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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania considered whether the Pennsylvania Election Code preempted
Philadelphia's ordinance limiting campaign contributions to candidates for municipal office. The court
addressed express, conflict, and field preemption, as well as the scope of Philadelphia's home-rule
authority. The court affirmed the Commonwealth Court's conclusion that the Election Code did not

preempt the ordinance.
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Constitutional law

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Pennsylvania Election Code expressly, by conflict, or by field preemption invalidated

Philadelphia's ordinance limiting campaign contributions to candidates for municipal office.

2. Whether Article VII, Section 6 of the Pennsylvania Constitution required uniform statewide regulation
of campaign contributions and therefore barred Philadelphia's ordinance.

3. Whether Philadelphia's home-rule authority permitted it to enact the campaign-finance ordinance absent

a clear legislative manifestation of preemptive intent.

HOLDINGS

1. The Election Code did not preempt Philadelphia's ordinance because the General Assembly had not
clearly manifested an intent to occupy the field of campaign-contribution regulation or to prohibit local

regulation.

2. The ordinance was not conflict-preempted because the defendants identified no irreconcilable conflict

between the ordinance and any express provision of the Election Code.

3. Article VII, Section 6 did not clearly apply to campaign-contribution limits because it concerns the
procedures, methods, machinery, electors, and voting involved in holding elections, not the regulation of
campaign activity preceding elections.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“absent a clear statement of legislative intent to preempt, state legislation will not generally preempt local
legislation on the same issue.” (at 414)

“Absent a clear legislative manifestation of such an intent, Appellants' preemption arguments must fail.” (at
416)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Philadelphia City Council enacted an ordinance limiting campaign contributions to candidates for municipal
office, initially imposing limits of $1,000 for individuals and $5,000 for political action committees, later
amended to cover additional offices and increase the limits. Michael Nutter sued prospective mayoral candidates
seeking enforcement of the ordinance. The defendants argued that the Pennsylvania Election Code and the

Pennsylvania Constitution preempted local campaign-contribution regulation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Nutter filed a declaratory-judgment and injunction action seeking to enforce Philadelphia's campaign-finance
contribution limits against prospective mayoral candidates. The Court of Common Pleas granted judgment on
the pleadings to the defendants, concluding that the Election Code preempted local campaign regulation. The
Commonwealth Court reversed and upheld Philadelphia's authority to enact the ordinance. The Supreme Court
of Pennsylvania affirmed the Commonwealth Court on the merits; it had previously rejected standing and
mootness challenges by per curiam order.

DISPOSITION

affirmed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Commonwealth Court's order upholding the validity of Philadelphia's campaign-finance ordinance was

affirmed. The case was remanded, and the Supreme Court relinquished jurisdiction.
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