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Abstract

The establishment of a National Park in the Central Highland of Iceland, now on the fore-
front of the political agenda, would set a milestone in the nature conservation history of
Iceland and constitute the largest national park in Europe. While this project enjoys a broad
public support, underlying expectations and reluctances have not been documented. Using a
nation-wide quantitative survey, the general aim of this research is to provide a more com-
prehensive overview of the public attitudes towards the proposed national park and related
land-use issues. The results confirm that the park is widely supported by the public and re-
veal that their views on road and accommodation development are however much more di-
vided. These divergences point to potential conflict areas that should be addressed while
establishing the National Park. Beyond conservation objectives, supporters of the park put a
strong emphasis on its ability to manage tourism in the area, while the opposition is con-
cerned by the reduction of opportunities for public outdoor recreation, the operational cost
of the park and governance issues. The users of the area expressed more polarized views
than non-users towards the park and road developments, and differences among them were
observed in regard with their recreational profiles. From a management perspective, this
study concludes that stakeholder consultation is of a vital importance to address their expec-
tations and secure a broader consensus among the users of the area.

Keywords: Attitudes, Outdoor Recreation, Nature Conservation, Central Highland, Na-
tional Park, Stakeholders






Utdrattur

Stofnun pjédgards & midhalendi Islands myndi marka timamat i ségu nattaruverndar hér a
landi og jafnframt verda steersti pjodgardur Evropu. Pratt fyrir vidteekan studning almennings
til fyrirhugads pjodgards, er enn sem komid er litid vitad um undirliggjandi veentingar
almennings til pjodgards, sem og andstédu vid hann. Meginmarkmid pessarar rannsoknar
var ad meta vidhorf almennings til pjodgards & midhalendinu, sem og til &greiningsméla
vegna nytingar lands & svaedinu sem hann mun na yfir. Nidurstédur syna mikinn studning
vid fyrirhugadan pjodgard, en leida jafnframt i 1jos ad skiptar skodanir eru & uppbyggingu
vega 0g annarri pjénustu & sveedinu. Nidurstodurnar gefa til kynna mégulega atakapunkta
sem mikilvaegt er ad taka tillit til & medan & undirbuningi stendur. Fyrir utan verndun leggja
peir sem stydja stofnun pjodgards mikla aherslu & ad med pjodgardi verdi audveldara ad
styra uppbyggingu ferdapjonustu a midhalendinu, en andstedingar pjédgards hafa & hinn
boginn ahyggjur af minnkandi tekifeerum almennings til Gtivistar a sveedinu, asamt
rekstrarkostnadi gardsins og midstyringu. NuUverandi notendur svedisins eru andvigari
bjodgardi og uppbyggingu vega en peir sem ekki nyta sveedid. Rannsoknin aherslu &
mikilveegi samré&ds vid alla hagsmunaadila til ad takast betur & vid ventingar peirra og
tryggja breidari satt medal notenda svaedisins um 6komna framtid.

Lykilord: Vidhorf, Gtivist, nattaruvernd, midhalendid, pjodgardur, hagsmunaadilar.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The Icelandic Central Highland National
Park Project

The Icelandic Central Highland has been subjected to land-uses conflicts over the past few
decades, in relation with the growing energy sector, tourism development, grazing, nature
conservation, and outdoor recreation (Huijbens & Benediktsson, 2015; Ogmundardottir,
2011; Seeporsdottir, 2012). This vast region, covering about 40% of Iceland, is currently
being considered for the establishment of a national park by the current government (GOl,
2017a). A total of 86% of the area is under a public ownership regime and has throughout
the ages mainly been used as common grazing lands (Ogmundardéttir, 2011; Stefansson,
2018). Consequently, there is a significant history of public right of use and access, as in
other Nordic countries. The whole region is rather difficult to access from October to May
since roads are closed and not maintained during the winter (IRCA, 2017). For its remote-
ness, naturalness, and primitiveness attributes it is sometimes referred to as a “wilderness”.
Over the past centuries, it has been depicted in folk tales and songs as home of outlaws,
revenants, trolls, and other creatures (Saepdrsdéttir, Hall & Saarinen, 2011). After being
somewhat mystified, the area was gradually re-discovered, in particular in the latter half of
the twentieth century with the use of motorized vehicles, the development of adventure tour-
ism and increased access for hydropower purposes. All this cultural heritage, land-use his-
tory, and other characteristics are the pillars of the social identity of the whole area and of
the Icelandic wilderness (Saepdrsdottir et al., 2011).

In terms of planning, the Central Highland overlaps with the boundaries of 21 different mu-
nicipalities (INPA, 2018). Although a section of the National Planning Strategy (INPA,
2016) is dedicated to the area, there is no comprehensive land-use plan or zoning for the
region. Energy developments beyond a certain scope are subjected to the Master Plan for
Energy Utilization and Nature Conservation, a framework ranking energy options based on
various criteria by specialist groups. Tourism development in the area remains largely unco-
ordinated, with infrastructure proliferation in popular sites, projects of high-capacity hotels
and access improvement (e.g. INPA, 2019b; Landslag, 2016; Mannvit, 2018; Gislason et al.,
2014). In parallel, natural attractions have during the last decade become subjected to in-
creased pressure from visitation. Failure to address these issues does not only pose a threat
to sensitive sites but also to the natural character of the region.

In this context, a joint campaign of environmental NGOs, recreational organizations and
representatives from the tourism industry called for the establishment of the Central High-
land National Park in spring 2016. Preparatory governmental work was initiated by the ap-
pointment of a committee later that year to investigate the prerequisites of such a park. Fol-
lowing their conclusions (IMENR, 2017), a cross-political committee was appointed in 2018
to look into potential boundaries, regional division, and levels of protection within the park
(IMENR, 2019c). The committee also worked on a draft of a parliamentary bill which is
expected to be introduced in fall 2020. Throughout the process, various public meetings and
consultation of municipality representatives were undertaken, and comments from numerous
stakeholders and organizations were collected. Nevertheless, further stakeholder consulta-
tion would be desirable while the project is still taking shape, as advocated by the IUCN



(IUCN, 2016). Consultation of recreational users of the area is legitimate and appropriate to
document their expectations and provide decision-makers with material for the park to meet
them. This is essential to reach a common ground with other interest groups and secure a
wider acceptance of the project. The establishment of a national park in the Central Highland
constitutes a historic opportunity to bring environmental decision-making a step further in
Iceland.

1.2 Research Aims

Public opinion research on land-use in the Central Highland include two major reports: A
nation-wide survey on the public perceptions and experiences of the area (Olafsdottir et al.,
2016) and two focus groups on the wilderness attributes of the region seen by the public and
recreational stakeholders (Gustafsdéttir, 2018). A nation-wide survey focusing on outdoor
recreation and views on the proposed National Park would make a significant contribution
to the existing research. This study seek to achieve this purpose through the following aims:

e To collect nation-wide data on domestic outdoor recreation in the Central Highland.

e To document the views of the public on the proposed Central Highland National Park
and related land-use issues.

e To explore the characteristics and preferences of the supporting and opposing group.
e To compare the views of the users of the area with those of the rest of the population.

These elements will help to answer two important questions regarding nature conservation
and land-use management in the Icelandic Central Highland: Are there synergies or diver-
gences of opinions among recreational groups? How do these opinions match those of the
general population?

This research seeks to provide inputs for decision-makers, who have an opportunity to inno-
vate in the field of environmental governance. It is also addressed to the Icelandic public,
and in particular all Central Highland enthusiasts, whether they support or not the establish-
ment of the National Park. As the first nation-wide research project dedicated to the Central
Highland across the recreational spectrum, this work will provide a foundation to better un-
derstand the views expressed by public in relation with the proposed National Park.

1.3 Thesis Structure

This introduction chapter is followed by the background material for this research, introduc-
ing the concept of National Parks in Iceland, presenting an overview of land-use planning,
and background knowledge on the proposed Central Highland National Park. Chapter three
is dedicated to contextual elements on the study area, both related to its natural or ecological
dimension in relation with human settlements and society. Chapter four covers the method-
ological aspects of the research, detailing methods, software, statistical tests, and data col-
lection aspects. The results are presented in the fifth chapter and are critically discussed and
interpreted in the sixth and final chapter, discussion and conclusions.



2 Background

2.1 National parks in the Icelandic context.

The core of this research is the potential creation of a national park in Iceland’s Central
Highland. But what is a national park, and how does it differ from other protected areas?
This section aims to answer these questions by presenting protected areas and in particular
national parks across the world before exploring the conservation history in Iceland, leading
to the proposed Central Highland National Park

2.1.1 Management and Governance of Protected Areas

Protected Areas in the World

A protected area is defined by the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN)
as a “clearly defined geographical space, recognised, dedicated and managed, through legal
or other effective means, to achieve the long-term conservation of nature with associated
ecosystem services and cultural values” (Dudley, 2008, p. 8). As of March 2020, the World
Database on Protected Area (WDPA) included about 245000 protected areas (UNEP-
WCMC and IUCN, 2020). Along with few other effective area-based conservation measures
(OECMs), they cover about 15,1% of the world’s land surfaces and 7,4% of the oceans
(UNEP-WCMC, IUCN and NGS, 2020). This coverage should increase to reach 17% of
terrestrial surfaces and 10% of the oceans by the end of 2020 to meet the 11" Aichi Target
(CBD, 2010). However, protected areas present a wide array of levels of protection, govern-
ance, purpose, management, operation, planning and conservation outcomes. An attempt to
define levels of protection was conducted by the IUCN, resulting in seven management cat-
egories (Phillips, 2004), used by about 70% of protected areas in the WDPA database:

e Category la: Strict Nature Reserve,

e Category Ib: Wilderness Area,

e Category II: National Park,

e Category Ill: Natural Monument or Feature,

e Category IV: Habitat/Species Management Area,

e Category V: Protected Landscape/Seascape,

e Category VI: Protected area with sustainable use of natural resources.

It is common for multiple levels of protection to be used within a single protected area; in
which case these categories are be used to distinguish between sensitive and inhabited areas
in terms of management. This allows protected areas to be more specific and tailor-made to
the context in which they are established, and supposedly more effective. In those cases, the
category is based on the management objectives that apply to about % of the area (so-called
75% rule - Dudley, 2008). This zoning is not necessarily fixed over time and space, given
that it would prevent resource overuse (for example in the case of summer pastures or fishing
areas).



IUCN Category II: National Parks

Category Il areas (National Parks) are probably the best known to the public, despite repre-
senting only represent 3% of all assigned protected areas (UNEP-WCMC and IUCN, 2020).
However, they represent 19% of all protected surfaces, meaning that they usually cover large
areas. The IUCN Guidelines for Applying Protected Areas Management Categories (Dudley,
2008) defines Category Il protected areas as:

[...] large natural or near natural areas set aside to protect large-scale ecological pro-
cesses, along with the complement of species and ecosystems characteristic of the area,
which also provide a foundation for environmentally and culturally compatible spir-
itual, scientific, educational, recreational and visitor opportunities. (p. 16)

The most distinctive feature of this management category lies in the inclusive of recreational
and visitation opportunities, in addition to nature conservation objectives. National parks
across the world became increasingly popular for tourism, leading the “national park™ des-
ignation to be a well-established brand, comparable to UNESCO’s World Heritage Sites
according to Wall Reinius and Fredman (2007). Interestingly, less than a third of protected
areas labeled as “national parks” are assigned to IUCN category Il (UNEP-WCMC and
IUCN, 2020). While the first objective of a protected areas is the conservation of nature,
they can also be used as a tool for local development, e.g. through tourism and outdoor rec-
reation. Within their boundaries, interests shown by visitors then become a resource, man-
aged to enhance economic opportunities, and improve life quality while protecting natural
and cultural heritage (Eagles et al., 2002).

Governance in Protected Areas

Over the past century, the development of protected areas across the world was accompanied
by significant changes in their functions and role in society, summarized by a “new paradigm
for protected areas” (Philips, 2003). As access to information was facilitated by technologi-
cal progress, public involvement in decision making increased substantially, in particular
through grassroot organizations (Da Silva & Chennault, 2018). Protected area governance
shifted from a centralized system to more complex decentralized structures. Overall, gov-
ernance of protected areas can be classified in four categories (Dudley, 2008):

Governance by government,

Shared governance,

Private governance,

Governance by indigenous peoples and local communities.

Shared governance protected areas are usually most favorable to public involvement, from
consultation to more active forms of participation (Worboys et al., 2015). To a certain extent,
public participation in decision-making is perceived as a way to increase the acceptance of
the incentive and anticipate, if not prevent, conflicts (Depraz, 2005).



The Green List Standard developed by the IUCN to evaluate the effectiveness of protected
areas includes good governance among its baseline components (Figure 1 - IUCN & WCPA,
2017). A set of indicators were also defined and grouped within three criteria based on pre-
vious work in that field (Borrini-Feyerabend et al., 2013): 1. Guarantee legitimacy and voice,
2. Achieve transparency and accountability, 3. Enable governance vitality and capacity to
respond adaptively. These governance aspects are further developed in the IUCN Environ-
mental and Social Management System (IUCN, 2016a), with a few further considerations in
a separate guidance note (IUCN, 2016b). This management system suggests that the more a
stakeholder is negatively affected by decision-making, the deeper his/her involvement in
decision making should be (IUCN, 2016a, p.13). This approach furthermore seems to have
been developed primarily with local communities in mind, rather than industry representa-
tives. Protected areas are not only about nature conservation, but also about meeting com-
munity needs in a sustainable way.

Sound Design and Planning Create

Effective Management

Figure 1: The four components of the IUCN Green List Standard. Reprinted from IUCN &
WCPA, 2017

With the prospect of establishing new protected areas, the issue of their social acceptance
gets increasing attention. Enhancing public participation in environmental decision-making
is therefore legitimate to deliver successful conservation outcomes. In addition, stakeholder
and public involvement enables them to take ownership in the project if conducted appro-
priately. Among the approaches suggested by the IUCN to improve protected area govern-
ance, deliberative and inclusive approaches are to be promoted (e.g. through citizen juries,
future search and consensus conferences, opinion polls, referendums), along with direct de-
mocracy and participatory research and planning (Worboys et al., 2015).



2.1.2 National Parks in Iceland

The three current Icelandic National Parks (Figure 2) cover in total about 15% of the coun-
try’s land surface. Pingvellir National Park was the first to be established in 1928, primarily
for its high historic value and presence of important cultural remains. It was followed by the
establishment of Skaftafell National Park in 1967, Jokulsargljufur National Park in 1973,
and by Snefellsjokull National Park in 2001. In 2008, Skaftafell and Jokulsargljafur Na-
tional Parks merged into the new Vatnajokull National Park. More recently, the idea of a
National Park in the Central Highland has reached decision-making spheres and might be-
come a reality. However, these national parks are very different one from the other
(Hallgrimsdottir, 2011), along with the context in which they were established.

Icelandic national parks

]: pingvellir National Park
:] Sneefellsjokull National Park

:] Vatnajokull National Park
0 50 100 km
———— I:] Central Highland Boundary

Figure 2: Icelandic National Parks and Central Highland Boundary. Data for protected
areas obtained from INLS and data for the Central Highland boundary from INPA.

Pingvellir National Park

The establishment of the National Park in bingvellir in 1928 was an important event, in-
tended to mark the 1000 anniversary of the Icelandic parliament. As such, its establishment
was primarily done for the historic and cultural values of the area, although it is also a place
of high geological and biological interest. It was established with a site-specific legislation
as Iceland did not have any comprehensive nature conservation law until. In 1956, the first
Nature Conservation Act was passed (Ldg nr. 48/1956), which created an advisory council
(later becoming the Icelandic Environment Agency), and identified five protected area cate-
gories: National Parks, Nature Reserves, Natural Monuments, Country Parks, and Protected



plant or animal species (Waage, 2013, p. 37). bingvellir became a UNESCO World Heritage
Site in 2004 and a new act on the national park was subsequently passed (L6g nr. 47/2004).

Skaftafell, Jokulsargljufur and Snaefellsjokull National Parks

The idea of national parks in Skaftafell and Jokulsargljufur was formulated in the early 1960s
but their implementation was delayed by a complex land ownership regime according to
Guttormsson (2011). Back then, national parks could only be established on public lands
while for private lands, nature reserves were preferred. Financial support from the World
Wildlife Fund contributed to land acquisition by the Icelandic State in 1967 and to the es-
tablishment of Skaftafell National Park (Ives, 2007). The first real development of the park
only started in 1972 (Guttormsson, 2011). According to lves (2007), the complex ownership
regime of the land and negotiations with landowners resulted in several misunderstandings
and personal conflicts, possibly explaining the park’s delayed beginning of operations.
Jokulsargljafur National Park also required some land acquisition for its establishment in
1973 (Guttormsson, 2011). The 1971 Nature Conservation Act (L6g nr. 47/1971) played an
important role in conservation development in Iceland as it led to the creation of numerous
new protected areas. Jokulsargljufur was enlarged in 1978 to include Asbyrgi, and Skaftafell
National Park was enlarged in 1984 to include Grimsvétn central volcano. The Nature Con-
servation Act was revised in 1996 (Log nr. 93/1996), mostly to modify administrative as-
pects according to Waage (2013:34) and in 1999 (L6g nr. 44/1999). In 2001, Snafellsjokull
National Park was established in the Western part of the country, on the tip of Snafellsnes
peninsula, although the original idea was already formulated back in 1972. Skaftafell Na-
tional Park was further extended in 2004, covering a large part of the Vatnajokull ice cap
and including Lakagigar. The last major revision of the Nature Conservation Law was made
in 2013 (L6g nr. 60/2013 — Figure 5), following the publication of a White Paper on nature
conservation in lceland (Oskarsdottir, 2011). The revised Nature Conservation Act came
into effect in 2015.
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Figure 3: Timeline of Nature Conservation Law and National Parks in Iceland. Data on
nature conservation law from Oskarsddttir (2011) and Waage (2013). Data on national
parks from Acts no. (L6g nr.) 59/1928; 47/2004; 60/2007; 60/2013 and Regulations no.
(Reglugerd nr.) 229/1968; 216/1973; 319/1984; 359/1993; 568/2001; 879/2004; 608/2008;
300/2020. Date of the establishment of Skaftafell N.P. from Oskarsdéttir (2011:216)



Vatnajokull National Park

In 2008, Skaftafell and Jokulsargljafur National Parks were merged under Vatnajokull Na-
tional Park. It was established through site-specific legislation (L6g nr. 60/2007; Reglugerd
608/2008), allowing for a more “tailor-made governance” according to Pétursson et al.
(2016). Four administrative regions were defined, each of them with a manager and an ad-
visory board of 6 representatives from local governments and NGOs. Four representatives
from these regional committees sit on the board of directors, along with a Chairman and
Vice Chairman nominated by the Minister for the Environment and Natural Resources and
a representative of environmental NGOs (LAg nr. 60/2007). In addition to these 7 voting
members, representatives from recreational NGOs and the tourism industry have an observer
status (Baldursson et al., 2018). Decisions are therefore taken through a form of shared gov-
ernance as defined by the IUCN. When the park was established in 2008, the ownership
status of the land was not fully determined. As work to assess land ownership progressed,
public lands were gradually added to the National Park, especially in the northern part (Fig-
ure 4). Nearly all the land in the park is now under a public ownership regime, few sectors
are state-owned (Skaftafell, Jokulsargljafur, Heinaberg, and some part of the east side of
Jokulsd & Fjollum), and a small portion is under a private ownership (Hoffellsfjoll,
Hjallanes). Around 2/3 of Breidamerkursandur was added in 2017 to the National Park, when
the Icelandic state used its preemptive right to acquire the land of Fell.

Jokulsargljafur N.P. (1978) -
Skaftafell N.P. (2004) ]
I:l Central Highland Boundary

I Vatnajokull N.P. (2008)
0 50 100 km

Figure 4: Map of Vatnajokull National Park's boundary changes. Data for protected areas
obtained from IEA and data for the Central Highland boundary from INPA. 1967 and
1984 boundaries reproduced from Ives (2007) and Saepdrsdottir et al. (2001).



Most of the park is considered as being under the IUCN Category |1, except Esjufjoll which
is under a stricter form of protection (la according to Vatnajokull National Park, 2018; Ib
according to Baldursson et al., 2018), and few areas are categorized as V1 (Skelingar, Hafra-
fell, Heinaberg, Hjallanes, and Hoffellsfjoll) in relation with sustainable sheep grazing and
tourism (Figure 5). Driving off road or tracks is only allowed when the ground is frozen and
covered with snow, except at Hvannadalshnjukur (Iceland’s highest summit) where it is
completely forbidden and on Orafajokull and Kverkfjoll where seasonal restrictions apply.
Extractive recreational activities are subjected to zoning and regulations. Fishing and hunt-
ing of birds or reindeer is allowed within most of the park, hunting mink is allowed regard-
less of zones, and hunting of foxes is only prohibited in Skaftafell, Jokulsargljafur, and
Esjufjoll (GOI, 2017b). Management of the park has sometimes resulted in tensions or even
conflicts between managers and recreational stakeholders, with the most notorious case be-
ing the closure of a jeep track in 2010 at VVonarskard (Huijbens and Benediktsson, 2015).

N

A

|:] IUCN Category Ib
|: IUCN Category Il
[ 1ueN category vi

0 50 100 km )
:I Central Highland Boundary

Figure 5: Management categories in Vatnajokull National Park. Data for Vatnajokull
National Park obtained from IEA and data for the Central Highland boundary from INPA.
Zoning reproduced from Baldurson et al. (2018). Note that Hafrafell should be in cat. VI.

The project of national park in the Central Highland is introduced in section 2.3.2.
Initiated by a consortium of environmental and recreational NGOs, the project has been ex-
amined by a cross-political committee and a parliamentary bill is expected to be introduced
to the parliament during the autumn of 2020. Nation-wide opinion polls estimate the level
of support from the Icelandic public around 50-60%, versus 15-20% of opposition (Isaksen
& Jonsdottir; 2015; Sverrisdottir et al., 2011)



2.2 Planning Land-Uses in the Central Highland

With about 40% of Iceland’s land surface, the Central Highland is divided among 21 munic-
ipalities (INPA, 2016). In the absence of regional entities, decisions are either taken by the
Icelandic state or by the municipalities. However, there are several planning tools to which
decisions must be consistent with, either in a broad sense (National Planning Strategy), or
on specific land-uses (Master Plan for Energy Utilization and Nature Conservation). Plan-
ning tourism requires increasing attention but faces significant challenges in practice.

2.2.1 National Planning Strategy and Regional Plans

Land-use planning in Iceland is divided in two administrative units, i.e. the government and
parliament at a national level and the municipalities at a local level. At the national level, the
National Planning Agency (i. Skipulagsstofnun) oversees the preparative work for the Na-
tional Planning Strategy (i. Landsskipulagsstefna) (INPA, 2016). This comprehensive land-
use plan is then expected to be implemented in local planning documents (regional, local,
and detail plans). The current strategy spans over 2015-2026, following the first one from
2011-2013 (INPA, n.d.). A regional plan covering the Central Highland was adopted in 1999
and was effective until 2015 (IME & INPA, 1999) when it was incorporated in the National
Planning Strategy. However, the lack of specifications, precise definitions, and zoning leaves
much place for interpretation, weakening the potential of the planning strategy (Seeporsdottir
& Olafsdéttir, 2017). Recent research commissioned by the National Planning Agency un-
dertook a mapping of wilderness (Arnason et al., 2017) and man-made structures in the Cen-
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Figure 6: Articulation of land-use plans in Iceland. Adapted from INPA, 2019b
tral Highland (INPA, 2018), which might support a more detailed regional plan in the future.
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Additional plans are to be considered by local authorities, within specific land-use fields
such as transportation, development, energy utilization and nature conservation, etc. Their
elaboration usually involves various expert committees, institutions, or agencies.

Local plans are of three types depending on the scale (Figure 6). If two municipalities or
more are concerned, it is a Regional Plan (i. Svadisskipulag); if it covers one municipality
it is Local/Municipal Plan (i. Adalskipulag); and if it only covers a specific part of a munic-
ipality, it is then a Detail Plan (i. Deiliskipulag). With a total of 72 municipalities in 2018
(ALAI, n.d.), and 21 partly within the Central Highland (INPA, 2018), planning can be a
complex and costly task but not least important for rural municipalities.

Other executive authorities are to be mentioned in regard with land-use plans, among which
the Soil Conservation Service (i. Landgreedslan); the Forestry Service (i. Skdgreektin), the
Environmental Agency (i. Umhverfisstofnun), the National Parks, and other protected areas.

