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1 | INTRODUCTION

Native as well as introduced aquatic plants can develop very dense
stands that are perceived as nuisance and obstruct different uses
of water bodies in their landscapes. This may range from recre-
ative swimming, angling and boating (Verhofstad & Bakker, 2019),
having access to schools or markets (Honla, Segbefia, Appiah, &
Mensah, 2019; Honla, Segbefia, Appiah, Mensah, & Atakora, 2019)
to flooding of adjacent land (Boerema et al.,, 2014; Vereecken
et al.,, 2006), clogging of a hydropower plant intake (Dugdale
et al., 2013) and irrigation channels (Armellina et al., 1996) or hin-
dering commercial transport (Glerefa et al., 2015). Experienced
nuisance has led to a range of control and removal measures, in-
cluding the use of herbicides, the release of herbivorous grass-carp
(Ctenopharyngodon idella) or host-specific herbivorous insects, sedi-
ment coverage with plastic and mechanical harvesting, which is cur-
rently the main approach worldwide (Hill & Coetzee, 2017; Hussner
et al, 2017; Pieterse & Murphy, 1990; Thiemer et al., 2021).
However, aquatic vegetation contributes important ecologi-
cal functions (Carpenter & Lodge, 1986; Kuiper et al., 2017), and
these can be linked directly or indirectly to a range of ecosys-
tem services that are beneficial to society (Boerema et al., 2014,
Janssen et al., 2021). Thus, radical removal of aquatic vegetation
may have unforeseen negative consequences when such services
are reduced or no longer provided. However, the strength of the
functional relations between vegetation and ecosystem services
is not necessarily generalizable across ecosystems (Carpenter &
Lodge, 1986; Hilt et al., 2017; Rasmussen et al., 2021). For exam-
ple, some species are more efficient in nutrient uptake than others
(Denny, 1972) and some species are more readily eaten by herbi-
vores than others (Bakker et al., 2016). Existing literature suggests
different optimal plant cover for different ecosystem functions.
Grimm (1990) suggested 25%-60% for a well-developed shallow
lake fish community with pike. Verschoren et al. (2017) reported
that 50%-60% optimizes the balance between drainage capacity
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Hartbeespoort Dam, because of the effect on boating and angling. In the other
cases, the different removal regimes had little effect on the estimated TEV.

5. Synthesis and applications. Since recreation dominated the estimated societal
benefits in the studied ecosystems, also where provision of hydropower, drink-
ing water or irrigation water were relevant, effects on recreation should be a
core consideration in the management of nuisance aquatic plants. Furthermore,
aquatic plant management strategies will benefit from taking into account the
differences in perceived nuisance among different categories of recreative users

before engaging in costly removal.

aquatic macrophytes, ecosystem functions, integrated weed management, introduced invasive
plants, keystone species, mass development

(high with low vegetation) and groundwater infiltration, nutrient
and particle retention in lowland streams (low with low vegetation,
see also Kleeberg et al., 2010). Shoreline protection from wave ero-
sion is highest behind dense stands (Vermaat et al., 2000), and phy-
toplankton abundance can be reduced by variably extensive plant
stands depending on the prevailing mechanism (3%-100% cover,
Hilt & Gross, 2008).

People's perception of aquatic plant nuisance likely is con-
text-specific, depending among others on the predominant use of
a water body (Verhofstad & Bakker, 2019), and on cultural aspects.
Here, we use the definition ‘experienced nuisance’ to cover the
subjective nature of this nuisance (e.g. Gifford et al., 2011). The
importance of context for both the ecosystem and the perception
of nuisance among residents and visitors justifies a comparative
approach of specific case studies that share perceived nuisance
but differ in other ways. Verhofstad and Bakker (2019) reviewed
the literature on perceived nuisance by submerged vegetation
in shallow lakes and concluded that no simple threshold can be
derived but both water depth above the plant canopy and cover
should be included. Verhofstad and Bakker (2019) also suggest
that a cover between 25% and 75% would be optimal for a diverse
fish community and for clear water, which they interpret as eco-
system services.

In this study, we linked the most important ecological functions
of aquatic vegetation to final ecosystem services that are of ben-
efit to humans. We use the concept of ‘final services' from Boyd
and Banzhaf (2007) as it is helpfully consistent and prevents dou-
ble counting (e.g. Fu et al., 2011). We did so in five different case
studies where mass development of aquatic plants is considered
a nuisance and is managed. We systematically used the Mononen
cascade framework (Immerzeel et al., 2021; Mononen et al., 2016;
Vermaat et al., 2020, 2021), which allows for a standardized compar-
ison among cases and management measures using monetary value
estimates. While our comparisons use monetary value estimates,
we do not intend to imply that these can be directly transferable
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into market values. Instead, we see this valuation step as compara-
ble to a simplified weighing as in multicriteria analysis (cf. Wittmer
et al., 2006), which can be used in communication with policymak-
ers and the public at large (Bouma & Van Beukering, 2015; Hauck
et al., 2013; Hermelingmeier & Nicholas, 2017).

Our objective was to assess whether different plant removal re-
gimes would affect the relative importance of different ecosystem
services and their summed total economic value estimate (TEV). We
hypothesize that moderate plant removal would lead to intermediate
cover and would maximize the sum and diversity of all quantified
ecosystem services.

2 | MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.1 | Study sites

The five study sites were selected based on reported major aquatic
plant nuisance problems (Table 1; Misteli et al., 2023; Thiemer
et al.,, 2023). We included rivers and lakes that contrast in plant
growth form and have different predominant types of use and geo-
graphic setting. One of the sites is a nature reserve (Lake Grand-
Lieu) with restricted access in the core area, whereas access is free in
all other sites (Table 1; see also Thiemer et al., 2023). The difference
in prevailing plant growth form (submerged, emergent and free-
floating, Table 1) among the different study sites, can have an impact
on the final ecosystem services provided. For example, submerged
plants do not transpire and as such do not contribute to water loss
from evapotranspiration, whereas floating and emergent plants do
(Table 1; Figure 1).

At each site, the vegetation reached the water surface, at least
during the main growing season. Therefore, there was no need to
take the depth of free water above the plant canopy into account, and
we could use cover instead of the percentage plant volume inhabited
(PVI; Engloner, 2015) as argued by Verhofstad and Bakker (2019).
Current removal practices at the study sites clear submerged and

emergent vegetation to a substantial depth below the surface.

2.2 | Modelled common management regimes

For comparability, we used three common management regimes in
our assessments. In recognition of the local situation, we attempted
to cover a wide span while remaining not too far from economic and
realistic feasibility, based on information from local water manage-
ment. We therefore chose the following three management regimes:
‘do nothing’, ‘current’ and ‘maximum feasible removal’. Current cover
was obtained from the fieldwork done within the framework of the
MadMacs project (Table 2, see also Harpenslager et al., 2022; Misteli
et al.,, 2023; Thiemer et al., 2023). Vegetation cover for the ‘do-noth-
ing’ and ‘maximum feasible removal’ regime was deduced after dis-
cussions with local water managers, specifically for each case study
site (Table 2).
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Active recreation (angling,
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—

Habitat to other organisms:

Willingness-to-pay from literature
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\B\ Non-use for biodiversity
conservation

L with fraction of total population
fromlocal surveys (€ ha~' year—7)

FIGURE 1 Flow scheme relating plant management regimes via macrophyte cover and ecosystem functions to final ecosystem services
in biophysical terms and monetary values. For clarity, only those functions and services are depicted that are common to several cases.
For each case, we started from a larger number of functions and services in an extensive spreadsheet table (see Table S1). Broken arrows
indicate that the relation is potentially important in some of the cases (see also Table 3). Icons at the links between function and service

qualitatively indicate the form of the relationship.

