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

No. 97-21039
Conf er ence Cal endar

G NO A. BARONE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
CITY OF HOUSTON;
STEVEN R. ANDREWS
J.C. VWH TEFI ELD
Def endant s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. H- 96- CV-2447
' Decenber 9, 1998
Before DAVIS, DeMOSS, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

G no Barone appeals the summary judgnent in favor of al
defendants. The Cty of Houston (the GCty) and Steven Andrews
have filed a notion to strike Appellant’s First Anended Brief and
to dismss the appeal for failure to conply with FED. R ArpP. P.
28(a)(6). Barone and his attorney were ordered on August 7,
1998, by this court to correct the original appellate brief in

order to conply with the Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure and

the Fifth Grcuit Rules. Although sone corrections were nade,

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Barone has again failed to include any standard of review for
each of his argunents. He has included only general argunents
gi ving broad standards of review, which would not be sufficient
to preserve the issues of a pro se |itigant on appeal. See

Bri nkmann v. Abner, 813 F.2d 744, 748 (5th Gr. 1987). Because

Barone is represented by counsel and has al ready had the
opportunity to anmend the appellate brief and bring it in
conpliance with the Rules, this second failure to conply wll not
be excused. The Mdtion to Strike Appellant’s First Amended Bri ef
is GRANTED, and the Mdtion to Dism ss Appeal is al so GRANTED
See Fifth Grcuit Rule 42. 3. 2.

APPEAL DI SM SSED



