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Abstract: This study tackles the analysis of fixed external solar shading systems. The geometry of
a building and of the shading system has been parametrically defined and a genetic optimization
analysis has been carried out to identify an architectural solution that would allow the increase of
energy savings, through a suitable window-to-wall ratio and an accurate design of the shading device.
A multi-objective analysis has been performed with the aim of minimizing the energy consumption
for space heating, cooling and artificial lighting, while ensuring the visual comfort of the occupants.
The main goal of the study is to explore the influence of climatic context on the optimal design of
shading devices. The analysis has been performed for three different latitudes across Europe. In all
analyzed cases, a reduction of the annual energy consumption could be achieved, up to 42% if the
optimal shading configuration is used. Moreover, the possibility of integrating the shading system
with photovoltaic (PV) panels has been considered and the electricity production has been estimated.
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1. Introduction

During recent decades, the energy demand grew exponentially. The energy consumption in the
building sector accounts for 40% of the whole energy demand in Europe, and this value is expected
to increase due to the higher comfort levels required, if mitigation strategies are not implemented.
In this context, the concept of ’nearly zero energy buildings’ (nZEBs) has been introduced and clearly
defined [1].

NZEBs should combine the use of renewable energy systems with the best available energy
efficiency strategies to minimize the building energy consumption [2]. Moreover, envelope energy
requirements are minimized by employing different solutions, such as green roofs [3], Trombe walls [4]
or direct gain systems [5]. Glazed surfaces and shading systems, in fact, play a crucial role in
minimizing the building energy requirements. Highly glazed surfaces are common in modern building
design. Solar radiation, which penetrates the indoor environment through transparent surfaces,
represents an energy gain during the cold months and positively contributes to the building’s energy
performance growth by limiting both heating loads and the electricity consumptions for artificial
lighting. Nevertheless, during the cooling season, solar radiation causes overheating by contributing
to increase cooling loads and energy consumptions [6]. In order to find a good compromise between
the heating and cooling seasons, shading systems play a fundamental role in the management of
solar radiation and the selection of suitable screens should take place at an early stage of the design
process, since it significantly affects the energy balance of the building. An analysis carried out by
Friess et al. [7] in hot climatic conditions confirms the importance of an ’energy-optimized structure’,
showing the possibility of 20% energy savings through a proper building orientation and thermal
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insulation while up to 55% energy savings can be obtained thanks to an appropriate glazing type and
orientation. An overview of different options to decrease insolation and increase energy savings has
been provided by Valladares-Rendón et al. [8]. The authors analyzed the use of different shading
devices, window-to-wall-ratios and building orientations obtaining potential energy savings ranging
from 4.6% to 76.6%. An optimal window-to-wall ratio (WWR) allows to achieve 54.2% of energy
savings while complex design of shading devices (SDs) can provide 66% of energy savings.

Zhang et al. [9] investigated the building envelope optimization for low-energy buildings in low
latitudes of China. The energy-saving effects of different building characteristics such as the building
shape, building area, aspect ratio and WWR have been evaluated by numerical simulation, and the
cooling load reduction indexes have been calculated by considering different thermal performances of
the envelope and local climatic conditions. Based on the results of the analysis, horizontal shadings of
500–600 mm allow to reduce cooling energy demand by 95% if used on the southern exposure and by
15% if applied on the north facing windows.

Palmero-Marrero and Oliveira [10] investigated the effect on the building energy demand of louver
shading devices applied to the South, West and East facing windows, for different latitudes. An overview
of different shading systems has been provided by Bellia et al. [11] whereas Mandalaki et al. [12]
evaluated the energy performance of thirteen different types of fixed shading devices with integrated
photovoltaic (PV) for a South oriented surface. Regarding the control aspects, Manzan [13] used
genetic optimization to analyze an external shading system for a South facing window. The author
considered a flat panel, parallel to the window, and performed an optimization analysis by varying four
parameters: height, width, angle and distance from the wall. The simulations show that significant
energy savings could be achieved in hot climatic areas up to 30%.

Jayathissa et al. [14] investigated the use of a dynamic integrated photovoltaic shading system to
simultaneously optimize the building energy demand and the PV generation. Bellia et al. [15] analyzed
the effect of an external shading system on the energy consumption, considering both space heating,
cooling and lighting.

Tsangrassoulis et al. [16] proposed the use of a genetic algorithm to design a slat-type shading
system. Rapone and Saro [17] used a Particle Swarm Optimisation (PSO) algorithm addressed to
carbon emissions minimization. Khoroshiltseva et al. [18] carried out a multi-objective optimization
analysis for a building located in Madrid to design an energy-efficient shading system. The authors
considered the trade-off between the increase of the energy demand due to heating and lighting in
winter and the reduction of the overheating in summer as a consequence of the shading devices.

Several studies have been performed to determine the energy savings that could be achieved
thanks to an appropriate design of the shading systems. Nevertheless, only few research papers
consider the visual comfort of the occupants.

Mandalaki et al. [19] analyzed different integrated PV shading systems for Mediterranean countries,
considering both energy efficiency and visual comfort.

The study developed by Xue et al. [20] introduces a workflow for the optimization of WWR
with sunshades by considering both daylighting performance and energy consumption. Weather
conditions of three Chinese coastal cities are selected for testing a case building. A reference WWR is
first defined based on the luminous requirements and the optimal solution is later identified according
to thermal requirements, focusing particularly on the reduction of cooling loads. The results of the
analysis indicate that ‘comprehensive’ sunshades offer the best energy performance, benefiting from
the combined effect of horizontal and vertical overhangs.

Shan [21] proposed a methodology based on genetic algorithms to determine the optimal shading
solution to minimize the energy required for heating, cooling and lighting. Even though daylight has
been considered by the author, it is used to estimate the artificial light required to reach an illuminance
threshold value of 500 lux and is not considered as an objective function. Vera et al. [22] used GenOpt
to optimize a fixed exterior fenestration system considering both energy savings and visual comfort.
The authors considered a fully glazed surface facing South in the locations of Montreal, Boulder and
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Miami and facing North in Santiago. The opaque walls, including ceiling and roof were considered
adiabatic and to perform the optimization study, perforations, louver spacing and tilt angle have been
varied. Nicoletti et al. [23] proposed a control algorithm for venetian blinds to minimize the annual
energy consumption, maximizing solar gains in winter and minimizing the solar radiation in summer,
while ensuring a suitable level of natural lighting to guarantee the visual comfort of the occupants.

