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Proposed Intervenor-Petitioner, the Urban League of Greater Pittsburgh 

(“Urban League”), by and through undersigned counsel, respectfully submits this 

Application for Leave to Intervene as Co-Petitioner, or, in the Alternative to File 

Amicus Brief, pursuant to Pennsylvania Rules of Civil Procedure 2326-2329. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. Urban League is a nonpartisan organization dedicated to promoting 

economic self-reliance, parity and power, and civil rights for African Americans. 

Urban League seeks leave to intervene to assert the interests of its organization, 

constituents, and members with respect to the right to vote in the November 3, 

2020 general election. Urban League seeks to protect the fundamental voting rights 

of its constituents and members and to assert their particular interests in order to 

ensure that its constituents’ and members’ ballots are not rejected for benign, 

signature-related defects, particularly without appropriate notice or an opportunity 

to cure such defects. 

2. The right to vote is fundamental to the democratic process and to the 

future of our democratic republic. The lingering COVID-19 pandemic has 

increased the likelihood that millions of Pennsylvanians will opt to vote – and 

indeed, many already have – via mail-in or absentee ballot, rather than traveling to 

a polling site to vote in person.  The decision to avail oneself of the mail-in or 

absentee option should not create an increased risk that an otherwise properly 
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completed ballot will be arbitrarily discounted or set aside based on a perceived 

signature mismatch by an individual with no applicable expertise.  Discarding the 

ballots of Pennsylvania voters with no opportunity to cure perceived mismatches 

would both infringe on the fundamental right to vote, and compromise the integrity 

of the election, ultimately destroying the confidence of Pennsylvania voters in our 

electoral process.  

3. Urban League is an organization that represents and serves individuals 

whose fundamental right to vote would be impacted by a grant or denial of 

Petitioner’s requested declaratory relief. Among Urban League’s members and/or 

constituents are voters—including seniors, racial minorities, and medically 

vulnerable individuals—who are particularly at risk from the COVID-19 pandemic 

and are likely to vote by mail-in ballot. As eligible registered voters, Urban 

League’s constituents have a cognizable interest in ensuring that their fundamental 

right to vote is not impaired needlessly without notice or an opportunity to cure. 

Accordingly, Urban League is particularly well-suited to advancing and protecting 

the interests of its constituents and their right to vote in the general election, and is 

differently situated than Petitioner, Kathy Boockvar, Secretary of the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

4. Urban League also retains an interest in promoting active participation 

in democracy through voting and has devoted substantial resources toward this 
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goal, including, without limitation, through its “Reclaim the Vote” project. See 

Declaration of Esther Bush, dated October 9, 2020 (“Ex. A”), ¶¶ 2. The relief 

Petitioner seeks, or denial thereof, will impact upon Urban League’s ongoing 

efforts to protect the ability of its members to exercise their fundamental right to 

vote and to do so safely. Accordingly, Urban League is a critical participant in this 

action.  

5. Finally, in addition to its constituents, Urban League is well-situated 

to promote and protect the right of all eligible Pennsylvania voters to cast their 

ballots safely and to have those ballots counted. Urban League, therefore, is 

entitled to intervene under Pa.R.C.P. 2327. As further described herein, Urban 

League could have joined this action as an original party, and the determination of 

the action may affect a legally enforceable interest of the individuals on whose 

behalf Urban League seeks leave to intervene, and because there is no reason to 

deny the petition under Pa.R.C.P. 2329.  

6. Urban League adopts certain of Petitioner’s allegations, as shown in 

the attached [Proposed] Joinder of Urban League of Greater Pittsburgh to 

Application for Invocation of King’s Bench Power to Declare Proper Construction 

of Election Code and Application for Alternative Relief (“Ex. B”), and, as set forth 

herein, makes additional allegations of its own.  
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7. First, should the Court conclude that the Pennsylvania Election Code 

authorizes signature matching by the county boards of elections,1 Urban League 

requests that the Court declare that absentee and mail-in ballots may not be 

rejected due to a signature mismatch without providing each applicable voter (a) 

appropriate notice to each voter whose ballot might be rejected and (b) the 

opportunity to cure any related issues, such that each voter’s vote would be 

counted upon curing such issues.2

8. Urban League further requests a declaration that the Pennsylvania 

Election Code, consistent with the Court’s duty to avoid statutory interpretations 

that raise grave constitutional concerns, does not permit signature verification by 

non-governmental persons as a basis upon which to challenge a voter’s ballot, as 

such challenges by third-party, nongovernmental actors would violate the 

Pennsylvania Constitution’s Free and Equal Elections Clause and its due process 

guarantee.  

