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A B S T R A C T

Crop models are used for an increasingly broad range of applications, with a commensurate proliferation of
methods. Careful framing of research questions and development of targeted and appropriate methods are
therefore increasingly important. In conjunction with the other authors in this special issue, we have developed a
set of criteria for use of crop models in assessments of impacts, adaptation and risk. Our analysis drew on the
other papers in this special issue, and on our experience in the UK Climate Change Risk Assessment 2017 and the
MACSUR, AgMIP and ISIMIP projects.

The criteria were used to assess how improvements could be made to the framing of climate change risks, and
to outline the good practice and new developments that are needed to improve risk assessment. Key areas of
good practice include: i. the development, running and documentation of crop models, with attention given to
issues of spatial scale and complexity; ii. the methods used to form crop-climate ensembles, which can be based
on model skill and/or spread; iii. the methods used to assess adaptation, which need broadening to account for
technological development and to reflect the full range options available.

The analysis highlights the limitations of focussing only on projections of future impacts and adaptation
options using pre-determined time slices. Whilst this long-standing approach may remain an essential compo-
nent of risk assessments, we identify three further key components:

1. Working with stakeholders to identify the timing of risks. What are the key vulnerabilities of food systems
and what does crop-climate modelling tell us about when those systems are at risk?

2. Use of multiple methods that critically assess the use of climate model output and avoid any presumption that
analyses should begin and end with gridded output.

3. Increasing transparency and inter-comparability in risk assessments. Whilst studies frequently produce
ranges that quantify uncertainty, the assumptions underlying these ranges are not always clear. We suggest
that the contingency of results upon assumptions is made explicit via a common uncertainty reporting
format; and/or that studies are assessed against a set of criteria, such as those presented in this paper.

1. The role of crop models in assessing risk and adaptation

Crop models have a long history, during which their focus and ap-
plication have altered in response to societal needs (Jones et al., 2016).
They have contributed to decision support (e.g. Kadiyala et al., 2015)

and risk assessment (e.g. Rader et al., 2009), and have resulted in
conceptual and practical advances in publicly-funded agricultural de-
velopment work (Reynolds et al., this issue). The last decade has seen
an increase in the use of crop-climate ensembles targeted at informing
adaptation (e.g. Challinor et al., 2013). Much of the progress made has

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.07.010
Received 14 November 2016; Received in revised form 7 June 2017; Accepted 12 July 2017

⁎ Corresponding author at: Institute for Climate and Atmospheric Science, School of Earth and Environment, University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT, UK.
E-mail address: a.j.challinor@leeds.ac.uk (A.J. Challinor).

Agricultural Systems 159 (2018) 296–306

Available online 12 August 2017
0308-521X/ © 2017 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/BY/4.0/).

T

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/0308521X
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/agsy
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.07.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.07.010
mailto:a.j.challinor@leeds.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.07.010
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.agsy.2017.07.010&domain=pdf


been enabled by model intercomparison projects (MIPs). The Agri-
cultural Model Intercomparison and Improvement Project AgMIP
(Rosenzweig et al., 2013b), the Inter-Sectoral Impact Model Inter-
comparison Project ISIMIP (Warszawski et al., 2014), and Modelling
European Agriculture with climate change for Food Security MACSUR
(Bindi et al., 2015) have brought together large model ensembles that
are run for different sites and crops or in gridded form for larger areas
or globally.

Food systems risks can be defined narrowly as the potential for re-
duced food production (e.g. Li et al., 2009), or broadly as the risk to
food security. Even more broadly, food systems have many interactions
with other systems, e.g. the energy system (Homer-Dixon et al., 2015).
Crop models will have a greater or lesser role in the analysis, depending
on the nature of the risks being assessed. The UK Climate Change Risk
Assessment (CCRA2017)1 aimed to identify all the climate risks re-
quiring action by the UK government – i.e. all those that are not ad-
dressed by current policy. Topics covered in CCRA2017 include do-
mestic food production and international dimensions of risk, including
food security, conflict, migration and humanitarian aid, and their inter-
relationships (see Challinor et al., 2016b).

Integrated assessment of risks from climate change is a relatively
recent focus for crop modelling. Ewert et al. (2015) have set out a va-
luable review and outlook for risk assessment using crop models as part
of integrated assessment models. Here, we examine the use of crop
models for risk assessment outside of this emerging field. We draw on
author experience in both MIPs and CCRA2017. Our analysis is also
based on a list of criteria for application of crop modelling to impacts,
adaptation and risk assessment; and on a list of identified research
priorities for the crop-climate modelling research community. These
lists, which can be found in Section 1 of the supplementary information,
were developed first amongst the authors and then distributed more
widely amongst all authors of this special issue, to ensure feedback and
consensus. The manuscript reviews were also used to refine the lists.

Our analysis reviews and assesses the frameworks needed for risk
assessment (Section 2); the development and running of crop models
(Section 3); the methods used to form crop-climate ensembles (Section
4); and the methods used to assess adaptation (Section 5). Good prac-
tice in all of these areas underpins accurate risk assessment. We con-
clude with a forward-looking assessment of how crop models might be
better used to improve risk assessments (Section 6). The key issues
identified in our analysis are presented in Fig. 1.

2. Towards improved framing of risks posed by climate change to
food production systems

2.1. Risk, uncertainty and likelihood

Risk and uncertainty are concepts that apply where the range of
future possibilities is largely known (Stirling, 2010). The difference
between them lies in whether or not probabilities can be calculated
(Wynne, 1992). This distinction is often a matter of (expert) opinion
rather than provable fact, so that the same crop-climate ensemble can
be presented as an assessment of risk or as an assessment of impacts
expressed using uncertainty ranges. True assessment of risk implies a
knowledge of the consequences of an event, since risk is the product of
two factors: the probability that an adverse event will occur and the
consequences of that adverse event (Jones, 2001). For simplicity,
however, and following the conventional use of the term “risk” in much
of the crop modelling literature, we do not distinguish here between
likelihood and risk. Clearly any contribution to the assessing likelihood
can be a component of a risk assessment.

2.2. Frameworks for interconnected risks

Interactions between sectors (e.g. agriculture, forestry, water) are
important in determining climate change impacts (Harrison et al.,
2016, Elliott et al., 2014, Piontek et al., 2014). In CCRA2017, a very
broad systems boundary was needed in order to draw the most robust
conclusions possible. Where quantitative information on interactions
was not available, those relationships were assessed using existing lit-
erature. Studies that focus on interactions often fill key knowledge gaps.
Guzman et al. (this issue) provide an exemplar study of interactions
between crop cultivation, irrigation and groundwater. Elliott et al. (this
issue) provide an exemplar study of economic impacts by assessing the
insured and uninsured crop losses resulting from drought.

The interactions that lead to climate change risks go beyond those
amongst ecosystem-based sectors and into governance, society, health
and economics, to name but a few areas. Fig. 2 summarises those
findings of CCRA2017 that relate to food security (Challinor et al.,
2016b). Key issues that emerged in that assessment are the fundamental
interconnectedness of both climatic and non-climatic risks and the
transmission of risks across international boundaries (e.g. transnational
transmission of risks to crops from ozone Hollaway et al., 2011). Thus,
the relevance of crop modelling goes well beyond an understanding of
food production, or even food security, and there is a concomitant
breadth required in the systems boundaries used in crop modelling
studies (Campbell et al., 2016, Waha et al., 2012), especially where
broad system boundaries are used.

Integrated assessment models (IAMs) may be expected to deliver
frameworks for interconnected risks; however the use of crop models
within IAMs is at a relatively early stage (Ewert et al., 2015). Further,
IAMs may not be the best tool to assess the range of trade-offs and
synergies that are important to food systems. The complexity of the
inter-related set of climate change and food security risks and responses
has led to them being labelled a “wicked problem” requiring a range of
approaches (Vermeulen et al., 2013). Food security targets are not so-
lely a matter of increasing yield, but also of improving food access,
quality and diversity. There may be direct yield trade-offs involved in
actions and activities that contribute towards food security (Campbell
et al., 2016). The integration of local knowledge and the input of social
scientists within interdisciplinary modelling research can contribute to
the identification and outlining of realistic scenarios of socio-technical
change, crop-climate indices, or of model output priorities (i.e. not
solely yield Herrero et al., 2015, Campbell et al., 2016). The insights
gained may inform the design of models and modelling studies that go
beyond conventional projections of yield and yield response and are
designed to analyse trade-offs (Wessolek and Asseng, 2006), determine
least regrets options, or inform multi-criteria analyses (Hallegatte,
2009, Challinor et al., 2010).

2.3. Joint adaptation and mitigation frameworks

Much of the current focus on assessing the risks of climate change is
focused on the stringent 1.5–2 °C limit on global warming agreed at the
international climate negotiations in Paris in 2015 (COP21). In order to
be consistent with a 2 °C target, emissions across all sectors need to
decrease by over 80% by 2050 (Edenhofer et al., 2012), with even
greater reductions required for a 1.5 °C target. The agriculture, forestry
and other land use sector is responsible for 24% of all human green-
house gas (GHG) emissions (Smith et al., 2014), so is a critical sector for
delivering the Paris Agreement. More than even before, it is clear that
agricultural systems require changes that address both adaptation and
mitigation.

Both sustainable intensification and climate-smart agriculture
(Lipper et al., 2014) seek to address the challenge of joint adaptation
and mitigation challenge. Climate-smart agriculture targets the si-
multaneous achievement of increasing agricultural production,
adapting to climatic change, and mitigating this change through1 https://www.theccc.org.uk/uk-climate-change-risk-assessment-2017/.

A.J. Challinor et al. Agricultural Systems 159 (2018) 296–306

297

https://www.theccc.org.uk/uk-climate-change-risk-assessment-2017


reduced agriculture-related emissions. Understanding and addressing
the trade-offs and synergies between these objectives is therefore a
research priority for the climate-crop modelling community (Campbell
et al., 2016), which is particularly well placed to contribute given its
capabilities to simulate regional and global scale change.

How might the crop-climate modelling community develop joint
adaptation and mitigation frameworks? One approach would be to
calculate, or at least estimate, the emissions associated with modelled

adaptation options. Tian et al. (this issue) exemplify this approach by
quantifying the non-CO2 greenhouse gas emissions associated with
different paddy rice management strategies and examining yield-
emissions trade-offs. Composite measures, such as yield emission effi-
ciency, might also be used to assess how climate-smart specific adap-
tation options are. A set of recent studies exemplify different existing
frameworks for the joint assessment of adaptation, productivity and
mitigation outcomes for different types of agricultural interventions,

Fig. 1. Summary of key issues identified by our analysis. The structure shows how fundamental work on frameworks, crop models and ensembles are used to improve adaptation studies
and ultimately target models towards stakeholder-relevant risk assessments.

