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WILLIAM PASCALE    : 
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REPUBLICAN COMMITTEE OF   : 
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CHESTER HEIGHTS    : 
509 E. 23rd Street     : 
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    Defendants  : JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
__________________________________________: 

 
NOTICE 

 
NOTICE 

You have been sued in court.  If you wish to defend against the claims set forth in the 
following pages, you must take action within twenty (20) days after this complaint and 
notice are served, by entering a written appearance personally or by attorney and filing 
in writing with the court your defenses or objections to the claims set forth against 
you.  You are warned that if you fail to do so the case may proceed without you and a 
judgment may be entered against you by the court without further notice for any 
money claimed in the complaint or for any other claim or relief requested by the 
plaintiff.  You may lose money or property or other rights important to you. 
YOU SHOULD TAKE THIS PAPER TO YOUR LAWYER AT ONCE.  IF YOU DO 
NOT HAVE A LAWYER OR CANNOT AFFORD ONE, GO TO OR TELEPHONE 
THE OFFICE SET FORTH BELOW TO FIND OUT WHERE YOU CAN GET 
LEGAL HELP. 

 
Philadelphia Bar Association 

Lawyer Referral and Information Service 
One Reading Center  

Philadelphia, PA 19107  
Telephone: (215) 238 -1701  

AVISO 
Le han demandado a usted en la corte.  Si usted quiere defenderse de estas demandas 
expuestas en las paginas siguientes, usted tiene veinte (20) dias de plazo al partir de 
la fecha de la demanda y la notificacion.  Hace falta asentar una comparesencia 
escrita o en persona o con un abogado y entregar a la corte en forma escrita sus 
defensas o sus objeciones a las demandas en contra de su persona.  Sea avisado que si 
usted no se defiende, la corte tomara medidas y puede continuar la demanda en 
contra suya sin previo aviso o notificacion.  Ademas, la corte puede decidir a favor 
del demandante y requier que usted cumpla con todas las provisiones de esta 
demanda.  Usted puede perder dinero o sus propiedades u otros derechos importantes 
para usted. 
LLEVE ESTA DEMANDA A UN ABOGADO INMEDIATAMENTE, SI NO 
TIENE ABOGADO O SI NO TIENE EL DINERO SUFICIENTE DE PAGAR TAL 
SERVICIO, VAYA EN PERSONA O LLAME POR TELEFONO A LA OFICINA 
CUYA DIRECCION SE ENCUENTRA ESCRITA ABAJO PARA AVERIGUAR 
DONDE SE PUEDE CONSEGUIR ASISTENCIA LEGAL. 

 
Asociacion De Licenciados De Filadelfia 

SERVICIO De Referencia E Informacion Legal 
One Reading Center 

Filadelfia, Pennsylvania 19107  
Telefono: (215) 238- 1701
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10 Bonnie Lane     : 
Media, PA 19063     : 

: 
RICHARD B. KERNS    : 
509 E. 23rd Street     : 
Chester, PA 19103     : 

 :  
WILLIAM PASCALE    : 
360 Lenni Road     : 
Aston, PA 19104     : 

: 
REPUBLICAN COMMITTEE OF   : 
CHESTER HEIGHTS    : 
7 Bonnie Lane      : 
Media, PA 19063     : 
       : 
And       : 
       : 
COMMITTEE FOR THE FUTURE OF  : 
CHESTER HEIGHTS    : 
509 E. 23rd Street     : 
Chester, PA 19013     : 

: 
    Defendants  : JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
__________________________________________: 

 
COMPLAINT 

 
 Plaintiff, Joy Michelle Fox (“Mrs. Fox”), by and through undersigned counsel, Bochetto 

& Lentz, P.C., hereby files the following Complaint against Defendants Stacey Smith, Drew J. 

Baum, Ginamarie Ellis, Theresa Agostinelli, Steve Cocozza, Ellen Luongo, Steven Luongo, 

Maryann D. Furlong, Richard B. Kerns, William Pascale, Steve Cocozza, the Republican 

Committee of Chester Heights, and the Committee for the Future of Chester Heights 

(collectively “Defendants”), stating as follows in support thereof: 

INTRODUCTION

 This case concerns the deliberate, malicious and defamatory statements published by 

Defendants who were the Republican candidates and committees for local government in Chester 
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Heights, Pennsylvania during the November 2017 general election.  Mrs. Fox stood as the 

Democratic candidate for Mayor.   

