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Freshwater ecosystems are confronted with the effects of climate change. One of
the major changes is an increased concentration of aquatic carbon. Macrophytes
are important in the aquatic carbon cycle and play as primary producers a crucial
role in carbon storage in aquatic systems. However, macrophytes are affected by
increasing carbon concentrations. The focus of this review lies on dissolved organic
carbon (DOC), one of the most abundant forms of carbon in aquatic ecosystems
which has many effects on macrophytes. DOC concentrations are rising; the exact
cause of this increase is not known, although it is hypothesized that climate change
is one of the drivers. The quality of DOC is also changing; for example, in urban areas
DOC composition is different from the composition in natural watersheds, resulting in
DOC that is more resistant to photo-degradation. Plants can benefit from DOC as it
attenuates UV-B radiation, it binds potentially harmful heavy metals and provides CO» as
it breaks down. Yet plant growth can also be impaired under high DOC concentrations,
especially by humic substances (HS). HS turn the water brown and attenuate light, which
limits macrophyte photosynthesis at greater depths. This leads to lower macrophyte
abundance and lower species diversity. HS form a wide class of chemicals with many
different functional groups and they therefore have the ability to interfere with many
biochemical processes that occur in freshwater organisms. Few studies have looked
into the direct effects of HS on macrophytes, but there is evidence that HS can interfere
with photosynthesis by entering macrophyte cells and causing damage. DOC can also
affect reactivity of heavy metals, water and sediment chemistry. This indirectly affects
macrophytes too, so they are exposed to multiple stressors that may have contradictive
effects. Finally, macrophytes can affect DOC quality and quantity as they produce
DOC themselves and provide a substrate to heterotrophic bacteria that degrade DOC.
Because macrophytes take a key position in the aquatic ecosystem, it is essential to
understand to what extent DOC quantity and quality in surface water are changing and
how this will affect macrophyte growth and species diversity in the future.
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INTRODUCTION

Like many ecosystems, freshwater ecosystems are confronted
with the effects of climate change (Hossain et al.,, 2016). One
of the major changes is an increased concentration of C in
the water (Evans et al., 2005; Hasler et al., 2016; Williams
et al, 2016). Research in this regard mostly focusses on
ocean acidification: decreasing ocean pH caused by uptake
of atmospheric CO,, which is currently rising because
of emission by human activities (Doney et al, 2009). The
consequences for fauna and flora are well studied: e.g., coral
diversity decreases at a lower pH, whereas non-calcareous
algae benefit (Fabricius et al., 2011). Less research, however,
has been done in freshwater ecosystems and consequences
are less well understood. A recently published review paper
concluded that the effects of elevated atmospheric CO, levels
on freshwater CO; levels have not been clearly demonstrated
(Hasler et al., 2016). ‘Freshwater acidification’ due to climate
change is likely not comparable to acidification in oceans
since CO, concentrations in most freshwater ecosystems are
currently already several times higher than in the oceans,
but water bodies with a relatively low CO, concentration
can be expected to acidify. Moreover, degradation of DOC
(dissolved organic carbon) has been mentioned as a potential
alternative driver of CO, concentrations in freshwater (Sobek
et al., 2003). In addition, DOC can affect aquatic ecosystems
in various ways; for example by attenuating light (Karlsson
et al, 2009) and by interfering with biochemical processes
within aquatic organisms (Steinberg et al., 2008). Although
DOC is not always taken into account when determining
aquatic system characteristics (such as trophic status), DOC
concentrations can provide information about how aquatic
systems may react to contaminants and global warming
(Williamson et al., 1999). An increased DOC concentration
can have multiple effects on macrophyte productivity
(Steinberg et al., 2006) and hence on the entire food web
and ecosystem.

The goal of this review is to: (i) give an overview of
CO; and DOC concentrations and origins in freshwater
ecosystems and summarize possible explanations for the
rise in DOC concentrations that is being observed in many
waterbodies, (ii) summarize the direct and indirect effects
of DOC on macrophytes, (iii) explain how macrophytes
affect aquatic carbon themselves, (iv) discuss how C
cycling and macrophytes are affected by the interaction
between changing DOC and other effects of climate change,
and (v) identify research gaps with regard to those four
topics.

CO, AND DOC IN FRESHWATER
ECOSYSTEMS

There are different forms and interactions of aquatic C (see
Box 1). Two of those forms, CO, and DOC, have the most direct
interaction with macrophytes and are therefore discussed in more
detail.

CO,

In 2017 the average atmospheric CO, concentration was 406 ppm
(Tans and Keeling, 2018) and it has been predicted that this value
may increase to over 1000 ppm by the year of 2100 (IPCC, 2013).
However, the concentration of CO; in the atmosphere is lower
than in most freshwater systems, which are supersaturated with
CO; and act as CO, sources to the atmosphere (contrary to
oceans which are sinks). Raymond et al. (2013) found that in
95% of the over 6500 stream and river sampling points they
studied, the median CO; partial pressure (pCO,) was larger than
atmospheric CO; levels. The average of the medians in rivers and
streams was 3100 ppm and in freshwater lakes it was 1120 ppm.

Increasing atmospheric CO; concentrations will only have a
small effect on the concentration of CO, in the water and will
likely not lead to acidification on the scale observed in oceans.
Phillips et al. (2015) calculated hypothetical pH decrease in
freshwater lakes with different CO, concentrations under rising
atmospheric CO; concentrations. If the CO, concentration in the
air rises to 800 ppm, in an average lake with a CO; concentration
of 1100 ppm, the pH will decrease by 0.14. The calculated
changes in pH caused by increased CO, normally depend on the
alkalinity; systems with low alkalinity may be more vulnerable
to acidification caused by increased CO, concentrations and
systems with a high alkalinity may be less vulnerable (Stets et al.,
2017). However, the change in pH in the calculation by Phillips
et al. (2015) was independent of alkalinity if this fell between
800 and 2500 meq m~3, although the initial pH of the water
was determined by alkalinity. The study by Phillips et al. (2015)
focussed on the Laurentian Great Lakes, but in other freshwater
systems the effect on pH may be different. Alkalinity may play a
more prominent role and other factors can affect the pH, such
as the sediment, photosynthesis, and respiration in the water,
water influx and land use. Since those factors can be highly
variable both in time and space, the effect of increased CO; on
pH is more difficult to predict than in oceans (Hasler et al,
2017). IPCC (2007) predicted that the global average decrease
of the pH in oceans will be 0.35 if the concentration of CO;
in the air rises to 800 ppm, a larger value than predicted for
the Laurentian Great Lakes. For rivers, possible decreases in pH
as a result of rising atmospheric CO, concentrations have not
been calculated, but it can be expected that this will be even
lower than in lakes, as rivers have on average a higher CO,
concentration.

There can be substantial variation in the amount of CO; in
freshwater systems, depending on, for example, characteristics
of the catchment soil (Manahan, 2000), discharge from the
catchment (McDonald et al., 2013) and the season and time of the
day. Seasonal variation is caused by high autotrophic productivity
in summer and autumn compared to winter and spring (Dawson
et al, 2009). Autotrophic organisms can also cause daily
fluctuations in the concentration of CO,. In productive lakes, the
concentration of CO; can decrease to near zero during the day
and is restored during the night, when no photosynthesis takes
place (Maberly, 1996). Another important driver of aquatic CO,
concentrations is degradation of DOC. DOC is converted to CO;
by photo-degradation caused by UV light and to a smaller extent
by microbial respiration (Goulsbra et al., 2016). The rate of DOC
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CO; (air)

BOX 1 | Different forms and interactions of aquatic carbon. Inland waters primarily receive C from terrestrial ecosystems (Thomas, 1997). This C (1.9 Pg Cy~ ") is
transported to the oceans (0.9 Pg C y~ ), buried in the sediments (0.2 Pg C y~) or emitted as CO» (0.8 Pg C y~ ) (Cole et al., 2007). More recent estimations are
different: Raymond et al. (2013) claims that CO, emission from inland waters can be as high as 2.1 Pg C y~'. Aquatic C occurs in different forms. Firstly, a division is
made between organic and inorganic C. Organic C is a mixture of organic compounds originating from detritus or primary producers. It can be divided into POC
(particulate organic carbon; particles > 0.45 pm) and DOC (dissolved organic carbon; particles < 0.45 um). DOC usually makes up 90% of the total amount of
aquatic organic C. Its concentration ranges from 0.1 to >300 mg L~ (Sobek et al., 2007). Likewise, inorganic C also consists of a particulate (PIC) and a dissolved
phase (DIC). PIC mainly consists of carbonates (e.g., CaCQs), DIC consists of carbonate (CO32™), bicarbonate (HCOz ™), CO,» and a negligibly small fraction of
carbonic acid (HoCOg3). The inorganic C compounds exist in equilibrium that depends on the pH of the water (Stumm and Morgan, 1996). DIC concentrations in
freshwater range from about zero in acidic waters to 60 mg C L~ in areas with carbonate-rich sediments (Madsen and Sand-Jensen, 1991). POC can be degraded
to form DOC; DOC can become POC by flocculation. Inorganic and organic C are linked through aquatic organisms. CO» is used in photosynthesis (P) by for
instance macrophytes, produced by respiration (R), and exchanged with the atmosphere. Organic C is produced by organisms and is released during and after their
life; e.g., in rivers, 1-20% of the total amount of DOC is produced by macrophytes (Thomas, 1997). Carbon can enter the system from the catchment and is
transported to the oceans by rivers and streams. There is also exchange with C in the sediments, e.g., burial of organic carbon, which is important for C
sequestration in aquatic habitats (Regnier et al., 2013). Aquatic systems are very important in global C sequestration; e.g., when different European ecosystems are
compared, inland aquatic systems form the second largest C sink (19-41 Tg C y~); only forests take up more C (125-223 Tg C y~ ') (Luyssaert et al., 2012).

degradation highly depends on the type DOC: chromophoric
structures in DOC are degraded most easily by UV light (Jones
et al., 2015), even though microbes can degrade colored DOC
as well and mainly respire it instead of incorporating it into
their biomass. Protein-like DOC is most readily degraded by
microbes (Berggren and del Giorgio, 2015). However, the rate
of microbial degradation depends on nutrient availability (Jones
et al,, 2015). Raymond et al. (2013) estimated that global inland
freshwater ecosystem CO; emissions amount to 2.1 Pg C per year.
In comparison, anthropogenic total emission of CO; in the year
2000 was 8.03 Pg C per year (IPCC, 2013).

During photosynthesis, macrophytes take up inorganic C,
primarily CO,. Even though freshwater systems are usually
supersaturated with CO, (Raymond et al., 2013), photosynthesis
may still be limited since (i) diffusion of CO; in water occurs
10* times more slowly than in air (Maberly and Spence, 1989),
and (ii) in highly productive environments with slow water
flow velocity, the pH of the water is raised by photosynthesis,
which reduces availability of CO, (Maberly and Spence, 1983).
In order to maintain net photosynthesis macrophytes have
evolved four different strategies. First, there are submerged
macrophyte species that can develop aerial leaves that can take

up atmospheric CO, (Maberly and Spence, 1989). Secondly, some
species can take up CO, from the sediments if they have a suitable
morphology, i.e., sufficient root development and high tissue
porosity (Winkel and Borum, 2009). The third strategy is utilizing
HCO3™ instead of CO; as an inorganic C source; a strategy
used by 50% of all macrophytes (Madsen and Sand-Jensen,
1991). The fourth strategy to prevent photosynthesis limitation
because of C deficit is using an alternative form of photosynthesis
than the common C; pathway. There are macrophyte species
with C4 or CAM metabolism, although this is not widespread
and can occur simultaneously with HCO3~ use. Since both
HCO3;~ and C4/CAM metabolism are a costly process, their
use is often phenotypically plastic (Madsen and Sand-Jensen,
1991).

