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Jacquel i ne Metoyer appeals the district court’s remand to
the Social Security Adm nistration Conmm ssioner for
reconsi deration of issues of her residual functional capacity and
ability to return to her previous |ine of enploynent after the
Commi ssioner’s denial of eligibility for Supplenental Security
I ncone (SSI) benefits. First, we note that we have jurisdiction
over this appeal despite the fact that the district court did not

enter a separate judgnent. See FED. R App. P. 4(a)(7).

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Citing Istre v. Apfel, 208 F.3d 517, 519 (5th G r. 2000),

Met oyer argues that the district court’s remand order is not a
proper remand under sentence four of 42 U S.C. 8§ 405(g). This
case is distinguishable fromlstre. Here, the district court
provi ded two substantive rulings on the ALJ' s deci sion:
determning that a later admnistrative |aw judge (ALJ) erred in
not considering the evidence on which the prior ALJ had based his
decision and that the later ALJ properly had discounted a
vocational expert’s testinony. Thus, the district court’s remand
is proper under sentence four of 42 U S. C 8§ 405(g). <. Istre,
208 F. 3d at 520.

Met oyer al so argues that, because the Comm ssioner did not
appeal the ALJ's May 1999 denial of SSI benefits, that decision,
whi ch made a step-four decision that she could not return to any
of her past relevant work, is final. Therefore, she argues that
the district court’s decision should be reversed and remanded to
the Comm ssioner for a step-five determ nation of whether any
alternate jobs exist in the national econony in which Metoyer
m ght realistically perform Because the district court
correctly found that the Conmm ssioner had not reweighed the facts
upon which the prior determ nation was based, the district
court’s determnation that remand is necessary is correct, and
Met oyer’ s argunent that reversal is mandated fails.

Met oyer al so asserts that the vocational and disability

reports show that she was an advertising supplenent inserter only
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on a part-tinme basis. Thus, she argues that the ALJ's concl usion
that she could return to her past work as an adverti sing

suppl enent inserter is not supported by substantial evidence and
violates Social Security Ruling 96-8p. Metoyer’s argunent is
anot her challenge to the ALJ's step-four determ nation, which the
district court has remanded for reconsideration of Metoyer’s
residual functional capacity and ability to return to past
enploynent. In light of the fact that the ALJ' s step-four

determ nation has been vacated by the district court’s order, her
argunent to this court about the incorrectness of the ALJ' s step-
four determnation is noot. The district court’s judgnment is

AFFI RVED.



