United States Court of Appeals

Fifth Circuit
FILED
IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH CIRCUI T July 23, 2007

Charles R. Fulbruge llI
Clerk

No. 06-20061
Summary Cal endar

CHRI STI NE E REULE,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
vVer sus

SHERWOOD VALLEY | COUNCIL OF CO OMNERS | NC.; WAYNE MJRRAY;
PROPERTY MASTERS | NC.; JACK KENNEY; COLONY | NSURANCE CO. ;
LAVWRENCE WEST; JOHNSON, SPALDI NG DOYLE, WEST, & TRENT,

Regi stered Limted Liability Partnership; AVMANDA FLANAGAN;
HAYS, MCCONN, RI CE AND PI CKERI NG JOHN STANLEY; SHI RLEY
AUSTI N, M CKY SPEARS; MASC AUSTI N PROPERTIES INC., a Texas
Cor poration; ELI ZABETH ZERMENO, JUDGE W LLI AM T. BURKE; DCE
ATTORNEYS 1-50; DOE LAW FI RM5S 1-50; DCES 1-50; LAWRENCE
TRENT,

Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:05-CVv-3197

Before KING DAVIS, and CLEMENT, C rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Christine E. Reule, a resident of Houston, Texas, appeals
the denial of her FED. R Qv. P. 60(b) notion, in which she
sought relief fromthe dism ssal of her pro se conplaint, filed
under the Federal Housing Act (FHA), the Americans with

Disabilities Act (ADA), federal civil rights statutes, the Equal

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Protection O ause, and the Texas Deceptive Trade Practices and
Consuner Protection Act, for failure to state a claim Reule
fails to denonstrate an extraordinary circunstance that woul d
warrant Rule 60(b) relief fromthe district court’s dismssal of

her cl ai ns. See overnnent Fin. Servs. One Ltd. Partnership v.

Peyton Place, Inc., 62 F.3d 767, 774 (5th Cr. 1995).

Reul e has abandoned any argunent that the district court
erred when it dism ssed Judge Burke based on judicial imunity

by failing to brief that issue. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d

222, 224-25 (5th CGr. 1993). Reule’s conspiracy clai magainst
the private defendants fails because her assertions about an
agreenent anong Judge Burke and the private defendants is

concl usi onal . See Priester v. Lowndes County, 354 F.3d 414, 420

(5th Gr. 2004). A though Reule seeks the appointnment of counsel
to renedy the conclusory nature of her conspiracy clainms, she is

not so entitled. See Cupit v. Jones, 835 F.2d 82, 86 (5th G

1987) .
Reul e’ s cl ai ns under 88 3604 and 3617 of the FHA fai
because they go to the habitability of her condom ni um and not

the availability of housing. See Cox v. City of Dallas, 430 F.3d

734, 741 (5th Gr. 2005); Halprin v. Praire Hones of Dearborn

Park, 388 F.3d 327 (7th Cr. 2004). Her clains under the ADA
fail because she fails to denonstrate that any of the defendants
are public entities or that any of them owned or operated a pl ace

of public accomopdation. See 42 U . S.C. § 12131, § 12182(a).
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Reul e’ s equal protection claimfails because her assertions do
not inplicate treatnent by the defendants of simlarly situated

i ndividuals. See Mihammad v. Lynaugh, 966 F.2d 901, 903 (5th

Cr. 1992). Reule has abandoned any argunent that the district

court erred when it dism ssed her clains under Texas | aw by

failing to brief that issue. See Yohey, 985 F.2d at 224-25.
The district court’s denial of Rule 60(b) relief is

AFFI RMED; Reul e’s notion for the appointnment of counsel is

DENI ED.