Dissolved Organic Carbon (DOC)

The terms DOC (dissolved organic carbon) and DOM (dissolved
organic matter) are often used interchangeably, but in fact,
DOC is a quantification of DOM; approximately 67% of DOM
consists of C (Bolan et al., 2011). In this review, the term DOC
will be used. DOC consists of a diverse mixture of compounds
with a molecular weight from 100 to 100,000 daltons. The
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compounds have wide variety of chemical functional groups
like amide, carboxyl, hydroxyl and ketone groups (Leenheer
and Croué, 2003). The main part of DOC (60-90%) consists
of humic substances (HS) (Sachse et al., 2005). HS consist of
plant- or animal material from which readily bioconsumable
parts have been removed (Frimmel, 2005). HS are relatively
complex molecules that do not have a standard chemical formula,
in contrast to non-humic substances (such as carbohydrates,
lipids, and amino acids). There is a subdivision of HS into fulvic
acid, humic acid and humin (Pettit, 2004). This subdivision is
based on solubility in water with different degrees of acidity. HS
have a relatively high molecular weight and they have a yellow
to black color often causing brownification of the water (Findlay
and Sinsabaugh, 2003).

Other major classes of DOC are hydrophilic acids (high
molecular weight) and compounds with a low molecular weight:
carbohydrates, carboxylic acids, and amino acids (Findlay and
Sinsabaugh, 2003). Although these substances can serve as food-
(carbohydrates, amino acids) or information source [amino acids
and carboxylic acids (Thomas, 1997)] to aquatic organisms, there
are no known effects on freshwater macrophytes, so the main
focus of this review is on HS.

Dissolved organic carbon in freshwater systems can originate
from allochthonous and autochthonous sources, but usually
there is a larger contribution of allochthonous DOC (Thomas,
1997). Allochthonous DOC mainly comes from terrestrial
plant material (Steinberg et al., 2006) and enters rivers
and lakes after precipitation has flowed through vegetation
and/or the soil (Findlay and Sinsabaugh, 2003). Autochthonous
DOC is produced by algae (usually phytoplankton in lentic
systems and periphyton in lotic systems) and macrophytes
(Findlay and Sinsabaugh, 2003) and is in general more labile
than allochthonous DOC (Williamson et al., 1999). DOC
concentrations can vary on different scales. On a large scale,
DOC concentrations tend to be higher with more peatland
area in the catchment, more precipitation and if water that
enters a river or stream has flowed through organic-rich soil
(Findlay and Sinsabaugh, 2003). There are also differences on
a smaller scale. DOC concentrations are usually highest in
the pore water and lowest in the water column. At the air-
water interface, intermediate concentrations are found; however,
HS are degraded by UV-radiation, so its share in the DOC
concentration is lower at the air-water interface. The higher
concentrations of DOC in the pore water and at the air-water
interface can be explained by the higher densities of detritivores
and increased exposal to UV radiation, respectively, compared to
the water column (Thomas, 1997).

Increasing DOC Concentrations and
Changing DOC Quality

Since the 1990s an increase in DOC has been observed in
European and North American rivers and lakes; between 1990
and 2004 concentrations increased by up to 0.15 mg L™! y~!
(Monteith et al., 2007). The increases have been observed in
acid sensitive rivers and lakes and appear to be present in both
waters that already had a relatively high DOC concentration
and waters that initially had a low DOC concentration (Evans

et al., 2005). Data on long-term DOC trends in other parts of
the world is scarce, but increasing DOC concentrations have
also been reported, for example in Lake Jaisamand in India
(Pandey and Pandey, 2012) and it has been suggested that DOC
concentrations have increased in Lake Paldang in South Korea
(Kang et al., 2010). The exact cause of this rise in DOC has not
been found, though it has been suggested that an interaction
between several mechanisms is responsible (Sucker and Krause,
2010). In Figure 1 a graphical overview of current explanations
for increased allochthonous DOC is shown. The main cause
appears to be decreased atmospheric deposition of sulfur (acid
rain) (Pagano et al., 2014). Anthropogenic SO, emissions led
to acidification of the soil, which decreases solubility of organic
matter in the soil pore water. When sulfur deposition started
to decline around 1990, DOC concentrations started rising, so
DOC concentrations may be returning to pre-industrial levels
(Monteith et al., 2007). A second possible cause of increasing
DOC concentrations is altered land use. Worrall et al. (2012)
studied DOC fluxes in the United Kingdom and showed that
most DOC originated from organic soils (9.2 tons C km~2 y~1),
but urban (6.7 tons C km ™2 y’l), and grazed land (2.4 tons C
km~2 y~1) can also contribute significantly to DOC in rivers.
Regnier et al. (2013) estimate that on top of the 1.9 Pg C
y~! (see Box 1), inland waters receive another 0.8 Pg C y~!
from terrestrial soils because of anthropogenic perturbations,
which mainly leads to higher amounts of CO, emission, but
also increased C storage and increased C transport to oceans.
In a recent study by Noacco et al. (2017), a large data set
(130 years) of DOC concentrations in the Thames basin was
analyzed and it was concluded that 90% of the increase in DOC
was linked to effects of increased urbanization, such as discharge
of waste water, and land use changes like the conversion of
grassland into farmland. However, changing land use can also
decrease DOC concentrations. Around the Mississippi River,
for instance, a significant part of wetlands, which could have
released substantial amounts of DOC, have now been replaced
with farmland. In the tributaries of the Mississippi River DOC
subsequently decreased with 58%, leading to a lower downstream
DOC concentration in the river (Duan et al., 2017). A third
cause that could lead to increased DOC concentration is the
effects of climate change such as: (i) increased precipitation (Wu
et al., 2007; Brothers et al., 2014), but in other cases also (ii)
decreased precipitation (Porcal et al., 2009) in combination with
(iii) increased temperature (Fenner and Freeman, 2011), (iv)
rising CO, emissions, which can cause increased organic matter
production by terrestrial (Zangerl and Bazzaz, 1984) and aquatic
(Song et al., 2013) primary producers, and (v) increased nitrogen
deposition (McElarney et al,, 2010), although there are also
studies that claim that DOC increases are caused by a decrease
in nitrogen deposition (Musolff et al., 2017).

Altered land use and climate change can also change the
quality of DOC. For example, DOC quality can change due
to fragmentation of streams caused by drought. Vazquez et al.
(2010) found that during fragmentation of a stream, the
fluorescence index of DOC decreased, indicating that there was
a higher contribution of autochthonous DOC. Moreover, they
found that natural variation in DOC quality, like aromaticity, N
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FIGURE 1 | The DOC sources in a river. DOC enters the rivers mainly from the terrestrial system, especially peatlands can release substantial amounts of DOC, but it
can also come from other natural systems such as forests and through ground water seepage. Additionally, DOC also comes from urban and arable land. Six main
causes of rises in DOC are shown. DOC leaves the system when it is incorporated in the sediments, degraded into COs, or transported to the oceans.

Causes DOC increase

1. Decreased acid rain
2. Land use changes
3a. Increased precipitation

3b. Decreased precipitation
or drought

4. Increased temperature

5. CO2 emissions

6. Nitrogen deposition

content or biodegradability, at different locations in the stream
became more pronounced after drought. Increased precipitation
can also change DOC quality: in lakes there will be more
terrestrial DOC as the climate becomes wetter, which reduces
light and oxygen availability in the water (Kellerman et al,
2014). Altered land use can also affect DOC quality: Butman
et al. (2014) concluded from a global data set of DOC in
which the age was determined by carbon-14 dating that in
highly populated areas, DOC had a higher age. Sources of this
older DOC are probably C released due to land use changes,
human waste water or fossil C products such as petroleum
products. Concentrations of other anthropogenic compounds
such as biocides, pharmaceutical products and remains of
genetically modified crops are also increasing and affecting DOC
composition in the water (Stanley et al., 2012). Urbanization can
also affect DOC quality: it was found that in urban watersheds
with high population density, the composition of DOC was
different from natural or agricultural watersheds (Williams et al.,
2016). The exact chemical differences were not studied, but
DOC from urban watersheds appeared to be more humic-
like, probably of microbial origin and more resistant to photo-
degradation and may therefore be less likely to be broken down.
In a study by Hosen et al. (2014), this was found as well, and
they also found an increase in labile, protein like DOC and a
decrease in natural humic-like DOC. They found, however that
this urban DOC is more likely to be degraded, as microbial
bioavailability of urban DOC is higher than bioavailability of
natural DOC.

THE EFFECTS OF DOC ON
MACROPHYTES

The Effect of Humic Substances on Light

Availability to Macrophytes

Humic substances are the type of DOC that has the most
pronounced effect on macrophytes and their effect has been
studied most. HS are responsible for the brown color of water
with a high DOC concentration (Evans et al., 2005). HS attenuate
UV radiation and photosynthetically active radiation (PAR),
and can thereby limit benthic primary production (Karlsson
et al,, 2009; Thrane et al., 2014), see Figure 2. DOC mainly
attenuates the shorter wavelengths of PAR (the blue light) and
the absorption coefficient decreases exponentially toward the
longer wavelengths (Thrane et al., 2014). Although most studies
about the effect of DOC on primary production focus on boreal
lakes with limited macrophyte growth, there is evidence that
macrophytes are affected as well by the effect of DOC on light
quantity and quality; it can reduce their maximum colonization
depth (Chambers and Prepas, 1988). In oligohumic soft water
lakes (<4 mg L~! DOC), macrophytes can grow at a depth
of 12 m, whereas in meso- and polyhumic soft water lakes
(4 to more than 40 mg L~! DOC) this decreases to 1 m
(Bociag, 2003). This means that macrophytes are confined to the
shallowest parts of the lake where additional disturbance from
wave action may exclude some species (Szmeja and Bociag, 2004).
Not all species are equally vulnerable to changes in light quantity
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and quality. In Polish lakes, for instance, habitat characteristics
of two Ceratophyllum species were studied, and it was found
that water transparency and water color (mainly determined
by HS) were important factors determining species occurrence.
Ceratophyllum demersum was found in transparent waters,
whereas Ceratophyllum submersum was found in more colored
waters (>100 mg Pt L™!) (Nagengast and Gabka, 2017). As
a more general phenomenon, charophyte abundance decreased
and bryophytes and vascular plants dominated during a wet
period in a Polish lake in which conductivity decreased and DOC
concentrations increased. DOC changed the color of the water
and thereby reduced visibility. However, charophytes generally
do not have higher light requirements than vascular plants. There
are two alternative explanations for the decreased charophyte
abundance: it has been suggested that the altered color of the
water diminished the establishment of charophytes and provided
an opportunity to competitors (Ejankowski and Lenard, 2015).
Middelboe and Markager (1997) suggested that the negative
effect on charophyte growth can also be caused by the fact
that colored substances reduce the pH of the water. McElarney
etal. (2010) found that DOC can reduce macrophyte abundance
and diversity. In their study especially isoetids appeared to be
sensitive to the change in water color, but they argued that
DOC may have increased sedimentation of organic matter which
increases sediment alkalinity and nutrient concentration, which
is unfavorable to some macrophyte species. Besides light, other
examples of indirect effects of DOC on macrophytes are discussed
in Section “Indirect Effects of DOC on Macrophytes.” Effects on
primary production in general and on macrophytes have been
summarized in Supplementary Table S1. From this overview it
can be concluded that most research on the effect of colored DOC
on macrophytes focusses on lakes in northern Europe.

