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Incorporating User Opinion into a New Wine Tourism Map for Southwest Virginia 

Katherine Pritchard

(ABSTRACT)

Thematic tourist maps provide users with a tangible geographic route to their travel destinations 
and also may  contain a wide variety of additional information to enhance traveler experiences. 
Unlike other types of maps that focus on accurate topographic representation of an area or on 
depiction of spatial data, tourist maps should be specifically constructed to appeal directly to the 
end-user. Toward that end, this research developed and implemented a model to incorporate user 
opinion on content, levels of detail, and labeling conventions during the process of designing and 
creating a wine tourism map for southwest Virginia. Over 700 (total) wine tourists completed 
brief questionnaires during five distinct phases of data collection and map modeling. At each 
point, we incorporated user input into map design for the preceding phase, and a final assessment 
surveyed tourist attitude of the finished product. Interestingly, surveys indicated a propensity  for 
users to highly rank the idea of more and more detailed content data, as well as high levels of 
spatial detail, but when presented with the corresponding maps, they tended to favor a cleaner 
more simplified display. This finding underscores our conclusion that while user input is critical 
for developing successful tourist maps, cartographic training and skill is still required to achieve 
a quality  product. Overall, the final map incorporating user input received overwhelmingly 
positive user reviews when compared to existing regional maps indicating that our iterative 
method of seeking user input at various stages of map development was successful, and 
facilitated creation of an improved product. 



Table of Contents

Chapter 1: Introduction and Background Review p.1
1.1 Introduction  p.1 
1.2 Statement of Purpose p.2
1.3 Background  p.2

1.3.1 Introduction p.2
1.3.2 Tourism Map Design p.3
 1.3.2.1 Map Content and Design Literature Review  p.4
1.3.3 Wine Tourism  p.5

1.3.3.1 Virginia wine tourism  p.6  
  1.3.3.2 Devolution of Virginia Wine tourist maps p.7
1.4 Summary   p. 8

Chapter 2: Incorporating User Opinion into a New Wine Tourism Map for Southwest 
Virginia  p.10
Abstract p.11
2.1 Introduction p.11
2.2 Related Work p.12
2.3 Methods  p.13
 2.3.1 Study area p.13
 2.3.2 Subjects  p.14 
 2.3.2 Base map data  p.14
 2.3.4 Symbols and points p.15
 2.3.5 Surveys  p.15
  2.3.5.1 Initial Survey   p.15
  2.3.5.2 Second Survey p.16
  2.3.5.3 Third Survey  p.16
  2.3.5.4 Fourth Survey  p.16
  2.3.5.5 Final Survey   p.17
2.4 Results p.17
 2.4.1 Initial Survey   p.17
 2.4.2 Second Survey  p.17
 2.4.3 Third Survey  p.17
 2.4.4 Fourth Survey  p.18
 2.4.5 Final Survey   p.18
2.5 Discussion  p.18
2.6 Conclusions p.20
2.7 Acknowledgements p.20
References   p.21
Figures  p.23
Appendix  p.35 

iii.



List of Multimedia Objects
Figure 2.1: A) 2007 Virginia Wine Guide. B) 2008 Virginia Wine Guide.   p.23
Figure 2.2: Map of the Monticello Wine Trail.       p.24
Figure 2.3.1: The northern Virginia section of the 2008 Virginia Wine Guide.   p.25
Figure 2.3.5.2: Maps used in the second survey.      p.26
Figure 2.3.5.3: A) Map one from the third survey. B) Map two from the third survey. p.30
Figure 2.3.5.4: Maps produced for the fourth survey on labeling techniques.  p.31
Figure 2.3.5.5: Regional map produced in this study (top), and section of the same area of the 
current Virginia Wine Guide Map (bottom).       p.33
Figure 2.4.1: Results of the preferred map sizes questioned in the first survey  p.34
Figure 2.4.4: Results from the forth survey       p.34
Chart 2.3.5.2: Results of the second survey       p.34

iv.



Chapter 1
1.1 Introduction
 In its essence, a map is simply a spatial representation of some portion of the 
environment, and it is an important form of communication and direction in a variety of human 
endeavors. Cartographers are charged with the task of simplification and generalization of the 
geographic area they are portraying; this process is mostly driven by the initial purpose of the 
map, for example, a topographic map focuses on accurate representation of an area’s natural and 
artificially-created surface features, while a population dot density map solely focuses on theme 
of human representation in an area. Most maps integrate elements of the geographic and thematic 
in order to fulfill their objectives. Every year there are millions of maps created for millions of 
purposes, from educational and research-oriented to commercial and comical representations of 
the planet.
 One particular category of map that often incorporates elements from a variety of other 
cartographic products is the tourist map.  Thematic tourist maps provide potential users with a 
tangible geographic route to their travel destination, and may also contain a wide variety of 
additional information that may be of value in complimenting their travel experience. They also 
are required to focus on a pleasing aesthetic to encourage use; “Since the tourist industry is 
highly commercial, tourist maps are often part of the sales and publicity activities and as such 
must be attractively designed (Brown et al 2001).”
  Unlike other types of maps that focus on accurate topographic representation of an area 
or on depiction of spatial data for illustrative purposes, tourist maps are specifically constructed 
to appeal directly to the end-user. While it can be argued that the end users must be considered 
during any map construction, they are of special importance to tourist map creation: “As always 
with maps, user requirement are paramount and, in the particular case of tourist maps, 
commercial considerations and marketing are very important.” (Brown et al. 2001)  Thus, I 
would argue that user input is critical for creating a desirable map product for the tourist industry. 
 In order for the map to be successful, tourist maps have to incorporate both ‘location/
geographic’ data along with thematic elements that are appealing to the end-user. Most tourist 
maps are created by federal, state or local agencies to identify and promote features within a 
specific geographic area (e.g., map of Yellowstone National Park), or by specific commercial 
entities, or groups of entities, in order to promote their own businesses (e.g., a map of 
Disneyworld).  However, there exists a middle ground of thematic maps that falls somewhere in 
between: maps that are organized on a central theme, and that include a combination of 
commercial and non-commercial features.   
 Wine tourism is a fast growing economic activity in the world, in the US, and specifically 
here in Virginia, that requires just such a combination of features on tourist maps, structured 
around the central theme of the wine industry.  This is still a new and exciting time for research 
in many fields as “it is only recently that the relationship [between wine and tourism industries] 
has come to be explicitly recognized by government, researchers and by the industries 
themselves” (Hall et al. 2000). With increases in commercial and research interest in wine 
tourism has come a steady flow of map products focused on wine tours, wine trials, and wine 
regions. 
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 However, while research across many wine-related fields has been on the rise, inquiry 
into the cartographic component of wine tourism maps has been meager. Incorporating user input 
into the cartographic process has also been largely ignored in recent years, as the advent of all-
inclusive, on-demand internet mapping has displaced the traditional craft of creating a print map 
with all of the content on it, of the cartographer.  Given the important role that the wine tourist 
map plays in the promotional, educational, and ‘branding’ of these wine regions, much more 
research needs to be extended into this field.

