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Abstract: Climate heat waves occurring in urban centers are a serious threat to public health and
wellbeing. Historically, most heat-related mortalities have arisen from excessive overheating of
building interiors housing older occupants. This paper developed an approach that combines the
results from building simulation and bioheat models to generate health-based limit criteria for
overheating in long-term care homes (LTCHs) by which the body dehydration and core temperature
of older residents are capped during overheating events. The models of the LTCHs were created for
buildings representative of old and current construction practices for selected Canadian locations.
The models were calibrated using measurements of indoor temperature and humidity acquired from
monitoring the building interiors and the use of published building energy use intensity data. A
general procedure to identify overheating events and quantify their attributes in terms of duration,
intensity, and severity was developed and applied to LTCHs to generate the limit criteria. Comparing
the limit criteria from the proposed and comfort-based methods showed evident differences. The
proposed method predicted the overheating risk consistent with the overall thermal comfort during
overheating events in contrast to the comfort-based methods. The new limit criteria are intended to
be used in any study to evaluate overheating risk in similar buildings.

Keywords: overheating; thermal comfort; older people; long-term care home; nursing home; building;
heat wave; extreme heat; climate change

1. Introduction

Global warming has become a fact, being felt in every place around the world, and
is projected to worsen and intensify in the future [1]. Extreme heat events (or heat waves)
arising from such global warming have been identified as a serious threat to global public
health and wellbeing. Historical heat waves have caused a high toll on the world population
in terms of mortality and morbidity [2]. Global statistics indicate that approximately
0.489 million people have died annually from heat waves over the last two decades [3].
Most (>98%) heat-related deaths occurred in building interiors due to the fact of excessive
space overheating, and the most affected occupants were older (over 65 years) people with
compromised health or living alone [4–6]. Institutional long-term care homes (LTCHs) were
among the hard-hit buildings. Older occupants of LTCHs are the most vulnerable to heat
due to the combined effects of their age-weakened physiology, chronic health challenges,
and cognitive impairment. As similar or worse extreme heat events are expected to occur in
the future, combined with the ever-increasing Canadian old population (expected to reach
25% of the total population in 2050, a 64% increase from the old population in 2020 [7]),
prevention of overheating risk in particularly vulnerable buildings such as LTCHs is much
needed than ever to protect the health of building occupants.

In Canada, LTCHs (also called nursing homes, continuing care facilities, and resi-
dential care homes) are regulated by provinces, and there are currently 2076 homes with
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198,220 beds, most of them are in Ontario (30% homes; 39.8% beds), Quebec (21% homes;
20.6% beds), and British Columbia (14.8% homes; 13.8% beds) [8]. LTCHs may take
various shapes, but the layouts that utilize wing designs, such as an L-shape with short
corridors for frail elderly residents and amenities grouped together work the best [9].
An LTCH provides on-the-hour (24 h/day) continuous support services to older resi-
dents, including nursing services and personal care support services. Older residents
above the age of 65 years represent approximately 93.4% or higher, and the vast majority
(>90%) of them have chronic illnesses or some form of cognitive impairment [10,11].
In addition to older residents, LTCH occupants include administration staff, medical
personnel, personal care support staff, and others (for housekeeping, food preparation,
etc. [12]). The interior spaces of LTCHs are arranged to include private and common
spaces. Private spaces include resident bedrooms with one or more occupants, offices,
and nursing rooms; the common spaces accessible by everyone include circulation halls,
food preparation, and serving areas, lounges, entertainment or activities areas, and areas
for religious services [13]. This mixture of occupant types, activity levels, and space
functions represents a challenge to provide thermal comfort for everybody and manage
the risk of space overheating [14]. Furthermore, the aforementioned health and physical
challenges limit the adaptation of older residents to changing indoor climates, putting
them at higher risk of outdoor extreme heat events [15].

Historical heat waves around the world have shown that older people in LCTHs and
other senior buildings were the first to succumb to outdoor heat events [4–6]. During the
European heat wave in 2003, approximately 15,000 heat-related deaths occurred in France,
among which 33.3% of the deaths occurred in LTCHs [16]. In Finland, the mortality rate
during the heat waves of the summer periods of 2000–2014 was 8% in social care facilities
and 76% in healthcare facilities [17]. In England, the proportion of deaths in LTCHs was
21% during the heat waves in the summer period (June to September) of 2020 [18]. In
Canada, the recent 2021 summer heat dome in British Columbia resulted in 619 excess
deaths over a week of extremely high temperatures soaring to 49.6 ◦C. The proportion of
deaths in senior and long-term homes was 7% [6]. Similarly, the 2010 and 2018 summer
heat waves in Montreal island (Quebec) resulted in 106 and 66 excess deaths, respectively,
among which 11.3 and 7.2% occurred in LTCHs [4,19,20].

Recognizing this imminent threat of extreme heat events on human health, thermal
comfort, and space overheating studies in LTCHs have received increasing attention in
recent years. Guerra and Tweed [14] conducted a field study in a passive house care
home in the UK and focused on thermal comfort surveys for the various types of building
occupants, except older residents (not being able to answer the questionnaire). The study
found that the staff were not comfortable and considered the building to be too warm in
the summer. However, when they were asked about the comfort of the older residents, they
reported that residents were comfortable in all spaces. Gupta et al. [15] conducted field
monitoring of indoor conditions and staff interviews in four long-term care buildings in
the UK during the cool summer period (June to September) of 2015. The overheating risk
was evaluated using the CIBSE TM59 criteria [21]. All bedrooms were evaluated for sleep
comfort using the static threshold temperature of 26 ◦C despite some of them being fully
(24 h) occupied, and the common lounge areas and offices were evaluated using both the
adaptive and static comfort criteria. Almost all bedrooms were found to be overheated, and
three out of eight lounges were overheated using the adaptive approach. The study lacked
thermal comfort data to benchmark the overheating findings. The authors questioned the
appropriateness of the application of adaptive thermal comfort to older residents having
limitations for thermal adaptation. Wang et al. [22] conducted concurrent field indoor
temperature measurement and thermal comfort surveys in 19 long-term care buildings with
1040 residents aged 70 years and above during winter, spring, and summer in Shanghai,
China. The indoor temperature varied from 12.4 to 29.7 ◦C with a corresponding range of
outdoor temperature between 3.8 and 29.3 ◦C. The seasonal summer neutral temperature
was 25.1 ◦C, and its daily value varied from 12.4 to 29.7 ◦C as a function of the outdoor
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running mean temperature. These neutral temperatures were distinctively higher than
the Chinese non-older people. Hughes et al. [23] conducted a field monitoring study and
thermal comfort in 37 naturally ventilated senior homes in the southwest UK during the
summers (June–September) of 2017 and 2018. The summer average outdoor temperatures
were 15.5 and 17.1 ◦C, respectively, and the corresponding mean internal temperatures were
21.2 and 23.3 ◦C. An overheating risk analysis was carried out using the CIBSE TM59 [21].
The study found that neither the PMV model nor the adaptive model of ISO 15251 [24]
accurately predicted thermal sensation votes in the houses. The occupants were broadly
(89 to 91%) comfortable during both summers. However, more than 50% of the monitored
spaces (living rooms and bedrooms) were significantly overheated during the warmer
summer of 2018. Gupta et al. [25,26] conducted field monitoring and thermal comfort
studies in the summer period of 2019 in two old (18th century) and new (2013) care homes
in London (UK). Simulation studies were also conducted to explore the building responses
under future climate projections. The outdoor temperatures during the monitoring period
peaked at 35 ◦C at both sites. The corresponding indoor temperatures peaked at 34.7 ◦C in
the old home and 32.5 ◦C in the new home. In both care homes, temperatures remained in
the 24–28 ◦C range for the majority of the time and did not fall below 20 ◦C. Overheating
was evaluated with four sets of criteria from CIBSE Guide A [27], CIBSE TM52 [28], CIBSE
TM59 [21], and Public Health England [29]. The majority of the monitored spaces of both
care homes were found to overheat regardless of the metrics used. However, thermal
comfort data indicated that 25–38% and 35–42% of the staff responses perceived indoor
temperatures to be neutral and uncomfortably hot, respectively, versus 43–63% and 13–19%
for the older residents, indicating that older residents preferred warmer temperatures than
the staffs. In fact, the median temperature for the neutral thermal sensation was 29.5 ◦C for
older residents and 28 ◦C for the staff.

The aforementioned field studies in long-term care and senior homes reiterate that
older people have distinct thermal comfort requirements, which cannot be fully answered
using existing static and adaptive comfort models. Furthermore, further work is needed to
consolidate the relationships between thermal comfort in the field and heat-related health
effects with the overheating limit criteria. The goal of this paper is two-fold: (1) to develop
new health-based overheating limit criteria to help protect the health of older residents in
long-term care settings during extreme heat events; (2) to compare the new criteria with
existing comfort-based criteria to explore the possibility of having a common background
to benchmark various types of overheating criteria. The paper is structured as follows.
After the brief literature review in the introduction section, the methodology describes the
details of the procedure to generate the overheating limit criteria using calibrated building
simulation. The results section outlines the obtained limit criteria and their comparison
with existing comfort-based criteria. In the discussion section, the findings and application
of the study are elaborated to benefit the simulation community, and the study limitations
are identified. Finally, the conclusion summarizes the general methodology and findings
and presents future work.

2. Methodology

The methodology used computer simulation to develop overheating limit criteria in
LTCHs to cover different Canadian climate zones. It consists of two main steps: (1) the
development of calibrated building models of LTCH; (2) the development of a procedure
to evaluate the risk of overheating and obtain limit criteria. Following are the details of the
methodology used in this study.

2.1. Representative Building Models

The representative building models of LTCHs to analyze the overheating risk are built
based on the geometry and orientation of a real monitored building, with construction
details taken as typical averages for the construction practice at the selected locality and year
of construction. Two sets of models were created for old and new buildings in five selected
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Canadian cities covering typical Canadian climate zones, including zone 6 (Montreal, QC;
Ottawa, ON), zone 5 (Toronto, ON), zone 4 (Vancouver, BC), and zone 7A (Calgary, AB).
The National Energy Code of Canada for Buildings [30] classifies the climate zones based
on the annual heating degree days (HDDs) with a reference temperature of 18 ◦C. The
HDD ranges for the selected climate zones are zone 4 (<3000); zone 5 (3000 to 3999); zone 6
(4000 to 4999); and zone 7A (5000 to 6999). Humidity (or rain precipitation) is, however,
not considered for the climate zone classification. The summer of the Vancouver coastal
climate is typically cool and humid. The summers of Montreal, Ottawa, and Toronto are
similar, typically continental warm and humid, but Toronto is more humid as moderated
by Lake Ontario. The summer in Calgary is typically cool and less moist. The construction
practice in the 1980s is selected for the old buildings, and newly built buildings conform
to the requirements of the current national energy code of buildings (NECB-2017 [30]).
Furthermore, old buildings are assumed to be partially retrofitted, for which the roofs are
retrofitted to conform to NECB-2011 [31], and the lighting and mechanical systems and
equipment are retrofitted to the requirements of NECB-2017. Walls and windows of old
buildings are kept typical of the 1980 construction practice. The air infiltration data of the
whole building with old and new constructions are taken as average values as reported
in [32] or other publications of similar buildings and to produce typical energy use intensity
data of similar buildings as published by Natural Resources Canada. Below are details on
each model.