TABLE 2 Estimated percentage mean vegetation cover at (or near) the water surface for the three management regimes and five case

study sites.
Site Do nothing  Current
River Otra 65 64
River Spree 60 40
Lake Kemnade 90 44
Lake Grand-Lieu (In water +on shore)® 446 3+5
Lake Hartbeespoort Dam 50 40

Maximum
removal Source of information
35 MadMacs fieldwork?
10 MadMacs fieldwork
0 Podraza et al. (2008), MadMacs fieldwork
0+0 SNPN (2017), Baldo (2020), MadMacs fieldwork
10 Mitchell and Crawford (2016), MadMacs fieldwork

2S. Schneider compiled fieldwork cover data and estimated cover values for the three regimes and a conversion of the five-point cover scale in the

surveys to per cent cover in an unpublished report.

®In Grand-Lieu, the Ludwigia species expanded along the shoreline and covered parts of both nearshore water as well as wet pastures.

2.3 | Ecosystem services framework

We deployed the Mononen cascade (Immerzeel et al., 2021;
Mononen et al., 2016; Vermaat et al., 2020, 2021) to relate plant
cover to a range of final services via the effect on ecosystem func-
tions (i.e. intermediate services; Boyd & Banzhaf, 2007). We first
compiled a matrix of potential functions and final services and de-
duced the relations between these based on literature (Table S1).
For each case, we selected the functions and final services from
this matrix that would be relevant and then compiled peer-reviewed
and grey literature as well as locally available information from web-
sites and communication with local authorities, angling and boating
entrepreneurs and clubs, in order to quantify both functions and

services (see Figure 1; Table 3). Table 3 stipulates our approach to
estimating each service and gives the sources of information used.
Our workflow from plant cover via function to services can
be explained best with an example for which we take hydrau-
lic resistance and flooding in the river Spree: We derived from
literature the effect of the area with dense water plant cover in
the river Spree on increased water level upstream and on raised
groundwater level in the adjacent floodplain wetlands and pastures
(Lewandowski et al., 2009; K&hler, unpublished). We then assessed
the negative effect on the productivity of the meadows and the
positive effect on red-listed plant species in the wetland reserves.
We base the former on median productivity statistics from the
federal state of Brandenburg (LELF, 2020: a net farmgate revenue
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TABLE 3 Final ecosystem services quantified in the five case studies, including their links to ecosystem functions. The Common
International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES) code is conformed by Haines-Young and Potschin (2017), a benchmark
classification of ecosystem services. The second column indicates for which site the service is first potentially relevant and then following
" whether it also has an actual value and a monetary estimate (G, Grand-Lieu; H, Hartbeespoort Dam; K, Kemnade; O, Otra; S, Spree).
Columns 3 to 5 indicate the workflow with the relation to an ecosystem function, the biophysical units of the final ecosystem service and

the valuation approach.

Potentially
Final service (CICES  relevant:monetary
code) valued?®

Relation to ecosystem
function

Fodder (1.1.1.1) S,G:S,G G: Flooding of floodplain,
competition by invasive
weeds; S: raised
groundwater table
reducing agricultural

productivity

Compost (~1.1.1.1) H,S: H Harvested plant material

Professional fisheries G: not measurable
(~1.1.3.1)

Increased plant growth
may impede boating
and gear

O,S,K,H:H Maintenance of clear water
(CICES 2.2.5.1) by
nutrient or suspended

sediment retention

Drinking water
(4.2.1.1)

Quantification of
the final service in
biophysical terms

Monetary valuation

approach Source of information

Reduction in yield or
area accessible for
cattle grazing

Net farmgate
revenue

Farm yield statistics: Landesamt
etc. (2020, S) and
Agreste (2019, G).

Flooded area G: SNPN (2017);
floodplains S from thematic
map with ‘gesicherte
ueberschwemmungsgebiete
on the geodata service
of the federal state
Brandenburg (https://apw.
brandenburg.de), with area
estimated using Google
Earth (S)

Biomass is collected
and processed
into compost
for gardening;
at S the material

Comparable to crude H: About 2% of the standing
net farmgate stock of water hyacinth
revenue as 10% reportedly has been
of reported harvested as part of the
consumer price Metsi a Me project (Mitchell

is included in & Crawford, 2016), see
the municipal also the compost company
composting website: www.hyamatlaor
system and ganics.co.za

becomes negligible
in mass so cannot
be valued; at

H a company
generates a
product

Baldo (2020): no measurable
effect on fish yield in Lake
Grand-Lieu

Crude revenue
estimate as 50%
of consumer
price

Change in quantity of
fish landed

Crude estimate
of production
costs as 50% of
consumer price

Effect on drinking
water production

Local drinking water companies;
no effect of more or less
nuisance plants estimated
for O (extraction from river
occurs but negligible), S
(bank infiltration is only 9%
of annual river flow), K (flow
too high for the plants to
have any effect); H: water
hyacinth cover prevents
toxic cyanobacterial blooms
hence this service is valued
as ‘less toxic algae’ from
the prevented cost of
extra treatment using a
conservative half the price
from Dore et al. (2013)
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TABLE 3 (Continued)

Potentially
Final service (CICES

code) valued?®

Irrigation water for H:H
crops (4.2.1.2)

Hydropower (4.2.1.3) O, H: none

Flood prevention S:S
(2.2.1.3)

Erosion prevention S: none
(2.2.1.1)
Carbon All: all

sequestration
for greenhouse
gas mitigation
(2.2.6.1)

Active Recreation All (no swimming
(boating, angling, in K)
swimming; 3.1.1)

relevant: monetary

Relation to ecosystem

function

Maintenance of clear
water (CICES 2.2.5.1)
by nutrient or
suspended sediment
retention; possibly
evapotranspiration
losses

Sufficient
(geomorphological)
gradient

Hydraulic resistance of
dense beds increases
water level upstream

Dense plant beds may
protect the physical

shore from potentially
eroding wave exposure

Part of the plant biomass
produced is buried
in the sediment and

will be subject to slow
decay and longer-term

storage

Quantification of
the final service in
biophysical terms

Effect on total volume
of irrigation
water available of
sufficient quality:
more or less
water hyacinth
compared with
current will lead
to less or more
transpiration,
corrected for
differences in
evaporation from
the free water
surface

O: Dislodged and
decaying plant
material clogs the
downstream water
intake at Hekni,
this material is
regularly removed

Increased water
level affects
groundwater
level in the
floodplains; dense
nuisance plants
may increase
ponding and flood
risk; affects crop
yield or domestic
infrastructure

Length of shoreline
retreating,
possibly leading to
land loss

Decaying biomass
stored in the
sediment

Dense plant beds physically Preference curves

impede activities

of perceived
impediment versus
plant cover

Monetary valuation
approach
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Source of information

Estimate of irrigation Fraser et al. (2016)

water price to

farmer: 0.26 rand

or0.02 €m™3;

reduction to 50%

of consumer
price not
implemented

O: the removal
occurs at
negligible cost,
the detritus
is deposed of
on-site

S: Damage effects
on net farmgate
revenue;
domestic
infrastructure
via a damage
function

Investment in bank
protection, vale
of lost land

From the shadow
market, a carbon
price of 40 €
tonCis taken

Appreciation
combined with
travel cost and
a proportion of
the population—
case-specific

H: no longer used for
hydropower (Ashton
et al., 1985)

O: personal observation

S: As in Vermaat et al. (2021),
based on De Moel and
Aerts (2011); estimation of
raised groundwater from
Lewandowski et al. (2009)
and Kohler (unpublished)

Has been suggested for the
Spree but has not been
quantified, Kéhler (pers.
comm.)

