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Abstract: - Vegetable production can be considered one of the most vital activities of agriculture. This study 
focuses on open-field vegetable production farms in Albania. The study's objective is to identify risks according 
to five main categories: the production process, finding sources of financing, marketing products, compliance 
with laws, and human resources management. This study aims to use qualitative analysis of the risks that 
threaten vegetable farms. The risk factor for each event is measured as a combination of probability and impact. 
For this study, is used the risk matrix method. Based on the matrix analysis, we concluded that the highest risk 
factors are flood, diseases, and pests, sometimes also illness or death of farmers. In general risk factors are 
unlikely to occur, but if the event occurs, the damage is catastrophic (they have the aggressiveness of a shark). 
Meanwhile, out of 19 risk factors analyzed, 52% have the aggressiveness of the rabbit, which means great fear, 
but the damage is relatively small, and 26% have the aggressiveness of the mouse, which means they have little 
likelihood and have no impact on the farmer's objectives. 
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1  Introduction 
Vegetable production is an important activity in the 
agricultural economy, in developing and 
underdeveloped countries. The activity of vegetable 
production is exposed to many risks, especially 
when it comes to production in the field (on open 
surfaces). In addition to the risks that threaten all 
agricultural products, vegetables are products with a 
very short trading cycle, compared to fruit, grain, 
and livestock products. Seen in this context, the 
study of risks in vegetable farms should be a 
priority, not only for researchers and farmers but 
also for policy-making institutions at local and 
central levels. 

This study focuses on the Guri i Zi 
administrative unit in the Shkodra region in northern 
Albania. We have chosen this unit because it has 
climatic advantages and very good soil quality for 
vegetable growing. The farmers of this area are the 
main producers of vegetables in the Shkodra region. 
Their products meet 42% of the needs of the 
regional market, [1], [2]. 

Among other things, it is worth noting that, 
agriculture in Albania is one of the most important 
sectors of the local economy. Statistics show that 
this sector currently accounts for 19.6% of the gross 

domestic product, [1], [2], [3]. The stable 
development of the Albanian economy is related to 
the progress of the growth of the agricultural sector, 
[4]. But we must emphasize that Albanian 
agriculture is under the pressure of imported 
products, this is due to the advanced technology of 
developed countries and on the other hand, due to 
the impossibility of the Albanian government to 
support farmers with subsidies. We should mention 
that compared to other countries in the Balkan like 
North Macedonia, Kosovo, and Serbia Albanian 
farmers have lower government support. 
Meanwhile, small-sized farms, low profit, 
agricultural emigration and migration, abandonment 
of agriculture by young people, high informality, 
and gender inequality are also risks that agricultural 
entrepreneurship is facing, [1], [5], [6]. 

The objective of the study is to identify the most 
important risks in vegetable farms and the goal is 
the usage of matrix analysis to identify higher risks 
and to measure their aggressiveness. We evaluate 
the scientific aspect of the study as urgent, due to 
the marked lack of studies in agriculture specifically 
in vegetable farms, as one of the most delicate 
sectors of the agricultural economy. 

The study's results are beneficial not only for 
the farmers in the area but also for students, 
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agricultural risk researchers, and public institutions 
that initiate policies for the development of 
agriculture in Albania. Although the study focuses 
on northern Albania, the findings can be used not 
only by the farmers in the study area but also 
by farmers in Kosovo and North Macedonia. This 
is because Albania, Kosovo, and North Macedonia 
share similar climatic conditions and have almost 
the same economic development, and they are not 
yet part of the European Union. These facts 
underscore the importance of the study beyond 
Albania, serving as an example of a post-communist 
country. 