2.1.1. Building Geometry

The geometry of the representative building model is taken from the real geometry
of a monitored long-term care building. The monitored building is L-shaped, as shown
in Figure 1, with a total length and width of 44 and 42 m, respectively. The building
is composed of five floors above the ground and a below-grade basement. On the first
floor, there are hallway spaces, lounge area, food preparation area, resident bedrooms,
and offices. The building has stairways and elevator shafts connecting the building floors.
The second to fifth floors have similar layouts, with each floor composed of lounge area,
bedrooms, and offices. The resident bedrooms are a mixture of private single bedrooms
with bathrooms and semi-private double bedrooms sharing a common bathroom. The
typical size of a single private bedroom is 5.4 × 3.6 m. The building can accommodate
96 residents. From the site visits and architectural plans of the building, the windows of
the bedrooms are operable with a maximum opening area of 10% (for security reasons).
The total window-to-wall ratio is calculated to be 14.13%.
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Figure 1. Shape and orientation of the monitored LTCH: aerial view (left) and south-east and
south-west facades (right).
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2.1.2. Building Construction

The envelope construction data for the representative building models for the retrofitted
old (1980) and new (2017) constructions were taken from the applicable building energy
codes and publications on similar buildings. Table 1 summarizes the building character-
istics of the old and new building models. The air leakage data of the whole building
were taken as average values (covering years from 1975 to 1995 for old constructions and
years above 2010 for new constructions) of published data of similar multi-unit residential
buildings as reported in [32].

Table 1. Construction details of the old and new building models.

Construction Old (1980) with Partial Retrofit New (2017)

Air infiltration rate [32]
ACH@75Pa (liters/s/m2) 4.31 (4.35) 2.16 (2.17)

Basement floor
Insulated slab (U-factor = 0.331 W/m2 K):
100 mm foam Insulation (exterior); 100 mm concrete slab; 70 mm screed; 30 mm timber flooring
(interior)

Walls

Concrete block (U-factor = 0.557 W/m2 K) [33,34]:
100 mm brick veneer (exterior); 25 mm air space;
38 mm EPS insulation; 100 mm concrete block;
13 mm gypsum board (interior)

Steel stud (EPS insulation thickness varies
with location; Table 2) [30]:100 mm brick
veneer (exterior); 25 mm air space; EPS
insulation; 13 mm OBS; 150 mm batt steel
stud; 13 mm gypsum board (interior)

Roofs Concrete deck (XPS insulation thickness varies with location; Table 2):
1 mm membrane (exterior); XPS insulation; 150 mm concrete slab; 13 mm gypsum board (interior)

Windows (WWR = 14.13%) Double clear glass with aluminum frame (COG
U-factor = 2.7 W/ m2 K)

Double clear low-E glass with argon gas fill
and aluminum frame (COG
U-factor = 1.33 W/ m2 K)

Exterior doors Oak; U-factor = 3 W/m2 K

Solar shading Internal vertical blinds with manual control applied only to bedrooms and offices

Table 2. Operation schedules and internal heat gains.

Space Schedule *
Occupancy

Density
(m2/Person)

Lighting Power
Density (W/m2)

Equipment
Power Density

(W/m2)

Bedrooms J 25 6.7 2.5

Offices B 20 10 7.5

Lounge B 10 8.4 1

Food areas B 20 11.4 10

Corridor B 100 7.1 0

Stairwell B 200 6.3 0

Elevators B 0 7.3 0

Mechanical
room Always-ON 0 4.6 1

* Details of the operation schedules may be found in NECB 2017 [30].

2.1.3. Internal Casual Heat Gains

The internal casual heat gains include those from the lighting system, equipment, and
occupants. The lighting system and equipment of the model with old constructions are
assumed to be retrofitted to the current requirement of NECB 2017. Table 2 summarizes the
power densities and operation schedules of internal casual heat gains.
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2.1.4. Building HVAC System

Electrical baseboard heating is applied to all thermal zones of both building models
with old and new constructions. The cooling and ventilation systems for both models are,
however, different. For the old building models, a constant air volume (with continuous
operation) central ventilation system with heat recovery is applied to the common lounge
spaces of each floor (as in the monitored building) to provide the required minimum
outdoor air according to ASHRAE 62.1-2022 [35], and individual packaged terminal air
conditioners are applied to all building thermal zones, including bedrooms, lounges, offices,
corridors, and food areas. For the new building models, five central packaged rooftop units
supply the cooling and ventilation needs of all thermal zones of each floor. The rooftop
unit consists of heat recovery unit, outdoor air mixing box, direct expansion cooling coil,
electric heating coil (not activated), and variable air volume (VAV) supply fan. The VAV fan
is operated on a continuous basis to supply the required minimum flow rate of outdoor air
to the served zones. Exhaust fans are used as well in each bathroom of bedrooms and food
areas. The fans are assumed to operate continuously with flow rates of 10 L/s (20 CFM)
for bathrooms [36] and 3.5 L/s/m2 for the food preparation areas (equivalent to 40 L/s or
80 CFM).

2.1.5. Building Thermal Zoning

The private bedrooms, semiprivate bedrooms (sharing a common bathroom), offices,
food areas, and lounges are each treated as single thermal zones. The lounge spaces are
open to the corridor spaces through fictitious internal windows (holes). The corridor and
hall spaces are divided into three (left, center, and right) main thermal zones connected
to each other by fictitious internal windows (holes). The stairwells and elevator shafts
are divided into vertically stacked thermal zones, connected to each other by horizontal
fictitious windows. All internal doors of each thermal zone are assumed closed to comply
with the requirement of building fire codes, except those subject to occupant behavior,
namely, those for bedrooms and offices. Windows of the common spaces are assumed not
operable. Figures 2–4 show three-dimensional views and thermal zones of each floor of the
building.
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2.2. Airflow Network Model

The airflow network model of the EnergyPlus software (v9.6; [37]) is applied to the
representative building models to couple the outdoor environment, natural ventilation
through intentional openings, and air infiltration with the indoor thermal simulation. The
following assumptions were used to develop the network model:

1. Under the free running mode, resident bedrooms and offices w naturally ventilated
subject to occupant behavior for the opening of operable windows and internal
doors. From the site visits of the monitored building, the opening factor of the
resident bedroom windows is restricted to 10%. Furthermore, due to the resident-free
movement in the common spaces of the building, internal doors of bedrooms leading
to the common corridor spaces are assumed to be opened on average by up to 50%
(note that opening by more than 25% does not induce any significant changes in indoor
temperature). The windows and internal doors of bedrooms and offices are opened
if the indoor temperature exceeds the outdoor temperature and occupants start to
feel thermal discomfort; otherwise, they are closed. Occupant behavior and thermal
discomfort perception to open windows or doors may vary from one occupant to
another. However, in this study, the average perception of thermal discomfort from
all occupants was used and, therefore, two set point temperatures (for older and
young adults) to open windows/doors were applied to all bedrooms and offices.
Older (age > 65 years) people usually prefer warmer temperatures to obtain the same
comfort level as young (average age) people [38,39]. According to the new comfort
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model for older people by Laouadi [40], average older people (having a metabolic
rate of 20% lower than young adults) in a sedentary position and wearing typical
summer clothing (0.5 clo.) in still air (air velocity < 0.1 m/s) with a relative humidity
of 45%, the indoor temperature for which older people start to feel thermal discomfort
(PMV = 0.5) is 28.8 ◦C. This is very close to 29 ◦C, as reported in the field study in [25].
However, the set point for office occupants (young adults) was fixed at 26 ◦C. If
air-conditioning was used in bedrooms and offices, all their windows and internal
doors were assumed closed.

2. Windows of stairwells, food preparation areas, and lounges were non-operable.
3. Internal doors of stairwells and elevators were always closed to comply with the

building fire code.
4. The air leakage data through the external and internal closed doors were taken as

average values from the published study [41].
5. Whole building air leakage data were converted to exterior envelope surface leakage

data assuming a uniform surface leakage distribution.

Based on these assumptions, the airflow network was composed of the following main
components:

1. Leakage through the external building surfaces (walls, roofs, exterior doors, and non-
operable windows), which were treated as crack leakages with mass flow coefficients
calculated based on the typical whole building air leakage rate (Table 1);

2. Leakage through the external operable windows (treated automatically in Energy-
Plus).

3. Leakage through horizontal openings connecting hollow thermal zones, such as
stairwells and elevator shafts (treated automatically).

4. Leakage through the internal doors connecting building spaces of bedrooms, offices,
food areas, stairwells, elevators, and corridors. The leakage data of these components
were taken from the databases in [41].

5. Exhaust fans in bedrooms and food areas were linked to the airflow network.

2.3. Calibration of Building Models

The representative building models were calibrated using the field data of the moni-
tored building and published energy use intensity (EUI) data of similar Canadian buildings.

For the model calibration using the field data, the general model of LTCHs with old
construction was set-up to mimic the monitored building based on the known construction
data collected during the site visits and surveys. The unknown input data of the monitored
building, such as the internal heat gains, whole building leakage rate, and others, were,
however, kept equal to the typical or average values of the general LTCH model. This
approach was opted for in this study rather than adjusting these unknown inputs to
minimize the error between the measured indoor conditions and simulations for three
main reasons among many. First, the space usage (e.g., occupancy, lighting, equipment,
operation of doors, windows, and shading) of the monitored building, except the limited
monitored spaces, were not known, and therefore they have to be assumed. Second, the
limited monitored spaces were not sufficient to adjust the many unknown input parameters
(Tables 1 and 2) of the building and avoid any unrealistic combinations of parameter
values that would result from an optimization calibration procedure. For example, the
optimization procedure would not capture the true value of the building air infiltration
rate (driven by wind and stack effect) due to the weak (negligible) stack effect in summer
and the dominance of natural ventilation. Third, to obtain the order of magnitude on
how realistic the indoor conditions are, as predicted by a general building model with
typical/average input data, compared with real buildings. Indoor conditions are very
important for overheating risk analysis, and any over- or underestimation will affect the
interpretation of the results.
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2.3.1. Field-Monitored Data

The real building in Figure 1 was monitored in the summer of 2020 to study overheat-
ing. Indoor sensors were installed in seven bedrooms and one lounge room to monitor
the air temperature and relative humidity. All the sensors were installed in the same
locations in each bedroom at the height of 1.7 m near the corner. Among the monitored
bedrooms, three of them on the 5th floor (R523, R531, and R535) were naturally ventilated,
and the remaining ones (R223, R235, R525, and R544) were air conditioned using window
air-conditioners. The lounge space on the fifth floor was air-conditioned using a portable
air conditioner. An outdoor weather station was installed on the roof of the building
to monitor the air temperature, relative humidity, wind speed, and solar radiation. The
monitored data were collected every five minutes and presented in hourly averages from
14 July 2020 to 3 August 2020. More details on the monitoring procedure may be found in
the study [42]. For building simulation purposes, the non-monitored bedrooms and offices
of the building were assumed to be naturally ventilated during the monitoring period.