Fig. 2. Risks to UK food systems derived from
an analysis of international (“It”) and domestic
dimensions of climate change. Domestic di-
mensions arise from risks to natural environ-
ment and natural assets (“Ne”) and people and
the built environment (“Pb”). Blue indicates
climate change; green shows impacts on UK
food systems and society; brown shows inter-
national food system risks that are transmitted
to the UK; black indicates factors that com-
pound international food system risks. Full
details, together with the other enumerated
lists, are contained in Challinor et al. (2016),
Brown et al. (2016) and Kovats et al. (2016),
and via interactive web resources at UK
Committee on Climate Change (2016). (For
interpretation of the references to color in this
figure legend, the reader is referred to the web
version of this article.)
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technologies and practices (e.g. Shirsath et al., 2017; Shikuku et al.,
2017; Notenbaert et al., 2017).

2.4. Risk frameworks need to incorporate multiple perspectives

In addition to being a technically challenging issue, understanding
risk and uncertainty requires cognisance of the multiple perspectives
and interpretations that exist (Wesselink et al., 2014). The frameworks
used to conceptualise uncertainty determine the potential for crop-cli-
mate modelling to distinguish risks. A range of interpretations on these
related topics exists not just between different groups (scientists, poli-
ticians, public), but also within them. Even experts within the same
project can disagree on the meaning and adequacy of reported un-
certainty ranges, based on their assessment of whether or not all risks
are known and whether or not the known risks are adequately quan-
tified (Wesselink et al., 2014; see also Section 2.1).

Systematic assessment might seem to be a way to ensure objectivity.
However, herein lies the thorny issue at the heart of uncertainty ana-
lysis: attempts to be systematic, for example by quantifying parametric
uncertainty by using ranges of values, can result in ranges that are not
informative, and even unrealistic (Challinor et al., 2007). The same
may be said of using multiple models. Fig. 3 illustrates this issue. The
range of all simulated events is an attempt to capture all possible
events, yet the overlap is not only partial; models and model ensembles
are collections of methodological choices and assumptions that may not
explore the full range of possibilities (Whitfield, 2013). Equally, the
range of model results may extend beyond the realms of possibility
(Spiegelhalter and Riesch, 2011). Hence risk assessment with models
should not be reduced to the process of equating multiple model out-
puts with a probability distribution. If a meaningful risk is to be cal-
culated then a framework is needed, even if it exists only to highlight
the limitations of the analysis. In Fig. 3, the real risk is represented by
the ratio of “Adverse” to “All possible” events (i.e. (b + c)/(a + b + c
+ d)), which in this case is under-estimated by the model as being c/(c
+ d + e).

Both simulated and actual risk are the result of uncertainty, which is
the lack of precision in knowing where in the “All possible” circle the
final single real world realisation will lie. The “Simulated events” oval
presents the model's attempt to capture exactly the underlying dis-
tribution of probabilities – i.e. the “All possible” area, usually through
simulating multiple climate and socio-economic scenarios, bias cor-
rection of climate model output, crop model calibration, model en-
sembles and expert interpretation.

Some clear recommendations emerge from this analysis. Since ex-
pert judgment is involved in assessing the extent to which uncertainty
estimates are realistic, reporting multiple, rather than single,

assessments of the confidence placed by experts in particular predic-
tions will avoid false confidence in the results (Wesselink et al., 2014).
Furthermore, descriptive (as opposed to quantitative) presentation of
results, especially when based on a consensus view, can help reframe
uncertainty into statements about possible risks. In crop-climate mod-
elling, statements that describe processes and trade-offs are likely to be
more informative than broad uncertainty ranges (Challinor et al.,
2013).

3. Developing and running crop models

3.1. Good practice in crop modelling underpins accurate risk quantification

The results of using a risk framework will only be as good as the
models and methods used within that framework. A model needs to be
skilful if its assessment of risk is to be correct.

We turn now to the technical challenges of running crop models. For
a long time, it has been recognised that studies using crop models need
to satisfy certain criteria in order to contribute to the literature in a
valuable way (e.g. Sinclair and Seligman, 2000). A more recent review
found significant issues with the way that crop models are described
and used for assessing climate change impacts (White et al., 2011).

Here we present an abbreviated summary of good practice in the
running of individual crop models. Each of the areas is described in
more detail in the supplementary information, which describes good
practice in selection of input data, model calibration and documenta-
tion of models and simulations (Section 3); and model evaluation and
interpretation (Section 4). The supplementary information also presents
the full list of our criteria for application of crop modelling to impacts,
adaptation and risk assessment.

i. The crop model used, and the processes simulated, should be of
appropriate complexity given the evidence from available data and
the spatial scale of the simulations (Section 4.1). This helps to avoid
overtuning during the calibration process, especially if a broad
array of observed data are used (e.g. yield, LAI) across a broad range
of observed values. Different models were developed to address
different questions. High complexity is warranted where yield-de-
termining processes are demonstrably complex. Field scale models
are often used at spatial scales greater than those at which they
were developed for, implying challenges to aggregation and para-
meterization (see Section 4.3).

ii. The model(s) used should be evaluated using historical observed
data. A broad range of data (not just yields) over a broad range of
environments should be sought and used in evaluating crop models,
and error checking of the data is important. Attention to interannual
variability is particularly important (see e.g. Hoffmann et al., this
issue, and Müller et al. (2017)).

iii. The simulations carried out should be documented in sufficient
detail to demonstrate the extent of good practice, and to ensure
reproducibility of the work carried out.

3.2. Crop model improvement supports accurate risk quantification

With improved measurements and availability of reference data,
crop models are continually being improved by more faithfully re-
presenting the processes they simulate and by identifying new processes
and interactions. As long as this process does not result in unwarranted
complexity (Section 3.1), this often improves skill (Maiorano et al.,
2017).

Several researchers have made a case for seeking consensus amongst
models and for the inclusion of N dynamics responses to elevated CO2

(Bannayan et al., 2005, Boote et al., 2013, Yin, 2013, Li et al., 2014).
Few models (e.g. Reyenga et al., 1999, Børgesen and Olesen, 2011,
Asseng et al., 2014) capture this response, yet it remains key for rea-
listic simulation of source-sink relationships, yield quality (through

Fig. 3. Schematic representation of risk assessment. The large circle (a + b+ c+ d)
shows all the possible realisations of a variable of interest (e.g. crop yield, food prices,
mycotoxin contamination). Of this full set a smaller circle (b + c) shows those realisa-
tions that are judged to present a risk. Of these adverse events, only area (c) is captured by
the simulations. Of the remainder of the possibilities, only area (d) is captured by the
simulations. Additionally, area (e) shows the set of unrealistic simulations.
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protein content), sink-strength related photosynthetic acclimation to
elevated CO2, fertilizer use, and greenhouse gas emissions from agri-
cultural practices (Muller et al., 2014, Vanuytrecht et al., 2011).

Particularly sensitive and/or high frequency processes are another
area needing improvement, since they can be especially difficult to si-
mulate. Sensitivity studies from the AgMIP-wheat and AgMIP-rice pilot
showed that uncertainty in simulated yield increased with increasing
temperatures (Li et al., 2015, Asseng et al., 2013, Asseng et al., 2014).
For both crops the large spread between models could be partly at-
tributed to how phenology was simulated, i.e. the choice of cardinal
temperatures, the choice of thermal time accumulation function and,
for wheat, the inclusion of accelerated leaf senescence with high tem-
peratures (Asseng et al., 2011). Similar results have been shown for
potato (Fleisher et al., 2016) and for maize (Wang et al., 2015), even
though this was not a general finding of the AgMIP-maize model in-
tercomparison (Bassu et al., 2014). Furthermore, the increased un-
certainty between models was due to how models dealt with an in-
creased frequency of high-temperature events around and after anthesis
and its simulated impact on crop growth.

A third area for crop model improvement is the potential need to
account for microclimate, which requires simulations of canopy tem-
perature. Recent studies have demonstrated the importance of micro-
climate when predicting heat sterility in rice (Julia and Dingkuhn,
2013). For wheat, canopy microclimate studies indicate that tempera-
tures can be several degrees warmer or cooler depending on whether
evaporative cooling is present (Kumar and Tripathi, 1991; Asseng et al.,
2011). However, recognition of importance does not necessarily
transfer into increased model skill. A study comparing nine wheat
models that use three different approaches to simulate canopy tem-
perature found only minor improvements when simulated canopy
temperature was used for heat stress effects and no improvements when
canopy temperature was additionally used for various other processes
(Webber et al., 2017).

4. Crop-climate ensembles

As shown in Fig. 1, crop-climate ensembles involve both a prior
modelling framework (Section 2) and the running of crop models (in-
troduced in Section 3). We focus here on the overarching issues and
approaches associated with forming a crop-climate ensemble, including
choice of crop and climate models (Section 4.1), decisions on when and
how to assess skill (Section 4.2), and dealing with any scale-dependency
of model choice and ensemble member selection (Section 4.3). The
supplementary information presents more detail on these issues, as well
as the full list of our criteria for application of crop modelling to im-
pacts, adaptation and risk assessment.

4.1. Forming a crop-climate ensemble

4.1.1. Model and bias correction choices
The first task in implementing a risk assessment framework is to

choose crop and climate models to work with. Climate model ensembles
are usually chosen by the impacts community based on availability and
so are to a large extent ensemble of opportunity. Similarly, crop mod-
elling groups may have in-house crop models that they favour, often for
good reasons such as confidence in their sound use of the model.
However, explicit justification of model choice is often missing: White
et al. (2011) found that only 18% of 221 studies reviewed thoroughly
justified their choice of crop model.

Justification for use of a particular crop model in an ensemble can
come entirely from a-priori reasoning – i.e. demonstration that the
model is fit for purpose, as outlined in Section 3. However, in the
context of an ensemble a second criterion presents itself: to what extent
will that model contribute to the correct capturing of the underlying
distribution of probabilities (as illustrated in Fig. 3 and outlined in
Section 2)? Whilst all ensembles are to some extent ensembles of

opportunity, they should not be entirely ad hoc. Rather, ensembles
should be formed from a well-justified set of models and input data (see
Section 2.2 of the supplementary information). As part of this, usually
any climate model data used as input will be bias-corrected (see Section
2.3 of the supplementary information).