 
 

2 Literature Review 
This study is based on a contemporary background 
of recent studies, with the main focus on Albania 
[7], [8] and the countries of the region, such as 
Kosovo [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14] and North 
Macedonia [15]. The research is designed in three 
main dimensions: farm risk classification system, 
risk management process, and risk framework only 
in the field of vegetable farms, [16]. The farm risk 
classification system identifies five main risks that 
are well known and accepted by all researchers, [1], 
[2], [9], [10], [11], [12], [17]. The risk management 
process in the study goes through six stages: 
objectives, risk identification, risk analysis, risk 
treatment, counseling and control, [16], [18]. 

The division of risks in agriculture into five 
main risks was first applied in the United States of 
America, [19], [20], [21] then in the United 

Kingdom and Australia, [16], [17], [22]. Today, this 
classification system is used in all countries of the 
European Union and OECD, [23], [24], [25] (Figure 
1). 

The risk management framework is limited to 
the vegetable risk management architecture, 
development strategy, and risk protocol, [16]. The 
conceptual framework of this work is based on 
previous studies which analyze the nearly same 
issues, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13]. 

 

 
Fig. 1: Five major farm risks 
Source: [1], [2] 

 
The risk management framework is limited to 

the vegetable risk management architecture, 
development strategy, and risk protocol, [16]. The 
conceptual framework of the study is adapted from 
previous studies that have focused on the study of 
the five main risks on the farm, [9], [10], [11], [12], 
[13] (Figure 2, Appendix) 

 

The results of this study are based on matrix 
analysis, while in this administrative unit, there have 
been previous studies that base their results on 
multi-factorial regression analysis, [1], [2]. The 
development of the matrix analysis will be 
compared with these studies to see if the farmers' 
perception is similar to our findings. The study of 
production risk Studies in 2023, show that from the 
multi-factorial regression analysis of drought, flood, 
high and low temperatures, quality of production 
factors, and pest diseases, only drought and floods 
are considered important by farmers, [2]. Later on 
were developed two studies in 2024, where financial 
risk and market risk were analyzed, excessive debts 
and high interest (for financial risk) and high 
competition (for market risk) were identified as 
important, [1], [ 2]. 

Based on the above, we have created the 
following research questions: 

Q1: Which of the risks in premium farms are 
low-risk factors? 

Q2: Which of the risks in premium farms is an 
average risk factor? 

Q3: Which of the risks in premium farms are 
high-risk factors? 

Q4: Which of the risks in premium farms are 
very high-risk factors? 

Q5: What is the aggressiveness of risk events? 
Q6: Does qualitative risk analysis follow the 

trend of previous quantitative analyses? 
 
Analysis and comparison of risk factors are 

classified as the aggressiveness of the mouse (which 
means the risk factor is very low and low), with the 
aggressiveness of the rabbit (which means that there 
is a great fear of the risk factor, but the impact is 
small), with shark aggressiveness (meaning the 
probability is small, but if the event occurs, the 
impact is very large), and with lion aggressiveness 
(meaning the probability and impact are very high). 
This kind of classification is also applied in previous 
studies, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13]. 
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3  Materials and Methods 
To analyze the risk and to evaluate the 
aggressiveness of the risk in vegetable farms, 260 
farmers were surveyed. Interviews are conducted 
with each of them based on a random selection. The 
selection of the sample was based on Shkodra 
region, [1], [2]. The formulas and calculations are 
presented below, [26], [27], [28]: 

𝑛0 =
𝑍2𝑝𝑞

𝑒2
                                  (1) 

 
where Z = 1.96; p =0.5; q = 0.5 and e = 0.05, n0 is 
calculated: 

𝑛0 =
1.962 ∗ 0.5 ∗ 0.5

0.052
 = 385 𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑠           (2) 

 
In our case, the population consists of 3,500 

farmers and we can slightly reduce it, [26], [28]. 
𝑛 =

𝑛0

1 +
(𝑛0−1)

𝑁

                                (3) 

 
where n represents the sample size and N is the 
population size equal to 3,500. 

 
The sample size of the study is: 

𝑛 =
385

1 +
(385−1)

3500

 = 260 𝑓𝑎𝑟𝑚𝑒𝑟𝑠           (4)  

 
As we can notice from the calculations in order 

for the findings to be reliable we can use a sample 
of 260 farmers as part of our statistical analysis. 
 