1 To be clear, the Urban League’s notice-and-cure claim only arises if the Court disagrees 
with the Secretary’s statutory interpretation. The Urban League notes that the U.S. District Court 
for the Western District of Pennsylvania this weekend came to the same conclusion as the 
Secretary, determining that “[a] plain reading of the Election Code demonstrates that it does not 
impose a signature-comparison requirement for mail-in ballots and applications.” Op. at 94, Trump 
v. Boockvar, No. 20-cv-00966-NR (W.D. Pa. Oct. 10, 2020). 

2 The Urban League seeks intervention because it raises a distinct claim for declaratory 
relief beyond that sought by the Secretary. In the alternative, the Urban League asks this Court to 
treat the accompanying Memorandum of Law as an amicus brief. Attached thereto as Exhibit A is 
the declaration of Esther Bush, chief executive officer of the Urban League, outlining its interest 
and the harm faced by its members should Pennsylvania implement a signature-matching system 
in the absence of notice and cure protections. 
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II. BACKGROUND 

9. Urban League is an organization that serves, represents, and has 

members who are Pennsylvania voters. 

10. Urban League is an affiliate of the National Urban League, a non-

profit corporation. Founded in 1918, Urban League is the largest comprehensive 

social service and civil rights organization in Southwestern Pennsylvania, and has 

approximately 450 members in the greater Pittsburgh area. Urban League’s 

members range in age from their twenties to their nineties. Through vital programs 

in employment, youth, family and child development, housing and self-sufficiency, 

Urban League works to level the playing field for all Americans and to equip 

disadvantaged families to care for themselves. Ex. A ¶ 2. Specifically, Urban 

League, through the National Urban League’s “Reclaim the Vote” project, works 

to educate its members and African Americans in general throughout Southwestern 

Pennsylvania on their rights; register them to vote; and encourage them to vote. Id.  

11. Urban League has previously pursued legal action against 

Pennsylvania officials to achieve these goals, including in a previously filed action 

against Petitioner relating to the issue of signature matching.  In League of Women 

Voters of Pa. v. Kathy Boockvar, et. al., (E.D. Pa 2020), Urban League, along with 

a number of other parties, filed action seeking to require Petitioner to issue 

guidance to local election officials preventing them from rejecting ballots solely 
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due to a perceived signature issue and seeking notice and cure provisions for 

addressing such an issue. During the pendency of those proceedings, Petitioner 

issued official guidance advising all county Boards of Election in Pennsylvania 

that the Pennsylvania Election Code does not authorize the county Boards to set 

aside returned absentee or mail-in ballots based solely on the basis of signature 

matching. See Guidance Concerning Examination of Absentee and Mail-In Ballot 

Return Envelopes, dated as of September 11, 2020 as issued by the Pennsylvania 

Department of State, p. 3.  Following the issuance of the foregoing guidance, 

Urban League, along with its co- plaintiffs in that matter, dismissed the action. 

12. Urban League seeks to intervene in this action to protect its members’ 

and constituents’ fundamental right to vote in the upcoming general election. If 

Petitioner is not successful in convincing this Court to issue its requested 

declaration, then Urban League will be required to divert its limited resources 

away from its regular “Get Out the Vote” efforts towards informing its members 

and community about Pennsylvania’s signature matching requirements and 

preparing them for inevitable issues arising therefrom. See, e.g., Ex. A, ¶ 8. For 

Urban League, expending additional resources to, inter alia, educate its members 

and other voters regarding the risks of potential signature mismatches will 

necessarily divert funds from other efforts important to its mission and the rights of 

its members. Ex. A, ¶ 8. 
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13. While Urban League’s interests are aligned with those of Petitioner, 

the latter represents a state government agency. Urban League is a not-for-profit, 

nonpartisan organization, whose mission focuses on voter access and education, 

specifically in Southwestern Pennsylvania. Urban League seeks this relief, “[t]o 

avoid confusion, to ensure transparency, and, most importantly, to prevent 

qualified voters from being disenfranchised based on arbitrary, standardless, and 

non-statutory grounds . . .”  (App. at 10). Urban League, on behalf of Pennsylvania 

voters, rather than the agency administering the November 2020 election, agrees: 

voters should not be faced with uncertainty as to whether their mail-in ballots were 

counted, particularly during an already disruptive pandemic. Allowing such ballots 

to be discarded for potential signature mismatches, particularly without providing 

notice and the opportunity to cure to such voters, would deprive those voters of 

their fundamental right to vote. 

