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Abstract 
This work presents a study of a physiotherapy center 

located in the southern area of Bolzano, discussing its 

indoor visual comfort conditions, energy consumption for 

artificial lighting and daylight exploitation. Specifically, 

three South-West oriented physiotherapy cabins with 

large glazed façades were analyzed, using both meas-

urements, in-situ subjective surveys, and simulations. 

First, illuminance measurements and visual comfort ques-

tionnaire responses were analyzed to detect possible 

issues related to the lighting system and the visual envi-

ronment in the therapy cabins. Daysim models were then 

developed, compared with empirical data and deployed to 

assess advantages and drawbacks of the internal double 

layer roller shades. Finally, an alternative external vene-

tian blinds system was proposed and studied. 

1. Introduction

Maximization of daylight is fundamental for light-
ing energy saving. For this reason, as well as for 
architectural reasons, modern buildings often have 
large glazed façades. However, drawbacks of this 
design approach are an increased risk of glare and 
flash blindness, of building overheating due to solar 
gains, and of larger recourse to the installed cooling 
capacity. Furthermore, Hernàndez et al. (2017) re-
marked that also productivity is influenced by day-
light. 
To prevent these negative effects, proper shading 
systems and controls should be designed and oper-
ated. To do so, as observed by Bellia et al. (2014), 
indexes like the Daylight Autonomy DA and the 
Useful Daylight Illuminance UDI should be 
calculated, and the glare risk evaluated. Moreover, 
the integrated analysis on daylight, artificial 

lighting system and shading devices is necessary to 
optimize both energy performance and occupants’ 
comfort in the early design stage. The importance of 
reducing the number of shading operations was 
clarified by Xiong and Tzempelikos (2016). They 
developed a model-based algorithm for lighting and 
shading control, aiming to minimize lighting energy 
use while taking into account the three visual com-
fort criteria of DGP, vertical illuminance and work 
plane illuminance. A variable-control interval logic 
was developed and implemented in full-scale test 
offices, resulting in the reduction in the number of 
the shading operations without compromising their 
benefits, thus decreasing the disturbance of the 
occupants and increasing the equipment’s lifespan. 
In this framework, simulation tools can be useful for 
the design of both lighting systems and daylight ex-
ploitation components. For instance, Freewan (2014) 
used IES/SunCast and Radiance simulations to 
study solar and daylight distribution on office sur-
faces during the year. Atzeri et al. (2014) used Ener-
gyPlus to simulate different configurations of an 
open-space environment in Rome with outdoor and 
indoor shades. It was found out that the thermal 
comfort is always improved by the use of shades, 
but the energy demands can increase with some 
configurations: in particular, it does with internal 
devices, depending also on the orientation and the 
glazing type. Lau et al. (2016) simulated twenty of-
fice buildings in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, using IES 
VE to analyze the performances of different shading 
devices. Touma and Ouahrani (2017) ran an Ener-
gyPlus simulation, experimentally validated, in or-
der to evaluate the annual energy savings achieva-
ble from the use of brise-soleil and venetian blinds 
on the south and north external façades of office 
spaces in Doha, Qatar. After a survey and in-situ 
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measurements, Maachi et al. (2019) used 3DSMax 
and Matlab to simulate and process the luminance 
level in collective housing. 
Finally, when dealing with existing buildings, sim-
ulations can be combined not only with measure-
ments but also with questionnaires to check the effi-
ciency of existing shading devices and the need for 
intervention. For example, Day et al. (2019) collected 
physical data measurements and surveys to charac-
terize the visual comfort perception in three large 
commercial office buildings, finding a relationship 
between daylight and perceived level of productiv-
ity and satisfaction. 
In this work, a physiotherapy center located in the 
southern area of Bolzano, Italy, was investigated to 
evaluate the performance of the existing roller 
shading system, i.e. internal double layer roller 
shades. Objective and subjective assessments were 
performed by measuring illuminance in-situ and 
collecting the answers to questionnaires completed 
by the occupants during the period from July 2018 
to April 2019. After detecting the main problems 
and advantages of the existing system installed, a 
Daysim model was developed and used to analyze 
an alternative venetian blinds system, by consider-
ing daylight exploitation, glare probability and 
solar gains. 

