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Abstract

The ever-increasing number of introduced species profoundly threatens global biodiversity. While the
ecological and evolutionary consequences of invasive alien species are receiving increasing attention, their
economic impacts have largely remained understudied, especially in France. Here, we aimed at provid-
ing a general overview of the monetary losses (damages caused by) and expenditures (management of)
associated with invasive alien species in France. This country has a long history of alien species presence,
partly due to its long-standing global trade activities, highly developed tourism, and presence of overseas
territories in different regions of the globe, resulting in a conservative minimum of 2,750 introduced and
invasive alien species. By synthesizing for the first time the monetary losses and expenditures incurred
by invasive alien species in Metropolitan France and French overseas territories, we obtained 1,583 cost
records for 98 invasive alien species. We found that they caused a conservative total amount ranging be-
tween US$ 1,280 million and 11,535 million in costs over the period 1993-2018. We extrapolated costs
for species invading France, for which costs were reported in other countries but not in France, which
yielded an additional cost ranging from US$ 151 to 3,030 millions. Damage costs were nearly eight times
higher than management expenditure. Insects, and in particular the Asian tiger mosquito Aedes albopictus
and the yellow fever mosquito Ae. aegypti, totalled very high economic costs, followed by non-graminoid
terrestrial flowering and aquatic plants (Ambrosia artemisiifolia, Ludwigia sp. and Lagarosiphon major).
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Over 90% of alien species currently recorded in France had no costs reported in the literature, result-
ing in high biases in taxonomic, regional and activity sector coverages. To conclude, we report alarming
costs and even more alarming knowledge gaps. Our results should raise awareness of the importance of
biosecurity and biosurveillance in France, and beyond, as well as the crucial need for better reporting and
documentation of cost data.
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Abstract in French

Invasions biologiques en France : des colits alarmants et des lacunes de connaissances encore plus
alarmantes

David Renault, Eléna Manfrini, Boris Leroy, Christophe Diagne, Liliana Ballesteros-Mejia, Elena Angulo,
Franck Courchamp

La croissance ininterrompue de transport et d'introduction d'espéces menace dangereusement la biodiver-
sité mondiale. Bien que les conséquences éco-évolutives liées a la présence d'especes exotiques envahissantes
fassent I'objet d'un nombre d'études de plus en plus conséquent, les impacts économiques générés par les
invasions biologiques restent insuffisamment étudiés, notamment en France. Dans cette étude, nous présen-
tons une vue générale des pertes monétaires (dommages, dégats) et des dépenses (gestion) induites par les
especes exotiques envahissantes en France. Ce pays dispose d'une longue histoire de présence d'espéces
exotiques en raison d'importantes activités de commerce international de longue date, d'un tourisme forte-
ment développé, et de nombreux territoires d'outre-mer dans différentes régions du monde; ceci contribue a
expliquer I'estimation conservatrice de la présence de 2750 espéces exotiques (introduites ou envahissantes)
en France. En synthétisant pour la premicére fois les pertes monétaires et les dépenses induites par la présence
des espéces exotiques envahissantes en France métropolitaine et dans ses territoires d'outre-mer, nous avons
pu identifier 1583 données de coflits concernant 98 espéces exotiques envahissantes. Nous avons estimé que
les espéces exotiques envahissantes ont généré un montant conservateur de 1280 & 11535 millions $US sur
la période 1993-2018. Nous avons extrapolé les cotits pour les espéces envahissant la France, pour lesquelles
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des données de colits existent dans le monde mais pas en France, ce qui a abouti 4 un cofit additionnel
compris entre 151 et 3 030 millions $US. Les cotits des dégits étaient 8 fois plus élevés que les cofits liés
aux dépenses de gestion. Les insectes, en particulier le moustique tigre, Aedes albopictus, et le moustique
de la fievre jaune, Ae. Aegypti, générent les cotits économiques les plus importants, suivis par les plantes a
fleurs terrestres et les plantes aquatiques (Ambrosia artemisiifolia, Ludwigia sp. et Lagarosiphon major). Plus
de 90% des especes exotiques actuellement enregistrées en France ne font I'objet d'aucune mention de cott
dans la littérature, ce qui traduit un fort biais taxonomique, et un fort biais de couvertures régionale et sec-
torielle des impacts de ces especes. En conclusion, notre étude pointe des colits alarmants et des lacunes de
connaissances entre plus grandes au regard des impacts financiers liés aux espéces exotiques envahissantes.
Nos résultats doivent alerter sur I'importance de la biosécurité et de la biosurveillance en France et, au-dela,
sur le besoin crucial d'une meilleure documentation et d'une meilleure compilation des données de cott.

Abstract in Spanish

Invasiones biolégicas en Francia: Alarmantes costos y lagunas de conocimiento atin mds alarmantes.
David Renault, Eléna Manfrini, Boris Leroy, Christophe Diagne, Liliana Ballesteros-Mejia, Elena Angulo,
Franck Courchamp

El ntimero cada vez mayor de especies introducidas amenaza profundamente la biodiversidad mundial. Si
bien las consecuencias ecoldgicas y evolutivas de las especies exdticas invasoras (EEI) estdn recibiendo cada
vez mds atencién, sus impactos econémicos han permanecido poco estudiados, especialmente en Francia.
Nuestro objetivo en este articulo, fue proporcionar una descripcién general de las pérdidas monetarias
(dafios causados por) y los gastos (gestién de) asociados con las especies exdticas invasoras en Francia.
Este pais tiene una larga historia de presencia de especies exdticas, debido a su tradicién de actividades
comerciales en todo el mundo, su turismo altamente desarrollado y presencia de territorios de ultramar en
diferentes regiones del mundo, lo que nos lleva a tener un minimo conservador de 2.750 especies exdticas
introducidas e invasoras.

Esta primera sintesis de las pérdidas monetarias y los gastos incurridos por las EEI en la Francia
metropolitana y sus territorios de ultramar, arrojé un total de 1.583 registros de costos para 98 especies
exéticas invasoras. También descubrimos que durante el periodo de 1993 a 2018, las EEI causaron un
monto total conservador de entre US $ 1.280 millones y 11.535 millones en costos. Extrapolamos los
costos de las especies que invaden Francia, cuyos costos se reportaron en otros paises pero no en Francia, lo
que generd un costo adicional que oscila entre los 151 y los 3.030 millones de délares. Los costos de dafios
fueron alrededor de 8 veces mds altos que los gastos de gestién. Los insectos, y en particular el mosquito
tigre asidtico Aedes albopictus'y el mosquito de la fiebre amarilla Ae. zegypti, sumaron costos econdémicos
muy altos, seguidos de plantas acudticas y de flores terrestres no gramineas (p. ¢j. Ambrosia artemisiifolia,
Ludwigia sp. y Lagarosiphon major). Més del 90% de las especies exéticas registradas actualmente en Fran-
cia no tienen costos reportados en la literatura, lo que resulta en un alto sesgo en cuanto a la cobertura tax-
ondmica, regional y en sectores socioeconémicos. En conclusién, reportamos costos alarmantes y lagunas
de conocimiento atin mds alarmantes. Nuestros resultados deberian crear conciencia sobre la importancia
de la bioseguridad y el biocontrol en Francia y mds all4, asi como sobre la necesidad crucial de mejorar la
calidad de la informacién y la documentacion de los datos de costos sobre especies invasoras.

