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Abstract Isla del Coco, Costa Rica, is one of the five groups
of oceanic islands of the Eastern Tropical Pacific (ETP), and is
considered one of the most diverse. Since the mid-19th cen-
tury, it has been the target of a number of scientific research
expeditions that have produced specimen collections which
are housed in natural history museums around the world.
The fish assemblage of Isla del Coco is considered one of
the most speciose and best documented group of marine or-
ganisms of the island. Despite this, recent work has resulted in
a need to update the checklist for this important group. We
performed a completeness analysis of the ichthyofauna of Isla
del Coco based on scientific publications and reports of expe-
ditions, specimens in foreign and national collections, and
field surveys. We confirmed the presence of 514 species of
marine fishes, representing an increase of approximately 23%

compared to what was previously reported. From a habitat
perspective, 58 % of this assemblage is typically reef fishes,
while the remaining 42% are deep-water, and pelagic species.
The average expected reef fish species richness is 318.2±7.3,
suggesting that the local inventory represents 93.7 % of the
expected total richness. Our updated list and greater number of
species has particular relevance to the conservation efforts at
Isla del Coco, since current conservation efforts are protecting
at least 50 % of ETP fish species and about 40 % of Costa
Rica’s Pacific fish species.
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Introduction

Isla del Coco, also known as Cocos Island, Costa Rica, is located
~500 km from the continental pacific coast of Costa Rica
(Fig. 1). It was declared a National Park in 1978, a UNESCO
WorldHeritage Site in 1997, and a Ramsar site in 1998. The first
reports of marine organisms from Isla del Coco date back to the
17th century and scientific publications to the 19th century
(Cortés 2008). The first list of fishes in which species from
Isla del Coco are included was compiled by Garman (1899),
where he informed about the collections conducted during the
Albatross Eastern Pacific expeditions (Agassiz 1892). Heller
and Snodgrass (1903) and Snodgrass andHeller (1905) reported
on fish specimens from Isla del Coco collected during the
Hopkins-Stanford Galápagos Expedition, 1898–1899. Fowler
(1938) published the list of fishes collected during the George
Vandervilt South Pacific Expedition of 1937. Seale (1940)
described the fishes collected during the Allan Hancock expedi-
tions deposited at the California Academy of Sciences. Beebe
and Tee-Van (1941a, b) recorded their collections of sharks,
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rays, and chimeras done during the Eastern Pacific expeditions
of the NewYork Zoological Society. Since then, many scientists
have worked on the fish species of the island (Cortés 2012).
Comprehensive contributions to the knowledge of fishes of the
region are those by William A. Bussing (Bussing and López
2005, 2009, and references therein), Ginger Garrison (2005),
Allen and Robertson (1994), Robertson and Cramer (2009),
Robertson and Allen (2015), and the paper on transpacific
species by Robertson et al. (2004).

The taxonomic inventories are widely used as a quick,
easy, and effective measure of site diversity (Magurran
1988; Gaston 1996). Furthermore, the number of species
(richness) is a parameter which has been adopted to compare
between locations (Gotelli and Colwell 2001). Consequently,
the richness is an important element in studies of biogeogra-
phy, biodiversity, and conservation biology, and is a compo-
nent of great interest in the management of protected areas. As
species over time can shift their distribution—increasing or
reducing its range—because of environmental changes or oth-
er possible causes, it is important to constantly update the local
inventories (Adler and Lauenroth 2003).

In this paper, we generate an updated checklist of fish spe-
cies of Isla del Coco, Costa Rica, based on scientific publica-
tions, expedition reports, specimens in foreign and national
collections, and field surveys. With these data, we performed
analyses to determine the completeness of the checklist of the
marine ichthyofauna of Isla del Coco.

