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Forward-Looking Statements / Risks and Uncertainties: 

 
Some of the statements in this report that are not historical facts are “forward-looking 
statements.” Such forward-looking statements are associated with certain risks and 
uncertainties which could cause actual outcomes to differ substantially from those predicted in 
this report. 
 
Neither the researchers nor any entities which they are affiliated with can be held responsible 
for any actions / decisions that might be influenced by the contents of this report. 
 

Errors and Omissions: 
 
While effort was made by the researchers in this project to present accurate and complete 
information, neither the researchers nor any entities which they are affiliated with can be held 
responsible for inaccurate or incomplete information.  
 

  



 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 
Doe Mountain Recreation Area: Economic Impact  pg. 7 
Institute for Service Research 

Executive Summary 
 

Visitors attracted annually to Doe Mountain Recreation Area (a.k.a. Doe Mountain) stimulate a 

significant amount of economic activity throughout Tennessee and within the local area [see 

Appendix A for domain of local area].  A summary of key findings of this study are as follows: 

➢ In FY2020-21, visitors to Doe Mountain spent an estimated $3.2M throughout the state.  

Approximately 91 percent [$2.9M] of this money was spent inside the local area. 

 

➢ The total economic activity stimulated by Doe Mountain in Tennessee during FY2020-21 

was approximately $4.5M.  Roughly 89 percent [$4.0M] of this economic activity 

occurred within the local area. 

 

➢ The total “economic impact from travelers” attributed to Doe Mountain during FY2020-
21 was an estimated $2.4M.  “Economic impact from travelers” is a subset of the total 
economic activity figure and is a measure of “fresh money” infused into the local area 
economy that likely would have not been generated in the absence of the recreation 
area.   

o Much of this “fresh money” derived from visitors from North Carolina [almost 70 
percent of out-of-area visitors to Doe Mountain were from NC]. 
 

o Much of this economic impact from travelers would not be captured in 

Tennessee in the absence of Doe Mountain.  More specifically, if Doe Mountain 

Recreation Area did not exist, 9 out of 10 Doe Mountain OHV riders from outside 

Tennessee report that they would not come to the state to participate in these 

activities. 

 

➢ In addition to infusing “fresh money” into Tennessee, the existence of Doe Mountain 

curtails economic leakage from the state.  That is, if Doe Mountain Recreation Area did 

not exist, 7 out of 10 Doe Mountain OHV riders from within Tennessee report that they 

would go outside the state to participate in these activities. 

➢ Regarding employment, the economic activity stimulated by visitation to Doe Mountain 

supported approximately 45.2 full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs in the state in FY2020-21. 

 

➢ In terms of wages and income, the economic activity spawned by Doe Mountain was 

responsible for roughly $2.0M in wage and salary income in Tennessee during FY2020-

21. 
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➢ Economic activity created by Doe Mountain was associated with approximately $2.8M 

in value-added effects which is a measure of the recreation area’s contribution to the 

gross domestic product of Tennessee. 

 

➢ Economic activity stimulated by Doe Mountain generated approximately $221K in state 

and local tax revenues in Tennessee during FY2020-21.  

 

➢ Regarding indicators of continued success: 

 

o Approximately 90 percent of Doe Mountain recreationists report being either 

“satisfied” or “very satisfied” with their experiences. 

 

o Many permit holders consider Doe Mountain’s ability to accommodate 

motorized dirt bike recreation to be one of the best features of the 

recreation area.  Offerings for motorized dirt bike recreation are particularly 

useful in attracting “fresh money” to the area: approximately 42 percent of 

non-local permit holders use motorized dirt bikes when visiting [this number 

increases to 44 percent when only NC visitors are analyzed]. 

 

o Roughly 94 percent of Doe Mountain recreationists are either “likely” or 

“very likely” to recommend Doe Mountain to friends or relatives. 

 

➢ In terms of opportunities for continued growth: 

 

o Approximately 83 percent of non-local permit holders indicated that they 

would visit more often if Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake. 

Moreover, about two-thirds (67 percent) of non-local permit holders 

reported that this potential lake connection would prompt them to lengthen 

the durations of their visits. 

 

o An estimated 68 percent of non-local permit holders indicated that they 

would visit more often if Doe Mountain trails connected to downtown 

Mountain City. Furthermore, more than half (54 percent) of non-local permit 

holders reported that this potential Mountain City connection would prompt 

them to lengthen the durations of their visits. 
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o This study also queried permit holders’ potential interest in ax throwing, 

archery, and shooting facilities.  As detailed in this report, relatively low 

levels of interest were detected for ax throwing and archery.  Mixed 

sentiment was recorded for a shooting range (significantly lower than the 

support for the potential connections to Watauga Lake or to downtown 

Mountain City). 

 

 

 

 

{Introduction section begins on next page} 
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Section 1. Introduction 
 

The Doe Mountain recreation area boasts 

8,600 acres with many trail miles and 

connectivity (see Figure 1).  The Doe 

Mountain Recreational Authority 

(DMRA) is tasked with the responsibility 

for overseeing the trail system and 

accompanying amenities such as the 

Kettlefoot Fire Lookout Tower.     

While the successful operation of the 

recreation area is based upon 

numerous criteria, the questions 

surrounding economic impact are 

important; such as:  

➢ What levels of economic activity 
does the trail system stimulate 
in Tennessee and in the local 
area? 
 

➢ Of this economic activity, what portion can be attributed to non-locals (traveling 50 
miles or more one-way) infusing ‘fresh money’ into the economy? 

 
➢ How many jobs does the recreation area support both directly and indirectly? 

 
➢ What amounts of labor income are stimulated by the recreation area? 

 
➢ How many state and local tax dollars can be attributed to the recreation area? 

 
➢ What contributions does the recreation area make to the gross domestic product of 

Tennessee through value-added effects? 
 

➢ Will the recreation system continue to be successful going into the future? 
o Are visitors satisfied? 
o What are visitors’ favorite features? 
o Are visitors willing to recommend the trails to others? 
o Would the visitors stay longer or visit more often with connections to 

Watauga Lake and/or downtown Mountain City? 

FIGURE 1: BACKGROUND ON DOE MOUNTAIN RECREATION AREA* 

*This is a screenshot adopted directly from The Nature 

Conservancy website: 

https://www.nature.org/en-us/get-involved/how-to-help/places-

we-protect/doe-mountain/ 
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o Would the visitors stay longer or visit more often with nearby facilities for ax 
throwing, archery, and/or shooting? 

 
The next section of this report describes the study’s methodology and data collection 

procedures that were used to generate the answers to these questions.  It is prudent to note in 

this introduction section that a glossary of economic impact terminology is included in 

Appendix C of this report.  The research team made a conscious effort to craft this report using 

language, terms, and explanations that non-economists can understand, yet the glossary of 

terms is included as a resource. 

