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SOUTHWICK, P.J., FOR THE COURT:

911, Joseph W. Captain gppeds an order of the Board of Review of the Missssippi Employment Security
Commission. The Board denied him unemployment benefits because it found that he had been terminated
from employment for insubordination. Captain argues that the actions giving rise to the charge of
insubordination did not occur at work and did not adversely affect the company. We disagree with these
dlegations and afirm.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

112. Joseph W. Captain was employed by Brown and Mitchell, Inc. as aresident project representative.
Captain was trained as a wastewater process engineer. Brown and Mitchdll, Inc. employed Captain from
August 12, 1996 until his termination on September 29, 2000. He was without work for afew days and
then was rehired. The clams made here are for benefits covering an deven-day period. It is, Captain



argues, the principle of the thing.

113. Captain was personaly acquainted with some of the individuas connected with a Texas murder case. A
woman named Darlie Lynn Routier was apparently convicted of killing her two young children and
sentenced to death. It appears that Captain wished to prove that Routier had been wrongfully convicted.

4. Captain forwarded el ectronic mail messages to some fema e co-employees that contained
correspondence between Captain and other individuas outside the company concerning their theories of the
murder. There were dso references in these emailsto a possible plot by Captain's ex-wife to murder him
by arsenic poisoning and another murder that he was possibly investigeting. It is unclear how many e-malils
Captain may have sent or the time period over which the e-mails were sent. Entered into the record were
thirty-two pages of eectronic mail messages.

5. Severd employees complained to Brown and Mitchdll's president, Bill Mitchell, about the "amount of
contact that Mr. Captain was having with them." On August 28, 2000, Mitchell received acomplaint from a
femae employee that Captain sent e-mailsto her at work and telephoned her a home. This employee dso
stated that her being called a home caused her husband concern.

6. Two days later, Mitchell met with Captain and asked him not to discuss the murder case with any
Brown and Mitchell employee. Mitchdl explained to Captain that his discussion of the murder case
distracted other employees and that his calls to female employees at home should stop.

7. Another meeting between Mitchell and Captain was held September 1. Also present at the meeting
were Don Clark, vice-presdent, and Perry Griffith, senior engineer. Mitchell explained that this meeting was
necessary because it had come to his attention that “there were some more communications.” At this
meeting, Captain was ordered not to contact any employees, especialy fema e employees, ether at the
office or outsde the office unless the reason for the contact was work related. Captain was informed that
further such contact would result in his termination.

118. On September 26, afema e employee informed Perry Griffith that she had received another e-mail from
Captain. The email was entitled "land mines and office palitics™ The e-mal requested that this employee
meet Captain for lunch so he could inform her as to what and whom she should avoid a work and dso to
inform her that "I don't see you making it at the company . . . theway you are going." The message dso
discussed office romantic affairs and thet failed office affairs could "make going to work unpleasant.”
Captain told the recipient that "you are a baby to me."

19. Griffith turned the eemail over to Mitchell. After reviewing the email, Mitchell found it to be
"undermining to our company.” Mitchel dso determined Captain violated the order given him a the
September 1 meeting not to contact fema e employees at home concerning non-work related matters.
Mitchell felt this was cause for termination, despite Captain's record as a"vauable employee.” Brown and
Mitchdll terminated Captain by letter dated September 29. The stated reasons for termination were
Captain's "undermining” of the company and insubordination.

1110. Captain filed a claim for unemployment benefits on October 1, 2000. However, on October 10,
Brown and Mitchell sent Captain an offer of employment. The contract provided that for two projects
Captain would be paid at the rate of $30 per hour and for two other projects he would be paid $25 per
hour. Captain's rate of pay at his termination was only $14 per hour.



111. On October 19, 2000, the claims examiner denied Captain's claim for benefits. Captain appeded that
decison and a hearing before a referee was held November 6. The only personsto testify at the hearing
were Mitchdl, Griffith, and Captain.

712. Brown and Mitchell's president, Bill Mitchell, stated that he was most concerned with the September
26 e-mall because he believed there were some statements in the email that would make afemae
employee uncomfortable and because the satements undermined the company. In his closing statement
before the referee, Mitchdll stated that he was concerned about possible harassment of female employees.
Mitchell stated his primary concern was “the need of Mr. Captain or the desire of Mr. Captain to coach
other people and to discuss things such as land mines in the office and office paolitics™ Mitchell stated that a
secondary concern was that the sending of the e-mail "was directly counter to what | had requested him to
do."