1.2 Statement of purpose
 Of particular interest to me is the thriving wine industry and wine tourism of Virginia. 
Having grown from a couple dozen wineries a couple decades ago to a multi-million dollar 
economic industry with 140 wineries and associated tourism, this state provides a perfect vehicle 
for looking at prospective mapping challenges in a rapidly changing environment. As the 
industry has evolved, the wine tourist maps have actually devolved; there was once a single state 
wine tourist map for all, and now there are over a dozen regional wine tourist maps within the 
state. This provides an excellent environment within which to examine different cartographic 
production techniques on these tourist maps, as well as their potential impacts on the industry.
  Given the shortage of research on wine tourist maps combined with the steady growth of 
wine tourism and wine tourist map development, I developed a methodology for designing and 
implementing a wine tourist map production process for a region of Virginia. As these thematic 
maps are specifically structured for, and should be tailored to, the end-users, my model 
incorporated actual wine tourists’ opinions into the process at several different stages.  The 
hypothesis was that by incorporating real users (as opposed to potential ones) at various steps in 
the map creation process, that the final result would be a product more in tune with the needs, 
desires, and map reading skills of the tourists themselves.  
 The broad purpose of this research was to better understand the utility and drawbacks of 
incorporating user input into the tourism map creation process. This research will contribute 
additional understanding to the areas of cartographic design, cartographic content selection, 
incorporation of user input into design process, and cartographic visualization. It will also be of 
interest to winery operators, wine marketers, and ancillary industries, as well as being insightful 
to tourism researchers, especially those focusing on wine tourism.
 This thesis contains two chapters. This chapter (1) provides and overview of the research 
including my objectives and purpose, and a literature review placing the research into context. 
Chapter 2 represents a description of the research and its results in a manuscript that is in 
preparation for submission to an academic journal.

1.3 Background 
1.3.1 Introduction
 While much research is published on particular cartographic elements and their 
usefulness to the map user, little study has been conducted on the broader subject of content and 
design for subject specific tourism maps, such as maps composed for a wine tourist. Robinson 
(1979, 1991; Robinson et al. 1977) was one of the first to include the map user in map design 
and even suggested that cartographers not incorporating the end user would eventually be 
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unemployed.  In general, maps are an important form of communication and direction; while 
tourism maps tell the user not only how to arrive at their destination, but also offer in-depth 
information about the area portrayed.  Literature is scarce on the design of thematic tourism 
maps to address topics such as specific elements that should be included on these maps, the 
amount of information that should be conveyed, and how this additional information may add to 
or detract from the map user’s experience and satisfaction with the product.
 Of particular interest in Virginia is the thriving wine tourism associated with its 140-plus 
wineries; an industry continuing to grow, as is its tourism component.  The current wine tourism 
map is too generalized thematically, and has become daunting to the eye with an overload of 
information on its many wineries.  The aim of this study was to develop and test a tourist map 
design process which would incorporate the opinions of the map users themselves, in this case 
Virginia wine tourists, and ultimately lead to the production of a cartographically correct product 
more useful than the one currently available. What map content and design would make a more 
useful informative map for a wine tourist?  What particular generalizations should be used to 
represent these data in the most concise and understandable form for the user? Could an 
interative method of seeking user input through surveys, redesigning the product, and seeking 
input again, be useful in designing a much better product? These were the primary questions to 
be addressed in the context of developing a model to construct a better map product. 
 The significance of this study is both basic and applied.  From a basic perspective, this 
study analyzes map content and design, through survey of end users.  This research also adds to 
the specific knowledge base of map development for tourism maps and outlines a process for 
incorporating user input into map design that can be applied to other wine tourism industries, as 
well as other theme-specific tourism endeavors.  Thus far, I have found no published studies that 
have focused on mapping for wine tourism.  The results of this study will be useful to 
cartographers and developers of wine tourism maps from other regions around the world.  

1.3.2 Tourism Map Design 
 In tourism, the travel brochure or leaflet is one of the most widely used means of 
marketing. An integral part of these brochures is the map, which fulfills a number of roles. The 
map helps visitors to make decisions on the choice of attractions and destinations and also helps 
visitors navigate to their destinations (Essex 1992).  The advantage of a tourism map is that they 
are custom-designed to address the needs of the visitor in that sector.  Two problems associated 
with this type of production are the cartographic skill-level of the map developer, as well as the 
bias of the developer, both of which affect the map features.  
 Essex (1992) references two different types of tourism map styles: the generalized one 
that captures the interest and attracts the visitor and the detailed one for practical use when the 
visitor has reached the destination.  In his study, visitors preferred the practical map to the 
generalized one. Currently, many tourists use general highway maps to find their destination, but 
these maps lack commercial or cultural attraction listings. This is of critical significance to 
tourism map creation as these additional features are a major component promoting the identity 
of an area, as well as potentially increasing the local economic activity. The tourist map content 
and design plays a crucial role in this ‘branding’ of an area, and additional features are a part of 
this image. The central reason for a particular tourist map’s creation is not a stand-alone theme, 
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and is only part of the picture “fitting within a range of total of promotional activities adding to 
the ‘corporate identity’ of a tourist destination” (Brown et al. 2001).   
 Particularly relevant to the focus of our research on Virginia wine tourists maps was an 
article by Travel + Leisure writer Bruce Schoenfeld published in 2007. In his article, Wine-
Lover’s Guide: 5 Regions to Visit Now, he not only identified Virginia in his top five up and 
coming places  to visit, but elaborated on other important considerations in the wine tourism 
experience:

Beyond that, a thriving wine industry tends to attract accomplished restaurateurs and, 
eventually, first-class hoteliers.   ...I look for… authentic local cuisine; boutique inns and 
small hotels with crisp linens but also warm, personal service; and those delicious wines 
that I won’t encounter anywhere else (Schoenfeld 2007).

Thus, a wine tourism map should include attractions that those specific tourists would be 
interested in, such as hotels, restaurants, local markets, historic sites, state and national parks, 
local farms and orchards, and other such cultural attractions.  
 Tourist maps also function as an important part of marketing and promotion for the area, 
making this type of map quite distinct from other map products. While it should contain pertinent 
and correct information, a tourist map must be aesthetically pleasing for the user to even pick it 
up in the first place: “An aesthetically pleasing map attracts the…user to the region or subject 
presented. A well-designed map can create the impression of a perfect tourist location, whereas a 
poorly designed one can be off-putting.” (Brown et al. 2001). 
 Current wine tourism industry maps in Virginia are focused solely on winery location and 
exhaustive lists of winery events, at the exclusion of additional attractions as well as aesthetic 
considerations.  For that reason, I believe that the current Virginia wine tourist maps fail to 
achieve either goal of Essex’s two types of maps: attracting visitors and providing useful 
information and details upon reaching the area.  

