






World J. Fish & Marine Sci., 2 (1): 21-28, 2010 

24 

  

a

b

a
a

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

1 2 3 4

Treatment

W
G

(g
r)

 
Fig. 1: Comparison of WG in studied treatments 
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Fig. 2: Comparison of SGR in studied treatments 
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Fig. 3: Comparison of PGR in studied treatments 
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Fig. 4: Comparison of GR in studied treatments 
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 Fig. 5: Comparison of FCR in studied treatments 
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Fig. 6: Comparison of CF in studied treatments 
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 Fig. 7: Comparison of PER in studied treatments 
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Fig. 8: Relationship between total length and body 

weight in pacu 
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Fig. 9: Relationship between total length and body 

weight in carp 