2.2.2 Master Plan for Energy Utilization and Nature Conservation

Initiated in 1999, the Master Plan for Energy Utilization and Nature Conservation (i.
Rammadatlun) was directly inspired by a similar framework developed in Norway in 1984
and started to be operational in Iceland in 1999 (Bjornsson et al., 2012). The purpose of this
master plan is to assess and classify power plant options, both hydroelectric, geothermal and
wind power to prioritize between them based on the needs of society, and the related values
and impacts (Pérhallsdottir, 2002, 2007a, 2007b; Bjérnsson et al., 2012). These energy pro-
posals used to be mostly submitted by the National Power Company (i. Landsvirkjun) and
the National Energy Authority (i. Orkustofnun), but increasingly originate in private compa-
nies. Each energy option is then evaluated by four expert groups in relation with their field
of research (MPEUNC, n.d):

e Natural and cultural historical values

e Utilization of natural resources other than the exploitation of energy resources
e Social impact and public health issue with regard to power plant options

e Economic aspects of power development

Based on these assessments, power options are then classified by the steering committee in
three categories, which are: Utilization category, Protection category, and On Hold category
(L6g nr. 48/2011). Due to the large number of proposals, the work was segmented in several
phases in which a selection of these proposals is evaluated and ranked. The first phase lasted
from 1999-2003, the second from 2004-2011, the third from 2012-2017, and the fourth from
2017-2021.

Since the Master Plan Act was adopted in Iceland (Log nr. 48/2011), the Minister for the
Environment and Natural Resources and the Minister for the Industries and Innovation are
expected to submit to the parliament the outcome of each phase as a parliamentary resolu-
tion. Once approved, the categorization becomes legally binding. In 2013, the second phase
was adopted by the Icelandic parliament (Parliamentary document 892 — 89; 2013), but the
work undertaken during the third phase has not yet resulted in a parliamentary resolution.
Within the Central Highland, only two power options from the third phase were included in
the utilization category (Figure 7). However, being classified in the utilization category does
not mean that the project is approved, it only means that it can undergo further research, but
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Environmental Impact Assessments are still required. In 2018, catchment areas of five rivers
(Tungnaa, Jokulfall/Hvita, Holmséar, Markarfljots and Jokulsa a Fjollum) were formally pro-
tected from further energy perspectives (IEA 2018a; 2018b; 2018c; 2018d — Figure 7).
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Figure 7: Energy options classified at the end of the third phase of Rammaaatlin (and
location of the proposed areas to be protected from energy use). Data for the Central
Highland boundary from INPA, data on power options categories from Gislason (2016),
data on proposed nature protection areas from IEA.

One of the main tasks of the expert groups consist of identifying gaps in the existing research
and conducting appropriate data collection for the assessment. The outcome provides partic-
ularly relevant background data on the Central Highland, documenting the values and herit-
age of each area while investigating alternative land-uses, such as tourism (e.g. Seepdrsdottir
2010, 2012, 2013; Saeporsdottir & Olafsson 2010a, 2010b). The main concerns are primarily
related to tourism and outdoor recreation as these land-uses tend to be perceived as mutually
exclusive with energy development (Seeporsdottir, 2010b; 2012). In particular, the induced
impacts on wilderness and the natural character of the area are problematic as tourism relies
on these attributes. By investigating these impacts, some argue that land-use conflicts might
be better anticipated or prevented (Couillard, 2011).
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2.2.3 Tourism Strategy and Planning

The number of foreign visitors to Iceland has been multiplied by four since 2010, reaching
over 2 million in 2017 (ITB, 2018). The 2017 OECD Economic Survey focusing on Iceland
acknowledged the economic benefits generated by the tourism industry while stressing the
importance of preserving the attraction of nature (OECD, 2017). Tourism strategies devel-
oped for 2006-2015 and 2011-2020 consider environmental issues without providing a
framework for action according to the OECD (2014, p. 128). The upcoming tourism strategy
is expected to be more action oriented, as the Tourism Policy Framework for 2020-2030
strongly emphasizes sustainability according to @ian et al. (2018). A new Tourism Impact
Assessment Model is also expected to investigate carrying capacity issues in respect with
the environment, infrastructure, society, and economy according to the OECD (2020).

The coordination and planning of tourism is primarily conducted by two bodies: the Ice-
landic Tourist Board (ITB), under the Ministry of Industry and Innovation and the Tourism
Task Force (TTF), including representatives from various ministries (industry and innova-
tion, finance, environment and natural resources, and transport and local authorities). The
ITB is responsible for coordinating research, implementing tourism policies and licensing of
tourism services, and has initiated the development of Destination Management Plans
(DMP). The TTF was established with the objective of implementing a Road Map for Tour-
ismin Iceland (M1l & ITA, 2015) until 2020, where it will be replaced by a Tourism Council
which will coordinate action to address the impacts of tourism. A new National Park Institute
might also be established and coordinate tourism management within the Icelandic National
Parks (IMENR, 2019b)

Funding for tourism infrastructure is provided by the National (tourism) Infrastructure Plan
(2018-2029) through 3-year plans and by the Tourist Site Protection Fund administrated by
ITB. The National Infrastructure Plan “defines and zones for tourism development and na-
ture protection, securing the necessary investment in infrastructural improvements and the
outlining of a policy about the accessibility of natural attractions” (Jian et al., 2018:25).

The National Planning Strategy stresses that tourism services in the Central Highland should
be operated in harmony with nature and the environment, while ensuring that travel experi-
ences are not negatively affected by man-made structures or the number of visitors. It also
emphasizes the “necessity of diverting visits toward the edges of the Highlands and at certain
zones adjacent to the main roads crossing the area... [and] ...of ensuring that tourists have
access to proper accommodation and services” (@ian et al., 2018:23). Increased access and
services seem, however, contradictory with the preservation of the wilderness in the area,
advocated by the National Planning Strategy, as pointed out by Saeporsdottir & Olafsdottir,
(2017). The 2018 report on Tourism, Nature and Sustainability edited by the Nordic Council
of Ministers (Jian et al., 2018) identifies as one of the main challenges for Iceland the search
of ways to utilize nature and wilderness for tourism sustainably while preserving its qualities.
Management of visitor numbers is also more complex in Iceland than other countries due to
the public right of access to the land. In this context, the use of access fees and permit sys-
tems to control access is widely seen as conflicting with this public right. This increases the
importance of planning as access improvement cannot be easily compensated with visitor
number management.
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2.3 Proposed Central Highland National Park

For over half a century, hydropower developments Central Highland have been the
subject of significant debates and even led to land-use conflicts. Conservation has been per-
ceived as a viable alternative that would preserve the landscape and wilderness, while main-
taining opportunities for tourism and outdoor recreation. The idea for a National Park in the
area made its way to decision-making spheres and is expected to be submitted to the parlia-
ment during the fall of 2020 (Valsson, 2020). Despite a large public support for the project
(Isaksen & Jonsdattir; 2015; Sverrisdattir et al., 2011), multiple challenges lie ahead to se-
cure a broader consensus among stakeholders.

2.3.1 A History of Land-Use Conflicts in the Central Highland

Significant land-use conflicts occurred in Iceland, in particular with hydropower develop-
ments. The most iconic cases took place at Gullfoss, Laxa valley, bjorsarver, and Ké-
rahnjukar. While Gullfoss and Laxa valley are adjacent to the Central Highland, bjorsarver
and Karahnjukar are much farther inland. Together, these cases contributed to shape the
conservation movement, and led to the idea of a Central Highland National Park.

In 1907, a hydropower project which would have resulted in the submersion of Gullfoss
waterfall and the gorges of river Hvita was proposed. This waterfall was one of the early
attractions of the country, and Sigridur Tomasdottir (the daughter of one of the landowners),
would sometimes guide visitors to the waterfall. She became strongly opposed to the project
and made multiple trips to Reykjavik to defend her case. The project was eventually aban-
doned. Gullfoss became protected in 1979 and is now among the most visited sites in Iceland
(ITB, 2017). Further documentation of this case was conducted by Karlsdottir (2010).
Sigridur is sometimes referred to as one of the first environmentalists in Iceland.

In 1970, a proposed dam became particularly debated in Laxa valley in the North, known
for salmon fishing. The reservoir area was inhabited, and there was strong local opposition,
both from local farmers and other landowners. According to Olafsson (1981), the project
was first heard of by a farmer whose request of a loan for a barn extension was rejected on
the ground that his land would soon be under a reservoir. A petition gathered 1600 signatures
and several protests were organized. At the peak of the tensions, a small dam by lake Myvatn
was blown up with dynamite, bringing the issue under the national spotlight. The public
opinion favored landowners and locals and the supreme court eventually ruled in their favor,
leading to the abandonment of the project. The site was then protected in 1974 and became
a Ramsar site in 1977. This conflict became a symbol and was covered by researchers, with
a publication from 1981 (Olafsson, 1981), a master’s thesis in 2013 (Sigurjonsdottir, 2013)
and a documentary called “The Laxd Farmers” (i. Hvellur - Hakonarsson, 2013).

Another conflict took place in pjorsarver, south of the Hofsjokull ice cap. The idea of a
reservoir in the area originated in 1959 but was announced by the National Power Company
in 1968. The first concrete plan was from 1970 with a 200 sg.km reservoir in an area used
as summer pastures (Ogmundardéttir, 2011) and which is also an important breeding ground
for pink-footed geese (Crofts, 2004). A strong opposition to the proposal came out of a mu-
nicipal meeting in 1972 (Ogmundardéttir, 2011). The initial project was abandoned in 1981
when the area became a nature reserve, but a clause would allow damming perspectives
under certain conditions. The project was subsequently readjusted and downsized, until it
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lost support in 2006 from Reykjavik City Council, shareholder in the National Power Com-
pany. This conflict involved stakeholders from the local to the international level with the
WWEF, the International Council for Bird Preservation, the IUCN, and the International
Wildfowl Research Bureau protesting the damming plans to the Icelandic government. Fur-
ther hydropower proposals were submitted until the option was classified in the protection
category during the second phase of Rammaaatlun (Gislason, 2016). pjérsarver was listed
in 1990 as a Ramsar Site, and the Nature reserve was quadrupled in size in 2017.

Early discussions on a hydro-power complex in the North East started in the 1980’s, and led
to a large-scale proposal in 2000, as it was intended to supply a new aluminum smelter in
the area. The National Planning Agency rejected the Environmental Impact Statement of the
National Power Company due to irreversible environmental impacts and insufficient infor-
mation (INPA, 2001), but the decision was overturned by the Minister for the Environment
(OECD, 2005). The case was brought to the supreme court which later ruled in favor of the
National Power Company and the Icelandic State (INPC, 2004). The construction started in
2003 and the plant was activated in 2007 (INPC 2007). This development was one of the
most controversial to take place in Iceland according to Gudmundsdottir (et al., 2018), and
has affected the whole hydrological system with significant impacts, in particular on the
biosphere of the river Lagarfljét by Egilsstadir. Numerous protests, site occupation, petition,
campaigns, and fundraising events took place throughout the process. The conflict was doc-
umented in the book, later documentary “Dreamland” (i. Draumalandid - Gudnason and
Magnason, 2009). It also raised concerns on the efficiency of planning tools and lack of legal
authority of the National Planning Agency according to Cook et al. (2016:110). Newson
(2010) points out that it is an interesting case of environmental conflict as local support for
the project was stronger than in the capital area, on the opposite side of the country.

Several other conflicts related to the energy sector can be mentioned, such as Burfellslina
(Ogmundardottir, 2011), Blénduvirkjun, Bjarnarflag in Myvatn area (Sigurjonsdottir, 2013),
and Sprengisandslina in 2015, or even Hvalarvirkjun in the North-West. All these conflicts
testify of the public level of concern and care for the land, even in remote uninhabited areas
of the Central Highland. Land-use conflicts also reflect a certain vitality and healthy society
(Laslaz, 2015), where public opinion matters to decision makers. As pointed out by Depraz
& Laslaz, “conflict is not only the consequence of rational cost-benefit estimates, but the
tool that will hopefully open, for those who initiate the conflict, a productive readjustment
in the balance of powers between stakeholders” (2017:46).

2.3.2 The Central Highland National Park

Hjorleifur Guttormsson introduced a proposal at the parliament for four national parks in the
interior of Iceland, which would be around the main glaciers (Icelandic Parliament, 1999).
The land-use conflict of Karahnjukar a few years later and other large-scale projects led to a
joint campaign in 2012 known as Protect the Park (i. Geetum Gardsins) or the Heart of the
Land (i. Hjarta Landsins). In 2016, the Highland campaign (i. Halendid) was officially
started and gathered over 20 recreational and environmental groups along with travel indus-
try associations around a mission statement for the establishment of a national park in the
Central Highland. The idea made its way to the forefront of the governmental agenda (GOI,
2017a) and a committee was appointed in August 2016 to investigate its prerequisites
(IMENR, 2017).
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Based on this preparatory work, a cross-political committee appointed in 2018 investigated
potential boundaries, regional divisions, and levels of protection within the park (IMENR,
2019c). The proposed boundaries include all existing protected areas and public land within
the Central Highland, with a possibility to include privately owned adjacent land. The park
would be divided in six administrative units, each including 1-7 municipalities. Each region
would have a committee and one of their representatives would be on the board of the park.
The committees and the board will include representatives from farmers and other
rightsholders, outdoor recreation organizations, nature conservation group and from the tour-
iIsm sector. The board of directors would have 10 members and a chairman, appointed by the
minister for the Environment and Natural Resources. The levels of protection within the park
have not been presented in detail in the committee’s final report. Areas within Vatnajokull
National Park would still be managed as they are today, but there is some uncertainty about
the rest of the Central Highland, in particular for areas used as summer pastures (potentially
under category VI - IMENR, 2019d) and for hydropower purposes (incompatible with [IUCN
categories - IMENR, 2019c). Three categories of “service centers” were also defined: “Na-
tional Park Gate” in periphery of the area (14 units, IMENR,2019d). “Highland Centers”,
along the main roads crossing the area, in the most popular destinations of the Highland and
“Service Center” in remote locations such as mountain huts.

2.3.3 Challenges and Debates on Nature Conservation

Protected area establishment can result in debates and contentious among a broad range of
stakeholders, including economic spheres (e.g. energy sector, tourism, grazing) as such land-
uses may be incompatible with conservation goals; political spheres (e.g. local governments)
who might see it as a loss of governance and planning power (as seen on comments to the
proposed National Park - IMENR, 2019a); or recreational spheres which are here presented.

Outdoor recreation is regulated by the Nature Conservation Law (L6g nr. 60/2013), but ad-
ditional zoning and regulation are used in protected areas. Access restrictions in Vatnajokull
National Park focus on specific activities and are enforced through zoning (e.g. driving on
Hvannadalshnjikur), sometimes on a seasonal basis (e.g. driving on Oreafajokull and Kverk-
fjoll; reindeer hunting - Baldursson et al., 2018; GOI, 2017b; VNP, 2016). Alternative track-
related approaches are also used, as it has been the case for jeep-tracks which were closed to
traffic around 2010. Two tracks were particularly debated: Vikrafellsleid and Vonarskard
(Olafsson et al., 2013a; 2013b). The first track remained open while the second was closed,
leading to a strong opposition from jeep users (Huijbens & Benediktsson, 2015). A memorial
cross was even erected with the “Travel Freedom 874-2010” inscription (i. ferdafrelsi). The
Organization of Outdoor Associations (i. Samtok Utivistarfélaga) advocated to reopen
Vonarskard track and submitted a proposal for an alternative itinerary. This conflict span-
ning over a decade probably reduced the acceptance of conservation incentives among mo-
torized recreationists might have been anticipated with more consultation.

Another relevant aspect to keep in mind is that from a management perspective, conventional
methods to control visitor numbers such as the use of access fees or equivalent methods
appear nearly impossible in Iceland as it would conflict with the public right of access to the
land according to @ian (et al., 2018). An alternative approach was found using service fees
for parking or use of sanitary facilities in various locations (e.g. Pingvellir, Skaftafell, Kerid,
Stokksnes, Faxi), but this implies that there are very few leverages to avoid crowding and
congestion issues once a destination has become more accessible.
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3 Study Area

3.1 The Icelandic Central Highland

The study area for this research is the Icelandic Central Highland, which covers about 40%
of Iceland’s land surface (Figure 8). The area was formally delineated by a regional plan in
1999 (IMENR & INPA, 1999) and is still used in the National Planning Strategy (INPA,
2016). The boundaries were defined within each municipality as the limit between private
rangelands (heimaldnd) and the common grazing lands (affréttir). Hence, the area has a spe-
cific role, both in terms of land-use and ownership regime. This section seeks to present the
main characteristics of the Central Highland in terms of historic land-uses, ownership re-
gime, and in relation with nature- and wilderness-based tourism.
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Figure 8: The Icelandic Central Highland as defined by the 1999 regional plan. Data for
the Central Highland boundary from INPA.

3.2 Characteristics and Land-Use Trends

The Icelandic Central Highland is a vast uninhabited area in the interior of the country (IME
& INPA, 1999). There are rather few infrastructures and upbuilt roads (INPA, 2018), and
according to the Icelandic legal definition of wilderness, most of it is distributed in the CH
(Olafsdottir & Runnstrom, 2011). Geologically, the area is very dynamic and encompasses
over 10 central volcanoes. It also includes several ice caps such as Vatnajokull which is the
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third largest in the world (following Antarctica and Greenland). Due to the unique interplay
of “fire and ice”, there is a great geodiversity, with a wide range of sub-glacial and post
glacial features, leading to the nomination of Vatnajokull National Park to the UNESCO
World Heritage List (UNESCO, 2019), and the establishment of Katla UNESCO Global
Geopark. Large parts of the Central Highland are poorly vegetated due to the elevation (Dug-
more et al., 2009), active volcanism, past climate, and overgrazing (especially during the
late 19" and early 20" century - bérhallsdottir et al., 2013). Access conditions are limited in
the area, with nearly all roads being unpaved and unbridged (Figure 9), without any mainte-
nance during the winter months (October to May - IEA & IRCA, 2019). Winter travel is
only possible with the use of specifically modified vehicles.

Road network
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Figure 9: Road network in the Central Highland. Data for the Central Highland Boundary
from INPA, road network data from INLS.

At the time Iceland was settled, the Central Highland were supposedly more vegetated than
today according to Porhallsdottir (2002), and human settlements were mostly in coastal or
low-land areas. At that time, the Central Highland were probably not much used as grazing
lands, but sometimes crossed (e.g. the supposed north-south crossing of the settler Gnapa
Bardur), especially to go to the yearly assembly in bPingvellir from 930. As Iceland lost its
independence in 1262, the assembly became less important and strict trading rules were in
effect. Gradually, the area became less travelled and tales of trolls, outlaws, and ghosts con-
tributed to mystify the area. Between the 16" and 18" century, some bishops crossed the
island through Sprengisandur, avoiding large glacial rivers around Vatnajokull. Natural sci-
entist followed during the 18" and 19" century, to document the natural features of the area
and expose the myths about outlaws. Over these centuries, grazing intensified and soil deg-
radations required getting the sheep further inland (Porhallsdottir et al., 2013).
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During the 20™" century, motorized transports made the Central Highland much more acces-
sible, in particular after World War 11, as four-/all-wheel drive vehicles from the army be-
came more popular. The period extending until the early 1960’s was a time of exploration,
“drafting a new chapter in the history of highland travel” as formulated by Huijbens and
Benediktsson (2007). In the following decades significant hydropower development took
place to supply the country in electricity and meet the needs of the industry. As power plants
were built, access was improved, and this further opened the area to vehicles. Glacial rivers
thus became the main economic resource of the interior, along with early developments of
the tourism sector offering so-called “highland safaris”. The number of sheep in Iceland
reached a historical peak in 1977 according to Arnalds & Barkarson, (2003), culminating at
900,000 versus 450,000 in recent years. In parallel, overgrazing impacts were recognized
according to Marteinsdottir (et al., 2017), leading to the adoption of livestock quotas in 1985.

Technological progress since the 1970’s consolidated the tourism sector and diversified the
range of outdoor activities and practices. Super-jeeps that are widely used in the tourism
industry appeared around that time, and other activities became increasingly popular, such
as snowmobiling, motorcycling, mountain biking, river rafting, backpacking, angling, hunt-
ing, etc. Several recreational organizations were created during this period (e.g. the Icelandic
Snowmobiling Association — i. LIV in 1984, Utivist in 1975, Horseback riding club i. LH in
1987, etc.), and many mountain huts were built in the late 1980’s (Sacporsdottir et al., 2011)
and contributed significantly to infrastructure development in the area (Figure 10). Tourism
became particularly important and is now one of the major land-uses in the Central Highland,
providing a viable alternative to hydropower development.

¢ Infrastructures
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Figure 10: Infrastructures in the Central Highland. Data for the Central Highland
boundary from INPA, infrastructure data adapted from INPA (2018).
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3.3 Ownership Regime and Public Right

In 1998, a committee was appointed by the prime minister office to assess the ownership
status of the land in Iceland. The Committee of the Uninhabited Areas (i. Obyggdanefnd) is
still active over 20 years later and has nearly fulfilled its task. The most recent estimation is
that almost 86% of the land in the Central Highland is under a public ownership and about
14% are privately owned (Figure 11). These two categories are the only official ownership
status, land being either owned by an individual or by the whole nation (Law no 58/1998).
Ogmundarddttir (2011, pp. 263-286) considers that land which does not belong to an indi-
vidual can fall in two categories: the commons of a specific municipality (i. afréttur) or the
commons open to anyone, whose use is not restricted to any particular municipality (i. al-
menningur). In this process, communal ownership was “seen as a fact on the local level, but
an impossibility on the national level, since it goes against national interests to allow a sub-
division of the nation, the municipality, to have rights to a piece of land which override that
of the nation’s” (Ogmundardoéttir, 2011, p. 274). Criticism mostly came from farmers, who
then had to “prove their ownership against the claims of the state and not vice versa” (p.
284). And it was apparently challenging to provide appropriate evidence to justify the land-
ownership. Hence, significant disputes over the ownership of the land have occurred over
the past decades. Prior to this process, a case went to court twice, in 1955 and 1981, and
concerned Landmannaafreéttur, in relation with its ownership status and user rights. Behind
land ownership lies a range of interest which load politically such decisions.

Public Land in the highlands
0 50 100 km i
—— e — I:] Central Highland Boundary

Figure 11: Public land in the Central Highland. Data for the Central Highland boundary
from the INPA, data on public land reproduced from Obyggdanefnd (2020).
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Independently from land ownership, the Icelandic public has a right of access to the land, as
in many other countries, in particular in Scandinavia. In Iceland, it is called every man’s
right (i. almannaréttur) and can be found in the Nature Conservation Act no. 60/2013 (Ldg
nr. 60/2013). It grants the public a set of basic rights to circulate, rest and feed themselves if
the land is uncultivated, along with a responsibility to ensure that impact and disturbance to
the land is minimal. Marked paths, roads or tracks should however be followed where pos-
sible. This public right of access also applies for cyclists and equestrians, but not for motor-
ized vehicles. However, when the ground is frozen and covered with snow, motorized vehi-
cles are allowed to drive on rural land in Iceland (Robertson, 2011). According to @ian (et
al., 2018:42) which provides an overview on the public right of access in Iceland, fences
cannot block a traditional route, and a gate must be installed.

These rights are believed to contribute to the quality of life of residents (social equality,
welfare, well-being, public health, and place attachment - @ian et al., 2018:66) and are an-
chored in the culture and identity of the population. Therefore, access management in pro-
tected areas is not well accepted as it is perceived to be incompatible with this public right.
The debates on restricted access areas, the disputes related to access fees, nature pass, and
the conflict following the closure of the jeep track in VVonarskard, provide different expres-
sions of the cultural importance of the public right of access to the land in Iceland.

3.4 Wilderness and Nature-Based Tourism

Wilderness is defined in the Nature Conservation Act (L6g nr. 60/2013) as: an uninhabited
area which is usually at least 25 km?2 in size or so that one can enjoy solitude and nature
without disturbance from man-made structures or traffic of motorized vehicles and that is at
least 5 km away from man-made structures or other evidence of technology such as power
lines, power stations, reservoirs or upbuilt roads (own translation). The term uninhabited
area (i. svaedi i 6byggdum) can also be translated as unbuilt or undeveloped area. Upbuilt
roads (i. uppbyggdir vegir) probably refers to roads that are maintained with the use of road
maintenance machinery, or that are elevated, as opposed to tracks that form through repeti-
tive driving on the same itinerary. On the basis of this definition of the wilderness, Ostman
& Arnason (2020) produced a wilderness map, using buffers of different sizes depending on
the type of infrastructure and road (Figure 12). Other approaches to wilderness mapping in
Iceland include the use of viewshed analysis (Olafsdottir & Runnstrém, 2011), solitude cri-
teria using geotagged photography and distance from infrastructures (Tims, 2014), or map-
me methods in a nation-wide survey (Olafsdéttir & Seepdrsdéttir, 2020). According to this
nation-wide research, nearly all of the Central Highland is perceived as wilderness by the
Icelandic public. Some of this research and mapping approaches are used for planning pur-
poses (e.g. INPA & IEA, 2019).

Wild and unspoiled nature has been identified as the main attraction of the Central Highland
(Sepdrsdottir 2010, 2013, 2014), with wilderness being commonly mentioned by interview-
ees describing their experience in the Central Highland (Saepdrsdéttir & Saarinen, 2015).
Sapdrsdattir (2010) conducted surveys of visitors in wilderness areas and identified the fol-
lowing components of the wilderness experience: unspoiled, beautiful nature and unique
landscape was the most commonly mentioned; followed by the freedom from a busy, hectic
life; and not being in a crowded place. Anthropogenic infrastructures generally have a neg-
ative impact on the perceived value of wilderness among the public in Iceland (Olafsdottir
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& Seporsdottir, 2020), which lies in the opportunity to experience “tranquility, quietude,
and solitude in areas with simple and primitive infrastructure” (p. 15). In particular, hotels
and asphalt roads are among the structures perceived as the least appropriate in a wilderness
setting, in opposition with gravel roads or mountain huts (e.g. Seeporsdottir, 2014; Tveri-
jonaite et al., 2019).

