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Abstract

This paper presents the investigation results on the classification of the university campuses. For the classification, we selected

the spatial index as the evaluation indicator since the environmental factors and maintenance methods vary from university

campus to university campus.

For the study, we used eight spatial indices of the 30 national universities. This paper provides the spatial characteristics of

different campus types, presents campus classification analysis as a future research approach to campus maintenance, and provides

the data for the future study of comparison among universities. The results are as follows.

1) The classification investigation categorized the university campuses into three groups. Type 1 is a large-scale type, located

near downtown. Type 2 is a medium-scale type, located at a remote site from downtown. Type 3 is a small-scale type, which

is located comparatively near downtown.

2) Type 1 is a large-scale mixed area type, and 13 universities belong to this group. Type 2 is a medium-scale suburban area

type, and six universities are in this group. Finally, Type 3 is a small-scale downtown area type, and 11 universities belong to

this group
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Table 1. Spatial index

spatial index

2) length of access road (m, from min road
to main gate)

1) distance from downtown(km)
4) university area per person(m’)

3) university area(m’)

6) building total area(m’)
7) building to land ratio(%)
8) floor area ratio(%)

5) building area(m’)
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Table 2. Present condition of each university

. . distance from length of university university building building |building .to floor
no | name of national univ. downtown(kn) access area(nt) area per arca(m) total land ratio a.rea
road(m) person(m’) area(m’) (%) ratio(%)
1 | Gangneung Wonju 4.00 100 656,106 109 53,626 185,899 8 28
2 | Kangwon 1.00 20 835,798 57 118,228 380,398 14 46
3 | Kyungpook 4.00 200 751,255 38 128,367 464,480 10 35
4 | Gyeongsang 5.00 100 1,592,144 109 101,494 318,719 6 20
5 | Kongju 2.50 30 1,185,951 85 45,647 178,333 4 15
6 | Kunsan 5.00 30 817,946 108 62,425 199,798 8 24
7 | Kumoh Institute of Tech. 8.00 600 687,067 102 35,923 149,118 5 22
8 | Mokpo 14.00 100 679,815 36 56,705 181,799 8 27
9 | Pukyong 10.00 30 683,373 39 53,013 217,735 8 32
10 | Pusan 7.00 200 933,052 45 107,523 460,260 11 47
11 | Seoul Tech. 2.00 450 506,985 40 64,611 226,994 13 45
12 | Sunchon 1.00 20 335,663 4 54,958 186,690 16 56
13 | Andong 7.50 100 778,950 121 49,974 160,950 6 21
14 | Chonbuk 2.90 70 1,306,654 2 144,123 495,912 11 38
15 | Jeju 7.40 1,000 1,090,228 110 77272 242,523 7 22
16 | Changwon 2.50 100 784,601 91 58,288 195,262 7 25
17 | Chungnam 5.00 30 1,601,658 89 126,653 479,880 8 30
18 | Chungbuk 4.50 30 929,195 66 114,909 383,487 12 41
19 | Chunju 12.00 500 813,892 96 37,679 118,215 5 15
20 | Hankyong 1.00 20 165,019 27 25,374 95,831 15 58
21 | Hanbat 9.00 1,000 278,758 32 38,948 168,055 14 60
22 | Gyeongin Edu. 10.00 300 186,272 59 15,172 47,226 8 25
23 | Gwangju Edu. 2.00 20 157,922 90 23,143 67,074 15 42
24 | Daegu Edu. 1.50 100 64,518 31 14,825 48802 23 76
25 | Pusan Edu. 2.00 20 123,731 62 23,977 74,861 19 61
26 | Seoul Edu. 2.00 20 86,350 45 19,355 67,619 22 78
27 | Jeonju Edu. 2.50 200 771571 50 15,172 46,710 20 60
28 | Chinju Edu. 1.50 30 9,768 55 19,713 63,216 20 65
29 | Cheongju Edu. 2.00 20 118,740 5 18,093 52,085 15 44
30 | Chuncheon Edu. 3.20 30 190,353 109 20,207 56,874 11 30
AREA L F3) F=x
el ogoln], Al 3014 AQZ o], BAARZE  2) FHA
B A & AR QA el #E Az B 5 9l ojojA, o5 37 Aol WiF AASFE o] date] &
Table 3. Factor analysis BEAS Arsslon vt wyeRs K %ﬁ%
— , Aaste] Bl Srigle 8] Table 45k o] 53
evaluation index (ratio of out 2 factor 3 fac.tor Sfir%
door space) (scale) (location)
Sr(l)iovre :‘Srifa ;args((yz)r ~920 ) ~9217 Table 4. Classification of the university by cluster analysis
perszn(mz) ” 7'9533 :g;g :ggi name of name of
building to land ratio(%) : : : no | national | type |distance | no national type |distance
buildingtotal area(m’) 034 920 013 university university
building area(nr) 08l S5 ~032 | |Gangneung |y ogr )6 | Changwon | 1| 1006
university area(m’) 518 804 066 Wonju
length ,Of access road(m) 03 016 97 2 | Kangwon 1 1.305 | 17 | Chungnam 1 1.141
distance from 406 019 761 3 | Kyungpook | 1 1563 | 18 | Chungbuk | 1 | 0.833
downtown(km)
cigenvalue 4 |Gyeongsang| 1 0944 | 19 Chunju 2 0.819
contribution ratio(%6) 3.976 1997 1167 5 Kongju 1 1.277 || 20 | Hankyong 3 0.388
o 49.703 24.956 14.586
cumulateci _ C((;t)nbuﬂon 49703 74659 20.244 6 | Kunsan | 1 | 1212 |21 | Hanbat | 2 | 2391
ratol>o

