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Friday, 10 January 2020 

Performance for the final quarter of the year was fairly healthy, with the Global Fund climbing another 
3.0% to reach 15.7% for the year. Latam was similar – gaining 5.3% in the quarter to end the year up 
16.7%. It was a strange year in Asia. The increasingly Chinese-dominated Asia ex-Japan index ended 
the year on a high, which our more India-heavy portfolio did not really share in – our Fund added 0.6% 
in Q4, ending the year up 4.9%. Even within India, however, there was enormous variation in 
performance across the market and throughout the year, averaging out into deceptively flattish 
overall figures. This was mirrored by our holdings, with our top Indian name gaining 43% and the 
weakest falling 52%. 

Africa, sadly, continues to disappoint and our Fund ended the year down another 8.0%. As liquidity 
across the region collapses, our holdings are looking deeply unloved, trading at a weighted average 
8.6x EV/EBITDA despite 33% ROCE, an estimated 11% EPS growth over the next 12 months, and a 
projected 11% EPS CAGR over the next five years. We are in the process of gathering data for a more 
complete study on the extent of deterioration in market conditions over the last 5-10 years, ready for 
discussion next quarter. But we note one hopeful piece of news over the last few weeks: the African 
Securities Exchanges Association now plans to link seven of the continent’s bourses by 2021, a move 
which should boost cross-border volumes amongst local investors. We hope this goes some way to 
replacing the huge void left by the exodus of foreign frontier funds in recent years. 

India 
The biggest drag on our performance this year, principally in our Asia Fund, has been a souring of 
sentiment towards India as its engines of economic growth began to splutter. Consumer sentiment 
has, in turn, clearly taken a significant dip. As we wrote last quarter, our staples names have tended 
to be among the most resilient to this downturn, generally remaining in comfortably positive volume 
growth territory as more discretionary categories (e.g. autos) suffer significant pain. 

To reiterate, we are not ‘overweight’ India because we have great faith in the government’s ability to 
engineer consistently high single digit GDP growth. Instead, our bottom-up process leads us to many 
Indian companies because there is simply a multitude of great companies there in the public markets. 
We have overcome numerous similar ‘bumps in the road’ in India before. Many of our holdings there 
actually performed better in EPS growth terms during the last Congress administration’s delivery of 
relatively tepid economic performance (regularly clearing 20% EPS growth), than they have done 
under the superficially more market-friendly Modi government (EPS growth typically in the 10-15% 
range). And there is little doubt that the scale of growth opportunity on offer in India for consumer 
companies is unparalleled elsewhere in the world. 

Nonetheless, we have found ourselves casting a critical eye over the Indian growth model in recent 
months, as we continue to reassess the long-term drivers for our Indian consumer staples names. Our 
principal question is whether the development path currently being pursued by India will actually 
create the jobs the country needs to satisfy its fast-expanding workforce; and whether, by extension, 
India is actually on course to generate sustainable improvements in living standards across the board, 
rather than simply a higher and unequally shared GDP. 

Clearly this matters for reasons of long-term social stability, but also because we have pursued an 
investment strategy which will maximise its potential only if the country successfully integrates low-
income populations into the formal consuming class. It is therefore alarming to read claims such as 
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that made by Oxfam that 73% of the wealth generated in 2017 went to India’s top 1% (admittedly just 
one data point, in a volatile year, thanks to demonetisation and GST); whilst the bottom 50% saw an 
only 1% increase in their wealth. This is especially meaningful in a country in which ‘the poorest half’ 
implies genuine poverty, and not an acceptable ‘baseline’ of human development by international 
standards, as might be the case in the West. 

Some economists are beginning to lay the blame for this failure to achieve inclusive growth, or frankly 
good growth at all in recent months, at the door of an excessively ‘financialised’ economic model; 
within which growth has been driven by the expansion of credit and real estate speculation. The failure 
of certain non-bank financial companies, therefore, hits particularly hard, since though none 
represents a ‘systemic’ risk, the resultant tightening of credit conditions has the result of knocking out 
a key leg of growth. This financialised model contrasts, for example, with the successful and inclusive 
development strategy pursued by East Asia in the second half of the 20th century, built around strong 
investment in infrastructure and education, bringing about world-leading advances in productivity.  

