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

No. 00-30890
Conf er ence Cal endar

CHERYL A. DUPRE
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
TOURO | NFI RVARY, BEVERLY MAXVEELL: MARGE E MONRCE,
Loui si ana Federation of Practical Nurses; CONN E
BROMWN, Loui siana State Board of Practical Nurse
Exam ners; AUDREY SI MON, Licensed Practical Nurses
of Louisiana; EVELYN JENKINS, Priority Care Inc.;
PAUL ROSENBLUM

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99-CV-2124-T

~ Cctober 17, 2000
Before SM TH, BARKSDALE, and BENAVI DES, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Cheryl A. Dupre, proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis
(IFP), appeals the district court’s dism ssal of her conplaint
for failure to effect service of process on any defendant w thin
the 120-day period set forth in Fed. R Cv. P. Rule 4(m. Dupre
asserts that she established good cause for failing to serve the

def endants. She contends that the U S. Marshal acted unethically

and refused to serve one of the naned def endants.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Service of the summons and conpl ai nt nmust be nmade upon a
defendant within 120 days after the filing of the conplaint,
unless the plaintiff shows good cause for failing to effect
proper service, or the district court shall dismss the action
W thout prejudice. Fed. R CGv. P. 4(m. The plaintiff *nust
make a show ng of good faith and establish sone reasonabl e basis
for nonconpliance within the tinme specified.” Systens Signs
Supplies v. United States Dep’'t of Justice, 903 F.2d 1011, 1013
(5th Gr. 1990) (internal quotations and citations omtted).

Pro se status does not excuse a litigant’s failure to effect
service. |d. W review for an abuse of discretion a district
court’s dismssal for failure to effect tinely service. See id.

Dupre received anple notice fromthe district court prior to
the expiration of the 120-day period that service had not been
effected on any of the defendants. Dupre admtted that the U S
Marshal informed her that the marshal did not have a copy of
Dupre’s conplaint. Dupre did not denonstrate that she tried to
cure the service defect, and she did not provide a reasonable
expl anation for her failure to serve any of the defendants. See
Rochon v. Dawson, 828 F.2d 1107, 1110 (5th Gr. 1987)(plaintiff
must attenpt to renmedy apparent service defects of which she has
know edge). Dupre has not shown good cause for failing to effect
service of process tinely. The district court did not abuse its
di scretion by dismssing her conplaint. Accordingly, the

district court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED



