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Foreword

Rinat Khasanov
Director
Audit and Assurance
Agriculture, Food & Beverage Group Leader
Deloitte CIS

Mikhail Ksenofontov
Institute for National
Economic Forecasting
of the Russian Academy
of Sciences

Deloitte CIS expresses appreciation
to all participants of this survey
(part of the Snapshot of the Russian
agricultural market in 2018 research
project) for their time and interest
in this undertaking.

Export growth is set to become
the key driver of the Russian agriculture
as the domestic food product
market is saturated. This trend
is reflected in the government’s target
of increasing the export to USD 45 billion
by 2024. The expert community tends
to see export growth as a definitely
positive phenomenon. Indeed, export
growth would boost the revenue
of domestic agricultural producers
and lead to higher output, employment
and tax base (not only in agriculture
but also in the related industries).
However, the risks arising from agricultural
export growth remain underestimated,
in our opinion. The access to the global
agricultural market, global price and rouble
exchange rate fluctuations may affect
domestic prices in the agricultural
market. This may lead to higher pricing
uncertainty for Russian consumers
and risk of crises similar to the one seen
in the Russian oil product market in 2018.
The government should work to develop
efficient regulation in the agricultural
market and the agroindustry accounting
for the experience of developed
markets where such systems
have functioned for many years.

Your expert opinions have both helped
us identify challenges, developments,
and growth drivers in the Russian
agroindustry in 2018, as well as single
out significant trends which reflect
annual changes in the agriculture.
We are pleased to present
the full version of the analytical report.
The main conclusions of this report
will be published by leading Russian
media outlets.
We look forward to inviting
you to take part in our next survey.
If you have any questions
regarding this research, please
do not hesitate to contact us.
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Introduction
Definitions
We are pleased to present
the findings of our annual
research report Snapshot
of the Russian Agroindustry – 2018
prepared by Deloitte CIS.
This is the fourth time we have
conducted our research in Russia.
The opinions provided
by the respondents have enabled
us to identify relevant challenges,
key drivers and development
priorities for the Russian economy,
including a comparative analysis
of the existing trends.
The survey was held in October 2018,
with 50 experts providing their responses.
This report has been prepared
by the Deloitte CIS Research Centre
in Moscow.

Methodology
Responses have been collected
via the online questionnaire
and face‑to‑face interviews.
Our comprehensive analysis
comprised the following approaches:
•• identification and examination
of general market trends;
•• comparative analysis of the market
data trends;
•• multifactor analysis of the findings
to obtain a deeper understanding
of hidden specific features
and integrate the findings.
Sampling
The survey was performed
on a random sample of respondents
from a closed and highly
specialized group. The final sample
included 50 respondents.

Survey goal
Provide a comprehensive view
of the trends in the Russian agroindustry.
Survey objective
Assess the current state and outlook
for companies in the industry.
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Key findings
Key indicators
1.1%

Agriculture,
2018

3,647

3,687

2.9% 2.5%

2017

2016

4.1%

2018*

Agriculture GDP
(RUB billion)

3,604

Growth

Top three drivers of the Russian
agroindustry competitiveness
in the global market

Agriculture,
2019

The index
for the current
state of the Russian
agroindustry**
increased
by 7 points to 0.40
compared to 2017.

The index
for prospects
of the Russian
agroindustry**
fell by 7 points
to 0.10.

The index**
for the current
state of a company
increased
by 11 points.

The business
growth
outlook index**
edged up
by 3 points.

Margins,
2017

Margins,
2018

•• Government support
•• Stable legislative and regulatory policy
•• Lower cost of energy resources

Pig farming

Statistical
data

Milk production

Survey
data
Deloitte’s
estimates

270

RUB billion

Net financial result
of agroindustrial
companies in 2017

Growth

No change

Decrease

* The forecast of the Russian Economic Development Ministry
** The index is a weighted indicator on a scale from -1 to +1 based on the answers of the respondents.
06

Aviculture

Vegetable farming
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Government support for agroindustry
The impact
on corporate profits

The federal budget
expenditures
2017

The profits of agroindustrial
companies**
2017

158
RUB billion

16,241

86%

1.4%

185
RUB billion

RUB billion

234
RUB billion

Government support
for agriculture

65

72

According to Rosstat
According to SPARK Interfax

50

52

70

86

The share of subsidies in the profit
before tax of agroindustrial companies
(crop farming, animal farming)
(%)

75 54
%

2017

2016

2015

%

Three
years
total

48

%

Satisfaction with the process of obtaining subsidies
(2018, y-o-y)
In 2017, the satisfaction with subsidy experience was at -0.16*
versus +0.24 in 2018 (on a scale from -1 to +1)
•• completeness
and availability of information
on preferential loans

•• administrative dimension
•• amounts of preferential
lending

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively, 1 point = 0.01)
** The profit before tax comprises respective profit indicators in the crop and animal farming industries, according to Rosstat
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Challenges and strategies
Top-3 issues for the Russian
agroindustrial companies

1

2

High cost
of energy
resources

Insufficient
government
support
and financing

3

Lack
of skilled
personnel

Top three strategies for the Russian
agroindustrial companies

1

Increasing
production
output

2

Enhancing
the production
base (launch
of new facilities)

3

Cost
cutting

Innovation and green agenda

89

%

Representatives of agroindustrial companies believe it is necessary to increase
the economic efficiency through automation of key business processes.

Top three technologies planned
for implementation

1

Smart
farms

2

Biotechnology
(biopesticides,
biofertilizers,
biofuel,
biopharmaceuticals)

3

Customization
of the product
mix

0.13
29

percent

The weighted rating of innovation
adoption by agroindustrial
companies is 2 points below
that of Russian companies*
of companies stated that they
had formalized ‘greening’
in the corporate policy
and actively work to implement it.

Global agroindustry market
Top five countries
and regions producing
agroindustrial products

Top five countries
and regions producing
agroindustrial goods

•• Asia (ex-China and India)

•• China

•• China

•• Asia (ex-China and India)

•• Brazil

•• US

•• India

•• EU (28 countries)

•• US

•• India

Forecast for global consumption
of key agroindustrial products
(2019–2020)
Corn

Soybeans

Wheat

Dairy
products

Sunflower
oil

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
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Assessment of the effect of the Government’s export support program

0.3
%

7,175
RUB billion

1,028
RUB billion

The average annual increase
in the GDP* until 2024 as a result
of the growing agroindustrial export

The total effect
of the agroindustrial export
support program on the GDP
in 2018–2024
The total additional tax revenue
in 2018–2024 resulting from
an increase in the agroindustrial
production and exports

Top five industries (besides the agroindustry)
that are likely to post a maximum production growth
upon implementation of the agroindustrial export
support program

1 2 3 4 5
Transport accounts for 17% of the increase in GDP
due to the implementation of export support program,
wholesale trade services – 9%, construction – 5%,
for services related to real estate – 5%,
machinery and equipment – 3%.

69

percent

2,159 2.4
percent

RUB billion

308
RUB billion

The total effect
of the agroindustrial
export support program
on the GDP in 2024

Additional tax revenue
resulting from an increase
in agroindustrial exports
in 2024

In order to implement this program, the exports
of animal farming products (poultry and pork)
should be increased by 7 and 6 times, while the exports
of oilseeds should grow by 6 times, respectively.

7 6 6

times

times

times

of representatives from agroindustrial
companies expect that the export revenue
is set to increase in the next five years

* Compared to the GDP in 2017 and flat exports scenario
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Key macroeconomic
indicators
GDP in nominal terms
(current prices, RUB billion)

GDP in real terms
(2016 prices, RUB billion)

Industry

2017

2016

Industry

2017

2016

Trade

11,984

11,300

Trade

11,670

11,300

Manufacturing

10,969

10,315

Manufacturing

10,324

10,315

Mining

8,606

7,367

Real estate

8,022

7,835

Real estate

8,184

7,835

Mining

7,469

7,367

Transport and communications

7,784

7,181

Transport and communications

7,444

7,181

Public administration

6,532

6,280

Public administration

6,341

6,280

Construction

5,287

4,929

Construction

4,955

4,929

R&D

3,984

3,782

R&D

3,804

3,782

Agriculture

3,695

3,604

Agriculture

3,647

3,604

Financial activities

3,508

3,287

Financial activities

3,335

3,287

Healthcare

3,054

2,827

Healthcare

2,840

2,827

Energy

2,792

2,616

Energy

2,621

2,616

Education

2,144

2,016

Education

2,014

2,016

Hotels and restaurants

736

699

Hotels and restaurants

714

699

Growth of Russia’s GDP in real terms
and GDP from agriculture
(2011 prices, %)

Agriculture’s share
in GDP
(2011 prices, %)
4.6

4.6

3.7

4.4
4.1
4.1

3.8
3.9

GDP
in real terms

2.5

2.9

2.5
Russia’s GDP

1.8

1.5
0.7

-0.2

-1.2

Source: Russian Federal Statistics Service

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

2012

2017

2016

2014

-2.5

The agriculture’s share in the GDP in real terms
remained flat year-on-year and reached 4.1 percent,
but declined in the GDP in current prices (by 0.2 p.p.).

10

1.5

GDP
in nominal terms

3.6
2013

2012

3.7

4.1

4.0

2015

3.7

4.5

In 2017, the agricultural production
continued to grow (by 2.5 percent),
albeit not that fast as in 2016.

GDP
from agriculture
and fishing
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Opinions on the current state
of the Russian agroindustry
(trend in the weighted index for the current
state of the Russian agroindustry*)

2016

2015

2018

2017

The majority of representatives
of the agricultural segment are positive
about the current state of the industry.
The index increased by 7 points to 0.40
compared to 2017.

0.17

0.10

2018

0.22
0.08

0.06

2016

2015

0.14

0.40

2017

0.33

Prospects of the Russian
agroindustry
(trend in the weighted index for prospects
of the Russian agroindustry*)

At the same time, the share of positive
opinions on the prospects of the Russian
agroindustry decreased. The balance
value contracted by 7 points year-on-year
to 0.10. 57 percent of the companies
do not expect significant changes
in the prospects of the industry.

The rating of global competitiveness drivers in the Russian agroindustry
(the weighted rating indicator*)
Top three drivers, 2018
Government support

0.91

Stable legislative and regulatory policy

0.86

Lower cost of energy resources

0.84

Increase in production and technology capacity

0.79

Availability of financing

0.78

Top three drivers, 2017
Stable legislative and regulatory policy

0.80

Reduction of energy costs (modernization of the energy infrastructure)

0.79

Cost reduction

0.79

According to the industry’s
representatives, the government
support is the key driver of the Russian
agroindustry’s competitiveness
(0.91). For the second time, the stable
legislative and regulatory policy (0.86)
reaches the upper part of the rating,
thus proving its role as a critical driver
of the industry and business growth.

Top three drivers, 2016
Efficient logistics infrastructure

0.94

Government support

0.89

Availability of financing

0.89

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
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Profit
(current prices, USD billion)

2.24
1.61

1.72
1.17

1.23

33

1.41

21

22

1.31

16

13

1.05

0.73 0.71
11

1.87

Fishing

19
16

11

13

3

In 2017, the net financial result of Russian agroindustrial companies
reached RUB 270 billion (versus RUB 349.5 billion in 2016)**.
The profits of the crop farming companies fell significantly, mostly,
due to lower prices for crops in 2017 as a result of a record harvest.
The profits of animal farming and fishing companies remained almost flat.

2012

2017

2016

2014

2013

2012

18

Animal farming

32

23

11

0.29
2017

36

2016

1.56

Crop farming
49

2.14
1.18

76

61

2.17

83

64

2016

23

67

2015

38

82

2014

2012

23

37

2013

48

108

2.59

59

2014

109

133
81

3.18

2017

143

2013

137

2015

123

Margins***
(%)

2015

Profit*
(current prices, RUB billion)

In 2017, margins in the crop farming and fishing
segments fell significantly (by 13 p.p. and 12 p.p.,
respectively). In contrast, the margins in the animal
farming segment edged up by 2 p.p.

Fixed investments
(RUB billion)
622

531
526

520

2014

2015

518

2017

2016

2013

2012

489

As at end-2018, there is only preliminary data
on fixed investments in agriculture in 2017,
so far. After significant growth in 2016, the amount
of fixed investment was back to the 2015 level
(around RUB 520 billion). However, one should
remember that this data is preliminary and does
not comprise microcompanies and investments
which cannot be accounted for by using straight
statistical methods.