Materials and methods

To update the marine fish checklist of Isla del Coco, we
proceeded in three steps. First, we reviewed all papers

published on the ichthyofauna of the Isla del Coco in
refereed journals from 1961 to the present and reports of
expeditions since 1899. Second, we gathered information
from electronic and in-house scientific collections from
institutions in the United States and Costa Rica, including
records of specimens collected from the 19th century on-
wards. Third, we conducted field surveys around the is-
land in 2006, 2009, 2013, and 2014. To eliminate syno-
nyms and generate a systematic list consisting of only
valid names, we checked each taxonomic name and con-
firmed them with the Catalog of Fishes of the California
Academy of Sciences (Eschmeyer 2015) and FishBase
(Froese and Pauly 2015).

To elaborate the fish checklist, we performed a litera-
ture review of refereed journals and formal scientific re-
ports. We only took into consideration those species that
were explicitly mentioned as seen or collected at Isla del
Coco or surrounding waters—included in a radius of
50 km around the island.

In the case of museum data, we performed internet
searches in databases of collections housed in Costa Rica
and the United States. From these inquiries, we located
records of fishes collected at Isla del Coco that were de-
posited at the following institutions: California Academy
of Sciences (San Francisco; CAS), National Museum of
Natural History, Smithsonian Institution (Washington
DC; USNM), Natural History Museum of Los Angeles
County (Los Angeles; LACM), Scripps Institution of
Oceanography (San Diego; SIO), Florida Museum of
Natural History, University of Florida (Gainesville; UF),
Museum of Comparative Zoology (Boston; MCZ), and
Museo de Zoología of the Universidad de Costa Rica
(San Pedro; MZUCR). The list of species was independent

Fig. 1 Isla del Coco, Costa Rica:
location in the Eastern Tropical
Pacific (ETP)
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of the fish collecting method, depth, or year, in order to
generate a more comprehensive listing of the species pres-
ent for the island. It is important to note that most of the
museum records for reef species had a counterpart in sci-
entific publications or were visually confirmed during our
field surveys, reinforcing their validity. In case of being
present only in museums, we considered the species valid
if, for their distribution, their presence was probable. If the
species record was dubious—with a distribution that does
not correspond—we consulted the museums’ curators to
obtain confirmation.

We conducted field surveys at several sites around the
island in September 2006, October 2007, August 2013,
and February and November 2014. At each site, under-
water visual censuses were performed using scuba diving.
Visual censuses were performed along 20 × 5-m belt tran-
sects in 2006 (ten transects) and 2007 (ten transects), and
10 × 5-m belt transects in 2013 and 2014 (164 transects
altogether), surveying in each visit an area between 2500
and 8200 m2. Transects were performed at two depths at
each site, 2–8 and 8–14 m. In addition, during the 2014
expedition, pelagic visual censuses (N = 51) were also
conducted using 50 × 5-m belt transects at the edge of
the reef at three different depth levels (10, 20, and
30 m). The identification of species observed in the field
was based on Allen and Robertson (1994), Gotshall
(1998), Humann and DeLoach (2004), Garrison (2005),
and Robertson and Allen (2015).

Species from museums, field surveys, and the literature
(30 different sources; Tables S1 and S2, Online Resource
1) were divided into two lists according to their distribu-
tion in Robertson and Allen (2015) and FishBase (Froese
and Pauly 2015): one for reef taxa (Table S1, Online
Resource 1) and another for non-reef species (brackish
water, pelagic, and deep-water fishes; Table S2, Online
Resource 1). This differentiation was made because of
the dissimilarity in the information quality. The non-reef
species records are usually limited or imprecise, and col-
lections are scarce (Eschmeyer et al. 2010), while data for
reef fishes are much more abundant and identification is
more accurate. Also, for each species, we annotated its
bathymetric distribution considering it as a deep-water
species when the bathymetric midpoint limit was deeper
than 50 m, while the shallow-water species were resident
from the surface to 50 m. Subsequent to this step and
considering the limitation imposed by the insufficient in-
formation on brackish water, pelagic, and deep-water fish-
es, we took only the data of reef species to build a matrix
of species versus data source. Numerical analyses were
conducted using this matrix to estimate the completeness
of the inventory of reef fishes for the island and of the
total richness per family present in Isla del Coco (equiv-
alent to its gamma diversity) (Magurran 2004). To do so,

