta + 243.04)), saturation vapour pressure (Pa), and
P0 = atmospheric pressure.

In the designed test condition, the calculated enthalpy values were in the range of 50 to 90 kJ/kg.

2.4. Thermal Comfort Model-Measurements

The level of thermal discomfort was also determined in the experiment using a measuring device.
PMV and PD were calculated in accordance to ISO 7730 for each sensory test. PMV/PD are reference
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parameters for thermal environmental assessment, as provided in standard EN 16798-1 [44]. PMV is a
function of measured physical parameters as presented:

PMV = f ( ta, tmr, va, pv M, Icl) (9)

where ta is the measured indoor air temperature (◦C), tmr is the radiant temperature (◦C), va is the
measured air velocity (m/s), pv is the water vapour partial pressure (Pa), M is the human metabolic
rate (W/m2) and Icl is the human clothing insulation (m2 K/W). All these parameters were measured
and determined. The clothing level of was calculated at 0.6 clo, and metabolic rate was set at 1.1 met.
The measurement methodology was based on ISO 7726. In practice, the values of PMV and PD_ISO7730
were obtained by measurement equipment but for validation purposes, they were re-calculated using
the web tool found at http://comfort.cbe.berkeley.edu/EN of the Centre for the Built Environment,
University of California, Berkeley. The obtained PD_ISO7730 results using the normative ISO method
formed the basis for comparing the thermal comfort model with experimental results obtained from
the assessment of indoor air quality perception.

2.5. Air Perception Sensory Evaluation Tests—Vote

The survey evaluation involved 28 subjects, students of the University of Technology, in two
sessions (day 1 and day 2) on 7 November and 9 December 2019. The panellists group was ethnically
homogeneous, with variation 100% white Caucasian. 20% were men and 80% women; however, gender
differences were not included in the results discussion. The authors assume that the perception of
comfort depends on body parameters and not on gender directly. The participants signed their consent
to participate in the tests and declared their health state and anthropometric parameters prior to the
tests. The anthropometric data characterising the panel group is provided in Table 2.

Table 2. Anthropometric data of tested panel groups with expanded uncertainty at the confidence level
of 1 − α = 0.95.

Group Gender Group
Size

Age
(years)

Height
(cm)

Body Weight
(kg)

Skin Surface
“DuBois” (m2)

Body Mass
Index

Clothing
Insulation (clo)

Academic
youth Mean 28 23 ± 1 167 ± 8 62 ± 10 1.8 ± 0.3 22 ± 4 0.6 ± 0.1

The panellists group had a BMI of 22 ± 4. The neutral limit of body weight is in the range of 18.5
< BMI < 24.9. The value of clothing’s thermal resistance (clo) between women and men was averaged
and calculated. The fact that some women have long hair and wear extra underwear (like bras) was
included in the uncertainty estimation. Subjects were wearing long trousers, short-sleeved shirts and
shoes, which provides an insulation of clothes (Iclo) at 0.6 ± 0.1 clo. The performed physical activity
was set as 1.1 ± 0.15 met (semi-active sitting/working in a seated position). The group remained
air-conditioned in neutral conditions (N, Figure 3) before each test at PMV = −0.1; ta = 23 ◦C, RH =

40%. The respondents evaluated their comfort perception in writing using the air acceptance vote
considering temperature and humidity. The provided question was: determine using a 4-degree scale
whether prevailing air conditions including actual humidity and temperature are comfortable for work,
where 0 = neutral (comfortable), 1 = just comfortable, 2 = just not comfortable, 3 = not comfortable.
Participants knew that air quality would be tested for different temperatures and humidity, but no
values were given for actual parameters. Voting took place after about 15 minutes of being in the tested
conditions in accordance to the experimental timetables (Figures 3 and 4). After each vote, the subjects
returned to thermally neutral conditions (second room). Due to the number of voting places in the
test room (maximum of 14), the panel group was divided into two smaller A and B groups voting
at 15-minute intervals under the same temperature conditions. On day 1, in group A, there were 12
panellists, while in group B there were 11. On day 2, there were 14 panellists in groups A and B (n =

http://comfort.cbe.berkeley.edu/EN
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28). Figures 3 and 4 present the timetable of experiments. At day 1, six panellists were excluded from
the experiment for being too late, having cold symptoms or wearing unsuitable clothing.
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The experiment was conducted for ten specific conditions with different values of air enthalpy.
While conducting the experiment, the authors took into account the level of energy required for
metabolism, i.e., the demand for food (decided on a 3-hour maximum). The group did not consume
meals for up to two hours before the study and during the tests. During the test, students were
allowed to drink water (0.5 l maximum) to supplement their needs related to the secretion of sweat. A
longer experiment could cause disturbances in the concentration of young people, and the aim was to
maintain activity on the same level for 2 to 3 hours.