 

3.1  Qualitative Analysis 
Qualitative risk analysis passes through three main 
phases: risk identification, assessment and 
communication. Risk assessment aims to provide 
knowledge about the sources and levels of risk and 
their possible impacts. Risk communication aims to 
inform farmers and other interest groups about the 
aggressiveness or level of risk. Other goals of the 
risk assessment are the weighting of the risk levels 
and the identification of issues that require decision-
making by the farm owner to reduce the risk. Based 
on these rankings and issues, specific priorities for 
farm owner decision-making can be determined, [9], 
[10], [11], [12], [13], [23]. 
 

3.1.1 Development of Qualitative Risk 

 Matrix 
Matrix analysis is a very popular tool and very easy 
to understand by various interest groups in private 
enterprises, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [18]. Figure 3 

(Appendix), displays on the horizontal axis the 
probabilities of risk events occurring and on the 
vertical axis the consequences or, in other words, 
the resulting damages caused by these events. 

The qualitative risk matrix provides a pictorial 
view of the levels of risk in the business, [29], [30]. 
There are two types of the qualitative risk matrix. 
One presents risks on five levels from very low (or 
1) to very high (or 5), [31]. The other presents 
aggressiveness of risk by comparing them with the 
mouse, the rabbit, the shark and the lion, [9], [10], 
[11], [12], [13], [14]. Figure 3 (Appendix) 
represents the matrix view there you can find a 
combined qualitative matrix. Colors and numbers 
show the levels of the risk factors, while the images 
of the mouse, rabbit, shark, and lion show the 
aggressiveness of the risk factors. A comparison of 
risk aggressiveness based on the imagery of living 
creatures in Figure 3 (Appendix) is used to explain 
the levels or significance of risk events for 
entrepreneurs and other stakeholder groups 
(suppliers, clients, consumers), [9], [10], [11], [12], 
[13], [14], [16]. 
 

Table 1. Evaluation of risk factors 
Level Risk factor Explanation  

1 Up to 2 Low-level risk factor 
2 From 2,1 to 3 Middle-level risk factor 
3 3,1 to 4 High-level risk factor 

4 More than  4 Very high-level risk 
factor 

Source: Adapted for our study from previous studies, [9], [10], 

[11], [12], [13], [14], [16], [29] 

 
The risk factor is calculated as a combination of 

the consequence and the probability, [16], [18]. 
 
 

4  Problem Solution 
The study and analysis of the five main farm risks is 
a current trend in agricultural research, [2], [3], [18]. 
Based on the literature, data collected from a survey 
of 260 farmers, and the study's methodology, we 
have measured 19 risk factors considered in the 
study of open-field vegetable production farms. The 
assessment of risk factors was calculated by 
multiplying the consequence and the probability of 
each risk event according to the evaluations 
presented in Table 1. 

Table 2 (Appendix) reflected the risk factors for 
the events considered for the purpose of the study. 

Based on the data in Table 2 (Appendix), we 
find that production risk is perceived as the highest 
risk that farmers can face (FR=3.4), followed by 
financial risk (FR=3.2), while legal (FR=3), human 
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resources (FR= 3) and market risk (FR=2.6) are 
perceived as average risks. 

For production risk events, farmers have a 
perception of the risk factor above 2. Floods 
(FR=4.8), diseases and pests (FR=4.2), followed by 
temperatures (FR=3.9), and finally non-quality 
factors of production and drought (FR=2.3). 

For market risk events, farmers have an average 
perception, but the lowest compared to the five main 
risks.Concern for farmers is low profits (FR=4.5) 
and the lowest perception is about debts (FR=2.7) 
and interests (FR=2.3). 

In Appendix Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7 
and Table 8 reflect the risk parameters from very 
high to low, while Table 9 (Appendix) shows the 
risk factors according to the aggressiveness of the 
Risks. 