we used the cited sources as sampling units and, from
there, we calculated the expected richness (total and for
the 27 families with more than four species present in the
checklist), using the software Primer 6.0, and the non-
parametric methods of Chao 2, Jacknife 1, Jacknife 2,
and Bootstrap (with 1000 permutations). These tech-
niques were selected as they are suitable for the informa-
tion of species presence and absence, and have been dem-
onstrated to be accurate estimators of richness in marine
taxa, including fishes (Magurran et al. 2011; Drew et al.
2012). Additionally, similar methods such as species ac-
cumulation curves have been applied to examine potential
richness for the entire Eastern Tropical Pacific (ETP) reef
fish fauna (Zapata and Robertson 2007) and worldwide
(Mora et al. 2008).

With the values obtained by the four rarefaction
methods, we calculated the average and standard devia-
tion of the expected richness in total and for each family,
and we statistically analyzed the difference between these
data and the observed species diversity. For that reason,
we used a modified Student’s t-test to compare individual
values of estimated parameters against a series of expect-
ed values (Sokal and Rohlf 2012). From those numbers,
we considered that the difference was significant if the
known species richness has a probability of occurring of
less than 5 % (Dixon 2001).

Results

In this study, we confirmed the presence of 514 species of
marine fishes around Isla del Coco, which were from 331
genera, 126 families, 30 orders, and two classes (Tables S1
and S2, Online Resource 1). Of these, we observed 118
species in the field, while the literature review yielded
474 species, and 341 records came from museums. The
most speciose families were the Serranidae (23 spp.),
Muraenidae (23), Labridae (19), Carangidae (15),
Ophichthidae (14) Gobiidae (13), Pomacentridae (13),
and Exocoetidae (13). From a habitat perspective, 298 spe-
cies (58.0 %) are typical reef fishes or reef associated spe-
cies, while the remaining 216 species (42.0 %) are non-reef
species (deep-water, pelagic, and brackish water species).

Based on our updated information, Isla del Coco has 16
endemic fishes which represent 3.11 % of the total fish assem-
blage, and 5.37 % of the reef taxa: Acanthemblemaria atrata
Hastings & Robertson, 1999, Axoclinus cocoensis Bussing,
1991, Chriolepis atrimelum Bussing, 1997, Chriolepis
dialepta Bussing, 1990, Eleotris tubularis Heller &
Snodgrass, 1903, Gillellus chathamensis Dawson, 1977,
Gobiesox fulvus Meek, 1907, Gobiesox woodsi (Schultz,
1944), Halichoeres salmofasciatus Allen & Robertson,
2002, Lythrypnus alphigena Bussing, 1990, Lythrypnus
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cobalusBussing, 1990, Lythrypnus lavenbergiBussing, 1990,
Ogilbia cocoensis Møller, Schwarzhans & Nielsen, 2005,
Peristedion nesium Bussing, 2010, Sicydium cocoensis
(Heller & Snodgrass, 1903), and Tomicodon vermiculatus
Briggs, 1955.

Data from scientific collections add 43 new records of
marine fish species for Isla del Coco, from 37 genera, 22
families, nine orders, and two classes (Tables S1 and S2,
Online Resource 1). Although over 90 % of the species in
Tables S1 and S2 (Online Resource 1) were confirmed to
either be present in the field or referred to in scientific
publications, there are five reef taxa and 38 non-reef taxa
whose reports came exclusively from museum informa-
tion. Among them there are unidentified species of the
genera Facciolella (Nettastomatidae) and Ophidion
(Ophidiidae); however, it is important to mention that
these genera were not previously reported for the island.