1.3.2.1 Map Content and Design Literature Review
 A map designed for wine tourism is a special subject map.  The subject itself is the 
primary information with the physical features being secondary information (Keates 1989).  
Keates does not address wine tourism maps specifically, so I suggest three levels of information: 
wineries are the primary information; accommodations, restaurants, and cultural attractions are 
secondary; and physical features are a tertiary level.   Visual organization is also important in 
directing the user’s attention towards the most important elements of the map.  To organize these 
elements, graphic hierarchy needs to be established (MacEachren 1994).  In other words, the 
symbols, colors, and patterns should be employed to bring attention to the wineries first, the 
other attractions second, and the physical features last. The winery is the primary unit to be 
identified, with the physical features employed mostly to create a pleasing aesthetic in the 
background while not hindering interpretation of the map itself. 
 In terms of creating these maps, the cartographer faces design issues in major 
cartographic procedures such as the determination of information content, generalization, and 
symbolization (Filippakopoulou and Nakos 1995). Cartographic content must be addressed 
because it has a profound effect on the choice of potential tourist attractions and planning tourist 
routes (Medynska-Gulij 2003).  The basic element of a tourist map is the topographic layer, 
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which is then generalized and supplemented with elements most useful to the specific objectives 
of the tourist (Medynska-Gulij 2003).  In his review of Institute Geograpahique National, Paris, 
tourist maps, Castle (1972) described how the institute used their topographic series as the base 
material and from this, developed unique maps to cater to the special requirement of the user. 
 For example, depending on the user, some maps should keep detailed contours found on 
topographic map. This occurs often with recreational tourist maps where exact elevation is 
useful, such as for nature trails.  Forrest and Castner (1985), however, believe that hill shading 
ought to be substituted for contours for most tourist activities, as all other tourists types 
(excluding ‘nature’ tourist, i.e. hikers) would be distracted by that level of detail on a map, and it 
is information that would not be beneficial or helpful to their types of experience.  Both the 
Medynska-Gulij (2003) and Castle (1972) studies stress that topographic data must be 
significantly generalized and simplified depending upon the thematic focus of the map, as well 
as the skill-level of the map reader.  
  Many studies (Forrest and Castner 1985; Morrison and Forrest 1996; Leung and Li 2002; 
Medynska-Gulij 2003) have focused on the effectiveness of graphic elements like symbols and 
colors in tourist maps. Conversely, little research has been devoted to specific content and design 
issues of tourism maps. For example, one such study of the content and design of 26 Canadian 
provincial travel maps summarizes the varying content of each (Keller and Grant 1999).  
However, the work does not test which content and design types are preferred by travelers, only 
which cartographic elements appear most.   

1.3.3 Wine Tourism
 Tourism research started to become more focused in the specific area of wine tourism in 
the mid to late 1990s (Mitchell and Hall 2006).  So far, literature is scarce on wine tourism in 
particular regions such as Virginia and the US as a whole.  Mitchell and Hall (2006), state that 
approximately two-thirds of the tourism literature is concerned with Australia and New Zealand.   
 Wine tourism has the potential to contribute to regional economies and development in 
rural areas with visitors staying at hotels, eating at local restaurants, and visiting cultural 
attractions (Hall 2000).  Other benefits to the host communities include attracting new 
investment, development of new facilities and amenities, fostering community pride, and 
creating successful events for residents and visitors (Getz 2000). 
 As with the study by McCleary and Lee (2007), which focused on marketing practices of 
Virginia wineries, most of the research within the framework of wine tourism has been 
documented in the hospitality literature, and virtually all of it has focused on profiling of winery 
visitors and their behavior, particularly in terms of consumption of goods and services (Bruwer, 
2003; Hashimoto and Tefler, 2003; Williams and Dossa 2003). Other research has focused 
winery policies and practices (Lockshin and Spawton 2001), with just a few concentrating on 
wine tourism in a general sense (Jago and Issaverdes 2001) or on wine tourism specifically in 
Virginia (McCleary and Lee 2007.) Only in Getz (2000), were specific references to the use of 
maps in wine tourism. This leaves a large gap in the literature concerning wine tourism maps and 
in particular for the wine regions of Virginia.  

5



1.3.3.1 Virginia wine tourism
 One of the primary reasons  I decided to focus on wine in Virginia was because of the 
current boom in the industry as a whole, which not surprisingly translates to increased tourism 
and the increased use of tourist map products.  The number of wineries in the state has grown 
from a mere six in 1979, to 39 in 1992, and to over 140 in 2008. The number of active wineries 
is only a part of the economic picture; all aspects of the wine economy in Virginia have grown 
steadily for two decades straight, including tourism. 
 Back in 1992 “...the sector[Virginia wine] accounted for almost $65.4 million in economy 
wide activity, contributed over $36.35 million to the gross state product and accounted for about 
1,433 full time job equivalents” (Johnson and Wade 1993).   In addition, studies undertaken by 
the Division of Tourism at the time indicated that 3% of visitation to the state was winery 
oriented, and 5% of total visitors include wineries in their agenda.  These are important statistics 
considering the total tourist trade in the state for 1992 was estimated at $8.5 billion (Johnson and 
Wade 1993). 
 Currently in 2008, Virginia contains almost 2500 acres of vineyard and produces 5600 
tons of grapes annually, making it the fifth largest producer of wine grapes in the nation (USDA 
2008). The state produces over 400,000 cases of wine worth about $70 million annually in retail 
sales, placing it as the eighth largest wine producer in the country.  However, 
“A recent study of Virginia by MKF Research LLC cites the total annual economic impact of 
Virginia’s wine industry at close to $350 million according to Raper (2008). This finding 
suggests that large  percentage of the economic impact of wine involves economic activity 
separate from the wine production, such as hotel, restaurant, gift shops, and non-winery sales. 
Thus, it is likely that wine tourism probably accounts for much more than the three to five 
percent estimated in the Johnson and Wade report back in 1992. 
 No matter what statistical measures are identified, it is clear that wine tourism in Virginia 
has been expanding steadily, and projections are for continued growth well into the foreseeable 
future. As referenced earlier, Travel + Leisure magazine has specifically identified Virginia as a 
hot spot specifically for wine tourism as well, picking Virginia as one of its top five up and 
coming places to visit (Schoenfeld 2007). While this type of press is not academic, it will 
certainly impact the industry for the positive, pushing wine tourism numbers even higher. 
 Of particular significance to this study is this statement from Problems, Policies and 
Marketing Practices of Virginia Wineries (McCleary and Lee 2007.): “While the impact of 
revenue and employment generated from the sale of wine is of obvious benefit to an area’s 
economy, the potential generation of dollars from tourists whose major or secondary purpose for 
visiting an area is to visit wineries is also of great importance for many wine producing 
areas,” (McCleary and Lee 2007). This idea supports the hypothesis that creating a better and 
more useful wine tourist map by integrating user opinion would not only benefit the map user 
and the wineries, but would also create broader economic opportunities and growth in the region.
 A more detailed and practical wine tourism map for Virginia will allow visitors to focus 
on their travel experiences and not be distracted by difficulties in learning about or finding 
wineries, hotels, and other destinations.  Efficiency in planning and fulfilling tours to the area 
could allow wine tourists to spend more time in wineries and other local businesses, leading to 
increased sales and local economic activity. An easy to navigate, pleasant travel experience of the 
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wine region might also lead to return visits and increased tourism. Increased tourism in Virginia’s 
wine region will help wine producers boost sales, educate visitors, foster brand loyalty, and 
attract new market segments. It would also promote other businesses in the area, the 
development of new partnerships between wineries and other businesses, and improved links 
between other business and the wine trade (Getz 2000). 

