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The current research work was carried out on 81 plant species for selective feeding among the four 
kinds of livestock in the Gora Gat Valley and adjoining areas. This work reflects that 81 plant species, 
containing 17 (20.98%) trees, 16 (19.75%) shrubs, and 48 (59.25%) herbs were grazed among four 
animals in different seasons. Out of the 81 plant species, 16 species (19.75%) were non preferred, 16 
species (19.75%) were highly preferred, 13 species (16.049%) were mostly preferred, 19 species 
(23.45%) were less preferred, and 15 species (18.51%) were rarely preferred. Among the 17 tree 
species, 0.0 species (0%) were non-preferred, 5 species (29.41%) highly preferred, 5 species (29.41%) 
were most preferred, 5 species (29.41%) were less preferred and 3 species (17.64%) were rarely 
preferred. The overall animals preferred 81 plants 39 species in which (48.14%) in a fresh form, 13 
species (16.06%) in dry form, and 30 species (37.03%) in both forms. In trees, 12 species (70.58%) 
were preferred in new, single species (5.88%) in dry, and 4 species (23.52%) in both conditions. In 
shrubs, 7 species (43.75%) were preferred in fresh form and 0.0 species (0%) in dry form, while 
10(62.5%) were preferred in both conditions. In herbs, 20 species (41.66%) plants were preferred in 
fresh, while 12 species (25%) were preferred in dry form while 16 (33.33%) both conditions. The most 
preferred livestock plants were Avena sativa L., Triticum aestivum L., Zea mays L. Cenchrus ciliaris L., 
Centaurea iberica Trev.Ex. Spreng, Chenopodium album L., Chenopodium murale L., Cicer arietinum L., 
Cichorium intybus L., Dichanthium annulatum (Forssk) Staph, Acacia modesta and Cynodon dactylon 
(L.) Pers.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Selective feeding, food-finding, or selection in 
which the livestock exercises choice over the type 
of food being taken instead of filtering-feeding, in 
which food is selected randomly (Heath et al. 
1985; Khan and Hussain, 2012). Selective feeders 
can be classified generally into herbivores and 
carnivores that consume plant and animal food, 
respectively, and omnivores that consume both 

plant and animal food (Kochare et al. 2018). The 
grass is typically the forage for pastured animals 
that make up the bulk of their diet (Kochare et al. 
2018). To increase the energy density, cattle 
reared in feedlots are fed hay supplemented with 
corn, soy, and other ingredients (Pfister and 
Malechek, 1986). Understanding why livestock 
consumes certain plants or parts of plants enables 
managers to use the dietary selection as a 
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management tool to guide the transition in 
vegetation in plant communities towards 
management goals (Heath et al. 1985; Khan and 
Hussain, 2012; Kochare et al. 2018). 

The fruits and flowers are required seasonally 
in animal nourishments (Pfister and Malechek, 
1986). In general, sheep feed consists of more 
than 50 percent of grasses during all seasons, 
while shrub parts tend to rise in Africa during dry 
seasons (Migongo-Bake and Hansen, 1987; 
Kochare et al., 2018). The choice of animal 
feeding is influenced by various animal factors, 
such as differential preferences for forage plant 
species, duration and phase of pregnancy, 
general health, and animal hunger (Migongo-Bake 
and Hansen, 1987); moreover, the choice of 
animal feeding is also influenced by various plant 
variables, such as seasonal plant availability, 
maturity level, growth stage and phenology, 
morphological and chemical nature (Pacala and 
Crawley, 1992; Hussain and Durrani, 2009). 
Relative resources of related plant species, 
accessibility of animals to plants/sites, and the 
climate often affect the feeding option of livestock 
(Grünwaldt et al., 1994; Nyamangara and Ndlovu, 
1995). Several studies concluded that excessive 
grazing reduces animal choice species in the 
range (Makulbekova and West, 1995; Badshah 
and Hussain, 2011; Kochare et al. 2018).  

The selection of plants for the food frequently 
affects the appeal/ charm and structure of 
rangelands (Gyamtsho et al. 1996; Farooq, 2003; 
Gillen and Sims, 2004; Yaqoob and Javed, 2008; 
Kochare et al., 2018). Seasonal variability in 
forage, animal feeding choice can be applied to 
decrease herbivory in tree plantations (Hickman et 
al. 2004), weeds control (Kayani et al. 2007; 
Javed and Hameed, 2008), and selectively 
reaping the plant stimulate growth (Ali and Qaiser, 
1995) and of fodders on rangelands (Wheeler et 
al. 2002; Omer et al. 2006; Pálková and Lepš, 
2008), as well-organized approaches have not 
been in place to predict selective livestock grazing 
(Khan and Hussain, 2012; Kochare et al. 2018).  