The LTCH model for old construction was set-up to mimic the monitored building
as mentioned before. The building location was set to Montreal (latitude = 45.51◦; longi-
tude = 73.58◦ W). The U-factors of the roof and walls are fixed to 0.445 and 0.557 W/m2K,
respectively. External shadings from neighboring buildings and trees were, however, not
accounted for in the model.

Figure 5 compares the measured and simulated values of the indoor temperatures of
the naturally ventilated bedrooms (R523, R531, and R535) and their average value. The
building model predicted very well the trend of the bedroom temperature, with some
fluctuation from bedroom to bedroom. The greatest difference between the simulated and
measured values (<3 ◦C) occurred at approximately midnight (12:00 a.m.) for bedroom
R523, and the lowest difference occurred for bedroom R531, followed by R535. This differ-
ence could be, among other factors, attributed to the occupant behavior towards window
opening. For example, if occupants close windows and/or internal doors during nighttime
before going to sleep, the indoor temperature will increase. Furthermore, occupants may
use different (higher) threshold temperatures to open windows/doors, or may not opt to
open windows/doors if they have some mobility issues. These factors were not accounted
for in the simulation. Overall, the simulations showed a very good agreement with the
measured data for the average temperature of the three bedrooms.

Figure 6 compares the measured and simulated values of the indoor relative humidity
(RH) of the three naturally ventilated rooms and their average values. Both the simulation
and measurement showed that the indoor RH was mainly affected by the outdoor RH,
indicating the occurrence of natural ventilation in these spaces. The simulation predicted
very well the daily trend of RH, with some overestimation of RH during nighttime. The
overestimation of RH at nighttime was mainly due to the underestimation of the indoor
temperature, as explained before. Overall, the simulations showed a very good agreement
with the measured data for the average RH of the three bedrooms.

Table 3 lists the values of the root mean square error (RMSE) and mean bias error
(MBE) of temperature and relative humidity calculated for each bedroom space and their
average value. These error metrics are adopted in ASHRAE Guideline 14 [43] for building
energy and water consumption. The positive values of MBE indicate that the simulations
were generally higher than the measurement and vice versa for the negative values of
MBE. At a room level, the RMSE-T varied from 0.9 to 1.7 ◦C with a room average value
of 1 ◦C. The corresponding MBE-T is within −3 to 2%. The MBE-T range is within the
accuracy limit of ±10% of ASHRAE [43], and the RMSE-T for the room average value
is within the accuracy limit of 1.5 ◦C, as recommended by O’Donovan et al. [44] for the
prediction of indoor temperature in naturally ventilated buildings. The prediction accuracy
for the relative humidity was slightly lower than temperature, with an average RMSE-RH
of 8% units and MBE-RH of 13%.
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Figure 5. Comparison of indoor temperatures of bedrooms (R523, R531, and R535) and their average
value.
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Figure 6. Cont.
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Figure 6. Comparison of indoor relative humidity of bedrooms (R523, R531, and R535) and their
average value.

Table 3. RMSE and MBE of temperature and relative humidity for bedrooms (523, 531, and 535) and
their average value.

Error R521 R531 R535 Room Average

RMSE-T (◦C) 1.7 0.9 1.0 1.0
RMSE-RH (%) 12 7 7 8
MBE-T (%) −3 2 −2 −1
MBE-RH (%) 20 7 12 13

2.3.2. Energy Use Intensity Data

The second calibration method includes comparing the annual energy use intensity
data of the building models with old (no retrofit) and new constructions with published
data of large groups of similar real buildings. To this end, the following assumptions were
used:

1. The service hot water (SHW) energy load was not accounted for in the model predic-
tion but was calculated based on the typical SHW loads of NECB 2017 (500 W/person
for bedrooms). Based on the NECB 2017 SHW loads and usage schedule, the calcu-
lated annual energy use of SHW was 218,804 kWh;

2. The seasonal boiler efficiency for SHW was fixed at 60% for old construction and 75%
for new construction [45];

3. Natural gas was used for space heating. The electrical energy used for heating in the
simulation model was therefore converted to gas furnace heating, assuming a furnace
efficiency of 80% for old construction and 90% for new construction;

4. For the annual cooling energy use of the building, the COP coefficient was fixed at 2.5
for old construction and 3 for new and retrofit construction;

5. The energy use for the kitchen (cooking), exterior lighting, hair salons, exercise rooms,
etc., of real buildings, were not accounted for in the model predicted EUI. These
diverse energy uses may constitute a significant portion of the total building energy
use. The predicted EUI is therefore expected to be significantly lower than that of real
similar buildings.

Since there are many configurations of wall and roof insulation of old buildings
in the 1980s, the building model for old construction was run for three types of wall
and roof insulation: (1) typical 1980 construction with no wall insulation (U-factor for
walls = 1.415 W/m2K; U-factor for roofs = 0.445 W/m2K); (2) typical 1980 construction with
1.5′′ wall insulation (U-factor for walls = 0.557 W/m2K; U-factor for roofs = 0.445 W/m2K);
(3) typical 1980 construction with 1.5′′ wall insulation and retrofitted roofs.
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Simulations are carried out for five Canadian cities (Montreal, Ottawa, Toronto, Cal-
gary, and Vancouver) to obtain a national average value of EUI. The total building heated
area, not including the basement, was 4208 m2. Table 4 compares the simulated total EUI
(for heating, cooling, lighting, and SHW) with published benchmark data on LTCH across
Canada. As expected, the predicted EUI was lower by a minimum of 12% for old buildings
and 27% for new buildings than the published data of real buildings due, among other
factors, to the aforementioned model assumptions, particularly the uncounted energy use
of the food preparation services in the building. Industrial kitchens account for a substantial
energy use commensurate with building occupancy (number of meals). For example, the
national average EUI of a typical restaurant is 3.17 GJ/m2 [46].

Table 4. Calibration of the model EUI with published benchmark data of LTCH.

Construction H + C + L
(kWh/m2) Total (kWh/m2) EUI (GJ/m2)

Benchmark EUI
(GJ/m2)

New 80 149 0.54 0.74 (>2010) [47]

Old 160 247 0.89 1.3 [47]; 1.04 [48];
1.01 to 1.95 [49]

2.4. Procedure to Evaluate Overheating Risk

Overheating is different from thermal discomfort, although they are related. Thermal
discomfort indicates an instant perception (feeling) of environmental conditions. However,
overheating on the objective dimension indicates the cumulative effect of heat on thermal
comfort, heat stress, health, and wellbeing of building occupants directly exposed to such
overheating events. On the subjective dimension, overheating indicates the occupant
dissatisfaction with the overall (long-term) thermal comfort level, health, and wellbeing
under direct exposure to overheating events. So far, there exists no unique standard or
agreed-upon procedure to evaluate overheating risk in buildings. However, the common
steps in any procedure are summarized in Figure 7 below. The first step is to set the time
domain to evaluate overheating risk. The time domain can be the period of the indoor
overheating event (which may be longer than the outdoor heat waves), a fixed summer
period, the entire cooling season, or an entire year. The second step is to evaluate overheat-
ing risk for fixed building spaces or for building occupants. The fixed-space approach is to
isolate a building space occupied for a certain period of time and perform overheating risk
analysis irrespective of other building spaces, which may be as well occupied by the same
occupants during other daytime periods. In this case, the cumulative day-to-day effect of
heat on building occupants was not carried over the evaluation time period. An example
of this approach is to evaluate overheating risk in living rooms (occupied during daytime)
irrespective of bedrooms (occupied during nighttime for sleep) in residential buildings or
to evaluate overheating risk in dedicated cool rooms irrespective of other building spaces
in institutional or residential buildings. However, the occupant-based approach accounts
for the dynamic personal exposure conditions by tracking occupant movement in the entire
building and evaluating the overheating risk in all occupied spaces during a complete (24 h)
day exposure. In this case, the cumulative day-to-day effect of heat on occupants (e.g.,
cumulative water loss or effect of sleep deprivation on the thermal response of occupants
to heat during daytime) was carried over the evaluation time period. The third step as to
evaluate overheating risk from the perspective of either thermal comfort or heat-related
health effects. Examples of the comfort perspective include indicators such as unmet hours,
degree hours or degree days, or thermal autonomy. An example of the health perspective
is to account for the cumulative effect of heat on body dehydration due to sweating and
inadequate water replacement (rehydration), maximum core temperature, or heart rate or
blood pressure to avoid any health injury. This study adopted the occupant-based approach
and heat-related health effects to analyze overheating risk in buildings.
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2.4.1. Identification of Overheating Events

The adopted approach for overheating risk analysis used the transient standard effec-
tive temperature (SET) as an index for heat stress [50]. SET was used to identify outdoor
heat waves and indoor overheating events that result in heat stress or thermal discomfort
to people directly exposed to such heat events. Overheating events were characterized
by three attributes: duration (denoted by DUR, days), severity (or magnitude denoted by
SETH, ◦C·h), and intensity (denoted by INT, ◦C).

The duration of indoor overheating events is the number of consecutive days (N) on
which the daily magnitude of a heat event (SETHd,i; Equation (4) below) exceeds a fixed
minimum value:

DUR = N; with SETHd,i > SETHmin for each day (i = 1, N) (1)

The duration attribute indicates the total exposure time of the overheating event.
Indoor overheating events are separated from each other if there is at least one recovery
day between them for which the daily magnitude (SETHd,i) is lower than or equal to its
minimum value (SETHd,i ≤ SETHmin).

The severity (or magnitude) attribute of an overheating event indicates the cumulative
heat stress levels times the exposure time over the duration (N) of the overheating event.
The severity attribute (SETH) is expressed as follows:

SETH = ∑N
i=1(SETHn,i + SETHd,i) (2)

With:
SETHn,i = ∑t_wake

t_sleep (SETτ − SETn)
+·∆τ (3)

SETHd,i = ∑t_sleep
t_wake (SETτ − SETd)

+·∆τ > SETHmin (4)

where:
i: Day index of the overheating event period;
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t_sleep: Starting time for sleep (h);
t_wake: Ending time for sleep (h);
SETτ: Sub (or)-hourly value of SET of the space being occupied at time (τ) during day

or nighttime (◦C);
SETn: Threshold value of SET for a sleeping occupant during nighttime (◦C);
SETd: Threshold value of SET for an active (wakeful) occupant during daytime (◦C);
SETHd,i: Magnitude of a heat event occurring over a daytime period of day (i) (◦C·h);
SETHn,i: Magnitude of a heat event occurring over the preceding nighttime period of

day (i) (◦C·h);
∆τ: Time step resolution (h).
The symbol (+) in Equations (3) and (4) indicates that only positive values were

considered. The start and end times of sleep (t_sleep; t_wake) were fixed to 10:00 p.m. and
7:00 a.m., respectively.

