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Abstract

Fisheries data collection in Kenya has been undertaken using the routine data collection by
the Beach Management Units (BMUs) while the fisheries personnel have been using the
Catch Assessment Survey (CAS) sampling. Sampling is undertaken in selected landing sites
in ten days a month depending on the lunar calendar. The sampled data is later raised to
total using the frame survey data that captures the total fishing effort in all the marine
landing sites. While routine data is supposed to be collected from all the fishing crafts, this
however has not been possible. The two datasets when compared together were found to
differ during some periods of the year. This led to the need to undertake a dedicated survey
for the period that the datasets tended to vary. From July 2024 to June 2025, a dedicated
survey was conducted and gave an indication of what could have been the main cause of
this disparity. While the raising factor for the Catch Assessment Survey was based on the
main target species reported during the 2024 frame survey where 17% of the vessels
targeted tuna and tuna-like species, a change in targeting was noted during the peak tuna
and tuna-like seasons. The dedicated survey showed that the tuna and tuna-like species
targeting increased to between 30% and 50% of the vessels depending on the area
sampled. The same is being undertaken again this year to validate the findings of the first

dedicated data collection.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Kenya has a coastline of =640km (or =880km including estuaries, river mouths and
embayments), stretching from the northern border with Somalia at Ishakani (1° 39’46 §)
and to 4° 40’45”’S on the Vanga border with Tanzanian border. The continental shelf is
narrow with fringing coral reefs extending =0.5-2.0 nm and offshore to the 200nM
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). The marine fishery is predominantly small-scale and the
annual fish landings account for 24% of the national small scale fisheries production (KeFS,

2024).

The small-scale or artisanal marine fisheries are an important source of livelihood with
about 17,628 fishers (Frame survey, 2024) directly employed in fishing. The fishing
activities are dependent on the season and weather, and the monsoon winds are key
factors driving the overall fish production including species caught and size structures. The
seasons and weather also influence fish distributions and migrations thus driving the
behavior of fishermen with respect to target species and methods of fishing. Consequently,
the overall distribution of the fishing effort both inshore and offshore is driven by the
seasons and weather patterns, and therefore, catch composition varies due seasonal

changes as well as selectivity characteristics of the fishing gear used (Okemwa et al., 2023b).

Fishing effort remains one of the crucial concepts in fisheries management and research.
According to conventional management thinking, fishing effort is considered the main
factor influencing stock dynamics and stock productivity, and a lot of effort is invested to
investigate this relation. Quantification of overall fishing effort is necessary and when
applied in conjunction with Catch Assessment Survey (CAS) assists in the estimation of the
total fish production. This information is vital for the sustainable management of the

fisheries resources.
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The main gears employed include gillnets, seines, longline, traps, handlines, ringnet and
trolling lines on-board Mashua (Dhows), Dau, Hori, dug-out canoes (Mtumbwi), Mtori
and outrigger (Ngalawa) among others. Modes of propulsion range from inbuilt to

outboard engines, sails and paddles (Munga et al., 2014).

Fishing effort has been on the increase since 2014, number of fishers increased to 17,628
fishers in 2024 FS compared to 14,451 in 2022, 13,426 in 2016 and 12,748 fishers recorded
in the 2014 frame surveys respectively. While the number of fishing crafts excluding foot
fishers increased to 3,471 from 3,174 enumerated in 2022, on other hand a total of 2,881
foot fishers were recorded in the 2024 FS, a 21.8% increase in their number compared to
the previous record of 2,365 in 2022 FS. The overall catch from the marine artisanal fishery
has steadily increased over the last 6 years from =24,165 in 2016 to 36,983 in 2022 and
current estimates stand at 39,702 Mt in 2024.