Different livestock species favor different 
types of plants and parts of the plants. No study 
has been conducted to identify animal preferred 
plant species and animal preference of plant 
species in the study area. Given the need for 
information and the importance of the Gora Gat 
Valley, current efforts have been made to report 
on the seasonal availability of feed plants, the 
degree of preferred parts, and the preference for 
forage by grazing animals. The result will allow 
ecologists to recommend ways and tools for this 

area's progress and other similar areas (Pacala 
and Crawley, 1992; Inam-ur-Rahim et al. 2008; 
Kochare et al. 2018). 
  
MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Gora Gat valley and adjoining areas in KP, 
Pakistan, bounded by Union council Shamozai 
district Swat on the North and East, Tehsil 
Andenzai district Dir on the North West, District 
Malakand on the South. The primary income 
source of the area is agriculture, which is rain 
depended. The climate of the area is not markedly 
different from the other parts of District Swat and 
Dir. In general, winter rains are of long duration 
and low intensity. Summer monsoon rains are 
usually heavy and are stormy. Different regions of 
the study area have shown in Figure 1.  

The vegetation of Gora Gat and adjoining 
areas is a mixture of different types of community. 
Throughout the study area, Acacia species and 
Dodonea viscosa L. seemed to be the dominant 
trees and shrubs, respectively.  A rich diversity of 
trees, shrubs, and herbs was observed, among 
them various plant species like Albizia lebbeck 
(L.) Benth, Capparis decidua (Forssk). Edge 
worth, Dalbergia sissoo Roxb., Quercus incana 
Roxb., Eucalyptus lanceolatus L. Gymnosporia 
royleana Wall. ex M. A. Lawson, Melia azedarach 
L., Monotheca buxifolia (falk.) A.DC., Morus alba 
L., Morus nigra L., etc., as a tree species whereas 
shrub were Calotropis procera (Wild) R.Br. 
Capparis spinosa L., Datura metel L., etc. while 
the dominated herbaceous species were Ajuga 
bracteosa Wall.ex Benth., Aloe barbadensis Mill., 
Alternanthra pungens Kunth., Amaranthus viridis 
L., Arachis hypogaea L., Asparagus officinalis L.., 
Asphodelous tenuifolius Cavan., Avena sativa L., 
Boerhavia diffusa L., etc. 

Survey and methodology 
The preference or selective feeding of plants 

was documented repeatedly on a different area of 
Gora Gat and adjoining areas for two years (2017 
and 2018) from spring to summer and from 
summer to winter by regular observation of 
individual animals grazing preferences by various 
plant types, plant parts, and plant condition. 

Animal grazing 
Overall, five livestock were decided to study 

for their preference, i.e., goats, cows, sheep, and 
donkeys, as the various animals have different 
plant selection choices for feeding. These 
evaluations were used to set up a food selection 
for observed edible plants (Hussain and Durrani, 
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2009; Khan and Hussain, 2012; Kochare et al., 
2018). 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1: Map of Gora Gat Valley 

 

Classes of plants based on selective feedings 
by the animals 

Plants were classified into the following 
classes: 

Non- preferred (NP): Not browsed/grazed at 
any point by livestock; probably poisonous or 
detrimental. 

Rarely preferred (RP): Species do not always 
graze; it is only browsed under pressure when 
there is no other fodder available (Hussain and 
Durrani, 2009; Khan and Hussain, 2012). 

Less preferred (LP): Species with fewer initial 
selection. 

Mostly preferred (MP): The livestock usually 
prefers plants. 

 Highly preferred (HP): plant species most 
favored by livestock. 

Information and collection 
To determine the plant species preferred to be 

eaten by the animals, as non-preferred, most 
preferred, strongly preferred, low preferred, and 
rarely preferred, etc., data were obtained by 
arbitrary sampling by questioning 200 defendants 
from different people of the area.  

