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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OHIO
EASTERN DIVISION

CASE NO.5:11CV1693
LISA HARDEN,

PLAINTIFF, JUDGESARALIOI
VS.
MEMORANDUM OF OPINION &

RHEEM MANUFACTURING CO., ORDER

N N N ) N N N N

DEFENDANT. )
)

Before the Court is a motion for catislation pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P.
42(a) (Doc. 10) filed by glintiff Lisa Harden (“plaintiff’or “Harden”). Plaintiff seeks to
consolidate this matter with two cases rosfore the Court oc€ommon Pleas of Summit
County, Ohio. (Doc. 10 at 1Jhe instant motion was thailgect of discussion at the
Case Management Conference held byGbart on September 21, 2011. At conference,
plaintiff's counsel conceded that Rule 42 slamt permit this Court to consolidate cases
that are not “before the court.”

Indeed, Rule 42 provides thaktiCourt may consolidate “actiohsfore
the court [that] involve a common question of lasv fact [...].” Fed. R. Civ. P. 42(a)
(emphasis added). The two state court actioatghaintiff seeks t@onsolidate with this
suit are not “before this Court,” and therefahe Court lacks aibrity to consolidate
those actions with this on&ee Zhu v. Countrywide Realty Co., Inc., 160 F. Supp. 2d

1210 (D. Kan. 2001) (citing Rule 42(a)) (fededadtrict courts do not have authority to
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consolidate with federal court actions relas¢ate court actions).deordingly, plaintiff's
motion to consolidate BENIED.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

Dated: September 22, 2011 5‘«-—--, O’e-;

HONORABIE SARA LIOI
UNITED STATESDISTRICT JUDGE



