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–

a 50 L aquarium containing sterile, diluted Hoagland’s
five LED light strips at an intensity of 30 µmol m⁻² s⁻¹ with a 16:8 light:dark photope

 

intensity 70 μmol m−2 −1



L⁻¹ (oligotrophic), 0.018 mg L⁻¹ (mesotrophic), and 0.057 mg L⁻¹ (eutrophic). I used these 



treatments, pH, temperature (°C), Dissolved oxygen (%), and conductivity (μS/cm) were 

  

females were collected from the Lachine Canal (Montréal, Canada; 45.451933, −73.625635) 

–

–

 



plastic zip bags, and stored at −3 °C.



−0.01 , 95% CI [−0.042

negative quadratic effect of time (posterior mean = −0.0001, 95% CI [−0.0001, −0.0001]). 

–

(posterior mean = −6. , 95% CI [−29.



four time term (posterior mean =  −6.67 , 95% CI [−7.93 , −5.4
Temperature had a negative effect on dissolved oxygen (posterior mean = −1.8
[−3. , −0.

, 95% CI [−0.

increasing pH over time (posterior mean = −0.011, 95% CI [−0.01 , −0.005]). pH increased 

the negative quadratic effect of time (posterior mean = −0.0002, 95% CI [−0.0002, −0.0001]). 

feeding (posterior mean = −0.1335, 95% CI [−0.2546, −0.0131]), together with the three

feeding (posterior mean = −3.856, 95% CI [−5.30 , −2.401]) indicated that 

effect on conductivity (posterior mean = −31.1 95% CI [−51.03 , −11.63

−0.7373, 95% CI [−1.006 , −0.4682]). A strong positive interaction between duckweed and non



(posterior mean = −0.0088, 95% CI [−0.0111, −0.0066])

feeding and temperature (posterior mean = −0.0079, 95% CI 
[−0.0093, −0.0065]). 

oxygen over time (posterior mean = −0.2020, 95% CI [−0.3752, −0.0314]). Trophic 

mortality. Duckweed presence (posterior mean = 0.1516, 95% CI [−0.5997, 0.9119]), 
temperature (posterior mean = −0.3006, 95% CI [−1.073, 0.4548]), and trophic 



pH is primarily controlled by CO₂ dynamics. 

chambers, changes in pH are most likely related to biological activities that affect CO₂ 

which remove CO₂ from th

changes on CO₂ solubility 

lowering CO₂ levels
, which releases CO₂,

by more CO₂ uptake. 

likely has a smaller influence on CO₂ dynamics through photosynthesis compared with other 
aquatic autotrophs. Although duckweed can contribute to CO₂ exchange wit

stomata. Duckweed can also influence CO₂ dynamics by 







would consume more CO₂ from the water, leading to higher pH values.



increases with temperature until an optimal temperature for growth (Tₒₚₜ) is reached. 



Raczyński et al., 2022
experiment likely remained within the larvae’s optimal temperature range
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