Abstract in Russian

Buosornueckue uaBasun 8o @paHiuu: TpeBOKHbIE YOBITKH U e1ie 0oAee TPEBOXKHBIE IIPOOEABI
B 3HAHHAX

David Renault, Eléna Manfrini, Boris Leroy, Christophe Diagne, Liliana Ballesteros-Mejia, Elena Angulo,
Franck Courchamp

TToCTOSIHHBIT ~ POCT ~ YMCAZ  HMHTPOAYIMPOBAHHBIX BHAOB  CEPBE3HO  YIPOKACT TAODAABHOMY

6HOp2.3HOO6p’r13H}O. XOTS 3KOAOTUYECKUM M 9BOATOITHOHHBIM ITOCACACTBUAM HMHBA3UI TYIKEPOAHBIX
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BHAOB YJACAAECTCA OIPOMHOE BHUMAHIE, SKOHOMIYCCKUE IIOTCPH OT UX ACATCABHOCTH B 3HAYHTEABHOM
CTEIICHH OCTAFOTCH HEAOCTATOYHO H3YYCHHBIMU, 0COOeHHO BO Ppammmum. Mer mpeacraBagem 0030p
SKOHOMUYCCKUX ITOTEPhb (B PE3yAbTATE IIPUYMHCHHEIX ITOBPEKACHUIT) K PACXOAOB HA KOHTPOAD
MHBA3HOHHBIX UyKEPOAHBIX BUAOB BO Ppamnmm. Dra cTpaHa HMMECT AOAIYIO HCTOPHIO IIPHCYTCTBUSL
HA €€ TEPPUTOPUHU UYKCPOAHBIX BHAOB, OTYACTH M3-32 AABHCI IAOOAABHON TOPrOBOM ACATCABHOCTH,
BBEICOKOPA3BUTOIO TYPH3MA M HAAUYHA 3aMOPCKHX (DPAHIY3CKUX TCPPHTOPHEH B PAa3HBIX PEIHOHAX
semuoro mapa. Ceropnst Bo @pannum mHacunrtebacrca 2750 MHTPOAYINPOBAHHBIX U HMHBA3HOHHBIX
UYKEPOAHBIX BHAOB. MBI BIIEpBbIC OOOOINMAN AAQHHEIC IO 3KOHOMHYCCKHM IIOTEPAM B PE3YABTATE
MHBA3UI YyKEPOAHBIX BHAOB BO (DpaHImm um HAa e 3aMOPCKHX TEPPUTOPUAX, IIPOAHAAUZIPOBAB
1583 mosumum yORITKOB B pesyAbrate mHBasHil 98 uymepoanoro Bmaa. B 1993-2018 rr. stu Buabl
npuarHEAK yiepb Ha obmyro cymmy 11,535 manr aoasapos CIITA. Mer 9KkCTPAIIOAMPOBAAN 32TPATHI
Ha BUABIL, Bropriauecs B0 PpaHiuro (PACXOABI ITO KOTOPBIM OBIAM H3BECTHBEI II0 APYTHM CTPaHAM,
HO He AAA DpaHnnm), 9TO YBEAMYHAO ACHEKHBIC ITOTEpH B Amarasone or 151 Ao 3030 muaanmonoB
AroArapos CHIA. DkoHOMIYECKHE IIOTEPH B PE3YAbTATE IIPUYNHCHHEIX IIOBPEKACHHH (LIPAMBIC yOBITKI)
ObIAM B 8 pa3 BBIIIE, YEM 3aTPATBl HA KOHTPOAb MHBAHACpOB. Hacexomele, B 9aCTHOCTH, a3HATCKHIL
TUIPOBEIE KoMap Aedes albopicins m e ANTOAMXOPAAOYHBII KOMap Aedes aegypti, ABASAMCH TPUYHHOMN
CAMBIX BEICOKHX 3KOHOMUYCCKUX ITOTEPb; 32 HUMU CACAOBAAH TPABAHUCTEIC (KPOME 3AAKOB, DOOOBBIX
W OCOKOBBIX) W BOAHBIC pacrenus (Awbrosia artemisiifolia, Ludwigia sp. w Lagarosiphon major). Aast 6once
uem 90 % 3aperucTpupoBaHHEX Bo PpaHINT UyKEPOAHEIX BUAOB B AUTEPATYPE OTCYTCTBYIOT CBCACHUS
00 5KOHOMHYECKHX IIOTEPAX, UTO HE MOMKCET HE CKA3BIBATHCA HA TOYHOCTH OLICHOK SKOHOMHYECKIX
VIIEpOOB IIPH AHAAM3E TAKCOHOMIYECKHX TPYIII, PEIHOHOB U CEKTOPOB 3KOHOMUKH. TakmM o6pasom,
MBI COODINAEM O TPEBOKHEIX YOBITKAX K CIIIEC OOACE TPEBOKHBIX IIPOOEAaX B 3HaHuAX. Harmu pesyabrarsr
AOAKHBI IIOBBICHTH OCBEAOMACHHOCTB O BaKHOCTH OHOAOIHYECKOH OEC30ITACHOCTH U HAA30pa 3a
uHBatiAepamur Bo PpaHnum u 32 ee IPEACAAMI, 4 TAKKE O HEOOXOAHMMOCTH YAVUIICHHA OTICTHOCTH I

AOKyMCH'I‘I/IpOBaHI/IH SKOHOMMHWYCCKUX IIO’l‘Cpb.
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Introduction

Biological invasions, alongside climate change, pollution, habitats destruction and over-
exploitation, are direct drivers of change and loss in biodiversity (Bellard et al. 2012;
Elbakidze et al. 2018; Hughes et al. 2020; Liu et al. 2020; Verma et al. 2020). With the
continuous escalation in the number of transported species (Seebens et al. 2017), the
threat to biodiversity incurred by invasive alien species, i.e. those populations introduced
by humans and expanding in regions outside their past or current distribution areas, has
become particularly concerning. Worse, recent predictions suggest that increasing ship-
ping traffic may further enhance invasion phenomena, much more than climate change
alone; for instance, models estimate a 3- to 20-fold increase of the marine invasion
risks on the globe towards the 2050 horizon (Sardain et al. 2020). The resulting bio-
geographic changes in biodiversity distribution have several far-reaching ecological and
evolutionary consequences (Alp et al. 2016; Carbonell et al. 2017; Colautti et al. 2017).
In particular, the impacts of invasive alien species on biodiversity may profoundly alter
the functioning of communities and ecosystems (Braun et al. 2019; Papier et al. 2019),
in turn altering the delivery of ecosystem services (Castro-Diez et al. 2016), biodiversity
and human health (Elbakidze et al. 2018; Shackleton et al. 2019; Kumar Rai and Singh
2020; Pysek et al. 2020). When expanding their range, several invasive alien species can
also act as ecosystem engineers, gradually transforming invaded communities and exist-
ing ecological structures (Guy-Haim et al. 2017; Lebouvier et al. 2020).

