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Can we relate carrying capacity 
estimates of habitats to habitat 

utilisation by species? 
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Use/availability estimates 
on three levels for 
individual rhino:

Rhino ranked habitats

1.Habitat selection

2.Habitat preference

3.Plant-level selection



Carrying capacity ranked habitats

Based on Adcock, K., 2006. Rhino 
Management Group Black Rhino 
Carrying Capacity Model V2.1. 
Darwin Initiative & SADC Regional 
Programme for Rhino Conservation
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• Are CC estimates useful if individuals display 
variable habitat selection or preferences? 

• Are CC estimates based on broad-scale habitat 
types accurate if selection and utilization is being 
driven at a finer scale? 

• Are CC estimates based on broad scale availabilities 
of resources useful in a species that is a selective 
forager? 

• Are CC estimates of the most valued habitats 
available to all individuals? 



BLACK RHINO BULL

KERNEL HOME RANGES

(50 & 95 %)
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