This study focuses on external fixed shading systems. External shading devices (SDs) have higher
performance than internal systems [24] while fixed SDs represent a more economical solution than
dynamic systems and no manual adjustments are required.

Unlike existing studies that considered an office-room bordering other air-conditioned environment
and with glazed surfaces exclusively facing South, the present study faced a more complex case
characterized by a larger space, with glazed surfaces on all the exposures and with all dispersing
envelope components. Moreover, a parametric analysis was performed in order to investigate the
variability of the shading configuration according to the climatic context. Therefore, the main goal
of this study is to evaluate how the optimization of fixed solar shading systems is influenced by the
climatic characteristics of the site.

Beside the energy savings, the visual comfort of the occupants is considered as objective function
in the multi-objective optimization analysis. The optimization is performed not only for South facing
windows but the optimal design of glazed surfaces and shading device for all façades is determined.

The shape and size of the shading system are optimized through an evolutionary algorithm
developed with the Grasshopper plug-in of Rhinoceros [25]. The aim of the optimization analysis
carried out in this study is to minimize the overall energy required for air-conditioning and artificial
lighting, while simultaneously maximizing the daylight. Dynamic simulations of the solar radiation
and dynamic lighting simulations have been performed using the Lady-bug plug-in [26] and the
Honey-Bee plug-in [27] of Rhinoceros. Moreover, the optimization software has been coupled with
Energy Plus [28] to evaluate the building performance and determine the thermal energy demands
with real weather data.

A test-case building located in three different European cities has been considered to analyze the
effect of different latitude and climatic conditions on the optimal configuration of the shading system.
The selected locations are: Crotone (South Italy, latitude 39◦5′), Milan (North Italy, latitude 45◦28′) and
Copenhagen (Denmark, latitude 55◦40′).

According to the Köppen–Geiger climate classification [29], the first site is characterized by hot
and dry climate (Csa), the second is representative of hot and humid conditions (Cfa) while the third
selected city is included in the temperate-humid zone (Cfb).

In Section 2, the methodology used to carry out the multi-objective analysis for the different
scenarios is described, in Section 3 the model assumptions are discussed. The main results are
highlighted in Section 4 and discussed in Section 5. In Section 6, the main outcomes are summarized.

2. Methodology

The genetic optimization analysis has been performed using the Grasshopper, a Rhinoceros
plug-in. By imitating natural selection and evolution, multi-objective optimization uses parameters
and optimization functions to quickly explore thousands of design variations and identify the best
solution. It mimics natural selection, crossover and mutation of genes. At each iteration, the best
candidates from the current population are selected, by applying a selection criterion (fitness function),
to populate the next generation and new candidate solutions are generated randomly by crossover and
mutation rules. Iterated over many generations, the average quality of the solutions in the pool of
candidates gradually increases and the population evolves toward an optimized solution that meets
the design objectives within the constrained parameters.

To perform the analysis, the optimization software needs to be coupled with software tools that
allow simulations of the building’s performance and that determine the thermal energy required for
both heating and cooling. In this study, the dynamic simulation software Energy Plus has been selected.
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This calculation engine consists of different models working together to determine building energy
requirements for heating and cooling with a variety of systems and energy sources. Heat diffusion
through the building components is simulated considering one-dimensional heat transfer. Construction
materials properties and indoor air temperature are assumed to be constant. The heat diffusion equation
is solved using the conduction transfer functions (CTF), a transient calculation method based on
instantaneous energy balance usually performed on an hourly basis for each thermal zone defined in
the simulation model. Further details are provided in Section 2.1.

Moreover, to consider the visual comfort of the occupants, dynamic simulations of the solar
radiation and lighting have been performed using the Lady-bug plug-in and the Honey-Bee plug-in.

The Lady-bug plug-in allows importing in Grasshopper the weather files of Energy Plus, providing
the possibility to analyze the sun path, the distribution of wind speed and direction (wind rose),
the solar radiation and shadows. The Honey-Bee plug-in allows the Grasshopper to interface with
Open Studio [30]. This is a platform that provides the possibility to simulate the building energy
demand using Energy Plus and perform daylight analysis using DaySim [31]. The multi-objective
analysis is performed using Octopus [32], a Grasshopper plug-in that extends the functionalities of the
Galapagos for genetic algorithm optimization. A schematic diagram of the tools used to carry out the
multi-objective optimization is provided in Figure 1.
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2.1. Building Air Conditioning Load

The building air conditioning load (QAC) is determined by a thermal balance on an internal
air node considering the heat transfer through the envelope (Qenv) and the glazed surfaces (Qw),
the infiltration (Qv) and the internal energy sources (Qint), as clearly described by Zhang et al [9].

QAC = Qenv + Qw + Qv + Qint (1)

Qenv, Qw and Qv strongly depend on the external climatic conditions.

Qenv =
n∑

j=1

K jA j(TS − Ta) (2)
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A j is the area of the envelope surface j, K j is the convective heat transfer coefficient on the j wall
internal surface, TS is its temperature and Ta the indoor temperature. The surface temperature is
determined by a thermal balance carried out on the structure by involving the infrared radiant exchange
on the external and internal sides and the thermal flux delivered through the wall. The latter is
evaluated by adopting the function transfer method exclusively for opaque surfaces with thermal mass.

The internal surface temperatures are affected also by the internal radiant field, in particular by
the heat transfer through the glazed surfaces that can be determined through the following equation:

Qw = AwItτ+ AwNi(αIt) + KAw(Te − Ta) (3)

where It is the incident solar radiation, Aw is the glazed surface area, τ is the transmission coefficient
and α the absorption coefficient of the glazed surface. Ni is the fraction of the incident solar radiation
that is absorbed and subsequently released in the indoor environment. It is worth noticing that the
software considers short-wave and infrared radiative exchange separately: for the first, the definition of
the internal view factors inside the conditioned cavity allows to evaluate the fraction of solar radiation
that is reflected outwards through the same windowed surfaces. This fraction does not become a
thermal load for the internal environment and, consequently, it is not considered for the evaluation of
the building energy demand.

Usually, the solar heat gain coefficient (F) is defined, considering both the radiation directly
transmitted inward and the fraction absorbed and then released.