To be fair to Mr. Modi, he is evidently not blind to the need for more jobs-intensive growth, hence for 
example the ‘Make in India’ campaign, and his more recent attempts to capitalise on China-US 
tensions by courting foreign manufacturers. And one might argue that the current tighter credit 
environment (as well as earlier policies such as demonetisation and new bankruptcy laws) are in fact 
an attempt to reduce the country’s reliance on the corrupt bankers-politicians-tycoons nexus, which 
is at the root of many of India’s problems. The current phase could therefore be seen as a painful but 
necessary form of adjustment representing a ‘rebasing’ of India’s credit infrastructure, clearing the 
path for a more sustainable and inclusive development model. 

Beyond our holdings’ proven ability to prosper even during unfavourable economic environments, a 
few additional points give us hope. First is these companies’ ability to cater to the totality of the Indian 
population regardless of their formal job prospects. Only the likes of Britannia have the scale (and 
distribution reach) to make a 10 US cent packet of biscuits profitable. Only Godrej is so specialised in 
reaching low-income consumers, across the emerging world, that it would develop an effective, non-
toxic insecticide that costs 2 cents per use. 

Secondly, as environmental constraints begin to disrupt existing economic models across the world, 
the best businesses in India are increasingly leaders not laggards in adaptation and mitigation. FMCG 
businesses here are pioneering the salvaging of post-use plastic packaging, for example. Existing 
modalities of Indian consumption – such as powdered detergents, bar soaps and predominantly plant-
based diets – are already far more sustainable than international equivalents. 

Shareholder Value Maximisation 

Wishing to be responsible corporate citizens, we often contemplate what role the investment 
management industry has played in creating the increasingly polarised political climate in the West; 
and how, as stewards of capital in emerging markets, we might contribute in helping developing 
economies avoid some of these mistakes. 

A white paper published by GMO’s James Montier five years ago, ‘The World’s Dumbest Idea’, 
frequently comes to mind. In the paper1, Montier argues that the wholesale adoption of the doctrine 
of Shareholder Value Maximisation (SVM) over the last 30-40 years has brought about reduced levels 

 
1 https://www.gmo.com/globalassets/articles/white-paper/2014/jm_the-worlds-dumbest-idea_12-14.pdf 
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of innovation and investment; weaker long-term economic growth (and even shareholder returns); 
and worsening inequality. 

The SVM mandate to align incentives between management ‘agents’ and shareholder ‘principals’ 
appears to have created instead a preoccupation with short-term EPS; handsomely rewarding 
executives for borrowing from long-term growth to fund short-term profits; and for ignoring the 
impact of their operations on all other stakeholders. We at Arisaig do, of course, believe strongly in 
alignment of interest – but do so from the perspective of long-term minded investors seeking 
sustainable value creation; not traders looking to ride a short-term EPS uplift. The best practice 
guidelines on incentive structures we share with our holding companies reflect this mindset (please 
ask if you’d like to see them). 

After the first ill effects of SVM began to appear, it was naively assumed that sunlight would disinfect 
toxic executive compensation policies: that SEC disclosure requirements around executive pay would 
prevent boards from designing embarrassingly short-termist or excessive remuneration structures. 
Unfortunately, a separate problem arose: that of ego-driven misidentification of each company’s peer 
set, so that pay benchmarking exercises began to drive a self-reinforcing upward cycle. For example, 
it would be natural for the CEO of La Croix seltzers (National Beverage Corp – market cap of around 
USD2bn) to assume that his benchmarks should be direct competitors such as Coca-Cola (market cap 
230bn), Pepsi (190bn), Keurig Dr Pepper (44bn) or Monster Beverage (32bn). In fact, a more apt 
comparison would probably be the Turkish Coke Bottler Coca-Cola İçecek (2bn) or a similarly sized 
domestic business from a totally different industry. 

Thus, in the US we have reached a situation whereby as of 2016, the average S&P 500 CEO earned 
around 350x that of their median employee.2  This number was 41x in 1983 at the dawn of the SVM 
era. A survey cited by Montier suggests that the average American thinks a ‘fair’ multiple would be 7x. 

These huge multiples are, of course, only possible because of hugely rewarding stock options plans, 
often disguised by companies behind market-friendly promises of “returning capital to shareholders”. 
Take the example of JP Morgan, highlighted by Ben Hunt: it bought back an impressive-sounding 
USD20bn of shares in 2018. The problem: almost a fifth of this buyback was used merely offset the 
dilutive effects of shares issued to management (following similar numbers in 2017 and 2016). And 
the ‘alignment’ doesn’t exactly ‘trickle down’ through the organisation – merely 3% of the new shares 
issued corresponded to the broader ESOP programme, with the remaining 97% of stock-based 
compensation flowing to senior management. 