This conservative estimate is the
lower quartile of the range
observed in the European
Emission Trading System
(20-100) from 2020 to
2022, and it is in range with
the estimates of the global
social cost of carbon for 5
SSP scenarios in Tol (2019)

Derived from survey data
(Figure 4, Thiemer
etal., 2023); mean travel
distance for nonresidents
(Table 4) multiplied by
a conservative low-end
travel cost from Juutinen
et al. (2022) of 0.05-0.22
€km™ depending on local
fuel price; for residents using
a low-end short trip cost
from Juutinen et al. (2022)
of 5 € and a case-specific
variable number of trips
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TABLE 3 (Continued)

Potentially
Final service (CICES  relevant:monetary Relation to ecosystem
code) valued?® function
Active recreation 0,S8:0,S Maintenance of clear water
(continued) (CICES 2.2.5.1) by
nutrient or suspended
sediment retention
Passive (beach) All
recreation,

appreciation of
scenery (3.1.2)

Biodiversity nonuse  All
(3.2)

Effect on recreative
appreciation from
preference curves

Preference curve
of perceived
impediment versus
plant cover

Preference curve

Quantification of
the final service in
biophysical terms

Monetary valuation

approach Source of information

Water requires
sufficient clarity
for bathing;
incorporated
into recreative
appreciation

Derived from survey data, as the
previous

Appreciation
combined with
conservative

Derived from survey data, as the
previous.

travel cost
estimate and a
proportion of
the population
engaged—case-
specific

Appreciation
combined with
willingness
to pay for
nonuse and a
proportion of
the population—
case-specific

Fraction of population derived
from survey data in Thiemer
et al. (2023); willingness to
pay for biodiversity nonuse
from Garcia et al. (2011) for
France, Boesch et al. (2018)
for Germany and Norway,
and Turpie et al. (2017) for
South Africa

3G, Lake Grand-Lieu; H, Hartbeespoort Dam; K, Lake Kemnade; O, River Otra; S, River Spree.

for fodder of 380 ha’lyear’l) and assume that a current average
growing season groundwater level at 40cm is suboptimal (70%),
whereas ‘maximum removal’ will lead to a decline in groundwater
level to 70cm and improve productivity to 100% and ‘do nothing’
would raise groundwater to 20 cm and reduce productivity to 50%.
These numbers were multiplied with the area of agricultural land
and then normalized to the total study area. Conversely, based on
Runhaar et al. (1997), sensitive wetland angiosperms can be as-
sumed to require spring groundwater levels near 25cm; hence, the
current 40cm can be assumed to allow survival but may lead to
some decline, whereas 70cm would likely lead to extinction and
20cm would allow expansion of these wetland species. The effect
of groundwater level on red-listed wetland species is linked to the
cultural service ‘biodiversity nonuse’ which we take to reflect the
value attached to nature conservation with a multiplier based on
the above argumentation: 90% for current, 100% for ‘do nothing’
and 10% for ‘maximum removal’. Similar causality arguments have
been constructed for all services included.

After compilation, the values used were quality-checked by all
co-authors, including those that had case-study-specific experience.
An overview flow diagram was created for each site that allows plant
cover to be varied resulting in biophysical and monetary value esti-
mates of each final service, including the summed TEV (Figure S1
gives the overview flow diagram from the spreadsheet for the river
Spree as an example).

We used data from extensive questionnaires carried out for the
MadMacs project (for detailed description of the questionnaires and

their collection see Thiemer et al., 2023) at each site to estimate the
values of cultural services (cf. Inmerzeel et al., 2021, 2022). The on-
site collection of the printed surveys was done in accordance with
the COVID-19 restrictions prevalent at the given time for each site.
Our surveys were anonymous and complied with the data protec-
tion and privacy rules in the given country. Respondents were ap-
proached face-to-face in the field or did actively fill out the online
survey, so they were well-informed and consented in their participa-
tion. We refer to Thiemer et al. (2023) for further information and
a complete survey text as Supporting Information. For the current
study, we used the questions where respondents were asked: (i) to
indicate at what level out of five they perceive the plants to be a nui-
sance, (ii) whether they consider themselves resident or nonresident,
(iii) to distribute 100 points over several services to indicate their
priorities (swimming, boating, angling, awareness and appreciation
of biodiversity conservation, aesthetic appreciation of the scenic
landscape) and (iv) the distance travelled for visiting the study area
(one-way from residence to study site, km). The number of respon-
dents varied between sites and so did their travel distance (Table 4);
note that not all respondents filled out all questions completely, so
different questions may have different numbers of respondents.
Before inclusion in the final data sets, individual survey responses
were screened for inconsistencies, outliers or apparent protest an-
swers in, for example reported days spent, age and types of activity
and only included those that also filled out the questions on willing-
ness to pay for removal—survey data that are not used in the current
study. Differences in distribution patterns of perceived nuisance
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TABLE 4 Number of resident and nonresident respondents that completed the survey for the questions analysed here. We also include

an estimate of travel distance (km, one-way, mean +standard error).

Site N residents N visitors
River Otra 62 83
River Spree 134 77
Lake Kemnade 149 174
Lake Grand-Lieu 177 129
Lake Hartbeespoort Dam 210 65
5000 —a&—Otra
—A—River Spree
4000 ~ —O—Lake Kemnade
—O—Lake Grand-Lieu
3000 4 —0—Lake
> Hartbeespoort
i
'_
2000 A
1000 A A—A
A—A— )
0 2 . . .
0 25 50 75 100
% cover

FIGURE 2 Effect of modelled plant management regime (left-
to-right: maximum feasible removal, current and do nothing; the
‘current’ symbol is plotted larger) via percentage aquatic plant cover
on the sum of ecosystem services provided (TEV, €ha tyear™)in
the five study sites. In Lake Grand-Lieu, the non-native Ludwigia
spec. covers a limited area of the total lake. TEV, total economic
value.

among visitors and residents were compared with ;{2 tests, and the
frequency distributions were used to construct preference curves.
Travel distance was used for a monetary estimate of active and pas-
sive recreation (Table 3). We interpret the former as any interactive
activity in the area, for example including bird watching, and the lat-
ter as an appreciation of the location and just being there, based
on the CICES (Common International Classification of Ecosystem

Services) classification of Haines-Young and Potschin (2017).

