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Fig. 1 The schematic diagram of artificial nest boxes
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Fig. 2 The realistic view of an artificial nest box that attracts Copsychus saularis to breed (A)and a figure of the habitat

around the artificial nest boxes (B)
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Tab.1 Comparison of artificial nest box utilization rates between 2021 and 2022

oy AR SRR /% AR SR %%
2021 90 37.78(n = 34) 14.71(n =5)
2022 60 41.67(n = 25) 16.00(n = 4)
2021 vs. 2022 X =0228df=1P=0.633 Y =0.019df=1P=0.891
1.81 m) (] 3), BRI P EE 25 (9.34 + 7.02 m) (] 4) , & o
K E (34.07% + 28.15%) (& 5) , EA i 1£(91.30 + 5r

2430 em) C ] 6) , Mo & (30.00% +

Fal

22.40%) (K1)« ﬂ%z
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Fig. 6 Statistics of the number of nests in the nest trees
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Fig. 4 Statistics of the number of nests at different dis-
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Tab.2 Comparison of habitat parameters between

breeding and control plots of Copsychus saularis

W CEZBERETT IREEETT

5%

C2 (n=20) z P
i

BRICAT 0359 10753 3534+20.66 ~1.856 0.063
FE S /m
RS
pel 934+7.02 608401 -1.453 0.146
Eﬁﬂfﬁ 14.25 + 13.66 34.16 +32.64 -2.295 0.022%
FE S /m
A B
pn gy 973+9.67 17.51 2034 —-1.225 0.221
SR 3
P 141022200 11532965 -0743 0457
SUBIBIET ) o)L 053 2704021 -0.065 0.948
= /m
1 N
KL/ 257+1.81 1.68+225 -2466 0.014
Hopt
Wifijem 91302430 91701922 -0.140 0.889
[=W/N
gy, 4072815 44752633 -1562 0.118
HEA
gy, 22782086 147521728 -1312 0334
Hb i
gz, 30002240 39502986 -0.967 0.334
BTy
iy, 164851598 180022262 0319 0750
e 207.59 + 90.95 163.00+93.97 -1.605 0.108
ﬁr’ﬂ/c . - . . g . . .

K H FE Ao Bartlett BRI AG 56 4t 11 & 17 sig.
{H < 0.05, R YIAERY IS AL e, KA R Z [A]4F

#&3 KMO &3 H0 Bartlett k1616
Tab.3 KMO test and Bartlett sphericity test

S OE (= A KMO 18/P 14
KMO HURRE U % 0.619
IR T7 29.776
Bartlett ERFE 5 46 56 H 10
XU Sig. 18 0.001

(2) JRIGEHE 1T 2 Rt

XoF SR AR B AT 5 2 T I S5 R LR 4, e
BoR T BN AE TR T 2 R R, %
R R BN B — E A AR IEAR D 2.22, DTk %
H37.08%; 55— F RS BIRFAEAR N 1.38, STk Z A
60.14% ; 55 = F B3 BIRFAEAE 9 1.05, TTER 3N
17.59%

TE“WIAFREE” F“ Rit%” 5, 71 34 E Ko
() BT 258 77.73% , B A AEME KT 1, 4
AL, Fo R BT R AEAE 2/ 1, R MR A
K, R JFE A 6 AN A8 R WL A5 B AT Bl 3
FRR O S, BEARAL T AN T T A A R

BE % J2 Pl 5 1 0 605 SRR R 1) R R B, DR A

HUX 34N oy i H e A5 TR AA AR 5 (1 R 7 2
(5,
(3) Jiek% J5 i R -4

B E RS s IS J5 14 143 HE B AT DL HY
HIRE A R T AR R T 3 MR RS —
ANE T BRI B R, EEE
FE PR K BE B 2 MRARE S AN T BRI
e 2 = F R, BE KRB BRSNS
IR 6.
(4) B8 EAEGEFE IR 32 Bl o3y 4 S 32

e B E AR S E RN T AR ASHIE TR SR i 42
R4 RBEIERR
Tab. 4 Explanation of the overall equation
WAL SEMAT 1T A Jre e B A ~1- 75 A1
gy gt mEAS Rite gt TEAN RiH% it mEASR Rib%
1 222 37.08 37.08 222 37.08 37.08 2.05 34.32 34.32
2 1.38 23.06 60.14 1.38 23.06 60.14 1.54 25.76 60.08
3 1.05 17.59 77.73 1.05 17.59 77.73 1.05 17.65 77.73
4 0.61 10.22 87.96
5 0.44 7.42 95.38
6 0.27 4.61 100.00
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Tab.5 Component matrix after rotation