* Profit (loss) before tax
** Rosstat’s data will be adjusted in 2019.
*** Product profitability – the ratio of profit (loss) from sales to the cost of the production of sold goods, works, services
Source: Russian Federal Statistics Service
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Subsidies
(RUB billion)

222 218

234

242

242

Government subsidies
Fact

Profits
(drop farming,
animal farming)

190
180

2019

2018

2017

2016

Subsidies remain a key factor in taking investment decisions
in the agroindustry. Therefore, it is critical for the business
to understand the subsidy policy in the long term and be
confident that the government will fulfill its commitments
during the entire investment span.

Subsidies
accounted
for in the profits

185
160

2015

Plan

The indicator showing the Subsidy share in the profit
(see the chart) was calculated as the amount of subsidies
(including federal and regional subsidies) recognized
by agroindustrial companies as Other income in 2015, 2016,
and 2017. The detailed calculation of the above-mentioned amount
is drawn in the Government Subsidies for Agriculture section.
The same method was used to calculate the data for 2016 and 2015.

Opinions on the current
position of companies
(the weighted index for the current position
of the company**)
0.59

0.58

0.48

Outlook
for business growth
(the weighted index for prospects
of the companies**)

0.33

0.39
0.19

0.22

2018

251

2017

270

According to Rosstat, 75 percent of corporate profits
in the agroindustry were generated by using government
subsidies. However, this figure would decrease to 54 percent
if the profit before tax is calculated on the basis of our analysis
of accounting data of agroindustrial companies*, not Rosstat.

The respondents have a positive
look on the current position
of their companies. The index
reached 0.59 (up 11 points y-o-y).

2016

2015

2018

2017

2016

2015

0.19

The respondents assess the prospects
of their companies with cautious
optimism (0.22). This indicator
did not change much y-o-y.

* See «Key financial indicators of Russian agroindustrial companies»
** (on scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view,  respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
Source: SPARK-Interfax
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Key financial indicators of Russian
agroindustrial companies
We ran the financial analysis of accounting
statements of 22,800 agribusinesses
for 2015–2017. We downloaded
these statements from SPARK’s database
using agroindustry-specific OKVED codes
(codes from the All-Russia Classifier
of Types of Economic Activity), i.e., 01.1–01.3
for crop farming, 01.4 for animal farming,
and 01.5 for mixed agricultural business.
Our analysis did not comprise activities
with codes 01.6 (Crop and animal farmingrelated services) and 01.7 (Hunting,
catching, and shooting wild animals).
The resulting revenue of analyzed
companies in 2015–2017 differs
by 1.7 percent from the Revenue (net)
from sales of products, goods, work
and services (net of VAT) indicator provided
by Rosstat based on the accounting
statements. Hence, we believe that
the analyzed group of companies
reflects general industry trends.
Meanwhile, the difference between
Profit (loss) before tax (PBT) calculated
by us and Rosstat is more significant
(34.4 percent for three years).

The reason is probably explained
by different data on Profit (loss) before
tax submitted (or not submitted)
to Rosstat compared to the final
versions of accounting statements.
The further categorization
of companies by sub-industry was
made in accordance with core business
types based on the OKVED codes.
In the reviewed period, operating
expenses increased faster than
revenue resulting in gradual decrease
in operating margins throughout
the industry. The share of subsidies
in the agribusiness profits gradually
fell in 2015–2017, both in relative and
absolute terms leading to a faster decrease
in net margin (-7 p.p.) in 2015–2017
compared to operating margin (-6 p.p.).

Financial performance of Russian
agricultural companies*

2,257.0

2,561.8

2,662.8

1,838.7

2,172.6

2,340.4

19%
17%
15%

16%

14%
14%

9%

9%
8%
7%

The effect of subsidies on agribusiness
profits in 2015–2017 is analyzed
in the Government Subsidies
for Agriculture section of this report.

6%

2015

2016

Revenue (RUB billion)
Operating costs (RUB billion)
Operating margin
PBT margin
Fixed asset margin
Subsidies-to-revenue ratio

* Deloitte’s analysis based on SPARK-Interfax data
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12%

2017
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Pig farming*

13%

368.4
300.9
2017

324.7
277.7
2016

2015

281.4
225.6

10%

Revenue (RUB billion)
Operating costs (RUB billion)
Operating margin
PBT margin
Fixed asset margin

8%

6%
4%

However, the profit structure differs,
as around 5–9 percent of the milk producer
profits come from milk subsidies which
are recognized as ‘other income.’ As a result,
the operating margins in this segment
are lower than the net profit margins in this
industry. Net of the above-mentioned
subsidies, the average margin of the milk
producers was 7 percent in 2016–2017.
In 2015–2017, the squeezing out
of household farms in the pig farming
segment continued. Combined with various
import restrictions, this allowed producers
to keep prices at comfortable levels.
We expect that profits in the segment
will be at a record high in 2018, as the prices
remain slightly above the last year’s level,
while production costs should decline,
given lower grain prices in 2017 which will
be felt to a full extent in the pig farming
in 2018 due to a long production cycle.
The companies in this segment also show
the best return on PPE in the industry.

* Deloitte’s analysis based on SPARK-Interfax data
16

8%

7%
4%
3%
566.2
526.8

11%

11%

2017

16%

14%

562.9
519.2

14%

12%

2016

17%

Pig farming and milk production remain
the most profitable segments of animal
farming where PBT margin amounts
to 14–15 percent on average.

513.8
457.0

18%

2015

20%

Aviculture*

Revenue (RUB billion)
Operating costs (RUB billion)
Operating margin
PBT margin
Fixed asset margin

Aviculture remains the most advanced
segment of the agroindustry
from a standpoint of industrial
production and import substitution
which leads to tough competition
and, as a result, low profitability
in the segment. Meanwhile, this profitability
is comparable to international levels.
We expect no significant changes
in the margins in this segment in 2018.
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14%

12%

77.0
66.1
2015

1008.0
861.7

1005.6
777.9

7%

5%

11%

2015

7%

4%

93.8
83.3

11%

11%

84.7
75.1

15%

11%

2017

14%

2016

21%

9%

644.4

223.3
205.0
2016

2015

198.4
177.8

8%

23%

23%

Vegetable farming*

26%

2016

10%

10%

26%

873.3

11%

30%
14%

245.6
222.9

12%

15%

2017

16%

Crop farming*

2017

Milk production*

Revenue (RUB billion)

Revenue (RUB billion)

Revenue (RUB billion)

Operating costs (RUB billion)

Operating costs (RUB billion)

Operating costs (RUB billion)

Operating margin

Operating margin

Operating margin

PBT margin

PBT margin

PBT margin

Fixed asset margin

Fixed asset margin

Fixed asset margin

Owing to the milk subsidies,
margins were stable and high
in the milk production segment in 2015–
2017, which also showed robust revenue
growth. However, we expect that lower
raw milk prices in 2018 and reduction
of milk subsidies (in 2018, the federal
financing will be cut by RUB 0.2 billion)
would result in significantly
lower profitability in this segment.

In 2017, lower PBT margins were
caused by several drivers, mainly
by lower sale prices on key cereals
and reduction of subsidies per hectare
(the effect of lower subsidies amounted
approximately to 1.5 p.p.).
However, despite the above-mentioned
challenges, crop farming companies remains
one of the most profitable segments
of the agroindustry. In 2018, profitability
in the crop farming is likely to increase
significantly, as the sale prices on core crops
more than offset a decrease in crop yields.

In 2015–2017, fixed investment
in vegetable farming (including
greenhouse vegetable farming) showed
the fastest growth rate. On average,
the book value of PPE increased
by 30–35 percent per annum, which
was in line with the Russian Agriculture
Ministry’s policy aimed at supporting
investment in the agriculture at the time.
Meanwhile, the profitability in this
segment remains low, while the return
on PPE is the lowest among reviewed
industries. Partially, it can be attributed
to the fact that a large number
of agroindustrial enterprises still
operatу at initial business stages.

* Deloitte’s analysis based on SPARK-Interfax data
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The Russian Government’s
subsidies for agriculture

233.8

242.0

242.4

2018P

2019P

218.1
2016

2017

222.3
2015

The federal government support
for agroindustry*
(RUB billion)

186.6

Program implementation results
in 2017
In 2017, the Russian Government
allocated RUB 248 billion of budget
funds to Russian Agriculture Ministry
for implementation of this program.
In total, RUB 234 billion (94.1 percent)
were used to implement the program.
The unused funds (RUB 14 billion)
from the federal budget were returned
to the accounts of the Federal Treasury.

2014

The key recipient areas of the government
support were listed in the State
Program for Agricultural Development
and Regulation of Agricultural, Commodity
and Food Markets in 2013–2020.
Every year, the Russian Agriculture
Ministry approves schedules to implement
this program where it specifies expenses
to be incurred on developing the Russian
agroindustry, including subsidies.

The impact
on corporate
profits

The regional
budget
expenditures

Agriculture development program

The federal
budget
expenditures

Key expenditure items of the federal agriculture budget
(RUB billion)

1. Incentivizing investment in the agroindustry
1.1 Preferential lending
1.2 Support for investment lending in the agroindustry

9.1
58.4

7.5

9.1
65.9

1.3 Reimbursement of direct costs incurred on the launch/
upgrade of agroindustrial facilities

15.5

1.0

8.5

2.1 Assistance in achieving targets of regional development
programs (‘unified’ subsidy)
2.2 Subsidy for increasing productivity in dairy cattle breeding

39.0

4.7

43.7

8.1

4.7

12.8

2.3 Subsidy for decoupled support in crop farming

11.3

3.2

14.5

3.1 Modernization of the agricultural equipment fleet

15.7

-

-

Amelioration improvement for agricultural lands in Russia***

11.1

1.2

n/a

Sustainable development of rural lands***

14.9

6.7

n/a

Other**

50.7

-

3.9

Total

233.8

29.0

158.4

2. Development of the agroindustry branches

In 2017, the Russian Agriculture
Ministry changed the procedure
for obtaining subsidies:
•• Introduced changes in the procedure
for subsidizing loans to provide subsidies
directly to lending institutions which
participate in preferential lending in order
to compensate for the not received
income at the CBR’s refinancing rate;
•• Stopped administering the large
amount of subsidies and delegated
the administrative powers to regional
authorities; introduced a ‘unified’ subsidy
comprising 26 different subsidies which
existed before;
•• Introduced new rules for selecting
projects to partially reimburse costs.

3. Technical and technological upgrade, innovative development

* Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
** The review does not cover the following
sub-programs: “The Government Program
Administration Management,” “Development
of the AgroIndustry’s Financial and Lending
Framework,” “Ensuring Basic Conditions
for Agroindustry’s Branches,” etc.

Source: The Russian Agriculture Ministry, Agroinvestor
18

*** We do not review these programs
in detail in this report
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The efficiency of the government’s efforts in supporting and developing
the agroindustry in Russia, according to market participants

2018

Plans for increasing the amount
of non-subsidized financing
2017

2016

2015

The weighted
rating*

39%

-0.06

61%

-0.08

Plans made
No plans

-0.12
-0.15

The indicator of the Government’s effort
efficiency has not changed
throughout the period of this survey
and remained below the average level
in 2018 (-0.12). A half of the respondents
(50 percent) said that the efficiency
of the government support remains
at the average level, while around
one third of the respondents (34 percent)
believed that the efficiency was low.

Among the respondents, 39 percent reported
that their companies have plans to increase
the share of external non-subsidized funding
via borrowings or contributions to capital.
The share of such companies declines
(43 percent in 2017) which means that
they gradually understand the new rules
of preferential lending and start using
it, which is indirectly confirmed by satisfaction
with the process for obtaining subsidies.

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
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2016

2015

Such aspect of the subsidy issuance
as the completeness and availability
of information on preferential loans
was the most positively assessed
by the respondents (with the rating
0.52). The administrative dimension
of the subsidy issuance and the amount
of preferential lending were rated the most
negatively (0.11 and 0.10, respectively).

2018

0.34

0.42
2017

-0.46
-0.40
0.03
-0.03
2016

Loans from
foreign banks

Internal
financing sources

Russian
investments

0.13
-0.07
0.17

0.67
0.62
0.50
0.42
0.11
-0.13
-0.43
-0.20
Simplicity of
formalized processes
(admimistrative
aspect)

2017

Loans from
Russian banks

0.43
0.20

0.52

-0.13
Availability
and completeness
of information
on preferential loans

0.20

0.22

-0.04
-0.43
Application review by
the bank (duration)

0.10
-0.34
Preferential lending
volumes
2018

0.55
0.40
0.36

The rating of the most attractive
financing sources

Experience in obtaining subsidies

2015

Obtaining loans in Russian banks
is the most attractive source of financing
for agroindustrial companies (0.67).