Table 3 (Appendix) shows the risk factors with 
a very high level of impact, which are events that 
have a significant effect on the farm. This table 
includes the probability of occurrence, impact, and 
risk factors for each occurring event. These data 
indicate that risk factors with a very high impact, 
even if they have a low probability of occurrence, 
can have severe consequences when they do occur. 
These risks require special attention and strong risk 
management measures to minimize their potential 
impactTable 4 (Appendix) describes the high-level 
risk factors, which have a considerable impact on 
the farm. This table includes the probability of 
occurrence, impact, and total risk factors for each 
event. The high-level risk factors described in this 
table are events with a moderate to high probability 
of occurrence, but their impact ranges from low to 
medium. However, the combination of these 
elements makes these events high-risk, requiring 
continuous monitoring and management to 
minimize their impact on the farm. 

Table 5 (Appendix) describes the medium-level 
factors which have a moderate impact on the farm. 
This table includes the probability of occurrence, 
impact, and risk factors for each event. The 
medium-level risk factors in this table represent 
events with a moderate to low probability and a low 
to medium impact. Although these are not the most 
impactful risks, they still require continuous 
monitoring and careful management to minimize 
their potential impact on the farm.Table 6 
(Appendix) describes the low-level risk factors, 
including the probability of occurrence, impact, and 
risk factors for each event. These are events that, 
although they may occur, have a minimal impact on 
the farm.  

The low-level risk factors in this table represent 
events with a moderate probability of occurring but 

with minimal impact on the farm. These factors are 
important to monitor but do not require immediate 
or significant management measures.  

The results of the risk factors presented and 
interpreted in Table 3, Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6 
are displayed in Figure 4 (Appendix). 

Table 7 (Appendix) presents the risk factors 
with shark-like aggressiveness, indicating rare risk 
events that have severe consequences when they 
occur, [16]. The interpretation of the data in Table 7 
(Appendix) shows that all the events listed have a 
very low probability of occurrence (rated as 1 on the 
Likert scale or with a probability of up to 20%), but 
when they do occur, their impact is extremely high, 
resulting in very high-risk factors. These events are 
classified with shark-like aggressiveness, meaning 
they are risks that insurance companies accept due 
to their low probability but can be highly damaging 
to farmers. The study's findings are supported by 
previous research on flooding, diseases, and pests 
but not on farmer mortality or illness, [9], [10], [11], 
[12], [13], [14]. 

Table 8 (Appendix) presents the risk factors 
characterized by rabbit-like aggressiveness, which 
are events that occur more frequently than those 
with shark-like aggressiveness but have a moderate 
impact, [16]. Table 8 (Appendix) includes the 
probability of occurrence, potential impact, and risk 
factors for each event. Risk factors with rabbit-like 
aggressiveness represent events with a higher 
probability of occurrence but a moderate impact. 
Some events, such as lower-than-expected profits 
and food security issues, are classified as very high 
risks due to their significant impact. Others, such as 
high competition and price fluctuations, are 
considered high risks because of their high 
probability, despite their lower impact. Further 
risks, such as excessive debt and rising credit 
interest rates, are classified as medium risks due to 
their moderate probability and lower impact. The 
study’s findings are supported by previous research, 
[9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14]. 

Table 9 (Appendix) describes risk factors with 
mouse-like aggressiveness, which are events that 
occur more frequently but have relatively minor 
impacts, [16]. Table 9 (Appendix) includes the 
probability of occurrence, potential impact, and 
overall risk factor for each event. Risk factors with 
mouse-like aggressiveness represent events with a 
moderate probability of occurring but with minimal 
impact. As a result, these events are primarily 
classified as low or medium risks. Although these 
risks are more common, they do not pose a 
significant threat to farm operations and are easier to 
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manage, [16]. The study’s findings align with 
previous research, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14]. 
 