Identification 
Dr. Shariat Ullah, Phytosociology lab, 

Department of Botany, University of Malakand, 
identified the plants and also confirmed the plant 
species with the help of available literature (Ali 
and Qaiser, 1995).  
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

The current research work displays that 81 
plant species including 17 (20. 9%) trees, 16 
(19.7%) shrubs, and 48 (59.9%) herbs were 
grazing among four animals, that is, goat, cow, 
sheep, and donkey openly in the area in different 
seasons. The description of the plant taxa is given 
in table 1. 

Out of the total 81 plant species, 16 species 
(19.75%) were non preferred, 16 species 
(19.75%) were highly preferred, 13 species 
(16.04%) were most preferred, 19 species 
(23.45%) were less preferred, and 15 species 
(18.51%) were rarely preferred (Table 2). The 
entire (17) recorded tree species were preferred in 
which 0.0 species (0%) were non-preferred, 5 
species (29.4%) highly preferred, 5 species 
(29.4%) were most preferred, 5 species (29.4%) 
were less preferred, and 3 species (17.6%) were 
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rarely preferred. Among the 16 recorded shrub 
species, 7 species (43.75%) were non-preferred, 
1 species (6.25%) were highly preferred, single 
species (6.25%) were mostly preferred, 5 species 

(31.25%) were less preferred, and 2 species 
(12.5%) were rarely preferred by the livestock.  

 
 

 
Table 1: Description of the plant taxa of the study area 

S. No Habit Botanical Name Family local name 

1 
T

re
e

 
Acacia modesta Wall. Mimosaceae Palosa 

2 Acacia nilotica (L.) Delice. Mimosaceae Kekar 

3   Albizia lebbeck (L.) Benth                             Mimosaaceae Srekh 

4 Celtis australis L Ulmaceae Tagha 

5 Dalbergia sissoo Roxb. Fabaceae Shawa 

6 Eucalyptus camaldulensis L Myrtaceae Lachi 

7 Eucalyptus lanceolatus L. Myrtaceae Lache 

8 Gymnosporia royleana Wall. ex M. A. Lawson Celastraceae Sur azghey 

9 Melia azedarach L. Meliaceae Shandai 

10 Monotheca buxifolia (falk.) A.DC. Sapotaceae Gwargora 

11 Morus alba L. Moraceae Speen Tooth 

12 Morus nigra L. Moraceae Tor tooth 

13 Olea ferruginea Royle Oleaceae Khona 

14 Pyrus pashia Buch-ham ex. Don Rosaceae Batangi 

15 Punica granatum L Punicaceae Anar 

16 Punica protopunica L. Punicaceae Anangonrey 

17 Quercus incana Roxb Fagaceae Banj 

         

18 

S
h

ru
b

 

Calotropis procera (Wild) R.Br. Asclepiadaceae Spalmai 

19 Capparis spinosa L. Capparaceae Khar Zarga 

20 Capsella bursa—pastoris. (L.) Medic. Brasssicaceae Bambessa 

21 Datura metel L. Solanaceae Batura 

22 Dodonaea viscosa L. Sapindaceae Ghwaraskey 

23 Ocimum basilicum L. Lamiaceae Kashmalay 

24 Opuntia ficus indica (L.) Mill. Cactaceae cactus 

25 Otostegia Limbata (Benth) Boiss. Lamiaceae Spin Azghey 

26 Periploca aphylla Decne Asclepiadaceae Barrha 

27 Rhazya stricta Decne. Apocynaceae Ghandaray 

28 Ricinus communis L. Euphorbiaceae Arhanda 

29 Rosa indica L. Rosaceae Gulab 

30 Saccharum bengalense Retz. Poaceae Maskanra 

31 Saccharum spontaneum L. Poaceae Kahay 

32 Vitis jacquemontii R.Parker Vitaceae Gedar kwar 

33 Vitex negundo L. Verbinaceae Marvandai 

34 

H
e
rb

 

