TEMPORAL DYNAMICS OF EISENIA ANDREI BEHAVIOR IN RESPONSE TO
WATER HYACINTH-AMENDED SOILS
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Introduction
Eichhornia crassipes N\
v Invader, vasts amounts of biomass

v With no clear purpose
v Require costly disposal
» Circular economy goals
> Control costs 5 Compliance with European

» Repurposing and National Assembly
Resolution No. 13/2020

May its biomass be repurposed as
an agricultural amendment without
disrupting soil habitat functioy

Objectivg

" To evaluate the avoidance behaviour of the earthworm Eisenia
| andrei under exposure to soils amended with increasing proportions
_ of WH biomass (0%, 1.25%, 2.5%, 3.75%, and 5% w/w).
Methodology
v Behavioral assays followed the OECD/ISO guideline

v Four repeated exposures at weekly intervals: potential

cumulative effects or adaptive responses?

© W % Avoidance = ((C-T)/N)*100,
{ amendment
Control soil |

) 1 (125,25, where C is the number of organisms
(Lufa2.2) =375. 5% w/w)| in the control compartment, T is the
4 x replicates
21 °C; Dark
48 h: no organisms/compartment
v Ammonia (NH;-N, mg/L) determination to monitor WH

decomposition: Nessler method
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Water hyacinth (w/w;%)
15t and 2" week: preference (44% and 54%) for WH-amended soil
compared to the control compartment at 1.25% WH (w/w).

4 week: significant shift at 5% WH from avoidance (32%-78%) to
preference (-56%) in the 3" exposure compared to the control.
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v Response of E.
andrei at 5% WH:

1st week
2nd week

partially explained
by NH,-NH levels.
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v NH;-NH: found to be the highest in the 15t exposure in 5% WH (69.5 +
12.9 mg/L). Decreased over time to levels like other WH treatments (3
exposure concentration dropped to 44.9 + 6.67 mg/L).

Conclusions
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