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Abstract
Dinoflagellates display great diversity in tropical regions and play an important role in the complex microbial food 
webs of marine and brackish environments. The goal of this study is to identify planktonic dinoflagellates and their 
distribution in the estuary of the Maraú River, Camamu Bay, state of Bahia, in a region with increasing use of shellfish 
farming. Samples were carried out monthly from August 2006 to July 2007 at four stations along the estuary. Plankton 
was sampled with a 20 μm mesh net. We identified 20 dinoflagellate species. The greatest species richness was ob-
served in the genera Protoperidinium (five spp.), Tripos (four spp.), and Prorocentrum (three spp.). Based on literature, 
six species were classified as potentially harmful: Akashiwo sanguinea, Dinophysis caudata, Gonyaulax spinifera, 
Prorocentrum micans, Scrippsiella cf. acuminata, and Tripos furca. Protoperidinium venustum was recorded for the 
first time in coastal waters of Bahia.

Keywords
Brackish water, Dinophyta, distribution, potentially harmful species, taxonomy.

Academic editor: Luciane Fontana da Silva | Received 31 December 2018 | Accepted 2 October 2019 | Published 25 October 2019

Citation: Nunes CCS, Susini-Ribeiro SMM, Cavalcante KP (2019) Dinoflagellates in tropical estuarine waters from the Maraú River, Camamu Bay, 
northeastern Brazil. Check List 15 (5): 951–963. https://doi.org/10.15560/15.5.951

Introduction
Dinoflagellates are eukaryotic microrganisms, photo-
synthetic or not. They are assigned to the protist lineage 
Alveolata due to the presence of flattened vesicles under 
the plasma membrane, which can be empty or contain 
cellulose plates (Elbrächter and Hoppenrath 2009). Most 
species are characterized by the presence of two distinct 
flagella (transverse and longitudinal), which enable the 
typical whirling swimming of dinoflagellates (Taylor 
1987). Dinoflagellates display high diversity in morphol-
ogy, nutrition, and habitat.

There are c. 2500 extant species of dinoflagellates 
known so far (Elbrächter and Hoppenrath 2009). The 

great diversity of dinoflagellates occurs in marine and 
brackish environments in which dinoflagellates consti-
tutes one of the most important planktonic groups (Tay-
lor 1987; Elbrächter and Hoppenrath 2009).

In Brazil, a recent compendium of algal flora showed 
that 420 species of dinoflagellates were recorded for 
Brazil, 384 of them occurred in brackish/marine envi-
ronments (Menezes et al. 2015). Studies of plankton 
communities along the Brazilian coastal and estua-
rine regions have addressed aspects of the occurrence 
and ecology of planktonic dinoflagellates. However, the 
majority of these studies is concentrated in the south-
ern and southeastern coastal regions (e.g. Rosa and 
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Buselato 1981; Kremer and Rosa 1983; Schmitt and Pro-
ença 2000; Islabão 2008; Mello et al. 2010; Tavares et al. 
2009; Alves et al. 2010; Haraguchi and Odebrecht 2010; 
Haraguchi 2010; Pedroso 2010; Islabão and Odebrecht 
2011; Mafra et al. 2014, 2015). On the northeast Brazilian 
coast, most of the studies were made in the state of Per-
nambuco and focused on the ecology of the phytoplank-
ton community (e.g. Rosevel-da-Silva et al. 2005; Leão 
et al. 2008; Tiburcio et al. 2011. Despite the importance 
of dinoflagellates, knowledge about their occurrence and 
distribution in northeastern Brazil remains scarce.

Camamu Bay is considered an area still only slightly 
affected by human activities due to the low population 
density (Hatje et al. 2008). However, the deployment of 
community-based sustainable aquaculture projects to 
increase income and diversify the economy have been 
intensifying in this region (Paixão et al. 2011). In addi-
tion, increased tourism, as well as oil exploration on the 
adjacent continental shelf, could have a direct impact on 
this well-conserved area (Paixão et al. 2011) and might 
also affect the diversity and abundance of local plank-
tonic communities.

In previous research on the plankton community in 
Camamu Bay, 27 species of dinoflagellates were found 
(Affe 2012; Santana 2012), and five species were con-
sidered as potentially harmful: Dinophysis acuminata 
Claparède & Lachmann, D. caudata W.S. Kent, Proro
centrum compressum (Bailey) Dodge, P. micans Ehren-
berg, and P. sigmoides Böhm (Affe 2012). These species 
are bloom-forming in many coastal regions of the world 
and cause several harmful effects to local biota and human 
populations, such as oxygen depletion due to bloom 
decay, massive kill of marine animals by mechanical 
damaging or clogging of gills, and the production of 
potent toxins, which contaminate fish and invertebrates 
and cause poisoning in humans by the consumption of 
seafood (Hallegraeff 2003). The presence of potentially 
harmful species certainly will pose a potential threat to 
public health and to the local economy. In this context, the 
goal of this study was to identify, illustrate, and describe 
the species of dinoflagellates present in the Maraú river 
estuary in Camamu Bay, and to expand the knowledge of 
the geographic distributions of the species found.

Methods
Camamu Bay is located between 13°40′12″S–038°55′ 
48″W and 14°12′36″S–039°09′36″W at the narrowest 
portion of the Eastern Brazilian Coast (EBC), where the 
bifurcation of the South Equatorial Current takes place, 
giving rise to the formation of the two major Western 
Contour Currents: Brazil Current (BC) and Northern 
Brazil Current (NBC) (Amorim et al. 2011). The BC 
flows to the south and is dominated by a tropical oligotro-
phic surface water mass with high temperatures (27 °C 
in July–August to 30 °C in February–May) and salinity 
(36.7–37.0) (US Navy 1978; Castro and Miranda 1998). 
The EBC has a tropical climate, with the average annual 

rainfall between 2400 and 2500 mm and average annual 
temperature of 25 °C (SEI 2014). Camamu Bay has a sur-
face area of about 384 km2 and receives waters of the 
Serinhaém, Igrapiúna, Pinaré, Sorojó, and Maraú rivers 
(Amorim et al. 2015). The Maraú river system is located 
in the southern part of Camamu Bay with a drainage area 
of 120 km2. It is formed by the Maraú River and small 
tributary streams (Hatje et al. 2008). The average depth 
of this system is 6.2 m, with a maximum depth of 37 m 
in the main channel (Amorim 2005).

Salinity and depth were measured along the Maraú 
river estuary in order to establish sampling stations 
based on different portions of the estuary. Thus, plankton 
was collected monthly from August 2006 to July 2007 
in four stations along the Marau estuary in three river 
regions, which were defined by their average salinity: 
station 1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W) located upstream of 
the Marau estuary in the River Zone (RZ) characterized 
by low salinity (18.9 ± 2.9) and an average local depth 
of 7.1 m; stations 2 and 3, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W and 
13°57′24″S, 038°59′38″W, respectively) located in the 
Mixing Zone (MZ) with intermediate salinity (30.5 ± 
5.3) and an average local depth of 4.1 m; and station 4, 
13°54′56″S, 038°58′57″W) located downstream of the 
Marau river estuary at the entrance of Camamu Bay in 
the Coastal Zone (CZ) where the salinity is high (36.0 ± 
2.8) and the average local depth is 8.8 m (Fig. 1).

Samples were collected using a 20 μm mesh plank-
ton net, in horizontal sub-superficial circular trawls for 
5 minutes. Forty-seven samples were stored in plastic 
bottles and immediately fixed with formalin solution 
neutralized with hexamethylenetetramine at 4% final 
concentration (Steidinger and Tangen 1997).

In the laboratory, aliquots of samples containing the-
cate dinoflagellates were stained with tripan blue solu-
tion to facilitate visualization of plate sutures (Steidinger 
and Tangen 1997). At least three fresh slides were ana-
lyzed in each of the 47 samples collected. The dinoflagel-
late specimens were measured and photographed under 
a Zeizz Axiostar Plus light microscope and Axiovert 40 
CFL, which was equipped with Canon Power Shot G5 
digital camera. For morphometric analysis, the follow-
ing measurements were taken and abbreviations used: 
total length (TL), total width (TW), cell length (CL), cell 
width (CW), cell thickness (CT), epitheca length (EL), 
hypotheca length (HL), apical horn (AH), left antiapical 
horn (LAH), right antiapical horn (RAH), spine length 
(SL), anterior cingular list (ACL), posterior cingular list 
(PCL), left sulcal list (LSL), right sulcal list (RSL), dis-
tance between ribs 1 and 2 (R1-R2), distance between 
ribs 2 and 3 (R2-R3) and cingulum width (Cw).