Therefore, there is need for sustained monitoring of the fishery in terms of both statistics
and biological information in order to inform effective management of the fishery, based
on reliable and accurate information on the fish stocks and their exploitation trends (FAO,
2022). Catch Assessment Surveys (CAS) is dedicated exercise targeting the capture fisheries
to generate information on catches and fishing effort. Collection of fisheries catch and
effort data in Kenya is based on both sampling and routine collection system where all
fishing trips and the total landings are supposed recorded in all landing sites. The landings
in some areas are however never recording requiring estimation of the landings from those

sites.

The information recorded in the frame survey helps to identify primary and secondary
sampling sites, and appropriate sampling strata for the CAS. Information relating to the
total numbers of sampling units (fishing crafts belong to each fishing craft-gear types, VG)
is also used to raise sampled catch rates to provide estimates of total catch along the entire
coast or at different spatial scales. CAS is also used to provide important information for
formulating management plans and for policy and development planning purposes. In

common with management plans, CAS typically draw upon data collected and assembled
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from a variety of sources including population census, maps, rural appraisals, consultations
with local resource users, or dedicated frame surveys. This provides a quick source of rich
statistics about the fishery within short periods. For the purpose of this survey, standard

operating procedures (SOPs) for CAS were developed and executed.

The current study was executed following realization that when the peak season for
migratory species occurs, the targeting of catches by fishers changes to that of the seasonal
landings until the season is over when the fishers get back to their routine targets. The
study wanted to assess the proportion of fishers shifting from their routine target for the
peak season so as to adjust the target species from the usually reported ones during the

frame survey.

1.1 The Catch Assessment Surveys

1.1.1 Background

The State Department of Blue Economy and Fisheries conducts a routine fisheries data
collection system based on total enumeration, whereby, all fishing trips should be recorded
at selected designated fish landing sites. Due to limited manpower, and the high costs
involved, the SDBE&F recognizes the weakness of the routine data collection systems. From
the perspective of the statistical validity of routine catch/effort data, full enumeration offers
relatively minor advantages over a sampling approach. Furthermore, full enumeration of
most of the overcrowded fish landing sites is practically impossible to achieve and therefore
there are significant questions on the accuracy of the data collected (Fulanda et al., 2011).
Moreover, due to the need to incorporate an Ecosystem approach to Fisheries (EAF)
resource management system, an understanding of socio-economic issues, biological,
ecological, and other external drivers and collation of data on the same is important in
order to understand the understand the complex links in an ecosystem (Onyango et al.,

2021).
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1.1.2 Objectives of the Catch Assessment surveys

The overall objective of the Catch Assessment Survey data collection system was to test if
data collection through CAS would generate data for monitoring trends in fish catches,
fishing effort, and economic value for use in management planning, policy formulation

and decision making. Specifically, the aims of the CAS were to:

1) Estimate annual total catch by weight of operating fishing fleets (craft- gear
combination)

2) Estimate spatial and temporal trends in fish catch rates (catch per unit effort) by gear
type of the different units of fishing effort

3) Estimate spatial and temporal trends in the species group composition of fish catches
by family for the different fishing craft-gear types

4) Determine the impact of different gears on the size structure of selected priority
species

5) Estimate the value of the fisheries in terms of ex-vessel price/kg(i) total value of the

fisheries (ii) key species group

2.0 METHODOLOGIES

2.1 Catch Assessment Survey Process

2.1.1 Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) and Training Manual for CAS

Data enumerators trained revised CAS Standard operating procedures (SOPs) and manual.
The manual contains training modules that covers species identification, morphometric
measurements and sampling design and the data recording during interviews. A sampling

form was developed and transformed into electronic mobile data format.

2.1.2 The Catch Assessment Survey Design

The CAS employs a two-stage sampling design. Within each county, a sample of Primary

Sampling Units (PSU), in this case landing sites is first selected, and then, at each PSU,
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samples of Secondary Sampling Units (SSU) (fishing craft gear) are selected based on total
number of fishing crafts per landing site and the spatial distribution along the coastline is
also considered. Ten sampling days shall be allocated according to the moon phase and

tidal cycles.