The accumulating evidence of the environmental impacts generated by biological
invasions worldwide has considerably increased the attention of researchers towards in-
vasive alien species over the years. In particular, databases documenting invasive alien
species distributions are flourishing (e.g., Seebens et al. 2020; CABI; Global Register
of Introduced and Invasive Species (GRIIS); The Invasive Species Specialist Group), in
addition to investigations assessing existing vectors/pathways (Hulme 2009; Saul et al.
2017; Turbelin et al. 2017; Mohanty and Measey 2019) and the future distribution of
invasive species (e.g., Bellard et al. 2013; Bertelsmeier et al. 2015; Fournier et al. 2019;
Bazzichetto et al. 2020; Louppe et al. 2020). Continuous research effort improves our
comprehension of the large array of effects incurred by invasive alien species, and con-
tributes to identifying those species having the greatest impacts on ecosystems, habitats
or biodiversity. These investigations subsequently allow for the establishment of action
prioritisations for the management of invasive alien species. Yet, and surprisingly, while
our understanding of the effects of biological invasions on biodiversity and the environ-
ment is growing (Simberloff et al. 2013; Castro-Diez et al. 2016; Braun et al. 2019;
Verma et al. 2020), their impacts on economic activities, and the overall costs they are
generating, have in parallel remained understudied (IUCN 2018). Information on the
socio-economic impacts of invasive species is essential to identify effective management
approaches and optimise transboundary legislation (Dana et al. 2013; Caffrey et al.
2014; Chaffin et al. 2016; Diagne et al. 2020a). Filling this gap in the invasion literature
could also be beneficial to attract the attention of the non-academic actors (stakehold-
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ers, industry, and the general public), as recommended in the assessments of the In-
tergovernmental Platform for Biodiversity & Ecosystem Services (IPBES, Elbakidze et
al. 2018). Since the first estimations of economic costs of invasive alien species at large
spatial scales by Pimentel et al. (2005), other studies have attempted to increase this
knowledge (e.g., Scalera et al. 2010; Paini et al. 2017). However, available data remain
scattered, and approaches remain methodologically questionable (Cuthbert et al. 2020).

To date, previous studies have suggested very high economic costs, i.e. damage and
losses (e.g., damage repair, medical care, value of crop losses) incurred by an invasion, or
means dedicated to understand or predict (research), prevent (education, biosecurity),
early detect (monitoring, surveillance) and/or manage (control, eradication) invasive
alien species. For instance, the global cost averages at about US$ 76 billion per year
globally for invasive insects (Bradshaw et al. 2016). In Europe, economic costs caused
by invasive alien species were extrapolated at about 2017 US$ 14 billion per year (Ket-
tunen et al. 2009). In aquatic ecosystems, cumulated costs had reached at least US$ 23
billion in the year 2020 (Cuthbert et al. 2021). Yet, detailed and thorough assessments
of such costs at the national level are still lacking for most countries, while the country
scale is often the first level of action regarding the management of biological invasions.
In particular, France is highly impacted by the presence of invasive alien species, with
a long history of global trade and tourism that has greatly favoured the introduction
of non-native species. Currently, a conservative minimum of 2,750 introduced and
invasive alien species with accepted names (as recorded on September 24%, 2020 in
GRIIS; Pagad et al. 2018; Thevenot et al. 2020) have been recorded from metropolitan
France. This large list of non-native records likely results from several concomitant fac-
tors. First, the central geographic position of France is unique, comparatively with the
other countries of the European Union: France has frontiers with five other countries,
coastlines on three different seas or oceans, and overseas territories distributed all over
the world. This situation enhances the possibility for substantial national and transna-
tional traffic from regions and countries hosting different native species. Second, France
has the 7* highest gross domestic product worldwide (The World Bank, https://www.
worldbank.org/), is the 7* largest importer of goods (World Trade Organization, htt-
ps:/Iwww.wto.org/), is ranked 10" for transportation of persons and even ranked 1* in
2018 in terms of international tourist arrival (World Tourism Organization, UNWTO,
https://www.unwto.org/). France welcomes over 80 million tourists annually (more
than its own population) from all continents. Both trade of goods and transportation of
people are known to increase biological invasions and their costs (Hulme 2009; Gippet
etal. 2019; Essl et al. 2020; Haubrock et al. 2021a). Third, as is the case in general in
Europe, the legislation concerning biological invasions in France is inadequate to slow
down the flux of introductions of species (Caffrey et al. 2014). For example, there is no
restriction of living species transportations from/to the many overseas territories.

In this context, a general overview of the monetary losses and expenditures associ-
ated with invasive species is urgently needed for France. This national cost assessment
would be particularly important to fully capture the complex and diverse nature of
costs incurred by biological invaders. To that aim, we synthesised for the first time the
economic costs of invasive alien species in France (Metropolitan France and French
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overseas) over a large time range. Then, we calculated the total economic costs caused
by invasive alien species in France, and, using annualised cost values, examined how
these costs have evolved over time. To obtain a comprehensive insight on the nature
of the monetary impacts, we then examined the repartition of costs among different
economic sectors and across French regions. Finally, we identified the distribution of
economic costs across taxonomic groups of invasive alien species, and established a list
of the costliest invasive alien species in France.

Material and methods

Data collection, compilation and filtering

To estimate the costs of biological invasions in France, we benefited from the Inva-
Cost initiative (Diagne et al. 2020a, b) that compiles the most comprehensive and
up-to-date information on the economic costs of invasive alien species worldwide.
Data collection was mainly based on systematic literature searches, complemented by
both opportunistic and targeted data collection through contacting experts and stake-
holders. One of these searches targeted cost data in non-English languages, such as
French (Angulo et al. 2021a), and is detailed below. All cost information retrieved
were assembled in a common database structured following the descriptive columns
of the InvaCost database (see ‘Descriptors’ file available at https://doi.org/10.6084/
m9.figshare.12668570 for a complete description of the descriptive fields considered).
Thus, each cost entry refers to a unique cost value with specific descriptors (columns)
about the document reporting the cost, the spatial and temporal information of the
cost, the taxonomy of the species causing the cost and the typology of the cost (see
Suppl. material 1 for details on the descriptors used in this manuscript). As cost en-
tries were obtained from different years and currencies, all costs were standardised to
a unique and common currency, i.e. 2017 equivalent US dollars (US$) using official
market exchange rates and taking into account the inflation since the year of cost esti-
mation (see Diagne et al. 2020b for complete details about formulas and calculations
associated with the cost standardisation, as well as Diagne et al. 2020a for a detailed
description of the different steps of the construction of the InvaCost database). The lat-
est version of this updatable database (9,823 cost entries), along with all related details
and associated information, is fully accessible and openly available online (version 3.0;
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.12668570).