Identification followed standard floras (e.g. Dodge 
1975; Balech 1988; Steidinger and Tangen 1997) and 
recent reviews for each species. The classification system 
adopted for families and genera was based on Fensome et 
al. (1993), with alterations proposed for Protoperidinia-
ceae (Fensome et al. 1998) and Calciodinellaceae (Gómez 
et al. 2011). Taxa were arranged by alphabetical order of 
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families. The distribution of taxa in Brazilian states was 
based on the Brazilian Flora database (Flora do Brasil 
2019), updated with references cited in the text. Samples 
were deposited in the Herbarium of the Estate University 
of Santa Cruz, Ilhéus, Bahia (HUESC 24039−24085).

Results
We identified 20 dinoflagellate taxa in the Maraú river 
estuary, distributed in eight families (Calciodinellaceae, 
Ceratiaceae, Dinophysiaceae, Gonyaulacaceae, Gymno-
diniaceae, Prorocentraceae, Protoperidiniaceae, and Pyro -
phacaceae) and 11 genera. Among them, Protoperidi
ni um Bergh was the genus with the greatest number of 

species (five), followed by Tripos Bory (four), and Proro
centrum Ehrenberg (three). The genera Akashiwo Han-
sen & Moestrup, Amylax Meunier, Dinophysis Ehren-
berg, Gonyaulax Diesing, Metadinophysis Nie & Wang, 
Ornithocercus Stein, Pyrophacus Stein, and Scrippsiel
la Balech ex Loeblich III showed a single taxon each.

Family Calciodinellaceae Deflandre 1947

Scrippsiella cf. acuminata (Ehrenberg) Kretschmann, 
Elbrachter, Zinssmeister, Soehner, Kirsch, Kusber & 
Gottschling, 2015
Figure 2A

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: Mixing Zone Station 
2: 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, I.2007 (HUESC 24055).

Figure 1. Study area with sampling points in the Marau river estuary, Camamu Bay, Bahia. Black lines indicate transition among River Zone 
(RZ), Mixing Zone (MZ), and Coastal Zone (CZ).
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Epitheca conical with convex margins and a short 
apical process, hypotheca rounded, cingulum equatorial 
and slightly excavated. TL: 35 μm, TW: 20 μm (n = 1).

Taxonomic remarks. The only specimen observed 
is clearly assigned to S. acuminata-like cells due to its 
shape, size, and cytological features. However, due to 
its rarity in the samples we could not observe diacrit-
ical thecal features that accurately confirm its specific 
identity. Scrippsiella acuminata is widely distributed 
in the coastal regions of the world, usually identified 
as Scrippsiella trochoidea (Stein) Balech ex Loeblich 
III. However, Kretschmann et al. (2015) showed that 
Peridi nium acuminatum Ehrenberg (the basionym of S. 
acu minata) and S. trochoidea are conspecific and con-
sidered S. trochoidea to be a later heterotypic synonym 
of the former.

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Pará, Bahia, 
Espírito Santo, Rio de Janeiro, Santa Catarina and Rio 
Grande do Sul; cited as S. trochoidea (Flora do Brasil 
2019).

Family Ceratiaceae Kofoid, 1907

Tripos furca (Ehrenberg) Gómez, 2013
Figure 2B

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, VII.2007 (HUESC 24078); 
Mixing Zone Station 2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, VII. 2007  
(HUESC 24078); Mixing Zone Station 3, 13°57′24″S, 
038°59′38″W, V.2007 (HUESC 24072), IX.2006 (HUESC  
24040); Coastal Zone Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 038°58′57″W, 
XI.2006 (HUESC 24049), XII.2006 (HUESC 24053), II. 
2007 (HUESC 24061), III.2007 (HUESC 24065), V.2007 
(HUESC 24073), VI.2007 (HUESC 24077), VII.2007 
(HUESC 24081).

Narrow, long cell body, epitheca conical, gradually 
tapered into a cylindrical apical horn, Cingulum exca-
vated, two parallel antapical horns of variable length, 
the right antapical horn being smaller than the left one. 
TL: 162.5–177.5 μm (171.7 ± 8.04 μm), EL: 82.5–100 

μm (92.8 ± 9.17 μm), CW: 30–37.5 μm (34.2 ± 3.82 μm), 
RAH: 30–42.5 μm (35.8 ± 6.29 μm), LAH: 70–80 μm 
(74.2 ± 5.20 μm) (n = 15).

Distribution in Brazil: widely distributed along the 
Brazilian coastal region (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Tripos hircus (Schröder) Gomez, 2013
Figure 2C

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24039), 
X.2006 (HUESC 24042), XI.2006 (HUESC 24046), I. 
2007 (HUESC 24054), II.2007 (HUESC 24058), III.2007 
(HUESC 24062), IV.2007 (HUESC 24066), V.2007 
(HUESC 24070), VI.2007 (HUESC 24074), VII.2007 
(HUESC 24078), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24082); Mixing  
Zone Station 2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, X.2006 (HUESC  
24043), XI.2006 (HUESC 24047), XII.2006 (HUESC 
24051), I.2007 (HUESC 24055), II.2007 (HUESC 24059), 
III.2007 (HUESC 24063), IV.2007 (HUESC 24067), V.  
2007 (HUESC 24071), VI.2007 (HUESC 24075), VII. 
2007 (HUESC 24079), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24083); Mix-
ing Zone Station 3, 13°57′24″S, 038°59′38″W, IX.2006 
(HUESC 24040), X.2006 (HUESC 24044), XI.2006 
(HUESC 24048), XII.2006 (HUESC 24052), I.2007 
(HUESC 24056), III.2007 (HUESC 24064), IV.2007 
(HUESC 24068), V.2007 (HUESC 24072), VI.2007 
(HUESC 24076), VII.2007 (HUESC 24080), VIII.2007 
(HUESC 24084); Coastal Zone Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 
038°58′57″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24041), X.2006 (HUESC 
24045), XI.2006 (HUESC 24049), III.2007 (HUESC 
24065), IV.2007 (HUESC 24069), V.2007 (HUESC 24073),  
VI.2007 (HUESC 24077), VII.2007 (HUESC 24081), VIII. 
2007 (HUESC 24085).

Narrow, long cell body, epitheca conical, gradually 
tapered into a cylindrical apical horn, cingulum exca-
vated, two long divergent antapical horns of almost equal 
size. TL: 135–262.5 μm (221.7 ± 40.4 μm), EL: 80–167.5 
μm (139.1 ± 30.7 μm), CW: 25–62.5 μm (41.4 ± 8.6 μm), 
RAH: 20–55 μm (44.8 ± 11.6 μm), LAH: 25–62.5 μm 
(54.8 ± 8.5 μm) (n = 68).

Distribution in Brazil: widely distributed along the 
Brazilian coastal region (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Tripos muelleri Bory, 1827
Figure 2D

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: Mixing Zone Station 
3, 13°57′24″S, 038°59′38″W, III.2007 (HUESC 24064); 
Coastal Zone Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 038°58′57″W, XI. 
2006 (HUESC 24049), II.2007 (HUESC 24061), III.2007 
(HUESC 24065), VII.2007 (HUESC 24081).

Large cell, asymmetrical triangular epitheca abruptly 
tapered into a straight and cylindrical apical horn, cin-
gulum excavated, hypotheca with two well-developed 
antapical horns directed anteriorly, almost parallel to 
the apical horn, the right antapical horn is closer to the 
hypotheca than the left one. TL: 200–250 μm (227.75 ± 
18.20 μm), EL: 192.5–200 μm (182.5 ± 12.08 μm), CW: 
60–75 μm (67.75 ± 5.06 μm), RAH: 60–125 μm (84.75 ± 

Figure 2. Species of Scrippsiella and Tripos. A. Scrippsiella cf. acu-
minata B. Tripos furca. C. Tripos hircus. D. Tripos muelleri. E. Tripos 
trichoceros. Scale bars A = 10 µm; B = 20 µm; C, E = 30 µm, D = 50 µm.
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17.73 μm), LAH: 87.5–132.5 μm (105 ± 15.5 μm), AH: 
117.5–162.5 μm (140 ± 14.95 μm), HL: 35–50 μm (40.5 ± 
5.63 μm) (n = 5).