 

Section 2. Methodology 

2.1 Consumer Data 
Economic benefits are derived from a number of sources including recreationists’ spending, 

maintenance expenditures for trails and facilities, and the ongoing operational activities of the 

DMRA itself, but primary among these is the visitor spending component. Therefore, the 

economic modeling in this study requires that spending profiles be built for those visiting Doe 

Mountain in groupings that can be readily identified, and who are likely to have significantly 

different spending patterns.  The segments identified for this study are: 

 

1) Local visitors to Doe Mountain (those living within the local area) 

2) Non-local day visitors to Doe Mountain  

3) Non-local overnight visitors to Doe Mountain  

 

In order to gather information regarding how much money each of these visitor types spend, an 

internet survey was designed in collaboration with DMRA staff to quantify spending patterns 

and habits for each group and to measure visitor use patterns.  Survey solicitations were sent 

via email to recent trail permit purchasers. (All trail users are required to purchase a permit, 

providing ready access to customers for the survey).  Figure 2 displays the introductory screen 

of the survey.  In addition to email, survey participation was also promoted through Doe 

Mountain’s various social media channels. 
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The survey was hosted on the Qualtrics platform, which is widely regarded as the most robust 

hosting platform on the market.  Qualtrics has many user-friendly features such as the 

capability for a respondent to pause a survey and continue later.  All Qualtrics survey templates 

are mobile-optimized as well.   As seen in Figure 3, survey respondents were asked to estimate 

their Doe Mountain-related expenditures into three categories: 1) in Tennessee – within 50 

miles of Doe Mountain; 2) In Tennessee – 50 miles or further from Doe Mountain; and 3) 

outside Tennessee [this outside Tennessee spending was not included in any of the economic 

models in this study]. 

In addition to spending-related patterns necessary for the economic modeling, the consumer 

survey also captured information such as frequency of visits, satisfaction with visitation 

experiences, and specific feedback regarding Doe Mountain.  Moreover, visit primacy was 

assessed for non-local visitors: i.e., the degree to which the visit to the local area was because 

of Doe Mountain.  A total of 443 permit holders completed or substantially completed the 

survey. (Some questions were optional and not all questions required mandatory responses).  

The sample sizes of the three profiling groups exceed the benchmark of 50 recommended by 

Stynes et al. (2000) for outdoor recreation economic impact modeling.  Armstrong and 

Overton’s (1977) method of comparing early to late responses was used as an additional check 

to confirm that the collected responses are reflective of the sector (Johnson, Beaton, Murphy, 

and Pike, 2000; Sax, Gilmartin, and Bryant, 2003).  All diagnostics confirmed sample adequacy. 

FIGURE 2: INTRODUCTORY SCREEN ON VISITOR SURVEY 
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2.2 Permit Sales, Capital Investment, and Operational Data 

 

 

Permit sales for FY2020-21 are listed 

in Figure 4.  As can be seen, OHV-

related permits dominated sales.  

Non-OHV permit types accounted for 

less than 2 percent of total sales 

volume and even less than that with 

regard to total sales revenues.  Given 

so few non-OHV recreationists, 

spending profiles could not be built for 

these visitors in the current study.  

Therefore, publicly available spending 

profiles of state park visitors were 

used as a proxy in this study’s 

economic modeling (Magnini, 2020). 

 

FIGURE 3: GEOGRAPHIC PARTIONING OF SPENDING 

FIGURE 4: SALES VOLUME BY PERMIT TYPE 
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As previously mentioned, capital improvement expenditures, maintenance spending, and 

ongoing operational expenditures can provide significant economic benefits to the local region. 

It should be noted that the benefits from capital projects are present only during the life of the 

construction, but if the capital improvement yields more visitor spending, then such economic 

benefits endure through time.  In many cases, funding for these projects comes from grants and 

appropriations outside of the local area, which has the effect of introducing “new money” into 

the locality.  

For economic modeling purposes, potential capital and operational expenditures provided by 

DMRA were compartmentalized in the following categories which mirror standard industry 

coding used in most economic modeling tools: 

➢ Personnel expenses (wages and benefits) 

➢ Operating expenses (non-personnel) 

➢ New trail construction / trail maintenance and repair 

➢ Maintenance and repair – non-trail 

➢ Cost of goods sold (permits and merchandise) 

➢ Facility and grounds expense 

➢ Marketing and sales expense 

➢ Capital and debt expenditures 

It should also be noted that any portion of the funding for capital and operating expenses that 

comes from visitor payments (permit sales, for instance) were deducted from operational 

expenses in the economic modeling in order to avoid double counting (since the visitor 

spending was previously counted in the visitor spending analysis). 

 

 

{Explanation of economic modeling begins on next page}  
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2.3 Economic Modeling 
 

As previously explained, economic activity for Doe Mountain stems from three sources: visitor 

spending, DMRA’s operational spending (to the extent that it is not supported by visitor 

spending), and DMRA’s capital investments (again, to the extent that they are not supported by 

visitor spending).  These amounts create the direct economic effects to the economies of the 

local and statewide areas.  

 
In addition to assessing these direct effects, 

this study also models secondary or ripple 

effects which comprise economic activity from 

subsequent rounds of re-spending of money.  

As shown in Figure 5, there are two types of 

ripple effects: indirect and induced.  Indirect 

effects entail the changes in sales, income, and 

jobs of suppliers to the operation (Stynes et al., 

2000). For example, a convenience store that 

sells gasoline uses the money from the sale to 

pay employees and to buy more gasoline.  

Induced effects are the changes in economic 

activity in the region stimulated by household 

spending of income earned through direct and 

indirect effects of Doe Mountain-related 

monies. To continue the previous example, the 

employees of the convenience store then use 

their income to purchase goods and services.

Direct                                                         

Impact 

Indirect 

Impact 

Induced            

Impact 

FIGURE 5:  ECONOMIC RIPPLE EFFECTS 
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Indirect and induced effects are estimated using economic multipliers.  Multipliers reflect the 

extent of interdependency between sectors in a region’s economy and can vary significantly 

between regions and sectors (Stynes et al., 2000).  Here is a simple example of how a multiplier 

can be interpreted: if the multiplier for the restaurant sector in a given region is 1.27 then it can 

be estimated that every dollar spent at a restaurant results in 27 cents of secondary economic 

activity in the region.  Economic multipliers for the state of Tennessee are commercially 

available in an economic impact estimation software titled IMPLAN commercialized by MIG, 

Inc.  Therefore, the most recent IMPLAN multipliers were purchased and used in this study to 

calculate indirect and induced economic impacts.  Used by more than 1,000 entities, IMPLAN is 

said to be the most widely adopted regional economic analysis software in the industry for 

estimating economic ripple effects (Dougherty, 2011). 

In the input-output modeling for this study, economic activity describes the modeling that 

includes all visitor spending and consequent multiplier effects by both locals and non-locals as 

well as any money spent by DMRA (both operational and capital improvement) that was not 

supported by visitor spending.  Consequently, economic activity figures represent all of the 

economic activity stimulated by the Doe Mountain Recreation Area within the state.  As will be 

seen in the subsequent section of this report, economic activity is reported as a range with a 

high and low end to account for differing levels of economic strength between various regions 

in the state where a visitor traveling to Doe Mountain may have stopped and spent money.  

