
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT, THIRTEENTH 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT, IN AND FOR 
HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 
      CASE NUMBER:  20-CA-006289 

          
DONNA L. PETTIS, an individual,  
LYNDA L. SANCHEZ, an individual, 
GALE L. RATHBONE, an individual and 
ANNE MCQUEEN, an individual, 
 
  Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
CAROLE BASKIN, an individual,  
SUSAN BRADSHAW, an individual, 
KENNETH WAYNE FARR, an individual, 
HOWARD BASKIN, an individual,  
BIG CAT RESCUE CORP., a Florida corporation  
d/b/a “BIG CAT RESCUE,” and 
BIG CAT RESCUE AND SANCTUARY  
a Florida corporation d/b/a “BIG CAT RESCUE,” 
 
  Defendants. 
________________________________________________/  
 

AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR A PURE BILL OF DISCOVERY 
AND 

PLAINTIFF ANNE MCQUEEN’S COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
 

COME NOW, Plaintiffs DONNA L. PETTIS, LYNDA L. SANCHEZ, GALE L. 

RATHBONE, and ANNE MCQUEEN, by and through their undersigned counsel, and bring this 

equitable action to determine the identities of proper party defendant(s), the appropriate legal 

theories for relief and whether (and to what extent) a complaint for damages is warranted, as well 

as to ensure evidence is preserved.1 It is filed against the Defendants Carol Baskin, Susan 

                                                 
1. 1 Plaintiffs are utilizing Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.190, entitled, “Amended and Supplemental 

Pleadings,” to amend their Complaint in light of the lack of responsive pleadings. It states, “(a) Amendments. A party may amend 

a pleading once as a matter of course at any time before a responsive pleading is served.” Given Plaintiffs have only received two 

Motions to Dismiss and one non-compliant, legally insufficient submission, same does not require leave.  
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Bradshaw, Kenneth Wayne Farr, Howard Baskin, Big Cat Rescue Corp., a Florida corporation and 

doing business as “Big Cat Rescue,” and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary, a Florida corporation and 

doing business as “Big Cat Rescue.”  

Additionally, Plaintiff ANNE MCQUEEN hereby brings an action for damages against 

Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Big Cat Rescue Corp, a Florida corporation and doing business as 

“Big Cat Rescue,” and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary, a Florida corporation and doing business as 

“Big Cat Rescue.” In support of equity and damages, Plaintiffs allege: 

JURISDICTIONAL ALLEGATIONS 

1. This Complaint is a pure bill of discovery and for damages as alleged herein. 

2. The basis for the Court’s jurisdiction lies in both equity and damages. For 

jurisdictional purposes, Plaintiffs allege that the damages action is well in excess of the minimum 

amount required for jurisdiction of this court of thirty thousand dollars ($30,000.00), exclusive of 

interest, costs, and attorneys’ fees.  

3. At all times material hereto, Plaintiff Donna L. Pettis was a natural person and 

resident of Pasco County, Florida and daughter of Jack Don Lewis.  Plaintiff Donna L. Pettis is an 

actual party at interest herein and is not merely a witness or third party.  

4. At all times material hereto, Plaintiff Lynda L. Sanchez was a natural person and 

resident of Sumter County, Florida and daughter of Jack Don Lewis.  Plaintiff Lynda L. Sanchez 

is an actual party at interest herein and is not merely a witness or third party.  

5. At all times material hereto, Plaintiff Gale L. Rathbone was a natural person and 

resident of Pasco County, Florida and daughter of Jack Don Lewis.  Plaintiff Gale L. Rathbone is 

an actual party at interest herein and is not merely a witness or third party.  
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6. At all times material hereto, Plaintiff Anne McQueen was a natural person and 

resident of Hillsborough County, Florida.  Plaintiff Anne McQueen is an actual party at interest 

herein and is not merely a witness or third party.  

7.  At all times material hereto, Defendant Carole Baskin was a natural person and 

resident of Hillsborough County, Florida. Venue is proper in this county since Defendant Carole 

Baskin resides there and since the causes of action under investigation and/or at issue arose therein.  

8. At all times material hereto, Defendant Susan Bradshaw was a natural person and 

resident of Hillsborough County, Florida. Venue is proper in this county since Defendant Susan 

Bradshaw resides there and since the causes of action under investigation and/or at issue arose 

therein.  

