Ag Strategies for Climate Change

Local Strategies for Mitigating and Adapting to Climate Change
in California: A Case Study from Yolo County.

IN CALIFORNIA, THERE IS A NEED FOR NEW EFFORTS within the state’s government and agriculture sectors to assess risks, adapt production

strategies, and mitigate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Here we present interdisciplinary research which examines the risks associated with climate

change as well as the opportunities for mitigation and adaptation in California’s Central Valley, using Yolo County as a representative case study:

This study demonstrates the value of participatory research with local stakeholders aimed at developing region-specific tools that aid decision-making,

incentivize GHG mitigation and enhance local adaptive capacity.
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