 Defendants conducted an unreliable background check on Mrs. Fox through internet 

websites.  The websites used by Defendants prominently display a disclaimer expressly notifying 

users of the site that information discovered is not reliable and that false reports are commonly 

returned for criminal background searches.  

 Through the use of these websites, Defendants found a false result which showed the name 

“Joyce M. Watkins” (Watkins is Mrs. Fox’s maiden name).  The false result indicated that Joyce 

M. Watkins had been criminally charged with bad checks several years in the past.  Mrs. Fox has 

never used the name Joyce and indeed, her birth certificate bears the name “Joy” rather than Joyce.  

Aside from her birth certificate, there were other publicly available documents showing Mrs. Fox’s 

legal name was “Joy” and not “Joyce,” including the official legal documents Mrs. Fox filed to 

appear on the ballot. Importantly, Joyce M. Watkins is a totally different person who is in no way 

related or connected to Mrs. Fox. 

 Defendants proceeded to publish the completely false allegation that Mrs. Fox had a 

criminal background, and therefore she could not be trusted to hold public office.  This false 

allegation was published through the United States Mail, billboards, internet and social media sites.  

Defendants created a website titled www.chfactcheck.com in order to promote the false statements. 

Defendants promoted the website – and the outrageous defamatory statements about Mrs. Fox -- 

through dozens of Facebook postings by individual Defendants and the party controlled Facebook 

page.  When Defendants posted the false results of the background check, they intentionally 

excluded the websites’ disclaimers, which warned false results were common and that the 

information displayed should not be relied on to judge someone’s character.  Defendants also paid 
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for the production and distribution of hundreds of direct mailings which were sent through the 

United States postal service to homes in Mrs. Fox’s community.  

 After the statements were published, Mrs. Fox and others told Defendants on multiple 

occasions that the statements were false and asked Defendants to retract their statements.  Despite 

actual knowledge that the statements were false, Defendants refused to issue a retraction and 

continued to publish and promote the defamatory statements.  

 Mrs. Fox has been harmed by these false statements in that they have depicted her as a 

dishonest criminal, lowered her standing in the estimation of her community and with her peers 

and devastated her personally.  Mrs. Fox is active in her community and works in the real estate 

industry.  Defendants’ actions have permanently damaged Mrs. Fox’s reputation and her ability to 

succeed in her chosen profession.   

I. PARTIES 

 
1. Plaintiff, Joy Fox (“Mrs. Fox”) is an adult individual who may be served at 1524 

Locust Ave, Philadelphia, PA 19102.  

2. Defendant, Stacey Oscar Smith, (“Smith”) is an adult individual who may be 

served at 391 Valleybrook Road, Glen Mills, PA 19342. 

3. Defendant, Drew J. Baum, (“Baum”) is an adult individual who may be served at 

460 Arbor Way, Chester Heights, PA 19017. 

4. Defendant, Ginamarie Ellis, (“Ellis”) is an adult individual who may be served at 

55 Bishop Drive, Aston, PA 19014. 

5. Defendant, Theresa Agostinelli, (“Agostinelli”) is an adult individual who may be 

served at 380 Radford Court, Glen Mills, PA 19342. 
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6. Defendant, Ellen Luongo (“E. Luongo”) is an adult individual who may be served 

at 7 Bonnie Lane, Media, PA 19063. 

7. Defendant, Steven Luongo (“S. Luongo”) is an adult individual who may be 

served at 7 Bonnie Lane, Media, PA 19063. 

8. Defendant, Maryann D. Furlong (“Furlong”) is an adult individual who may be 

served at 10 Bonnie Lane, Media, PA 19063. 

9. Defendant, Richard B. Kerns (“Kerns”) is an adult individual who may be served 

at 509 E. 23rd Street, Chester, PA 19103. 

10. Defendant, William Pascale (“Pascale”) is an adult individual who may be served 

at 360 Lenni Road, Aston, PA 19104. 

11. Defendant, Steve Cocozza, (“Cocozza”) is an adult individual who may be served 

at 54 Bayberry Court, Glen Mills, PA 19342. 

12. Defendant, Republican Committee of Chester Heights (“Republican Committee”) 

is a political committee with a headquarters located at 7 Bonnie Lane, Media, PA 19063.   

13. Defendant, Committee for the Future of Chester Heights, is a political committee 

with an address of 509 E. 23rd Street, Chester, PA 19013. 

14. At all material times hereto, the individual defendants and any others involved 

with publishing the false and defamatory statements about Plaintiff were acting as authorized 

agents of Defendant Republican Committee such that it is vicariously liable for all such unlawful 

conduct.   