Direct Effects of Humic Substances:

Intracellular Damage

Although macrophytes are probably mainly indirectly affected by
HS by light attenuation, HS may also directly affect macrophytes.
HS form a wide class of substances with many different functional
groups. This gives them the ability to interfere with nearly
all biochemical processes that occur in freshwater organisms
(Steinberg et al., 2008). Only a few studies have looked into these
effects. There is evidence that small particles (<3.5 kDa) can be
taken up by macrophyte cells (Steinberg et al., 2006), but it has
not been studied yet in great detail. Inside cells they can, for
example, lead to the formation of reactive oxygen species (ROS)
that can damage the cells (see Figure 2). Production of oxidative
stress enzymes by macrophyte cells significantly increased after
exposure to DOC derived from decomposing beech leaves, which
contain ROS (Grigutyté et al., 2009). Secondly, HS can interfere
with photosynthesis (see Figure 2). This was demonstrated in
C. demersum and is caused by quinoid structures in HS that
take up electrons and thereby inhibit photosynthetic oxygen
production. It has been hypothesized that macrophyte species
may not be equally vulnerable to those quinoid structures
(Pflugmacher et al., 2006), so species composition may be altered
in very humic waters. Even though HS stress can cause damage

to aquatic organisms, exposure to HS can also train the stress
resistance of aquatic animals such as fish and nematodes. This
improves their fitness in a fluctuating environment and can
increase survivorship. Nematode Caenorhabditis elegans is even
attracted to HS and actively seeks HS rich water (Steinberg et al.,
2007). It is not known whether this intriguing phenomenon
also applies to macrophytes, but Steinberg et al. (2008) suggest
that mild HS stresses may be beneficial to specific plant organs
caused by increased expression of anti-stress genes, resulting in
multistress resistance. The chemical composition of DOC can
vary substantially, based on catchment characteristics such as
vegetation type (Amiotte-suchet et al., 2007), the presence of
wetlands (Singh et al., 2015) and the type of soil (e.g., peat,
mineral soil, anthropogenic influences) (Sachse et al.,, 2005).
Steinberg et al. (2006) tested the response of different aquatic
primary producers to DOC from different origins and found that
the primary producers were not equally sensitive. They suggest
that primary producers may adapt to the DOC type from their
native environment.

Defense Mechanisms Against HS

Macrophytes have developed defense mechanisms against HS
and other environmental stresses. Studying the production
of defensive compounds may help to find the molecular
mechanisms behind the cellular damage caused by HS,
interaction with other stressors and the way macrophytes cope
with this. Omic technologies may be a valuable technique to
gain more understanding in this field (Van Aggelen et al., 2010).
Although most studies using omics focus on terrestrial plants,
omics are increasingly applied to marine macrophytes (Kumar
et al., 2016) and there are also a few examples of studying stress
tolerance using omics in freshwater macrophytes.

A general stress response is the production of defense proteins
like HSP70, a heat shock protein. This protein, or similar
proteins, are present in virtually all living organisms and aim to
protect cells from thermal or oxidative stress (El Golli-Bennour
and Bacha, 2011). In macrophytes HSP70 expression in response
to HS has not been tested, but in algae (Bierkens et al., 1998), fish
and invertebrates (Steinberg et al., 2006) exposure to HSs leads
to an increase of the concentration of HSP70. Other substances
have been found to affect heat shock protein expression in
macrophytes: Tukaj et al. (2011) found that HSP70 was induced
in Lemna minor when it was exposed to different chemicals like
heavy metals, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and herbicides.
This means that HSP70 may be used as biomonitor to see
whether DOC causes stress in macrophytes, provided that other
parameters such as temperature are kept constant. Another way
macrophytes protect themselves from oxidative stress is the use
of detoxification mechanisms like antioxidant enzymes and ROS-
scavenging proteins (Chalanika De Silva and Asaeda, 2017).
Acquired stress tolerance can be heritable to next generations,
although heritability of HS tolerance has not yet been studied
in macrophytes. In cladocerans, however, there is evidence of
epigenetic inheritance: when they were exposed to HS, the
percentage of methylated DNA increased. It has also been found
that resistance to HS stress is transferred to the next generation,
so it has been suggested that this may be caused by epigenetics
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Low concentration
of humic substances

FIGURE 2 | The effects of HS on macrophytes. On the left side, a scenario with low HS, high plant density and low phytoplankton density is shown. Plants receive
enough light. Water flow is reduced, which causes OM accumulation within macrophyte patches and HS degradation. On the right side, a scenario with high HS, low
plant density and high phytoplankton density is shown. Plants are damaged by HS, receive less light and HS makes the sediments less suitable for plant

establishment.

High concentration
of humic substances

(Menzel et al, 2011). Studying epigenetics in ecotoxicological
research is relatively new but as it may explain inherited changes
in the phenotype caused by environmental stress and stress
adaptation it may be an interesting approach in aquatic ecology
(Vandegehuchte and Janssen, 2014).

Indirect Effects of DOC on Macrophytes

Although high concentrations of DOC are disadvantageous
to macrophytes, DOC can also positively affect macrophytes
by mitigating the effect of stressors. DOC attenuates UV-B
radiation (Scully et al, 1995) that can decrease growth rates
and damage DNA of charophytes (de Bakker et al., 2005).
DOC may also stimulate heterotrophic bacteria by attenuating
UV-B radiation and providing a food source, leading to faster
DOC degradation, but on the other hand, UV-B radiation
can transform recalcitrant DOC and make it more accessible
to bacteria (Karentz et al., 1994). Another positive effect of
DOC, or more specifically, polyphenols (major building blocks
of HS) is that they can inhibit cyanobacteria and thereby can
contribute to controlling blooms (Steinberg, 2014). DOC can also
mitigate toxicity of anthropogenic pollutants like anthracene in

macrophytes (Gensemer et al., 1999) and protect macrophytes
against harmful heavy metals. Some chemical functional groups
in humic acids, a subgroup of HS, have a negative charge, such
as carboxylic and phenolic groups, which can bind to positively
charged metal ions (Christl et al., 2001). Heavy metals such
as copper, cadmium (Wang et al,, 2010), lead (Kruatrachue
et al., 2002), and zinc (Bunluesin et al., 2006) are taken up
by macrophytes and can lower chlorophyll content. HS in the
sediments bind to heavy metal and thereby significantly reduce
accumulation of heavy metals in macrophytes (Wang et al.,
2010). This appears to be beneficial to macrophytes, but others
argue that especially binding of metals to allochthonous DOC,
which has a higher binding capacity than autochthonous DOC
due to the higher HS content, may be harmful to macrophytes.
If there is a high concentration of allochtonous DOC, heavy
metals may, instead of being adsorbed by the sediments, be
bound to DOC and stay in the water column. When DOC is
degraded, the heavy metals are released in the water column
and this may be detrimental to aquatic organisms in general
(Zhang et al., 2013). DOC can also negatively affect primary
producers by enhancing mercury accumulation in macrophytes
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and epiphytes. Mercury can bind to sulfide and precipitate, but
when it mercury binds to DOC, it will stay in solution. DOC may
also stimulate mercury methylating bacteria. Methylated mercury
can accumulate in the food chain; in most fish species more
than 95% of the mercury is methylated (Ravichandran, 2004).
Both methylated and unmethylated mercury can accumulate in
macrophytes, and in epiphytes even higher concentrations can
be found. Water level fluctuations and higher temperatures also
stimulate mercury uptake, so under climate change mercury
concentrations in macrophytes and epiphytes are expected to rise
(Hamelin et al., 2015).

Dissolved organic carbon can also change soil properties,
making the sediment more gelatinous and hydrated, which
limits macrophyte establishment (Bociag, 2003). DOC
concentrations often correlate with CO, concentrations in
freshwater ecosystems (Sobek et al, 2003). DOC can be
converted to CO, by biodegradation (bacteria break down
DOC) or by photodegradation (DOC is broken down by UV
radiation). With increasing DOC concentrations, the fraction of
biodegradable DOC appears to be constant, but the proportion
of photodegradable DOC is enhanced as the input of terrestrial
DOC increases, leading to more CO, production (Lapierre
et al., 2013). This can be beneficial to macrophytes as CO; is
often limiting (see paragraph 2), but high levels of CO; in the
water can lead to acidification and dominance of macrophyte
species that only use CO; as their inorganic C source. Species
adapted to low CO; concentrations such as isoetids lose their
advantage and may disappear (Spierenburg et al., 2009). DOC
can also bind to phosphorus (P) and iron (Fe), although it
is not fully understood how binding of DOC to P and Fe
affects their bioavailability, Findlay and Sinsabaugh (2003)
suggest that reactivity of P and Fe is reduced if it is bound
to DOC.

The concentration of DOC in water can also indirectly affect
nitrogen availability to macrophytes. DOC serves as an energy
source to denitrifying bacteria, so if there is a sufficient amount
of nitrate in the water DOC can stimulate denitrification and
therefore reduce nitrate availability (Taylor and Townsend, 2010).
However, microbes that carry out dissimilatory nitrate reduction
to ammonium (DNRA) are stimulated by high C/N ratios in
the water, so this may favor conversion of nitrate to ammonium
instead of denitrification (Tiedje, 1988). Ammonium is by most
macrophyte species preferred over nitrate as source of nitrogen
(Feijoo et al., 2002).

Altogether, it appears that DOC can have various indirect
positive and negative effects on macrophyte growth. The net
effect on macrophytes does not only depend on the concentration
of DOC but also, for example, on the quality of DOC (HS
content), intensity of UV radiation in the water and presence of
microbes that degrade DOC. Moreover, the net effect of DOC
on primary production largely depends on the characteristics
of the aquatic system. For example, in boreal lakes with low
productivity that are supersaturated with CO,, the net effect is
negative: elevated CO; concentrations due to DOC degradation
do not lead to increased productivity because CO, is not
limiting and DOC diminishes light availability (Hessen et al.,
2017).

THE EFFECTS OF MACROPHYTES ON
AQUATIC CARBON

The relationship between carbon and macrophytes is not one-
way; macrophytes increase sedimentation of organic C, they
produce DOC, and take up inorganic C. Macrophytes contribute
to sedimentation of carbon by taking C out of the water and
sinking to the bottom after senescence (Flanagan et al., 2006).
The physical structure of macrophytes also contributes to the
removal of C from the water column: macrophytes reduce flow
velocity and this causes accumulation of organic matter within
macrophyte patches (Schoelynck et al., 2012). Still, carbon burial
efficiency can also be reduced by the presence of macrophytes.
Brothers et al. (2013) found that in an algae-dominated shallow
lake, 80% of the amount of carbon entering the lake was
buried in the sediments, whereas in macrophyte-dominated lakes
this was only 40%. This can be explained by the fact that
macrophytes provide bacteria in the sediments with oxygen
which leads to enhanced C mineralisation. DOC release and
inorganic carbon uptake by macrophytes are explained in next
paragraphs.