Ajuga bracteosa Wall.ex Benth. Lamiaceae Boti 

35 Allium cepa L. Liliaceae Piyaz 

36 Allium sativum L. Liliaceae Oga 

37 Aloe barbadensis Mill Asphodelaceae Zuqam 

38 Alternanthra pungens Kunth. Amaranthaceae Draboty korad 

39 Amaranthus viridis L. Amaranthaceae Ganhar 

40 Ammi visnaga (L.)Lam Apiaceae Spirke 

41 Arachis hypogaea L. Fabaceae Mong Phali 

42 Asparagus officinalis L. Asparagaceae Tendoney 

43 Asphodelous tenuifolius Cavan. Liliaceae Piazakey 

44 Avena sativa L. Poaceae Jamdaray 

45 Boerhavia procumbens Banks ex Roxb. Nyctaginaceae Padrawash 

46 Brassica rapa L. Brassicaceae Tiper 

47 Calendula arvenis L. Asteraceae Ziar guley 

48 Capsicum annum L. Solanaceae Mirchakey 
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49 Carthamus oxycantha Bieb Asteraceae Kariza 

50 Celosia argentea L. Amaranthaceae Cockcomb 

51 Cenchrus biflorus Hook. f. Poaceae Wakha 

52 Cenchrus ciliaris L. Poaceae Barwaza, Wakha 

53 Centaurea iberica Trev.Ex. Spreng Asteraceae Azgha boty 

54 Chenopodium album L. Chenopodiacea Sarmey 

55 Chenopodium murale L. Chenopodiaceae Toor sorma 

56 Chrozophora obliqua (Vahl) A. Juss.  Euphorbiaceae Khar botey 

57 Cicer arietinum L. Fabaceae Chana 

58 Cichorium intybus L. Asteraceae Sheen Guley 

59 Citrullus colocynthis L. Schrad Cucurbitaceae Kakora 

60 Cleome viscosa L. Capparacae  Zangali Sharsham 

61 Conyza canadensis (L.) Cronquist Asteraceae Dhnya botey 

62 Convolvulus arvensis L. Convolulaceae prewatkey 

63 Convolvulus pluricaulis Choisy. Convolulaceae Pikgulay prewatha 

64 Corchorus trilocularis L.  Tiliaceae Ziar guley 

65 Coriandrum sativum L. Apiaceae Danyal 

66 Coronopus didymus (L.) Smith. Brassicaceae Jangli halon 

67 Crotalaria medicaginea Lam. Fabaceae Phalidar botey 

68 Cucurbita maxima Duchesne. Cucurbitaceae  Kado 

69 Cucurbita pepo L. Cucurbitaceae Kado 

70 Cuscuta reflexa Roxb Cuscutaceae Maraz botay 

71 Cymbopogon distans (Nees ex Steud. Poaceae Sargare 

72 Cynodon dactylon (L.) Pers. Poaceae Kabal 

73 Cyperus rotundus L. Cyperaceae Drab 

74 Cyperus scarlosus R.Br. Cyperaceae Nagar motha 

75 Daucus carrota L. Apiaceae Zangali Gazara 

76 Descurainia Sophia (L.) Webb. 

77 Desmostachya bipinnata (L.) Stapf Poaceae Dela 

78 Dichanthium annulatum (Forssk) Staph Poaceae Gaya, Wakha 

79 Digera muricata (L.). Mart Amaranthaceae lehsua 

80 Triticum avestivum L. Poaceae Ghanam 

81 Zea mays L. Gramineae Jwar 

 

 
Figure 2:Differentially preferred plant species for feeding in Gora Gat Valley 

 
Among herbs species, 9 species (18.75%) 

were non preferred while others were preferred in 
which 11 species (22.91%) were highly preferred, 
7 species (14.58%) were mostly preferred, 9 

species (18.75%) were less, and 9 species 
(18.75%) were rarely preferred (Table 2 and 
Figure 2). 
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Differential feeding preferences of the plant 
parts 

The animal preference differed for various 
parts of the plants. It was seen that 29 (35.81%) 
plants were grazed as a whole, 41 (50.61%) 
leaves were used, 8 (9.87%) inflorescences, and 
3 (3.7%) fruits were utilized. In trees, 0.0 (0%) tree 
plants were grazed as a whole, 11 (64.70%) 
leaves were used, 2 (11.76%) inflorescences and 
2 (11.77%) fruits were preferred by animals. 
Among shrubs, 0.0 (0%) as a whole plant, fruit, 
and inflorescence each while and 11 (68.76%) 
leaves were preferred by livestock. In herbs, 29 
(60.41%) as whole plants and 19 (39.585%) 
leaves, and 6(12.5%) inflorescence and 1 (2.08%) 
fruit were preferred by grazing livestock (Hussain 
and Durrani, 2009) (Table 2 and Figure 3). In 
order to maintain a pleasing forage environment, 
proper grazing is important. Younger tissues are 
harder than older tissues. As water transfer from 
old to young tissues, younger tissues also grow 
longer with succeeding wilting. Wheeler et al. 
(2002) suggested that wilted tissues have 
increased sugar content and are strongly favored 
as a result of starch to sugar conversion. Plant 
vigor is maintained only when half of the plant is 
grazed. Clark et al.  (1998) recommended that an 
entire year of break restores plant dynamism 
losses.  