Table 1 Fishing craft-gear types to be selected for Catch Assessment Survey sampling

Main Gear Type
Fishing Craft Type|Code BS | GN | LL [RN|HL|MF|TL BT RS [Code
Hori HR | X | X X X| X | X | X | X |[HR
Ngalawa NG X X X| X | X | X | X [NG
Dau DA X X X[ X | X ] X X |DA
Mashua MS X X | X | X | X | X X |MS
Mtumbwi MT X X | X | X X |MT
Foot-fisher FF X X X | X FF

2.1.3 Selected landing sites by county for Catch Assessment Survey

Thirty-three (33) landing sites for Catch Assessment Survey selected from the five counties
namely Lamu, Tana River, Kilifi, Mombasa and Kwale. The spatial distribution illustrated
in Fig 2.1. While landing sites for biological sampling based on specific fishery; basket trap;
deep water snapper, octopus, tuna and tuna-like; ringnet and prawn indicated in table 2.2

and priority species in Table 2.3.
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Figure 2. 1 Map showing distribution of selected coastal CAS landing sites

Table 4: Distribution of selected landing sites by county for Catch Assessment

Survey
Counties No. Landing sites
Tana River 2 Ras Ya Mwana and Kipini
Mombasa 6 Old port, Nyali reef, Likoni, Mkupe, Timbwani and Mwangala
Lamu 7 Kiunga, Kizingitini, Faza, Amu, Shela, Shanga Ishakani, Kipungani and
Mtangawanda
Kwale 6 Vanga, Shimoni, Kibuyuni, Mkunguni, Gazi, Mwaepe (Mvuleni)
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Kilifi

11

Mtwapa, Takaungu, Mnarani, Kilifi Central, Bofa/Wesa, Ngomeni, Shella,

Kinyaole, Mayungu and Watamu

2.1.4 Key priority species sampling landing sites

Table 2 Distribution of selected landing sites for biological sampling

Fishery

Landing

selected

Basket

(demersals)

sites  Gazi
Shimoni

Kibuyuni

Mkunguni

Mayungu

trap Deep
snapper
Watamu
Ngomeni

Mayungu

Table 2. Table Key priority species

Fishery

Priority
species

selected

Basket trap

(demersals)

Siganus sutor
Leptoscarus
vaigiensis
Scarus
ghobbon
Lutjanus

fluviflamma

Deep water

snapper

Etelis coruscons
Etelis cobareus
Pristeomoides
filomentosus
Aprion
virescons
Pristiomoides

deniotes

water | Octopus Tuna Ringnet
Shimoni Vanga Vanga
Kijangwani Kilifi Gazi
Wesa Central Kilifi
Mayungu Watamu Central
Shanga Amu
Ishakani Kiwayu
Old town
Octopus Tuna Ringnet
Octopus  Euthynus Sphyraena
vulgaris  affinis abrusato
Octopus  Thunnus Sphyraena
cyanea obesus flavicaucio
Thunnus Sardinella
albacares gibboso
Katsowanus = Spratelloides
pelamis gracillis

Prawn

Kipini
Majoreni
Mwazaro

Mkupe

Prawn

Paneus
indicus
Paneus
monodon
Paneus

monoceros
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2.2 Catch Assessment Survey (CAS) Data Collection and Analysis

A hybrid method of physical and electronic data collection forms were used in collecting
data at the selected landing sites. The data items collected included catch weight,
composition by species and size, fishing gears and methods, craft type and length and value
of catch as well as fishing frequency. The catch weight was taken using weighing scales
while tapes were used in measuring craft lengths. All Survey data was captured using
electronic mobile app and analyzed using the Microsoft Excel (Microsoft Corporation,

2018) and Minitab software (State College, 2010) by CAS team and use of the database.

