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Evaluation of User Satisfaction and Image Preference of University
Students for Cherry Blossom Campus Trail
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Abstract

This study investigated Post-Occupancy Evaluation (POE) of cherry blossom trails ‘Cherry Road’ in Daegu Catholic Univ.
campus, at Gyeonsan-city, Korea. The evaluation focused on image preference and satisfaction of users i.e., students, using
questionnaire surveys. A total 201 questionnaire samples were analyzed and most of the respondents were in the age group of
20. Frequency analysis was conducted on demographics, use behavior, reliability, and means. Factor analysis and multiple
regression analysis were conducted for user satisfaction and image preference. Over 80% of visitors came with companions
during daytime. The most common motives for use were strolling and walking, event and meeting, passing. For user
satisfaction the mean scores were highest for landscape beauty (4.22), image improvement (4.14), campus image (4.08). Night
lighting facility received the lowest score (3.32). Factor analysis concerning user satisfaction was categorized into
environment-human behavior and physical factors. Multiple regression analysis showed that the overall satisfaction of user
was significantly influenced by five independent variables: ‘harmonious’ (f=.214), ‘night lighting facility’ (8=.173),
‘landscape beauty’ (8=.208), ‘lawn care’ (5=.154), and ‘walking trails’ (§=.123). The mean scores of image variables were
highest for ‘beautiful’ (5.81), ‘bright’ (5.67), and ‘open’ (5.64). The lowest scores was for ‘quiet’ (4.47). Exploratory factor
analysis led to three factors being categorized: aesthetics, comforts, and simplicity. Result of multiple regression analysis
indicated that the preference of space image was significantly influenced by five variables: ‘bright’ (8=.397), ‘refreshing’ (8
=211), ‘cool’ (5=.219), ‘clean’ (5=.182), and ‘natural’ (4=.-142). Hence, Cherry Road has a high level of user satisfaction
and image evaluation, which is interpreted as having various cultural events and value for students on campus. To improve the
satisfaction of Cherry Road in the future, it is necessary to secure night lighting, to manage trash cans, and to secure rest space.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics

Division N % Division N %
Gender Male 95 473 Humanities 35 17.9
Female 106 27 Social sciences 26 133
20 190 945 Nature sciences 72 36.7
30 4 2.0 »
Age 40 2 1.0 Major L;x:g::;::’ 19 9.7
30 43 15 Engineering 23 11.7
60 over 1 Arts and physical 21 10.7
Student 196 97.5 education ’
fob Employed 5 2.5 Missing value 5
Table 2. Use pattern and behavior
Division N % Division N %
Everyday 1 0.5 Staying time Over 7 hour 1 0.5
Once 2~3days 59 29.4 Alone 34 16.9
Frequency Once a week 65 323 Friend 139 69.2
1~2 times per month 23 11.4 Companion type Lover 21 10.4
2~3 times per year 14 7.0 Same major 6 3.0
Don't use 39 19.4 Etc. 1 0.5
AM 06 ~ 09 1 0.5 Passing path 352 17.5
AM 09 ~ 12 11 5.5 Appointment location 3.8 1.9
Use time PM12~15 108 53.7 Photo shoot 44 22
PM 15~ 19. 69 343 Use purpose Repose, rest 31.8 15.8
PM 19 ~23 12 6.0 (Activity pattern) Talk 15.5 7.7
) Within 1 hour. 177 88.1 Strall, walk 47.6 23.7
Sttéilr}rli:g 1 to 3 hour. 19 9.5 Event, meeting 61.1 304
3 to 5 hour 4 2.0 Smoking 1.6 0.8
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Table 3. Mean and factor analysis for satisfaction evaluation variables

Component Factor loadings Eigenvalue % of Var.  Communality =~ Mean+S.D.

Landscape beauty .868 766 4.22+0.87

Campus image harmony .847 755 4.08+0.90

Amount of plant .830 .689 4.04+0.89

Factor 1 Contribute to citizen 710 .580 4.01+0.99
Image improvement 677 4347 36.227 .625 4.14+0.88

Lawn care 613 613 3.78+1.01

Circulation planning .570 .590 3.88+0.89

Resting facilities design .561 557 3.88+0.89

Amount of resting facilities 770 .643 3.50+1.10

Factor 2 Night lighting facility .686 5 888 24,066 .644 3.32+1.10
Trash can .655 763 3.41+£1.12

Safe walking trails .601 746 3.87+0.88

Cummulative % = 60.293, KMO = .899, Bartlett's Chi-Square = 826.637(df=66, p<0.01)
Mean = average value of 5-point Likert Scale(1=not at all satisfying, 5=fully satisfying)
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Table 4. Muliple regression model for satisfaction

Independent Variables B S.E. Std. BETA t P
(Constants) .686 .265 2.587 011
Campus Image Harmony 214 .085 239 2.517 .013
Night Lighting Facility 173 .046 237 3.764 .000
Landscape Beauty 208 .083 225 2.509 .013
Lawn Care 154 .061 193 2.536 .012
Safe Walking Trails 123 .061 134 2.006 .047

R?=0.579, adj R* = 0.563, F= 36.328, p<.000
Dependent Variable : Satisfaction
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Table 5. Means and factor analysis for image evaluation variables
Component 1:;;?:;5 Eigenvalue % of Var. Communality Mean+S.D.
Open .843 771 5.64+1.48
Harmonious .839 774 5.50+1.41
Beautiful .829 782 5.81£1.30
Amiable 815 .709 5.54+1.32
Bright 787 702 5.67+1.36
Factor 1 Refreshing 758 767 5.56+1.36
) Comfortable 745 6931 07 718 5.49+1.25
Natural 728 618 5.55+1.40
Clean 674 .673 5.27+1.29
Leafy .640 .624 5.28+1.31
Dynamic .598 .556 5.30+1.35
Interest 489 424 5.11+1.24
Quiet .860 .820 4.47+1.54
Factor 2 Homely 740 2.938 17.280 .700 4.95+1.40
Orderly 724 .688 4.89+1.46
Simple .828 .790 4.93+1.38
Factor 3 2.068 12.165
Cool 744 793 5.33+1.28
Cummulative % = 70.218, KMO = .915, Bartlett's Chi-Square = 1888.559(df=153, p<0.01)
Mean = average value of 7-point Likert Scale(1=not at all prefer, 7=highly prefer)
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Table 6. Multiple regression model for image preference

Independent variables B S.E. Std. BETA t p
(Constants) 967 351 2.757 .007
Bright 397 .062 440 6.431 .000
Refreshing 211 075 233 2.806 .006
Cool 219 .070 227 3.147 .002
Clean 180 .069 .188 2.612 .010
Natural -.142 .065 -.161 -2.186 .031

R?=0.622, adj R* = 0.607, F=43.372, p<.000
Dependent Variable : Preference
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Fig. 3. Image preference analysis on the factor of cherry
road.
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