
 
 

 
 
16 August 2020 
 
 
 
Dear IPO Wealth unitholders, 
 
I am writing to you to set the record straight as to what has transpired in recent months 
with the IPO Wealth Fund. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to: 
 

a) highlight a corporate injustice that has led to a destruction of value for your 
investment; 
 

b) call out a trustee who has gone to great lengths to bury the IPO Wealth Fund and 
in doing so has not fulfilled its legal obligations to unitholders; 
 

c) demonstrate how the Court has been wrongly convinced that I am to blame for the 
loss of value for unitholders; 
 

d) demonstrate how professional services firms that we relied on have failed in their 
duty of observing a proper standard of professional care, skill or competence, most 
of whom should never be allowed to practice again;  
 

e) outline the lengths we have gone to, despite having a deck stacked against us, to 
protect your investment; and 
 

f) provide constructive suggestions for what our Government bodies and other key 
leadership organisations need to do to protect investors in future. 

 
The value of your investment in the IPO Wealth Fund has been destroyed by an 
unscrupulous trustee and their accomplices who have set out to discredit our business 
and myself personally to further their own agenda.   
 
Tomorrow I undergo a public examination of the affairs of the IPO Wealth Holdings group.  
Given this is, and has always been, a one-sided investigation, I am compelled to bring the 
following facts to your attention. 
 
 
Background 
 
In early 2017 I went to Vasco Trustees Limited (formerly Vasco Investment Mangers) with 
an idea for a fund.  Vasco reviewed my concept and provided a professional 
recommendation which I agreed to follow.  The IPO Wealth Fund was established in March 
2017. 
 



 
 

Vasco was ultimately responsible for the key functions associated with running the Fund 
and the decisions relating to the use of investor monies (section 13 of the IPO Wealth 
Fund Trust Deed details the powers and obligations of the trustee in detail - it is an 
extensive list). 
 
IPO Wealth Pty Ltd, the Investment Manager, was contracted by Vasco to make 
investment recommendations and introduce investors to the Fund for Vasco to approve. 
Vasco had the power to replace the Investment Manager. 
 
Vasco and its related party entities were collectively responsible for the following: 
 

1. Preparing & issuing the Fund’s Information Memorandum; 
2. Reviewing & approving the investment strategy of the Fund;  
3. Approving all advertising; 
4. Accepting and approving investor applications; 
5. Loaning funds in line with the Fund’s Information Memorandum;  
6. Financial reporting; and 
7. Operating the Fund’s bank account. 

 
IPO Wealth Holdings Pty Ltd, the entity that has been the subject of Court proceedings 
recently, was a borrower from the Fund only.  Vasco made the lending decisions of the 
Fund.  Vasco was directly in control of accepting, managing, and lending out, investor 
monies. 
 
Put simply, the buck stops with Vasco. 
 
 
Vasco’s motivation to appoint Receivers & Managers 
 
The application by Vasco Trustees Limited to the Supreme Court on 22 May 2020 to 
appoint Receivers & Managers to the IPO Wealth Holdings division of the Mayfair 101 
Group was at a moment when the company was at its most vulnerable.  Vasco took 
advantage of this window of opportunity. 
 
Vasco considered they had sufficient reason to call in the loan that the Fund had advanced 
to IPO Wealth Holdings Pty Ltd. We believe they did so to protect their own interests, 
ahead of those of unitholders, for the reasons outlined below – 
 

a) ASIC’s growing interest in the Fund put Vasco in an uncomfortable position, given 
Vasco had architected the Fund and was ultimately responsible for investor 
monies; 
 

b) Vasco often referred to the media attention surrounding the Mayfair 101 Group and 
IPO Wealth Fund, which made it evident Vasco was not comfortable in such a role; 
 

c) In April 2020 a vocal unitholder’s representative who claimed to be a forensic 
accountant, had begun investigating Vasco and the Fund.  On 12 May 2020 Vasco 
advised me by telephone that the individual had directly reached out to each of 



 
 

Vasco’s board members and partners of accounting firm PKF that had previously 
been engaged by Vasco for work relating to the Fund, creating credibility issues 
for Vasco which Vasco seemed significantly concerned about;  
 

d) The decision by ASIC to undertake proceedings against other Mayfair 101 Group 
entities in April 2020 provided a good excuse to call in the loan (this was referenced 
in an affidavit submitted to Court by Vasco);  
 

e) Vasco persistently refused to entertain any proposals from our Group, despite 
making proactive attempts to engage with them; and 
 

f) The onset of COVID-19 provided a justifiable cover to call in the loan, rather than 
renegotiate deferred payment terms given Vasco’s ulterior motives. 

 
Driven by self-interest, Vasco raced off to court to take advantage of these events to bring 
the IPO Wealth Fund to an end.  This has resulted in a significant and rapid destruction of 
value that could easily have been avoided by simply working with us to get a favourable 
outcome for investors. 
 