15. Defendants make up the Republican Party candidates and committees for the 

2017 political election in Chester Heights, Pennsylvania. 

16. All parties other than Plaintiff are collectively referred to as the “Defendants”.  
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II.   JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

17. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to 42 

Pa.C.S.A. § 931(a) and has personal jurisdiction pursuant to 42 Pa.C.S.A. § 5301, as all 

Defendants are domiciled in Pennsylvania. 

18. Venue is proper in Philadelphia County pursuant to Pa.R.C.P. §§1006(a)(1), 

2156(a), and 2179(a).  Defendants utilized the United States Postal Services’s bulk mailing 

facility to publish and disseminate the defamatory statements.  That bulk mailing facility is solely 

located in Philadelphia County.  Accordingly, the occurrence out of which the defamatory 

statements arose happened in Philadelphia County.  Moreover, the defamatory statements were 

published, read, and understood in Philadelphia County and by multiple residents of Philadelphia 

County. 

III. FACTS 

19. This case concerns the deliberate, malicious defamatory statements made by 

Defendants. 

20. Defendants conspired to unlawfully malign Plaintiff during the November 2017 

election campaign.    

21. As part of the conspiracy they collectively raised money in order to fund false and 

defamatory mail and internet-based literature which attacked Plaintiff for the purpose of 

destroying her reputation. 

22. Included in the efforts that each of the defendants agreed upon was the creation of 

a website www.chfactcheck.com, the production and distribution of bulk political mailers, and a 

coordinated messaging campaign on Facebook.  
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23. Each of the defendants actively participated in one or all of the collective 

activities described above in order to accomplish their unlawful goal of destroying the Plaintiff’s 

reputation.   

24. The Defendants all agreed to falsely claim that Mrs. Fox was a dishonest criminal.   

Joy Fox 

25. Mrs. Fox and her husband Ben have been married since 2005. 

26. They have two children, a ten-year-old son and a seven-year-old girl. 

27. The children followed their mother’s campaign intently including the Defendants’ 

statements throughout their community that their mother was a dishonest criminal.  

28.  Mrs. Fox attended college at Temple University. 

29. In November of 2017, Mrs. Fox stood for election as a candidate for the Mayor of 

Chester Heights, Pennsylvania. 

30. Prior to running for Mayor, Mrs. Fox had been active in her community making 

her known and respected by the people of Chester Heights and the surrounding communities. 

31. She was elected to the Valleybrook Homeowners Association board in 2015 and 

appointed to President in 2017. 

32. Mrs. Fox also held the position of Co-Vice President for Garnet Valley 

Elementary Home and School Association for two years. 

33. She is also a founding board member for Garnet Valley Communities that Care.   

34. Mrs. Fox has been the homeroom parent or class photographer in both of her 

children’s classrooms since 2011. 

35. She is in charge of running Holiday Shop and MLK Week of Service at both of 

her children’s schools as well. 
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36. She also works full time at a realtor’s office as the Operations, Marketing and 

listing Manager and was studying to earn her real estate license. 

37. In her current employment, Mrs. Fox is in direct contact with all of the company’s 

current and potential clients. 

38. Honesty and trust are important for her success as a client contact for the realtor’s 

office.  

39. Real estate was an attractive option as a career choice for Mrs. Fox partially 

because of the vast positive connections she made in her community as well as in the 

surrounding communities.   

40. Mrs. Fox is a model citizen and has never been accused, arrested, charged with or 

convicted of any crime.  

41. In her almost 40 years on earth, she has never been accused of dishonesty, fraud 

or any other financial crimes of any sort. 

42. She ran for office to continue to serve her community and to demonstrate to her 

children the importance of service.  

Defendants Redact and Falsify the Results of a Background Check On Mrs. Fox 

43. As part of their attack on Plaintiffs character, the Defendants performed a 

background check on Mrs. Fox on at least three publicly available background check websites; 

www.app.publicdatacheck.com, www.courtcasefinder.com, and www.instantcheckmate.com.  

44. As described herein, the Defendants posted the partial result of these searches 

online and referenced them in mailers.  

45. These websites are notoriously unreliable as they are merely able to capture 

information that is potentially linked to the subject of a search. 
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46. They are all for profit web searches and none have any official government or law 

enforcement association.  

47. Because similar names and dates of birth often result in false or mistaken 

connections, the background check websites explicitly advise users not to rely on the results and 

to view the results with caution.  