In 2018, the above-mentioned aspects
were in the positive balance zone,
while in 2017 the respondents viewed
then as negative, which shows higher
satisfaction with the process for obtaining
subsidies. In 2017, the general
satisfaction with subsidy experience
was at -0.16 (+0.24 in 2018).

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
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Presently, the Government Program for Agriculture
Development provides for seven key state support measures
for the agroindustry. Next, we will review in more detail
all government subsidies and main results of their implementation.
Incentivizing investment in the agroindustry
The government developed a separate sub-program to pursue this aim: Incentivizing Investment in Agroindustry.
The sub‑program comprises three main areas:
•• support for preferential lending to agroindustrial enterprises;
•• support for investment lending in the agroindustry;
•• reimbursement of direct costs incurred on construction and upgrade of agroindustrial facilities.
1. Support for preferential lending to agroindustrial enterprises

56.1

49.7

The federal support
for preferential lending*
(RUB billion)

2019P

2018P

According to our calculations based on the Russian
Agriculture Ministry’s data, the estimated impact
of these subsidies on the profits of agroindustrial
companies amounts to actually paid subsidies,
given that this is what agricultural companies
directly saved on interest expenses.

2017

9.1

Effective 1 January 2017, agricultural producers, organizations and individual
entrepreneurs engaged in production, processing/sale of agricultural products
may receive a short-term or investment loan in one the banks authorized
by the Russian Agriculture Ministry at a rate not exceeding 5 percent. The income
not received by the lending institution isreimbursed directly from the federal
budget at the Bank of Russia’s refinancing rate. In addition, in the summer of 2017,
the Russian Agriculture Ministry allocated 20 percent of preferential loan subsidies
for small agricultural businesses. The preferential lending mechanism enables
agribusinesses to release the working capital otherwise allocated for interest rate
payments without waiting for offsets in the form of subsidies which was the case
under the previous government support framework.

Rinat Khasanov
Agribusiness Services Leader,
Deloitte CIS

*Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
The source: the Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation of the State Program for Agriculture Development
and Regulation of Markets for Agricultural Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013–2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017
(in the wording as at 3 July 2018) “On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019–2020.”
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Incentivizing investment in the agroindustry
2. Support for investment lending in the agroindustry
The government support for investment lending is implemented through providing subsidies from the federal budget
to regional and municipal budgets to partially reimburse for investment loans obtained for agribusiness development.
The effect of using subsidies for partial reimbursement of interest rate payments under investment loans
in 2017 is measured by the amount of debt under subsidized loans. The subsidies are allocated for investment loans
issued prior to 31 December 2016 for development of crop farming, animal farming, dairy and beef cattle breeding.

Allocation of federal funds for support
of the investment lending in 2017
(RUB billion)

4.0

Voronezh Region

3.9

Tambov Region

2.3

Kaliningrad Region

1.8

Stavropol Territory

1.7

Lipetsk Region

1.7

Rostov Region

1.4

Other

24.7

Allocation of regional funds for support
of the investment lending in 2017
(RUB billion)

55.5

4.1

Tatarstan Republic

In 2017, the largest amounts of investment
lending were reported in the following
federal regions: the Central region
(51 percent of the total debt balance),
the Volga region (20 percent),
and the South region (8 percent).
The reason is that these are the regions
where the bulk of the agricultural
output is produced and processed.

2019P

Kursk Region

52.2

4.9

2018P

7.9

Belgorod Region

2017

Bryansk Region

58.4

The federal support
for investment lending*
(RUB billion)

0.74

Kursk Region

0.64

Tambov Region

0.50

Rostov Region

0.36

Bashkortostan Republic

0.34

Primorye Territory

0.30

Tyumen Region

0.27

Belgorod Region

0.26

Yaroslavl Region

0.21

Other

2.93

7.3

Stavropol Territory

2018P

0.90

7.5

Voronezh Region

2017

The regional support
for investment lending*
(RUB billion)

*Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
The source: the Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation of the State Program for Agriculture Development
and Regulation of Markets for Agricultural Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013-2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017
(in the wording as at 3 July 2018) “On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019-2020.”
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In accordance with RAS requirements, companies
recognize the subsidies used for partial reimbursement
of interest expenses as Other expenses or deferred
income. The subsidies can be recognized as deferred
income only during the construction of an agroindustrial
facility if the subsidized interest payments were capitalized
as part of the built PPE in accordance with RAS.
Sometimes, the subsidies are included in the cost of PPE
in order to reimburse for capitalized interest. However,
according to our estimates this practice is used pretty
rarely and therefore is not considered in our analysis.
After the commissioning of a PPE facility, the subsidies
accumulated on the deferred income account are
amortized, with the income recognized as Other income.
			

Some companies recognize subsidies for partial
reimbursement of interest expenses on an accrual basis,
i.e., when the right for using the subsidy arises (usually,
after the payment of subsidized interest to the bank),
as opposed to an actual issuance date basis. We did not
consider the potential effect of this fact in our analysis.

			

Hence, we calculated the estimated effect of these
subsidies on the profits of agroindustrial companies
as the amount of actually issued subsidies based on
the Russian Agriculture Ministry’s data. The change
in deferred income is reflected in the full amount when
the effect of the subsidy for reimbursement of direct
losses involving the construction and/(or) upgrade
of the agriculture facilities is calculated.
Rinat Khasanov
Agribusiness Services Leader,
Deloitte CIS
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3. Reimbursement of direct costs incurred on the launch/upgrade of agroindustrial facilities
The subsidy allows for partial reimbursement of direct expenses incurred on launch/upgrade of agroindustrial facilities
at the expense of the federal budget funds. This form of support is available to companies which launched the construction/
upgrade of fruit storages, potato storages, vegetable storages, greenhouse facilities, dairy and pig farms, genetic selection and seed
production centers, wholesale-distribution centers no longer than three years prior to the subsidy issuance. Subsidy recipients
are reimbursed for 30–35 percent of the costs incurred on the launch/upgrade of agroindustrial facilities depending on the segment
and geographical location provided the costs do not exceed the thresholds set by the Russian Agriculture Ministry.
In total, 192 investment projects were selected and financed in 2017.

Amount of subsidies allocated for construction
and upgrade of agroindustrial facilities in 2017
(RUB billion)

Amount of subsidies allocated for construction
and upgrade of agroindustrial facilities in 2017
(RUB billion)

Chechen Republic

2.40

Dairy cattle farm

6.3

Stavropol Territory

1.60

Greenhouses

6.3

Kaluga Region

1.31

Genetic selection centers

1.0

Voronezh Region

1.13

Potato and vegetable storages

0.7

Kursk Region

1.06

Wholesale and distribution centers

0.6

Tver Region

1.00

Fruit storages

0.4

Lipetsk Region

0.93

Seed production centers

0.2

Chechen Republic

0.13

Kursk Region

0.11

Stavropol Territory

0.08

Kaluga Region

0.07

Voronezh Region

0.06

Sakhalin Region

0.05

Tver Region

0.05

Lipetsk Region

0.05

Novosibirsk Region

0.05

Krasnodar Territory

0.04

Other

0.33

Expenditures of the federal budget for reimbursement
of direct costs incurred on launch/upgrade
of agroindustrial facilities* (RUB billion)

10.9

Allocation of regional funds for reimbursement
of costs incurred on launch/upgrade of agroindustrial
facilities in 2017 (RUB billion)

2019P

3.88

11.2

0.56

Other

2018P

0.79

Moscow Region

15.5

0.87

2017

Novosibirsk Region
Krasnodar Territory

The largest amount of subsidies
for construction/upgrade
of agroindustrial companies was received
in the Chechen Republic (RUB 2.53 billion),
with RUB 2.40 billion provided from
the federal budget and RUB 0.13 billion
provided from the regional budget.

*Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
The source: the Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation of the State Program for Agriculture Development
and Regulation of Markets for Agricultural Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013-2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017
(in the wording as at 3 July 2018) “On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019-2020.”
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1.02
RUB billion

the amount of regional subsidies
allocated for compensation of direct
costs incurred on launch/upgrade
of agroindustrial facilities in 2017.

In accordance with RAS requirements,
companies recognize the subsidies used
to reimburse the launch of PPE as Deferred
income. After the commissioning of a PPE
facility, the subsidies accumulated
on the deferred income account
are amortized, with the income recognized
as Other income. We analyzed RAS statements
of 16,000 agricultural companies (based on
the SPARK data) and found that the Deferred
income balances increased by a total
of RUB 8.0 billion in 2017.
			

Hence, we measured the effect of these
subsidies on the profits of agroindustrial
companies as the total amount of actually paid
subsidies based on the Russian Agriculture
Ministry’s data less changes in the deferred
income balances (RUB 8.0 billion).
Rinat Khasanov
Agribusiness Services Leader,
Deloitte CIS
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Development of the agroindustry branches
The support and development of agriculture segments are performed in accordance with the sub-program
“Development of agroindustry branches,” which comprises the following measures:
•• Contribution to achievement of regional agroindustry development program targets which provides
the framework for issuing consolidated subsidy including support for short-term lending, insurance, small
businesses, selection and breeding, as well as funding for some sub-industries of crop and animal farming,
to cover among others the development of traditional agricultural businesses (the ‘unified’ subsidy).
•• Supporting profitability of agricultural producers which provides the basis for issuing subsidies
from the Russian federal budget to regional budgets with the aim of increasing productivity
in the dairy cattle breeding, as well as decoupled support for agricultural producers.

4. The ‘Unified’ regional subsid
The ‘unified’ regional subsidy was introduced on 1 January
2017 and is designed to provide support for achieving targets
of regional agroindustry development program. The ‘unified’
subsidy comprises 26 subsidies designed for support
of agribusinesses and issued from the federal budget to regional
budgets in 2016 (including subsidies for crop and animal
farming, as well as small businesses).
When using the ‘unified’ subsidy, the subjects of the Russian
Federation independently opt for volumes, forms and methods
of the government support in respective segments based on specific

features of the agricultural production, natural and climatic
conditions and other characteristics of the region provided they
comply with the terms of the subsidy issuance, and achieve
performance targets stipulated in the subsidy agreements.
The amount of the ‘unified’ subsidy from the budget
of a subject of the Russian Federation is based on specific rules
for allocating and distributing a ‘unified’ subsidy accounting
for various economic metrics of the region. The allocation
of subsidies in different regions is balanced through application
of multipliers and limiting factors.

The allocation of ‘unified’ subsidies by segment in 2017
(RUB billion)
Crop farming

7.8

Animal farming

9.0

Partial reimbursement
of interest rate expenses
on short-term loans

9.3

Support for small
agricultural businesses

10.3

Other

2.6

In 2017, the government provided support for short-term
lending through partial reimbursement of interest rate
payments on short term loans by providing a ‘unified’
subsidies from the federal budget to regional budgets.

We estimated the effect of these subsidies
on the profits of agroindustrial companies
as the amount of actually paid subsidies (based
on the Russian Agriculture Ministry’s data), given
that the majority of these subsidies related
to supporting the profitability of agroindustrial
companies, i.e., reimbursement of the interest rate
payments on short-term loans (RUB 9.3 billion
of the total subsidy amount), support
and development of the crop farming (RUB 7.8 billion),
and animal farming (RUB 9.0 billion).
Rinat Khasanov
Agribusiness Services Leader,
Deloitte CIS

Source: Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation of the State Program for Agriculture Development
and Regulation of Markets for Agricultural Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013–2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017
(in the wording as at 3 July 2018) “On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019–2020.”
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Krasnodar Territory

1.66

Rostov Region

1.66

Voronezh Region

1.65

Dagestan Republic

1.42

Crimea

1.34

Altai Territory

0.99

Bashkortostan Republic

0.90

Chuvashia Republic

0.79

Kabardino-Balkar Republic

0.78

Volgograd Region

0.71

Lipetsk Region

0.70

Other

19.29

39.0

1.68

2019P

Stavropol Territory

39.0

1.79

2018P

1.79

Bryansk Region

2017

1.81

Tatarstan Republic

A half of the amount allocated for ‘unified’
subsidy at the federal level was distributed
among 15 regions which are core producers
of agricultural products in Russia.

