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Judge.

BURNS, District Judge.

John Scott appeals the district court's! Order issued Septenber 26,
1995, in which the court upheld the Adm nistrative Law Judge's (ALJ)? fi nal
deci si on denying Scott's application for benefits under the Social Security
Act .

In April 1992, Scott applied for supplenental security incone (SSl)
benefits pursuant to 42 U S.C. 88 1381, et seq. In May 1992,
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Scott also applied for disability insurance benefits pursuant to

42 U.S.C. 88 401, et seq. The Social Security Administration denied
Scott's application initially and upon reconsideration. Scott appeal ed and
was granted a hearing before an ALJ.

On January 18, 1996, the ALJ issued a final decision in which he
found Scott was not disabled within the neaning of the Social Security Act
and, therefore, was not entitled to Social Security benefits. Af ter
evaluating the entire record, including additional nedical evidence
submtted by Scott, the Appeals Council declined review, thus, the AL)'s
deci si on becane the Conmi ssioner's final decision. See Jones v. Chater
86 F.3d 823, 825 (8th Cir. 1996). Scott then sought judicial reviewin
district court pursuant to
42 U.S.C. 88 405(g) and 1383(c)(3).

Scott's appeal was assigned to a magistrate judge® pursuant to 28
US C 8§ 636(b). After a review of the record as a whole, the nmgistrate
judge issued a carefully reasoned 16-page Report and Recommendati on on
August 30, 1995. The magistrate judge concluded substantial evidence
existed to support the ALJ's decision that Scott was not disabled within
the nmeani ng of the Social Security Act and, therefore, was not entitled to
Soci al Security benefits. Scott appealed to the district court.

After the district court independently reviewed the record and
eval uated the evidence, the district court also concluded substanti al
evi dence existed to support the ALJ's final decision to deny Scott the
soci al security benefits he sought. On
Sept enber 26, 1996, the district court issued a four-page Order in which
it adopted the magi strate judge's Report and Recommendation, sunmarized its
reasons for doing so, and added its own analysis. The district court also
entered a judgnent affirning the
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Conmi ssioner's final decision. Scott now appeals the district court's
deci sion and takes his seventh bite of the apple, so to speak

Judicial review by both the district court and the appellate court
is "limted to determ ning whether there is substantial evidence based on
the entire record to support the ALJ's factual findings" and whether the

ALJ' s decision "was based on legal error." dark v. Chater, 75 F.3d at 416
(citing Keller v. Shalala, 26 F.3d 856, 858 (8th Gr. 1994)). See also
Carlock v. Sullivan, 902 F.2d 1341, 1343 (8th CGr. 1990) (citing 42 U S.C
§ 405(g) and Bolton v. Bowen, 814 F.2d 536, 537 (8th Cir. 1987)).
Subst antial evidence neans "such rel evant evidence as a reasonable mnd

nm ght accept as adequate to support a conclusion." dark v. Chater, 75
F.3d at 416 (citing Reed v. Sullivan, 988 F.2d 812, 814 (8th Cir. 1993)).
If we find "it is possible to draw two inconsistent positions fromthe

evi dence and one of those positions represents the agency's findings, we
must affirmthe [agency's] decision.”" Robinson v. Sullivan, 956 F.2d 836,
838 (8th Gr. 1992) (citing Cruse v. Bowen, 867 F.2d 1183, 1184 (8th Cir.
1989)). The focus of our reviewis "not so much on the district court's

ruling as it is on the adm nistrative ruling." Turpin v. Bowen, 813 F.2d
165, 170 (8th Cir. 1987) (citation onmitted).

After carefully reviewi ng and evaluating the record on the whole, we
hol d substantial evidence existed to support the ALJ's final decision and
the district court's judgnent that Scott was not disabled within the
nmeani ng of the Social Security Act and, therefore, was not entitled to
Soci al Security benefits. W also hold the ALJ's final decision was not
based on legal error. W see no need to repeat at length the thoroughly
wel | -reasoned findings and rulings set forth in the Report and
Recomendati on of the magistrate judge and in the Order of the district
court; therefore, we hereby adopt and incorporate sane in support of our
hol di ng. Accordingly, we AFFI RM
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