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|. Define the sea user types
for each analysed sea user

SEA USER
TYPES

(i.e. sea user:
fisheries

Types:

beam trawls, bottom
otter trawls, bottom
seine, pelagic trawls,
and seine,
staticgear)

in the interaction
with offshore
wind farms, are
exposed to risks:

Il. Identify the specific risks

for each sea user type and their

relative importance weight

RISK 1

| Importance

| = |
(weightR1 |

RISK 2

| Importance |
:_weight R2 :

-y ==

RISK n

| Importance !
! weight Rn 1

lil. Identify the potential conflict resolution
strategies for each risk in each of the
Interactions between OWFs and sea user

types

SOLVE the conflict

MINIMIZE
the negative effects

MITIGATE / COMPENSATE
for the negative effects

IV. Rank the different
interactions

based on the difficulty of conflict
resolution strategies with OWFs

Conflict resolution
RANKS

1-lowdegree
of conflict

(conflict can be

solved, with the available
technology, low cost, in

a short-medium
timeframe)

6 — high degree
of conflict

(conflict can not be solved,
risks can not be minimized
or compensated for)

Averaged conflict score (ACS) = Z(importance weight Risk; * Conflict resolution rank)

=1
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tanker routes), considering the
difficulty of different conflict
resolution strategies
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