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Abstract: In this paper, the energy performance of a university campus in a tropical climate is
assessed, and four mixed classroom buildings are compared using benchmarking methods based
on simple normalization: the classic Energy Use Intensity (EUI), end-used based EUI, and people-
based EUI. To estimate the energy consumption of the case studies, building energy simulations
were carried out in EnergyPlus using custom inputs. The analysis found that buildings with more
classroom spaces presented higher energy consumption for cooling and lighting than others. In
comparison, buildings with a greater percentage of laboratories and offices exhibited higher energy
consumption for plug loads. Nevertheless, differences were identified when using the people-based
EUI since buildings with larger floor areas showed the highest values, highlighting the impact of
occupant behavior on energy consumption. Given the fact that little is known about a benchmark
range for university campuses and academic buildings in hot and humid climates, this paper also
provides a comparison against the EUIs reported in the literature for both cases. In this sense,
the identified range for campuses was 49–367 kWh/m2/year, while for academic buildings, the
range was 47–628 kWh/m2/year. Overall, the findings of this study could contribute to identifying
better-targeted energy efficiency strategies for the studied buildings in the future by assessing their
performance under different indicators and drawing a benchmark to compare similar buildings in
hot and humid climates.

Keywords: Energy Use Intensity; higher education buildings; energy consumption; benchmarking;
hot and humid climates; EnergyPlus

1. Introduction

The assessment of the energy performance of existing and new buildings is of paramount
importance for minimizing the energy consumption of this sector. This is due to the fact
that buildings and their related sectors consume about 35% of the global energy and are
responsible for about 38% of global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions [1]. The latter makes
this sector the largest source of carbon dioxide emissions [2]. The energy use in a building is
directly influenced by its physical characteristics such as geometry, envelope, and systems [3].
Several studies have shown that about 70% of energy consumption in buildings comes from
HVAC systems (around 50%) and artificial lighting (around 20%) [4–8]. In hot and humid cities,
the use of air conditioners considerably increases the energy consumption of buildings,
and this can also be exacerbated by the urban heat island effect [3,9].

Within the building sector, educational buildings worldwide have evidenced high
energy consumption. For instance, university buildings in the USA account for about 13%
of the total building energy consumption, with teaching buildings being key drivers of
this due to their schedules and occupancy densities [10]. Similarly, in China, Liu and Ren
reported that colleges and universities use 8% of the total energy consumed by Chinese
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society [11]. They also mentioned that university students consume four times more energy
than the average Chinese citizen. To overcome this issue, higher education institutes are
investing in improving the energy efficiency (EE) of their campuses through implementing
sustainability programs, pursuing a low carbon economy [12], and enhancing their prestige
in the national and international context [13].

Among the strategies that higher education institutes are implementing to improve
the sustainability of their campuses are those related to EE and those for energy conserva-
tion [14]. Nevertheless, measures should not only involve technical improvements such as
those mentioned above but should also focus on scheduling and occupancy, which vary
from campus to campus. In this sense, changing the academic calendar from semester to
trimester resulted in a reduction in annual energy consumption of about 5%, as observed
at Griffith University [15]. However, regardless of the selected strategies to improve en-
ergy use in buildings, indicators are required to measure building performance against
a reference.

Energy Use Intensity (EUI) is one of the most used indicators to evaluate the energy
performance of buildings [16,17]. It results from the ratio between the annual energy
consumption of the building and its total floor area [18]. Using the EUI, it is possible to
perform benchmarking analysis, which refers to comparing buildings from the same uses
and located in similar climate zones [19]. In this sense, building energy benchmarking is a
reference point for how efficient the buildings are, enabling the possibility of proposing
energy efficiency strategies. In the context of educational buildings, there are several
references worldwide. In the USA, the mean EUI for educational buildings from climates
1A (very hot and humid) and 2A (hot and humid) is about 420 kWh/m2/year [20]. If only
electricity use is considered, they account for a mean index of about 130 kWh/m2/year [20].
In Europe, the EUI of these buildings ranges between 150 and 250 kWh/m2/year [21].
In the Ecuadorian Coast, a study carried out in 123 primary schools determined a median
EUI of about 14 kWh/m2/year [19].