0.25

Tyumen Region

0.24

Voronezh Region

0.18

Orenburg Region

0.15

Novosibirsk Region

0.14

Primorye Territory

0.13

Kaliningrad Region

0.12

Yamal-Nenets
Autonomous District

0.10

Belgorod Region

0.10

Bryansk Region

0.09

Other

2.37

The Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) allocated
the largest amount of funds for financing
the ‘unified’ subsidy (RUB 0.86 billion).

2018P

0.86

Tatarstan Republic

4.7

Sakha Yakutia Republic

9.0

The regional budget expenditures incurred
on financing the ‘unified’ subsidy*
(RUB billion)

Allocation of regional funds
for ‘unified’ subsidy in 2017
(RUB billion)

2017

Belgorod Region

39.0

The federal budget expenditures incurred
on financing the ‘unified’ subsidy*
(RUB billion)

Allocation of federal funds
for ‘unified’ subsidy in 2017
(RUB billion)

*Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
Source: Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation of the State Program for Agriculture Development
and Regulation of Markets for Agricultural Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013–2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017
(in the wording as at 3 July 2018) “On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019–2020.”
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5. Subsidy for increasing productivity in dairy cattle breeding
Starting from 2017, the subsidies for increasing productivity in dairy cattle breeding were allocated
per one kilogram of milk sold and/(or) shipped for internal processing in order to increase the efficiency
of subsidies in the segment. The respective amendments were introduced in the Rules for Issuing Subsidies
from the Federal Budget to the Budgets of the Subjects of the Russian Federation. The amendments
provided for the use of a multiplier when allocating subsidies among the federal subjects where
the average milk yield of cows at a farm was 5,000 kg or higher in the reporting period.
The subsidies are issued to agricultural producers on condition that the cow population in the reported business
year remains unchanged year-on-year (excluding agricultural producers which launched subsidized business
in the reported business year, as well as agricultural producers which submitted documented evidence of force
majeure circumstances in the reported financial year).

0.37

Tatarstan Republic

0.33

Altai Territory

0.33

Vologda Region

0.29

Bashkortostan Republic

0.28

Voronezh Region

0.26

Moscow Region

0.26

Nizhny Novgorod Region

0.25

Sverdlovsk Region

0.24

Vladimir Region

0.24

Ryazan Region

0.23

Perm Territory

0.22

Other

3.90

8.0

The Sverdlovsk Region allocated the
largest amount of funds for increasing
productivity in the dairy cattle breeding
in 2017. The funds from this federal
subject accounted for the largest part
of the subsidy (85 percent).
2019P

0.42

Udmurt Republic

8.0

Kirov Region

2018P

0.45

2017

Krasnodar Territory

8.1

The federal budget expenditures incurred
on the program for increasing productivity
in the dairy cattle breeding*
(млрд руб.)

Allocation of federal funds for subsidies
designated for increasing productivity
in the dairy cattle breeding in 2017
(RUB billion)

*Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
Source: Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation of the State Program for Agriculture Development and Regulation
of Markets for Agricultural Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013–2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017 (in the wording as at 3 July 2018)
“On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019–2020.”
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We measured the effect of these subsidies on the profits
of agroindustrial companies as the total amount
of actually paid subsidies based on the Russian
Agriculture Ministry’s data, given that according to RAS,
the above-mentioned subsidies are recognized
as Other income in the period in which they are received.
Rinat Khasanov
Agribusiness Services
Leader, Deloitte CIS

Tyumen Region

0.57

Nizhny Novgorod Region

0.34

Tomsk Region

0.29

Tatarstan Republic

0.28

Perm Territory

0.24

Samara Region

0.15

Chelyabinsk Region

0.15

Nenets Autonomous District

0.13

Novosibirsk Region

0.11

Other

1.14

2.8

1.33

2018P

Sverdlovsk Region

4.7

The regional budget expenditures incurred
on the program for increasing productivity
in the dairy cattle breeding*
(RUB billion)

2017

Allocation of regional funds for subsidies
designated for increasing productivity
in the dairy cattle breeding in 2017
(RUB billion)

*Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
Source: Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation of the State Program for Agriculture Development and Regulation
of Markets for Agricultural Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013-2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017 (in the wording as at 3 July 2018)
“On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019-2020.”
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6. Subsidy for decoupled support in crop farming
The subsidy is designated to partially reimburse agricultural producers (excluding household farms) for costs incurred
on agro-technical works, facilitate the preparation for sowing and harvest seasons, and incentivize investment
in increasing crop yield and quality of soil. It is often called ‘per hectare subsidy,’ as it is calculated and issued
per one hectare of the crop planting area. The subsidy is issued by regional agroindustrial authorities. The applications
are reviewed withing 15 working days, while the funds are released within ten days after making the decision on the issuance.

The federal budget expenditures incurred
on decoupled support for crop farming*
(RUB billion)

Volgograd Region

0.53

Saratov Region

0.52

Tatarstan Republic

0.50

Bashkortostan Republic

0.47

Novosibirsk Region

0.42

Chelyabinsk Region

0.30

Krasnoyarsk Region

0.30

Samara Region

0.29

Oryol Region

0.28

Other

5.58

Orenburg Region

0.27

Tymen Region

0.27

Nizhny Novgorod Region

0.21

Chelyabinsk Region

0.19

Irkutsk Region

0.13

Omsk Region

0.13

Novosibirsk Region

0.12

Kaliningrad Region

0.11

Other

1.14

4.5

0.30

2018P

0.35

Sverdlovsk Region

3.2

Perm Territory

*Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
** According to “Information on subsidy-funded expenditures of the Russian federal
subject’s budget (local budget) as at 22 November 2018.”
Source: Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation
of the State Program for Agriculture Development and Regulation of Markets for Agricultural
Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013–2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017
(in the wording as at 3 July 2018) “On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019–2020.”
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In most regions, the bulk of subsidies
issued for decoupled support
of crop farming are funded
from the federal budget. For example,
the share of the federal subsidy in the Altai
region amounts to 95 percent. In contrast,
the share of federal subsidies in the Perm
region (tops the rating by the amount
of regional subsidies) is 29 percent.

The regional budget expenditures incurred
on decoupled support for crop farming*
(RUB billion)

2017

Allocation of regional funds for decoupled
support of crop farming in 2017
(RUB billion)

11.3

0.56

2019P

Omsk Region

Fifty one percent of federal subsidies
(RUB 5.7 billion) are allocated
to 12 regions.

16.3**

0.63

2018P

0.91

Orenburg Region

11.3

Altai Territory

2017

Allocation of federal funds for decoupled
support of crop farming in 2017
(RUB billion)

The top ten regions on the list account
for 65 percent of regional subsidies
in Russia (RUB 2.08 billion).

We measured the effect of these subsidies
on the profits of agroindustrial
companies as the total amount
of actually paid subsidies based
on the Russian Agriculture Ministry’s
data, given that according to RAS,
the above-mentioned subsidies
are recognized as Other income
in the period in which they are received.
Rinat Khasanov
Agribusiness Services Leader,
Deloitte CIS
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Subsidies to producers of agricultural equipment
7. Modernization of the agricultural equipment fleet
The producers which sell agricultural equipment at a discount are granted subsidies from the federal budget
in order to increase the availability of such equipment. The amount of budget allocations for modernization
of the agricultural equipment fleet in 2017 was 41 percent up year-on-year. The allocated federal budget funds
have been fully utilized as at 1 January 2018.

2019P

2018P

2017

2.0

10.0

15.7

The federal budget expenditures incurred to finance the measure:
Incentivizing the modernization of the agricultural equipment fleet*
(RUB billion)
In 2017, the Russian Government made
a decision to reduce the discount
on sales of the agricultural equipment
from 30 percent to 20 percent
for Siberian and Far Eastern Federal
Districts, as well as for the Republic
of Crimea, the city of Sevastopol,
and Kaliningrad Region in order
to increase the number of recipients
and end-consumers of the subsidy
(for the remaining recipients of the subsidy
the discount rate was reduced from
25 percent to 15 percent).

The estimated effect of these subsidies
on the profits of agricultural companies
equals zero, as the subsidies are issued
to producers of the agricultural
equipment (not to agribusinesses).
Rinat Khasanov
Agribusiness Services Leader,
Deloitte CIS

*Cash utilization as at 31 December 2017; P – plan
Source: Russian Agriculture Ministry, “The National Report on the Progress and Implementation of the State Program for Agriculture Development
and Regulation of Markets for Agricultural Products, Commodities and Food Products in 2013–2020;” Federal Law No. 362-FZ of 5 December 2017
(in the wording as at 3 July 2018) “On the Federal Budget for 2018 and the Planning Period of 2019–2020.”
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Production and consumption
Grain
(million tonnes)

Meat and meat products
(thousand tonnes)

Milk and dairy products
(thousand tonnes)

Production

0.9

0.8

1.0

0.7

2013

9,565

9,899

10,323

30,529

30,791

30,797

30,759

30,164

1,360

9,445
1,246

9,155

7,917

1,103

7,544

7,129

838

870

807

812

804

2,032

1,982

2,120

1,948

1,746
2017

1.5

1,952

39,039

2016

64.8

40,251

2015

60.2

40,834

2014

52.6

41,928

2013

43.1

92.4

42,006

2017

120.7

12,230

2016

2,480

104.8

11,957

2015

77.2

105.3

9,070

11,732

2014

8,545

11,892

2013

135.4

2017

11,863

2016

213.3

2015

186.5

2014

137.0

158.8

165.8

Stocks (beginning of year)
Production
Imports
Total

In 2017, grain production increased
by 12 percent year-on-year
to 135.4 million tonnes and exceeded
the previous all-time high recorded
in 1978 by 8 million tonnes. The grain
imports fell to 0.7 million tonnes.

Source: Russian Federal Statistics Service
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In 2017, production of meat and meat
products increased by 4 percent.
Meanwhile, the overall volume of meat
in the market reached 12.2 million tonnes
(+2 percent year-on-year).
The imports in this segments decreased
by 11 percent to 1.1 million tonnes.

According to the preliminary data,
the domestic production of milk and dairy
products fell by 2 percent, the milk
inventory decreased by 10 percent, while
imports dropped by 6 percent.
The total amount of milk in the market
reached 39 million tonnes and decreased
by 3 percent compared to 2016.
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The rating of strategies of leading agribusinesses in 2017
Increasing production

0.70

0.70

0.65

0.78

2018

Upgrading production and technology capacities

0.68

0.65

0.41

0.61

2017

Cost cutting

0.68

0.83

0.79

0.81

2016
2015

The list of key corporate strategies remained unchanged throughout the period of this survey.
According to the respondents, the key strategy in 2018 was increasing production volumes (0.70).
The strategy aimed at accessing new markets is no more among top three favorites.
In 2018 it retreated to the fifth place (0.61).

Overall rating of priority strategies by leading agribusinesses in Russia in 2018
Increasing production

0.70

Upgrading production and technology capacities

0.68

Cost cutting

0.68

Focusing on organic growth

0.64

Accessing new markets

0.61

Using external financing

0.50

Investing in talent

0.47

Investing in talent

0.47

Launching new products and services in the market

0.46

Optimizing working capital and revising operating model

0.30

Reviewing procurement strategy

0.15

Hedging currency risks

0.14

Increasing R&D and business development expenses

-0.02

Disposing non-core assets

-0.23

Focusing on mergers and/or acquisitions

-0.30

In 2018, the currency risk hedging moved to the positive balance zone (0.14)
after growing by 52 points in a year.

22

11

24

22
23
28

34

45

54
43
50
44

Strategy horizon

1–2
years

3–5
years

2018
2017
2016

The strategy horizon
of one in two companies
(54 percent) reaches 3–5 years.

2015

Over 5
years

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
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Grain
(million tonnes)

Meat and meat products
(thousand tonnes)

Milk and dairy products
(thousand tonnes)

Consumption

84.8

121.4

101.0

46.5

48.3

51.8

53.4

30.1

30.7

33.9

43.3

44.6

10,999
10,812

11,085
10,876

39,808

35,633

38,029

35,661

37,400

34,934

34,190

33,882

3,742

3,482

3,312

3,163

2,882

628

629

606

645

607

38,886

10,851

21.0

20.9

22.4

23.5

51

56

47

49

33

1.2

1.0

1.1

1.1

1.2

19

18

18

17

15

32

36

34

31

29

2015

2016

2017

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2013

19.0

2014

307

2013

236

2017

143

11,013

40,035

2016

135

10,712

11,368

2015

117

10,920

11,153

2014

20.0

109.2

98.6

Production consumption
Internal consumption
Exports
Losses
Total

In 2017, the overall grain consumption
increased by 11 percent. Grain exports
reached 43.3 million tonnes
and increased by 28 percent
compared to 2016.