48. The first website the Defendants’ used as part of their attack is 

www.app.publicdatacheck.com (“Public Data”). 

49. Public Data contains an explicit warning to users to view the results of any search 

with “extreme caution.” 

“Criminal Records includes both felony and misdemeanor records as well 
as arrest records. You should not assume that this data provides a complete 
or accurate history of a person’s criminal history. You should use extreme 
caution when interpreting the results of a criminal background search. 
Positive or false matches in criminal searches may not provide 
confirmation of a person’s criminal past.” (See Exhibit “A”) (emphasis 
added). 
 

50. The second website used by the Defendant is www.courtcasefinder.com (“Court 

Case Finder”) 

51. Court Case Finder likewise contains a caution to the user urging “extreme 

caution.” 

“While our Criminal Searches can yield useful information, please use 
extreme caution in interpreting the results of any criminal background 
search.  A positive match does not guarantee the nature or even existence 
of an individual’s criminal record.  Court Case Finder is not responsible 
for explaining or analyzing Criminal Search results.  For assistance in 
interpreting criminal records and other official documents, please contact a 
competent legal professional.” (See Exhibit “B”)  
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52. Finally, the third website www.instantcheckmate.com  (“Instant Checkmate”) also 

has an explicit disclaimer which urges the user to “use the information as a starting point for 

your own due diligence and investigation.” (See Exhibit “C”). 

53. Specifically, Instant Checkmate states that,  

“The criminal record information contained in our reports may not be 100% 
accurate or complete.  This is because the information is pulled from records 
maintained by government agencies and the information contained in those 
records may not be 100% accurate or complete.  Please use this information 
as a starting point for your own due diligence and investigation.” (See 
Exhibit “C”).  

 

54. Defendants apparently searched for “Joy Fox or “Joy M. Fox” of Pennsylvania on 

each website (M is the Plaintiff’s middle initial for Michelle). 

55.  A search for “Joy Fox” or “Joy M. Fox” in Pennsylvania produces a variety of 

results on all three websites.  

56.  A search on Public Data produces results including one for Joy Michelle Fox, the 

Plaintiff, at her current address. 

57. If you then click on the criminal records tab in that first Public Data search result, 

the very first result is again, the Plaintiff.  

58. This first entry in criminal records however is for a non-criminal traffic violation 

and can be associated with the Plaintiff because it correctly identifies her county of residence and 

her date of birth in August 1978.  (See Exhibit “D”).  

59. Defendants however, when they posted the information online, chose to ignore 

this first entry and rely instead on the third entry from the Public Data search which list a 

criminal charge against a Joyce M. Watkins for passing bad checks in Durham, North Carolina.  

(See Exhibit “E”). 
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60. Mrs. Fox’s maiden name is Watkins but she has never been known as Joyce. 

61. Her birth name is “Joy.”  

62. The entries for Joyce M. Watkins also contain no other identifying data that 

would link them to Plaintiff.  

63. Specifically, the entry contains no address associated with the Plaintiff, no date of 

birth and no other data to support the claim that Joyce M. Watkins is Joy M. Fox.  

64. In addition, the fact that the first entry on Public Data was for Joy Fox the 

Plaintiff and it did not contain any reference to anything other than a traffic ticket, makes it clear 

that the 3rd entry is not Joy Fox. 

65. A search on Court Case Finder, does not return the Durham, North Carolina 

“worthless check” charge as a potential match for a search of “Joy Fox” or “Joy M. Fox.”   

66. On the contrary, it expressly states that “no arrest records were found for JOY M 

FOX.” (See Exhibit “F”). 

67. A search on Instant Checkmate expressly notifies the user that certain records are 

“unlikely” to be Joy Michelle Fox, and that matches were based on only “2 or 3 out of 5 data 

points.” (See Exhibit “C”). 

68. The disclaimer further states that,  

“These records most likely DO NOT belong to Joy Michelle Fox based on 
our Criminal Record Matching Logic. These records matched based on first 
name, and last name. The date of birth and middle name were NOT a 
match.” (See Exhibit “C”) (emphasis added). 

69. The Instant Checkmate search expressly states that “[w]e didn’t find any likely 

criminal records for Joy Michelle Fox but we did find some that COULD belong to Joy Michelle 

Fox.” (See Ex. C). 
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70. The Instant Checkmate search also expressly states that the Durham, North 

Carolina “worthless check” is an “unlikely record” and “most likely DO NOT belong to Joy 

Michelle Fox.” (See Ex. C).  

