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Samuel Trelawney Hughes appeals pro se from the district court’s judgment
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dismissing his action under Bivens v. Six Unknown Named Agents of Federal
Bureau of Narcotics, 403 U.S. 388 (1971). We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C.
§ 1291. We review de novo a sua sponte dismissal under Federal Rule of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(6). Omar v. Sea-Land Serv., Inc., 813 F.2d 986, 991 (9th Cir.
1987). We affirm.

The district court properly dismissed Hughes’s action because a Bivens
remedy is unavailable for his claims. See Egbert v. Boule, 596 U.S. 482, 490-93,
498-99 (2022) (concluding that there is no Bivens cause of action for a First
Amendment retaliation claim, and explaining that recognizing a cause of action
under Bivens is a disfavored judicial activity and that the presence of an alternative
remedial structure precludes recognizing a Bivens cause of action in a new
context); Chambers v. Herrera, 78 F.4th 1100, 1105-08 (9th Cir. 2023) (declining
to extend a Bivens remedy to an Eighth Amendment excessive force claim).

AFFIRMED.
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