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The use of Invasive Alien Plants for Bioenergy in South
Africa:
Contribution to multiple sustainable development goals
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How can biomass supply for bioenergy deliver multiple benefits and contribute to sustainable development goals”
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A Studycommissionedoy NetherlandsEnterpriseAgencyfor NL-SAKnowledgeplatform on
sustainablébiomass

A SouthAfricahasfossitbasedenergysystem HighGHGemissionreductiontargets

A InvasiveAlienPlants(IAPspromisingresourcefor bioenergy Main reasonfor eradicationof
|APds water consumption

A Objective Assessthe potential and the environmental and sociceconomicimpacts of
bioenergyproduction from invasivealien plantsin SouthAfrica.

A Environmental GHGbalance Water
A Socieeconomic EmploymentCompetitiveness
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Results: Carbon emissions of IAP removal

A IAPs are a carbon sink,

removalwill resultin acarbon

loss
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S Utrecht University  Results: Water balance of IAP removal
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IAPS| Natural Pastures | Dense forest Low forest Fynbos Annual Orchards |Natural state
grasslands and thicket | (shrubland)| cropland

B Water balance (WB) = Water shortage (WZ)Net reduction in water shortage

A In general, the removal of
IAPsresults in water savings
considering any potential
land-usetransition.
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FigureA omitsthe carbonstockchangesnducedby IAPsremovalandlandrehabilitationto its natural state. FigureB
includesthe carbonstockchangesinducedby IAPsremovaland land rehabilitation to its natural state. Theranges
indicatethe carbonstockchangesrom other land-usetransitions

< urecht University RESUItS: Supply chain GHG emissions electricity production

The main difference s
caused by mode of
transport

Both supply chains can
comply with REDII 70% /
80% GHG savings
requirement

Complying  with REDII
requirements relies strictly
on__restoring the land

entirely to its natural state
(thicket/ denseforest).
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s Urecht Universiy Main conclusions

A The eradicationof I1APsresultsin tradeoffs between GHGemissionswater savings,and
sociceconomicmpacts

A Impactshighlydependon subsequentanduse

A Generallyremoving IAPsresults in water savingsand job creation Thesecan also
amplify other ecosystemservicessuch as conservation of biodiversity and social
developmentundersmartchoicesof land-usetransitions

A Theuse of IAPsfor electricity generationcanimprove economicfeasibility of eradication
andcanresult in GHGemissionsavingsvhenfossilelectricityisreplaced

A Reportingof GHGemissionslependon whether |APsare classifiecasa residueor not

A Socieeconomictrade-offs are different for electricityproductionin NLor SA
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The information in this presentation has been compiled with the utmost care,
but no rights can be derived from its contents.

Questions or discussion please
contact: f.vanderhilst@uu.nl
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