2. Case Study

The study focuses on a physiotherapy center located 
on the fourth floor of a 2015 building in the southern 
area of Bolzano, Italy. The three rooms analyzed 
(namely Room 1, 2 and 3) were characterized by 
large glazed façades facing South-West, where static 
physiotherapy therapies are performed (Fig. 1). 
With respect to Rooms 1 and 2, with the external fa-
çade almost entirely glazed, in Room 3 the transpar-
ent portion is limited to about 25 %. 
The shading system installed in the three rooms is a 
double layer (light and thick) internal roller shades 
system, with a visual transmittance of 0.3 and 0.05 
respectively for the two layers (Fig. 2 left). Each one 
can be operated separately by the users through two 
switches. Dimmable lights with manual controls 
have been installed, with a total power of 84 W (Fig. 
2 right). 

The center opens from 8:00 am to 8:00 pm, with only 
one therapist and one patient in each cabin at a time. 
Typically, the patient lies on a therapy bed, with the 
operator standing on the side.

3. Methods

3.1 Visual Survey 

First, a visual survey was conducted in the three 
rooms. Data regarding the geometry, the indoor 
surfaces, the windows and the shading devices, as 
well as the plants configuration and operating 
schemes were collected and analyzed. The technical 
datasheets delivered from the building’s designer 
were the main source, integrated with in-situ 
measurements when necessary. 

Fig. 1 – External view of the building and map of the physiotherapy 
center with the treatment cabins considered in this study high-
lighted 

Fig. 2 – The double layer internal roller shades devices (left) and 
the lighting system installed in the three cabins (right) 

3.2 Measurements and Questionnaires 

Short-term measurements of illuminance on the 
therapy bed and on the desk were taken during the 
whole period of analysis, at different times of the 
day and the measurement was repeated with 
different configurations of lights and shadings 
systems. The following instruments were used: 
1. a Delta Ohm h32.1 Thermal Microclimate data

logger with an LP 471 PHOT illuminance probe
with a resolution of 0.01 lx up to 199.99 lx, 0.1 lx
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between 200 and 1999.99 lx, 1 lx between 2000 lx 
and 19999 lx and 10 lx until 199990 lx; 

2. a Konika Minolta Illuminance Meter T-10A port-
able luxmeter with 1 lx resolution and maximum 
illuminance measurement of 299900 lx. 

Questionnaires were developed based on ASHRAE 
Standard 55 (2017), EN ISO 7730:2005 and some pre-
vious work available in the literature (Azizpour et al., 
2013; Hwang et al., 2007; Ricciardi and Buratti, 2009 
and 2018; Skoog et al., 2005; Van Gaever et al., 2014; 
Verheyen et al., 2011). Lighting questions were 
included in an overall comfort questionnaire used in 
a previous study (Zaniboni et al., 2016). Two different 
sections in the questionnaires were developed to be 
completed respectively by physiotherapists and 
patients. The questionnaires included questions 
about date, time, general information about the re-
spondent (i.e. age, weight, height, gender and health 
status) and the room where the therapy was 
performed. The questions regarding visual comfort 
comprised two 7-point scale questions about light 
and daylight satisfaction and a multiple-choice 
question regarding visual comfort problems, with the 
following options: glare, flash blindness, too low 
light, too high light, other and nothing. The questions 
needed to be answered by both occupants immedi-
ately before the therapy. 

3.3 Simulation 

Daylight simulations were performed considering 
the existing internal roller shades system and an 
alternative configuration with external venetian 
blinds, with 5 cm thick slats, 45° tilted, spaced 5 cm 
apart from each other and with a reflectance of 0.5. 
The simulations were run with Daysim, working 
with the Honeybee and Ladybug Grasshopper 
plugins of Rhinoceros (Fig.s 3 and 4). Occupancy, 
visible transmittance, and lighting power data from 
the visual survey were used as inputs. The 
reflectance of the opaque surfaces was estimated 
using the Radiance Color Pickler online tool (Jaloxa, 
2009). 
A maximum number of 5 ambient bounces was set 
for the rays in the simulation environment, in order 
to have a good balance between simulation accuracy 
and computational effort. The grid size was set to 
0.25 m, at a height of 0.8 m from the floor, following 

the suggestions of EN 12464-1:2011 for “Health care 
premises – Massage and radiotherapy”. The target 
illuminance was set equal to 300 lx, and a manual 
on/off switch set for lighting control. 