F = τ+ αNi (4)

Hence:
Qw = Aw·[ItF + K(Te − Ta)] (5)

The second term on the right-hand side of the equation considers the energy losses due to the
transmittance of the glazed surface and the air temperature difference between indoor and outdoor
environment at temperature Te.

Qv can be determined based on the air flow rate mv and the temperature difference between the
internal and external air.

Qv = mvcpa (Te − Ta) (6)

The internal energy source term, Qint, depends on the devices used, lighting system and on
activities carried out in the building space.

Energy Plus allows to consider all the described terms and accurately estimate the building
thermal energy required. It has been selected for its acknowledged potential to reliably simulate
buildings’ thermal behavior and accurately estimate energy performance, along with its capability of
effectively integrating shading systems [33].

Its development is funded by the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE) Building Technologies
Office (BTO) [34] and it is considered a well validated energy simulation engine [20].

2.2. Optimization Algorithm

The optimization analysis performed has two objective functions:

1. Minimize the electrical energy requirements for heating, cooling and artificial lighting
2. Maximize natural lighting to fulfill the requirements for visual comfort. To this purpose,

the percentage of hours, during which illuminance values of 300 lux are ensured on a working
surface located at 1 m from the floor, has been determined.

Every multi-objective optimization problem can be described as a minimization problem,
Equation (7).

Min
(
F
(
→
x
))

(7)
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F
(
→
x
)
=

{
f1
(
→
x
)
, f2

(
→
x
)
. . . fob

(
→
x
)}

(8)

The subscript ob represents the number of objective functions to be minimized.
Subject to the following constraints:

gi
(
→
x
)
≥ 0 (9)

with i = 1, 2, . . . , m, where m represents the number of inequality constraints

hi
(
→
x
)
≥ 0 (10)

with i = 1, 2, . . . , n, where n represents the number of equality constraints

xmin ≤ xi ≤ xmax (11)

Equation (11) represents the boundaries of the ith variable.
One of the main difficulties in a multi-objective optimization is that often there is a trade-off

between the different objectives. Hence, it is not possible to identify a single optimal solution but a
pareto front, that is a set of non-dominated solutions which provides a better result for one objective
but worse for the others.

The parameters used in the optimization analysis and the set of boundary conditions are described
in Section 3.

3. Model

A simplified geometry has been selected for the single zone building. The shape is rectangular,
10 × 6 m with a height of 4 m, as schematically represented in Figure 2a. The building was located in
the areas shown in Figure 2b. In order to compare the results obtained for the different sites, the same
building orientation has been considered: North–South for the largest surfaces and East–West for the
smallest surfaces.
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The main characteristics of the building envelope are summarized in Table 1.
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Table 1. Building envelope characteristics.

Wall

Thickness (cm) 40
Thermal transmittance (W/m2

·K) 0.4
Density (kg/m3) 2500

Heat Capacity (J/kg·K) 800

Floor and Roof

Thickness (cm) 40
Density (kg/m3) 2000

Heat Capacity (J/kg·K) 800

Glazed Surface

Refractive Index 1.52
Thermal transmittance (W/m2

·K) 1.4
Normal Solar Heat Gain Coefficient (SHGC) 0.75

Visible Transmittance (VT) 0.8

In this study, it is assumed that the building is used as an office and mainly computer-based works
are carried out. The CEN EN 12464-1 [35] ‘Light and lighting-Lighting of work places-Part 1: Indoor
work places’ recommends a range of 100–300 lux for computer-based tasks. For these reasons a value
of 300 lux has been considered in the present study.

The office is considered occupied from Monday to Friday and from 9 am to 18 pm. Since the
heating and cooling periods depend on the climatic conditions, in order to compare the results detected
across the considered locations, the same duration for the provision of heating and cooling was
considered. Therefore, the analysis has been performed considering the cooling season from the 1st of
June to the 30th of September and the heating period from the 15th of November to 15th of March.

Weather files from the EnergyPlus data set were used for the simulation. Source weather
data formats include IWEC and IGDG data [36,37] representing a typical year obtained by
assembling measured or modeled data, to match the long-term data from a certain location using a
particular-statistical measure.

Climatic data for the city of Crotone report an external air dry bulb temperature varying between
a minimum of Tmin = −2.2 ◦C and a maximum of Tmax = 36.4 ◦C; for Milan Tmin = −9.4 ◦C and Tmax

= 33.6 ◦C while for Copenhagen Tmin = −9.6 ◦C and Tmax = 26.8 ◦C. The global horizontal radiation
is equal to 1354.4 kWh/m2 year for Crotone, 1070.6 kWh/m2 year for Milan and 980.3 kWh/m2 year
for Copenhagen.

The design temperatures for the cooling and heating seasons have been set equal to 26 and 20 ◦C
respectively. For the artificial lighting system, two LED plafonieras with a nominal electric power of
5 W were assumed installed on the ceiling.

A parametric approach has been used, based on following assumptions:

• The fixed solar shading devices are parallel to each façade;
• Rectangular slats with a thickness of 1 cm are used.

The other geometrical properties of the slats are parametrically defined in the Grasshopper to
determine the optimal design.

A schematic representation of the main geometrical properties is reported in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Geometrical parameters of the blades: distance between two consecutive slats—d, depth—w
and inclination of the slats—t.

To optimize the office building design and the shading device features, the following variables
have been considered:

• The window-to-wall ratio for each building façade can vary between 10% to 80%;
• The slats can be arranged either in horizontal or vertical direction;
• Number of slats;
• Distance between two consecutive slats (pitch ‘d’) can be varied from a minimum of 400 mm to a

maximum of 1200 mm;
• Inclination of the slats with respect to their longitudinal axis (t) varies from −45◦ to +45◦, with a

step of 5.

The analysis is performed considering different depth (w) of the slats: 200, 400 and 600 mm.

4. Results

Preliminary simulations have been performed considering the minimum and maximum
window-to-wall ratio (WWR) of 10% and 80% for all façades. These scenarios will be considered as
reference cases. The energy demands have been determined, as well as the percentage of hours in
which the minimum natural lighting of 300 lux on the working surface could be guaranteed.

The results obtained for Crotone are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2. Energy requirements for air-conditioning and percentage of hours in which the minimum
lighting requirements are fulfilled, considering the minimum and maximum window-to-wall aspect
ratio. The analysis refers to Crotone.

