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PER CURIAM:*

Norman Cotton, Texas prisoner # 639274, appeals the district

court’s denial of relief on his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 complaint.  His

motion for appointment of counsel on appeal is DENIED.

Cotton contends that the defendants were deliberately

indifferent to his safety because he was assaulted by other inmates

during his incarceration at the Wise County Jail.  He has not

established that the defendants were “aware of facts from which the
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inference could be drawn that a substantial risk of harm exist[ed]”

prior to the assault.  Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S. 825, 837 (1994).

Cotton also has not established that the defendants were

deliberately indifferent to his medical needs before or after the

assault.  He has not established that any delay in treatment

resulted in substantial harm.  See Mendoza v. Lynaugh, 989 F.2d

191, 195 (5th Cir. 1993).  The medical records belie Cotton’s

claims that he was denied medical care after the assault.  The

district court properly considered the medical and jail records in

granting summary judgment in favor of the defendants.  See FED. R.

EVID. 803(4), (6); Mersch v. City of Dallas, 207 F.3d 732, 735 (5th

Cir. 2000); Fraire v. City of Arlington, 957 F.2d 1268, 1273 (5th

Cir. 1992).

Cotton also has not established error arising out of the

district court’s failure to hold a hearing on his claims before the

denial of relief.  See Eason v. Thaler, 14 F.3d 8, 9 (5th Cir.

1994); Plaisance v. Phelps, 845 F.2d 107, 108 (5th Cir. 1988).  The

judgment of the district court is thus AFFIRMED.

AFFIRMED; MOTION FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL DENIED.


