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The Model FVP for Evaluation of Pastures: Steps to be The map of the FVP categories for evaluation of
taken for the use of a FVP model. study area is shown in Figure (3). The result shows that

C Set categories for forage quality of forage plants hectares  (9.5%)  classified  as  I (very good) class of FVP,
C Set categories for the productivity of forage plants 3,904.42 hectares (21.3%) classified  as  II  (good) class,
C Calculate the maximum value of a pasture = quality 10,844.3 hectares (59.1%) classified as III classes (with

category of forage plants × top productivity category medium level forage production) and 1,857.68 hectares
of forage plants (10.12%) were classified as IV (poor) class (with

C Set up categories between 0 and 100 (Table2) environmental protection, nature reservation, or extensive
C Determine the ground cover% of forage plants with forage production).

field research.
C Calculate the FVP. DISCUSSION
C Classify pasture using the calculated FVP (see point

4 and point 6). Key Scientific Advantages of the FVP Model: The model

Table 2: The FVP categories for evaluation of Vehregan pastures

FVP

Category  Description

I. 75.1-100

II. 50.1-75

III. 25.1-50

IV. 12.1-25

V. 0-12 

RESULT

The  vegetation  type  map  of  Vehregan  pasture,
show  in  Figure  (2).  The  results  of  yield  potential,
overall  herbage  quality, the individual ground covers
and overall forage value of Vehregan pasture showed in
Table (3).

from 18346.2 hectares of pastures area, only 1,739.81

is simple enough, as it is based only on three
components. Categories for yield potential and overall
herbage quality can be set up beforehand. Only ground
cover estimation of pasture components needs field
investigations [20]. Routine of reliable accuracy for field
works can be obtained within of short period of time by
the research personnel [21]. If the model is computerised,
i.e. categories of YP and FQ are programmed beforehand
only GC should be defined during field work. With the use
of a lap top result can be obtained already on the site.

The model is flexible, as the number of categories for
YP and GC. Consequently, for FVP can be adapted for
local conditions. Originally, 5 categories were established
for both elements of the FVP model, but they may be
increased or decreased depending on the conditions.
However, there are some preconditions if we want to
evaluate the results of FVP research:

Fig. 2: Vegetation type mapping of Vehregan pastures
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Fig. 3: Map of the FVP categories of Vehregan pastures

Table 3: FVP based on yield potential, ground cover and forage quality in Vehregan pasture

Type code Vegetation type Area  (ha) Yield potential (YP )(kg/ha) Ground cover (GC ) Forage quality (FQ ) FVPi   i   i

1 Ag. tr 206.46 286.4 29.3 1.17 98.1

2 Ast. br 1,857.68 117.4 19.2 1.08 24.3

3 Ast. br- Ag. tr-Er.bil 1,293.84 199.9 28.2 1.11 62.5

4 Ast. ad 6,676.61 136.8 26.2 1.09 39.06

5 Ast. br – Ery. bil 1,759.61 181.7 27.7 1.14 57.3

6 Ast. ad – Ag. tr 1,533.35 158.2 45.9 1.12 81.3

7 Ast. br – Do. am 183.74 130.5 23.6 1.1 33.87

8 Ery. bil – Se. la – Ast. ad 850.97 175.7 37.6 1.1 72.6

9 Fe. ov 2,931.52 142.2 29.9 1.01 42.9

10 Ast. br – Si. mo 1,052.42 97.6 24.2 1.1 25.9

Total pasture area 18346.2

C It should be based on the three components, i.e. YP, The dynamic of changes in FVP in time can be presented
FQ, GC, if results on the ground cover of pasture components are

C Categories for YP and FQ of the herbage components available. Past data bank on GC of pasture components
should not only be set up but published as well can successfully be utilized in pasture evaluation.
together with the results.

There is no geographical or location constrains for model provides a complex (both quantitative = yield
the use of FVP model because of its flexibility, described potential and qualitative = forage quality) assessment on
before. For this reason the model can be a very useful the production value of pastures it may be utilized in
method  for  the evaluation  of pastures all over the world. strategic  planning  of  pasture use. For example, based on

Forage Value and Strategic Use of Pasture: As the FVP

Table 4: Scientific correlation between FVP and primary functions of pasture use

FVP
-----------------------------------------------------------
Category Description Primary function of future pasture use

I. very good intensive forage production
II. good medium level or intensive forage production
III. medium medium level forage production
IV. poor environmental protection, nature reservation, or extensive forage production
V. very poor environmental protection and nature reservation
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Table 5: Advisable production inputs and utilization systems according to the forage value of pasture

FVP
-----------------------------
Category Description Advisable production inputs for higher productivity Technically sound way of utilization

I. very good high inputs (e.g. fertilization, irrigation, etc.) intensive grazing (sheep, goat, dairy or beef cattle's) cutting
for silage (May) and for hay (midseason)

