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Abstract: The most valuable protected natural areas, including national parks, are subjected to the
increased visitors count and density, threatening the environmental sustainability and biodiversity
conservation. To establish a basis for land management to mitigate these influences, the novel
geographic information (GIS)-based environmental susceptibility zoning method was proposed. The
study area covered the Plitvice Lakes National Park, as the oldest and largest national park in Croatia,
using the historical 20-year visitor data with 19 tourist and hiking routes. Two geospatial analysis
methods were evaluated as follows: (1) short-term prediction of visitors count data based on a 10-year
historical intervals, and (2) the environmental susceptibility zones delineation method integrated two
fundamental factors in the assessment of environmental impacts from route density and historical
visitors count on a monthly basis. Four accuracy assessment metrics indicated a moderate accuracy of
short-term visitors count prediction, with the coefficient of determination ranging from 0.700 to 0.951.
The routes which continue from both entrances indicated the largest visitors load is in the central part
of the park, mostly located in the moderately restricted zone. These observations indicated moderate
present environmental susceptibility with stable outlook, providing an insight for the nature park
management adjustment.

Keywords: geographic information system; nature protection; environmental susceptibility; visitors
count; geospatial analysis

1. Introduction

The increase in living standard and purchasing power of people, the development of
technology, and especially globalization, are the causes of the sudden increase in tourism
and the sharing of service activities in many state economies. According to [1], before
the pandemic, travel and tourism accounted for 25% of all new jobs created worldwide,
10.3% of all jobs and 10.3% of the global domestic product (GDP). In 2019, consumption
by international visitors amounted to 6.8% of total world exports. Until the onset of the
pandemic crisis, tourism grew at a rate of 3.5% per year. The contribution of tourism to
the GDP is also very significant in the Republic of Croatia. According to [2], in 2019 it
amounted to HRK 80,247 million, which is 25% of GDP and employs 25.1% of the total
workforce. In addition, the impact of tourism for the Republic of Croatia is also reflected in
the arrivals and overnight stays of tourists. In 2019, 19,566,146 tourists visited the Republic
of Croatia, while over 90 million overnight stays were recorded [3].

Significant shares in the tourist numbers in the Republic of Croatia are occupied by
protected areas, regardless of their level of protection. The primary task of preserving as
natural a habitat as possible in order to improve, among other things, the quality of life of
people is recognized as a tourist potential. Croatia has 410 protected areas, which cover
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8.54% of the total surface of this country, of which the most visited and most attractive are
certainly the national parks and nature parks [4]. The national parks are vast, naturally
occurring or nearly natural areas preserved to protect the area’s full complement of species
and ecosystems as well as large-scale ecological processes. National parks also serve as
a foundation for opportunities for spirituality, education, recreation and tourism that are
both environmentally and culturally compatible [4]. Among many other objectives, they
include the management of use by visitors and most importantly the management of the
area in order to maintain the area in as natural a state as possible.

The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the Ministry of
Economy and Sustainable Development of the Republic of Croatia defined a protected area
as a clearly defined geographic region that has been acknowledged, committed to, and
managed for the long-term protection of nature and the accompanying ecological services
and cultural values by legal or other effective measures [5,6]. Tourism and organized
visits to protected areas bring great economic profit in all activities and industries directly
or indirectly related to tourism. However, local communities associated with protected
areas abandon traditional activities and the traditional way of life, which is often part
of the cultural heritage of the protected area [7,8]. As a rule, the sudden increase in the
number of visitors and tourist arrivals in the Republic of Croatia is not accompanied by
the development of infrastructure or this development is very slow [9]. Disorganization
and unplanned management of visiting in some national parks has become almost as
recognizable as their natural attractiveness. Protected areas lose their primary task and
become destinations for mass tourism, which should be gradually distributed as soon as
possible [10]. Facilitating visits and the economic profit that results from it is a welcome
activity, but the above must be in accordance with controlled and sustainable management.
Uncontrolled visitor flow can cause irreparable damage on the resource values. Thus,
environmental protection plays an importance role in sustainable development, local and
country economy [2,11]. Establishing a balance between the economic benefits of tourism
in protected areas and their sustainability of natural features is a very sensitive task [12].
Keeping the values that have earned an territory the status of a protected area ensures
long-term economic benefits. Aggressive and mass tourism brings quick and large material
profit, but in a short time it permanently destroys a certain area, which leads to the loss of
jobs and profits and the degradation of the territory where tourism took place [13]. The
same principle can be applied to all tourist destinations regardless of the level of protection.

