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PER CURI AM *

Ceorge Bartz, Washington i nmate # 985210, proceeding pro se,
appeals fromthe dismssal, pursuant to Federal Rule of G vil
Procedure 4(m), of his clains agai nst the defendant. Federal
Rule of Gvil Procedure 4(m provides that if service is not mde
wthin 120 days of filing the conplaint, the action is subject to
di sm ssal without prejudice by the district court after notice to
the plaintiff, unless the plaintiff can show good cause for his

failure to conplete service. Feb. R Qv. P. 4(m. This court

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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reviews for an abuse of discretion a district court’s dismn ssal

for failure to effect tinely service. See Systens Signs Supplies

v. United States Dep’t of Justice, 903 F.2d 1011, 1013 (5th G

1990).

Bartz asserts that his failure to effect service of process
shoul d be excused because of his pro se status and because
di sm ssal of his conplaint violates his right to due process.

Pro se status and ignorance of the relevant rules of service do
not excuse a plaintiff’s failure to effect service. Kersh v.
Derozier, 851 F.2d 1509, 1512 (5th G r. 1988). Additionally, the
district court infornmed Bartz of the service of process

requi renents contained in Federal Rule of Cvil Procedure 4.

As for Bartz’'s contention that the dismssal of his
conplaint violates his due process rights, the district court
dism ssed Bartz’'s conplaint wthout prejudice, and Bartz does not
argue that a subsequent suit would be tine-barred. Therefore,
due process is not inplicated.

Accordingly, the district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



