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PER CURIAM: 

  Cameron Jibril Thomaz appeals the district court’s 

order granting the Appellee’s motion and dismissing Thomaz’ 

complaint alleging breach of contract pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 12(b)(6).  We review de novo a district court’s dismissal 

under Rule 12(b)(6), accepting factual allegations in the 

complaint as true and drawing all reasonable inferences in favor 

of the nonmoving party.  Kensington Volunteer Fire Dep’t v. 

Montgomery Cnty., 684 F.3d 462, 467 (4th Cir. 2012).  To survive 

a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to dismiss, a complaint must contain 

sufficient “facts to state a claim to relief that is plausible 

on its face.”  Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 570 

(2007).  Moreover, in ruling on a motion to dismiss, “a court 

may consider documents attached to the complaint or the motion 

to dismiss so long as they are integral to the complaint and 

authentic.”  Kensington, 684 F.3d at 467 (internal quotation 

marks and citation omitted). 

  In addition, “[w]e are not limited to evaluation of 

the grounds offered by the district court to support its 

decision, but may affirm on any grounds apparent from the 

record.”   United States v. Smith, 395 F.3d 516, 519 (4th Cir. 

2005).  We have thoroughly reviewed the record and the relevant 

legal authorities and conclude that the district court did not 
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err in dismissing Thomaz’ claim for breach of contract for 

failure to state a claim upon which relief could be granted. 

  Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order.  We 

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before 

this court and argument would not aid in the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 

 