9. At all times material hereto, Defendant Kenneth Wayne Farr was a natural person 

and resident of Hillsborough County, Florida. Venue is proper in this county since Defendant, 

Kenneth Wayne Farr resided there at the time of the cause of action and since the causes of action 

under investigation and/or at issue arose therein. 

10. At all material times hereto, Defendant Howard Baskin was a natural person and 

resident of Hillsborough County, Florida. Venue is proper in this county since Defendant Howard 

Baskin resides there and since the causes of action under investigation and/or at issue arose therein. 

11. Big Cat Rescue Corp. is a Florida corporation and doing business as “Big Cat 

Rescue” in Hillsborough County, Florida. It has published statements on websites as well as in 

print, which have been distributed in Hillsborough County, Florida and all over the world. 

12. Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary, is a Florida corporation and doing business as “Big 

Cat Rescue” in Hillsborough County, Florida. It has published statements on websites as well as 

in print, which have been distributed in Hillsborough County, Florida and all over the world. 
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13. Venue is proper in Hillsborough County, Florida since the causes of action under 

investigation and/or at issue arose in Tampa, Hillsborough County, Florida. 

RELEVANT FACTUAL BACKGROUND  

14. Plaintiffs would not normally allege this much detail, but as the Defendants’ 

Motions to Dismiss allege lack of information and a pure bill for discovery is requested, Plaintiffs 

outline an overview of the solvable conflicts herein which will reveal what claims, if any, are 

warranted, timely and in good faith without resulting to a scattershot, guesswork complaint for 

damages. 

15. Upon information and belief, discovery against Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard 

Baskin, Susan Bradshaw, Kenneth Farr, Big Cat Rescue Corp., and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary 

is necessary to investigate facts within their knowledge, deeds and/or writings to aid in the identity 

of who and what facts exist related to potential claims of: 

a. Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress; 

b. Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress; 

c. Defamation, Defamation Per Se, Libel and/or Slander; 

d. Breach of Contract or Fraudulent Inducement; 

e. Breach of Fiduciary Duty; 

f. Fraud or Misrepresentation;  

g. Intentional Tort Resulting in Death;2 

h. Negligence; and/or 

i. Other claims necessitating discovery to be alleged in good faith. 

                                                 
2 This subsection “shall not be construed to require an arrest, the filing of formal criminal charges, or a conviction for 
a violation of s. 782.04 or s. 782.07 as a condition for filing a civil action.” 
 
 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0700-0799/0782/Sections/0782.04.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0700-0799/0782/Sections/0782.07.html
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Jack Donald Lewis and Carole Baskin 

16. Defendant Carole Baskin was the last known spouse of Jack Donald Lewis 

(hereinafter Don Lewis) (April 30, 1968 – August 15-18, 1997). 

17. Although Carole Baskin and Don Lewis engaged in a premarital relationship, 

Carole Baskin and Don Lewis divorced their respective spouses and married in 1991. They were 

married until the disappearance or death of Don Lewis in 1997. 

18. Carole Baskin documented jealousy and desperation during their relationship, 

concerning Don Lewis’ lack of faithfulness. At one point during their relationship, Carole Baskin 

claims a witch or demons were trying to take Don Lewis’ soul through infidelity. 

19. However, a day after he died she showed complacency, claiming publicly that a 

missing person’s report was a waste of the officer’s time because her husband “strayed” so much.  

20. Carole Baskin documented the couple regularly argued about Don Lewis’ 

thriftiness and the direction of their “zoo.” 

21. On or about June 12, 1997, Mr. Lewis filed a Petition for a Restraining Order 

against Carole Baskin in Hillsborough County, Case No. 97-DR-7370. In it, he wrote, “This is the 

second time Carole has got angry enouf (sic) to threaten to kill me.” And, during a “fuss,” Carole 

Baskin, “Ordered me out of the house or she would kill me and if I came back should would kill 

me.” (Attached hereto as Exhibit “A”). 

22. Mr. Lewis was last seen between August 15 to August 18, 1997, approximately two 

months after seeking a restraining order, and was declared legally deceased in 2002.   