1.3.3.2 Devolution of Virginia Wine tourist maps
 At the same time that the wine industry has exploded across Virginia, the tourist map 
products that initially helped foster that growth have devolved. As this research will demonstrate, 
the use of the standard ‘Virginia Wine Guide’ (Figure 2.1) has continued to decline steadily in 
the last decade, with very few of our survey respondents attributing any current value to it at all. 
Thus the need for not only an alternative tourist map, but for a process by which to create a more 
usable tourist map that can be manipulated and updated as future demands and attitudes change 
with the times.
 To support its fledgling industry, in 1980 Virginia passed the Virginia Farm Wineries Act 
which stimulated industry growth by providing financial incentives to growers and by 
establishing a monetary fund from an alcohol sales tax (Johnson and Wade 1993).  The fund has 
been used to finance research, promotion, and information networks of the grape and wine 
industries.  One of the primary products of the promotion component of this fund was the 
creation and free distribution every year of a ‘Virginia Wine Guide.’  This guide is a tourist map 
in the sense that it contains a map locating each of the 140 plus wineries on a road grid covering 
Virginia. However, this product has historically focused primarily on listing winery festivals and 
events for the year, with little to no focus on the map itself. The map was physically small, small-
scaled, not to scale, and did not include any additional features other than the wineries and a 
selected number of roads. 
 This tourist map has largely fallen victim to the industry’s success. Such a map worked 
well with only a dozen wineries to depict in the state, still worked okay with 40 or 50 wineries to 
locate, but has grown increasingly muddled as the winery total expanded. Now with 140 plus 
wineries, many of which are located in tight concentrated clusters, the small-scale map has 
become completely inadequate to show enough detail to locate many of the wineries, and as 
pointed out earlier has never included any other additional information that would appeal to the 
wine tourist. It was not until 2008 that the Virginia Wine Board decided to change the format of 
this guide to a larger fold-out map style in order to be able to show more detail. However, it still 
lacks any additional tourism amenities, and has been superseded by the next generation of 
Virginia wine tourist map products: the regional guide. 
 The current trend for tourists maps catering to Virginia wine enthusiasts has shifted to 
regional maps, often named ‘wine trails’ or ‘wine regions.’ These are tourist maps not created by 
the Virginia Wine Board, but independently by clusters of wineries/businesses working together 
to try and promote a local geographic wine identity, specifically to increase tourism to the area. 
These maps are typically much larger scale, are not necessarily all-inclusive in showing the 
wineries in the vicinity, and have some sort of branded name, such as, Shemnandoah Valley 
Wine Trail, Blue Ridge Wine Way, or Monticello Wine Trail. There are at least a dozen of these 
geographic wine entities now in Virginia, and there is likely to be more as wine tourism 
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increases, and others scramble to create a larger-scale regional identity on order to compete in 
the market (Figure 2.2).
 It is in this current climate of devolving from a single state winery map to multiple 
regional maps that our research takes place. While the regional maps are certainly more 
appealing simply for having more detail in a larger scale format, they too lack additional features 
that would appeal to a fuller tourist experience to the area. Looking at this trend of regional 
maps, I decided to build and test a model that would incorporate map-user preferences at this 
scale to create a better wine tourist map product: a model that could be adopted by other regions 
to create better map products tailored to their specific tourist market demands. As one of the least  
developed regions of the Virginia wine country from a tourist map perspective, we decided to 
focus our research on Southwest Virginia to develop this model.

1.4 Summary
 Maps are useful in many activities of everyday life. In the case of touring, a map is an 
indispensable article of equipment (Filippakopoulou and Nakos 1995).  This is becoming more 
and more pertinent to the Virginia wine industry, as the state’s tourist market potential has been 
increasing steadily for decades and is projected to increase into the future.  Through this 
research, I outline and test an iterative process of incorporating user input into a wine tourism 
map during development phase in order to create a more useful map for the southwest Virginia 
wine region. The methodology I develop here could be adopted and/or modified for use by 
touring companies or the state tourism agencies beyond the borders of my specific study area.  
This work will also help fill the gaps in research on tourism map content and design, and 
incorporation of user-input into map creation process.
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Abstract
 Thematic tourist maps provide users with a tangible geographic route to their travel 
destinations and also may  contain a wide variety of additional information to enhance traveler 
experiences. Unlike other types of maps that focus on accurate topographic representation of an 
area or on depiction of spatial data, tourist  maps should be specifically  constructed to appeal 
directly  to the end-user. Toward that end, this research developed and implemented a model to 
incorporate user opinion on content, levels of detail, and labeling conventions during the process 
of designing and creating a wine tourism map for southwest Virginia. Over 700 (total) wine 
tourists completed brief questionnaires during five distinct phases of data collection and map 
modeling. At each point, we incorporated user input into map design for the preceding phase, and 
a final assessment surveyed tourist  attitude of the finished product. Interestingly, surveys 
indicated a propensity for users to highly rank the idea of more and more detailed content data, 
as well as high levels of spatial detail, but when presented with the corresponding maps, they 
tended to favor a cleaner more simplified display. This finding underscores our conclusion that 
while user input is critical for developing successful tourist maps, cartographic training and skill 
is still required to achieve a quality  product. Overall, the final map incorporating user input 
received overwhelmingly positive user reviews when compared to existing regional maps 
indicating that our iterative method of seeking user input at various stages of map development 
was successful, and facilitated creation of an improved product.