And unequal pay is clearly not the only issue with SVM. There is a logical connection between the idea 
of SVM and climate change. If it is Chevron, ExxonMobil or BP’s sole duty to maximise financial returns 
to their own shareholders, then theoretically they should go about extracting and burning as much of 
their owned oil and gas reserves as possible. Yet, it is well established that (as of 2016)3 only 800 more 
gigatons of CO2 can be released to leave the world with any hope of remaining below 2 degrees Celsius 
of warming; and that coal mines, and oil and gas wells already in operation (i.e. ignoring any 
subsequent discoveries) contain an implied 942 additional gigatons worth of CO2 emissions.  

  

 
2 https://www.bloomberg.com/graphics/ceo-pay-ratio/ 
3 https://newrepublic.com/article/136987/recalculating-climate-math 
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None of the SVM-adhering fossil fuel businesses will voluntarily sacrifice short-term profits, even 
though their refusal to do so will gradually burn their shareholders’ planet. Hence the famous New 
Yorker cartoon which has come to define the biggest market failure in history:  

 

Source: CartoonCollection.com 

Cowardly, short-term-minded asset managers must take a lot of the blame here – had they advocated 
for their holdings to develop sustainably, and denied funds to the (hardly capital-light) industry of 
destroying the planet, we would not be in this mess. Had they called out CEOs on the excesses of their 
pay packets and the short-sightedness of their agendas, we might not have reached this ‘torches and 
pitchforks’ era of polarised politics.  

Perhaps fund managers did not feel empowered to fight this battle by their principals. Indeed, this is 
understandable when the yardstick of asset allocators is, entirely logically, net returns on medium-
term time scales. Any manager who loses sight of this will quickly be managing no assets; and thus 
exert zero influence on any underlying holdings. More broadly, perhaps this scenario is also simply a 
symptom of the broader financialisation of society, whereby economic assets become increasingly 
disembodied from real world ‘owners’ and instead simply pass through multiple ‘traders’ in quick 
succession.  

As a very small part of the emerging market business universe, Arisaig clearly has limited influence on 
how companies and society will develop in these regions. But as business owners, we can express our 
ambition that our companies are run in a way which supports truly sustainable value creation, which 
rewards all stakeholders and eschews short-termist shareholder primacy. We can also allocate our 
capital towards companies which are most philosophically aligned to these principles – often family 
owned organisations, as we described in our April quarterly last year. But even the most enlightened 
companies will need to be kept in check through engagement and proxy voting.  

We are confident we are ahead of most shareholders here in terms of ‘constructivist’ long-term 
thinking; but suspect we are still much too docile if we are to help engineer genuinely transformative 
change. Expect to see an ever-greater proportion of ‘no’ votes and an acceleration in engagement 
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activity in our ESG Reviews over the years to come. This really is the very least an investment manager 
should do. 

ESG: Dodging Governance Bullets 

Indeed, we have been banging the drum for ESG integration being a cornerstone of long-term 
investment success for the best part of a decade now. At its core, ESG analysis involves the systematic 
consideration of material non-financial information, all of which we believe is likely to be integral to 
the prospects of a company.   

One question we often receive from our investors is: when do we avoid or sell companies on the 
grounds of ESG risk? Alternatively: where have we drawn the line in the past?   

In an attempt to provide a more complete answer to this question, we recently looked through the 
performance of several companies within our consumer universe that we excluded on ESG grounds. 
Assigning return attribution to any single factor is of course wrought with flaws. Investment decisions 
can almost never be distilled to such levels – particularly if the ex-ante visibility of these is limited.  

Nevertheless, we have attempted here to highlight some examples of companies we have come across 
in recent years, classifying them within three buckets: 1) ‘bear traps’; 2) ‘honeycombs’ and 3) ‘hot 
potatoes’. If nothing else, they provide case studies in how we think about this area.  

‘Bear Traps’  

These are companies that fell victim to the material ESG risk we initially identified, and have performed 
very poorly since we made our decision to avoid them. Many of these have fallen under the 
governance banner. This is in part due to the broadly objective nature of governance characteristics 
(at least relative to social and environmental ones) and the speed and intensity at which it can affect 
the value of a business. This makes it more straightforward to identify and attempt to draw causality 
links. 