23. In statements made in an entry called “1997 06 12 Carole Diary,” published to the 

public on June 24, 2020, Carole Baskin claims she did not know about the restraining order until 

after Don Lewis was gone, but retroactively examined it the day it was filed (June 12, 1997) in her 

diary. In 2020, she said: 
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a. Don wanted “to tear down the Caracal pens to prove that he was in control. He was 

angry that I had the trash hauled off and had been mad that I had replaced the ant 

infested den boxes in the Caracals’ pen before he left, so he said in retaliation that 

he was going to tear down the cages.”  

b. She published, “(I) told him that his actions have been so bizarre that I would have 

him “Baker Acted” if he did not go of his own accord to be tested.  He said “If you 

do that, you will live only long enough to regret it!”  He said he would poison ALL 

of the cats with antifreeze.  I asked why he would inflict such a painful death on an 

innocent animal and he said it would be worth it to him, just to see me suffer.  I told 

him to get off the property, and not come back.  I told him that if he did not go, I 

would have him arrested.  I told him that he could not come back until he had been 

tested for Alzheimer’s disease and if it proved that he was sane, and just evil, then 

he could have his divorce, but if the tests concluded that he was ill, then I would 

take care of him until he died.” 

24. Don Lewis did not have any mental disease or defect. 

25. On Friday, August 15, 1997, Don Lewis indicated to Plaintiff Anne McQueen, and 

others, he was going to tell Carole Baskin he wanted a divorce. Don Lewis also told Anne 

McQueen if anything happened to him, she should give an envelope to police. It contained his 

application for restraining order discussed herein. 

26. According to Carole Baskin’s statements, she was the last known person to see Don 

Lewis alive during the early morning hours of Monday, August 18, 1997. At approximately 11 

PM the night before, Carole Baskin claims she made a late night trip to a grocery store, which 

turned out to be closed, then her car broke down and she was unable to call Don Lewis because 
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cat urine destroyed their bedroom phones. Her brother, a sheriff’s officer, or another officer came 

to her rescue. 

27. She returned home and said, “I told Don about the car and he wanted to go get it 

right then, which was at around 4:00 in the morning.” And, “Rather than argue, I just let him rant 

on as we went for the wagon.” 

28. After not hearing from him during the day Monday, Carole Baskin said Plaintiff 

Anne McQueen, “was really frantic about Don not getting in touch with her, but I find it hard to 

get all worked up over him disappearing for a day because this has become so much of his behavior 

with me that it no longer surprises me.” 

29. Plaintiff Anne McQueen repeatedly called Don Lewis as he was supposed to be 

preparing for a significant business trip to Costa Rica, including a shipment of a substantial amount 

of freight by barge, which needed to be inventoried.  

30. Anne McQueen’s frantic concern and insistence that something was wrong 

allegedly caused Carole Baskin to file a missing person’s report. 

31. The missing person’s report was filed by Carole Baskin on Tuesday, August 19, 

1997, indicating he was gone by 6 AM the morning of August 18, 1997. Describing the reporting 

officer, Carole Baskin said, “He was very polite in dealing with a situation where it appears that I 

am over reacting to a straying husband. If he knew anything about Don’s history, he probably 

would not have even bothered to drive out here.” 

32. Days later, Carole Baskin admits to Anne McQueen that Don Lewis gave her his 

car phone during the early morning hours before his disappearance or that she otherwise found it 

in a car and thus she knew Don Lewis did not possess it and told Anne McQueen to stop calling 

him. 
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33. At no point did Carole Baskin ask Don Lewis’ daughters if they saw or heard from 

their father or otherwise alert his sanguine family that he was missing for several days. 

34. Other witnesses indicate Don Lewis expressed plans to divorce Carole Baskin the 

week of his disappearance. 

35. Trish (Farr) Payne has since publicly indicated her husband, Kenneth Farr, told her 

Don Lewis was gone and not returning on a date before Carole Baskin claims she last saw him. 

“The Diaries” 

36. Over the last several months, up to and through the date of this filing, Carole Baskin 

has publicly published new information in video and transcribed “diaries,” which she claims are 

from the past, although she actively edits and makes corrections to some of them while she reads.  

37. These videos have revealed additional information and inconsistencies never 

known or able to be acquired by Plaintiffs. 

38. Carole Baskin has received great fame and notoriety and is currently on the show 

“Dancing with the Stars,” has multiple shows about her in production and is now a public figure. 

She uses her fame to bring attention to her spoken and written publications. She also regularly 

responds to questions and statements made to her, revealing even more information not previously 

available to Plaintiffs. 

