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The purpose of this research is to review the existing university campus planning development in Malaysia and to 

identify the advantages and the disadvantages of every planning in order to create a sustainable campus. Case study 

method has been used in this research. This research was confined to the campus of public institutions of higher 

learning and campus physical planning only. There are four institutions that have been selected, which are Universiti 

Kebangsaan Malaysia (UKM), Universiti Malaya (UM), Universiti Sains Malaysia (USM) and Universiti Putra 

Malaysia (UPM). The techniques used are the survey form, behavioral observation and visual research. Data obtained 

were compared between research campus.This research found out that there are a lot of disadvantages arising because 

of the existing planning from accessibility, circulation, building design, landscape design as well as lightning and 

security aspect.   This paper is part of the study and will be discussing on two main aspects which are accessibility and 

circulation. 
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1   Introduction 
Sustainability issues have been discussed seriously at the 

Earth Summit which took place in Rio de Janerio in 

1992 and in Johannesburg in 2002. According to 

Bruntland Report [1], sustainable development means 

development or progress that meets current needs 

without destroying or giving the risk to the needs of 

future generations. Sustainable development is also 

about the mutual dependence of nature [2]. 

Sustainability is a thinking paradigm of the future 

aspects of environmental balance, social and economic 

development, where it is taken into account in planning 

and raising the quality of life [3]. Meanwhile, campus 

planning give effect to the entire campus in terms of 

environmental, social and economic [4]. According to 

them, the purpose of college planning is to make a 

sustainable campus community and it is not just a 

collection of academic buildings. Therefore, many 

institutions have made sustainability as a priority in 

efforts to develop new projects and campus planning [5]. 

Recently in Malaysia, institutions of higher education 

have grown rapidly with the establishment of many 

private universities, university colleges and the 

upgrading of colleges and third class institutions to 

university [6]. Most of these educational institutions are 

placing their students in the campuses [7]. This situation 

raises the question of whether the existing planning of 

university campuses in Malaysia can play a role in 

creating a sustainable life? Research is focused on a 

problem or effects arising from existing development 

plans in specific aspects and also role of planning 

development in creating a sustainable life on campus. 

 

2   Research method 
This research was carried out by adopting two (2) types 

of methods; literature review and case study. The 

purpose of literature review is to expose the issues, ideas 

and theories in line with the objectives and goals of the 

study. From the conducted literature review, several 

important aspects in campus planning has been 

identified, including the aspect of facilities, design and 

aesthetics, circulation and accessibility, landscape, 

transportation, security and lighting. 

After identifying all those aspects, the researcher 

conducted the case studies on the top ranking 

universities (also research-based universities) in 

Peninsular Malaysia, which are Universiti Kebangsaan 

Malaysia, Universiti Sains Malaysia, Universiti Malaya 

and Universiti Putra Malaysia. To obtain the research 

data, a set of survey forms were distributed to the 

respondents for each campus. The survey was carried 

out using two techniques, quantitative and qualitative. 

Respondents are required to answer quantitative 

questions. In addition, the survey also has a space in 

which respondents can express their feelings by giving 
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comments and suggestions on related problems 

occurring at their campus. 

It is important to carry out planning that can meet the 

requirements, ambitions or aspirations of the society [8]. 

A planning that could not meet the requirements of the 

society is a futile effort [8]. A total of 100 respondents 

were chosen to obtain feedback for each campus. To 

obtain results that reflect the voice of the entire campus 

community, the total number of respondents in each 

campus is divided into the number of residential colleges 

to determine the respondents estimated for each 

residential college. 

This case study also made use of observation techniques 

in the field study.  

Observations have been carried out together with the 

university’s Department of Development to gain insight 

into the real situations and conditions of the selected 

campuses. This observation is recorded by observing the 

subject’s behavior and taking photographs in the 

research area. After the results were obtained from each 

of all the campuses, comparisons on campus planning 

followed through. 

 

 

3   Result and Discussion 
Campus should be developed as family where all the 

members are helping and complete each other (Dober, 

1963).[10] 

 

Research found out that the four campuses were planned 

using different approaches. Campus layout structure 

affects the pattern of life on campus, especially in terms 

of accessibility and circulation. Besides, there were a 

number of  physical developments carried out inside the 

campuses that did not emphasize on the aspects of 

functional relationship between the areas or buildings. 

Figure 1 shows the distribution of areas in planning 

development and student movements on the research 

campuses. 

 
 

Fig.1 The layout of the campus and study movement of 

students from the residential area to the academic 

area. (Source: Google Earth. Processed by the author) 

 

Structures of the internal layout of the UKM campus are 

divided into three areas, namely the Range 1, Range 2 

and Range 3. Range 1 area was planned using the 

concept of ‘centralized core’ by putting the hostel 

surrounding the social and academic areas. The 

development of the campus in the Range 2 and Range 3 

appear to be as simple addition (simple accretion) by 

placing new buildings in available spaces without 

assessing the functional relationship of the buildings.  

The UM campus planning is more scattered apart where 

there are a substantial numbers of academic buildings 

located far from the main academic areas. However, the 

UM campus seems to adopt a more ‘centralized core’ 

planning structure, where its students’ accommodation 

areas surround the social and academic areas. However, 

the structure of ‘centralized core’ is quite broad and not 

clear as there is still a big peace of land in the center of 

the campus that has yet to be developed nor even gazette 

of its future status. The existence of hilly terrains may 

have been the major factor as to why the core structure 

of the campus could not have been planned better. 
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The USM main campus on the other hand was planned 

and constructed in a more compact arrangement 

compared to the other campuses. This may be due to the 

limited supply of land for the campus as the campus is 

situated in an urban area that has been very much 

developed before the campus was constructed. Facilities 

area is located in the central and surrounded by the 

academic area, while students’ accommodation areas are 

located in the more remote parts of the campus. The 

position of the buildings, especially in facilities and 

academic areas are close to each other. 