113. Griffith stated that the employee who received the e-mail came to him and stated that she did not

know what to do with it. Griffith stated that he came away from the September 1 meeting believing that
Captain should not send e-mails to anyone, but that the meeting was focused on Captain not sending e-
mails to female employees. Griffith sated that he was "furious' after reading the emall. Griffith stated thet as
amanager he could not have "people going around to new employees and telling them what they should and
shouldn't do." Griffith sated that he was dso upset that Captain was using the "e-mail system, what we had
said shouldn't be used for anything other than business.”

1114. Captain pointed out that the e-mail for which he was terminated was sent from his home computer to
the personal e-mail address, and not business e-mail address, of the recipient. Captain stated he was
uncertain whether the eemail was received a work or the recipient's home. He did State that the e-mail
could be retrieved from any computer with an Internet connection. Captain stated that he only understood
that he was prohibited from discussing the murder case and not that he was to have absolutely no contact
with female employees outside the office unless it was work related. Asfor the September 1 meeting,
Captain stated that he gave Mitchel and Griffith hisword that he would not discuss the murder case with
"Brown and Mitchell employees. . . a work, off work or any other time."

1115. Captain admitted to sending the September 26 e-mail. He explained that he sent the e-mail to the
fema e employee because she had made a serious error at work and he believed that this particular
employee was led into making the error by two other employees. Captain explained he only wanted this
new employee to be aware of whom she could trust and to give her good advice.

1116. The referee upheld the decison of the clams examiner. So did the Missssppi Employment Security
Commission's Board of Review and later the circuit court. Captain has acted pro se throughout al stages of
this proceeding. Captain's apped has been deflected here,

DISCUSSION

117. Our &bility to review determinations of the Board of Review is controlled by satute. By steatute "the
findings of the board of review asto the facts, if supported by evidence and in the absence of fraud, shal be
conclusive, and the jurisdiction of [the] court shall be confined to questions of law.” Miss. Code Ann. 8 71-
5-531 (Rev. 2000). Though thisis not the normd phrasing for judicid review of adminidrative agency
proceedings, it has been held that the reviewing court will determine whether substantial evidence supports
thefindings, and if so, the remaining issues are lega ones. Coleman v. Mississippi Emp. Sec. Comm'n,



662 So. 2d 626, 627 (Miss. 1995). Thefindings of the Board of Review as to what factualy occurred
were supported by substantial evidence. We now turn to the legdl conclusions drawn by the Board of
Review.

1. Misconduct/insubordination

118. Anindividud terminated for misconduct isineligible to receive unemployment benefits. Miss. Code
Ann. 8 71-5-513(A)(1)(b) (Rev. 2000). "Misconduct” is defined as "'conduct evincing willful and wanton
disregard of the employer'sinterest’ not including ‘'mere inefficiency [or] unsatisfactory conduct . . . asa
result of . . . good faith errorsin judgment or discretion.” Gore v. Mississippi Emp. Sec. Comm'n, 592
0. 2d 1008, 1010 (Miss. 1992). To determine whether misconduct has occurred, this Court may "not
only assess violations of an employer's stated policy, but . . . dl action (or inaction) which could be
expected of the employee, and which affects the interests of the employer, regardiess of whether such
actions areincluded within the stated policy.” Mississippi Emp. Sec. Comm'n v. Percy, 641 So. 2d 1172,
1175 (Miss. 1994).

1129. Insubordination may be consdered misconduct. Young v. Mississippi Emp. Sec. Commin, 754 So.
2d 464, 466 (Miss. 1999). Captain was terminated for insubordination as the result of violating arule or
redriction that his employer instructed him to observe. However, "an employee shal not be found guilty of
misconduct for violation of arule unless: (1) the employee knew or should have known of the rule; (2) the
rule was lawful and reasonably related to the job environment and job performance; and (3) the ruleisfarly
and congstently enforced.” Johnson v. Mississippi Emp. Sec. Comm'n, 761 So. 2d 861, 866 (Miss.
2000), quoting MESC Administrative Manual, Part V, Paragraph 1720.

1120. Captain contends that Brown and Mitchell had no right to dictate what he could do in his off-duty
time. The only redtrictions that Brown and Mitchell placed upon Captain were that he not discuss his
murder investigation at work and that he not contact female employees either at work or a home about
non-work related matters.

121. The Supreme Court has upheld adenia of unemployment benefits based on statements made by an
employee dthough that employee was not at the workplace. Johnson v. Mississippi Emp. Sec. Comm'n,
761 So. 2d 861, 867 (Miss. 2000). In Johnson, the claimant, employed as a nurse by anursing home,
meade a threatening statement to an individua concerning that individua's mother, a patient at the same
nursing home. Johnson, 761 So. 2d a 863. The Supreme Court found the statement by the claimant, even
though made off-the-job, was work-related misconduct. Id. at 867. The Court stated that the "threat which
was made [wag] certainly contrary to the employer'sinterest in securing a safe and caring environment for
its nursng home residents.” Id. at 866-67.