Source: Russian Federal Statistics Service
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In 2017, the overall consumption
of meat and meat products increased
by 2 percent and reached 11.4 million
tonnes. The exports increased
by 71,000 tonnes (30 percent),
or twofold compared to 2015.

Farmhouse consumption of milk
decreased by 9 percent compared
to 2016. The overall milk consumption fell
by 2 percent to 37.4 million tonnes.
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The rating of top three challenges faced by the Russian agroindustry*
2018
High cost of energy resources

0.38

Lack of government support and financing

0.36

Lack of skilled personnel

0.30

2017
Lack of government support and financing

0.44

Lack of skilled personnel

0.36

Shortcomings of regulation in the industry

0.30

Among key challenges faced by Russian
agroindustrial companies in 2018
the respondents named the high cost
of energy resources, insufficient
government support and financing,
as well as lack of skilled personnel.
The high cost of energy resources
topped the rating this year after
moving up four notches (by 16 points).

2016
Shortcomings of regulation in the industry

0.40

Currency risks

0.36

Lack of government support and financing

0.29

The overall rating of challenges faced by the Russian agroindustry in 2018
High cost of energy resources

0.38

Lack of government support and financing

0.36

Lack of skilled personnel

0.30

Currency risks (rouble weakening)

0.20

Risk of exchange commodity price fluctuations
Shortcomings of regulation in the industry
(administrative, trade, and economic barriers)
Lack of flexibility in the tax system
with respect to specific featires of agriculture
Corruption

0.20

Insufficient optimization of logistic processes

0.09

Insufficient purchasing power

0.07

Lack of production capacity and technology

0.07

Geopolitical risks (EU sanctions, Russian ’anti-sanctions’)

0.06

Low attractiveness of Russian agriculture for foreign investors

0.06

Insufficient implementation of high techmology

0.02

0.19
0.15
0.10

Compared to 2017, a large number
of challenges are seen much more
significant than before.
The importance of energy coasts
grew most noticeably (by 16 points)
as they topped the rating of the industry
challenges. Also, the respondents attached
much more significance to currency risks
(up 14 points) and commodity price
fluctuations (up 11 points).
At the same time, lower importance
was attached to weak purchasing power
of households (-13 points), shortcomings
of government regulation of the industry
(-11 points), and insufficient government
support and financing (-8 points).

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
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Domestic consumption
Food products in overall
consumer spending
(%)
37.46

Meat products

9.31

2017

4.73

4.71

2018

2016

2015

2014
5.24

4.98

2018

2016

2017

4.36
2015

2

5.40

3.87

3.89

Vegetables, including potato

4.16

2018

2017

3.69
2016

3

3.99
3.63

2015

Two thirds of consumer expenditures on food products
include key five product groups: meat products, alcohol
beverages, vegetables, milk and confectionery products.
In the past five years, consumer expenditures in the milk
and dairy product category show stable growth.

9.44

Alcohol

2014

In 2018, household expenditures on food products
reached 37.46 percent slightly decreasing compared
to 2017 (by 0.53 p.p.).

9.56

9.25

2014

6,509

1

Share of food products,
%

2Q
2018

6,386
2017

6,113
2016

5,508
2015

5,341
2014

2013

5,082

Spending on food products
(RUB/month)

2013

Consumer expenses*
(RUB/month)

9.69

9.65

2013

17,377

16,770

16,086

14,764

36.51

14,630

13,707

37.08

2013

38.00 38.08
37.31

Top five food products in overall
consumer spending
(%)

Milk and dairy products

Source: Russian Federal Statistics Service
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2017
2017

2018

2016

2.69

2016

2015

2014

2.69

Кондитерские изделия
2.64

2.45

2.45
2018

2.49

2015

5
* The average, per household member per month

2.90

2.77

2014

Artem Belov
Executive Director of the National Union
for Milk Producers (Soyuzmoloko)

3.23

2.85
2.65

2013

			

4

3.07

2013

A sharp decrease in the dairy product imports led
to stable demand for raw products. Negative market
factors comprise a fall in the real disposable income
and some imbalance in shipment to/from Belarus.
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Retail price* structure for staple foods
(%)

354

Beef

RUB

61%

8%

4%

6%

2%

8%

8%

3%

257

Pork

RUB

52%

9%

2%

5%

11%

10%

8%

3%

138

Chicken**

RUB

45%

21%

7%

6%

7%

7%

5%

2%

37

Wheat flour

RUB

28%

9%

2%

4%

34%

11%

9%

3%

56

Milk

RUB

45%

22%

3%

6%

7%

9%

6%

2%

102

Sunflower oil

RUB

39%

7%

4%

4%

In 2017, the structure of retail prices for staple products remained
unchanged year-on-year. The cost of raw materials accounts for the
major part of the price. The raw material cost is the lowest for wheat flour
(28 percent of the retail price), and the highest for beef (61 percent).
In 2017, the beef and milk prices were up RUB 6 and RUB 2,
respectively. The prices of other staple products somewhat declined.
The sunflower oil price declined the most significantly (by 7 percent).
The government gains the biggest profit (in tax) from 1 kg of beef (RUB 30).

28%

9%

7%

2%

Agriproducer

Income

Processing

Profits

Intermediaries

Costs

Retail

Taxes

Buyers

* The average price per 1 kg in Russia
** The agricultural producer and processing company are often the same entity; the income icon indicates the poultry breeding costs.
Source: Russian Federal Statistics Service
37

Snapshot of the Russian Agroindustry – 2018

Foreign trade
Exports
(USD million)
18,980

16,214

17,074

20,702

Cereals and grain legume
Fish and crustaceans
Meat and sub-products
(ex. Finished meat products)

1,162

Confectionery

786
2,687
2,880

809

2,619

969

160

3,036

425
881

2,406

2,508

486

258

1,055

454
943

3,075

2,679
325

109
2,937

120

219

2,827

3,065

3,548

7,865

7,264
5,967

Trends
After some decline in 2015–2016,
Total				
the Russian agricultural exports
rose by 21 percent in 2017
and reached USD 20.7 billion.

Food industry products

499

552

Beverages
Sugar industry products
Other

211

1,205

Fats and oils

A decision was made to amend
the previously used methodology
for analyzing the trade operations
in agricultural goods based
on the structure represented
in the Federal Project “Agricultural Exports”
in order to provide deeper analysis
of the Russian external trade.

5,979

Highlights
Exports of sugar industry products
significantly increased in 2017, similarly
to meat and sub-products (88 percent
and 48 percent, respectively). In many
aspects, it was a result of a low base
effect. The total exports of sugar industry
products, as well as meat and subproducts reached USD 485 million
and USD 325 million, respectively.
Food products
Barley exports increased the most
significantly in 2017 (by 72 percent).
The key exporters of the Russian barley
were Saudi Arabia (USD 261 million)
and Iran (USD 183 billion).

Source: Russian Federal Customs Service
38

2017

2016

2015

2014

The exports of crustaceans increased
significantly, too (by 43 percent),
mostly due to the increased exports
to China (up 109 percent), similarly
to wheat exports (+37 percent).
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Exports of priority commodities, 2017
In this section, the trade flows for each commodity are presented by key exporting country
and key importers (10) of Russian commodities to analyze competition on international
markets where Russia is represented.
Wheat exports
(thousand tonnes)
Egypt: 11,067

The six exporting countries account
for 70 percent of the global wheat exports.
Top ten countries importing Russian wheat
account for 20 percent of the global wheat imports.

Turkey: 4,189
Russia: 21,798

Azerbaijan: 1,214
Sudan: 1,621
Lebanon: 1,391

France: 337
Ukraine: 8,083

Bangladesh: 5,938
UAE: 1,733

Ukraine, Russia, Argentina and Bulgaria
account for 83 percent of the global
sunflower oil market (in physical terms).
The countries importing the Russian
sunflower account for one third of the global
market for this product (32 percent).

Yemen: 3,062
Canada: 4,468

Nigeria: 4,460

Bulgaria: 20

US: 4,150

Australia: 7,465

Sunflower oil exports (thousand tonnes)

Turkey: 596

Indonesia: 11,626

Kazakhstan: 46
Lebanon: 94

Corn exports (thousand tonnes)
Russia: 1,197

US: 4,071

Iran: 433

South Korea: 8,862
Sudan: 127
Argentina: 40
Brazil: 9,486

Saudi Arabia: 107

Iran: 6,603
China: 740
Ukraine: 1,176

Argentina: 6,322

Russia: 4,629

Ukraine: 4,096

France: 207

Vietnam: 7,791
Iraq: 203
Iraq: 153
Lebanon: 571
Georgia: 106
Azerbaijan: 94
Latvia: 89
Turkey: 2,032
Italy: 2,292

Algeria: 87

The six exporting countries account for 78 percent
of the global corn exports, while key importers
of the Russian corn account for mere 22 percent
of the global imports of this crop. This implies
a lot of new destinations for corn exports.

Greece: 218

TNVED 1001,1005 and 1512
Source: Trademap.org
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Export
Engaged
in exports

33%

Plan to engage
in export operations
or expand the geography
of operations

13 p.p. up
compared
to 2017

One third of the respondents
(33 percent) reported that their
companies engaged in export operations.
The share of such companies increased
by 13 p.p. year‑on-year. The processing
and distribution companies tend
to engage in export operations most often
(50 percent), similarly to the companies
with revenue exceeding RUB 5 billion
(44 percent).

46%

Forty six percent of companies
reported that they planned to engage
in export operations or expand
the geography of export operations.

22 p.p. up
compared
to 2017

The processing and distribution
companies tend to report such plans
more often (56 percent) similarly
to he companies with revenue
exceeding RUB 5 billion and companies
with more than 1,000 employees
(72 and 68 percent, respectively).

Currency risk management
Lending in roubles only

85%

Creating reserves (raw materials, finished products, capital)

30%

Hedging

13%

27%

Refinancing currency loans in Russian banks

11%

8%

Inserting an exchange clause in contracts

9%

44%

Portfolio diversification depending on the currency

2%

33%

Fixing the share of exports in company’s transactions

0%
Russian
agroindustrial
companies

Lending only in roubles is a key practice
for managing currency risks in the Russian
agroindustry. This practice was reported
by 85 percent of the respondents.
Representatives of agribusinesses rated
the creation of reserve funds the second
by significance (30 percent).

One in ten respondents stated
that his/her company applies such
currency management practices
as hedging (13 percent), refinancing
of the issued currency loans (11 percent)
and inserting an exchange clause
in contracts (9 percent).

* Based on the findings of the 1H 2018 Deloitte CFO Survey of the Leading Companies in Russia
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54%

Russian
companies
in general*

Overall, Russian companies tend
to consider such practices as inserting
an exchange clause in contracts
and portfolio diversification more
often than agroindustrial companies
(by 35 p.p. and 31 p.p., respectively).
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Imports
(USD million)
39,941

26,649

25,059

28,929

Cereals and grain legume
Fish and crustaceans
Meat and sub-products
(ex. Finished meat products)

12,439

Fats and oils
Confectionery

Trends
In the past four years the imports
of agricultural products to Russia
decreased by 28 percent
to USD 28.9 billion. Meanwhile, in 2017,
imports to Russian rose by 15 percent
in value terms year-on-year.

Beverages

Highlights
The import of beverages increased
Food industry products
most significantly (by 36 percent
Other
year‑on‑year, to RUB 2.5 billion).
Total				
In contrast, the imports of the sugar
industry products fell to USD 219 million
(37 percent year-on-year).
Sugar industry products

10,087
9,153
8,475

11,200

7,472

8,337
7,570

608
3,070
467
2,058

1,793

1,520

1,385

5,575

1,294
3,150

219

Products
In 2017, the import of wine rose noticeably
(by 86 percent in value terms), mostly
owing to the import of wine from
Georgia (+73 percent in value terms).
The import of frozen pork and butter
increased by one third (+31 percent
and +33 percent, respectively).