2.2.1 Estimation of fishing effort

Fishing effort per time unit = Fishing capacity*activity level
or

Fishing effort = F*BAC x A

where,

i)  F= no of boats from frame survey

i) BAC= average no of active boats/no of boats from frame survey,
i) A=no of fishing days

2.2.2 Catch per Unit Effort (CPUE)
CPUE when calculated = Total catches /Total units of effort

or
CPUE when collected = Average catch of a fishing unit by unit of time

2.2.3 Estimation of Total catch

Total catch = Total fishing effort * Catch per Unit of effort
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2.2.4 Possible Source of Error

Non sampling errors

The following were identified as possible source of non-sampling errors.

The field staff is not present at the beach when the fishing boats are landing and
collects data by enquiry.

The field staff cannot weigh the catches because he does not have proper weighing
scales and estimates the landings.

The field staff incorrectly identifies fish species.

Sampling Errors

Sampling errors may arise from the following:

The underestimation of the various fishing units operating from a PSU in a stratum.
An error in the number of boats per stratum or in the gear distribution would
therefore affect the estimates.

The ever changes in the number and distribution of fishing units per gear-type
(movement/migration) at primary landing site.

Boats changing fishing gears/changes in the fishing pattern and the fishery structure
may affect the final estimates.

Other sources of error

Geographic boundaries and national borders do not mean much to the fishermen. It is well

known that, along the Coast, groups of fishermen migrate in pursuit of fish and changes in

general economic conditions in the different countries or areas along the coast. These

movements would greatly affect the stratum estimates unless they were limited to the

boundaries of one stratum.
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3.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In 2024 Marine small- scale fishery catches were estimated 39,702 MT with demersal
fishes accounting for 41% (16,227 MT) of the total artisanal landings. Pelagics
contributed 29% (11,710 MT), Sardines 4.4% (1.739 MT), Crustaceans contributed 9.8%
(3,884 MT) and molluscs and sea cucumbers accounted for 9.1% (3,602 MT) while Shark
and Rays 5% (1,739 MT).

Landings (MT)

2024 39.702

2023

36.984

2022 35.596

2021

25.380

2020 23.647

2019

25.667

Fig 3.1. Annual marine production 2019-2024 (MT)

3.1 Spatial and temporal distribution of fish catch and value in the marine
fisheries

The annual fish landings for the five coastal counties; Kilifi, Kwale, Lamu, Mombasa and
Tana River are shown in Figure 3.1. In overall, a total of =39,702 Mt of fish was landed
in five counties during the period of the Catch Assessment Survey 2024 as compared CAS
2023 which had an estimated of =36,983. Kwale County recorded the slight decline in
catches from =14,795 to =12,516 then to =11,729 Mt between 2022 and 2024. Kilifi and
Lamu recorded improved production from =9,307 to =12,095mt and =6,536 to =9,813
mt respectively. while Tana River County had the stable catches of =1,663 Mt.
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Figure 3. 2 Fish Landings by County in the Artisanal Marine Fisheries of Kenya from Catch
Assessment Surveys (CAS — January -December, 2024).

Based on monthly analysis of the catches for marine artisanal fisheries, the highest landings
were recorded in; December =4,330 Mt; Jan =4,065 Mt and least in June and July =
2,028 Mt and = 2,456 Mt; maintain traditional temporal variations in the fishing seasons
along the coast. These variations in monthly landings depicts normal seasonal trends with
high catches recorded in November-March compared to that April to October. Monthly
analysis of the catches indicated the highest landings were recorded in; Kilifi = 1,748 Mt
in February, Kwale = 1,703 Mt in September, Lamu = 992 Mt in February, Mombasa =
568 Mt in January and Tana River =446 Mt in October of year 2024, Figure 3.2.
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Monthly production by Counties

5.000.000
4.500.000
4.000.000 |
3.500.000
3.000.000

[
— -
. -
2.500.000 I B == - B
2.000.000 . l .
1.500.000
1.000.000
500.000
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

| Kilifi ®Kwale ®Lamu Mombasa M Tana River

Figure 3. 3 Monthly Landings in the Artisanal Marine Fisheries of Kenya from Catch Assessment
Surveys (CAS — January -December, 2024)

