Case 1:21-md-02989-CMA Document 449 Entered on FLSD Docket 01/07/2022 Page 1 of 47

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

CASE NO. 21-MD-2989-ALTONAGA/TORRES
In re:

JANUARY 2021 SHORT SQUEEZE
TRADING LITIGATION

/

This Document Relates to the Federal Securities Tranche

DEFENDANTS ROBINHOOD MARKETS, INC., ROBINHOOD FINANCIAL LLC AND
ROBINHOOD SECURITIES, LLC’S MOTION TO DISMISS THE FEDERAL
SECURITIES TRANCHE COMPLAINT AND INCORPORATED
MEMORANDUM OF LAW
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