 2.1 Introduction
 Thematic tourist maps provide users with a tangible geographic route to their travel 
destinations, and also may contain a wide variety of additional information to enhance traveler 
experiences. Unlike other types of maps that focus on accurate topographic representation of an 
area or on depiction of spatial data for illustrative purposes, tourist maps are specifically 
constructed to appeal directly to the end-user.  In order for the tourist map to be successful it 
needs to incorporate both ‘location/geographic’ data along with thematic elements that are 
appealing to the end user.  By integrating user opinion into map content and design this research 
develops a new methodology for tourism map creation.  
 Tourist maps function as an important part of marketing and promotion for the area of 
interest, making this type of map quite distinct from other map products. While it should contain 
pertinent and correct information, a tourist map must be aesthetically pleasing for the user to 
even pick it up in the first place: “An aesthetically pleasing map attracts the…user to the region 
or subject presented. A well-designed map can create the impression of a perfect tourist location, 
whereas a poorly designed one can be off-putting,” (Brown et al. 2001). Current wine tourism 
industry maps in Virginia are focused solely on winery location and exhaustive lists of winery 
events, excluding other regional attractions and useful information, and without consideration of 
aesthetics and clarity. We consider the present maps to be lacking detail and somewhat daunting 
to the eye due to an overload of information on the many wineries (Figure 2.1). As the Virginia 
wine industry has evolved, the wine tourist maps have changed focus. There was once a single 
wine tourist map for the entire state, and now there are over a dozen regional wine tourist maps 
within the state that focus on smaller sub-sets of the wineries (Figure 2.2).
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 Inquiry into the cartographic component of tourism maps is lacking. Incorporation of user 
input into the cartographic process has also been largely ignored in recent years, as the advent of 
“on-demand” internet mapping has displaced the traditional craft of the cartographer. At the same 
time, interest in and production of wine in Virginia, and other areas of the U.S., is growing 
steadily (TTB 2008).  The important role that wine tourism maps play in the promotional, 
educational, and ‘branding’ of these wine regions highlights the need for further cartographic 
research in the area of tourism maps design.
 To address this need, we developed a methodology for designing a wine tourism map for 
a region of Virginia based upon user input. Our model incorporated wine tourist (end users) 
opinions through surveys into the process at several different stages. The purpose of this research 
was to investigate the utility and drawbacks of incorporating user input into the tourism map 
design process and to develop and test one method for doing so. Our study contributes new 
perspectives to the areas of cartographic design, cartographic content selection, incorporation of 
user input into design process, and cartographic visualization. Our end product, a new wine 
tourism map, may be of interest to winery operators, wine marketers, and ancillary industries, 
and may offer insights to tourism researchers, especially those focusing on wine tourism.

2.2 Related Work
 While much research is published on particular cartographic elements and their 
usefulness to the map user, less attention has been given to the topic of content and design for 
subject specific tourism maps, such as maps composed for wine tourism. In tourism, the travel 
brochure or leaflet is one of the most widely used means of marketing; maps are integral 
components of these products and fill a number of roles. The map helps visitors to choose 
attractions and destinations and also assists them in navigating to their destinations (Essex 1992). 
The tourist map content and design plays a crucial role in this ‘branding’ of an area, and 
additional features are a part of this image. The central reason for a particular tourist map’s 
creation is not a stand-alone theme, and is only part of the picture “fitting within a range of total 
of promotional activities adding to the ‘corporate identity’ of a tourist destination” (Brown et al. 
2001).  
 Tourism research became more focused in the specific area of wine tourism in the mid to 
late 1990s (Mitchell and Hall 2006).  Currently literature is scarce on wine tourism in particular 
regions such as Virginia, but there has been research on the general topic. Hall et al. (2000) noted 
that the industry has the potential to contribute to regional economies and development in rural 
areas with wine tourists patronizing hotels, local restaurants, and other businesses, and visiting 
cultural attractions. Other benefits to the host communities include attracting new investment, 
development of new facilities and amenities, fostering community pride, and creating successful 
events for residents and visitors (Getz 2000). In a study of marketing practices of Virginia 
wineries, McCleary and Lee (2007) noted that aside from the obvious impact of revenue and 
employment generated from the sale of wine, there exists the potential for substantial income 
from tourists who will spend money in a variety of ways, though their major or secondary 
purpose includes wine tourism. 
 Particularly relevant to the focus of our research was an article by Travel + Leisure writer 
Bruce Schoenfeld. In his article, “Wine-Lover’s Guide: 5 Regions to Visit Now,” he not only 
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identified Virginia in his top five up and coming places  to visit, but elaborated on other 
important considerations in the wine tourism experience:

Beyond that, a thriving wine industry tends to attract accomplished restaurateurs and, 
eventually, first-class hoteliers.   ...I look for… authentic local cuisine; boutique inns and 
small hotels with crisp linens but also warm, personal service; and those delicious wines 
that I won’t encounter anywhere else (Schoenfeld 2007).

His comments highlight the need for a wine tourism map to include attractions that those specific 
tourists would be interested in, such as hotels, restaurants, local markets, historic sites, state and 
national parks, local farms and orchards, and other such cultural attractions.  
 Other research involving cartographic response from participants has been conducted 
(Medynska and Gulij 2003; Leung 2002; Forrest 1985; Essex 1992), but we found only a study 
from Essex (1992) that went on location and used actual tourist input. His research surveyed 
visitors at an interpretation center in Plymouth, England to discover the effectiveness of three 
different tourists maps of the same area. The other studies of tourism map design and content 
used geography students or random populations as the survey respondents, thus not involving the 
actual end user. This is problematic when studying tourist map design, because such survey 
populations have neither the inherent motivation nor the subject-specific experience to offer a 
reliable opinion on content development for such maps. Thus, incorporating actual wine tourist 
opinions became the focal point for our study aimed at developing a process by which to design 
a more functional wine tourist map.

2.3 Methods
 This research entailed an interactive five-step process of creating a new regional wine 
tourist map by collecting user opinion and incorporating that input into the map creation at 
several stages. An initial and a final survey collected user opinion on the initial existing winery 
map and the final created winery map, respectively. The three surveys in between focused on 
testing specific elements of content and design, and this user input was incorporated into each 
phase of the map development.  

2.3.1 Study Area
 One of the primary reasons we decided to focus on wine tourism in Virginia was because 
of the current boom in the wine industry as a whole, which clearly translates to increased tourism 
and the increased use of tourist map products.  The number of wineries in the state has grown 
from a mere six in 1979 to over 140 in 2008 (Virginia Wine 2008) and the number of active 
wineries is only part of the economic picture. All aspects of the wine economy in Virginia have 
grown steadily for two decades straight, including tourism. 
 The state of Virginia has produced and distributed a small state-scale map (figure 2.1) of 
winery locations as its primary promotional tool and part of a ‘festival guide’ for years. However 
with over 140 wineries, many of which are located in tight concentrated clusters, the small-scale 
map has become completely inadequate to show enough detail to locate many of the wineries; in 
addition, it has never included any supplemental information, such as on hotels, restaurants, and 
other attractions, that would appeal to the wine tourist (figure 2.3.1).
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 The current trend for tourist maps catering to Virginia wine enthusiasts has shifted to 
regional maps, often named ‘wine trails’ or ‘wine regions.’ These maps are not created by the 
state, but independently by clusters of wineries/businesses working together to try and promote a 
local geographic wine identity, specifically to increase tourism to the area (figure 2.2). It is in 
this current climate of devolving from a single state winery map to multiple regional maps that 
our research takes place. As one of the least developed regions of the Virginia wine country from 
a tourist map perspective, we decided to focus our research on southwest Virginia to develop this 
model.

2.3.2 Subjects
 As we were primarily motivated to develop an iterative map design process by which to 
incorporate real user opinion as opposed to potential user opinion, our subject pool comprised 
actual winery visitors while they were in the process of ‘wine touring,’ that is visiting one of 
several wineries/wine shops in the southwest Virginia study area. Since the focus of our study 
was assessing desirable map attributes from a tourist perspective, no map reading skills were 
tested and no background information was collected on the survey respondents. No 
compensation was offered for participation, and no encouragement to participate was solicited by 
the surveyor.  Over the course of the five different survey sessions, we collected input from 731 
respondents.

