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In this original jurisdiction action, the Republican National Committee
(RNC), and the Republican Party of Pennsylvania (PP) (collectively, Republican
Committee Petitioners),! and David Ball, James D. Bee, Debra A. Biro, Jesse D.
Daniel, Gwendolyn Mae DelLuca, Ross M. Farber, Connor R. Gallagher, Lynn Marie
Kalcevic, Linda S. Kozlovich, Withham P. Kozlovich, Vallerie Siciliano-
Biancaniello, and S. Michael Streil {collectively, Voter Petitioners)? (all collectively
referred to as Petitioners), filed a petition for review directed to this Court’s original
jurisdiction seeking declaratory and injunctive relief (petition for review or petition)

on September 1, 2022, and later a First Amended Petition for Review Directed to

I The National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC) and the National Republican
Congressional Committee (NRCC) voluntarily terminated their claims against all Respondents via
praecipe on January 30,2023. As such, the term “Petitioners” used throughout this opinion does
not include either the NRSC or the NRCC, except where indicated.

2 Voter Petitioners are 12 registered voters who reside in Washington County, Cambria
County, Northampton County, Indiana County, Beaver County, Westmoreland County, Allegheny
County, Fayette County, Delaware County, and Butler County, who regularly vote in both primary
and general elections. (First Amended Petition for Review (AmendedPet.) 44 33-44.) They repeat
that they intend to vote for candidates in all races, including for federal and statewide offices, that
will be on the ballot in the 2022 General Election, notwithstanding that election has since passed.
(Amended Pet. § 45.)



Court’s Original Jurisdiction Seeking Declaratory and Injunctive Relief (Amended
Petition), on February 17, 2023, against Al Schmidt, in his official capacity as
Acting Secretary of the Commonwealth (Acting Secretary),* and Jessica Mathis, in
her official capacity as Director of the Pennsylvania Bureau of Election Services and
Notaries (collectively, Commonwealth Respondents); and the Commonwealth’s 67
County Boards of Elections (County Boards).> In the Amended Petition, Petitioners
again challenge the various County Boards’ actions in developing and implementing
notice and opportunity to cure procedures with respect to absentee and mail-in
ballots that fail to comply with the Pennsylvania Election Code’s (Election Code)°
signature and ballot secrecy requirements. Specifically, Petitioners allege that the

9 e

County Boards’ “practice of conducting these pre-canvass activities” before Election
Day “under the guise of [notice and opportunity to cure] procedures” is in direct
contravention of multiple provisions of the Election Code; the Pennsylvania
Supreme Court’s holding in Pennsylvania Democratic Party v. Boockvar,238 A.3d

345 (Pa. 2020); article I, sectionS and article VII, section 6 of the Pennsylvania

3 On this date, the Court, inter alia, granted Petitioners’ unopposed Application for Leave
to File Amended Petition for Review, and struck as moot the preliminary objections filed to the
original petition for review.

4 By Order dated February 16, 2023, this Court substituted Al Schmidt, in his official
capacity as Acting Secretary of the Commonwealth, as a party respondent for Leigh M. Chapman,
in herofficial capacity as former Acting Secretary of the Commonwealth pursuantto Pennsylvania
Rule of Appellate Procedure 502(c), Pa.R.A.P. 502(c).

> Notwithstanding its apparent omission from the caption, as noted in this Court’s
September 29, 2022 Memorandum Opinion in this case, the Court considers the Washington
County Board of Elections to be a Respondent in this case. See Republican Nat’l Comm. v.
Chapman (Pa. Cmwlth., No. 447 M.D. 2022, filed Sept. 29, 2022) (single-Judge op.) (Ceisler, J.)
(RNC I), slip op. at 3n.2, aff’d by evenly divided court, 284 A.3d 207 (Pa. 2022) (Oct. 21, 2022)
(Pa., No. 100 MAP 2022).

6 Actof June 3, 1937,P.L. 1333, as amended, 25 P.S. §§ 2600-3591.
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Constitution, Pa. Const. art. I, § 5 (free and equal elections clause)’ & art. VII, § 6
(relating to uniformity with respect to laws regulating elections);® and Article I,
Section 4, Clause 1 of the United States Constitution, U.S. Const. art. I, § 4, cl. 1
(Elections Clause).” (First Amended Petition for Review (Amended Pet.) 99 2-14,
17-19.) They seek declarations in these regards under the Declaratory Judgments
Act (DJA),'9 as well as statewide, permanent injunctive relief enjoining the 67
County Boards from implementing such procedures and prohibiting the Acting
Secretary from issuing any guidance as to such procedures in violation of the
Election Code.

Presently before the Court are the Preliminary Objections (POs) of: (1)
Commonwealth Respondents; (2) Bucks County Board of Elections; (3) Bedford,
Carbon, Centre, Columbia, Dauphin, Fayettc, Jefferson, Huntingdon, Indiana,
Lawrence, Lebanon, Northumberland, Snyder, Venango, and York County Boards
of Elections; (4) Chester County Board of Elections; (5) Delaware County Board of
Elections; (6) Montgomery County Board of Elections; (7) Philadelphia County
Board of Elections; (8) the Bemocratic National Committee and the Pennsylvania
Democratic Party (DNC and PDP); and (9) the Democratic Senatorial Campaign

Committee and the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (DSCC and

7 The free and equal elections clause provides: “Elections shall be free and equal; and no
power, civil or military, shall at any time interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of
suffrage.” Pa. Const. art. [, § 5.

8 It provides: “All laws regulating the holding of elections by the citizens, or for the
registration of electors, shall be uniform throughout the State,” with certain exceptions not
applicable to this case. Pa. Const. art. VII, § 6.

9 The Elections Clause provides: “The Times, Places and Manner of holding Elections for
Senators and Representatives, shall be prescribed in each State by the Legislature thereof; but the
Congress may at any time by Law make or alter such Regulations, except as to the Places of
ch[oo]sing Senators.” U.S. Const. art. I, § 4,cl. 1.

1042 Pa.C.S. §§ 7531-7541.



DCCC)!" (all collectively referred to as Respondents, unless otherwise indicated).
Respondents ask the Court to dismiss Petitioners” Amended Petition based on (1)
lack of subject matter jurisdiction; (2) lack of standing (3) laches; and (4) legal
insufficiency and/or failureto state a claim as to all counts.

For the reasons that follow, the Court sustains the POs asserting lack of subject
matter jurisdiction and dismisses as moot the remaining POs.