II. good moderate level on inputs (i.e. fertilization) less intensive grazing (sheep, goat, beef or dairy cattle's)
adapted to ecological conditions cutting for hay (May)

III. medium Pasture improvement and sustaining farming/cultivation medium grazing (beef cattle's, dairy heifers, intensive sheep and goat)
IV. poor pasture renovation (oversee ding) or improvement extensive grazing of sheep and goat, or beef cattle's (in Spring)

and sustaining farming/cultivation
V. very poor pasture renovation and sustaining farming/cultivation extensive grazing of sheep and goat or local breeds of cattle
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Appendix
Ag. tr Agropyron trichophoum
Ast. br Astragalus brachycalyx
Ast. br- Ag. tr-Er.bil Astragalus brachycalyx- Agropyron

trichophorum-Erngium billardierii
Ast. ad Astragalus adscendens
Ast. br – Ery. bil Astragalus brachycalyx - Eryngium billardierii
Ast. ad – Ag. tr Astragalus adscendes - Agropyron trichophorum
Ast. br – Do. am Astragalus brachycalyx - Dorema ammoniacum
Ery. bil – Se. la – Ast. ad Eryngium billardierii - Serratula latifolia-

Astragalus adscendens
Fe. ov Ferula ovina
Ast. br – Si. co Astragalus brachycalyx-Silene conoidea
FVP Forage Value of Pastures
Agriculture -
Rock -

Legeltetéses  állattartást!    DE    ATC,   Debrecen,

2. Nagy, G., 2005. A simple theoretical model for

7. Roy, A. and A.C. Millington, 2000. Vegetation
Mapping. John Wiley and Sons, New York.

8. Khajeddin, S.J. and H. Yeganeh, 2008. Plant
communities of the Karkas Hunting-Prohibited
Region, Isfahan-Iran. Plant, Soil and Environment J.,
54(2): 347-358.  http:// www.agriculturejournals.cz/
uniqueFiles/ 01896.pdf.

9. Rechinger,    K.H.,      1963-2003.    Flora   Iranica
(Nos. 1-168).  Akademische Druck und
Verlagsanstalt, Graz.

10. RIFR (Research Institute of Forests and Rangelands).
1988–2006. Flora of Iran. Ministry of Agricultural
Jihad, Tehran.



World Appl. Sci. J., 13 (6): 1565-1571, 2011

1571

11. Zohary, M., 1973. Geobotanical Foundations of the 18. Oddy, V.H., G.E. Robards and S.G. Low, 1983.
Middle East. Gustav Fischer Verlag, Stuttgart. Prediction of Invivo Matter Digestibility from the

12. GIS (Geographic Information Systems), 2007. Fiber Nitrogen Content of a Feed, In Feed
http://www.gis.com. Information   and   Animal   Production,  eds.

13. Arzani, H., M. Zohdi,  E.  Fish,  G.H.  Zahedi,  Amiri, Robards G.E. and R.G. Pakham Commonwealth
A. Nikkhah and D. Wester. 2004. Phenological effects Aagricultural Bureaux, Australia, pp: 395-398.
on forage quality of five grass species. J. Range 19. Standard Committee on Agriculture (SCA). 1990.
Management, 57(6): 624-630. Feeding Standards for Australian Livestock

14. Ahmadi A.H. Arzani and A.A. Jafari, 2005. Ruminants, CSIRO, Australia.
Determination and   composition  of   forage quality 20. Grant, S.A., 1981. Sward components. In: Hodgson J.
of  five  species   in   different   phenplogical  stages et al. (eds) Sward measurements handbook. British
in  Alborz  rangelands (IRAN). Proceedings of the Grassland Society Grassland Research institute,
XX International   Grassland   Congress,    Ireland, Hurley, Maidenhead, Berkshire, UK, pp: 71-92.
pp: 292. (In persian). 21. Nagy, G., 2001. FAO Country Pasture/Forage

15. Redfearn,   D.   and   H.   Zhang,   2008.  Forage Resource Profile for Hungary. FAO Grassland.
Quality  Interpretations.  Oklahoma  Cooperative http://www.fao.org/WAICENT/FAOINFO/AGRICU
Extension      Service,       PSS-2117.       pp:      1-4. LT/AGP/AGPC/doc/Counprof/hungary.htm
http:// www.osufacts.okstate.edu. 22. Amiri, F., E. Gavili and A.R. Soffianian, 2009.

16. AOAC. 1990. Officinal methods of analysis of the Determine forage quality of 12 range species. 4
assosiation of official analitical chemists. 15 th ed. Iranian national conference of range and range
Washington D.C.USA. management. (In persian).

17. Van Soest, P.J., 1988. Nutritional Ecology of the
Ruminant. Cornell University Pres, Itheca, NY.

th