[ Wilderness
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Figure 12: Map of the wilderness in the Central Highland. Data for the Central Highland
boundary from the INPA, wilderness extent adapted from Arnason et al., 2017.

As tourism is being developed in the Central Highland, proposals to improve road conditions
(e.g. Kjalvegur — INPA, 2019c), build walking bridges (e.g. Porsmork - Csagoly et al., 2019),
or large accommodation resorts (e.g., INPA 2019a; Landslag, 2016; Mannvit, 2018) increase
pressure on the wilderness. In a nation-wide survey conducted in by Olafsdéttir et al. (2016),
hotels were seen as inappropriate in the Central Highland by 67% of the public (p. 95), and
paved roads by 51% of the public (p. 112). Access improvements and increased capacity
would increase the traffic in the area, which would become less attractive for nature-oriented
visitors and solitude seekers. Visitors to the Central Highland have been estimated to repre-
sent 30% of summer visitors and 10% of winter visitors in 2016 (ITB, 2017:19). At a nation-
wide level, 23% of the public has been estimated to visit the Central Highland several times
per year (Olafsdottir et al., 2016:93). Management of tourism in popular destinations of the
Central Highland must be carefully operated to preserve the authenticity and character of the
area, but remains a challenging task (Seeporsdottir & Olafsdattir, 2017).
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4 Methodology

4.1 Sampling Criteria

To document the views of the Icelandic public on the proposed Central Highland National
Park and their preferences on its management it was decided to apply a quantitative research
design. The data was collected through an online survey in order to reach a larger sample
than is possible with other methods, mostly comprised of pre-defined multiple-choice ques-
tions. A few open questions were also included, to collect complementary content allowing
for some qualitative research and so that the survey could be improved in case of future use.

The sample was obtained through a pre-recruited nationwide net panel from the Social Sci-
ence Institute of the University of Iceland (i. Félagsvisindastofnun). Recruitment only con-
cerns Icelandic citizens over 18 years old, randomly selected from the national register, of
which about half accept to receive surveys. From this panel, 1500 members were randomly
selected to constitute a sample with similar demographic characteristics as the general pop-
ulation. The survey was sent to the sample and the answers collected were weighted to better
match nation-wide demographic characteristics. The weighted data obtained then allows sta-
tistical inferences (i.e. to generalize to the general population).

4.2 Questionnaire Design

The questionnaire largely consisted of multiple-choice questions and 5-point opinion scales
questions to reduce the time needed to fill out the survey and to facilitate data analysis. Three
open-ended questions were further included to collect complementary qualitative data. Re-
spondents sometimes had the possibility to submit another answer in a textbox if desired.
Conditional “jumps” were used to ask more questions to those with more knowledge of the
study area while the others would then save time and remain interested in the survey. After
each opinion scale, a follow-up question would collect some details or justifications from
those who agreed or disagreed with the statement. Respondent were therefore presented with
between 17 and 30 questions, depending on the answers provided (Figure 13). Additional
pre-filled demographic data was also provided.

4.3 Questionnaire Content

The questionnaire content can be subdivided in four categories: Outdoor Recreation, Tour-
ism Management, Nature Conservation, and Background/Demographic data (Figure 13).
The precise wording of each item in Icelandic can be found in Appendix A.
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Figure 13: Structure of the online survey, showing conditional jumps; follow-up items and
the four main themes of the questionnaire.

The following section present in detail the purpose of each of these categories; their content;
the type of survey item, and other information related to the questionnaire content.

4.3.1 Outdoor Recreation

The section dedicated to the respondent’s recreational profile was first filtered by asking
respondents whether they had visited the Central Highland or not; only those who had done
so were subsequently asked about their recreational behaviors in the area. Questions related
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to that topic concerned: the year of their first visit, the number of visits, their average length
of stay, the season at which they would travel, the trend in their visits, the activity type and
regions that they visited. All these variables were categorical, with pre-defined response
items from which the respondent could choose.

The activity type was approached by listing 24 choices (gathering 36 activities in total), of
activities which are known to be undertaken in the Central Highland. Respondent would then
select the ones they pursue, and a follow-up item would ask them to rank the 3 most im-
portant activities that they pursue. Some activities which could qualify as passive outdoor
recreation were not included (e.g. camping, bathing, enjoying nature, sightseeing, etc.) and
other, very specific activities were also excluded (e.g. recreational flights, jet-ski). However,
motorized activities (jeep-trips, motocross, snowmobiling) were included as the area is a
popular venue for such enthusiasts.

The Central Highland was further demarcated into travel regions, based on previous work
undertaken by expert group 2 in the Master Plan (Saepérsdéttir and Olafsson, 2010). As a
part of their work, travel regions were identified in the Central Highland. These were then
merged into larger units by the present author to be more easily identified by the public.
Some of the boundaries between regions were furthermore adjusted to include glaciers or fit
with natural barriers (e.g. large rivers). The resulting travel regions were then named after
of their most prominent features or best-known travel destination. In total, 16 regions were
identified in this manner (Figure 14). Data on visitation and preference was collected with
the same method as for activities (multiple item question and follow-up ranking question).
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Figure 14: Map of travel regions for the survey. Data for the Central Highland boundary
from the INPA; travel regions adapted with permission from Seepdrsdéttir and Olafsson
(2010).
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4.3.2 Tourism Management

Views on tourism management were approached through Likert-type statements with 5-
points ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree, with a middle item Neither Agree
nor Disagree. The three key issues identified in relation with tourism management were:
Visitor Limitations, Road Development, and Accommodation Development. Each of these
aspects was approached through a 5-points opinion scale, and a follow-up multiple choice
question to investigate the specific reason why respondents agreed or disagreed with each
respective statement. In the case of the statement on Visitor Limitations, the follow-up ques-
tions concerned how such limitations should be implemented. Participants furthermore al-
ways had the possibility to add another answer to justify their opinions.

4.3.3 Nature Conservation

A 5-point opinion scale introduced this section, asking respondent to make an estimation of
the extent of their knowledge of Icelandic nature conservation law. Following this, two mul-
tiple choice questions asked what the purpose of national parks and other protected areas in
Iceland should be, and how their management could be improved. The next question was a
statement about support for or opposition to the proposed Central Highland National Park,
with a 5-point opinion scale ranging from Strongly Opposed to Strongly Supportive. After
answering this question, a multiple-choice question investigated participants’ views of the
main advantages and disadvantages of the proposed national park.

4.3.4 Background Demographic Variables

A set of basic demographic variables were included to be able to perform a weighting pro-
cedure. They include gender, age, residency, last completed education, position on the labour
market and professional category. In addition to these variables three other background var-
iable were included. One was dedicated to the respondent’s political views, by asking to
position oneself on the political spectrum, ranging from Left to Right. Another variable
measured the level of environmental concern, from Not Concerned at All to Very Concerned.
The last item inquired about belonging to a recreational or environmental group.

4.3.5 Other Content

An open-ended question at the end of the survey asked about the desirable changes in the
Central Highland for the respondent (What changes would make the area more attractive for
the type of recreational activity that you pursue in the Central Highland?).

Another open-ended question asked respondents if they wanted to add anything to their an-
swers concerning the Central Highland; and the last item asked whether they have any feed-
back on the survey itself.
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4.4 Data Analysis

4.4.1 Data Preparation

The software used by the Social Science Institute to host the survey was Qualitricks, and
each panel member received a unique link to the survey. The survey was online for four
weeks, between the 10th of April and the 7th of May 2018. The response rate was of 46%,
with 693 valid answers out of 1500 net-panel members. Based on the sample demographic
characteristics, the data was subsequently weighted by the Social Science Institute to reflect
more accurately the views of the general population (Table 1 — full report available in ap-
pendix B).

Table 1: Net panel demographics, showing both weighted and unweighted counts.

Counts

Unweighted Weighted  Proportion +- Histograms
Sex
Male 346 341 49% 3,7% I 0%
Female 347 352 51% 3,7% I -
Total 693 693 100%
Age group
18-29 y/o 81 154 22% 3,1% 2%
30-44 ylo 152 182 26% 33% I 6%
45-59 y/o 216 178 26% 3,3% R 5%
60+ y/o 244 180 26% 3,3% 5%
Total 693 693 100%
Residency
Capital area 438 446 64% 3,6% I /%
Countryside 255 247 36% 3,6% I 6%
Total 693 693 100%
Education
Primary education or less 73 193 30% 35% N 0%
Apprenticeship or eq. 174 139 21% 31% I 2%
Secondary education 101 110 17% 2.9% Bl 1%
University (undergraduate) 186 128 20% 31% I 0%
University (graduate) 117 82 13% 2,5% W %
Number of answers 651 651 100%
Non-response 42 42
Total 693 693



The data analysis was performed using XLSTAT statistical analysis software. Most of the
analysis was done through descriptive statistics, using weighted data to produce frequency
tables. Due to the use of weights, “sum of weights” are used instead of “counts” in the fre-
quency tables (abbreviated Y. of weights™). Since these numbers are rounded, they do not
always correspond to the sum of weights for the total (n). Based on frequency tables, the
variables were simplified by merging some categories from recreational variables as follow:

Q2a (Year of first visit to the Central Highland):
e Before 1960/ 1960-1969 / 1970-1979
e 1980-1989/1990-1999
e 2000-2004 / 2005-2009 / After 2010

Q3 (Number of visits to the Central Highland):
e 1-5times
e 6-10times/ 11-15 times / 16-20 times
e over 20 times

Q5 (Average length of stay in the Central Highland):
e 0 nights (daytrip)
e 1-2 nights
e 3-5nights / 6 nights and more

4.4.2 Statistical Tests Selection

Demographic data was provided as a set of variables, with a different number of categories
each time (e.g. data on residency was provided through 4 variables, with respectively 2, 3, 6
and 9 categories; data on age as 4, 6 and 7 categories). The analysis was done by using
systematically the simplified variables to be able to meet statistical tests requirements. Only
the variables “gender”; “age” and “residency” were used for the analysis. The chi-square test
of independence was the main statistical test used, as it is well suited for categorical variables
arranged in contingency tables (Agresti, 2007; Bryman, 2012). In the case of 2x2 tables,
Yates’ continuity correction was applied. For the analysis of opinion scales, categories 1-2
and 4-5 were systematically merged for the tests (making a 3-points scale instead of a 5-
points scale) to ensure that the tests’ assumptions would not be violated. If despite this data
reduction, low theoretical counts were detected, the categories were then further merged,
with categories 1-2-3 would be merged or categories 3-4-5. In such cases, the table’s caption
would specifically mention it. To identify within a single category if the proportion differed
between two groups z-tests for two proportions were computed.

4.4.3 Network Visualization

Recreational data on activities pursued and preferred in the Central Highland was combined
in dummy variables, by coding all pursued activity with 1, the most important one with a
higher number (4 in this case), and the non-pursued with 0. Recreational activities gathering
less than 5% of recreationists were excluded, resulting in 14 activities. The resulting matrix
was then imported in Gephi network visualization software and displayed using the Force
Atlas spatialization algorithm. The repulsion strength was set to 2500 and both the attracted
distribution and the adjustment by size were enabled. In the visual output, the two most
important activities (jeep-trip and day-hiking) were displayed next to each other.
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5 Results

The result section is subdivided in three parts:
e Characteristics and views of the sample on issues related to the Central Highland

e Comparisons of the users (i.e. those who visited the area) and non-users of the area.
e Comparisons of the views of those who support the Central Highland National Park
and those opposing it.

5.1 Characteristics and Views of the Sample

5.1.1 Socio-Demographic Characteristics

In addition to basic demographic data (e.g. age, gender, residency), nation-wide political
views, level of environmental concern and third sector involvement were documented. The
most distinctive characteristics are that:

e political views are evenly distributed, with slightly more individuals on the left side
of the spectrum (Figure 15),

o there is a high level of environmental concern, with about 80% of the respondents
feeling rather or strongly concerned about the environment (Figure 16), and

e 14% of the respondents are involved in the third sector, either in an environmental
or recreational organization (Table 3).

Political Spectrum

Respondents were asked to identify their position on a 0-10 Left-Right political scale. The
political left accounts for 39% and the political right 36% (Figure 15). Extreme political
positions (rank 1-2 & 10-11) gather 5% of the respondent for the left, and about 9% for the

23%

11%

leff mmnoooooommm Right

Figure 15: Sample distribution on the left-right political spectrum, based on an
11pts scale. n=558; x=5.1; s=2.4
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right. Non-response accounts for 19%, with 9% of respondents answering: “don’t want to
answer” and 10%: “don’t know”.

Level of Environmental Concern

Respondents were asked to position themselves on a 0-10 scale of environmental concern,
ranging from “Not concerned at all” to “Very concerned”. Less than 9% of the respondent
do not consider themselves to be concerned about the environment, while almost 80% are
concerned or very concerned (Figure 16). Non-response accounts for 7%, with 6% of re-
spondents answering: “don’t want to answer” and 1% answering: “don’t know”.

Not concernedatall @ m @ 0 0 o o o @ m = Very concerned

Figure 16: Sample distribution along the environmental concern spectrum, based
on an 11pts scale. n=643; x=7.0; s=2.1

Third Sector Involvement

About 10% of the respondents claim to be members of a recreational organization and 7%
members of an environmental group (Table 3). 2% of respondent are involved in both rec-
reational and environmental groups. About 7% of the participants did not answer this item.
A fourth of those involved in an environmental organization also indicate that they are mem-
bers of a recreational group, compared to a tenth at a nation-wide level.

Table 2: Involvement of the public in recreational and environmental NGOs

Variable Category )’ of weights Histograms
Are you in any organization involved in outdoor recreation or environmental issues?
n=636 Yes, recreationalonly 49 M 8%

Yes, environmental only 31 WM 5%
Yes, both recreational and environmental 11 | 2%
No, neither recreational nor environmental 556 NG
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5.1.2 Overview of Outdoor Recreation in the Central Highland

Ten items in the questionnaire were used to gather data on recreation, by documenting which
proportion of the nation has visited the area, the modalities of their visitation (length of stay,
season), the extent of their experience (number of trips, year of first visit), type of activities
pursued, and regions visited.

Demographic Profiles of the Central Highland’s Users

Visitation to the Central Highland is not as uncommon as one might think as over two thirds
of the participants have visited the area at least once in their lifetime. Based on visitation,
two sub-groups of participants can be defined: those who have visited the Central Highland
before (68% - Table 3) are referred to as “users” of the area and the remaining ones (32%)
as “non-users”.

Table 3: Visitation rate of the Central Higland among the public

Variable Category Y’ of weights Histograms
Have you visited the Central Highland?
n=678 Yes 464 N 63%

No 214 [ 32%

Analyzing the differences between users and non-users was done by using them as sub-sam-
ples and comparing their demographic characteristics (Table 4).

Table 4: Comparison of demographic characteristics between Users and Non-Users of the
Central Highland.

. > of weights for each group
Variable Category Users (n =464) Non-Users (n =214)
Gender**

**Male 245 53% 88 41%
**Female 220 47% 126 59%
Age Group
*18-29y/o 90 19% 57 27%
30-44ylo 127 27% 49 23%
45-59y/o 119 26% 59 27%
60+y/o 128 28% 50 23%
Residency
Capital Area 291 63% 141 66%
Countryside 173 37% 74 34%

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable and a test for two proportions for each
category within these variables. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

This revealed that only the gender variable could be linked with visitation. The proportion
of male individuals among users is thus higher than among non-users (53% versus 41%). In
contrast, the category 18-29 y/o contains a lower proportion of users than non-users (19%
versus 27%).
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Modalities of Recreation in the Central Highland

The participants who had visited the Central Highland (“users”) received a few additional
questions to further document their outdoor recreation in the area. This included data on their
average length of stay, preferred time of the year for visitation, number of visits, year of first
visit, recent trend in the number of visits over the past five years (Table 5), pursued activities
(Table 6-7) and travelled regions (Table 8-9).

Table 5: Modalities of outdoor recreation in the Central Highland (CH) for the domestic
users of the area.

Variable Category > of weights Histograms
What year was your first visit to the CH?
n=443 Before 1960 10 1 2%

1960-1969 36 M 8%
1970-1979 68 M 15%
1980-1989 80 M 18%
1990-1999 100 [ 23%
2000-2004 71 M 16%
2005-2009 35 M 8%
After 2010 44 Il 10%
How many times have you been to the CH?
n=447 1-5times 207 (NN /6%
6-10times 84 M 19%
11-15times 61 M 14%
16-20times 16 W 4%
Over20times 79 M 18%
At what time of the year do you usually visit the CH?
n=446 Summer (May-September) 368 [ NN 2
Dependsonyears 45 Il 10%
Winter (October-April) 33 W 7%
For how long do you usually visit the CH?
n=445 0 nights (Day-trip) 174 [N 39%
1-2nights 190 NN 43%
3-5nights 65 M 15%
6nignsormore 15 [ 3%
Over the past few years, your visit to the CH...
n=444 Increased 26 W 6%

Stayed the same 113 N 25%
Decreased 305 NN 00
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These results clearly show that there is a wide range of ways to pursue outdoor recreation in
the Central Highland, with varying levels of experience and intensity of recreation. Five
observations can be made to summarize the modalities of outdoor recreation in the area:

e About 80% of the users of the Central Highland visited the area for the first time
between 1970 and 2010, leaving only 10% before 1970 and 10% after 2010.

e Two thirds of the respondent have visited the Central Highland and over half of them
went there more than 6 times.

e The vast majority of users (82%) usually visit the area during the summer (from May
to September), while only 7% do so during the winter (October to April).

e Most trips are short (82% of the users usually visit the area for 2 nights or less).

e Over the two thirds of the users (69%) answered that their visits to the area had de-
creased over the past few years, while only 6% claimed that their visits had increased.

Number of Visits to the Central Highland

Users of the Central Highland were further segmented in 2 groups to explore the effect of
repeated visitation on their travel behavior. One sub-group was composed of those who vis-
ited the Central Highland between 1-10 times, and the second group of those who visited the
area over 10 times.

Table 6: Comparison of recreational characteristics between users of the Central
Highland with 1-10 visits, and those with over 10 visits.

> of weights for each group

Variable CaYOY 1 10 visits (n=291)  >10 visits (N =156)

What year was your first visit to the CH?****

****Before 1979 48 17% 63 41%
*1980-1999 101 36% 72 47%
***%¥2000 and later 128 46% 197 12%
At what time of the year do you usually visit the CH?****
**xxSummer (May-Sept.) 245 89% 111 71%
****Depends onyears 15 5% 29 18%
Winter (Oct.-April) 16 6% 17 11%
For how long do you usually visit the CH?****
***0 nights (Day-trip) 129 45% 42 27%
1-2 nights 122 43% 68 44%
****3 nights or more 33 12% 45 29%
Over the past few years, your visit to the CH...
Increased 12 4% 137 8%
Stayed the same 71 26% 40 26%
Decreased 192 70% 103 66%

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable and a test for two proportions for each
category within these variables. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001
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The group with more visits had their first visit earlier than other, they usually stay longer in
the area, and are more prone to visit the area outside of the summer season (Table 6).

Recreational Activities Pursued in the Central Highland.

Respondents in the user group were asked to select all activities that they pursue in the Cen-
tral Highland from a list, and to rank their 3 favorites. 13% of them indicate that they are not
involved in outdoor recreation and 5% did not reply, leaving 82% of users that can be con-
sidered as recreational users of the area.

Table 7: Participation in selected outdoor activities in the Central Highland for recreational
users of the area. Activities are ranked by popularity.

Variable Category )" of weights Histograms
Which of the following outdoor activity do you pursue in the Central Highland?
n=382 Jeeptrip 217 (NN 57%

Day-hikes 154 [ 40%
Mountain hikes 112 [ 29%
Flyfishing, net-fishing 62 [l 16%
Longer hikes, backpacking 58 M 15%
Foraging (berries, mushrooms, etc.) 52 W 14%
Snowmobiling 41 [l 11%
Hunting 36 M 10%
Horseback riding, horse tour 35 M %
Caving 34 M 9%
Gatheringthesheep 32 [l 8%
Bird-/Wildlife viewing 22 W 6%
Glacier-hiking 21 W 6%
ATVs 17 0 5%
Skiing, ski-touring 16 W 4%

Motocross, Enduro 12 0 3%

Biking, Mountain-biking 7 1 2%
Trail-running, orienteering 6 | 2%
Rockclimbing, Iceclimbing 6 |1%
Snowshoeingtrip 2 1w

Canoeing, Kayaking, River-Rafting 1 [ ow
Dog-sledding 0 |o%

Diving 0 0%

Paragliding, parachuting 0 0%

The outcome shows that the most popular activities pursued are related to driving and hiking
(Table 7), followed by more specific activities such as fishing (16%), snowmobiling (11%),
hunting (10%), horseback riding (9%), caving (9%) or even gathering the sheep (8%). On
average, a recreational user pursues 2,1 activities.
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A complementary indicator to the popularity of recreational activities is their importance.
For each activity, the proportions of participant ranking it as “Most important”, “Second
most important” or “Third most important” were calculated (Table 8).

Table 8: Ranks of importance attributed to each recreational activity by those pursuing it.
Activities are ranked by popularity (see histogram on the left side).

. > of weights for rank: Histograms
Variable Category #1 #2 #3 O#10#20#30Onot selected
Among the activities that you pursue, rank the 3 most important:
n=354 Jeeptrip 108 40 29 40 [ [ 1

Day-hikes 87 28 9 30
Mountain hikes 29 38 17 28
Fiyfishing, net-fishing 24 16 4 18

| |
| |
| |
| |
Longer hikes, backpacking 18 14 11 16 | | [ |
Foraging (berries, mushrooms, etc.) 14 9 6 23 | [ [ | |
Snowmobiling 13 10 7 11 | | [ 1 |
Hunting 10 14 6 6 | | [ [ |
Horseback riding, horse tour 17 7 4 8 | [ [ ] |
Caving 3 10 5 16 [ [ ] |
Gatheringthesheep 10 3 4 16 | [ [ ] |
Bird-/Wildlife viewing 1 4 8 9 [[ | | |
Glacier-hiking 2 3 2 14 [T 1] |
ATVs 3 4 2 9 [ [ 1 |
Skiing, ski-touring 4 1 5 6 | [ ] | |
Motorcross, Enduro 5 2 1 4 | [ T |
Biking, Mountain-biking 3 1 2 1 | [ ] [ |
Trail-running, orienteering 2 2 1 | | | |
Rockclimbing, Iceclimbing 0 5 [] |
Snowshoeingtrip 2 |
Canoeing, Kayaking, River-Rafting 1 |
Dog-sledding 0 | |

Diving

Paragliding, parachuting

This shows that even if some activities are not pursued by many, they can be very important
for those who do so (e.g. horseback riding, mountain biking), and despite the popularity of
a certain activity, its importance may be relatively secondary (e.g. foraging).
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Activity participation and preference data were combined to produce a conceptual map by
positioning each activity near related ones (Figure 17). This layout highlights that activity
combination patterns are very diverse among respondents, but also permit the identification
of groups of respondents, such as those only connected to a single activity (e.g. day-hiking;
jeep trips; horseback-riding; skiing, ski-touring), or those that are only pursuing two activi-
ties (e.g. between day-hiking and jeep trips).
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Figure 17: Conceptual mapping of recreational activities. Each respondent is represented
as a dot connected to all activities pursued. The thicker lines represent a connection to the
respondent’s “‘Most important” activity. The size of the activity node increases with the
popularity the activity. Weighted data could not be used for the visual output.
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Visited Regions in the Central Highland.

Participants were asked which travel region(s) of the Central Highland they have visited
before (Table 9), and to rank the ones they considered to be the 3 most important (Table 10).

Table 9: Visitation rates in travel regions of the Central Highland (ranked by popularity)

Variable Category " of weights Histograms
Which of the following travel region have you visited before?
n=423 8 - borsmork-Melifellssandur 296 N 70%

3- Kjalvegur 281 NG 66%
11 - Sprengisandur-Laugafell 226 NN 53%
2 - Kaldidalur 211 N 50%
6 - bjorsa-Tungnaa-Veisivotn 197 [N 7%
7 - Hekla-Torfajokull 161 [N 38%
9 - Langisjor-Lakagigar 161 NN 33%
13 - Myvatnsorefi 159 [N 37%
14 - Modrudalsoraefi-Kverkfioll 150 NN 35%
12 - Askja-Gaesavatnsleid 131 [ 31%
5- Svadid V. bjorsarvera 127 [ 30%
15 - Snefell-Lonsorefi 126 M 30%
1- Armarvatnsheidi 122 I 29%
16 - Vatnajokull 104 I 24%
4 - Svadid N. Hofsjokuls 86 NI 20%
10 - Jokulheimar-Vonarskard 69 Il 16%

ey J/t 2
25 "y
‘;,,‘_;'\ !,

S
57
Central Highland Boundaries
Visitation rate
[ 16% - 30%
| 31% - 45%
[ 46% - 60%
0 125 25 50 7% 100 km - 61% - 75%

Figure 18: Map of regional visitation rates in the Central Highland.
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The most popular travel regions are Prsmork-Melifellssandur, visited by about 70% of the
users of the Central Highland, followed by Kjalvegur with 66% of them, Sprengisandur-
Laugafell with 53%, and “Kaldidalur” with 50 %. On average, respondents have visited 6,2
of these regions.

