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PER CURI AM *

Franklin Rice, fornmer Louisiana prisoner # 252163, appeals
the district court’s dismssal of his 42 U S. C. § 1983 suit for
failure to state a claim pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the
Federal Rules of G vil Procedure.

Ri ce contends that district court erred in dismssing his
conplaint that the defendants were deliberately indifferent to
the safety hazard to prisoners at the R chwood Corrections Center
posed by the razor wire which surrounds the conpound; that the

district court erred in not granting his notion for a default

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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j udgnent based on the defendants’ failure to answer his request
for waiver of service of sumons; and that the district court
erred in dismssing the conplaint based on Rice’s |ack of
objections to the MJ’s report and recommendati on.

Al t hough this court applies less stringent standards to
parties proceeding pro se than to parties represented by counsel
and liberally construes briefs of pro se litigants, pro se
parties nust still brief the issues and reasonably conply with
the requirenents of Rule 28 of Federal Rules of Appellate

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

The appellant’s brief nmust contain an argunment, which in turn
must contain his “contentions and the reasons for them wth
citations to the authorities and parts of the record on which the
appellant relies” and “for each issue, a concise statenent of the
applicable standard of review.]” Feb. R App. P. 28(a)(9); see

Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Gr. 1993). Ceneral

argunents giving only broad standards of review and not citing to
specific errors are insufficient to preserve issues for appeal.

See Brinkmann v. Dallas County Deputy Sheriff Abner, 813 F.2d

744, 748 (5th Cr. 1987).
Ri ce has not briefed adequately any of his argunents on
appeal. R ce’'s appeal is without nerit, and the appeal is

DI SM SSED as fri vol ous. See Howard v. King, 707 F.2d 215, 219-20

(5th Gir. 1983); 5THQOR R 42.2.