3.2 Variation of the fish catch by fishing craft-gear in the marine fishery

3.2.1 Fishing Craft Catch Per Unit Effort

Catch rater per craft per day

Fishing frequency presented in Table 3.1 showed that in 2024 Lamu and Kilifi were the
most active counties recorded with the highest recorded fishing observations. Similarly,
Kilifi County showed notably high catch per craft per day of, as well as high catch per fisher
per day suggesting efficient fishing operations. Conversely, while Tana River County
recorded the lowest fishing observations, compared to Mombasa County recorded with
the lowest fishers in 2023, it inversely showed a relatively high catch per fisher per day,

suggesting low fishing pressure from the fishers exploiting the resource.

Table 3. 1 Catch rates by county

County N Catch/craft/day Catch/Fisher/day

Lamu 7180 55.6 7.9
Kilifi 4773 63.0 14.4
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Kwale 2618 29.1 5.7
Mombasa 1738 33.9 6.9
Tana River 996 36.3 9.2

Footfisher E

Surfboard gz

Ngalawa |sembecs
Hori
Mtumbwi
Dau

Mtori

Mashua

B Catch/Fisher/day & Catch/vessel/day
20 40 60 80

120

Figure 3. 4 Catch rates (by craft and fisher) by fishing craft type

In 2024 within the small-scale marine fisheries, mashua registered the highest catch rate per
vessel per trip of 85.6kg/craft/trip and a BAC of 0.54, suggesting a high fishing efficiency,
which could be attributed to its larger space, which accommodates more crew members
facilitating optimal collaborative fishing. Simillar to 2023, dau showed a high fishing
activity with a BAC of 0.71, whilst having the highest number of sampled frequency (7246),
with a moderate catch rate per vessel per day of 37.4Kg and a strong catch rate per fisher
per day of 8.2Kg. Mtori with fewer sampled frequency (730), recorded 64kg/craft/trip and
5.2kg/fisher/trip. Ngalawa’s, register of the lowest BAC of 0,48 along with the lowest
4.6Kg/fisher/day, signifies minimal use of the craft thus low fishing efficiency.
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Table 3. 2 Catch rates (by craft and fisher) by fishing craft type

Craft Type Observation/n Catch/Craft/Day Catch/Fisher/Day BAC
Dau 7246 37.4 8.2 0.71
Mtumbwi 2248 48.9 125 0.59
Foot fishers 853 5.6 5.6 0.55
Hori 2006 21.6 9.5 0.60
Mashua 3432 85.6 7.7 0.54
Mtori 730 64.0 5.2 0.60
Ngalawa 360 7.7 4.6 0.48
Surf 376 5.0 5.0 0.37

3.3 Spatial and Temporal Size Composition of Selected Priority Species

During the Catch Assessment Survey (CAS) recorded in 2024, a total of 1,885 specimens of finfish
from three families were sampled for length-frequency analysis from the selected landing sites in
the five counties: Lamu (11 sites), Tana River (2 sites), Kilifi (11 sites), Mombasa (6 sites) and

Kwale (6 sites). Table 1 shows a descriptive summary of the priority species whereas figures 3.26

to 3.31 shows the size frequency distributions per species.

Table 1. Summary information of the priority/dominant species sampled along the Kenyan coast

during the 2024 CAS survey period

Family Common Mean length | Range L50 | %

Species name/swahili name | Numbers | cm £+ SE (cm) (cm) | mature
Siganidae Siganus Shoemaker

sutor spinefoot (Tafi) 959 26.64+013 10.2-38.6 |28.2 |33
Lethrinidae | Lethrinus Sky emperor/changu

mahsena 300 35.68 £0.89 4.4 -65 25 73

Lethrinus Pink ear emperor

lentjan (Changu njana) 119 29.45 +0.84 13.6 - 51 26.7 | 57
Scombridae | Thunnus Big eye

obesus tuna/jodari/kiboma | 286 87.76 £ 0.81 39 - 148 94 28
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Thunnus Yellowfin

albacares tuna/kiboma/jodari | 221 78.16 +£1.23 27-1322 | 974

7 ‘

; Lethrinus lentjan
Siganus sutor Lethrinus mahsena i)