39. Despite the long standing claims of a marriage free of turbulence or suspicion of 

wrongdoing, in a video diary uploaded August 20, 2020, called “1997 10 14 Carole Diary,” Carole 

Baskin claims Don Lewis spent the last hours of his life allegedly sabotaging her car by making 

her brakes dysfunctional.  

a. Baskin said, “I remember the night before Don disappeared how anxious he was to 

bring that car home at four in the morning when it had overheated on me. There 

was no reason why it could not have set there until the following morning when 
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Kenny Farr could have wreckered it in on his way to work.  If Don knew he was 

going somewhere very early Monday, why did he bother with the car so late?  

Monday morning when I blew the engine up on interstate in the silver wagon, I 

called Kenny Farr to wrecker it in.  It was then that he discovered Don had 

completely removed two of the brakes and had sabotaged the remaining brake 

assembly.” 

b. And further, Carole Baskin said in 2020, “What they discovered is that someone 

had cut the power lines to both brake lights and had re-taped them to disguise the 

fact that one of each dual line had been severed.  Who ever had done this had gone 

to the extra bother to just barely connect the lines so that if a tester was used under 

the hood, it would give the appearance of power to the lights, but the least little jolt 

(in this case slamming the hood) was enough to disconnect the lines that had just 

been slid in place, but not attached.  Only Don would have had the time to do so 

much to my car without anyone thinking about him messing under the hood.” 

40. In the same video, Carole Baskin publishes other allegations where Don Lewis put 

her in harm’s way, put her family in harm’s way and/or tried to kill her while he was alive. These 

occasions include Don Lewis doing something nefarious to her parent’s mobile home, keeping her 

daughter in jeopardy by only allowing “space heaters- used ones at that,” screwing the home 

windows shut, a collapse of “a falling ton of metal” with Don Lewis blocking Baskin and her 

father’s escape with his van, and Don Lewis swinging a tree from a crane in an effort to hit her 

with it and more.  

41. In 2020, Carole Baskin publicly claimed she went to the courthouse in 1997 to get 

a restraining order against Don Lewis before he applied for one. Despite all of the now claimed 

alleged death threats and attempts, Carole Baskin indicated legal justification did not exist to 
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support her application for a restraining order against her husband and thus she left without filing 

one, specifically: 

In an entry entitled, “1998 09 06 Carole Diary,” published September 
19, 2020, Carole Baskin said, “I had gone down to apply that June while 
Don was still in Costa Rica, because he had threatened to turn the cats 
loose upon his return and although I expected him to calm down before 
returning home, (I had given away some of his precious trash) I wanted to 
know what had to be done ahead of time.  I was told that unless Don 
threatened to hurt me, then I could not get a restraining order, so I did not 
fill out the paperwork.  When Don went to the courthouse on June 12th 
he must have been told the same thing and said that I had threatened to 
kill him and that I had his gun and another gun.” 

 
42. Despite allegations Don Lewis was simply a “straying” husband, Carole Baskin 

quickly made advances towards assets owned by Don Lewis and other business partners, within 

days of his “straying.”  

43. In a published video, “1997 08 29 Carole Diary,” Carole Baskin says, “Friday 9:00 

am passed and no sign of Anne but Donna Pettis, Don’s eldest daughter, pulled up and told me she 

and her sisters were meeting with their attorney and going to have Anne appointed as Conservator 

so that no one but Anne would have access to the office.  She asked me to come with her to her 

Attorney and consent to this order and I told her I needed to find legal counsel and would meet 

with them later.  I told her that I had Don’s Power of Attorney and that there was no need to appoint 

a conservator to run our business.  Thinking back on how defensive Anne had been and all of the 

illegal transfers to her maiden name, I reasoned that she had persuaded Don’s children to appoint 

her conservator so that she could destroy all documentation giving me the authority to run the 

business since she always had originals of the Power and the Will and the Trusts, although since 

Don’s disappearance she has started saying she didn’t remember the documents but that she was 

looking for them for me.” 

44. Carole Baskin further said, “Suspecting there would be a huge fight, I drove home 

to get my Power of Attorney.  The code for the alarm that Anne gave me the night before, must 
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have been changed, because we could not shut off the alarm and the police arrived.  I showed them 

the POA and my dad explained the situation to him, so he left.  We loaded all of the file cabinets 

and drawers that we could fit into the two pickup trucks and the Jeep.” 

45. Carole Baskin further said, “I called our crew and told them to bring every man and 

every vehicle they could find to the office. In three hours all of the files we could load were on 

their way to my home.” 