4.1.2. Use of ensemble mean and spread
Ensemble mean or medians can serve as a best-estimate for the

impact of climate change. Recent MIPs in crop modelling also find that
the median compares better to reference data than most or even any
individual model (Asseng et al., 2013, Fleischer et al., 2016, Martre
et al., 2015, Bassu et al., 2014, Li et al., 2014). This result is in line with
what the climate modelling community found in their model inter-
comparison work, which showed that the superior performance of
model ensembles is a result not only of error compensation, but also
greater consistency (Hagedorn et al., 2005) and robustness (Knutti and
Sedlacek, 2013).

More challenging than the use of ensemble averages is the use of
ensemble spread. Especially challenging, and important for risk as-
sessments, are extreme events. Long time series of simulations are
needed in order to obtain any statistical significance. Gobin et al. (this
issue) address this problem by using crop models with statistical dis-
tribution fitting of extremes to assess the impact of multiple adverse
weather conditions.

4.2. Skill-based and spread-based selection of ensemble members

Two categories of selection criteria for ensemble members can be
identified: i. skill-based approaches, whereby appropriate model(s) are
chosen for a targeted study, and ii: spread-based approaches, which
focus on capturing the underlying distribution of possible futures using
ensembles. McSweeney and Jones (2016) offer the fraction of the full
range of future projections captured by a subset as a useful spread-
based climate model selection metric. Ruiz- Ramos et al. (this issue),
take a spread-based approach and use ex post expert judgment to ex-
clude crop-climate ensemble members in a study of wheat. In contrast,
Ruane et al., (2015) took a skill-based approach by justifying the se-
lection of climate models using four criteria: spatial resolution, degree
of evaluation, length of CMIP involvement, and skill in simulating
monsoons.

Skill-based approaches use model evaluation statistics, whilst
spread-based approaches focus on the assessment and use of ensemble
ranges. As illustrated in Fig. 3, purely spread-based approaches may
generate unrealistic simulations, simply because of the lack of focus on
underlying model skill and evaluation. Purely skill-based approaches,
on the other hand, may tend to underestimate the full range of future
realisations.

Although looking at cryospheric rather than agricultural climate
impacts, Wiltshire (2014) offer an interesting combination of the skill-
and spread- based approaches by choosing models which are shown to
best represent key features of the Indian Summer Monsoon and sample
either end of the spread of precipitation projections. A more complex
combination of the two approaches is recommended in Lutz et al.
(2016): model selection follows a three step protocol: first, splitting the
envelope of projections into four portions based upon a combination of
temperature and rainfall and selecting one model from each portion (for
example one model from the cold and dry portion); second, sampling of
extremes; and finally filtering the remaining models based on skill in
representing the annual cycle of temperature and precipitation.

Work across crop and climate modelling community can lead to
improved treatments of uncertainty (Wesselink et al., 2014, EQUIP,
2014, Challinor et al., 2013). Despite the progress made with existing
methods, new methods are needed for objectively determining the
criteria for inclusion of models within a given multi-model study.
Wallach et al. (2016) provide a valuable discussion of model selection
approaches and identify a broad range of lessons for crop modellers
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based on methods in ensemble climate modelling. Objective criteria for
model selection and weighting of ensemble members are amongst the
suggestions made in that paper for improving ensemble crop modelling.

4.3. Scale-dependency of model choice and ensemble member selection

Choice of parameterisations (and by extension, models) that are
appropriate for the spatial scale of a study is critical (see Section 2.1 of
the supplementary information), since measured and modelled re-
sponses to the atmosphere can differ across scale (Challinor and
Wheeler, 2008). However, in more than half of studies, models are
applied at scales other than those for which they were originally de-
signed (Ramirez-Villegas et al., 2015) – specifically, field-scale models
are used above field scale in roughly 50% of the cases. Hoffmann et al.
(2015), Hoffmann et al. (2016) and Zhao et al. (2015) studied the effect
of using aggregated, low-resolution climate or soil input in field-scale
models applied at regional scales. The extent to which model output is
biased by aggregation depends upon the crop model, environmental
conditions and spatial variability of weather and soil (Hoffmann et al.,
2016).

Skill-based crop model selection is likely to be particularly im-
portant and possibly much easier at smaller spatial scales, where the
specifics of the agroecological system being studied become increas-
ingly important (Challinor et al., 2014a). Models often perform better
in some regions than in others. This may be simply because of variation
in the strength of relationships between yield and climate (see e.g.
Watson et al., 2014, Watson and Challinor, 2013). However, model
structure and complexity, and data and calibration issues, are also
likely to play a role. The precise cause of variation in skill is difficult, if
not impossible, to determine. At larger spatial scales, it is often more
difficult to assess model skill, owing to scarce and uncertain reference
data and aggregation issues (Porwollik et al., 2017, Müller et al., 2017).
Here, spread-based crop model selection is likely to be more common.

5. Modelling adaptation

5.1. Limitations of current methods

Risk assessments will not be accurate unless they account for the
autonomous adaptation that occurs in changing climates. A significant
portion of the crop modelling literature has focused on assessing
adaptation options: out of 91 published studies on climate change im-
pacts used for the IPCC AR5 (Challinor et al., 2014b, Porter et al., 2014)
about a third (33) also quantified adaptation. However, only four
adaptation strategies were used in those studies, namely, changes in
planting date, irrigation, crop cultivar and fertilizer. Adaptation studies

therefore fail to represent the broad scope that adaptation has in the
real world. Closing this gap is a significant challenge that very likely
needs to involve stakeholders (Section 6).

Notably, little attention has been paid to changes in farm compo-
sition, including crop diversification and intercropping, which are ty-
pical of smallholding systems across the tropics (Claessens et al., 2012),
as well as to long-term transformations (Rippke et al., 2016, Weindl
et al., 2015). Modelled adaptations also ignore interactions within the
system, e.g. changes in soil organic matter contents in mixed crop-li-
vestock systems (Thornton and Herrero, 2015). Modelling studies also
fail to represent farmers as agents who are continuously making deci-
sions about the objectives or management of the system in the context
of interacting biophysical and socio-economic drivers (Quinn et al.,
2011, Below et al., 2012). As a result, framing of adaptation has skewed
evidence towards a few practices and systems that can be simulated
with confidence, rather than covering what is relevant in specific socio-
economic or environmental contexts.

Even if the full range of adaptation options could be modelled,
significant problems in quantifying adaptation benefits remain. It has
been hypothesised that relative yield changes provide essentially un-
biased estimates of future climate impacts that can then be applied to
any technological pathway (Nelson et al., 2014, Valin et al., 2014,
Springmann et al., 2016). However, any changes to agronomic man-
agement that neglect the evolution of a system under a given socio-
economic pathway are unlikely to reflect the true response of the
system, since they will neglect the interactions between adaptation and
technological change. Similarly, crop production systems that will
evolve due to technological progress and altered resource access will
likely respond differently to climate change than the current systems
that are typically represented in the models (Glotter and Elliott 2016).
Improvement is therefore needed in the way adaptation is calculated
and in the assumptions on future technologies, e.g. by employing sce-
narios.

Modelling studies tend to compare a future with adaptation against
a historical baseline, instead of comparing a climate change develop-
ment pathway with its corresponding non-climate change counter-
factual (Lobell, 2014). This leads to a systematic under-estimation of
future crop yields. Thus, crop modelling studies typically, but not al-
ways (e.g. Ewert et al., 2005), fail to account for the technological
development (often agricultural intensification) that occurs regardless
of adaptation (Liu et al., 2013, Garnett et al., 2013, Tittonell and Giller,
2013). The resulting underestimation of yield is illustrated in Fig. 4 as
the difference between points B1 (the future state of the system under
new climate conditions, without adaptation or technological progress)
and B2 (the future state of the system with technological progress, but
without adaptation).

Fig. 4. Diagram showing how crop-climate modelling studies
should calculate both impacts and adaptation. A1 and A2 represent
a farming system under current climate with and without adapta-
tion (respectively), whereas B1, B2, and B3 represent the farming
system of A1 but under future climate with neither adaptation nor
technological progress accounted for (B1), only technological pro-
gress accounted for (B2), and with both adaptation and technolo-
gical progress accounted for (B3). Based on Lobell (2014).
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A second point for improvement regarding how adaptation benefits
are quantified relates to the comparative advantage of an adaptation
option under a future climate with respect to the implementation of the
same option under the current climate conditions. Lobell (2014) argues
that by comparing a non-adapted historical period with an adapted
future period (i.e. the difference between point B3 and B2 in Fig. 4),
studies tend to wrongly label certain options as adaptation, and to over-
estimate the net benefit of adaptation. Future adaptation should be the
result of computing the total advantage of adaptation after factoring its
impact on the historical period, and its interactions with prescribed or
expected technological change. Towards that aim, the crop modelling
community should take advantage of recent efforts to develop scenarios
of projected technological change (Representative Agricultural Path-
ways; Valdivia et al., 2015) linked to global change scenarios (Shared
Socio-economic Pathways, SSPs; Kriegler et al., 2012) under which
impacts and adaptation studies can be conducted (Vervoort et al., 2014,
Rosenzweig et al., 2013b).

5.2. Recommendations for simulating adaptation

Current good practice in adaptation studies involves inclusion of
autonomous adaptation, since this avoids over-estimation of impacts.
Less common, but equally important, is comparison of the effect of any
future adaptations to their historical counterparts. As outlined above,
adaptation tends to be over-estimated when comparing a non-adapted
historical period with an adapted future period. Future directions for
modelling adaptation include:

i. New methods are needed in order to permit a broader range of
adaptations options to be assessed. Model limitations currently
preclude a comprehensive assessment of adaptation, skewing evi-
dence towards a few practices that can be simulated with con-
fidence, rather than covering what is really relevant in specific
socio-economic or environmental contexts. Generally, the absence
of explicitly representing management as a response to variable
conditions (e.g. Hutchings et al. 2012, Waha et al., 2012, van Bussel
et al. 2015) in future projections make simulations of adaptation
difficult. In addition, Beveridge et al. (submitted) present some
promising ways of making crop modelling adaptation studies both
more locally relevant and climate-informed.

ii. New methods are also needed to compute adaptation benefits, since
crop modelling studies typically do not usually account for tech-
nological development (but see Glotter and Elliott, 2016), thereby
underestimating the effectiveness of adaptation.

iii. Improved simulation of adaptation through better representation of
processes. Ongoing crop model improvement is important (Section
3.2). Many areas need attention, for example sensitivity of climate
impacts to nitrogen treatments and inclusion of the response of
nitrogen dynamics to elevated CO2 (Vanuytrecht and Thorburn,
2017). More generally, research needs to address the lack of con-
sensus on the nature and magnitude of essential processes to be
captured in crop models and assess the variation in essential pro-
cesses with environmental conditions (Fronzek et al., this issue,
provide a good example).