Background & Procedural History

By way of brief background, Petitioners initially alleged in the petition for
review that several County Boards took it upon themselves to develop and
implement notice and opportunity to cure procedures with respect to absentee and
mail-in ballots that failed to comply with the Eleciron Code’s signature and ballot
secrecy requirements, for the November 8, 2022 General Election and beyond, in
direct contravention of the Election Code’ and the Supreme Court’s holding in
Pennsylvania Democratic Party; and that the County Boards’ cure procedures
usurped the General Assembly’s exclusive legislative authority to adopt cure
procedures and constituted @ violation of the authority granted to the General
Assembly to regulate the manner of federal elections under the Elections Clause.
They requested declarations in those regards, as well as a declaration that the County
Boards may not adopt cure procedures other than as the General Assembly expressly

provided in the Election Code!? and, further, statewide injunctiverelief prohibiting

I The Court permitted the intervention of the DNC and the PDP, and the DSCC and the
DCCC on September 22, 2022.
12 See Section 1308(h) of the Election Code, added by the Act of March 6, 1951, P.L. 3,

which provides:

(h) For those absentee ballots or mail-in ballots for which proof of identification
has not been received or could not be verified:



the 67 County Boards from developing or implementing cure procedures and
directing the Acting Secretary to take no action inconsistent with such injunction
order. '3

Petitioners then filed the Amended Petition upon leave of this Court on
February 17,2023. Also onthat date, this Court set an expedited briefing schedule,
and further directed the parties to file and serve separate briefs addressing the
Supreme Court’srecent decision in Ballv. Chapman, 289 A.3d 1 (Pa. 2023), and the
effect of that decision, if any, on the instant matter. The Court also indicated, among
other things, that followingthe filing of the above briefs, the Court would determine
whether this matter would be argued or decided on the papers.

The Parties have complied with this Court’s February 17, 2023 Order and filed
pleadings and/or POs and comprehensive supporting briefs, as well as briefs

addressing Ball.'* As noted above, Respondents filed nine sets of POs, and eight

(1) Deleted by [the Act of October31,2019, P.L. 552, No. 77 (Act 77), effective
immediately]. ...

(2) If the proof of identification is received and verified prior to the sixth calendar
day following the election, then the county board of elections shall canvass the
absentee ballots and mail-in ballots under this subsection in accordance with
subsection (g)(2).

(3) If an elector fails to provide proof of identification that can be verified by the
county board of elections by the sixth calendar day following the election, then the
absentee ballot or mail-in ballot shall not be counted.

25P.S. § 3146.8(h).

13 In a single-Judge Memorandum Opinion and Order issued on September 29,2022, this
Court denied Petitioners’ separate request for preliminary injunctive relief because Petitioners
failed to meet their heavy burden of proving entitlement to such sweeping relief. On appeal, the
Supreme Court affirmed this Court’s decision on the basis that the Justices were evenly divided
on the question before them. See RNC I, aff’d by evenly divided court, 284 A.3d 207 (Pa. 2022).

14 The following Parties filed briefs addressing the Supreme Court’s decision in Ball:
Berks County; DNC and PDP; Montgomery County; Bedford, Carbon, Centre, Columbia,



Answers, some with New Matter,'® to the Amended Petition. Petitioners filed
responses generally opposing the POs, and an omnibus brief addressing all of the
POs. In light of the Parties’ comprehensive filings, and the proximity of the May
16, 2023 Municipal Primary Election and the County Boards’ distribution of
absentee and mail-in ballots to voters, the Court determined that argument was not
necessary and, by Order dated March 16, 2023, directed that the POs and responses
opposing them would be decided on the papers already filed, without oral argument,

unless otherwise ordered.

Dauphin, Fayette, Jefferson, Huntingdon, Indiana, Lawrerice, Lebanon, Northumberland, Snyder,
Venango, and York Counties (collectively, Bedford County, et al.); Lehigh County; Chester
County; Commonwealth Respondents; Philadelphia County; Bucks County; Petitioners; Delaware
County; Allegheny County; Luzerne County; Paiter County; and DSCC and DCCC.

Lehigh, Bucks, and Delaware Counties join in Montgomery County’s brief. Chester
County joins in Commonwealth Respondents’ and Philadelphia County’s briefs. Allegheny
County joins in all Respondents’ bricts to the extent they address, among other things, lack of
standing.

Berks and Potter Counties take no position on Ball’s applicability to this case, and Bedford
County, et al., Luzerne Courity, and DNC and PDP opine that Ball is not relevant to this case.
DNC and PDP additionally opine that Ball reaffirms the broad authority of County Boards in
administering elections. Aside from Petitioners, the other Respondents observe that Ball is
applicable here with respect to, infer alia, standing and the broad authority of County Boards.

15 Adams, Allegheny (with New Matter), Berks, Lehigh, Luzerne, Northampton (with New
Matter), and Potter Counties filed Answers to the Amended Petition, generally denying the
averments of the Amended Petition. In addition to filing an Answer, Luzerne County filed a
Statement in Lieu of Brief in Support of Answer. Blair County filed a no answer letter, indicating
therein that it will not be filing an answer in this case.

In its New Matter, Allegheny County contends that Petitioners claims are barred by laches
and res judicata, that this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction, and that Petitioners failed to state
a claim upon which relief can be granted and lack standing. (Allegheny Ans. & New Matter 9 1-
5.) Northampton County asserts in its New Matter that Petitioners’ claims are barred by laches
and the applicable statute of limitations, and that Petitioners havefailed to state a claim upon which
relief may be granted and failed to exhaust other remedies available to them. (Northampton Ans.
& New Matter 9 163-66.)



Amended Petition

In their Amended Petition, Petitioners repeat the same background
information regarding Voter Petitioners and Republican Committee Petitioners,
respectively, and the factual circumstances of the case described in this Court’s
September 29, 2022 Memorandum Opinion, which the Court will not repeat here in
its entirety for the sake of brevity. (See Republican Nat’l Comm. v. Chapman (Pa.
Cmwlth., No. 447 M.D. 2022, filed Sept. 29, 2022) (single-Judge op.) (Ceisler, J.)
(RNC 1), slip op. at 11-17, aff’d by evenly divided court, 284 A.3d 207 (Pa. 2022)
(Oct. 21, 2022) (Pa., No. 100 MAP 2022); compare original petition for review
2-12, 13-39, 40-64, 65-80, 82-85, 86-92 (count I), 93-56 (count 1I), 97-103 (count
III), with Amended Pet. 99 2-23,27, 28-52, 53-77,93-104, 111-14, 117-20, 127-33
(Countl), 152-55 (Count III), 156-62 (Count I'V').)

The Court observes, however, that i the Amended Petition, Petitioners add
to their argument from their original petition that the County Boards are prohibited
from developing and implementing notice and cure procedures!® not expressly
created by the General Asserably, now asserting and seeking a declaration under the
DJA that the Boards’ iiplementation of such procedures directly violates the
Election Code’s various pre-canvassing and provisional ballot provisions; that the
furnishing of voters’ personally identifying information to political party
representatives, candidates, and/or special interest groups violates voters’
constitutional right to informational privacy under article I, section 1 of the

Pennsylvania Constitution, Pa. Const. art. I, § 1,!” and Pennsylvania State Education

16 In their Amended Petition, Petitioners now highlight “neotice and cure procedures,” as
opposed to just “cure procedures” mentioned in the original petition for review.

71t provides: “Allmen are born equally free and independent, and have certain inherent
and indefeasible rights, among which are those of enjoying and defending life and liberty, of
acquiring, possessing and protecting property and reputation, and of pursuing their own

7



Association v. Department of Community and Economic Development, 148 A.3d 142
(Pa. 2016); and that the Acting Secretary has issued guidance directing the County
Boards to engage in pre-canvass activities under the guise of making “administrative
determinations” and statements encouraging the Boards to contact voters whose
defective ballots have been cancelled due to errors on the ballots’ outer envelopes
so they may have the opportunity to have their votes count. (See Amended Pet. 4
29,79-92, & 134-35 (Count]I).)

