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PER CURIAM:

Plaintiff-appellant Sandra Mangum, acting pro se, filed this action against
her former employer, defendant-appellee Cato Corporation (“Cato”), alleging that
an elaborate conspiracy existed to discriminate against her. Cato terminated
Mangum’s employment based on its belief that Mangum cashed a forged payroll
check at Kroger Company (“Kroger”). Following her termination, Mangum

alleged claims of hostile work environment, disparate treatment, and retaliation
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in violation of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42. U.S.C. § 2000e, et.
seq., as well as state law claims for malicious prosecution, false arrest, abuse of
process, gross negligence, and intentional infliction of emotional distress against
Cato.

Mangum also filed suit against Kroger arising out of the check cashing
incident for breach of contract, breach of the duty of good faith and fair dealing,
negligence/gross negligence, and malicious prosecution .

In a thorough Memorandum Opinion and Order, the district court granted
Cato’s motion for summary judgment and rejected all of Mangum’s claims filed
against Cato. The district court also granted summary judgment for most of
Mangum’s claims against Kroger. The district court, however, reserved for trial
the breach of the duty of good faith and fair dealing and negligence/gross
negligence claims Mangum filed against Kroger. In a jury trial on these claims,
the jury returned a take nothing verdict in favor of Kroger. Following entry of
a final judgment, Mangum timely appealed. In this appeal, Mangum does not
argue that the district court erred in dismissing Kroger. Therefore, we only
review the district court’s dismissal of Cato.

For the reasons stated by the district court in its careful Memorandum

Opinion and Order on June 20, 2008, we AFFIRM the judgment of district court.