Several methodologies on building energy benchmarking have been proposed in the
pursuit of finding better alternatives for comparison among buildings [17,22]. For instance,
Li and Chen investigated the correlation between the EUI of 24 higher education buildings
and the percentages of the areas destined for different uses [23]. Through a regression
model, the authors found that laboratory spaces were major contributors to energy con-
sumption compared to public and school spaces. A similar approach was performed by
Khoshbakht et al. [13], where the authors compared 80 higher education buildings using
an EUI based on their different academic activities. Their findings indicated that research
buildings were more energy-consuming than others, presenting a maximum EUI of more
than 200 kWh/m2/year. Furthermore, other benchmarking methods have focused on
comparing buildings by the disaggregation of their EUIs [2] or normalizing the annual
energy consumption by people instead of floor area [24,25].

In this study, the energy performance of the ESPOL campus located in the tropical
climate of Guayaquil, Ecuador was evaluated, and the results from the energy modeling of
four existing classroom buildings were introduced. The research aims to compare these
buildings using different Energy Use Intensity (EUI)-based indicators. The conclusions of
this paper are relevant to establishing a benchmark for university buildings since, in general,
little is known about this topic in hot and humid climates, particularly for the case of the
Ecuadorian Coast. Hence, better-targeted energy efficiency measures could be proposed
for these buildings in the future, considering the results that emerge from the evaluation
with the different indicators.

This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, the case study and the analyzed build-
ings are described, the procedure to perform the building energy models in EnergyPlus
is explained, and the benchmarking methods to compare the buildings under study are
introduced. In Section 3, the obtained results are presented, including the assessment of the
energy performance of the case study, the estimation of the annual energy consumption,
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and the benchmarking analysis. In Section 4, the results are briefly discussed. Finally,
in Section 5, some conclusions about this work are drawn.

2. Methodology

In this section, the case study is described, and the inputs for assessing the energy
performance of the selected buildings are reported in more detail. Furthermore, the three
methods used for the building energy benchmarking analysis are presented.

2.1. Case Study

ESPOL is an Ecuadorian Public University located on the south coast of Ecuador [26],
in the city of Guayaquil (2◦8′51.08′ ′ S, 79◦57′52.21′ ′ W). Guayaquil has a very hot and
humid climate, presenting more than 5000 cooling degree days (CDD 10 ◦C) [27]. This
climate is also included within the group Aw of the Köppen–Geiger classification [28].The
latter corresponds to a tropical savannah climate characterized by having two seasons:
wet (January–April) and dry (May–December). The typical meteorological conditions
in the surroundings of the case study are depicted in Figure 1. The monthly minimum
temperatures are greater than 18 ◦C, the monthly average oscillates between 23.4 ◦C and
26.5 ◦C, and the monthly maximum is above 30 ◦C. Monthly average humidity values
range from 63% to 76%. The monthly average solar radiation values are over 3.4 kWh/m2

and below 5.4 kWh/m2.

Figure 1. Climate conditions in Guayaquil, Ecuador for the typical meteorological year (TMY, source: Meteonorm 7.3.4).

The ESPOL campus spreads over an area of about 703 ha (see Figure 2). It consists of
106 buildings of different types, including classrooms, laboratories, restaurants, and other
spaces, as listed in Table 1, accounting for a total building area of about 154,564 m2.
The primary energy source used on campus is electricity. On this basis, the monthly
electricity consumption of the last four years is summarized in Table 2 and includes the
energy for street lighting (around 2% of the total) and buildings. In 2020, the total campus
electricity consumption decreased by about 40% due to the COVID-19 pandemic; therefore,
this year was not considered for the analysis.
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Figure 2. ESPOL campus area in Guayaquil and its buildings.

Table 1. Number of buildings in ESPOL campus according to their type and total built-up area.

Building Type Number of Buildings Building Area (m2)

Classrooms and teaching areas 36 60,956
Laboratories 28 26,749

Sport facilities 5 27,698
Administrative offices 18 27,304

Residences 3 1123
Restaurants 8 4901

Others (storage and small spaces) 8 5832

Table 2. Monthly electricity consumption of ESPOL campus from 2017 to 2020.