Two examples here are Vakrangee and Manpasand Beverages, both Indian stock market darlings 
during 2016 and 2017 which were delivering – on the face of it – rapid growth; the former through its 
network of ‘Kendra’ digital service centres and the latter through its sugary fruit juices. We researched 
both companies and met with their management, before coming to the conclusion that both had too 
many outstanding governance questions to merit further due diligence. Shortly after our meetings, 
governance scandals emerged which caused each to collapse by over 90% over a short period of time. 

While we cannot claim to have predicted this outcome, the subsequent revelations were a reminder 
of the importance of keeping governance at the forefront of the due diligence process and of 
maintaining close links to our end-markets. In each case, we had heard from our contacts locally that 
all was not quite as it seemed with these two companies. By maintaining a governance filter and asking 
the key questions at the outset of our due diligence process, we ensured that we wasted no time on 
dead-end research (or even worse, succumbing to ‘narrative bias’ – please request a copy of our 
decision-making white paper for more on this).  
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Indexed Share Price of Vakrangee Limited and Manpasand Beverages 

 

 
Source: Factset, Arisaig Partners 

Away from governance, our research team spent a good deal of time researching Brasil Foods (BRF), 
a leading packaged meat player, back in 2016/17. We were interested in the company’s long overdue 
attempts to exploit its scale and sourcing advantages in beef and chicken, to make much better use of 
its leading market positions in relatively attractive, value-added, consumer-facing processed food 
categories. After writing an in-depth investment case and meeting with the company several times, 
we ended up passing on the stock, based largely on two key issues: long-term demand concerns, given 
the health issues associated with its core products (processed meat); and a history of food safety 
issues (perhaps not surprising given the complexity of its supply chain – it had 35 meat processing 
plants in Brazil alone).  

Shortly thereafter, the company became embroiled in the ‘Carne Fraca’ food safety scandal which 
found the company guilty of bribing health officials to falsify test results related to its factory 
conditions. This has caused a long period of underperformance (the stock price halved, and operating 
profit went into the red over the following twelve months) as the company fought to rebuild its image. 
This incident will have come as a particularly nasty surprise to ESG-conscious investors who were 
swayed by the company’s generally positive (and award-winning) performance on standardised ESG 
assessment databases, spearheaded by a polished investor relations department. 

Although no investor can predict every food safety incident, it is a good reminder that certain 
companies are inherently more exposed to this risk, with processed meat being right at the top of the 
list. When combined with questionable long-term demand characteristics (environmental concerns 
are now being layered on top), it becomes difficult to build a long-term investment case in this sector 
as a whole.  

Other notable dodges include China Huishan Dairy, and more recently, Jumia Technologies (the 
‘African Alibaba’), both of whom fell from grace in dramatic fashion (a wipe-out in the case of the 
former) following governance indiscretions.  
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‘Honeycomb’ or ‘Hot Potato’? 

This next category of company is made up of those that we passed on due to ESG concerns but have 
thus far proven us wrong – akin to ‘grabbing the honeycomb’ without incurring any stings; or are yet 
to burn investors hands – enter the ‘hot potato’. Determining which bucket a company should fall can 
only really be judged through the prism of history.  

Perhaps the best example of a ‘honeycomb’ is CP All, the 7-Eleven master franchisee in Thailand. Over 
the past five years, it has delivered over 16% in annualised US dollar returns, making it one of the top 
performing stocks within our universe. This ‘miss’ on our part is due to our ongoing concern with the 
governance standards at the company, which continue to resurface. These have ranged from insider 
trading (which went largely unpunished) to excessive related-party transactions. Re-building trust with 
this track record is inherently challenging and as of yet we have not been able to overcome this.  

A potential ‘hot potato’ we looked at recently is a leading Saudi Arabian dairy company. We have 
studied it several times in the past but have never been able to get past the numerous environmental 
and social concerns.  

As we have written in the past, the natural capital intensity – in terms of land, water and greenhouse 
gas emissions – of dairy is of growing concern to both policymakers and consumers around the world. 
In this specific case, this situation is compounded by the fact that it must import 100% of its feedstock 
requirements – mostly alfalfa – from owned farms in the US and Argentina at a tremendous additional 
carbon and water cost (indeed this is essentially tantamount to ‘importing freshwater’, often from 
American regions which are themselves rapidly depleting their own aquifers). 

Potentially compounding the issue is the company’s mission statement – ‘to ensure certainty of supply 
at an affordable price’ – which places industrial efficiency at the core of its thinking (not to mention 
the significant political pressure in the country to keep end-prices low). Its 185,000-strong herd of 
cattle (sheltered in air-conditioned barns) are milked four times daily (versus the industry average of 
2-3 times), ensuring world-leading yields of 41 litres per cow per day. The animal welfare costs of this 
process are not entirely clear, but there have been accusations of premature lameness, which leads 
to early culling. 