More specifically, one end of the range represents adjusted economic activity which calibrates 

output figures based upon whether a given location has economic activity above or below the 

state average.  The other end of the range represents unadjusted economic activity which are 

the output figures computed using statewide IMPLAN multipliers.   

In the modeling, economic impact from travelers represents the modeling that includes all 

visitor spending and consequent multiplier effects by those who traveled 50 miles or more 

(one-way) to visit Doe Mountain. Thus, economic impact from traveler figures reflect all of the 

“fresh money” entering an economy as a result of Doe Mountain.   
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Section 3. Findings 

3.1 Descriptive Characteristics of OHV Permit Holders and Accompanying Guests 
TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF SPENDING PROFILES OF OHV PERMIT HOLDERS 
 

 Local Trail Users1 
 

Non-Local Trail Users2 
(Day visitors) 

Non-Local Trail Users 
(Overnight visitors) 

Average party size: 2.4 persons 2.4 persons 2.6 persons 

Percentage of total 
permit holders: 

40% of total        
permit holders 

46% of total                    
permit holders 

14% of total                    
permit holders 

Annual vs. Day Permits: Annual 
Permits: 

54% 

Day 
Permits: 

46% 

Annual 
Permits: 

35% 

Day 
Permits: 

65% 

Annual 
Permits: 

44% 

Day 
Permits: 

56% 

Average number of 
trail visits per year: 

7.8 visits per year3 5.6 visits per year 3.6 visits per year 

Location of primary 
residence: 
 
 
 

Tennessee (< 50 
miles) = 100% 

North Carolina = 68% North Carolina = 68% 

Virginia = 11% Tennessee (≥ 50 miles) = 11% 

Tennessee (≥ 50 miles) = 10% Virginia = 9% 

Florida = 3% South Carolina = 8% 

South Carolina = 2% Florida = 5% 

Kentucky = 2% Kentucky = 3% 

Other = ≤1% each Other = ≤2% each 

Total per person 
spending in the local 
area per visit: 

 
$57.08 

 
$51.16 

 
$169.70 

 

Total per person 
spending outside the 
local area, but inside 
Tennessee per visit: 

 
$2.20 

 
$8.84 

 
$16.95 

Total per person 
spending outside of 
Tennessee per visit: 

 
$0 

 
$9.54 

 
$35.84 

Total per person 
spending per visit (sum 

of previous 3 rows):4 

 
$59.28 

 
$69.54 

 
$222.49 (across 3.6 days) 

1) Domain of “local” (aka “regional”) depicted in Appendix A. 

2) For parties visiting the area due to Doe Mountain, the spending of non-trail riders within the parties are also 

included in the economic modeling. 

3) This figure increased to 8.1 during FY2020-21 but is modeled at 7.8 because this pandemic-induced increase 

likely did not have any significant influence on economic leakage. 

4) While the total of all spending is shown here, no spending outside of Tennessee is included in any of the 

economic models in this study. 
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3.2 Statewide Economic and Fiscal Results 

3.2.1 Statewide Spending 
 

Visitors to Doe Mountain spent significant amounts of money within Tennessee (spending 

activity specifically within the local area will be discussed in Section 3.3).  For instance, as seen 

in Table 2, in FY2020-21, they spent nearly $670K on gasoline.  As another example, it can also 

be seen in Table 2 that visitors to Doe Mountain spent $433K in restaurants around the state 

and $137 on hotels associated with their Doe Mountain trips. 

 

TABLE 2: IN-TENNESSEE VISITOR SPENDING (BOTH INSIDE AND OUTSIDE OF 50-MILE RADIUS) 

 Total Spending 

Groceries $431K 

Gas $670K 

Restaurants $433K 

Hotels $137K 

Camping $165K 

Equipment $313K 

Clothing $28K 

Souvenirs and Other $42K 

Other Transportation Expenses $68K 

Entertainment (including permits) $783K 

Repairs $136K 

Total Spending in Tennessee $3.2M 
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3.2.2 Statewide Economic Activity 
 

As previously explained in section 2.3, when visitors 

spend money, that spending causes ripple (secondary 

effects) in the economy.  Thus, as reported in Table 3, 

spending of visitors to Doe Mountain in FY2020-21 

circulated through the state’s economy and produced 

$4.5M in total economic activity.  

As seen in the blue call-out box, Doe Mountain curtails 

economic leakage out of Tennessee.  Specifically, if 

Doe Mountain Recreation Area did not exist, 7 out of 

10 Doe Mountain OHV riders from within Tennessee 

report that they would go outside the state to 

participate in these activities. As described in 

Tennessee’s Statewide Comprehensive Recreation Plan (SCORP), Tennessee offers a variety of 

OHV trails throughout the state (Tennessee SCORP, 2021).  Nevertheless, being located in the 

extreme eastern portion of Tennessee, many Doe Mountain patrons have formidable OHV 

venue options in Virginia, West Virginia, and Kentucky that they could patronize if Doe 

Mountain did not exist. 

 

TABLE 3: IN-TENNESSEE ECONOMIC ACTIVITY ATTRIBUTED TO DOE MOUNTAIN 

Effect Type Economic Activity           

(Range) a 

Economic Activity           

(Mean) b 

Direct $2.3M ➔ $2.5M $2.4M 

Indirect $900K ➔ $978K $939K 

Induced $1.1M ➔ $1.3M $1.2M 

Total Output $4.3M ➔ $4.7M $4.5M 

a. Range in economic activity can be attributed to differing levels of economic strength throughout 

Tennessee. 

b. The mean economic activity is the high and low end of the range summed and divided by two. 
 

 

  

Curtailing Economic Leakage: 

If Doe Mountain Recreation 

Area did not exist, 7 out of 10 

Doe Mountain OHV riders from 

within Tennessee report that 

they would go outside the state 

to participate in these activities. 
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3.2.3 Statewide Employment and Labor Income 
 

The economic activity stimulated by Doe 

Mountain supports roughly 45.2 full-time 

equivalent jobs around Tennessee.  Table 4 

estimates direct, indirect, and induced: 

direct jobs supported by this spending 

include any entity where Doe Mountain 

patrons spend their money directly such as 

in restaurants, grocery stores, and the 

recreation area itself (see Appendix C).  

Indirect jobs are the jobs created by 

suppliers to these entities.  Finally, induced 

jobs are created as the spending power of local residents increases as a result of direct and 

indirect spending.  The sum of these jobs is associated with $2.0M in labor income (see Table 

4). 

 

 

TABLE 4: IN-TENNESSEE EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR INCOME ATTRIBUTED TO DOE MOUNTAIN 

Effect Type Employment                         

(Full-time equivalent jobs) 

Labor Income 

Direct 33.1 $1.3M 

Indirect 5.1 $336K 

Induced 7.0 $439K 

Total Output 45.2 $2.0M 

 

 

  

Doe Mountain Rider… 
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3.2.4 Statewide Value-Added Effects and Tax Revenues 
 

In FY202-21, the economic activity stimulated from Doe Mountain contributed an estimated 

$2.8M to the gross domestic product of Tennessee.  Albeit a minor role in these economic 

outputs, it is prudent to note that 8 percent of non-local day visiting parties are accompanied 

by at least one non-rider; this figure increases to 27 percent for overnight visiting parties.   