Energy Consumption (kWh)

2017 2018 2019 2020

January 1,058,148 1,143,828 1,050,000 1,385,857
February 1,199,520 968,184 1,163,400 976,681

March 1,053,864 1,079,400 982,800 819,613
April 921,060 932,400 1,062,600 563,711
May 1,216,656 1,184,400 1,226,400 584,262
June 1,190,952 1,012,200 1,226,400 552,691
July 1,130,976 1,071,000 1,134,000 559,621

August 1,109,556 1,058,400 1,071,000 588,479
September 1,019,592 861,000 970,200 288,305

October 1,053,864 1,045,800 907,200 626,674
November 1,152,396 1,104,600 1,134,000 577,420
December 1,216,656 1,157,000 1,155,000 357,298

TOTAL 13,323,240 12,618,212 13,083,000 7,880,611

To assess the energy performance of the ESPOL campus, available data from 2017 to
2020 were collected. In this sense, Table 3 lists the total number of occupants, the electricity
consumed by buildings, and the CDD per year. The annual CDD was calculated using
Equation (1). The plus symbol (+) indicates that only positive values are considered for the
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calculations of the CDD. In this case, Tb was defined as 18.3 ◦C, which agrees with the base
temperature recommended for different hot climates [29] and by IEA [30].

CDD =
N

∑
i=1

(Td − Tb)
+ (1)

where Td is the daily mean temperature; Tb is the reference or base temperature, which
indicates that cooling is required when outdoor temperatures are above it; and N is the
number of days in a year.

Table 3. Annual cooling needs, building electricity consumption, and number of occupants of ESPOL campus from 2017
to 2020.

Year CDD for
Tb = 18.3 ◦C

Number of
Students

Number of Professors
and Administrative Staff

Number of
Occupants

Building Electricity
Consumption (kWh)

%
Savings

2017 2904 12,323 1470 13,793 13,143,660 Base year
2018 2815 11,949 1462 13,411 12,438,632 5.4
2019 2935 11,599 1453 13,052 12,903,420 1.8
2020 3264 11,595 1387 12,982 7,701,031 41.4

ESPOL started its sustainability program in 2018, intending to contribute to the UN’s
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) [31]. The action plan is focused on reducing the
carbon footprint of the campus through the implementation of diverse initiatives such as
the construction of a bike lane, the replacement of fluorescent lighting with LED systems,
and the use of renewable energies [32]. According to Criollo et al. [33], 66% of the GHG
emissions source in the ESPOL campus comes from electricity, which is mostly used to
supply air conditioners in buildings. Currently, the ESPOL administration has started
the installation of energy meters in every building since before there was only a general
meter for the whole campus; therefore, the consumption of each building is unknown yet.
In this regard, the development of energy models of the most energy-intensive buildings
on campus is key to determining rapid actions to improve their energy efficiency.

2.2. Energy Models: Classroom Buildings

In order to evaluate the performance of the campus buildings in more detail, four
mixed classroom buildings were selected on the basis that these are among the most energy-
consuming buildings that include teaching areas. Figure 3 shows the four classrooms that
were modeled and compared in this study. Building 1 (Figure 3a) has an area of about
983 m2, with 70% being classrooms and the remaining area corresponding to public spaces
such as corridors and bathrooms. Building 2 (Figure 3b) has an area about 1912 m2, of which
40% is classrooms, 15% is laboratories, 8% is offices, 31% is public spaces, and 6% is others
(storage rooms). Building 3 (Figure 3c) has an area of about 5800 m2, of which 23% is offices,
13% is laboratories, 10% is classrooms, 38% is public spaces, and the remaining is included
within other spaces. Building 4 (Figure 3d) has an area about 7086 m2, of which 46% is
classrooms, 5% is laboratories, 7% is offices, 36% is public spaces, and the rest corresponds
to other spaces. Besides, the buildings under study presented similar building materials
based on masonry construction. In this regard, the external walls are formed by 10 cm
thick concrete blocks. Exterior windows are composed of single-pane glasses and metal
frames, with a typical U-value of 5.8 W/m2-K. Roofs are from reinforced concrete in all
cases. Building 1 has a window-to-wall ratio (WWR) of 17%, Building 2 has a ratio of 5%,
Building 3 has a ratio of 5%, and Building 4 has a ratio of 11%.

Internal heat gains of the buildings—i.e., lighting, plug loads, and people—were
defined based on observations made during on-site inspections. Figure 4 summarizes the
total installed power by story of each building. As observed, the lighting load is composed
of LED and fluorescent technologies in all cases. Similarly, plug loads result from the
sum of the office equipment, appliances, and miscellaneous loads. Office equipment
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refers to computers, printing machines, and other related devices. Appliances encompass
devices such as microwaves, coffee makers, or similar. Miscellaneous loads include Wi-Fi
devices, audio equipment, and others. All loads in Figure 4 were collected during on-site
inspections. Table 4 summarizes the total installed power in terms of lighting and plug
loads in each building. Moreover, the maximum occupancy for each case is also included in
the table and was estimated assuming that classrooms and laboratories are 80% occupied.
Regarding office spaces, the number of people is fixed and corresponds to the workers that
occupy these spaces.