These concerns raise serious questions about the long-term potential of this business, at least in its 
current form. We fear that history might rule unfavourably on the idea that a non-essential product 
(all of the nutrition in dairy can be found in other, readily available and more sustainable sources) was 
produced at such significant environmental and social cost.  

Learnings from Our Own Portfolios 

If we are to run highly concentrated portfolios with low turnover, we must be sure that our companies 
effectively manage, or at the very least understand, ESG risk. We continue to enhance our ESG 
integration process to better capture these potential risks and follow them better, but we will never 
be immune to ESG risk within our own portfolios. Indeed, we can point to several examples in recent 
years where ESG failings have hurt performance.  

We have discussed at length in the past the mistake we made by holding onto a children’s dairy 
product company in China called Want Want. It failed to adapt to the growing health and wellness 
awareness amongst Chinese parents, which saw its key product – a sugary milk product called ‘Hot 
Kid Milk’ – run into trouble. We eventually sold out of this company, but much of the damage had 
already been done. 
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We also suffered from deteriorating governance within Ülker Bisküvi, a Turkish confectionery 
business. After years of improved governance practices, the collapse of the Turkish Lira sent the parent 
company’s leverage to unsustainable levels, which sparked several opportunistic extractions of cash 
from the listed subsidiary. After several engagements with the company and other stakeholders, we 
lost confidence that minority shareholders’ interests would ever be adequately protected. As such, 
we chose to exit the position, despite our ongoing conviction in the operating business. Frustratingly, 
the share price rebounded in 2019, but we still can’t rule out further – potentially permanent – value 
destruction within the listed business. The latest disclosures at the parent company level show that it 
is still firmly rooted in the debt mire. 

Suffice it to say that these risks will be forever present within emerging markets. Our job is to learn 
from our mistakes and improve our ability to both identify the risks (in particular the bear traps), but 
also to engage with companies to ensure that they are managing them better over time. If interests 
are aligned, all stand to benefit from this upward journey.  

Business Update: Fees and Fund Administrator 
We have written to all our investors now outlining our new fee structure from the beginning of 2020, 
made possible by our change of administrator which, fingers crossed, appears to have taken place 
without a hitch. Please contact us if you haven’t received this information, since we won’t rehash it all 
here. But we believe it is worth reiterating the thinking behind this move. 

First, we are keen to begin offering our investors a little more choice and flexibility in how they access 
our strategy. This began with the introduction of an alcohol-free share class for our Asia Fund in the 
middle of last year. We have now also added an additional share class to each fund which does not 
charge performance fees, since we recognise that some partners would simply prefer this 
management fee-only option. Even this second option will benefit from lower management fees, as 
our updated framework has reduced fees across the board. 

Secondly, and most importantly, we wanted to reward those partners who have stuck with us over 
the time frames that our investment strategy is designed to serve. Our thesis, of capturing the multi-
decade growth of consumption in emerging markets, only works if our companies, ourselves and our 
partners maintain the patience to let this jumbo opportunity take flight. Your long-term support, 
throughout the inevitable air pockets, is invaluable. We will now recognise this through incremental 
‘loyalty rebates’ paid for every year beyond five years which you remain invested in one of the Arisaig 
Funds. 
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Disclaimer 
 

This document is issued by Arisaig Partners (Asia) Pte Ltd for information purposes only. Whilst Arisaig Partners (Asia) Pte Ltd 
believes that the sources of the information are reliable, none of Arisaig Partners (Asia) Pte Ltd, the Arisaig Funds, or the 
Directors of the Funds give any guarantee, representation, warranty or undertaking, either expressly or implicitly, and accepts 
no liability for the accuracy, validity, timeliness, merchantability or completeness of any information or data (whether 
prepared by Arisaig Partners (Asia) Pte Ltd or by any third party) contained in this document for any particular purpose or use 
or that the information or data will be free from error.  

This document and the information or data contained herein should not be copied or distributed to third parties without the 
written consent of Arisaig Partners (Asia) Pte Ltd. This document should not be regarded by recipients as a substitute for their 
own judgement. Any opinions expressed herein are subject to change without notice and Arisaig Partners (Asia) Pte Ltd is not 
under any obligation to update or keep current the information contained herein. This document does not constitute a 
prospectus, an offer of any shares or securities, an invitation to subscribe or purchase any shares or securities or a 
recommendation or advice in relation to any shares or securities. Shares in the Arisaig Funds are offered only on the basis of 
the information contained in the current prospectuses relating to the Funds supplemented by the latest available annual 
report of the Funds and, if published after such an annual report, the latest semi-annual report. 