In terms of fiscal impacts, the economic activity attributed to the recreation area generated 

$221K in state and local taxes. While IMPLAN modeling software does not partition state and 

local taxes, it is estimated that this type of tourism-related economic activity produces an 

estimated 60-40 split between state and local tax revenues. 

 

TABLE 5: IN-TENNESSEE VALUE-ADDED EFFECTS AND TAX REVENUES ATTRIBUTED TO DOE MOUNTAIN 

Effect Type Value-Added State and Local Taxes 

Direct $1.5M  
 
 

$221K 

Indirect $499K 

Induced $713K 

Total Output $2.8M 
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3.3 Regional Economic and Fiscal Results 

3.3.1 Regional Spending1 
Visitors to Doe Mountain make substantial statewide expenditures during their visits (see Table 

2), and it is important to note that the great majority of this spending is made within the local 

area.  Approximately 91 percent of all statewide spending occurs within an approximate in-

Tennessee 50-mile radius of Doe Mountain.  Additionally, most of this spending is made by non-

locals, representing a substantial infusion of outside money into the area. For instance, as seen 

in Table 6, in FY2020-21, trail users spent approximately $400K in local restaurants of which 

approximately $243K was spent by non-locals.  Even before entering these figures into the 

economic model to also include ripple or secondary effects, this level of spending serves as 

evidence of the significant value Doe Mountain is bringing to the area. 

TABLE 6: SPENDING WITHIN THE LOCAL AREA 

 Total Spending within the 

local area 

“Fresh Money” Spent by 

Non-Locals a 

Groceries $399K $257K 

Gas $612K $336K 

Restaurants $400K $243K 

Hotels $130K $130K 

Camping $151K $144K 

Equipment $294K $71K 

Clothing $23K $13K 

Souvenirs and Other $41K $40K 

Other Transportation Expenses $67K $65K 

Entertainment (including permits) $671K $405K 

Repairs $136K $13K 

Spending within the Local Area: $2.9M $1.7M 

 
1 In this study, the terms “regional” and “local area” are used interchangeably. 
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3.3.2 Regional Economic Activity 
 

Doe Mountain generated considerable 

economic activity (which includes effects 

from local users) within the local area 

during FY2020-21.  Direct effects 

supported by this economic activity 

transpire where Doe Mountain visitors 

spend their money directly such as in 

restaurants, grocery stores, and the 

recreation area itself (see Appendix C).  To 

reiterate from previous sections of this 

report, Indirect economic effects are 

experienced by suppliers to these entities.  Finally, induced effects reflect the increased 

spending power of local residents as a result of direct and indirect effects.  As seen in Table 7, 

all three of these sum to $4.0M in the local area for Doe Mountain during FY2020-21.   

 

TABLE 7: ECONOMIC ACTIVITY IN THE LOCAL AREA ATTRIBUTED TO DOE MOUNTAIN 

Effect Type Economic Activity                       

Direct $2.1M  

Indirect $820K  

Induced $1.0M  

Total Economic Activity $4.0M  

 

  

Doe Mountain Rider… 
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3.3.3 Regional Economic Impact from Travelers 
 

Non-locals infused considerable amounts of “fresh-money” into 

the local area in FY2020-21.  As depicted in Table 8, the 

economic impact from travelers stimulated by Doe Mountain 

can be estimated at $2.4M within the local area.  Consistent 

with tourism industry metrics, ‘non-locals’ encompass those 

who travel 50 miles or more (one-way) to visit Doe Mountain 

(see Appendix C).   

As stated in this page’s sidebar, if Doe Mountain Recreation 

area did not exist, 9 out of 10 Doe Mountain OHV riders from 

outside Tennessee report that they would not come to the state 

to participate in these activities. This statistic serves to reinforce 

Doe Mountain’s role in attracting “fresh money” to the local 

economy.  Interestingly, as displayed in Figure 6, much of this 

“fresh money” flowed in from North Carolina during FY 2020-

21. As will be explained later in this report, Doe Mountain’s 

ability to serve the motorized dirt bike segment appears to be a 

key driver in attracting non-local visitation – in particular from 

North Carolina. 

 

TABLE 8: ECONOMIC IMPACT FROM TRAVELERS IN THE LOCAL AREA ATTRIBUTED TO 

DOE MOUNTAIN 

Effect Type Fresh Money Inflows                       

Direct $1.3M  

Indirect $482K  

Induced $630K  

Total Impact from Travelers $2.4M  

  

 

… Economic impact from travelers is 

estimated at $2.4M and is important 

economically, because it represents 

the ‘fresh money’ that likely would 

not have entered the local economy 

if not for the existence of Doe 

Mountain Recreation Area. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If Doe Mountain Recreation 

Area did not exist, 9 out of 10 

Doe Mountain OHV riders 

from outside Tennessee report 

that they would not come to 

the state to participate in 

these activities. 
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It is germane to reiterate here that visitation primacy was measured on the visitor survey: the 

extent to which the visit to the local area was because of Doe Mountain.  For both non-local 

day and overnight visitors, primacy was high: 93 percent and 89 percent, respectively. The 

IMPLAN modeling outputs for travelers were discounted appropriately to account for this 

primacy.   

FIGURE 6: ORIGINS OF NON-LOCAL VISITORS TO DOE MOUNTAIN

North Carolina Tennessee Virginia All others

All 

other 

NC = 

68% 

VA 

TN 
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3.3.4 Employment and Labor Income Supported by Within-Region 

Economic Activity 
 

The economic activity stimulated by Doe Mountain supported roughly 41.2 full-time equivalent 

jobs around the region (see Table 9).2 Those jobs were associated with approximately $1.9M in 

labor income.  As previously explained in this report, direct jobs supported by this spending 

include any entity where Doe Mountain patrons spend their money directly such as in 

restaurants, grocery stores, and the recreation area itself (see Appendix C).  Indirect jobs are 

the jobs created by suppliers to these entities.  Third, induced jobs are created as the spending 

power of local residents increases as a result of direct and indirect spending. 

 

TABLE 9: EMPLOYMENT AND LABOR INCOME IN THE LOCAL AREA ATTRIBUTED TO DOE MOUNTAIN 

Effect Type Employment                         

(Full-time equivalent jobs) 

Labor Income 

Direct 30.1 $1.2M 

Indirect 4.7 $307K 

Induced 6.4 $404K 

Output resulting from within 

region economic activity 

41.2 $1.9M 

 

  

 
2 IMPLAN economic modeling is not precise in assessing location of indirect and induced job locations.  Therefore, 
it is plausible that some of the jobs reported in this Table might be outside the local area. 
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3.3.5 Value-Added Effects and Tax Revenues Supported by Within-

Region Economic Activity 
 

In FY2020-21, the economic activity 

supported by Doe Mountain within the 

region contributed an estimated $2.5M to 

the gross domestic product of Tennessee.  