2.3.3 Base Map Data
 While extreme geographic accuracy was not necessarily the main focus of our map 
design, we did strive to build the most accurate base map possible, knowing some detail would 
be lost as generalization occurred.  The data we used were the best available from reliable federal 
and state sources: the winery location data set is from the Virginia Economic Development 
Partnership who geocoded the winery addresses as listed on the Virginia Wineries Association’s 
website and then re-referenced the locations with the Virginia Base Mapping Program’s 
orthophotography. The road data are from the Virginia Geographic Information Network who 
coordinated its development as part of the Virginia Base Mapping Program. This data set is 
supported and maintained by the local and state governments of Virginia.  The hydrology, parks, 
and boundary data were downloaded from the US National Atlas website (United States 
Geological Survey). The National Elevation Data background was downloaded from the 
National map Seamless Server, and we created a hillshade with ArcMap. The Appalachian Trail 
centerline is from the Appalachian Trail Conservancy.  We chose and located the point 
attractions, other than wineries, using Google Maps and other internet sources, after contacting 
each listing, and from recommendations of the wineries. 
 These data sets were edited and clipped to the study area of southwest Virginia with 
ArcMap. The only data set requiring substantial editing was the hydrology. Only the main rivers 
and streams were included in the maps. The data was first processed layer by layer in ESRI’s 
ArcMap, and then exported into Adobe Illustrator for finishing. 
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2.3.4 Symbols and Points
 While symbology was not a focus for our study, we consulted the abundant literature 
available to make decisions for our map series.  Any selected symbol on a map must 
communicate both its presence and location, and its meaning.  Symbols can be classified as 
being pictorial, associative, or abstract. Cartographers choose the type of pictorial symbol they 
plan to use based on whether they prefer the user to find the correct symbol, or to find the 
symbol the fastest. We used pictorial symbols that best represent their association, even if it takes 
the reader longer to locate the symbol.  Having a pictorial symbol set allows the user to focus on 
deciding where to eat dinner for example, while reducing repeated reference to the legend to 
determine the meaning of the abstract symbol.  The symbol for wineries is the largest as it was 
the thematic construct and most important element of the map.  
 Other map points were created based on user input from the initial survey. These 
consisted of additional attractions that wine tourist found most desirable to have included on a 
wine tourist map as prioritized in the first survey. Point data-sets of additional features to include 
on the map were compiled through a combination of interviews with winery owner/operators and 
on-line research. We constructed our database to be as comprehensive as possible to include 
features recommended by industry insiders and supplemented by additional internet advertised 
entities, including non-commercial entities in the region like national/state parks.

2.3.5 Surveys
 We conducted five surveys at local wineries and wine shops using a questionnaire, with 
each volunteer receiving the same questionnaire. Each survey was conducted either in the tasting 
room of a winery or the tasting bar of a wineshop to attract the attention of the sample population 
during their stay.  Survey one was intended as an initial introduction to the map attitudes and 
desires of the wine tourists of the region, while surveys two through five incorporated these 
views and testing perceptions of the map design at various stages. 
 A total of 731 tourist and potential tourists were surveyed at four locations in southwest 
Virginia, The surveys were relatively short and straightforward with one open-ended question 
followed by several close-ended questions, taking less than five minutes to complete. Maps using 
the tourist input were produced for the second, third and fourth iterations of the survey; a total of 
18 maps were produced in the course of this research. Each map contained the location of the 
wineries but differed in other ways (e.g., symbology, and additional information) to gauge user 
preference.

2.3.5 .1 Initial Survey
 The first survey (Appendix #1: survey one) was conducted during spring 2007. This 
initial survey allowed us to become familiar with the survey population and included the 
following visuals: The current Virginia Wine Guide map and three potential tourist map sizes, for 
now just blank pieces of paper that folded down to 8.5” by 2.3.”  Visitors were questioned about 
their visitation to the winery, their usage of the current Virginia Wine Guide’s map, preferred 
paper size, and what additional attractions they would prefer on a tourist wine map of Virginia, if 
any.  The goal of this initial survey was to determine current wine tourist needs and desires so 
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that we could apply the information to map development. A total of 123 tourists were surveyed at  
two different wineries. 

2.3.5.2 Second Survey
 We conducted the second survey (Appendix #2: survey two) in the summer 2007 at 
local wineries and wineshops. The findings of the first survey guided our decision to switch 
focus from manipulating the state scale map to creation of a regional-scale map which would 
better suit user needs. Based on the results of the first survey, four series of three different 
content maps were produced (figure 2.3.5.2).  To allow for the space each map was printed on 
8.5” by 11” paper. The four series were: political lines background series, physical background 
series, road detail series and point data inclusion series. Each series had three levels of 
cartographic content ranging from least detail to most detail (chart 2.3.5.2). The focus of the 
map was the wineries, so winery locations were fixed on every potential cartographic option. For 
the data point inclusion series, increasing layers of additional attractions were added in order of 
their desirability ranking according to the results of the first survey.  Respondents were asked to 
select the map in each series that appealed to them the most for the element/level of detail. Each 
map listed underneath what was included on it so the respondent would know the differences. A 
total of 237 tourist and potential tourists were surveyed during one visit each to two different 
wineries and two different wineshops. 

2.3.5.3 Third Survey
 The third survey (Appendix #3: survey three) was conducted in spring 2008 at local 
wineries and wineshops. The results of the second survey were used to create two variations of 
desirable content levels. Two different maps were created, expressing two possible compositions 
at the previously selected map size of 24” x 15” established from survey one data (figure 
2.3.5.3). These maps were then tested to detect the preferred amount of cartographic detail of the 
content at this prescribed map size. A total of 142 tourists and potential tourists were surveyed 
once at each of two different wineries and one wineshop

2.3.5.4 Fourth Survey
 The fourth survey (Appendix #4: survey four) was conducted in the summer 2008. The 
results of the third survey were used to produce a map with the final content determined. Three 
maps were produced with the exact same content, and exact same levels of detail, but with the 
attractions labeled with different styles. The labeling style options in each of the three maps was: 
1) all symbols on the map were numbered, with the corresponding name of the attraction listed in 
an expanded legend key; 2) all wineries textually labeled on the map, and all ancillary additional 
attractions numbered with the corresponding name of the attraction listed in an expanded legend 
key; 3) all symbols (wineries and all attractions) textually labeled next to the appropriate point 
on the map, with no additional legend key (figure 2.3.5.4). The respondents were asked to 
choose the labeling style they preferred the most. A total of 127 tourists and potential tourists 
were surveyed once at each of two different wineries and one wineshop. 
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2.3.5.5 Final Survey
 We conducted the final survey (Appendix #5: final survey) in early fall 2008 at a local 
winery and a wineshop.  A total of 102 respondents were questioned about the preferred map in 
the fourth survey compared to the current Virginia Wine Guide (figure 2.3.5.5). They were also 
asked if they would use the map to plan future visits to the area, if they thought the map was 
useful and desirable enough to consider purchasing it, and if the map was useful and desirable 
enough to pick one up for free if available. 

