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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Keith S. Gibby appeals the district court's order dismissing his
civil action alleging breach of contract and related claims. For the rea-
sons that follow, we affirm.

Gibby, while an employee of International Business Machines Cor-
poration ("IBM"), submitted four sets of suggestions under a com-
pany "Suggestion Plan" ("Plan"). Under the Plan, IBM encouraged
employees to submit suggestions to the company and that if the com-
pany used the ideas it could, in its sole discretion, provide cash
awards to the submitting employee. As noted by the district court, the
Plan made it clear in unequivocal language and in several different
sections of the Plan that whether IBM used the idea and whether cash
would be awarded were within the sole discretion of the company.

In his complaint, Gibby alleged that he had submitted four sets of
ideas under the Plan and that despite the fact that IBM had used his
ideas he received no cash award; he initially sought relief for breach
of contract and negligent misrepresentation. In his motion to amend
the complaint, Gibby added claims for unjust enrichment and quan-
tum meruit. In its order dismissing the action the district court granted
IBM's motion for judgment on the pleadings under Fed. R. Civ. P.
12(c) and denied Gibby's motion to amend, finding that Gibby's
claims failed as a matter of law. To uphold a dismissal for judgment
on the pleadings we must construe the allegations in the complaint
favorably to the plaintiff and "find beyond a doubt that the plaintiff
could prove no set of facts in support of his claim which would entitle
him to relief." Bruce v. Riddle, 631 F.2d 272, 273-74 (4th Cir. 1980)
(citation omitted).

We affirm the district court's dismissal because the clear language
of the Plan disclaimed any duty or obligation on behalf of IBM to
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make any cash award. In the context of an employment relationship
and based upon the clear language of the Plan, we agree with the dis-
trict court that Gibby could prove no set of facts to support his claims
under Maryland law.* See Castiglione v. Johns Hopkins Hosp., 517
A.2d 786, 793-94 (Md. App. 1986) (denying contract claim in
employee manual where contractual intent expressly disclaimed);
Ward Dev. Co. v. Ingrao, 493 A.2d 421, 425-26 (Md. App. 1984)
(listing the elements of negligent misrepresentation including that
plaintiff justifiably takes action in reliance on statement by defen-
dant); Bennett Heating & Air Conditioning, Inc. v. NationsBank, 654
A.2d 949, 956-57 (Md. App. 1995) (listing elements of unjust enrich-
ment including the retention of benefits under such circumstances as
to make it inequitable for defendant to do so); Prince George's Co.
v. Chillum-Adelphi Volunteer Fire Dep't, 340 A.2d 265, 274 (Md.
1975) (holding that in claim for quantum meruit plaintiff must show
an agreement to pay for services).

Accordingly we affirm. See Bruce, 631 F.2d at 273-74. We dis-
pense with oral argument as the facts and legal contentions raised by
the parties are adequately presented in the materials before the court
and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
_________________________________________________________________
*The parties do not dispute that the legal issues should be resolved
under Maryland law.

                                3