6. Towards targeted use of models

Ongoing work to improve crop models their use in ensembles is
clearly important. However, we argue that innovative approaches to
impact and risk assessments will also be needed to address the chal-
lenges faced by crop-climate modelling. The Paris Agreement has
brought into sharp focus the need to address adaptation and mitigation
jointly (see Section 2.3). It has reignited scientific interest in sub-two
degree global mean temperature targets and prompted a need for risk
assessments that can differentiate between 1.5 and 2.0 degrees of global
warming. Detecting systematic differences in crop yields at 1.5 vs 2.0

degrees of warming is currently difficult because the range of model
results stemming from methodological choices and spatial variability is
large (Schleussner et al., 2016; and Fig. 3 below).

The use of multiple perspectives, as explored in Section 2.4, can
help to set appropriate systems boundaries and improve the robustness
of risk assessments. However, this approach is of little use unless the
various perspectives can be addressed satisfactorily within a single
framework or methodology in order to robustly address a key question
and/or decision. We now present three areas of progress and potential
in this kind of targeted use of models.

6.1. Working with stakeholders to identify the timing of risks

The current decade has seen an increasing focus in climate science
on identifying the timing of changes in climate (Joshi et al., 2011). This
contrasts with the more traditional framing that asks “what will happen
at a given time in the future?” Given the large uncertainties that exist,
the result of these traditional assessments can often lack utility
(Challinor et al., 2007). The more recent focus on timing of risks means
that uncertainty is expressed using time intervals, rather than ranges of
temperature or crop yield. As a result, these new methods can answer
the question “for a given important change in climate, or subsequent
impact, when are changes likely to be seen?” By comparing the pace of
climate change with the pace of autonomous adaptation, these new
methods are generating information on the timing of risks to food
production systems (Vermeulen et al., 2013, Rippke et al., 2016).

With the shift in methods towards timing, the focus of adaptation
studies can now be ‘by when do key adaptations need to be in place?’
This approach helps in moving from analysis to action (Campbell et al.,
2016). In some cases the indications are that food systems are not
keeping pace with climate change, as is the case for maize breeding
systems in Africa, where the warming that occurs between breeding and
final seed usage will result in an unintentionally shorter crop duration
(Challinor et al., 2016). Others indicate that more long-term transfor-
mations of agricultural systems are needed as land becomes unsuitable
for current crops (Rippke et al., 2016). These are exactly the kind of
issues that risk assessments need to address. Quantify the timing of
interconnected risks (Section 2.2) is likely to be particularly challen-
ging.

With the focus on timing of adaptation comes increasing stake-
holder relevance. Furthermore, stakeholders are often needed for robust
research results, particularly where understanding of decision-making
processes and priorities is required (Lorenz et al., 2015). The MACSUR
project has identified agreements on goals with a wide range of sta-
keholders as a main challenge for European risk assessment (Köchy
et al., 2017).

Participatory stakeholder approaches to modelling have taken a
variety of innovative forms (Whitfield and Reed, 2012). Vandewinde-
kens et al. (this issue) describe a method of stakeholder input informing
a semi-quantitative modelling approach. These participatory ap-
proaches have been shown to bring about benefits of improved con-
textual calibration and decision-making relevance as well as subsequent
trust in, and action on, the emergent evidence bases produced by the
research (Chaudhury et al., 2013, Reed, 2008, Prell et al., 2013). In
summary, engagement with stakeholders is critical if the research is to
have a practical risk management or adaptation outcome.

6.2. Thinking outside the gridbox

Long-standing approaches to crop-climate modelling ask “what is
the change in yield due to climate change in this location and how
might cropping systems adapt?” We argue here that it is important to
ask different and more useful questions of our modelling studies, using
a wide range of methods and information sources. This includes re-
cognising the potential value of interpreting climate model data both
with and without using a crop model.
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Downscaling is often cited as a method for making crop-climate
model output more relevant to stakeholders. However, climate model
outputs are not primarily maps, since they do not contain geographic
features in the way in which we are accustomed to reading them.
Rather, they are information with applicability at spatial scales that
depend upon the climate itself, which are usually greater than the do-
main of that grid cell (Hewitson and Crane, 1996). Crop modelling
studies either use the grid on which the input climate simulations were
generated, or they downscale those data to a more relevant spatial
scale. A range of downscaling methods exist, each with its pros and cons
(Wilby and Wigley, 1997). Downscaling is often combined with bias
correction, whereby the output of climate models is corrected towards
observations (see Section 4.1.1).

Use of native (i.e. non-downscaled) or downscaled climate model
grids is a reasonable way of determining impacts and conducting risk
analysis. However, it may not be the best way in some situations. As
climate models increase their resolution we might expect increases in
skill (Challinor et al., 2009), but even this is not a simple or guaranteed
process (Garcia-Carreras et al., 2015). Additionally, impact models
have their own spatial scale issues that make comprehensive global
assessments difficult, and regional-scale information important
(Challinor et al., 2014a). Whilst downscaling techniques are regularly
applied when field-scale models are used (Vanuytrecht et al., 2016,
Vanuytrecht et al., 2014), they nonetheless potentially add bias and are
a source of uncertainty.

“Thinking outside the gridbox” is a broad term that tries to capture
the need to critically assess the use of climate model output and avoid
the presumption that analyses should begin and end with gridded
output. This is not a matter of further processing or aggregating gridbox
data, but rather of recognising the inherent limitations of it and ex-
tracting the maximum information content from the data. Approaches
used include non-spatial representations of impacts, as is common in
many studies (e.g. quantification of incidence of crop failure rates,
Parkes et al., 2015); analysis of collected gridcell data (e.g. Challinor
et al., 2010), as opposed to being overly explicit geographically; and
use of crop-climate indices (Trnka et al., 2011). In particular the term
conveys targeted analyses that employ a range of linked methods and
have relatively broad systems boundaries. Challinor et al. (2016) pre-
sent an example of this approach, by using i. data on the breeding and
dissemination of new crop varieties; ii. crop-climate indices, with un-
certainty analysis to identify the time at which a climate change signal
emerges from current observed variability (see Section 6.1); and iii.
‘traditional’ crop modelling. These methods were used to target crop
breeding applications by calculating the spatial and temporal scale of
robust crop-climate signals (see Section 6.1 for a brief description of the
results of that study).

6.3. Increasing transparency and inter-comparability in risk assessments

The various choices (calibrating, running and evaluating models;
designing ensembles) faced by a crop modeller when contributing to a
risk assessment always result in some limitations. Different choices
have different limitations. The purpose of a framework is not only to
minimise the limitations, but also to highlight the limitations (see
Section 2.4). However, frameworks are often implicit and justification
of modelling choices is often missing from crop-climate studies (White
et al., 2011), which makes it difficult to compare different studies di-
rectly. The identification of consensus views can be supported by clear
critical evaluation of methodologies and model projections.

Ruiz-Ramos et al. (this issue) use an ex post plausibility check in
ensemble wheat modelling, which usefully goes some way towards
increasing robustness. However, comparability across risk assessment is
only possible when some common methods or protocols are used (see
e.g. Liu et al., 2016). Systematic assessments of the response of models
to carbon dioxide, temperature, water and nitrogen have been sug-
gested as a way to clearly understand and document model

performance (Ruane et al., 2014, Rosenzweig et al., 2013b). The re-
sponse of the model to changes in key input variables should match
what is seen in observations, and a systematic comparison method
would aid this assessment.

Inter-comparability of studies needs to go beyond the choice and
performance of models. Frameworks and assumptions need to be
clearly stated. For example, whilst crop-climate ensembles quantify
uncertainty in weather data, it is less common to consider uncertainty
in soil data – yet it may be a major driver of variation in yield (Folberth
et al., 2016) MIPs are well-placed to take a leading role in the devel-
opment of standardised approaches to presenting limitations and as-
sumptions (Müller et al., 2017, Hoffmann et al., 2016, Rosenzweig
et al., 2013a). A number of option exist: a common uncertainty re-
porting format can be used to make explicit the assumptions upon
which the results of a study are contingent (Wesselink et al., 2014, see
especially Supplementary Material ESM3). Alternatively, studies might
be assessed against a set of criteria, such as those in Section 1 of the
supplementary information.

Acknowledgements

This work was funded by the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences
Research Council (BBSRC) grant numbers BB/N004914/1 and BB/
K010476/1 (as part of the CropM theme of the FACCE-JPI MACSUR
knowledge hub); and the European Union Seventh Framework
Programme (FP7/2007-2013) under the EUPORIAS project and the
SPECS project (grant agreement number 308291 and 308378 respec-
tively).

JRV and AJC are also supported by the CGIAR Research Program on
Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS), which is
carried out with support from CGIAR Fund Donors and through bi-
lateral funding agreements. For details please visit https://ccafs.cgiar.
org/donors. The views expressed in this document cannot be taken to
reflect the official opinions of these organizations. C.M. acknowledges
financial support from the MACMIT project (01LN1317A) funded
through the German Federal Ministry of Education and Research
(BMBF). EV acknowledges funding from Research Foundation Flanders
(FWO) (12I2216N).

Appendix A. Supplementary Information

Supplementary information to this article can be found online at
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.07.010.

References

Asseng, S., Foster, I.A.N., Turner, N.C., 2011. The impact of temperature variability on
wheat yields. Glob. Chang. Biol. 17, 997–1012.

Asseng, S., Ewert, F., Rosenzweig, C., Jones, J.W., Hatfield, J.L., Ruane, A.C., Boote, K.J.,
Thorburn, P.J., Rotter, R.P., Cammarano, D., Brisson, N., Basso, B., Martre, P.,
Aggarwal, P.K., Angulo, C., Bertuzzi, P., Biernath, C., Challinor, A.J., Doltra, J.,
Gayler, S., Goldberg, R., Grant, R., Heng, L., Hooker, J., Hunt, L.A., Ingwersen, J.,
Izaurralde, R.C., Kersebaum, K.C., Muller, C., Naresh Kumar, S., Nendel, C., O'Leary,
G., Olesen, J.E., Osborne, T.M., Palosuo, T., Priesack, E., Ripoche, D., Semenov, M.A.,
Shcherbak, I., Steduto, P., Stockle, C., Stratonovitch, P., Streck, T., Supit, I., Tao, F.,
Travasso, M., Waha, K., Wallach, D., White, J.W., Williams, J.R., Wolf, J., 2013.
Uncertainty in simulating wheat yields under climate change. Nat. Clim. Chang. 3,
827–832.