As to the pre-canvass and provisional ballot provisions specifically,
Petitioners newly argue that notice and cure procedures are “inconsistent with law”
under Section 302(f) of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2642(f),'® and directly violate
the Election Code, because “[t]he Election Code tightly constrains what Boards may
do with absentee and mail-in ballots once they receive them.” (Amended. Pet. 9
76, 78.) In this regard, they first assert that absentee and mail-in ballots must be kept
in sealed or locked containers until Election Day under Section 1308(a) of the

Election Code, 25 P.S. § 3146.8a),'” and that County Boards are thus prohibited

happiness.” Pa. Const. art. 1,-{1. Petitioners do not develop this argument in the Amended
Petition.

18 Section 302(f) provides that County Boards have authority “[tJo make and issue such
rules, regulations and instructions, not inconsistent with law, as they may deem necessary for the
guidance of voting machine custodians, elections officers and electors.” 25 P.S. § 2642(f).

19°Section 1308(a) provides:

(a) The county boards of election, upon receipt of official absentee ballots in sealed
official absentee ballot envelopes as provided under this article and mail-in ballots
as in sealed official mail-in ballotenvelopes as providedunder Article XIII-D, shall
safely keep the ballots in sealed or locked containers until they are to be canvassed
by the county board of elections. An absentee ballot, whether issued to a civilian,
military or other voter during the regular or emergency application period, shall be
canvassed in accordance with subsection (g). A mail-in ballot shall be canvassed in
accordance with subsection (g).

25P.S. § 3146.8(a).



from doinganything else with the ballots until Election Day. (/d. 99 79-80.) Second,
they claim that notice and cure procedures are effectively an “inspection . . . of”
absentee and mail-in ballots under the definition of “pre-canvass” in Section
102(q.1) of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2602(q.1);*° however, they highlight that
County Boards cannot begin the pre-canvass of those ballots until 7:00 a.m. on
Election Day under Section 1308(g)(1.1) of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §
3146.8(g)(1.1).2! (Id. 99 81-82.) Third, they argue that the County Boards’ email

20 Section 102(q.1) provides:

(q.1) The word “pre-canvass” shall mean the inspection and opening of all
envelopes containing official absentee ballots or mail-in ballots, the removal of
such ballots from the envelopes and the counting, computing and tallying of the
votesreflected on the ballots. The term does notinclude the recording or publishing
of the votes reflected on the ballots.

25P.S. §2602(q.1) (emphasis added).
21 Section 1308(g)(1.1) provides:

(g)(1)(1) An absentee ballot cast by any absentee elector as defined in section
1301(a), (b), (c), (d), (e}, ), (g) and (h) shall be canvassed in accordance with this
subsection if the batllot is cast, submitted and received in accordance with the
provisions of 25 Pa.C.S. Ch. 35 (relating to uniform military and overseas voters).

(1.1) The county board of elections shall meet no earlier than seven o'clock A.M.
on election day to pre-canvass all ballots received prior to the meeting. A county
board of elections shall provide at least forty-eight hours’ notice of a pre-canvass
meeting by publicly posting a notice of a pre-canvass meeting on its publicly
accessible Internet website. One authorized representative of each candidate in an
election and one representative from each political party shall be permitted to
remain in the room in which the absentee ballots and mail-in ballots are pre-
canvassed. No person observing, attending or participating in a pre-canvass
meeting may disclose the results of any portion of any pre-canvass meeting prior to
the close of the polls.

25P.S. §3146.8(g)(1.1).



and/or intemet notification to voters via the SURE System and others regarding
signature, date, or secrecy envelope defects in absentee or mail-in ballots following
their “inspection” is “inconsistent with law” because Section 1308(g)(1.1)’s
prohibition on nondisclosure of the results of the pre-canvass until the polls close on
Election Day necessarily includes a prohibition on the disclosure of a Board’s
determination that a ballot will not countdue to such a defect. (/d. 44 83-85.) Last,
Petitioners acknowledge that those voters who requested absentee and mail-in
ballots but did not cast them may vote provisionally. (/d. 9§90 n.2 (citing Sections
1306(b)(2)-(3) and 1306-D(b)(2)-(3) of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §§ 3146.6(b)(2)-
(3), 3150.16(b)(2)-(3)).)**> They argue, however, that'the County Boards cannot
encourage voters who improperly cast their absenitee or mail-in ballot to cast a
second vote via provisional ballot, claiming this “cure” essentially requires voters to
make knowingly false statements subiect to the penalty of perjury on their
provisional ballots. (Amended Pet. § 87-92 (citing Sections 1306(b)(1), 1306-
D(b)(1),and 1210(a.4)(2) of the Eiection Code, 25 P.S. §§ 3146.6(b)(1) (providing
that an elector who receives:and votes an absentee ballot “shall not be eligible to
vote at a polling place onelection day”), 3150.16(b)(1) (same with respect to mail-
in ballots), 3050(a.4)(2) (requiring an elector to sign affidavit prior to voting a
provisional ballot)).)

Petitioners also add a new Count Il to the Amended Petition, in which they
request a declaration that the disparate approaches taken by the County Boards with
respect to notice and cure procedures violate the free and equal elections clause (Pa.

Const. art. 1, § 5), the clause requiring uniformity in the laws regulating the holding

22 Section 1306 was added to the Election Code by the Act of March 6, 1951, P.L. 3.
Section 1306-D was added to the Election Code by the Act of October 31,2019, P.L. 552, No. 77
(Act77).
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of elections in the Commonwealth (Pa. Const. art. VII, § 6), and Section 302(g) of
the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2642(g).?* (See AmendedPet. ] 136-51 (CountII).)

Petitioners seek declarations from this Court under the DJA that the County
Boards’ development and implementation of notice and cure procedures violates
Pennsylvanialaw and is prohibited, (Amended Pet. 44/ 127-35 & Wherefore Clause,
pp. 34-35 (Count I) & 99 136-51 & Wherefore Clause, p. 38 (CountIl)); and that the
adoption of such procedures not expressly authorized by the General Assembly for
federal elections violates the Elections Clause of the United States Constitution
(Amended Pet. 99 152-55 & Wherefore Clause, p. 39 (Count III)). They further seek
a statewide, permanent injunction prohibiting the Courity Boards from developing
or implementing notice and cure procedures. (Amended Pet. 49 156-62 & Wherefore
Clause, p. 41 (CountIV).) In addition to theteiief sought in Counts I, II, and IV,
Petitioners request that this Court prohibit the Acting Secretary from issuing
guidance or other statements directing the County Boards to violate provisions of
the Election Code. (Amended Pet. at 34-35 (Count I, Wherefore Clause), 38 (Count
IT, Wherefore Clause), 41 (Count IV, Wherefore Clause).)

Notably, Petitioners further allege that this Court has original jurisdiction over
the Amended Petition under Section 761(a)(1) of the Judicial Code, 42 Pa.C.S. §
761(a)(1), “because this matter is asserted against Commonwealth officials in their
official capacities.” (Amended Pet. 9 28.)

