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Hel en Lirl ey appeals the affirmance of the Conm ssioner’s
deni al of her application for disability insurance benefits. See
42 U.S.C. § 405. Lirley argues that the district court exceeded
its authority because it nmade its own fact finding that
substanti al evidence supported the determ nation of the
Adm ni strative Law Judge (ALJ) that jobs that Lirley could
performexisted in significant nunbers in the national econony.

A common-sense reading of the ALJ’s findings, however, is that

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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the ALJ determ ned that a significant nunber of inspector jobs,
as well as a significant nunber of surveillance system nonitor
j obs, exist in the national econony.

Lirley al so argues that the Conm ssioner failed to neet her
burden of proof because evidence that a cumul ative nunber of | obs
exist in the national econony establishes neither the nunber of
jobs existing in the claimant’s regi on nor the nunber of
geographic |l ocations where the jobs exist. Under 42 U S. C
8§ 423(d)(2)(A) and 20 C.F. R 8§ 404.1566, work exists in
significant nunbers in the national econony if it exists in
significant nunbers in either the region where the claimant |ives
or in other regions of the country. In |light of the vocational
expert’s testinony that Lirley could performthe job of
surveill ance system nonitor and that 50,000 such jobs exist in
t he national econony, substantial evidence supports the
Comm ssioner’s finding that Lirley is not entitled to Soci al

Security disability benefits. See Ripley v. Chater, 67 F.3d 552,

555 (5th Gir. 1995).

AFFI RVED.