Asseng, S., Ewert, F., Martre, P., Rötter, R.P., Lobell, D.B., Cammarano, D., Kimball, B.A.,
Ottman, M.J., Wall, G.W., White, J.W., Reynolds, M.P., Alderman, P.D., Prasad,
P.V.V., Aggarwal, P.K., Anothai, J., Basso, B., Biernath, C., Challinor, A.J., De Sanctis,
G., Doltra, J., Fereres, E., Garcia-Vila, M., Gayler, S., Hoogenboom, G., Hunt, L.A.,
Izaurralde, R.C., Jabloun, M., Jones, C.D., Kersebaum, K.C., Koehler, A.-K., Müller, C.,
Naresh Kumar, S., Nendel, C., O'leary, G., Olesen, J.E., Palosuo, T., Priesack, E., Eyshi
Rezaei, E., Ruane, A.C., Semenov, M.A., Shcherbak, I., Stöckle, C., Stratonovitch, P.,
Streck, T., Supit, I., Tao, F., Thorburn, P.J., Waha, K., Wang, E., Wallach, D., Wolf, J.,
Zhao, Z., Zhu, Y., 2014. Rising temperatures reduce global wheat production. Nat.
Clim. Chang. 5, 143–147.

Bannayan, M., Kobayashi, K., Kim, H.-Y., Lieffering, M., Okada, M., Miura, S., 2005.
Modeling the interactive effects of atmospheric CO2 and N on rice growth and yield.
Field Crop Res. 93, 237–251.

Bassu, S., Brisson, N., Durand, J.-L., Boote, K., Lizaso, J., Jones, J.W., Rosenzweig, C.,

A.J. Challinor et al. Agricultural Systems 159 (2018) 296–306

303

https://ccafs.cgiar.org/donors
https://ccafs.cgiar.org/donors
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agsy.2017.07.010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0025


Ruane, A.C., Adam, M., Baron, C., Basso, B., Biernath, C., Boogaard, H., Conijn, S.,
Corbeels, M., Deryng, D., De Sanctis, G., Gayler, S., Grassini, P., Hatfield, J., Hoek, S.,
Izaurralde, C., Jongschaap, R., Kemanian, A.R., Kersebaum, K.C., Kim, S.-H., Kumar,
N.S., Makowski, D., Müller, C., Nendel, C., Priesack, E., Pravia, M.V., Sau, F.,
Shcherbak, I., Tao, F., Teixeira, E., Timlin, D., Waha, K., 2014. How do various maize
crop models vary in their responses to climate change factors? Glob. Chang. Biol. 20,
2301–2320.

Below, T.B., Mutabazi, K.D., Kirschke, D., Franke, C., Sieber, S., Siebert, R., Tscherning,
K., 2012. Can farmers' adaptation to climate change be explained by socio-economic
household-level variables? Glob. Environ. Chang. 22, 223–235.

Beveridge, L., Whitfield, S. and Challinor, A. J. (submitted). Crop modelling: Towards
locally relevant and climate-informed adaptation. Submitted to Clim. Chang.

Bindi, M., Palosuo, T., Trnka, M., Semenov, M., 2015. Modelling climate change impacts
on crop production for food security. Clim. Res. 65, 3–5.

Boote, K.J., Jones, J.W., White, J.W., Asseng, S., Lizaso, J.I., 2013. Putting mechanisms
into crop production models. Plant Cell Environ (n/a-n/a).

Børgesen, C.D., Olesen, J.E., 2011. A probabilistic assessment of climate change impacts
on yield and nitrogen leaching from winter wheat in Denmark. Nat. Hazards Earth
Syst. Sci. 11, 2541–2553.

Brown, I., Thompson, D., Bardgett, R., Berry, P., Crute, I., Morison, J., Morecroft, M.,
Pinnegar, J., Reeder, T., Topp, K., 2016. UK Climate Change Risk Assessment
Evidence Report: Chapter 3, Natural Environment and Natural Assets. Report
Prepared for the Adaptation Sub-committee of the Committee on Climate Change,
London.

Campbell, B.M., Vermeulen, S.J., Aggarwal, P.K., Corner-Dolloff, C., Girvetz, E.,
Loboguerrero, A.M., Ramirez-Villegas, J., Rosenstock, T., Sebastian, L., Thornton, P.,
Wollenberg, E., 2016. Reducing risks to food security from climate change. Glob.
Food Sec (In Press).

Challinor, A.J., Wheeler, T.R., 2008. Use of a crop model ensemble to quantify CO2 sti-
mulation of water-stressed and well-watered crops. Agric. For. Meteorol. 148,
1062–1077.

Challinor, A., Wheeler, T., Garforth, C., Craufurd, P., Kassam, A., 2007. Assessing the
vulnerability of food crop systems in Africa to climate change. Clim. Chang. 83,
381–399.

Challinor, A.J., Osborne, T., Shaffrey, L., Weller, H., Morse, A., Wheeler, T., Vidale, P.L.,
2009. Methods and resources for climate impacts research. Bull. Am. Meteorol. Soc.
90, 836–848.

Challinor, A.J., Simelton, E.S., Fraser, E.D.G., Hemming, D., Collins, M., 2010. Increased
crop failure due to climate change: assessing adaptation options using models and
socio-economic data for wheat in China. Environ. Res. Lett. 5, 034012.

Challinor, A.J., Stafford, M.S., Thornton, P., 2013. Use of agro-climate ensembles for
quantifying uncertainty and informing adaptation. Agric. For. Meteorol. 170, 2–7.

Challinor, A., Martre, P., Asseng, S., Thornton, P., Ewert, F., 2014a. Making the most of
climate impacts ensembles. Nat. Clim. Chang. 4, 77–80.

Challinor, A.J., Watson, J., Lobell, D.B., Howden, S.M., Smith, D.R., Chhetri, N., 2014b. A
meta-analysis of crop yield under climate change and adaptation. Nat. Clim. Chang.
4, 287–291.

Challinor, A.J., Koehler, A.K., Ramirez-Villegas, J., Whitfield, S., Das, B., 2016. Current
warming will reduce yields unless maize breeding and seed systems adapt im-
mediately. Nat. Clim. Chang. 6, 954–958. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3061.

Challinor, A., Adger, W.N., Di Mauro, M., Baylis, M., Benton, T., Conway, D., Depledge,
D., Geddes, A., Mccorriston, S., Stringer, L., Wellesley, L., 2016b. UK Climate Change
Risk Assessment Evidence Report: Chapter 7, International Dimensions. Report pre-
pared for the Adaptation Sub-Committee of the Committee on Climate Change,
London. Available at. https://www.theccc.org.uk/uk-climate-change-risk-
assessment-2017/ccra-chapters/international-dimensions/.

Chaudhury, M., Vervoort, J., Kristjanson, P., Ericksen, P., Ainslie, A., 2013. Participatory
scenarios as a tool to link science and policy on food security under climate change in
East Africa. Reg. Environ. Chang. 13, 389–398.

Claessens, L., Antle, J.M., Stoorvogel, J.J., Valdivia, R.O., Thornton, P.K., Herrero, M.,
2012. A method for evaluating climate change adaptation strategies for small-scale
farmers using survey, experimental and modeled data. Agric. Syst. 111, 85–95.

Edenhofer, O., Carraro, C., Hourcade, J.-C., 2012. On the economics of decarbonization in
an imperfect world. Clim. Chang. 114, 1–8.

Elliot et al. (this issue).
Elliott, J., Deryng, D., Müller, C., Frieler, K., Konzmann, M., Gerten, D., Glotter, M.,

Flörke, M., Wada, Y., Best, N., Eisner, S., Fekete, B.M., Folberth, C., Foster, I., Gosling,
S.N., Haddeland, I., Khabarov, N., Ludwig, F., Masaki, Y., Olin, S., Rosenzweig, C.,
Ruane, A.C., Satoh, Y., Schmid, E., Stacke, T., Tang, Q., Wisser, D., 2014. Constraints
and potentials of future irrigation water availability on agricultural production under
climate change. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 111, 3239–3244.

EQUIP, 2014. Quantifying Uncertainty in Predictions of Climate and its Impacts.
[Online]. Available: http://equip.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/21926-
Equip-A4-flyer-v9.pdf.

Ewert, F., Rounsevell, M.D.A., Reginster, I., Metzger, M.J., Leemans, R., 2005. Future
scenarios of European agricultural land use: I. Estimating changes in crop pro-
ductivity. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 107, 101–116.

Ewert, F., Rotter, R.P., Bindi, M., Webber, H., Trnka, M., Kersebaum, K.C., Olesen, J.E.,
Van Ittersum, M.K., Janssen, S., Rivington, M., Semenov, M.A., Wallach, D., Porter,
J.R., Stewart, D., Verhagen, J., Gaiser, T., Palosuo, T., Tao, F., Nendel, C., Roggero,
P.P., Bartosova, L., Asseng, S., 2015. Crop modelling for integrated assessment of risk
to food production from climate change. Environ. Model Softw. 72, 287–303.

Fleisher, D.H., Condori, B., Quiroz, R., Alva, A., Asseng, S., Barreda, C., Bindi, M., Boote,
K.J., Ferrise, R., Franke, A.C., Govindakrishnan, P.M., Harahagazwe, D.,

Hoogenboom, G., Kumar, S.N., Merante, P., Nendel, C., Olesen, J.E., Parker, P.S.,
Raes, D., Raymundo, R., Ruane, A.C., Stockle, C., Supit, I., Vanuytrecht, E., Wolf, J.,
Woli, P., 2016. A potato model intercomparison across varying climates and pro-
ductivity levels. Glob. Chang. Biol (24 pp.).

Folberth, C., Skalsky, R., Moltchanova, E., et al., 2016. Uncertainty in soil data can
outweigh climate impact signals in global crop yield simulations. Nat. Commun. 7.

Fronzek et al. (this issue).
Garcia-Carreras, L., Challinor, A.J., Parkes, B.J., Birch, C.E., Nicklin, K.J., Parker, D.J.,

2015. The impact of parameterized convection on the simulation of crop processes. J.
Appl. Meteorol. Climatol. 54, 1283–1296.

Garnett, T., Appleby, M.C., Balmford, A., Bateman, I.J., Benton, T.G., Bloomer, P.,
Burlingame, B., Dawkins, M., Dolan, L., Fraser, D., Herrero, M., Hoffmann, I., Smith,
P., Thornton, P.K., Toulmin, C., Vermeulen, S.J., Godfray, H.C.J., 2013. Sustainable
intensification in agriculture: premises and policies. Science 341, 33–34.