The InvaCost version 3.0 incorporates the cost data we collected when specifically
searching for costs of invasive alien species in France. Indeed, we performed a double-
stage strategy for collating more cost information for our study. First, monetized im-
pacts of invasions were collected by screening the available literature containing inva-
sion costs in the research engines Web of science and Google scholar. The topic search
was restricted to the literature published in either English or French, with no timespan
restriction. Second, we gathered additional — often unpublished — cost estimates from
active communication efforts with conservation managers and practitioners to col-
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lect information that we may have missed with more traditional searches. Specifically,
we (7) directly contacted the French coordinator of IUCN (International Union for
Conservation of Nature), the French Invasive Alien Species Resource Center (“Centre
des Ressources Espéces Exotiques Envabissantes”), the National Botanical Conservatory
(“Conservatoire Botanique National”), the Conservatories of Natural Spaces (“Conserv-
atoires d’Espaces Naturels”) and their federation; and (7) circulated a request among
managers from French reserves and protected territories in order to collate specific cost
data from these areas.

For the analyses, we filtered the InvaCost version 3.0 by the “Official country”
descriptor to get the entries corresponding to France (Suppl. material 1). We care-
fully checked the data, identifying potential mistakes or double counting. Finally, we
refined the data by excluding all cost entries deemed as less reliable from the database
(i.e. assigned ‘low’ in the “Method reliability” column; Suppl. material 1), as well as
those cost entries with partial temporal information. We restricted the temporal in-
terval to the end of 2018, as it was the last year for which we had economic costs.
After these filtering steps, our final dataset for France contained 1,118 entries for the
1993-2018 time period.

Total and annualised economic costs

Cost information could be reported for a single year in some documents, while it was
occurring over several successive years in other studies. Therefore, we expanded the
assembled French dataset to standardise all cost entries to yearly estimates using the
expandYearlyCosts function of the invacost R package (Leroy et al. 2020). This function
uses the original information about the time range, i.e. columns reporting the prob-
able starting and ending years of each cost entry included in the database, to derive
annual costs. This resulted in a total number of 1,583 annualised cost entries. We thus
estimated both total and average annual costs by, respectively, totalling the annual costs
of a given period of time (i.e. total costs), and then divided them by the number of
years of this period of time (i.e. annual costs). We calculated the temporal trends of the
invasion costs in France by using the function summarizeCosts in the Invacost package
version 1.0 (Leroy et al. 2020) in R version 4.0.2 (R Core Team 2020), which allowed
the calculation of mean annual cost between 1993 and 2018, providing averages in
4-year periods throughout the study period.

Description of impacted sectors and costliest species

To describe the patterns of invasive alien species costs in France, and their impacts
on different sectors, we used different descriptors of the cost entries. First, we fo-
cused on the type of costs (column “Type of cost merged”) which categorises the
cost reported as: ‘Damage’ referring to damages or losses incurred by the invasion
(e.g., costs for damage repair, resource losses, medical care), or ‘Management’ com-
prising expenditure such as control, monitoring, prevention, or eradication of inva-
sive alien species. For the analyses pertaining to these cost categories, we classified
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as ‘mixed’ the cases where the specific nature of the reported costs was unclear, i.e.
when it was not possible to separately attribute monetary values to either damages
or management of invasive alien species. Second, we explored socio-economic sec-
tors (column “Impacted sector”), which were classified into seven major categories
reflecting the main activity, societal or market sectors impacted by costs (see Suppl.
material 2 for a full description of the impacted sectors that are considered in the
InvaCost database).

For the distribution of costs among taxa, we used the taxonomic information as
reported in the InvaCost database. However, to understand how the different socio-
economic sectors were impacted by invasive alien species, we also applied taxonomic
groupings in combination with environment of the invasive species causing the cost
(e.g., “terrestrial mammal”, “aquatic arthropod”, “semi-aquatic bird”). The list of envi-
ronment-taxonomic groupings is available in Suppl. material 3.

To provide an InvaCost-based list of the costliest invasive species currently docu-
mented in France (i.e. those that had economic impacts exceeding US$ 1 million in
the period 1993-2018), the “Species” column was reclassified (i) to merge costs as-
signed to multiple species within the category diverse/unspecified, and (ii) to aggregate
by genus all species with cost estimates provided at both the species and the genus
level (i.e., Impatiens glandulifera and Impatiens spp.; Ludwigia grandiflora, L. peploides,
Ludwigia spp., and Ludwigia sp., Rattus norvegicus, Rattus sp. and Rattus spp.; and
Reynoutria japonica and Reynoutria sp.). Then, the geographic origin of the costliest in-
vaders was collected from the Global Invasive Species Database (GISD 2020) and from
the GRIIS (Pagad et al. 2018). Data were filtered and only ‘observed’ (incurred) costs
were used for all these analyses; ‘potential’ (expected) costs (column “Implementation”,
Suppl. material 1) were thus excluded.

Regional mapping of economic costs

To present a regional mapping of economic costs incurred by invasive alien species
in metropolitan France and French overseas territories, data were filtered per region
(column “Location”, Suppl. material 1), and only observed costs were selected (column
“Implementation”, Suppl. material 1). The cost entries corresponding to multiple re-
gions or with unspecified invasive alien species were removed from this analysis. Then,
for each French region and French overseas, we mapped the total costs and the associ-
ated number of invasive alien species causing these costs.

Estimation of the cost of invasive alien species with no recorded cost in France

We also provide a coarse approximation of the potential costs of invasive alien species
known to occur in France, but without cost data for France in InvaCost version 3.0,
with a two-step extrapolation procedure based on available data. First, to identify the
species reported from France that have no cost data, we collected (i) 2,750 introduced
and invasive species with accepted scientific names from the GRIIS (Suppl. material 4,
which also presents the distribution of species per taxonomic groups; Pagad et al. 2018;
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Thevenot et al. 2020), (ii) 254 invasive alien species listed in GISD, and (iii) 630 alien
taxa documented from French overseas territories (Soubeyran et al. 2015), of which
some are also non-native in metropolitan France. We merged this information, and
after having removed duplicated species and subspecies, we obtained a total of 2,621
introduced and invasive species occurring in France. From this list, we identified the
species for which we had economic costs in InvaCost version 3.0: 67 species with both
observed and potential costs, and 63 species with only observed costs. We used these
species with economic cost data for both France and the world, to establish a linear
regression model of the cost in France as a function of cost worldwide (all costs were
log-10 transformed). Finally, we used this relationship to provide a coarse extrapola-
tion of costs to the species known to occur in France, with cost data worldwide in
Invacost 3.0, but for which we had no cost information in France.

Data analysis

All analyses were conducted in R 4.0.2 (R Development Core Team 2020). We used
the invacost R package (Leroy et al. 2020) for all cost estimations (see above).

Results

Cost data collected

In a first step, the InvaCost database reported initially only 28 cost entries from 16
English-written articles. Then, our complementary search made using French as a lan-
guage (Angulo et al. 2020) in the Web of Science and Google Scholar returned 26
papers mentioning economic costs caused by invasive alien species in France. Yet, only
four articles, representing 14 cost entries, reported monetary cost values. In a third
step, our efforts to personally contact experts allowed us to collect a high quantity of
new cost information (1,106 cost entries from 39 documents written in French as of
September 1%, 2020). In total, we obtained 1,583 annualised cost estimates, corre-
sponding to 98 invasive alien species.

