
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

WESTERN DiSTRICT OF LOUISIANA

ALEXANDRIA DIVISION

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA

-‘Is-

CLECO CORPORATION,et al.

-and-

ARMESTEDFRANXLIN, et al.

-‘Is-

CITY OFALEXANDRIA

CIViL DOCKET NO. 1:05-cv-1121

JUDGE DRELL

MAGISTRATE JUDGEKIRK

CIVIL DOCKET NO. 1:07-cv-1O11

JUDGEDRELL

MAGISTRATE JUDGEKIRK

ORDER

Themotion(Doc.No. 24)to partiallyconsolidatethis casewith DocketNo.

05-1121is DENIED. Thesecasesareatradicallydifferentstagesofdevelopment

andarenotcompatibleforconsolidation.Shouldanysingleissueactuallybecome

acommonissueripefor adjudicationunderthefollowingsectionofthisOrder,the

partiesmayseekfartheractionunderFed.H. Civ. P.42(a)(1).

The additional motion for a protectiveorder containedin Doc. No. 24 is

GRANTED IN PART. Specifically,assumingthatthere~ acompletedsettlement

betweenthe City of AlexandriaandCLECO in Suit No. 05-1121, theCity must
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immediatelycommunicateto theCourtandto counselfor ArmestedFranklinits

proposedneed and/or intentions for contactwith rate payers regardingthe

settlement. Counselfor Franklin,et al. will then havefifteen daysfrom such

noticeto notify theCourtby motion andgoodfaith objectionsto theprocedure.

TheCity mustnot implementtheprocedureuntil the Courtconsidersandniles

ontheproposedprocedure.

Themotionto certify ackssin thiscase(Doc.No. 22)is presentlyDENIED

aspremature,pendingthedeterminationsetforth in theprevioussectionof this

Order. SeeFed.R. Civ. P. 23(d)(1)(A).

SIGNEDon this /~c~~&ty ofMarch, 2009, at Alexandria,Louisiana.

DEE D. DRELL
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE
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