Systematic monitoring of visitors in protected areas has a long tradition and covers var-
ious aspects of recreational use [14–16], including monitoring the number of visits, types of
activities, patterns movements and socio-demographic characteristics of visitors [14,17–20].
Until now, various methods have been used to determine the number of visitors to protected
areas and to assess the spatial distribution of visitors within protected areas, including the
following: direct and indirect observation, automatic counting devices, visitor tracking,
access permit and ticket counting, interviews, self-registration, user-generated internet
content, usage traces [17]. Each technique has specific advantages and limitations; there-
fore, a simultaneous combination of data collection methods is often applied to capture
comprehensive characteristics of visitor use of protected areas [17,21,22]. Research pub-
lished so far has often examined visitor numbers and patterns at a large spatial scale,
such as large parks or even at national and international levels [20,23,24]. Fewer studies
have examined visitor use patterns at smaller scales [25] or examined seasonal visitor-
environment interactions [26] based on infrastructure and environmental factors, critical
to understanding such interactions and mitigating impacts. Geotagged photos were used
to determine the temporal and spatial distributions and patterns of visiting and using
informal trails in remote mountain protected areas in Aconcagua and dispersed winter
use in Kosciuszko [27]. The mentioned research examined the metadata characteristics of
geotagged photos, compared the locations of geotagged photos with visitor data, analyzed
the temporal and spatial distribution of visitors based on geotagged photos, and assessed
which factors are related to the spatial distribution of photos. Furthermore, the GNSS-based
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Voluntary Geographic Information (VGI) evaluation [28] was used to assess the spatial
distribution of visitors within the protected areas of the Bavarian Forest National Park
(Germany). The spatial distribution of visitors was investigated based on data obtained
from three different GNSS-based VGI platforms. Results grouped by data source and linked
to visitor numbers collected by automatic visitor counters correlate significantly.

Along with the many tools that make this possible, geographical information systems
(GIS) technology is naturally imposed spatial visualization of a certain area, which includes
monitoring the movement and number of visitors, zoning of a certain area, and subsequent
analysis and prediction of certain situations and risks [29]. Without this tool, management
would perhaps not be impossible, but it greatly facilitates it, and it is possible to obtain
data in real time and to make quality decisions based on their analysis [30]. By analyzing
a large amount of data on the number of visitors collected in the past, clear guidelines
for future management are obtained and are the basis of all plans [31]. GIS is an integral
part of managing both visitors and the entire area of the Plitvice Lakes National Park as
well as its infrastructure [32]. It is included in all scientific research and projects, plans and
projects for the construction of new facilities or walkways and can be considered one of the
indispensable tools in the management of the National Park.

To provide a basis for national park management due to the increased anthropogenic
impact on the environment, the aim of this study was to analyze historical 20-year visitor
count data and to propose new method of GIS-based environmental susceptibility zoning
for the purpose of reducing the negative impact from visitors on the environment. The
hypothesis is that the proposed method will be able to provide susceptibility zones with a
sufficient level of reliability.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Area

The Plitvice Lakes is the oldest and largest national park of the Republic of Croatia.
This region, with its extraordinary natural beauty, has long drawn outdoor enthusiasts,
thus on 8 April 1949, it was designated as Croatia’s first national park. Due to the addition
of the catchment area in 1997, the area of the National Park was increased to its current size
of 29,630.8 ha (296 km2) [33]. The international significance of the Park for the preservation
of biodiversity was once again confirmed in 2013. Then, by the Decree on the Ecological
Network, which transposes two directives of the European Union into the Croatian legisla-
tion, the Park was declared a conservation area important for birds and a conservation area
important for species and habitat types, as Natura 2000 an area significant at the level of
the European Union [33]. The study area shown in Figure 1.