46. In a “diary entry” entitled “1997 11 10 Carole Diary,”Carole published, “Since it 

was my office, I broke in and loaded all of the file cabinets into three trucks and took them home 

with me.” 

47. The office did not belong to Carole Baskin. It belonged to a business owned by Don 

Lewis and others, United Truck and Trailer. In fact, that is the business listed of Don Lewis by 

Carole Baskin on his missing person’s report. Her business field was left empty. She was not a 

shareholder in United Truck and Trailer. 

48. Relying on the mysterious POWER OF ATTORNEY, Baskin justified her actions 

to seize control of all assets and businesses of Don Lewis and his partners while distancing those 

who were hired to operate it. 

49. Carole Baskin thereafter admits she produced a power of attorney and began 

forcibly seizing control of various information, assets and businesses of Mr. Lewis. 

The Conservatorship 

50. According to the Conservatorship Petition filed on August 27, 1997, by Plaintiff 

Donna Pettis, Don Lewis’ eldest daughter, “That (on August 27, 1997) the spouse and/or her agents 

have broken into the business property, after assuring Petitioner that she would not, and has cut 

the locks off the gate and door and entered the property without permission and may be removing 

assets and/or documents and records of the absentee and/or his businesses.” 
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51. Donna Pettis also filed a petition for an order for ex parte injunctive relief to prevent 

Carole Baskin from further forcible control of Don Lewis’ property and records. The Honorable 

F. Dennis Alvarez, the Chief Judge, granted the petition and entered an Order for Injunctive Relief 

on August 29, 1997, enjoining all persons from any dealings with Don Lewis’ assets, “except that 

Anne McQueen was the only one allowed to enter the premises for purposes of conducting the 

usual and on-going business as authorized by the Absentee.” 

52. In an issue of the zoo’s magazine, “Cat-Tales”, Carole Baskin wrote and published 

fourteen (14) pages which were distributed to over three thousand (3,000) subscribers. Carole 

Baskin alleged, "our secretary had transferred over $600,000.00 of our accounts into her own 

name" and further alleged that the life insurance policy owned by Anne McQueen on the life of 

Don Lewis was taken out a couple of months before Mr. Lewis's disappearance.” This was false 

then and it is false now. 

53. Carole Baskin objected to the Conservatorship, saying, “This Court does not have 

jurisdiction to appoint a conservator for the property of Jack Donald Lewis under F.S. §747.02, 

since Donald Lewis provided an adequate Power of Attorney to his wife Carole Lewis authorizing 

her to act on his behalf with regard to all of his property.” 

54. In another pleading, Carole Baskin averred, “That Carole Lewis holds in her 

possession an original Durable Family Power of Attorney, duly signed, witnessed and notarized.” 

And, “Donna Pettis and Anne McQueen both knew of the existence of this Power of Attorney prior 

to their application to the Court for Injunctive Relief. This document has been examined by two 

expert forensic examiners and is considered in their written reports to be authentic.” 

55. Further stating, “The written reports by J.J. Berrie & Associates and Mark Write, 

Inc. are attached and marked Lewis Exhibits 2 and 3 respectively and by reference are incorporated 
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as though fully set out herein. The affidavits of the parties who witnessed and notarized Jack 

Donald Lewis’ signing of the power of attorney, the will and the guardian angel land trust.”  

56. Carole Baskin alleged an “apparent conspiracy of Anne McQueen, Donna L. Pettis, 

Lynda L. Sanchez, Gale Rathbone” as none “would have had any right to the estate of Don Lewis 

if the supporting documents were found to be intact.” 

57. Additionally, Carole Baskin refuted paying any attorney’s fees of Anne McQueen, 

claiming, “That Civil Theft charges have been brought against Anne McQueen in this case and 

until all of the matters are resolved to the satisfaction of the Court, it would be premature to Order 

payment of Attorney fees to any party involved.” 

58. Ultimately, this matter proceeded to various mediations. The Will and Power of 

Attorney were not ever determined by the court to be valid or invalid, as the parties resolved the 

dispute globally, but at all times Carole Baskin and her attorneys used what is believed to be false 

documents to gain leverage and power over Plaintiffs and it resulted in an inequitable, unfavorable 

settlement. 

59. On September 9, 1998, Carole Baskin, on behalf of the conservatorship, settled with 

Anne McQueen. 