71. Further, Instant Checkmate alerts users that although the records matched based 

on first and last name, “[t]he date of birth and middle name were NOT a match.” (See Ex. C).  

72. Like the Public Data result, the Durham “worthless check” record on Instant 

Checkmate is also for a “Joyce M Watkins,” not Joy Fox, Joy M. Fox, Joy Watkins, or Joy M. 

Watkins.  

73. Therefore, it is painfully obvious that the Defendants knew the search results 

alleging a criminal charge did not apply to Mrs. Fox. 

74. Despite or because of this knowledge they took steps to manipulate the records 

they posted online in order to associate them with the Plaintiff.  

75. Defendants established the website www.chfactcheck.com, in order to promote 

their false claims.  

76. The website contained a link to a page about Mrs. Fox entitled “Background 

checks are important.”  (See Exhibit “G”.)  

77. The website linked to a document that was described as evidence that Mrs. Fox 

was a criminal. (See Exhibit “E”.) 

78. The document to which the website linked was a PDF of selected pages printed 

from all of three of the unreliable background check websites described above (See Exhibit E).  

79. Defendants cherry picked individual pages from each of the search results and 

posted them as proof of the false claim that Joyce M. Watkins was Mrs. Fox and that she had 

been charged with passing bad checks in Durham, North Carolina.  (See Exhibit “E”). 
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80. Prior to posting these false and defamatory statements, Defendants read the 

disclaimer on the background check websites which explicitly stated that the information should 

not be relied upon, viewed with extreme caution and that the records were not for Joy Michelle 

Fox.  

81. Defendants not only willingly ignored these warnings; they either blacked out the 

disclaimer language or excluded it from the pages they posted. (See Exhibit “E”). 

82. As a result, people who viewed Defendants’ website were never told to view it 

with “extreme caution” and not rely on it to judge Mrs. Fox’s character.  

83. Defendants also arranged the documents in such a way to associate the erroneous 

criminal results with Mrs. Fox by posting the first page of the results with her correct name and 

address followed by only the third result from Public Data and the other websites-without the 

warnings indicating it was unlikely to be her (See Exhibit E). 

84. By doing so the Defendants intentionally created the false impression that these 

results came up under the correct name and address for Joy Fox.  

85. Defendants or someone on their behalf also hand wrote in large letters on the PDF 

of the background check that appeared on the website: “Running from or ignoring the law for 11 

years,” which appeared next to an entry that indicated the summons for bad checks had never 

been served. (See Exhibit E). 

86. This handwritten notation added an additional, false accusation -- not only was 

Mrs. Fox a criminal, she was also a fugitive from justice having “run from the law”. 

87. Defendants posted links to their website on their Facebook profiles and other 

social media sites in order to encourage people to review the website and document.  
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88. Defendants also made giant street signs and billboards which they prominently 

displayed throughout the community advertising their defamatory website.  See Exhibit “H”. 

89. In addition to posting the false and defamatory statements on their website, 

Defendants also hired a mail company to produce and disseminate hundreds of political mailers 

that announced in large capital letters “THE FACTS HAVE BEEN PRESENTED THE 

GRADES ARE IN” See Exhibit “I”. 

90. Mrs. Fox’s photo appears next to the letter grade “F” and states she was 

“CRIMINALLY CHARGED FOR PASSING BAD CHECKS” with the “criminally charged” 

language highlighted in red. See Exhibit “I”. 

91. These mailers were delivered to the post office in Philadelphia, located at 7300 

Lindbergh Boulevard, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19153, which is the only location in the 

greater Philadelphia area used for distribution of bulk mailings of political mailers. 

92. Based on their years of experience running political campaigns and using the U.S. 

mail to disseminate information, the Republican Committees and the candidates themselves 

knew that the mailers would be delivered to the post office in Philadelphia where they would be 

sorted and read by numerous personnel working at the Philadelphia location. 

93. In addition to countless employees of the Philadelphia post office who read the 

published mailers, friends of Mrs. Fox who are Philadelphia residents also read the defamatory 

information on the Facebook posts published by the candidates and their committee on their 

social media pages. 

94. By way of limited example, Mrs. Fox’s close friend, Kellie Clark, read 

Defendants’ defamatory statements through Defendants’ Facebook posts while living in 

Philadelphia where she has been a resident for a number of years. 
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Defendants Refuse To Retract Their False Statements and Continue To Knowingly Publish 
the Lies 

 
95. In an effort to persuade Defendants to stop publishing the false claims about her, 

Mrs. Fox took the unusual step of posting her birth certificate on Facebook showing that her 

birth name was “Joy” and that she had never gone by the name “Joyce” which was associated 

with the criminal charges. See Exhibit “J”. 

