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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

January 2024 Grand Jury 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

ANDREW LEFT, 

Defendant. 

CR No. 

I N D I C T M E N T 

[18 U.S.C. § 1348(1): Securities 
Fraud; 15 U.S.C. §§ 78j(b), 78ff 
and 17 C.F.R. § 240.10b-5: Fraud 
in Connection with Purchase and 
Sale of Securities; 18 U.S.C. 
§ 1001(a)(2): Making False
Statements; 18 U.S.C. 
§ 981(a)(1)(C) and 28 U.S.C.
§ 2461(c): Criminal Forfeiture]

The Grand Jury charges: 

/// 

/// 

///

2:24-cr-00456-TJH

7/25/2024
CDO
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COUNT ONE 

[18 U.S.C. § 1348(1)] 

A. INTRODUCTORY ALLEGATIONS 

 At times relevant to this Indictment: 

The Defendant and Relevant Entities 

1. Defendant ANDREW LEFT, then a resident of Beverly Hills, 

California, was a securities analyst, trader, and frequent guest 

commentator on business cable news channels such as CNBC, Fox 

Business, and Bloomberg TV. 

2. Defendant LEFT did business as Citron Research (“Citron”), 

an online moniker he created as a vehicle for publishing investment 

recommendations.  Citron’s online presence included a website, 

CitronResearch.com, and an account on the social media platform 

formerly known as Twitter with the handle @CitronResearch (the 

“Citron Twitter Account”). 

3. In or around October 2018, defendant LEFT formed Citron 

Capital, LP, a pooled investment vehicle (hedge fund) incorporated in 

Delaware and registered as an investment adviser in California.  

Defendant LEFT owned 85 percent of Citron Capital, LLC, which was the 

general partner of Citron Capital, LP (collectively, “Citron 

Capital”). 

4. Individual A was the minority partner in Citron Capital.  

Individual A was a securities analyst and trader who conducted 

research on publicly traded securities and executed trades at the 

direction of defendant LEFT. 

5. Using Citron’s online platform, defendant LEFT disseminated 

commentary about publicly traded companies in which he asserted that 

the market incorrectly valued a company’s stock (the “Targeted 
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Security”), advocating that the current price was too high or too 

low.  Defendant LEFT’s recommendations often included an explicit or 

implicit representation about Citron’s trading position and a “target 

price,” which defendant LEFT represented as his own view of the 

Targeted Security’s true value. 

6. Defendant LEFT published his recommendations in Citron-

branded reports, articles, and social media content and promoted them 

through media campaigns, including outreach to members of the news 

media, appearances on cable news programs, and interviews published 

in news articles online.  In connection with his media appearances 

and interviews, defendant LEFT was routinely required to disclose the 

positions that he and Citron held in a Targeted Security. 

7. Defendant LEFT knew that his recommendations influenced 

investors’ decisions to buy or sell stock and thereby empowered him 

to manipulate the price of a Targeted Security.  By using the Citron 

Twitter Account to generate “catalysts” -- events with the ability to 

move stock prices -- defendant LEFT profited from his advance 

knowledge that he was about to trigger such movements in the market.  

But for the scheme to work, defendant LEFT knew that investors needed 

to believe that the recommendations and positions he set forth were 

sincerely maintained, and not merely vehicles for defendant LEFT to 

personally profit.  To maintain the false pretense that Citron’s 

recommendations and positions were sincerely held, defendant LEFT 

made false and misleading representations and half-truths about his 

economic incentives, conviction in Citron’s analyses, and valuations 

of Targeted Securities.  Because disclosing the truth would diminish 

his credibility, defendant LEFT made false and misleading statements 

and half-truths to deceive investors to believe that he held a 
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position when, in fact, after using his influence on the market to 

manipulate stock prices in a particular direction, defendant LEFT 

closed his positions to capitalize on the temporary price movement 

caused by his public statements.  Defendant LEFT used this deception 

and concealment to manipulate the market for his own financial gain. 

Stock Trading 

8. An investor held a “long” position in the stock of a 

publicly traded company if the investor stood to gain financially 

from an increase in the price of that company’s shares.  For example, 

the investor could own the security with the expectation that the 

shares would rise in price in the future.  An investor could also 

have a “long” position by buying “call” options that entitled the 

option-holder to purchase shares at a future date at a prearranged 

price (referred to as the “strike price”) that the investor believed 

would be lower than the market price the security would have reached 

by that date. 

9. An investor held a “short” position in the stock of a 

publicly traded company if the investor stood to gain financially 

from a decrease in the price of that company’s shares.  An investor 

could achieve a short position in various ways, including “short 

selling” shares of the company’s stock or through the purchase of 

“put options.” 

a. Short selling involved borrowing shares of a company’s 

stock from a broker for a fee and then selling the borrowed shares.  

If the price of the shares decreased, the short seller could then 

return the borrowed shares to the broker by purchasing them at a 

lower price on the open market than the short seller originally sold 

them, thereby capturing the decline in the stock’s price as a profit. 
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b. When buying put options, the option-holder could force 

the counterparty to buy shares of a particular stock at a future date 

at a prearranged price.  If the price of the shares decreased by that 

future date, the option-holder could sell the counterparty those 

shares at a higher price than the option-holder could acquire them 

for on the open market, thereby profiting from the fall in the 

stock’s price. 

10. “Short-dated options” expired and became worthless after a 

set duration, which could be as soon as the same day they are 

purchased.  Buying short-dated options could reflect a trader’s bet 

that the price of the underlying security would move in a short 

timeframe before the contract expires. 

11. An investor could open or close trading positions by 

placing “limit” orders or “market” orders.  A limit order was an 

order to buy or sell a security if its price was available above or 

below a certain price, whereas a market order was an order to buy or 

sell at whatever price the security was then trading.  Placing a 

limit order could indicate the price at which a trader intended to 

buy or sell a security in the future. 

12. A “retail investor” was a non-professional, individual 

investor who purchased securities for their own personal accounts and 

generally traded and invested in dramatically smaller amounts and 

volumes as compared to institutional investors (i.e. mutual funds, 

hedge funds, or professional traders). 

13. Interactive Brokers LLC (“IB”) and E*TRADE Securities Inc. 

(“E*TRADE”) were online brokerage platforms that enabled individuals 

and institutions to trade stock shares, options, and other securities 

and financial instruments.  Defendant LEFT held accounts in his name 
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