The authors did not take into consideration other human factors that may affect the results
of comfort tests including: psycho-conditions, physiological circadian (day) rhythm and the level
of nutrition before tests. Aware of the limitations, the authors argued that these conditions had a
statistically minor significant impact on the results obtained, well within the calculated expanded
uncertainty of 26%.

2.6. The Measuring Equipment

The range of indoor parameters was 26 to 29 ◦C, humidity was 40% to 90% and vapour pressure
was 1500 to 3500 Pa. In such conditions, the enthalpy values were in the range of 45 to 90 kJ/kg.
The indoor air parameters measurement device (MC) was located in the middle of the test area. Figure 5
shows the device used for measuring thermal indoor parameters: ta = actual air temperature, tg =

temperature of black globe probe (heat radiation meter), tnw = wet-bulb temperature, RH = relative air
humidity and va = air flow speed. The measurements of physical indoor parameters were provided at
three height levels: 0.05, 1 and 1.6 m above floor level in parallel. Only the chest level (1 m) of seated
participants was considered for further calculations.
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Measurements at three heights allowed for the reduction of any possible negative gradient of
vertical temperature. The technical data and sensor resolution are presented in Table 3. All measuring
sensors were calibrated by an accredited certifying laboratory.

Table 3. Sensors information.

Sensor Measurement Range Resolution Accuracy

Temperature −20 to 50 ◦C 0.01 ◦C 0.5 ◦C
Humidity 0% to 100% 0.1% RH 5%
Air speed 0.01 to 10 m/s 0.01 m/s 2%

Radiant temperature 0 to 50 ◦C 0.01 ◦C 2%
Carbon dioxide 0 to 5000 ppm 0.1 ppm 1 ppm

Other assumptions of the assessment methodology for determining thermal comfort were based
on EN ISO 7730 [19]. The authors’ intention was to maintain indoor air conditions in which the
main pollutants are on a neutral level for the perception of users, as enthalpy is the only variable
studied. Continuous CO2 measurement was carried out during the experiment by a FYAD00 sensor
and other side devices integrated with the building management system (BMS). The mean carbon
dioxide concentration during tests was 650 ± 15 ppm, which corresponds to a neutral percentage
of dissatisfaction (PDCO2 < 10%) in accordance to Reference [45] and [46]. During day 1 and day 2,
a measurement of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) air pollution was carried out. The air was
collected on Tenax adsorbent samples and transported to the laboratory, then tested using the ISO
16000-6 and ISO 16000-3 provisions. Air samples were thermally desorbed and analysed in a Shimadzu
QP2010 chromatograph. The VOCs were identified by the mass spectral database. The mean of total
VOCs concentration (TVOC) was 120 µg/m3

± 18%, which corresponds to a neutral percentage of
dissatisfaction (PDTVOC < 5%) in accordance to Reference [47].

As part of the calculations, the realistic uncertainty of measurement for all measuring devices
was determined Table 4. The standard deviation of panel ‘votes’ was 12.9%. Uncertainties have been
determined using the recommendations: for a model IEQ reliability analysis provided in Reference [48],
for thermal comfort subjective test vote uncertainty analysis [49,50]. The specified expanded uncertainty
of PD_exp assessment for the provided experiment was 26%. The uncertainty for enthalpy calculation
considers the provisions in Reference [51]. The calculated effect of humidity on the enthalpy value in
our research range had a standard deviation of 2.38%, and the effect of temperature on the enthalpy
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value determination had a standard deviation of 0.96%. The actual standard deviation of indoor air
enthalpy determination in our case was 2.70%.

Table 4. Overall uncertainty (U) of experimental indoor perception evaluation (PD_exp = f(h)) based
on enthalpy determination uncertainties (SDh) and vote results (SDvote).

Parameter SDh
%

SDvote
%

U
%

PD_exp 2.7 12.9 2·(7.29 + 166.4)−2 = 26.4

The standard deviations of the estimated thermal insulation of clothes were 0.6 ± 0.1 clo, and the
metabolic rate of workers was 1.1± 0.15 met. The calculated uncertainty for the PDISO7730 determination
for Fanger thermal comfort was 3.22%, considering References [48,52].