Glotter, M., Elliott, J., 2016. Simulating US agriculture in a modern Dust Bowl drought.
Nat. Plant 3, 16193. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nplants.2016.193.

Gobin et al. (this issue).

Guzman et al. (this issue).
Hagedorn, R., Doblas-Reyes, F.J., Palmer, T.N., 2005. The rationale behind the success of

multi-model ensembles in seasonal forecasting – I. Basic concept. Tellus A 57,
219–233.

Hallegatte, S., 2009. Strategies to adapt to an uncertain climate change. Glob. Environ.
Chang. 19, 240–247.

Harrison, P.A., Dunford, R.W., Holman, I.P., Rounsevell, M.D.A., 2016. Climate change
impact modelling needs to include cross-sectoral interactions. Nat. Clim. Chang. 6,
885–890.

Herrero, M., Wirsenius, S., Henderson, B., Rigolot, C., Thornton, P., Havlik, P., De Boer, I.,
Gerber, P., 2015. Livestock and the environment: what have we learned in the past
decade? In: Gadgil, A., Tomich, T.P. (Eds.), Annual Review of Environment and
Resources. 40 Palo Alto, Annual Reviews.

Hewitson, B.C., Crane, R.G., 1996. Climate downscaling: techniques and application.
Clim. Res. 07, 85–95.

Hoffmann et al. (this issue).
Hoffmann, H., Zhao, G., Van Bussel, L.G.J., Enders, A., Specka, X., Sosa, C., Yeluripati, J.,

Tao, F., Constantin, J., Raynal, H., Teixeira, E., Grosz, B., Doro, L., Zhao, Z., Wang, E.,
Nendel, C., Kersebaum, K.C., Haas, E., Kiese, R., Klatt, S., Eckersten, H., Vanuytrecht,
E., Kuhnert, M., Lewan, E., Rötter, R., Roggero, P.P., Wallach, D., Cammarano, D.,
Asseng, S., Krauss, G., Siebert, S., Gaiser, T., Ewert, F., 2015. Variability of effects of
spatial climate data aggregation on regional yield simulation by crop models. Clim.
Res. 65, 53–69.

Hoffmann, H., Zhao, G., Asseng, S., Bindi, M., Biernath, C., Constantin, J., Coucheney, E.,
Dechow, R., Doro, L., Eckersten, H., Gaiser, T., Grosz, B., Heinlein, F., Kassie, B.T.,
Kersebaum, K.-C., Klein, C., Kuhnert, M., Lewan, E., Moriondo, M., Nendel, C.,
Priesack, E., Raynal, H., Roggero, P.P., Rötter, R.P., Siebert, S., Specka, X., Tao, F.,
Teixeira, E., Trombi, G., Wallach, D., Weihermüller, L., Yeluripati, J., Ewert, F., 2016.
Impact of spatial soil and climate input data aggregation on regional yield simula-
tions. PLoS One 11, e0151782.

Hollaway, M.J., Arnold, S.R., Challinor, A.J., Emberson, L.D., 2011. Intercontinental
trans-boundary contributions to ozone-induced crop yield losses in the Northern
Hemisphere. Biogeosci. Discuss. 8, 8645–8691.

Homer-Dixon, T., Walker, B., Biggs, R., Crepin, A.S., Folke, C., Lambin, E.F., Peterson,
G.D., Rockstom, J., Scheffer, M., Steffen, W., Troell, M., 2015. Synchronous failure:
the emerging causal architecture of global crisis. Ecol. Soc. 20, 16.

Hutchings, N.J., Reinds, G.J., Leip, A., et al., 2012. A model for simulating the timelines of
field operations at a European scale for use in complex dynamic models.
Biogeosciences 9, 4487–4496.

Jones, R.N., 2001. An environmental risk assessment/management framework for climate
change impact assessments. Nat. Hazards 23, 197–230.

Jones, J., Antle, J.M., Basso, B., Boote, K., Conant, R., Foster, I., Godfray, H., Herrero, M.,
Howitt, R., Janssen, S., Keating, B., Munoz-Carpena, R., Porter, C., Rosenzweig, C.,
Wheeler, T., 2016. Brief history of agricultural systems modeling. Agric. Syst (In
press).

Joshi, M., Hawkins, E., Sutton, R., Lowe, J., Frame, D., 2011. Projections of when tem-
perature change will exceed 2 °C above pre-industrial levels. Nat. Clim. Chang. 1,
407–412.

Julia, C., Dingkuhn, M., 2013. Predicting temperature induced sterility of rice spikelets
requires simulation of crop-generated microclimate. Eur. J. Agron. 49, 50–60.

Kadiyala, M.D.M., Nedumaran, S., Singh, P., Chukka, S., Irshad, M.A., Bantilan, M.C.S.,
2015. An integrated crop model and GIS decision support system for assisting agro-
nomic decision making under climate change. Sci. Total Environ. 521, 123–134.

Knutti, R., Sedlacek, J., 2013. Robustness and uncertainties in the new CMIP5 climate
model projections. Nat. Clim. Chang. 3, 369–373.

Köchy, M., et al., 2017. Challenges and Research Gaps in the Area of Integrated Climate
Change Risk Assessment for European Agriculture and Food Security. FACCE
MACSUR Reports 2: H0.1-D.

Kovats, R.S., and Osborn, D., (2016) UK Climate Change Risk Assessment Evidence
Report: Chapter 5, People and the Built Environment. Humphrey, K., Thompson, D.,
Johns D., Ayres, J., Bates, P., Baylis, M., Bell, S., Church, A., Curtis, S., Davies, M.,
Depledge, M., Houston, D., Vardoulakis, S., Reynard, N., Watson, J., Mavrogianni, A.,
Shrubsole, C., Taylor, J., and Whitman, G. Report prepared for the Adaptation Sub-
Committee of the Committee on Climate Change, London.

A.J. Challinor et al. Agricultural Systems 159 (2018) 296–306

304

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nclimate3061
https://www.theccc.org.uk/uk-climate-change-risk-assessment-2017/ccra-chapters/international-dimensions/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/uk-climate-change-risk-assessment-2017/ccra-chapters/international-dimensions/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0110
http://equip.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/21926-Equip-A4-flyer-v9.pdf
http://equip.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/07/21926-Equip-A4-flyer-v9.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nplants.2016.193
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0540


Kriegler, E., O'neill, B.C., Hallegatte, S., et al., 2012. The need for and use of socio-eco-
nomic scenarios for climate change analysis: A new approach based on shared socio-
economic pathways. Glob. Environ. Chang. 22, 807–822.

Kumar, A., Tripathi, R.P., 1991. Relationships between leaf water potential, canopy
temperature and transpiration in irrigated and non-irrigated wheat. J. Agron. Crop
Sci. 166, 19–23.

Li, F.Y., Newton, P.C.D., Lieffering, M., 2014. Testing simulations of intra- and inter-
annual variation in the plant production response to elevated CO2 against mea-
surements from an 11-year FACE experiment on grazed pasture. Glob. Chang. Biol.
20, 228–239.

Li, T., Hasegawa, T., Yin, X., Zhu, Y., Boote, K., Adam, M., Bregaglio, S., Buis, S.,
Confalonieri, R., Fumoto, T., Gaydon, D., Marcaida, M., Nakagawa, H., Oriol, P.,
Ruane, A.C., Ruget, F., Singh, B., Singh, U., Tang, L., Tao, F., Wilkens, P., Yoshida, H.,
Zhang, Z., Bouman, B., 2015. Uncertainties in predicting rice yield by current crop
models under a wide range of climatic conditions. Glob. Chang. Biol. 21, 1328–1341.

Lipper, L., Thornton, P., Campbell, B.M., Baedeker, T., Braimoh, A., Bwalya, M., Caron, P.,
Cattaneo, A., Garrity, D., Henry, K., Hottle, R., Jackson, L., Jarvis, A., Kossam, F.,
Mann, W., Mccarthy, N., Meybeck, A., Neufeldt, H., Remington, T., Sen, P.T., Sessa,
R., Shula, R., Tibu, A., Torquebiau, E.F., 2014. Climate-smart agriculture for food
security. Nat. Clim. Chang. 4, 1068–1072.

Liu, Z., Hubbard, K.G., Lin, X., Yang, X., 2013. Negative effects of climate warming on
maize yield are reversed by the changing of sowing date and cultivar selection in
Northeast China. Glob. Chang. Biol.

Liu, B., Asseng, S., Müller, C., Ewert, F., Elliott, J., Lobell, D.B., Martre, P., Ruane, A.C.,
Wallach, D., Jones, J.W., Rosenzweig, C., Aggarwal, P.K., Alderman, P.D., Anothai, J.,
Basso, B., Biernath, C., Cammarano, D., Challinor, A., Deryng, D., Sanctis, G., Doltra,
J., Fereres, E., Folberth, C., Garcia-Vila, M., Gayler, S., Hoogenboom, G., Hunt, L.A.,
Izaurralde, R.C., Jabloun, M., Jones, C.D., Kersebaum, K.C., Kimball, B.A., Koehler,
A.K., Kumar, S.N., Nendel, C., O'Leary, G., Olesen, J.E., Ottman, M.J., Palosuo, T.,
PVV, Prasad, Priesack, E., TAM, Pugh, Reynolds, M., Rezaei, E.E., Rötter, R.P.,
Schmid, E., Semenov, M.A., Shcherbak, I., Stehfest, E., Stöckle, C.O., Stratonovitch,
P., Streck, T., Supit, I., Tao, F., Thorburn, P., Waha, K., Wall, G.W., Wang, E., White,
J.W., Wolf, J., Zhao, Z., Zhu, Y., 2016. Similar estimates of temperature impacts on
global wheat yield by three independent methods. Nat. Clim. Chang. 6, 1130–1137.

Lobell, D.B., 2014. Climate change adaptation in crop production: Beware of illusions.
Glob. Food Sec. 3, 72–76.

Lorenz, S., Dessai, S., Paavola, J., Forster, P.M., 2015. The communication of physical
science uncertainty in European National Adaptation Strategies. Clim. Chang. 132,
143–155.

Lutz, A.F., Ter Maat, H.W., Biemans, H., Shrestha, A.B., Wester, P., Immerzeel, W.W.,
2016. Selecting representative climate models for climate change impact studies: an
advanced envelope-based selection approach. Int. J. Climatol. 36, 3988–4005.