Moreover, the economic activity within 

the local area generated an estimated 

$199K in state and local taxes. 

 

 

 

 

TABLE 10: VALUE-ADDED EFFECTS AND TAX REVENUES ATTRIBUTED TO SPENDING IN THE LOCAL AREA 

(REGION) 

Effect Type Value-Added Generated State and Local Taxes Generated 

Direct $1.4M  
 
 
 

$199K 

Indirect $455K 

Induced $656K 

 Output resulting from within 

region economic activity 

$2.5M 

 

 

  

Doe Mountain Rider… 
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3.4 Indicators of Future Doe Mountain Performance 

3.4.1 Visitor Satisfaction 
 

Visitors to Doe Mountain are overwhelmingly satisfied with their experiences, with ratings of 

“Very Satisfied” plus “Satisfied” measuring 93 percent in the current survey. As partitioned in 

Table 11, these ratings are high for both local resident users (90 percent) and those from 

outside the local area (95 percent). As seen in Figure 7, when respondents were asked about 

the best feature of Doe Mountain, motorized dirt bike offerings emerged as a salient theme. 

 

Overall, how satisfied are you with your experience(s) at Doe Mountain? 

 

Response Overall Local Residents Visitors 

Very satisfied 62.18% 59.35% 64.02% 

Satisfied 30.71% 30.32% 30.96% 

Neutral 5.08% 8.39% 2.93% 

Dissatisfied 0.51% 0.65% 0.42% 

Very dissatisfied 1.52% 1.29% 1.67% 

 

  

TABLE 11: VISITOR SATISFACTION WITH DOE MOUNTAIN 
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FIGURE 7: VISITORS’ PERCEPTIONS OF DOE MOUNTAIN’S BEST FEATURE 
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3.4.2 Visitors’ Willingness to Recommend 
 

Willingness to recommend a service or product is an important indicator of success because it 

puts a person’s reputation on the line and often prompts the information recipient to more 

carefully consider the message being communicated.  As seen in Table 12, Doe Mountain scores 

very well in this area with 94 percent of all survey respondents saying they are “very likely” or 

“likely” to recommend.  Support is similar from local area residents (93 percent) and those 

outside of the area (95 percent).  

 

 

 

How likely would you be to recommend Doe Mountain to a friend or relative if s/he is 

interested in this sort of recreational activity? 

 

 

Response Overall Local Residents Visitors 

Very satisfied 71.10% 68.39% 72.88% 

Satisfied 23.02% 24.52% 22.03% 

Neutral 3.84% 5.16% 2.97% 

Dissatisfied 0.51% 0.00% 0.85% 

Very dissatisfied 1.53% 1.94% 1.27% 

TABLE 12: VISITORS’ WILLINGNESS TO RECOMMEND DOE MOUNTAIN 
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3.5 Visitor Sentiment Regarding Expansion Options 

3.5.1 Potential Outcomes Associated with Connecting to Watauga Lake 
 

Permit holders were queried regarding their sentiment pertaining to connecting trails to 

Watauga Lake.  As shown in Table 13a, overall, roughly 81 percent of respondents indicated 

that connecting to Watauga Lake would prompt them to patronize Doe Mountain more 

frequently. 

 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake, you would likely: 

 

If Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake you would likely: Percentage 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 23.38% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 23.38% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 34.46% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 18.77% 

  

TABLE 13A: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF CONNECTING TO WATAUGA LAKE ON VISITOR 

FREQUENCY:  ALL RESPONDENTS 
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Table 13b teases-out the Watauga Lake findings in more detail. Specifically, non-local and local 

responses are segregated.  As seen, while the potential lake connection records strong support 

from both groups, non-locals, in particular, indicate that they would increase frequency of 

patronage (83 percent). This finding reinforces the notion that a lake connection could attract 

fresh money to the area. 

 

 

 

 

 

Forecasted Change to Visitation Frequency Local Residents Visitors 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 30.71% 18.69% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 20.47% 25.25% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 26.77% 39.39% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 22.05% 16.67% 

 

 

 

 

 

{Section continued on next page} 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

If Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake, you would likely: 

 

 

TABLE 13B: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF CONNECTING TO WATUAGA LAKE ON VISITOR 

FREQUENCY: LOCAL RESIDENTS VS. OUT OF AREA VISITORS 
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Because local permit holders already reside in the area, the question pertaining to visitation 

length was only displayed by the Qualtrics surveying platform to non-locals.  As seen in Table 

14, approximately 33 percent indicated that they would visit for longer periods of time with a 

Doe Mountain – Watauga Lake connection. 

 

 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake, you would likely: 

 

If Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake you would likely: Percentage 

Visit the area for longer periods of time during your visits 66.77% 

Visit length would likely remain unchanged 33.23% 

  

TABLE 14: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF CONNECTING TO WATAUGA LAKE ON VISITOR STAY 

DURATION 
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3.5.2 Potential Outcomes Associated with Connecting to Downtown 

Mountain City 
 

Doe Mountain patrons were queried regarding their sentiment pertaining to connecting trails 

to downtown Mountain City.  As shown in Table 15a, overall, roughly 69 percent of 

respondents indicated that connecting to downtown Mountain City would prompt them to 

patronize Doe Mountain more frequently. 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails connected to downtown Mountain City, you would likely: 

 

If Doe Mountain trails connected to downtown Mountain City you would likely: Percentage 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 21.07% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 14.78% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 33.65% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 30.50% 

 

 

  

TABLE 15A: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF CONNECTING TO DOWNTOWN MOUNTAIN CITY ON 

VISITOR FREQUENCY:  ALL RESPONDENTS 
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Table 15b sheds additional light on the findings pertaining to the potential downtown Mountain 

City connection by separating results recorded from locals and non-locals. As listed below, 

while the potential Mountain City connection garners strong support from both groups, non-

locals, in particular, indicate that they would increase frequency of patronage (68 percent). This 

finding reinforces the notion that a Mountain City connection could attract fresh money from 

outside the area. 

 

 

 

 

Forecasted Change to Visitation Frequency Local Residents Visitors 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 29.27% 15.90% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 17.07% 13.33% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 26.02% 38.46% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 27.64% 32.31% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

{Section continued on next page} 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

If Doe Mountain trails connected to downtown Mountain City, you would likely: 

 

 

 

TABLE 15B: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF CONNECTING TO DOWNTOWN MOUNTAIN CITY ON 

VISITOR FREQUENCY: LOCAL RESIDENTS VS. OUT OF AREA VISITORS 
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As previously stated in this report, questions regarding visitation length were only displayed to 

non-local respondents since locals already reside in the area.  As seen in Table 16, about 54 

percent of non-local respondents indicated that they would extend their typical visitation if 

trails connected to downtown Mountain City. 