2.7. The Boarder Assumptions

The results refer to the buildings with a mechanical ventilation. The experiment results refer to
the range of indoor parameters: temperature 26 to 29 ◦C, relative humidity range 40% to 90% and
the enthalpy range of 45 to 90 kJ /kg. The following assumptions were used for all tests: air speed
< 0.1 m/s, 0.6 clo, 1.1 met, ta = tmr. These assumptions are valid for the experiment as well as all thermal
comfort calculations.

The panellists group was ethnically homogeneous, Caucasian. Results may not be representative
for other ethnic groups. 20% were men and 80% women; however, gender differences were not included
in the results discussion. Due to the fact that the research was conducted on students, the results may
not be representative for older people.

The authors assume that other potential air pollution factors than CO2 and TVOC (determined
during the experiment) did not affect the subjects’ satisfaction results obtained.

The subject group size (n = 28) affects the significance of the data analysis. In practice, the authors
considered the sample size issue with Raosoft calculator (http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html) to
set a minimum number of subjects. The authors adopted the following assumptions: the expected
margin of error, the amount of error that we were able to tolerate, in our experience in sensory
evaluations with panellists (students) is 20%. The confidence level was 95%. The global population size
of university students was 14,000. The minimum recommended size of our survey calculated was 24.
The authors set n = 28 test subjects for practical and technical reasons. With the expanded uncertainty
of 26%, a sample of 28 (k = 95%) ensures reproducibility and representativeness of the study.

3. Results

3.1. Experimental Relation of Dissatisfaction with Perception of Indoor Air Condition

The respondents evaluated their comfort perception in writing using the air acceptance vote
(considering temperature and humidity). As part of the experiment, measurements of user satisfaction
were carried out for ten different indoor environment conditions using a 4-degree scale (where “0”
is neutral air conditions (comfortable), “1” is just comfortable, “2” is just not comfortable, and “3” is
not comfortable). The results of key measured parameters (ta, RH) and calculated enthalpy (h), and
the results of votes are presented in Table 5. Similar to other studies, like Fanger’s, the number of
dissatisfied participants was counted, including those who answered “2” or “3” in the survey.

http://www.raosoft.com/samplesize.html
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Table 5. Vote results—number of panellist votes using a 4-degree scale (whether prevailing air
conditions are comfortable for work, where 0 is neutral (comfortable), 1 is just comfortable, 2 is just not
comfortable, 3 is not comfortable) for 10 selected indoor conditions and the calculated percentage of
dissatisfied (PD_exp).

Test
Number

Number
of Votes ta RH h Number of Panellists Voting for Degree

in Comfort Scale “0”–“3” PD_exp

– – ◦C % kJ/kg “0” “1” “2” “3” %

1 23 27.2 44.9 53 11 8 3 1 17
2 23 27.0 45.8 53 12 7 3 1 17
3 23 26.8 44.8 52 13 8 2 0 9
4 23 26.6 43.4 52 17 3 1 0 5
5 28 28.3 56.8 63 0 16 8 4 43
6 28 28.6 59.7 64 2 14 8 4 43
7 28 28.5 62.3 68 2 13 10 3 46
8 28 28.3 71.8 73 2 10 8 8 57
9 28 27.6 80.5 77 1 3 6 16 79
10 28 27.4 86.0 79 1 2 10 15 89

The authors present the obtained results in the form of a relation of dissatisfaction with the
perception of indoor conditions, PD_exp = f (h). In order to evaluate the shape of the curve, logarithmic
regression was used to determine the experimental equation, consistent with the hypothesis that the
PD results should correspond to Weber–Fechner’s law, where indoor air enthalpy (h) is a stimulus
(Figure 6).
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Figure 6. Percent of dissatisfied (subjects) in enthalpy function (PD_exp), results of experimental
research and regression line (ln.(PD_exp)) under the following assumptions: air speed < 0.1 m/s, 0.6 clo,
1.1 met, ta = tmr, cCO2 < 600 ppm, cTVOC < 150 µg/m3.