WWR
(South)

WWR
(East)

WWR
(West)

WWR
(North)

%h > 300
lux

Cooling
Demand

(kWh)

Heating
Demand

(kWh)

Consumption
Artificial

Lighting (kWhe)

80% 80% 80% 80% 86 8277.3 22.2 9
10% 10% 10% 10% 81 3433.6 1 9.5

It is clear that, due to the Mediterranean climatic conditions, Crotone is a cooling dominated
location with negligible heating requirements. However, with the augment of the WWR, the heating
demand slightly increases due to the predominance of thermal losses on solar gains.

Afterwards, the optimization analysis has been performed allowing the WWR to vary between
10% to 80% to obtain a window-to-wall ratio for each façade that guarantees the visual comfort of
the occupants, maximizing the daylight, while simultaneously decreasing the annual energy demand
(required for summer cooling, winter heating and artificial lighting).

Due to the trade-off between these two objectives, a unique solution is difficult to find. Table 3
shows the best results obtained for different WWR.
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Table 3. Individuals of the population obtained using multi-objective optimization for Crotone.

WWR
(South)

WWR
(East)

WWR
(West)

WWR
(North)

%h > 300
Lux

Cooling
Demand

(kWh)

Heating
Demand

(kWh)

Consumption
Artificial

Lighting (kWhe)

50% 10% 30% 70% 86 6333.3 5.2 9
20% 10% 10% 60% 85 4734.2 3.5 9.1
10% 10% 10% 40% 84 3991.3 2.5 9.2
10% 10% 10% 20% 83 3632.9 1.1 9.3

It is evident that increasing the WWR, the number of hours in which the minimum lighting
requirements are fulfilled also increases, at the expenses of higher cooling requirements. The results
reported in Table 3 show that solutions with the WWR above 50% on the South surface, 10% for the East
surface, 30% for the West direction and 70% for the North are not recommended. Conversely, the role
of the South WWR is decisive to drastically reduce cooling demands; lower WWR percentages allow to
reduce the energy required for space cooling, keeping almost unvaried the daylight performance.

Considering the case with a maximum WWR of 80% for all façades, reported in Table 2, not only
the percentage of hours with more than 300 lux does not increase (86%), but also the cooling demand is
considerably higher, 8277.3 instead of 6333.3 kWh. A good trade-off can be represented by a WWR
of 10% for the South, East and West surface and 20% for the North direction. This solution allows
the achievement of a significant reduction of the annual energy requirements of 56%, with only a 3%
decrease in the number of hours with more than 300 lux.

As described in Section 3, the fixed solar shading system has been described parametrically to
allow the variation of the geometric parameters. Tables 4–6 summarize the results of the optimization
analysis for the considered slat depths.

Table 4. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 200 mm for Crotone.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 12 Horizontal 45◦

East 12 Horizontal 45◦

West 12 Horizontal 45◦

North 12 Vertical −10◦

Cooling Demand 2192 kWh
Heating Demand 10.3 kWh

%h > 300 lux 75
Consumption for Artificial Lighting 9.9 kWhe

Table 5. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 400 mm for Crotone.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 7 Horizontal 40◦

East 7 Horizontal 45◦

West 7 Horizontal 45◦

North 13 Vertical 35◦

Cooling Demand 2186 kWh
Heating Demand 12.3 kWh

%h > 300 lux 74
Consumption Artificial Lighting 10.1 kWhe
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Table 6. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 600 mm for Crotone.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 5 Horizontal 45◦

East 5 Horizontal 40◦

West 5 Horizontal 40◦

North 10 Vertical −45◦

Cooling Demand 2104.2 kWh
Heating Demand 15.5 kWh

%h > 300 lux 68
Consumption Artificial Lighting 10.3 kWhe

The results show that the configuration with a slats depth of 600 mm is the one that allows to
achieve the highest energy savings. The total thermal requirement is 2119.7 kWh, i.e., 41.6% lower
compared to the value of 3634 kWh obtained for the same configuration and glazed areas without
shading devices. Moreover, a minimum natural lighting of 300 lux on the work surface is ensured
in 68% of the hours with a correspondent slight increase of the electrical consumption. This result
is due to the shading effect provided by the larger slats that allows to reduce the cooling demand
without affecting negatively the heating demand. The overall energy saving which can be obtained
with an optimized building structure is 38.3% compared to the configuration with the minimum WWR
and without shading devices. Table 6 shows an increase in electricity consumption by the artificial
lighting system of 10%, but it is small when compared to the achievable energy savings for the summer
conditioning (with an appropriate conversion factor). It is worth mentioning the importance to install
vertical slats on the North exposure to exploit daylight rationally by favoring the attainment of the
required lux on the working surface, but the inclination varies significantly with the slat’s width.
Furthermore, the importance of producing shadows on the glazing is demonstrated by the tilt angle
ranging between 40◦ and 45◦ for the surfaces exposed to the solar radiation.

Once the optimal configuration has been determined, it was considered the possibility of integrating
the shading system with photovoltaic cells in accordance with the schematic representation showed in
Figure 4. The main characteristics of the photovoltaic panels are summarized in Table 7.
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Table 7. Photovoltaic panel characteristics.

Parameter Value

Type of PV panel Poly-Si
Maximum Power at STC 165 W

Current at Max Power (A) 4.77
Voltage at Max Power (V) 34.6
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The available surface to install PV cells is 90 m2, so an annual electricity production by the
renewable source of 6526 kWh is achievable, sufficient to provide the electricity required for heating,
cooling and lighting (about 700 kWhe assuming an air to air electric heat pump with a mean performance
index of 3).

Similar analyses have been performed for Milan and Copenhagen. The results obtained for Milan
are summarized in Tables 8–12. Table 8 highlights the building performance parameters for both the
minimum and maximum value of the WWR.

Table 8. Energy requirements for air-conditioning and percentage of hours in which the minimum
lighting requirements are fulfilled, considering the minimum and maximum window-to-wall aspect
ratio. The analysis refers to Milan.

