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PER CURI AM

James G Lawence appeals the district court’s order
granting summary judgnent to Defendants McCann, |berra and Ozi nal
on his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2000) conplaint. Lawence also appeals
the district court’s order dism ssing w thout prejudice his clains
agai nst Defendants Schilling and Broughman-Critzer. W have
reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm substantially on the

reasoning of the district court.” See Lawence v. Terrangi, No.

CA-02-869-2 (E.D. Va. WMar. 12, 2004). We dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and |legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

AFFI RMED

"Wth regard to the district court’s finding that Law ence
nmust denonstrate a significant injury to prevail on his claimthat
Def endants I berra and Ozinal were deliberately indifferent to his
serious nedical needs, we find that such a showing is not always
necessary. See Helling v. MKinney, 509 US 25 (1993).
Regardl ess, we find that Lawence has failed to denonstrate that
Def endants’ conduct was so grossly inconpetent, or shocking to the
conscience, to be considered deliberately indifferent. See
MIltier v. Beorn, 896 F.2d 848, 851 (4th Cr. 1990).
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