Table 10: Ranks of importance attributed to each travel region by those who visited it.
Regions are ranked by popularity (see histogram on the left side).

> of weights for rank: Histograms
#1  #2 #3 ... o#lo#20#30notselected
Among the travel regions that you have visited, rank the 3 most important:
n=423 8 - borsmork-Melifellssandur 128 49 30 89 | |
3-Kjavegur 33 33 34 182 | |
11 - Sprengisandur-Laugafell 19 24 16 167 | |
2 - Kaldidalur 16 13 22 160 | |
6 - Pjorsa-Tungnaa-Veidivotn 28 33 18 117 | |
7 - Hekla-Torfajokull 12 21 15 112 | |
9 - Langisjor-Lakagigar 19 21 19 101 | |
13 - Myvatnsorefi 7 20 18 114 | |
14 - Moodrudalsorefi-Kverkfioll 17 22 14 97 [ [ | |
| |
| |
| |
I |
I |
| |
| |

Variable Category

12 - Askja-Geesavatnsleio 27 14 17 73
5- Sveedid V. bjorsarvera 14 6 4 102
15 - Snefell-Lonsoreefi 18 13 16 78

1- Arnarvatnsheioi 15 15 8 84

16 - Vatnajokull 6 18 14 65

4 - Svedio N. Hofsjokuls 11 8 6 61

10 - Jokulheimar-Vonarskard 4 2 7 57

With regard to preferred areas, borsmork-Melifellssandur clearly stands out, with nearly
half of those travelling there considering it as the most important area (Table 10), and 70%
ranking it among the 3 most important ones. It also shows that less visited areas such as
Askja-Gaesavatnaleid are nevertheless very important for a large share of those who have
been there (about 40% of them ranked it among the 3 most important).

Due to the large number of regions visited by respondents on average (6,2), the analysis of
relations between these travel regions is even more complex than between recreational ac-
tivities. Consequently, network visualization methods were not sufficiently satisfactory to
be reported here.
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5.1.3 Land-Use Management and Nature Conservation
Perspectives.

Views on land-use management and nature conservation were collected through four opinion
scales of 5 points each, from “Strongly disagree/oppose” to “Strongly agree/support”. The
key issues explored are visitor limitations, accommodation development, road development,
and the proposed national park (Table 11). This was done with the following statements:

e The number of visitors should be limited in the Central Highland,
e There is a need for increased accommodation in the Central Highland,
e Roads in the Central Highland should be upbuilt,

e Do you support or oppose the establishment of a National Park in the Central High-
land?

In addition to these items, follow-up questions were used to better understand the views of
respondents, documenting how visitor numbers should be limited, the reasons for supporting
or opposing accommodation and road development, and the advantages/disadvantages of the
proposed national park. Two other items investigated the perceived purposes of Icelandic

national parks and ways to improve the management of national parks and other protected
area in Iceland.

Table 11: Overview of opinion scales on land-use management and nature conservation.
Mean scores were color-coded depending on whether they would be over or below 3.

Opinion scale (%) Mean > of

Variable Category Disagee [ [ [0 [0 O Agee 1 2 3 4 5 weights

Visitor limitations

n=621 7] 24 | 37 [ 28 | 621
Accommodation development

n=588 ] 22 ] 37 [ 24 [7] 588
Road development

n=617 (a5 ] 21 | 31 | 21 Jai] 617
National Park

n=606 Blsf] 28 [ 32 [ 81 | 606

The results clearly indicate a strong support for visitor limitations within the sample (65%
of support and 11% of opposition). Accommodation development is in comparison much
more debated (31% of support and 33% of opposition). Road development is slightly more
a dividing issue (33% of support and 36% of opposition). As with visitor limitations, the
establishment of the National Park in the Central Highland is also broadly supported (63%
of support and 10% of opposition).
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Views on Visitor Limitations in the Central Highland

Table 12: Views on visitor limitations in relation with demographic data.

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
""The number of visitors should be limited in the Central Highland"
Opinion scale (%) Mean > of

Variable Category Disagree [ [ [ [ [JAgee 1 2 3 4 5 weights
Total
n=621 BT 24 T 57 [ ] 621
Gender*
n=621 Male [B[8] 26 [ 37 [ 23 1] 313
Female [ 22 T 57 [ 88 ] 308
Age group
n=621 18-29y/o [BI8] 20 [ 33 [ 24 ] 127
30-45yfo BE[ 20 [ 30 [ 23] 167
45-50y/o 8] 21 |37 [ 88 ] 162
60+y/o B8l 18 | 40 [ 31 | 165
Residency
n=621 Capital Area E[7] 25 T 34 [ 80 7] 392
Countryside B[7[ 21 ] 44 [ 25 ] 229

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****%n<0,0001

The results indicate that views on visitor limitations are related to the gender variable (Table
12). Female individuals are more supportive than male individuals, but no statistically sig-
nificant difference was observed for the other demographic variables.

Table 13: Preferences to limit visitor numbers in the Central Highland according to those
in favor

Variable Category  Histograms
What would you consider as the best way to limit the number of visitors in the CH?
n=416

By controlling the number of visitors in sensitive areas 2%
With a fee on tourism companies operating in the area 63%
By keeping the road network unchanged i.e. not making upbuilt roads 25%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The participants in favor of visitor limitations indicate in the follow-up question (Table 13)
that the best way to do so would be by controlling visitor numbers in sensitive areas (72%),
and with a fee on tourism companies operating in the area (63%). Only a quarter of the
respondents consider that keeping the road network unchanged would be the best way to
limit visitor number. For all follow-up variables in the survey, other propositions submitted
can be found in appendix C in Icelandic.
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Views on Accommodation Development in the Central Highland

Table 14: Views on accommodation development in relation with demographic data.

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
"There is a need for increased accommodation in the Central Highland™

. Opinion scale (% Mean of
Variable Category Disagree|:p| OO |:(| |):|Agree 1 2 3 4 5 W%:ights
Total
n=588 E 22 | 3 [ 24 [7] 588
Gender
=279 Male 21 20 T 35 [ 25 [8] 309

Female M 22 | 3 [ 22 P 279
Age group
n=588 18-29ylo Bl 20 T 43 T 30 1 119
30-45y/o [T 5] 44 [ 25 B 156
45-59y/o T 26 | 31 [ 19 [ai] 153
60+ylo [2] 24 | 31 [ 23 Ji0] 161
Residency
n=588 Capital Area 2 21 | 36 [ 25 6] 377
Countryside [ 23 T 38 [ 21 [7] w29}~ 211

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****n<0,0001

The analysis did not identify any statistically significant relation between the views on ac-
commodation development and demographic data (Table 14). A follow-up question was sent
to those in agreement (Table 15) or disagreement (Table 16) with the statement.

Table 15: Motivations behind favorable opinions on accommodation development in the
Central Highland.

Variable Category  Histograms
Why do you say that there is a need for more accommodations in the Central Highland
n=174

To have more services when travelling in the CH 50%
To cope with increasing visitor numbers in the CH 49%
To increase the diversity of the accommodation offer in the CH 41%
To release pressure from popular tourist attractions in the lowlands 31%
To attract wealthier travelers to the CH 23%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The item most commonly selected by those in favor of increased accommodation in the area
is that “it would provide more services” (50%), followed by “to cope with increasing visitor
numbers in the Central Highland” (49%) and “to increase the diversity of accommodation
offer in the area” (41%).
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Table 16: Motivations behind unfavorable opinions on accommodation development in the
Central Highland.

Variable Category  Histograms

Why do you say that there is NO need for more accommodations in the Central Highland?
n=192

To maintain the CH as it is 66%
To prevent mass tourism in the CH 62%
To limit the number of visitors to the CH 57%
To preserve undevelopped travel experiences 47%
To attract visitor seeking a wilderness experience in the CH 15%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

The most common reasons for those expressing unfavorable opinions on accommodation
development in the Central Highland are “to keep the area as it is” (66 %), “to prevent mass
tourism” (62%) and “to limit the number of visitors” to the area (57%).

Views on Road Development in the Central Highland
Table 17: Views on road development in relation with demographic data.

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
""Roads in the Central Highland should be upbuilt™
Opinion scale (%) Mean > of

Variable Category Disagee [ [J 0 0 O Agee 1 2 3 4 5  \weights
Total
=617 [T 21 [ st [ 21 [a1] 617
Gender
n=617 Male [ZZ] 22 T 20 [ 20 [i8] 318
Female (81 21 [ 34 [ 2 [9] 300
Age group**
n=617 18-29y/o [T 24 T 33 T[1i6 [d5] 125
30-45y/o [EA] 17 | 21 | 20 J9] 159
45-50yjo 200 26 [ 28 [ 20 | 164
60+ylo DAL 19 | 25 [ 26 [1i5] 169
Residency
n=617 Capital Area B8] 23 | 20 [ 21 [a1] 396
Countryside [0 18 [ 37 [ 21 [10] 221

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****%n<0,0001

The analysis provides statistical evidence of a relation between the age group variable and
the views on road development (Table 17). Additional z-tests for two proportion confirmed
that the 30-45 y/o segment is significantly more undecided (41%; p<0,05); the 45-59 seg-
ment is more in disagreement with the statement (46%; p<0,05); and the 60+ y/o segment is
more in agreement with the statement (41% p<0,01).
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Table 18: Motivations behind favorable opinions on further road development in the CH.

Variable Category  Histograms
Why do you say that roads in the Central Highland should be upbuilt?
n=198

To increase travel safety in the CH 68%
To better connect different parts of the country 58%
To be able to travel in the CH without needing a 4x4 49%
To better distribute tourists around the country 34%
To release pressure from popular tourist attractions in the lowlands 28%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Among the reasons to support road development, increasing travel safety is the most com-
mon (68% - Table 18), followed by improving connections between different parts of the
country (58%) and not needing a 4x4 to go to the Central Highland (49%).

Table 19: Motivations behind unfavorable opinions on further road development in the
CH

Variable Category  Histograms

Why do you say that roads in the Central Highland should NOT be upbuilt?
n=224

To preserve the character of the CH
Rough tracks and river crossing are part of the experience of the CH

To preserve the wilderness experience of the CH
To limit motorized traffic in the CH
To encourage longer stays over daytrips in the area

78%
70%
55%

54%

14%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Among reasons to oppose road development, the most commonly chosen item is “to retain
the character of the area” (78% - Table 19), followed by “rough tracks and river crossing are

part of the travel experience” (70%); the preservation of the “wilderness experience” (55%)
and “limiting motorized traffic” (54%).
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Views on the Establishment of a National Park in the Central Highland

Table 20: Views on the proposed National Park in the Central Highland in relation with
demographic data

Do you support or oppose the establishment of a National Park in the CH?
Opinion scale (%) Mean > of

Varible Category oppose O [0 0 OO O support 12 3 4 5  weights
Total
n=606 Blsl 28 [ 32 [ 781 606
Gender
n=606 Male [B[6] 26 [ 31 [7730 ] 319
Female B 29 [ 32 [ @ ] 286
Age group*
n=606 18-29ylo B 20 [ 3 [ 257 122
30-45yfo B[ 24 [ 8 [ 8 ] 155
45-59yfo Bl 27 T 26 [ 88 ] 157
60+ylo o] 25 [ 33 [ 20 ] 171
Residency****
n=606 Capital Area B 24 [ 85 [ 86 ] 401
Countryside [BT8T 36 [ 25 [ 22 | 205

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
**%*n<0,0001

The results provide a statistical evidence of a relation between both age groups and residency
and opinion toward the establishment of the National Park (Table 20). The youngest age
segment (18-29 y/o0) has a higher proportion of undecided opinions than others (40%) and
only gathered 57% of support and 4% of opposition. In terms of residency, views are more
supportive among residents of the capital area (71% of support and 6% of opposition) than
in the countryside (47% of support - 17% of opposition).
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Table 21: Perceived advantages from the proposed National Park in the Central Highland
according to those supporting its establishment.

Variable Category  Histograms

Which of the following do you consider as an advantage from the proposed NP?
n=367

It would protect many areas that are not currently protected 78%
It would increase understanding about the value of the CH 71%
It would protect the CH as a whole 70%
It could facilitate tourism management in the CH 69%
It could require more responsibility from the tourism industry 69%

51%
48%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

It would strengthen the image of Iceland as a tourist destination
It would set limits to further energy utilization in the CH

Those in favor of the proposed National Park consider among the advantages of the park the
protection of many areas that are not currently protected (78% - Table 21), that it would
increase understanding of the value of the area (71%) and that the Central Highland would
be protected as a whole (70%). Other perceived advantages are that it would facilitate tour-
iISm management (69%) and that it could require more responsibility from the tourism indus-
try (69%).

Table 22: Perceived disadvantages from the proposed National Park in the Central
Highland according to those opposing its establishment.

Variable Category  Histograms
Which of the following do you consider as a disadvantage from the proposed NP?
n=55

It would reduce the possibilities for public outdoor recreation in the CH 63%
It would be very expensive to operate 57%
It would lead to increased centralized governance from the state 55%

35%

25%

22%

22%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

It would reduce energy utilization possibilities in the CH
It would reduce possibilities for tourism development

It would reduce wilderness experience in the CH

It would attract too many visitor to the CH

Those in opposition to the proposed National Park consider that the disadvantages of the
park are that it would reduce opportunities for public outdoor recreation (63% - Table 22),
that it would be very expensive to operate (57%) and that it would lead to increased central-
ized governance from the state (55%). Other perceived disadvantages are related to reduction
of possibilities for energy development (35%) and tourism development (25%). Only 22%
of them consider that it would attract too many people in the Central Highland.
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Views on Conservation Purposes and Improvements

Two survey items collected data on perceived purposes of Icelandic National Parks and ways
to improve organization and management of protected areas.

Table 23: Perceived main purposes for Icelandic national parks.

Variable Category  Histograms
What should be the main purpose of Icelandic national parks?
n=651

To protect vegetation and habitats of birds and animals 80%
To manage tourism to minimize damage on nature 78%
To protect the landscape and wilderness 78%

To educate visitors about the nature and environment 60%
To increase the possibilities for public outdoor recreation 48%
To support rural development in neighborhing communities

18%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Nature conservation is perceived as the main purpose of Icelandic National Parks by the
participants (vegetation and habitat protection: 80%; landscape and wilderness protection:
78% - Table 23), followed by a role to manage tourism impacts (78%) and educate visitors
(60%). Increasing the possibilities for public outdoor recreation is seen as a main purpose

Table 24: Perceived ways to improve management of national parks and other protected
areas in Iceland.

Variable Category  Histograms

How to improve the management of national parks and other protected areas in Iceland?
n=590

With increased ranger activities, surveillance and monitoring 76%
With increased cooperation with the tourism sector 58%
With stricter rules on travel behavior 56%

49%
44%
42%
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

for about 48% of the respondent, and 18% consider the national parks’ role as a tool for local
development as a main purpose.

With increased consultation with local governments
With increased consultation with outdoor recreation groups
With precise planning on all land-uses

In terms of improvements of protected areas management and organization, increasing
ranger activities, surveillance and monitoring was selected by 76% of respondents (Table
24), followed by increased cooperation with the tourism sector (58%) and stricter rules on
travel behavior (56%). The remaining items were increased consultation with local govern-
ments (49%); increased consultation with outdoor recreation groups (44%); and a precise
plan on land-uses came last (42%).
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5.2 Views of Recreational Segments

As a starting point, the views of the people who have visited the Central Highland are com-
pared with the views from those who have not been there before. These groups will be re-
ferred to as “users” and “non-users” respectively, as introduced in section 5.1.2. This is then
followed by the analysis of the results based on activity participation.

5.2.1 Users and Non-Users of the Central Highland

Table 25: Opinion on land-use issues between users and non-users of the CH.

Opinion scale (%) Mean > of

Variable Category pisagree @ J O O O Agee 1 2 3 4 5  weights

Visitor limitations

n=611 Users[Bl7] 25 [ 3 [ 29 | 419
Non-users [7] 23 | 45 [ 25 ] 193

Accommodation development

n=582 Userstad] 23 | 35 [ 24 [8] 407

Road development***
n=608 Users{ 28 | 23 | 26 [ 22 [11]
Non-users [9] 18 | 42 [ 19 [11]

418

190

National Park**
n=594 Users[6l6] 25 [ 20 [ 38 |
Non-users [l 34| 34 [ 27 |

412

182

Non-users 2] 10 [ 4 [ 24 ] 176
HasH

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****n<0,0001

The comparison of the views of users and non-users indicates that their views on road de-
velopment and on the establishment of the National Park in the Central Highland are differ-
ent at a statistically significant level (Table 25). In both cases, the level of opposition of the
users is higher than non-users’ (41% and 27% for road development; 12% and 4% for the
National Park). However, the proportion of supporters on the proposed park is very similar
in both cases.

Based on these findings, follow-up questions were examined for the National Park and road
development. Due to low numbers of non-users opposed to the park (n=7), the related fol-
low-up item was not included as no significant difference was found.
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Table 26: Motivations behind opposing views on road development in the Central
Highland according to users and non-users of the area.

. > of weights for each group
Variabl t
ariable Category Users (n=172) Non-Users (n=51)
Why do you say that roads in the Central Highland should NOT be upbuilt?
To preserve the character of the CH.* 140 81% 33 65%
Rough tracks and river cros_smg are part of the 131 6% 25 0%
experience of the CH.**
To preserve the wilderness experience of the 102 6% 20 39%
CH.*
To limit motorized traffic in the CH. 88 51% 31 60%
To encourage longer stays over daytrips in the 28 16% 3 6%

area.*
A proportions test (z) was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

In four out of five statements received by those opposed to upbuilt roads, a higher proportion
of users was found (Table 26), two of which are related to travel experiences of the area.

Table 27: Motivations behind support for the establishment of National Park in the
Central Highland according to supporting users and non-users of the area.

> of weights for each group
Users (n=253) Non-Users (n=104)
Which of these items do you consider as an advantage of the proposed National Park?
It would protect many areas that are not

Variable Category

203 80% 77 74%
currently protected
It would increase understanding about the value 199 76% 62 60%
of the CH**
It would protect the CH as a whole 185 73% 68 65%
It could facilitate tourism management in the CH 178 0% 67 65%
It could require more respon5|b-|llty'from the 184 —1 0%
tourism industry*
It would strengthen the image of Icelan_d ag 8 aq — 53 519
tourist destination
It would set limits to further energy utilization in 137 S1% 38 7%

the CH**
A proportions test (z) was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

Regarding perceived advantages of the park, three items received significantly higher scores
among users than non-users (Table 27): it would increase understanding about the value of
the area (76% versus 60%); it could require more responsibility from the tourism industry
(73% versus 59); and it would limiting energy utilization (54% versus 37%).
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Table 28: Perception of the main purposes of Icelandic National Parks according to users
and non-users of the Central Highland

> of weights for each group
Users (n=435) Non-Users (n =203)
What should be the main purpose of Icelandic National Parks?

Variable Category

To protect vegetation and habitats of birds and 362 83% 143 73%
animals**

To manage tourism to minimize damage on 345 79% 153 75%
nature

To protect the landscape and wilderness* 350 80% 144 71%

To educate visitors about the na_ture and 265 61% 119 59%
environment
To increase the possibilities for public outc_ioor 290 51% 85 42%
recreation™
To support rural development in nelghborhl_ng 82 19% 36 18%

communities

A proportions test (z) was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

More users than non-users select the protection of vegetation, habitat (83% and 73% - Table
28), landscape and wilderness (80% and 71%) and to increase the possibilities for public
outdoor recreation (51% and 42%) as a main purpose of Icelandic National Parks.

Table 29: Perceptions of the ways to improve the management of national parks and pro-
tected areas in Iceland according to users and non-users of the Central Highland.

. > of weights for each group
Variable Catego
dory Users (n=401) Non-Users (n=179)
How to improve the management of NP and other protected areas in Iceland?
With increased ranger activities, surveillance 308 ™% 136 76%
and monitoring
With increased cooperation with the tourism 299 57% 105 59%
sector
With stricter rules on travel behavior** 205 51% 119 67%
With increased consultation with local 210 5206 76 42%
governments*
With increased consultation Wlth outdoor 190 4T% 63 35%
recreation groups**
With precise planning on all land-uses 178 44% 68 38%

A proportions test (z) was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001
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More users than non-user consider that consultation with local governments (52% and 42%)
and recreational groups (47% and 35%) would improve the management of Icelandic pro-
tected areas (Table 29), while relatively fewer consider that stricter rules on travel behavior
would make such an improvement (51% and 67%).

5.2.2 Activity Participants

As views of users and non-users appear to differ on road development and the project of
National Park, it is legitimate to question whether among users, the type of activity pursued
in the area could be related with their views on these issues.

Table 30: Opinions on road development according to pursuant of recreational activities.

Do you agree or disagree with the following statement:
""Roads in the Central Highland should be upbuilt™

Variable Category Opinion scale (%) Mean Z of
Disagee [ D OO O O Agee 1 2 3 4 5  weights
Pursued activity

Jeep trip 22 20 [ 28 [ 18 [40] 211

Day-hikes [0 25 [ 22 | 25 [8] 142
Mountain hikes [2E0]__25 1 26 [ 22 s 99
*Flyfishing, net-fishing (28" 1 28 | 22 [11[i0] 60
Longer hikes, backp. 28] _25 [ 30 [ 16 [8] 50
Foraging (berries, etc) (8133 | 28 [ 16 [41] 45
*Snowmobiling | 39 [ 20 [o[13] 19 | 39
Hunting E2000 27 T 23 [ 17 [s] 34
*Horseback riding 2261 34 [ 23 [ 15 ] 33
Cavingl22] 15| 32 [ 18 [13] 2,8 32
Gathering the sheep 2871 27 [ 24 [ 18 [12] 2,8 31
Bird-/Wildlife viewing 821 23 [ 37 [ofd 21
Glacier-hiking 2770 24 T 25 [ 18 6] 18
**ATVs | 73 (121114 16
Skiing, ski-touring 8T 41 [ 20 [36] 14
**Motocross, Enduro | 80 [717Ts] 11

All activities T 23 [ 27 [ 20 [30] *+ 28— 346

A chi-square test of independence was computed on the level of oppaosition of each category (opinion
scale levels 1-2 and 3-5 merged for the test). *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

Views towards road development in the Central Highland differ significantly depending on
the activity type (Table 30). The level of opposition is significantly higher among pursuants
of fishing; snowmobiling; horseback-riding; ATVs; and motocross activities compared with

those who do not pursue such activities.
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Table 31: Views on the establishment of the National Park in the Central Highland

according to pursuant of recreational activities.

Do you support or oppose the establishment of a National Park in the CH?

Variable Category Opinion scale (%) Mean Z_ of
oppose d [0 O [0 Osupport 1 2 3 4 5  weights
Pursued activity
oekxjeeptrip @07 32 [ 26 [ 27 ] 203
***Day-hikes g 7] 15 | 33 ] 41 | 4,0 137
Mountain hikes [[6] 23 [ 26 ] 43 | 4,0 104
*Flyfishing, net-fishing (0I5l __36 | 23 [ 26 ] — 35— 59
**%|_onger hikes, backp. BL12]_24 ] 59 | 57
Foraging (berries, etc.) 0] 9] 20 T12] 40 | 49
**Snowmobiling [ 1] 34 [ 20 [18] 39
Hunting B[ 15 [ 28 [ 17 [ 85 ] 35
Horseback riding 22 17] 16 [ 24 [ 81 ] 31
Cavingld 37 [ 38 [ 25 1] 28
**xxGathering the sheep (9116 ] 47 [ 23 ] 31
Bird-/Wildlife viewing (2] _27 | 30 [ a1 ] 21
*Glacier-hiking [B[20] 28 | 57 | 20
ATVs 65 28 | 26 5] 16
Skiing, ski-touring (13 [10] 34 ] 43 | 15
Motocross, Enduro [_18 | 28 | 47 [7] 11
All activities [ZI6] 26 [ 28 [ 83 ] — 3,8} 340

A chi-square test of independence was computed on the level of support of each category (opinion scale
levels 1-3 and 4-5 merged for the test). *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

When it comes to the establishment of a National Park in the Central Highland (Table 31),
the level of support is significantly lower for those pursuing jeep trips; fly-fishing, net-fish-
ing; snowmobiling; or gathering the sheep, compared with those who do not pursue these
activities. In contrast, pursuants of day-hikes; longer hikes, backpacking; or glacier hiking
express a significantly higher level of support compared with those who do not pursue these

activities.
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5.3 Support and Opposition to the National Park

5.3.1 Demographic Characteristics

Table 32: Demographic composition of supporting and opposing groups.