DOC Release by Macrophytes

When macrophytes grow, <1-10% of the amount of C they
fix photosynthetically is released again as DOC (Carpenter
and Lodge, 1986). Macrophytes can therefore be an important
DOC source, yet most studies on autochthonous DOC only
focus on algae (Findlay and Sinsabaugh, 2003). Sendergaard
(1981) studied DOC release by several macrophyte species and
concluded that it mostly consists of small (<1000 Daltons) and a
smaller fraction of large (> 10000 Daltons) molecules, depending
on the plant species. Small molecules that are released can include
amino acids and simple sugars, especially glucose. DOC release
appears to be related to photosynthesis; in dark conditions DOC
production is only 1% of DOC production in light conditions
(Sendergaard, 1981). Moreover, in fast growing species, the rate
of DOC release is higher than in slower growing species (Thomas
and Kowalczyk, 1997). The effect of nutrient availability on
DOC production is not clear. Takamura et al. (2003) found that
Trapa japonica only causes DOC enhancement in the water when
nutrient concentrations are high. However, Demarty (2009) did
not find a correlation between DOC production by Myriophyllum
spicatum and Potamogeton spp. and nutrient concentrations.
Lastly, there is a relationship between the amount of inorganic
C in the water and DOC release by the free floating macrophyte
species L. minor. When there is a limited amount of inorganic C
in the water, DOC release is higher than when there is an excess of
inorganic C, even though macrophyte growth is impaired under
low inorganic C conditions. It was suggested that the stress caused
by the low inorganic C concentrations may have led to DOC
leakage from the plants (Baker and Farr, 1987).

The contribution of macrophytes to the total amount of
DOC in the water varies. Especially in lotic systems, the DOC
contribution by macrophytes is small (1-20% of the total amount
of DOC), probably because of DOC degradation by epiphytic
bacteria and algae (Thomas, 1997), or insignificant (Hummel and
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Findlay, 2006). This may also be caused by the relatively low
abundance of macrophytes in rivers compared to, e.g., wetlands.
In wetlands (Briggs et al., 1993) and shallow lakes (Lapierre
and Frenette, 2009) macrophytes can contribute significantly to
DOC concentrations in water and organic C release by emergent
macrophytes can even be in the same order of magnitude as
organic C input from the catchment. In Lake Frisksjon in
Sweden for example, organic C input from the catchment is
9600 kg C y~! and production by emergent macrophytes is
6000 kg C y~! (Sobek et al., 2006). Macrophyte DOC production
is dependent on the season: in summer, when macrophyte
biomass reaches its climax, macrophytes can cause large increases
in DOC concentrations. At this time they can also alter the
composition of DOC, as they primarily release carbohydrates
whereas allochthonous DOC contains more humic and protein-
like material (Catalan et al., 2014).

It is not exactly known why macrophytes release DOC, but
there are a few hypotheses. The first hypothesis is the overflow
mechanism, a passive mechanism which has been demonstrated
in planktonic algae. The algae excrete sugars they produce during
photosynthesis, when nutrient availability is limited (Jensen,
1984). It has also been hypothesized that macrophytes may
actively release DOC. Some species excrete DOC from their roots
to stimulate bacterial (Catalan et al., 2014) or endomycorrhizal
(Wigand et al.,, 1998) growth and activity in the sediment in
order to obtain more nutrients. It has also been suggested that
DOC release serves as a C concentrating mechanism when CO,
is limiting, which works as follows: Demarty (2009) found that
DOC release is positively linked to HCO3™ uptake, which is
one of the strategies used by macrophytes to avoid inorganic
C deficit (see section “CO,”). It has been suggested that the
type of DOC released by the plant is carbonic anhydrase,
an enzyme involved in HCO3;~ use. However, DOC released
by macrophytes mostly consists of small compounds, whereas
carbonic anhydrase is a nitrogenous high weight compound and
only 10% of the DOC falls into that category. Another form of
DOC released by macrophytes is allelochemicals that serve to
inhibit phytoplankton growth. This topic has been reviewed by
Hilt and Gross (2008) and it can be concluded that there are
at least 37 macrophyte species that produce allelochemicals, like
Mpyriophyllum, Ceratophyllum, Elodea, and Najas. Most of the
allelopathic compounds have not been identified, but at least part
of them are polyphenols. It is hypothesized that those compounds
are also involved in defense against herbivores and infections
(Gutierrez and Mayora, 2015). Diatoms and cyanobacteria appear
to be more sensitive to the allelochemicals than chlorophytes.
Epiphytes are targeted as well, but it has been suggested that
they have developed resistance against allelopathic substances
from macrophytes (Hilt and Gross, 2008). Macrophytes can
also diminish phytoplankton growth by limiting their nutrient
availability (see section “The Effects of Macrophytes on DOC
Concentrations”).

Dead macrophyte tissue also releases DOC. This can occur
because of cell death, but also when cells are damaged by grazers
or viral lyses (Findlay and Sinsabaugh, 2003). The nature of
this DOC depends on the macrophyte species; it can differ, for
example, in colour and C:nutrient ratio (Cuassolo et al.,, 2011),

amount of humic-like matter and photoreactivity (Cuassolo et al.,
2015) and percentage of proteins, amino acids and carbohydrates
(Qu et al, 2013). Macrophyte DOC is less aromatic than
allochthonous DOC but has a similar or higher aromaticity than
phytoplankton DOC (Qu et al., 2013). In general, DOC released
by macrophytes is relatively labile and rapidly decomposed by
bacteria, compared to allochthonous DOC (Mann and Wetzel,
1996). However, They et al. (2012) found that a significant part
of the DOC produced by macrophytes in a subtropical shallow
lake remained in the water as unreactive molecules with a low
molecular weight.

The Effect of Macrophytes on DOC

Concentrations

Freshwater macrophytes can also diminish DOC concentrations
in several ways. Some species primarily take up nutrients from
the sediments and this can reduce nutrient exchange between
water and sediments. The resulting reduction in water column
nutrient concentration leads to diminished growth of DOC
producing organisms without roots such as phytoplankton,
bacteria, and filamentous algae (Wigand et al., 2000). Moreover,
macrophytes release oxygen from their roots, which stimulates
bacterial decomposition of DOC (Mann and Wetzel, 2000).
Macrophytes also increase the residence time of the water
and this leads to a longer exposure to photo- and microbial
degradation (see Figure 2). DOC forms an important food source
for heterotrophic bacteria. Macrophytes serve as a substrate for
those bacteria and epiphytic algae. The resulting communities
of macrophytes and epiphytic bacteria and algae can be very
productive and highly efficient with regard to DOC degradation
(Wetzel and Sondergaard, 1998). Martin et al. (2005) found
that the concentration of chromophoric DOC, the part of
DOC that absorbs light in water, decreases as the water flows
through macrophyte beds. A possible explanation may be the
high abundance of epiphytic bacteria that degrade DOC. The
interaction between heterotrophic bacteria and macrophyte-
epiphytic algae complexes can also have implications for the
aquatic food web. de Kluijver et al. (2015) found, by studying
carbon isotope ratios (3'3C) in a Chinese lake, that carbon
produced by macrophytes and epiphytic algae contributes to
bacterioplankton (55%) and zooplankton (47%). Stimulation of
zooplankton can, in turn, reduce abundance of phytoplankton
and thereby maintain clear water.

INTERACTIONS WITH OTHER EFFECTS
OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON C CYCLING
AND MACROPHYTES

The effects of DOC on macrophytes are complex and depend
mainly on the characteristics of the environment (see section
“Defence Mechanisms Against HS”). In addition to that, climate
change can also have other effects on the aquatic carbon cycle. For
example, drought does not only affect DOC concentrations but
also other dissolved compounds. This effect has been observed in
Canadian lakes; decreased runoff rates lowered concentrations of
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iron, phosphorus, dissolved organic nitrogen (DON) and DOC
in the water. This may have implications for the aquatic C
cycle, more specifically the C sequestration in the sediments.
One of the mechanisms of C sequestration is binding of DOC
to amorphous iron. Since iron concentrations are even more
reduced by drought than DOC concentrations, it has been
suggested that in this way drought may lead to a decrease in C
sequestration (Dillon and Mollot, 2005). Temperature can also
affect carbon cycling. When temperatures are raised, community
respiration increases; e.g., in an Alpine river, benthic community
respiration increased by 20% when temperature was raised by
2.5°C (Acuna et al, 2008). When it is warmer, gross and net
photosynthesis rates, as well as plant respiration are reduced, but
heterotroph respiration rates increase. This means that more C
stored in the system is now emitted as CO, during warming
(Moss, 2010).

Climate change and altered land use also can have profound
effects on macrophytes. Especially changing temperatures can
form a substantial threat to macrophytes (Short et al., 2016), but
storms (wave action, mixing of water layers and nutrient loading),
water level fluctuations (Zohary and Ostrovsky, 2011) increasing
CO; concentrations, increases in UV-B radiation, increasing
salinity (Short et al.,, 2016) and eutrophication (Hossain et al.,
2016) all affect macrophyte growth and the distribution of
species. It can be concluded that mainly submerged macrophytes
will decline, as they suffer most from the increases in water
turbidity caused by increased DOC (Karlsson et al., 2009)
and they may be outcompeted by phytoplankton and floating
macrophytes that benefit from higher temperatures and from
eutrophication, (Short et al.,, 2016). Different effects of climate
change can have contrasting effects on macrophytes. For example,
rising temperatures can enhance productivity of macrophytes in
the littoral zone, whereas increased HS in the water decrease
productivity (Rodriguez et al., 2015). In lakes, DOC may even act
as a buffer against rising temperatures. As DOC attenuates light
that heats up the water and enhances stratification of the water, so
deeper parts of the lake are less exposed to higher temperatures
(Read and Rose, 2013).

KNOWLEDGE GAPS

Although many studies have looked into DOC in aquatic systems,
there still are a number of research gaps, especially with regard
to the link between DOC and macrophytes. Firstly, production
of DOC by living macrophytes and the effect of elevated CO,
on DOC production are still poorly understood. It is still not
clear why macrophytes produce DOC, what compounds it exists
of and how much this process is affected by climate change.
Secondly, there are research gaps with regard to the effects of
DOC on macrophytes. Since the exact cause of the increase
in DOC concentrations is not known, it is difficult to predict
how DOC concentrations will develop in the future. Therefore,
it is important that DOC concentrations are monitored over
longer periods of time. Currently, most DOC research focusses
on North America and Europe. Global monitoring campaigns
are needed to provide more insight into the cause of DOC

increases and role of freshwater ecosystems in the global carbon
cycle.

Dissolved organic carbon covers a wide class of substances
with many chemical functional groups. In most studies, those
substances are not identified and it is not known whether and
how they affect macrophytes on the cellular level. The quality
of DOC also varies, depending on its source. DOC quality also
appears to be different in densely populated areas (Williams
et al., 2016). The chemical characteristics of this ‘anthropogenic
DOC’ are not completely known and the number of studies
looking at the changing quality of DOC due to anthropogenic
disturbances is low. Gaining more knowledge about the nature
of this changed quality of DOC and its effect on freshwater
organisms is crucial to understanding the stability of freshwater
ecosystems. In Section “Direct Effects of Humic Substances:
Intracellular Damage” the effects of HS on macrophytes are
discussed, however, anthropogenic DOC compounds such as
pesticides, hormones and remains of genetically modified crops
may pose a considerable threat to macrophytes although the
exact consequences and scope of this problem are still poorly
understood and require more research (Stanley et al., 2012).

It is also important to note that freshwater ecosystems
are naturally heterogeneous systems. For example, rivers can
be seen as a patchwork of different zones that vary in
hydrogeomorphology and are affected by differences in the
catchment and the climate. Those different patches may have
different inputs of C and may vary in C processing rates (Thorp
et al.,, 2006). In addition, drought may further increase those
differences by decreasing connectivity between different parts
of the river (Vazquez et al., 2010). This needs to be taken into
account when studying the effects of changed DOC quality and
quantity on macrophytes.