Distribution in Brazil: widely distributed along the 
Brazilian coastal region; cited as Ceratium tripos (Mül-
ler) Nitzsch (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Tripos trichoceros (Ehrenberg) Gómez, 2013
Figure 2E

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24039), 
I.2007 (HUESC 24054), VII.2007 (HUESC 24078); Mix-
ing Zone Station 2, 14°04′52″S, 38°59′12″W, XI.2006 
(HUESC 24047), XII.2006 (HUESC 24051), III.2007 
(HUESC 24063), VI.2007 (HUESC 24075), VII.2007 
(HUESC 24079); Mixing Zone Station 3, 13°57′24″S, 
38°59′38″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24040), X.2006 (HUESC 
24044), XI.2006 (HUESC 24048), XII.2006 (HUESC 
24052), III.2007 (HUESC 24064), IV.2007 (HUESC 
24068), V.2007 (HUESC 24072), VI.2007 (HUESC 
24076), VII.2007 (HUESC 24080); Coastal Zone Station 4,  
13°54′56″S, 38°58′57″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24041), X.  
2006 (HUESC 24045), XI.2006 (HUESC 24049), XII. 
2006 (HUESC 24053), II.2007 (HUESC 24061), III.2007 
(HUESC 24065), IV.2007 (HUESC 24069), VII.2007 
(HUESC 24081).

Small cell body with long projections, asymmetrical 
triangular epitheca abruptly tapered into a long, straight 
and thin apical horn, cingulum excavated, hypotheca 
with two well-developed curved antapical horns directed 
anteriorly, divergente from the apical horn. TL: 187.5–
287.5 μm (232.5 ± 45.60 μm), EL: 100–250 μm (182.5 
± 55.87 μm), CW: 37.5–50 μm (42.5 ± 5.30 μm), RAH: 
100–237.5 μm (166 ± 38.91 μm), LAH: 87.5–225 μm (157 
± 39.85 μm), AH: 82.5–237.5 μm (165.5 ± 56.61 μm), HL: 
15–30 μm (22 ± 5.70 μm) (n = 26).

Distribution in Brazil: widely distributed along the 
Brazilian coastal region; cited as Ceratium trichoceros 
(Ehrenberg) Kofoid (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Family Dinophysiaceae Stein, 1883

Dinophysis caudata Saville-Kent 1881
Figure 3A, B

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24039),  
X.2006 (HUESC 24042), XI.2006 (HUESC 24046), VI. 
2007 (HUESC 24074); Mixing Zone Station 2, 14°04′ 
52″S, 038°59′12″W,X.2006 (HUESC 24043), II.2007 
(HUESC 24059), VI.2007 (HUESC 24075), VII.2007 
(HUESC 24079), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24083); Mix-
ing Zone Station 3, 13°57′24″S, 038°59′38″W, IX.2006 
(HUESC 24040), X.2006 (HUESC 24044), XI.2006 
(HUESC 24048), XII.2006 (HUESC 24052), I.2007 
(HUESC 24056), II.2007 (HUESC 24060), III.2007 
(HUESC 24064), IV.2007 (HUESC 24068), V.2007 
(HUESC 24072), VI.2007 (HUESC 24076), VII.2007 
(HUESC 24080), Coastal Zone Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 

038°58′57″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24041), X.2006 (HUESC 
24045), I.2007 (HUESC 24057), II.2007 (HUESC 
24061), III.2007 (HUESC 24065), VI.2007 (HUESC 
24077), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24085).

Cells with reduced epitheca and large hypotheca, 
prolonged by a well-defined caudal appendage posteri-
orly–ventrally oriented, in lateral view, dorsal margin 
of cell convex and ventral margin usually straight, short 
right sulcal list and long left one, supported by three 
well-developed ribs.

Taxonomic remarks: many specimens observed in 
this study are similar to the species described as Dino
physis diegensis Kofoid; however, these small cells are 
currently considered as an intermediate stage of D. cau
data (Reguera et al. 2007).

Typical D. caudata cells: CL: 37.5–90.0 μm (61.2 ± 
20.6 μm), TL: 55–100 μm (87.7 ± 19.9 μm), CW: 25.0–
62.5 μm (39.2 ± 11.3 μm), TW: 30–75 μm (57.5 ± 14.3 
μm), R1–R2: 12.5–27.5 μm (20.6 ± 4.6 μm), R2–R3: 
10–25 μm (16.9 ± 4.9 μm) (n = 27).

Small forms (D. diegensis-like): CL: 32.5–37.5 μm 
(35 ± 2.5 μm), TL: 40–50 μm (46.7 ± 5.77 μm), CW: 17.5–
22.5 μm (20 ± 2.5 μm), TW: 25–30 μm (26.7 ± 2.89 μm), 
R1–R2: 10–15 μm (11.7 ± 2.89 μm), R2–R3: 7.5–12.5 μm 
(9.2 ± 2.89 μm) (n = 5).

Distribution in Brazil: widely distributed on the 
eastern, southeastern, and southeastern coasts of Brazil 
(Flora do Brasil 2019).

Figure 3. Species of Dinophysis, Metadinophysis, and Ornithocercus. 
A, B. Dinophysis caudata. A. Typical form. B. Small form. C. Meta-
dinophysis cf. sinensis. D. Ornithocercus magnificus. Scale bars: B, C 
= 10 µm, A, D = 20 µm.
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Metadinophysis cf. sinensis Nie & Wang, 1941
Figure 3C

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24042), 
XI.2006 (HUESC 24046); Mixing Zone Station 2, 14°04′ 
52″S, 038°59′12″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24043).

Small to medium-sized cells, small epitheca, and lat-
erally flattened hypotheca prolonged by a acute exten-
sion in the antapex. CL: 36.46–45 μm (39.84 ± 4.54 μm), 
TL: 42.23–48.23 μm (44.27 ± 3.43 μm), CW: 19.76–24.11 
μm (21.29 ± 2.45 μm), TW: 24.11–29.41 μm (25.97 ± 2.98 
μm), R1–R2: 4.38–5.88 μm (5.08 ± 0.75 mm), R2–R3: 
9.76–11.76 μm (11.09 ± 1.15 μm) (n = 3)

Taxonomic remarks: this species is characterized by 
a slight slant of the epitheca and cingulum and by a flex-
ion of the sagittal plane (the one containing the dorso-
ventral axis). As we do not show accurately all diacritical 
features of this species due its rarity in the samples, we 
prefer to treat it as Metadinophysis cf. sinensis.

Distribution in Brazil: Metadinophysis sinensis has 
been reported to Camamu Bay (Affe et al. in press).

Ornithocercus magnificus Stein, 1883
Figure 3D

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 1, 
14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, II.2007 (HUESC 24058).

Large cells, subcircular body in lateral view, with 
epiteca very reduced, cingular lists well-developed and 
supported by rays and other short segments, thecal sur-
face ornamented by small pores and alveoli, left sulcal 
list extend from ventral to dorsal margin of the cell, with 
three well-marked lobes supported by five large ribs. CL: 
37.5 μm, TL: 87.5 μm, CW: 42.5 μm, LT: 87.5 μm, ACL: 
67.5 μm, PCL: 67.5 μm, LSL: 25 μm (n = 1).

Taxonomic remarks: this species can be distin-
guished from O. thumii (Schmidt) Kofoid & Skogsberg 
by its smaller size and the structure of the lists, which are 
more developed in O. thumii (Balech 1988).

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Amapá, 
Ceará, and Rio Grande do Norte; along the eastern, 
southeastern, and southern coasts (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Family Gonyaulacaceae Lindemann, 1928

Amylax diacantha Meunier, 1919
Figure 4A, B

Brazil, Estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24039); 
Mixing Zone Station 2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, XI. 
2006 (HUESC 24047).

Cell pentagonal, epitheca conical gradually reduced 
in a short apical horn, hypotheca trapezoid with two 
divergent antapical spines, surface of thecal plates retic-
ulate with longitudinal ridges, cingulum descending, no 
overlapping. TL: 30.5 μm; CW: 19.4 μm (n = 2).

