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PER CURI AM *

Charles R G bson, Jr., (“G bson”), Texas prisoner #858066
appeals fromthe dismssal of his civil action in which he
all eged that the Veteran’s Admnistration (“VA’): mxed up his
records with the records of other veterans, causing himto be
deni ed over 20 years of disability benefits; rel eased
confidential information in violation of the Privacy Act,

5 U S.C. 8 522a; and conspired with certain Texas prison

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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officials to deprive himof his VA records for two weeks. @G bson
argues that the district court erred by finding that it did not
have jurisdiction over his clains that the VA violated his
constitutional rights and that he stated a viabl e cl aimagai nst
the VA for violating the Privacy Act by releasing his
confidential records. G bson also argues that he stated viable
conspiracy clains against the Texas prison officials. Finally,
G bson contends that his clains that Texas prison officials
m streated hi mshoul d have been joined with his other clains and
that the docunents he submtted to this court prove his
conspiracy claim

The district court correctly concluded that it did not have
jurisdiction over Gbson’s clains that the VA violated his

constitutional rights because actions pursuant to Bivens v. Six

Unknown Naned Agents of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U.S.

388 (1971), may not be mai ntained agai nst a federal agency. See

F.D.1.C.v. Meyer, 510 U S. 471, 484-85 (1994). Since G bson did

not allege that the VA inproperly disclosed his records to
anyone, he failed to state a claimagainst the VA under the
Privacy Act for the inproper disclosure of his records. See

5 U S.C 8§ 522a(b); see also Quinn v. Stone, 978 F.2d 126, 131

(3d. CGr. 1992).
Because G bson did not “plead the operative facts” of his
conspiracy claim he did not state a conspiracy clai mupon which

relief could be granted. Lynch v. Cannatella, 810 F.2d 1363,




No. 03-20359
-3-

1369-70 (5th Gr. 1987). Gbson’s reliance on the docunents he
submtted to this court to prove his conspiracy claimis
m spl aced, as we “may not consider new evi dence furnished for the

first tinme on appeal.” Theriot v. Parish of Jefferson, 185 F. 3d

477, 491 n.26 (5th Gr. 1999). Simlarly, we will not consider
G bson’s clains that Texas prison officials mstreated him
because these clains were not raised in the district court. See

Leverette v. Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Gr.

1999). Accordingly, the district court’s dism ssal of G bson's
civil action is AFFIRMED. @G bson’s notions for appoi nt nent of
counsel, for leave to file supplenental brief, and for |eave to

suppl enent the record are DEN ED



