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NORMAN COTTOCN,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
PH L RYAN, Sheriff, Wse County Jail
in his individual and official capacity;
KENNETH STEEL, Deputy, Wse County Jail,
in his individual and official capacity,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:03-CV-583-A

Before DAVIS, SMTH, and DENNIS, Ci rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Nor man Cotton, Texas prisoner # 639274, appeals the district
court’s denial of relief on his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 conplaint. His
nmoti on for appointnment of counsel on appeal is DEN ED

Cotton contends that the defendants were deliberately
indifferent to his safety because he was assaul ted by ot her i nmates
during his incarceration at the Wse County Jail. He has not

establ i shed that the def endants were “aware of facts fromwhich t he

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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i nference coul d be drawn that a substantial risk of harmexist[ed]”

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

Cotton also has not established that the defendants were
deli berately indifferent to his nedical needs before or after the
assaul t. He has not established that any delay in treatnent

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

191, 195 (5th Gr. 1993). The nedical records belie Cotton's
clains that he was denied nedical care after the assault. The
district court properly considered the nedical and jail records in
granting summary judgnent in favor of the defendants. See FED. R

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

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

Cr. 1992).
Cotton also has not established error arising out of the
district court’s failure to hold a hearing on his clains before the

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

1994); Plaisance v. Phel ps, 845 F. 2d 107, 108 (5th Cr. 1988). The

judgnment of the district court is thus AFFI RVED

AFFI RVED; MOTI ON FOR APPO NTMENT OF COUNSEL DEN ED.



