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Effect of Different Type Cowshed to the Production Performance of Cow
LU Li- liang!, SHEN Xiao- hai?, LANG Hong- yan*, GUO Yan- gin?>, DONG Chang- ging*, WANG Hao*, LIU
Bo?, LUO Ying- hui?
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2. Baicheng City Academy Of Animal Husbandry Sciences,Baicheng 137000, China)

Abstract: Through the comparing experiments of three different type wall thickness and structure to warming
performance of the cowshed, it could be seen that wall thickness was the greatest influencing factor on performance
warming. When the outside temperature was - 20, the lowest temperature in cowshed with walls thickness of 24
cm, 37 cm and 50cm was - 6.97, - 2.03 and 5.57 , respectively. The maximal temperature margin was 12.5
the impact of wall thickness to warming performance accounts for 59.78% of all factors. Type of shed roof was the
second influencing factor, the maximal temperature margin was 5.67 , the impact of this factor to warming
performance accounts for 27.05% of all factors. Among which plastic film warming top (plus heat preservation layer
at night) have the best warming effects. The impact of trial error was very small, only accounts for 3.96%. Using the
analysis of variance, the impact of wall thickness to warming performance of cowshed is significant.
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