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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia grants Vincent Hopkins’s amended
motion to intervene in the class action challenging the Metropolitan Police Department’s disability-
retirement policy under the ADA and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. The court permits
intervention to pursue individual monetary damages but limits intervention by denying separate claims
for declaratory or injunctive relief. The court concludes that the requirements for permissive
intervention are satisfied and that intervention will not cause undue delay or prejudice.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court considered Vincent Hopkins's amended pro se motion for
permissive intervention under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(b) in
an existing certified class action alleging violations of Title I of the
Americans with Disabilities Act and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation
Act.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Permissive intervention under Rule 24(b) is discretionary. The court
considers whether the applicant has an independent basis for subject-
matter jurisdiction, filed a timely motion, presents a claim or defense
sharing a common question of law or fact with the main action,
satisfies Rule 24(c)'s pleading requirements, and whether intervention
would unduly delay or prejudice adjudication of the original parties'
rights.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Hopkins satisfied the jurisdictional, timeliness, common-question, and pleading requirements
for permissive intervention under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(b)(1) and (c).

2. Whether allowing Hopkins to intervene for individual monetary damages would unduly delay or
prejudice the adjudication of the original parties' rights under Rule 24(b)(3).

3. Whether Hopkins could intervene to pursue declaratory or injunctive relief separate from the certified
Rule 23(b)(2) class.

HOLDINGS

1. Hopkins satisfied Rule 24(b)(1) and (c)'s prerequisites because his ADA and Section 504 claims
presented federal questions, his motion was timely or his one-day delay was excusable, his claims shared
common questions of law or fact with the class action, and he stated the grounds for intervention and
submitted a proposed complaint.

2. Hopkins could permissively intervene to pursue individual monetary damages because adding his
damages claims would not meaningfully delay or prejudice the existing parties, particularly while fact
discovery remained open.

3. Hopkins could not intervene to pursue declaratory or injunctive relief separate from the certified Rule
23(b)(2) class; the court limited his intervention to individual monetary damages.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A nonparty seeking to intervene must ordinarily present: “(1) an independent ground for subject matter
jurisdiction; (2) a timely motion; and (3) a claim or defense that has a question of law or fact in common with
the main action.”” (at 3)

“the “key to the (b)(2) class is ‘the indivisible nature of the injunctive or declaratory remedy warranted—the
notion that the conduct is such that it can be enjoined or declared unlawful only as to all of the class members
or as to none of them.’”” (at 7-8)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The underlying certified class action challenges the Metropolitan Police Department's disability-retirement
policy under the ADA and Section 504. Hopkins served as an MPD officer, contracted COVID-19 after being
placed on sick leave in 2020, developed post-viral COVID syndrome, was referred for disability retirement in
August 2021, and was ultimately disability retired under the challenged policy. He sought to intervene to pursue
individual monetary damages and related relief.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The court previously certified a Rule 23(b)(2) class and subclasses and later required notice to absent class
members concerning their potential individual damages claims. Hopkins timely filed an initial motion to
intervene, which was denied without prejudice because it did not state the grounds for intervention and lacked a
proposed complaint. After receiving leave to amend, Hopkins filed an amended motion and proposed complaint;
the court granted intervention for individual monetary damages but denied intervention to the extent he sought
separate declaratory or injunctive relief.
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