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Appendix S1. Testing the influence of invisible landscapes on habitat selection analysis
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Figure S1. Example of landscapes simulated by discretizing spatially correlated Gaussian random
fields. Green cells show the presence of the selected habitat-type (habitat A in main text). (A)
More-patchy (p=10) and (B) less-patchy landscapes (p=1) were generated to test the influence of

invisible landscape on habitat selection analysis.
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Figure S2. Influence of the strength of selection for familiar space (Bramiiiaricy) @and for recently-
used areas (Brecent use) ON habitat selection analyses. Cell values show the differences between

the estimated (Bqpirqr) aNd expected (Bhanicar) cOefficient of selection for habitat-type. Movement

trajectories (n = 20 replications x 500 individuals ; step = 1000) were simulated on a fully

parametrized LG movement model with coefficients (Brapitar = 4 Bramitiarity; Brecent use)-



