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Twombly/lgbal 101

Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 127 S. Ct.
1955 (2007). Dismissing an antitrust:suit
forrfallure to state-a cliaim because the

complaint didfnoet:plead facts: snowing a
rleqguired illegal agreement in restraint:of

trade,



Twombly/lgbal 101

While a complaint attacked by a Rule 12(b)(6) motion to
dismISS dees notneed detailed factual allegations, a
pPH LA Uliziehnos o h=lhgalt:tfon St 0 p
et =tigh e = me A== it o fe:hEaseidso
conelusions, and a fermulaic recitation ofithe elements
ofa cause of action'will'notdo." Factual‘allegations must
be enough to raise a right to relief above the speculative
level, on the assumption that all the allegations In the
complaint are true (even if doubtful in fact).

Bell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 127 S. Ct. 1955, 1964-65
(2007) (alteration in original)(citations and footnote
omitted).