 
5 Conclusions and Recommendations 
The term "risk" is very complex and has different 
meanings, [16], [18], [23], [32], [33]. In our study, 
the term "risk" is used as a combination of 
consequence and probability (risk factor) with 
negative impacts on farm entrepreneurship, [16], 
[32]. Previous studies prove that the number of risks 
that threaten the farm is relatively large, [16].  

Our study focuses on the most significant risk 
events in vegetable farms. This study is unique to 
open-field vegetable production farms in Albania. 
Such studies are not present in Albania or other 
countries in the Western Balkans, thus providing a 
valuable contribution to agricultural risk 
management. Additionally, we emphasize that the 
study’s contribution comes from a country like 
Albania, one of the post-communist nations in 
Europe and still not integrated into the European 
Union. The study offers valuable recommendations 
primarily for farmers and local and central 
governance in Albania, but also for farmers and 
governments in Kosovo and North Macedonia, as 
comparable countries to Albania in terms of climatic 
conditions and levels of economic development. 

Albania is part of the Western Balkans together 
with Kosovo, North Macedonia, Montenegro and 
Serbia, [34], [35], [36], [37], [38], [39], [40], [41]. 
Compared to other countries of the Western 
Balkans, new enterprises in Albania face 
bureaucratic procedures, [34]. The study focuses on 
agricultural entrepreneurship. This undertaking is 
very difficult, [23], especially in vegetable farms, 
[1], [2].  

Previous studies have shown that farmers' 
perceptions do not follow the trend of real damage. 
This is explained by the fact that they have great 
fear of their activity, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14]. 
The same thing is found in this study as well. In 
previous studies in this unit, drought, excessive 
debts, and high interest rates have been identified as 
important risk factors. While according to 
perception, their aggressiveness is at the average 
level (or they have the aggressiveness of rabbits), 
[1], [2]. According to previous studies, the 
aggressiveness of the rabbit means frequent risk 
events and the damages are at low levels. For these 
events, researchers recommend prevention or 
reduction. Due to the high probability of occurrence, 
these events are not preferred by insurance 
companies, [16]. 

These inconsistencies are due to changing 
circumstances in this complex enterprise. The risk 
factors with very high impact in this study are flood, 
diseases and pests, and illness or death of the farmer 
(Figure 4 and Table 7 in Appendix). According to 
previous studies, shark aggressiveness means risk 
events that happen very rarely, but if they do, the 
damage is very great. For these events, researchers 
recommend transferring to insurance companies. 
Due to the low probability of occurrence, these 
events are preferred by insurance companies, [16]. 
These events have the aggressiveness of a shark, 
meaning the chance of them happening is small, but 
if they do, the impact is catastrophic for the farm. 

Meanwhile, 52% of the variables taken into 
consideration for the study (10/19) have rabbit 
aggressiveness, which once again confirms the fear 
of farmers, meaning that the possibility of 
occurrence is medium, but if it occurs, the impact is 
small. However, the large number of variables with 
this level of aggressiveness remains a problem. 
Based on the analysis of the 19 variables in this 
study, 10 have rabbit aggressiveness (Figure 4 and 
Table 8 in Appendix).  

And 26% of the variables analyzed in the study 
(5/19) have the aggressiveness of the mouse, which 
means the possibility and impact are small. These 
risk factors are easily borne by farmers and cannot 
affect their objectives (Figure 4 and Table 9 in 
Appendix). According to previous studies, the 
aggressiveness of the mouse means that the risk is 
rare and the damages are at low levels. For these 
events, researchers recommend self-financing. Due 
to the low probability and low damage, these risk 
events do not affect the business objectives, [16]. 

A very important conclusion is the fact that the 
risk events included in the study do not have the 
aggressiveness of the lion. According to previous 
studies, lion aggressiveness means events that occur 
frequently and have great consequences (damages). 
These events are beyond the capabilities of the farm 
owner and researchers recommend avoiding them, 
[16]. 