A daily indoor heat event was counted only if its daytime magnitude (SETHd,i) exceeds
the minimum value set to SETHmin = 4 ◦C·h to limit body dehydration lower than 1%.
Similarly, the preceding nighttime magnitude (SETHn,i) was counted in Equation (2) only if
the daytime magnitude (SETHd,i) exceeded the minimum value.

The intensity of an overheating event was the ratio of severity to (24* N). The intensity
indicates the average deviation of SET over its threshold values throughout the overheating
event.

Equation (2) was evaluated for building spaces for which at least two spaces were
occupied during a 24 h period, one for daytime and one for nighttime or sleeping. For build-
ings where sleeping environments are not offered (such as offices and schools), Equation (3)
was not used in Equation (2).

It should be noted that the sub-hourly values of SETτ were calculated for a reference
young (average age) adult, but the threshold values (SETd and SETn) were values equivalent
to those for older people (more details are found in [51]).

The evaluation of Equations (1)–(4) will need known threshold values of SET for
daytime (SETd) and nighttime (SETn) exposure and reference persons undergoing the
exposure to indoor heat events. The threshold values of SET should be chosen to maintain
acceptable limits of thermal comfort without any adverse heat-related health effects. These
thresholds are therefore dependent on the type of buildings (residential, schools, offices,
etc.) and occupants (children under 15 year old, young adults, older people with or
without pre-existing health conditions, etc.) and whether or not occupants are acclimatized
to heat under the local climate and/or given opportunities to adapt to heat in the built
environment. Furthermore, the reference person (in terms of the performed activity level
and worn clothing insulation value) varies with the built environment being occupied
during the heat events. In this study, the SET threshold values were calculated based on a
new comfort index (called metabolic-based predicted mean vote, MPMV) for young and
older adults in wakeful or sleep state [40]. For long-term care buildings where occupants
are offered no means to self-adapt to heat but receive continuous assistance in their daily
lives, the threshold of SETd is determined to maintain neutral comfort conditions for older
people with MPMV = 0. For sleep comfort, the threshold value of SETn was calculated
at MPMV = 0.25, with a corresponding value of SETn = 32 ◦C. Table 5 lists the suggested
(calculated) threshold values of SET for LTCHs. The daytime threshold value SETd for
unacclimatized older occupants was close to the USGBC heat index threshold value of
27 ◦C (corresponds to SET = 26.8 ◦C at a relative humidity of 50% and clothing insulation
of 0.6 clo.) for hospitals and nursing homes [52]. Public Health England [29] and BC
Housing [53] specify a lower threshold temperature of 26 ◦C. Recent field studies in homes
with older occupants in South Australia (hot climate) found that self-reported perceptions
of health and wellbeing correlated with thermal comfort perception, and good health and
wellbeing were reported for indoor temperatures below 28 ◦C [54], which is close to the
acclimatized value of SETd = 28 ◦C (at RH = 50% and 0.6 clo).
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Table 5. Suggested threshold values of SETd and SETn for LTCH.

Reference Young Person + SETd (◦C) ++ SETn (◦C)

Wake: 1 met and 0.5 clo
Sleep: 0.7 met and 1.64 clo

26.8 (May)
28 (June to September) 32

+ Older persons are assumed to have a 20% lower metabolic rate than young adults; ++ occupants are assumed
acclimatized to heat in summer, except in May.

2.4.2. Procedure to Develop Overheating Limit Criteria

Built environments may be subject to various types of overheating events with different
durations, intensities, and severities during hot weather conditions. Furthermore, internal
casual heat gains of buildings from lighting, equipment, and occupant activities may
exacerbate overheating events. The latter may, therefore, start before and end after outdoor
heat wave events, and may even become significant with mild outdoor heat waves. To
avoid any heat-related health problems for building occupants and to declare a building
is safe for occupancy, these overheating events have to be subject to some limit criteria.
The limit criteria depend on the approach used to evaluate the overheating risk from
either the comfort or health perspective. The limit criteria are therefore applied to the
key performance indicators or metrics used to evaluate the overheating risk. The adopted
approach in this study used heat-related health indicators, namely, the cumulative body
water loss (dehydration) due to the fact of sweating and inadequate water replacement and
the maximum body core temperature during the exposure period of overheating events.

Body dehydration was the first cause of mortality followed by heatstroke (core tem-
perature higher than 40 ◦C) during the 2003 European heat wave [55]. Dehydration is also
one of the most frequent causes of hospitalization in older people [56,57]. Studies in LTCHs
revealed that 20% to 31% of older residents were dehydrated [58,59]. The ISO:7933-2004
standard [60] sets the maximum body dehydration rate to 3% of body weight for healthy
young adult workers under up to eight hours of sustained hot exposure conditions and
indicates that higher dehydration rates are accompanied by increased heart rates and
reduced sweating sensitivity. Other studies [61] found that a dehydration level of 2% in
adults may result in a significant deterioration in cognitive functions (short-term memory,
arithmetic ability, and visuomotor tracking). For older occupants in built environments
where heat exposure can be many days long, the maximum dehydration rate should be
lower than ISO:7933 due to the fact of their age-related physiological changes (e.g., kid-
ney function, thirst perception, and lower body water content [62]). For example, older
people are less sensitive to thirst and heat, and those people who are sick have limited
mobility to rehydrate themselves. Cardiovascular and renal diseases and medications can
exacerbate the situation [63]. Dehydration rates as low as 2% for older people can have
significant health issues, such as lower endurance and increased risk of heat exhaustion
and fatigue, and impaired cognitive functions and performance responses [58,64]. If people
can freely rehydrate themselves (by regularly drinking beverages to replace body water
loss), the maximum dehydration rate can be relaxed to a higher value. Community surveys
undertaken in Canada [65] showed that average-age adults (31 to 50 years) and older
people (above 51 years), respectively, drank 2.031 and 1.791 L/day of beverages. This
corresponds to hydration rates of 79% for average-age adults and 70% for older people
based on the Canadian recommended fluid intake of 2.550 liter/day for sedentary people.
Similar studies in Europe revealed that a hydration rate of 81% is common in the adult
population [64].

The second heat-related health effect is to limit the body’s core temperature to avoid
any health problems. International standards for heat exposure in workplaces limit the core
temperature to a maximum value of 38 ◦C for healthy average-age adults under sustained
hot exposure conditions of up to eight hours [66,67]. This temperature limit may not,
however, be suitable for sustained hot exposure conditions during long overheating events
lasting many days. Furthermore, for frail people with chronic diseases, this maximum
value can be very dangerous to their health. For example, studies in intensive care units
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found that when indoor temperatures exceeded 30 ◦C, the critically ill (but without fever)
patients (average age of 49 years) started to experience hyperthermia with an average
core temperature higher than 37.7 ◦C [68]. Therefore, a lower threshold limit for the core
temperature should be used. The proposed limit value to accommodate all types of healthy
people is set to the upper limit of the normal range at rest, which is 37.6 ◦C [69].

In light of the aforementioned studies, Table 6 summarizes the suggested limits for
body dehydration rate and maximum core temperature of older residents in LTCHs for
overheating risk analysis.

Table 6. Suggested thresholds of body dehydration and rehydration rates and maximum core
temperature for LTCHs.

Rehydration Rate
(%)

Dehydration Rate
(without Rehydration)

(%)

Dehydration Rate
(with Rehydration)

(%)

Maximum Core
Temperature (◦C)

80 2 10 37.6

The limit criteria to declare a space or building to be overheated or not is to limit the
attributes of the various types of overheating events. Overheating is declared if at least one
of the following three criteria is satisfied:

DUR ≥ DURL; INT ≥ INTL; SETH ≥ SETHL (5)

where DURL, INTL, and SETHL are the limit values of duration, intensity, and severity
of overheating events, respectively. These limit criteria are related to heat-related health
indicators. It is found that the duration and severity attributes correlate well with the
cumulative body dehydration (water loss) and the intensity attribute correlates well with
the maximum body core temperature [50,51]. Body dehydration and core temperature
should be calculated using suitable physiological models of the human body. In this work,
the two-node bioheat models of Ji et al. [70,71] for average young and older adults were
used.

The above limit criteria (Equation (5)) depend on building type, occupant’s vulnerabil-
ity to heat, and local climate. The limit criteria can be determined by building simulations
using representative building models with new and old constructions. To bracket the
upper and lower bounds of overheating risk in such buildings, simulations were to be
carried out for buildings with various passive mitigation strategies and extreme climate
data in selected localities. Building simulation generated the required inputs of the indoor
conditions (air temperature and humidity, mean radiant temperature, and average air
speed around occupants) together with the reference occupant inputs (Table 5) to execute
the physiological models of the human body to calculate the sub (or) hourly values of SET
and body dehydration and core temperature. The overheating events were then identified
using Equations (1)–(4), and their attributes were plotted against the heat-related health
indicators. A regression analysis was then used to develop the corresponding limit criteria
based on the personal data in Table 6.

3. Results
3.1. Overheating Limit Criteria

Following the procedure of Section 2.4, the calibrated models of LTCHs with new and
old constructions were set-up to cover four measures to bracket the bounds of overheating
risk. These measures included reference (typical) cases (closed windows with internal
typical blinds), exterior roller shadings, fixed exterior overhangs, and natural ventilation by
opening operable windows and internal doors. The simulations were carried out in five key
Canadian cities (Montreal, Ottawa, Toronto, Calgary, and Vancouver) using two extreme
climate data files selected from the historical period (1986 to 2016) and future (simulated)
midcentury climate projection with global warming of 2 ◦C (2034 to 2064). The selection of
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the extreme weather years was according to the method of Laouadi et al. [72]. Table 7 lists
the selected years.

Table 7. Selected extreme weather years for simulation for each city.

Period Montreal Ottawa Toronto Calgary Vancouver

Historical 2010 2010 2006 2007 1989

Future 2047 2054 2060 2052 2052

The simulation results were post-processed to identify overheating events using the
occupant-based approach as outlined in Section 2.4. To this end, the spaces occupied by
residents over 24 h should be identified a priori. In LTCHs, residents were assumed to
dwell in the lounge room during the periods of morning breakfast, lunch, and dinner, and
in their bedrooms during the reminder periods of daytime and nighttime for sleep. Table 8
shows the space occupancy pattern over a 24 h period.

Table 8. Time periods of spaces occupied by the same resident over a 24 h period in LTCHs.

