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Abstract: Marine Spatial Planning is an emerging strategy that promoting sustainable development
at coastal and marine areas based on the concept of ecosystem services. Regarding its methodology,
usage rate of resources and its impact should be considered in the process of spatial planning.
Particularly, considering the rapid increase of coastal tourism, visitation pattern is required to be
identified across coastal areas. However, actions to quantify visitation pattern have been limited due
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to its required high cost and labor for conducting extensive field-study. In this regard, this study
aimed to pose the usage of social big data in Marine Spatial Planning to identify spatial visitation
density and critical management zone throughout coastal areas. We suggested the usage of GPS
information from Flickr and Twitter, and evaluated the critical management zone by applying spatial
statistics and density analysis. This study’s results clearly showed the coastal areas having relatively
high visitors in the southern sea of South Korea. Applied Flickr and Twitter information showed
high correlation with field data, when proxy excluding over-estimation was applied and appropriate
grid-scale was identified in assessment approach. Overall, this study offers insights to use social big
data in Marine Spatial Planning for reflecting size and usage rate of coastal tourism, which can be
used to designate conservation area and critical zones for intensive management to promote constant

supply of cultural services.

Keywords : cultural service, spatial visitation pattern, coastal tourism, spatial planning, social media
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Figure 1. Location of study area and validation points.
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