As mentioned above, Commonwealth Respondents and some County Boards

have filed the following POs, asserting that the Amended Petition should be

23 Section 302(g) provides that County Boardshave authority “[t]o instruct election officers
in their duties, calling them together in meeting whenever deemed advisable, and to inspect
systematically and thoroughly the conduct of primaries and elections in the several election
districts of the county to the end that primaries and elections may be honestly, efficiently, and
uniformly conducted.” 25 P.S. § 2642(g).

11



dismissed based on this Court’s lack of subject matter jurisdiction, Petitioners’ lack
of standing, the doctrine of laches, and the legal insufficiency of the Amended
Petition and/or Petitioners’ failure to state a claim as to some or all counts of the
Amended Petition.?*

Standard of Review

In ruling on preliminary objections, the Court accepts as true all well-pleaded
material allegations in the petition forreview and any reasonable inferences that may
be drawn from the averments. Meier v. Maleski, 648 A.2d 595, 600 (Pa. Cmwilth.
1994). This Court, however, is not bound by legal conclusions, unwarranted
inferences from facts, argumentative allegations, of’ expressions of opinion
encompassed in the petition for review. Id. The Court may sustain preliminary
objections only when the law makes clear that the petitioner cannot succeed on the
claim, and the Court must resolve any dotibt in favor of the petitioner. /d. “[The
Court] review][s] preliminary objectiatis in the nature of a demurrer under the above
guidelines and may sustain a demrurrer only when a petitioner has failed to state a
claim for which relief may be granted.” Armstrong Cnty. Mem’l Hosp. v. Dep 't of
Pub. Welfare, 67 A.3d 169, 170 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2013).

Because it is jurisdictional, the Court will first address the POs asserting the

Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction, followed by the other POs, if necessary.

24 Specifically, Delaware County, Commonwealth Respondents, Chester County, and
Philadelphia County demur to the Amended Petition based on lack of subject matter jurisdiction,
lack of standing, and failure to state a claim as to all or various counts of the Amended Petition.

Bucks County and DSCC and DCCC demur to the Amended Petition based on lack of
standing and failure to state a claim. Bucks County additionally asserts, along with Montgomery
County, that laches bars the relief sought in the Amended Petition.

Bedford County, et al. and DNC and PDP demur to the Amended Petition solely based on
failure to state a claim.

12



Subject Matter Jurisdiction

Commonwealth Respondents (PO 1) and some County Boards?® first argue
that this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction?® under Section 761(a)(1) of the
Judicial Code, 42 Pa.C.S. § 761(a)(1), because neither of the Commonwealth
Respondentsis an indispensable partyto this matter; the County Boards are neither
Commonwealth agencies nor part of the Commonwealth government, and, as such,
the County Boards must be suedin theirrespective local court of common pleas; and
the Acting Secretary has only limited powers over the County Boards relating to
elections. (Cmwlth. Resp’ts’ POs 99 33-55 (citing In re Voter Referendum Pet. Filed
Aug. 5, 2008, 981 A.2d 163, 170 (Pa. 2009)), Cmw!th. Resp’ts’ Br. at 14-23;
Delaware POs 99 10-37, Delaware Br. at 3-7 (citing Finan v. Pike Cnty. Conserv.
Dist.,209 A.3d 1108, 111 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2019), and Blount v. Phila. Parking Auth.,
965 A2d 226,231-32 (Pa. 2009)); ChesterPOs 99 37-54, Chester Br. at 12-14; Phila.
POs 99 47-72 (citing Blount), Phila. Br. at 15-20.) Commonwealth Respondents
further assert that Petitioners do not challenge any Department of State (Department)
requirement or statewide practice, and they have not alleged what, if any, type of
action the Acting Secretary might take here if Petitioners’ requested relief is granted.
(Cmwlth. Resp’ts’ POs 9 39-40, 43-46 (citing 4 116 of the Amended Petition);
Chester POs 9| 53; Chester Br. at 16 (notingthe Amended Petition fails to seek any
meaningful relief from either Commonwealth Respondent).) Chester County
additionally highlights an inconsistency in paragraphs 68 and 103 of Petitioners’
Amended Petition, noting that paragraph 103 asserts injunctive reliefis necessary to

stop Commonwealth Respondents from “encouraging” implementation of notice

25 These include: Delaware County (PO 1), Chester County (PO 2), and Philadelphia
County (PO 1).
26 See Pa.R.Civ.P. 1028(a)(1).
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and cure procedures, but that paragraph 68 cites guidance showing Commonwealth
Respondents oppose implementation of notice and cure procedures. (Chester POs
99/48-51; Chester Br. at 15-16.)

Petitioners respond that this Court has subject matter jurisdiction because the
Acting Secretary is an indispensable party, and the County Boards are part of the
Commonwealth government. (Pet’rs’ Omnibus Br. at 16-17.) As support for their
assertion the Acting Secretary is an indispensable party, Petitioners point to the
Acting Secretary’s November 3, 2022 guidance, issued in response to the Supreme
Court’s November 1, 2022 order in Ball,?” regarding the mechanics of absentee and
mail-in voting and the County Boards’ inspection of baliots and whether a right to
cure exists, as well as the former Acting Secretary's recent litigation against three
County Boards in Chapman v. Berks County Board of Elections (Pa. Cmwlth., No.
355 M.D. 2022, filed August 19, 2022),tcgarding whether Boards may exercise
discretion to count absentee and mail-iiz ballots without dates or with incorrect dates.
(Pet’rs’ Omnibus Br. at 17.) Petitioners claim that the Acting Secretary’s guidance
“is precisely the type of inspection included within the definition of ‘pre-canvass’
under the Election Code;which cannot begin until 7:00 a.m. on Election Day”; thus,
according to Petitioners, the Acting Secretary is instructing the County Boards to

directly violate the Election Code. (/d. at 17-18.)*® Petitioners therefore claim that

27 Accordingto Petitioners, the Acting Secretary issued guidance on this date, directing
County Boards to examine all absentee and mail-in ballots to determine if the return envelopes are
signed and dated. (Pet’rs’ Omnibus Br. § 17 (citing Pa. Dep’t of State, Guidance on Undated and
Incorrectly Dated Mail-in and Absentee Ballot Envelopes Based on the Pennsylvania Supreme
Court’s Order in Ball V. Chapman, issued November 1, 2022,
https://www.dos.pa.gov/VotingElections/OtherServicesEvents/Documents/2022-11-03-
Guidance-UndatedBallot.pdf (last visited Mar. 22, 2023).)

28 Further, and notwithstanding that the 2022 General Election has already occurred,
Petitioners again pointto the Acting Secretary’s guidance issued daysbefore thatelection, in which
former Acting Secretary Chapman “encouraged” County Boards to contact voters whose ballots
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this case challenges actions taken by the Acting Secretary, thus making him an
indispensable party. (/d. at 18.) Petitioners do not address in their Amended Petition
or subsequent briefs whether Director Mathis is an indispensable party.