Figure 3. Classrooms under study (a) Building 1, (b) Building 2, (c) Building 3, and (d) Building 4.

Figure 4. Lighting and plug loads. Installed power in (a) Building 1, (b) Building 2, (c) Building 3, and (d) Building 4.
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Table 4. Building internal heat gains: total installed power and people.

Description Building 1 Building 2 Building 3 Building 4

Lighting (kW) 8.5 16.2 44.2 58.6
Plug loads (kW) 9.3 17.2 85.1 59.9

People (#) 358 432 450 1132

Different schedules were set considering the space types and their activities. For in-
stance, schedules in office spaces were fixed from 8:00 to 16:30 during the weekdays. On the
other hand, schedules in classrooms and laboratories varied between 7:30 and 20:30 during
the weekdays. Spaces classified as others did not present uniform schedules due to the
fact that they are usually storage or mechanical/electrical rooms with low occupancy and
use. Overall, lighting, plug loads, and occupancy schedules were built according to the
indications of the users.

Due to its high temperatures and humidity, Guayaquil has a cooling-dominated
climate. Therefore, HVAC systems for cooling are required during the whole year of
operation of the buildings. The air-conditioners installed in the case studies are from the
direct expansion (DX) technology, divided between splits and central units. During the
inspections, it was observed that air-conditioners, both centralized and decentralized, are
usually set by their users at 21 or 22 ◦C in all buildings. The air-conditioners’ operating
hours in office spaces extend to 8 h. In classrooms and laboratories, this depends on
the lecture schedules, as mentioned above. Table 5 lists the total installed capacity in
each building.

Table 5. Conditioned loads: total installed capacity by building.

Building Installed Capacity (BTU/h)

1 516,000 (151.2 kW)
2 855,000 (250.6 kW)
3 3,324,000 (974.2 kW)
4 3,438,000 (1007.6 kW)

Considering the above, simulations were carried out in OpenStudio v. 2.7 and En-
ergyPlus v. 9.1 software using a TMY weather file. Spaces and schedules were created
using custom inputs, depending on each area. The thermal properties of building materials
were established based on OpenStudio libraries and following previous works [34,35].
Lighting and plug loads were defined according to Figure 4 and Table 4. The thermostat
set-points were set between 21 and 22 ◦C, and the coefficient of performance (COP) of
the air-conditioners was set to 3. The air infiltration rate was assumed to be 0.54 ACH
as in previous works [34,35]. Since all users are assumed to be performing light office
activities while remaining seated, their activity level was set to 100 W/person. The ac-
curacy of the EnergyPlus software has been previously validated through the BESTEST
procedure [36]. The expected results should be consistent with the energy consumption
estimated in previous studies conducted on the Ecuadorian coast [19,34,35].

2.3. Benchmarking

This study proposes three methods for building energy benchmarking: the classic
Energy Use Intensity (EUI), an EUI based on the final end-uses, and an EUI based on
the number of people in each building. All of these approaches correspond to a simple
normalization method [17]. To calculate the EUI, Equation (2) is used.

EUI =
∑12

i=1 Ei

Abuilding
(2)
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where Ei is the monthly total energy consumption, and Abuilding is the total building
floor area.

Similarly, the end-use-based EUIs are estimated via Equations (3) and (4) [2], while
the people-based EUI is calculated via Equation (5).

For cooling,

EUIcooling =
∑12

i=1 Eci

Abuilding
(3)

where Eci is the monthly total energy consumption for cooling.
For base loads,

EUIbase loads =
∑12

i=1
(
El + Ep

)
i

Abuilding
(4)

where (El + Ep)i is the monthly total energy consumption for lighting and plug loads.
For people,

EUIpeople =
∑12

i=1 Ei

npeople
(5)

where npeople is the total number of people in the building.

3. Results

In this section, the energy performance evaluation of the ESPOL campus and the
results of the building simulation models are presented. Then, the building energy bench-
marking analysis is conducted based on the three criteria proposed in the previous section.