348
2,498
1,834

1,364
1,161
2,311

1,212

1,588

1,636

1, 945

537

347

360

374

2015

2016

2017

2,701

2014

2,934

1,556

TNVED: 080390, 120190, 020230, 020329, 220421, 040690, 151190, 070200, 040510, 090111
Source: Russian Federal Customs Service
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Import of select products
2017

2016

2017

2016

Item/
country

USD
million

USD
thousand

USD
million

USD
thousand

Item/
country

USD
million

USD
thousand

USD
million

USD
thousand

Bananas

1,140

1,544

999

1,356

Cheese

733

154

604

156

Ecuador

1,095

1,486

981

1,332

Belarus

637

132

531

139

964

2,236

976

2,282

Palm oil

702

892

647

885

Brazil

508

1,155

413

946

Indonesia

552

734

513

736

Paraguay

344

835

429

1,006

Tomatoes

561

518

492

465

Frozen cuts (cattle)

853

255

767

248

Azerbaijan

155

157

92

98

Brazil

459

137

580

163

China

135

109

106

86

Paraguay

228

68

348

94

Morocco

130

97

165

126

Frozen pork

753

256

576

233

Butter

486

91

366

97

Brazil

718

243

553

223

Belarus

381

69

301

77

Wine

752

403

513

288

Coffee

450

165

367

151

Italy

191

87

136

62

Vietnam

130

57

132

69

France

131

53

94

40

Brazil

104

33

89

31

Spain

116

77

75

55

Indonesia

93

40,

44

21

Georgia

102

59

59

33

Soybeans

Imports
Engaged
in imports

37%

4 p.p. below
the 2017 level

Thirty seven percent of the respondents
plan to engage in imports. The share
of such companies increased
by 4 p.p. year‑on-year. The processing
and distribution companies tend
to engage in import operations most often
(50 percent), similarly to the companies
with revenue exceeding RUB 5 billion
and more than 1,000 employees
(61 and 58 percent, respectively).

Plan to engage
in import operations
or expand the geography
of operations

Twenty percent of companies
reported that they planned to engage
in import operations or expand
the geography of import operations.
The share of such companies increased
by 12 p.p. year‑on‑year. Companies
with revenue less than RUB 2 billion
tend to more often report such plans
(5 p.p. above the average).

TNVED: 080390, 120190, 020230, 020329, 220421, 040690, 151190,070200,040510,090111
Source: Russian Federal Customs Service
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20%

12 p.p. up
vs. 2017
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Foreign trade turnover
Agricultural trade balance
(USD million)

The trade balance by commodity category
(USD million)
2017

39,941
26,649

25,059

28,929

Export
Import

18,980

16,214

17,074

-10,435

-7,985

20,702
-8,227

Balance

-8,925
-5,650

Cereals and grain legume
Fish and crustaceans
267

-1,999
-501
1,862
-2377

Food industry products*
Confectionery
1,603
7,491

-20,961

2017

2016

2015

2014

Highlights
In four years, the trade balance in sugar
industry moved to the positive zone.
The trade balance surplus increased
in other commodity category. The exports
exceeded imports most significantly
in the grain and grain legume category
and reached USD 7.5 billion in 2017.
The trade balance deficit in the ‘Other’
category was mostly caused by
vegetable imports exceeding exports
(by USD 2,948 million in 2017),
as well as higher imports of fruits
and nuts (by USD 4,582 million in 2017).

-7,506
-5,062
-90
-1,380
-421

Meat and sub-products
(ex. Finished meat products)
Beverages

2016

Trends
Agricultural imports in Russia fell
significantly starting from 2014. At the same
time, exports grew, with the agricultural
trade balance reaching USD -8.3 billion
in 2017 (up USD 12.7 billion in four years).

Fats and oils

Sugar industry products
Other**			
		

1,518

-2,092

1,429
5,619
2015

-8,344
-4,853
-307
-1,368
-504

1,112

-3,030

1,240
5,620
2014

-11,652
-8,320
-397
-2,517
-853
-5,466

1,516
3
6,727

* Food industry products: dairy products, tea, coffee, tobacco, eggs, honey,
processed vegetables and fruits, various food products
** Other: live animals and plants, vegetables, potato, fruits, nuts, other
Source: Russian Federal Customs Service
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Global agriculture
market
Production trends
Global agricultural output trends
(million tonnes)

Stable demand and high prices for agricultural products
in the last decade led to an increase in agricultural
production. In 2017, the global agricultural production*
reached 8.3 billion tonnes (+7 percent since 2013).

8,000
7,000

According to the OECD’s specialists, the global agricultural
production rates are set to slow in the coming decade.
The CAGR is expected to be at 1.5 percent. The growth
is mostly to happen owing to higher productivity, without
a significant increase in agricultural lands.

6,000
5,000
4,000
3,000
2,000

In the next decade, the agricultural production
growth will be concentrated in developing economies.
The highest growth rates are expected to be posted
in sub‑Saharan Africa and Southeast Asia.

Cereals

Fishing industry

Sugar

Meat industry

Dairy products

Root crops
and tubers

Oil seeds

2020P

2018P

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

0

2019P

1,000

Agricultural production by region, 2017
(%)
Asia (ex. China and India)

15%

China

14%

Brazil

13%

India

12%

US

12%

EU (28)

10%

South America

7%

Africa

6%

Other Europe

6%

North America

3%

Oceania

2%

* Based on key product categories excluding cotton and biofuels
Source: Agricultural Outlook 2017–2018 (the OECD and FAO’s report)
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Southeast Asia (including China, India, Japan, Korea)
is a main producer of agricultural products globally.
Despite serious challenges related to shortage of lands, water
and workforce, the region accounts for almost 40 percent
of the global grain production (including nearly 90 percent
of rice), around 40 percent of the global meat production,
over 50 percent of sunflower oil and almost 70 percent
of the global fishery production.
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North and South America is another major contributor
to the global agricultural production. America accounts
for almost 90 percent of the global soy production, 28 percent
of cereals, particularly, corn (52 percent). The region
is a major producer of high added-value products such as flour
and sugar (41 and 39 percent of the global output, respectively).
The crop farming in the region is expected to grow by 14 percent
in the next ten years, provided the growth of cultivated areas
and more intensive production.
In the past decade, the agriculture in East Europe and Central
Asia (key agricultural producers in this region include Russia,
Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Turkey) showed high growth rates
on the back of overall economic recovery and significant
investments in the agricultural modernization. In the coming
decade, the agricultural and fishery production in the region
is set to increase by 14 percent. As for arable crops, the region
is set to remain the second largest wheat producer and increase
its share in the global production to almost 22 percent
by 2027. The corn production is set to increase by 17 percent
in the forecast period, too. The region’s share in the global
production of sunflower and oilseed rape is set to increase
from 22 percent in 2015 to 25 percent by 2027 on the back
of an increase in cultivated areas.
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Consumption trends
Over 50 percent of the global agricultural consumption*
accounts for key five products: rice, corn, wheat, milk,
dairy products, and soybeans.

Global agricultural consumption trends
(million tonnes)
5,000

In the past decade, markets saw significant increase
in demand for a wide range of agricultural products.
This growth mostly accounts for non-food demand
for agricultural products used as raw materials
for biofuel and animal feed.

4,000
3,000
2,000

The demand for food in developed economies
increased slowly but it was offset by robust demand
for biofuels triggering a market rush for corn, sugar cane,
and vegetable oil as primary raw products.

Cereals

Sugar

Oil seeds
Dairy products

Root crops
and tubers

Meat products

Fishery

2020P

2018P

2017

2016

2015

2014

2013

0

2019P

1,000

In addition, growing household incomes in China
and other developing economies led to increased demand
for meat. This, in turn, drove up in animal farming
production and demand for animal feed.
Altogether, these drivers of demand supported real
agricultural prices above the level seen in early 2000
which drove production up globally.

Consumption of agricultural products by region, 2017
(%)
China

20%

Asia (ex. China and India)

19%

US

13%

EU (28)

11%

India

9%

Africa

9%

Brazil

5%

Other Europe

5%

South America

5%

North America

3%

Oceania

1%

Southern and Eastern Asia (including China
and India) account for almost a half of the global agricultural
consumption (48 percent). The US and EU consume
a quarter of the global agricultural production (24 percent).
The global demand for agricultural products is expected
to slow in the coming decade mostly due to saturation
of markets in many countries.

* Based on key product categories excluding cotton and biofuels
Source: OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2017–2018
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Corn
Corn consumption

Corn production
10.9%

5.5%
2.6% 0.3%
-3.9%

-4.7%

3.8%

0.6%

3.4%

Corn prices
(USD/tonne
(US No.3 Yellow Corn FOB Gulf))
1.1%

2019/20P

2018/19P

2017/18

Corn production (million tonnes)

Corn consumption (million tonnes)

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

The global corn production grew 3 percent
p.a. On average in the past 20 years
and increased from 600 million tonnes
in 1999/2000 to more than 1 billion
tonnes in 2016/2017. In the past 20 years,
the corn production showed continuous
growth excluding several downturns
causes by slumps due to bad crops.
Higher demand for animal feed
and industrial products drove an increase
in cultivated areas almost everywhere.
New seeds, fertilizers and innovative
agricultural methods were used very
effectively in order to increase the average
crop yields, which currently close
to 6 tonnes per hectare compared
to 4.4 tonnes per hectare in late 1990s.

In the past two decades,
the global corn consumption increased
approximately by 3.4 percent
p.a. In 2018–2019, the global
demand for corn is forecast to reach
1.096 billion tonnes.
Production of animal feed accounts
for approximately 55 percent
of the total corn consumption.
An increase in the global meat
production (first of all, pork and poultry)
remains behind growth of demand
for corn (+2 percent p.a. on average).
The demand for biofuels is set
to remain as a driver of the corn
production consumption.

168

161

172

171

2016

2017

2018P

2019P

A record high harvest in the US offset
a decrease in cultivated areas and led
to a decline in corn prices starting from
August. In October, the prices went down
another 4 percent. This was partially
caused by lower prices in the Black Sea
region and South America. Low prices were
seen in Ukraine, also due to a record-high
harvest and traders’ desire to encourage
external demand. Market participants
in Brazil worked to depress prices,
too, as they aimed to maximize prices
before next harvest.
Record-high corn harvest in the US
and Ukraine had a positive impact on the
global corn price forecasts. Nevertheless,
the EIU experts expect prices to grow.
The US prices (fob Gulf) in 2018 were
estimated at USD 172/tonne compared
to an average of USD 195/tonne during
the five years ending in 2017. Prices are
likely to increase moderately in 2019–2020,
growing at 3.8 percent p.a. on average.

The current global corn production forecasts for 2018-2019 look optimistic. This outlook
is corroborated by the data received from US farmers (the US is the world’s leading consumer
and exporter of corn). High corn production levels are expected in Ukraine, Brazil, Argentina, Canada,
China, and India as well. Combined with the contribution from the EU countries, Russia and South
Africa, the global corn production in 2018–2019 is set to increase by 2.6 percent year-on-year,
to 1,063 million tonnes. In 2019–2020, crops in the US and harvest in South America are set to grow,
with corn production likely to exceed 1,066 million tonnes (+0.3 percent year-on-year).

Source: EIU
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Wheat

232

752

2013
2019/20P

Wheat production (million tonnes)

Wheat consumption (million tonnes)

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

The global wheat production grew
at a record high rate in recent years.
This is mostly due to high crop yields
which reached 3.5 tonnes per hectare
in 2017–2018 (compared to 2.8 tonnes per
hectare ten years ago) and cultivated area
growth. Despite concerns about insufficient
investments, productivity increased almost
in all markets as farmers used more
advanced agricultural practices. The global
wheat production is expected to decrease
by 5.7 percent to 715 million tonnes
in 2018–2019 (compared to the previous
forecast of 735 million tonnes). The
crop yields are expected to be much
below the average level seen in the EU,
Australia, China, and the US, as well as
below the relatively high crop yields
in Argentina, India and North Africa.
In 2019–2020, the global wheat production
is set to recover by 5.1 percent
to 751 million tonnes provided
weather conditions are favorable.
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739
2018/19P

2017/18
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2015/16
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2014/15
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2018/19P
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2016/17

2015/16

2014/15

734

734
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734
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322

2020P

1.8%

2019P

0.7%

2018P

0.0%

Starting from 1960, the global wheat
consumption increased almost threefold
and reached 730 million tonnes in recent
years. Nevertheless, the demand
growth, mainly in the food and milling
industries, did not result in higher
production growth and led to a significant
increase in inventories between
2013/14 and 2017/18. Although higher
demand for wheat was triggered
by the population growth, overall, the latter
lagged the demand. Wheat consumption
remains high, both as a food product
and animal feed. Small part of harvested
wheat is also used in brewing and for starch
synthesis and ethanol production.