Most of the area is administratively located in Lika-Senj County (90.6%), while the
rest of 9.4% belongs to Karlovac County. Water surfaces of the Park occupy about 1%
of the total area. The rest of the park is dominated by forest areas (81%), grasslands
(about 15%) and about 3% of areas significantly altered by anthropogenic activity. The
geologically very young complex, which with its present appearance is no older than
6000–7000 years, forming one of the most impressive parts of the Dinaric karst area [33]. The
base is made of sedimentary rocks of impermeable dolomites and impermeable limestone,
on which the biochemical process of tufa formation determined the appearance of the
entire area. The specific hydrogeological properties of the rocks enabled the creation of
12 lakes on Triassic-aged dolomite rocks called Upper lakes, four lakes created by canyon
carving in limestone deposits of Cretaceous age on Lower lakes and the Korana river
canyon [33]. Management zoning was performed according to the Guidelines for planning
the management of protected areas and/or ecological network areas of the Republic of
Croatia [34]. It divides the Park into three main zones, with an additional division into
sub-zones (Table 1).
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Figure 1. Location of the study area within Croatia (A) with an enlarged view of Plitvice Lakes
national park (B).

Table 1. Management zones and subzones of Plitvice Lakes National Park [33].

Management Zone
Management Subzone

Area (ha)
Total Area

Percentage (%)Abbreviation Description

Zone I
(strictly restricted zone)

IA No visits 3986.9 13.4
IB With limited attendance 19,934.8 67.3

Zone II
(moderately restricted zone)

IIA Water ecosystems 278.3 0.9
IIB Lawns and sedges 4384.5 14.8
IIC Cultural landscape 405.0 1.4

Zone III
(zone of use)

IIIA Settlement areas 375.6 1.3
IIIB Traffic roads 115.3 0.4
IIIC Built-up areas with visitor services 79.3 0.3
IIID Tracks, roads and docks 71.1 0.2

Taking into account national and international standards for the category of national
parks, the largest share of the Park’s area of 80.7% is occupied by the zone of strict protection
(Zone I), the moderately restricted zone (Zone II) covers 17.1% of the area, while the smallest
share is about 2.2% is in the zone of use (Zone III) (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Management zones of the Plitvice Lakes National Park.

2.2. Acquiring and Analysis of Visitors Data

According to [33] the first visiting system in the Plitvice Lakes National Park was
established in the 1970s with the aim of determining the permitted and possible visiting
capacity. With the help of many years of observations and recording of the dynamics
of visitor movement, a methodology was worked out, which obtained the equation for
calculating the daily limit:

Nday =
h1 + h2

vs
, (1)

vs = 2.3× L1

c1
× n, (2)

where Nday—daily limit of visitors; h1—number of hours in a day with full visiting capacity,
which is the result of observing the daily frequency of visits; h2—number of hours in a day
with an average 50% visit; vs—the duration of the average visitor’s walk along the length of
L1; L1—the minimum required length distance between two visitors on the track (arbitrary
size of 3 m, which according to observations was assessed as minimal); c1—average speed
of movement of visitors over a length of 100 m (speed was measured on sections of the
“bottleneck”); n—number of visitors who can move along the path (given the width of the
path is 1.6 m). It was observed that the “throughput” of the tracks is the “bottleneck” of the
complete system and the most important factor in the calculation. The original formula
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was then adjusted to depend only on the speed of movement of visitors and the permitted
density of visitors on the track (Figure 3). The number of visitors who can cross the track
per hour is determined by the following:

Nhour =
3600

l
× v, (3)

where Nhour—number of visitors who can cross the track per hour; l—minimum acceptable
distance between two adjacent visitors in meters and v—visitor speed in ms−1.

