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Cecelia Aguilar appeals fromthe district court’s decision
affirmng the Conm ssioner of Social Security’ s determ nation
that Aguilar is not disabled within the neani ng of the Soci al
Security Act. She argues that the Adm nistrative Law Judge (ALJ)
inproperly identified jobs that she could do that had “virtually

Pursuant to 5TH CR. 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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
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the sanme requirenents as those jobs he found her unable to
perform” This contention is belied by the record. The

vocati onal expert characterized her past work as nedi um | evel
wor k, whereas the jobs that he identified she could performare
light Ievel work. Aguilar also contends that the ALJ nade a
“very significant error which is a basis for remand” when the ALJ
m st akenly found that Aguilar had a general equival ency dipl onma
(GED). Aguilar testified at her hearing that she had conpl et ed
the tenth grade and that she had not earned a GED. The ALJ’s
hypot hetical to the vocational expert assunmed that Aguilar had a
tenth grade education and nade no nention of a GED. Although the
ALJ’s witten decision does state that Aguilar “has a tenth grade

educati on and a hi gh school GED equi val ency diploma,” Aguil ar
fails to show how this error affected the AL)' s disability
finding, especially in light of the fact that there was no defect
in the ALJ’s hypotheti cal.

Agui | ar al so suggests that the ALJ erred in relying on a
consul tative exam nation perfornmed on March 8, 1994, because that
exam nation did not take all of her ailnments into account.
However, the record reflects that the ALJ, in determning the
nature and extent of Aguilar’s ailnents, also considered
Agui l ar’ s outpatient records and various other eval uations,

i ncl udi ng her psychiatric consultative evaluation. No physician
who exam ned Aguil ar pronounced her disabled. As to Aguilar’s

assertion that the ALJ failed to consider properly her chronic

pain, the record indicates that the ALJ specifically addressed

-2



this issue. The determ nation that the nedical evidence is nore
persuasi ve than Aguilar’s own testinony is precisely the kind of
determnation that the ALJ is best suited to make. See Falco v.
Shal al a, 27 F.3d 160, 164 (5th Cr. 1994).

AFFI RVED.