Maiorano, A., Martre, P., Asseng, S., Ewert, F., Müller, C., Rötter, R.P., Ruane, A.C.,
Semenov, M.A., Wallach, D., Wang, E., Alderman, P.D., Kassie, B.T., Biernath, C.,
Basso, B., Cammarrano, D., Challinor, A.J., Doltra, J., Dumont, B., Gayler, S.,
Kersebaum, K.C., Kimball, B.A., Koehler, A.K., Liu, B.J., O'leary, G., Olesen, J.E.,
Ottman, M.J., Priesack, E., Reynolds, M.P., Rezaei, E.E., Stratonovitch, P., Streck, T.,
Thorburn, P.J., Waha, K., Wall, G.W., White, J.W., Zhao, Z., Zhu, Y., 2017. Crop
model improvement reduces the uncertainty of the response to temperature of multi-
model ensembles. Field Crop Res. 202, 5–20 (15 February).

Martre, P., Wallach, D., Asseng, S., Ewert, F., Jones, J.W., Rötter, R.P., Boote, K.J., Ruane,
A.C., Thorburn, P.J., Cammarano, D., Hatfield, J.L., Rosenzweig, C., Aggarwal, P.K.,
Angulo, C., Basso, B., Bertuzzi, P., Biernath, C., Brisson, N., Challinor, A.J., Doltra, J.,
Gayler, S., Goldberg, R., Grant, R.F., Heng, L., Hooker, J., Hunt, L.A., Ingwersen, J.,
Izaurralde, R.C., Kersebaum, K.C., Müller, C., Kumar, S.N., Nendel, C., O'leary, G.,
Olesen, J.E., Osborne, T.M., Palosuo, T., Priesack, E., Ripoche, D., Semenov, M.A.,
Shcherbak, I., Steduto, P., Stöckle, C.O., Stratonovitch, P., Streck, T., Supit, I., Tao, F.,
Travasso, M., Waha, K., White, J.W., Wolf, J., 2015. Multimodel ensembles of wheat
growth: many models are better than one. Glob. Chang. Biol. 21, 911–925. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12768.

McSweeney, C.F., Jones, R.G., 2016. How representative is the spread of climate pro-
jections from the 5 CMIP5 GCMs used in ISI-MIP? Clim. Serv. 1, 24–29.

Muller, C., Elliott, J., Levermann, A., 2014. Food security: fertilizing hidden hunger. Nat.
Clim. Chang. 4, 540–541.

Müller, C., Elliott, J., Chryssanthacopoulos, J., Arneth, A., Balkovic, J., Ciais, P., Deryng,
D., Folberth, C., Glotter, M., Hoek, S., Iizumi, T., Izaurralde, R., Jones, C., Khabarov,
N., Lawrence, P., Liu, W., Olin, S., Pugh, T., Ray, D., Reddy, A., Rosenzweig, C.,
Ruane, A., Sakurai, G., Schmid, E., Skalsky, R., Song, C., Wang, X., De Wit, A., Yang,
H., 2017. Global gridded crop model evaluation: benchmarking, skills, deficiencies
and implications. Geosci. Model Dev. 10, 1403–1422.

Nelson, G.C., Valin, H., Sands, R.D., Havlík, P., Ahammad, H., Deryng, D., Elliott, J.,
Fujimori, S., Hasegawa, T., Heyhoe, E., Kyle, P., Von Lampe, M., Lotze-Campen, H.,
Mason D'croz, D., Van Meijl, H., Van Der Mensbrugghe, D., Müller, C., Popp, A.,
Robertson, R., Robinson, S., Schmid, E., Schmitz, C., Tabeau, A., Willenbockel, D.,
2014. Climate change effects on agriculture: Economic responses to biophysical
shocks. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 111, 3274–3279.

Notenbaert, A., Pfeifer, C., Silvestri, S., Herrero, M., 2017. Targeting, out-scaling and
prioritising climate-smart interventions in agricultural systems: Lessons from ap-
plying a generic framework to the livestock sector in sub-Saharan Africa. Agric. Syst.
151, 153–162.

Parkes, B., Nicklin, K., Challinor, A., 2015. Impact of marine cloud brightening on crop
failure rates. Environ. Res. Lett. 10, 084003.

Piontek, F., Müller, C., Pugh, T.A.M., Clark, D.B., Deryng, D., Elliott, J., Colón González,
F.D.J., Flörke, M., Folberth, C., Franssen, W., Frieler, K., Friend, A.D., Gosling, S.N.,
Hemming, D., Khabarov, N., Kim, H., Lomas, M.R., Masaki, Y., Mengel, M., Morse, A.,
Neumann, K., Nishina, K., Ostberg, S., Pavlick, R., Ruane, A.C., Schewe, J., Schmid,

E., Stacke, T., Tang, Q., Tessler, Z.D., Tompkins, A.M., Warszawski, L., Wisser, D.,
Schellnhuber, H.J., 2014. Multisectoral climate impact hotspots in a warming world.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 111, 3233–3238.

Porter, J.R., Xie, L., Challinor, A.J., Cochrane, K., Howden, S.M., Iqbal, M.M., Lobell, D.B.,
Travasso, M.I., Field, C.B., Barros, V.R., Dokken, D.J., Mach, K.J., Mastrandrea, M.D.,
Bilir, T.E., Chatterjee, M., Ebi, K.L., Estrada, Y.O., Genova, R.C., Girma, B., Kissel,
E.S., Levy, A.N., MacCracken, S., Mastrandrea, P.R., White, L.L., 2014. Food security
and food production systems. In: Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and
Vulnerability. Part A: Global and Sectoral Aspects. Contribution of Working Group II
to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA.

Porwollik, V., Müller, C., Elliott, J., Chryssanthacopoulos, J., Iizumi, T., Ray, D., Ruane,
A., Arneth, A., Balkovič, J., Ciais, P., Deryng, D., Folberth, C., Izaurralde, R., Jones,
C., Khabarov, N., Lawrence, P., Liu, W., Pugh, T.A.M., Reddy, A., Sakurai, G., Schmid,
E., Wang, X., De Wit, A., Wu, X., 2017. Spatial and temporal uncertainty of crop yield
aggregations. Eur. J. Agron (In press).

Prell, C., Hubacek, K., Reed, M., Quinn, C., Jin, N., Holden, J., Burt, T., Kirby, M.,
Sendzimir, J., 2013. If you have a hammer everything looks like a nail: traditional
versus participatory model building. Interdiscip. Sci. Rev.

Quinn, C.H., Ziervogel, G., Taylor, A., Takama, T., Thomalla, F., 2011. Coping with
multiple stresses in rural South Africa. Ecol. Soc. 16.

Rader, M., Kirshen, P., Roncoli, C., Hoogenboom, G., Ouattara, F., 2009. Agricultural risk
decision support system for resource-poor farmers in Burkina Faso, West Africa. J.
Water Resour. Plan. Manag. 135, 323–333.

Ramirez-Villegas, J., Watson, J., Challinor, A.J., 2015. Identifying traits for genotypic
adaptation using crop models. J. Exp. Bot. 66, 3451–3462.

Reed, M.S., 2008. Stakeholder participation for environmental management: a literature
review. Biol. Conserv. 141, 2417–2431.

Reyenga, P.J., Howden, S.M., Meinke, H., Mckeon, G.M., 1999. Modelling global change
impacts on wheat cropping in south-east Queensland, Australia. Environ. Model
Softw. 14, 297–306.

Reynolds et al. (this issue).
Rippke, U., Ramirez-Villegas, J., Jarvis, A., Vermeulen, S.J., Parker, L., Mer, F.,

Diekkruger, B., Challinor, A.J., Howden, M., 2016. Timescales of transformational
climate change adaptation in sub-Saharan African agriculture. Nat. Clim. Chang
(advance online publication).

Rosenzweig, C., Elliott, J., Deryng, D., Ruane, A.C., Müller, C., Arneth, A., Boote, K.J.,
Folberth, C., Glotter, M., Khabarov, N., 2013a. Assessing agricultural risks of climate
change in the 21st century in a global gridded crop model intercomparison. Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci 201222463).

Rosenzweig, C., Jones, J.W., Hatfield, J.L., Ruane, A.C., Boote, K.J., Thorburn, P., Antle,
J.M., Nelson, G.C., Porter, C., Janssen, S., Asseng, S., Basso, B., Ewert, F., Wallach, D.,
Baigorria, G., Winter, J.M., 2013b. The Agricultural Model Intercomparison and
Improvement Project (AgMIP): protocols and pilot studies. Agric. For. Meteorol. 170,
166–182.

Ruane, A.C., Mcdermid, S., Rosenzweig, C., Baigorria, G.A., Jones, J.W., Romero, C.C.,
Dewayne Cecil, L., 2014. Carbon–temperature–water change analysis for peanut
production under climate change: a prototype for the AgMIP Coordinated Climate-
Crop Modeling Project (C3MP). Glob. Chang. Biol. 20, 394–407.

Ruane, A.C., Winter, J.M., Mcdermid, S.P., Hudson, N.I., Hillel, D., Rosenzweig, C., 2015.
AgMIP Climate Data and Scenarios for Integrated Assessment. 2015 In: Handbook of
Climate Change and Agroecosystems. Imperial College Press, London, pp. 45–78.

Ruiz-Ramos et al. (this issue).
Schleussner, C.F., Lissner, T.K., Fischer, E.M., Wohland, J., Perrette, M., Golly, A., Rogelj,

J., Childers, K., Schewe, J., Frieler, K., Mengel, M., Hare, W., Schaeffer, M., 2016.
Differential climate impacts for policy-relevant limits to global warming: the case of
1.5 °C and 2 °C. Earth Syst. Dyn. 7, 327–351.

Shikuku, K.M., Valdivia, R.O., Paul, B.K., Mwongera, C., Winowiecki, L., Läderach, P.,
Herrero, M., Silvestri, S., 2017. Prioritizing climate-smart livestock technologies in
rural Tanzania: A minimum data approach. Agric. Syst. 151, 204–216.

Shirsath, P.B., Aggarwal, P.K., Thornton, P.K., Dunnett, A., 2017. Prioritizing climate-
smart agricultural land use options at a regional scale. Agric. Syst. 151, 174–183.

Sinclair, T.R., Seligman, N.A., 2000. Criteria for publishing papers on crop modeling.
Field Crop Res. 68, 165–172.

Spiegelhalter, D.J., Riesch, H., 2011. Don't know, can't know: embracing deeper un-
certainties when analysing risks. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. A Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 369,
4730–4750.

Smith, P., et al., 2014. Agriculture, Forestry and Other Land Use (AFOLU). In: Edenhofer,
O. (Ed.), Climate Change 2014: Mitigation of Climate Change. Contribution of
Working Group III to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New
York, NY, USA, pp. 811–922.

