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PER CURIAM: 
 

Lawrence Thompson appeals the district court’s 

judgment order granting summary judgment to the Defendants and 

denying relief on his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (2006) complaint.  We 

have reviewed the record and find no reversible error. 

  We review a district court’s order granting summary 

judgment de novo.  Jennings v. University of N.C., 482 F.3d 686, 

694 (4th Cir. 2007).  “At the summary judgment stage, facts must 

be viewed in the light most favorable to the nonmoving party 

only if there is a ‘genuine’ dispute as to those facts.”  

Scott v. Harris, 550 U.S. 372, 380 (2007) (quoting Fed. R. Civ. 

P. 56(c)).  Summary judgment “should be rendered if the 

pleadings, the discovery and disclosure materials on file, and 

any affidavits show that there is no genuine issue as to any 

material fact and that the movant is entitled to judgment as a 

matter of law.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c).  The relevant inquiry in 

a summary judgment analysis is “whether the evidence presents a 

sufficient disagreement to require submission to a jury or 

whether it is so one-sided that one party must prevail as a 

matter of law.”  Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 

251-52 (1986).  An otherwise properly supported motion for 

summary judgment will not be defeated by the existence of some 

factual dispute; rather, only disputes over facts that might 

affect the outcome of the suit under the governing law will 
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properly preclude the entry of summary judgment.  Id. at 248.  

Indeed, to withstand a motion for summary judgment, the non-

moving party must produce competent evidence sufficient to 

reveal the existence of a genuine issue of material fact for 

trial.  Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(e)(2); see Thompson v. Potomac Elec. 

Power Co., 312 F.3d 645, 649 (4th Cir. 2002) (“Conclusory or 

speculative allegations do not suffice, nor does a mere 

scintilla of evidence” in support of the non-moving party’s 

case.) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted). 

  We find Thompson failed to show a genuine issue of 

material fact that would affect the outcome of his complaint 

under the governing law.  He failed to show Davis’ conduct was 

anything more than negligent.  See Beck v. Wilson, 377 F.3d 884, 

890 (8th Cir. 2004).  He also failed to show that those 

attending to his medical needs exercised anything other than 

their professional judgment.  See Patten v. Nichols, 274 F.3d 

829, 838-39 (4th Cir. 2001).   

  Accordingly, we affirm.  We dispense with oral 

argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately 

presented in the materials before the court and argument would 

not aid the decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 