96. She also told Defendants repeatedly that the information was wrong and that they 

should remove it.  

97. In one message posted on Facebook to the “Chester Heights Republican 

Candidates’ page, Mrs. Fox wrote in part; “I have never been arrested and your posting stating 

otherwise is libel.  Please remove this post immediately.” (See Exhibit “K”.) 

98. Defendants ignored her and continued to defend the false claims as though the 

information was true.  

99. Defendant Ellis responded on Facebook that the post was based on”SIX” 

reporting agencies. See Exhibit “L”. 

100. Describing the for profit websites as “agencies”, was yet another attempt to 

bolster the credibility of information the Defendants knew was unreliable. 

101. Ellis also never shared the unreliability of the reports and never identified the 

three other “agencies” that she referenced in her response.  

102. Mrs. Fox’s friend, Emily Taylor, even posted the warning that appears on Public 

Data indicating users must agree to be “extremely careful” when interpreting data from the site. 

See Exhibit “M”. 
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103. Once again rather than retract the false claims the Defendants went even further in 

their efforts to lie in order to bolster the credibility of their defamatory claims by posting a 

detailed defense of the false claims on the Chester Heights Republican Candidates Facebook 

page;  

“This information has been vetted with multiple background check 

companies. If the criminal history does not belong to this person it’s an 

amazing coincidence that another woman with 

1. The same birthday 
2. The same name (s) 
3. The same high school graduation date 
4. The same addresses in all the same towns 
5. The same names for parents and siblings 
6. The same exact employers at the same times. 
7. The same wedding date to a man with the same name 
Amazing coincidence indeed. “ 
The info on the link on www.chactcheck.com on this topic is heavily 
redacted to protect the privacy of the subject’s family. We have full 
reports from multiple agencies all saying the same thing and they ALL 
reflect the same criminal charge.  

See Exhibit “N”. 
 

104. All of these claims were also knowingly false.  

105. None of the web searches associated the Plaintiff’s name, birthday, high school or 

any of the other items listed with the arrest of Joyce M. Watkins in North Carolina.  

106. In fact, the Instant CheckMate website search makes it clear that the results were 

not associated with Mrs. Fox’s date of birth, or middle name.  

107. Defendants falsely claimed in the same post that they redacted the documents in 

order to protect the Plaintiff’s family. See Exhibit “N”.  

108. Of course, the real reason for the heavy redaction was to conceal facts that would 

have demonstrated the falsity of their claims. 
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109. Despite the overwhelming evidence that their information was false the 

Defendants continued to promote and publicize the defamatory claims about Mrs. Fox. 

110. In response to Mrs. Fox reporting that she had an FBI background check that 

showed no criminal record the Defendants continued to lie in order to bolster their false claims; 

“The FBI background check is irrelevant for the crime reported in NC. It 
only proves there was no arrest. The crime in question is not one that 
would require fingerprints.  
No lies here. 
Facts backed up with data certified by the state that brought the charges 
and by multiple agencies cross referenced repeatedly.” See Exhibit “P”. 

 
111. This was also a lie.  

112. In fact, the record from North Carolina which was obtained by the Plaintiff, has 

no information connecting Joyce M. Watkins to Joy M. Fox because as the Defendants were well 

aware they are different people. See Exhibit “O”. 

113. The results were never “certified by the state” and they did not come from 

“agencies” they came from unreliable websites that advise users NOT to rely on the results.  

114. Defendants maintained their fact checking website complete with their false 

statements until over a month after the November 2017 election had ended. 

115. And even then, they only removed the information after receiving a notice from 

counsel. 

116. As a result of the Defendants’ conduct, Mrs. Fox has sustained irreparable harm 

to her reputation. 

117. Her career has also been irreparably harmed since real estate agents – who are 

often trusted with client escrow funds -- are more successful when they are deemed to be 

trustworthy and Defendants’ statements called Mrs. Fox’s integrity into question. 
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118. Thousands of Mrs. Fox’s fellow citizens have been inundated with mail, digital 

messages and billboards either directly asserting that Mrs. Fox is a criminal or directing them to 

a website that supposedly contains evidence that she is a criminal. 

