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Tab.2 Environmental parameters of the sampling sites
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Tab. 4 Difference of the spatio—temporal distribution of
abundance and biomass on the basis of tide and
season (P value)

PH(FE) PHCEYHR)

=Rtk 0.707 0.01
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N CES 0.263 0.016
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Tab. 5 Correlations between meiofaunal abundance and
environmental variables

WEHF NSRS sk e
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pH —0.447%* 0.608**  —0.301
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HRE R AR 0.667%* 0.669** 0.412%

T *: P<0.05; **: P<0.01
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Fig. 5 Contribution of the main meiofauna taxa to the spatial
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Abstract: A seasonal survey of intertidal meiofauna and its sedimentary environment in the sandy beach of Da-
donghai, Sanya was conducted in 2015 and 2016. The spatio—temporal distribution of meiofaunal abundance, bio-
mass and the community structure were investigated, and the influencing environmental factors were analyzed. To-
tal 11 meiofauna groups were identified. The most dominant groups were nematodes and copepods, accounting for
83.13% of the total abundance. The average meiofaunal abundance was (595.77 + 442.72) ind-10 cm . The average
meiofaunal abundance in December 2015 was (768.70 + 533.22) ind 10 cm ™2, and that in June 2016 was (422.85 +
236.42) ind 10 cm 2. The meiofaunal abundance varied spatially and temporally. pH and skew coefficient (SKo) are
negatively correlated with meiofaunal abundance, whereas sorting coefficient (QDg) and median grain size (MDy)
are positively correlated with meiofaunal abundance. The meiofaunal abundance tends to be greater in winter than
in summer. Food, dissolved oxygen, and sediment particle size were the main reasons for the increase of copepods
in winter. According to two-way ANOVA and ANOSIM, the abundance and community structure of meiofauna re-
flected a significant difference among different tides in winter. According to SIMPER analysis, this difference can
be mostly attributed to nematodes and copepods. According to BIOENV analysis, the combination of dissolved
oxygen and QDg could best explain the situation, which could result in human interference and mechanical cleaning
that occurs in high and middle tides. In summer, no significant difference among different tides can be observed.
The combination of pH, Chl a and organic matter content could best explain the meiofauna distribution in summer.
The results can provide basic data for further research on interstitial meiofauna, together with scientific basis for the

protection, exploitation, and utilization of sandy intertidal zones under the background of global climate change.
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