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Jonathan and Corinna Davidson appeal pro se from the district court’s
summary judgment. We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review

a district court’s summary judgment de novo. See Sulyma v. Intel Corp. Inv. Policy
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Comm., 909 F.3d 1069, 1072 (9th Cir. 2018). We affirm.

The district court did not err in granting summary judgment on the Davidsons’
invasion-of-privacy claim. Regardless of whether the Davidsons’ claim arises under
the California Constitution or common law, the Davidsons failed to produce
sufficient evidence that the Appellees committed a serious invasion of their privacy.
The Davidsons provided no evidence that the Appellees committed any intrusion,
and the Davidsons’ mere speculation that the Appellees hacked into their electronic
devices cannot sustain their summary-judgment burden. See Loomish v. Cornish,
836 F.3d 991, 997 (9th Cir. 2016) (“Mere allegation and speculation do not create a
factual dispute for purposes of summary judgment.”).

Any claim raised for the first time on appeal is waived. See S.D. Myers, Inc.
v. City and Cnty. of San Francisco, 253 F.3d 461, 473 (9th Cir. 2001).

AFFIRMED.