Time (h) 1–7 7–8 8–9 9–12 12–13 13–17 17–19 19–22 22–24

Space bedroom bedroom lounge bedroom lounge bedroom lounge bedroom bedroom

Activity sleep daytime breakfast daytime lunch daytime dinner daytime sleep

Figures 8–10 show the plots of the attributes of the overheating events (duration,
intensity, and severity) versus the cumulative body water loss and maximum body core
temperature. Based on the input data of Table 6, the limit criteria for duration (DURL),
intensity (INTL), and severity (SETHL) are given below:

DURL = 4 days; INTL = 5 ◦C; SETHL = 87 ◦C·h (6)

It should be noted that the duration limit of the overheating events in Equation (6)
may be different than the duration of outdoor heat waves. Indoor overheating events may
start before and end after outdoor heat waves. In this regard, short heat waves with a
duration of a few days may result in longer overheating events. Similarly, mild heat waves
may result in severe overheating events, depending on the internal heat gains of spaces and
solar radiation. Therefore, during heat waves, the days before and after them should be
included in the calculation of DURL using Equation (1) to determine at what day after the
heat wave the duration limit (DURL) is reached and the space is considered overheated.

It is often desirable and practical to translate the intensity limit (INTL) to the absolute
air temperature limit in the space during the daytime. INTL indicates the average deviation
of SET from its day and nighttime threshold values for the entire period of the overheating
event. However, INTL can be bracketed between overheating events with cool nights and
events for which the deviation of SET for the entire event period is constant and uniform.
This is translated into the following equation:

INTL (uniform deviation) ≤ SETmax − SETd ≤
24
15
·INTL (cool nights) (7)

where SETmax is the maximum daytime value of SET (corresponding to a body core tem-
perature close to the limit value of 37.6 ± 0.12 ◦C, Figure 10), and the factor 15/24 indicates
the proportion of the daytime hours (15 h) over a 24 h period.
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By accounting for Equation (6) and the daytime threshold value of SET of Table 5,
Equation (7) may thus be reduced to:

33 ◦C ≤ SETmax ≤ 36 ◦C (8)

Equation (8) indicates that SETmax in the LTCHs ranged from 33 ◦C for the overheating
events resulting in warm nights for which sleep quality was affected and 36 ◦C for events
with hot daytimes but cool nights for which sleep quality was not affected. The median
value of SETmax for intermediate situations with random hot days and warm nights was
34.5 ◦C, which may be used as an alternative overheating criterion to INTL = 5 ◦C. It
should be noted that studies in intensive care units during summer heat waves found
that bedbound critically ill (but without fever) patients (average age of 49 years) started
to experience hyperthermia at indoor temperatures higher than 30 ◦C [68]. This situation
corresponds to SET = 33.7 ◦C (assuming relative humidity = 50%, clothing insulation
including bed and mattress = 1.64 clo; and metabolic rate = 0.8 met), which is within the
limits of Equation (8).

3.2. Inter-Comparison of Overheating Criteria

The proposed overheating method was compared with selected existing methods.
Currently available methods are based on the fixed-space approach and use thermal
comfort indicators and ad hoc limit criteria. Methods applicable to LTCHs include
CIBSE TM52 [28], Passive House Institute (PHI) [73], and BC Housing [53]. The CIBSE
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TM52 uses the adaptive comfort for sensitive people (building category I) to calculate
three criteria: (1) hours of exceedance (HE) not to exceed 3% of the summer (May to
September) space occupancy hours; (2) daily weighted degree hour (WDH) in any day
not to exceed 6 ◦C·h; and (3) maximum operative temperature not to exceed 4 K above
the adaptive threshold value. Overheating is declared if any two out of three criteria are
satisfied. The PHI criterion uses a fixed temperature threshold of 25 ◦C, and the hours
of exceedance do not exceed 10% of the annual occupancy hours. BC Housing method
uses the ASHRAE-55:2020 [74] adaptive thermal comfort and limits the HE to 20 h in the
summer period. Another variant criterion is the cumulative degree hours (DH) as used
in other research studies but without defined limit criteria (e.g., [75,76]). DH is calculated
in a similar way as the WDH with fixed or adaptive temperature threshold values but
covering the entire summer (or year) period. DH can be regarded as a weighted HE
(weighted by temperature difference).

The above overheating criteria were applied to the bedroom spaces. The TM52 criteria
were applied when residents were not sleeping from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. (sleep was
assessed using a different criterion in TM59). However, PHI and BC Housing criteria
were applied to the full (24 h) day occupancy. The proposed method uses the occupancy
schedule as listed in Table 8, thus covering the spaces and time periods when residents are
in bedrooms and common spaces.

For the comparison study, the developed LTCH models with new and partially
retrofitted old constructions were simulated for the four mitigation measures of over-
heating: (1) reference case (Ref) with typical interior blinds, which remain closed with
windows during the entire summer period, but interior doors of bedrooms and offices are
assumed 50% open due to the occupant movement to/from the common spaces; (2) ref-
erence case, but the internal blinds are replaced by external roller screens (ES) with an
openness factor of 5%; (3) reference case, but natural ventilation (VO) is applied by opening
windows and internal doors of bedrooms and offices if their occupants start to feel thermal
discomfort and the indoor temperature exceeds the outdoor temperature; and (4) reference
case, but the common spaces (lounges for old buildings; lounges and corridors for new
buildings) are mechanically cooled (CONC) and maintained at 24 ◦C during the summer
period.

The city of Vancouver (latitude = 49.28◦; longitude = 123.12◦ W) was selected to carry
out simulations. Vancouver has a coastal climate with mild and rainy winters and cool and
sunny summers [11]. The extreme year of 1989 with a warm and humid heat wave in June
24 (temperature ranges from 19.85 to 28.96 ◦C, and relative humidity from 61% to 97%)
was selected from the historical climate datasets of 1986 to 2016 (collected from available
observation data) using the methodology of Laouadi et al. [72]. This year is, however, not
considered as extreme based on the city heat warning system to declare heat waves when
there are two or more consecutive days of daytime maximum temperatures equal to 29 ◦C
or higher and nighttime minimum temperatures equal to 16 ◦C or higher (relative humidity
not accounted for) [6].

Figure 11 shows the relationship between the indices of SETH and TM52-HE for all
bedrooms of old and new buildings (note some data are not shown to fit the axis ranges).
The results for the SETH index indicate that most bedrooms are not overheated. By contrast,
TM52-HE indicates that most bedrooms are significantly overheated. Furthermore, there is
a very weak relationship between SETH and HE, being dependent on building construction,
space operation, and local climate (not shown in the figure). The relationship is worse,
particularly when occupants dwell in multiple and different spaces during the daytime,
such as option CONC. It is therefore difficult to set a single health-based limit criterion
equivalent to the comfort-based criterion (HE or similar indicator) that is applicable to any
climate and building.
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Figure 11. Relationship between SETH and TM52-HE for all bedrooms of old and new LTCHs (note
both SETH and HE limit values are shown in the red color; some data points are truncated to fit the
axis ranges).

For further result scrutinization, Table 9 compares the overheating criteria for bedroom
#523 of old and new buildings (note the INT indicator is lower than its limit value and,
therefore, not included in the table). According to the proposed method, old buildings
are not considered overheated under such a mild maritime climate. For new buildings,
the proposed method indicates that the DUR or SETH indicators predict the building is
overheated, except for the strategy to cool the common spaces (CONC). However, the
TM52, PHI, and BC methods predict that both old and new buildings are overheated.

A common background (benchmark) to explain such results is to investigate occu-
pant dissatisfaction regarding the overall thermal comfort level (and heat-related health
symptoms if available) during the periods of overheating events. To this end, the indoor
temperature in the bedroom and comfort level, as would be perceived by residents during
an overheating event (3–7 June), are plotted in Figures 12 and 13 for old and new build-
ings, respectively. Thermal comfort for older people (having an average metabolic rate
of 20% lower than young adults) in a wakeful or sleeping state was calculated using the
MPMV model [40]. For old buildings, the bedroom temperature varies between 25 and
30.5 ◦C. Under such bedroom conditions and those for the common spaces, the comfort
level of residents is within the comfort range of slightly warm (MPMV = 1) and slightly
cool (MPMV = −1). It was therefore expected that residents would be satisfied with their
exposure conditions, and no significant overheating issue would be perceived overall.
These findings are similar to the field study of [25] in LTCH for which the bedroom tem-
peratures were between 24.8 and 27.7 ◦C, except for some days with higher temperatures.
Their field study found a disparity between the overheating criteria of TM52 and TM59
and field surveys. The survey data found that the majority of residents perceived their
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environmental conditions as thermally neutral even when indoor temperatures were over
30 ◦C. Furthermore, none of the residents expressed any concern about their health being
affected by excessive heat.

The situation for new buildings was, however, different than old buildings. The
proposed method predicts that all measures result in space overheating, except the one
to cool the common spaces (CONC). All other overheating criteria predicted excessive
overheating in bedrooms. The comfort results of Figure 13 indicate, indeed, that the CONC
strategy results in overall thermal comfort within the comfort range (MPMV within ±1),
followed by the natural ventilation strategy with limited occurrences of thermal discomfort
at MPMV > 1.

In view of these results, one can ascertain that the overheating analysis using the
proposed method is consistent with the overall thermal comfort level during the periods of
overheating events. This is in contrast to the other selected methods. TM52-HE is stringent
and may be relaxed to a higher limit value to be consistent with the occupant satisfaction
survey data. This holds as well for the PHI criterion. BC Housing criterion seems, however,
not achievable in practice using passive measures.

Table 9. Inter-comparison of overheating criteria for bedroom #523 of old and new LTCHs.

Criterion Proposed (Old/New) TM52 BC PHI

Measure DUR (d) SETH (◦C·h) HE (%) WDH (◦C·h) ∆Tmax (◦C) HE (h) HE (%)

Ref 2 76 33 4196 29 98 43 124 4.2 9.2 1558 3672 29 42

ES 1 14 9 371 4 100 18 86 2.1 6.3 534 3583 20 41

VO 1 6 21 69 23 99 32 59 3.7 5.5 1393 3672 28 42

CONC 1 1 7 11 12 88 28 51 3.4 4.2 823 3394 24 41
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4. Discussion

This study shows how building simulation can be combined with bioheat models of
the human body to analyze overheating risk in buildings and develop limit criteria from
the heat-related health perspective. Building energy simulation has become a standard
practice in high energy efficiency designs of buildings. However, for overheating risk
analysis, a building simulation will have to fulfill certain specific requirements to properly
account for the interaction of occupants with the indoor space and operation of building
services. One of the main requirements is the simulation software has to have capabilities
to model heat and air flows in building interior spaces and produce time series results
of indoor conditions close (within an order of magnitude) to real settings. In this study,
general simulations models of LTCHs were built from a real monitored building (geometry
and orientation), but inputs of construction data, internal heat gains, and air leakage data
are taken as average values of a set of similar buildings or typical values from applicable
building energy code for a given locality and construction year. The results of this approach
revealed two important findings. First, the developed building model of LTCHs results
in indoor conditions very similar to the field measurement data during the monitoring
period. Second, the simulation software (EngeryPlus) can predict moisture mass transfer
in terms of indoor humidity levels (which is not required for energy simulation) with
sufficient accuracy in naturally ventilated buildings if an airflow network is combined
with thermal simulation. Both temperature and relative humidity were very important to
evaluate thermal comfort and overheating risk. The proposed calibration approach may
thus represent a basis for simulators to develop simulation models of various types of
buildings for overheating risk analysis.