Overall costs and temporal trend

Invasive alien species incurred a total amount of US$ 11,535 million in France over
the period 1993-2018, with an average of US$ 444 million annually (Figure 1A). The
highest costs were documented in the time range 2009-2012 (ca. US$ 4,172 million,
corresponding to US$ 1,043 million annually). A large part of the reported costs of inva-
sive alien species for France were not empirically observed, i.e. they were obtained from
extrapolations of the potential cost should these invasive alien species further invade fa-
vourable habitats/regions. Hence, the costs actually observed amounted up to US$ 1,280
million for the 1993-2018 time period (average annual: US$ 49.2 million) (Figure 1A).
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The number of cost entries per year was also the highest in this period (2009-2012),
ranging from 168 to 283 entries per year. There were only 13 costs reported before 2000,
and these documents only reported low cost values. The temporal trend in costs suggested
that costs continuously increased from 1993 to 2012, and decreased afterwards. This de-
crease after 2012 is, however, concomitant with the decrease in the number of reported
cost estimates and indicative of a time lag in cost reporting (see Suppl. material 5).

Nature of the costs and impacted sectors

As most of the costs started to be reported from the early 2000s in France, the paucity of
information makes it impossible to obtain a comprehensive picture of how damage and
management costs impacted the different sectors over time. Before 2000, it can only be
mentioned that costs corresponded to damage and loss only, without any management
expenditure. From 2000 to 2018, observed damage costs were almost always higher
than observed management costs. For the most complete time period (2009-2012),
observed damage costs were in general characterised by amounts 7-8 times higher than
those observed costs documented for management, totalling to US$ 732million for
‘Damage-Loss’ costs vs. US$ 98 million for ‘Management costs (Figure 1B).

Four activity sectors were mainly impacted by invasive alien species in France
over the time range (1993-2018) from which cost information was obtained: Health
(US$ 324 million; cumulative cost), Agriculture (US$ 258 million) and Authorities
and Stakeholders (US$ 230 million) (Figure 2, Suppl. material 6). A fourth, mixed
category (i.e., several sectors impacted together) was higher than the three above spe-
cific activity sectors (US$ 425 million). We also found that each sector category could
be affected by different groups of invaders (Figure 2). Semi-aquatic arthropods often
had large impacts on a combination of sectors, as suggested by their large impact on
the “Mixed” category (Figure 2). Costs to Agriculture and Health sectors were mostly
caused by terrestrial forbs, whereas Authorities and Stakeholders were impacted by a
diversity of invaders.

Regional mapping of economic costs

The reported economic costs and the number of associated species greatly varied
among the different French regions, both metropolitan and overseas (Figure 3). Over
the period 1993-2018, the regions with the lowest numbers of species and cumulative
cost (< 10 species and < US$5 million) were the northernmost regions (Grand Est, Ile
de France, Hauts de France and Normandie). Auvergne-Rhone-Alpes and La Réunion
were the regions with the highest cumulative costs (US$238 million and US$137 mil-
lion, respectively) and had the highest number of invasive species with costs. Provence
Alpes Cote d'Azur, Bretagne, Pays de la Loire, Nouvelle Aquitaine and New Caledonia
had more than 15 invasive species with costs, and a cumulative cost ranging from
US$5 to US$100 million. For each region, the listing of the genus / species for which

we had cost information is available in Suppl. material 7.
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the period (1993-2018).

Taxonomic group distribution and costliest species

The analysis of economic costs across taxonomic groups revealed that invasive alien
plants and invertebrates accounted for most of the reported costs in France (Figure 4,
Suppl. material 6). For plants, the great majority of the costs was attributed to the
Magnoliopsida class, totalling US$ 8,421 million in terms of potential costs, and
US$ 664 million for observed costs (Figure 4A, B); it included the 18 following plant
taxa: Acacia mangium, Acer negundo, Ambrosia artemisiifolia, A. polystachya, Baccha-
ris halimifolia, Crassula helmsii, Elaeagnus angustifolia, Flemingia strobilifera, Ludwi-
gia spp., Miconia calvescens, Myriophyllum aquaticum, Opuntia rosea, Prunus serotina,
Reynoutria spp., Robinia pseudoacacia, Rhododendron ponticum, Rubus alceifolius and
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Table I. Listing of the costliest invasive alien species in France (> 1 million in observed cumulated costs).

Species/Genus Common name Sum of cost US$2017 Geographic Origin
Ambrosia artemisiifolia Common ragweed 551261 394 North America
Aedes aegypti Yellow fever mosquito 333 089 505 Africa
Aedes albopictus Asian tiger mosquito 128 523 816 Asia
Ambrosia polystachya Cuman ragweed 70 588 450 South America
Ludwigia spp. Water primrose 35226 942 America
Rusa timorensis Javan rusa 8300 398 Asia
Rattus spp. Rats 2811942 Asia
Vespa velutina Yellow legged-hornet 2588 307 Asia
Reynoutria spp. Knotweed 2090 356 Asia
Lagarosiphon major African elodea 1605914 Africa
Lithobates catesbeianus American bullfrog 1594127 North America
Procambarus clarkii Red swamp crayfish 1394 047 North America
Felis catus Feral cat 1258 480 Africa
Baccharis halimifolia Eastern baccharis 1104 942 North America

Saururus cernuus. For invertebrates, most of the cost entries were attributed to insects,
totalling US$ 890 million for potential and observed costs, and US$ 466 million for
observed costs (Figure 4A, B); these costs were incurred from the nine following insect
species: Aedes aegypti, Ae. albopictus, Anoplolepis gracilipes, Anoplophora glabripennis,
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Figure 4. Cumulative costs (in 2017 US$) by taxonomic groups of invasive alien species in France over
the time range 1993-2018 for A observed cost amounts and B both observed and potential costs. The
“Multi-taxa costs” group refers to entries that presented costs without separating the different taxa.

Apis mellifera, Brontispa longissima, Bactrocera tryoni, Vespa velutina and Wasmannia
auropunctata. Little cost information was found for vertebrates in metropolitan France
and French overseas territories.

The costliest invasive alien species in France are presented in Table 1. They include
four invertebrates (Ae. aegypti, Ae. albopictus, V. velutina, Procambarus clarkii), four
vertebrates (Felis catus, Lithobates catesbeianus, Rattus spp., Rusa timorensis,) and six
plants (A. artemisiifolia, A. polystachya, Baccharis halimifolia, Lagarosiphon major, Lud-
wigia spp., Reynoutria spp.); these species originate from all continents except Europe
and Oceania (Figure 5).



206 David Renault et al. / NeoBiota 67: 191-224 (2021)

Number of species
per continent

M5
=3
2

#South

America

Figure 5. Representation of the geographic origin of the costliest invasive alien species in France over the
period 1993-2018 (all those >1 million in cumulated cost). Some of the costliest invaders have multiple
continental origins. The coloured bar on the right part of the figure shows the number of species for each
continental area (North and South Americas, Arctic, Africa, Europe, Asia, Oceania). See Table 1 for the
names of the costliest invasive taxa in metropolitan France and French overseas.