No action has been or will be taken to permit the possession or distribution of this document in any jurisdiction where action 
for that purpose may be required. Accordingly, this document may not be used in any jurisdiction except under circumstances 
that will result in compliance with any applicable laws and regulations. Persons to whom the document is communicated 
should inform themselves about and observe any such restrictions. 

Please note that Arisaig Funds plc and its sub-fund, Arisaig Global Emerging Markets Consumer UCITS Fund, is not approved 
for retail distribution in all jurisdictions - we invite you to contact Arisaig Partners (Asia) Pte Ltd to receive the current status. 
Please also note that this document is not approved for distribution to retail investors. 

Performance returns shown in this document are for illustration purposes only and are hypothetical. Hypothetical pro forma 
performance should not be relied upon and does not represent, and is not necessarily indicative of, the results that may be 
achieved by an investor in the Arisaig Funds. Hypothetical pro forma performance results have inherent limitations, some of 
which are described below. One limitation is that they do not reflect actual investing and therefore do not reflect the impact 
that economic and market factors may have had on investment decisions. In fact, there may be sharp differences between 
hypothetical results and the actual record subsequently achieved. No representation is made that the Arisaig Funds will or 
are likely to achieve their objectives or results comparable to those shown or will make any profit or will be able to avoid 
incurring substantial losses. 
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United States: The shares in the Arisaig Funds have not been and will not be registered under the United States Securities Act 
of 1933, as amended (the “1933 Act”) and may not be offered or sold in the United States except in certain transactions 
exempt from the registration requirements of the 1933 Act. Each subscriber for shares that is a US person will be required to 
certify that it is an “accredited investor” (as defined in the 1933 Act) and a “qualified purchaser” (as defined in the United 
States Investment Company Act of 1940, as amended). 

European Economic Area: Subject to any applicable transitional arrangements, in member states of the European Economic 
Area (“EEA”) shares in the Arisaig Funds may only be offered or placed to the extent that (i) they are permitted to be marketed 
into the relevant EEA jurisdiction pursuant to Article 42 of the EU Alternative Investment Fund Managers Directive (as 
implemented into local law) or (ii) they may otherwise be lawfully offered or placed (including on the basis of an unsolicited 
request from a professional investor). 

United Kingdom: This document may not be passed to any person in the United Kingdom unless that person is of a kind 
described in the Financial Services and Markets Act 2000 (Financial Promotion) Order 2005. Arisaig Partners (Asia) Pte Ltd is 
not an authorised person under the United Kingdom Financial Services and Markets Act 2000. As a result, the normal 
protections available to investors under that Act will not apply and any investment in the Arisaig Funds will not be eligible for 
the Financial Services Compensation Scheme in the UK. Past performance is not necessarily indicative of or a guarantee of 
future results. 

Switzerland: The Arisaig Funds have not been registered with the Swiss Financial Market Supervisory Authority (FINMA) and 
the shares cannot be distributed in Switzerland to non-qualified investors. Any distribution of the shares in Switzerland will 
be exclusively made to, and directed at, qualified investors, as defined in the Swiss Collective Investment Schemes Act dated 
June 23, 2006 and revised on September 28, 2012, and its implementing ordinance (“Qualified Investors”). This document 
may be made available in Switzerland solely to Qualified Investors by the Representative of the Fund in Switzerland and/or 
any authorised distributor. 

The Representative of each of Arisaig Funds in Switzerland is ARM Swiss Representatives SA, whose registered office is at 
Route du Cité-Ouest 2, 1196, Gland, Switzerland. The Paying Agent of each of Arisaig Funds in Switzerland is Banque 
Cantonale de Genève, whose registered office is at 17, Quai de l’Ile, 1204 Geneva, Switzerland. The place of performance and 
jurisdiction for shares of each of Arisaig Funds distributed in Switzerland is the registered office of the Representative. Swiss 
Qualified Investors may obtain free of charge from the Representative the Fund’s legal documentation (i.e., the relevant 
KIID(s), Fund’s Prospectus, Articles of Association, annual audited financial statements and semi-annual unaudited reports) 
as well as, if available, any marketing material. 
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