WWR
(South)

WWR
(East)

WWR
(West)

WWR
(North)

%h > 300
Lux

Cooling
Demand

(kWh)

Heating
Demand

(kWh)

Consumption
Artificial

Lighting (kWhe)

80% 80% 80% 80% 83 5857.7 1088.3 8.1
10% 10% 10% 10% 65 2045.2 340 13.3

Table 9. Individuals of the population obtained using genetic algorithms for Milan.

WWR
(South)

WWR
(East)

WWR
(West)

WWR
(North)

%h > 300
Lux

Cooling
Demand

(kWh)

Heating
Demand

(kWh)

Consumption
Artificial

Lighting (kWhe)

50% 10% 30% 70% 81 4575.7 984.4 9
30% 10% 10% 60% 79 3401.2 911.5 9.5
20% 10% 10% 50% 78 3312.5 750.8 9.9
20% 10% 10% 40% 76 2882.8 648.6 10.4

Table 10. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 200 mm for Milan.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 13 Horizontal 10◦

East 12 Horizontal 45◦

West 13 Horizontal 40◦

North 32 Vertical −45◦

Cooling Demand 1239.9 kWh
Heating Demand 908.1 kWh

%h > 300 lux 65
Consumption Artificial Lighting 13 kWhe

Table 11. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 400 mm for Milan.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 7 Horizontal 20◦

East 7 Horizontal 45◦

West 7 Horizontal 45◦

North 15 Vertical −40◦

Cooling Demand 1218.2 kWh
Heating Demand 944.5 kWh

%h > 300 lux 62
Consumption Artificial Lighting 13.4 kWhe
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Table 12. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 600 mm for Milan.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 5 Horizontal 45◦

East 5 Horizontal 40◦

West 5 Horizontal 45◦

North 10 Vertical −45◦

Cooling Demand 1267.9 kWh
Heating Demand 843.6 kWh

%h > 300 lux 69
Consumption Artificial Lighting 11.3 kWhe

In this case, an evident increase in the heating demand, with a correspondent decrease of the
cooling requirements, can be observed due to the continental climatic conditions. Again, for the
highest WWR, the thermal losses through the transparent surfaces prevail on the increase in solar
gains. The results of the multi-objective optimization analysis are reported in Table 9 showing the best
individuals of the population obtained using genetic algorithms.

To minimize the thermal energy demand, a WWR of 20% for the South, 40% for the North and
10% for the East and West surfaces are required. It is worth noting that South and North exposures
affect thermal demands considerably, while the electrical consumptions for artificial lighting are only
slightly affected by the window-to-wall ratio.

The results of the optimization analysis performed for the shading system are summarized in
Tables 10–12 considering different slats depth.

The analysis performed for Milan shows that the configuration with a slat depth of 600 mm is
the one that guarantees the highest energy savings with a tilt angle of 45◦ for the South exposure.
Conversely, by limiting the slats depth, the tilt angle decreases. This ensures a more profitable use of
the solar radiation during winter but also determines an increase of the cooling demand. Additionally,
in this case, a tilt angle of 40–45◦ for East and West exposures is recommended as well as vertical
slats with negative tilt angle for the North orientation. The annual energy requirement is 2111.5 kWh,
thus 40.2% lower compared to the 3531.5 kWh required for the same configuration without shading
systems. Natural lighting is sufficient to maintain adequate illumination levels in 69% of the hours.

It is worth noticing that, despite the slight increase in electricity for artificial lighting, the optimized
configuration with shading devices provides a more evident reduction in the annual energy
requirements, highlighting the prevalent role of air-conditioning for the reduction of the overall
energy consumption.

Assuming that the shading surface is covered by PV panels, the annual electricity production
can be obtained. It is equal to 4851.7 kWh and it is enough to cover the energy needs for heating,
cooling and the artificial lighting consumption considering the use of an electric heat pump with a
mean performance index of 3 (about 700 kWhe).

Simulations and optimization analysis have been also performed for Copenhagen. In this case the
energy required for heating is higher than the cooling demand, as shown in Table 13. Nevertheless,
increasing the WWR, not only the heating demand is higher due to the higher thermal losses but
also the cooling demand increases. Energy demands for heating, cooling and electricity for artificial
lighting are provided in Table 13, considering a WWR of 10% and 80%.
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Table 13. Energy requirements for air-conditioning and percentage of hours in which the minimum
lighting requirements are fulfilled, considering the minimum and maximum window-to-wall aspect
ratio. The analysis refers to Copenhagen.

WWR
(South)

WWR
(East)

WWR
(West)

WWR
(North)

%h > 300
Lux

Cooling
Demand

(kWh)

Heating
Demand

(kWh)

Consumption
Artificial

Lighting (kWhe)

80% 80% 80% 80% 75 1249.6 1394.7 20.5
10% 10% 10% 10% 59 232.1 711.8 29

The results of the optimization analysis are reported in Table 14. The best individuals of the
population obtained using genetic algorithms are highlighted.

Table 14. Individuals of the population obtained using genetic algorithms for Copenhagen.

WWR
(South)

WWR
(East)

WWR
(West)

WWR
(North)

%h > 300
lux

Cooling
Demand

(kWh)

Heating
Demand

(kWh)

Consumption
Artificial

Lighting (kWhe)

50% 10% 20% 70% 70 963.6 941.9 22.1
20% 10% 10% 60% 69 666 762.7 23.4
20% 20% 10% 40% 67 559.7 687.1 25.9
20% 10% 10% 10% 65 364.2 605.1 26.6

To minimize the thermal energy demand, a WWR of 20% for the South and 10% for the East, North
and West surfaces is required. This is due to the need of limiting the thermal losses as much as possible
due to the limited availability of solar radiation that could be exploited to reduce the heating demand.

The results of the optimization analysis for the shading device carried out for Copenhagen are
summarized in Tables 15–17.

Table 15. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 200 mm for Copenhagen.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 13 Horizontal −10◦

East 13 Horizontal 40◦

West 13 Horizontal 40◦

North 27 Vertical 35◦

Cooling Demand 125.5 kWh
Heating Demand 689.2 kWh

%h > 300 lux 61
Consumption Artificial Lighting 28.6 kWhe

Table 16. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 400 mm for Copenhagen.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 7 Horizontal −10◦

East 7 Horizontal 45◦

West 7 Horizontal 45◦

North 16 Vertical −20◦

Cooling Demand 121.5 kWh
Heating Demand 683.0 kWh

%h > 300 lux 59
Consumption Artificial Lighting 29.2 kWhe
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Table 17. Optimization analysis considering a depth of the slats of 600 mm for Copenhagen.

