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Figure 2. Mean number of macroinvertebrates per mound per
month for the full study duration. The importance of nitrate (NO3N) in the Sediment Chemistry

models probably reflects the fact that nitrogen is an essential

used as a proxy for food supply to benthic fauna.
The Water Quality RDA & MRT explained most of the
community composition (Table 1; Fig 3). A larger number of Although sediment characteristics are generally known to
broad taxa occurred at salinities < 44.11 ppt. Most taxa influence macroinvertebrate distributions, no clear
found at high salinities ( = 57.75 ppt) were insects (Figs 2-5). relationship was detected between percent sand, silt, and
clay and community composition in this study; this is
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