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- Offshore renewable energy, particularly wind energy, is rapidly
expanding globally.

- The addition of these structures may impact fish production
and preclude fishers from historical fishing grounds.

« |tis important fo understand the socioeconomic and
sociocultural impacts of offshore wind development to:

identity appropriate mitigation strategies, and

develop data collection, monitoring, and adaptive
management strategies |

«  This review synthesizes the quantitative and gqualitative o
Indicators that have been used to identity the impacts of J
offshore wind 1o fisheries.

- This review can serve as a guide to those designing monitoring
plans and community benefit agreements between wind
energy lessees and the affected fishing community.
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Offshore wind is a relatively new renewable energy
solution, with limited studies on its effect. Therefore,
our systemartic review included peer-reviewed and

gray literature on three primary causes for fisheries

» vessel preclusion from marine renewable energy

marine spatial closures, anad

 shifts in fishery operations due to climate change
We analyzed 67 studies were analyzed and identified

49 indicators, organized info 9 categories.
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impacts measured empirically pre- and post-closure.

Qualitative methods (e.g., surveys, interviews) were often
used to deepen understanding of economic impacts, to
provide context for unexpected results, and to expand
the scope of the analysis to include changes in social

: For most studies, only potential impacts were examined
and often reported negative impacts of offshore wind.
However, studies measuring indicator values pre- and
post-closure often reported neutral fo positive effects.