As for the County Boards, Petitioners assert they are not “local authorities”
excluded from the definition of “Commonwealth government,” as they are not
created by political subdivisions. (Pet’rs’ Omnibus Br. at 19.) Rather, the County
Boards are formed by statute, i.e., Section 301(a) of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §
2641(a) (relating to county boards of elections and membership), and, thus, they
constitute a component part of the “Commonwealth government” as that term is
defined under 42 Pa.C.S. § 761. (Id. at 18-19 (pointing to definition of
“Commonwealth government” and specifically “boards” in the definition in 42
Pa.C.S. § 102, and citing In re Nom. Pets. of Griffis, 259 A.3d 542 (Pa. Cmwlth.
2021),%° and Cnty. of Fulton v. Sec. of the Cinwlth., 276 A.3d 846, 861 (Pa. Cmwlth.
2021) (stating that both the Secretary.and County Boards “are government agencies

created by the General Assembly”)).)3°

were cancelled due to defects se that those voters could have the opportunity to have their vote
count. (Pet’rs’ Omnibus Br:at 18 (citing an inactive link to the Department’s website).)

29 Petitioners’ reliance on In re Nomination Petitions of Griffis, 259 A.3d 542 (Pa. Cmwlth.
2021), for the proposition that the 67 County Boards are part of the Commonwealth government
for jurisdictional purposes is misplaced, as the case was properly brought in this Court’s appellate
jurisdiction and involved review of a trial court’s order denyingthe objectors’ petitions to setaside
the nomination petitions of a candidate for office who failed to properly file her statement of
financial interests (SOFI) with the “governingauthority” of a specific county. This Courtheld that
the candidate’s filing of her SOFI with the county elections office satisfied the requirements of the
applicable statute and regulations because the county’s commissioners were the “governing
authority” of thatcounty and the county’s board of elections under the Election Code. In re Griffis,
259 A.3d at 548.

30 Petitioners’ reliance on County of Fulton v. Secretary of the Commonwealth, 276 A.3d
846, 861 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2021), is also misplaced, as it dealt with responsibilities of the Secretary
and the County Boards in relation to election equipment. In that case, this Court noted that it was
not clear whether the Secretary or the County Boards had the responsibility of preventing
tampering with election equipment, but that “[bJoth are government agencies created by the
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In considering this PO, the Court “begin[s] with the undisputed basic principle
that this Court, as any other court, must have subject matter jurisdiction over a
controversy because, without it, any judgment rendered would be void.” Stedman
v. Lancaster Cnty. Bd. of Comm 'rs, 221 A.3d 747,755 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2019) (quoting
Pattersonv. Shelton, 175 A.3d 442, 449 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2017)). “Thus, ‘whenevera
court discoversthat it lacks jurisdiction over the subject matter or a cause of action,

299

it is compelled to dismiss the matter under all circumstances.” Id. (quoting Hughes

v. Pa. State Police, 619 A.2d 390, 393 (Pa. Cwmlth. 1992)). Our Supreme Court
previously set forth the well settled scope and standard of review regarding questions

of subject matter jurisdiction as follows:

Jurisdiction over the subject matter is-conferred solely by the
Constitution and laws of the Commonwealth. The test for whether a
court has subject matter jurisdiction inguires into the competency of the
court to determine controversies ofitiie general class to which the case
presented for consideration belosigs. Thus, as a pure question of law,
the standard of review in deterimining whether a court has subject matter
jurisdiction is de novo andthe scope of review is plenary. Whether a
court has subject matter jurisdiction over an action is a fundamental
issue of law which miay be raised at any time in the course of the
proceedings, including by a reviewing court sua sponte.

Office of Att’y Gen. ex rel. Corbett v. Locust Twp., 968 A.2d 1263, 1268-69 (Pa.
2009).

Relevant here, Section 761(a)(1) of the Judicial Code states that “[t]he
Commonwealth Court shall have original jurisdiction of all civil actions or

proceedings. . . (1) Against the Commonwealth government, including any officer

General Assembly with discrete and separate roles to fulfill toward the end of honest elections in
Pennsylvania” and that “[b]Joth agencies are presumed to act lawfully and reasonably in the
exercise of their statutory duties.” County of Fulton, 276 A.3d at 861. The case is otherwise
irrelevant for purposes of the instant matter, except as indicated below.
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thereof, acting in his official capacity . .. .” 42 Pa.C.S. § 761(a)(1). Section 102 of

the Judicial Code definesthe term “Commonwealth government™ as follows:

“Commonwealth government.” The government of the
Commonwealth, including the courts and other officers or agencies of
the unified judicial system, the General Assembly and its officers and
agencies, the Governor, and the departments, boards, commissions,
authorities and officers and agencies of the Commonwealth, but the
term does not include any political subdivision, municipal or other
local authority, or any officer or agency of any such political
subdivision or local authority.

42 Pa.C.S. § 102 (emphasis added). Although the Acting Secretary and Director
Mathis are each an “officer” of the Commonwealth, “this alone is not sufficient to
establish jurisdiction.” Stedman,221 A.2d at 756 (guoting Pa. Sch. Bds. Ass 'n, Inc.
v. Cmwlth. Ass 'n of Sch. Admins., 696 A.2d 859, 867 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1997), and stating
that “[t]he mere naming . . . of the Commonwealth or its officers in an action does
not conclusively establish this [CJourt’s jurisdiction, and [that] the joinder of such
parties when theyare only tangenitially involved is improper™).

Rather, “for this Coust 1o have original jurisdiction over a suit against the
Commonwealth and ancthier, non-Commonwealth party, the Commonwealth or one
of its officers must be an indispensable party to the action.” Stedman, 221 A.3d at
757 (citations omitted). “A party is indispensable when ‘his or her rights are so
connected with the claims of the litigants that no decree can be made without
impairing those rights.” Stedman,221 A.3d at 757 (quoting Rachel Carson Trails
Conservancy, Inc.v. Dep 't of Conserv. & Nat. Res.,201 A.3d 273,279 (Pa. Cmwilth.
2018)).3! “‘Thus, the main inquiry for determining whethera party is indispensable

31 Section 7540(a) of the DJA further explains the concept of an indispensable party by
providing that “[w]hen declaratory relief is sought, all persons shall be made parties who have or
claim any interest which would be affected by the declaration.” 42 Pa.C.S. § 7540(a).
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involves whether justice can be accomplished in the absence of the party.”

Stedman, 221 A.3d at 758 (quoting Rachel Carson Trails, 201 A.3d at 279). In

32 “the nature of the particular claim and the type of relief

conducting this inquiry,
sought should be considered.” Rachel Carson Trails, 201 A.3d at 279. “A
Commonwealth party may be declared an indispensable party when meaningful
relief cannot conceivably be afforded without the Commonwealth party’s direct
involvement in the action.” Ballroom, LLC v. Cmwlth., 984 A.2d 582, 588 (Pa.
Cmwlth. 2009). Importantly, “‘where a petitioner ‘seeks absolutely no relief” from
the Commonwealth party, and the Commonwealth party’s involvement is only
‘minimal,” we have held that it is not an indispensable party.” Stedman, 221 A.3d
at 758 (quoting Rachel Carson Trails,201 A.3d at280).

With these principles in mind, the Court will evaluate the alleged
indispensability of the Acting Secretary and Director Mathis.