Estimation of the potential costs for species which cost information is missing
in France

We found that costs in France represent a small proportion of worldwide species costs,
weakly increasing with the global cost value (observed and potential costs:

cost =0.172 x cost + 3.500;

France (Global—France)
observed costs only:

+3.462).

COStFrance = 0 163 X COSt(Global—France)

We used these relationships to make a first extrapolation of the costs of species
known to occur in France, with cost data available worldwide, but no recorded costs in
France, which resulted in an estimation of an additional US$ 3,030 million for both ob-
served and potential costs, and US$ 151 millions when only considering observed costs.

Discussion

Based on 1,583 records for 98 invasive alien species, we found that biological invasions
incurred a total cost ranging between US$ 1,280 (only observed, incurred costs con-
sidered) and 11,535 (observed and potential costs) million in France over the period
1993-2018. These values are likely underestimated since we considered only highly
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reliable costs and cost data were missing for the vast majority (97.6%) of invasive spe-
cies in France. If we add to these numbers our coarse extrapolations of missing cost
data, the total cost would range between US$ 1,431 million (only observed costs) and
14,565 million (observed and potential costs). However, even these rough extrapola-
tions still do not account for over 90% of the species invading France, for which there
is no cost information whatsoever. The highest recorded costs correspond to the period
2009-2012, and overall most were damage and loss costs, with relatively few costs cor-
responding to management expenditures. Many regions had very little information on
economic costs of biological invasions, whether in metropolitan France or in French
overseas territories. The fractionary nature of the existing data pointed to aquatic in-
sects (mosquitoes, in particular Aedes sp.) and terrestrial forbs (non-graminoid herba-
ceous flowering plants, in particular Ambrosia sp.) as belonging to the costliest invasive
alien species in France, both severely impacting the human health sector. Yet, many
more species had high costs in different sectors.

The economic costs incurred by invasive alien species in France greatly increased in
the period 2009-2012. We suggest that the increasing consideration of biological inva-
sions in France and elsewhere in the past years (decades), and the improved awareness
of invasive species and biodiversity, may have contributed to explaining this pattern.
In particular, the ‘Delivering alien invasive species in Europe’ initiative over the period
2002-2006 (DAISIE 2009), the development of GRIIS by the Species Survival Com-
mission of the International Union for Conservation of Nature in 2006, the Aichi Bio-
diversity Target 9 for the period 2011-2020 (https://www.cbd.int/sp/targets/rationale/
target-9/), and the European report published by Kettunen et al. (2009) may have
significantly contributed to raising awareness of the ecological and economic burdens
caused by invasive alien species. The emergence of these influential initiatives may have
subsequently motivated the community to collect and publish information on invasive
alien species costs. The decrease of recorded costs after 2012 is at least in part due to
the time lag between occurrence of a cost, its record and its publication.

A large majority of the economic costs caused by invasive alien species in France
are related to damages and losses. Regarding damages and losses, infrastructures and
recreational activities were frequently reported as some of the sectors impacted by in-
vasive alien species. As already reported in other countries, biological invasions can
greatly interfere with recreational activities in France (Legrand 2002), especially in
water bodies where, for instance, fishing or canoeing are practised; yet, these costs
were not reported from several French regions where they are most probably occur-
ring. Agriculture and Health were by far the most impacted sectors in France, followed
by Authorities-Stakeholders (surveillance, prevention, control, and education), within
which management costs were most often associated and of high reliability (Sarat et
al. 2015a, Sarat et al. 2015b; Sarat et al. 2019). Agricultural, industrial or recreational
losses, seem less straightforward to accurately estimate, most probably because of their
intertwined relationships with several other confounding factors, but also because the
invasive status species is not always specified in these sources (e.g. for “pests”), and
may thus have been missed by our searches. For example, the lack of cost data of inva-
sive insects on the agricultural sector is surprising given their known costs worldwide
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(Bradshaw et al. 2016), and suggests a gap or bias in the reporting of their economic
impacts in France. Recent research on invasive ants corroborates this hypothesis, sug-
gesting a total cost over US$ 45 million for France (Angulo et al. 2021b).

In this study, non-graminoid terrestrial flowering and aquatic plants totalled the
highest economic costs followed by invertebrates, and more particularly insects. Five
plants totalling a large proportion of the costs: Ambrosia spp., Ludwigia spp., B. halimi-
Jfolia, Reynoutria spp., and L. major. Ambrosia and Ludwigia were also among the most
costliest species in Europe (Haubrock et al. 2021a). Pollens produced by the different
Ambrosia species, and more particularly by A. artemisiifolia, cause allergies to humans
(Chen et al. 2018). In France, populations from the Auvergne-Rhone-Alpes region are
particularly threatened by the pollens produced by Ambrosia spp., and pollen sensitiv-
ity of the inhabitants is increasing (from 5% in 1980 to about 13% in 2014; ORS
Rhone-Alpes 2017). In Europe, the estimated health costs from treating pollen aller-
gies have reached US$ 8.3 billion annually (Schaffner et al. 2020). As predictive studies
suggest that the numbers of inhabitants sensitive to A. artemisiifolia pollens should be
at least doubled in France by 2041-2060 (Lake et al. 2017), it is likely that medical
care costs will significantly rise in this country if mitigation measures aimed at limiting
the proliferation of A. artemisiifolia are not further increased.

The curly waterweed L. major was introduced for aquariophilie and was first ob-
served outdoors in France after the Second World War. By quickly forming very dense
beds in ponds and lakes, this submergent plant has strong ecological (extirpation of
native hydrophytes, accelerated sedimentation, enhanced transparency of the water),
recreational (boating activities, fishing) and industrial (hydroelectric plants) impacts. As
part of the invasive alien species list of EU concern (Roy et al. 2014), preventive meas-
ures are established to avoid new introductions of L. major in the EU, including France,
and management plans are implemented for preventing its proliferation. Consistently,
our study revealed that in many instances, available costs were related to harvesting of
L. major, be it mechanised or manual, to labour costs, and to the cost of storage and
destruction of this plant, which has 495 occurrences in France (over 3,102 occurrences
worldwide; GRIIS, Pagad et al. 2018). Because manual or mechanical harvesting can
cause propagation of invasive macrophytes, increased investment in biosecurity is war-
ranted to prevent secondary spread (e.g. Crane et al. 2019). A similar observation can
be raised for Ludwigia spp., also listed as an invasive alien species of EU concern due to
its high ecological and socio-economic impacts (Thouvenot et al. 2013). In our study,
all of the costs of Ludwigia spp., but one, were related to Authorities-Stakeholders, with
more than 90% of the costs being associated with the management of this species.