Taxonomic remarks: Amylax diacantha, when trans-
ferred to the genus Gonyaulax, was renamed Gonyau
lax verior Sournia (Sournia 1973), as the combination 

Gonyaluax diacantha Athanassopontos 1931 for another 
taxon had priority under the rules of International Code 
of Nomenclature for Algae, Fungi, and Plants (ICN). 
Morphologically, Amylax diacantha (Po, 4′, 2a, 6″, 6c, 
7s, 6‴, 1p, 1′′′′) does not fit into the typical Gonyaulax 
tabulation (Po, 3′, 2a, 6″, 6c, 7s, 6‴, 1p, 1′′′′). Furthermore, 
that species shows marginal pore in the plate 1′ near 4′ 
and 2a and the orientation of sulcal plates are of the 
L-type (following Fensome et al. 1993), so it should not 
be attributed to the genus Gonyaulax (Matsuoka et al. 
1988; Zonneveld and Dale 1994). Phylogenetically, the 
species is closer to Lingulodinium Wall and less related 
to Gonyaulax sensu stricto (Koike and Takishita 2008). 
Therefore, the combination A. diacantha should be pre-
ferred for this taxon and the relationships between Amy
lax and Lingulodinium should be reviewed.

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Bahia (Affe 
2012; Santana 2012), São Paulo, Rio de Janeiro and Rio 
Grande do Sul; cited as Gonyaulax verior (Flora do Bra-
sil 2019).

Gonyaulax spinifera (Claparède & Lachmann) 
Diesing, 1866
Figure 4C, D

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: Mixing Zone Station 
2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, XI.2006 (HUESC 24047),  
I.2007 (HUESC 24054); Mixing Zone Station 3, 13° 
57′24″S, 038°59′38″W, XI.2006 (HUESC 24048), Coa-
stal Zone Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 038°58′57″W, X.2006 
(HUESC 24045).

Rhomboid cell, slightly longer than broad, 

Figure 4. Species of Amylax and Gonyaulax. A, B. Amylax diacantha 
specimen in ventral view A and specimen in dorsal view B. C, D. 
Gonyaulax spinifera, specimen in ventral view (C) and specimen in 
dorsal view (D). Scale bars = 10 µm.
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epitheca conical gradually reduced in a short apical horn, 
hypotheca with variable number of antapical spines with 
lateral lists, cingulum wide, excavated, descending, with 
marked overlapping and displaced 2× cingulum width. 
TL: 27.5–40 μm (33.8 ± 5.9 μm), CW: 25–27.2 μm (26.05 
± 1.22 μm) (n = 4).

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Pará, Rio 
Grande do Norte, Rio de Janeiro, Santa Catarina, and 
Rio Grande do Sul (Flora do Brasil 2019), Bahia (Affe 
et al.2018).

Family Gymnodiniaceae Lankester, 1885

Akashiwo sanguinea (Hirasaka) Hansen & Moestrup, 
2000
Figure 5A, B

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 1, 
14°06′33″S, 39°02′48″W, III.2007 (HUESC 24062).

Naked ovoid cell with median cingulum and bilobed 
hypocone, in lateral view, cells dorsiventrally flattened 
with the dorsal side convex and ventral one flat, cingu-
lum descending, displaced by 1× cingulum width, sulcus 
narrow, reaching antapex. TL: 69 μm, CW: 50 μm, EL: 
33.3 μm, HL: 36 μm, CT: 27.7 μm (n = 1).

Distribution to Brazil: coastal regions of Bahia, Rio 
Grande do Norte, Espírito Santo, Rio de Janeiro, Santa 
Catarina, and Rio Grande do Sul; sometimes forming 
blooms (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Family Prorocentraceae Stein, 1883

Prorocentrum micans Ehrenberg, 1833
Figure 6A

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 1, 
14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, III.2007 (HUESC 24062), IV. 
2007 (HUESC 24066), VI.2007 (HUESC 24074), VII. 
2007 (HUESC 24078), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24082); Mix-
ing Zone Station 2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, XI.2006 
(HUESC 24047), I.2007 (HUESC 24055), II.2007 (HUESC 
24059), III.2007 (HUESC 24063), VI.2007 (HUESC 
24075), VII.2007 (HUESC 24079), VIII.2007 (HUESC  
24083); Mixing Zone Station 3, 13°57′24″S, 038°59′ 

38″W, II.2007 (HUESC 24060), III.2007 (HUESC  
24064), IV.2007 (HUESC 24068), V.2007 (HUESC 
24072), VI.2007 (HUESC 24076), VII.2007 (HUESC 
24080), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24084); Coastal Zone Sta tion 
4, 13°54′56″S, 038°58′57″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24045),  
I.2007 (HUESC 24057), II.2007 (HUESC 24061), III. 
2007 (HUESC 24065), IV.2007 (HUESC 24069), V.2007 
(HUESC 24073), VI.2007 (HUESC 24077).

Medium-sized, oval cell with asymmetrical sides, 
larger diameter in the central portion of the valve; 
antapex attenuated; one anterior, winged, straight spine. 
CL: 40–50 μm (46.1 ± 3.6 μm), TL: 50–60 μm (54.8 ± 3.8 
μm), CW: 25–30 μm (27.4 ± 2.2 μm) (n = 26).

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Pará, Mara-
nhão, Rio Grande do Norte, Pernambuco, and Bahia; 
along the southeastern and southern coasts (Flora do 
Brasil 2019).

Prorocentrum scutellum Schröder, 1900
Figure 6B

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: Coastal Zone Station 
4, 13°54′56″S, 038°58′57″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24045)

Cell subcircular, larger diameter in the central por-
tion of the valve; antapex rounded; one anterior winged 
spine curved towards the dorsal side. CL: 31.8 μm, CW: 
27.3 μm, SL: 2.5 μm (n = 1)

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Amapá, 
Pará, Rio Grande do Norte, Bahia, Espírito Santo, Rio 
de Janeiro, Santa Catarina, and Rio Grande do Sul (Flora 
do Brasil 2019).

Figure 5. Akashiwo sanguine. A. Specimen in ventral view. B. Speci-
men in lateral view. Scale bars = 10 µm.

Figure 6. Species of Prorocentrum. A. P. micans. B. P. scutellum. C. P. 
gracile. Scale bars = 10 µm.
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Prorocentrum gracile Schütt
Figure 6C

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24039), 
X.2006 (HUESC 24042), III.2007 (HUESC 24062), VII. 
2007 (HUESC 24078), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24082); Mix-
ing Zone Station 2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, XI.2006 
(HUESC 24047), I.2007 (HUESC 24055), II.2007 (HUESC  
24059), III.2007 (HUESC 24063), V.2007 (HUESC 
24071), VI.2007 (HUESC 24075), VII.2007 (HUESC 
24079), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24083); Mixing Zone Station 
3, 13°57′24″S, 038°59′38″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24040), 
XI.2006 (HUESC 24048), XII.2006 (HUESC 24052), 
I.2007 (HUESC 24056), II.2007 (HUESC 24060), III. 
2007 (HUESC 24064), IV.2007 (HUESC 24068), V.2007 
(HUESC 24072), VI.2007 (HUESC 24076), VII.2007 
(HUESC 24080), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24084); Coastal 
Zone Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 038°58′57″W, X.2006 
(HUESC 24045), II.2007 (HUESC 24061), IV.2007 
(HUESC 24069), VI.2007 (HUESC 24077), VII.2007 
(HUESC 24081), VIII.2007 (HUESC 24085).

Cell elongated, piriform, with asymmetrical sides; 
one margin convex and other slightly sigmoid; antapex 
pointed; one long, winged anterior spine. CL: 40–72.5 
μm (58.9 ± 12.1 μm), TL: 55–90 μm (75.8 ± 13.7 μm), 
CW: 20–25 μm (22.4 ± 2.1 μm) (n = 29).

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Amapá, Pará, 
Rio Grande do Norte, and Pernambuco; along the eastern,  
southeastern, and southern coasts (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Family Protoperidiniaceae Balech, 1988

Protoperidinium cf. argentinense Balech, 1979
Figure 7A, B

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: Mixing Zone Station 
2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, I.2007 (HUESC 24055).

Epitheca small, conical, with sinuous sides; tabula-
tion ortho-hexa; plate 1′ convex, with short proximal 
sides and long distal sides almost parallel in the central 
part; anterior intercalary plates almost equal in size, with 
2a hexagonal and 1a and 3a pentagonal. CW: 29.5 μm, 
EL: 19.5 μm (n = 1).

Taxonomic remarks: the only epitheca observed in 
this study is similar to P. cf. argentinense, from the Gulf 
of Mexico, in having three intercalary plates (Okolodkov 
2008). This feature makes it distinct of P. argentinense, 
as originally described by Balech (1979, 1988), which 
has only two unequal intercalary plates. Analysis of 
more individuals is required for accurate identification.