Thunnus obesus Thunnus albacares

Platel: Picture images of priority species sampled along the Kenyan coast during the 2024 CAS

survey period
Siganus sutor, Shoemaker spine foot

During the 2024 sampling period, Siganus sutor sampled, ranged from 7 to 38.6 cm (TL), with
most catch landed between 26-30 size class cm (TL). Table 1; Figure 1). The length at 50%
maturity (L50 ) of S. sutor is 28.2 cm (TL) while the mean length was 26.7£0.1 cm (TL).
Approximately ~33% of the recorded catch were above the length at maturity (Figure 3.26).
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Figure 3.26. Length frequency distribution of Siganus sutor from the selected landing sites along

the Kenyan coast during the 2024 CAS survey period

Lethrinus mahsena, SKy emperor

The total length frequency distribution for L. mahsena is given in figure 2. The size of fish

recorded ranged between 4.4-65 cm (TL) while the modal size was in the 24-26 cm (TL) size class.

The mean length was 35.7+0.4 cm (TL) and the length at which 50% of L. mahsena are mature is

25 cm (TL). Approximately, 73% of the landed species were above the length at maturity.
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Figure 3.27. Length frequency distribution of Lethrinus mahsena from the selected landing sites

along the Kenyan coast during the 2024 CAS survey period.

Lethrinus lentjan, pink ear emperor

During the survey period, a total of 119 lengths of L./entjan were recorded. The size of fish
recorded ranged between 13.5-51 cm (TL) while the modal size was 26-28 cm (TL) size class. The
mean length was 29.5 £0.4 cm (TL) and the length at which 50% of L. lentjan were mature is 26.7
cm (TL). Approximately, 57% of the landed species were above the length at maturity (Figure
3.28).
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Figure .28 Length frequency distribution of Lethrinus lentjan from the selected landing sites along

the Kenyan coast during the 2024 survey period

Thunnus obesus, Big eye tuna

During the 2024 sampling period, T.obesus sampled, ranged from 39 to 148 cm (FL), while the
modal size of fish landed were between 85-90 size class cm (FL). (Table 1; Figure 4). The mean
length was 87.7+ 0.7 cm (FL) while the length at 50% maturity (L50) was 94 cm (FL).
Approximately only 28% of T.obesus recorded were above the length at maturity (Figure 3.29).
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Figure 3.29. Length frequency distribution of Thunnus obesus sampled from the selected landing

sites along the Kenyan coast during the 2024 CAS period

Thunnus albacares, Y ellowfin tuna

During the 2024 sampling period, T albacares sampled, ranged from 27 to 132 cm (FL), while the
modal size of fish landed were between 80-85 and 85-90 cm (FL) size classes. (Table 1; Figure 4).
The mean length was 78.2+ 0.7 cm (FL) , while the length at 50% maturity (L50) was 97.4 cm
(FL). Approximately only 7% of T.albacares recorded were above the length at maturity (Figure
3.30).
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Figure 3.30. Length frequency distribution of Thunnus albacares from the selected landing sites

along the Kenyan coast during the 2024 CAS survey period

3.4. Results from the dedicated survey on variation in the catch species
targeting

During the frame survey undertaken by the fisheries department, key landing sites where
tuna landings were reported were assessed. The total number of tuna targeting vessels in
the main tuna landing sites were 487 out of the 1,251 vessels reported in the survey. The
number of vessels however increased to 1,032 during the peak tuna season. While the
average percentage of vessels targeting tuna were recorded as 41 during the frame survey,
the number raised to 83 during the peak season representing a 42% increase in the tuna

targeting vessels (Table 5).
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Table 5: variation in the number of vessels targeting tuna