In this case, Petitioners named the Acting Secretary and Director Mathis, in
their official capacities, as Respondents, apparently due to their responsibilities
under the Election Code. Petitioners identify the Acting Secretary’s responsibilities
as including receiving the ieturns of primaries and elections from the County Boards,
the canvassing and computing of the votes cast for candidates, proclaiming the
results of such primaries and elections, and issuing certificates of election to the

successful candidates at such elections. (Amended. Pet. § 50 (citing Sections 201(f)
and 1409 of the Election Code, 25 P.S. §§ 2621(f), 3159).) However, the only

32 This analysis requires an examination of the following four factors: (1) “[d]o absent
parties have a right or interest related to the claim?”; (2) “[i]f so, what is the nature of that right or
interest?”; (3) “[i]s that right or interest essential to the merits of the issue?”’; and (4) “[c]an justice
be afforded without violating the due process rights of absent parties?” Rachel Carson Trails
Conservancy, Inc. v. Dep 't of Conserv. & Nat. Res., 201 A.3d 273, 279 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2018).
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material allegations made against former Acting Secretary Chapman in the Amended

Petition relate to the following:

her position in the Pennsylvania Democratic Party litigation from 2020,
(Amended Pet. 9 58);

her recent guidance that voters will not have the opportunity to correct their
ballots before the election if thereis a problem, (Amended Pet. § 68 (quoting
the Acting Secretary’s guidance that “if there’s a problem with your mail-in
ballot, you won’t have the opportunity to correct it before the election[,]” and

citing https://www.vote.pa.gov/voting-in-pa/pages/mail-and-absentee-

ballot.aspx (last visited Mar. 22, 2023)));

confusingly, her purported failure to take action to stop the County Boards’
unauthorized notice and cure procedures following her involvementas a party
in an unrelated federal case, (Amended Pet. 99 103-04);

the notion that in Counties that-have not implemented cure procedures, the
SURE system, maintained by the Acting Secretary, provides notice via email
to voters that their baliots maynot be counted, (Amended Pet. § 116);

the Acting Secretary’s November 3, 2022 guidance, issued in response to Ball,
directing County Boards to examine all mail-in ballots received to determine
if the return envelopes are signed and dated, which according to Petitioners
directs the Boards to violate the Election Code, (Amended Pet. ] 121-24);
and

former Acting Secretary Chapman’s guidance issued prior to Ball in apparent
response to the Berks County case, but before the November 2022 General
Election, encouraging Boards to contact voters whose ballots have been

cancelled due to defects on the outer envelopes so they can have their votes
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count, which constitutes an endorsement of notice and cure, according to

Petitioners, (Amended Pet. 49 125-26).

Based on these averments, Petitioners request that this Court prohibit the Acting
Secretary from issuing guidance or other statements directing the County Boards to
violate provisions of the Election Code. (See Amended Pet. at 34-35 (Count I,
Wherefore Clause), 38 (Count II, Wherefore Clause), 41 (Count IV, Wherefore
Clause).)

Here, Petitioners have not made any claims implicating the duties and
responsibilities of the Acting Secretary under the Election Code identified in the
Amended Petition, which duties and responsibilities the' Court notes are limited,>*
but rather, Petitioners merely take issue with the various guidance the Acting
Secretary hasissued over the past three years in response to the developing case law
in this area, which does not implicate whatis truly at the heart of this case: some of
the County Boards’ development and implementation of notice and opportunity
to cure procedures. Although the Acting Secretary may have a generalized interest
in issues surrounding the administration of elections in the Commonwealth and the
enfranchisement of voters, generally, the Acting Secretary’s interests in thisregard
are not essential to a determination of whether some County Boards are unlawfully
implementing notice and cure procedures with respect to absentee and mail-in
ballots that are defective under the Election Code. Further, the Acting Secretary
does not have control over the County Boards’ administration of elections, as the
General Assembly conferred such authority solely upon the County Boards, as will
be discussed infra. Compare 25 P.S. § 2642 (outlining County Boards’ extensive

powers and duties over administration and conduct of elections), with 25 P.S. §§

33 See25P.S. §§ 2621, 3159.
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2621 (outlining limited powers and duties of Secretary), 3159 (providing for
Secretary’s duties to tabulate, compute, and canvass retums). That the Acting
Secretary may, in the future, issue guidance or statements on this issue is too
“tangential” and “minimal” of an involvement, and speculative even,** to make him
an indispensable party to thismatter. Because Petitioners could conceivably obtain
meaningful relief with respect to the County Boards’ purportedly unlawful actions
withoutthe Acting Secretary’s involvement in this case, the Acting Secretary is not
an indispensable party.

As for Director Mathis, Petitioners observe she is responsible for overseeing
the Election Services and Voter Registration divisions 6f'the Department, as well as
the Bureau of Election Services and Notaries, which is responsible for planning,
developing, and coordinating the statewide implementation of the Election Code.

(Amended Pet. § 51 (citing https://www.dos.pa.gov/about-us/Pages/Director-

Bureau-of-Elections-and-Notaries.aspx (last visited Mar. 22, 2023)).) Other than

this statement of her duties, Petitioners do not make any claims or request any relief
as to Director Mathis in the Amended Petition. Because noreliefis sought against
Director Mathis, she is rot indispensable to this matter. See Stedman, 221 A.3d at
758.

34 Petitioners have also notidentified any authority whatsoever that would require an order
from this Court at this juncture prohibiting the Acting Secretary from issuing any guidance or
statements on this issue later. The Court cannot predict whether the Acting Secretary will again
issue guidance or any statements regarding notice and cure procedures, and notes that the former
Acting Secretary has most recently issued guidance in response to the Supreme Court’s recent
decision in Ball essentially opposing the implementation ofany notice and cure procedures, which
does not help Petitioners’ case. (See https://www.vote.pa.gov/voting-in-pa/pages/mail-and-
absentee-ballot.aspx (last visited Mar. 22, 2023)).) Presumably, if the Acting Secretary was to
issue any guidance or statements on this issue in the future, the Court opines that he would do so
in accordance with whatever is the controlling case law on the issue at that time.
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Having concluded that neither the Acting Secretary nor Director Mathis are
indispensable parties to this action, the POs in this regard are sustained, and the
Acting Secretary and Director Mathis are dismissed from this action.

The Court must now consider whether it has original jurisdiction over the
remaining Respondents, i.e., the 67 County Boards, or whether original jurisdiction
lies in the respective courts of common pleas. As the Parties suggest, these questions
hinge on whether the County Boards are Commonwealth agencies, as Petitioners
contend, or local agencies that are excluded from the definition of “Commonwealth
government,” as Respondents contend. This Court agrees with Respondents.

As set forth above, this Court has original jurisdiction over all civil actions
brought against the “Commonwealth government.” 42 Pa.C.S. § 761(a)(1).
However, that term does not include any political subdivision, municipal, or other
local authority, or any officer or agency of any such political subdivision or local
authority. 42 Pa.C.S. § 102. The Court must therefore determine whether the
County Boards fall into one of thcse categories.

In Finan, this Court censidered, in the context of an appeal from a trial court
order sustaining a preliniinary objection challenging its jurisdiction, whether the
Pike County Conversation District created pursuant to the Conservation District
Law?® qualified as a local agency or a Commonwealth agency for jurisdictional

purposes. 209 A.3dat 1110. In doing so, this Court recognized that

[t]he type of agency dictates the proper court of original jurisdiction;
for actions against local agencies, the proper court is the county court
of common pleas, whereas actions against Commonwealth agencies are
properly filed in the Commonwealth Court. Blount[, 965 A.2d 226.]
Our analysis for determining the type of agency depends on the purpose
for which we review agency status. [JamesJ. Gory Mech. Contr’g, Inc.