. > of weights for each group
Variable Category Supporting (n =379) Opposing (n =59)
Gender

*Male 196 52% 39 65%
Female 183 48% 21 35%
Age Group*
*18-29ylo 69 18% 50 8%
30-44ylo 104 27% 13 22%
45-59y/o 101 27% 14 24%
**60+y/o 105 28% 27 46%
Residency****
****Capital Area 283 5% 24 40%
****Countryside 96 25% 36 60%

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable and a test for two proportions for each
category within these variables. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

The supporting and opposing groups present significant differences in terms of age groups
and residency (Table 32). The opposing group presents a higher proportion of residents of
the countryside (60% versus 25%), more individuals from the upper age segment (46% ver-

sus 28%) and less from the lowest (8% versus 18%).

Table 33: Environmental views and political views of supporting and opposing groups.

Variable Category

> of weights for each group
Supporting (n =379) Opposing (n=59)

Position on the political spectrum*

***%0-3 - Left 104 31% 5 11%
4-6 140 42% 26 57%
7-10 - Right 93 28% 15 33%
Level of concern for the environment**°
*0 - 3 Not concerned at all 121 3% 8 15%
4-6 85 23% 16 30%
**7-10 Very concerned 272 74% 29 55%

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable and a test for two proportions for each
category within these variables. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001; °=cat. 0-6 merged.

A higher proportion of the supporting group identify with the political left (31% versus 11%
- Table 33) and express a strong level of concern for the environment (74% versus 55%).
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5.3.2 Recreational Characteristics

The recreational data of supporting and opposing users was also analyzed to assess whether
any differences would be observed between them.

Table 34: Recreational characteristics of supporting and opposing groups (who visited the
Central Highland before).

> of weights for each group

Variable Category Supporting (n =257) Opposing (n =52)
What year was your first visit to the CH?
Before 1979 71 28% 20 38%
*1980-1999 113 45% 16 31%
2000 and later 68 27% 16 31%
How many times have you been to the CH?*
*1-5times 111 44% 15 30%
6-20 times 100 40% 19 38%
*over 20 times 40 16% 16 32%
At what time of the year do you usually visit the CH?****
****Summer (May-Sept.) 223 91% 30 59%
*Depends onyears 17 7% 10 20%
**Winter (Oct.-April) 6 2% 11 22%
For how long do you usually visit the CH?
0 nights (Day-trip) 87 35% 18 35%
1-2 nights 108 43% 27 53%
3 nights or more 54 22% 6 12%
Over the past few years, your visit to the CH...
Increased 17 7% 47 8%
Stayed the same 57 22% 16 31%
Decreased 181 1% 32 62%

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable and a test for two proportions for each
category within these variables. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

In terms of outdoor recreation in the Central Highland, the supporting and opposing users
differed on two variables: the number of visits and the usual season of visitation (Table 34).
The supporting group has a significantly higher proportion of users who have visited the area
1-5 times (44% versus 30%), and during the summer (91% versus 59%). The opposing group
is composed of a higher proportion of users who have visited the area over 20 times (32%
versus 16%); and at different seasons depending on years (20% versus 7%) or usually during
winter (22% versus 2%).
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Table 35: Recreational activity composition of supporting and opposing groups (who visited
the Central Highland before). Those not pursuing any activity were excluded.

> of weights for each group
Supporting (n =216) Opposing (n=42)
Which of the following outdoor activity do you pursue in the Central Highland?

Variable Category

**Jeep trip 107 50% 32 75%
Day-hikes 102 47% 14 33%
Mountain hikes 72 33% 9 21%
Flyfishing, net-fishing 29 13% 9 21%
**|_onger hikes, backp. 48 22% 30 ™%
Foraging (berries, etc.) 26 12% 9 21%
*Snowmobiling 15 7% 11 26%
Hunting 18 8% 7 16%
Horseback riding 17 8% 9 21%
Caving 16 7% 20 5%
*Gathering the sheep 91 4% 8 19%
Bird-/Wildlife viewing 13 6% 21 5%
Glacier-hiking 17 =~ 8% 30 %
ATVs 81 4% 30 ™%
Skiing, ski-touring 12~ 6% 21 5%

N

Motocross, Enduro 6 3% 5%

A chi-square test for two proportions was computed for each category within this variable. *p<0,05;
**p<0,01; ***p<0,001; ****p<0,0001

The analysis of activity data among supporting and opposing users identified four activities
for which the participation rates were significantly different (Table 35). A higher proportion
of supporting users pursue longer hikes, backpacking (22% versus 7%), while a higher pro-
portion of opposing users pursue jeep trips (75% versus 50%); snowmobiling (26% versus
7%) and gathering the sheep (19% versus 4%).
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5.3.3 Views on Other Land-Use Issues

An analysis of data on visitor limitations, accommodation and road development was also
performed in regard with the supporting and opposing groups (Table 36).

Table 36: Views on visitor limitations, accommodation and road development according to
supporting and opposing groups.

Opinion scale (%) Mean > of

Variable Category pisagee @ 0 O O O Agee 1 2 3 4 5  weights

Visitor limitations****

n=413 Supporting @25 T 89 T80 ] 354
Opposing EEE_21 [ 21 [ 21 [ 22 ] 59

Accommodation development

n=399 Supporting 2] 20 | 36 [ 26 [7] 341
Opposing[@2]_25 | 31 [ 19 [13] 58

Road development

n=406 Supporting I8 21 [ 27 | 26 9] 349
Opposing 81T 18 [ 16 [12] 23 ] 57

A chi-square test of independence was computed for each variable. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****n<0,0001

The difference observed on visitor limitations is statistically significant. Those who support
the park expressed more support for visitor limitations, and those who oppose the park ex-
pressed more opposition to visitor limitations. No significant difference were found for the
variables concerning accommodation and road development. However, a chi-square test of
independence computed on unmerged categories (5 instead of 3) reveals that the level of
strong opposition and strong support to road development is more important within the op-
posing group. The opposing group, in other words, has more polarized views on road devel-
opment than the supporting group.

Table 37: Views on visitor limitations according to those in favor within the supporting
and opposing groups

. fweights f h
Variable Category .Z of weights for each gr (_)up
Supporting (n =234) Opposing (n =22)
What would you consider as the best way to limit visitor numbers in the CH?
By controlling the number of visitor in sensitive 179 v 11 5106
areas
With a fee on tourism companies operating in 156 6% 12 1%
the area
By keeping the road network unchanged i.e. no 74 32% 7 33%

upbuilt roads

A test for two proportions was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****p<0,0001

None of the differences observed between the preferred ways to limit the number of visitors
in the Central Highland were significant at a statistical level (Table 37).
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Table 38: Reasons in favor of road development in the Central Highland according to
those favorable to road development among supporting and opposing groups.

. fweights f h
Variable Category _Z of weights for cac groub
Supporting (n =124) Opposing (n =20)
Why do you say that roads in the Central Highland should be upbuilt?
To increase travel safety inthe CH 86 70% 13 66%

To better connect different parts of the country 66 53% 15 75%

To be able to travel in the CH without needing a 53 3% 14 7%
ax4*
To better distribute tourists around the country* 40 32% 12 60%
To release pressure from popular tourist 33 6% - 3%

attractions in the lowlands

A test for two proportions was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****n<0,0001

The reasons behind the support of road development in the Central Highland differ between
the supporting and opposing group on two items: to be able to travel in the area without a
4x4 and to better distribute tourists around the country. In both cases, a higher proportion of
those opposed to the establishment of the National Park selected them (67% versus 43% and
60% versus 32% - Table 38).

Table 39: Reasons against road development in the Central Highland according to those
unfavorable to road development among supporting and opposing groups.

. > of weights for each group
Variabl . .
ariable Category Supporting (n =131) Opposing (n =28)
Why do you say that roads in the Central Highland should NOT be upbuilt?
To preserve the character of the CH 113 86% 21 73%
Rough tracks and river crossmg are part of the 100 6% 20 0%
experience of the CH
To preserve the wilderness experience of the 87 6% 10 36%
CH**
To limit motorized traffic in the CH* 69 53% 8 27%
To encourage longer stays over daytrips in the o5 19% 5 19%

area
A test for two proportions was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****n<0,0001
When it comes to the reasons behind opposition to road development, significant differences
were observed for the preservation of wilderness experience (66% for the supporting group
versus 36% - Table 39) and the limitation of motorized traffic (53% versus 27%).
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Table 40: Purposes of national parks according to the supporting and opposing groups.

. fweights f h
Variable Category _Z of weights for each gr c_)up
Supporting (n=371) Opposing (n =55)
What should be the main purpose of Icelandic national parks?
To protect vegetation and habitats of birds and 318 86% 1 62%
animals**
To manage tourism to minimize damage on 300 81% o5 64%
nature®
To protect the landscape and wilderness**** 317 86% 25 46%
To educate visitors about the na_ture and 248 67% 35 63%
environment
To increase the possibilities for public outd(?or 191 504 o8 50%
recreation
To support rural development in nelghb_o_rhlng 68 s 21 -
communities**

A test for two proportions was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****n<0,0001

The perceived purposes of Icelandic national parks received lower scores in the opposition
group, in particular the protection of landscape and wilderness (46% versus 86% - Table 40),
and except of the role of the park as a tool for local development (38%, versus 18%).

Table 41: Improvements of protected areas according to supporting and opposing groups.

. of weights for each grou
Variable Category _Z gh groub
Supporting (n =349) Opposing (n=51)
How to improve the management of NP and other protected areas in Iceland?
With increased ranger activities, surveillance 283 81% o 50%
and monitoring****
With increased cooperation with the tourism 208 60% o5 48%
sector
With stricter rules on travel behavior*>* 211 61% 17 34%
With increased consultation with local 170 49% 28 56%
governments
With increased consultation Wlt[h outdoor 163 AT% o5 48%
recreation groups
With precise planning on all land-uses**** 169 49% 8 15%

A test for two proportions was computed for each category. *p<0,05; **p<0,01; ***p<0,001;
****n<0,0001

Regarding potential improvements of protected areas, the opposition expressed less support

for increased ranger activities (50% versus 81%); stricter rules on travel behavior (34% ver-
sus 61%), and land-use planning (15% versus 49%).
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5.4 Summary of the Results

5.4.1 A Popular Venue for Outdoor Recreation

The results highlight the importance of the Central Highland as a recreational venue for the
respondents as over two third of them (68%) have visited the area in the past, and therefore
qualify as users of the area. Over half of these users (54%) have been there six times or more,
little more, or 61%, usually visit the area for at least one night, and the large majority (82%)
do so during the summer months. The more experienced users (i.e. those with over 10 visits)
are more prone to visit for longer period of time and during other seasons. About a third of
them usually visit the area for over three nights (29%, compared with 12% for those with 1-
10 visits), and not necessarily during summer (29%, compared with 11%). On average, re-
spondents pursue 2.1 activities in the area and have visited 6.2 of the travel regions identi-
fied.

The most popular activities pursued in the area are jeep trips (pursued by 57% of those pur-
suing outdoor recreation in the area); day-hikes (by 40%), and mountain hikes (by 26%),
follow by more specific activities, such as fishing (16%), longer hikes, backpacking (15%),
foraging (14%), snowmobiling (11%), hunting (10%), horseback-riding (9%), caving (9%)
and gathering the sheep (9%).

The regions of the Central Highland that have been visited by most respondents are
pérsmork-Melifellssandur (70%, of which 43% ranked it as the most important area), fol-
lowed by Kjalvegur (66%); Sprengisandur-Laugafell (53%); Kaldidalur (50%); and bj6rsa-
Tungnaa-Veidivotn (46%). Despite being a major destination for foreign visitors, the region
“Hekla-Torfajokull” has only been visited by about 38% of the respondents.

5.4.2 General Views on Land-Use Issues

The majority of the respondents (63%) express support for the establishment of a national
park in the Central Highland (compared with 10% of opposition). Views are more supportive
from residents of the capital area (71% of support and 6% of opposition) than the countryside
(47% of support and 17% of opposition). Most respondents also agree that the number of
visitors to the Central Highland should be limited (65% agree and 11% disagree), regardless
of their residency. Other land-use issues are however much more debated, such as accom-
modation development (31% of support and 33% of opposition) or road development (33%
of support and 36% of opposition).

Half of those considering that there is a need for increased accommodation in the Central
Highland want more services in the area (50%) to cope with increasing visitor numbers
(49%). Most of those who disagree want to maintain the area as it is (66%), prevent mass
tourism (62%), limit the number of visitors (57%), and nearly half of them want to preserve
undeveloped travel experiences (47%).

Those in favor of road development consider that such development would increase travel
safety (68%), help connect different part of the country (58%) and allow to reach the area
without needing a 4x4 (49%). Those in opposition consider that roads should not be upbuilt
to preserve the character and experience of the area (78%), as rough tracks and river cross-
ings are part of it (70), and to limit motorized traffic in the area (54%).
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The main advantages identified with the establishment of the park by its supporters are re-
lated to its abilities to increase understanding about the value of the area (71%), to protect
the region as a whole (70%), and to manage tourism in the Central Highland (69%). The
main disadvantages identified by the opposition are the reduction of opportunities for public
outdoor recreation (63%), its operational cost (57%), and that such a national park would
lead to increase centralized governance from the state (55%).

5.4.3 Profiles of Those in Favor of the National Park.

Those favorable to the establishment of a national park in the Central Highland primarily
reside in the Capital area (75%), have a higher proportion of 18-29 y/o (18% versus 8% in
the opposition), are more concerned about the environment (74% of them with a 7+ rating
on 1-10 concern scale, versus 55%), and are politically more oriented to the left (31% of
them with a 3- rating on 1-10 left-right scale, versus 11%). Nearly one third of them has not
visited the Central Highland, and among those who did, nearly half have been there between
one and five times (44%, versus 30%). The vast majority usually visits the area during the
summer season (91%, versus 59%). 22% of those among them that are involved in recreation
pursue longer hikes or backpacking (versus 7%).

5.4.4 Profiles of Those Opposed to the National Park

Those in opposition with the establishment of a national park in the Central Highland are
mostly males (65%), residents of the countryside (60%), and nearly half of them are over 60
y/o (46%). The vast majority of them has visited the Central Highland before (88%, versus
68% for the supporting group), and among those who did, a third has been to the area over
20 times (32%, versus 16%), and nearly a quarter usually visits the area in winter (22%,
versus 2%). 75% of the opposition that is involved in outdoor recreation in the Central High-
land pursue jeep trips (versus 50%); 26% pursue snowmobiling (versus 7%); and 19% took
part in rounding the sheep in the autumn (versus 4%).

5.4.5 Views of the Users of the Area

The users of the Central Highland are significantly more opposed to the establishment of the
National Park than non-users (12% of opposition compared with 4%), and to road develop-
ment in the Central Highland (41% of opposition compared with 27%). Those engaged in
jeep-trips, fishing, snowmobiling, or gathering the sheep express a significantly lower level
of support for the park than those who do not pursue such activities. Those pursuing other
activities, in particular related to hiking, are on the other hand more supportive towards the
park than those who do not. Building up roads in the area was particularly opposed by those
pursuing motorized activities, such as snowmobiling, ATVs and motocross, along with fish-
ing and horseback-riding enthusiasts. Asked about the purposes of national parks in Iceland,
the users are more likely to mention the protection of vegetation and habitats (83% compared
with 73% of non-users), the landscape and wilderness (80% and 71%) and to increase the
possibilities for public outdoor recreation (51% and 42%). In regard with improving the
management of protected areas, they are also more likely to choose increased consultation
with local governments (52% versus 42%) and recreational groups (47% versus 35%), but
less likely to select stricter rules on travel behavior (51% versus 67%).
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6 Discussion

The nation-wide survey conducted in this study provides a comprehensive overview of pub-
lic attitudes to the proposed Central Highland National Park. Through the collection of data
on outdoor recreation in the Central Highland and opinions on land-use issues related to the
park, this research built an esssential foundation for furhter studies. First, offering an oppor-
tunity to conduct an in-depth stakeholder analysis, focusing on the opinions of the users of
the area and comparing them with non-users. Second, approaching the proposed national
park among a set of land-use issues related to access, capacity and management of tourism
reveals a more detailed vision of the desired conditions for the Central Highland. Third,
providing insights on the value of the area in a non-monetary, recreational approach. This
discussion chapter is articulated around these three research fields, concluded by research
implications and perspectives.

6.1 A Stakeholder Approach to the Proposed
Central Highland National Park

The results of this study clearly indicate that there is a strong support for the establishment
of a national park in the Central Highland (63% of support and 10% of opposition), which
is consistent with previous nation-wide opinion polls (Isaksen & Jonsdottir; 2015;
Sverrisdottir et al., 2011). All nation-wide surveys carried out measured a significantly lower
level of support outside of the capital area (47%, versus 17% of opposition). While there is
no simple explanation to this gap in the public opinion, approaching the reasons for support-
ing and opposing the park provides valuable insights on this matter. The support of the park
appears to be primarily driven by conservation goals (i.e. protecting vegetation, habitats,
landscapes and wilderness) and by its role to manage tourism and educate visitors. The con-
cerns expressed by the opposition revolve around the reduction of opportunities for outdoor
recreation, the operational cost of the park and governance issues. Effectively addressing
each of these components will most likely constitute the cornerstone of a broader acceptance
of the proposed Central Highland National Park.

The results reveal that the views of the users of the Central Highland are more polarized than
those of non-users, bespeaking of their interest in the management of the area and asserting
their legitimate qualification as stakeholders when it comes to nature conservation. The
recreational characteristics of those among them who support and oppose the park differ in
terms of activity participation rates, number of visits to the area and preferred season for
visitation. The activities that are more popular within the opposition group (in particular jeep
trips and snowmobiling) have been subjected to regulations or restriction in protected areas
in the past (Baldursson et al., 2018; GOI, 2017b; VNP, 2016) which even resulted in signif-
icant dispute between recreational interests and park managers (e.g. Vonarskard, see
Huijbens & Benediktsson, 2015). On the other hand, the supporting group is significantly
more involved in activities such as multi-day hiking and backpacking which are particularly
popular among foreign visitors to the Central Highland (e.g. Laugavegur hiking trail). This
could indicate that visiting popular destinations in the Central Highland might increase the
perceived need for tourism management. Those visiting during the low season or away from
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popular destination experience the area in settings which do not require tourism management
to preserve the quality of their experience.

6.2 Public Views on Development of the Central
Highland

For the proposed Central Highland National Park to meet the expectations of the public, it
is of crucial importance to know their preferences regarding the development of the area,
and management of tourism. The results show that views on upbuilt roads and increased
accommodation in the Central Highland are divided (respectively 33% and 31% of support,
versus 36% and 33% of opposition). Interestingly, users of the area express a much stronger
level of opposition (41% versus 27% for non-users) towards upbuilt roads in the area. This
pattern was already observed in other surveys focusing on improvements of specific roads
(Gudmundsson, 2003; 2015). Recurring components for the opposition to such develop-
ments include the preservation of the authenticity of the area and related travel experiences,
along with limiting visitation/traffic. In this regard the results indicate that the users think
about resmoteness as a more important component of their travel experience than non-users.
Considering that the most visited regions of the Central Highland (with the exception of
porsmork-Melifellssandur) are those with most developed access conditions (Kaldidalur,
Kjalvegur and Sprengisandsleid), access improvement is likely to increase visitation, in
particular if it would allow small rental cars to reach the area (as it might be with upbuilt
roads). Given that limiting access though direct management measures (i.e. visitor fees or
permits) is conflicting with the public right of access to the land (see @ian et al., 2018), such
improvement would subsequently increase risks of over-tourism, reducing opportunities to
experience solitude, hence depreciating wilderness qualities.

Another nation-wide survey suggests that primitive infrastructures in the Central Highland
are seen as more appropriated than more developed alternatives (Olafsdottir et al., 2016). A
decreasing gradient of perceived appropriateness was reported between jeep tracks; upbuilt
gravel roads and upbuilt paved roads; as well as between mountain huts and hotels. Other
studies investigated public preferences for road improvements (Gudmundsson, 2003; 2015)
on the four main roads in the Central Highland, revealing in all cases a majority of opposition
to upbuilt roads, although repairs and bridges on largest rivers were more supported. Kjalve-
gur received most support to be upbuilt (about 45%), followed by Sprengisandsleid (41%),
Kaldidalsvegur (33%), and Fjallabaksleid nydri (26%).

The results further show a strong support to limit the number of visitors in the Central High-
land (65% versus 11%). Most of those in favor considered controlling visitor numbers in
sensitive areas and setting up a fee on tourism companies operating in the area as the best
way to do so. Those in favor of the park were significantly more supportive of such limitation
than those in the opposition group. However, no difference was noticed with regard to resi-
dency, meaning that although residents of the countryside are favorable to limiting visitor
numbers in the Central Highland, some of them do not believe that a national park would be
the appropriate tool for it. This strong support for limiting the number of visitors might partly
explain the division of the opinion toward upbuilt roads and increased accommodation as
such development would attract more visitors to the area. However, the results did not allow
to identify whether those opposing upbuilt roads do so to limit the number of visitors the
area as the survey used for that purpose only focused on limiting motorized traffic.
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Increased accommodation (e.g. INPA, 2019a; Landslag 2016; Mannvit, 2018) and improve-
ment of access conditions in the Central Highland as formulated in local planning documents
(e.g. Gislason et al., 2018; Gislason et al., 2019:47; Rangarping Eystra, 2015) is inconsistent
with a limitation of visitor numbers. Such development would not only increase visitation,
pressure on natural attractions, call for man-made structures and decrease wilderness quali-
ties, but also lead to more restrictions of travel behaviors (e.g. forbidding walks outside of
marked trails, closing jeep tracks) which would affect in particular domestic users and reduce
the acceptance of management. Establishing a National Park in the Central Highland would
provide a strong brand for marketing purposes, which might increase attention and attract
more visitors to the area in the future (Fredman et al., 2007). The use of indirect management
measures (i.e. keeping access conditions and accommodation capacity limited) might appear
as a more prudent approach while reducing the need for restrictions, which may lead to a
better acceptance from domestic users and wilderness seekers (Gundersen et al., 2015).

6.3 The Social Value of the Central Highland

Conventional land valuing approaches tend to focus on supposedly more objective economic
approaches related to land-uses, for example in terms of revenues or jobs generated by tour-
ism, hydropower and grazing. Under such approaches, domestic outdoor recreation might
be delegated to a secondary rank, in particular in popular tourism destinations as its monetary
contributions are comparatively lower than those of foreign visitors (e.g. UIIE, 2018). This
is partly explained by the fact that domestic recreational stakeholders tend to have their own
vehicles and stay in summer cottages instead of expensive hotels. Other approaches to the
socio-cultural value of an area for conservation sometimes include willingness to pay frame-
works (e.g. Cook et al., 2018; Lienhoop and MacMillan., 2007) or alternative surveying
methods (King, 2020). Documenting the modalities of domestic outdoor recreation provides
an indication of the level of attachment to the area and its importance in the quality of life of
these stakeholders.

The findings of this research highlight the importance of the Icelandic Central Highland for
domestic outdoor recreation. Not only do users of the area constitute over two thirds of the
population (68%), but they also tend to visit the area repeatedly, and most of them (54%)
have been there six times or more. The yearly visitation rates however remain undocu-
mented. According to Gudmundsson (2003; 2015), about a quarter of the public would visit
the area at least once a year, except that Pérsmork was not considered as part of the area.
Another nation-wide survey estimates that 23% of the public visited the area several times
per year (Olafsdottir et al., 2016:92), but those with who visited the area only once a year
were in the category “one visit or less”, totaling the remaining 77%. This high rate of re-
peated visits denotes a strong level of place attachment among domestic users of the area.
Those who travelled the most in the area also tend to do so through longer average stays and
are more prone to visit the area during winter. The diversity of recreational activities pursued
in the area and the large number of sub-regions visited (average of 6,2 out of 16) are also
indicators of the level of place attachment. This overview is also essential for the interpreta-
tion of the views expressed by the users of the area. The results clearly indicate that the area
Is an important venue for domestic outdoor recreationists, independently of the type of ac-
tivity pursued. Despite the significant diversity in their recreational profiles, users share a
certain experience and level of interest in the area, asserting their position as stakeholders of
the Central Highland.
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6.4 Research Implication and Perspectives

This research is articulated around the proposed Central Highland National Park while cov-
ering a much broader range of land-use issues and providing an overview of outdoor recre-
ation in the Central Highland. This permitted to approach users of the area as a single group
of recreational users and identify synergies and divergences of opinions among them. Com-
pared to non-users, their views were more polarized regarding the proposed park and upbuilt
roads. Securing a broader consensus among users of the area on the proposed national park
will require managing tourism effectively while preserving a wide range of opportunities for
outdoor recreation. Increased stakeholder consultation also appears as a sensible prerequisite
to avoid management-related contentious. The findings indicate that upbuilt roads constitute
a particularly sensitive issue among the users of the area. This could be traced to their will-
ingness to preserve the character and experience of the area (naturalness, remoteness, prim-
itiveness, opportunities for solitude); and on the other side to travel safety, better connections
to different parts of the country and being able to access the area without a 4x4. Further
research is particularly needed on this matter as perspectives of increased access are embed-
ded in local planning documents.