 

 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails connected to downtown Mountain City, you would likely: 

 

If Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake you would likely: Percentage 

Visit the area for longer periods of time during your visits 54.04% 

Visit length would likely remain unchanged 45.96% 

  

TABLE 16: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF CONNECTING TO DOWNTOWN MOUNTAIN CITY ON 

VISITOR STAY DURATION 



_________________________________________________________________________________ 
Doe Mountain Recreation Area: Economic Impact   pg. 37 
Institute for Service Research 

3.5.3 Potential Outcomes Associated with Offering an Indoor Ax 

Throwing Venue 
 

Permit holders were queried regarding their sentiment pertaining to a potential ax throwing 

facility.  As shown in Table 17a, support for this potential offering does not appear to be robust.  

Specifically, only about 29 percent of respondents indicated that such an offering would prompt 

them to visit Doe Mountain more frequently. 

 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails offered Indoor Ax Throwing, you would likely: 

 

If Doe Mountain trails offered indoor ax throwing, you would likely: Percentage 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 7.89% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 6.31% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 14.51% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 71.29% 

 

 

TABLE 17A: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF OFFERING INDOOR AX THROWING ON VISITOR 

FREQUENCY:  ALL RESPONDENTS 
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As detailed in Table 17b, support for ax throwing was lower for non-locals than locals.  This 

finding reinforces the notion that ax throwing may not draw significant economic impacts from 

inflows of “fresh money.” 

 

 

 

 

Forecasted Change to Visitation Frequency Local Residents Visitors 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 12.10% 5.18% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 9.68% 4.15% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 14.52% 14.51% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 63.71% 76.17% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

{Section continued on next page} 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

If Doe Mountain offered indoor ax throwing, you would likely: 

 

 

 

TABLE 17B: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF OFFERING INDOOR AX THROWING ON VISITOR 

FREQUENCY: LOCAL RESIDENTS VS. OUT OF AREA VISITORS 
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Regarding stay duration, ax throwing would not increase the stay length of the vast majority of 

non-local visitors.  In other words, roughly 83 percent indicated that their stay length would 

remain unchanged with the addition of an ax throwing facility (see Table 18). 

 

 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails offered indoor ax throwing, you would likely: 

 

 

If Doe Mountain offered indoor ax throwing, you would likely: Percentage 

Visit the area for longer periods of time during your visits 17.50% 

Visit length would likely remain unchanged 82.50% 

  

TABLE 18: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF OFFERING INDOOR AX THROWING ON VISITOR STAY 

DURATION 
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3.5.4 Potential Outcomes Associated with Collaborating with a Nearby 

Archery Range 
 

Permit holders were asked about their sentiment pertaining to a potential nearby archery 

range.  As shown in Table 19a, support for this potential offering does not appear to be 

particularly strong.  That is, only about 23 percent of respondents indicated that such an 

offering would prompt them to visit Doe Mountain more frequently. 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails had a nearby archery range, you would likely: 

 

If Doe Mountain had a nearby archery range, you would likely: Percentage 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 8.78% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 2.82% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 10.97% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 77.43% 

 

  

TABLE 19A:  POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF A NEARBY ARCHERY RANGE ON VISITOR FREQUENCY 
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As detailed in Table 19b, support for an archery range was significantly lower among non-locals 

than locals.  This finding, reinforces the notion that ax throwing may not draw significant 

economic impacts from inflows of “fresh money.” 

 

 

 

 

Forecasted Change to Visitation Frequency Local Residents Visitors 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 12.00% 6.70% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 3.20% 2.58% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 16.00% 7.73% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 68.80% 82.99% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

{Section continued on next page} 

 

  

If Doe Mountain had a nearby archery range, you would likely: 

 

 

 

TABLE 19B: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF A NEARBY ARCHERY RANGE ON VISITOR FREQUENCY: 

LOCAL RESIDENTS VS. OUT OF AREA VISITORS 



_________________________________________________________________________________ 
Doe Mountain Recreation Area: Economic Impact   pg. 42 
Institute for Service Research 

Regarding stay duration, an archery range would not increase the stay length of the vast 

majority of non-local visitors.  In other words, roughly 85 precent indicated that their stay 

length would remain unchanged with the addition of a nearby archery range (see Table 20). 

 

 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails had a nearby archery range, you would likely: 

 

 

If Doe Mountain offered a nearby archery range, you would likely: Percentage 

Visit the area for longer periods of time during your visits 14.56% 

Visit length would likely remain unchanged 85.44% 

 

  

TABLE 20: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF A NEARBY ARCHERY RANGE ON VISITOR STAY DURATION 
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3.5.5 Potential Outcomes Associated with Collaborating with a Nearby 

Shooting Range 
 

This study also gauged permit holders’ potential interest in the notion of adding a nearby 

shooting range.  As depicted in Table 21a, support for this potential offering appears to be 

mixed.  That is, about 45 percent of respondents indicated that such an offering would prompt 

them to visit Doe Mountain more frequently. 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails had a nearby shooting range, you would likely: 

 

If Doe Mountain had a nearby shooting range, you would likely: Percentage 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 14.37% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 12.19% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 19.38% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 54.06% 

  

TABLE 21A: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF A NEARBY SHOOTING RANGE ON VISITOR FREQUENCY:  

ALL RESPONDENTS 
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As detailed in Table 21b, support for a shooting range was significantly stronger among locals 

than non-locals: 40 percent of non-locals would patronize Doe Mountain more often; 55 

percent of local respondents indicated that they would do so. 

 

 

 

 

Forecasted Change to Visitation Frequency Local Residents Visitors 

Increase visits by 7 or more times per year 23.20% 8.72% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 4-6 times more per year 14.40% 10.77% 

Visit Doe Mountain about 1-3 times more per year 17.60% 20.51% 

Keep your visitation frequency about the same 44.80% 60.00% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

{Section continued on next page} 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

If Doe Mountain had a nearby shooting range, you would likely: 

 

 

 

TABLE 21B: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF A NEARBY SHOOTING RANGE ON VISITOR FREQUENCY: 

LOCAL RESIDENTS VS. OUT OF AREA VISITORS 
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In terms of stay duration, a shooting range might increase the stay length of about 35 percent 

of non-locals.  Again, as seen in Table 22, this finding reinforces the notion that sentiment is 

mixed regarding the potential addition of a shooting range. 

 

 

 

 

If Doe Mountain trails had a nearby shooting range, you would likely: 

 

 

If Doe Mountain offered a nearby shooting range, you would likely: Percentage 

Visit the area for longer periods of time during your visits 35.02% 

Visit length would likely remain unchanged 64.98% 

  

TABLE 22: POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF A NEARBY SHOOTING RANGE ON VISITOR STAY DURATION 
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Section 4. Discussion  
 

The results of this economic and fiscal impact study highlight the significant contributions of the 
Doe Mountain Recreation Area to Tennessee’s economy.  In FY2020-21, the statewide 
economic activity associated with the recreation area was an estimated $4.5M, with about 
$2.4M of this representing ‘fresh money’ infused into the local economy by travelers.  The 
economic activity attributed to Doe Mountain supported approximately 45.2 full-time 
equivalent jobs around the state, with approximately 41.2 of these FTE jobs in the local area.  
These jobs are associated with 2.0M in wage and salary income, of which roughly $1.9M is 
within the local area.  Doe Mountain produces $2.8M in value-added effects around the state 
which contribute to the gross domestic product of Tennessee.  Moreover, economic activity 
stimulated by Doe Mountain generated approximately $221K in state and local tax revenues in 
Tennessee during FY2020-21. 
 