Distribution in Brazil: this pecies has never been 
cited for Brazil.

Protoperidinium conicum (Gran) Balech, 1974
Figure 7 C, D

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24042),  
III.2007 (HUESC 24062); Mixing Zone Station 2, 14° 
04′52″S, 38°59′12″W, XI.2006 (HUESC 24047), II.2007 

(HUESC 24059); Mixing Zone Station 3, 13°57′24″S, 
038°59′38″W, VI.2007 (HUESC 24076); Coastal Zone 
Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 38°58′57″W, X.2006 (HUESC 
24045).

Cell pentagonal, dorsiventrally flattened; epitheca 
conical, without apical horn; cingulum excavated, cir-
cular, without displacement; tabulation ortho-hexa, plate 
1′ diamond-shaped, as long as wide and plate 2a trap-
ezoidal; hypotheca with short antiapical horns ended by 
short spines. TL: 80 μm, CW: 100 μm (n = 1).

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Amapá, 
Pará; along the eastern, southeastern, and southern 
coasts (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Protoperinium ovum (Schiller) Balech, 1974
Figure 7E–H

Brazil, Estuary of Maraú River: Mixing Zone Station 
3, 13°57′24″S, 038°59′38″W, III.2007 (HUESC 24064), 
VIII.2007 (HUESC 24084); Coastal Zone Station 4, 13° 
54′56″S, 038°58′57″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24045), XI. 
2006 (HUESC 24049), XII.2006 (HUESC 24053), I. 
2007 (HUESC 24057), II.2007 (HUESC 24061).

Ovoid cells with a small marked apical horn; cingu-
lum ascending, not excavated; tabulation para-hexa; two 
long antiapical spines slightly divergent and oriented 
ventrally, with a well-developed left sulcal list. TL: 38.6–
57.5 (45.7 ± 10.3 μm), TW: 27.2–52.5 μm (35.7 ± 14.6 
μm), EL: 9.1–15.9 μm (13.3 ± 3.7 μm), HL: 10–37.5 μm 
(20.4 ± 14.9 μm) (n = 3).

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Bahia (San-
tana 2012), Santa Catarina, and Rio grande do Sul (Flora 
do Brasil 2019).

Protoperidinium cf. subinerme (Paulsen) Loeblich III, 
1969
Figure 8A–C

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 1, 
14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, I.2007 (HUESC 24054); Mix-
ing Zone Station 2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, I.2007 
(HUESC 24055); Coastal Zone Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 
038°58′57″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24045).

Small, pentagonal cell, epitheca conical projecting a 
short apical pore; hypotheca conical, with two diminute 
antapical spines; distance between antapical spines 2× 
cingu lum width; cingulum equatorial, strongly exca-
vated with a narrow cingular list; tabulation ortho-hexa; 
epithecal tabulation asymmetric, with plates 3′, 2′, and 4′ 
shifted to left side, plate 1′ diamond-shaped, distal sides 
markedly longer (1.3 times) than proximal sides; plate 
1a smaller than plate 3a and plate 2a hexagonal and as 
wide as plate 4″, thecal surface ornated by weak punctu-
ate polygonal mesh. CL: 33.3 μm, CW: 38.1 μm, EL: 12,3 
μm, HL: 15.2 μm, Cw: 5.6 μm (n = 1).

Taxonomic remarks: The specimen from Maraú 
estuary resembles the species illustrated by Abé (1981: 
365–368, fig. 54) as Peridinium subinerme. However, 
our specimen is smaller than shown by Abé (1981; CL= 
47–50 μm, CW=50–55 μm) and the distal sides of plate 1′ 
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are markedly larger than the proximal sides.
Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Amapá, Rio 

Grande do Norte, and Santa Catarina (Flora do Brasil 
2019). This taxon has never been reported in the state 
of Bahia.

Protoperidinium venustum (Matzenauer) Balech, 1974
Figure 8D, E

Brazil, estuary of Maraú River: Mixing Zone Station 
2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, I.2007 (HUESC 24055).

Cell longitudinally elongate, dorsiventrally flattened, 
with a conical apical horn and two pointed antapical 
horns; cingulum descending not excavate; tabulation 
ortho-quadra; plate 1′ with distal sides smaller than 
proximal sides; plate 2a small, wider than long; sulcus 

with a small projection towards the epitheca. TL: 85–96 
(89.5 ± 5.8 μm), CW: 62.5–69 (65.5 ± 3.3 μm) (n = 3).

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Pernam-
buco and Rio Grande do Sul (Flora do Brasil 2019). This 
is the first record for Bahia.

Family Pyrophacaceae Lindemann, 1928

Pyrophacus horologium Stein, 1883
Figure 8F, G

Brazil, Estuary of Maraú River: River Zone Station 
1, 14°06′33″S, 039°02′48″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24042), 
XI.2006 (HUESC 24046), I.2007 (HUESC 24054); Mix-
ing Zone Station 2, 14°04′52″S, 038°59′12″W, X.2006 
(HUESC 24043), XI.2006 (HUESC 24047), I.2007 
(HUESC 24055), II.2007 (HUESC 24059), III.2007 

Figure 7. Species of Protoperidinium. A, B. P. cf. argentinense. A. Epitheca in ventral view. B. Epitheca in apical view. C, D. P. conicum. C. 
Specimen in ventral view. D. Specimen in dorsal view. E–H. P. ovum: (E) ventral view; (F) lateral view; (G) part of ventral epitheca; (H) part 
of dorsal epitheca. Scale bars = 10 µm.
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(HUESC 24063); Mixing Zone Station 3, 13°57′24″S, 
038°59′38″W, IX.2006 (HUESC 24040), X.2006 
(HUESC 24044), XI.2006 (HUESC 24048), XII.2006 
(HUESC 24052), I.2007 (HUESC 24056), III.2007 
(HUESC 24064), IV.2007 (HUESC 24068), V.2007 
(HUESC 24072); Coastal Zone Station 4, 13°54′56″S, 038° 
58′57″W, X.2006 (HUESC 24045), XII.2006 (HUESC 
24053), I.2007 (HUESC 24057), II.2007 (HUESC 
24061), IV.2007 (HUESC 24069).

Cells apically flattened, lenticular, showing typi-
cal apical pore; epitheca showing five apical and nine 
pre-cingular plates; hypotheca with nine post-cingular, 
three antapical, and one posterior intercalar plates. CW: 
60–100 μm (71.9 ± 11.20 μm) (n = 38).

Distribution in Brazil: coastal regions of Pará; along 
the northeastern, eastern, southeastern and southern 
coasts (Flora do Brasil 2019).

Discussion
The most common species in this study were Tripos 
hircus, Dinophysis caudata, Prorocentrum micans, P. 
gracile, and T. trichoceros (Table 1). They were com-
mom throughout the study period in all stations in the 
estuary. These dinoflagellates are typically neritic or 

estuarine and widely distributed in the world’s oceans. 
They have a wide tolerance to variations in salinity and 
temperature (Steidinger and Tangen 1997). Many of the 
dinoflagellate species found in the Maraú River estuary 
are common in the adjacent coastal area (Flora do Brasil 
2019). Moreover, the presence of typically marine spe-
cies such as Akashiwo sanguinea, Amylax diacantha, 
and Ornithocercus magnificus, in the innermost portion 
of the estuary (RZ) suggests they are allochthonous in 
coastal waters and transported into the estuary by sur-
face currents or tidal dispersion. The strong influence of 
a mass of tropical water along the coast of Bahia (Ekau 
and Knoppers 1999) results in the presence of typical 
tropical marine dinoflagellates in the estuary.