Through this approach the study effectively fulfilled the research aims formulated: collecting
nation-wide data on domestic outdoor recreation in the Central Highland; documenting the
views of the public on the proposed national park and related issues; exploring characteris-
tics and preferences of the supporting and opposing groups; and comparing the views be-
tween users and non-users. Nevertheless, further research could provide complementary in-
sights, in particular by dedicating a closer attention to perspectives about road development
in the area. This research emphasizes the relevance of stakeholder approaches, and investi-
gating the views of professional users of the area (e.g. tourism, energy, grazing, research,
etc.) would be particularly valuable to develop a better understanding of the interests at stake
in the area.

Other nation-wide approaches would benefit from investigating the reasons for non-visita-
tion among those who have never been to the Central Highland (lack of interest, time, trans-
portation mean, etc.), and more could be done to document travel intentions for the next/first
visit. In particular, investigating whether popular destinations are avoided due to lack of
opportunities for solitude might be relevant to verify whether tourism causes a displacement
effect for domestic users. The activity segmentation approach used in this study may be
improved by being more inclusive, not only for very specific activities (e.g. geo-caching,
droning, cani-cross, etc.) but also for commonly pursued activities (e.g. camping, bathing in
hot springs, etc.). A distinction could also be made between primary activities and secondary
activities (i.e. differentiating driving as a sightseeing activity compared with driving to reach
an area where another more important activity is to be pursued). Transportation means and
accommaodation types would also deserve more attention. Higher resolution mapping of vis-
itation and recreational activities would also be relevant to complement the data collected
by Gislason (2016:355-367).

The data collected through this research is of a vital importance for longitudinal studies, in
particular to analyze trends in recreational patterns. An identical, parallel open survey was
conducted by the present author and distributed to all recreational and environmental organ-
izations in Iceland, providing additional exploratory data on the views of high interest
groups, along with significant qualitative material for further research (as for Appendix C)
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6.5 Concluding Remarks

Over the past decades, the Icelandic Central Highland has become increasingly popular for
tourism and outdoor recreation. Traditionally used as summer pastures for sheep grazing,
the area is also harnessed by the energy sector, which resulted in significant land-use con-
flicts. In this context, a citizen campaign driven by environmental and recreational organi-
zations called for the establishment of a large national park in the Central Highland. The
issue was brought to the forefront of the governmental agenda and a parliamentary bill is
expected to be submitted in the fall session of 2020. Although previous opinion polls indicate
a strong public support for the park, underlying public expectations remained largely undoc-
umented. The nation-wide survey conducted in this study provides a more comprehensive
overview of public attitudes to the proposed Central Highland National Park than previous
surveys. Support for the park appears to be primarily driven by conservation goals, along
with its ability to manage tourism in the area and educate visitors. The opposition finds its
roots in concerns over reduction of recreational opportunities, operational cost and govern-
ance issues. Securing a broader support for its establishment relies on the ability to meet
expectations of supporters while addressing concerns of the opposition.

By investigating other issues related to tourism management in the area such as limitation of
visitor numbers or road and accommaodation development, this research provides highly rel-
evant insights for decision-makers and land-use planners. The support for limiting the num-
ber of visitors in the area emphasizes that the national park should not be a catalyst for tour-
ism development but manage it in a suitable and sustainable manner. Views on road and
accommodation development indicate a strong divide in the public opinion and point to the
need for further consultation on these issues.

The findings also reveal that the area is a particularly important venue for domestic outdoor
recreation. The diversity of recreational patterns and the high number of visits to the area
testify of a strong level of attachment among recreational users. The characteristics of their
views also denote a high level of preoccupation and care for the modalities of its manage-
ment, in particular when it comes to perspectives of road development and nature conserva-
tion. Their divergences of opinion with non-users provide additional reasons to consult them
and understand their positions to better meet their expectations. This would contribute to the
identification of potential sources of disputes at an early stage of the decision-making pro-
cess and prevent further escalation.

Additional stakeholder consultation would be beneficial to better document views to the
proposed Central Highland National Park and outline its management of land-uses. While
this study focused on recreational users of the area, the views of professional users (including
guides, hut wardens, park rangers, drivers, sheep-farmers, etc.) also deserve a specific atten-
tion.
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Appendix A — Questionnaire

1- Hefur pa ferdast inn & midhalendi Islands? Sja afmorkun midhalendisins & kortinu
hér ad ofan.
Ja / Nei / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

2- Hvenar forstu i pina fyrstu ferd inn & midhalendid?
Fyrir arid 1960 / Arin 1960-1969 / Arin 1970-1979 / Arin 1980-1989 / Arin
1990-1999 / Arin 2000-2004 / Arin 2005-2009 / Arid 2010 eda sidar / Veit ekki /
Vil ekki svara

(Arid 2010 eda sidar: Hvada ar forstu i pina fyrstu ferd inna midhalendid? 2010 /
2011 /2012 /2013 /2014 /2015 /2016 /2017 / 2018)

3- Huversu oft hefur pu farid inn & midhalendid?
1-5 sinnum / 6-10 sinnum / 11-15 sinnum / 16-20 sinnum / Oftar en 20 sinnum
[ Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

4- A hvada arstima ferdast pu helst inn & midhalendid?
A veturna (oktober til april) / A sumrin (mai til september) / Nokkud jafnt yfir
ario / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

5- Hversu margar netur ad jafnadi dvelur pu @ midhalendinu i hverri ferd?

0 neetur (eingdngu dagsferdir) / 1-2 naetur / 3-5 natur / 6 naetur eda fleiri / Veit
ekki / Vil ekki svara
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6-

Hefur fjoldi ferda pinna inn @ midhalendid aukist, stadid i stad eda minnkad
sidastlidin 5 ar?
Aukist / Stadiod i stad / Minnkad / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

Hvers konar ativist stundar pa helst & midhalendinu? Merktu vid allt sem vid a.

Dagsgongur / Fjallgéngur / Fjérhjolaferdir / Fugla-/dyraskodun / Hellaskodun /
Hjolreidar, fjallahjolaferdir / Hundasledaferdir / Jeppaferdir / Joklagéngur /
Klettaklifur, isklifur / Kéfun / Lengri gongur, bakpokaferdir / Métorhjolaferdir,
enduro / Reidtarar, hestaferdir / Roaferdir, kajakferdir, fludasiglingar / Skidaferdir,
gonguskidaferdir / Skotveidar / Smélun / Snjopragugdngur / Stangveidar,
netaveidar / Svifveengjaflug / Tinsla (ber, sveppir, 0.s.frv.) / Vélsledaferdir /
Vidavangshlaup, rathlaup / Annad. Hvad? / Stunda enga Gtivist & midhalendinu /
Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

Hvers konar ativist er mikilvaegust fyrir pig persénulega a midhalendinu? Merktu
vid hamark 3 atridi - settu 1 fyrir framan pad sem pér finnst vera mikilvaegast, 2
fyrir pad sem er naest mikilveegast og 3 fyrir pad sem er pridja mikilveegast.Merktu ad
hamarki vid prju atrioi.

Hvada sveaedi a midhalendinu, samkvaemt svaedaskiptingu & ofangreindu korti, hefur
b heims6tt? Merktu vid allt sem vid a.

1 — Arnarvatnsheidi / 2 — Kaldidalur / 3 — Kjalvegur / 4 - Svaedid N. Hofsjokuls
/'5 - Svaedio V. bjorsarvera / 6 - bjorsa-Tungnaa / 7 - Hekla-Torfajokull / 8 -
porsmork-Melifellsandur / 9 - Langisjor-Lakagigar / 10 - Jokulheimar-VVonarskard
/ 11 — Sprengisandur / 12 - Askja-Kverkfjoll / 13 - Myvatnsoreafi / 14 -
Mdodrudalsoraefi-Kverkfjoll / 15 - Snafell-Lonsoraefi / 16 — Vatnajokull




10- Hver af peim svaeedum sem pu hefur heimsott eru i mestu uppahaldi hja pér?Merktu
vid hdmark 3 atridi - settu 1 fyrir framan pad sem er i mestu uppahaldi, 2 fyrir pad
sem er i naest mestu uppéhaldi og 3 fyrir pad sem kemur par & eftir. Merktu ad
hamarki vid prja atridi.

11- Hversu sammala eda 6sammala ertu eftirfarandi fullyrdingu? Takmarka parf fjolda
ferdamanna & midhalendinu.

Mjog sammala / Frekar sammala / Hvorki sammala né 6sammala / Frekar
6sammala / Mjog ésammala / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

12- Hvernig telur pu ad best veeri ad takmarka fjolda ferdamanna & midhalendinu?

Merktu vid allt sem vid a.

Med pvi ad halda vegakerfinu & midhalendinu 6breyttu, p.e. hafa afram
6uppbyggda vegi.

Med pvi ad styra fjolda ferdamanna & viokvemum sveedum.

Med gjaldi a pau ferdapjonustufyrirteeki sem nyta svaedid i atvinnuskyni.

A annan hatt, hvada?

Veit ekki

Vil ekki svara

13- Hversu sammala eda 6sammala ertu eftirfarandi fullyrdingu? Bjéoa parf upp &
aukid gistirymi & midhalendinu.
Mjog sammala / Frekar sammala / Hvorki sammala né 6sammala / Frekar
6sammala / Mjog 6sammala / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

14- Af hverju telur pa ad auka purfi gistirymi & midhalendi islands? Merktu vid allt
sem vid &.
Til ad auka pjonustu pegar ferdast er um midhalendid.
Til ad stydja vid frekari préun ferdamennsku & midhalendinu.
Til ad minnka alag & vinseelum ferdamannastodum & laglendinu.
Til ad lada efnameiri ferdamenn ad midhalendinu.
Til ad auka fjolbreytni i frambodi & gistirymum & midhalendinu.
Onnur asteda, hver?
Veit ekki
Vil ekki svara

15- Af hverju telur pu ad ekki eigi ad auka gistirymi & midhalendi Islands? Merktu vid
allt sem vid a.
Til ad viohalda midhalendinu eins og pad er.
Til ad takmarka fjolda ferdamanna & midhalendinu.
Til ad sporna vid fjoldaferdamennsku a midhalendinu.
Til ad lada ferdamenn i leit ad vidernisferdamennsku ad midhalendi islands.
Til ad vidhalda 6byggdatillfinningu ferdalanga.
Onnur asteda, hver?
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Veit ekki
Vil ekki svara

16- Hversu sammala eda 6sammala ertu eftirfarandi fullyrdingu? Mér finnst ad vegir &
midhalendinu ettu ad vera uppbyggadir.
Mjog sammala / Frekar sammala / Hvorki sammala né 6sammala / Frekar
6sammala / Mjog 6sammala / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

17- Af hverju telur pu ad vegir @ midhalendinu eigi ad vera uppbyggdir? Merktu vid allt
sem vid a.
Til ad tengja betur saman landshluta.
Til ad geta ferdast um midhalendid an pess ad purfa 4x4 jeppa.
Til ad auka umferdardryggi & midhalendinu.
Til ad dreifa ferdéaménnum betur um landid.
Til ad minnka alag a vinselum ferdamannastodum a laglendinu.
Onnur asteda, hver?
Veit ekki
Vil ekki svara

18- Af hverju telur pu ad vegir & midhalendinu eigi ekki ad vera uppbyggdir? Merktu
vid allt sem vid &.
Til ad takmarka vélvaedda umferd um midhalendid
Til ad viohalda upprunaleika midhalendisins
Til ad yta undir lengri ferdir i stad dagsferda um svaedid
Erfidir vegir og voo eru hluti af upplifuninni af pvi ad ferdast um midhalendi
Islands
Til ad skerda ekki vioernaupplifun & midhalendinu
Onnur asteda, hvada?
Veit ekki
Vil ekki svara

19- Hversu mikla eda litla pekkingu telur pa pig hafa & Iogum og reglum um fridlyst
svaedi & Islandi?
Enga pekkingu / Litla pekkingu / | medallagi / Mikla pekkingu / Mjog mikla
pekkingu / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

20- Hver attu ad pinu mati ad vera meginmarkmid islenskra pjodgarda? Merktu vid allt
sem vid &.
AdJ auka mdguleika almennings til Utivistar.
Ad vernda grédurlendi og busvedi fugla og dyra.
Ad vernda landslag og viderni.
AQ fraeda ferdamenn um nattdru og umhverfi.
AQ styra ferdamennsku pannig ad huan valdi sem minnstum skada & nattarunni.



A0 studla ad byggdapréun i nerliggjandi samfélogum.
Annad, hvad?

Veit ekKki

Vil ekki svara

21- Hvernig er ad pinu mati mikilvaegast ad baeta stjornun pjédgarda og annarra
fridlysta svaeda hér & landi? Merktu vid allt sem vid &.
Med auknu samstarfi vid ferdapjonustuna.
Med auknu samradi vid sveitastjornir i naerliggjandi samfélogum.
Med auknu samradi vid Utivistarhopa.
Med nakveemu skipulagi um alla landnytingu
Med aukinni landvorslu, eftirliti og gaeslu
Med strangari reglum um umgengni.
Annad, hvad?
Veit ekki
Vil ekki svara

22- Ertu fylgjandi eda andvig(ur) stofnun pjédgards & midhalendinu?
Mjog fylgjandi / Frekar fylgjandi / Hvorki fylgjandi né andvig(ur) / Frekar
andvig(ur) / Mjog andvig(ur) / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

23- Hvert af eftirtoldu alitur pu helstu 6kosti sliks pjodgards? Merktu vid allt sem vid &.
Hann myndi leida til offjélgunar ferdamanna & midhalendinu
Hann myndi skerda mdguleika almennings til Gtivistar a midhalendinu
Hann myndi leida til aukinnar midstyringar af halfu rikisins
Hann myndi ryra vidernaupplifun @ midhalendinu
Hann yrdi mjog dyr i rekstri
Hann myndi skerda méguleika til uppbyggingar i pagu ferdapjonustu
Hann myndi skerda méguleika til orkunytingar & midhalendinu
Annad, hvad?
Veit ekki
Vil ekki svara

24- Hvert af eftirtldu alitur pu helstu kosti sliks pjédgards? Merktu vid allt sem vid a.
Hann myndi styrkja imynd islands sem ferdamannalands.
Hann myndi auka skilning & verdmaeti midhalendisins.
Hann myndi audvelda styringu ferdamanna a midhalendinu.
Hann geeti sett krofur um abyrgari nytingu ferdapjénustunnar a nattdrunni.
Hann myndi setja skordur vid frekari orkunytingu & midhalendinu.
Hann myndi vernda morg sveedi sem ekki njota verndar i dag.
Hann myndi vernda midhalendid sem eina heild.
Annad, hvad?
Veit ekKi
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Vil ekki svara

25- Hvers konar breytingar myndu gera midhéalendid meira adladandi til dtivistar fyrir
big sjalfa(n)?

26- Er eitthvad sem pu vilt beeta vid i lokin um malefni midhalendis islands?

27- N0 er kdnnuninni alveg ad ljuka, adeins drfaar spurningar eftir. Ert pa medlimur i
einhverjum samtékum sem lata sig Gtivist eda umhverfismal varda? Merktu vid allt
sem vid a.

Ja, ég er medlimur i ativistarsamtokum / Ja, ég er medlimur i umhverfisverndar-
samtokum / Nei, ég er hvorki medlimur i umhverfisverndar- né Utivistar-
samtokum / Vil ekki svara

28- [ stjornmalum er stundum talad um haegri og vinstri. Hvar myndir pu stadsetja
sjalfa(n) pig a kvarda fra 0 til 10, par sem O er til vinstri og 10 er til haegri?
O-Vinstri/1/2/3/4/5/6/7/8/9/10-Hegri/ Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

29- Hversu miklar eda litlar &hyggjur hefur pu af umhverfismalum? Notadu kvarda fra
0 til 10, par sem 0 stendur fyrir engar &hyggjur og 10 fyrir mjog miklar ahyggjur.
0-Engar ahyggjur/1/2/3/4/15/6/7/8/9/10-Mjog miklar &hyggjur / Veit
ekki / Vil ekki svara

30- Hvert er hasta stig menntunar sem pu hefur lokid?

Grunnskélandm eda minna / Starfsnam / Idnnam - verklegt ndm &
framhaldsskolastigi / Boklegt nam a framhaldsskolastigi / Nam i sérskola &
haskolastigi / Grunnnam i haskola / Meistarandm i haskola / Doktorsnam / Annad,
hvad? / Vil ekki svara

31- Hver er stada pin & vinnumarkadi?
I launudu starfi / Sjalfstaett starfandi / Atvinnurekandi / | nami / A eftirlaunum /
Oryrki / Atvinnuleitandi / 1 fedingarorlofi/foreldraorlofi / Heimavinnandi /
Annad, hvad? / Vil ekki svara

32- Undir hvern af eftirfarandi flokkum fellur adalstarf pitt?
Stjornendur, kjornir fulltrdar og adstu embeettismenn / Sérfredingar med
haskolaprof / Teknar og sérmenntad starfsfolk/ Skrifstofufolk / pjonustu-,
umdnnunar-, s6lu- og afgreidslufolk / Bendur og fiskimenn / Idnadarmenn og
sérheeft idnverkafolk / Bilstjorar, véla- og vélgaeslufolk / Osérhaft starfsfolk /
Annad, hvad? / Veit ekki / Vil ekki svara

33- Er eitthvad sem pu vilt koma a framfeeri vardandi kdnnunina sem heild eda einstaka
spurningar? Ef ekki, smelltu 4 ,,Afram* hnappinn.
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i Pj6dmalakénnun Félagsvisindastofnunar Haskéla islands er spurt um ymis samfélagsleg malefni
og pad sem efst er 4 baugi hverju sinni. | pessari kénnun var spurt um afstodu islendinga til
midhalendis islands og fleiri mala tengdum nattdru islands og ferdamennsku.

Konnunin nadi til 1500 medlima i netpanel Félagsvisindastofnunar Hi. Netpanell Félagsvisinda-
stofnunar samanstendur af folki 18 ara og eldra & landinu 6llu sem hefur sampykkt ad taka patt i
netkdnnunum & vegum stofnunarinnar. Netpanellinn byggist 4 tilviljunarurtaki Gr pjédskra. Séfnun |
netpanel & sér stad jafnt og pétt og fylgst er vel med samsetningu hans. Medal annars er pess geett
aod dreifing kyns, aldurs, blsetu, menntunar og tekna sé sem likust pvi sem hdn er medal allra
landsmanna, 18 ara og eldri. Med pvi ad tryggja geedi netpanelsins med framangreindum heetti er
moguleiki & ad alhaefa um nidurstddur rannsékna sem byggjast & svérum Gr honum.

FRAMKVAMD OG HEIMTUR

i byrjun var tekid 1500 manna lagskipt tilviljunardrtak Gr netpanel Félagsvisindastofnunar. Urtakid
var lagskipt eftir kyni, aldri og busetu til pess ad pad endurspegladi sem best samsetningu
landsmanna. Alls svérudu 693 kénnuninni og er patttékuhlutfallid pvi 46,2% (sja toflu i).

Tafla i. Framkvaemd kénnunarinnar

Framkvamdamati Netkdnnun
Upplysingasafnun 10.04 -07 05 2018
Fjoldi i artaki 1500
Fjoldi svarenda 693
patttokuhlutfall 46%

i toflu ii ma sja dreifingu medal svarenda og i pydi eftir kyni, aldri, blisetu og menntun. Eins og sja
mé er munur 4 aldursdreifingu svarenda kénnunarinnar og islendinga almennt, en svérun var lakari
i yngsta aldurshépnum en i 6drum aldurshépum. Einnig var munur & hlutfalli svarenda eftir
menntun, en hlutfallslega fleiri med haskélamenntun svérudu kénnuninni heldur en medal peirra
sem hoéfdu lokid grunnskélamenntun. Gégnin voru vigtud eftir kyni, aldri, busetu og menntun til pess

ad nidurstodur geefu sem réttasta mynd af pyai.
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Tafla ii. Samanburdur a dreifingu eftir kyni, aldri, busetu og menntun svarenda og pyodis

Fjokdi svarenda  Hiuffall svarenda Fjokdi i pydi Hiutal i pydi

Kyn

Kar 346 49 9% 130.409 50,4%
Kona 347 50,1% 128.156 49,6%
Aldur **

18-25 ara 53 7.6% 39.362 15,2%
26-35 ara 80 11,5% 48.624 18,8%
36-45 ara 116 16,7% 44 905 174%
45-55 ara 148 211% 42572 16,6%
56-65 ara 136 19,6% 38.988 15,1%
66-75 ara )| 13,1% 25.777 10,0%
76 ara cg eldni m 10,2% 18.337 T1%
Buseta

Héfudborgarsvaedi 438 63.2% 166.120 64,2%
Landsbyggd 255 36,3% 92.445 35,8%
Menntun **

Grunngkdlamenniun 73 11,2% 71.730 326%
Framhaldsskdlamenniun 275 42,2% 82.300 T 4%
Haskélamenniun 303 46,5% 66.100 30,0%

Markizzkur munur er & hiufali svarenda og hluiall i pydi; *p < 0.05, **p <0.01, **p < 0.001

102



VAHLZ
FREY. HASKOLI [SLANDS

O\
§ FELAGSVISINDASTOFNUN

R !‘\°

U*’L

RO

BAKGRUNNSUPPLYSINGAR

Tafla 1. Kyn
Fioldi
fyrir vigiun  efir vigiun Hiugall Vikmdrk +/- Hiugtall
Karl 346 | 49% 3 7% [
Kona 347 352 51% 37 I 1o
Alls 693 693 100%

Tafla 2. Aldur

Fjokdi
fyrir vigun  efir vigiun Hiutall Vikmdrk +- Hiugial

e

18-29 4ra 81 154 22% 31% I 0

30-44 ara 152 182 26% 33% I 5%

45-50 ara 216 178 26% 33% I 250

60 ara og ekdri 244 180 26% 33% I 5%

Alls 693 693 100%

Tafla 3. Buseta

Fioidi
fyrir vigun ~ efir vigiun Hiugall Vikmork +/- Hiugall

Héfudborgarsvadi 438 445 54% 36% I /0

Landsbyggd 255 247 36% 3,6% I 5

Alls 693 693 100%

Tafla 4. Hvert er haesta stig menntunar sem pu hefur lokio?

Fioidi

fyrir vigiun  efir vigiun Hiugal Vikmork +/- Hiugal
. 0 0 0 0 000 0_0_0O0_00_1
Grunnskdlanam eda minna 73 193 30% 35% I 0%
18nnam - verklegt nam & framhaldsskolasagi 174 139 21% 31% I 21
Boklegt nam & framhaldsskolasagi 101 110 17% 20 N 7%
Grunnnam i haskola 186 128 20% 31% I 20%
Meistaranam i haskola 17 82 13% 25% I 3%
Fjoldi svara 651 651 100%
Svarar ekki 42 42
Alls 693 693
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Appendix C - Qualitative Data

Qualitative data collected through the survey is compiled in this section as it was obtained
(in Icelandic).

“Other” answers

Several survey items provided the option for the respondent to add an “other” answer, in
which case, a text box would allow to specify what it would be. The survey items with these
other answers were the questions 7, 11, 13, 14, 16, 17, 19, 20, 22, and 23. Here are listed all

the answers provided for these items:

Q7 — Other recreational activity pursued in the Central Highland:

Ferdast milli landshluta

hef verid i hopferd ratuferd og stuttar
gonguferdir

Joklaskodun

Keyra turista og gongufolk a fjalabil,
"Trass"

Laugar, Grodur
Natturu skodun

Nattarufarsskodun, jardfraedi, grodur og
dyralif

of gamall
Okuferdir

Rall

sem |. ferdamleidsdgumapur med erl
skodunarferd
Tjaldferdir

Vann & halendinu érin 1975-1979, Sidan
var ég i bjérgunarsveit og for 6taldar
feroir a Halendio.

Var leidségumadur i eitt sumar
Vinna

Vinna og skodunarferdir

vinna vid virkjanir

Vinnu

Vinnuferair.

Q11 — Other way to limit the number of visitors in the Central Highland

AJ ferdapjonustufyrirteeki fai vottun fra
umhverfisradineytinu til ad fara um
midhalendid med ferdamenn.

AQ folk purfi ad ganga i gegnum namskeid
eda taka prof til ad geta fengid leyfi til ad
fara @ midhalendid. Til ad vera viss um
hvernig folk er i stakk buid og til ad pad
geti borid abyrgd & eigin veru par. Annars
er pad bara pannig ad folk 4 ad vita ad

heettur bua i vedrum vindum og joklum og
ef madur fer ekki varlega getur farid illa.
Byggignar hlid og mannvirki eiga ekki ad
vera a valdi 300.000 manna pjodar ad
byggja upp fyrir margar milljénir manna
sem eiga ad hafa common sence. bad &
ekki ad vera edlilegt ad varpa 6geefu sinni
eda Oheppni i 6llum tilvikum yfir & annad
folk.
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Adgangstyra & hvern dag, akvedinn fjoldi
sem ma heimsakja & hverjum degi. Gert
greinarmun a dagsgestum og
naeturgestum.

Banna erlendar ratur an islenskra
leids6gumanna. Banna smabila.