From these 43 museum-only species records, we add eight
families to the checklist (Chlopsidae, Serrivomeridae,
Gonostomatidae, Sternoptychidae, Scopelarchidae,
Stomiidae, Neoscopelidae, and Myctophidae) that have
not previously been reported for the island, probably be-
cause they represent deep-water species. Finally,
Robertson and Allen (2015) noted nine fishes as poten-
tially present in the area, but with no confirmed records.
Of these nine species, we establish the presence of one
species from museum collections (Table S1, Online
Resource 1): Bregmaceros bathymaster Jordan &
Bollman, 1890.

Estimates obtained by non-parametric methods indicat-
ed that the expected richness of reef fishes is higher than
the observed 298 species (Table 1), with values fluctuat-
ing from 311.5 (Chao 2) to 325.0 (Jacknife 1) species,
with an average of 318.2 ± 7.3. This assessment suggests

Table 1 Results of statistical analyses of completeness of the inventory of reef fishes at Isla del Coco (Results from 27 select families with four or more
species)

Family Observed richness Expected richness (mean ± SD) Student’s t p-Valuea

Serranidae 23 25.6 ± 1.0 5.11 0.01

Muraenidae 23 24.5 ± 0.6 5.31 0.01

Labridae 19 20.5 ± 0.6 4.89 0.02

Carangidae 15 15.0 ± 0.1 1.00 0.39

Gobiidae 13 14.9 ± 0.8 4.60 0.02

Pomacentridae 13 13.5 ± 0.4 5.23 0.01

Carcharhinidae 12 11.6 ± 0.9 −0.80 0.48

Chaenopsidae 10 11.5 ± 0.5 5.56 0.01

Lutjanidae 10 9.8 ± 0.5 −0.79 0.49

Gobiesocidae 9 10.5 ± 0.6 5.40 0.01

Balistidae 8 8.0 ± 0.0 1.00 0.39

Acanthuridae 8 7.8 ± 0.5 −0.70 0.54

Scorpaenidae 8 8.0 ± 0.0 1.00 0.39

Haemulidae 7 7.0 ± 0.0 1.00 0.39

Ophichthidae 7 6.8 ± 0.5 −0.79 0.49

Tetraodontidae 6 5.8 ± 0.5 −0.79 0.49

Chaetodontidae 6 6.0 ± 0.0 1.00 0.39

Scaridae 5 8.4 ± 1.7 2.04 0.13

Apogonidae 5 7.4 ± 2.5 1.94 0.15

Antennariidae 5 7.8 ± 0.5 −0.81 0.48

Myliobatidae 5 5.0 ± 0.0 1.00 0.39

Labrisomidae 4 4.8 ± 0.8 2.03 0.14

Blenniidae 4 4.0 ± 0.0 1.00 0.39

Sciaenidae 4 3.4 ± 1.4 −0.79 0.48

Malacanthidae 4 4.0 ± 0.0 1.00 0.39

Syngnathidae 4 3.8 ± 0.5 −0.81 0.48

Holocentridae 4 4.0 ± 0.0 1.00 0.48

Total 298 318.2 ± 7.3 5.55 0.01

a Statistically significant test results between expected and observed values appear in bold
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that, based on the models, the local inventory represents
93.7 % of the expected total richness and shows that ap-
proximately 20 fish species might still be potentially un-
reported for the island. The total richness reported for
each family having four or more species was very similar
to that expected using the non-parametric methods (usu-
ally <10 % or a difference of one species; Fig. 2, Table 1),
an indication that the checklists might be close to com-
plete. The only exceptions were the families Gobiidae,
Gobiesocidae, Scaridae, Apogonidae, Chaenopsidae,
Labridae, Muraenidae, and Serranidae, for which the cur-
rent richness is lower than one species to that calculated
by the models (Fig. 2, Table 1).

Of the 27 analyzed families, only seven had signifi-
cant differences between the expected and observed rich-
ness (Table 1). They were Gobiidae, Gobiesocidae,
Chaenopsidae, Labridae, Pomacentridae, Serranidae, and
Muraenidae. In all cases, the currently known richness is
lower than the one expected by a range of 0.5 to 2.6
species, representing a deficit of 6.05 % in species diver-
sity in Gobiesocidae to 14.2 % in Gobiidae.