While all of the economic contributions listed in Table 23 were previously described in this 
report, the side-by-side comparison aids in illustrating the large portions captured within the 
local area: 
 

 
It is also prudent to note in this discussion section that some consumer spending related to Doe 
Mountain occurs outside of Tennessee.  For example, as was seen in Table 1, non-local 
overnight visitors spend about $17 per person in other states when traveling to/from Doe 
Mountain.  This out of state spending was not included in any of the modeling in this study for 
three reasons: 1) this study is concerned with Doe Mountain’s economic contributions in the 
local area of Tennessee and in Tennessee-at-large; 2) economic multipliers are different 
between states; and 3) including out-of-state spending in the modeling could only be justified if 

TABLE 23: SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC CONTRIBUTIONS WITHIN THE LOCAL AREA RELATIVE TO STATEWIDE 



_________________________________________________________________________________ 
Doe Mountain Recreation Area: Economic Impact   pg. 47 
Institute for Service Research 

the modeling also accounted for the economic displacement of out-of-state trails being 
patronized less frequently. 
 
According to Crompton (1993), the validity and reliability of an economic impact study depends 
on: 1) the accuracy of visitor spending estimates; 2) adherence of statistical rules applied in the 
study in particular pertaining to the use of the multiplier coefficients; and 3) reasonable 
attendance estimates.  First, in terms of spending estimates, customized spending profiles were 
developed by the research team by collecting spending data from more than 440 visiting parties 
during FY2020-21.  Second, regarding the multiplier coefficients, the most recent IMPLAN 
multipliers were utilized.  Third, in terms of attendance estimates, the attendance estimates in 
the modeling were precise because patrons at Doe Mountain are required to purchase permits.  
Moving forward into future years’ calculations, these inputs should be continually evaluated 
and refined through time because all three (spending, multipliers, and attendance) are dynamic 
and change according to economic and other external conditions.   
 
As described in this report, the prospects for Doe Mountain going into the future look bright.  
The vast majority of current patrons are highly satisfied and are willing to spread positive word 
of mouth.3  At the current time, it appears that Doe Mountain’s offerings for motorized dirt 
bikes seem to be a key selling proposition in attracting non-local patrons.  As seen in Figure 8, 
approximately 42 percent of non-local permit holders use motorized dirt bikes when visiting - 
this number increases to 44 percent when only NC visitors are analyzed. There is some overlap 
between OHV and motorized dirt bike users at Doe Mountain. Eight percent of those who 
participate in OHV riding also indicate that they are motorized dirt bikers (and conversely, 13 
percent of motorized dirt bikers report that they are OHV riders).  But this overlap is relatively 
small and may indicate that the motorized dirt bike customer base is a specific market segment. 
 
Another take-away from Figure 8 is that even though non-OHV permit sales account for less 
than 2 percent of permit volume, some cross-over with motorized trail riders is demonstrated 
in the figure.  That is, some OHV patrons also hike and bicycle while visiting the recreation area. 

 
3 Visitors’ suggestions for improvement are presented verbatim in Appendix B. 
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In terms of expansion, most riders report that they would visit more often and stay longer if 

Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake and/or downtown Mountain City.  More 

specifically, approximately 83 percent of non-local permit holders indicated that they would 

visit more often if Doe Mountain trails connected to Watauga Lake. Moreover, about two-thirds 

(67 percent) of non-local permit holders reported that this potential lake connection would 

prompt them to lengthen the durations of their visits.  An estimated 68 percent of non-local 

permit holders indicated that they would visit more often if Doe Mountain trails connected to 

downtown Mountain City.  Furthermore, more than half (54 percent) of non-local permit 

holders reported that this potential Mountain City connection would prompt them to lengthen 

the durations of their visits. 

 

 

 

 

{End of narrative} 

 

  

FIGURE 8: ACTIVITIES OF OHV PERMIT HOLDERS (MULTIPLE SELECTIONS ALLOWED) 
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INVESTIGATOR BIOS 

Dr. Vincent Magnini was ranked as one of the top 12 most prolific hospitality researchers 
worldwide in the most recently published global ranking study.  Further, he is a U.S. Fulbright 
Scholar.  He has published seven books and more than 250 articles and reports. Dr. Magnini has 
also been featured on National Public Radio’s With Good Reason, All Things Considered, Pulse 
on the Planet and cited in the New York Times and Washington Post. 
 
Recent economic impact studies or outdoor recreation studies conducted by Dr. Magnini 
include: 
➢ The Economic Impacts of Michigan’s Ports and Harbors (with Dr. John Crotts) 
➢ Establishing the Economic Value of Bear Creek Falls Using a Comparable Real Estate Sales 

Approach (with Joe Elton) 
➢ The Economic Impacts of the Virginia Capital Trail (with Lauren Pilkington and Chuck Wyatt) 
➢ Maximizing the Benefits of Bear Creek Falls: Visioning and Management Considerations 

(with Joe Elton) 
➢ Virginia State Parks Economic Impact Study (conducted annually) 
➢ Virginia State Parks Your Comments Count Study (conducted annually) 
➢ Potential Economic Impacts and Factors Contributing to the Success of Rail-to-Trail 

Conversions (with Chuck Wyatt) 
➢ Virginia State Parks Business Plans [economic impact sections] (conducted on a 5-year cycle) 
➢ State of Florida Outdoor Recreation Participation Study (with Chuck Wyatt) 
➢ Florida State Parks Visitor Satisfaction Study (with Dr. Muzaffer Uysal and Chuck Wyatt) 
➢ Florida State Parks Marketing Research Study (with Dr. Muzaffer Uysal and Chuck Wyatt) 
➢ The Economic Impacts of Spearhead Trails (with Chuck Wyatt) 
➢ The Fiscal and Economic Impacts of Virginia’s Agritourism Industry 
➢ West Virginia State Parks Marketing Research Study (with Dr. Muzaffer Uysal) 
➢ The Economic Significance and Impacts of West Virginia’s State Parks and Forests (with Dr. 

Muzaffer Uysal) 
 
Chuck Wyatt holds a Master's of Urban and Regional Planning and a B.S. in Biology, both 
degrees from Virginia Commonwealth University. He has over 43 years of experience in all 
levels of public sector service delivery, operational management, and central administration. 
During his 32-year tenure with state parks, Chuck led a number of successful efforts in revenue 
growth, development of customer culture, and the expansion of the park system. In recent 
years, he has conducted numerous economic analyses of parks and facilities. He has received a 
number of achievement awards and was named agency Employee of the Year at the Virginia 
Department of Conservation and Recreation.  
 