2.4 Results
 The following are highlights of the tabulations and comments about results acquired at 
each stage of the map development process, as well as the final comparative assessment between 
the finished map and the current Virginia wine tourism map product.  Survey results were 
incorporated into the map product of the preceding phase/survey.

2.4.1 First survey 
 The first survey had a total of 10 questions: they first half dealing with current tourist 
practices and map use; the second half with what additional features/options that respondents 
would like to see on a future iteration of the map. Of the volunteers surveyed 48 percent visited a 
winery at least once a year with the average 1–3 times a years.  Surprisingly, 80 percent of 
respondents were not familiar with the current Virginia Wine Guide. Of those surveyed, 55 
percent wanted a larger tourism map than the currently available size of 10.5” by 10.75.” (figure 
2.4.1). The most popular size selected was 17.5” by 25.5.”  Having more detailed inset maps of 
smaller wine regions was important to most people with 75 percent finding that option desirable.  
An astounding 81 percent of respondents wanted additional attractions to be featured on the map; 
restaurants were the most requested additional feature, with national parks close behind. The 
margin of error for this survey was 8.8 percent.

2.4.2 Second survey
 The second survey consisted of a questionnaire with a total of four closed-ended 
questions.  Three maps were compared by respondents with varying levels of detail. For the 
political lines background series, the most chosen map content level was the one with the 
absolute highest level of detail (chart 2.3.5.2). This option contained Virginia boundaries, other 
state boundaries, and county boundaries. For the physical background series, the results were 
relatively close. The third level had the hill-shade, hydrology, and national and state parks all 
listed. The third series was the road detail series with the third level with Virginia interstates, 
primary roads and secondary roads being the most appealing. Finally, for the point data inclusion 
series both the level two map and the level three map had relatively close scores. The margin of 
error for this survey was 6.6 percent.

2.4.3 Third Survey
 This third survey consisted of three closed ended questions, by simply having the 
respondent select the most desirable map from two different maps, based on certain attributes. 
The results were clear; map two was chosen as most visually appealing (82 percent), easiest to 
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understand (78 percent), and in terms of the detail level of the maps, map two averaged a 3.3 (0–
5 scale) indicating that it was just the right level of detail.  The overall results of the survey 
concluded that map one, which contained all of the detail chosen by survey respondents in the 
previous survey, was portraying too much information on it. The margin of error for this survey 
was 8.2 percent.

2.4.4 Fourth Survey
 The fourth survey consisted of four closed-ended questions about each of the three map 
labeling levels.  Map two and map three clearly achieved the highest positive response rates, 
although respondents were fairly evenly split between the two (figure 2.4.4). Fifty-one percent 
chose map three as most appealing; 48 percent selected map two. Map two was chosen as easiest 
to understand by a margin of 52 percent to 47 percent. These results are not significant with a 
margin of error of 8.7 percent. Most respondents (88 percent) said “no” when asked if they 
would like any additional features. The most requested feature was specific interstate exits and 
milepost markers on the Blue Ridge Parkway. A full 70 percent of respondents indicated that 
they would have planned to visit other areas/attractions if they had had our map in their 
possession one month ago. 

2.4.5 Final Survey
 The final survey validated the final map.  Volunteers were asked five closed-ended 
questions comparing our final map with the current Virginia Wine Guide Map (figure 2.3.5.5). 
Map two was chosen from the fourth survey as the final product. An overwhelming majority (98 
percent) found our new map the most appealing visually and the easiest to understand. Nearly all 
respondents (99 percent) said that they would use a regional map like the one we produced to 
plan future visits to the area. When asked if they would purchase a map like the one produced for 
a minimal cost, 77 percent responded positively. Finally all respondents indicated that they 
would pick up a map like the one produced if distributed free. The margin of error for this survey 
was 9.7 percent.

2.5 Discussion
 We hypothesized that the current map lacked usefulness and appeal to present-day wine 
tourists, and our survey results clearly supported that idea. The Virginia Wine Guide is the most 
widely distributed tool to wineries in Virginia and still most respondents were not familiar with 
it. It was interesting to note that two thirds of those respondents in the first survey did not use a 
map to arrive at their destination, but nearly all of our respondents (in our final survey) would 
have used the regional map that we produced to visit the area. The current map appears to be so 
lacking in utility that people would rather not use it at all. The vast majority of our respondents 
wanted other attractions to be shown on the map, rather than just the wineries. When asked if 
they were planning to visit any other attractions today, in the third survey only 42 percent said 
they were. However, if they had our regional map before visiting the area the results jumped up 
to 70 percent. Most of the tourists at Chateau Morrisette, the largest winery in the state, had no 
idea that Villa Appalachia Winery was only a mile away.  This regional map is especially 
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important on the Blue Ridge Parkway where no advertising is allowed; tourists are required to 
know the directions to their destination in advance, rather than relying on road signage. 
 Also of interest was the respondent’s tendency to request more content rather than less. 
With the first, second and fourth survey, the respondents indicated that they wanted more 
attractions and more detailed content levels. It was notable that with the first survey 45 percent 
of respondents wanted to keep the current map size of 10.5 by 10.75”, but in addition wanted to 
add all of the offered attractions to it. Cartographers would easily recognize that including all of 
the attractions on such a small map would result in a cluttered appearance with reduced 
interpretability. It was clear that the map users did not have the training or experience to 
recognize this.  Similarly, on the second survey, the respondents who chose roads and attractions 
wanted the most content levels on the map. Survey respondents seemingly could not envision the 
finished map with all of these layers combined.  When we produced and offered the map with 
combined layers and the detailed content levels requested by survey two respondents, survey 
three respondents indicated that it was far too much detail. The role of the cartographer is to 
determine the best compromise solution that will allow as much detail as possible, but also make 
the map visually appealing and useful. 
 A similar scenario occurred with the fourth survey aimed at determining labeling levels. 
We found that when respondents first looked at the maps, they preferred map three (with map 
content and labeling on the map rather than in the margin). Many user comments suggested that 
the map was easier to read because the map content and labeling were directly on the map, but 
many respondents changed their initial answers to map two after further examination of the maps 
revealed that text placement on the map itself made it busier and more difficult to read and 
interpret. Talking casually with the respondents after the survey, we noted that many favored the 
attraction key (over the placement of text on the map) because they could browse through the list  
rather than having to study the map to try to find an attraction. 
 Much of the information gleaned from the final survey, which assessed the finished 
product, would be of great interest to cartographers, tourism researchers, economic planners, and 
wine industry businesses alike. The levels of content would be of interest to cartographers 
because of the desire to create a useful map. Tourism researchers would find the demand for 
more information on area attractions useful for regional development in the area.  Respondents 
clearly indicated that they would like to have a copy of the newly designed map (for purchase or 
free), and would use the map to visit other area attractions.  Many respondents offered to 
purchase a copy on the spot, but when they discovered that this was not possible, they studied the 
map in order to plan stops at other nearby attractions portrayed on our map. Our surveys and 
casual observations of our respondents clearly indicated that a subject-oriented tourist map can 
play an important role in expanding the economic impacts of not just the tourism subject, but the 
area as a whole.
 Our surveys clearly helped us to gather useful information from end users, but they 
required considerable time to execute, along with the substantial time investment involved in 
producing several map design iterations. We conducted these surveys on weekends and during 
the wine tourist season, spring through fall, to attract the greatest participation. Depending on 
tourist activity patterns in other areas, survey time would have to be adjusted if our methodology 
were to be reproduced for another wine region. Another potential issue of reproducing this 
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method in another area might include ease of accessing survey locations. The wineries and wine 
shops in southwest Virginia were gracious in allowing us to survey tourists, but whether this 
attitude would hold in all regions is a question. 