Discussion

A total of 514 species were recorded in the systematic
list of fishes for Isla del Coco (Tables S1 and S2, Online

Resource 1). This represents an increment of approxi-
mately 23 % over previous reports (393 species:
Robertson and Allen 2015; 389 species: Cortés 2012;
284 species: Bussing and López 2009; 259 species:
Robertson and Cramer 2009). This increase may be at-
tributed to the sampling effort. Thus, in the present study,
we considered all the databases and publications of fishes
since 1899, including records from museums, internet
databases, field observation, and publications. In particu-
lar, the museum registers include, apart from the reef-
associated fishes, species from deep-water as well as pe-
lagic taxa and brackish water species. Many of those
species were not considered in previous studies as they
were focused mostly on coastal rocky reefs. In the pres-
ent study, we decided to consider the deep-water and
pelagic taxa because, even if they do not inhabit the
reefs, they have been observed around the island. Due
to the oceanic features of the island, the pelagic fishes
usually interact with reef taxa, either in cleaning stations
or as food resource (Vetter et al. 2008; Friedlander et al.
2012). However, because of the limited availability of
information on those specific taxa, we separated those
records (Table S2, Online resource 1) from those of the
typical reef species (Table S1, Online Resource 1).

Considering the total number of species (514 spp.) or
only the reef taxa (298 spp.), the number is high compared
to what is known for other oceanic islands of the ETP

Fig. 2 Observed species richness
of 27 reef fish families at Isla del
Coco and expected value of
richness (average and standard
deviation), based on six
non-parametric methods
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(Robertson and Cramer 2009; Robertson and Allen 2015).
From Clipperton Atoll, 197 species have been reported, in-
cluding 106 reef taxa (Fourriére et al. 2014), 291 species
including 152 reef taxa from Malpelo Island, Colombia
(Chasqui Velasco et al. 2011; Robertson and Allen 2015),
408 species (237 reef taxa) fromRevillagigedoArchipelago,
Mexico (Fourriére et al., in prep.), and between 493 and 550
species with at least 234 reef taxa from the Galápagos
Archipelago (McCosker and Rosenblatt 2010; Robertson
and Allen 2015). However, it is important to note that an
extensive bibliographic review like the ones done for
Revillagigedo Archipelago, Clipperton Atoll, and Isla del
Coco have not been done for other ETP oceanic islands.

Regional species richness is influenced by the interac-
tion of physical, geographical, and oceanographic condi-
tions (e.g., temperature, latitude, depth, currents, El Niño
events), as well as bottom topography (Sale 2002;
Espinoza and Salas 2005; Begon et al. 2006) and geolog-
ical history (Ramírez-Gutiérrez et al. 2007). Isla del Coco
is located on the Coco Cordillera (Fig. 1) and presents a
complex bottom morphology (Lizano 2012; Rojas and
Alvarado 2012). Topographic complexity has been corre-
lated with species richness and can have differential effects
on the individual fish behavior. Thus, more heterogeneous
areas provide greater habitat availability and diversity
where fishes can feed and reproduce. In turn, this hetero-
geneity helps increase local recruitment and enhances
available space for shelter (Luckhurst and Luckhurst
1978; Öhman and Rajasuriya 1998; Gratwicke and
Speight 2005; Komyakova et al. 2013). In addition, during
part of the year (May to October), Isla del Coco is influ-
enced by the North Equatorial Counter Current (NECC),
which is stronger during El Niño years (Lizano 2008). This
phenomenon favors dispersal of many marine species, includ-
ing tropical reef fishes (Glynn and Ault 2000; Robertson
2001; Hickman 2009). In particular, the NECC provides a
mechanism for dispersion of larvae from the Indo-Pacific
through the East Pacific filter bridge, therefore increasing the
richness of the oceanic islands which serve as stepping stones
for transpacific species (Lessios et al. 1996; Robertson et al.
2004; Béarez and Séret 2009; Hickman 2009).