The proposed (health-based) general approach to analyze overheating risk and develop
limit criteria is something new in this field of research in that it accounts for the personal
exposure conditions of building occupants. Personal exposure conditions may change
on a daily basis with time as occupants may move from one space to another to adapt
to heat or conduct different activity levels, including sleep, and therefore the cumulative
effect of heat on the thermal comfort and health of occupants can be quantified during the
periods of overheating events. This study considered two well-known heat-related health
indicators directly related to mortality, namely body core temperature and dehydration
(water loss) of occupants in good health conditions. Core temperature is an indicator for
many heat-related health symptoms, including heat cramps, heat syncope, heat exhaustion,
fatal heat stroke, etc. [77], and may reach its safe limit value (for example, 38 ◦C for workers
in hot environments [67]) under short exposure times (within hours of exposure). Body
dehydration, however, may take a longer time (days of sustained heat) to reach its safe limit
value with noticeable health effects. Health effects will worsen if both increases in body
core temperature and dehydration are combined under hot exposure conditions. There
are, however, other specific heat-related health indicators, particularly those indicators
related to older occupants with pre-existing chronic illnesses (such as cardiovascular and
respiratory diseases, diabetes mellitus, obesity, dementia, etc.). Among these indicators
are blood pressure, blood glucose in diabetes, heart rate, cerebral blood flow, respiratory
distress, behavioral change (agitation) of people with dementia, etc. There are very limited
studies addressing this topic of research with inconclusive evidence for practical and
general usage [78], and further work is needed to cover at-risk individuals with various
types of pre-existing medical conditions.

The overheating limit criteria in LTCH are developed for older residents in good
health conditions based on a simplified bioheat model and some assumptions of resident
behavior during overheating events. One of the main assumptions is that residents are
assumed to rehydrate themselves by regularly drinking water to replace up to 80% of the
water loss by sweating during overheating events (assuming drinkable water is available
in typical indoor settings of LTCH). However, as the vast majority (90%) of older residents
of LTCH have some kind of pre-existing medical conditions [11], the developed criteria
should be used with caution for these types of occupants or be made more stringent upon
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the availability of real-life evidence on rehydration rates. One way to make the criteria
more stringent is to assume a lower rehydration rate, and the corresponding limit criteria
are deduced from the regression lines of Figures 8 and 9.

It should be noted that the overheating limit criteria (Equation (6)) are applied to
indoor overheating events as identified by the procedure in Section 2.4.1. Although over-
heating events follow outdoor heat waves, they are different in terms of their attributes
(duration, intensity, and severity). Overheating events may start before and end days after
outdoor heat wave events and may become severe even with mild outdoor heat waves
due to internal heat buildup from casual internal gains and solar radiation. It is, therefore,
important to consider all possible overheating events during a summer period, not only
the ones resulting from extreme outdoor heat waves, to apply the limit criteria and declare
overheating.

The aforementioned overheating limit criteria will need to be validated in real settings.
However, standard benchmark cases (by simulation or field measurement) are not available.
This study suggests as a benchmark to use long-term (over the duration of overheating
events) building occupant satisfaction survey data on overall thermal comfort and heat-
related health symptoms in field studies. In simulation benchmark studies where health
symptoms are not available, suitable thermal comfort models should be used for this
purpose, assuming comfortable conditions are associated with minimum health effects for
healthy occupants (note the situation may be different for sick occupants).

Comparison of the proposed method of overheating with those based on comfort
indicators and ad hoc limit criteria such as TM52, PHI, and BC revealed a weak relationship
between them, being dependent on local climate, building construction, and space opera-
tion, and therefore it is difficult to draw a general trend between them. This is expected for
two reasons. First, the time domains to evaluate overheating risk of each method are dif-
ferent (duration of overheating event versus entire summer). The comfort-based methods
evaluate overheating risk for all possible overheating events that might occur during the
entire summer period. The individual effect of an extreme overheating event is therefore
smoothed out. Second, the exposure conditions of occupants of both methods are differ-
ent (personal exposure versus fixed-space exposure), resulting in significant differences
between the two methods, particularly when occupants dwell in multiple and different
spaces during a complete day (24 h) exposure (such as bedrooms and cool common spaces;
Option CONC in Figure 11).

5. Conclusions

This paper developed a calibrated general model of LTCHs under the EnergyPlus
software platform [37] to perform overheating risk analysis and develop limit criteria.
The model was built from a real monitored building but with typical old and current
construction practices in the chosen locality. The model was calibrated using the monitored
indoor conditions data of the real building and published energy use intensity data of
similar sets of old and recent buildings. A general approach was developed to evaluate
overheating risk in buildings from the perspective of thermal comfort or heat-related health
outcomes. The heat-related health approach was considered more appropriate for this
study and was applied to the building model of LTCHs to develop overheating limit criteria
to declare whether or not a building is safe for space occupancy under extreme heat events.
The limit criteria are intended to be used in any simulation or field study to evaluate
overheating risk in similar buildings in any Canadian location. The proposed overheating
method was as well compared with selected comfort-based methods for the purpose to
find a common background for both types of overheating limit criteria.

Two general models of LTCHs with similar geometry and orientation to the monitored
building were developed to cover typical Canadian climates in five selected cities (Montreal,
Ottawa, Toronto, Calgary, and Vancouver). The first general model represents buildings
with typical old construction practices of the eighties (1980) at the chosen locality, but
with a partial retrofit for the roof, HVAC and lighting systems and other equipment as per
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the requirements of the current building code NECB-2017. Other input data (such as air
infiltration rate) were taken from published average data of a similar set of buildings. The
second general model represents new buildings with the current construction practice at
the chosen location. All the model input data were taken from the current NECB-2017 and
published data on air leakage rates of recent buildings. The general models of LTCHs were
calibrated using the measured conditions of indoor temperature and relative humidity
of the monitored building, and published energy use intensity (EUI) data of similar real
buildings. The thermal calibration of the models showed very good agreement between
the model predictions and measured data for indoor temperature and relative humidity.
Similarly, the energy calibration of the models showed that the predicted EUI was within
the range of the published data of real buildings.

A general approach was developed to evaluate overheating risk in buildings from
the perspective of thermal comfort or heat-related health effects on building occupants.
Evaluation of overheating risk using comfort indicators applied to fixed spaces does not
account for the cumulative effect of heat on building occupants from day to day during heat
wave periods. However, the approach that uses the heat-related health indicators accounts
for all occupied spaces during a full-day exposure, and therefore the cumulative effect of
heat on occupants’ health is carried over from day to day. In this study, heat-related health
indicators were used to develop overheating limit criteria for safe building occupancy
during heat waves. This approach requires that the attributes of the indoor overheating
events resulting from outdoor heat waves in terms of duration (DUR), intensity (INT)
and severity (SETH) shall be capped to avoid any health injury to building occupants.
The health indicators included body dehydration from sweating and inadequate water
replacement and maximum body core temperature. These indicators were selected because
they were the main causes of mortality in previous large-scale extreme heat events such
as the European 2003 heat wave [55]. The overheating limit criteria were obtained by
correlating the duration (DUR), severity (SETH), and intensity (INT) of overheating events
to the aforementioned cumulative body water loss (dehydration) and maximum body core
temperature. Body dehydration and core temperature were calculated using simplified
two-node bioheat models for young and older people [70,71]. Overheating is declared if
any of the three limit criteria is exceeded in any given space or entire building space.

Comparison of the proposed method of overheating with those based on comfort
indicators and ad hoc limit criteria such as TM52, PHI and BC Housing for a case study
with mild summer revealed a disparity between them in predicting the level of space
overheating. When compared against the overall thermal comfort (a proxy of overall
occupant satisfaction with indoor conditions), the proposed method showed consistent
results in contrast to the other methods having stringent requirements for overheating risk
declaration. Furthermore, the relationship between the proposed and the comfort-based
methods is very weak, particularly when occupants dwell in multiple and different spaces
during a complete day (24 h) exposure (such as bedrooms and cool common spaces). It is
therefore difficult to consolidate the comfort-based criteria (HE or similar indicators) with
equivalent health-based limit criteria that are applicable to any climate and building.

It should be noted that the overheating limit criteria of this study were developed
for healthy older residents under typical cold climate locations with temperate summers.
For older residents with pre-existing medical conditions, or for other warm and/or humid
climates where residents are more likely acclimatized to heat and humidity, the limit criteria
should be applied with caution pending further research.

Future work will include developing similar limit criteria for other vulnerable build-
ings, such as schools and senior homes with independent (minimum assistance) living
styles.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.L. and L.J.; methodology, A.L.; Formal analysis, A.L.
and L.J.; Funding acquisition, A.L.; Project administration, A.L.; Supervision, A.L.; Writing—original
draft, A.L. and L.J.; Writing—review and editing, C.S., L.W. and M.A.L. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.



Buildings 2023, 13, 390 27 of 30

Funding: This research was funded by Infrastructure Canada through the Climate Resilient Built
Environment (CRBE) Initiative (NRC Project Number: A1-020366). The field measurement was
carried out through a collaborative research project lead by Concordia University and funded by
Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council (NSERC) of Canada through the Advancing
Climate Change Science in Canada Program (#ACCPJ 535986-18).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the Ministère de la santé et des services sociaux
(MSSS, Quebec) for its support to and sponsorship for the field measurement.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. IPCC. Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II to the Sixth Assessment Report of

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Pörtner, H.-O., Roberts, D., Tignor, M., Poloczanska, E., Mintenbeck, K., Alegría, A.,
Craig, M., Langsdorf, S., Löschke, S., Möller, V., et al., Eds.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK; New York, NY, USA,
2022; 3056p. [CrossRef]

2. Mora, C.; Dousset, B.; Caldwell, I.; Powell, F.; Geronimo, R.; Bielecki, C.; Counsell, C.; Deitrich, B.; Johnston, E.; Louis, L.; et al.
Global risk of deadly heat. Nat. Clim. Chang. 2017, 7, 501–507. [CrossRef]

3. Zhao, Q.; Guo, Y.; Ye, T.; Gasparrini, A.; Tong, S.; Overcenco, A.; Urban, A.; Schneider, A.; Entezari, A.; Vicedo-Cabrera, A.M.;
et al. Global, regional, and national burden of mortality associated with non-optimal ambient temperatures from 2000 to 2019: A
three-stage modelling study. Lancet Planet. Health 2021, 5, e415–e425. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Lamothe, F.; Roy, M.; Racine-Hamel, S.-É. Enquête Épidémiologique—Vague de Chaleur à l’été 2018 à Montréal. Direction Régionale de
Santé Publique du CIUSSS du Centre-Sud-de-l’Île-de-Montréal; Gouvernement du Québec: Québec, QC, Canada, 2019.

