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MYERS, J., FOR THE COURT:
PROCEDURAL HISTORY AND FACTS
11. On January 28, 2003, Kevin Grehan was terminated from his employment with Jones Davis
Associates. Jones Davis mantained that Grehanwas terminated for refusing to follow instructions and for

damaging company property. Grehan filed for unemployment benefits with the Missssppi Employment

Security Commission (“MESC”)?, but, since he had been terminated for misconduct, his request for

'We ae avarethat thename of the Mississippi Employment Security Commission has
been recently changed to the Mississippi Department of Employment Security; however, for purposes



unemployment benefits was denied. He appeded the denid of his request, and on April 4, 2003, the
gpped s referee affirmed the denid of benefits. Grehan again appeded, and onMay 15, 2003, the Board
of Review adopted the findings of the gpped s referee and affirmed the decision to deny benefits. Grehan
thenappeal ed to the Circuit Court of DeSoto County, and onFebruary 13, 2004, the drcuit court affirmed
the decison of the Board of Review. Grehan now gppedls, raising the following issue:

WASGREHAN DENIED HISCONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO DUEPROCESSUNDERTHE 14TH
AMENDMENT?

12. Finding no reversible error, we affirm the judgment of the circuit court.
LEGAL ANALYSIS

WASGREHAN DENIED HISCONSTITUTIONAL RIGHT TO DUEPROCESSUNDERTHE14TH
AMENDMENT?

113. On appedl to this court, Grehandoes not challenge the findings of the circuit court or of the Board
of Review. Rather, hearguesthat his Fourteenth Amendment due processrightswereviolated. 1n support
of this, Grehanargues that the statute that sets attorney’ s fees in cases before MESC effectively deprives
dtizens of representation, inviolaionof the Fourteenth Amendment. He argues that thisis so becausethe
dtatute makes the attorney’ s fees so low that no attorney will take acase againg MESC. Because of this,
Grehanmantains that his due processrightswere violated, inthat he was denied afar hearing and appedls
process.
DISCUSSION

14. In this case, we will proceed directly to our discussion, without specificaly declaring the sandard
of review, because we need not consider the gpped here on its merits. Thisis S0 because there are two

procedurd barsto Grehan's condtitutiona claim.

of this opinion we will refer to the Department as“MESC.”
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5. Frg, hefalsto specify which satute he is chalenging, and he cites to no authority other than the
text of Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Congtitution. Therefore, Grehan’ sargumentson appesl
are not only unclear in faling to name a specific Statute, but they are also unsupported by citation to
authority. On that basis done we could digmiss his appeal and affirm the judgment of the circuit court,
because we are not required to consider arguments on appeal that are unsupported by citationto authority.
Byromyv. State, 863 So. 2d 836, 863 (] 84) (Miss. 2003). Further, in thisregard we have hdd that this
Court consders unsupported argumentsto be abandoned. Jonesv. Howell, 827 So. 2d 691, 702 (1140)
(Miss. 2002).

T6. Second, Grehan failed to provide notice to the Attorney Generd, pursuant to Rule 24(d) of the
Missssppi Rulesof Civil Procedure and Rule 44(a) of the Missssppi Rules of Appellate Procedure, that
the conditutiondity of a statute was being chalenged, and afailure to comply with M.R.C.P. 24(d) and
M.R.A.P. 44(a) can act as a procedura bar on apped. InreD.O., 798 So. 2d 417, 423 (122) (Miss.
2001).

q7. Thus, we find that Grehan's condtitutional argument on apped, regardless of its merits, is
procedurdly barred, and we dedine to specificaly address the condtitutiond issue he attempts to raise.
There isno need for us to discuss the correctness of the decision of the Board of Review or the drcuit
court, because Grehandoes not challenge those decisons. Therefore, we affirm thejudgment of the circuit
court.

18. THEJUDGMENT OF THECIRCUIT COURT OFDESOTO COUNTY ISAFFIRMED.

KING, C.J.,BRIDGESAND LEE, P.JJ.,IRVING, CHANDLER, GRIFFIS,BARNES
AND ISHEE, JJ., CONCUR.