 
Financial records 
 
Vasco relied on statements provided by our Group’s former accountants and tax advisers, 
Pinnacle Advisory Group, in relation the recording and validity of certain transactions.  
Upon closer inspection these statements, supporting books and records, supposedly 
professionally prepared: 

• contained errors; 

• referenced incomplete documentation; and  

• led to an incorrectly formed view of the financial position of the IPO Wealth 
Holdings group.   
 

Despite advising Vasco, Dye & Co and the Court of this and the fact that an internally 
maintained investment record more accurately depicted the movement of investments, it 
fell on deaf ears.  Pinnacle Advisory Group resigned on 6 June 2020, just as their work 
fell under the microscope. 
 
We were genuinely let down by a professional services firm who we consider failed to 
exercise the required standard of due care and skill in their profession, which has been to 
the detriment of our Group and to IPO Wealth’s unitholders.   
 
Our legal team are currently reviewing our options with respect to Pinnacle Advisory 
Group’s provision of services.   
 
 
Dye & Co reporting errors 
 



 
 

As professional, licensed insolvency practitioners, Dye & Co were required by the Court 
to prepare two Receivers & Managers reports into the affairs of the IPO Wealth Holdings 
group. Vasco and Dye & Co relied on these reports to further their case.   
 
ASIC attended hearings as a “friend of the Court”, and supported Vasco and Dye & Co’s 
cases, relying on Dye & Co’s reports to justify their own submissions. 
 
These reports prepared by Dye & Co were erroneous and contained numerous misleading 
statements.  These errors include: 
 

• assertions that it was an individual (myself) that raised money, rather than a 
company and its many staff who introduced investors to the Fund for Vasco to 
approve; 
 

• statements that the Fund held certain investments, when the Fund never in fact 
held those investments; 
 

• a statement that a company’s value increases significantly because it is about list 
on  stock exchange, when this is hypothetical and an often untrue outcome; 
 

• assertions that a 15 year loan agreement was in place, when this was never the 
case (the agreement had not even been seen, let alone executed, by the 
counterparty); 
 

• the first report stating the Borrower loaned money to the SPVs, but the second 
report saying the SPVs had effectively had no creditors (i.e. one report 
contradicting other with no correction made); 
 

• alleged misreporting, when in fact the item allegedly misreported on never existed 
in the first place; and 
 

• 12 broad assertions as to the status of the investments, without any supporting 
evidence to substantiate their claims. 
 

Upon closer review it is evident that Dye & Co Dye & Co’s reports lack the independent 
lense that is required by professional standards in their role as Receivers & Managers.  
Unitholders should not have to pay for a sub-standard or biased service. 
 
An independent investigation should be undertaken immediately into Dye & Co’s conduct.  
Unitholders may like to seek that Dye & Co’s fees are reviewed or voided completely given 
the circumstances.  
 
 
Subsidiaries were in fact solvent 
 
On 23 June 2020 I appointed Cor Cordis, one of Australia’s largest restructuring & 
insolvency practitioner firms as voluntary administrators.  This was a step taken with the 



 
 

objective of appointing an independent firm to a process that had evidently become very 
one-sided. 
 
I sought to have Cor Cordis appointed as voluntary administrators to IPO Wealth Holdings 
Pty Ltd and all SPVs, however it was identified by them at our first meeting that such an 
appointment to the SPVs was not possible due to the SPVs having no creditors, and 
therefore the entities were not capable of being insolvent.  This was at odds with Dye & 
Co’s first report. 
 
Dye & Co’s second Receiver’s Report also validated the fact that thirteen of the SPVs had 
no creditors, two entities owed less than $100 (bank fees), and one held an undeclared 
dividend which had been incorrectly posted by Pinnacle Advisory Group and was therefore 
solvent. Dye & Co’s report conveniently glossed over the fact that the SPVs had no 
creditors and therefore were not insolvent at all despite this being one of their key 
deliverables.  
 
 
Suitability of appointment 
 
A substantial unitholder in the Fund who was aptly concerned about their investment wrote 
to Dye & Co twice seeking to understand their suitability for the appointment.  The 
unitholder requested a written explanation of Dye & Co’s experience in dealing with 
national and international assets, and similar appointments they had taken in the past.   
 
Dye & Co failed to provide a response to this unitholder’s request.  We have seen no 
evidence that Dye & Co are familiar with the diverse nature of the assets in the IPO Wealth 
Holdings group or of any international affiliations their company holds.  The portfolio of 
assets spans 7 countries.  This feedback has been consistent among the portfolio 
companies that have contacted me confused by Dye & Co’s lack of understanding of their 
businesses. 
 