2.6 Conclusion
 This research to develop and test a method of incorporating end-user opinions into the 
map development, by way of an iterative process of design, survey, redesign, and resurvey, 
allowed us to produce a highly successful end product. We found it to be a reasonably efficient 
process and believe that the resulting map was more successful than it would have been if 
designed by a single cartographer. By continuously testing the product with the actual users, and 
integrating their opinions into the process, we produced a map that they indicated was usable, 
attractive, and valuable. Their input however needs to be tempered by a skilled cartographer to 
counter the tendency of users to select the highest content levels and most detail possible. This 
natural tendency for users to want access to all the details must be interpreted and integrated by 
the cartographer/designer to obtain the optimal end product. Our iterative method of repeated 
survey/design steps to create a tourism map could be tested on other tourism activities such as 
cultural, historical, recreational, educational, and winter tourism, in which mapped data include 
lines, points, and shapes.  
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Chapter 2 Figures
A)

B)

Figure 2.1: A) 2007 Virginia Wine Guide. B) 2008 Virginia Wine Guide (Virginia Wine 2008)
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Figure 2.2: Map of the Monticello Wine Trail (Monticello Wine Trail 2008)
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Figure 2.3.1: The northern Virginia section of the 2008 Virginia Wine Guide (Virginia Wine 
2008)
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Figure 2.3.5.2 Maps used in the second survey. A) Political Lines Background Series. B) 
Physical Background Series. C) Road Detail Series. D) Point Data Inclusion Series.
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A)

B)

Figure 2.3.5.3: A) Map one from the third survey. B) Map two from the third survey.
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C)

Figure 2.3.5.4: Maps produced for the fourth survey on labeling techniques. A) Map with 
all symbols on the map numbered, with the corresponding names of the attraction listed in 
an expanded legend key. B) Map with all wineries textually labeled on the map, and all 
ancillary additional attractions numbered with the corresponding name of the attraction 
listed in an expanded legend key. C) Map with all symbols (wineries and all attractions) 
textually labeled next to the appropriate point on the map, with no additional legend key.
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Figure 2.3.5.5 Regional map produced in this study (top), and section of the same area of 
the current Virginia Wine Guide Map (bottom). (Virginia Wine Guide)
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 Figure 2.4.1 Results of the preferred map sizes questioned in the first survey
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1%

Appeal
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Ease of Use
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 Figure 2.4.4 Results from the forth survey

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3
Political Line 
Background Series 6% 22% 72%

Physical 
Background Series 24% 35% 41%

Road Detail Series 11% 49% 40%

Point Data Inclusion 
Series 16% 41% 43%

Chart 2.3.5.2 Results of the second survey
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Appendix 
Survey one
1) How many times a year do you visit a Virginia winery or a Virginia wine festival? 
Less than once a year
1-3 times a year
4-6 times a year
7-9 times a year
10+ times a year

2) Have you seen the Virginia Wine Guide before? 
Yes    No

3) Did you use the Virginia Wine Guide to arrive at the winery today? 
Yes (Q4)   No (Q3a)

 a.If no, how did you find your way to the winery?  
 Internet map (Mapquest, Yahoo maps, etc.)  Road Map
 Already knew how      A friend’s directions
 Other______________________________

4) Have you used the Virginia Wine Guide to find a winery in the past?
Yes     No      

5) How would you rate the Virginia Wine Guide’s usefulness in finding a winery you wish to 
visit?  
Least Useful       Most Useful
1  2  3  4  5

6) Is the text on the map large enough for you to read?
Yes     No 

7) Is the text font style easy to read?
Yes    No

8) Would you prefer the map to be larger?
Yes (Q5a)   No (Q7)

a. How large would you prefer it to fold out? (all maps would fold down to pamphlet size (8.5” 
tall x 3.5“ wide)
14” tall x 16” wide   example A
17.5” tall x 25.5” wide  example B
25.5” tall x  24.5” wide example C
Other_________________
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9) Would you find it useful to have more detailed inset maps of smaller wine regions?
  Yes    No

10) Would you be interested in knowing the other attractions in the areas surrounding the 
wineries? Rate each attraction on importance. 

            Most Important  Least Important
Hotels    5 4 3 2 1 don’t know
Museums   5 4 3 2 1 don’t know  
Parks    5 4 3 2 1 don’t know
Restaurants   5 4 3 2 1 don’t know
Scenic lookouts  5 4 3 2 1 don’t know
Wine shops   5 4 3 2 1 don’t know
Other_____________  5 4 3 2 1 don’t know

Survey two
1) For the Political Lines Background Series, which level of detail map do you prefer?
 Map 1: VA borders only
 Map 2: VA borders + other state borders
 Map 3: VA borders + other state borders + VA county outlines

2) For the Physical Background Series, which level of detail map do you prefer?
 Map 1: Hillshade relief
 Map 2: Hillshade relief + hydrology (bodies of water and rivers/streams)
 Map 3: Hillshade relief + hydrology (bodies of water and rivers/streams) + National and 
  State Parks

3) For the Road Detail Series, which level of detail map do you prefer?
 Map 1: VA interstate roads only
 Map 2: VA interstate + primary roads
 Map 3: VA interstate + primary + secondary roads

4) For the Point Data Inclusion Series, which level of detail map do you prefer?
 Map 1: 3 types of point data
 Map 2: 5 types of point data
 Map 3: 7 types of point data

Survey three
1) Which of these maps is the most appealing to you visually?
 Map 1    Map 2
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2) Which of these maps is the easiest to understand?
 Map 1    Map 2

3) How you describe the level of detail/information shown in each of these maps?
  Too much detail      Too little detail
Map 1   5 4 3 2 1
Map 2   5 4 3 2 1

Survey four
1)Which of these maps is the most appealing to you visually?
 Map 1  Map 2  Map 3

2) Which of these maps is the easiest to understand?
 Map 1  Map 2  Map 3

3) Are there any additional features that you would like to see labeled on the map you just 
choose in the previous question?

 Yes   No
 If yes, please specific features:_______________________________________________

4) If you had a copy of this regional map a month ago, would you have planned to visit any other 
area attractions today?

 Yes   No

Survey five
1) Which of these maps is the most appealing to you visually?
 Map 1    Map 2

2) Which of these maps is the easiest to understand?
 Map 1    Map 2

3) Would you use the map you chose above to plan future visits to this area?
 Yes    No

4) Would you purchase the map you chose above (for a minimal cost)?
 Yes    No
 
5) Would you pick up the map you chose above if it was distributed for free?
 Yes    No
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