Tuna targeting | Tuna Vessels | % Tuna % tuna
Vessels during | during vessels vessels %

Landing Site Total Vessels FS sampling during FS during peak Change
Gazi

158 106 140 | 67 89 22
Ngomeni 184 89 157 | 48 85 37
Pwani toto 245 80 200 | 33 82 49
Kilifi central Old
ferry 94 43 85 | 46 90 45
Kiwayu 44 21 36 | 48 82 34
Mnarani old ferry 7 20 79 | 27 97 70
Kizingitini 95 17 62 | 18 65 47
Mbuyuni 62 17 52 | 27 84 56
Wesa main 42 16 33|38 79 40
Mwandamu 34 15 25 | 44 74 29
Chui 30 14 23 | 47 77 30
Bwana saidi 13 13 13 | 100 100 ;
Mtwapa customs 53 11 a | 2 33 62
Silver sand 28 9 23|32 82 50
Mayungu 78 8 52 | 10 67 56
Watamu 17 8 15 | 47 88 41
Total 1,251 487 1032 | 41 83 42
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Conclusions

The Marine catch assessment survey was implemented in a standardized and synchronized
manner on all selected landing sites using 10 days sampling plan every month based on
low and high tides calendar. The report provides projections of annual catches based on
2022 assessment covering two seasonal, Monthly averages used to estimate the annual
catches. The following recommendations are put forward;

vi.

vii.

There is need to package information dissemination materials targeting the different
stakeholder (fishers and managers) to enable mass dissemination and use of the CAS
results, combined with awareness campaigns and popularization of regulatory texts;
The Beach Management units (BMU) and relevant government institution
leadership should devise mechanisms for motivating the agents assigned to the
collection of data in the field to ensure sustainability and quality data records;
Future CAS should assess fisheries contribution to livelihoods of the riparian
populations in terms of food and nutritional security, thus need record quantity of
fish retained for household consumption;

Seasonal fluctuation in number of boats operating could be obtained by studying
the migratory pattern fisheries units operating in the PSUs to update the sampling
frame;

lllegal fishing gears (beach/boat seines, monofilaments, and under-size mesh gill
nets) are still the main gears used to harvest fish on marine fishery. This calls for the
strengthening of enforcement of the existing fisheries regulations to remove all the
illegal fishing effort from the Kenyan waters;

There is need for regular CAS preferably quarterly on all landing sites to monitor
trends and evaluate responses of fish stocks to the management interventions
proposed by these surveys. The surveys should be conducted simultaneously in the
all countries to enable data comparability and formulation of uniform policies and
management plans;

In order to improve on fisheries data management, storage, and sharing, we
recommend the fast-tracking and finalization of the Fisheries Information
Management System (FIMS). Once the system is completed, the technical teams
should be trained in the use of the system and begin to use it for data processing,
storage, and management; and
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viii.

For long-term sustainability of CAS data collection, we suggest to the two levels of
Government (National and County) and key stakeholders to begin planning and
budgeting for these surveys in their annual work plans and make use of the trained
enumerators to capture these data.

4.2 Lessons Learnt

a)

b)

d)
e)
f)

g)

Capacity building of enumerators selected from the fishing communities and their
participation in fisheries data collection is considered one of the avenues for
sustainable data collection.

A system of enhanced monitoring of data enumerators and stricter line management
should be developed such as review of data forms and Google Map locations.
Have a 2-tier system for managers to validate the data before it is sent to the system.
Monthly reports should be provided for all the data sampled for validation
Upload selected landing sites, enumerator name, craft type, and institutes check to
avoid unmatching data parameters

Review craft-gear combination allocation per landing sites based on CAS 2024
report.

Implement dedicated enumeration of lengths and weights for seasonal valued
species tuna and tuna-like species on selected landing sites.
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