5. Jay, O.; Capon, A.; Berry, P.; Broderick, C.; de Dear, R.; Havenith, G.; Honda, Y.; Kovats, R.S.; Ma, W.; Malik, A.; et al. Reducing
the health effects of hot weather and heat extremes: From personal cooling strategies to green cities. Lancet 2021, 398, 709–724.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. BCCDC. BC Provincial Heat Alert and Response System (BC HARS); BC Centre for Disease Control: Vancouver, BC, Canada, 2022.
7. Government of Canada. Government of Canada—Action for Seniors Report. 2016. Available online: https://www.canada.ca/

en/employment-social-development/programs/seniors-action-report.html (accessed on 11 November 2022).
8. CIHI. Long-Term Care Homes in Canada: How Many and Who Owns Them? Canadian Institute for Health Information. Available

online: https://www.cihi.ca/en/long-term-care-homes-in-canada-how-many-and-who-owns-them (accessed on 11 November
2022).

9. Benbow, W.A.; Small House Floor Plan Designs for Nursing Homes. Development Consulting Services, Seniors Housing and
Care Facilities. Available online: https://wabenbow.com/ (accessed on 11 November 2022).

10. OLTCA. 2022. Available online: https://www.oltca.com/oltca/OLTCA/Public/LongTermCare/FactsFigures.aspx (accessed on
20 November 2022).

11. Wollschlaeger, S.; Sadhu, A.; Ebrahimi, G.; Woo, A. Investigation of climate change impacts on long-term care facility occupants.
City Environ. Interact. 2022, 13, 100077. [CrossRef]

12. MLTC. 2020. Long-Term Care Staffing Study. Ministry of Long-Term Care, Ontario. Available online: https://files.ontario.ca/
mltc-long-term-care-staffing-study-en-2020-07-31.pdf (accessed on 11 November 2022).

13. Walker, G.; Brown, S.; Neven, L. Thermal comfort in care homes: Vulnerability, responsibility and thermal care. Build. Res. Inf.
2016, 44, 135–146. [CrossRef]

14. Guerra, A.; Santin, O.; Tweed, A.C. Summer post occupancy evaluation of a Passivhaus care home in the UK. In Proceedings of
the PLEA Sustainable Architecture for a Renewable Future, Munich, Germany, 10–12 September 2013.

15. Gupta, R.; Barnfield, L.; Gregg, M. Overheating in care settings: Magnitude, causes, preparedness and remedies. Build. Res. Inf.
2017, 45, 83–101. [CrossRef]

16. Lorente, C.; Serazin, C.; Daube, D.; Tillaut, H.; Salines, G. Risk Factors of Mortality During the Heat Wave of August 2003 in
France’s Nursing Homes. Epidemiology 2004, 15, S217. [CrossRef]

17. Kollanus, V.; Tiittanen, P.; Lanki, T. Mortality risk related to heatwaves in Finland—Factors affecting vulnerability. Environ. Res.
2021, 201, 111503. [CrossRef]

18. Thompson, R.; Landeg, O.; Kar-Purkayastha, I.; Hajat, S.; Kovats, S.; O’Connell, E. Heatwave Mortality in Summer 2020 in
England: An Observational Study. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 6123. [CrossRef]

19. Bustinza, R.; Lebel, G.; Gosselin, P.; Bélanger, D.; Chebana, F. Health impacts of the July 2010 heat wave in Québec, Canada. BMC
Public Health 2013, 13, 56. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1017/9781009325844
http://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3322
http://doi.org/10.1016/S2542-5196(21)00081-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34245712
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)01209-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34419206
https://www.canada.ca/en/employment-social-development/programs/seniors-action-report.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/employment-social-development/programs/seniors-action-report.html
https://www.cihi.ca/en/long-term-care-homes-in-canada-how-many-and-who-owns-them
https://wabenbow.com/
https://www.oltca.com/oltca/OLTCA/Public/LongTermCare/FactsFigures.aspx
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cacint.2021.100077
https://files.ontario.ca/mltc-long-term-care-staffing-study-en-2020-07-31.pdf
https://files.ontario.ca/mltc-long-term-care-staffing-study-en-2020-07-31.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1080/09613218.2014.998552
http://doi.org/10.1080/09613218.2016.1227923
http://doi.org/10.1097/00001648-200407000-00576
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2021.111503
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19106123
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-56


Buildings 2023, 13, 390 28 of 30

20. Roy, L.-A.; Price, K.; Pâquet, M.; Vida, S.; Senécal, G.; Lefebvre, L.; Perron, S.; King, N. Canicule 2010 à Montréal. Rapport du
Directeur de Santé Publique; Direction de santé publique de l’Agence de la santé et des Services Sociaux de Montréal: Montréal,
QC, Canada, 2011.

21. CIBSE. Design Methodology for the Assessment of Overheating Risk in Homes—CIBSE TM59: 2017; Chartered Institution of Building
Services Engineers: London, UK, 2017.

22. Wang, Z.; Yu, H.; Jiao, Y.; Wei, Q.; Chu, X. A field study of thermal sensation and neutrality in free-running aged-care homes in
Shanghai. Energy Build. 2018, 158, 1523–1532. [CrossRef]

23. Hughes, C.; Natarajan, S. Summer thermal comfort and overheating in the elderly. Build. Serv. Eng. Res. Technol. 2019, 40, 426–445.
[CrossRef]

24. ISO 15251-2007; Indoor Environmental Input Parameters for Design and Assessment of Energy Performance of Buildings
Addressing Indoor Air Quality, Thermal Environment, Lighting and Acoustics. International Standard Organisation: Geneva,
Switzerland, 2007.

25. Gupta, R.; Howard, A.; Davies, M.; Mavrogianni, A.; Tsoulou, I.; Jain, N.; Oikonomou, E.; Wilkinson, P. Monitoring and modelling
the risk of summertime overheating and passive solutions to avoid active cooling in London care homes. Energy Build. 2021, 252,
111418. [CrossRef]

26. Gupta, R.; Howard, A.; Davies, M.; Mavrogianni, A.; Tsoulou, I.; Oikonomou, E.; Wilkinson, P. Examining the magnitude and
perception of summertime overheating in London care homes. Build. Serv. Eng. Res. Technol. 2021, 42, 653–675. [CrossRef]

27. CIBSE. Environment Design-CIBSE Guide A; The Chartered Institution of Building Services Engineers: London, UK, 2006. [CrossRef]
28. CIBSE. The Limits of Thermal Comfort: Avoiding Overheating in European Buildings-CIBSE TM52; The Chartered Institution of

Building Services Engineers: London, UK, 2013. [CrossRef]
29. PHE. Heatwave Plan for England: Protecting Health and Reducing Harm from Severe Heat and Heat Waves; Public Health England,

Department of Health: London, UK, 2015.
30. NRC. National Energy Code of Canada for Buildings (NECB-2017); National Research Council Canada: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 2017.
31. NRC. National Energy Code of Canada for Buildings (NECB-2011); National Research Council Canada: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 2011.
32. RDH. Air Leakage Control in Multi-Unit Residential Buildings. Development of Testing and Measurement Strategies to Quantify Air

Leakage in MURBs. Report; RDH Building Engineering Ltd.: Vancouver, BC, Canada, 2013.
33. Ostrander, C. History of Insulation with Masonry. Mason. Edge 2008, 2, 32–41.
34. NRC. National Building Code of Canada (NBC-1980); National Research Council Canada: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 1980.
35. ANSI/ASHRAE Standard 62.1-2022; Ventilation and Acceptable Indoor Air Quality. American Society of Heating Refrigerating

and Air Conditioning Engineers: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2022.
36. ANSI/ASHRAE Standard 62.2-2022; Ventilation and Acceptable Indoor Air Quality in Residential Buildings. American Society of

Heating Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2022.
37. DOE. EnergyPlus, v9.6. US Department of Energy. Available online: https://energyplus.net/ (accessed on 1 February 2022).
38. Tsuzuki, K.; Ohfuku, T. Thermal sensation and thermoregulation in elderly compared to young people in Japanese winter season.

In Proceedings of the Indoor Air’ 02, Monterey, CA, USA, 30 June–5 July 2002; Volume V, pp. 659–664.
39. Schellen, L.; van Marken Lichtenbelt, W.D.; Loomans, M.G.L.C.; Toftum, J.; de Wit, M.H. Differences between young adults and

elderly in thermal comfort, productivity, and thermal physiology in response to a moderate temperature drift and a steady-state
condition. Indoor Air 2010, 20, 273–283. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Laouadi, A. A New General Formulation for the PMV Thermal Comfort Index. Buildings 2022, 12, 1572. [CrossRef]
41. Ricketts, L. A Field Study of Airflow in a High-Rise Multi-Unit Residential Building. MASc Thesis, University of Waterloo,

Waterloo, ON, Canada, 2014.
42. Wang, L.; Shu, C.; Ge, H.; Zmeureanu, R.; Lacasse, M.; Leroyer, S. Assessment of summertime overheating conditions in vulnerable

buildings in Montréal. In Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on New Horizons in Green Civil Engineering (NHICE-
02), Victoria, BC, Canada, 29 April–1 May 2020; pp. 2–5.

43. ASHRAE. ASHRAE Guideline 14-2014: Measurement of Energy, Demand, and Water Savings; American Society of Heating Refrigerat-
ing and Air Conditioning Engineers: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2014.

44. Donovan, A.O.; Sullivan, P.D.O.; Murphy, M.D. Predicting air temperatures in a naturally ventilated nearly zero energy building:
Calibration, validation, analysis and approaches. Appl. Energy 2019, 250, 991–1010. [CrossRef]

45. Oliker, I. Assessment of Seasonal Boiler Efficiency in Individual Buildings. 2021. Available online: https://www.esmagazine.
com/articles/101464-assessment-of-seasonal-boiler-efficiency-in-individual-buildings (accessed on 11 November 2022).

46. Mudie, S.; Essah, E.A.; Grandison, A.; Felgate, R. Electricity use in the commercial kitchen. Int. J. Low-Carbon Technol. 2016, 11,
66–74. [CrossRef]

47. NRCan. Energy Intensity Data from Survey of Commercial and Institutional Energy Use (SCIEU). 2014. Available online:
https://oee.nrcan.gc.ca/corporate/statistics/neud/dpa/menus/scieu/2014/tables.cfm (accessed on 15 November 2022).

48. NRCan. Canadian National Median Reference Values for All Property Types. 2018. Available online: https://www.nrcan.gc.
ca/sites/www.nrcan.gc.ca/files/energy/pdf/Canadian%20National%20Median%20Tables-EN-Aug2018-7.pdf (accessed on 15
November 2022).

