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MEMORANDUM*  

 

Appeal from the United States District Court 

for the District of Oregon 

Michael J. McShane, District Judge, Presiding 

 

Submitted November 8, 2021**  

Portland, Oregon 

 

Before: GRABER and CHRISTEN, Circuit Judges, and R. COLLINS,*** District 

Judge. 

 

 Plaintiff Dawn Owens appeals the district court’s order affirming the 
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Administrative Law Judge’s denial of disability insurance benefits under Title II of 

the Social Security Act. We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We will 

reverse only if the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) failed to provide substantial 

evidence supporting the denial of benefits or applied the wrong legal standard. 

Tommasetti v. Astrue, 533 F.3d 1035, 1038 (9th Cir. 2008) (citation omitted). 

Reviewing the district court’s decision de novo, id., we affirm. Because the parties 

are familiar with the facts, we recite only those necessary to decide the appeal. 

“The mere diagnosis of an impairment . . . is not sufficient to sustain a 

finding of disability.” Young v. Sullivan, 911 F.2d 180, 183 (9th Cir. 1990). A 

claimant will not be declared disabled unless the claimant’s impairment is severe. 

Id. at 184; 20 C.F.R. § 416.920(c). A severe impairment “significantly limits [the 

claimant’s] physical or mental ability to do basic work activities . . . .” 

§ 416.920(c).  

The ALJ permissibly weighed the medical evidence and applied the 

appropriate legal standard. However, the reliability of the doctors’ opinions as to 

the onset date of claimant’s cancer is inconsequential to the disability 

determination. Even assuming that claimant had cancer before the end of 2013, she 

offered no proof that her impairment was disabling before her date last insured. 

 AFFIRMED. 

 