 

Fig. 3 – Rhinoceros geometrical model of the facility 

 

Fig. 4 – Honeybee Grasshopper model of the facility 

The model was validated by comparing point-in-
time measurements and simulations in the three 
cabins, using a weather file prepared with the global 
hourly horizontal irradiation data collected by the 
nearby meteorological station at Bolzano Hospital 
(Provincia Autonoma di Bolzano, 2019). After 
validation, annual simulations were run using the 
typical meteorological file included in EnergyPlus 
EPW weather file (EnergyPlus, 2019). Three types of 
outputs were obtained from annual simulations: (1) 
daylight availability on the work plane, expressed 
through daylight metrics and annual energy uses 
for lighting; (2) Daylight Glare Probability DGP, 
evaluated in the worst condition for the occupants 
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and considering different shading positions 
(Table 1); (3) total solar gains entering in the room 
with the two shading systems. 

Table 1 – The different states considered with the two shading 
systems 
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Due to the different layouts of the three rooms, day-
light availability and energy uses for indoor lighting 
were assessed, by considering the shading systems 
controlled by different lighting sensors: a control 
(Group 1) was adopted for Rooms 1 and 2 and a 
second one (Group 2) for Room 3 (Fig. 5 left). For 

each, the shadings were lowered when the illumi-
nance was larger than 2000 lx and raised when 
smaller than 300 lx at sensor’s position. Considering 
that the patients lie on the beds looking at the doors, 
the risk of glare was considered higher for the ther-
apist. Furthermore, the risk was found higher in 
Room 1 because it had the largest glazed area. 
As a consequence, DGP analysis were performed for 
Room 1 with the subject looking at the window 
(Fig. 5 right). For similar reasons, the entering solar 
gains were assessed only in Room 1. 

 

Fig. 5 – The position of the sensors in the three rooms (on the left): 
in color red the Group 1 sensors and in orange color the Group 2 
one. On the right, the worst glare condition in the case-study for a 
therapist in Room 1 

4. Results 

In terms of the subjective assessment, 25 question-
naires were collected in the cabins during the anal-
ysis period. Occupants were very satisfied with the 
visual conditions, with 96% of therapists’ and 88% 
of patients rating 7, the maximum satisfaction. 
Moreover, 96% and 92% of the answers, respectively 
by therapists and patients, reported a rating of 7, to 
the daylight satisfaction, while 100% and 88% stated 
that no visual comfort problems were present. The 
collected measurements showed that peaks over 
2000 lx are present on the rooms’ beds only when no 
shadings or just light shades are used. The objective 
assessment made it possible to check that the artifi-
cial lighting system is able to meet the EN 12464-1 
requirements of 300 lx. Annual simulations with the 
current configuration confirmed that shading is 
almost not necessary in Room 3 (Control Group 2) 
and that, in the other two rooms (Control Group 1), 
the internal roller shades system is working well in 
preventing glare problems and also ensuring a good 
level of daylight. Nevertheless, the roller shades 
required 1054 movements to avoid the glare 
discomfort and do not prevent high solar gains 
during the summer period. 
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Simulations were subsequently repeated using 
venetian blinds as shading system. As shown in the 
DGP charts in Fig. 6, both systems are able to 
comply with the tolerance limit of 0.45 in the worst 
condition in Room 1, with few exceptions for the 
venetian blinds. Regarding the usage of the two 
shading systems (as shown in Fig.s 7 and 8 for the 
Control Group 1), it can be observed that the 
venetian blinds can ensure the same result as the 
roller shades but with only 693 movements during 
a typical year. Continuous daylight autonomy and 
Useful Daylight Illuminance (Table 2) showed that 
both systems ensure a high daylight exploitation. 
Values of Spatial Daylight Autonomy (sDA300, 50%) of 
65.13 % and 67.02 % were obtained with roller 
shades and venetian blinds, respectively. Total 
annual power consumption for indoor lighting in 
Room 1 is 95.9 kWhel/year for the current solution 