There is an assumption that the human perception neutral enthalpy is a hypothetical point at
percentage dissatisfied (PD) = 0%. This enthalpy, hth, indicates a border neutral perception for an
unpolluted hot and humid air quality, the border point of the TC comfort zone defined by the Fanger
equation. From this point, the impact of higher enthalpy on users can be calculated from the converted
regression equation. The converted experimental dependence of users’ dissatisfaction PD in % in the
enthalpy function with R2 = 0.957 takes the following form Equation (10):

PD_exp = 168.55·ln(
h

49.22
) (10)
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According to the results obtained, neutral enthalpy, hth, is 49.2 kJ/kg. Fang obtains a corresponding
value of neutral acceptance for h = 45 kJ/kg, while Toftum obtains a value of 55 kJ/kg [15]. In a thermal
comfort assessment, a neutral value of enthalpy cannot be determined.

3.2. Enthalpy Prediction for which the Thermal Comfort Model Gives Understated Results

The method of enthalpy prediction for a given temperature, at which the results from the thermal
comfort model are starting to be lower than the actual dissatisfaction (as shown by the experimental
model), is provided. Figure 7 shows a comparison of the authors’ experimental indoor air perception
function (PD_exp) and the estimated results of the predicted percentage of satisfaction with the thermal
comfort model for the same enthalpy range for the indoor conditions under the following assumptions:
air speed < 0.1 m/s, 0.6 clo, 1.1 met, ta = tmr. PD_ISO values for thermal comfort were calculated
using the Fanger model from ISO 7730. The thermal dissatisfaction results were estimated for three
constant temperatures 26, 27 and 28 ◦C. For a constant temperature value, 26 ◦C, and maximum relative
humidity, RH = 100%, the maximum value of the dissatisfaction percentage is 17% (Figure 7). For a
constant temperature value, 27 ◦C, and a maximum relative humidity, RH = 100%, the maximum value
of the dissatisfaction percentage is 30% (Figure 7). For a constant temperature value, 28 ◦C, and a
maximum relative humidity, RH = 100%, the maximum value of the dissatisfaction percentage is 47%.
The comparison of the thermal comfort and indoor air quality models shows that PD experimental
values start to be higher from the intersection points A to C in Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Comparison of the panel test results (black dots) of indoor air perception (PD_exp) with the
results estimated using the thermal comfort model (PD_ISO7730) for three constant temperatures: 26, 27
and 28 ◦C (under the assumptions: air speed < 0.1 m/s, 0.6 clo, 1.1 Met, ta = tmr). Intersection points are
presented in the graph with dots marked A, B and C. The PD_Fanger lines are interrupted in points
where RH reaches 100%.

The real (experimental) occupants’ dissatisfaction level is higher than the PD level predicted with
the help of the Fanger equation curves.

Enthalpy values (h) for intersection points A, B and C are determined for three temperatures.
The estimated humid air enthalpy points (at the three fixed temperatures) set the boundaries of the
non-binding Fanger equation zone for human thermal comfort assessment. In practice, the intersection
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of logarithmic and linear functions can be solved by the numerical method. The mathematic solution
involves the W Lambert Function [53]. Equation (11) takes the form:

m1·h + c1 = m2· ln(h) + c2 (11)

where coefficients m1 and c1 describe the linear function of dissatisfied occupants based on Fanger’s
model, and m2 and c2 describe the experimental logarithmic relationship PD = f(h). A function
(Equation (11)) can be rewritten as Lambert Function x = W(x)·eW(x) in the form of Equation (12):

−
m1

m2
e

c1−c2
m2 = −

c1·h
m2

e
−h·c1

m2 (12)

which has the solution of Equation (13):

h = −
m2

m1
·W(−

m1

m2
·e

c1−c2
m2 ) (13)

For value x calculated from the left side of Equation (12), value W(x) is read from Lambert’s
Function and used for h in Equation (13). For instance (point B, Figure 7), if m1 = 0.5166, c1 = −9.386 and
m2 = 168.55, c2 = 656.71, x = −0.139 gives W(x) = −0.164, so (12) indicates h = 53.4 kJ/kg. The enthalpy
values obtained in accordance to Equations (11)–(13) are presented in Table 6. Equation (11) can be
used to determine the enthalpy for a specific temperature at which the Fanger equation begins to
indicate understated results to the actual dissatisfaction of users.

Table 6. The estimated humid air enthalpy points A, B and C calculated with Equation (13) (at three
fixed temperatures, see Figure 7) set the boundaries of the non-binding Fanger equation zone for human
thermal comfort assessment under the following assumptions: air speed < 0.1 m/s, 0.6 clo, 1.1 met and
ta = tmr.