3 | RESULTS

In three out of the five investigated case studies, we found that
major changes in aquatic plant cover had little or no effect on the
summed monetary value estimate of all quantified final ecosys-
tem services (i.e. TEV, Figure 2). For both the Spree and the Otra,
this involved a considerable span in cover (10%-60% in the Otra,
Table 2; Figure 2), hence also in effort of plant removal. In Lake
Kemnade, the major increase in plant cover in the ‘do-nothing’ re-

gime had a negative effect on TEV. This was mainly in the aesthetic

Travel distance

N total Travel distance residents  visitors

145 6.9+3.5 176.0+19.3
211 4.0+1.8 441+10.1
323 8.4+0.5 23.8+2.1
306 5.5+0.8 75.8+7.6
275 94+1.2 72.0+21.0

appreciation (Figure 3) of the place by people engaged in differ-
ent forms of recreation on the banks of the lake, like walking and
picnicking. In Hartbeespoort Dam, however, both the increase
and the reduction in water hyacinth (Pontederia crassipes) cover
affected TEV: More plants decreased and less plants increased
the monetary value estimate, particularly for boating and angling
(Figure 3). None of the five case studies showed a clear optimum in
TEV at intermediate plant cover; hence, our tentative hypothesis
is not supported.

Whereas different forms of recreation (i.e. cultural services)
generally dominated TEV in all five case studies, their relative
importance was different (Figure 3). Only in the Spree and Lake
Grand-Lieu, the provisioning service ‘fodder’ to grazing cattle in
the floodplain or wet meadows contributed substantially to the
total (respectively, 19% and 24%) under the ‘current’ plant re-
moval regime. The Spree and Hartbeespoort Dam had the high-
est diversity in services provided (both eight services, Figure 3):
a.o. fodder, C-sequestration, boating, appreciation of aesthetic
scenery and biodiversity nonuse. In Hartbeespoort Dam, re-
duced water hyacinth cover led to an increased incidence of cy-
anobacteria (Harpenslager et al., 2022). We estimated that this
would increase the cost of drinking water production and hence
can be interpreted as a disservice, but this decrease was far
less than the increased benefit due to boating and angling. Our
analysis captured very few trade-offs among different services.
The only apparent one was a trade-off in the Spree between
the provision of fodder (higher at low aquatic plant density and
more rapid drainage with lower water levels) versus the biodi-
versity value due to increased survival probability of red-listed
wetland plant species (higher with high plant density and raising
river water levels with increased impoundment; Figure 3). The
strict nature reserve of Lake Grand-Lieu had the lowest TEV.
This is very likely due to the limited access, although the mar-
ginal zone attracts recreation, also from the nearby city Nantes.
The nearby Atlantic coast likely offers attractive alternative rec-
reation destinations.

From the survey, we could derive which plant cover was per-
ceived as a threshold for being a nuisance, as the pattern was quite
explicit in all cases except Lake Grand-Lieu (Figure 4). Often, but
not always this threshold differed among categories of users and

between residents and visitors (Figure 4). First, residents perceived
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FIGURE 3 Effect of management regime (do-nothing, current and maximum removal) via aquatic plant cover on the monetary value
estimate (€ ha'lyear'l) of different services that add up to total economic value (TEV). Service sequence is the same in all sites, but some
services are negligible or absent in some study sites (absent: fodder in O, K, H; less toxic algae in O, K, G; bathing in K; transpiration and
compost only present in H). The suffix ‘p-, ‘r'and ‘c-'denote that this is a provisioning, regulating or cultural service, respectively. Distribution
of values over the different services was significantly different (p(y?) <0.001) among the three management regimes in all cases but Grand-

Lieu.

a nuisance at lower levels than current and at lower levels than vis-
itors in the Otra, the Spree and likely Hartbeespoort Dam (p<0.10
only). Second, only in the Otra a substantially higher proportion of
the visitors found the plants no problem or concluded that ‘they did
not know’. At Lake Grand-Lieu, significantly more residents than vis-
itors found that dense stands of invasive Ludwigia were no problem.
Here, it was those that appreciate the scenery who also found ‘the
weeds no problem’, whereas those interested in biodiversity were

already concerned at a low plant cover, likely because the invasive

character of Ludwigia is well known (Figure 4). Only in the Otra and
Hartbeespoort Dam, few recreative users answered that weeds are
no problem, whereas in the two German cases (River Spree, Lake
Kemnade) a large proportion of those respondents that appreciated
biodiversity also found the presence of aquatic plants no problem.
We used the patterns in perceived nuisance to construct threshold
knowledge rules that estimate the monetary value of the differ-
ent forms of recreation, including biodiversity nonuse (cf. Table 3;

Figure 3).
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FIGURE 4 Left: Aquatic plant density at which different groups of survey respondents report they experience nuisance. Presented are
absolute numbers of respondents, not percentages, so the length of the vertical axis differs among graphs. A respondent was selected

to belong to a group when she/he allocated 50 or more of the available 100 points to this final service. Right: the same, but for the two
categories resident and nonresident. Here, a ;(2 test was done to assess whether the distribution differed between residents and visitors, and
the resulting level of significance is indicated in the top right corner. Respondents could select five different levels of plant cover, ranging
from 0% to 100% of the water surface covered. Raw data were processed envisaging a respondent moving up from low to high cover and
deciding on the threshold where nuisance is experienced. Current aquatic plant cover is indicated with the blue frame on the horizontal axis.

4 | DISCUSSION

We found no clear evidence for our hypothesis that moderate plant
removal would maximize aesthetic perception and the sum and di-
versity of all quantified ecosystem services. On the contrary, in three
out of the five case studies we found no effect of aquatic plant cover
on our estimate of TEV. The two other case studies, Lake Kemnade
and Hartbeespoort Dam, showed a positive effect of increased plant
removal (Figure 2). In Hartbeespoort Dam, we also found a decline
in estimated TEV with reduced removal. In other words, more or less
aquatic plant cover often does not affect important uses of these
lakes and rivers very much, even though some user groups experi-
enced nuisance. This should serve as a cautionary message to water
managers: particular user groups may be vocal in demanding more
removal effort, but the effect on the total societal benefit may be
questionable, and a careful consideration of the importance of dif-
ferent user categories is warranted.

Then, irrespective of management regime, we observed that
recreation contributed most to TEV in all five cases, be it in/on the
water and physically active or on the banks and less active. This
importance of recreation relative to provisioning services, such
as agricultural food production or silvicultural timber production,
or regulating services such as nutrient retention, was also found
by Immerzeel et al. (2021). Boerema et al. (2014) valued ecosys-
tem services provided by a Belgian lowland stream network that is
subject to regular aquatic plant removal. These authors, however,
did not include recreation in their assessment. They found that the
annual cost of aquatic plant removal was only narrowly compen-
sated by the benefits and this is mainly due to flood prevention of
agricultural land. Excluding the different forms of recreation from
our estimates for the current situation and limiting ourselves to only
provisioning and regulating services would reduce TEV to 24% at
most (Lake Grand-Lieu). For Hartbeespoort Dam, such a value es-
timate without recreation would be marginally negative due to the
negative effect of cyanobacterial blooms on irrigation water qual-
ity versus positive effects of water hyacinth's reduction of evap-
orative water loss and compost production. Boerema et al. (2014)
concluded that if only a few ecosystem services would be included
in the cost-benefit assessment before deciding on aquatic plant re-
moval, the benefits of removal would already be negative. We did
not carry out a cost-benefit assessment, but obtained estimates of
annual management costs from local managers. These range from
4 to 224 (=Zha_1year'1 (expressed per total system area, median 58
across these five case studies; unpublished information collected
by S. Schneider), but show no relation with the benefit achieved by

such removal if we compare the current with the do-nothing regime
(Figure 2).