and 84.8 kWhel/year for the alternative solution 
(12 % less). 
As regards the solar gains in Room 1, since the roller 
shades are installed inside, all solar gains enter the 
room. In contrast, external venetian blinds can 
prevent 2359.1 kWh and 3421.4 kWh thermal gains 
from being admitted into the thermal zones, during 
heating (15/10–15/04) and cooling (16/04–14/10) 
periods, respectively (Fig. 9). Although the 
reduction of solar gains in the heating period can 
increase the energy needs for space heating, their 
reduction in the cooling period can be beneficial and 
bring energy savings. Considering that the blocked 
gains are larger in the cooling period, advantages 
from savings in energy use for space cooling are 
expected to balance out the potential increase in 
energy use for space heating. 

 

Fig. 6 – Daylight Glare Probability with the two systems 

 

Fig. 7 – Shading states during the year with internal roller shades system 
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Fig. 8 – Shading states during the year with external venetian blinds 

Table 2 – Continuous Daylight autonomy and Useful Daylight Illuminance with the current and the alternative solution 
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Fig. 9 – Solar gains blocked by the venetian blinds system in heating and cooling seasons in Room 1
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5. Discussion and Conclusions 

In this work, visual comfort and the lighting energy 
performance of a physiotherapy center in Bolzano, 
Italy, were analyzed through in-situ measurements, 
subjective surveys, and simulations. First, objective 
and subjective assessments were performed to see if 
the current internal double roller shades can 
prevent risks of glare and provide a good daylight 
exploitation. Then, an alternative shading system, 
i.e. external venetian blinds, was proposed to limit 
solar gains and reduce the lighting and cooling 
energy consumption. In order to perform a 
comparison, a model of the case-study was pre-
pared using Rhinoceros and the Grasshopper 
plugins Ladybug and Honeybee, which couple the 
parametric working environment with Daysim. In 
particular, besides risk of glare and daylight, as-
pects related to shadings controls and movements 
and excess of solar gains in the therapy rooms were 
investigated. 
It was observed that: 
- In the current configuration, with a good 

managing of the shadings, there are no problems 
of glare. This is also confirmed by the 
measurements and the questionnaire survey, 
where both therapists and patients did not 
indicate the presence of glare or visual 
discomfort issues. 

- Although both systems are effective in pre-
venting visual discomfort, external venetian 
blinds are simpler to manage and allows a 
saving of 12 % of the energy consumption for 
indoor lighting in one of the rooms. 

- Finally, the adoption of external venetian blinds 
can reduce the solar gains during summer and, 
thus, the load for space cooling as an additional 
benefit. 

Acknowledgement 

This study has been funded by the project 
“Klimahouse and Energy Production” in the frame-
work of the programmatic-financial agreement with 
the Autonomous Province of Bozen-Bolzano of Re-
search Capacity Building. 

References 
American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and 

Air-conditioning Engineers. 2017. ASHRAE 
Standard 55: Thermal environmental conditions for 
human occupancy. Atlanta, GA. 

Atzeri, A., F. Cappelletti and A. Gasparella. 2014. In-
ternal versus external shading devices perfor-
mance in office buildings. Energy Procedia 45: 
463-472. 

Azizpour, S., S. Moghimi, E. Salleh, S. Mat, C.H. 
Lim, K. Sopian. 2013. “Thermal comfort assess-
ment of large-scale hospitals in tropical climates: 
A case study of University Kebangsaan Malaysia 
Medical Centre (UKMMC).” Energy and Build-
ings 64: 317–322. 

Bellia, L., C. Marino, F. Minichiello and A. Pedace. 
2014. “An overview on solar shading systems for 
buildings.“ Energy Procedia 62: 309 – 317. 

Day, J.K., B. Futrell, R. Cox, N. Shelby and S. Ruiz. 
2019. “Blinded by the light: Occupant percep-
tions and visual comfort assessments of three 
dynamic daylight control systems and shading 
strategies.“ Building and Environment 154: 107–
121. 

EnergyPlus. 2019. “Weather data“. EnergyPlus web-
site (https://energyplus.net/weather), accessed 
on May 23 2019. 