3.1. Energy Performance of ESPOL Campus

The relationship between the annual energy consumption of the ESPOL campus
buildings, the cooling requirements, and the number of occupants is shown in Figure 5 and
expressed in Equation (6). As observed, the energy consumption is strongly dependent
on these two parameters, similar to the results found in [37], which implies that every
change in the number of occupants and climate can impact this. In this sense, the highest
electricity consumption was reached in 2017 (13,143,660 kWh), when both parameters
presented high values, and the sustainability program had not been launched. On the
other hand, in 2018, energy consumption was lower, and savings of 5.4% were achieved (in
reference to 2017), mainly due to the lower cooling requirements associated with a lower
CDD. Based on the available data, the average EUI calculated for the ESPOL campus is
83 kWh/m2/year. In terms of the normalized consumption per user, the average EUI is
about 1073 kWh/student, while the EUI of an average Ecuadorian citizen was estimated as
1517 kWh per capita in 2019 according to the National Energy Balance [38].

Y = 5536X1 + 556X2 − 10, 599, 324 (6)

where Y is the annual energy consumption in kWh, X1 is the CDD (18.3 ◦C), and X2 is the
number of occupants.

3.2. Estimated Annual Energy Consumption of Modeled Buildings

The estimated annual energy consumption of the four case studies was obtained
after running the building energy models in EnergyPlus. Table 6 summarizes the results
obtained in each case. In this sense, Building 4 presented the highest energy consumption
compared to the other buildings, accounting for about 752,994 kWh per year. On the
other hand, Building 1 exhibited the lowest energy consumption, with 86,114 kWh per
year. The obtained results from these models are within the expected energy consumption
range determined for different building types located on the Ecuadorian coast; that is,
on average, from 14 to 340 kWh/m2/year [19]. Similarly, these results agree with what
was previously estimated for other buildings from the ESPOL campus, which is around
90 kWh/m2/year [34,35].



Energies 2021, 14, 7013 9 of 17

Table 6. Annual energy consumption of each building.

Building Year of Construction Conditioned Area (%) Energy Consumption (kWh)

1 1986 70.4 86,114
2 2008 60.9 151,533
3 2006 73.7 384,106
4 2010 63.7 752,994

Figure 5. Contour plot of the relationship between the energy consumption, CDD, and number of occupants.

Figure 6 shows the results of the estimated annual energy consumption by end-use of
each building. As can be observed from Figure 6a, air-conditioners were responsible for
72% of the total energy consumption in Building 1. Lighting and plug loads occupied 16%
and 12% of the total, respectively. Likewise, in Building 2 (Figure 6b) more than 60% of
its total energy was used to power air-conditioners, while plug loads consumed 20% and
lighting 15%. The results for Building 3 can be observed in Figure 6c. In this case, 63% of
the total energy consumption was used for cooling, 30% for plug loads, and the remaining
for lighting. Finally, in Building 4, 62% of the energy was used for cooling, 23% for lighting,
and 15% for plug loads, as depicted in Figure 6d. Overall, the energy consumption for
air-conditioners corresponded to a share of more than 60% in all buildings. In contrast,
the energy consumption for plug loads increased in buildings with a lower proportion of
classrooms as observed in Buildings 2 to 4.

3.3. Energy Performance Indicators and Benchmarking

Figure 7 shows the EUI disaggregated by end-use for each analyzed building. As ob-
served, the cooling EUI presented higher values during the months with higher tempera-
tures in all cases. Additionally, Buildings 1 and 4 had similar cooling EUIs, and in both
cases, lighting systems were more energy-consuming than plug loads. These buildings
have in common the fact that the classroom area accounts for the largest floor area. On the
other hand, Buildings 2 and 3 showed higher energy consumption for plug loads, which
can be attributed to their larger office and laboratory spaces. Lighting and plug loads are
considered to be base loads since they are almost constant throughout the year. In contrast,
cooling loads vary according to the climate and exhibit higher values when the outside
temperature and humidity are higher.
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Figure 6. Energy models and estimated annual share of energy by end-use: (a) Building 1, (b) Building 2, (c) Building 3,
and (d) Building 4.
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Table 7 shows the results from the three proposed energy performance indicators.
From the point of view of the classic approach, Buildings 1 and 4 exhibited higher values for
the EUI. This could indicate that these buildings are the most energy-consuming. However,
this indicator does not consider the building loads, use, or occupancy, and therefore it
is not easy to draw a general conclusion. Thus, introducing other indicators would be
relevant to the development of better-targeted energy efficiency strategies since it has been
observed that lighting and plug loads consume 12–50% of the energy in buildings [39]
while air-conditioners consume 40–60% [40,41]. On the other hand, the building defines the
activities and needs of the building and its occupants, playing a critical factor in total energy
consumption [42]. Considering the above, end-use-based and people-based indicators were
estimated to examine the energy performance of the studied buildings in more detail. In the
case of the cooling-based EUI, Buildings 1 and 4 presented the highest values. Regarding
the base load, EUI values indicated that Buildings 2 and 4 were the most consuming in
terms of lighting and plug loads. Finally, the people-based EUI showed a different pattern
since, in this case, Buildings 3 and 4 were the most energy-consuming.