Among the 20 dinoflagellate species found, six are 
recognized in the literature as potentially harmful. These 
are Scrippsiella acuminata (if its identity is confirmed), 
Prorocentrum micans and Tripos furca (not toxigenic 
species but their blooms can cause oxygen depletion in 
water, resulting in fish mortality; Faust and Gulledge 
2002; Glibert et al. 2002; Hallegraeff 2003); Dinophy
sis caudata (produces okadaic acid and dinophysistox-
ins, causing diarrhetic shellfish poisoning in humans; 
Reguera et al. 2014); Gonyaulax spinifera (produces 
yessotoxin, causing ciguatera poisoning in humans 

Figure 8. Species of Protoperidinium and Pyrophacus. A–C. Protoperidinium cf subinerme: (A) ventral view; (B) ventral view of epitheca; (C) 
epitheca in apical view. D, E. Protoperidinium venustum: (D) ventral view; (E) dorsal view. F, G. Pyrophacus horologium: (F) hypotheca; (G) 
epitheca. Scale bars: A–E = 10 µm; F, G = 20 μm.
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eating contaminated reef fishes; Rhodes et al. 2006); 
and Akashiwo sanguinea (bloom-forming dinoflagellate 
whose toxin can lead to mass killing of marine animals; 
Jessup et al. 2009; Xu et al. 2017). Harmful algal blooms 
in estuaries can lead to many ecological, economic, and 
public health losses (Hallegraeff 2003). In Camamu Bay, 
shellfish farming activity has been increasing in recent 
years, so further studies are recommended on the distri-
bution and dynamics of these potentially harmful spe-
cies, as well as monitoring for the detection of blooms 
(Affe 2012; Santana 2012).

One species, Protoperidinium venustum, are new 
occurrences for Bahia. In addition, it is necessary to con-
firm the identity of Protoperidinium cf. subinerme, which 
has not been previously reported from Bahia, and Meta
dinophysis cf. sinensis and Protoperidinium cf. argen
tinense, which have not been recorded previously from 
Brazil. Eight species are newly reported from Camamu 
Bay, which brings the total number of dinoflagellate spe-
cies in the region to 40. This demonstrates that the dino-
flagellate flora and its distribution in estuaries and along 
coastal regions of Bahia is still underestimated.

Acknowledgements
We thank FINEP for the financing of the project “Bio-
ecology, diseases and implantation of oysters and suru-
rus cultures in the Bay of Camamu, BA” (agreement no. 
01.0289), in which this work forms part, and the Post-
graduate Program in Tropical Aquatic Systems for the 
infrastructure and CAPES for the granting of the mas-
ter’s degree of the first author. We are grateful to Dr 
Michael Guiry for valuable assistance on nomenclatural 
issues. This study was financed in part by the Coordena-
ção de Aperfeiçoamento de Pessoal de Nível Superior - 
Brasil (CAPES), finance code 001.

Authors’ Contributions
CCSN: sampling, data processing, data analysis, writing; 
SMMSR: sampling, taxonomic review, writing, English 
review; KPC: taxonomic review, writing, English review

References
Abé TH (1981) Studies on the family Peridinidae an unfinished mono-

graph of the armoured Dinoflagellata. Publications of the Seto Ma-
rine Biological Laboratory. Special Publication Series 6: 1–411.

Affe HMJ, Nunes JMC, Proença LAO, Fonseca RS, Menezes M (in 
press) First record of the dinoflagellate Metadinophysis sinensis 
(Dinophysales, Dinophyceae) in the Atlantic Ocean. Phytotaxa.

Affe HMJ, Menezes M, Nunes JMC (2018) Microphytoplankton in a 
tropical oligotrophic estuarine system: spatial variations and tidal 
cycles. Brazilian Journal of Botany 41 (2): 337–349. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s40415-018-0447-y

Affe HMJ (2012) Caracterização da comunidade fitoplanctônica com 
ênfase em microalgas potencialmente tóxicas em áreas de cultivo 
de ostras na baía de Camamu, Bahia. Master’s thesis, Universi-
dade Estadual de Santa Cruz, Brazil, 83 pp. http://nbcgib.uesc.br/
ppgsat/files/PPGSAT/Dissertacoes/Hellen_Michelle_de_Jesus_
Affe.pdf. Accessed on: 2018-12-30.

Alves TP, Schramm MA, Tamanaha MS, Proença LAO (2010) Im-
plementação e avaliação do monitoramento de algas nocivas e de 
fico toxinas em um cultivo de moluscos em Florianópolis - SC. 
Atlân tica 32: 71–77. https://doi.org/10.5088/atlântica.v32i1.1553

Amorim FN (2005) Caracterização oceanográfica da Baía de Ca-
mamu e adjacências e mapeamento de áreas de risco a derrames 
de óleo. Master’s thesis, Universidade Federal da Bahia, Brazil, 
170 pp.

Amorim FN, Cirano M, Soares ID, Lentini CAD (2011) Coastal and 
shelf circulation in the vicinity of Camamu Bay (14°S), Eastern 
Brazilian Shelf. Continental Shelf Research 31: 108–119. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.csr.2010.11.011

Amorim FN, Rezende LF, Cirano M, Lessa GC, Hatje V, Silva PMCA 
(2015) Oceanographic characteristics of Camamu Bay (14°S, Bra-
zil) during dry and wet conditions. Brazilian Journal of Geophys-
ics 33 (4): 637–650.

Table 1. Distribution and frequency of occurrence (FO) of dinoflagellates in the estuary of Maraú River, September 2006 to August 2007 
(RZ: River Zone; MZ: Mixing Zone; CZ: Coastal Zone).

Species Sep/06 Oct/06 Nov/06 Dec/06 Jan/07 Feb/07 Mar/07 Apr/07 May/07 Jun/07 Jul/07 Aug/07 FO
Scrippsiella cf. acuminata — — — — MZ — — — — — — — 2.8

Tripos furca MZ — CZ CZ — CZ CZ — MZ, CZ CZ RZ, MZ, CZ — 27.8

Tripos hircus RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ MZ RZ, MZ RZ, MZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ 88.9

Tripos muelleri — — CZ — — CZ MZ, CZ — — — CZ — 13.9

Tripos trichoceros RZ, MZ, CZ MZ, CZ MZ, CZ MZ, CZ RZ CZ MZ, CZ MZ, CZ MZ MZ RZ, MZ, CZ — 47.2

Dinophysis caudata RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ MZ MZ, CZ MZ, CZ MZ, CZ MZ MZ RZ, MZ, CZ MZ MZ, CZ 61.1

Metadinophysis cf. sinensis — RZ, MZ RZ — — — — — — — — — 8.3

Ornithocercus magnificus — — — — — RZ — — — — — — 2.8

Amylax diacantha RZ — MZ — — — — — — — — — 5.6

Gonyaulax spinifera — CZ MZ — MZ — — — — — — — 8.3

Akashiwo sanguinea — — — — — — RZ — — — — — 2.8

Prorocentrum micans — CZ MZ — MZ, CZ MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ RZ, MZ 58.3

Prorocentrum scutellum — CZ — — — — — — — — — — 2.8

Prorocentrum gracile RZ, MZ RZ, CZ MZ MZ MZ MZ, CZ RZ, MZ MZ, CZ MZ MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ 55.6

Protoperidinium cf. argentinense — — — — MZ — — — — — — — 2.8

Protoperidinium conicum — RZ, CZ MZ — — MZ RZ — — MZ — — 16.8

Protoperidinium ovum — CZ CZ CZ CZ CZ MZ — — — — MZ 19.4

Protoperidinium cf. subinerme — — CZ — RZ, MZ — — — — — — — 8.3

Protoperidinium venustum — — — — MZ — — — — — — — 2.8

Pyrophacus horologium — RZ, MZ, CZ RZ, MZ MZ, CZ RZ, MZ, CZ MZ, CZ MZ MZ, CZ MZ — — — 44.5

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40415-018-0447-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40415-018-0447-y
http://nbcgib.uesc.br/ppgsat/files/PPGSAT/Dissertacoes/Hellen_Michelle_de_Jesus_Affe.pdf
http://nbcgib.uesc.br/ppgsat/files/PPGSAT/Dissertacoes/Hellen_Michelle_de_Jesus_Affe.pdf
http://nbcgib.uesc.br/ppgsat/files/PPGSAT/Dissertacoes/Hellen_Michelle_de_Jesus_Affe.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5088/atl�ntica.v32i1.1553
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csr.2010.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.csr.2010.11.011


962 Check List 15 (5)

Balech E (1979) Dinoflagelados. Campaña oceanográfica argentina Is-
las Orcadas 06/75. Republica Argentina, Armada Argentina, Pu-
blico. Servicio de Hidrografia Naval Buenos Aires H 655: 1–76.

Balech E (1988) Los dinoflagelados del Atlántico Sudoccidental. Insti-
tuto Español de Oceanografia, Madrid, 310 pp.

Castro BM, Miranda LB (1998) Physical oceanography of the western 
Atlantic continental shelf located between 4°N and 34°S. In: Rob-
inson AR, Brink KH (Eds) The sea. Vol. 11. John Wiley & Sons, 
New York, 209–251.

