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KING, PJ., FOR THE COURT:

1. Raymond C. Giuffria filed suit againgt Dr. Milton Concannon aleging negligence in ingdling a
pacemaker. Thetrid court dismissed Giuffrias caim with prgudicefinding that hefailed to provide expert
medica testimony to support hisclam.
12. Giuffriahas filed apro se gpoped. Wefind no bassfor reversa.

FACTS
113. Giuffriain hisorigind complaint aleged that Dr. Concannon was negligent in ingtalling a pacemaker

on March 30, 1999. On April 3, 1999, Giuffria returned to the hospital complaining that his pacemaker



wasmafunctioning. Dr. Concannon performed asubsequent procedureto disconnect theatrid lead, which
was the cause of the pacemaker mafunction.

14. Dr. Concannon answered the complaint and propounded discovery requests from Giuffria
concerning any expert witness he had to support his clam of medical malpractice. Giuffria provided
medica documents from two treating physicians at Oschner Hospitd. Neither document referred to Dr.
Concannon or specificaly stated that there was negligence in the treatment of Giuffria.

15. On July 20, 2001, Dr. Concannon filed amotion to compd after Giuffriafailed to respond to the
discovery requests. After ahearing on August 20, 2001, the court entered an order requiring Giuffriato
provide, under oath, expert opinion testimony to support his dlegations of medica negligence.

T6. On November 11, 2001, Giuffriafiled a motion to amend his complaint to add a clam of fraud.
Dr. Concannon filed a response to this motion, requesting that the court enter an order requiring Giuffria
to pleahis fraud claim with particularity, asrequired by M.R.C.P. 9(b). On November 16, 2001, Giuffria
filed his"Complaint for Fraud,” without obtaining leave of court.

7. OnNovember 27, 2001, thetrid judge entered an order giving Giuffriauntil November 30, 2001,
to comply with Rule 9(b) and specify the elements of fraud alleged and set a hearing for December 17,
2001.

T8. On December 4, 2001, Dr. Concannon filed amoation to dismiss, on the grounds that Giuffriahad
faled to provide expert witness testimony asrequired by the court's previous order and that Giuffriafailed
to meet therequirementsof M.R.C.P. 9(b) inaleging fraud, asrequired by the court'sNovember 27, 2001
order.

19. At the hearing on December 17, the trid judge found that Giuffria had failed to plead fraud with

particularity and dismissed the fraud clam with prgudice. The court found the fraud claim was based



solely on the medicd mapractice cdlam. The court then gave Giuffria until January 17, 2001, to produce
competent expert medica testimony under oath in support of the medicd negligence clam. On January
25, 2002, the court entered an order dismissing Giuffrias complaint with prejudice.
110.  On February 6, 2002, Giuffriafiled a "Motion for Midrid," dleging "irregulaities’ in the court's
rulings. The motion was denied on February 22, 2002, and Giuffria filed his notice of gpped on March
8, 2002.

ANALYSS
11. The pro sebrief filed by Giuffriadoes not state any specificissuesfor congderation and failsto cite
to any legd authority. On this bass done, the Court is not required to further consder this apped.
112. Thelaw iswel established in Missssppi that this Court is not required to address any issue that
isnot supported by reasonsand authority. Hoopsv. State, 681 So.2d 521, 535 (Miss.1996) (citing Pate
v. State, 419 So.2d 1324, 1325- 26 (Miss.1982)); Varvarisv. Perreault, 813 So.2d 750 (Miss. Ct.
App. 2001). M.R.A.P. 28(8)(2)(6) gives the requirements for the argument in an gppellate brief: " The
argument shdl contain the contentions of gppellant with respect to the issues presented, and the reasons
for those contentions, with citations to the authorities, satutes, and parts of the record relied upon." The
Court findsthat Giuffriahastotaly falled to present any gppropriate argument on appeal and the judgment
of the drcuit court is affirmed.
113. The gppdlee dso argues that the apped taken in this case was not timely. The "Mation for
Midrid" filed on February 15, 2001, wasfiled twenty-one days after the order of dismissa and the notice
of appeal wasfiled on March 8, 2002, twelve days after the thirty-day time period to perfect an apped

under M.R.A.P. 4(a).



114.  Thethirty day period under Rule 4(a) can betolled or suspended with the filing of post-judgment
moations under M.R.A.P. 59 or 60. Rule 60 motionsmust befiled within ten days after the date of the entry
of the judgment, as stated in M.R.A.P. 4(d).

115.  The Court notes that other motions or documents were received by the trid judge from Giuffria
after the order of dismissa and have not been provided to this Court on gpped. Because of these gpparent
omissons from the record and because this gppea can be decided on other grounds, the Court notes but
does not address the question of the timeliness of the apped.

7116. Despite Giuffrias fallure to provide this Court with any legd authority in support of hisgpped, the
Court finds that there is amply authority in support of the trid court's decison to dismiss the complaint.
Missssppi case law generally demands that a plaintiff in a medica mapractice action employ expert
testimony to establish failure by the defendant physician to adhereto the minimum standard of care. Kelley
v. Frederic, 573 So0.2d 1385, 1387 (Miss.1990); Palmer v. Biloxi Regional Medical Center, Inc., 564
S0.2d 1346, 1354-55 (Miss.1990); Phillips By and Through Phillips v. Hull, 516 So.2d 488, 491
(Miss.1987); Cole v. Wiggins, 487 So.2d 203, 205 (Miss.1986). "[I]n a medical mapractice action,
negligence cannot be established without medicd testimony that the defendant failed to use ordinary kil
and care." Hull, 516 So.2d at 491; see also Walker v. Skiwski, 529 So.2d 184, 187 (Miss.1988) (" Our
generd ruleisthat the negligence of a physician may be established only by expert medicd tesimony.”).
An expert is necessary to identify the action or inaction which alegedly congtituted a breach of duty and
which proximately caused the patient'sinjury. Hull, 516 So.2d at 491; Hall, 466 So.2d at 870-73.

17.  Giuffriawas given numerous opportunities by the tria court to provide medica expert testimony
to support his clam againgt Dr. Concannon. The court correctly dismissed the medical negligence dlam

and the fraud claim based on medica negligence againgt Dr. Concannon.



118. THE JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF PIKE COUNTY ISAFFIRMED.
ALL COSTSOF APPEAL ARE ASSESSED TO THE APPELLANT.

McMILLIN,C.J.,,SOUTHWICK,P.J.,,BRIDGES, THOMAS LEE,IRVING,MYERS,
CHANDLER AND GRIFFIS, JJ., CONCUR.