There is also a lack of knowledge about the fate of
allochthonous DOC from different origins; whether it is degraded
or not, how it is degraded and to what extent abiotic factors like
light and nutrients play a role (Evans and Thomas, 2016). It was
assumed that terrestrial, colored DOC is relatively resistant to
degradation by microbes. However, laboratory experiments have
indicated that when organic C is added to stream water, it is
rapidly broken down to CO; after it had entered the water during
a storm (Goulsbra et al., 2016). It appears that this terrestrial,
colored DOC is degraded by microbes, but the carbon use
efficiency is low, meaning that the main part is converted to CO;
instead of microbial biomass (Fasching et al., 2014). Molecular
characteristics are an important factor determining degradability
of DOC. Oxidized, aromatic molecules are better degradable
than reduced, aliphatic and N-containing molecules (Kellerman
et al,, 2015). Furthermore, DOC with a large molecular size and
DOC originating from terrestrial plants appears to be more easily
degraded than DOC from agriculture or wastewater (Bodmer
etal., 2016). More knowledge on the degradability and residence
times of DOC, and therefore also the degree of exposure to
macrophytes can help to predict the effects on macrophytes. If
DOC is degraded, this is not always beneficial to macrophytes.
For example, photo-oxidation of DOC can lead to release of
toxic trace metals that can be taken up by macrophytes (Porcal
et al, 2009). Understanding the fate of DOC is also vital to
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understand the aquatic C cycle. If the quantity and quality of
DOC are changed by climate change, this may have large effects
on the extent of C sequestration in aquatic sediments and on
aquatic CO, emissions. Although it is important to study the
fate of DOC, DOC itself can also be regarded as C sink for
anthropogenically emitted CO, as DOC production in algae
increases under elevated CO, concentrations (Song et al., 2013).

To conclude, in order to gain improved understanding
of the effects increased quantity and quality of DOC has on
macrophytes and to be able to conserve stable macrophyte
populations, the following points have priority: (1) detailed
modeling covering a large spatial scale can contribute
substantially to understanding the effects of increasing DOC
and changing climate on the aquatic C cycle (Porcal et al,
2009). (2) More inclusion of DOC quality and quantity in river
management, especially in relation to the potential for riparian
zones to buffer DOC rises (Stanley et al., 2012). As most studies
on DOC focus on lakes in northern Europe (see Supplementary
Table S1), it is also important to study DOC in other parts of the
world and to include lotic systems. (3) Carrying out experimental
studies to help predicting the morphological and physiological
responses to changing DOC quantity and quality.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

RR was the principal investigator of the study, was involved in
all parts of the literature search, and wrote the manuscript. JS

REFERENCES

Acuna, V., Wolf, A., Uehlinger, U., and Tockner, K. (2008). Temperature
dependence of stream benthic respiration in an Alpine river network under
global warming. Freshw. Biol. 53, 2076-2088. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2427.2008.
02028.x

Amiotte-suchet, P., Linglois, N., Leveque, J., and Andreux, F. (2007). 13C
composition of dissolved organic carbon in upland forested catchments of the
Morvan Mountains (France): influence of coniferous and deciduous vegetation.
J. Hydrol. 335, 354-363. doi: 10.1016/j.jhydrol.2006.12.002

Baker, J. H., and Farr, . S. (1987). Importance of dissolved organic matter produced
by duckweed (Lemna minor) in a southern English river. Freshw. Biol. 17,
325-330. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2427.1987.tb01052.x

Berggren, M., and del Giorgio, P. A. (2015). Distinct patterns of microbial
metabolism associated to riverine dissolved organic carbon of different source
and quality. J. Geophys. Res. 120, 989-999. doi: 10.1002/2015jg002963

Bierkens, J., Van de Perre, W., and Maes, J. (1998). Effect of different environmental
variables on the synthesis of Hsp70 in Raphidocelis subcapitata. Comp. Biochem.
Physiol. Part A 120, 29-34. doi: 10.1016/S1095-6433(98)10006-5

Bociag, K. (2003). The impact of acidic organic matter on the diversity of
underwater vegetation in soft water lakes. Acta Soc. Bot. Pol. 72, 221-229.
doi: 10.5586/asbp.2003.029

Bodmer, P., Heinz, M., Pusch, M., Singer, G., and Premke, K. (2016). Carbon
dynamics and their link to dissolved organic matter quality across contrasting
stream ecosystems. Sci Total Environ. 553, 574-586. doi: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.
2016.02.095

Bolan, N. S., Adriano, D. C., Kunhikrishnan, A., James, T., McDowell, R., and
Senesi, N. (2011). Dissolved organic matter: biogeochemistry, dynamics, and
environmental significance in soils. Soils Adv. Agron. 110, 1-75. doi: 10.1016/
B978-0-12-385531-2.00001-3

Briggs, S. V., Maher, M. T., and Tongway, D. J. (1993). Dissolved and particulate
organic carbon in two wetlands in southwestern New South Wales, Australia.
Hydrobiologia 264, 13-19. doi: 10.1007/BF00014660

and PM were promotors of the study, financed and facilitated the
work, wrote significant parts of the text, and proofread the entire
manuscript.

FUNDING

This research was executed within the FWO project FLASHMOB
“FLuxes Affected by Stream Hydrophytes: Modelling of
Biogeochemistry” (No. GOF3217N). JS is a postdoctoral
fellow of FWO (No. 12H8616N). This article was published
with the support of the University Foundation of Belgium
(“Uitgegeven met steun van de Universitaire Stichting van
Belgi¢”).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank the reviewers for their valuable
comments and suggestions.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online
at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2018.00629/
full#supplementary- material

Brothers, S., Kohler, J., Attermeyer, K., Grossart, H. P., Mehner, T., Meyer, N, et al.
(2014). A feedback loop links brownification and anoxia in a temperate, shallow
lake. Limnol. Oceanogr. 59, 1388-1398. doi: 10.4319/10.2014.59.4.1388

Brothers, S. M., Hilt, S., Attermeyer, K., Grossart, H. P., Kosten, S., Lischke, B.,
et al. (2013). A regime shift from macrophyte to phytoplankton dominance
enhances carbon burial in a shallow, eutrophic lake. Ecosphere 4:art137.
doi: 10.1890/es13-00247.1

Bunluesin, S., Pokethitiyook, P., Lanza, G. R., Tyson, J. F., Kruatrachue, M.,
Xing, B., et al. (2006). Influences of cadmium and zinc interaction and humic
acid on metal accumulation in Ceratophyllum demersum. Water Air Soil Pollut.
180, 225-235. doi: 10.1007/s11270-006-9265-0

Butman, D. E., Wilson, H. F., Barnes, R. T., Xenopoulos, M. A., and Raymond, P. A.
(2014). Increased mobilization of aged carbon to rivers by human disturbance.
Nat. Geosci. 8, 112-116. doi: 10.1038/nge02322

Carpenter, S. R, and Lodge, D. M. (1986). Effects of submersed macrophytes
on ecosystem processes. Aquat. Bot. 26, 341-370. doi: 10.1016/0304-3770(86)
90031-8

Catalan, N., Obrador, B., and Pretus, J. L. (2014). Ecosystem processes drive
dissolved organic matter quality in a highly dynamic water body. Hydrobiologia
728, 111-124. doi: 10.1007/s10750-014-1811-y

Chalanika De Silva, H. C., and Asaeda, T. (2017). Effects of heat stress on growth,
photosynthetic pigments, oxidative damage and competitive capacity of three
submerged macrophytes. J. Plant Interact. 12, 228-236. doi: 10.1080/17429145.
2017.1322153

Chambers, P., and Prepas, E. (1988). Underwater spectral attenuation and its effect
on the maximum depth of angiosperm colonization. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 45,
1010-1017. doi: 10.1139/{88-124

Christl, I, Milne, C. J., Kinniburgh, D. G., and Kretzschmar, R. (2001). Relating
ion binding by fulvic and humic acids to chemical composition and molecular
size. 2. metal binding. Environ. Sci. Technol. 35, 2512-2517. doi: 10.1021/es00
02520

Cole, J. J., Prairie, Y. T., Caraco, N. F., McDowell, W. H., Tranvik, L. J., Striegl,
R. G,, et al. (2007). Plumbing the global carbon cycle: integrating inland waters

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org

May 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 629


https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2018.00629/full#supplementary-material
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpls.2018.00629/full#supplementary-material
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2008.02028.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2008.02028.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2006.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.1987.tb01052.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015jg002963
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1095-6433(98)10006-5
https://doi.org/10.5586/asbp.2003.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.02.095
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.02.095
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-385531-2.00001-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-385531-2.00001-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00014660
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2014.59.4.1388
https://doi.org/10.1890/es13-00247.1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11270-006-9265-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2322
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(86)90031-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(86)90031-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-014-1811-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/17429145.2017.1322153
https://doi.org/10.1080/17429145.2017.1322153
https://doi.org/10.1139/f88-124
https://doi.org/10.1021/es0002520
https://doi.org/10.1021/es0002520
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

Reitsema et al.

Effects of DOC on Macrophytes

into the terrestrial carbon budget. Ecosystems 10, 172-185. doi: 10.1007/s10021-
006-9013-8

Cuassolo, F., Balseiro, E., and Modenutti, B. (2011). Alien vs. native plants in a
Patagonian wetland: elemental ratios and ecosystem stoichiometric impacts.
Biol. Invasion 14, 179-189. doi: 10.1007/s10530-011-9995-9

Cuassolo, F., Navarro, M. B., Balseiro, E., and Modenutti, B. (2015). Effect of
light on particulate and dissolved organic matter production of native and
exotic macrophyte species in Patagonia. Hydrobiologia 766, 29-42. doi: 10.1007/
s10750-015-2434-7

Dawson, J. J. C., Soulsby, C., Hrachowitz, M., Speed, M., and Tetzlaff, D. (2009).
Seasonality ofepCO2at different scales along an integrated river continuum
within the Dee basin, NE Scotland. Hydrol. Process. 23, 2929-2942. doi: 10.1002/
hyp.7402

de Bakker, N. V., van Bodegom, P. M., van de Poll, W. H., Boelen, P., Nat, E.,
Rozema, J., et al. (2005). Is UV-B radiation affecting charophycean algae in
shallow freshwater systems? New Phytol 166, 957-966. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-
8137.2005.01377.x

de Kluijver, A., Ning, J., Liu, Z., Jeppesen, E., Gulati, R. D., and Middelburg, J. J.
(2015). Macrophytes and periphyton carbon subsidies to bacterioplankton and
zooplankton in a shallow eutrophic lake in tropical China. Limnol. Oceanogr.
60, 375-385. doi: 10.1002/In0.10040

Demarty, M. (2009). Production de Carbone Organique Dissous Par le Complexe
Macrophytes-Epiphytes?: Effets de Facteurs Physico-Chimiques, Implications Sur
la Productivité des Communautés de Macrophytes et Incidence a I'échelle de
écosystéme. Doctoral thesis, Université du Québec & Montréal, Montréal, QC.

