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Net Economic Impact of Mitigation Targets

Introduction Benefits & Costs of Mitigation Through Time

» Burke et al. (2015) & (2018) produced empirical estimates of economicj > All levels of mitigation considered in this framework eventually confer a net
damages from climate change that are significantly more-severe than widely- economic benefit with the magnitude of the long-term benefit increasing with the

» For a time horizon of 2100, mitigation efforts tend to reduce cumulative gross
world product and more stringent mitigation efforts are associated with further

used prior estimates. | - | level of mitigation effort. reduction in gross world product under both representations of damages (i.e.,
» These more-severe damage estimates suggest that limiting global warming to§ > For the 1.5°C and 2.0-C mitigation targets: stabilizing at 1.5°C results in more loss of gross world product than 2.0-C).
1.50C. above preiqdustrial levels relative t.o. 2°C would result in cumulative > Default-DICE damages suggest a 215! century entirely characterized by §» For a time horizon of 2300, mitigation efforts tend to enhance cumulative gross
benefits from avoided damages of ~36 trillion US$ of gross world product economic sacrifice for the benefit of future generations. world product under both representations of damages.
through 21OQ (3% discount rate). | | | » Burke-DICE damages imply that net economic benefits will begin to be §» Of the four time-horizon/damage-representation combinations considered
> However,. j[hIS assessment does not consider any costs associated with realized in the 2070s-2080s, within the lifetimes of many people alive today. below, the 1.5-C mitigation target only tends to be economically superior to the
decarbonizing the global economy. | | Default-DICE Burke-DICE 2-C target under a time horizon of 2300 and Burke-DICE damages (Fig. 4d).
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