III. URBAN LEAGUE IS ENTITLED TO INTERVENE 

14. In Pennsylvania, a party is entitled to intervene if they “could have 

joined as an original party in the action or could have been joined therein” or “the 

determination of such action may affect any legally enforceable interest of such 

person whether or not such person may be bound by a judgment in the action.” 

Pa.R.C.P. 2327(3)-(4). The application may be refused only if “(1) the claim or 

defense of the petitioner is not in subordination to and in recognition of the 
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propriety of the action; or (2) the interest of the petitioner is already adequately 

represented; or (3) the petitioner has unduly delayed in making application for 

intervention or the intervention will unduly delay, embarrass or prejudice the trial 

or the adjudication of the rights of the parties.” Pa.R.C.P. 2329. Thus, “a grant of 

intervention is mandatory where the intervenor satisfies one of the four bases set 

forth in Rule No. 2327 unless there exists a basis for refusal under Rule No. 2329.” 

Allegheny Reprod. Health Ctr. v. Pennsylvania Dep’t of Human Servs., 225 A.3d 

902, 908 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2020). 

15. Urban League satisfies each of the four requirements of Pa.R.C.P. 

2327, and there is no basis for denying intervention under Pa.R.C.P. 2329. The 

Court should therefore grant its application to intervene. 

A. The Determination of This Action May Affect a Legally 
Enforceable Interest of Urban League. 

16. Urban League has an interest in the litigation that is “substantial, 

direct, and immediate.” Markham v. Wolf, 136 A.3d 134, 139 (Pa. 2016). 

Specifically, Urban League has a substantial, legally cognizable interest in 

protecting its constituents’ and members’ rights to vote. That right would be at 

significant risk if voters’ ballots could be discarded due to a perceived signature 

mismatch, particularly without providing notice to them or the opportunity for 

them to cure such mismatch.  This is of particular importance in the upcoming 
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election, where the ongoing COVID-19 related health risks posed by voting in 

person.  

17. Urban League expends considerable resources educating its “members 

and African Americans in general throughout Southwestern Pennsylvania on their 

rights, register[ing] them to vote, and [encouraging] them to vote.” Ex. A, ¶ 2. 

Urban League is committed to eliminating barriers to voting and increasing civic 

engagement in communities that traditionally have been disenfranchised. Urban 

League has a concrete, protectable, and substantial interest in ensuring that eligible 

voters’ ballots are counted, that their fundamental right to vote is protected, and 

that such voters maintain confidence in the election process generally. If 

Petitioner’s claim is not successful, Urban League expects to divert significant 

additional resources—including volunteers, time, and substantial available cash — 

away from its regular “Get Out the Vote” effort, and redirecting them toward 

informing its members and community about Pennsylvania’s signature matching 

requirements. Ex. A, ¶ 8. Urban League’s interest is thus cognizable.  

18. Moreover, Urban League has standing on behalf of its members, 

among whom are Pennsylvania voters. See, e.g., Robinson Twp. v. Commonwealth, 

83 A.3d 901, 922 (Pa. 2013) (“[A]n association has standing as representative of 

its members to bring a cause of action even in the absence of injury to itself, if the 
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association alleges that at least one of its members is suffering immediate or 

threatened injury as a result of the action challenged.”). 

B. Urban League’s Interest Is Not Adequately Represented. 

19. The existing parties in the litigation do not adequately represent Urban 

League’s interests because those interests “may diverge” from those of the 

Petitioner or any of the potential Intervenors. Larock v. Sugarloaf Twp. Zoning 

Hearing Bd., 740 A.2d 308, 314 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 1999). Since no party currently 

(or potentially) in the litigation “unequivocally share[s] [Applicants]’ interest[s],” 

the application to intervene should be granted. Id.; see also D. G. A. v. Dep’t of 

Human Servs., No. 1059 C.D. 2018, 2020 WL 283885, at *7 (Pa. Commw. Ct. Jan. 

21, 2020) (reversing denial of petition to intervene in administrative proceeding 

because “the personal interests of [proposed intervenors] in their individual welfare 

could diverge from the more general interest of [a governmental agency] in public 

welfare”). 