119. Defendants knew all along that their claims were false. 

120. As noted above they took steps to conceal the disclaimers on the background 

check documents so people that viewed them would not know that it was unreliable information. 

121. Worse still, after Mrs. Fox provided information that any reasonable person 

would have relied on to conclude the statements were false, Defendants continued to promote the 

false statements and defend them as true by telling more lies. 

122. Likewise, even after Defendants knew with certainty their statements were false, 

they left the website in place and continued to promote the defamatory claims about Mrs. Fox. 

123. The Defamatory Statements directly and by implication conveyed the false idea 

that Mrs. Fox is a dishonest person who cannot be trusted. 

124. As a direct result of these false and defamatory statements about Fox, she suffered 

substantial harm including but not limited to: 

a. Receiving medical treatment related to stress, anxiety and depression; 

b. Damage to her ability to earn a living as a realtor because Defendants 

promoted the idea that she was a criminal who could not be trusted; 

c. The destruction of her reputation among her co-workers, friends, clients and 

the community at large. 

125. Defendants took down the website but have refused to take any steps to retract the 

false and Defamatory Statements that were posted online and contained in hundreds of mailers. 
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126. On December 8, 2017, Plaintiff, through counsel, sent a letter to each of the 

Defendants demanding in part that “….you must take immediate steps to mitigate the extreme 

damage resulting from the publication of false and defamatory claims. These actions should 

include a public apology and all steps necessary to scrub the internet of the lies you and your 

organizational allies published.” See a copy of each separate letter attached hereto as Exhibit 

“Q”. 

127. They have refused to issue any public apology and have taken no other steps to 

mitigate the harm suffered by Mrs. Fox.   

128. At a public meeting in January of 2018 a local resident asked Defendant, Ellis: 

“Why haven’t you issued a public apology to Mrs. Joy Fox for the false information 

disseminated about her during the 2017 election?”  

129. Ellis’ reply to this question was: “We only shared information that is publicly 

available. We just brought people’s awareness to it.”  

130. This is of course yet another lie. 

131. The document created by the Defendants from a mish mash of for profit websites 

in no way a reflection of publicly available information. 

132. The publicly available information would indicate to the reader that Mrs. Fox has 

had a traffic ticket and is not a criminal. 

133. It was only after that information was manipulated and redacted by the 

Defendants that the information reflected the false claim that Mrs. Fox is a criminal.  

134. Despite being given the opportunity in a public forum to set the record straight 

neither Ellis nor any of the other defendants who were present made any comment on the 

accuracy of the information they “shared”.  
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135. Despite notice and actual knowledge of the falsity of their claims, Defendants 

continue to imply that the “publicly available” information they posted has some validity and 

they continue to refuse to retract, apologize or take any affirmative steps to set the record 

straight.  

136. As a result, Plaintiff’s reputation continues to be harmed.  

COUNT I 
Defamation 

 
137. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all other paragraphs of the Complaint as 

though set forth fully herein. 

138. The Defamatory Statements, alone or in combination, have defamatory character 

and are per se defamatory for the following reasons, among others: 

a. they ascribe to Plaintiff conduct, character, or a condition that 

adversely reflects upon, and have and will adversely reflect upon, her 

fitness and/or perceived fitness to be in any position of trust including as 

the Mayor of a small community or as a real estate agent/realtor; 

b. they ascribe to Plaintiff acts and failures to act that are improper 

and unlawful and impugn her integrity and blacken her personal and 

professional reputation; 

c. they expose Plaintiff to hatred, contempt, or ridicule, and injure her 

in her business and/or profession; and 

d. they lower Plaintiff in the estimation of the recipients of the 

statements and deter third persons including potential employers, clients 

and co-workers from associating with and/or engaging with her or 

employing her in any capacity.  
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139. Any and all persons who have read or heard, or will read or hear the above 

Defamatory Statements understood, and will understand, the same as having a defamatory 

meaning. 

140. Any and all persons who have learned, or will learn, about the above Defamatory 

Statements from another, understood, and will understand, the same as having defamatory 

meaning. 

141. Any and all persons who have read or heard or will read or hear the above 

Defamatory Statements will understand that the same applies to Plaintiff. 

142. Any and all persons who have learned, or will learn, about the above Defamatory 

Statements from another understood, and will understand, that the same applies to Plaintiff.  

143. The above Defamatory Statements are false. 

144. Defendants knew, when they published the above Defamatory Statements that 

they were false or at a minimum unreliable.  

