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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 

NEIL ANAND, et al., 
Plaintiffs, 

v. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES, et al., 

Defendants 

Civil Action No. 21-1635 (CKK) 

 
MEMORANDUM OPINION & ORDER 

(August 11, 2022) 

 In this FOIA case, pro se Plaintiffs Neil Anand and Lesly Pompy seek declaratory and 

injunctive relief to compel Defendants U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (“HHS”) 

and Drug Enforcement Administration (“DEA”) to produce records including “data analytics 

algorithms used in the Pill Mill Doctor Project; all reports and work products generated by 

contractor Qlarant Corporation concerning the Pill Mill Doctor Project; statement of work and 

official contract of Qlarant Corporation; all reports from Blue Cross Blue Shield Corporation to 

OIG concerning improper prescribing of opiates by specific physicians and all reports of OIG 

concerning Neil Anand or Institute of Advanced Medicine and Surgery.” See Compl., ECF No. 1. 

Pending before the Court is the [57] Motion to Intervene filed pro se by Howard Adelglass, 

M.D. (“Movant”).1  Movant indicates that, on May 11, 2022, he submitted FOIA requests to the 

DEA and the Department of Justice (“DOJ”).  Mot. at 1.  According to Movant, his request for 

expedited processing of his requests was denied.  Id.  

Under Rule 24(a), a party may seek to intervene “of right” on a timely motion if that party 

claims an interest in the pending litigation “and is so situated that disposing of the action may as a 

 
1 The Court addresses this motion without seeking a response from Defendants, as it concludes such a response is 
unnecessary to the resolution of the motion.   
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practical matter impair or impede the movant’s ability to protect its interest, unless existing parties 

adequately represent that interest.”  Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(a)(2).  Moreover, the party’s interest must 

not be adequately represented by existing parties to the action. See Defenders of Wildlife v. 

Perciasepe, 14 F.3d 1317, 1322–23 (D.C. Cir. 2013).  Movant contends that “[d]isposition by the 

District Court of the present FOIA action in favor of [the government] would impede any ability 

for Intervenor Adelglass to protect his interest in the requested information.”  Mot. at 2.  However, 

to the extent Movant refers to the “information” he requested in a separate FOIA request, it is 

unclear how this argument makes sense; Movant fails to identify any “interest” that he must 

“protect” with respect to this pending FOIA action, nor has he demonstrated how disposition of 

the present action would impede any ability to protect any “interest.”   Intervention in this case is 

not the correct method for Movant to challenge the denial of expedited processing of his own, 

separate FOIA requests that are not at issue in this case.  

Movant also fails to satisfy the requirements for permissive intervention under Rule 24(b), 

pursuant to which the Court “may permit anyone to intervene” who “(A) is given a conditional 

right to intervene by federal statute; or (B) has a claim or defense that shares with the main action 

a common question of law or fact.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 24(b).  Whether or not to allow permissive 

intervention is within the Court’s discretion. See EEOC v. Nat’l Children’s Ctr., Inc., 146 F.3d 

1042, 1046 (D.C. Cir. 1998).  Movant here plainly does not satisfy this standard, citing no federal 

statute providing a conditional right to intervene.  Nor does he appear to have any “claim” or 

“defense” related to the FOIA requests at issue in this action.  His purported “need” for 

“information” related to a separate pending lawsuit is insufficient.  Moreover, based on the present 

posture of this case, permitting Movant to intervene at this time will unduly delay the adjudication 

of the claims at issue in this case, which further weighs against permitting him to intervene. 
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For the reasons set forth above, it is this 11th day of August 2022, ORDERED that the 

[57] Motion to Intervene filed by Howard Adelglass is DENIED.  

The Clerk of Court shall mail a copy of this Order to Movant’s and Plaintiffs’ addresses 

of record. 

SO ORDERED.           /s/      
COLLEEN KOLLAR-KOTELLY 
United States District Judge 
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