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Hecht Case Brief

Facts

In this case, the complainant Charlie Hecht happened to have invested personal coinage
in an investment company with an appellation Andover Associates. The defendant is a firm that
sought coffers from affluent depositors and in turn reinvested the reserves in venture products of
wide-ranging ventures. In this regard, the plaintiff Charlie Hecht was an inert depositor in
Andover Associates. At his time of investment, Andover Associates was the company’s
supervising participant. Likewise, Andover Associates administration reserved Ivy Asset
Management Corporation as its venture advisor. The latter endorsed that Andover Associates
employ Bernard L. Madoff Investment Securities as its venture administrator. The
administrator's general charges were much lesser than what venture administrators classically
charged, and Andover Management originally devoted a hundred percent of the company's
reserves with the proposed manager. For several ages, Madoff’s company rewarded substantial
profits to Andover Associates. Nevertheless, in December 2008, it emerged it had been running a
Ponzi arrangement, in that not any proceeds were being gained rather former depositors were
rewarded earnings from the principal financed by newfangled depositors. By the moment
Madoff’s scheme was exposed, twenty-five percent of Andover Associates’ resources were
devoted to Madoff (Hecht v Andover Assoc. Mgt. Corp., 2010).
Issue
Can Charlie Hecht be rewarded from Andover Associates Management Company?
Rule
Andover Administration’s motion to terminate short of in gallantry of Charlie Hecht.
Application

The defendant Andover Management requested the probationary law court to terminate
Charlie’s acquiescent by alluding to the company judgment statute, a ruling that defends from
responsible administrators who made legitimate commercial choices.
Conclusion

This case may imply that when it comes to delegating Andover Associates’ reserves to
Madoff, Andover Management exhibited broad disdain for Andover Associates’ privileges
including the wellbeing of their venture. The general watchdogs H(ewise botched to unearth a

scheme fail to suffice that Andover Management was assiduous. Andover Management’s
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proposition to terminate I&cht’s gross neglect petition for failing to comprehend a right of action
is rejected. Additionally, Andover Management’s proposal to disregard is likewise declined in

support of Charlie Hecht.
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