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Figure 1- Spatial location of Zaminsang region in Hormozgan province
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Table 1- Floristic list of the vegetation of Zeminsang rangelands

) sl ol o RTINS sl Pl
Row Scientific name Family Life form Persian name
1 Aeluropus littoralis Poaceae Bush Sl Hsd e
2 Alhagi graecorum Fabaceae Bush EXg1e
3 Anabasis setifera Chenopodiaceae Bush Dy A
4 Atriplex leucoclada Chenopodiaceae Bush o5 Ao
5 Bienertia cycloptera Chenopodiaceae Bush Do ASS
6 Desmostachya bipinata Poaceae Bush % S
7 Halocnemum strobilaceum Chenopodiaceae Bush oy SNk
8 Medicago polymorpha Fabaceae Annual LS, s
9 Phoenix dactylifera Arecaceae Tree Js
10 Prosopis cineraria Mimosaceae Tree 58
11 Salsola imbricata Chenopodiaceae Bush SO
12 Salvadora persica Salvadoraceae Shrub o
13 Suaeda fruticosa Chenopodiaceae Bush o ol
14 Tamarix mascatensis Tamaricaceae Shrub Jf
15 Taverniera spartea Fabaceae Bush sY
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Table 2- Distribution of palatability of range species based on priority value indexes

Iy ol ol Shs=h o> St S
Row Index Predominance Palatable Palatable Class
S ol Syt ss MalS
1 591 FS ol YT |
Complete preference Completely palatable
ol Syt s
2 1.4-2 e e N |
Relative preference Relatively palatable
3 0.7-13 e Ol e Syt I
Moderate preference Moderately palatable
5 ol Sy g gt i
4 0.3-0.6 e T A 1l
Relative avoidance Almost non-palatable
S Ol Shss i s né NelS
5 <02 JolS Slas 09> > S n

Complete avoidance

Completely non-palatable
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Table 3- The average share of species in fodder production and livestock feed based on the percentage of plant consumption from the total production of
grazed species

(a5 5D 6o

January (Beginning of vegetative

growth)

() M5 @‘) o]
February (The peak of vegetative

growth)

March (Beginning of flowering)

(2 5leD) wand

(288 ) cnoss b

April (The peak of flowering)

(3,0 dl j0) ozl

May (Seed stage)
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Table 4- Preference index of grazed species in different years and months in Hormozgan Zeminsang site

\YAP \YAY \YAA VYAQ J.{L.a
2007 2008 2009 2010 Average
55
; e - e - e - > e - > e -
Species ) £ £ = D c s S o= T - £ £ e = D c £ £ a= D c £ £ o= T
28 ¥$5 38 T ¥& 2% ¥§5 32 3T 313 2% ¥3 3JS 9T 313 2% ¥3 32 T 38 o8 3 S T 13
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Halocnemum
07 14 12 07 1 08 06 07 01 1 09 09 18 05 09 1 07 02 13 09 08 079 115 06 095
strobilaceum
Desmostachy
1 04 03 03 01 11 12 01 01 1 09 06 01 004 11 09 08 03 03 03 094 061 02 018 046
a bipinata
Alhagi
1.8 1.2 18 1.6 1.9 15 1.3 1 15 1.7 1.2 1.2 0.9 1.3 12 0.8 14 1.9 0.2 06 132 128 102 115 0.88
graecorum
Atriplex
19 09 19 18 17 13 14 19 19 15 1 19 19 18 19 08 14 19 1.7 19 125 139 190 1.85 1.80
leucoclada
Aeluropus
18 18 11 17 19 15 19 16 1.7 19 12 19 o 18 19 11 19 19 19 19 144 187 140 177 195

lagopoides




fay Fooles Y4 uds ol ol 6Ll &r Oldss e 4y

iz sl s ol pabls o Sle anglio -0 J 5o

Table 5- Comparison of the average of the preference index in different years

ol sesls Jw
Preference index Year
1.276 2+ 0.241 \YAF

2007
1.22423+0.209 \YAV
2008
1.2142340.199 \YAA
2009
1.12024 0.169 AR
2010
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Table 6- Comparison of the average preference index in different months

QL"‘-?) u"L‘*‘ ole
Preference index months
1.150 24 0.098 S

January
1.1812+0.108 O
February
1.090 2 # 0.091 S|
March
1.11224+0.112 Cﬁ?)_ﬁﬁ
Aprill
1.2012£0.119 Caig 3l
May
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Table 7- Comparison of the average of the preference index of plant species

ol sesla 55
Preference index Species
0.865°¢+0.198 Halocnemum strobilaceum
0.547°¢*0.212 Desmostachya bipinata
1.300° £ 0.116 Alhagi graecorum
1.620 % £ 0.132 Atriplex leucoclada
17102+ 0.178 Aeluropus lagopoides
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Table 8- Comparison of the average of the preference index of plant species in different years of investigation

\YA4
2010

VYAA
2009

YAV
2008

Jl
\YAF Year
2007 & j_f

Species

0.820 %f+0.183

1.000 e + 0.214

0.640 ¢f £ 0.150

0.520 ¢ £ 0.136 0.548 ¢ £ 0.211 0.700 %f £+ 0.214
0.980 ¢ £ 0.301 1.160 b«d £ 0.068 1.400 ®° +0.118
1.540 ® £ 0.206 1.7002+0.176 1.600 ® £ 0.126
1.740 2+ 0.160 1.660 2+ 0.136 1.780 2+ 0.080

1.000 % £ 0.138 Halocnemum strobilaceum

0.420 £ 0.153 Desmostachya bipinata
1.6602+0.125 Alhagi graecorum
1.640 % £ 0.189 Atriplex leucoclada

1.660 2+ 0.144 Aeluropus lagopoides
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Abstract

One of the factors in determining the grazing capacity of rangelands is the preference value of
rangeland plants according to the type of livestock and its changes during the grazing season. The
preference value of rangeland species was investigated in Zaminsang rangeland in Hormozgan
province in the months of grazing season (January to May) during different years (2007-2010). To
determine the preference value, the method of utilization percentage of plant species and
determination of preference index was used. The results were analyzed in a split-plot statistical
design in time in a randomized complete block design in SAS software, and the statistical mean of
the studied traits was compared with the LSD test. The results showed that Aeluropus lagopoides
and Atriplex leucoclada, and Alhagi graecorum were more preferred by livestock. The lowest
percentage of exploitation was from Halocnemum strobilaceum and Desmostachya bipinnata.
Based on the preference value index classification, Aeluropus lagopoides and Atriplex leucoclada
species are relatively palatable species (relative preference), Alhagi graecorum and Halocnemum
strobilaceum are moderately palatable (moderate preference), and Desmostachya bipinnata was one
of the non-palatable (relative avoidance) species.

Keywords: Preference index, palatability, Zaminsang rangeland, preference value, Hormozgan
province.