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2017.11.050
http://doi.org/10.1177/0143624419844518
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2021.111418
http://doi.org/10.1177/01436244211013645
http://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-240-81224-3.00016-9
http://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://energyplus.net/
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0668.2010.00657.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20557374
http://doi.org/10.3390/buildings12101572
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2019.04.082
https://www.esmagazine.com/articles/101464-assessment-of-seasonal-boiler-efficiency-in-individual-buildings
https://www.esmagazine.com/articles/101464-assessment-of-seasonal-boiler-efficiency-in-individual-buildings
http://doi.org/10.1093/ijlct/ctt068
https://oee.nrcan.gc.ca/corporate/statistics/neud/dpa/menus/scieu/2014/tables.cfm
https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/sites/www.nrcan.gc.ca/files/energy/pdf/Canadian%20National%20Median%20Tables-EN-Aug2018-7.pdf
https://www.nrcan.gc.ca/sites/www.nrcan.gc.ca/files/energy/pdf/Canadian%20National%20Median%20Tables-EN-Aug2018-7.pdf


Buildings 2023, 13, 390 29 of 30

49. City of Toronto. Annual Energy Consumption & Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report. 2017. Available online: https://www.toronto.
ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/9552-2017-Annual-Energy-Consumption-Greenhouse-Gas-Emissions-Report.pdf (accessed
on 15 November 2022).

50. Laouadi, A.; Bartko, M.; Lacasse, M. A New Methodology of Evaluation of Overheating in Buildings. Energy Build. 2020, 226,
110360. [CrossRef]

51. Laouadi, A.; Bartko, M.; Gaur, A.; Lacasse, M. Guideline for Management of Overheating Risk in Residential Buildings; Report
CRBCPI-Y4-10; National Research Council Canada: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 2022. [CrossRef]

52. USGBC. Passive Survivability and Back-up Power During Disruptions. 2022. Available online: https://www.usgbc.org/credits/
new-construction-core-and-shell-schools-new-construction-retail-new-construction-data-48?view=resources (accessed on 15
November 2022).

53. BC Housing. BC Energy Step Code, Design Guide Supplement S3 on Overheating and Air Quality. Available online: https:
//www.bchousing.org/publications/BC-Energy-Step-Code-Guide-Supplemental.pdf (accessed on 20 November 2022).

54. Hansen, A.; Williamson, T.; Pisaniello, D.; Bennetts, H.; van Hoof, J.; Arakawa Martins, L.; Visvanathan, R.; Zuo, J.; Soebarto, V.
The Thermal Environment of Housing and Its Implications for the Health of Older People in South Australia: A Mixed-Methods
Study. Atmosphere 2022, 13, 96. [CrossRef]

55. Fouillet, A.; Rey, G.; Laurent, F.; Pavillon, G.; Bellec, S.; Guihenneuc-Jouyaux, C.; Clavel, J.; Jougla, E.; Hémon, D. Excess mortality
related to the August 2003 heat wave in France. Int. Arch. Occup. Environ. Health 2006, 80, 16–24. [CrossRef]

56. Feliciano, L.; LeBlanc, L.A.; Feeney, B.J. Assessment and management of barriers to fluid intake in community dwelling older
adults. J. Behav. Heal. Med. 2010, 1, 3–14. [CrossRef]

57. Garriguet, D. Impact of identifying plausible respondents on the under-reporting of energy intake in the Canadian Community
Health Survey. Health Rep. 2008, 19, 47–55. [PubMed]

58. Begum, M.N.; Johnson, C.S. A review of the literature on dehydration in the institutionalized elderly. E-SPEN Eur. E-J. Clin. Nutr.
Metab. 2010, 5, e47–e53. [CrossRef]

59. Jimoh, O.F.; Brown, T.J.; Bunn, D.; Hooper, L. Beverage intake and drinking patterns—Clues to support older people living in
long-term care to drink well: DRIE and FISE studies. Nutrients 2019, 11, 447. [CrossRef]

60. ISO 7933:2004; Ergonomics of the Thermal Environment—Analytical Determination and Interpretation of Heat Stress Using
Calculation of the Predicted Heat Strain. Second Edition. International Standard Organisation: Geneva, Switzerland, 2004.

61. Gopinathan, P.M.; Pichan, G.; Sharma, V.M. Role of dehydration in heat stress-induced variations in mental performance. Arch.
Environ. Health Int. J. 1988, 43, 15–17. [CrossRef]

62. Volkert, D.; Kreuel, K.; Stehle, P. “Ernährung ab 65”—Trinkmenge und trinkmotivation stehen bei selbstständig in privathaushal-
ten lebenden senioren in engem zusammenhang. Z. Gerontol. Geriatr. 2004, 37, 436–443. [CrossRef]

63. van Loenhout, J.A.F.; le Grand, A.; Duijm, F.; Greven, F.; Vink, N.M.; Hoek, G.; Zuurbier, M. The effect of high indoor temperatures
on self-perceived health of elderly persons. Environ. Res. 2016, 146, 27–34. [CrossRef]

64. Aphamis, G.; Stavrinou, P.S.; Andreou, E.; Giannaki, C.D. Hydration status, total water intake and subjective feelings of
adolescents living in a hot environment, during a typical school day. Int. J. Adolesc. Med. Health 2019, 33, 1–7. [CrossRef]

65. Jones, A.C.; Kirkpatrick, S.I.; Hammond, D. Beverage consumption and energy intake among Canadians: Analyses of 2004 and
2015 national dietary intake data. Nutr. J. 2019, 18, 60. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. CCOHS. Working in Hot Environments: Health and Safety Guide. Canadian Centre for Occupational Health and Safety. Available
online: www.ccohs.ca/oshanswers/phys_agents/heat_control.html. (accessed on 9 January 2022).

67. ISO 7243:2017(E); Ergonomics of the Thermal Environment—Assessment of Heat Stress Using the WBGT (Wet Bulb Globe
Temperature) Index. Third Edition. International Standard Organisation: Geneva, Switzerland, 2017.

68. Stephan, F.; Ghiglione, S.; Decailliot, F.; Yakhou, L.; Duvaldestin, P.; Legrand, P. Effect of excessive environmental heat on core
temperature in critically ill patients. An observational study during the 2003 European heat wave. Br. J. Anaesth. 2005, 94, 39–45.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

69. Kuht, J.; Farmery, A.D. Body temperature and its regulation. Anaesth. Intensiv. Care Med. 2018, 19, 507–512. [CrossRef]
70. Ji, L.; Laouadi, A.; Shu, C.; Wang, L.; Lacasse, M.A. Evaluation and improvement of the thermoregulatory system for the two-node

bioheat model. Energy Build. 2021, 249, 111235. [CrossRef]
71. Ji, L.; Laouadi, A.; Wang, L.; Lacasse, M.A. Development of a bioheat model for older people under hot and cold exposures. Build.

Simul. 2022, 15, 1815–1829. [CrossRef]
72. Laouadi, A.; Gaur, A.; Lacasse, M.A.; Bartko, M.; Armstrong, M. Development of reference summer weather years for analysis of

overheating risk in buildings. J. Build. Perform. Simul. 2020, 13, 301–319. [CrossRef]
73. Passive House Institute. Criteria for the Passive House, EnerPHit and PHI Low Energy Building Standards. Available online: https:

//www.passivehousecanada.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Passive-House-and-EnerPHit_building_criteria.pdf (accessed
on 28 November 2022).

74. ANSI/ASHRAE Standard 55-2020; Thermal Environmental Conditions for Human Occupancy. American Society of Heating
Refrigerating and Air Conditioning Engineers: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2020.

75. Sun, K.; Zhang, W.; Zeng, Z.; Levinson, R.; Wei, M.; Hong, T. Passive cooling designs to improve heat resilience of homes in
underserved and vulnerable communities. Energy Build. 2021, 252, 111383. [CrossRef]

https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/9552-2017-Annual-Energy-Consumption-Greenhouse-Gas-Emissions-Report.pdf
https://www.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/9552-2017-Annual-Energy-Consumption-Greenhouse-Gas-Emissions-Report.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2020.110360
http://doi.org/10.4224/40002660
https://www.usgbc.org/credits/new-construction-core-and-shell-schools-new-construction-retail-new-construction-data-48?view=resources
https://www.usgbc.org/credits/new-construction-core-and-shell-schools-new-construction-retail-new-construction-data-48?view=resources
https://www.bchousing.org/publications/BC-Energy-Step-Code-Guide-Supplemental.pdf
https://www.bchousing.org/publications/BC-Energy-Step-Code-Guide-Supplemental.pdf
http://doi.org/10.3390/atmos13010096
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00420-006-0089-4
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0100537
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19226927
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eclnm.2009.10.007
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu11020447
http://doi.org/10.1080/00039896.1988.9934367
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00391-004-0235-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2015.12.012
http://doi.org/10.1515/ijamh-2018-0230
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12937-019-0488-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31627756
www.ccohs.ca/oshanswers/phys_agents/heat_control.html.
http://doi.org/10.1093/bja/aeh291
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15486005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.mpaic.2018.06.003
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2021.111235
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12273-022-0890-3
http://doi.org/10.1080/19401493.2020.1727954
https://www.passivehousecanada.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Passive-House-and-EnerPHit_building_criteria.pdf
https://www.passivehousecanada.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Passive-House-and-EnerPHit_building_criteria.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2021.111383


Buildings 2023, 13, 390 30 of 30

76. Rahif, R.; Amaripadath, D.; Attia, S. Review on Overheating Evaluation Methods in National Building Codes in Western Europe.
In Proceedings of the CLIMA 2022: The 14th REHVA HVAC World Congress, Rotterdam, The Netherlands, 22–25 May 2022.
[CrossRef]

77. Pisacane, V.L.; Kuznetz, L.H.; Logan, J.S.; Clark, J.B.; Wissler, E.H. Use of Thermoregulatory Models to Enhance Space Shuttle and Space
Station Operations and Review of Human Thermoregulatory Control; NASA 1-17; NASA: Washington, DC, USA, 2007.

78. Tham, S.; Thompson, R.; Landeg, O.; Murray, K.A.; Waite, T. Indoor temperature and health: A global systematic review. Public
Health 2019, 179, 9–17. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.34641/clima.2022.357
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2019.09.005

	Introduction 
	Methodology 
	Representative Building Models 
	Building Geometry 
	Building Construction 
	Internal Casual Heat Gains 
	Building HVAC System 
	Building Thermal Zoning 

	Airflow Network Model 
	Calibration of Building Models 
	Field-Monitored Data 
	Energy Use Intensity Data 

	Procedure to Evaluate Overheating Risk 
	Identification of Overheating Events 
	Procedure to Develop Overheating Limit Criteria 


	Results 
	Overheating Limit Criteria 
	Inter-Comparison of Overheating Criteria 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