Dillon, P. J., and Mollot, L. A. (2005). Long-term trends in catchment export and
lake retention of dissolved organic carbon, dissolved organic nitrogen, total
iron, and total phosphorus: the Dorset, Ontario, study, 1978-1998. J. Geophys.
Res. 110. doi: 10.1029/2004jg000003

Doney, S. C., Fabry, V.J., Feely, R. A., and Kleypas, J. A. (2009). Ocean acidification:
the other CO2 problem. Ann. Rev. Mar. Sci. 1, 169-192. doi: 10.1146/annurev.
marine.010908.163834

Duan, S., He, Y., Kaushal, S. S., Bianchi, T. S., Ward, N. D., and Guo, L.
(2017). Impact of wetland decline on decreasing dissolved organic carbon
concentrations along the mississippi river continuum. Front. Mar. Sci. 3:280.
doi: 10.3389/fmars.2016.00280

Ejankowski, W., and Lenard, T. (2015). Climate driven changes in the submerged
macrophyte and phytoplankton community in a hard water lake. Limnol. Ecol.
Manag. Inland Waters 52, 59-66. doi: 10.1016/j.1imno.2015.03.003

El Golli-Bennour, E., and Bacha, H. (2011). Hsp70 expression as biomarkers of
oxidative stress: mycotoxins  exploration. Toxicology 287, 1-7. doi: 10.1016/].
t0x.2011.06.002

Evans, C. D., Monteith, D. T., and Cooper, D. M. (2005). Long-term increases
in surface water dissolved organic carbon: observations, possible causes and
environmental impacts. Environ. Pollut. 137, 55-71. doi: 10.1016/j.envpol.2004.
12.031

Evans, C. D., and Thomas, D. N. (2016). Controls on the processing and fate of
terrestrially-derived organic carbon in aquatic ecosystems: synthesis of special
issue. Aquat. Sci. 78, 415-418. doi: 10.1007/s00027-016-0470-7

Fabricius, K. E., Langdon, C., Uthicke, S., Humphrey, C., Noonan, S., D¢’ath, G.,
et al. (2011). Losers and winners in coral reefs acclimatized to elevated
carbon dioxide concentrations. Nat. Clim. Change 1, 165-169. doi: 10.1038/
nclimatel1122

Fasching, C., Behounek, B., Singer, G. A., and Battin, T. J. (2014). Microbial
degradation of terrigenous dissolved organic matter and potential consequences
for carbon cycling in brown-water streams. Sci. Rep. 4:4981. doi: 10.1038/
srep04981

Feijod, C., Garcia, M. E., Momo, O., and Toja, J. (2002). Nutrient absorption
by the submerged macrophyte Egeria dense Planch: Effect of ammonium and
phosphorus availability in the water column on growth and nutrient uptake.
Limnetica 21, 93-104.

Fenner, N., and Freeman, C. (2011). Drought-induced carbon loss in peatlands.
Nat. Geosci. 4, 895-900. doi: 10.1038/ngeo1323

Findlay, S. E. G., and Sinsabaugh, R. L. (2003). Aquatic Ecosystems: Interactivity of
Dissolved Organic Matter. San Diego, CA: Academic Press.

Flanagan, K. M., McCauley, E., and Wrona, F. (2006). Freshwater food webs
control carbon dioxide saturation through sedimentation. Glob. Change Biol.
12, 644-651. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2486.2006.01127.x

Frimmel, F. H. (2005). “Aquatic Humic Substances,” in Biopolymers Online, eds M.
Hofrichter and A. Steinbiichel (Weinheim: Wiley-VCH Verlag GmbH & Co.
KGaA), 301-310. doi: 10.1002/3527600035.bpol1010

Gensemer, R. W., Dixon, D. G., and Greenberg, B. M. (1999). Using chlorophyll a
fluorescence to detect the onset of anthracene photoinduced toxicity in Lemna
gibba, and the mitigating effects of a commercial humic acid. Limnol. Oceanogr.
44, 878-888. doi: 10.4319/10.1999.44.3_part_2.0878

Goulsbra, C. S., Evans, M. G., and Allott, T. E. H. (2016). Rates of CO2 efflux
and changes in DOC concentration resulting from the addition of POC to the
fluvial system in peatlands. Aquat. Sci. 78, 477-489. doi: 10.1007/s00027-016-0
471-6

Grigutyté, R., Nimptsch, J., Manusadzianas, L., and Pflugmacher, S. (2009).
Response of oxidative stress enzymes in charophyte Nitellopsis obtusa exposed
to allochthonous leaf extracts from beech Fagus sylvatica. Biologija 55, 142-149.
doi: 10.2478/v10054-009-0021-4

Gutierrez, M. F., and Mayora, G. (2015). Influence of macrophyte integrity on
zooplankton habitat preference, emphasizing the released phenolic compounds
and chromophoric dissolved organic matter. Aquat. Ecol. 50, 137-151.
doi: 10.1007/s10452-015-9561-0

Hamelin, S., Planas, D., and Amyot, M. (2015). Spatio-temporal variations in
biomass and mercury concentrations of epiphytic biofilms and their host in a
large river wetland (Lake St. Pierre, Qc, Canada). Environ. Pollut. 197, 221-230.
doi: 10.1016/j.envpol.2014.11.007

Hasler, C. T., Butman, D., Jeffrey, J. D., and Suski, C. D. (2016). Freshwater biota
and rising pCO2? Ecol. Lett. 19, 98-108. doi: 10.1111/ele.12549

Hasler, C. T., Jeffrey, J. D., Schneider, E. V. C,, Hannan, K. D,, Tix, J. A., and
Suski, C. D. (2017). Biological consequences of weak acidification caused by
elevated carbon dioxide in freshwater ecosystems. Hydrobiologia 806, 1-12.
doi: 10.1007/s10750-017-3332-y

Hessen, D. O., Hall, J. P., Thrane, J.-E., and Andersen, T. (2017). Coupling dissolved
organic carbon, CO2and productivity in boreal lakes. Freshw. Biol. 62, 945-953.
doi: 10.1111/fwb.12914

Hilt, S., and Gross, E. M. (2008). Can allelopathically active submerged
macrophytes stabilise clear-water states in shallow lakes? Basic Appl. Biol. 9,
422-432. doi: 10.1016/j.baae.2007.04.003

Hosen, J. D., McDonough, O. T., Febria, C. M., and Palmer, M. A. (2014). Dissolved
organic matter quality and bioavailability changes across an urbanization
gradient in headwater streams. Environ. Sci. Technol. 48, 7817-7824. doi: 10.
1021/es501422z

Hossain, K., Yadav, S., Quaik, S., Pant, G., Maruthi, A. Y., and Ismail, N. (2016).
Vulnerabilities of macrophytes distribution due to climate change. Theor. Appl.
Climatol. 129, 1123-1132. doi: 10.1007/s00704-016-1837-3

Hummel, M., and Findlay, S. (2006). Effects of water chestnut (Trapa natans) beds
on water chemistry in the tidal freshwater hudson river. Hydrobiologia 559,
169-181. doi: 10.1007/s10750-005-9201-0

IPCC (2007). Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of
Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change, eds S. Solomon, D. Qin, M. Manning, M. Chen, K. Marquis,
B. Averyt, et al. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

IPCC (2013). “Annex II: climate system scenario tables,” in Climate Change 2013:
The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group I to the Fifth
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, eds M.
Prather, G. Flato, P. Friedlingstein, C. Jones, J.-F. Lamarque, H. Liao, et al.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Jensen, A. (1984). “Excretion of organic carbon as function of nutrient stress,” in
Marine Phytoplankton and Productivity, eds O. Holm-Hansen, L. Boils, and R.
Gilles (Berlin: Springer), 61-72. doi: 10.1029/LN008p0061

Jones, T. G., Evans, C. D., Jones, D. L., Hill, P. W., and Freeman, C. (2015).
Transformations in DOC along a source to sea continuum; impacts of
photo-degradation, biological processes and mixing. Aquat. Sci. 78, 433-446.
doi: 10.1007/s00027-015-0461-0

Kang, H., Freeman, C, and Jang, I. (2010). Global increases in dissolved
organic carbon in rivers and their implications. Korean J. Limnol. 43,
453-458.

Karentz, D., Bothwell, M. L., Coffin, R. B., Hanson, A., Herndl, G. J., Kilham,
S.S., et al. (1994). Impact of UV-B radiation on pelagic freshwater ecosystems:
report of working group on bacteria and phytoplankton. Arch. Hydrobiol. 43,
31-69.

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org

May 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 629


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-006-9013-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-006-9013-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10530-011-9995-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-015-2434-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-015-2434-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7402
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7402
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2005.01377.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8137.2005.01377.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/lno.10040
https://doi.org/10.1029/2004jg000003
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.marine.010908.163834
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.marine.010908.163834
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmars.2016.00280
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.limno.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tox.2011.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tox.2011.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2004.12.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2004.12.031
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-016-0470-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1122
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1122
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep04981
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep04981
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1323
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2486.2006.01127.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/3527600035.bpol1010
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.1999.44.3_part_2.0878
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-016-0471-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-016-0471-6
https://doi.org/10.2478/v10054-009-0021-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10452-015-9561-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2014.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/ele.12549
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-017-3332-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.12914
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1021/es501422z
https://doi.org/10.1021/es501422z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00704-016-1837-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-005-9201-0
https://doi.org/10.1029/LN008p0061
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-015-0461-0
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

Reitsema et al.

Effects of DOC on Macrophytes

Karlsson, J., Bystrom, P., Ask, J., Ask, P., Persson, L., and Jansson, M. (2009).
Light limitation of nutrient-poor lake ecosystems. Nature 460, 506-509. doi:
10.1038/nature08179

Kellerman, A. M., Dittmar, T., Kothawala, D. N., and Tranvik, L. J. (2014).
Chemodiversity of dissolved organic matter in lakes driven by climate and
hydrology. Nat. Commun. 5, 1-8. doi: 10.1038/ncomms4804

Kellerman, A. M., Kothawala, D. N., Dittmar, T., and Tranvik, L. J. (2015).
Persistence of dissolved organic matter in lakes related to its molecular
characteristics. Nat. Geosci. 8, 454-457. doi: 10.1038/nge02440

Kruatrachue, M., Jarupan, W., Chitramvong, Y. P., Pokethitiyook, P., Upatham,
E. S., and Parkpoomkamol, K. (2002). Combined effects of lead and humic acid
on growth and lead uptake of Duckweed, Lemna minor. Bull. Environ. Contam.
Toxicol. 69, 655-661. doi: 10.1007/s00128-002-0111-9

Kumar, M., Kuzhiumparambil, U., Pernice, M., Jiang, Z., and Ralph, P. J. (2016).
Metabolomics: an emerging frontier of systems biology in marine macrophytes.
Algal Res. 16, 76-92. doi: 10.1016/j.algal.2016.02.033

Lapierre, J.-F., and Frenette, J.-J. (2009). Effects of macrophytes and terrestrial
inputs on fluorescent dissolved organic matter in a large river system. Aquat.
Sci. 71, 15-24. doi: 10.1007/s00027-009-9133-2

Lapierre, J. F., Guillemette, F., Berggren, M., and del Giorgio, P. A. (2013). Increases
in terrestrially derived carbon stimulate organic carbon processing and CO(2)
emissions in boreal aquatic ecosystems. Nat. Commun. 4:2972. doi: 10.1038/
ncomms3972

Leenheer, J. A., and Croué, J. (2003). Characterizing dissolved aquatic organic
matter. Environ. Sci. Technol. 37, 18 A-26A. doi: 10.1021/es032333¢

Luyssaert, S., Abril, G., Andres, R., Bastviken, D., Bellassen, V., Bergamaschi, P.,
et al. (2012). The European land and inland water CO,, CO, CH4 and N,O
balance between 2001 and 2005. Biogeosciences 9, 3357-3380. doi: 10.5194/bg-
9-3357-2012

Maberly, S. C. (1996). Diel, episodic and seasonal changes in pH and
concentrations of inorganic carbon in a productive lake. Freshw. Biol. 35,
579-598. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2427.1996.tb01770.x

Maberly, S. C., and Spence, D. H. N. (1983). Photosynthetic inorganic carbon use
by freshwater plants. J. Ecol. 71, 705-724. doi: 10.2307/2259587

Maberly, S. C., and Spence, D. H. N. (1989). Photosynthesis and photorespiration
in freshwater organisms: amphibious plants. Aquat. Bot. 34, 267-286. doi: 10.
1016/0304-3770(89)90059-4

Madsen, T. V., and Sand-Jensen, K. (1991). Photosynthetic carbon assimilation
in aquatic macrophytes. Aquat. Bot. 41, 5-40. doi: 10.1016/0304-3770(91)90
037-6

Manahan, S. E. (2000). Environmental Chemistry. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press LLC.