Banna jafnvel akv. stadi.

fa ferdamenn til ad bera virdingu fyrir
landinu

Ferdamenn borgi tryggingar og leit og
bjorgun

Lagfera vegi gera seemilega feera

l4t ferdamanninn greida fyrir ad fara um
svadin

Med ad setja kvota a hvad pad geta margir
ferdamenn farid Ut & halendi og auka gj6ld
& ferdamanna bransan

med Ollu ofangreindu

med samvinnu milli sveitarfélaga og sidan
vid ferdapjonustufyrirteki og skipulagi

Med pvi ad styra fjélda folks inn i landid
allt. Banna ferdir okunnugra an heefs
leidségumanns.

med voktun a viokveemum svaedum
natturupassi fyrir erlenda ferdamenn

Oxulpungatakmarknair
dekkjasteerd

0g lamarks

require tourists to purchase a pass (like US
national parks)

Setja kvota a ferdamenn og skilda isl.
fararstjora

pa minnkar geta erlendra ferdamanna til
ad komast til akvedinna stada. Ferast
sjalfur ekki lengur, kominn & aldur og er
oryrki.

pad parf ad hugsa pessa ferdapjonustu fra
grunni og til langs tima. Umradan er i
ongstreeti, par sem rafveitendur og meintir
umhverfissinnar tala tvé framandleg
tungumal.

Q13 — Other reason for supporting accommodation development in the Central High-

land
Gera O0llum kleift.

pad parf ad auka gistirymi & voldum
stoédum, einkum i japri midhalendisins.

pvi fylgir ymiss pjénusta
Til ad auka 6ryggi ferdamanna

til ad ekki sé verid ad gista a stédum sem
pola illa mikid alag.

til ad styra betur hvar félk gistir, pad megi
ekki gista vhar sem er & midhalendi
islands

Til pess ad madur fai gistirymi an pess ad
panta ar fram i timann

vernda gréour med takmorkun tjaldstaeda
0g wc adstodu

Q14 — Other reason for opposing accommodation development in the Central Highland

baett umgengni
Midhaledio er oreefi. bar & ekki ad koma

upp pegindagistingu, slikt eydileggur
tifinninguna fyrir ébyggdum. Ad skal i
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kampavini & oreefahoteli er alika olesi a
umhverfi sitt og ad naga svidahaus i
kokteilbodi

notast viod tjold



Studla ad skipulagi sem tekur tillit til
polmarka hvers svadis

Q16 — Other reason for supporting road development in the Central Highland

Auka 0ryggi

Beeta ad gengi

eiga ekki ad vera uppbyggadir
Minnka mengun

Minnkar likur & ad ferdamenn fari sér ad
vooa

Nidurbyggdir malarvegir anna ekki
umferd, valda rykmengun og er dyrt ad
vidhalda

naverandi vegir margir 6faerir & sumrin

Raforku og ljésleidaratengingar.

Reyna ad hindra utanvega akstur.
Pad dregur (r utanvega akstri

pad er bara kominn timi til

pad parf ad stjorna umferdinni

Til ad audvelda almenningi adgengi
Til ad vegirnir séu betri.

Verda fyrr greidferir og haldast lengur
feerir

Vil hélendisveg milli  Nordur og
Sudurlands

Q17 — Other reason for opposing road development in the Central Highland

Bilar eydileggja meira en feetur a pessu
sveedi

fyst parf ad byggja upp vegi i byggd

Hradbraut gegnum o6reefi  eydileggur
hugtakid orefi.

Nota frekar peningana & laglendisvegi.

Of kostnadarsamt ad vidhalda
Styra umferdinni betur & halendinu

pad er dyrt ad vidhalda slikum vegum og
pbeir yrou of oft 6feerir.

virding fyrir nattdrinni

Q19 — Other main purpose of National Parks and other protected areas in Iceland

A0 efla vitund um néttdru, sogu,
menningu og og sjalfsmynd pj6dar

Ad standa sem best vord um eina mestu
pjédargersemi Islands.

AQ studla ad ferdadryggi

Ad studla ad pvi ad nerliggjandi samfélog
njoti.  goéds i formi  fjOlbreyttari
atvinnutekifeera og beaeta lifsgedi ibla
sveedis

auka adgang veidimanna
Bjoda aukna pjénustu

Fraeda ferdamenn um vidkvemni nattlru
islands

Sja um innheimtu i takt vid gefna pjonustu

Stjorna pvi hvert ferdamenn fara midad
vid astand vega og svadis

Vardveita sogulega stadi
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Q20 — Other ways to improve management and organization of National Parks in Ice-

land
aukinni fraeoslu
betri vegir

Fjarlegja Ofgamenn ar  stjornkerfi
bjodgardanna

hetta ad hlusta & reykvikinga bara
heimamenn &ttu ad fa ad hafa ahrif

Hef ekk i velt pessu fyrir mér
Innheimta fyrir greidda pjonustu riflega
Klosettadstada um allt land

Med aukinni vitund um rétt a landi og
samvinnu par um

Mead hverri peirri adferd sem skilar arangri

Med miklu meira samradi  vid
landeigendur og pa sem bua i dreifbylinu

Med strangari reglum og auknu samstarfi
vid ferdapjonustuna

Med upplysingum og gestastofum
mig skortir pekkingu
samraema regluverk

Stefnumdrkun til langs tima, til deemis til
arsins 2050

pad getur enginn styrt umhverfismalum
fyrir pjodina, nema pjodin sjalf sé
umhverfissinnud.  Umhverfio  nytur
tillitssemi, ef pad verdur hluti lifsgeedum
okkar, likt og umferdamenning verdur
ekki til annars stadar en i hugarheimi
dkumannsins.

pj6ogaroar er ekki gdéd lausn. Hindrar
edlilegann adgang almennings ad landinu

Q22 — Other perceived disadvantages of the proposed National Park in the Central

Highland

Midstyring dregur Ur samkeppni o0g
sérstodu milli svaeda. Pad er ahugaverdara
ad njota pess ad heimszekja fleiri
svaedi/pjodara. Hvert med sinni sér stodu,
t.d. 8 - 12 sveadi.

Reynslan af Vatnajokulspjodgardi er sleem

P& yrdi um ofstyringu & gaedum lands ad
rada

pad parf ad fara varlega i petta og hafa gott
samrdd vid sveitafélogin, sem hafa
nytingarréttinn

beir sem nyta halendid fengju ekki ad hafa
ahrif bara reykvikingar

Q23 — Other perceived advantages of the proposed National Park in the Central High-

land

Helst parf ad manna og auka eftirlit &
alagstima.

Audvelda innheimtu gjalda
Hann myndi styrkja sjalfsimynd pjodar og

efla virdingu fyrir landinu og landsins
gaedum.
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pad er naudsynlegt ad freista pess ad koma
umraedunni Ur pvi Ongstraeti, adalmenn
umhverfis- og orkumala hafa lokad i bada
enda.

Vekur athygli og virdingu ibua landsins &
vidernum og osnortnum sveedum landsins



Desired Conditions

Here are listed the answers to the question “what changes would make the area more attrac-

tive to you personally?”.

Abyrgari hegdun manna i umgengni vid
landid og sérstaklega grodur. Meira eftirlit
og sektir vid utanvegaakstri, styra
hjolreioum (baedi reidhjol og vélhjol) a
vegi og vegsloda og ad hjolreidar séu ekKi
leyfilegar a fjargétum og gongustigum.
Hestamenn verdi ad syna meiri gat
oghardar se tekid & skemmdum & gréadri af
peirra voldum.

AdJ adalvegir vaeru uppbyggdir og 6llum
feerir, en vegir 0t fra peim séu atladir til
gongu, reidmennsku, hjolreida eda
annarrar Utivistar

AQ eiga fararteeki vid hefi:)

ad hafa adgang ad midhalendinu og geta
upplifad fegurdina an pess ad raska
natturunni

Ad hafa pad eins og pad er nlna
Ad halda pvi sem dsndrtustu
Ad hreyfa sem minnst vid nattdrunni.

Ad rekast ekki allsstadar & ferdamenn og
geta hlustad & kyrrdina i fridi.

A0 stjorn Vatnajokulspjéodgards feri ad
vinna meo ativistahGpum 0g
skattgreidindum sem ju borga laun peirra

AQ styra alagi a fjolsottustu stadina, ad
eiga tryggja peim sem pess dska adgang
ad faférnum 6réskudum sveedum

AD bPAD VARI GROPURSAELLA,
PJONUSTHUS SEM  UPPFYLLIR
DAGLEGAR PARFIR (STURTA, WC,
RAFMAGN)

A0 pad veeri meira i takt vid pjédgarda
sem madur pekkir erlendis, t.d. i Nordur
Ameriku.

Adalega ad ég myndi afla mér meiri
vitneskju un midhalendid.

Adeins betri vegir/samgdngur

adgengilegar upplysingar um
midhalendid, mdgulegar heettur og
jakveeda hluti

adgengilegra

Adstada fyrir tjold og adra gistingu.
Afram 6spillt fatt folk

Audveldari adkoma - betri vegir.

Audveldari samgongur um svadid. -----
Uppbygging vegakerfis um midhalendi til
ad tengja saman landshluta a ad geta farid
saman vid verndun midhalendis

Audvelt ad ferdast pangad.
Auka eftirlit
Auka gistimdguleika og wc adstéou.

Auka gistimOguleika. Bata vegi. Auka
geeslu

Auka parf adgengi almennings ad
Midhalendinu, gera folki kleift ad ferdast
par um an of mikils tilkostnadar, beeta
almenningssamgongur, vegi og vegsldoa,
svo og gongusloda. Opna parf betri leidir i
fleiri manudi & ari, s.s yfir Kjol. Beeta parf
gistimoguleika og snyrtiadstodu. Efla parf
kynningu & Midhalendinu og téfrum pess
fyrir alla aldurshépa og efla leidsogn.
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Koma & tengslum milli bulenda og
bjodlenda og kynna buskaparhztti ad
fornu  og nyju. Kynna  pétt
Midhéalendissveeda fyrir lifsafkomu og
mannlega tilvist, s.s. Eiriksjokuls og
nagrenni hans sem matarbdr i 6flun
vidbotar lifsvidurveeris i gegnum aldirnar
og sem skjol fyrir atlaga. Vefa saman sogu
og menningu Midhalendisins i fortid og
natio.

Auka vid gistingu og pjonustu.

Aukido adgengi, en samt ekki frjalst
adgengi.

Aukid drval af gistiméguleikum. Betra
skipulag gonguleida, og betri merkingar.
Strangara utanumhald og haar sektir fyrir
pa sem ekki fara ad logum.

Aukin pjénusta og betri merkingar

Auknar merkingar & gonguleidum. Aukid
fjarmagn til verndar mestu alagspunktum.

Beeta vegina til pess ad beta 6ryggi. Auka
upplysingaflaedi fyrir ferdamenn sem eru
ad ferdast sjalfir, mikio um ad peir stoppi
a haettulegum stodum.

Beeta vegunum.

Beett adgengi og betri vegir

Beett adgengi, betri pjonusta.

Beett pjonusta med sem minnstu raski.

Beett vegakerfi og merkingar vid vegi. bad
hefur komid fyrir mjog oft ad tdristar
keyra of hratt (t.d. i beygjum) par sem ekki
er haegt ad maetast.

Beettar samgongur

bettir  vegir, upplysingaskilti  sem
audvelda dagsgongur, stikadar
gonguleidir, upplysingar um ahugaverda
stadi fra landvoréoum, jafnvel gongur i
fylgd landvarda

110

banna storar ratur 30+ farpegar og litla
bilaleigu bila

Bara hlyntur pvi sem er.En lata ferdamenn
finna fyrir abyrgd. Ekki vada um allt,sem
peir gera nu til dags.

Betra adgengi

Betra adgengi en samtimis verdur ad passa
upp & ad halda midhalendinu eins ésnortnu
0g mogulegt er.

Betra adgengi og gistimdguleikar
Betra adgengi, fjolga gistirymum.

Betra adgengi,
gistimoguleikar.

vegamalin,
betra adgengi/vegir --gédar upplysingar /
merkingar - g6d landvarsla /gasla

Betra skipulag, meiri stjornun, en parf ad
vinnast i samstarfi vid landeigendur

betra skipulag,upplysingar og adgengi
Betra vegakerfi
Betra vegakerfi

Betra vegakerfi og vel strikadar
gonguleidir.

Betri adkoma

Betri adkomu.

Betri heilsa

betri landvarsla , og almennt eftirlit
betri merkingar

Betri samgongur

Betri samgongur og aukin pjoénusta.
Gisting og veitingar.

Betri samgongur po ég telji pad frekar
6raunhaeft



BETRI SAMGONGUR.
Betri skalar

Betri stigar, meiri upplysingar um sveedio
0g betri gististadir

Betri Stofn veigi

Betri uppbyggdir vegir
Betri upplysingagjof
Betri vegasamgongur (fyrir litla bila)
Betri vegi

betri vegi

Betri vegir

Betri vegir

Betri vegir

Betri vegir

Betri vegir

Betri vegir

Betri vegir

Betri vegir

Betri vegir

Betri vegir og adgangu fyrir hinn almenna
borgara. Halendid & ekki ad vera bara fyrir
utvalda sérutbuina ferdalanga.

Betri vegir og pjonusta, salerni.
Betri vegir og tjaldstaedi.

Betri vegir, feerri erlendir feréamenn
betri vegir, fleiri salerni vid veginn

Betri vegir, gisting og pjonusta.

Betri vegir, p.e. ad ekki purfi ad keyra yfir
Obriadar ar.

Betri vegir.

Betri vegur svo pad sé ekki bara fyrir rika
jeppakalla

Bornin min meettu eldast svo ég geeti tekid
pau med i konnunarleidangra pangad...
Vonandi bidur midhalendid bara dbreytt
par til ad pvi kemur.

Breyta sem minnstu. Nyta halendid sem
adrar  audlindir. Hamarka ardsemi
halendis til lengri tima litio.

blinn ad svara
Byggja upp vegakerfid
byggja upp vegi

ef ég kemist pangad a bilnum minum pa
veeri eihver moguleiki & ad ég feeri pangad.

"Ef pessi atridi sem nefnd eru, - eru i lagi,
er pad ad minu mati , adeins vedur sem
stjornar pvi

hvort ferdamadur njéti landsins okkar -
eins og best verdur a kosid."

Eg er anaegdur med svadid Gbreyit.
Eg er ekki ad ferdast lengur

ég er ekki mikid i utivist

Eg er ordin 77 ra og heetur ad ferdast.

'Eg er ordin pad gomull ad hef ekki hugsad
at i ferdir um halendid held ég sleppi peim

Eg held ad pad yrdi gengid betur um og pé
er pad meira adladandi

Eg myndi ekki vilja breyta neinu, bara

fylgjast med vegum og slédum og passa
ad peir hverfi ekki ne eydileggist.
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Eg myndi vilja sja  Kklosett,
upplysingamidstodvar, hotel 0g
veitingastadi sem falla fullkomlega inn i
nattaruna pannig ad asynd svaedisins
breytist ekki. Gera mjog strangar krofur
um slika uppbyggingu en samt pannig ad
bad byggist upp. Vioda erlendis hefur petta
verid gert med miklum séma og vid
purfum ekki ad finna upp hjolid i peim
efnum.

ég tel ad gjaldtaka ( gjold purfa pa ad
renna til peirra sem byggja upp landid)
myndi segja mikid og storefla parf
Klosettadstodu a ferdamannastodum og
eftirlit med umgengni, og mengun &
vidkvaeemum svaedum.

Eg vil engar breytingar par

Eg vil hafa pad helst i 6breyttri mynd
Eingar.

EINGAR.

Einginn sérstok

Eins mikid 6breytt

Ekkert

Ekkert

Ekkert

Ekkert rosalega margar.

Ekkert svo ég viti !!

EkKi gott ad segja

ekki trodio af ferdafolki

EkKki viss

Engar

engar

engar
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engar
Engar

Engar

Engar breytingar

Engar breytingar

Engar breytingar

Engar breytingar & halendinu

Engar breytingar. bad veri best ad geta
haldid i nattruna eins og hun er, an pess
ad purfa ad raska neinu. En pad eru eflaust

bara héfleygir draumar, pegar kemur ad
ferdapjonustunni og pvi sem fylgir.

Engar héspennulinur, litill sjanaleiki ad
félk hafi farid um svaedid og raksad pvi.

engar sérstakar
Er ekki ad spa i pad.
Er ekki mikil dtivistarmanneskja

Er ekki sérstakur ahugamadur um ferdalog
um midhalendid. Tel po rétt ad halda pvi
eins Osnertu og haegt er fyrir pa sem
pangad s&ekja

Fekka farartekjum, styra og dreyfa
feroafdlki og vinna gegn og laga
skemmdarverk a nattarunni
(utanvegaakstur og annad rask)

Feerri ferdamenn

feerri ferdamenn & alagstimum

Feerri ferdamenn en eru i dag.

feerri ferdamenn og meiri virding og
bekking & landinu.

Feerri ferdamenn.

Faerri tdristar



Ferdast ekki um halendid

Ferdast litd sem ekkert um Midhalendid i
dag.

Finnst pad alveg adladandi en hef samt
ekki farid. Sennilega randyrt midad vid
hvad utlendingar eru rukkadir um heér a
landi.

Finnst pad mjog ahugavert eins og pad er!
Styd frjdlsa ferdamennsku. En skil ad
kannski parf aukid adhald med fjolgun
ferdamanna. VVona ad adgerdir i sambandi
vid pad verdi i samrddi vid alls konar
utivistarfolk og adra en bara folk sem polir
ekki feroafolk & velknunum taekjum. Eins
parf ad geeta ad pvi ad ferdapjonusta gangi
ekki alltaf fyrir og fai einhver seradgengi.
Er mjog mikill nattGruunnandi og Ottast
aofor ad minum ferdamdoguleikum par
sem eg er fjolskyldumanneskja og ekki
mikil géngugeit. Hef samt nad ad hafa 6ll
min bérn mikid & fjéllum og pau elska pad
og leera mikid a pvi tel ég.

fint eins pad er - alltaf eitthvad nytt ad sja
i nattdrunni

Fjolbreyttari gisting fyrir fjolskyldufdlk

Fleiri "veitingarhls™ eda stadi par sem
klosett, matur og ruslatunnur veeru
adgengilegri svo nattaran verdi fyrir aem
minnstum skada. Meetti einnig grodursetja
fleiri grodur svoseg tré og annad svo
bilgerdirnar virdast rkki endalausar & milli
byggda (sérstaklega & leidinni fra
reykjavik ad jokulsarloni). Sekta einnig
folk sem losar rusl eda gerir parfir sinar til
ad minnka rusl og annan opvera.

Flottari frontur, tjaldsteedi og adstada fyrir
ferdamenn

Fyrir mig og marga adra sem eru ordnir of
fullordnir fyrir erfid ferdaldg er adgengi
malio , sidan geeti beett adgengi lika
studlad ad Oparfa tradki og umferd um
vidkvaem svedi .

Fyrir mig pyrfti ad verda audveldari
adgangur ad pvi.

Fyrst og fremst betra adgengi. Eg & ekki
4x4 jeppa sjalf og kemst pvi aldrei a
minum eigin vegum pangad sem mig
sarlangar ad fara.

Gera vegi sem audvelda okkur ad fara
pangad og minnkar keyrslu utan vega

Get haft morg ord um petta. pad parf ad
nota it6lu & sveedinn, sem vinselust eru.
td. var ég & moti pvi ad hleypa bifreidum
yfir hvislina i Landmannalaugum og ég tal
n ekki um ad setja bra & hanna.Nu er ég
ekki i pvi ad kynna svaedi, sem mér fynst
verulega gaman ad koma @&, pvi pa er
straumurin koma par.

Geta haft tekiferi & ad sekja pangad i
dagsferdir, gongur, hlaup eda skodun.

goa styring ferdamanna.

Gobda vegi yfir Kjol og Sprengisand asamt
gédum  vegi nordan  jokla  fra
Kéarahnjukum vestur i Borgarfjord

godar og vel merktar génguleidir svo ad
folk fari ekki utanvegar og skemmi

GoOdir og Oruggir vegir.. Til ad vernfs
grodur og umhverfi. Pannig ad enginn
pyrfti ad aka utan vega med tilheyrandi
skemmdum.

GOair vegir og einhver adstada til ad skilja
bilinn eftir . Gisting eda tjaldstedi slédar
sem heaegt veeri ad fylgja

Ga&air vegir um halendid - ekki vegir Ut um
allt. Gera parf vegakort - vegaaatlun.

Gott adgengi, freedsla um gonguleidir
Gott adgengi

Hefileg uppbygging & fallvegum og
skinsamlega nyting audlinda fyrir pjodina
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Hafa hana sem dspilltasta.

Hafa pad ein og pad er, lata pad i fridi.
hafa pad obreytt

Hafa petta eins og er nattdruleg

halda pessu eins fersku ogospilltri nattaru
eins og hun er i dag

Halda pvi obreyttu i naverandi mynd. pad
meetti po studla ad aukinni uppgraedsiu
(grédurs og jardvegs) & kvednum stédum
& halendinu

Hef ekki skodun & pvi einsog er
Held pad purfi ekkert ad breyta

Helst enga breytingu. burka ut alla 6parfa
vegasloda og génguleidir.

herda eftilit svo nattira skemmast ekKi,
hef of oft komid ad bilum og folki sem
rada ekki vid ad ferdast um hélendid. Folk
sem geri sér engan grein fyrir hvad bidi
hvorki vedurfarslega eda natturan.

Hjolastolaadgengi

Hofum pad bilgengt ad akvoonum
svedum og sidan faum vid okkur
gbngutdra

Horfum til annarra pjoda t.d. Nordmanna
um hvernig peir hafa gert petta

Innheimta inn a svaedid. Ad pad séu
pjonustustddvar inn a svaedid og sja til ad
enginn fari pangad an pess ad borga vel
fyrir pa pjonustu sem par er veitt asamt
inngangi & sveedid

Ja ef pad liggur ekki vegur pangad ad pa
fer ég ekki pangad er svolitid motté hja
mér. Ef ég myndi ferdast um petta svadi
ad pa veeri pad gert med pvi ad aka um
svaedid. bannig ad ég segi beett vegakerfi
um midhalendid veeri eitthvad fyrir mig.
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Komid hér ad framan
lagfeering & vegakerfi halendisins

leggja uppbyggda vegi milli landshluta,
sidan gera peim mogulegt sem vilja
byggja upp pjénustu og almenna gistingu
og pvi sem pvi fylgir & halendinu til ad
gera landid eftirsoknarverdara fyrir
islendinga og almenna ferdamenn

Leyfa pvi ad vera sem mest 6mengad
adkomu mannskepnunnar.

Liklega betri bilvegur

liklega betri vegir og einhver verslun yfir
hasumarid.... en ad sama skapi veri pad
bara alls ekki gott pvi pa yrdi atrodningur
erlendra ferdamanna liklega mikill par
lika... og pad vil ég ekki! islendingar purfa
ad f& ad hafa einhverja stadi sem peir geta
heimsétt & islandi an pess ad vera valtadir
nidur af erlendum ferdamoénnum

liklegast skarri vegir
Litlar

Markvissari og virkari landgraedsla /
endurheimt landgaeda/grodurs.

Med betri vegum, svo ekki purfi stéra
jeppa eda einhverja utanvega bila til
ferdast um 4.

Med pvi ad byggja upp vegi

Meira adgengi ad pjénustu gisting, salerni
t.d.

meiri adstada i bodi
Meiri snjor

Meiri pjonusta fyrir alla gesti sem ferdast
um landid badi Islendinga sem og Gtlenda
ferdamenn fl. WC. og hreinlatisadstoou
fl. gististadi par sem heegt veeri ad fa sér
létta og holla neeringu & vidradanlegu



verdi, jafnframt pvi ad geta slakad & og
fengid anaegulega hvild.

Meér dettur ekkert i hug

Mér finnst ad pad eigi ekki ad breyta
nattarunni. bad & bara ad vernda hana. A
vinselum gonguleidum metti  samt
hugsanlega halda godngustigum vid og
stika goénguleidir. Ef adgengi verdur of
audvelt p4 mun adsékn margfaldast og
mér finnst pad ekki jakveaed proun.

Mér finnst halendid adladandi eins og pad
er

Mer finnst midhalendid fallegt eins og pad
er, pad parf ad passa upp a ad hrofla ekki
of mikid vid pvi en engu ad siour parf ad
passa upp a ad keyrt sé ekki utanvegar,
passad sé upp & pann grodur sem er til
stadar skemmist ekki.

Meér finnst pad dasamlegt eins og pad er en
upphaekkun vega finnst mér ad veeri til
goas.

Meér finnst pad mjog adladandi eins og pad
er.

merkingar

Midhalendid er oreefi. Pad & ekki ad gera
bad adladandi fyrir ferdamenn til Gtivistar,
ferdamenn eiga ad laga sig ad
midhalendinu. Okkur vantar ekki 100 stk.
60 manna rutur & dag inn & halendid. Pad
er ndg af slikri ferdamennsku i byggo.

midhalendid er pegar adladandi til
ativistar fyrir mig

Minna af folki
Minni ferdamenn

Minni fjéldaferdamennska, takmarkanir a
bilaleigubilum

Minni magn tdrismi

Minni midstyring

Minnkun ferdamanna & eigin vegum

Mun ekki nyta mér ativist & halendi
Nattdran

nei

NokKrir storir aningastadir m. pjonustu
Nyta betur audlindir

Obreytt

Okuferir vegir

Oruggara adgengi p.e. betri vegir, meiri

landvarsla og aukin méguleikar a gistingu
myndu gera midhalendid meira adladandi

fyrir mig.

