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Table 1. System for determining IBA state scores based on habitat area.

	Current habitat area as a % of estimated optimum habitat area (for trigger species)
	IBA state score & description

	> 90
	3 (Favourable)

	70–90
	2 (Near favourable)

	40–70
	1 (Unfavourable)

	< 40
	0 (Very unfavourable)


Table 2. System for adjusting IBA state scores based on combinations of habitat area and quality.
	
	Current habitat area as a % of estimated optimum habitat area (for trigger species)

	
	Favourable 

(> 90%)
	Near favourable (70–90%)
	Unfavourable 

(40–70%)
	Very unfavourable (< 40%)

	Current habitat quality as % of optimum habitat quality
	Good 

(> 90%)
	3
	2
	1
	0

	
	Moderate 

(70–90%)
	2
	1
	0
	0

	
	Poor 

(40–69%)
	1
	0
	0
	0

	
	Very Poor 

 (< 40%)
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table 3. System for determining timing, scope and severity scores, and overall impact, for threats to trigger species. 

	Timing of threat 
	Score

	Happening now 
	3

	Likely in short term (within 4 years) 
	2

	Likely in long term (beyond 4 years) 
	1

	Past (and unlikely to return) and no longer limiting 
	0

	Scope of threat 
	

	Whole population/area (> 90%) 
	3

	Most of population/area (50–90%) 
	2

	Some of population/area (10–50%) 
	1

	Few individuals/small area (< 10%) 
	0

	Severity of threat 
	

	Rapid deterioration (> 30% over 10 years or 3 generations, whichever is the longer*) 
	3

	Moderate deterioration (10–30% over 10 years or 3 generations) 
	2

	Slow deterioration (1–10% over 10 years or 3 generations) 
	1

	No or imperceptible deterioration (< 1% over 10 years) 
	0

	*Generation length is the average age of parents of the current cohort
Impact score of threat to trigger species = timing score + scope score + severity score

Important: if the score for any of timing, scope or severity for a given threat = 0, then the impact score for that threat = 0. (This means that the impact score never has the value 1 or 2).


Table 4. System for determining IBA pressure scores based on threat scores for individual trigger species.

	Highest impact score of any threat to any trigger species
	IBA pressure score & description

	0 
	0 (Low)

	3–5
	1 (Medium)

	6–7
	2 (High)

	8–9
	3 (Very high)


Table 5. System for determining scores for different types of conservation action at IBAs.

	Conservation designation
	Score

	Whole of IBA (> 90%) covered by appropriate conservation designation 
	3

	Most of the IBA (50–90%) covered (including the most critical parts for the trigger species 
	2

	Some of IBA (10–49%) covered 
	1

	None or little of IBA (< 10%) covered
	0

	Management planning
	

	A comprehensive and appropriate management plan exists that aims to maintain or improve the populations of qualifying species
	3

	A management plan exists but it is out of date or not comprehensive
	2

	No management plan exists but the management planning process has begun
	1

	No management planning has taken place
	0

	Conservation action
	

	The conservation measures needed for the site are being comprehensively and effectively implemented
	3

	Substantive conservation measures are being implemented but these are not comprehensive and are limited by resources and capacity
	2

	Some limited conservation initiatives are in place 
	1

	Very little or no conservation action is taking place
	0

	Summed action score for IBA = conservation designation score + management planning score + conservation action score


Table 6. System for determining IBA response scores based on summed action scores for the IBA.

	Summed action score for IBA
	IBA response score & description

	8–9
	3 (High)

	6–7
	2 (Medium)

	2–5
	1 (Low)

	0–1
	0 (Negligible)


Table 7. Multiple regression models testing predictors of condition (State) of 36 Kenyan IBAs in 1999, 2004 and 2005. The predictors in the initial models together explain a variance denoted by R2; ΔR2 is the change in R2 on each subsequent stepwise backward reduction. B is the Unstandardised Coefficient; SEB is the Standard Error for the Unstandardised Coefficient and β is the Standardised Coefficient with statistical significance denoted by * (P < 0.05), ** (P < 0.01) or *** (P < 0.001).



	Dependent Variable: State 1999

 
	B
	SE B
	β

	Step1
	Constant
	3.08
	0.32
	

	 
	Protected Area status
	0.38
	0.35
	.19

	
	Pressure 1999
	-0.87
	0.14
	-.75***

	 
	Response 1999
	-0.36
	0.26
	-.25

	
	
	
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	

	 
	Constant
	3.08
	0.32
	

	
	Pressure 1999
	-.85
	0.14
	-.74***

	 
	Response 1999
	-.15
	0.18
	-.1

	
	
	
	
	

	Step 3
	
	
	
	

	 
	Constant
	2.91
	0.25
	

	
	Pressure 1999
	-0.83
	0.14
	-.72***


R2 = .54 for Step 1; Δ R2 = .01 for Step 2; Δ R2 = .01 for Step 3 

	Dependent Variable: State 2004

 
	
	
	

	Step1
	Constant
	2.40
	0.48
	

	 
	Protected Area status
	-0.25
	0.43
	-.13

	
	Pressure 2004
	-0.78
	0.24
	-.49**

	 
	Response 2004
	0.30
	0.22
	.32

	
	
	
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	

	 
	Constant
	2.38
	0.47
	

	
	Pressure 2004
	-0.79
	0.24
	-.49**

	 
	Response 2004
	0.21
	0.14
	.22

	
	
	
	
	

	Step 3
	
	
	
	

	 
	Constant
	2.75
	0.41
	

	
	Pressure 2004
	-0.87
	0.23
	-.54***


R2 = .34 for Step 1; Δ R2 = .01 for Step 2; Δ R2 = .04 for Step 3 

	Dependent Variable: State 2005

 
	
	
	

	Step1
	Constant
	2.20
	0.41
	

	 
	Protected Area status
	0.07
	0.42
	.03

	
	Pressure 2005
	-0.83
	0.22
	-.53**

	 
	Response 2005
	0.31
	0.21
	.31

	
	
	
	
	

	Step 2
	
	
	
	

	 
	Constant
	2.21
	0.47
	

	
	Pressure 2005
	-0.83
	0.24
	-.53***

	 
	Response 2005
	0.33
	0.14
	.33*


R2 = .39 for Step 1; Δ R2 = .001 for Step 2; (*P < 0.05; **P < 0.01; ***P < 0.001)
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