IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 96-40396
(Summary Cal endar)

CRAI G MACK,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
JERRY PETERSON, Deputy Director
of Operations, TDCJ-ID, ET AL.,
Def endant s,

THOVMAS C. FORD, Doctor, Coffield
Unit; JOE D. CRAWORD, Doctor,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
(6:95-CV-777)

Novenber 26, 1996

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM W ENER and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

The i nstant appeal by Plaintiff-Appellant Craig Mack, a state

prisoner in the Texas Departnent of Crimnal Justice -

Pursuant to Local Rule 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the Ilimted circunstances set forth in Local Rule 47.5. 4.



Institutional Division, is before us for the second tine. It now
inplicates the magistrate judge’'s denial of Mick’'s Rule 59(e)
nmotion followng remand fromthe initial appeal to this court, and
covers Mack’s clains against Drs. Ford and Crawford for deliberate
indifference to nedical needs and for retaliation. Finding this
appeal wholly frivolous and without nerit, we dism ss.

Even though we apply a less stringent standard to parties
proceeding pro se than to those represented by counsel, and
liberally construe briefs of proselitigants, such parties are not
entirely relieved of the obligations to brief the issues and
ot herwi se reasonably conply with the requirenents of Fed. R
App. P. 28.! Rule 28(a)(6) requires that the appellant’s argunent
set forth the reasons for the request of relief, with citation to
authorities and portions of the record on which he relies.? An
appel l ant “nmust identify the facts rel evant to the i ssues presented
for review, with appropriate references to the record,” . . . and
“every assertion in briefs regarding a matter in the record shall
be supported by a reference to the page nunber of the original
record, where the matter relied upon is to be found.”® General

argunent s whi ch give only broad standards of review and do not cite

' Gant v. Cuellar, 59 F.3d 523, 524 (5th Cir. 1995).

2 Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1995).

3 United States v. WIlkes, 20 F.3d 651, 653 (5th Cr. 1994)
(pro se case) (internal citations, quotations, and alterations
omtted).




to specific errors are insufficient to preserve issues for appeal .*
Failure to conply with the court’s rules regarding the contents of
briefs can be grounds for dismssing a party’s clains.®

Mack’ s brief does not identify any error in the nagistrate
judge’s decision, either expressly or inferentially. He does not
argue that the findings of fact are clearly erroneous; neither does
he assert any specific legal error. He nerely raises three of the
clains that he raised in his conplaint —due process concerning
di sciplinary charges, deliberate indifference to his nedi cal needs
in making job assignnents, and retaliation for filing prison
grievances. He does nothing nore than to state each claimin one
or two sentences and cite a case in support of each claim w thout
fully explaining his clains or showng how the legal authority
cited supports his claim Nor does he provide any factual
background for any of his clains or any record cites to support
them Mack’s brief is woefully insufficient to preserve any issues
for appeal.® Therefore, consistent with this court’s Rule 42.3. 2,
Mack’ s appeal is

DI SM SSED.

4 See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner,
813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).

5 See 5th Cr. R 42.3.2.
6 See Brinkmann, 813 F.2d at 748.
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