Oruggur bjodvegur og grodur fridadur
Oryggi ferdafdlks

Osnert nattara

pass

Reglur um adgengi verdi skyrari

sem minnstar breytingar

Sem minnstar breytingar, adrar en per ad
styra umferd Utlendinga um nattaruperlur
okkar svo ad peaer vardveitist 6skemmdar

Skilgreina vel markad vegakerfi sem er
lagt i landid og an mikils inngrips og
roskunar. Hafa bundid slitlag og hafa
vegina greiofeera einungis yfir
sumartimann, utan pess tima parf
ferdaleifi og peir einir meiga fara um
halendid sem hafa til pess leifi.
"Certification"

Skyrar upplysingar um hvar méa vera an
pbess ad valda raski.
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Stigar sem skada ekki umhverfid. Skilti
um gonguleidir. Salernisadstada. Annars
hef ég ekki mikla pekkingu & pessu svidi
og hvad er midhalendid hefur uppa ad
bjoda fyrir mig.

Stjorn & fjolda ferdamanna og gott
skipulag

Styring a fjolda ferdamanna
Styring & fjolda ferdamanna
T.d. betri vegir svo ég keemist & eigin bil.

Takmarka fjold erlendra ferdamanna.
Skilda erlendar ferdaskrifstofur sem bjéoa
upp a ratuferdir til ad hafa islenskan
fararstjora. Upplysa um  verdmeeti
halendisins. Hafa vegakerfid & halendinu
eins og pad er og leyfa natturunni ad njota
sin 2)

Takmarka fjolda ferdamanna

Takmarka hamarkshrada, i 60 km, engin
asteeda til ad keyra hradar.

Takmorkun a fjélda. Byggja upp adstddu
sem polir fjoldann. Hafa afram dsnortin
sveedi.

Pad 4 ekki ad breyta neinu, nema adstodu
ferdamanna. Gisting og hreinleatisadstada.

Pad meetti lagfeera vegi.

pad parf ad koma i veg fyrir ad alls kyns
trukkar fra erlendum ferdaskrifstofum
pveelist upp & halendid okkar og
storskemmi pad med glefraakstri og
favitaskap. Latum alla bera virdingu fyrir
landinu okkar,ekki bara Islendinga. Takk

fyrir.

paegilegri vegir, og aukid eftilit &
halendinu sem sagt eftirlit med pvi ad folk
&0i ekki af stad a vanbunum Okutaekjum
og i varhugaverdu vedri.
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parf ekki & breytingum ad halda - er hett
ferdalogum um sveaedid!

parf ekki ad breyta neinu!
parf engar breytingar til pess

parf engar breytingar, bara takmorkun
erlendra  ferdamanna an skerdingar
islenkra ferdamanna um midhalendid.

bjonusta, gisting og godir vegir

pjonustustddvar , adgengi ad vatni ,
salerni , sturtum , gistiadstodu f. ferdabila
og tj6ld ( skipuleg plon )

PGOgn

Til lengri tima litid, veeri easkilegt ad
ferdast haegt og yfirvegad um
midhalendid, baedi & tveimur jafnfljotum
0g med adstod rafmagns. Munadurinn yrai
folginn i pvi ad hafa tima, sem er pad sem
natimamadurinn hefur almennt ekki, og
njota freedslu, sem almennt fer minnkandi,
0g eiga pess kost ad neyta einfalds og holls
matar i ferdalagi um petta dyrlega sveedi.

Tjaldsvaedi sem er pannig gert ad madur
verdi litid var vid adra gesti. Semsagt vel
stukad af fyrir hvert og eitt fellihysi. Ma
alveg rukka 4000 KR & nottina ef adstadan
er flott og jafnvel heit laug a stadnum. Og
svo metti hafa & afmorkudu svedi
jadaripréttabraut. Fyrir fjérhjol, krosshjél
og svoleidis taeki.

Tryggja ad ekki prifist par massatdrismi!

Tryggja samgongur og eftirlit & vinsaelustu
ferdamannastédum

Uppbygging vega

Upphakkadur vegur yfir Kjol og hluta
Sprengisands, an pess ad fara i frekari
vegaframkveemdir Gtfra peim vegum. Svo
myndi ég vilja sja samvinnu sveitarfélaga
og almennings vid grédurraekt, svo sem
vid plontun tjraa.



Vardveita hin miklu nattiruveromaeti m.a.
med goori styringu ferdamanna um
svaedid og efla landvorslu til mikilla muna

vegaframkveaemdir

vegir godir og uppbygging pannig ad sé
heegt ad fara um allt &rid og svo stjorna ut
fra adalleid Kjalvegi til annarra stada til
stjornunar a 4gengi. En ad hagt sé ad fara
yfir gamla pjodleid og pé hafa &fangastadi
uppbyggoa til ad staldra vid. Sem sagt
adgengi fyrir alla um Kjalveg en stjornun
og frekari igrundun og takmoérkun um
onnur sveedi

Vegir og tjaldsveedi

Veit ekki

veit ekki

veit ekKi

Veit ekki

Veit ekki

veit ekki

veit ekki

Comments on the topic

veit ekKki

Veit ekki, fint eins og pad er

Veit ekki, Langar ekkert pangad eins og er
veit ekki.

Veit ekki.

Vel skipul6gd utivistarsveedi.

vent ekki

Ver eins og pad er sem mest dsnortid
vernd a nattdru og dyralif
Vidernisverndun, aukinn fjoldi
adgengilegra gonguleida, adgengilegar
almennar  upplysingar, tél til ad
skipuleggja lengri ferdir.

Vidhalda torveltu adgengi

Vil ekki svara.

Vil hafa pad eins og pegar ég for par fyrst.
Morg &r sidan. Eiginlega dsnortid.

Vitneskjan um verndun, viss pjonusta vid
ferdamenn

Here are listed the other comments in relation with the issues covered in the survey:

A0 frelsi til ad aka um halendid & snjo
verdi ekki skert

AJd midhalendid sé opid sem flestum.

Ad reynt verdi sem mest ad auka virdingu
folks fyrir 6snertu viderni

Ad vid purfum ad vernda nattdruna okkar
eins og barn. betta er pad sem gerir okkur
ad islendingum... frelsid og nattdrun

Afar mikilveeg gerd stiga, verndun og
eftirlits a vinsaelustu ferdamannastéoum.
Eins og er eru pessir stadir a laglendi
Islands.

Audlind sem parf ad bera mikla virdingu
fyrir. Alltaf a leidinni ad ferdast meira og
kynna mer betur hvada leidir eru feerar
sem myndi henta mer til pess ad svo geti
ordid.

Bata merkingar, betri kort med
gbnguleidum og meiri freedsla um ségu.
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Beaeta par klosettadstoou og setja nidur
gama til ad henda rusli.

Bara ad pad parf ad vernda pad ad 6llum
meetti!

Byrja sem fyrst ad vernda halendid.

Ef midhalendsipjodgardur verour
stofnadur er mikilvaegt ad stjorna umferd
folks um halendid. Stofnun pjodgards
segir folki ad petta sé stadur sem virdi er
ad heimszkja en moérg sveedi innan
halendisins eru mjog vidkveem og parfnast
mikillar ~ verndunar.  burfum aukid
fjarmagn og landverdir verda ad vera
synilegri!

Efla parf sveitarstjornarstigid, til deemis ad
krefja sveitarfélog um ad lagmarki 20.000
ibtafjolda til pess ad taka af allan
hrepparig i kringum midhalendid. Med pvi
naum vid ad taka hreppa og hagsmuni
farra at fyrir sviga og vid forum ad hugsa
um almannahagsmuni 0g
langtimastefnumorkun.

Eftirlit & midhalendinu er of litid og stor
svaedi sem eru meira og minna an eftirlits.
A0 morgu parf ad hyggja ef &4 ad byggja
upp ferdapjonustu & midhalendinu
naudsynlegt ad undirbla pad vel svo
hvorki spillist land né fridur. Vid verdum
ad vera medvitud um hvengr ndg er ndg!

Eftirlit med halendispjodgéroum verdi i
héondum pess sveitarfélags sem pjodgardur
fellur undir, ekki styra ollu fra
hofudborginni

Eg hef ferdast um petta svaedi fra pvi ad ég
var litil og hef séd & pvi Otralegar
breytingar - allt of faar til gods pvi midur.
pad er lykilatridi ad vid hugum ad pessu
landsvaedi, verndum pad og reynum ad
halda pvi a&fram eins og pad var. Natturan
& ad njota vafans i 6llum tilvikum, po6 pad
bitni & ferdafdlki eins og mér eda a gréda
fyrirteekja og stofnana.

118

Eg held ad pad sé vilji hja sveitastjornum
ad fara i samrdad med nytinguna. En
varlaeg skal farid pvi peningasjonarmid
eru hja mérgum pad eina, sem raedur.

ég tel ad sekta purfi meira, pa sem ganga
illa um halendid og pegar skemmdir verda
& viokvaemum svaedum.

Eg tel ad sveitarfélégin, sem og baendur
sem eigendur jarda eigi ad hafa hvad mest
ad segja um skipulag halendisins. ----- Eg
vil sja vandvirkni vid Gthlutun starfsleyfa
a4 héalendinu og takmoérkun a frekari
orkuvirkjun i steerri kantinum.

Eg pakka fyrir ad fa taekifeeri til ad tja mig
um malio.

Eg vil halda midhalendinu 6snortnu.

Einleag wvon um ad pjodgardur
Midhalendisins verdi ad veruleika & nastu
misserum!

Ekki ad sinni.

Ekki hleypa utlendingum i vélslédaferdum
inn & sveedin.

Ekki opna halendid fyrir  6llum
ferdamonnum ef pad a ad vera fridlyst og
verndad sveadi pa ber okkur (6llum) ad
vernda pad ekki lata spilla eda skemma
pad..

En enga ofgar sem eftilitsidnadurinn
vinnur ad

Engar virkjanir a halendinu og pad & ad
vera ferdafrelsi

engin uppbygging er g6d uppbygging, en
vidhald og landvarsla er naudsynleg.

Ferdapjonustan er ad  eydileggja
midhalendid, graedgisvaeding er
alltumlykjandi. Freaedsla til ferdamanna
skilar sér ekki.



Ferdapjonustuadilar axli meiri abyrgd og
greidi audlyndagjald

Forum vel med landid en nytum pad.
Forum vel med landio okkar.

Gera fleyri sveedi par sem haegt er ad keyra
ut fyrir veg og njota. Lekka hrada
bifreida. Hradinn drepur......0og minna a ad
a vorin er midhalendid mjog vidkvemt.

gbngum um landid okkar med virdingu..
Heettum ad virkja.

Hafa meira samrad vid Islensku Gtivistar-
og ferdafelogin, td. f4x4 ofl.

Hafa mikla geeslu, vegna &troonigs
ferdamanna.

Hagsmuna  adilar  (sérstaklega) i
orkuidnadi hafa of mikil it6k par na pegar
og pad parf ad stodva!

Halda sem mest i ésnorta nattiru

Halendi islands & ad vera adgengilegt fyrir
alla en pad parf ad leidbeina félki ad
umgangast landid med fredslu og
upplysingum um pad.

Halendid & ad nyta eins og allt landid. Til
hasmuna fyrir landsmenn alla. A halendi
eiga ad vera vegir og raflinur til hagshéta
fyrir almenning.  Blind™ verndun er
skelfileg og engum til gagns."

Halendid er ekki eins adladandi og pad var
um 1960 - 80.

Halendid verdur ad vera fyrir fleiri en
gbngugarpa og pa sem eiga jeppa.

halendinu ma ekki raska med raflinum og
einkavadingu einstakra sveeda og vega

Helst ekki meiri virkjanir

HIjodlat upplifun

hlusta a 4x4 og bjorgunarsveitar.

Hluti af pvi ad ferdast um midhalendi
Islands er ad vera "einn i heiminum". Upp
a siokastio hefur mér pétt pad erfidara og
erfidara ad fa pa tilfinningu pvi madur er
ad rekast & folk alls stadar par sem madur
a alls ekki von & folki.

holdum pessu Obreyttu svo islendingar
eigi einhvern gridarstad ra utlendingum :)

Huga parf ad adgengi fatladra

J& ég vona svo sannarlega ad med arunum
komi betri vegir og pa sérstaklega ad oll
pjonusta verdi beett, baedi
hreinlatisadstada og 611 adkoma. Og badi
Islendingar og Gtlendir ferdagestir leeri ad
meta okkar fallegaland og leeri ad ganga
vel um alla péa stadi sem heimsottir eru og
skilji ekki eftir sig neinar skemdir né
sodaskap.

jamidhalendid & ad vera fyrir alla ad njéta
og bornin okkar i framtidinni sertaklega

Ja opnum Vonaskargd aftur

Laga vegina mun betur svo venjulegir
bilar komist 6skemmdir um halendid

Lata alla greida umhverfisskatt

Leggja parf mesta aherslu & betri
samgongur og aukid adgengi ad lykil
stodum  héalendisins.  Stérauka parf
bjonustu og upplysingar i samstarfi vid
folkio i héradi & hverju sveedi. Upplifun
med folki uppdldu og buosettu &
viokomandi svadi gefur heimsoknum
meiri dypt og verdur personulegri og
eftirminnilegri.

List vel & verndun halendis og stofnun
pjodgards. Pad parf miklu meira eftirlit
svo folk sé ekki ad gera par pad sem pvi
synist

Lit & midhalendid sem eign allra
landsmanna
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Meiri vernd. ferri virkjanir

Midhalendid er eign allra Islendinga.
Midhalendid & ekki ad vera lokad en pad
ma gera krofur um ad adeins peir sem bera
virdingu fyrir pvi og umgangast pad sem
djasn ferdist um pad.

Midhalendid er einstakt, ad minum domi
Ometanlegt. i listanum yfir
uppahaldssveedi  fannst mér vanta
Fjallabaksleidir nydri og sydri.

Midhalendid er med pvi dyrmatasta sem
vid Islendingar eigum.

midhalendid kemur ekki reykvikingum
vid

Midhalendispjodgardur er byggdur a
storkostlegri 0g hneykslanlegri
eignaupptoku.

Mikilveegt ad vernda midhalendid. pad er
dasamlegt ad ferdast um svadid og
mikilveegt ad minu mati ad halendid
haldist hreint og tert. bangad sé haegt ad
seekja orku og svigram til ad vera "einn i
heiminum”

Nei
Nei
Nei
nei
nei
Nei
nei
nei
Nei
nei

Nei
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nei
Nei
Nei
nei
nei
Nei
nei
nei
Nei
Nei
Nei
Nei
nei
nei
Nei
nei
nei
Nei
nei
Nei
Nei
nei
Nei
nei
nei
nei

Nei



nei
Nei
Nei
Nei
nei
Nei
nei
nei
nei
nei
nei
nei
Nei
Nei
nei
nei
Nei
nei
nei

nei bara ad hetta ad senda mér svona
kannanir

Nei ekkert
Nei takk
Nei takk
Nei takk.
Nei takk.

Nei, er & méti bodum og bonnum

Nei, held ad flest hafi komid fram i
spuringum. En allur éparfa atrodningur,
utanvega  akstur,og  takmorkun
sérstaklega erlendra ferdamanna, parf ad
vidhalda, til verndar natturunni. Halda
henni sem gersemi, med sinum kostum og
gaedum, svo og pvi lifi sem par prifst. Og
hana na.

Nei.
nei.

Nei.
Nei.
NEI.
Nei.

oll uppbygging innvida a midhalendi parf
ad vera vel igrundud t.d. finnst mér ad
gistimoguleikar eigi sem mest ad vera i
atjodrum en ekki inn & midhalendinu
sjalffu m.a. vegna fraveitumala. Hvad
vardar uppbyggingu vega a midhalendinu
pa finnst mér mikilveegt ad pad sé gert a
tilteknum stédum til ad sporna vid
utanvegaakstri og skemmdum af peim
voéldum. Medfram vegsteedum er pa hagt
ad koma vid 0drum lognum t.d.
linulégnum i jord og sliku og par sem
takmarka rask af pess voldum. I minum
huga felst ekki verndun midhalendsins i
bvi ad leyfa ekki neitt heldur skipulagdri
og veligrundadri uppbyggingu sem er
hogveer og tekur tillit til adstedna &
hverjum stad. | verndun er félgin styring &
adstedoum.

Orkunytingu & ekki ad dtiloka innan
bjodgards a halendinu

Pass

Sagdi ja vid uppbyggdum vegi og er par
ad tala um Kjalveg, annad EKKI.

Samkveemt kortinu er pjodvegur 1 fra
Myvatni ad  Egilstédum inn &
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midhalendinu, jafnvel Holtavérduheidi.
Pad eru pessir hlutar midhalendisins sem
ég hef heimsatt.

Sekta folk er brytur 16g.

setja reglur um ferdamenn svo ad folk fari
sér ekki ad voda. Lata ferdamenn borga
fyrri leit og bjorgun

Skilja parf & milli afpreyingar sem & heima
& laglendinu og peirrar sem ekki er hagt
ad stunda nema a halendinu. AdJ njota
famennis, kyrrdar og fegurdar i 6Ospilltu
umhverfi er lika afpreying.

Skipulag parf ad beeta.
Styra umferd um pad.

Pad eiga ekki allar leidir & halendinu ad
vera audfeerar. Adeins adalvegir a milli
landshluta sem myndi stytta leid og greida
fyrir ferdamennsku og almennri notkun.
Viljir pa fara Gt af adalleioum parf ad hafa

fyrir pvi.

pad er erfitt ad segja. skrifa. petta er
tvieggjad sverd, pvi ad um leid og allir
komast parna uppeftir i 6ébyggdirnar. pa
eru petta ekki lengur neinar byggadir.

pbad er frabaert

Pad er mikilvegt ad  stoppa
virkjanaveedingu landsins. Nattaran er
mun veromeetari til lengri tima eins og hdn
er.

pad er naudsynlegt ad gera allt sem vid
getum til ad vernda midhalendid. Hvort
sem pad er med pvi ad takmarka fjolda
ferdamanna pangad og hafa meiri gaslu
eda byggja upp pjédgard. Eitthvad verdur
ad gera.

pad held ég ekki.

pad parf miklu meiri geeslu og fleiri
landverdi.
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Pad vantar fjarmagn til reksturs pjodgarda
sem eru i dag. Feest fjarmafn til framtidar
til pess malaflokks?

pad verdur ad stofna pjédgard

parf ad fara sem fyrst i adgerdir til
verndunar og stefnu um adgengi en byggja
upp Kjalveg sem styttri leid & milli
landshluta og um leid adgengi ad sma
sveedi innan midhalendisins

petta er gullndman okkar og hana ber ad
vernda med oOllim rddum og ekki
eydileggja med lagningu rafstrengja.

petta skiptir okkur MIKLU mali i landinu
og fyrir framtidina.

Vona pess vegna ad akvardanir veroi
teknar i samrédi vid sem flesta en ekki af
folki sem fyrirlitur adrar tegundir af
ferdamennsku en pa sem pad stundar
sjalft!

bjodgarosumraedan er ekki endilega til
bess fallin ad gera midhalendinu gott, Best
komid i hondum heimamanna og ad
stjornvold  leggi  ekki  skordur &
uppbyggingu 0g bjonustu sem
einstaklingar og fyrirteeki vildu koma upp
til pjonustu , fyrir islendinga og hinn
almenna ferdamann.pad irdi
midhalendinu til go6os ef of mikil
afskiptasemi stjérnvalda léti undan

burfum ad vernda audlindina - landid
okkar.

Treysti pvi ad pad verdi vilji til ad vernda
pad!

Verda pennan gimstein sem vid eigum

Vernda midhalendid a vitreenan hatt - en
umfram allt ad almenningur eigi pess kost
ad njota pess - leggja malbikada
kjarnavegi par sem er pjonusta.

Vernda pad i peirri mynd sem pad nu er.



Verndum pad fyrir 4gangi,og of fjélgun
ferdamanna

Verndun

Vid eigum ad geaeta Orefanna eins og pau
eru og ens og pau breytast af nattarulegum
voldum. Eg vil ad stjornun & sveedinu sem
mest i hdndum adliggjandi sveitarfélaga i
hvejum landshluta, par sem stadarpekkin
er fyrir hendi, en ekki styrt af
embattisménnum, hvort sem peir eru
stadsettir i Reykjavik eda annars stadar.
Yfirstjorn sveadisins par ad vera sett
saman af annars vegar sérfredingum &
umhverfis og nattdrufreedasvidi med
fulltrdum  fr4 Gtivistarsamtokum  og
ferdapjonustu  og hins vegar fra
stjornsyslunni. Orafin eiga ad vera opin
fyrir peim sem pangad vilja fara, en pad
ma ekki setja pau undir "glerhjalm" og
halda ad ekkert breytist ef allt er bannad a
svnadinu.

Vid eigum ad nyta audlindir okkar p6 peer
séu & midhalendinu. Parf bara ad fara
saman vid adra starsemi par

Comments on the survey

Vid erum Kkynsl6din sem annad hvort
verndar pad eda "leyfir" eydileggingu pess
med td. of miklum &agangi eda of
harkalegri nytingu. Megum ekki skorast
undan peirri dbyrga.

Vid verdum ad fara vel med midhalendio
og lika njota pess setja skyrar umgengis
reglur

Vid VERBPUM ad verda miodhalendid

Vidhalda peim vegum sem eru nu pegar
betur

Vil ad Midhalendispjodgardur atiloki ekki
orkuvinnslu (par sem hun er hagsted/i
samraeemi vid Rammadatlun og raski er
haldid i lagmarki).

Vinsamlegast ad lata ekki litinn
minnihluta 6fga nattdruverndarsinna rada
of miklu um nytinu halendisins.

Virdum landio okkar

Here are listed the general comments on the survey itself:

AQ pad fari nu loksins ad koma fram abyrg
stjornun & pessu svedi par sem er
innheimt riflega fyrir adgang og pad sé
bjonusta veitt par sem adgangur er heimill
inn & sveedid. Ef folk fer inn & sveedio
Otryggt, og an pess ad greida ad pad verdi
sektad riflega. Pad ma gera app eins og
bilasteedaapp sem audveldar allar
greioslur ef folk er ad fara inn & svaedid &
Ohefobundnum svedum eda a
ohefdbundnum tima. Pad verdur ad sja til
bess ad leitar og bjorgunarsveitir og pyrlur
séu fjarmagnadar med tryggingum og
greidslu  fyrir leitir.  Aframhaldandi
hunsun & pvi ad taka & pessu er i raun
bjofnadur af hinum venjulega manni sem

er i dag skattlagdur fyrir pessum kostnadi
og er ad taka & sig framtidarkostnad af pvi
ad pad er ekki verid ad taka & pessu.

ég held ad sannir utivistarmenn geri
almennt ekki upp & milli stada hvad vardar
fegurd og upplifun, pess vegna finnst mér
spurning um ad velja einn ekki eiga heima
i kdnnuninni

Eg vil gjafakort

god

hun er audvel og flotsvorud

Hun er frédleg og upplysandi.
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i starfslysingu vantar badi kennara og
skolastjornendur,  folk  getur  verid
starfandi og lika & eftirlaunum, en pad
gefst ekki moguleiki nema ad svara 6dru
hvoru.

Islandskortid med ndmerunum var adeins
of litid og l0did fyrir sjénina mina.

Metti hafa valmoguleika i nami og
hlutastarfi par sem margir nemar eru i
vinnu samhlida nami :)

Mikilvaegt mal! VVona ad nidurstodur skili
ser vel. Erfitt/vonlaust ad velja 3
uppahaldsstadina a fjollum :)

Nei
nei
Nei
Nei
nei
nei
Nei
nei
Nei.

Nytum landid allt

Til hagsbota fyrir alla landsmenn.
pj6dgardar er Ottalegt bull sem skemmir
nytni verdmeeta.
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Skemmtilegt vidfangsefni kénnunar!

Stjornmalaskodanir eda menntun og starf
eiga ekki hema i svona kénnun

Takk fyrir

Takk fyrir ad beina athyglinni ad okkar
viokveema landi. Naudsynlegt er ad
vernda landid okkar fagra gegn grimmri
umferd. Alvarlegt luxus-vandamal.

Takk fyrir mig og afram island!

Tel ad ekki @tti ad fjolga erlendum
ferdamonnum sem koma til islands &
medan innvidir eru ekki betri en nd. Tel ad
na sé komid n6g og mal ad staldra vid. Eitt
sem metti gera er ad stekka ekKi
flugstddina i Keflavik.

pad er almenningur i landinu sem &
midhalendid - pad er folkid i landinu sem
4 ad fa ad njota pess med kerfisbundinni
pjonustu & akvednum sveedum.

pjédvegur 1 liggur inn & Kkort af
midhalendinu an athugasemda. Kénnunin
er pé augljéslega um onnur atridi en
venjulega ferd i folksbil milli Akureyrar
og Egilstada.

Tilfinningin er svolitid pannig ad pad geeti
of mikilla midstyringarsjonarmida i
spurningunum.

Vantar meiri
haskélanam.

valmoguleika ~ um

Vinstri haegri er Greld skilgreining



