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Fig.1 Comparison of immobilization of D. pulicaria and D. magna
by copper (II) sulfate pentahydrate
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Fig.2 Comparison of immobilization of D. pulicaria and D. magna
by Oxyquinoline Copper (35%) flowable (Pesticide)
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Fig.3 Comparison of immobilization of D. pulicaria and D. magna
by Potassium dichromate
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