Vasco owes a duty to investors to make a suitable appointment.  Vasco’s decision to 
appoint Dye & Co to this portfolio of assets is questionable. 
 
 
Request to change a Court judgment 
 
On 10 July 2020 Vasco applied to Court to change Justice Robson’s judgment of 2 July 
2020 in no less than nine separate instances.  The amendments requested sought to 
replace the word “Fund” with “Borrower and the SPVs”.  This request was made over a 
week after Justice Robson had handed down his judgment. 
 
Justice Robson’s unedited judgment infers that IPO Wealth Holdings was in charge of 
running the Fund, including managing its books and records, which is not the case.  That 
was Vasco’s role. 
 



 
 

We consider Vasco’s representations may have misled the Court into thinking Vasco is 
devoid of its onerous responsibilities to unitholders.  Vasco has evidently tried to pass the 
buck. 
 
IPO Wealth Holdings Pty Ltd was a borrower from a Fund that Vasco was trustee for, and 
we have at all times complied with the terms of the Information Memorandum issued by 
Vasco in executing our investment strategy.   
 
 
Vasco were told in advance 
 
To convince the Court to appoint receivers, Vasco alleged that certain assets were 
disposed of to the detriment of the Fund’s unitholders. These allegations are false and 
scurrilous.  We had previously informed Vasco of our asset realisation strategy well ahead 
of undertaking these transactions. 
 
In August 2019 Vasco was provided with the Mayfair 101 Group’s Operating Manual which 
detailed the Group’s plan to internally realise assets, to provide an internal market for 
unlisted assets.  I met with Vasco for nearly three hours on 11 September 2019 to discuss 
the Fund, including our plan to internally realise assets for the benefit of unitholders.  It 
could not have been made any clearer that we would deploy strategies such as listing 
assets and selling assets internally to create liquidity as required. 
 
The sale of certain assets from the IPO Wealth Holdings Group to other Group entities 
was conducted at arms-length, at the prevailing market price, and for valuable 
consideration. Despite Vasco’s assertions in various court documents, the assets were 
never those of the Fund, and the assets in question still remain within the Mayfair 101 
Group. 
 
These transactions have since been validated with the assistance and input of a top-tier 
accounting firm as part of their initial secondment engagement. 
 
 
Vasco has misled the Court  
 
Vasco prepared an affidavit with the assistance of their lawyers, at unitholders expense, 
to convince the Court to appoint receivers.  Included in that affidavit was a statement that 
Vasco’s was “alarmed” by an email from me advising him that we were “evaluating putting 
two of our business credit investments in a listed shell”.   
 
Vasco’s affidavit stated “this is the first occasion that the Borrower had indicated that it 
intends to realise assets in what appeared to be a “wholesale method”, whilst providing 
no details as to what led to this strategy”.  This statement is entirely false.   
 
Firstly, an experienced professional services firm ought to understand what a listing entails 
and that the proposed strategy was due to tight liquidity, given it was in the midst of 
COVID-19.  
 



 
 

Secondly, on 12 June 2019 IPO Wealth Pty Ltd’s board sent a letter to Vasco advising 
that “listing part or all of the portfolio” was a strategy that would be used to address 
liquidity. 
 
Vasco had the benefit of this information for nearly 12 months yet has made out to the 
Court they were shocked by what is a commercially sound strategy that they had been 
advised of prior.   
 
 
No interest in proposals 
 
Unitholders have been represented by a trustee who did not fulfill their obligations to 
entertain or enter into discussions on any proposals put forward by the Mayfair 101 Group.  
We have been a willing and proactive advocate for a resolution.  Vasco declined on each 
occasion. 
 
Vasco has had numerous opportunities and invitations to meet and discuss a proposal 
that our Group put forward to ensure the full return of investor monies.   
 
Instead, on 15 July 2020 after more than seven weeks following the appointment of 
Receiver’s and Managers, Vasco wrote to me directly to see if I would be prepared to put 
forward a proposal.  This was after our lawyers, Cor Cordis’s lawyers and Cor Cordis 
themselves proactively requested Vasco’s engagement, which was shut down every time. 
 
Vasco’s blatant and repeated lack of interest in cooperating for the benefit of unitholders 
has been an ongoing concern throughout this entire process. 
 
If preservation of value for unitholders was Vasco’s genuine desired outcome, they should 
have taken up our multiple offers to meet to discuss a plan to make unitholders whole 
rather than instructing their lawyers to decline any such invitation and incurring significant 
fees in the process.  
 
Vasco wrote to unitholders on 3 July 2020 saying they had “not received any proposal of 
substance from the Borrower” despite a Deed of Company Arrangement being prepared 
and provided to Court, containing key proposed terms relating to the repayment of the 
loan.   
 
Our lawyers have since written to Vasco seeking clarification as to why this statement was 
made to unitholders given it is potentially misleading in nature.  
 