Point ta
◦C

Parameter
m1

Parameter
c1

x
gw/kgdryair

h
kJ/kg

PD_exp
%

A 26 0.3217 −9.386 9.9 51.3 7
B 27 0.5166 −13.717 10.2 53.4 14
C 28 0.6805 −13.854 11.3 57.1 25

4. Discussion

In the presented experiment, the authors confirmed that the impact of air humidity on user
dissatisfaction related to indoor air quality has a greater impact on perception than a thermal sensation
estimated based on the ISO 7730 model [19] and the ASHRAE Standard 55-2017 [26] for a hot and
humid environment. Considering the significant increase in user dissatisfaction with indoor air quality
for temperatures of 26 to 28 ◦C with enthalpy higher than 51.3, 53.4 and 57.1 kJ/kg, in relation to
the PD value resulting from the thermal comfort model, the authors state that due to the global user
satisfaction and indoor environmental quality index, the thermal assessment model based on the
ISO7730 standard should not be used, as it gives underestimated results. The authors state that the
perception of thermal- and air-related comfort dominated on comfort thermal perception and cannot
be separately perceived “in situ” by users. The authors recommend using the indoor air quality
model instead of the thermal model for high enthalpies. The expected total percentage of dissatisfied
users (PD = 100%) by experimental function is h = 88 kJ/kg. Above this, there is a 95% probability
that all users are dissatisfied. The presented isotherm based on the Fanger model indicates that the
dissatisfaction percentage is two times lower than experimental PD for t = 28 ◦C and three times lower
for 27 ◦C. The experimental results find confirmation in some papers. In Reference [40], Simonson
stated that humidity is exactly twice as important for IAQ than for thermal comfort. Investigation of
indoor thermal comfort in hot and humid conditions in a German climate test facility was analysed
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by Kleber et al. [28]. The tests were conducted in a similar temperature and humidity range and the
impact of humidity and temperature on the air quality perceived by subjects was taken into account.
The results of Kleber, PD_Kleber (for ta 26–28 ◦C, RH 60% to 80%, subjects n = 136) and those published by
Simonson, PD_Simonson (for 28 ◦C, RH 60%–80%) are compared with our experimental results (PD_exp)
in Figure 8.
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Figure 8. Comparison of the experimental results of indoor discomfort perception (log.PD_exp) with
the former research presented by Kleber (PD_Kleber) [28] and Simonson (PD_Simonson) [40].

The results of Kleber show even higher dissatisfaction of air quality perception values for the
same enthalpies. The results are correlated and follow the same trend. They indicate a higher level
of dissatisfaction than the thermal comfort model in similar conditions. The key point of discussion
is to compare the experimental results with the results obtained by Fang [7] and Toftum [15], who
conducted studies on the impact of temperature and humidity on the IAQ perception of subjects (n =

38 and 40). The results obtained by Toftum, presented in Figure 9 (PD_Toftum), were calculated based
on Formula (4). Fang used linear regression to describe acceptability of air enthalpy at the selected
pollution levels (including clean air). Acceptability function (2) was transformed by the authors using
the Wargocki Equation (3) into the percentage of satisfied users (PD_Fang). It is presented in Figure 9
as PD_Fang.

The results presented in Figure 9 are also correlated and have the same logarithmic dissatisfaction
trend. The differences may result from a slightly different panel test method, but they also show that the
dissatisfaction of users from indoor air quality for enthalpy above about 55 kJ/kg is higher than the one
derived from the thermal comfort model. The acceptability of indoor air quality under temperatures of
26 to 30 ◦C and RH = 60% to 80% was studied by researchers from Hunan University [29]. The authors
also confirmed a significant increase in dissatisfaction for high humidity. For example, for a temperature
of 28 ◦C and RH humidity 80% (i.e., enthalpy of about 80 kJ/kg), they obtained a dissatisfaction value
of 95%, which is even greater than the value that would result from our experimental function, by up
to 10%.
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Figure 9. Comparison of experimental results of percentage dissatisfied in function of the air enthalpy
(log.PD-exp) to the research results obtained by Fang (PD_Fang) [7] and Toftum (PD_Toftum) [15].