122. Employers dso have some authority to prohibit contact between employees. This Court has upheld a
denid of unemployment benefits where an employee was ordered to have no contact with another
employee, athough the restriction in that case appears to have concerned only workplace contact. Hux v.
Mississippi Emp. Sec. Commin, 749 So. 2d 1225, 1227 (Miss. Ct. App. 1999). Hux was ordered to
avoid amarried female employee after Hux's wife arrived at the workplace, confronted Hux, and
demanded to meet the fema e employee, and again ordered to avoid the femae employee after the
employee's hushand arrived at the workplace. Hux, 749 So. 2d at 1226. Thisrestriction was vaid. Hux's
violation of this redtriction to congtitute misconduct "[r]egardless of how innocent Hux believed the contact
tobe...."Id. at 1227.



1123. The Board found that Captain knew of the restriction placed upon him by his employer. Captain clams
that the restriction was only that he not discuss the murder case. The Board agreed with the employer that
the restriction included discussion of the murder case and contact with employees both at work and away
from work for non-work related matters. Such arestriction, athough broader than the restriction in Hux,
was reasonably related to job performance and job environment. Brown and Mitchell found the e-mailsto
be digtracting to other employees. One employee complained that his call or callsto her home made her
uncomfortable.

124. The one question about the findings of the Board of Review is that the September 26 message, which
dedlt with office palitics and the problems of failed office romantic affairs, could in alibera reading be
interpreted as being work-related. We agree, though, romantic affairs at the office are not work-related
matters. Captain's raising an issue such as that with afemae employee after being warned to leave femae
employees alone except for work matters was not an innocent violation of the recently announced
prohibition. The recipient of the e-mail brought it to the attention of her supervisor. The employer was
concerned about charges of harassment.

125. Wefind that Captain had violated a known policy reasonably related to the workplace, and there was
no evidence of sdective enforcement.

2. Other Allegations

1126. Captain raises additiona alegations concerning his termination. In aletter to the Board of Review,
Captain dlamed that he was unaware of "the nature and severity of the alegations' made againg him. Had
he known, he would have subpoenaed witnesses. Captain claimed he atempted to determine the source of
the complaints againgt him and that a the September 1 meeting Mitchell ingtructed him to drop his
investigation, thereby requiring him to relinquish his Sxth Amendment right to confront his accusers. Captain
clamed that his Firs Amendment rights were dso violated. Captain dlamed that the various e-mails were
not a distraction. Captain aso claimed that the femal e employee whose husband was concerned about his
phone cal had gpproached him about a relationship and that he had rebuffed her.

127. In aletter to the circuit clerk, Captain claimed for the first time that he never saw the report of the
clams examiner. The report stated that Brown and Mitchdll considered Captain's contact with the femae
employees as "borderline harassment.” The employee interviewed by the claims examiner did not testify
before the referee. This document was entered into evidence by the referee. Captain was asked if he
objected to the report's entry. He did not. According to the report of the claims examiner, "clamant stated .
.. he was terminated for disobeying a direct order.” Captain aso claimed not to have been aware that a
femae employee complained of his caling her a home.

1128. In his brief to this Court, Captain claimed that an additiona cause of the complaints concerning hise-
mails was an dlegation that he "was trying to develop [ persond or sexud rdationship with . . . the femae
employees." Captain claims he was "blind-sded" concerning these dlegations of misconduct with femae
employees. In direct contradiction of hisletter to the circuit clerk, Captain stated he was told that one
employee complained of calls he placed to her home, but was not told her name. Captain did admit that he
asked one employeeif his caling her a home had caused any problems for her with her husband.

1129. Captain was provided an opportunity to bring these allegations to the attention of the referee and failed



to do s0. We may not consder them now. Captain has no Sixth Amendment right in thiscase asitisacivil,
not crimind, matter. Green v. Bock Laundry Mach. Co., 490 U.S. 504, 510 (1989). Captain failed to
discuss in what manner his First Amendment rights were violated, and we do not find any violation.

1130. Captain was properly found guilty of misconduct and benefits therefore appropriately denied.

131. THE JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF JACKSON COUNTY DENYING
UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITSISAFFIRMED.

McMILLIN, C.J., KING, PJ., BRIDGES, THOMAS, LEE, IRVING, MYERS,
CHANDLER AND BRANTLEY, JJ., CONCUR.