The predominance of recreation in our monetary value estimates
makes our approach necessarily sensitive to errors in the number of
people that engage in the different forms of recreation and to the
way we estimate an individual willingness to pay. The former was
indeed particularly uncertain for Hartbeespoort Dam, where in the
absence of reported data we assumed the number of visitors to be
a simple multiple of 10 times the number of residents. Given the
considerable availability of facilities around the Dam, this is likely
a rather conservative factor. Changing this factor 10 substantially
up- or downward would not have altered the overall pattern for this
site, however. For the other case studies, public statistics were avail-
able or visitor numbers could be estimated from parking lot counts
(Lake Kemnade). For the individual willingness to pay, we used a low-
end travel cost assuming private car or public transport. The latter
was used for visitors of Lake Miiggelsee, a popular bathing lake in
Berlin immediately downstream of our study section in the Spree
that is affected by changes in aquatic plants in the river (Table 3).
Another point of methodological concern may be the spatial extent
and delineation of the study area. Since we were interested in the
perception among different categories of users, we had to use a part
of the landscape around the water body with nuisance plant growth
that is intuitively experienced as a homogeneous unit by humans.
This, for example, implies the inclusion of floodplains, and it leads
to large differences in area among the studied systems whereas dif-
ferent types of use may only use parts of a system. Still, we normal-
ized over the total area of each selected study area, since we see no
other way to aggregate for among-site comparisons (cf. De Groot
et al., 2012). Finally, the fact that all our sites had the plant canopy at
the surface enabled us to use cover as a simple and tangible factor
describing the extent of the nuisance vegetation. We did not have
to factor in the depth of the water column above the canopy or use
PVI (cf. Verhofstad & Bakker, 2019). At other sites, and notably for
uses requiring deeper open water, such as commercial navigation or
sailing, direct extrapolation of our findings may be unjustified. Here,
the idea of stimulating low-canopy vegetation such as charophytes
to replace taller elodeids is worthwhile considering, though as yet
only in an experimental phase in a lake downstream of our Lake
Kemnade (Podraza, pers. Comm.). High nutrient availability in many
aquatic systems experiencing mass development is likely unfavour-
able for low canopy growth forms such as charophytes or isoetids
(e.g. Melzer, 1999; Murphy et al., 2018). Also, it should be noted that
mowing boats rarely remove vegetation effectively deeper than
1.5m (Gettys et al., 2020; Podraza et al., 2008).
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An important finding from our surveys is that different forms of
recreation predominate in different case studies. In the Otra (an-
gling and boating) and Hartbeespoort Dam (angling, boating), active
recreation on the water contributed most to overall societal benefit.
In the river Spree, Lake Kemnade and Lake Grand-Lieu, this applied
to more passive forms of recreation on the banks (weekend trips,
walks and picnics). Since visitors engaging in these different forms
of recreation differ greatly in their perception of nuisance (Figure 4,
left panels; also Thiemer et al., 2023), it is important for water man-
agers to reflect upon the predominant types of use when developing
a plant management strategy. This is relevant for water systems that
currently witness mass development of aquatic plants and for those
with a high risk of developing nuisance growth (i.e. shallow and nu-
trient-rich, Chambers et al., 1999; Coetzee et al., 2022), a point to be
considered when new canals, lakes or ponds are planned. Aesthetic
perception of a water surface in a landscape setting is less sensitive
to the presence of dense aquatic plant beds than activities such as
swimming or boating, and plants with conspicuous flowers (Ludwigia
spec., water hyacinth) are perceived less of a nuisance than those
without (Thiemer et al., 2023). Clearly, different forms of recreation
will require different intensities of plant removal, in terms of both
area and depth. For bathing, maintenance removal may be neces-
sary only at designated beaches, whereas sailing boats require larger
areas with deeper plant-free water column. Hence, cover and plant
height in the water column are important to consider separately
(Verhofstad & Bakker, 2019).

Janssen et al. (2021) state that ‘knowledge is lacking about the
full set of ... ecosystem services and their relative importance’. Our
study addressed this issue in the sense that we have applied a rig-
orous analytical framework quantifying all final services relative to
plant cover, which thus allows for an assessment of their relative im-
portance. Whereas we show that the summed value of final ecosys-
tem services is less sensitive to aquatic plant removal than expected,
their relative importance differs among the five studied cases. We
therefore argue that the societal benefits of different forms of rec-
reation should not be ignored when managing water bodies that are

subject to mass development of aquatic plants.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Jan E. Vermaat, Kirstine Thiemer, Bart Immerzeel and Susanne C.
Schneider developed the concept of the paper. Kirstine Thiemer, Bart
Immerzeel, Jan E. Vermaat, Mathieu Baldo, Susanne C. Schneider,
Keneilwe Sebola, Sarah F. Harpenslager and Sabine Hilt collected
the data. Jan E. Vermaat compiled the case study spreadsheets that
were then reviewed by all. Susanne C. Schneider collected the in-
formation from the institutional stakeholders. Jan E. Vermaat per-
formed the analyses and wrote the first draft of the manuscript. Jan
E. Vermaat, Kirstine Thiemer, Bart Inmerzeel, Susanne C. Schneider,
Keneilwe Sebola, Julie Coetzee, Antonella Petruzzella, Samuel N.
Motitsoe, Mathieu Baldo, Benjamin Misteli, Gabrielle Thiébaut,
Sabine Hilt, Jan Kéhler and Sarah F. Harpenslager critically reviewed

and accepted the final version of the manuscript.

Journal of Applied Ecology E Egé?ﬁ;w

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This paper is a contribution from the MadMacs project, and we thank
all our colleagues that have helped in the field and in their offices with
field data and grey literature collection. A special thanks to everyone
who helped with collecting the surveys among residents and visitors:
Rosalie Schmidt, Benjamin Miller, Eirin Aasland, Astrid Torske, Maja
Hilt, Josefine Frohlich, Lisa Sanden, Sofia Zeisig, Hannah Stappert
and Leonhard Janssen. We thank the Research Council of Norway
(297202/E10), the German Federal Ministry of Education and
Research (033WUOQO05), the French Agence National de Recherche
(N° ANR-18-1C4W-0004-06) and the South African Water Research
Commission (K5/2951) for funding of MadMacs (Mass development
of aquatic macrophytes—causes and consequences of macrophyte
removal for ecosystem structure, function and services) in the frame
of the collaborative international consortium of the 2017 call of the
Water Challenges for a Changing World Joint Programme Initiative
(Water JPI). Additional funding was provided by Krypsiv pa Sgrlandet,
NIVA and NMBU to support PhD student KT in Norway.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The authors are not aware of any conflict of interest. Sarah F.
Harpenslager is an associate editor of the Journal of Applied Ecology,
but did not take part in the peer review or decision-making process
for this paper.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Survey dataaredepositedinthe permanentdataarchive DATAVERSE.
NO https://doi.org/10.18710/FUWNJL (Vermaat, 2023), accord-
ing to the contract with the Norwegian Research Council. Working
spreadsheets for each case are available upon request from the cor-

responding author.

