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Abstract: From February to March 2022, we carried out a field investigation and fecal sample collection of Siberian musk

deer (Moschus moschiferus) in Hanma National Nature Reserve, Greater Khingan Mountains, Inner Mongolia. A total of

36 suspected fresh feces of Siberian musk deer were collected, and 33 of the total samples were identified by molecular bio-

logical methods. We collected 14 species of edible plants of Siberian musk deer and determined the content of macro-

nutrition and micro-nutrition of edible plants through food analysis. The food availability and nutrition content of edible plants

were quantified to explore the food consumption and food resource availability of Siberian musk deer in winter. The results

showed that there were differences in composing proportion of different types of food and food availability. Lichens (account

for 50.65%) were the major food of musk deer in winter and availability of food in the environment was not the main factor

determining the proportion of food composition. In winter, Siberian musk deer first ingests herbaceous plants with high car-

bohydrate and Na content from the environment, and then selectively feeds on shrubs (with short arbor included) with high

energy, protein and fat content, in order to achieve the balance of nutrients and meet specific nutritional requirements. The

transformation-based redundancy analysis (tb-RDA) showed that there was significant difference in nutrient supply and food

composition between shrubs (with short arbor included) and herbals of the grazing plants of Siberian musk deer in winter

habitat, and total structural carbohydrate (TSC) and total energy (GE) of plants in the habitat significantly affected the food

composition of Siberian musk deer in winter. The results indicated that the availability of grazing plants and the distribution

of nutrients and energy were important for the selection of grazing strategies of Siberian musk deer.
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Fig. 1 Comparision of diet composition and food availability of Siberian musk deer in winter
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Fig. 2 Differences in macro-nutrition supply of Siberian musk deer in winter
®1 BEBEZ2FUMRITEVERES (UFREL)
Tab. 1 Nutrient composition of browsed 14 plants (contents in dry matter)
LiEEZE b HEH (%) RN (%) BokAEEW (%) ERg/(kl-g) (%) #5(%) (%)
Plant species Ccp EE TSC+TNC GE Na Ca p
A8 Cladonia stellaris 16. 58 8.73 65.95 18. 68 0.0012 0. 0069 0.0110
7 #£ Bryophyta 55.99 8. 15 15.38 19. 10 0.001 4 0.0109 0.048 8
NN Usnea diffracta 40. 89 8.41 39.72 19. 80 0.000 8 0.0123 0.0195
—HEELRE Carex tristachya 32.47 6.47 49.09 18. 65 0. 000 4 0.2700 0.005 8
JEA1 8% Cladonia rangiferina 16. 66 9.49 67.83 19.32 0.001 6 0.007 0 0.0150
AR Vaceinium vitis-idaea 43.71 7.83 26. 41 17.96 0. 000 7 0. 009 6 0.0437
B A Vaccinium uliginosum 41.73 6.57 33.01 18. 12 0. 000 4 0. 008 2 0.0254
KW Larix gmelinii 43.41 15.72 16.55 19. 32 0.001 1 0.0130 0.1184
W& Salix spp. 36. 56 5.02 42.69 17.95 0. 000 5 0. 006 5 0.0551
1R 2% Empetrum nigrum 33.07 13.63 54.49 18.70 0.000 8 0.008 0 0.0397
1L Rosa davurica 32.16 6.30 44.41 17.71 0. 000 5 0. 008 7 0.0528
EF Pinus pumila 59.25 16.97 5.42 21.65 0. 000 6 0.0130 0.024 6
P FERY Rhododendron dauricum 37.19 6.03 36.18 17.38 0. 000 7 0. 008 1 0.028 3
¥ Ledum palustre 42.32 8.07 32.03 18.27 0. 000 6 0. 008 1 0.027 5
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Fig. 3 Differences in micro-nutrition supply of Siberian musk deer in winter
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Fig. 4 Correlation between food composition and environmental plant nu-

trient supply of Siberian musk deer in winter
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