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Fig. 4. Degree of achievement of targeted outcomes

Special attention should be paid to
economic and agronomic aspects as
they were identified as key Enablers
and/or Drawbacks by the CDEs.
Furthermore, personal interactions
can facilitate the diversification
initiative while public policies can also
be key Enablers and/or Drawbacks

Enablers Drawbacks

Transportation -
Seed production (e.g. seed availability) -
Sales A
Quality assurance -
Public policy (e.g. regulations) 4
Processing 4
Personal interactions (e.fq. team work) 4
Organization of machinery needed for production -
Organization of inputs needed for production 4
Marketing -
Machinery development 4
Logistics A
Economic (e.g. product price) A
Development of inputs needed for production
Breeding (e.g. new varieties) 4

Agronomic (e.g. water availability
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Fig. 6. Drawbacks and enablers encountered during the lifetime of the diversification initiatives S and i”“""i‘t:“?pzr;”f;;r(“;‘e “I’;::;cg;“‘

agreement No ver

& - .
rechercne Répondre aux questions d’aujourd’hui et relever les défis de demain conducted the interviews as well as the

: respondents who made this survey possible.
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