ORCID

Jan E. Vermaat "= https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4250-6790
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3287-9502

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9545-3023

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0585-2822

Kirstine Thiemer
Susanne C. Schneider
Sabine Hilt

REFERENCES

Agreste. (2019). Memento de la statistique agricole Pays de la Loire. https://
draaf.pays-de-la-loire.agriculture.gouv.fr/les-collections-agreste-
pays-de-la-loire-r424.html

Armellina, A. D., Bezic, C. R., Gajardo, O. A., & Dall'Armellina, A. (1996).
Propagation and mechanical control of Potamogeton illinoensis
Morong in irrigation canals in Argentina. Journal of Aquatic Plant
Management, 34, 12-14.

Ashton, P. J., Twinch, A. J., & Cochrane, K. L. (1985). The limnology of
Hartbeespoort Dam. South African National Scientific Programmes
report nr 110, 295 pp.

Bakker, E. S., Wood, K. A., Pages, J. F., Veen, G. F., Christianen, M. J. A,
Santamaria, L., Nolet, B. A., & Hilt, S. (2016). Herbivory on fresh-
water and marine macrophytes: A review and perspective. Aquatic
Botany, 135, 18-36.

Baldo, M. (2020). Les jussies en zone humide: attachements incer-
tains—L. grandiflora & L. peploides au lac de Grand-Lieu, Mémoire

95UB017 SUOLUWIOD aA 118810 3ol jdde a) Aq peuenob ae sopoile VO 35N JO o[l 1oy Akeld178UIIUQ AB]1A UO (SUONIPUOD-PUB-SWR)ALIY"AB| 1M Afe.d 1 jBul JUo//Sdiy) SUOTIPUOD pue swie 1 8y} 88S *[#202/T0/TE] uo AreiqiTauliuo (1M ‘8oueld aueiyo0d Aq 6ESKT ¥99Z-GIET/TTTT OT/I0P/W00 A8 | ARiq puljuo'S fpuNno sad)/SAny Wolj pepeoiumod ‘T ‘v20Z ‘vo92S9eT


https://doi.org/10.18710/FUWNJL
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4250-6790
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4250-6790
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3287-9502
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3287-9502
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9545-3023
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9545-3023
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0585-2822
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0585-2822
https://draaf.pays-de-la-loire.agriculture.gouv.fr/les-collections-agreste-pays-de-la-loire-r424.html
https://draaf.pays-de-la-loire.agriculture.gouv.fr/les-collections-agreste-pays-de-la-loire-r424.html
https://draaf.pays-de-la-loire.agriculture.gouv.fr/les-collections-agreste-pays-de-la-loire-r424.html

VERMAAT ET AL.

Bl ol of Applied Ecology E%‘E@Jm

de Master BEE ERPUR « Stratégie de développement durable et
périurbanisation ». Université de Rennes, 1, 247.

Boerema, A., Schoelynck, J., Bal, K., Vrebos, D., Jacobs, S., Staes, J., &
Meire, P. (2014). Economic valuation of ecosystem services, a
case study for aquatic vegetation removal in the Nete catchment
(Belgium). Ecosystem Services, 7, 46-56. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecoser.2013.08.001

Boesch, M., Elsasser, P., Franz, K., Lorenz, M., Moning, C., Olschewski, R.,
Roedl, A., Schneider, H., Schroeppel, B., & Weller, P. (2018). Forest
ecosystem services in rural areas in Germany: Insights from the na-
tional TEEB study. Ecosystem Services, 31, 77-83.

Bouma, J. H., & Van Beukering, P. J. H. (2015). Ecosystem services: From
concept to practice. Cambridge University Press.

Boyd, J., & Banzhaf, S. (2007). What are ecosystem services? The
need for standardized environmental accounting units. Ecological
Economics, 63, 616-626.

Carpenter, S. R., & Lodge, D. M. (1986). Effects of submersed macro-
phytes on ecosystem processes. Aquatic Botany, 26, 341-370.
Chambers, P. A., DeWreede, R. E., Irlandi, E. A., & Vandermeulen, H.
(1999). Management issues in aquatic macrophyte ecology: A

Canadian perspective. Canadian Journal of Botany, 77, 471-487.

Coetzee, J., Galvanese, E., Harpenslager, S. F., Hilt, S., Kohler, J.,
Misteli, B., Motitsoe, S., Padial, A., Petruzzella, A., Schneider, S.
C., Schechner, A., Sebola, K., Thiemer, K., & Vermaat, J. E. (2022).
Guidelines for managing mass developments of aquatic plants, a cook-
book tool. Madmacs deliverable 4.1. Report. https://www.niva.no/
en/projectweb/madmacs

De Groot, R., Brander, L., Van der Ploeg, S., Costanza, R., Bernard, F.,
Braat, L., Christie, M., Crossman, N., Ghermandi, A., Hein, L.,
Hussain, S., Kumar, P., McVittie, A., Portela, R., Rodriguez, L. C., Ten
Brink, P., & Van Beukering, P. (2012). Global estimates of the value
of ecosystems and their services in monetary units. Ecosystem
Services, 1, 50-61.

De Moel, H., & Aerts, J. C. J. H. (2011). Effect of uncertainty in land use,
damage models and inundation depth on flood damage estimates.
Natural Hazards, 58, 407-425.

Denny, P. (1972). Sites of nutrient absorption in aquatic macrophytes.
Journal of Ecology, 60, 819-829.

Dore, M. H. 1., Singh, R. G., Khalegi-Moghadam, A., & Achari, G. (2013).
Cost differentials and scale for newer water treatment technolo-
gies. International Journal of Water Resources and Environmental
Engineering, 5, 100-109.

Dugdale, T. M., Hunt, T. D., & Clements, D. (2013). Aquatic weeds in
Victoria: Where and why are they a problem, and how are they
being controlled? Plant Protection Quarterly, 28, 35-41.

Engloner, A. I. (2015). Proposal for estimating volume based relative
abundance of aquatic macrophytes. Community Ecology, 16, 33-38.

Fraser, G. C. G., Hill, M. P., & Martin, J. A. (2016). Economic evaluation
of water loss saving due to the biological control of water hyacinth
at new Year's dam, eastern cape province, South Africa. African
Journal of Aquatic Sciences, 41, 227-234.

Fu, B. J,, Su, C. H., Wei, Y. P, Willett, I. R., Lu, Y. H., & Liu, G. H. (2011).
Double counting in ecosystem services valuation: Causes and
countermeasures. Ecological Research, 26, 1-14.

Garcia, S., Harou, P.,, Montagne, C., & Stenger, A. (2011). Valuing forest
biodiversity through a national survey in France: A dichotomous
choice contingent valuation. International Journal of Biodiversity
Science, Ecosystem Services & Management, 7, 84-97.

Gettys, L. A., Haller, W. T., & Petty, D. G. (2020). Biology and control of
aquatic plants—A best management practices handbook (4th ed.).
Aquatic Ecosystem Restoration Foundation. www.aquatics.org

Gifford, R., Steg, L., & Reser, J. P. (2011). Environmental psychology. In
P. Martin, F. M. Cheung, M. C. Knowles, M. Kyrios, L. Littlefield,
J. B. Overmier, & J. M. Prieto (Eds.), The IAAP handbook of applied
psychology (pp. 440-470). Blackwell.

Grimm, M. (1990). Northern pike (Esox lucius L.) and aquatic vegetation,
tools in the management of fisheries and water quality in shallow
waters. Hydrobiological Bulletin, 23, 59-65.