B4y
1 2 3
S A0 T 5 % /m -0.015 0.889 0.078
HR 2 /em 0.843 -0.127 0.116
TR R 52/ % 0.870 -0.010 -0.223
ARG % -0.751 0.091 -0.113
JF TE % PR B /m -0.162 0.855 -0.053
FE 7K R R 5 /m 0.028 0.026 0.987

6 EOMENRFNEMTHERSTE
Tab. 6 Principal component naming and classification of

nest site selection by C. saularis

Fsy  AEESH R ALEN m%  FEEE
B 91.29+24.3
[ (SRS
1 HEAEEEZ  30.01 £22.44 = 34.32%
UK 34.07+28.14
A S g 2.81+£0.53
. THHE 25.76%
BEIEEEEE R 9.33+7.01
e LR RR
3 BE/KUFEE RS 14.25+13.65 % 17.65%

T R 3 P52 R B A 5 B 3 A48 Bk 1O D B R FE [
B, W BRI b T e R R B B 2 AR AR DN
T =, % P K VR BE 2 ME o o AR A7 IR A
EXEJOR
3 i it

B3 £ 2 R0 5 S AR A A AT S ) —
AN RER IR, SRR S B E IR, B
AL B T A A S e LR IR PR AL 25 i sk . 7E
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I 26 A 2 B A 2 BAE O S 5 . At
FL A, B 405 1) SR F 2 AE W AF 43 90 O 37.78% H
41.67% . T ¥ FE AL X35k, B8 605 1 S5 R F 22 A7 AE
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Selection strategy of Copsychus saularis for the location of
artificial nest boxes

FENG Yanmin'?, XU Yuxin', ZHENG Yuanbin®, GUO Yi', RAO Xiaodong"*, MA Xuefeng’

(1. School of Tropical Agriculture and Forestry, Hainan University, Danzhou, Hainan 571737; 2. Liaotong Forest Park Management and
Protection Center, Liaotong, Inner Mangolia 028199; 3. Anyuan Forestry Bureau, Anyuan, Jiangxi 342100; 4. Haikou Key Laboratory
for Smart Forestry, Haikou, Hainan 570228; 5. Hainan Tropical Wildlife Park and Botanical Garden, Haikou, Hainan 570110, China)

Abstract: In order to study the nest site selection preferences and main influencing factors of Oriental Magpie-
Robin (Copsychus saularis), a total of 150 artificial nest boxes were set up in Hainan Tropical Wildlife and
Botanical Garden. The selection behavior of Oriental Magpie-Robin population reproduced in the artificial nest
boxes was investigated during the breeding season in 2021 and 2022. The results showed that a total of 59
artificial nest boxes were used for reproduction by Oriental Magpie-Robin in two years. Among all the artificial
nest boxes 90 were monitored in 2021, and 34 were used for reproduction; the utilization rate of the nest boxes
was 37.78%, and the reuse rate was 14.71%. In 2022, 60 nest boxes were monitored and 25 were used for
reproduction; the utilization rate of the nest boxes was 41.67%, and the reuse rate was 16.00%. The reproductive
success rates in these 2 years were 67.65% and 68.00%, respectively. The nest box with a closer distance from
the water source (14.25 + 13.66 m) and a higher branch distance above the nest boxes (2.57 + 1.81 m) were
preferred by the Oriental Magpie-Robin. At the same time, the height from the ground (2.82 + 0.53 m), the
distance from the road (9.34 + 7.02 m), the herb coverage (34.07 + 28.15%) , the trunk diameter at breast height
of the nest tree (91.30 + 24.30 cm) and the ground exposure (30.00 + 22.40%) were also the important
influencing factors. The main factors affecting the nest site selection of the Oriental Magpie-Robin are the degree
of concealment (34.32%), the interference factor (25.76%) and the survival resource factor (17.65%). The quality
of the nest sites mainly depends on the concealment and inaccessibility of nesting. In this study, the factors of
concealment, interference and survival resources were considered by the Oriental Magpie-Robin in their selection
of nest boxes. Subsequent studies will focus on the impact of urbanization on nest site selection and the
reproductive success rate among different populations.

Keywords: Copsychus saularis; nest site selection; reproduction success; Hainan Tropical Wildlife Park and

Botanical Garden
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