Mann, C. J., and Wetzel, R. G. (1996). Loading and utilization of dissolved organic
carbon from emergent macrophytes. Aquat. Bot. 53, 61-72. doi: 10.1016/0304-
3770(95)01012-2

Mann, C. J., and Wetzel, R. G. (2000). Effects of the emergent macrophyte
Juncus effusus L. on the chemical composition of interstitial water and bacterial
productivity. Biogeochemistry 48, 307-322. doi: 10.1023/A:1006208213821

Martin, C., Frenette, J.-J., and Morin, J. (2005). Changes in the spectral and
chemical properties of a water mass passing through extensive macrophyte
beds in a large fluvial lake (Lake Saint-Pierre, Québec, Canada). Aquat. Sci. 67,
196-209. doi: 10.1007/s00027-004-0739-0

McDonald, C. P., Stets, E. G., Striegl, R. G., and Butman, D. (2013). Inorganic
carbon loading as a primary driver of dissolved carbon dioxide concentrations
in the lakes and reservoirs of the contiguous United States. Glob. Biogeochem.
Cycles 27, 285-295. doi: 10.1002/gbc.20032

McElarney, Y. R., Rasmussen, P., Foy, R. H., and Anderson, N. J. (2010).
Response of aquatic macrophytes in Northern Irish softwater lakes to forestry
management; eutrophication and dissolved organic carbon. Aquat. Bot. 93,
227-236. doi: 10.1016/j.aquabot.2010.09.002

Menzel, S., Bouchnak, R., Menzel, R., and Steinberg, C. E. (2011). Dissolved
humic substances initiate DNA-methylation in cladocerans. Aquat. Toxicol.
105, 640-642. doi: 10.1016/j.aquatox.2011.08.025

Middelboe, A., and Markager, S. (1997). Depth limits and minimum light
requirements of freshwater macrophytes. Freshw. Biol. 37, 553-568. doi: 10.
1046/j.1365-2427.1997.00183.x

Monteith, D. T., Stoddard, J. L., Evans, C. D., de Wit, H. A., Forsius, M.,
Hogasen, T., et al. (2007). Dissolved organic carbon trends resulting from

changes in atmospheric deposition chemistry. Nature 450, 537-540. doi: 10.
1038/nature06316

Moss, B. (2010). Climate change, nutrient pollution and the bargain of Dr Faustus.
Freshw. Biol. 55, 175-187. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02381.x

Musolff, A., Selle, B., Buttner, O., Opitz, M., and Tittel, J. (2017). Unexpected
release of phosphate and organic carbon to streams linked to declining nitrogen
depositions. Glob. Chang Biol. 23, 1891-1901. doi: 10.1111/gcb.13498

Nagengast, B., and Gabka, M. (2017). Apparent niche partitioning of two
congeneric submerged macrophytes in small water bodies: The case of
Ceratophyllum demersum L. and C. submersum L. Aquat. Bot. 137, 1-8. doi:
10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.11.001

Noacco, V., Wagener, T., Worrall, F.,, Burt, T. P., and Howden, N. J. K. (2017).
Human impact on long-term organic carbon export to rivers. J. Geophys. Res.
122, 947-965. doi: 10.1002/2016]G003614

Pagano, T., Bida, M., and Kenny, J. (2014). Trends in levels of allochthonous
dissolved organic carbon in natural water: a review of potential mechanisms
under a changing climate. Water 6, 2862-2897. doi: 10.3390/w6102862

Pandey, U., and Pandey, J. (2012). Impact of DOC trends resulting from changing
climatic extremes and atmospheric deposition chemistry on periphyton
community of a freshwater tropical lake of India. Biogeochemistry 112, 537-553.
doi: 10.1007/s10533-012-9747-7

Pettit, R. E. (2004). Organic Matter, Humus, Humate, Humic Acid, Fulvic Acid and
Humin: Their Importance in Soil Fertility and Plant Health [Online]. Available
at: www.humate.info/mainpage.htm

Pflugmacher, S., Pietsch, C., Rieger, W., and Steinberg, C. E. (2006). Dissolved
natural organic matter (NOM) impacts photosynthetic oxygen production and
electron transport in coontail Ceratophyllum demersum. Sci. Total Environ. 357,
169-175. doi: 10.1016/j.scitotenv.2005.03.021

Phillips, J., McKinley, G., Bennington, V., Bootsma, H., Pilcher, D., Sterner, R., et al.
(2015). The potential for CO2-induced acidification in freshwater: a great lakes
case study. Oceanography 25, 136-145. doi: 10.5670/oceanog.2015.37

Porcal, P., Koprivnjak, J. F., Molot, L. A., and Dillon, P. J. (2009). Humic
substances-part 7: the biogeochemistry of dissolved organic carbon and its
interactions with climate change. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. Int. 16, 714-726.
doi: 10.1007/s11356-009-0176-7

Qu, X., Xie, L., Lin, Y., Bai, Y., Zhu, Y., Xie, F., et al. (2013). Quantitative and
qualitative characteristics of dissolved organic matter from eight dominant
aquatic macrophytes in Lake Dianchi, China. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. Int. 20,
7413-7423. doi: 10.1007/s11356-013-1761-3

Ravichandran, M. (2004). Interactions between mercury and dissolved organic
matter—a review. Chemosphere 55, 319-331. doi: 10.1016/j.chemosphere.2003.
11.011

Raymond, P. A., Hartmann, J., Lauerwald, R., Sobek, S., McDonald, C., Hoover, M.,
et al. (2013). Global carbon dioxide emissions from inland waters. Nature 503,
355-359. doi: 10.1038/nature12760

Read, J. S., and Rose, K. C. (2013). Physical responses of small temperate lakes
to variation in dissolved organic carbon concentrations. Limnol. Oceanogr. 58,
921-931. doi: 10.4319/10.2013.58.3.0921

Regnier, P., Friedlingstein, P., Ciais, P., Mackenzie, F. T., Gruber, N., Janssens, I. A.,
et al. (2013). Anthropogenic perturbation of the carbon fluxes from land to
ocean. Nat. Geosci. 6, 597-607. doi: 10.1038/ngeo1830

Rodriguez, P., Bystrom, P., Geibrink, E., Hedstrom, P., Vasconcelos, F. R., and
Karlsson, J. (2015). Do warming and humic river runoff alter the metabolic
balance of lake ecosystems? Aquat. Sci. 78, 717-725. doi: 10.1007/s00027-015-
0463-y

Sachse, A., Henrion, R., Gelbrecht, J., and Steinberg, C. E. W. (2005). Classification
of dissolved organic carbon (DOC) in river systems: Influence of catchment
characteristics and autochthonous processes. Organ. Geochem. 36, 923-935.
doi: 10.1016/j.orggeochem.2004.12.008

Schoelynck, J., de Groote, T., Bal, K., Vandenbruwaene, W., Meire, P., and
Temmerman, S. (2012). Self-organised patchiness and scale-dependent bio-
geomorphic feedbacks in aquatic river vegetation. Ecography 35, 760-768.
doi: 10.1111/j.1600-0587.2011.07177.x

Scully, N. M., McQueen, D. J., Lean, D. R. S., and Cooper, W. J. (1995).
Photochemical formation of hydrogen peroxide in lakes: effects of dissolved
organic carbon and ultraviolet radiation. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 52, 2675-2681.
doi: 10.1139/f95-856

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org

May 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 629


https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08179
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08179
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms4804
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo2440
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00128-002-0111-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.algal.2016.02.033
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-009-9133-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3972
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3972
https://doi.org/10.1021/es032333c
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-9-3357-2012
https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-9-3357-2012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.1996.tb01770.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/2259587
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(89)90059-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(89)90059-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(91)90037-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(91)90037-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(95)01012-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3770(95)01012-2
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006208213821
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-004-0739-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/gbc.20032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2010.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquatox.2011.08.025
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.1997.00183.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.1997.00183.x
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06316
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06316
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02381.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13498
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016JG003614
https://doi.org/10.3390/w6102862
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-012-9747-7
www.humate.info/mainpage.htm
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2005.03.021
https://doi.org/10.5670/oceanog.2015.37
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-009-0176-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-013-1761-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2003.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2003.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature12760
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2013.58.3.0921
https://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1830
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-015-0463-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00027-015-0463-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orggeochem.2004.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0587.2011.07177.x
https://doi.org/10.1139/f95-856
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

Reitsema et al.

Effects of DOC on Macrophytes

Short, F. T., Kosten, S., Morgan, P. A., Malone, S., and Moore, G. E. (2016). Impacts
of climate change on submerged and emergent wetland plants. Aquat. Bot. 135,
3-17. doi: 10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.06.006

Singh, S., Inamdar, S., and Mitchell, M. (2015). Changes in dissolved organic matter
(DOM) amount and composition along nested headwater stream locations
during baseflow and stormflow. Hydrol. Process. 29, 1505-1520. doi: 10.1002/
hyp.10286

Sobek, S., Algesten, G., Bergstrom, A. K., Jansson, M., and Tranvik, L. (2003). The
catchment and climate regulation of pCO2 in boreal lakes. Glob. Change Biol. 9,
630-641. doi: 10.1046/j.1365-2486.2003.00619.x

Sobek, S., Soderbick, B., Karlsson, S., Andersson, E., and Brunberg, A. K. (2006).
A carbon budget of a small humic lake: an example of the importance of
lakes for organic matter cycling in boreal catchments. AMBIO 35, 469-475.
doi: 10.1579/0044-7447(2006)35[469:ACBOAS]2.0.CO;2

Sobek, S., Tranvik, L. J., Prairie, Y. T., Kortelainen, P., and Cole, J. J. (2007).
Patterns and regulation of dissolved organic carbon: an analysis of 7,500 widely
distributed lakes. Limnol. Oceanogr. 52, 1208-1219. doi: 10.4319/10.2007.52.3.
1208

Sendergaard, M. (1981). Kinetics of extracellular release of 14 C-labelled organic
carbon by submerged macrophytes. Oikos 36, 331-347. doi: 10.2307/3544631

Song, C., Ballantyne, F., and Smith, V. H. (2013). Enhanced dissolved organic
carbon production in aquatic ecosystems in response to elevated atmospheric
CO2. Biogeochemistry 118, 49-60. doi: 10.1007/s10533-013-9904-7

Spierenburg, P., Lucassen, E. C. H. E. T, Lotter, A. F., and Roelofs, J. G. M.
(2009). Could rising aquatic carbon dioxide concentrations favour the invasion
of elodeids in isoetid-dominated softwater lakes? Freshw. Biol. 54, 1819-1831.
doi: 10.1111/§.1365-2427.2009.02229.x

Stanley, E. H., Powers, S. M., Lottig, N. R, Buffam, I, and Crawford, J. T.
(2012). Contemporary changes in dissolved organic carbon (DOC) in human-
dominated rivers: is there a role for DOC management? Fresh. Biol. 57, 26-42.
doi: 10.1111/§.1365-2427.2011.02613.x

Steinberg, C. E. (2014). “NOM as natural xenobiotics,” in Advances in the
Physicochemical Characterization of Dissolved Organic Matter: Impact on
Natural and Engineered Systems, ed. F. Rosario-Ortiz (Washington, DC:
American Chemical Society), 115-144.