Dodge JD (1975) The prorocentrales (Dinophyceae). II. Revision of 
the taxonomy within the genus Prorocentrum. Botanical Jour-
nal of the Linnean Society 71: 103–125. https://doi.org/ 10.1111/
j.1095-8339.1975.tb02449.x

Ekau W, Knoppers B (1999) An introduction to the pelagic system of 
the North-East and East Brazilian shelf. Archive of Fishery and 
Marine Research 47 (2): 113–119.

Elbrächter M, Hoppenrath M (2009) Dinoflagellates/Dinophyceae. 
In: Hoppenrath M, Elbrächter M, Drebes G (Eds) Marine phyto-
plankton. Kleine Senckenberg-Reihe 49. E. Schweizerbart’sche 
Verlagsbuchhandlung, Stuggart, 113–206.

Faust MA, Gulledge RA (2002) Identifying harmful marine dinofla-
gellates. Smithsonian Institution, Contributions from the United 
States National Herbarium 42: 1–144.

Fensome RA, Taylor FJR, Norris G, Sarjeant WAS, Wharton DI, Wil-
liams GL (1993) A classification of fossil and living dinoflagel-
lates. Micropaleontology Press Special Paper 7: 351 pp.

Fensome RA, Bujak J, Dale B, Davies EH, Dodge JD, Edwards LE, 
Harland R, Head MJ, Lentin JK, Lewis J, Matsuoka K, Norris G, 
Sarjeant WAS, Taylor FJR, Williams GL (1998) Proposal to con-
serve the name Protoperidiniaceae against Congruentidiaceae, 
Diplopsalaceae, and Kolkwitziellaceae (Dinophyceae). Taxon 47 
(3): 727–730. https://doi.org/10.2307/1223594

Flora do Brasil (2019). Flora do Brasil. Jardim Botânico do Rio de Janeiro. 
http://f loradobrasil.jbrj.gov.br/ref lora/f loradobrasil/FB124157.  
Accessed on: 2019-7-24.

Glibert PM, Landsberg JH, Evans JJ, Al-Sarawi MA, Faraj M, Al-Ja-
rallah MA, Haywood A, Ibraheme S, Klesius P, Powell C, Shoe-
maker C (2002) A fish kill of massive proportion in Kuwait Bay, 
Arabian Gulf, 2001: the roles of bacterial disease, harmful al-
gae, and eutrophication. Harmful Algae 1: 215–231. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S1568-9883(02)00013-6

Gómez F, Moreira D, López-García P (2011) Avances en el estudio de 
los dinoflagelados (Dinophyceae) con la filogenia molecular. Hi-
drobiológica 21 (3): 343–364.

Hallegraeff GM (2003) Harmful algal blooms: a global overview. 
In: Hallegraeff GM, Anderson DM, Cembella AD (Eds) Manual 
on harmful marine microalgae. Monographs on Oceanographic 
Methodology 11: 25–49.

Haraguchi L (2010) Distribuição espacial da ordem Dinophysiales 
(dinoflagelados) no extremo sul do Brasil no inverno de 2005 e 
verão 2007. Monografia, Universidade Federal do Rio Grande, 
Rio Grande, 42 pp.

Haraguchi L, Odebrecht C (2010) Dinophysiales (Dinophyceae) no 
extremo Sul do Brasil (inverno de 2005, verão de 2007). Biota 
Neotropica 10 (3): 101–114. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-060320 
10000300011

Hatje V, Barros F, Magalhães W, Riato VB, Amorim FN, Figueiredo 
MB, Spano S, Cirano M (2008) Trace metals and benthic mac-
rofauna distributions in Camamu Bay, Brazil: sediment quality 
prior oil and gas exploration. Marine Pollution Bulletin 56: 363–
370. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2007.10.029

Islabão CA (2008) Estudo do gênero Prorocentrum Ehrenberg (Di-
noflagellata) na Plataforma Continental do Rio Grande do Sul 
(verão, 2007). Monografia de Especialização, Universidade Fed-
eral do Rio Grande, Rio Grande, 41 pp.

Islabão CA, Odebrecht C (2011) Dinoflagelados (Peridiniales, Proro-
centrales) do microplâncton na plataforma continental e talude 
do extremo sul do Brasil (inverno 2005, verão 2007). Biota Neo-

tropica 11 (3): 153–166. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032011 
000300012

Jessup DA, Miller MA, Ryan JP, Nevins HM, Kerkering HA, Meke-
bri A, Crane DB, Johnson TA, Kudela RM (2009) Mass stranding 
of marine birds caused by a surfactant-producing red tide. PloS 
ONE 4 (2): e4550. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0004550

Koike K, Takishita K (2008) Anucleated cryptophyte vestiges in the 
gonyaulacalean dinoflagellates Amylax buxus and Amylax triac
antha (Dinophyceae). Phycological Research 56: 301–311. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1835.2008.00512.x

Kremer LM, Rosa ZM (1983) Dinoflagelados do microplâncton de 
Tramandaí, Rio Grande do Sul, Brasil. Iheringia Série Botânica 
30: 3–35.

Kretschmann J, Elbrächter M, Zinssmeister C, Soehner S, Kirsch M, 
Kusber W, Gottschling M (2015) Taxonomic clarification of the 
dinophyte Peridinium acuminatum Ehrenb., ≡ Scrippsiella acum
inata, comb. nov. (Thoracosphaeraceae, Peridiniales). Phytotaxa 
220 (3): 239–256. https://doi.org/10.11646/phytotaxa.220.3.3

Leão BM, Passavante JZO, Silva-Cunha MGG, Santiago MF (2008) 
Ecologia do microfitoplâncton do estuário do rio Igarassu, PE, 
Brasil. Acta Botanica Brasilica 22 (3): 711–722. https://doi.org/ 
10.1590/S0102-33062008000300009

Mafra LL, Tavares CPS, Schram MA (2014) Diarrheic toxins in field-
sampled and cultivated Dinophysis spp-cells from southern Bra-
zil. Journal of Applied Phycology 26 (4): 1727–1739. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10811-013-0219-9

Mafra LL, Ribas T, Alves TP, Proença LAO, Schramm MA, Uchida 
H, Suzuki T (2015) Differential okadaic acid accumulation and 
detoxification by oysters and mussels during natural and simu-
lated Dinophysis blooms. Fisheries Science 81 (4): 749–762. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12562-015-0882-7

Matsuoka K, Fukuyo Y, Anderson DM (1988) The cyst and theca of 
Gonyaulax verior Sournia (Dinophyceae) and their implication 
for the systematics of the genus Gonyaulax. Japanese Journal of 
Phycology 36: 311–320.

Mello DF, Proença LAO, Barracco MA (2010) Comparative study 
of various immune parameters in three bivalve species during 
a natural bloom of Dinophysis acuminata in Santa Catarina Is-
land, Brazil. Toxins 2: 1166–1178. https://doi.org/10.3390/toxins 
2051166

Menezes M, Bicudo CEM, Moura CWN, Alves AM, Santos AA, 
Pedrini AG, Araújo A, Tucci A, Fajar A, Malone C, Kano CH, 
Sant’anna CL, Branco CZ, Odebrecht C, Peres CK, Neuhaus EB, 
Santos GN, Amado-Filho GM, Lyra GM, Borges GCP, Costa IO, 
Nogueira IS, Oliveira IB, Paula JC, Nunes JMC, Lima JC, Santos 
KRS, Ferreira LC, Gestinari LMS, Cardoso LS, Figueiredo MAO, 
Silva MH, Barreto MBBB, Henriques COM, Cunha MGGS, Ban-
deira-Pedrosa ME, Oliveira-Carvalho MF, Széchy MTM, Aze-
vedo MTP, Oliveira MC, Cabezudo MM, Santiago MF, Bergesh 
M, Fujii MT, Bueno NC, Necchi-Jr O, Jesus PB, Bahia RG, 
Khader S, Alves-da-Silva SM, Guimarães SMPB, Pereira SMB, 
Caires TA, Meurer T, Cassano V, Werner VR, Gama-Jr WA, Silva 
WJ (2015) Update of the Brazilian floristic list of Algae and Cya-
nobacteria. Rodriguésia 66 (4): 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1590/2175-
7860201566408

Nie D, Wang CC (1941) Dinoflagellata of the Hainan region. III. On 
Metadinophysis sinensis, a new genus and species of Dinophysi-
dae. Sinensia 12: 217–226.