CORPORATE PROFILE 
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with the U.S. patent office.   
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APPENDIX A: MAP OF INCLUSION IN LOCAL AREA (WITHIN-REGION) MODELING 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Source of image: Google maps with blue overlay by researchers. 
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APPENDIX B: SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT (VERBATIM) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Doe Mountain would be better if... 

Had more trails 

The trails were wider 

The lower end on roan creek road was open!! 

connected into Mountain City to be able to eat at restaurants 

The fees were structured differently 

Add a sand pit, and  enduro-cross area. It would add a whole new dimension to the park, and attract 
more people. 

had a section for nitro Rc cars 

better visitor center with bathrooms and merchandise 

Had rv camping full hook up 

Credit card drink machine, harder trails, connected to the lake to fish 

More trails for atv/utv 

more single track 

If it was open 24hrs like all other places like ride royal blue, brimstone and Windrock and need a lot 
more trails 

it had even more single-track motorcycle trails, a lake trail, and onsite camping 

Riders would respect speed limits and keep the noise below allowable limits 

There were bathroom facilities 

I found it very rough in places due to large rocks all over the road 



_________________________________________________________________________________ 
Doe Mountain Recreation Area: Economic Impact   pg. 55 
Institute for Service Research 

Rock Crawling Black Trails 

I didn't keep pinching tubes on rocks.  (no fault of doe mountain).  If the trail system were much larger 
it would be much more of a draw to me. 

better bathrooms for women 

Some new trails and some overnight camping . 

if the roan creek side of trail was not so rough 

Trails were expanded 

See Previous statement. 

Keep up the good work 

More trails 

More Single track 

It would host hard enduro races 

There were access to long hill climbs for dirt bikes. 

A couple people doing the parking had better attitudes. One in particular just didn't want to be there 
and was really hateful when I asked questions. 

Trails looped instead of dead end 

Added flowy single track for beginners 

More trails connected and did not dead end,  have one way trails so there’s no worry’s of hitting 
someone head on 

U bought a skid steer with a rock rake 

More single track dirt bike only trails. 

Get new staff 

More trails. 

Got rid of the loose rocks 

Don’t really know it’s great now 

Had more single track for dirt bike that was intermediate difficulty 

a dog park makes any place better 

Pick up all the big rocks on the main trails. There has been 3 accidents in the last 3 ride due to loose 
rocks. 2 we’re bad injuries. 

They offered more accommodations 

Trails a little smoother 
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There were more trails; more interesting sights on the trails 

Possibly its own fellowship 

I just start 

More trails, better maps 

There was more single track, especially difficult single track 

It connects to the lake and had a nice campground with bathrooms facilities and hookups. 

More single track! 

More dirt bike single track 

More single track! 

If it was closer 

Had more single track 

It had more space for motorcycles and less for sxs 

The mountain bike trails were built specifically for mountain bikes 

Camping, rental cabins, restaurant/bar, music 

More trails 

More single track 

More trail miles and less dead ends, make large loops and destinations like restaurants and points of 
interest. 

It’s heading in the right direction, just keep it up. 

More dirt bike single track 

More singletrack! 

Need more single track for dirt bike 

More single track 

Trails stayed open later 

Expansion of trails to get in more miles in a day 

Night riding,  easier permit access 

Trails were nice but need to be marked better. Green trail was rougher than expected 

More trails that cover greater distance 
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The amount of trails were expanded. The question about the trails connecting to Watauga lake has 
really excited me. A weekend of side-by-side riding could turn into an afternoon on the lake as well! 

More Mtn. Bike trails; designated time (some morning) that is for non-motorized vehicles or have 
them limited in area. 

A bigger building and lots more souvenirs 

We had more Single track and possibly did a shut down during winter to keep the trails from getting 
rutted. 3 months or so like Buffalo and Brown where a crew, me included, could go in and fix the trails 
and do maintenance. 

It has more riding trails 

A few more trails would be nice. The night ride was nice and was well done 

New trails. And better maintenance 

Had more trails and more mud in the trails that test your riding abilities 

Doe Mountain needs to open a dirt bike beginner skills area and more signs 

It’s great as is 

Add more trails side by side..ohv 

Sell beverages and snacks 

Snacks drinks and shirts 

Some of the trails were a little smoother and 1 way only. Side by sides are dangerous when you’re on 
a dirt bike 

More trails. Some smoother trails. 
 
 
                                                      
                                                    {End of suggestions for improvement} 

 

 

{  
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APPENDIX C: GLOSSARY OF ECONOMIC TERMS 

 

{Many of the definitions in this glossary are paraphrased directly from 
Stynes et al. (2000) MGM2 user’s manual} 

 

Direct effects – the changes in sales, income and jobs in an area as a result of first-round visitor 

spending and spending by the Doe Mountain Recreation Authority not supported by visitor 

revenues. 

Economic impact from travelers – economic output modeling that includes all visitor spending 

and consequent multiplier effects by those traveling 50 miles or more (one-way) to visit Doe 

Mountain.  Thus, economic impact figures reflect all of the “fresh money” entering an economy 

as a result of the Doe Mountain Recreation Area. 

Economic activity – economic output modeling that includes all visitor spending and 

consequent multiplier effects by both locals and non-locals as well as any money spent by the 

Doe Mountain Recreation Authority that was not supported by visitor spending.  Consequently, 

economic activity figures represent all of the economic activity stimulated by Doe Mountain 

Recreation Area within the state. 

▪ Unadjusted economic activity – economic significance output figures computed 

using statewide IMPLAN multipliers.   

 

▪ Adjusted economic activity – calibrated economic significance output figures based 

on the level of economic activity in an area.   

 

Economic leakage – local resident spending that likely would have been spent outside the local 

geographic area in the absence of a particular offering or amenity. 

Indirect effects – the changes in sales, income, and jobs of suppliers of goods and services to 

those businesses where consumers spend direct money. 

Induced effects – the changes in economic activity in an area stimulated by household spending 

of income earned through direct and indirect effects of visitor spending. 

IMPLAN – a computer-based input / output economic modeling system.  With IMPLAN one can 

estimate more than 500 sector input / output models for any region consisting of one or more 
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counties.  IMPLAN includes procedures for generating multipliers and estimating impacts by 

applying final demand changes to the model. 

Multipliers – express the magnitude of the secondary effects in a given geographic area and are 

often in the form of a ratio of the total change in economic activity relative to the direct 

change.  Multipliers reflect the degree of interdependency between sectors in a region’s 

economy and can vary substantially across regions and sectors. 

Primacy – the extent to which a visit to the local area was because of the Doe Mountain 

Recreation Area. 

Secondary effects – the changes in economic activity from subsequent rounds of re-spending of 

visitor dollars and operational and capital expenditures.  There are two types of secondary 

effects: indirect and induced. 

Value-added (also termed ‘gross regional product’) – the economic contribution to an area’s 

gross domestic product.  Value-added calculations avoid the double counting of intermediate 

sales and incorporate only the ‘value-added’ by the region to final products. 

 

 

{END OF REPORT} 

 

 

 

 

 

 