The authors believe that the proposed function, PD = f(h), is representative for the assessment
of the indoor comfort of rooms equipped with a mechanical ventilation, such as that of nearly zero
energy buildings, and is innovative in addressing the actual indoor environmental comfort for hot and
humid conditions. As the calculation of enthalpy and the percentage of dissatisfaction on the basis
of Relationship (9) is easier for non-experts than the calculation of PMV and PD from any thermal
comfort model, the results obtained may find a wider practical application in the design of HVAC
control BMS systems or the planning of heat and ventilation levels in existing buildings. There are
examples in the literature of using enthalpy to control HVAC systems, especially when building users
need to dry or humidify the indoor air [54]. For the estimation of indoor human comfort for mechanical
ventilation eligibility, it can hardly be evaluated by indoor-outdoor temperature difference, only as
used in conventional methods. The indoor temperature alone is obviously not sufficient to evaluate
the indoor air enthalpy. A possible approach to address this problem is to use the spectrum of factors
affecting the indoor condition, which was an example presented in reference [55]. The dual enthalpy
control adds another enthalpy characteristic parameter sensor in the return air. The air with the lower
enthalpy is brought into the conditioning section of the air handler. This is an efficient method of
control that can be used with the Earth Air Heat Exchanger, as presented in Reference [56].

5. Conclusions

Numerous publications in which indoor environmental quality of buildings is assessed most often
use the Fanger thermal model [57]. As shown in the article, under specific conditions such as increased
humidity and temperature, this model will not give the correct results. It is proposed to evaluate the
user satisfaction based on the air enthalpy that can be easily determined as a basic thermodynamic
parameter. The authors presented the experimental curve of physical dependence (model) for predicting
building occupants’ dissatisfaction in hot and humid environments, PD = f(h). This relationship is
primarily based on the Weber–Fechner law and the predicted percentage of dissatisfied users by air
quality can be determined by means of air enthalpy (h). The presented experiment has examined
the indoor air quality (IAQ) perception of a panel group (n = 28) in the experimental NZEB building
under ten environmental conditions (humid air but unpolluted). The obtained results indicate a much
higher level of dissatisfaction of subjects’ perception with indoor air quality in a warm and humid
environment than that resulting from the Fanger thermal comfort model (TC). The authors suggest
using the proposed model instead of the thermal one for the range of enthalpy between 50 and 90 kJ/kg
to assess the overall indoor environmental quality level of a building. Providing assessment with this
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method is simple and practical because enthalpy depends mainly on two parameters: temperature
and humidity. Authors believe that the presented conclusions are important for building comfort
prediction and modelling and prove the general thesis that in a hot indoor environment, air humidity
(in practice, air enthalpy) is more important for an IAQ model than for the TC model.
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Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

ACC indoor air acceptability index (-)
cCO2 concentration of carbon dioxide (ppm)
h air enthalpy (kg/kJ)
hth the border neutral enthalpy for user perception (kg/kJ)
IAQindex indoor air quality index (percentage of persons satisfied with indoor air quality) (%)
Icl clothing thermal insulation (m2 K/W or clo, where 1 clo = 0.155 m2 K/W)
IEQindex Indoor Environmental Quality index (combined value of percentage of persons satisfied) (%)
LCI lowest concentration interest

m1 and c1
equation coefficients of linear function of persons dissatisfied with defined temperature based
on Fanger (-)

m2 and c2 equation coefficients of function of percentage dissatisfied with enthalpy (%)
M metabolic rate (met)
pa vapour pressure (Pa)
PD percentage dissatisfied (%)
PD(IEQ) percentage dissatisfied with IEQ (%)
PD_exp percentage dissatisfied with indoor perception by experimental evaluation (%)
PD_ISO7730 estimated percentage dissatisfied with thermal comfort by ISO 7730 (%)
PDFanger estimated percentage dissatisfied with thermal comfort by Fanger model by ISO 7730 (%)
PD_Fang estimated percentage dissatisfied based on Fang model (%)
PD_Toftum estimated percentage dissatisfied based on Totftum model (%)
PMV predicted mean vote—Thermal Sensation Scale (ISO 7730)
PPD predicted percentage dissatisfied (ISO 7730)
RH relative humidity of air (%)
SDh experimental standard deviation of enthalpy determination (%)
SDvote experimental standard deviation of panel votes (%)
ta indoor air temperature (◦C)
TC thermal comfort index (%)
TVOC total volatile organic compounds
tg black globe temperature (◦C)
tmr mean radiant temperature (◦C)
U overall uncertainty (%)
va air velocity (m/s)
VOC volatile organic compounds
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