2015

0.9%

2017

2.4%

5.1%
-5.7%

2014

0.8% 3.0% 0.4%

Wheat prices
(USD/tonne
(US Hard red Winter wheat; FOB Gulf))

2016

Wheat consumption

Wheat production

The global wheat export prices rose
by 13 percent year-on-year, but fell
by 5 percent if compared to August 2018
on a month-on-month basis. It was mainly
caused by unfavorable weather conditions
which resulted in lower shipments
from major producers including Russia
and the EU. Although wheat prices
decreased faster than expected
in recent months, the EIU experts still
allow for price growth next year. More
accurate forecasts depend on harvest
in Russia and possible restrictions
on the Russian exports. Any potential
restrictions on the Russian exports is likely
to lead to an increase in wheat prices.
Hence, even in the light of probable
high wheat exports from Russia,
the prices are set to show only limited
growth throughout the forecast period.

EIU’s experts expect the global wheat consumption to increase to 739 million tonnes by mere
0.7 percent year-on-year in 2018–2019, as the earnings from selling food wheat only partially
compensate for a decrease in wheat utilization as the animal feed. The initial forecasts for 2019–2020
remain very preliminary as of now. However, given an overall increase in grain consumption,
as well as the recovery of wheat utilization as an animal feed, one may expect that the total wheat
consumption would increase by 1.8 percent to 752 million tonnes in 2019–2020.

Source: EIU
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Sunflower oil
Sunflower oil consumption
14.9%
2.4% 4.1%
20.3

19.5

19.0

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

The EIU expects that in 2019–2020
the sunflower oil production will increase
by 2.4 percent and reach new highs.

Source: EIU

796

813
761

735

According to the EIU, despite slower
sunflower oil consumption growth
in 2017–2018, the overall consumption
in that period will reach a new record
high at 19 million tonnes.

In 2018-2019, consumption is expected
to grow, too, as prices decline further.
However, the consumption growth
is set to be limited due to insufficient
supplies. The forecast consumption
growth is 2.4 percent. The growth
is likely to continue in 2019–2020
when the overall consumption
is set to exceed 20 million tonnes.

2020P

2015
2019/20P

2018/19P

2017/18

2016/17

Sunflower oil consumption
(million tonnes)

The sunflower oil production forecast
for 2018–2019 is 19.5 million tonnes.
However, there is a probability
of a negative effect from a decrease
in sunflower supplies.

841

15.8
2015/16

15.3
2014/15

2019/20P

2018/19P

2017/18

2016/17

Sunflower oil production
(million tonnes)

In 2017–2018, the global sunflower oil
production remained at a record high level
seen in 2016–2017. However, according
to the forecasts, in 2018–2019 this level
will be exceeded.
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2019P
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2018P

18.8%
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Sunflower oil price
(USD/tonnes
(EU, FOB NW European ports))

2016

Sunflower oil production

Oil prices (including soybean
oil and rapeseed oil) remain at relatively
high levels. Nevertheless, the EIU’s experts
expect that the sunflower oil price
will gradually decline in 2018–2019,
given high production volumes.
By mid-2019, the sunflower oil price
may fall below USD 730/tonne and retreat
to the 2007 levels. However, in 2H 2019
they are likely to recover and may exceed
USD 800/tonne again in 2020.
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Соевые бобы

Soybean consumption (million tonnes)

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

According to the preliminary forecasts
for 2019–2020, the respective cultivated
areas in the US may decrease,
with farmers potentially switching
to corn. Even if the crop yields
in South America increase, the global
production may fall to 357 million
tonnes, which is 2 percent below
the previous year’s level.

In the previous decade, the global
soy consumption grew rapidly.
The soy consumption growth exceeded
that of other oilseed and grain crops,
as soybean consumption grows
in aviculture, animal farming and milk
industry, especially in Asia. In addition
to high protein content, soybeans
ensure the optimal mix of fats and
carbohydrates. Soybeans as a feed have
a high nutritional value and are used
in combination with other ingredients
as a feed for pigs which contains
vital aminoacids.
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2015/16

Soybean production (million tonnes)

After a sharp decline in global
soybean production in 2017–2018
caused mainly by unfavorable
weather conditions in Argentina,
the EIU’s experts expect the output
to grow by 8.2 year‑on‑year to a record
365 million tonnes in 2018–2019.
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329
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337
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312

319
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314
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Soybean price
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(US No.2 Yellow Soybeans, FOB Golf ports))

2015

Soybean consumption

Soybean production

The concerns around the negative impact
of the cold and humid weather in the
US Mid-West, as well as around lower
supply of soybeans from Brazil drove
global soy prices higher in early October
2018. However, by late October the soy
prices retreated, as the traders saw signs
of improving harvest conditions in the
US. The trade tensions between the US
and China continue to weigh on the soy
prices. The retaliatory actions from China
show that the country is prepared for
protracted trade confrontation. However,
any unexpected settlement of the trade
dispute in the short term would have a
positive effect on soybean prices.
Soybean prices are expected to fall to a
many years low (an average of USD 361/
tonne) which is 4.4 percent below the
last year’s level. In 2019 and 2020, the
soybean prices are expected to fall even
further (by 6.7 percent and 2.6 percent,
respectively).

Despite the ongoing trade tensions between the US and China and imposition of a 25 percent
tariff on the US soybean exports to China (which imports over 90 million tonnes of soybeans,
with one third of that volume coming from the US), the global demand for soybeans is set to recover
in 2018–2019 by 2.7 percent to a record 347 million tonnes. These tensions result in additional
uncertainty around demand and supply forecasts for this year and in the future. The preliminary
forecast of the global soybean consumption in 2019–2020 is estimated at 350.8 million tonnes
which is 1.2 percent above the 2018/2019 level.

Source: EIU
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Milk and dairy products
Fresh dairy product consumption
2.8%

Milk prices
(USD/tonne)
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0.1%

3,095,

2,961

3,128 3,220

2020П

2,296 2,369

2019П

2018П

2017

1,994 2,048 2,077
2016
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Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

Incremental growth (%, y-o-y)

In the next ten years, the global milk
production will grow at 1.8 percent
on average compared to 2.1 percent
in the previous decade. The share
of developed economies is expected
to drop by 5 p.p. to 43 percent in the next
ten years. Production growth in developed
economies is likely to be driven by an increase
in the dairy herd population milk yield
(by 1.1 and 1.6 percent, respectively).
Despite the forecast improvement
in milk yield, the productivity growth
in absolute terms is likely to remain slow,
given the low base effect prevalent
in developing economies. Asia will account
for around 70 percent of the global milk
production, with mainly India and Pakistan
contributing to the growth. India is capable
of overtaking the EU as the world’s largest
milk producer and account for 25 percent
of the global milk production in 2027.
Today, the world’s leading milk producers
are the EU (20 percent of the global
production), India (20 percent),
the US (12 percent), Pakistan (6 percent),
and China (5 percent).
Source: OECD-FAO Agricultural Outlook 2017–2018
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Skim milk powder

In the next decade, the global fresh
and processed dairy product consumption
is set to increase by 2.2 and 1.7 percent
p.a., respectively. Fresh dairy products
account for the largest part (50 percent
of the global milk production) of the milk
and dairy product consumption.
Consumption patterns differ significantly
in developed and developing economies.
Developed economies consume mainly
processed dairy products. The cheese
and butter consumption is expected
to increase there by 0.7 percent per annum,
but the fresh dairy product consumption
is set to remain flat. Dairy product
consumption in developing economies
is expected to increase by 0.5 percent
p.a. on average.

In 2H 2016 global dairy product prices
rose, particularly, for fat-containing
products, afetr a sharp decline from record
highs in 2013–2014 due to contraction
of demand and excessive supply. In 2017,
China (a major importer of dry milk)
increased imports, while Russia extended
the ban on imports of several types
of dairy products from a number of major
importers from teh EU and US. In 2017,
the unfavorable weather conditions
affected the milk supply growth
and put a pressure on prices.
The global dairy product prices are likely
to be supported by higher demand for milk
and dairy products. The dry nonfat milk
prices are expected to recover very slowly
in the coming years, as the stocks remain
large in the EU (albeit less so in the US).
In the forecast period, the dry nonfat
milk remains the only dairy product
which may appreciate in real terms.
Prices are set to grow in nominal terms
for all products except for butter but they
are unlikely to reach the previous highs.
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International trade in 2017
Top five exporters of wheat

Top five importers of wheat

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Russia

33.0

17%

Indonesia

10.7

4%

US

27.3

14%

Algeria

10.5

4%

Australia

22.1

11%

Italy

8.1

3%

Canada

20.6

11%

Bangladesh

7.4

3%

Ukraine

17.3

9%

Spain

6.6

3%

Top five exporters of corn

Top five importers of corn

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

US

53.1

34%

Mexico

15.3

10%

Brazil

29.3

19%

Japan

15.3

10%

Argentina

23.7

15%

South Korea

9.3

6%

Ukraine

19.4

12%

Egypt

8.3

5%

Russia

5.2

3%

Vietnam

8.0

5%

Top five exporters of sunflower oil

Top five importers of sunflower oil

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Ukraine

5.3

43%

India

2.3

25%

Russia

1.8

14%

Spain

0.7

8%

Argentina

0.6

5%

China

0.7

8%

Netherlands

0.4

3%

Turkey

0.6

7%

Hungary

0.3

2%

Iran

0.5

6%

Top five exporters of soybeans

Top five importers of soybeans

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Brazil

68.2

45%

China

95.5

64%

US

55.3

37%

Mexico

4.3

3%

Argentina

7.4

5%

Netherlands

3.8

3%

Paraguay

6.1

4%

Spain

3.4

2%

Canada

4.7

3%

Japan

3.2

2%

Top five exporters of milk

Top five importers of milk

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Country

Volume (million tonnes)

Share

Germany

2.3

19%

Germany

3.1

23%

France

1.0

8%

Belgium

1.6

12%

Netherlands

1.0

8%

Italy

1.6

12%

UK

0.9

7%

Netherlands

0.9

7%

Czech Republic

0.8

7%

Ireland

0.7

5%

TNVED 1001, 1005, 121511, 0404, 0401, 1201
Source: trademap.org
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Russia’s Export Strategy – 2024:
assessing the impact
Assessment of the impact
On 10 September 2018, Sergey Levin, Russia’s Deputy Agriculture Minister, presented the federal project for Agroindustry
Product Exports. This project is designated to implement the presidential decree on increasing agricultural exports twofold
to USD 45 billion by 2024. The additional financing required for the project implementation amounts to RUB 696 billion.
Based on that, Deloitte CIS and the Institute for National Economic Forecasting of the Russian Academy of Sciences (IEF RAS)
analyzed the impact of a potential export growth on key economic and industry indicators (the GDP and associated tax revenue).
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8,550
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7,497
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7,550

7,644
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* The data for 2018–2024 is presented as per the International Cooperation and Export Project
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Assessment of the impact
on the GDP growth
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308

1%

2%

2,159
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2024

2022

2021

2020

2019

2018

2024

2023

2022

2021

29

80

118

820
556
2020

378
2019

202
2018

Incremental GDP growth (billion roubles)

2023

0%

1%

1,798

0%

1%

Assessment of the impact
on the tax revenue growth*

Incremental tax growth (billion roubles)

Share of GDP (%, 2017)

2024 GDP growth
(RUB billion)
Agroindustry

528

Transportation

367

Retail

196

Construction

107

Real estate

107

Machinery and equipment

69

Chemicals

69

Banks

66

Government services

59

Energy

58

Oil products

55

Other

478

According to our preliminary estimates
prepared jointly with IEF RAS, the total
effect on the tax revenue growth
(RUB 1,028 billion) will be nearly three
times higher than the financial support
for the project (RUB 350 billion)**

* Provided that the agroindustrial exports increase compared to the flat exports scenario
** The amount of support cited as per the addendum to the minutes of the meeting no. 24
held by Presidential Presidium for Strategic Development and Priority Projects on 24 September 2018
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Methodology
The methodology for assessing the tax effect from increasing agroindustrial exports
The assessment of the direct incremental
tax revenue growth resulting from
the agroindustrial exports growth
was calculated in several stages:

In addition, we assessed indirect tax effects
in the industries related to agroindustry,
logistics and trade. The calculations
comprised the following stages:

•• Development of the target export
growth scenario based on headline
indicators for 2017* and the following
breakdown by agroindustrial
products (the calculations were
linked to the base-case scenario
providing for a USD 45 billion increase
in agricultural exports by 2024);

•• Calculation of incremental growth
of other material costs for select
domestic agroindustrial products,
as well as logistics and wholesale
trade as per the expert assessment
of the material cost structure in these
segments, and the share of imports
in the respective costs;

•• Splitting incremental export
revenue between agribusinesses,
logistics and wholesale companies
in accordance with the expert
assessment of the revenue allocation
within the value chain per each
agroindustrial product item;

•• Calculation of incremental compensation
and profit growth in agroindusty,
logistics, and wholesale trade
based on the expert assessment
the compensation and profit share
in the output in these industry;

•• Calculation of the direct tax effect based
on expert assessments of the structure
of expenditures and taxation parameters
for separate agroindustrial product
categories, as well as in the logistics
and the wholesale trade;
•• Calculation of incremental
domestic production cost growth
in agroindustry (agricultural
raw materials in the processing
industry and the animal feed, seeds,
organic fertilizers, and hatchery
eggs in the agriculture), using expert
assessments of the material cost structure
in various agroindustry’s segments
and the share of imports
in the respective costs;
•• Assessment of incremental tax growth
in the agroindustry based on expert
assessment of the expenditure structure
and tax parameters in production
of some types of agri-cultural products
for intermediate consumption.