Figure 3. Schematic representation of the track and the key parameters that determine its “through-
put”, i.e., receiving capacity.

Formal and established tracks used by visitors ranked as the main factors explaining
the movement, number and density of visitors in various models, thus reflecting how well
visitors use them. Such concentrated use of trails designed and provided by park agencies
encourages managers, as tracks are the main way they try to minimize the damage that
tourism can do to protected natural areas [35]. These tracks can enhance the visitor experi-
ence by providing comfortable and safe access to desirable sites while minimizing impacts,
including trampling on sensitive and easily damaged environments off the tracks [35,36].
This is particularly important in areas where vegetation recovery from damage, including
just trampling, is extremely slow and limited [37,38].

Through multi-year monitoring of the dynamics of visitor movement, it was deter-
mined that the average speed of visitor movement is 2.5 km h−1. The density of visitors (or
minimum acceptable distance between two adjacent visitors that is, the mutual longitudinal
distance), as a very important feature on which the quality of the visitor’s experience of
nature depends, is set at 3 m. The methodology for determining such a distance is taken
from the original formula for determining capacity. Many years of experience and the
reactions of the visitors themselves have shown that this is the minimum distance that is
necessary so that the experience of nature does not fall into the background. By setting the
maximum allowed density of visitors, and with the given speed of movement of visitors,
the maximum width of the track is also determined. The established speed of 2.5 km h−1

means that it takes 4.2 s for a visitor to cover a distance of 3 m, which is necessary for the
next visitor to walk on the same path behind.

2.3. Short-Term Prediction of Future Visitors Data

The annual visitors count data during 1996–2018 were collected from the official
Plitvice Lakes internal database. These were evaluated for the short-term prediction of
future visitors count, aiding in the management planning for mitigating the environmental
susceptibility caused by increasing visitors count, including trampling and damaging flora
in the close proximity of routes and trails. The used approach included the prediction using
the 10-year visitors count with the linear regression for forecasting the following four years.
Previous research successfully applied the 10-year study period with the linear regression
for predicting visitors count in protected natural areas [39], as well as the duration of the
tourist length of stay [40]. This approach was evaluated in the four independent iterations
by fully covering the 1996–2018 time frame which included the following: (1) training
data during 1996–2005 for the prediction for 2006–2009 period; (2) training data during
1999–2008 for the prediction for 2009–2012 period; (3) training data during 2002–2011
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for the prediction for 2012–2015 period; and (4) training data during 2005–2014 for the
prediction for 2015–2018 period. The accuracy assessment was performed in four iterations
accordingly, evaluating visitors count in the prediction periods according to measured
historical visitor counts. Four accuracy assessment metrics were applied for evaluating
the effectiveness of the short-term prediction, including the coefficient of determination
(R2), root mean square error (RMSE), normalized RMSE (NRMSE) and mean absolute error
(MAE), according to the Equations (4)–(7):

R2 = 1− ∑n
1 (xi − x̂i)

2

∑n
1 (xi − xi )

2 , (4)

RMSE =

√
∑n

1 (x i − x̂i)
2

n
, (5)

NRMSE =
RMSE

xi
, (6)

MAE =
∑n

1 |xi − x̂i|2

n
, (7)

where xi are historically measured visitor counts, x̂i are predicted visitor counts, xi is the
mean value of measured visitor counts and n is the number of predicted visitor counts.