35 Actof May 15, 1945, P.L. 547, as amended, 3 P.S. §§ 849-864.
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v. Phila. Hous. Auth., 855 A.2d 669 (Pa. 2004); T & R Painting Co.,
Inc. v. Phila. Hous. Auth., 353 A.3d 800 (Pa. 1976); Quinn v. Se. Pa.
Transp. Auth. (SEPTA), 659 A.2d 613 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1995).]

Generally, for purposes of jurisdiction, Commonwealth agency status
1s narrowly construed. Gory; see Dep’t of Aging v. Lindberg, . . . 469
A.2d 1012 (Pa. 1983) (construing this Court’s jurisdiction under 42
Pa.C.S. § 761(a)(1) narrowly). When the enabling statute does not
specify the court of original jurisdiction, in analyzing the type of agency
for jurisdictional purposes, “the pivotal factors are whether the entity
[1] operates on a statewide basis and [2] 1s predominantly controlled by
the state.” Gory, 855 A.2d at 677 (emphasis added). We discem
legislative intent to confer jurisdiction on this Court where the entity
acts throughout the state and under state control. /d. By contrast, where
“the entity operates within a single county . . . and is governed in large
part by that county . . . the entity must be characterized as a local agency
and sued in the courts of common pleas.” Id. at 678.

Finan, 209 A.3d at 1111-12 (footnote omitted).” This Court further observed that
Blount, cited above, is “[t]he seminal case in determining agency status for
jurisdiction purposes[.]” Id. at 1114.

In Blount, the Supreme Court analyzed whether the Philadelphia Parking
Authority (PPA) qualified asa Commonwealth agency such that this Court was the
court of original jurisdiction. In so doing, the Supreme Court considered multiple
factors, including the PPA’s functions, reach of operations, and the degree of state
control over finance and governance, and ultimately concluded that the PPA was a
Commonwealth agency, and that jurisdiction in this Court was proper, because the
PPA undertook both state functions and operated outside Philadelphia. See Finan,
209 A.3d at 1114 (discussing Blount); see also Blount, 965 A.2d at 229-34.

Returning to Finan, this Court concluded that the Pike County Conservation
District did not meet the Blount factors for Commonwealth agency status because
the District operates solely within the confines of Pike County, which reach of

authority indicated local agency status addressing issues within a single county;
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implements statewide policies and initiatives and fees, but only in Pike County; is
not controlled by the Commonwealth, as its governing body was not selected by the
Governor or any other Commonwealth agent; and there s little state control over the
District’s budget or finances. Finan,209 A.3dat 1114-15. The Court further noted
that although the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) delegated certain
functions to the District through a delegation agreement, such delegation did not
confer Commonwealth agency status upon the District. /d. Accordingly, absent any
state control or exercise of statewide authority, the Court concluded there was no
basis for deeming the District to be a Commonwealth agency for jurisdictional
purposes. Id. at 1115 (citing Blount; T & R Painting). Moreover, the Court rejected
the District’s proffered third factor for consideration, i.e., that this Court’s
jurisdiction should extend to county conservation districts because they share
implementation and enforcement authority-with two statewide agencies (DEP and
the State Conservation Commission created under the Conservation District Law)
and thus deal with implementation of statewide laws. Id. at 1115.

Considering the Blou#t factors, and Finan, as they relate to the instant matter,
the Court concludes that'the 67 County Boards are local agencies for jurisdictional
purposes. Notably, the Judicial Code does not define what constitutes a local
agency. However, Section 1991 of the Statutory Construction Act of 1972 defines
“political subdivision” as “[a]ny county, city, borough, incorporated town, township,
school district, vocational school district and county institution district.” 1 Pa.C.S.
§ 1991; see Blount, 965 A.2d at 230 (observing, inter alia, the definition of “local
authority” under the rules of statutory construction for purposes of determining
whetherthe PPA was a Commonwealth or local agency). Section 102(b) and (c) of

the Election Code defines “county” as “any county of this Commonwealth” and
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“countyboard” or “board” as “the county board of elections of any county [t Jherein
provided for.” 25P.S. § 102(b), (c).

Importantly, Section 301(a) of the Election Code provides that “[t]here shall
be a county board of elections in and for each county of this Commonwealth,
which shall have jurisdiction over the conduct of primaries and elections in such
county, in accordance with the provisions of thisact.” 25 P.S. § 2641(a) (emphasis
added). Section 301(b) ofthe Election Code further provides that “[1]n each county
of the Commonwealth, the county board of elections shall consist of the county
commissioners of such county ex officio, or any officials or board who are
performing or may perform the duties of the county commissioners....” 25P.S. §
2641(b). Section 302 of the Election Code outlines the powers and duties of the
County Boards, providing that “[t]he county boards of elections, within their
respective counties, shall exercise, in the manner provided by this act, all powers
granted to them by this act, and shall perform all the duties imposed upon them by
this act,” including the 16 powers and duties enumerated in that section. 25 P.S. §
2642 (emphasis added). Inchuded in these powers are those at issue in the instant

matter, namely Section 352(f) and (g), which authorize the County Boards:

(f) To make and issue such rules, regulations and instructions, not
inconsistent with law, as they may deem necessary for the guidance of
voting machine custodians, elections officers and electors.

(g) To instruct election officers in their duties, calling them together in
meeting whenever deemed advisable, and to inspect systematically and
thoroughly the conduct of primaries and elections in the several election
districts of the county to the end that primaries and elections may be
honestly, efficiently, and uniformly conducted.

25 P.S. §§2642(f), (2).
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Section 305(a) of the Election Code further provides that “[t]he county
commissioners or other appropriating authorities of the county shall appropriate
annually, and from timeto time, to the county board of elections of such county, the
funds that shall be necessary for the maintenance and operation of the board and for
the conduct of primaries and elections in such county .. ..” 25 P.S. § 2645(a); see
also Section 305(a)1.-4. of the Election Code, 25 P.S. § 2645(a)l.-4. (providing
additional expenses related to elections for which the Counties are liable).
Conversely, under Section 201 of the Election Code, the Secretary’s powers and
duties are limited, and include different powers than those granted solely to the
County Boardsin Sections 301 and 302. See25P.S. § 2621.

Because these provisions of the Election Code reflect that the County Boards
are local agencies, but do not expressly state the same, the Court must analyze the
legislative intent behind the statute. “In-discerning legislative intent to confer
Commonwealth agency status, courts consider whether conferring jurisdiction on a
particular court would lead to an‘absurd or unreasonable result.” Finan, 209 A.3d
at 1113 (citing 1 Pa.C.S. § 1921). “When the matter involves a local community,
and ‘the issues involved were matters strictly within the concem of a particular
locality rather than a concern of the Commonwealth generally,” then it would be
absurd to conduct the litigation in Harrisburg as opposed to the locality.” Finan,
209 A.3dat 1113 (citing T & R Painting, 353 A.2d at 802 (citation omitted)).