•• Assessment of incremental final demand
growth of households, government
and businesses, given the additional
revenue.
The required elasticity indicators,
e.g. the elasticity of household
consumption by revenue was calculated
on the basis of the institutional
account matrices published by Rosstat.
The structure of the final demand
(separately for household consumption,
fixed asset accumulation and government
consumption) was used in order
to calculate the incremental final demand
growth for products from various segments
which took shape in the Russian economy
in the base period. These calculations
were based on Rosstat’s statistical
data reflect in input-output tables
(inter‑industry balance) for 2015:

•• Calculation of the incremental final
demand for domestic products
from households, government
and businesses, given the share
of imports in the respective product
consumption in various industries.
These calculations were performed
separately for household
consumption, government consumption
and fixed asset accumulation.
The share of imports in the final
consumption on the basis of the import
matrix and inter-industry balance
for 2015 (released by Rosstat);
•• Assessment of the total indirect
incremental output growth in various
sectors resulting from the incremental
growth of final and intermediary demand
for domestic products (see paragraphs
2.1 and 2.4). The calculations were
performed in accordance with IEF RAS’
methodology based on the static
model of the inter-industry balance.
The incremental agricultural
output growth which has been
accounted for in assessing the direct
effect from the export expansion
was not taken into account in order
to avoid double counting;
•• Calculation of the total indirect
incremental tax growth in various
industries based on the tax payment/
output ratio in the based period
in those industries (according
to the inter-industry balance, as well
as Rosstat’s data on the tax revenue
extracted from Form 1-NOM for 2015).

* the following commodity groups were selected: grain, fish and seafoods, meat and meat products (excluding end products), fat-and-oil products
(excluding oilseeds), confectionery products, beverages, sugar industry products, other food industry products, other products (including oilseeds).
** The methodology for assessing indirect macroeconomic effects of the incremental output growth is described in more detail in following
paper:“Assessment of multiplier effects in the Russian economy based on input-output tables” (M. Yu. Ksenofontov, A.A. Shirov, D. A. Polzikov, A.
A. Yantovskiy// Forecasting issues. 2018. No. 2. pages 3–13).
https://ecfor.ru/publication/otsenka-multiplikativnyh-effektov-na-osnove-tablits-zatraty-vypusk/
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Key scenario assumptions
The calculation of indirect macroeconomic
effect on the basis of the static model
of the inter-industry balance shows
that the export growth should have
no significant impact on the structural
economic parameters (the structure
of material costs in various industries,
the share of import in the domestic
consumption of various products,
the elasticity of final consumption
by revenue of households,
governments and businesses).
Constant prices were used to perform
these calculations. The unit material
costs were adjusted to expected
productivity growth in using primary
resources in order to account
for production efficiency in the Russian
economy for the forecast period
(e.g. the adjustment ratio for 2024
with respect to the 2015 level
equaled 0.82). The shares of imports
in the final consumption in various
industries were constant.

Corporate export revenue forecast
for the next five years

31%
69%

Expected to grow
Expected to stay flat
Expected to fall

Sixty nine percent of representatives
from agroindustrial companies
expect that the export revenue
is set to increase in the next five years
One third of the respondents (31 percent)
do not expect such changes to take place.
Companies with revenue of RUB 2–5 billion
(80 percent) and companies with more
than 500 employees (80 percent)
tend to anticipate export revenue growth
more often than other representatives
of the agroindustry.

The calculations did not account
for effects related to additional
investment required for achieving
the agroindustrial export growth targets.
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Innovation and green agenda

89

%

Representatives of agroindustrial companies believe it is necessary to increase
the economic efficiency through automation of key business processes.

Process innovations in the agriculture
Forty two percent of the respondents stated that their companies had introduced precision farming systems.
Thirty eight percent reported the use of deep processing technology. The respondent most often mentioned smart farms
(22 percent) as a technology to be implemented in their companies, with 27 percent stating that they had already implemented it.
Implemented agricultural processes
and technologies
Precision farming

Agricultural processes and technologies
planned for implementation
42%

Smart farms

22%

Deep processing

38%

Biotechnologies (biopesticides,
biofertilizers, biofuels, biomedicines)

20%

Smart farms

27%

Customization of the product mix

18%

Customization of the product mix

27%

Energy preservation

27%

Biotechnologies (biopesticides,
biofertilizers, biofuels, biomedicines)

24%

Accumulation and processing
of the genetic information

22%

Penetration of process innovations
in agricultural companies
Precision farming

-0.06

Smart farms

-0.13

Deep processing

-0.14

Customization of the product mix

-0.20

Biotechnologies (biopesticides,
biofertilizers, biofuels, biomedicines)

-0.21

Energy preservation

-0.30

Accumulation and processing
of the genetic information

-0.39

The total weighted rating of process innovation penetration
is in the negative zone (-0.20), which shows that some
processes and technology in the Russian agriculture
are at the initial development stage currently.

The weighted index for customer expectations*
Greening’

0.42

Customized products

-0.20

Availability of products on demand

-0.27

According to the agroindustry’ representatives,
the most relevant customer expectations comprise
green product agenda (0.56) and healthy diet focus
(0.42). These expectations were voiced by 82 percent
and 76 percent of the respondents, respectively.
According to Deloitte Global’s research, 51 percent
of consumers in developed markets focused
on non‑traditional factors when choosing food
products (healthy diet, safety, and social responsibility
of manufacturers). Our survey shows that Russian
producers also expect changes in consumer preferences.

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
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Implemented agricultural processes
and technologies

Innovations planned
for implementation

Full automation of some processes

45%

Full automation of process chain

25%

Advanced record systems (CRM, ERP)

32%

Advanced record systems (CRM, ERP)

23%

Cloud-based IT

25%

Big data processing

18%

Full automation of process chain

23%

Full automation of some processes

16%

Big data processing

16%

Artificial intellingence

14%

Full automation remains the most popular technology
among agroindustrial companies, as the share
of market participants which have already implemented
it increased by 16 p.p. year-on-year.

The weighted rating of innovation adoption
in agroindustrial companies equals 0.13, which is 2 points
below that of Russian companies*. The TMT companies
enjoy the highest innovation adoption rating (0.23).

Innovation adoption in the Russian agroindustry
0.3
0.25
0.2
0.15
0.1
0.05
0.00

The innovation adoption in the TMT industry in Russia.

0.11
2017

0.13

2018

Case studies
In November 2018, Estonia-based eAgronom company
closed an investment round of EUR 1 million. Investors
were TMT Investments (a Russian fund),Black Pearls
VC, Trind Ventures, United Angels VC, and several business angels
which invested in the previous rounds. eAgronom is a web-based
and mobile platform which provides digital tools to simplify
and control farm operations, employees and fields in the online
mode. The platform can be used as a planning and management
tool for grain farms. eAgronom was founded in 2016 and consists
of 35 specialists. It has branches in nine European countries.
The platform is used to manage over 700,000 hectares
(out of a total 50 million hectares used to produce grain in the EU).

In October 2018, developers from Belarus-based OneSoil
company provided a mapping service for farmers
on the Product Hunt platform enabling the analysis of satellite
images through the use of machine learning. This service provides
farmers with data on any field in the US and Europe, e.g. the area
of the plot, the sufficiency of fertilizer treatment, and the harvest
quality at neighboring plots. OneSoil’s team needed around
two months to create the map. However, it spent three years
and around USD 50 thousand in order to collect and process
the data. The data on Russian fields will appear on the map in 2019,
together with farm plots in South America and Asia.

* (on a scale from -1 to +1 where -1 and +1 correspond to a negative view and a positive view, respectively; 1 point = 0.01)
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Green agenda activities
14%
29%

16%

41%

Greening’ formalized in corporate policies
and actively implemented
Greening’ not formalized in corporate policies,
albeit implemented
Greening’ not formalized in corporate policies,
albeit implemented on a voluntary or formal basis
Greening’ not formalized in corporate policies
or implemented

In 2018, 29 percent of companies stated that they had formalized
‘greening’ in the corporate policy and actively work to implement it.
Not formalized but performed by 41 percent of companies.

Significance
of environmental risks

21%

The efficiency of environmental
risk management
High

36%

43%

Low
43%

Thirty six percent of companies cited
high significance of environmental
risks. The share of such companies
has remained flat since last year.
The processing and distribution
companies and companies with more
than 1,000 employees tended to point
to the significance of environmental risks
more often than other representatives
of the agroindustry (53 and 47 percent,
respectively).

60

High

7%

Medium

Medium
Low

50%

Forty three percent of the respondents
pointed to high efficiency
of environmental risk management.
The share of such respondents
increased by 12 p.p. year-on-year.
The processing and distribution
companies and companies with
revenue over RUB 5 billion rate high
the current efficiency of risk management,
too (13 p.p. and 7 p.p. above the average).
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About the respondents
Respondent professional area
5% 4%

Commerce (sales, marketing,
advertising, etc.)
Finance (accounting,
financial control, taxes, etc.)
Other

91%

Revenue in 2017

Nature of business
Industry

13%

Economy

80%

Processing and distribution

39%

Services

4%

Number of employees
Less than RUB 2 billion

39%

26%

Less than 500 employees

RUB 2–5 billion
Over RUB 5 billion

35%

41%

28%

500–1,000 employees
Over 1,000 employees

31%

Strategy implementation horizon
1–2 years
24%

22%

3–5 years
Over 5 years

54%

61

Snapshot of the Russian Agroindustry – 2018

Contacts
Egor Metelkin
Partner
Audit
Consumer & Industrial Products Leader
Deloitte CIS
emetelkin@deloitte.ru

Rinat Khasanov
Director
Audit
Agribusiness
Deloitte CIS
rkhasanov@deloitte.ru

Authors:
Lora Nakoryakova
Manager
Research Centre Leader
Deloitte CIS
lnakoryakova@deloitte.ru

Dmitriy Kasatkin
Senior Specialist
Research Centre
Deloitte CIS
dkasatkin@deloitte.ru

Yulia Afanasyeva
Analyst
Research Centre
Deloitte CIS
yafanasyeva@deloitte.ru

62

deloitte.ru
About Deloitte
Deloitte refers to one or more of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited, a UK private company limited by guarantee
(“DTTL”), its network of member firms, and their related entities. DTTL and each of its member firms are legally
separate and independent entities. DTTL (also referred to as “Deloitte Global”) does not provide services to clients.
Please see www.deloitte.com/about for a more detailed description of DTTL and its member firms.
Deloitte provides audit, consulting, financial advisory, risk management, tax and related services to public and private
clients spanning multiple industries. Deloitte serves four out of five Fortune Global 500® companies through a globally
connected network of member firms in more than 150 countries bringing world-class capabilities, insights, and high‑quality
service to address clients’ most complex business challenges. To learn more about how Deloitte’s approximately
286,000 professionals make an impact that matters, please connect with us on Facebook, LinkedIn, or Twitter.
This communication contains general information only, and none of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited,
its member firms, or their related entities (collectively, the “Deloitte Network”) is, by means of this communication,
rendering professional advice or services. Before making any decision or taking any action that may affect your
finances or your business, you should consult a qualified professional adviser. No entity in the Deloitte Network
shall be responsible for any loss whatsoever sustained by any person who relies on this communication.
© 2019 AO Deloitte & Touche CIS. All rights reserved.