European Committee for Standardisation (CEN). 
2005. EN ISO 7730:2005. Ergonomics of the thermal 
environment -- Analytical determination and inter-
pretation of thermal comfort using calculation of the 
PMV and PPD indices and local thermal comfort cri-
teria. Brussels, Belgium. 

European Committee for Standardisation (CEN). 
2011. EN 12464-1:2011. Light and lighting - Light-
ing of work places - Part 1: Indoor work places. Brus-
sels, Belgium. 

Freewan, A.A.Y. 2014. “Impact of external shading 
devices on thermal and daylighting perfor-
mance of offices in hot climate regions.“ Solar 
Energy 102: 14–30. 

83



Luca Zaniboni, Giovanni Pernigotto, Andrea Gasparella 
 

Hernàndez, F.F., J.M.C. Lòpez, J.M.P. Suaréz, 
M.C.G. Muriano and S.C. Rueda. 2017. “Effects 
of louvers shading devices on visual comfort 
and energy demand of an office building. A case 
study.” Energy Procedia 140: 207-216. 

Hwang, R.L., T.P. Lin, M.J. Cheng, J.H. Chien. 2007. 
“Patient thermal comfort requirement for hospi-
tal environments in Taiwan.” Building and Envi-
ronment 42: 2980–2987. 

Jaloxa. 2019. “Radiance Colour Pickler“. Jaloxa web-
site, accessed May 10 2019. http://www.ja-
loxa.eu/resources/radiance/colour_picker.shtml 

Lau, A.K.K., E. Salleh, C.H. Lim and M.Y. Sulaiman. 
2016. “Potential of shading devices and glazing 
configurations on cooling energy savings for 
high-rise office buildings in hot-humid climates: 
The case of Malaysia.“ International Journal of 
Sustainable Built Environment 5: 387–399. 

Maachi, I.N., A. Mokhtari, M.E. Slimani. 2019. “The 
natural lighting for energy saving and visual 
comfort in collective housing: A case study in the 
Algerian building context.“ Journal of Building 
Engineering 24: 100760. 

Provincia Autonoma di Bolzano. 2019. “Servizi Web 
delle Misurazioni Meteo e Idrografiche“. Ac-
cessed on May 20 2019. 
http://dati.retecivica.bz.it/it/dataset/misure-
meteo-e-idrografiche 

Ricciardi, P., and C. Buratti. 2009. “Adaptive 
analysis of thermal comfort in university class-
rooms: Correlation between experimental data 
and mathematical models.“ Building and Envi-
ronment 44: 674-687. 

Ricciardi, P., and C. Buratti. 2018. “Environmental 
quality of university classrooms: Subjective and 
objective evaluation of the thermal, acoustic, and 
lighting comfort conditions.“ Building and Envi-
ronment 127: 23–36. 

Skoog, J., N. Fransson, L. Jagemar. 2005. “Thermal 
environment in Swedish hospitals: summer and 
winter measurements.” Energy and Buildings 37: 
872-877. 

Touma, A., and D. Ouahrani. 2017. “Shading and 
day-lighting controls energy savings in offices 
withfully-Glazed fac¸ades in hot climates.“ En-
ergy and Buildings 151: 263–274. 

Van Gaever, R., V.A. Jacobs, M. Diltoer, L. Peeters, 
S. Valanduit. 2014. “Thermal comfort of the sur-
gical staff in the operating room.” Building and 
Environment 81: 37-41. 

Verheyen, J, N. Theys , L. Allonsius, F. Descamps. 
2011. “Thermal comfort of patients: Objective 
and subjective measurements in patient rooms 
of a Belgian healthcare facility.” Building and En-
vironment 46: 1195-1204. 

Xiong, J., A. Tzempelikos. 2016. “Model-based shad-
ing and lighting controls considering visual 
comfort and energy use.” Solar Energy 134: 416-
428 

Zaniboni, L., K. Kiesel, M. Schuß, G. Pernigotto, A. 
Gasparella, A. Mahdavi. 2016. “Indoor evalua-
tion of a health care facility: a case study.” 12th 
REHVA World Congress 2016 at Aalborg, May 
22-25, 2016. Aalborg, DK. 

 
 

84


	Analysis of Two Shading Systems in a Glazed-Wall Physiotherapy Centerin Bolzano, Italy