Orientation Number of Slats Slat Direction Tilt Angle

South 5 Horizontal −10◦

East 5 Horizontal 40◦

West 5 Horizontal 45◦

North 10 Vertical 45◦

Cooling Demand 106.9 kWh
Heating Demand 697.3 kWh

%h > 300 lux 60
Consumption Artificial Lighting 30.1 kWhe

The analysis performed shows that even in this case the use of a slat depth of 600 mm represents
the optimal configuration. It is worth noticing that the optimal angle is −10◦ with horizontal direction
for the slats exposed toward South, in order to exploit the scarce solar radiation as much as possible.
Compared to the previous cases, the analyzed location is characterized by a higher latitude and a
lower solar altitude. Therefore, the described configuration allows a better exploitation of the beam
solar radiation. Tilt angles of 40–45◦ are preferred for East and West, and vertical slats for the North
exposure. In the optimal situation, the annual energy demand for air conditioning is 804.2 kWh with
an energy saving of 17% compared to the 969.2 kWh required for the same configuration without
shading elements. Natural daylight is worse than the prior scenarios due to the lower WWR values,
however the level is sufficient to maintain an adequate illumination level in 60% of the hours.

The optimized configuration with shading devices provides a reduction in the overall energy
consumption by 14.8% compared to the solution with the minimum glazed areas and no shading systems.
As for all the other examined cases, the electrical consumption for artificial lighting increases by 13% but
it is negligible compared to reduction in terms of thermal requirements for space cooling and heating.

Once again, assuming that the shading surface is covered by PV panels, the annual electricity
production was determined. It is equal to 3741.8 kWh, i.e., enough to cover the energy needs for
heating, cooling and the artificial lighting consumption assuming the use of electric heat pumps with a
mean performance index of 3 (about 300 kWhe).

5. Discussion

Simulations have been performed to determine the optimal window-to-wall ratio and the optimal
design of external fixed shading systems. The highest energy savings have been obtained for the
locations of Crotone and Milan, characterized by a higher solar radiation and, consequently, by higher
cooling requirements. Solar gains in winter, instead, are counterbalanced by a major increase of the
thermal losses detected with the WWR growth. For this reason, in Copenhagen lower WWR are
recommended. The main contribution of external shading devices to energy saving is due to the
reduction of energy requirements for cooling. Obviously, an increase of the energy consumption for
space heating is registered but the overall energy needs for both the heating and cooling seasons are
significantly decreased by a percentage of 41.6% for Crotone and 40.2% for Milan. Different results have
been obtained for Copenhagen, due to the different climatic conditions. While in Crotone and Milan
the energy required for cooling in summer is substantial, for Copenhagen space heating represents the
most critical aspect and, consequently, the optimization was carried out mainly to limit the energy
consumptions during winter. Despite such a difference, a solution has been identified, that guarantees
10% energy saving.

Even though a point by point comparison with similar studies is not possible since different
building layouts, construction materials, glazed surface properties, methodology, locations and climatic
conditions are considered, it is anyway evident a similar trend. As highlighted by Manzan [13],
the energy savings increase in climatic areas characterized by higher levels of solar radiation and,
consequently, higher energy cooling demand. As underlined by Zhang et al. [9], the use of horizontal
shadings of 500–600 mm on the southern exposure allows to significantly reduce cooling energy demand.
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As far as concerning the visual comfort, satisfactory results have been obtained. As pointed
out by Vera at al. [22], different results are obtained whether the optimization analysis is performed
considering both energy requirements and visual comfort or only the energy consumption criteria.
In the multi-objective analysis this aspect has been considered and the solutions that would decrease as
little as possible the percentage of daily hours covered by natural lighting have been selected. Even if
in some cases a reduction of 15% of sunlight hours was reached, due to the presence of shading devices,
the increase in electrical consumption due to artificial lighting is limited while considerable energy
savings for air conditioning could be achieved.

It is worth noticing that the simulations, aimed at optimizing the glazed surfaces, have highlighted
that a minimum glazed surface is preferable for the South, East and West façades, for both Crotone and
Milan where the summer solar radiation is considerable. On the other hand, higher percentages of
glazed surfaces are obtained for the North direction to capture only diffuse radiation. The opposite
situation occurs in Copenhagen, where the WWR is higher for the South oriented surface by exploiting
slats with negative tilt angle due to the lower solar elevation angle, and lower for the North to contrast
thermal losses. A synoptic representation concerning the energy demand for air-conditioning and
artificial lighting is provided in Figures 5 and 6 respectively, for the considered localities, with and
without the installation of the optimized shading devices. It is clear that a comparison cannot be carried
out among the localities, because different envelope configurations have been obtained. Nevertheless,
in Crotone the 42% of energy savings was attained by limiting exclusively the cooling demands, this is
the reason why the lowest WWR is employed on the surfaces mainly exposed to the solar radiation.
Moreover, the widest slats are preferred, but with a higher distance and a tilt angle of 45◦ for a better
shading, with no significant negative impact on the daylight. Regarding the location of Milan, being
higher the heating requirements, a greater WWR on the South exposure and a minimum value of WWR
on East and West facades, allow a better use of winter solar gains. This effect prevails on the worsening
of the cooling demand, achieving a winter energy saving of 56% that overcomes the worsening of
the cooling demand (−30%). The slats’ configurations are similar to those obtained for Crotone but
the energy consumptions are slightly worsened, due to the 40% WWR resulting for North facade.
Finally, in Copenhagen, characterized by the most severe winter climatic conditions, it is essential to
limit the WWR on the North exposure in order to reduce the thermal losses, sacrificing the daylight
and obtaining double electrical consumption compared to the prior localities. A WWR of 20% with
negative slats tilt angle allows to exploit solar radiation rationally, and WWR of 10% for East and West
orientations allows to obtain a summer energy saving of 70% that prevails on the worsening of the
winter demand (−15%).Energies 2020, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 16 of 19 
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Figure 6. Energy demands for artificial lighting detected among the considered localities, assuming the
optimized envelope configurations with and without external shading devices.