Another very important conclusion is the fact of 
suitable conditions for the development of 
agriculture in Albania, with priority given to 
vegetables, nuts, and fruit crops. This conclusion is 
confirmed by previous studies, [1], [2], [42], [43], 
[44], [45]. Forecasting is also a very important risk 
management tool in business. The Tortoise diagram 
is recommended as a means of forecasting the 
production risk in the farm enterprise. The Tortoise 
diagram is also used in the business auditing 
process, [46]. 
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Also, the results of our study are in sync with 
previous studies done in the field of risk in 
vegetable farms in Albania, [1], [2], [42], [43], our 
study is characterized by several disadvantages. 
First, the data was collected from the farmers' 
perceptions. Previous studies have proven that these 
data are inaccurate or distorted, [47]. In one of the 
previous studies, it was proven that farmers' errors 
in data inaccuracy range from 10 to 15%, [48]. 
Other studies have shown that the farmers' 
perception of risk does not follow the trend of actual 
damages experienced, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], 
[14].   

Finally, this work is a novelty not only for the 
economy in the field of vegetable production but 
also for the risk of entrepreneurship in agriculture in 
Albania and countries comparable to Albania, such 
as Kosovo and North Macedonia. Previous studies 
confirm the importance of studies in Albania, as a 
post-communist country and still not integrated into 
the "big family" of the European Union, [49], [50]. 
The urgency of the integration of the six countries 
of the Western Balkans into the European Union has 
been confirmed by previous studies, [34], [35], [36], 
[37], [38], [39], [40].  

However, this study is subject to several 
limitations. First, the data were collected based on 
farmers’ perceptions. Previous research has shown 
that information obtained from respondents is often 
biased and inaccurate [51]. Findings may be 
affected by self-reporting errors among farmers, 
with deviations in research results ranging from 
10% to 15%, [48], [52]. Second, the study focuses 
exclusively on Albania, and due to differing 
contextual conditions, the generalizability of its 
findings to other countries is limited, [25], [53], 
[54]. 
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Fig. 2: Conceptual model 
Source: Based on previous studies, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13] 
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Fig. 3: Risk Matrixes 
Source: Adapted for our study from previous research, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [16] 
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Fig. 4. Matrix analysis  
Source: Adapted for our study from previous research, [9], [10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [16]. 

 

 
 

Table 2. Evaluation of risk events according to the Likert scale 
Nr. Risk Event Probability Impact Risk Factor 

P.1 Flood 1 4.8 4,8 Very high 
P.2 Plant diseases/pests 1 4,2 4,2 Very high 
P.3 Very high/low temperatures 1,3 3 3,9 High 
P.4 Non-quality factors of production 2,3 1 2,3 Average 
P.5 Drought 1 2,3 2,3 Average 

P Production risk 2,8 1,2 3,4 High 

T.1 Fluctuation of product prices in the 
market 2,7 1,2 3,1 High 

T.2 High competition 2,7 1,1 3,1 High 
T.3 Decrease in consumer income 2,3 1 2,2 Average 
T.4 Changes in consumer preferences 2,1 0,9 1,9 Low 

T Market risk 2.4 1 2.6 Average 

F.1 Earnings lower than expected 3,2 1,4 4,5 Very high 
F.2 Excessive debts 2,5 1,1 2,7 Average 
F.3 Increase in loan interest 2,4 1 2,5 Average 

F Financial risk 2,7 1,2 3,2 High 

L.1 Food safety 2,4 1,7 4,1 Very high 
L.2 Failure to comply with the labor code 2 1,4 2,7 Average 
L.3 Failure to comply with contracts 1,8 1,2 2,2 Average 

L Legal risk 2,1 1,4 3 Average 

B.1 Death or illness of the farmer 1 4,8 4,8 Very high 
B.2 Professional disability of employees 1,2 2,9 3,5 High 
B.3 Lack of employee training 2,1 0,9 2 Low 
B.4 Removal of family members from the 

farm 2,1 0,9 1,8 Low 

B Human resources risk 2,6 1,1 3 Average 

Source: By the Authors 
 

 
 