Fish richness at Isla del Coco, and at other islands in
the ETP, is lower when compared with mainland Costa
Rica (841 species, Cortés 2012). This discrepancy be-
tween oceanic islands and the continent can be explained
in part by the greater environmental heterogeneity of the
continental coastline and habitats which is not found
around the oceanic islands (Fernández-Palacios 2004).
For example, mangroves, seagrass, kelp forests, or mol-
lusc beds can be found along mainland coastal areas. Due
to their particular characteristics, those environments have
different faunas that likely enrich the fauna of nearby
reefs (Lluch-Cota et al. 2007; Reyes-Bonilla et al.

2010). On the other hand, because of their geographic
isolation and distance from the coast, oceanic islands
present less diversity and a higher endemism (Lara-Lara
et al. 2008; Robertson and Cramer 2009). In addition,
oceanic islands have smaller shelves where reefs can de-
velop (Fernández-Palacios 2004). This narrow platform
decreases the availability of substrate and habitat for the
colonization of some species and the settlement of larvae
transported by currents, which will be reflected in a low
species richness (Pondella et al. 2005; Ramírez-Gutiérrez
et al. 2007). In this sense, the Pacific coast of Costa Rica
is characterized by a combination of rocky points, sandy
and cobble beaches, deltas, extensive mangroves systems,
and many islands and islets. In addition, the western coast
is defined by three main gulfs (Papagayo, Nicoya, and
Dulce), all presenting different oceanographic conditions,
such as seasonal upwelling (Papagayo), tropical estuary
conditions (Nicoya), and tropical fjord-like environments
(Golfo Dulce) (Cortés 2007).

Fish endemism of Isla del Coco (16 species) is 3.11 %
based on the full species list and 5.37 % considering only
reef taxa (Table 1). The latter value is intermediate among
other oceanic islands of the ETP. It is lower than
Galápagos (>8 %) (Robertson and Cramer 2009) and
Clipperton (6.6 %) (Fourriére et al. 2014), but higher than
Malpelo (2.5 %) (Robertson and Cramer 2009). Our value
is lower than the one reported (7.6 %) by Robertson
(2001) because some species that were initially consid-
ered to be endemic to the island were later found in other
oceanic islands (Cortés 2012). In general, most endemics
belong to families that are comprised of small-bodied
fishes with demersal eggs (Blenniidae, Chaenopsidae,
Gobiidae, Gobiesocidae, Tripterygiidae, Ogcocephalidae,
Bythitidae, Dactyloscopidae, and Peristediidae), and their
speciation probably results from the combination of short
generation times (typical of small fishes) (Cheung et al.
2005) and possible geographic isolation, as seen in marine
invertebrates in the Galápagos Islands (Hickman 2009).

Regarding the completeness of the species inventory,
the non-parametric methods show that the observed num-
ber of 298 species is 20 species lower than the expected
richness, and this difference was significant (Table 1). It
might be possible that species from families with cryptic
behavior and characteristic of deep water will be discov-
ered because many of them are hidden in the reef struc-
ture and, consequently, not easily observable or reachable
with nets. Those families are less completely known than
larger, shallower, and exposed species such as labrids.
The result, based on our model, implies that about
94 % of the total richness of reef fishes of Isla del
Coco is known. This percentage of known species is high
compared to the estimation proposed by Zapata and
Robertson (2007). From accumulation functions, these
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authors concluded that there are still between 150 and
200 unknown species to be added to the actual list of
1280 species of marine shorefishes of the ETP. Thus,
they proposed that the list of the ETP is ~84–88 % com-
plete. Mora et al. (2008), considering high spatial resolu-
tion (3 × 3° in latitude and longitude), indicated that only
1.8 % of the world’s oceans have marine fishes invento-
ries that are greater than 80 % complete.

