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(Figure 1): 1. TSV vs. PET, UTCI H2(PET, UTCD): 2.
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(d) aggregated (weighted) TSV vs, PET, UTCI (aPET, aUTCI)

Figure 1. Methods of analysis about neutral temperature (NT) range
of 9-point thermal sensation votes (TSV) [very hot (4),
hot (3), warm (2), slightly warm (1), neutral (0), slightly
cool (-1), cool (-2), cold (-3), very cold (-4)1.
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TSV vs. mean PET, UTCI ¥]3&(mean PET, mean UTCI):
3. mean TSV vs. PET, UTCI H]2(mPET, mUTCI): 4.
aggregated (weighted) TSV vs. PET, UTCI H|(aPET,
aUTCI). Microsoft Office Excel 20163} SPSS Ver, 205 ©]¢
afo] A sk
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Table 1. Koreans' neutral temperature ranges of thermal sensation
vote (TSV) in urban areas as physiological equivalent
temperature (PET) and universal thermal climate index (UTC).

Year fgg? PET |mPET |aPET {?%%‘} UTCI |mUTCI|aUTCI

2012-13|21-25 | 16-24 | 17-24 | 16-24 | 22-24 | 19-24 | 18-23 | 19-24
I 0.441 | 0.742 | 0.796 0.453 | 0.752 | 0.792
2016 |19-23 | 17-22 | 17-22 | 17-22 | 22-24 | 19-23 | 18-23 | 19-23
I 0.691 | 0.902 | 0.935 0.686 | 0.800 | 0.910

Table 2. Comparison of mean air temperature (Ta), physiological
equivalent temperature (PET) and universal thermal climate
index (UTCI) between years.

Vear Ta (C) PET () UTCI (C)
Mean | Difference | Mean | Difference | Mean | Difference
2012-13 | 217 303 289
2016 191 26 26.2 41 269 2.0

Table 3. Comparison of neutral temperature PET ranges between
previous studies and Koreans [1 Matzarakis and Mayer
(1996); 2Cohen et al. (2013); 3Lin and Matzarakis (2008);
40monijo and Matzarakis (2011); SKantor et al. (2016)1.
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Figure 2. Linear  regression  between  physiological  equivalent

temperature(PET) or universal thermal climate index(UTCI)
and perceptual(thermal sensation vote, TSV) in urban.
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