
 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  X  
U.S. SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

KIK INTERACTIVE INC., 

Defendant. 

: 
  
: 
  
: 
  
: 
  
: 
  

 

Civil Action No. 19-cv-5244 (AKH) 
 
 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  X  
 

KIK INTERACTIVE, INC.’S MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF ITS 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
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