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PER CURI AM *

Shel ma Wl sh appeals the district court’s judgnent affirmng
the Social Security Comm ssioner’s denial of her application for
Suppl enental Security Incone benefits. WIlsh argues that the
Comm ssi oner used the wong | egal standard to reject her claim
that her anxiety was disabling. This argunent is unavailing.

Qur review of the record shows that the Adm nistrative Law Judge

(ALJ) who considered Wl sh’s application applied the correct

Pursuant to 5THCGR 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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 47.5. 4.
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standard. See Jones v. Bowen, 829 F.2d 524, 527 n.1 (5th Cr.

1987).

Wel sh al so argues that the ALJ erred by not ordering a
consultative examnation in relation to her all eged nental
i npai rment. Again, our review of the record belies this
assertion. Wlsh' s references to her nental inpairnment anmount to
i solated coments that were insufficient to trigger the AL) s

duty to order a consultative exam nation. See Leggett v. Chater,

67 F.3d 558, 566 (5th Cr. 1995). Moreover, she has failed to

establish any prejudice fromthis asserted error. See Brock v.

Chater, 84 F.3d 726, 728 (5th Gr. 1996).

Wl sh’s argunent that the district court erred in concluding
that it could not consider evidence presented to the Appeals
Council likew se |lacks nerit. W need not decide this novel
i ssue because the disputed evidence woul d not change the outcone

of this appeal even if it were considered. See Masterson v.

Barnhart, 309 F.3d 267, 274 n.3 (5th Cr. 2002).

Finally, Welsh's argunent that the ALJ erred by rejecting a
prior classification of her past work lacks nerit. Wl sh has not
shown that the ALJ who considered her current application for
benefits erred by classifying her prior work as a Pantry Goods
Wor ker .

The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RMED