Guerena, D., Neufeldt, H., Berazneva, J., & Duby, S. (2015). Water hya-
cinth control in Lake Victoria: Transforming an ecological catastro-
phe into economic, social, and environmental benefits. Sustainable
Production & Consumption, 3, 59-69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.
2015.06.003

Haines-Young, R., & Potschin, M. B. (2017). Common International
Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES) V5.1 and guidance on the
application of the revised structure. www.cices.eu

Harpenslager, S. F., Thiemer, K., Levertz, G., Misteli, B., Sebola, K. M.,
Schneider, S. C., Hilt, S., & Kéhler, J. (2022). Short-term effects of
macrophyte removal of emission of CO, and CH, in shallow lakes.
Aquatic Botany, 182, 103555.

Hauck, J., Gorg, C., Varjopuro, R., Ratamaki, O., & Jax, K. (2013). Benefits
and limitations of the ecosystem services concept in environmen-
tal policy and decision making: Some stakeholder perspectives.
Environmental Science & Policy, 25, 13-21.

Hermelingmeier, V., & Nicholas, K. A. (2017). Identifying five different
perspectives on the ecosystem services concept using Q method-
ology. Ecological Economics, 136, 255-265.

Hill, M., & Coetzee, J. (2017). The biological control of aquatic weeds
in South Africa: Current status and future challenges. Bothalia, 47,
a2152. https://doi.org/10.4102/abc.v47i2.2152

Hilt, S., Brothers, S., Jeppesen, E., Veraart, A., & Kosten, S. (2017).
Translating regime shifts in shallow lakes into changes in ecosystem
functions and services. Bioscience, 67, 929-936. https://doi.org/10.
1093/biosci/bix106

Hilt, S., & Gross, E. M. (2008). Can allelopathically active submerged
macrophytes stabilise clear-water states in shallow eutrophic
lakes? Basic and Applied Ecology, 9, 422-432. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.baae.2007.04.003

Honla, E., Segbefia, A. Y., Appiah, D. O., & Mensah, M. (2019). The effects
of water hyacinth invasion on smallholder farming along river Tano
and Tano Lagoon, Ghana. Cogent Food & Agriculture, 5, 1567042.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311932.2019.1567042

Honla, E., Segbefia, A. Y., Appiah, D. O., Mensah, M., & Atakora, P. O.
(2019). Effects of water hyacinth invasion on the health of the com-
munities and the education of children along river Tano and Abby-
Tano lagoon in Ghana. Cogent Social Sciences, 5, 1619652. https://
doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2019.1619652

Hussner, A., Stiers, 1., Verhofstad, M. J. J. M., Bakker, E. S., Grutters, B.
M. C., Haury, J., Van Valkenburg, J. L. C. H., Brundu, G., Newman, J.,
Clayton, J. S., Anderson, L. W. J., & Hofstra, D. (2017). Management
and control methods of invasive alien freshwater aquatic plants: A
review. Aquatic Botany, 136, 112-137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
aquabot.2016.08.002

Immerzeel, B., Vermaat, J. E., Juutinen, A., Pouta, E., & Artell, J. (2022).
Why we appreciate Nordic catchments and how the bioeconomy
might change that: Results from a discrete choice experiment. Land
Use Policy, 113, 105909.

Immerzeel, B., Vermaat, J. E., Riise, G., Juutinen, A., & Futter, M. (2021).
Estimating societal benefits from Nordic catchments: An integra-
tive approach using a final ecosystem services framework. PLoS
One, 16, e0252352.

Janssen, A. B. G, Hilt, S., Kosten, S., de Klein, J. J. M., Paerl, H. W., &
Van de Waal, D. B. (2021). Shifting states, shifting services: Linking
regime shifts to changes in ecosystem services of shallow lakes.
Freshwater Biology, 66, 1-12. https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.13582

Juutinen, A., Immerzeel, B., Pouta, E., Lankia, T., Artell, J., Tolvanen, A.,
Ahtiainen, H., & Vermaat, J. E. (2022). A comparative analysis of
the value of recreation in six contrasting Nordic landscapes using
the travel cost method. Journal of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism,
39,100528.

95UB017 SUOLUWIOD aA 118810 3ol jdde a) Aq peuenob ae sopoile VO 35N JO o[l 1oy Akeld178UIIUQ AB]1A UO (SUONIPUOD-PUB-SWR)ALIY"AB| 1M Afe.d 1 jBul JUo//Sdiy) SUOTIPUOD pue swie 1 8y} 88S *[#202/T0/TE] uo AreiqiTauliuo (1M ‘8oueld aueiyo0d Aq 6ESKT ¥99Z-GIET/TTTT OT/I0P/W00 A8 | ARiq puljuo'S fpuNno sad)/SAny Wolj pepeoiumod ‘T ‘v20Z ‘vo92S9eT


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2013.08.001
https://www.niva.no/en/projectweb/madmacs
https://www.niva.no/en/projectweb/madmacs
http://www.aquatics.org
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2015.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spc.2015.06.003
http://www.cices.eu
https://doi.org/10.4102/abc.v47i2.2152
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix106
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/bix106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.baae.2007.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311932.2019.1567042
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2019.1619652
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311886.2019.1619652
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aquabot.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/fwb.13582

VERMAAT ET AL.

89

Kleeberg, A., Sukhodolov, A., Sukhodolova, T., & Koéhler, J. (2010). Effects
of aquatic macrophytes on organic matter deposition, resuspension
and phosphorus entrainment in a lowland river. Freshwater Biology, 55,
326-345.

Kuiper, J. J., Verhofstad, M. J. J. M., Louwers, E. L. M., Bakker, E. S,
Brederveld, R. J., van Gerven, L. P. A, Janssen, A. B. G,, de Klein, J.
J. M., & Mooij, W. M. (2017). Mowing submerged macrophytes in
shallow lakes with alternative stable states: Battling the good guys?
Environmental Management, 59, 619-634. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00267-016-0811-2

Landesamt fir Landliche Entwicklung, Landwirtschaft und
Flurneuordnung (LELF). (2020). Wirtschaftsergebnisse land-
wirtschaftlicher ~ Unternehmen  Brandenburgs, — Wirtschaftsjahr
2018/2019. LELF report, Frankfurt a/d Oder, Germany.

Lewandowski, J., Lischeid, G., & Nutzmann, G. (2009). Drivers of water
level fluctuations and hydrological exchange between groundwater
and surface water in the lowland river spree (Germany): Field study
and statistical analyses. Hydrological Processes, 23, 2117-2128.

Melzer, A. (1999). Aquatic macrophytes as tools for lake management.
Hydrobiologia, 395(396), 181-190.

Misteli, B., Pannard, A., Aasland, E., Harpenslager, S. F., Mtitsoe, S.,
Thiemer, K., Llopis, S., Coetzee, J., Hilt, S., Kohler, J., Schneider, S.
C., Piscart, C., & Thiebaut, G. (2023). Short-term effects of macro-
phyte removal on aquatic biodiversity in rivers and lakes. Journal of
Environmental Management, 325, 116442.

Mitchell, S. A., & Crawford, J. G. (2016). Review of the Hartbeespoort Dam in-
tegrated biological remediation programme (Harties Metsi a Me). Water
Research Committee report no. KV 357/16, Pretoria, South Africa, 256 pp.