Springmann, M., Mason-D'croz, D., Robinson, S., Garnett, T., Godfray, H.C.J., Gollin, D.,
Rayner, M., Ballon, P., Scarborough, P., 2016. Global and regional health effects of
future food production under climate change: a modelling study. Lancet 387,
1937–1946.

Stirling, A., 2010. Keep it complex. Nature 468, 1029–1031.
Thornton, P.K., Herrero, M., 2015. Adapting to climate change in the mixed crop and

livestock farming systems in sub-Saharan Africa. Nat. Clim. Chang. 5, 830–836.

Tian et al. (this issue).
Tittonell, P., Giller, K.E., 2013. When yield gaps are poverty traps: the paradigm of

ecological intensification in African smallholder agriculture. Field Crop Res. 143,
76–90.

A.J. Challinor et al. Agricultural Systems 159 (2018) 296–306

305

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0250
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12768
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcb.12768
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0375


Trnka, M., Eitzinger, J., Semerádová, D., Hlavinka, P., Balek, J., Dubrovský, M., Kubu, G.,
Štěpánek, P., Thaler, S., Možný, M., Žalud, Z., 2011. Expected changes in agrocli-
matic conditions in Central Europe. Clim. Chang. 108, 261–289.

UK Committee on Climate Change, 2016. UK Climate Change Risk Assessment 2017.
[Online]. Available: https://www.theccc.org.uk/UK-climate-change-risk-assessment-
2017/ (Accessed October 2016).

Valdivia, R.O., Antle, J.M., Rosenzweig, C., Ruane, A.C., Vervoot, J., Ashfaq, M., Hathie,
I., Tui, S.H.-K., Mulwa, R., Nhemachena, C., Ponnusamy, P., Rasnayaka, H., Singh, H.,
2015. Representative agricultural pathways and scenarios for regional integrated
assessment of climate change impacts, vulnerability, and adaptation. In: Handbook of
Climate Change and Agroecosystems: The Agricultural Model Intercomparison and
Improvement Project (AgMIP) Integrated Crop and Economic Assessments, Part 1. C.
Rosenzweig, and D. Hillel, Eds., ICP Series on Climate Change Impacts, Adaptation,
and Mitigation. 3. Imperial College Press, pp. 101–156. http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/
9781783265640_0005.

Valin, H., Sands, R.D., Van Der Mensbrugghe, D., Nelson, G.C., Ahammad, H., Blanc, E.,
Bodirsky, B., Fujimori, S., Hasegawa, T., Havlik, P., Heyhoe, E., Kyle, P., Mason-
D'croz, D., Paltsev, S., Rolinski, S., Tabeau, A., Van Meijl, H., Von Lampe, M.,
Willenbockel, D., 2014. The future of food demand: understanding differences in
global economic models. Agric. Econ. 45, 51–67.

van Bussel, L.G.J., Stehfest, E., Siebert, S., et al., 2015. Simulation of the phenological
development of wheat and maize at the global scale. Glob. Ecol. Biogeogr. 24,
1018–1029.

Vanuytrecht, E., Thorburn, P.J., 2017. Responses to atmospheric CO2 concentrations in
crop simulation models: a review of current simple and semicomplex representations
and options for model development. Glob. Chang. Biol. 23, 1806–1820. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13600.

Vanuytrecht, E., Raes, D., Willems, P., 2011. Considering sink strength to model crop
production under elevated atmospheric CO2. Agric. For. Meteorol. 151, 1753–1762.

Vanuytrecht, E., Raes, D., Willems, P., Semenov, M.A., 2014. Comparing climate change
impacts on cereals based on CMIP3 and EU-ENSEMBLES climate scenarios. Agric.
For. Meteorol. 195–196, 12–23.

Vanuytrecht, E., Raes, D., Willems, P., 2016. Regional and global climate projections
increase mid-century yield variability and crop productivity in Belgium. Reg.
Environ. Chang. 16, 659–672.

Vanwindekens et al. (this issue).
Vermeulen, S.J., Challinor, A.J., Thornton, P.K., Campbell, B.M., Eriyagama, N., Vervoort,

J.M., Kinyangi, J., Jarvis, A., Läderach, P., Ramirez-Villegas, J., Nicklin, K.J.,
Hawkins, E., Smith, D.R., 2013. Addressing uncertainty in adaptation planning for
agriculture. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 110, 8357–8362.

Vervoort, J.M., Thornton, P.K., Kristjanson, P., Förch, W., Ericksen, P.J., Kok, K., Ingram,
J.S., Herrero, M., Palazzo, A., Helfgott, A.E., Wilkinson, A., 2014. Challenges to
scenario-guided adaptive action on food security under climate change. Glob.
Environ. Chang. 28, 383–394.

Waha, K., Müller, C., Bondeau, A., Dietrich, J.P., Kurukulasuriya, P., Heinke, J., Lotze-
Campen, H., 2012. Adaptation to climate change through the choice of cropping
system and sowing date in sub-Saharan Africa. Glob. Environ. Chang.

Wallach, D., Mearns, L.O., Ruane, A.C., Rötter, R.P., Asseng, S., 2016. Lessons from cli-
mate modeling on the design and use of ensembles for crop modeling. Clim. Chang.

1–14.
Wang, N., Wang, J., Wang, E., Yu, Q., Shi, Y., He, D., 2015. Increased uncertainty in

simulated maize phenology with more frequent supra-optimal temperature under
climate warming. Eur. J. Agron. 71, 19–33.

Warszawski, L., Frieler, K., Huber, V., Piontek, F., Serdeczny, O., Schewe, J., 2014. The
Inter-Sectoral Impact Model Intercomparison Project (ISI–MIP): project framework.
Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 111, 3228–3232.

Watson, J., Challinor, A., 2013. The relative importance of rainfall, temperature and yield
data for a regional-scale crop model. Agric. For. Meteorol. 170, 47–57.

Watson, J., Challinor, A.J., Ferro, C.A.T., Fricker, T.E., 2014. Simulating national-level
maize yield in France using a process-based and statistical model: assessing data
requirements. Clim. Chang (Submitted).

Webber, H., Martre, P., Asseng, S., Kimball, B., White, J., Ottman, M., Wall, G.W., De
Sanctis, G., Doltra, J., Grant, R., Kassie, B., Maiorano, A., Olesen, J.E., Ripoche, D.,
Rezaei, E.E., Semenov, M.A., Stratonovitch, P., Ewert, F., 2017. Canopy temperature
for simulation of heat stress in irrigated wheat in a semi-arid environment: a multi-
model comparison. Field Crop Res. 202, 21–35.

Weindl, I., Lotze-Campen, H., Popp, A., Müller, C., Havlík, P., Herrero, M., Schmitz, C.,
Rolinski, S., 2015. Livestock in a changing climate: production system transitions as
an adaptation strategy for agriculture. Environ. Res. Lett. 10, 094021.

Wesselink, A., Challinor, A., Watson, J., Beven, K., Allen, I., Hanlon, H., Lopez, A., Lorenz,
S., Otto, F., Morse, A., Rye, C., Saux-Picard, S., Stainforth, D., Suckling, E., 2014.
Equipped to deal with uncertainty in climate and impacts predictions: Lessons from
internal peer review. Clim. Chang. 1–14.

Wessolek, G., Asseng, S., 2006. Trade-off between wheat yield and drainage under current
and climate change conditions in northeast Germany. Eur. J. Agron. 24, 333–342.

White, J.W., Hoogenboom, G., Kimball, B.A., Wall, G.W., 2011. Methodologies for si-
mulating impacts of climate change on crop production. Field Crop Res. 124,
357–368.

Whitfield, S., 2013. Uncertainty, ignorance and ambiguity in crop modelling for African
agricultural adaptation. Clim. Chang. 120, 325–340.

Whitfield, S., Reed, M.S., 2012. Participatory environmental assessment in drylands: in-
troducing a new approach. J. Arid Environ. 77, 1–10.

Wilby, R.L., Wigley, T.M.L., 1997. Downscaling general circulation model output: a re-
view of methods and limitations. Prog. Phys. Geogr. 21, 530–548.

Wiltshire, A.J., 2014. Climate change implications for the glaciers of the Hindu Kush,
Karakoram and Himalayan region. Cryosphere 8, 941–958.

Wynne, B., 1992. Uncertainty and environmental learning. Glob. Environ. Chang. 2,
111–127.

Yin, X., 2013. Improving ecophysiological simulation models to predict the impact of
elevated atmospheric CO2 concentration on crop productivity. Ann. Bot. 112,
465–475.

Zhao, G., Hoffmann, H., Van Bussel, L.G.J., Enders, A., Specka, X., Sosa, C., Yeluripati, J.,
Tao, F., Constantin, J., Raynal, H., Teixeira, E., Grosz, B., Doro, L., Zhao, Z., Nendel,
C., Kiese, R., Eckersten, H., Haas, E., Vanuytrecht, E., Wang, E., Kuhnert, M., Trombi,
G., Moriondo, M., Bindi, M., Lewan, E., Bach, M., Kersebaum, K.C., Rötter, R.,
Roggero, P.P., Wallach, D., Cammarano, D., Asseng, S., Krauss, G., Siebert, S., Gaiser,
T., Ewert, F., 2015. Effect of weather data aggregation on regional crop simulation for
different crops, production conditions, and response variables. Clim. Res. 65,
141–157.

A.J. Challinor et al. Agricultural Systems 159 (2018) 296–306

306

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0380
https://www.theccc.org.uk/UK-climate-change-risk-assessment-2017
https://www.theccc.org.uk/UK-climate-change-risk-assessment-2017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/9781783265640_0005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/9781783265640_0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0600
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13600
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0308-521X(16)30770-3/rf0505

	Improving the use of crop models for risk assessment and climate change adaptation
	The role of crop models in assessing risk and adaptation
	Towards improved framing of risks posed by climate change to food production systems
	Risk, uncertainty and likelihood
	Frameworks for interconnected risks
	Joint adaptation and mitigation frameworks
	Risk frameworks need to incorporate multiple perspectives

	Developing and running crop models
	Good practice in crop modelling underpins accurate risk quantification
	Crop model improvement supports accurate risk quantification

	Crop-climate ensembles
	Forming a crop-climate ensemble
	Model and bias correction choices
	Use of ensemble mean and spread

	Skill-based and spread-based selection of ensemble members
	Scale-dependency of model choice and ensemble member selection

	Modelling adaptation
	Limitations of current methods
	Recommendations for simulating adaptation

	Towards targeted use of models
	Working with stakeholders to identify the timing of risks
	Thinking outside the gridbox
	Increasing transparency and inter-comparability in risk assessments

	Acknowledgements
	Supplementary Information
	References