Here, the County Boards do not meet the Blount factors, which means they
are local agencies. First, the General Assembly granted jurisdiction to administer
and conduct primaries and elections solely within the confines of the respective
Counties of the Commonwealth to the County Boards under Section 301(a) of the

Election Code. The County Boards’ authority indicates local agency status because
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it has jurisdiction to administer and conduct elections and primaries within each
respective county, not statewide. Second, the County Boards are not controlled by
the Commonwealth, as the County Boards are governed by the county
commissioners under Section 301(b) of the Election Code, and, under Section 302(f)
and (g), the County Boards are authorized to make rules, regulations, and
instructions necessary for the guidance of, among others, elections officers and
electors and to instruct elections officers in their duties. The Court therefore rejects
Petitioners’ argument that the County Boards are Commonwealth agencies because
they were created by statute; rather, under Blount, it is the degree of Commonwealth
control overthem that is dispositive. Asthe Court observed in County of Fulton, the
Department does not control the County Boards. See County of Fulton,276 A.3d at
861-62 (stating that “[t]he county boards of ciections are not bureaus within the
Department of State subject to management oy the Secretary of the Commonwealth”
and that “[t]hey are separate and stand-alone government agencies”).

Further, the County Boards are funded by the county commissioners or other
appropriating authorities of the county annually under Section 305 of the Election
Code, not by the Departiient or other Commonwealth entity. Thus, although the
subject matter of this litigation implicates elections, both local and statewide,*¢

which are governed by the Election Code,?” all signs point to the County Boards

36 In Finan, this Courtdeclined “to expand this Court’s original jurisdiction to include cases
challenging local implementation of statewide laws in the interest of uniformity. The potential for
conflicting constructions of statewide laws by the county courts of common pleas exists whenever
a statewide law is applied differently by different local agencies.” Finan,209 A.3d at1115-16.

37 This Court has exclusive original jurisdiction in the following election-related matters
only:

(1) Contested nominations and elections of the second class under the . . . [Election

Code.]
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falling under the designation of “political subdivision,” suits against which are
excluded from this Court’s original jurisdiction under Section 761(a)(1) of the
Judicial Code. See also In re Voter Referendum Pet., 981 A.2d at 171 (recognizing
that a county board of elections is a local agency). As aresult, jurisdiction for an
action challenging a County Board’s development and implementation of notice and
cure procedures properly lies in the respective County’s court of common pleas. See
42 Pa.C.S. § 931 (providing that “[e]xcept where exclusive original jurisdiction of
an action or proceeding is by statute or by general rule.. . . vested in another court of
this Commonwealth, the courts of common pleas shall have unlimited original
jurisdiction of all actions and proceedings, including sl actions and proceedings
heretofore cognizable by law or usage in the¢ courts of common pleas”).
Accordingly, because this Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over Petitioners’
claims against the 67 County Boards in the absence of the Acting Secretary and

Director Mathis, the POs in this regard are sustained,*® and the Amended Petition is

e Caiden

ELLEN CEISLER, Judge

dismissed.?’

(2) All matters arising in the Office of the Secretary of the Commonwealth relating
to Statewide office, except nomination and election contests within the jurisdiction
of another tribunal.

42 Pa.C.S. § 764.

3% Given the Court’s disposition, Respondents’ other POs are dismissed as moot.

39 Ordinarily, this Court would transfer the matter to the proper court with original
jurisdiction over the matter. See42Pa.C.S. § 5103(a). However, given the impracticality of doing
so in this case and given the fact that some County Boards may have changed their procedures
since the November 2022 General Election, the Court will not transfer this matter and, instead,
will dismiss the Amended Petition. Should Petitioners wish to file suit in the respective courts of
common pleas where notice and cure procedures are challenged, they may do so.
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IN THE COMMONWEALTH COURTOF PENNSYLVANIA

Republican National Committee;
National Republican Senatorial
Committee; National Republican
Congressional Committee; Republican
Party of Pennsylvania; David Ball;
James D. Bee; Debra A. Biro; Jesse D.
Daniel; Gwendolyn Mae Deluca; Ross
M. Farber; Connor R. Gallagher; Lynn :
Marie Kalcevic; Linda S. Kozlovich;
William P. Kozlovich; Vallerie
Siciliano-Biancaniello; S. Michael
Streib,

Petitioners

v. No.447 M.D. 2022
Al Schmidt, in his official

capacity as Acting Secretary of the
Commonwealth; Jessica Mathis, in

her official capacity as Director of the
Pennsylvania Bureau of Election
Services and Notaries; Adams County
Board of Elections; Allegheny County
Board of Elections; ArmstrongCounty :
Board of Elections; Beaver{County
Board of Elections; Bedfsid County
Board of Elections; Berks County Board:
of Elections; Blair County Board of
Elections; Bradford County Board of
Elections; Bucks County Board of
Elections; Butler County Board of
Elections; Cambria County Board of
Elections; Cameron County Board of
Elections; Carbon County Board of
Elections; Centre County Board of
Elections; Chester County Board of
Elections; Clarion County Board of
Elections; Clearfield County Board of
Elections; Clinton County Board of
Elections; Columbia County Board of
Elections; Crawford County Board of



Elections; Cumberland County Board
of Elections; Dauphin County Board of :
Elections; Delaware County Board of
Elections; Elk County Board of
Elections; Erie County Board of
Elections; Fayette County Board of
Elections; Forest County Board of
Elections; Franklin County Board of
Elections; Fulton County Board of
Elections; Greene County Board of
Elections; Huntingdon County Board

of Elections; Indiana County Board of
Elections; Jefferson County Board of
Elections; Juniata County Board of
Elections; Lackawanna County Board

of Elections; Lancaster County Board

of Elections; Lawrence County Board

of Elections; Lebanon County Board

of Elections; Lehigh County Board of
Elections; Luzerne County Board of
Elections; Lycoming County Board of
Elections; McKean County Board of
Elections; Mercer County Board of
Elections; Mifflin County Board of
Elections; Monroe County Board of
Elections; Montgomery County Board
of Elections; Montour County Board of :
Elections; Northampton{ ounty Board
of Elections; Northumberland County
Board of Elections; Perry County :
Board of Elections; Philadelphia County:
Board of Elections; Pike County Board :
of Elections; Potter County Board of
Elections; Schuylkill County Board of
Elections; Snyder County Board of
Elections; Somerset County Board of
Elections; Sullivan County Board of
Elections; Susquehanna County Board
of Elections; Tioga County Board of
Elections; Union County Board of
Elections; Venango County Board of
Elections; Warren County Board of
Elections; Wayne County Board of



Elections; Westmoreland County Board :
of Elections; Wyoming County Board of:
Elections; and York County Board of

Elections,

Respondents

ORDER

AND NOW, this 23" day of March, 2023, it is hereby ORDERED as follows:

l.

The first Preliminary objection (PO) of Al Schmidt, in his official
capacity as Acting Secretary of the Commonwealth, and Jessica
Mathis, in her official capacity as Director of the Pennsylvania Bureau
of Election Services and Notaries; the first PO of the Delaware County
Board of Elections; the second PO of the Chester County Board of
Elections; and the first PO of the Philadelphia County Board of
Elections, relating to lack of subject matter jurisdiction, are
SUSTAINED.

All remaining PO= are DISMISSED AS MOOT.

Petitioners’ First Amended Petition for Review Directed to Court’s

Original Jurisdiction Seeking Declaratory and Injunctive Relief is

DISMISSED.

ELLEN CEISLER, Judge
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