2.4. Zoning of Environmental Susceptibility Affected by Visitors Count

The proposed environmental susceptibility zones delineation method focused on the
route density and the historical visitors count on a monthly basis, as two fundamental
factors in the assessment of environmental impacts [41]. The environmental susceptibility
map enables the basis for mitigating the adverse anthropogenic effects in the critical areas,
providing a GIS-based approach for a nature park management [42]. A total of 19 combined
tourist routes from the Plitvice Lakes National Park and hiking trails were merged and
regularly split to point route segment layer. These point vector data were zoned to 250 m
spatial resolution polygons and weighted according to the normalized inversed distance
to two national park entrance points, representing the hotspots for visitor density [43].
The two entrances of the Plitvice Lakes were determined as the hotspots of visitor activity,
as the only two approach points to all analyzed trails and routes to which all visitors
are guaranteed to enter and exit. The distances to each respective entrance point were
calculated separately and summed to represent a weighted density grid, determined as
the combination of point route segments density per pixel, weighted by the weighted
distance to entrance points. This weighted density grid served as the basis for delineation
of monthly susceptibility zones, which were calculated by multiplying the base weighted
density grid values with the monthly visitor count factors. These factors represented the
ratio of average monthly visitors count with the average visitors count from all twelve
months in the 1996–2018 study period. The proposed environmental susceptibility zone
delineation method is summarized in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Workflow of the proposed method for environmental susceptibility zoning.

3. Results
3.1. The Analysis of Visitors Count by Time Frames

Figure 5 shows visitor loads per individual entrance by hours of the day for 2017,
for which the latest official data on the visitors count is available. The highest number
of visitors (load) at Entrance 1 was in the time range from 10:00 to 11:00. At Entrance 2,
the largest number of visitors is reached in the period from 09:00 to 14:00. The biggest
difference between the average and maximum number of visitors at Entrance 1 is at 10:00,
and at Entrance 2 at 13:00.

As shown in Figure 6, the summer period of the year brings with it the largest share
in the total number of visitors during the year. In that quarter alone, the park is visited
by slightly less than 60% of annual visitors. Accordingly, the impacts on the natural
ecosystems of the Plitvice Lakes National Park is greatest during the summer months
(July, August, September). A slightly lower number of visitors can be expected during all
the spring months (April, June, May) and a smaller part of the autumn part of the year
(October). During the remaining autumn and the entire winter period, the load on the
natural ecosystems of the National Park, related to the number of visitors, is negligible.
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Figure 5. Visitors count by time frames for year 2017 per day.

3.2. Prediction and Evaluation of Short-Term Prediction of Future Visitors Data

The accuracy of all models evaluating visitors count in the prediction periods according
to measured historical visitor counts according to the R2, RMSE, NRMSE and MAE criteria
is shown in Figure 7 and Table 2. The coefficients of determination in all iterations indicate
a strong connection between the selected training data sets and the values predicted by
the model. However, the relative accuracy shown by R2 and absolute accuracy showed by
RMSE, NRMSE and MAE do not coincide between intervals. The lowest R2 was observed
in iteration 1, and the highest in iteration 4. Despite this, the highest RMSE value of the
was obtained in iteration 4, while the lowest was achieved in iteration 3. The same was
observed with the NRMSE and MAE values between iteration 1 and 4.

Table 2. Accuracy assessment of the short-term visitors count prediction.

Iteration Number Training Data Interval Prediction Interval R2 RMSE NRMSE MAE

Iteration 1 1996–2005 2006–2009 0.700 118,242 0.128 104,092
Iteration 2 1999–2008 2009–2012 0.946 151,358 0.146 149,592
Iteration 3 2002–2011 2012–2015 0.710 79,471 0.065 63,738
Iteration 4 2005–2014 2015–2018 0.951 330,239 0.208 289,803

These results point to a very strong forecasting ability of the iteration 3 compared
to other datasets. The results obtained using the iteration 1 are close to those obtained
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using the iteration 3. The lowest accuracy rate was achieved using the iteration 4. With
this method, it is possible to achieve moderately accurate prediction activities with the fact
that the indicators in a certain segment diverge and it is not possible to reliably make a
short-term prediction for 4 years, but it is possible to obtain a tentative number of visitors.

Figure 6. Visitors count by time frames per month and year.