The analyses of completeness was restricted to 27 reef
fish families with four or more species, and 20 of them
showed no difference between the observed and expected
richness (Table 1, Fig. 2). This implies that most of the
families are well sampled and that the surveys to date have
been sufficient to register most of their species. In the seven
families in which statistical differences were found between
expected and observed richness (Chaenopsidae, Gobiidae,
Gobiesocidae, Labridae, Muraenidae, Pomacentridae, and
Serranidae), the difference is usually less than two species,
meaning that, even in those cases, the species lists are al-
most complete. In all cases, the occurrence of up to three
additional species is possible, as the number of species re-
ported for those families in the ETP is large (Robertson and
Allen 2015). As in the present study, the families
Serranidae, Muraenidae, and Labridae (Fig. 2) are also the
most specious in Galápagos (Sale 1991), Clipperton
(Fourriére et al. 2014), and Revillagigedo Archipelago
(Fourriére et al., in prep.). The reason for the number of
species in a family is not clearly known, mainly because it
is multifactorial and historical. The high richness within
these families could be explained by the fact that their pe-
lagic larval duration are among the longest for reef fishes—
between 30 and 100 days—and their larvae present long-
distance dispersal (Hourigan and Reese 1987; Victor and
Wellington 2000; Robertson 2001; Stier et al. 2014; Green
et al. 2015). It is worthy to note that it has not yet been
shown that dispersal ability determines range in the ETP
(Victor and Wellington 2000). However, the latter authors
also mentioned that they worked only with larval duration
and this is only a proxy measure of dispersal ability (Victor
and Wellington 2000). On the other hand, the large number
of species in the family Gobiidae can be due to the fact that
half of the species of that family are endemics to the island.
It is known that endemism in the islands of the ETP is
mainly among species with demersal eggs and pelagic lar-
vae, i.e., gobies and blennioids (Robertson 2001; Helfman
et al. 2009; Robertson and Allen 2015).

According to the Red List of Threatened Species from the
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN),
9.4 % of the ETP fishes (cartilaginous and bony) are now
listed in the threatened category, being between 2.6 and
5.5 % on oceanic islands (Polidoro et al. 2012). In addition,
most of the threatened species from oceanic islands are en-
demic with restricted ranges (Robertson and Cramer 2009).

The major threats to ETP fishes are overfishing, habitat loss,
and El Niño events (Polidoro et al. 2012). These threats could
be reduced by implementing effective marine protected areas
(MPAs) (Edgar et al. 2014; Costello and Ballantine 2015).
Among those ETP oceanic islands mentioned above, only
Clipperton Atoll is not under any MPA category, and Isla del
Coco is the only complete no-take MPA (Guarderas et al.
2008, 2011). Thus, Isla del Coco is considered as one the most
effective and successful MPAs worldwide due to its complete
ban of fishing, level of enforcement, age and size of the MPA,
and its isolation (Edgar et al. 2014). The most recent world-
wide evaluation of MPAs indicated that 94 % of them allowed
some forms of fishing inside their boundaries, and, therefore,
not protecting biodiversity in the way that complete no-take
MPA do (Costello and Ballantine 2015). The fish assemblage
at Isla del Coco is largely intact, and is an example of a well-
managed MPA. However, fishing activities, both legal and
illegal, outside the MPA is likely having a negative effect on
the population of elasmobranchs at Isla del Coco (Friedlander
et al. 2012; White et al. 2015).

Updated species list and completeness analysis, like the
one presented in this paper, are useful tools for improving
biodiversity conservation actions (Costello and Wieczorek
2014; Costello et al. 2015). The current ichthyofauna assess-
ment of Isla del Coco represents 39 % of the total number of
reported fish species for the ETP according to Robertson and
Allen (2015) (1346 species), and approximately 56 % of all
Costa Rican fish species sensu Cortés (2012) (942 species).
Our updated species list and measures of biodiversity has high
conservation relevance for the management of Isla del Coco,
as the national park is preserving nearly 40% of fish species of
the ETP species and more than 50 % of Costa Rica’s Pacific
fish species for future generations. Our results highlight the
importance of the marine sanctuary around Isla del Coco for
the entire ETP, and the need for increased management and
conservation actions throughout the region.
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