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PER CURIAM:*

Gertrude Janik appeals an adverse grant of summary judgment, contending

that the district court erred in dismissing her first amendment claim of wrongful

termination and that the defendant Kathy Graeber-Raley was not entitled to
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qualified immunity.  Our review of the record and the district court’s opinion

persuades that even when viewed in a manner most favorable to Janik, the

comments at issue were motivated by her private concerns, occurred in the privacy

of the workplace, and decidedly did not occur against a background of ongoing

public debate.  Neither the form, content, nor context of Janik’s expression of

frustration in performing her work with workman’s compensation claims supports

the proposition that Janik was addressing a matter of public concern.1  The district

court did not err in its grant of summary judgment to the defendants.2  Because

Janik failed to raise a genuine issue of material fact on the merits of her first

amendment claim, we affirm the district court’s grant of summary judgment

without reaching the issue of qualified immunity.3  We are not bound to accept the

district court’s rationale for its decision and are free to affirm on alternative

grounds.4  We do so.

AFFIRMED.