 
Threat of public examination 
 
Dye & Co requested an off-the-record chat after being appointed provisional liquidators.    
 
During that discussion Dye & Co proposed that I transfer certain Mayfair 101 Group assets 
into the control of the receivers for nil consideration, with the veiled threat of a public 
examination if I did not comply.   



 
 

 
I consider this to be nothing short of a form of extorsion to ensure Vasco, Dye & Co and 
their lawyers continue to earn fees for years to come at the expense of unitholders. 
 
 
Upcoming public examination 
 
As part of Dye & Co’s powers as provisional liquidators, they have the ability to publicly 
examine me.  For those who are not aware of the process, this is a highly invasive 
investigation in a public forum, which I am prepared to undertake to prove my innocence. 
It takes place over 3 full days this coming week. 
 
I have complied with the public examination requirements in full by preparing copious 
amounts of documentation within just 14 days of being asked to, none of which I have 
claimed privilege over as there is nothing to hide.   
 
 
Potential conflict of duty 
 
Thomson Geer Lawyers are acting for Dye & Co.  Their senior partner, Norman Fryde, 
has acted for me on a previous matter in 2014.  In that matter I shared with Mr Fryde 
confidential information about my business strategies for Mayfair 101 Group’s treasury 
entity, and he undertook a review of a Share Purchase Agreement for me which Online 
Investments Pty Ltd (the entity Mayfair 101’s trading name is registered to) was also a 
party to.  
 
My lawyers have raised this conflict of duty with Thomson Geer twice, but they persistently 
refute that a conflict exists. 
 
For me to have the Court determine a conflict exists, I would need to spend $50,000 - 
$100,000 in legal fees to have the matter considered. Dye & Co would be responding 
using unitholder money and I therefore do not believe this is a wise use of unitholder funds.  
 
But ask yourself, given the trust we place in solicitors, is it fair for a solicitor to agree to act 
for someone, learn their business strategy, review a share sale agreement which specifies 
a particular company, and then later act against that person and the said entity in a public 
examination?  
 
Allowing this to occur is blatantly unfair, does not pass the pub test and further erodes the 
trust of the general public in the legal system. Mr Fryde and Thomson Geer should have 
ceased to act when we advised them.  I am simply asking for some procedural fairness. 
 
Perhaps the media can pursue this conflict of duty issue as keenly as they have pursued 
the numerous false allegations raised against myself. 
 
 
Support for investors impacted by similar situations 
 



 
 

The impact on IPO Wealth’s unitholders and Mayfair 101 Group’s noteholders in recent 
months has been disastrous.  My team and I have done everything humanly possible to 
fight for our investors however certain aspects are beyond repair. 
 
We urge the Australian Government to not only give consideration to how the regulator 
enforces corporate activity in Australia, but its cascading impact on investors and 
businesses at a time when the country needs to be supporting entrepreneurship and 
innovation.  We call for an impartial investigation into our circumstances, ASIC’s role and 
the role of other professional services firms such as Vasco, Dye & Co and Pinnacle 
Advisory Group, whom we feel significantly let down by. We have nothing to hide and 
would participate willingly in any such investigation.  
 
The Australian Government should consider implementing a support package for the 
investors impacted by regulatory intervention where that intervention has a far-reaching 
impact on businesses such as the Mayfair 101 Group.  Investors are the innocent party 
here.  They do not deserve to be taken hostage by a situation that could easily have been 
resolved through better cooperation and understanding. 
 
My team and I have spoken to numerous investors considering suicide, we have received 
direct threats of violence, and have had to contend with all of this in the midst of a global 
pandemic whilst doing our best to keep teams of people employed locally and abroad. 
 
This all could have been avoided with a more sophisticated and commercially functional 
approach to regulating the industry, and a support framework that provides a carefully 
deployed safety net for those who are impacted by similar situations.   
 
I will gladly offer my time to ASIC and the Australian Government to provide input to a 
committee tasked with increasing the level of sophistication in identifying those that might 
be impacted by an ASIC investigation, and establishing a framework to minimise the 
collateral damage to avoid situations like what has occurred with the Mayfair 101 Group.   
 
 
Concluding comments 
 
Vasco is responsible for the destruction of millions of dollars of unitholder value. Dye & 
Co is complicit in preparing reports that favour Vasco’s cause, and they have been 
supported by a law firm who is evidently conflicted in their appointment.  Unitholders do 
not deserve to have their remaining monies absorbed by the fees of any of these 
organisations. 
 
In light of this, an independent investigation is required into the conduct of these 
companies as no Australian business deserves to be subject to the same level of 
incompetence and bias.  IPO Wealth’s unitholders deserve much better. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 



 
 

 
James Mawhinney 
Managing Director 
Mayfair 101 Group 