Figure 7. EUI disaggregated by end-use: (a) Building 1, (b) Building 2, (c) Building 3, and (d) Building 4.

Table 7. Results from the three proposed indicators.

Classic End-Use-Based People-Based

Building EUI
(kWh/m2/year)

EUIbase load
(kWh/m2/year)

EUIcooling

(kWh/m2/year)
EUIperson

(kWh/person/year)

1 87.61 24.16 63.45 240.54
2 79.25 27.97 51.28 350.77
3 66.22 24.33 41.89 853.57
4 106.26 40.60 65.66 665.19
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4. Discussion

Building energy benchmarking methods are widely used to evaluate the energy
performance of related buildings from similar contexts. To be effective, the comparison
must be between buildings of the same type due to their use and occupancy. Nevertheless,
it is quite common to find mixed-use buildings in practice. If this is the case, those spaces
could be analyzed independently according to their operation. An example of this is shown
by Li and Chen [23]. Using regression analysis, the authors formulated an equation that
allows the inclusion of the contribution of each space to the final EUI of the building. In this
study, data limitations prevented a similar analysis. However, it was inferred that the space
uses of the four buildings could explain the differences between their EUIs. The context in
which the case study is located is also relevant and should be considered in the analysis.
In fact, it has been observed that regional tariffs can influence the EUI, as reported by
Chung and Yeung [43]. However, as stated by the authors, the results require careful
analysis using more robust methods than simple normalization to draw final conclusions
on this.

The potential of using EnergyPlus models for benchmarking has also been proved in
the literature. As stated by Shabunko et al., these models have the advantage of generating
time-series outputs of energy consumption, which are in agreement with observed data [44].
This could serve as an alternative when lacking actual disaggregated load data, and there
is a need to start a pilot energy efficiency plan, as shown in this study. The resulting EUIs
provide valuable information for the rapid identification of energy efficiency strategies
that could be addressed in future retrofit projects or the modification of current operating
settings in buildings. For instance, it is essential to change the temperature set-point of
the air-conditioners in Buildings 1 and 4, since these presented higher cooling EUI values
(see Table 7). Studies on this are available and should be taken into account to avoid com-
promising the thermal comfort of users when applying this measure [45]. Similarly, more
efforts should be devoted to improving the occupants’ behavior in buildings with larger
floor areas (Buildings 3 and 4) by implementing energy policies. In general, the estimated
EUIs reported in this work set an upper limit for new buildings on the ESPOL campus,
as these indexes can be expressed within the terms of reference of new projects.

As observed in Figure 5, energy consumption in buildings depends on several param-
eters related to their design and systems, but also on the number of occupants and their
behavior [46,47]. In this sense, universities account for a large number of users, mainly
students, which vary from one year to another. The latter not only increases the latent
loads of the buildings and therefore the energy for cooling, but also makes it difficult to
predict and control the possible actions executed by the users that directly affect the energy
consumption (i.e., opening windows, turning on/off lights or fans, and others). Particularly
in classrooms, there may exist a hierarchical environment in which the teacher influences
the general energy consumption of the space. This topic requires further exploration,
as significant energy savings could be obtained by improving occupant behavior. Overall,
it has been estimated that improving occupant behavior can result in energy savings of up
to 20% [48].

