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Before:  GRABER, BENNETT, and DESAI, Circuit Judges. 

 

 Terri Plumb appeals the district court’s order affirming the Commissioner of 

Social Security’s denial of her application for disability insurance benefits and 

supplemental security income under Titles II and XVI of the Social Security Act. 

We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C § 1291 and 42 U.S.C. § 405(g). We affirm. 

 Ms. Plumb raises one issue on appeal. She argues that the Administrative Law 
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Judge (“ALJ”) erred by giving “little weight” to the medical opinion of her treating 

physician, Dr. Retay, who found that Ms. Plumb has significant functional 

limitations. The ALJ instead relied on the medical opinions of two non-examining 

Social Security Administration (“SSA”) physicians who found that Ms. Plumb can 

perform light work.   

 If another doctor contradicts a treating physician’s opinion, “the ALJ may 

discount the treating physician’s opinion by giving specific and legitimate reasons 

that are supported by substantial evidence in the record.” Ford v. Saul, 950 F.3d 

1141, 1154 (9th Cir. 2020) (citation and internal quotation marks omitted). 

Substantial evidence is “such relevant evidence as a reasonable mind might accept 

as adequate to support a conclusion.” Ahearn v. Saul, 988 F.3d 1111, 1115 (9th Cir. 

2021) (quoting Molina v. Astrue, 674 F.3d 1104, 1110 (9th Cir. 2012), superseded 

by regulation on other grounds). The ALJ gave adequate reasons for discounting Dr. 

Retay’s opinion based on substantial evidence in the record. 

 The ALJ gave four reasons for discounting the opinion: (1) Dr. Retay did not 

perform in-depth physical examinations to support her opinion; (2) Dr. Retay did not 

rely on enough objective evidence to support the “extreme” limitations she attributed 

to Ms. Plumb; (3) Dr. Retay is not entitled to higher weight as an orthopedic or 

neurological specialist; and (4) the SSA physicians’ opinions were more consistent 

with Ms. Plumb’s “routine and conservative care.” The ALJ’s first reason was not 
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supported by substantial evidence because Dr. Retay’s treatment notes show that she 

gave Ms. Plumb nine physical examinations before issuing her medical opinion. The 

ALJ’s other reasons, however, are based on enough evidence that “a reasonable mind 

might accept as adequate.” Ahearn, 988 F.3d at 1115. In particular, after considering 

and summarizing the medical record evidence, the ALJ reasonably found that Ms. 

Plumb’s “treatment remained the same throughout the relevant period,” which 

supports “the conclusion that [Ms. Plumb] remained capable of performing her past 

work.” See Rollins v. Massanari, 261 F.3d 853, 856 (9th Cir. 2001) (holding that the 

ALJ properly discounted a treating physician’s “extreme” opinion when the 

physician “prescribed a conservative course of treatment”). 

AFFIRMED.    

 