6. Conclusions

The analysis performed in this study shows that the shading device needs to be optimized for the
climatic conditions in order to find the best compromise between the heating and cooling demands,
which are much higher than the energy required by the artificial lighting system. In particular,
the following main findings emerged from the analysis:

• The use of a 60 cm slat represents the best performing solution in all locations. This slat width
allows appreciable shading effects by adjustment of the slats’ tilt angle, which limits the degree of
required elements;

• For surfaces oriented towards the North direction, vertical slats represent the optimal solution
with different tilt angles;

• For surfaces oriented towards the South, East and West direction, horizontal slats are recommended;
• South oriented surfaces are very sensitive to the variations of the building location, for Crotone

the optimal tilt angle is 45◦ while for Copenhagen it is −10◦;
• The glazed areas facing South increase with latitude, while on the contrary those facing North

decrease in order to find the best compromise between thermal losses and solar gains;
• The energy savings for air-conditioning are substantial and overcome the increase in electricity

consumption for artificial lighting;
• PV energy production can supply the energy demand for air conditioning and artificial lighting in

all analyzed scenarios.

The study highlighted the dependence of the shielding systems on the latitude of the site, which
directly affects the inclination of the slats. The relation emerged particularly for the South exposure.
At high latitudes, in fact, the sun is lower on the horizon and a greater tilt angle of the slats is needed
to protect from solar radiation. On the contrary, at lower latitudes, the sun is higher in the sky and the
slats must be tilted slightly to obtain the shading effect. In regards to the East and West exposures,
instead, no significant differences arose among the analyzed sites because for these exposures the sun
is always in a low position for any latitude.

Regarding the trade-off between sun-shades and illuminance, the optimal solution is the one
that allows the minimization of energy requirements of the air-conditioning and to maximize the
illuminance level on the working surface. In particular, it is worth noting that in winter, screens
and daylight can operate synchronously. In fact, during the heating season, it is possible to increase
the transmitted solar radiation to better exploit solar gains and improve daylight, at the same time.
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In summer, however, the two objective functions show conflicting effects, because shielding should be
used as much as possible to reduce the energy for air-conditioning and this negatively affects daylight.
Conversely, to favor daylight, the sunshades should be kept as open as possible, but this increases
the transmitted solar radiation, causing the overheating of the indoor ambient and worsening the
air-conditioning demand.

Optimization is, therefore, essentially required due to the opposing effect between the two factors.
The test case used in the analysis with glass surfaces on all exposures is aimed at stressing the impact
of the cooling requirement, which has become a serious issue in the energy consumption of buildings
due to exponential increases in recent years [38].

This study reported a preliminary investigation. Future research will be aimed at obtaining
correlations considering the optimal design of fixed solar shading systems according to latitude and
parameters that qualify the solar radiation, as well as climatic conditions of the site.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, J.S. and N.A.; methodology, J.S. and C.C.; formal analysis N.A., J.S.
and C.C.; investigation, S.P., C.C. and J.S.; resources, N.A.; data curation, J.S., C.C. and S.P.; writing—original draft
preparation, J.S. and C.C.; writing—review and editing, J.S., C.C., N.A. and S.P. All authors have read and agreed
to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by Ministero dell’Università e della Ricerca—PON Ricerca e Innovazione
2014–2020 Progetti di ricerca industriale e sviluppo sperimentale. “Avviso per la presentazione di progetti di
Ricerca Industriale e Sviluppo Sperimentale nelle 12 aree di specializzazione individuate dal PNR 2015–2020”
COGITO—A COGnItive dynamic sysTem to allOw buildings to learn and adapt CUP H56C18000100005.

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

References

1. Directive 2010/31/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 May 2010 on the Energy Performance of
Buildings; The Publications Office of the European Union: Luxembourg, 2010; pp. 13–35. Available online:
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:153:0013:0035:EN:PDF (accessed on 21
June 2020).

2. Bruno, R.; Bevilacqua, P.; Cuconati, T.; Arcuri, N. Energy evaluations of an innovative multi-storey wooden
near Zero Energy Building designed for Mediterranean areas. Appl. Energy 2019, 238, 929–941. [CrossRef]

3. Bevilacqua, P.; Bruno, R.; Arcuri, N. Green roofs in a Mediterranean climate: Energy performances based on
in-situ experimental data. Renew. Energy 2020, 152, 1414–1430. [CrossRef]

4. Bevilacqua, P.; Benevento, F.; Bruno, R.; Arcuri, N. Are Trombe walls suitable passive systems for the
reduction of the yearly building energy requirements? Energy 2019, 185, 554–566. [CrossRef]

5. Bruno, R. Optimization of glazing systems in Non-Residential buildings: The role of the optical properties of
air-conditioned environments. Build. Environ. 2017, 126, 147–160. [CrossRef]

6. Bruno, R.; Bevilacqua, P.; Arcuri, N. Assessing cooling energy demands with the EN ISO 52016-1 quasi-steady
approach in the Mediterranean area. J. Build. Eng. 2019, 24, 100740. [CrossRef]

7. Friess, W.A.; Rakhshan, K. A review of passive envelope measures for improved building energy efficiency
in the UAE. Renew. Sustain. Energy Rev. 2017, 72, 485–496. [CrossRef]

8. Valladares-Rendón, L.G.; Schmid, G.; Lo, S.-L. Review on energy savings by solar control techniques and
optimal building orientation for the strategic placement of façade shading systems. Energy Build. 2017, 140,
458–479. [CrossRef]

9. Zhang, T.; Wang, D.; Liu, H.; Liu, Y.; Wu, H. Numerical investigation on building envelope optimization for
low-energy buildings in low latitudes of China. Build. Simul. 2020, 13, 257–269. [CrossRef]

10. Palmero-Marrero, A.I.; Oliveira, A.C. Effect of louver shading devices on building energy requirements.
Appl. Energy 2010, 87, 2040–2049. [CrossRef]

11. Bellia, L.; Marino, C.; Minichiello, F.; Pedace, A. An overview on solar shading systems for buildings.
Energy Procedia 2014, 62, 309–317. [CrossRef]

12. Mandalaki, M.; Zervas, K.; Tsoutsos, T.; Vazakas, A. Assessment of fixed shading devices with integrated PV
for efficient energy use. Sol. Energy 2012, 86, 2561–2575. [CrossRef]