Following plants, invertebrates (and in particular Insects) constitute the second
costliest invasive alien taxonomic group in France. Among them, members of the
Culicidae family, including the Asian tiger mosquito A. albopictus and the yellow fe-
ver mosquito A. aegypti, represent growing threats to human populations, due to be-
ing harmful mosquitoes swarming in both urban and peri-urban landscapes (Darriet
2014). Females of A. albopictus play a significant role in the transmission of many
pathogens, and this results in a strong threat to the public health system (Schaffner et
al. 2013). Vega-Rua et al. (2013) showed that this species was particularly efficient in
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transmitting chikungunya and dengue in the southeast of France, and can also harbour
and transmit yellow fever virus (Amraoui et al. 2016). The Aedes genus has also been
shown to cause the greatest costs of all aquatic and semi-aquatic taxa (Cuthbert et al.
2021). In this study, we found that monitoring, surveillance prevention, research and
control costs reached ca. US$ 62 million in France over the period 2009-2013 for
A. albopictus, and US$ 48 million for A. aegypti in the same time range. Wittmann and
Flores-Ferrer (2015) previously reported that 55% of the costs related to invasive alien
species in France in 2013 were related solely to A. albopictus, with the number of cost
data growing over the period they studied (76 cost entries in 2009 for A. albopictus,
81in 2010, 101 in 2011, 144 in 2012, and 133 in 2013). Yet, the direct medical costs
resulting from the expanding populations of vector mosquitoes remain poorly docu-
mented. High costs for Aedes species were expected in the French territories located in
the Americas (French Guiana, Martinique and Guadeloupe), as these species were also
the costliest species in the Central and South America region and in specific countries
therein such as Ecuador or Argentina (Ballesteros-Mejia et al. 2021; Duboscq-Carra
et al. 2021; Heringer et al. 2021). For these French territories in the Americas, Uhart
et al. (2016) documented 4,574 hospitalisations of approximately 4.3 days each for
patients affected by dengue, with a mean cost per stay of US$ 2,849. These monetary
values are, however, region-dependent, and thus cannot be used for obtaining accurate
estimates of the economic impacts of the species in other regions. As an illustration,
the direct medical cost per person (hospitalisation, diagnosis, specialised services, drug
usage and medical supplies) from dengue fever was about US$ 48.10 per dengue epi-
sode in Vietnam (Vo et al. 2017), US$ 307 in Central America and Mexico, and US$
3,154 in North America (Shepard et al. 2011). Also, we highlight that many costs
incurred by invasive alien vectors have not been recorded or monetised (for instance,
lost income of hospitalised patients). Finally, as global warming is rapidly boosting the
fecundity, development, survival rate and the frequency of blood meals of hematopha-
gous insects, and hence the intensity with which they transmit pathogens (Ryan et al.
2019; Iwamura et al. 2020), the geographic expansion of vector-borne disease insects
in France should be considered urgently. In Corsica for instance, there remains a ma-
jor reintroduction risk of Plasmodium falciparum with the presence of populations of
Anopbheles labranchiae on the island (this species is native to northern Africa and vector
of the most serious form of malaria, Toty et al. 2010). Given this background, and
despite the continuous expansion of Aedes sp. in France and Europe, and the massive
medical costs they cause, it is surprising that these insects have remained absent from
the European list of invasive alien species of concern to the EU (Roy et al. 2014; Con-
solidated version of the Union list 2019: https://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/
invasivealien/list/index_en.htm).

In the context of global warming, another alien insect species could further expand its
range in France, and could potentially have huge monetary impacts: the pinewood nema-
tode Bursaphelenchus xylophilus. As several entries corresponded to potential costs for this
species in InvaCost, and because we worked with entries of high reliability only, relatively
low costs are reported from the pinewood nematode in France in our work. Meanwhile,
Soliman et al. (2012) suggested that the species could be distributed in the southern part
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of France, as well as in Bourgogne, Poitou-Charentes, Aquitaine, Midi-Pyrénées, Limou-
sin, Rhone-Alpes, Provence-Alpes Cote d'Azur and Auvergne, with potential huge direct
impacts varying from US$ 18 to 102 per km? of infested pinewood, depending on the
considered region. Globally, these authors projected US$ 14.08 billion in damage costs of
pinewood nematode B. xylophilus in forests in Spain, France and Italy, should the species
not be contained. These were not considered in our national estimate, but constituted
99% of the costs in Spain if potential costs were included (Angulo et al. 2021¢); a similar
amount of annual losses was estimated in Russia (Kirichenko et al. 2021)

The Asian hornet, accidentally introduced in southwestern France in 2004, is the
second costliest insect genus (after Aedes sp.) in France. This species has colonised
urban, agricultural and forest areas, and continues its expansion throughout Europe
(Monceau et al. 2014). The Asian hornet has severe impacts on beekeeping and pol-
lination services provided by domestic bees on which it predates (Rome et al. 2011). A
study dedicated to the monetary cost of the control of V. velutina suggested a US$ 26
million cost for the destruction of nests in France from 2006 to 2015, and mentioned
that this cost could increase by US$ 13.4 million per year due to the expansion of the
species (Barbet-Massin et al. 2020). Yet, this study had no data to report on the prob-
able high costs to beekeepers or to decreased pollination due to the hornet’s predation
on wild and domestic pollinators. Given that the apiculture revenue was € 135 million
in France (corresponding to 2017 US$ 152.5 million) (Barbet-Massin et al. 2020) and
the yearly pollination services to agriculture were estimated at € 2 billion in France
(2017 US$ 2.26 billion) (Gallai et al. 2009), the actual economic impact of the Asian
hornet is probably massive. The high costs found for France are very similar to the costs
found in Spain for the same species (US$ 5.33 billion; Angulo et al. 2021¢).

Opverall, our study revealed very high economic costs of biological invasions, and
yet, they remain very conservative, for several reasons. First, we remained conservative
here and used only highly reliable cost entries. Second, many existing costs are simply
unknown, or unreported, because the scientific literature reporting the economic con-
sequences of biological invasions is still in its infancy in France, as evidenced by the 3%
of currently introduced or invasive species having cost entries in InvaCost in France
(Diagne et al. 2020b, Angulo et al. 2020). Out of the 2,621 invasive species in total,
the remaining 97% of species likely represent a very high additional cost, as shown
by the high extrapolations derived for invasive alien species invading France but with
known costs only outside France. During our literature search, we also observed that a
large number of studies (22 out of 26) stated that invasive alien species have monetary
impacts in France, without supplying cost information or referring to published mate-
rial reporting these costs. Third, monetising the costs remains a difficult task, and we
found that pricing the effects of invasive alien species was often achieved by different
ways (e.g., costs based from direct observations, estimations, models, extrapolations,...)
(Diagne et al. 2020a; Angulo et al. 2021a), with all of these procedures being challeng-
ing to synthesise. Fourth, access is probably one of the major hurdles, as cost informa-
tion exists in relatively large amounts of (a) unpublished and not publicly available
documents, (b) documents not published in English, and (c) documents aggregated by
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non-academic entities. In France, it is especially difficult to obtain cost values because
of the large diversity of entities running investigations on alien species and the diversity
of protection designations for terrestrial and aquatic areas (Guignier and Prieur 2010).

