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

No. 96-50911
Conf er ence Cal endar

RONALD J. FARRELLY,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus
ANTONI O SI FUENTES, EL PASO POSTAL | NSPECTOR,
Def endant - Appel | ee.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{e; ﬁsﬂrict Court

for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. EP-96-CV-142

August 15, 1997
Before KING H G3 NBOTHAM and DUHE, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Postal Service enployee Ronald J. Farrelly appeals fromthe
dism ssal of his civil action for failure to state a claim
Farrelly contends that Postal |nspector Antonio Sifuentes was not
entitled to qualified imunity; that the district court erred by
anal yzing his factual allegations separately rather than as a
whol e; and that the district court erred by applying a hei ghtened

pl eadi ng standard to his conplaint without allowi ng himleave to

anend the conpl ai nt.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Farrelly’s action under Bivens v. Six Unknown Nanes Agents
of Federal Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U S. 388 (1971), was
precluded by the Gvil Service ReformAct (CSRA). Rollins v.
Marsh, 937 F.2d 134, 138-39 (5th Cr. 1991). Because Farrelly
had no Bivens cause of action, the district court did not err by
dism ssing his conplaint. Because Farrelly was notified in
Sifuentes’s notion to dismss of the defects in his conplaint he
sought to renedy but waited until after the dismssal of his
conplaint to nove for | eave to anend, the denial of his notion
for | eave to anmend was not an abuse of discretion. In re Beef
| ndus. Antitrust Litig., 600 F.2d 1148, 1162 (5th Cr. 1979).
Finally, Farrelly’s notion to supplenent his reply brief is
DENI ED

AFFI RVED.