Furthermore, this study supports evidence from earlier observations in hot and humid
climates. When comparing these results with other studies, they were found to be in
agreement. As observed in Table 8, most of the studies reported EUIs for different academic
buildings and campuses. In general, we can note that the resulting ranges from our study
are within the range of their studies: 49–637 kWh/m2/year for university campuses and
47–628 kWh/m2/year for academic buildings. Although the obtained results for ESPOL are
close to the minimum in both ranges, this does not imply that this campus is more energy-
efficient than the others, as each higher education institution differs in its administration
and planning. Besides, studies in Table 8 rely only on the classic EUI, which complicated
the comparison between indicators based on the number of people or energy end-uses.
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Table 8. Summary of some EUIs reported in the literature for university campuses and academic buildings.

Reference
(Year of Data
Collection)

Location Climate University Total Building
Area (m2)

EUI
(kWh/m2/year)

Academic
Building

EUI
(kWh/m2/year)

Sustainability
Program/Energy

Saving Action Plan

This study
(2019)

Guayaquil,
Ecuador Tropical ESPOL 154,564 83 Classrooms

(mixed) 66–106 Yes

[49] (2019) Orlando, Florida,
USA

Humid
Subtropical

University of
Central Florida 929,023 454 - - Yes

[50] (2019) Singapore,
Singapore Tropical National University

of Singapore 1,459,900 ≈190 - - Yes

[51] (2016) Passo Fundo,
Brazil

Humid,
Subtropical

University of Passo
Fundo (Campus I) 120,536 49 - - Yes

[25] (2017) Taiwan Subtropical Public and Private
Universities 321,868 (average) 56-93 - - Unknown

[52] (2019) Singapore Tropical Universities Polytech-
nic/ITE campus ≥5000 121–367 (average) - - Unknown

[13] (2016) Queensland,
Australia Subtropical Griffith University - -

Teaching
buildings/Mixed

buildings
145–148 Unknown

[53] (2017) Singapore,
Singapore Tropical Nanyang Technologi-

cal University - - Classrooms and
laboratories 47–628 Unknown
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5. Conclusions

In this study, the energy performance of a university campus and four existing uni-
versity classrooms was evaluated. For this purpose, the available data of the campus
electricity consumption were analyzed, and four classrooms were modeled in EnergyPlus,
considering custom inputs. Subsequently, buildings were compared using three simple
benchmarking approaches: the classic EUI, end-use based EUI, and people-based EUI.
Through this comparison, a substantial difference was found in the energy performance of
the studied buildings when considering different aspects.

Regarding the classic EUI, buildings with predominant classroom spaces (1 and 4)
were found to be the most energy-consuming. Likewise, these buildings presented higher
cooling and lighting EUIs than others, which can be attributed to their operating schedules.
On the other hand, buildings with more extensive laboratory and office spaces (2 and 3)
exhibited higher EUIs from plug loads compared to the others. The latter finding is due
to the more extended use of equipment with higher loads in these areas. Finally, if we
consider the people-based EUI results, Buildings 3 and 4 appeared less energy-efficient,
having the characteristic in common that both have larger total floor areas than others.
Overall, the results of this paper demonstrate that the energy efficiency of a building can
be evaluated from different perspectives.

Identifying the most consuming space types within buildings could allow better-
targeted energy efficiency measures to be proposed on a case-by-case basis and the elab-
oration of energy policies for buildings on campus. Similarly, the estimated EUIs can
be set as an upper limit for new buildings, as these values can be expressed within the
terms of reference of new projects. Moreover, when actual measurements are not available,
these methods could be used as benchmarks to compare with related buildings located in
similar contexts.
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Abbreviations
The following abbreviations are used in this manuscript:

CDD Cooling degree days
COP Coefficient of performance
DX Direct expansion
EE Energy efficiency
EUI Energy Use Intensity
GHG Global greenhouse gas
HVAC Heating, Ventilation, and Air-Conditioning
IEA International Energy Agency
LED Light-emitting diode
SDG Sustainable Development Goal
UN United Nations
WWR Window-to-wall ratio
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Nomenclature
Abuilding Total building floor area, m2

Eci Monthly total energy consumption for cooling, kWh
Ei Monthly total energy consumption, kWh
El Monthly energy consumption for lighting, kWh
Ep Monthly energy consumption for plug loads, kWh
N Number of days in a year
npeople Total number of people in the building
Tb Reference or base temperature, ◦C
Td Daily mean temperature, ◦C
X1 Annual CDD (Tb = 18.3 ◦C)
X2 Number of occupants
Y Annual energy consumption, kWh
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