13. Manzan, M. Genetic Optimization of external fixed shading devices. Energy Build. 2014, 72, 431–440.
[CrossRef]

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2010:153:0013:0035:EN:PDF
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2018.12.035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2020.01.085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.energy.2019.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2017.09.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2019.100740
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.01.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2016.12.073
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12273-019-0577-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2009.11.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2014.12.392
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.solener.2012.05.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2014.01.007


Energies 2020, 13, 3249 18 of 18

14. Jayathissa, P.; Luzzatto, M.; Schmidli, J.; Hofer, J.; Nagy, Z.; Schlueter, A. Optimising building net energy
demand with dynamic BIPV shading. Appl. Energy 2017, 202, 726–735. [CrossRef]

15. Bellia, L.; De Falco, F.; Minichiello, F. Effects of solar shading devices on energy requirements of standalone
office buildings for Italian climates. Appl. Therm. Eng. 2013, 54, 190–201. [CrossRef]

16. Tsangrassoulis, A.; Bourdakis, V.; Geros, V.; Santamouris, M. A genetic algorithm solution to the design of
slat-type shading system. Renew. Energy 2006, 31, 2321–2328. [CrossRef]

17. Rapone, G.; Saro, O. Optimisation of curtain wall façades for office buildings by means of PSO algorithm.
Energy Build. 2012, 45, 189–196. [CrossRef]

18. Khoroshiltseva, M.; Slanzi, D.; Poli, I. A Pareto-based multi-objective optimization algorithm to design
energy-efficient shading devices. Appl. Energy 2016, 184, 1400–1410. [CrossRef]

19. Mandalaki, M.; Tsoutsos, T.; Papamanolis, N. Integrated PV in shading systems for Mediterranean countries:
Balance between energy production and visual comfort. Energy Build. 2014, 77, 445–456. [CrossRef]

20. Xue, P.; Li, Q.; Xie, J.; Zhao, M.; Liu, J. Optimization of window-to-wall ratio with sunshades in China low
latitude region considering daylighting and energy saving requirements. Appl. Energy 2019, 233, 62–70.
[CrossRef]

21. Shan, R. Optimization for heating, cooling and lighting load in building façade design. Energy Procedia 2014,
57, 1716–1725. [CrossRef]

22. Vera, S.; Uribe, D.; Bustamante, W.; Molina, G. Optimization of a fixed exterior complex fenestration system
considering visual comfort and energy performance criteria. Build. Environ. 2017, 113, 163–174. [CrossRef]

23. Nicoletti, F.; Carpino, C.; Cucumo, M.A.; Arcuri, N. The Control of Venetian Blinds: A Solution for Reduction
of Energy Consumption Preserving Visual Comfort. Energies 2020, 13, 1731. [CrossRef]

24. Wienold, J.; Frontini, F.; Herkel, S.; Mende, S. Climate Based Simulation of Different Shading Device
Systems for Comfort and Energy Demand. In Proceedings of the 12th Conference of International Building
Performance Simulation Association, Sydney, Australia, 14–16 November 2011.

25. Available online: https://www.rhino3d.com/6/new/grasshopper (accessed on 18 June 2020).
26. Available online: https://www.ladybug.tools (accessed on 18 June 2020).
27. Available online: https://www.ladybug.tools/honeybee.html (accessed on 18 June 2020).
28. Available online: https://energyplus.net (accessed on 18 June 2020).
29. Available online: http://koeppen-geiger.vu-wien.ac.at/present.htm (accessed on 18 June 2020).
30. Available online: https://www.openstudio.net (accessed on 18 June 2020).
31. Available online: https://daysim.software.informer.com/4.0/ (accessed on 18 June 2020).
32. Available online: https://www.food4rhino.com/app/octopus (accessed on 18 June 2020).
33. Al Touma, A.; Ouahrani, D. Quantifying savings in spaces energy demands and CO2 emissions by shading

and lighting controls in the Arabian Gulf. J. Build. Eng. 2018, 18, 429–437. [CrossRef]
34. Crawley, D.B.; Lawrie, L.K.; Winkelmann, F.C.; Buhl, W.F.; Huang, Y.J.; Pedersen, C.O.; Strand, R.K.;

Liesen, R.J.; Fisher, D.E.; Witte, M.J.; et al. EnergyPlus: Creating a new-generation building energy simulation
program. Energy Build. 2001, 33, 319–331. [CrossRef]

35. CEN EN 12464-1, Light and Lighting-Lighting of Work Places—Part 1: Indoor Work Places; European Committee
for Standardization: Brussels, Belgium, 2011; Available online: https://lumenlightpro.com/wp-content/
themes/lumenlightpro/assets/EN_12464-1.pdf (accessed on 21 June 2020).

36. ASHRAE. International Weather for Energy Calculations (IWEC Weather Files) Users Manual and CD-ROM;
ASHRAE: Atlanta, GA, USA, 2001.

37. Available online: https://energyplus.net/sites/all/modules/custom/weather/weather_files/italia_dati_
climatici_g_de_giorgio.pdf (accessed on 18 June 2020).

38. Available online: https://www.iea.org/reports/tracking-buildings (accessed on 18 June 2020).

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2017.05.083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applthermaleng.2013.01.039
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2005.09.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2011.11.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2016.05.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enbuild.2014.03.046
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apenergy.2018.10.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.egypro.2014.10.142
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.buildenv.2016.07.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en13071731
https://www.rhino3d.com/6/new/grasshopper
https://www.ladybug.tools
https://www.ladybug.tools/honeybee.html
https://energyplus.net
http://koeppen-geiger.vu-wien.ac.at/present.htm
https://www.openstudio.net
https://daysim.software.informer.com/4.0/
https://www.food4rhino.com/app/octopus
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jobe.2018.04.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-7788(00)00114-6
https://lumenlightpro.com/wp-content/themes/lumenlightpro/assets/EN_12464-1.pdf
https://lumenlightpro.com/wp-content/themes/lumenlightpro/assets/EN_12464-1.pdf
https://energyplus.net/sites/all/modules/custom/weather/weather_files/italia_dati_climatici_g_de_giorgio.pdf
https://energyplus.net/sites/all/modules/custom/weather/weather_files/italia_dati_climatici_g_de_giorgio.pdf
https://www.iea.org/reports/tracking-buildings
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Methodology 
	Building Air Conditioning Load 
	Optimization Algorithm 

	Model 
	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