Okolodkov YB (2008) Protoperidinium Bergh (Dinophyceae) of 
the National Park Sistema Arrecifal Veracruzano, Gulf of 
Mexico,with a key for identification. Acta Botanica Mexicana 84: 
93–149. https://doi.org/10.21829/abm84.2008.1068

Paixão JF, Oliveira OMC, Dominguez JML, Almeida ES, Carvalho 
GC, Magalhães WF (2011) Integrated assessment of mangrove 
sediments in the Camamu Bay (Bahia, Brazil). Ecotoxicology 
and Environmental Safety 74: 403–415. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ecoenv.2010.10.038

Pedroso VM (2010) O gênero Neoceratium F. Gómez, D. Moreira et 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8339.1975.tb02449.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1095-8339.1975.tb02449.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1223594
http://floradobrasil.jbrj.gov.br/reflora/floradobrasil/FB124157
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1568-9883(02)00013-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1568-9883(02)00013-6
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032010000300011
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032010000300011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpolbul.2007.10.029
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032011000300012
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032011000300012
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0004550
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1835.2008.00512.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1835.2008.00512.x
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-33062008000300009
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-33062008000300009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-013-0219-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10811-013-0219-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12562-015-0882-7
https://doi.org/10.3390/toxins2051166
https://doi.org/10.3390/toxins2051166
https://doi.org/10.1590/2175-7860201566408
https://doi.org/10.1590/2175-7860201566408
https://doi.org/10.21829/abm84.2008.1068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2010.10.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoenv.2010.10.038


Nunes et al. | Estuarine dinoflagellates from the Maraú River 963

P. Lópes-Garcia (Dinophyta) na Plataforma Continental do Rio 
Grande do Sul, Brasil. Monografia de Especialização, Universi-
dade Federal do Rio Grande, Rio Grande, 38 pp.

Reguera B, Gonzalez-Gil S, Delgado M (2007) Dinophysis diegen
sis is a life history stage of Dinophysis caudata (Dinophyceae, 
Dinophysiales). Journal of Phycology 43: 1083–1093. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1529-8817.2007.00399.x

Reguera B, Riobó P, Rodríguez F, Díaz PA, Pizarro G, Paz B, Franco 
JM, Blanco J (2014) Dinophysis toxins: causative organisms, dis-
tribution and fate in Shellfish. Marine Drugs 12: 394–461. https://
doi.org/10.3390/md12010394

Rhodes L, McNabb P, Salas M, Briggs L, Beuzenberg V, Gladstone 
M (2006) Yessotoxin production by Gonyaulax spinifera. Harm-
ful Algae 5 (2): 148–155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2005.06.008

Rosa ZM, Buselato TC (1981) Sobre a ocorrência de floração de Gy
rodinium aureolum Hulburt (Dinophyceae) no litoral sul do Es-
tado do Rio Grande do Sul, Brasil. Iheringia Série Botânica 28: 
169–179.

Rosevel-da-Silva M, Silva-Cunha, MGG, Feitosa FAN, Muniz K 
(2005) Estrutura da comunidade fitoplanctônica na baía de Ta-
mandaré (Pernambuco, nordeste do Brasil). Tropical Oceanog-
raphy 33: 157–175. https://doi.org/10.5914/tropocean.v33i2.5060

Santana RMC (2012) Composição e biomassa da comunidade fito-
planctônica no estuário do rio Maraú - Baía de Camamu (BA). 
Master’s thesis, Universidade Estadual de Santa Cruz, Brazil, 
79 pp. http://nbcgib.uesc.br/ppgsat/files/PPGSAT/Dissertacoes/
Rosa_Maria_da_Costa_Santana.pdf. Accessed on: 2018-12-30.

Schmit F, Proença LAO (2000) Ocorrência de dinoflagelados do 
gênero Dinophysis (Enrenberg, 1839) na enseada de Cabeçudas 
(verão e outono de 1999). Notas Técnicas da FACIMAR 4: 49–59. 
https://doi.org/10.14210/bjast.v4n1.p49-59

SEI (Superintendência de Estudos Econômicos e Sociais da Bahia) 
(2014) Estatísticas dos municípios Baianos. Território de identi-
dade nº 06: BAIXO SUL. Publicações SEI 4 (2): 1–290. https://
www.sei.ba.gov.br/index.php?option=com_content&view= article 
&id=2441&Itemid=284. Accessed on: 2019-8-20.

Sournia A (1973) Catalogue des espèces et taxons infraspécifiques 
de Dinoflagellés marins actuels. I. Dinoflagelles libres. Beihefte 
Nova Hedwigia 48: 1–92.

Steidinger KA, Tangen K (1997) Dinoflagellates. In: Tomas CR (Ed.) 
Identifying marine phytoplancton. Academic Press, San Diego, 
397–583.

Su-Myat, Maung-Saw-Htoo-Thaw, Matsuoka K, Khin-Ko-Lay, Ka-
zuhiko K (2012) Phytoplankton surveys off the southern Myan-
mar coast of the Andaman Sea: an emphasis on dinoflagellates 
in cluding potentially harmful species. Fisheries Science 78: 1091– 
1106. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12562-012-0534-0

Tavares JF, Odebrecht C, Proença LAO (2009) Assessing the harmful 
microalgae occurrence and temporal variation in a coastal aqua-
culture area, southern Brazil. Atlântica 31: 129–144. https://doi.
org/10.5088/atlântica.v31i2.1539

Taylor FJR (Ed.) (1987) The biology of dinoflagellates. Botanica 
Monographs. Blackwell Scientific Publications, London, 705 pp.

Tiburcio ASXS, Koening ML, Macêdo SJ, Melo PAMC (2011) A co-
munidade microfitoplanctônica do Arquipélago de São Pedro e 
São Paulo (Atlântico Norte-Equatorial): variação diurna e espe-
cial. Biota Neotropica 11 (2): 203–215. https://doi.org/10.1590/
S1676-06032011000200021

US Navy (1978) Marine climatic atlas of the world. Vol. IV. South 
Atlantic Ocean. US Navy, Washington, DC, 325 pp. https://
ia800809.us.archive.org/13/items/DTIC_ADA072500/DTIC_
ADA072500.pdf. Accessed on: 2019-10-4.

Xu N, Wang M, Tang Y, Zhang Q, Duan S, Gobler CJ (2017) Acute tox-
icity of the cosmopolitan bloom-forming dinoflagellate Akashiwo 
sanguinea to finfish, shellfish, and zooplankton. Aquatic Micro-
bial Ecology 80 (3): 209–222. https://doi.org/10.3354/ame01846

Zonneveld KAF, Dale B (1994) The cyst-motile stage relationships of 
Protoperidinium monospinum (Paulsen) Zonneveld et Dale comb. 
nov. and Gonyaulax verior (Dinophyta, Dinophyceae) from the 
Oslo Fjord (Norway). Phycologia 33: 359–368. https://doi.org/ 
10.2216/i0031-8884-33-5-359.1

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-8817.2007.00399.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1529-8817.2007.00399.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/md12010394
https://doi.org/10.3390/md12010394
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hal.2005.06.008
https://doi.org/10.5914/tropocean.v33i2.5060
http://nbcgib.uesc.br/ppgsat/files/PPGSAT/Dissertacoes/Rosa_Maria_da_Costa_Santana.pdf
http://nbcgib.uesc.br/ppgsat/files/PPGSAT/Dissertacoes/Rosa_Maria_da_Costa_Santana.pdf
https://doi.org/10.14210/bjast.v4n1.p49-59
https://www.sei.ba.gov.br/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2441&Itemid=284
https://www.sei.ba.gov.br/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2441&Itemid=284
https://www.sei.ba.gov.br/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=2441&Itemid=284
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12562-012-0534-0
https://doi.org/10.5088/atl�ntica.v31i2.1539
https://doi.org/10.5088/atl�ntica.v31i2.1539
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032011000200021
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1676-06032011000200021
https://ia800809.us.archive.org/13/items/DTIC_ADA072500/DTIC_ADA072500.pdf
https://ia800809.us.archive.org/13/items/DTIC_ADA072500/DTIC_ADA072500.pdf
https://ia800809.us.archive.org/13/items/DTIC_ADA072500/DTIC_ADA072500.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3354/ame01846
https://doi.org/10.2216/i0031-8884-33-5-359.1
https://doi.org/10.2216/i0031-8884-33-5-359.1