 
 
 

WSEAS TRANSACTIONS on ENVIRONMENT and DEVELOPMENT 
DOI: 10.37394/232015.2026.22.4 Erisa Musabelli, Olta Nexhipi

E-ISSN: 2224-3496 54 Volume 22, 2026



Table 3. Very high-risk factors 
Nr. Risk Event Probability Impact Risk Factor 

P.1 Flood 1 4.8 4,8 Very high 
P.2 Plant diseases/pests 1 4,2 4,2 Very high 
F.1 Earnings lower than expected 3,2 1,4 4,5 Very high 
L.1 Food safety 1,7 2,4 4,1 Very high 
B.1 Death or illness of the farmer 1 4,8 4,8 Very high 

Source: By the Authors 

 
Table 4. High-risk factors 

Nr. Risk Event Probability Impact Risk Factor 

P.3 Very high/low temperatures 3 1,3 3,9 High 
T.1 Fluctuation of product prices in the market 2,7 1,2 3,1 High 
T.2 High competition 2,7 1,1 3,1 High 
B.2 Professional disability of employees 2,9 1,2 3,5 High 

Source: By the Authors 

 
Table 5. Middle-level risk factors 

Nr. Risk Event Probability Impact Risk Factor 

P.4 Non-quality factors of production 2,3 1 2,3 Average 
P.5 Drought 1 2,3 2,3 Average 
T.3 Decrease in consumer income 2,3 1 2,2 Average 
F.2 Excessive debts 2,5 1,1 2,7 Average 
F.3 Increase in loan interest 2,4 1 2,5 Average 
L.2 Failure to comply with the labor code 2 1,4 2,7 Average 
L.3 Failure to comply with contracts 1,8 1,2 2,2 Average 

Source: By the Authors 

 
Table 6.  Low-level risk factors 

Nr. Risk Event Probability Impact Risk Factor 
T.4 Changes in consumer preferences 2,1 0,9 1,9 Low  
B.3 Lack of employee training 2,1 0,9 2 Low  
B.4 Removal of family members from the farm 2,1 0,9 1,8 Low  

Source: By the Authors 

 
Table 7. Risk factors with shark aggressivity 

Nr. Risk Event Probability Impact Risk Factor 

P.1 Flood 1 4.8 4,8 Very high 
P.2 Plant diseases/pests 1 4,2 4,2 Very high 
B.1 Death or illness of the farmer 1 4,8 4,8 Very high 

Source: By the Authors 

 
Table 8. Risk factors with rabbit aggressivity 

Nr. Risk Event Probability Impact Risk Factor 
P.3 Very high/low temperatures 1,3 3 3,9 High 
P.4 Non-quality factors of production 2,3 1 2,3 Average 
P.5 Drought 1 2,3 2,3 Average 
T.1 Fluctuation of product prices in the market 2,7 1,2 3,1 High 
T.2 High competition 2,7 1,1 3,1 High 
T.3 Decrease in consumer income 2,3 1 2,2 Average 
F.1 Earnings lower than expected 3,2 1,4 4,5 Very high 
F.2 Excessive debts 2,5 1,1 2,7 Average 
F.3 Increase in loan interest 2,4 1 2,5 Average 
L.1 Food safety 2,4 1,7 4,1 Very high 
B.2 Professional disability of employees 1,2 2,9 3,5 High 

Source: By the Authors 
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Table 9. Risk factors with mouse aggressivity 
Nr. Risk Event Probability Impact Risk Factor 
T.4 Changes in consumer preferences 2,1 0,9 1,9 Low 
L.2 Failure to comply with the labor code 2 1,4 2,7 Average 
L.3 Failure to comply with contracts 1,8 1,2 2,2 Average 
B.3 Lack of employee training 2,1 0,9 2 Low 
B.4 Removal of family members from the farm 2,1 0,9 1,8 Low 

Source: By the Authors 
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