20. Urban League meets this standard because neither the Petitioner, nor 

any of the potential partisan Intervenors “unequivocally share” Urban League’s 

interests. Political parties and elected officials do not necessarily share Urban 

League’s interests in protecting the fundamental right to vote among all 

constituencies, and particularly the relevant constituencies in Southwest 

Pennsylvania. Consistent with its organizational missions and goals, Urban League 



11

has interests in ensuring that all eligible voters in Pennsylvanian can effectively 

vote by mail and be ensured that their votes will count, and not be discarded 

without notice or an opportunity to cure signature related deficiencies. Urban 

League will demonstrate that such notice and opportunity to cure is necessary to 

ensure a free and fair election. Pennsylvania voters should not be faced with 

uncertainty as to whether their votes will be discarded due to benign signature 

mismatch issues; should this practice continue, notice to such voters and an 

opportunity for them to cure such signature mismatches would provide voters with 

certainty in the election process and an effective remedy. 

21. Minority voters are at greater risk of disenfranchisement from 

signature mismatch analysis.  See “ACLU Florida: Report on Vote-by-Mail Ballots 

in the 2018 General Election,” by Dr. Daniel A. Smith & Anna Baringer, 

University of Florida, p. 49. A study conducted by the ACLU Florida found that 

Black and Latino voters were more likely to have their ballots rejected.  In the 

2016 general election in Florida, 1.9% of Black voter ballots were rejected, 1.8% 

of Latino voter ballots were rejected, while only 0.7% of non-Latino white voter 

ballots were rejected. Id. at p. 56. Urban League’s mission and organizational 

goals focus on protecting the rights of minority voters in Southwestern 

Pennsylvania, and as such is uniquely situated to address these matters.  
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22. In addition, in August 2020, Urban League was one of the parties to 

commence an action against the Petitioner and other Pennsylvania officials in 

League of Women Voters of Pa. v. Kathy Boockvar, et. al., (E.D. Pa 2020) with 

respect to this very issue.  This action was dismissed following Petitioner’s 

issuance of official guidance advising all county Boards of Election in 

Pennsylvania that the Pennsylvania Election Code does not authorize the county 

Boards of Elections to set aside returned absentee or mail-in ballots based solely on 

perceived signature matching issues. Based on threats to ignore her mandatory 

guidance, and the need for a notification and cure process if the guidance is 

ignored, Petitioner has been compelled to seek the immediate assistance of this 

Court with respect to the very same issues that were believed to have been 

resolved. As an original party to those proceedings, Urban League has a unique 

and invaluable perspective here.   

23. For these reasons, Urban League provides a perspective that the 

Petitioner lacks in representing minority communities particularly affected by 

COVID-19 and seeking broader access to voting (including by use of mail-in 

ballots) as a key mission.  

C. Urban League’s Application Is Timely. 

24. This Application is timely. Petitioner initiated this matter on October 

4, 2020. The Court has not yet provided a response to the Petitioner’s Application 
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for Invocation of King’s Bench Power to Declare Proper Construction of the 

Election Code, nor has the Court issued a ruling on the numerous applications to 

intervene by the numerous other potential Intervenors, each of which was filed on 

October 7, 2020. No hearing before the Court has been scheduled. Urban League’s 

prompt intervention does not delay the timely advancement of the action, prejudice 

the trial or the adjudication of the rights of the parties, or otherwise harm the 

parties. 

IV. RELIEF REQUESTED 

25. Urban League adopts certain of Petitioner’s allegations, and, as set 

forth herein, makes additional allegations of its own. (Ex. B). 

26. First, should the Court conclude that the Pennsylvania Election Code 

authorizes signature matching by the county boards of elections, Urban League 

requests that the Court declare that absentee and mail-in ballots may not be 

rejected due to a signature mismatch without providing each applicable voter (a) 

appropriate notice to each voter whose ballot might be rejected and (b) the 

opportunity to cure any related issues, such that each voter’s vote would be 

counted upon curing such issues.  

27. Urban League further requests a declaration that the Pennsylvania 

Election Code, consistent with the Court’s duty to avoid statutory interpretations 

that raise grave constitutional concerns, does not permit signature verification by 
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non-governmental persons as a basis upon which to challenge a voter’s ballot, as 

such challenges by third-party, nongovernmental actors would violate the 

Pennsylvania Constitution’s Free and Equal Elections Clause and its due process 

guarantee.  

V. CONCLUSION 

28. For the reasons stated above and in the supporting declaration of 

Esther Bush, the Court should grant Urban League’s Application for Leave to 

Intervene or in the Alternative to File Amicus Brief. 
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