6 S dste =Ry A23W Al4s B #1135 2016 7€



ook A B4 Al e KRSl Bk AT
Kumoh Gyeongin 6 Kunsan 1.17746 -0.07125 -0.60354
7 | Institute of | 2 | 0711 | 22 2 | 08 Kumoh Institut
Edu umoh Institute ~
Tech. 7 o 0.98726 051702 1.32671
8| Moo | 2 | 0819 |23 GVEZHQJU 3 | 1069 8 Mokpo 082372 | 022811 097533
u. 9 Pukyong 0.01057 0.14208 0.63414
9 Pukyong 1 1220 | 24 | Daegu Edu | 3 1.056 10 Pusan 079678 157967 055262
10| Pusan | 1 | 1664 | 25 | Pusan Bdu | 3 | 0246 11 | Seoul Tech | -093079 | 030499 053021
11 | Seoul Tech | 3 1530 | 26 | Seoul Edu. 3 0.793 12 Sunchon 2091057 2002366 072544
12 | Sunchon 3 0.780 | 27 | Jeonju Edu. | 3 0.590 13 Andong 156610 2042177 0.15905
13| Andong | 1 | 1705 | 28 |Chinju BEdu.| 3 | 0.388 14| Chonbuk 022127 | 210291 ~058526
14| Chonbuk | 1 | 1460 | 20 Chgé‘;g]u 3 | 08 15 Jeju 0.60744 0.36994 210300
h h 16 Changwon 0.88790 -0.01618 -0.61664
. uncheon
15 Jeju 2 0.877 | 30 Edu 3 1.787 17 Chungnam 0.51628 1.92381 -0.51070
18 Chungbuk -0.27685 1.29400 -0.40266
- - - _ - 19 Chunju 1.19369 -0.54883 1.64391
TREMS E5 o3W EExE Agsd
Hede B 498 WehrEs Ao Table 5 — 0 - 102728 | 05740 | 055977
oh 2t 21 Hanbat 1629 | 022115 293013
22 | Gyeongin Edu. 0.40339 -1.10782 1.18054
Table 5. Distribution of university by classification 23 | Gwangju Edu 0.26800 106708 Z0.92879
classifi- . . . 24 Daegu Edu -1.71974 -0.87997 -0.42274
. number name of national university
cation 25 Pusan Edu. -0.73742 -0.87726 -0.75206
Gangneung Wonju, Kangwon, Kyungpook, 2 | Seoul Edu. 146045 | -0.84669 ~0.64530
13 univ. |Gyeongsang, Kongju, Kunsan, Pukyong, Pusan, - 1 - ~
1 type (43°0) Andong, Chungbuk, Changwon, Chungnar, 27 Je(?nj.u Edu. 1.03324 1.00731 0.15663
Chungbuk 28 | Chinju Bdu. | 096548 | 091905 | -0.74%1
9t 6 univ. |Kumoh Institute of Tech., Mokpo, Jeju, Chunjuy, 29 | Cheongju Edu. 0.02302 ~1.09751 —0.80718
YPE 1 (209) Hanbat, Gyeongin Edu. 30 | Chuncheon Edu.| 1.01519 -1.23519 -0.84074
Seoul Tech., Sunchon, Hankyong, Gwangju
3 tvpe 11 univ.| Edu., Daegu Edu., Pusan Edu., Seoul Edu., Zb gishd ox EAL 23 Fto|l ZRE3E Ao
YP€ | (379%) |Cheongju Edu., Gwangju Edu., Chuncheon Edu., i L]t}
Chinju Edu. 1gure ’
A 1580 £8 et R g we ¥ |
XE Holx 9, Al 2% 6713L(20%), Al 3FrH - 11
N1(37%)e] XS Holi gt}
4. B8 Zoe BY
11 A Sl I3 §34 54
$98 209 542 Avus] 98 9N AT A
Aol oz EXL 7 gigtd 2 A sk Table 63 Z2th, 1 factor axis(ratio of out door space) with 3 factor axis(location)
Table 6. Factor score by each university
name of national l.factor 2 factor 3 factor
no . . (ratio of out .
university (scale) (location)
door space)
| Gangneung 1.05631 027154 055268
‘Wonju
2 Kangwon -0.66167 1.35679 -0.85276
3 Kyungpook -0.36078 1.71793 0.21267
4 Gyeongsang 1.27860 1.08933 -0.47983 1
5 Kongju 1.33230 0.05083 -0.73739 2 factor axis(scale) with 3 factor axis(location)

Figure 1. Evaluation distribution by two-dimensionnal
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Table 7. Average value of spatial index by classification
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