3.3. Environmental Susceptibility Zones Weighted by Monthly Visitors Count

As shown in Figure 8, there is a significantly higher visitors load at Entrance 2, which
was previously determined by the results shown in Figure 5. Furthermore, the mentioned
entrance is more heavily loaded with visitors and for the reason that a greater number
of routes can be accessed through it compared to Entrance 1. Overall, per routes which
continue from both entrances, the greatest visitors load is in the central part of the available
routes, mostly located in management zone II.
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Figure 7. Linear regression fitting accuracy in 10-year period (blue) and short-term prediction results
(light blue) per iteration.

Figure 8. Weighted visitors count zones according to route density and visitors count per entrance.
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According to Figure 9, the visitor load is the highest in summer (during the 3rd
quarter of the year), indicating the time frame of the highest environmental susceptibility
for park management. There is a very large range in the number of visitors between the
winter-autumn and summer-spring months. However, the load hotspots, which make the
sustainable management and management of the park extremely difficult, are constant
throughout the year in the north, at Entrance 1, and in the central part, under Entrance 2,
where there is also the highest density of routes available to visitors.

Figure 9. Weighted monthly environmental susceptibility zones at the Plitvice Lakes National Park.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 1625 13 of 17

4. Discussion

Tourism in protected areas is one of the main parts of the global tourism industry.
In addition to the economic benefits it provides, it also encourages the trend of nature
conservation and its interpretation. Quality visitor infrastructure and visitor management
are key factors in the preservation of protected areas and the sustainability of tourism in
them [44]. Given that the Plitvice Lakes National Park receives an average of over 1.7 million
visitors per year with a tendency of constant growth, it is extremely important to manage
their arrivals and paths along the trails, all with the aim of reducing the negative impact and
pressure on nature (according to RAPPM: Rapid Assessment and Prioritisation of Protected
Area Management Tool [45]). In order to properly manage the park, public institutions
of the Republic of Croatia require comprehensive geospatial data. Many organizations
use visitor monitoring for this purpose, which is essentially an organized, prearranged
collection and analysis of collected data about nature in the environment and about visitors
to the observed area at a certain time (day, month, season, year . . . ). Most often, such
monitoring involves counting visitor visits, categorizing visitors according to individual
characteristics, characteristics of visits and outcomes of visits [46]. By analyzing a large
amount of data collected in a certain period of time, clear guidelines for future management
are obtained [47–49]. With the method used in this research, it is possible to achieve
relatively accurate prediction of the number of visitors, but it is not possible to reliably
make a sufficiently accurate short-term prediction. To aid the proposed environmental
susceptibility zoning approach, such short-term visitor count prediction could enrich
it by providing a basis for future susceptibility prediction in nature park management
plans. While a major disadvantage of the used historical visitor data was inability of
relevant future prediction, as the most recent official data end in 2018, the updated annual
visitors data provided by Plitvice Lakes authorities are planned for the improvement of the
proposed zoning method in a future study. A GIS approach to data collection was used
in the study of visitor behavior in the Central Park in Helsinki in order to help citizens
jointly decide on spatial planning [50]. The study combined smartphone global navigation
satellite system (GNSS) tracking, route mapping and a questionnaire to examine differences
between user groups in off-trail use, off-trail movement and the motivations that influence
it. In the researched sample, different types of activities are associated with recognizable
spatial patterns and potential scope of impact. This includes reducing the dispersion and
the extent of the influence of the use of space outside the designated paths and putting into
use already trodden paths far from sensitive vegetation and protected habitats [50].