Steinberg, C. E. W., Kamara, S., Prokhotskaya, V. Y., Manusadzianas, L., Karasyova,
T. A., Timofeyev, M. A,, et al. (2006). Dissolved humic substances - ecological
driving forces from the individual to the ecosystem level? Freshw. Biol. 51,
1189-1210. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2427.2006.01571.x

Steinberg, C. E. W., Meinelt, T., Timofeyev, M. A., Bittner, M., and Menzel, R.
(2008). Humic substances (review series). Part 2: Interactions with Organisms.
Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 15, 128-135. doi: 10.1065/espr2007.07.434

Steinberg, C. E. W, Saul, N,, Pietsch, K., Meinelt, T., Rienau, S., and Menzel, R.
(2007). Dissolved humic substances facilitate fish life in extreme aquatic
environments and have the potential to extend the lifespan of Caenorhabditis
elegans. Ann. Environ. Sci. 1, 81-90.

Stets, E. G., Butman, D., McDonald, C. P., Stackpoole, S. M., DeGrandpre, M. D.,
and Striegl, R. G. (2017). Carbonate buffering and metabolic controls on
carbon dioxide in rivers. Glob. Biogeochem. Cycles 31, 663-677. doi: 10.1002/
2016GB005578

Stumm, W., and Morgan, J. J. (1996). Aquatic Chemistry: Chemical Equilibria and
Rates in Natural Waters. Environmental Science and Technology. New York:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Sucker, C., and Krause, K. (2010). Increasing dissolved organic carbon
concentrations in freshwaters: what is the actual driver? iForest 3, 106-108.
Szmeja, J., and Bociag, K. (2004). The disintegration of populations of underwater
plants in soft water lakes enriched with acidic organic matter. Acta Soc. Bot. Pol.

73, 165-173. doi: 10.5586/asbp.2004.023

Takamura, N., Kadono, Y., Fukushima, M., Nakagawa, M., and Kim, B.
(2003). Effects of aquatic macrophytes on water quality and phytoplankton
communities in shallow lakes. Ecol. Res. 18, 381-395. doi: 10.1046/j.1440-1703.
2003.00563.x

Tans, P., and Keeling, R. (2018). Mauna Loa CO2 Annual Mean Data [Online].
Available at: https://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/trends/data.html

Taylor, P. G., and Townsend, A. R. (2010). Stoichiometric control of organic
carbon-nitrate relationships from soils to the sea. Nature 464, 1178-1181.
doi: 10.1038/nature08985

They, N. H., da Motta Marques, D., and Souza, R. S. (2012). Lower respiration
in the littoral zone of a subtropical shallow lake. Front. Microbiol. 3:434.
doi: 10.3389/fmicb.2012.00434

Thomas, J. D. (1997). The role of dissolved organic matter, particularly free amino
acids and humic substances, in freshwater ecosystems. Freshw. Biol. 38, 1-36.
doi: 10.1046/j.1365-2427.1997.00206.x

Thomas, J. D., and Kowalczyk, C. (1997). Utilization of Dissolved Organic Matter
(DOM), from living macrophytes, by Pulmonate Snails: implications to the
“food web” and “module” concepts. Comp. Biochem. Physiol. 117A, 105-119.
doi: 10.1016/S0300-9629(96)00377-5

Thorp, J. H., Thoms, M. C,, and Delong, M. D. (2006). The riverine ecosystem
synthesis: biocomplexity in river networks across space and time. River Res.
Appl. 22,123-147. doi: 10.1002/rra.901

Thrane, J.-E., Hessen, D. O., and Andersen, T. (2014). The absorption of light in
lakes: negative impact of dissolved organic carbon on primary productivity.
Ecosystems 17, 1040-1052. doi: 10.1007/s10021-014-9776-2

Tiedje, J. M. (1988). “Ecology of denitrification and dissimilatory nitrate reduction
to ammonium,” in Environmental Microbiology of Anaerobes, ed. A. ]. B.
Zehnder (New York, NY: John Wiley and Sons), 179-244.

Tukaj, S., Bisewska, J., Roeske, K., and Tukaj, Z. (2011). Time- and dose-dependent
induction of HSP70 in Lemna minor exposed to different environmental
stressors. Bull. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 87, 226-230. doi: 10.1007/s00128-
011-0339-3

Van Aggelen, G., Ankley, G. T., Baldwin, W. S., Bearden, D. W., Benson,
W. H., Chipman, J. K., et al. (2010). Integrating omic technologies into
aquatic ecological risk assessment and environmental monitoring: hurdles,
achievements, and future outlook. Environ. Health Perspect. 118, 1-5. doi: 10.
1289/ehp.0900985

Vandegehuchte, M. B., and Janssen, C. R. (2014). Epigenetics in an ecotoxicological
context. Mutat. Res. Genet. Toxicol. Environ. Mutagen 76, 36—-45. doi: 10.1016/j.
mrgentox.2013.08.008

Vazquez, E., Amalfitano, S., Fazi, S., and Butturini, A. (2010). Dissolved organic
matter composition in a fragmented Mediterranean fluvial system under severe
drought conditions. Biogeochemistry 102, 59-72. doi: 10.1007/s10533-010-
9421-x

Wang, Q., Li, Z., Cheng, S., and Wu, Z. (2010). Influence of humic acids on the
accumulation of copper and cadmium in Vallisneria spiralis L. from sediment.
Environ. Earth Sci. 61, 1207-1213. doi: 10.1007/s12665-009-0444-3

Wetzel, R. G., and Sondergaard, M. (1998). “7. role of submerged macrophytes for
the microbial community and dynamics of dissolved organic carbon in aquatic
ecosystems,” in The Structuring Role of Submerged Macrophytes in Lakes, ed. E.
Jeppesen (New York, NY: Springer Science+Business Media). doi: 10.1007/978-
1-4612-0695-8_7

Wigand, C., Andersen, F. O., Christensen, K. K., Holmer, M., and Jensen, H. S.
(1998). Endomycorrhizae of isoetids along a biogeochemical gradient. Limnol.
Oceanogr. 43, 508-515. doi: 10.4319/10.1998.43.3.0508

Wigand, C., Wehr, J.,, Limburg, K., Gorham, B., Longergan, S., and Findlay, S.
(2000). Effect of Vallisneria americana (L.) on community structure and
ecosystem function in lake mesocosms. Hydrobiologia 418, 137-146. doi: 10.
1023/A:1003808220424

Williams, C. J., Frost, P. C., Morales-Williams, A. M., Larson, J. H., Richardson,
W. B., Chiandet, A. S., et al. (2016). Human activities cause distinct dissolved
organic matter composition across freshwater ecosystems. Glob. Chang Biol. 22,
613-626. doi: 10.1111/gcb.13094

Williamson, C. E., Morris, D. P., Pace, M. L., and Olson, O. G. (1999). Dissolved
organic carbon and nutrients as regulators of lake ecosystems: resurrection of
a more integrated paradigm. Limnol. Oceanogr. 44, 795-803. doi: 10.4319/lo.
1999.44.3_part_2.0795

Winkel, A., and Borum, J. (2009). Use of sediment CO2 by submersed rooted
plants. Ann. Bot. 103, 1015-1023. doi: 10.1093/aob/mcp036

Worrall, F., Davies, H., Bhogal, A., Lilly, A., Evans, M., Turner, K., et al. (2012).
The flux of DOC from the UK - Predicting the role of soils, land use and
net watershed losses. J. Hydrol. 448-449, 149-160. doi: 10.1016/j.jhydrol.2012.0
4.053

Wu, Y., Zhang, J., Liu, S. M., Zhang, Z. F., Yao, Q. Z., Hong, G. H,, et al. (2007).
Sources and distribution of carbon within the Yangtze River system. Estuar.
Coast. Shelf Sci. 71, 13-25. doi: 10.1016/j.ecss.2006.08.016

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org

May 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 629


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10286
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10286
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2486.2003.00619.x
https://doi.org/10.1579/0044-7447(2006)35[469:ACBOAS]2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2007.52.3.1208 
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.2007.52.3.1208 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3544631
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-013-9904-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2009.02229.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2011.02613.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2427.2006.01571.x
https://doi.org/10.1065/espr2007.07.434
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GB005578
https://doi.org/10.1002/2016GB005578
https://doi.org/10.5586/asbp.2004.023
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1440-1703.2003.00563.x
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1440-1703.2003.00563.x
https://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/trends/data.html
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature08985
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2012.00434
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2427.1997.00206.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0300-9629(96)00377-5
https://doi.org/10.1002/rra.901
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10021-014-9776-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00128-011-0339-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00128-011-0339-3
https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.0900985
https://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.0900985
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mrgentox.2013.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mrgentox.2013.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-010-9421-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10533-010-9421-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12665-009-0444-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-0695-8_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-0695-8_7
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.1998.43.3.0508
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1003808220424
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1003808220424
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13094
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.1999.44.3_part_2.0795
https://doi.org/10.4319/lo.1999.44.3_part_2.0795
https://doi.org/10.1093/aob/mcp036
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2012.04.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2012.04.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2006.08.016
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

Reitsema et al.

Effects of DOC on Macrophytes

Zangerl, A. R, and Bazzaz, F. A. (1984). The response of plants to
elevated CO2. II. Competitive interactions among annual plants under
varying light and nutrients. Oecologia 62, 412-417. doi: 10.1007/BF003
84276

Zhang, Y., Zhang, Y., and Yu, T. (2013). Quantitative characterization of Cu
binding potential of dissolved organic matter (DOM) in sediment from Taihu
Lake using multiple techniques. Front. Environ. Sci. Eng. 8, 666-674. doi: 10.
1007/s11783-013-0608-y

Zohary, T., and Ostrovsky, L. (2011). Ecological impacts of excessive water level
fluctuations in stratified freshwater lakes. Inland Waters 1, 47-59. doi: 10.5268/
IW-1.1.406

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2018 Reitsema, Meire and Schoelynck. This is an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).
The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the
original author(s) and the copyright owner are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice.
No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these
terms.

Frontiers in Plant Science | www.frontiersin.org

15

May 2018 | Volume 9 | Article 629


https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00384276
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00384276
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11783-013-0608-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11783-013-0608-y
https://doi.org/10.5268/IW-1.1.406
https://doi.org/10.5268/IW-1.1.406
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/plant-science#articles

	The Future of Freshwater Macrophytes in a Changing World: Dissolved Organic Carbon Quantity and Quality and Its Interactions With Macrophytes
	Introduction
	Co2 and Doc in Freshwater Ecosystems
	CO2
	Dissolved Organic Carbon (DOC)
	Increasing DOC Concentrations and Changing DOC Quality

	The Effects of Doc on*0.5pt Macrophytes
	The Effect of Humic Substances on Light*0.5pt Availability to Macrophytes
	Direct Effects of Humic Substances: Intracellular Damage
	Defense Mechanisms Against HS
	Indirect Effects of DOC on Macrophytes

	The Effects Of Macrophytes On Aquatic Carbon
	DOC Release by Macrophytes
	The Effect of Macrophytes on DOC Concentrations

	Interactions With Other Effects of Climate Change on C Cycling and Macrophytes
	Knowledge Gaps
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary Material
	References


