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Per Curiam The district court granted a notion

to dismss this conplaint alleging diversity jurisdiction
after plaintiff failed to carry his burden of show ng that
"It is not a legal certainty that [his] claiminvolves | ess

than the jurisdictional anount."” Dep't of Recreation &

Sports v. Wrld Boxing Ass'n, 942 F.2d 84, 88 (1st Cir

1991); see also Spielman v. Genzyme Corp., --- F.3d ---

2001 WL 538958 at *3 (1st Cir. 2001). Plaintiff argues on
appeal that the district court is biased toward hi mbecause
he is a pro se litigant.

We have acknow edged that:

OQur judicial systemzeal ously guards the
attenpts of pro se litigants on their
own behalf. We are required to construe
liberally a pro se conplaint and may
affirmits dismssal only if a plaintiff
cannot prove any set of facts entitling
him or her to relief.

Ahnmed v. Rosenblatt, 118 F.3d 886, 889 (1st Cir. 1997).
Honoring this policy, the district court initially denied
the notion to dismss despite the plaintiff's failure to
substantiate the anount in <controversy required for
diversity jurisdiction. The court recognized, sua sponte,
that the plaintiff m ght be able to prove facts entitling
him to relief under the Fair Credit Reporting Act, and

all owed the plaintiff an opportunity to amend the conpl ai nt



to add a federal claimas well as any pendent state clains.
The plaintiff chose to reject the court's suggestion,
instead filing an amendnent which asserted nore state cl ai ns
(none of which supported the jurisdictional mninum. The
district court then reluctantly disn ssed the action.

In this court, the plaintiff continues to insist
that his anmended pleading is sufficient. It is not.

We respect the right of every litigant in our
adversarial system including pro se litigants, to be the
master of their own cause. Still, we ordinarily cannot
relieve a party fromhis own i ntransi gence or "insul ate" him
from the rudinmentary requirenments of substanti ating
jurisdiction. Ahmed, 118 F.2d at 889. Review ng the issue
de novo, we find that the plaintiff's amendnment is
insufficient to substantiate the jurisdictional mninmum
Faced with the plaintiff’s insistence on an apparently self-
defeating course of action, the district court correctly
di sm ssed this case for | ack of subject matter jurisdiction.

Affirnmed.