145. Defendants tried to conceal the unreliability of their statements by blacking out 

disclaimer language indicating that the statements were not to be relied upon and cherry picking 

documents in order to give their false claims the veneer of credibility. 

146. Even after Defendants definitively learned by reviewing the birth certificate of the 

Plaintiff that she was not the person in criminal records and that the statements were false they 

continued to publish the knowingly false allegations.  

147. Defendants delivered and published the Defamatory Statements negligently, with 

actual malice and/or a reckless disregard for the truth of the statements expressed therein.

148. As a direct and proximate result of the delivery and publication of the Defamatory 

Statements, Plaintiff has suffered injury, including, but not limited to: 
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a. they ascribe to Plaintiff conduct, character, or a condition that adversely 

reflects upon, and have and will adversely reflect upon, her fitness and/or 

perceived fitness to be in any position of trust including as the Mayor of a 

small community or as a realtor.  

b. they ascribe to Plaintiff acts and failures to act that are improper and unlawful 

and impugn her integrity and blacken her personal and professional 

reputation; 

c. they expose Plaintiff to hatred, contempt, or ridicule, and injure her in her 

business and/or profession; and 

d. they lower Plaintiff in the estimation of the recipients of the statements and 

deter third persons including potential employers, clients and co-workers from 

associating with and/or engaging with her or employing her in any capacity.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests judgment in her favor against Defendants, jointly and 

severally, in an amount in excess of $50,000 sufficient to fully compensate her, together with 

punitive damages, interest, costs of suit, and such further relief deemed equitable and just.

COUNT II 
False Light 

 
149. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all other paragraphs of the complaint as though 

set forth fully herein. 

150. All of these statements were false and Defendants maliciously disregarded the 

falsity of such statements. 

151. Defendants made these statements with the intent of harming Plaintiff’s reputation 

in the eyes of her peers and members of her community so that Mrs. Fox would be deemed 

dishonest and regarded as a criminal. 
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152. As a direct and proximate cause of said false statements, Mrs. Fox’s reputation 

has been damaged and her earning capacity has been greatly diminished. 

153. The statements were made with the intent that Mrs. Fox’s peers and community 

would receive it in particular. 

154. Defendants intentionally cast Mrs. Fox in a false light by falsely and adamantly 

accusing her of criminal activity. 

155. Defendants’ false statements described above casting Mrs. Fox in a false light 

would be highly offensive to a reasonable person. 

156. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants casting Mrs. Fox in a false light, 

Mrs. Fox has suffered severe and permanent damage as set forth above. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests judgment in her favor against Defendants, jointly and 

severally, in an amount in excess of $50,000 sufficient to fully compensate her, together with 

punitive damages, interest, costs of suit, and such further relief deemed equitable and just. 

COUNT III 
Civil Conspiracy 

 
157. Plaintiff incorporates by reference all other paragraphs of the complaint as though 

set forth fully herein.   

158. All Defendants had a common purpose of unlawfully authoring, publishing, 

promoting, and distributing false and defamatory statements of and concerning Plaintiff.  

159.  As set forth fully above, all Defendants knew or should have known that the 

statements about Plaintiff and the characteristics attributed to Plaintiff were false, and took overt 

acts in furtherance of their common goals and purposes.  
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160. However, in an effort to author, publish, promote, and distribute such false 

defamatory statements Defendants ignored the truth, failed to investigate the truth, and/or 

purposely made false statements about Plaintiff with malice and without legal justification.  

161. All Defendants each benefitted from the publication of the false defamatory 

statements.  

162. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ unlawful acts and conspiracy to 

defame Plaintiff, she has suffered substantial harm and damage to her reputation.     

163. As a further direct and proximate cause of Defendants’ actions, Plaintiff has 

suffered and will continue to suffer severe emotional and psychological harm, as well as lost 

earning capacity in his future professional endeavors.   

164. Defendants’ conduct as described herein was clearly outrageous, shocking, 

intentional, and done with actual malice, justifying punitive damages.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests judgment in her favor against Defendants, jointly and 

severally, in an amount in excess of $50,000 sufficient to fully compensate her, together with 

punitive damages, interest, costs of suit, and such further relief deemed equitable and just.

 

 
 

       BOCHETTO & LENTZ, P.C. 
 
Date: February 15, 2018        

By: _/s/ Bryan R. Lentz______ 
        Bryan R. Lentz, Esquire 
        Attorney for Plaintiff 
 

 
 

A JURY TRIAL OF TWELVE (12) JURORS IS HEREBY DEMANDED 
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