The implications from previous similar studies could improve the proposed meth-
ods, as well as the natural park management basis, by their integration in future studies.
Brown et al. [51] in their research covered five national parks under the management of
the Central Park Agency of the state of Victoria in Australia, with the goal of harmonizing
visitors’ expectations, their experience of the park and their impact on the environment,
needs for visitor infrastructure and other management measures. The GIS application used
by the visitors was used to collect the necessary data for later analysis. In addition to GIS
components, which were used to map the activity and locations of visitors, the application
also had a questionnaire that visitors filled out during use. Later analysis of the obtained
data yielded quality guidelines for space management as well as visitor management, i.e.,
establishing the sustainability of the use of protected spaces without diminishing their
experience. Heikinheimo et al. [21] analyzed the data collection of Finland’s most-visited
Pallas-Yllästunturi National Park, involving the data collection by visitors using social
networks, utilizing the possibility of georeferencing photos and posts during their stay in
the park. The collected data and their analysis show the most visited parts of the park, the
activities of visitors in each part, as well as the seasonality of visits and individual activities
of visitors. As stated in the previously mentioned research, related to the management
of visitors and accompanying tourist infrastructure, in addition to spatial data, different
types of questionnaires for visitors are used, which provide extremely useful additional
data after processing. Certainly, in future research related to the management of visitors
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to the Plitvice Lakes national park, this type of data should be included and the public
participation GIS should be used. Schägner et al. [52] in their study collected annual visits
to 147 protected areas in the European Union, including Croatia. They mapped all available
descriptive data: biological habitats, geographical and climatic characteristics, infrastruc-
ture equipment. Using GIS programs and other statistical tools, they created a model of the
influence and relationship of all the characteristics of a national park and its visitors. The
result of the model, among others, is the prediction of the number of visitors (annual) in all
national parks of 26 European countries. Additionally, using machine learning, the number
of tourists was predicted for the purposes of monitoring, decision-making and formulating
management plans. Abang Abdurahman et al. [53] used data on the arrival of domestic
and foreign visitors to 18 protected areas in Sarawak, Malaysia in the period 2015–2019,
with the goal of predicting the number of visitors using machine learning techniques. It
is concluded that machine learning has a respectable potential for predicting visitor data.
Therefore, the main improvement of the proposed methods in future studies will be the
inclusion of machine learning algorithms for environment susceptibility zoning, allowing
greater prediction accuracy and computational efficiency.

5. Conclusions

Understanding the mechanism behind the occurrence of National Park visitor numbers
at a certain time of the year can be crucial in creating effective sustainable strategies for
nature-based tourism environments. Knowing the number of visitors is necessary for the
proper management of the park and for the knowledge of the load on individual routes and
zoning of environmental susceptibility affected by visitors count which focused on the route
density and the historical visitors count on a monthly basis. Therefore, the main scientific
contribution of this study was the prediction and evaluation of short-term prediction of
future visitors data. Iteration 3 proved to be the most optimal, but the final conclusion is
that with this method it is possible to obtain an approximate number of visitors, but it is
not possible to reliably predict the number of visitors in the short term.

In order to make a short-term prediction of future visitors, visitor data were collected in
the period from 1996–2018, and the 10-year visitors count method with the linear regression
for forecasting the following four years was applied to the historical data set. Since official
historical visitors count data were not updated from 2018, partially caused by COVID-19
pandemic, these were not presently utilized with the environmental susceptibility zones
for future nature park management plans. The highest visitor count during the day in
the period from 09:00 until 14:00 at both entrances were determined as crucial for nature
park management, which is logical considering that this is the most active time for visitors.
Seasonally, the Park is most visited in the warmer part of the year (spring and summer).
The future study will improve the proposed environmental susceptibility zoning upon
distribution of the updated visitor count data by Plitvice Lakes authorities.

The research proposed the modernization of the visitor system in terms of acquiring
and analyzing visitor data by setting the maximum allowed density of visitors, and with the
given speed of movement of visitors and the maximum width of the tracks. In combination
with the aforementioned, GIS methods were used and maps of environmental susceptibility
zones weighted by monthly visitors count were created, which indicate the busiest parts
of visitor routes during certain months of the year. Future research will aim to improve
these components by incorporating machine learning algorithms into the environmental
susceptibility zoning model.
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