UPM main campus planning is divided into two main 

areas namely academic and students’ accommodation 

areas. Academic buildings have been grouped in one 

area, while the students’ accommodation areas are also 

grouped in the same manner. Other than that, the 

administration and student facilities are grouped together 

in the academic area. There are residential colleges, 

field, sports courts and fitness center in the students’ 

accommodation areas.  

 

3.1 Accessibility 
Table 1. Respondents’ feedback on the accessibility 

from the students’ accommodation area. 

 Percentage (%) 

Area/building in campus. Y NS N 

UKM campus 

Academic building 50 8 42 

Facilities area 61 8 31 

Recreational area 34 16 50 

USM campus 

Academic building 65 9 26 

Facilities area 48 18 34 

Recreational area 62 16 22 

UM campus 

Academic building 59 5 36 

Facilities area 39 13 48 

Recreational area 51 9 40 

UPM campus 

Academic building 63 17 20 

Facilities area 53 20 27 

Recreational area 62 13 25 

Y= Yes, NS= Not Sure, N=No 

 

Table 1 describes the respondents’ feedback on the 

accessibility of residential area. The feedback obtained 

from the survey found out that the accessibility to 

academic areas from students’ accommodation is highest 

for the USM campus, followed by UPM, UM and UKM 

campus. This may be due to the compact layout of the 

campus which reduces the distance between students’ 

accommodation areas and the academic areas. For the 

UKM campus, the random placement of students’ 

accommodation and the campus’s development on a 

very wide land with simple addition (simple accretion) 

causes the distance between students’ accommodation 

areas and the academic areas to increase. 

Accessibility to the facilities area is the highest at UKM 

campus and the lowest on the campus of UM. These 

results may be influenced by the UKM campus facility 

being located in the center of the campus. Other than 

that, the continuity of covered walkway and the 

placement of most of the residential colleges around the 

building complex also affect the results. As for the UM 

campus, the position of the facilities area is located in 

the center of campus. However, the distance of building 

is far from students’ accommodation areas and there is 

no covered walkway connecting the buildings to 

students’ accommodation.  

USM and UPM campus recorded the highest results in 

terms of accessibility to the recreational areas, followed 

by UM and UKM campus. USM and UPM campuses 

provide multiple recreational areas across the campus 

and does not restrict to only one main part of the 

campus. Although the main recreational area is far from 

some students’ accommodation, the campus provides a 

sports field in most of the students’ accommodation 

areas. This makes it easier for the students to participate 

in sports activities. As for the UKM campus, the 

distance between its recreation and sports area, which is 

concentrated only on one part of the campus, and their 

students’ accommodation are greater than the other three 

campuses. Meanwhile, most of the students’ 

accommodations in UKM do not offer sports facilities. 

 

3.2 Circulation 
Table 2. Respondents' feedback on the circulation 

aspects of the campus. 

 Percentage (%) 

Area/building in campus. Y NS N 

UKM campus 

Covered walkaway 18 32 50 

Pedestrian amenities 29 33 38 

Bicycle path 23 25 52 

USM campus 

Covered walkaway 23 13 64 

Pedestrian amenities 44 22 34 

Bicycle path 18 20 62 

UM campus 

Covered walkaway 24 14 62 

Pedestrian amenities 48 17 35 

Bicycle path 13 21 66 

UPM campus 

Covered walkaway 24 24 52 

Pedestrian amenities 49 24 27 

Bicycle path 45 27 28 

Y= Yes, NS= Not Sure, N=No 
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One of the features of a sustainable campus is the 

amount of effort given to promote walking and cycling 

in campus area, as to reduce the usage of engine 

vehicles. However, this study shows that most of these 

campuses do not emphasize on the above matter, as seen 

in their lack of quality walkways and cycling 

routes. Most of the movements in the campuses depend 

on vehicle network. Pedestrian circulation on campus is 

not well designed for efficient usage, but only provides a 

narrow sidewalk alongside the every road. Special routes 

for cyclists are also not available; it is shared with 

pedestrian or motor vehicle access. Results of the survey 

clearly show that there is weakness in terms of 

circulation in the campus under study (See Table 2). 

The majority of respondents of each campus stated that 

there is no covered path that connects the entire 

campus. In terms of pedestrian comfort, UPM, UM and 

USM campus recorded better results than UKM campus. 

This may be due to the sidewalks of the former 

campuses being equipped with additional elements such 

as attractive landscaping, street furniture and facilities 

for disable people as well as short travel distance. UPM 

is the only campus which records the majority of 

respondents who indicates that cycling paths are 

provided and that the paths seem to be accommodating 

the needs of cyclists in the campus. From the 

observations, it shows that the cycling route is provided 

in the side streets of students’ accommodation areas. 

 

4   Conclusion 
Planning of each campus under study has its own 

advantages and disadvantages. In an effort to create a 

sustainable campus, campus planning should emphasize 

greatly on accessibility and circulation aspect as both of 

these aspects are very important in shaping the life of the 

campus community. Having good accessibilities and 

circulations can help control the movement and promote 

enhanced social interactions among the campus 

communities. It is very important for campuses to have a 

short-term and long-term planning as well as 

contingencies planning as some of the problems that 

arise may not have been anticipated earlier. 
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