 
Figure 3:Plant parts preferred by animals in 

Gora Gat Valley. 

Plant condition preferred by livestock 
The cattle prefer plants in both fresh or dry 

conditions. The overall animals preferred 81 
plants 39 species in which (48.14%) in a fresh 
form, 13 species (16.06%) in dry form, and 30 
species (37.03%) in both forms. In trees, 12 
species (70.58%) were preferred in new, single 
species (5.88%) in dry, and 4 species (23.52%) in 
both conditions. In shrubs, 7 species (43.75%) 
were preferred in fresh form and 0.0 species (0%) 
in dry form, while 10(62.5%) were preferred in 

both conditions. In herbs, 20 species (41.66%) 
plants were preferred in fresh, while 12 species 
(25%) were preferred in dry form while 16 
(33.33%) both conditions (Table 2 and Figure 4). 
The finding reveals that cattle usually favored 
fresh live tissues. Grazing is vital because it 
reduces the fraction of dead parts and increases 
the likelihood of the plant species' live tissues 
being accessible and available. The presence of 
new plant materials improves the output of 
ungulate grazing livestock. Hussain and Durrani, 
(2009) stated that fodder species' seasonal 
availability depends on phonological stages and 
climate. This is similar to our observation that if 
the climate is suitable, extra fresh fodder plants 
will be accessible to livestock. In drought and 
winter seasons, dried species and trees become 
the only fodder supply to the livestock. In another 
investigation, Marques et al. (2004) claimed that 
shrubs provide fresh fodder in the absence of 
annuals. Most forage species are abundant from 
March to April, and the quantity of fodder at this 
time is high. 

 
Figure 4: The preference by livestock for 
fodder in fresh, dry, and both conditions 

Plants species preferred by livestock types 
The preference for edibility was observed for 

goats, cows, sheep, and donkeys. The sheep 
preferred the most plant (27 species, 33.33%), 
goat (50 species, 61.72%), donkey (19 species, 
23.45%). Goat preferred herbs (28 species, 
58.33%), shrubs (5 species, 10.41%), and trees 
(17 species, 100%). Cow preferred herbs (23 
species, 47.91%), trees (3 species, 17.64%), and 
while shrubs (3 species, 18.75%). Sheep 
preferred herbs (19 species, 39.58%), trees (4 
species, 23.52%), and shrubs (4 species, 25%). 
The donkey also preferred herbs (18 species, 
37.5), tree (1 species, 5.88%), and shrubs (0.0 
species) (Table 2 and Figure 5). Hickman et al. 
(2004) described that livestock diversity was the 
central changeable controlling diversity of the 
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plant species, and its plant life composition 
changes are also studied in moderately 
acceptable grazing areas. Papachristou et al. 
(2003) presented that goats, like all the livestock, 
express nutritional freedom since they choose 
plant species of high nutrients in the meadow. 

 
 

 
 

Fig 5: Livestock preference for plant species 
in Gora Gat. 

 The most preferred species by animals were 
Avena sativa L., Triticum aestivum L., Zea mays 
L. Cenchrus ciliaris L., Centaurea iberica Trev.Ex. 
Spreng, Chenopodium album L., Chenopodium 
murale L., Cicer arietinum L., Cichorium intybus 
L., Dichanthium annulatum (Forssk) Staph, Acacia 
modesta and Cynodon dactylon (L.) Pers. From 
this investigation, it was recognized that the 
preference of plants in feeding differed greatly 
across various animals at different altitudes 
throughout the year and became enormous in 
summer. Feeding choice depends on the 
presence of plants. 

CONCLUSION 
The study found that cattle feeding 

preferences depend not only on plant species but 
also on different factors, such as animal type, 
seasonal type, climate, and weather. It is 
proposed that plants preferred for feeding by 
animals should affirm the essential and nutritional 
quality of plant species and the requirement for 
cattle feed, in favor of improving the physical 
health and production of household pets of the 
study area. 
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