As reported elsewhere (e.g., IUCN 2018), direct contacts with academic and non-
academic actors had here too proven the most efficient means of retrieving cost informa-
tion, and partially resolved the issue of the paucity of publicly available cost information.
By using phone calls, e-mailing, and by circulating questionnaires, we have been able to
collect the majority of cost information (1,106 cost entries collected from 39 documents,
as compared with 26 cost entries with the classical InvaCost Database search), revealing
that even if cost data were poorly documented in France and overseas territories, those
data do exist as grey literature. High percentages of non-English costs were also reported
in other countries, such as in Spain or Japan (98%, Angulo et al. 2021¢; and 100%,
Watari et al. 2021, respectively), and this percentage was lower but also important in
countries such as Germany or Ecuador (69%, Haubrock et al. 2021b; 52%, Ballesteros-
Mejias et al. 2021) or in general in the Central and South America continent and in Asia
(Heringer et al. 2021; Liu et al. 2021). In line with the recent suggestion from Blackburn
et al. (2020), this observation proves that academics must continue their engagements
towards a more collaborative science for improving the sharing of knowledge and hav-
ing adequate communication of invasion science findings to the public (Mattingly et al.
2020), and ultimately an ability to better tackle the issues caused by invasive alien species.

The paucity of literature reporting the monetary impacts of invasive alien species
in France is problematic, as it results in decision-makers failing to be convinced at
local and national levels of the need to make investments towards improving our un-
derstanding of ecological and economic impacts linked with invasion. The absence of
more quantitative studies on costs is startling, as many introduced populations present
very serious risks to public health in France, including the allergenic common ragweed
and the irritant giant hogweed (Heracleum mantegazzianum), both of which mobilize
significant economic resources for their control (Sarat et al. 2015a, b) and for medi-
cal care (Schaffner et al. 2020). Some years ago, the overview published by Mazza et
al. (2014) summarised the different threats posed by invasive alien species to human
health, reemphasising the crucial need for stringent policies to reduce invasion-driven
health effects. Our study points out the crucial need for considering invasive alien spe-
cies costs more generally, i.e. not only the species having health impacts or being listed
as invasive alien species of union concern, to reveal and address the significant burden
invasive alien species have on the economy in France and beyond.

Conclusion

Our knowledge of the ecological effects of invasive alien species is progressing con-
stantly (Laverty et al. 2017; Cuthbert et al. 2019), and results in frequent warning
of the deleterious effects they cause on biodiversity and human societies (e.g., Sim-
berloff et al. 2013; Pysek et al. 2020). Climate change is additionally enhancing the
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geographic expansion of aliens (Bellard et al. 2013; March-Salas and Pertierra 2020),
in turn increasing their role as drivers of biodiversity decline (Butchart et al. 2010;
McGeoch et al. 2010; Lebouvier et al. 2020). The increased scientific awareness and
communication of the negative effects of alien species on biodiversity and ecosystem
services have fostered their consideration by a wide array of actors, and a complete and
robust assessment of economic costs was hitherto missing. In this study, we provided
the first synthesis on the economic costs incurred from invasive alien species to the
French economy. We report alarming costs and even more alarming knowledge gaps.
The growing number of invasive alien species in France, while budgets dedicated to
their management remain very low, has pushed managers to optimize the use of lim-
ited funds. By collecting information on the costs incurred by invasive alien species,
we hope to raise awareness on the need to monitor and prevent new invasions, but also
to supply managers with additional information to better prioritise the species already
invasive in France. The costs that we are reporting provide evidence of the significant
damages invasive alien species can cause to economies, in addition to their threats to
biodiversity. At present, a national coordination compiling the effects of all known
invasive alien species in monetary terms is missing. This aspect should be urgently
solved, as it would greatly enhance communications towards decision-makers and the
public, facilitating our ability to raise awareness of the importance of biosecurity and
biosurveillance in France and overseas. The InvaCost initiative partially addresses this
need, and offers a platform for standardised cost reporting by environmental managers.
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(http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/). The Open Database License
(ODDL) is a license agreement intended to allow users to freely share, modify, and
use this Dataset while maintaining this same freedom for others, provided that the
original source and author(s) are credited.

Link: https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.67.59134.suppl4
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Supplementary material 5

Number of cost estimates per year for France

Authors: David Renault, Eléna Manfrini, Boris Leroy, Christophe Diagne, Liliana

Ballesteros-Mejia, Elena Angulo, Franck Courchamp

Data type: cost data

Explanation note: The dashed line illustrates the sudden decrease in the number of cost
estimates after 2013.

Copyright notice: This dataset is made available under the Open Database License
(http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/). The Open Database License
(ODDL) is a license agreement intended to allow users to freely share, modify, and
use this Dataset while maintaining this same freedom for others, provided that the
original source and author(s) are credited.

Link: https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.67.59134.suppl5

Supplementary material 6

Categorical representation of the cumulated costs caused by invasive alien species

in metropolitan France and French overseas over the period 1993-2018

Authors: David Renault, Eléna Manfrini, Boris Leroy, Christophe Diagne, Liliana

Ballesteros-Mejia, Elena Angulo, Franck Courchamp

Data type: distribution of costs incurred by Invasive Alien Species

Explanation note: Categorical representation of the cumulated costs caused by invasive
alien species in metropolitan France and French overseas over the period 1993—
2018 per (a) activity sectors, (b) cost types, and (c) taxonomic groups. Pie charts
show the cost contribution of alien invasive species to the different categories; in-
ner circle shows information based on all costs (i.e. observed and potential costs),
whereas the outer circle restricts the information to the costliest invaders ((i.e. ob-
served costs > 1 US$ million) from France (Aedes sp., Ambrosia sp., Lagorasiphon
sp., Lithobates catesbeianus, Ludwigia sp., Procambarus clarkii, Rattus sp., Reynoutria
sp.» Rusa timorensis russa, Vespa velutina, Felis catus, Baccharis halimifolia).

Copyright notice: This dataset is made available under the Open Database License
(http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/). The Open Database License
(ODDL) is a license agreement intended to allow users to freely share, modify, and
use this Dataset while maintaining this same freedom for others, provided that the
original source and author(s) are credited.

Link: https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.67.59134.suppl6
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Supplementary material 7

For each French region, listing of the taxa for which we had cost information in

the InvaCost database over the time range 1993-2018

Authors: David Renault, Eléna Manfrini, Boris Leroy, Christophe Diagne, Liliana

Ballesteros-Mejia, Elena Angulo, Franck Courchamp

Data type: occurences

Copyright notice: This dataset is made available under the Open Database License
(http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/). The Open Database License
(ODDL) is a license agreement intended to allow users to freely share, modify, and
use this Dataset while maintaining this same freedom for others, provided that the
original source and author(s) are credited.

Link: https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.67.59134.suppl7

Supplementary material 8

List of the 68 invasive alien species in metropolitan France for which no economic

cost was documented in our database

Authors: David Renault, Eléna Manfrini, Boris Leroy, Christophe Diagne, Liliana

Ballesteros-Mejia, Elena Angulo, Franck Courchamp

Data type: Listing of Invasive Alien Species

Explanation note: The potential costs incurred by these 68 invasive alien species in
France were estimated from cost data obtained from other countries (see Material
and methods).

Copyright notice: This dataset is made available under the Open Database License
(http://opendatacommons.org/licenses/odbl/1.0/). The Open Database License
(ODDL) is a license agreement intended to allow users to freely share, modify, and
use this Dataset while maintaining this same freedom for others, provided that the
original source and author(s) are credited.

Link: https://doi.org/10.3897/neobiota.67.59134.suppl8
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