Mononen, L., Auvinen, A.-P., Ahokumpu, A.-L., Ronka, M., Aarras, N.,
Tolvanen, H., Kamppinen, M., Viirret, E., Kumpula, T., & Vihervaara,
P. (2016). National ecosystem service indicators: Measures of so-
cial-ecological sustainability. Ecological Indicators, 61, 27-37.

Murphy, F., Schmieder, K., Bastrup-Spohr, L., Pedersen, O., & Sand-
Jensen, K. (2018). Five decades of dramatic changes in submerged
vegetation in Lake Constance. Aquatic Botany, 144, 31-37.

Pieterse, A. H., & Murphy, K. J. (1990). Aquatic weeds: The ecology and
management of nuisance aquatic vegetation. Oxford University Press.

Podraza, P., Brinkmann, T., Evers, P., Von Felde, D., Frost, U., Klopp, R.,
Knotte, H., Kiihlmann, M., Kuk, M., Lipka, P., Nusch, E. A., Stenert,
M., Wessel, M., & Van de Weyer, K. (2008). Vorhaben im Auftrag
des Ministeriums fiir Umwelt und Naturschutz, Landwirtschaft
und Verbraucherschutz des Landes NRW (MUNLV). Aktenzeichen:
54.173/25-5230, report Ruhrverband.

Rasmussen, J. J., Kallestrup, H., Thiemer, K., Alnge, A. B., Henriksen, L.
D., Larsen, S. E., & Baatrup-Pedersen, A. (2021). Effects of differ-
ent weed cutting methods on physical and hydromorphological
conditions in lowland streams. Knowledge & Management of Aquatic
Ecosystems, 422, 10. https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/2021009

Runhaar, H. J. M., Witte, J. P. M., & Verburg, P. H. (1997). Ground-
water level, moisture supply, and vegetation in The Netherlands.
Wetlands, 17, 528-538.

SNPN. (2017). Plan de gestion de la reserve naturelle nationale du lac de
Grand-Lieu 2018-27. Societe Nationale de Protection de la Nature.

Thiemer, K. (2022). Mass development of macrophytes—Causes and con-
sequences of macrophyte removal for ecosystem structure, function
and services [PhD thesis, Norwegian University of Life Sciences, As,
Norway].

Thiemer, K., Immerzeel, B., Schneider, S., Sebolwa, K., Baldo, M.,
Thiebaut, G., Hilt, S., Kohler, J., Harpenslager, S. F., & Vermaat, J.
E. (2023). Underlying drivers for perceived nuisance growth of
aquatic plants. Environmental Management, 71, 1024-1036. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s00267-022-01781-x

Thiemer, K., Schneider, S. C., & Demars, B. O. L. (2021). Mechanical re-
moval of macrophytes in freshwater ecosystems: Implications for

Journal of Applied Ecology E Egé?ﬁ;m

ecosystem structure and function. Science of the Total Environment,
782,146671. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.146671

Tol, R. S. J. (2019). A social cost of carbon for (almost) every country.
Energy Economics, 83, 555-566.

Turpie, J. K, Forsythe, K. J., Knowles, A., Blignaut, J., & Letley, G. (2017).
Mapping and valuation of South Africa's ecosystem services: A
local perspective. Ecosystem Services, 27, 179-192.

Vereecken, H., Baetens, J., Viaene, P., Mostaert, F., & Meire, P. (2006).
Ecological management of aquatic plants: Effects in lowland
streams. Hydrobiologia, 570, 205-210. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10750-006-0181-5

Verhofstad, M. J. J. M., & Bakker, E. S. (2019). Classifying nuisance sub-
merged vegetation depending on ecosystem services. Limnology,
20, 55-68. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10201-017-0525-z

Vermaat, J. E. (2023). Survey data for "Mass development of aquatic plants:
Effects of contrasting management scenarios on a suite of ecosystem
services" DATAVERSE.NO. https://doi.org/10.18710/FUWNJL

Vermaat, J. E., Immerzeel, B., Pouta, E., & Juutinen, A. (2020). Applying
ecosystem services as a framework to analyse possible effects
of a green bio-economy shift in Nordic catchments. Ambio, 49,
1784-1796.

Vermaat, J. E., Piffady, J., Putnins, A., & Kail, J. E. (2021). The effect of
riparian woodland on ecosystem service delivery by the river corri-
dor—A scenario assessment. Ecosphere, 12, e03716.

Vermaat, J. E., Santamaria, L., & Roos, P. J. (2000). Water flow across and
sediment trapping in submerged macrophyte beds of contrasting
growth form. Archiv flir Hydrobiologie, 148, 549-562.

Verschoren, V., Schoelynck, J., Cox, T., Schoutens, K., Temmerman, S., &
Meire, P. (2017). Opposing effects of aquatic vegetation on hydrau-
lic functioning and transport of dissolved and organic particulate
matter in a lowland river: A field experiment. Ecological Engineering,
105, 221-230.

Wittmer, H., Rauschmayer, F., & Klauer, B. (2006). How to select instru-
ments for the resolution of environmental conflicts. Land Use Policy,
23, 1-9.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information can be found online in the
Supporting Information section at the end of this article.

Figure S1. Flow scheme for the river Spree case study linking
macrophyte cover via intermediate functions or services to final
services and then summing up to a monetary estimate of total
economic value (€ ha tyear™).

Table S1. Full overview of all potential functions that were considered
to potentially contribute to a final ecosystem service in one of the

case study sites.

How to cite this article: Vermaat, J. E., Thiemer, K., Immerzeel,
B., Schneider, S. C., Sebola, K., Coetzee, J., Petruzzella, A.,
Motitsoe, S. N., Baldo, M., Misteli, B., Thiébaut, G., Hilt, S.,
Kohler, J., & Harpenslager, S. F. (2024). Mass development of
aquatic plants: Effects of contrasting management scenarios
on a suite of ecosystem services. Journal of Applied Ecology, 61,
76-89. https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14539

95UB017 SUOLUWIOD aA 118810 3ol jdde a) Aq peuenob ae sopoile VO 35N JO o[l 1oy Akeld178UIIUQ AB]1A UO (SUONIPUOD-PUB-SWR)ALIY"AB| 1M Afe.d 1 jBul JUo//Sdiy) SUOTIPUOD pue swie 1 8y} 88S *[#202/T0/TE] uo AreiqiTauliuo (1M ‘8oueld aueiyo0d Aq 6ESKT ¥99Z-GIET/TTTT OT/I0P/W00 A8 | ARiq puljuo'S fpuNno sad)/SAny Wolj pepeoiumod ‘T ‘v20Z ‘vo92S9eT


https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0811-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0811-2
https://doi.org/10.1051/kmae/2021009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-022-01781-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-022-01781-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.146671
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-006-0181-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10750-006-0181-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10201-017-0525-z
https://doi.org/10.18710/FUWNJL
https://doi.org/10.1111/1365-2664.14539

	Mass development of aquatic plants: Effects of contrasting management scenarios on a suite of ecosystem services
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	2|MATERIALS AND METHODS
	2.1|Study sites
	2.2|Modelled common management regimes
	2.3|Ecosystem services framework

	3|RESULTS
	4|DISCUSSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNO​WLE​DGE​MENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	REFERENCES