60. In a notarized apology, on September 9, 1998, Carole Baskin said to Anne 

McQueen, “I, Carole Lewis, apologize to Anne McQueen for all the allegations that I have made 

about Anne McQueen. I never would have done so, if I had not felt that Anne McQueen was trying 

to take over mine and Don’s business. Upon further investigation, I have found that the allegations 

made were without full knowledge of the facts, which I now know are unfounded.” (Attached 

hereto as Exhibit “B”) 

61. Further, as a term to the settlement on September 9, 1998, “The parties agree to pay 

to Anne McQueen the sum of $50,000.00, from the DL assets, as full and final settlement of her 
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libel and slander claim, as well as all other claims or potential claims brought by her against the 

Conservatorship Estate or any party to this Agreement.” (Attached hereto as Exhibit “C”) 

62. In other words, in 1998, Carole Baskin not only settled libel and slander claims 

brought by Anne McQueen based on Carole Baskin publicly accusing her of fraud, theft and 

involvement in the death of Don Lewis, but she fully and formally apologized in front of a notary.  

63. As a result of the agreement, “Anne McQueen agrees to cooperate with the Co-

Conservators with respect to the administration of the assets in the Conservatorship Estate. The 

parties further agree not to institute any actions against one another, unless future actions by a 

party constitutes a breach of fiduciary duty to the other parties or as otherwise provided in this 

Agreement.” 

64. To this day, Carole Baskin maintains the Will and Power of Attorney was always 

valid. 

The POWER OF ATTORNEY 

65. Issues still exist about whether the last known Will and Testament and a Power of 

Attorney of Mr. Lewis was bona fide. (Attached hereto as Exhibit “D”, Power of Attorney) 

66. In a Motion to Dismiss the prior version of this Complaint, Baskin’s attorney Craig 

E. Rothburd references a Conservatorship, which he defended on behalf of Baskin in 1997-1998.  

67. It is unknown if Craig E. Rothburd was in any way involved with the drafting or 

revision of the subject power of attorney, but discovery is necessary about these issues. 

68. In the Motion to Dismiss, Carole Baskin (through attorney Rothburd) claims, 

“Baskin utilized neither the will nor the power of attorney,” seeking to make what appears to be a 

fraudulent document into a legally irrelevant one. This is untrue. 

69. As described herein, Carole Baskin used the power of attorney to gain control of 

assets before Don Lewis was either declared deceased or truly disappeared. In fact, he had not 
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even been the suspect of anything more than a “straying” before the Power of Attorney was used 

by Carole Baskin for her seizure of control of Don Lewis’ records and assets. 

70. Carole Baskin used the Power of Attorney to gain entry into a business office and 

take control of documents which did not belong to her. 

71. Carole Baskin used the Power of Attorney to gain access to documents and 

potentially destroy other documents, move assets around and otherwise cause the need for Donna 

Pettis and Don Lewis’ heirs to file the Conservatorship in the first place. 

72. According to the Conservatorship Petition filed on August 27, 1997, by Donna 

Pettis, Don Lewis’ eldest daughter, it was averred, “That (on August 27, 1997) the spouse and/or 

her agents have broken into the business property, after assuring Petitioner that she would not, and 

has cut the locks off the gate and door and entered the property without permission and may be 

removing assets and/or documents and records of the absentee and/or his businesses.” 

73. It was the suspected fraudulent Power of Attorney which allowed Baskin the ability 

to assume control of Don Lewis’ assets and estate and secure her role as “co-conservator.” It also 

gave her significant leverage in the resolution of Don Lewis’ estate. 

74. Further, Baskin repeatedly attempted to influence Don Lewis’ family to accept the 

fraudulent Power of Attorney, saying in an undated letter from Carole Baskin to the daughters of 

Don Lewis, Baskin wrote in 1998,  

“The only way that we can quickly dissolve GALT A and PSRL is 
through the documents that your father provided me with while he was 
still of sound mind. The Power of Attorney gives me the right to dispose 
of his assets. Anne is no longer a party to the case and cannot keep us 
from acting quickly. What I am proposing is that we sit down with our 
attorneys and draft an agreement that will protect all of us from each 
other should circumstances change. We need to have our attorneys, 
perhaps jointly, see to the insurance premium collection and payments. 
(I think the premium is over 20k this year but have to check) We need 
to spell out the disbursement just like we did in the stipulation 
agreement. We need to agree that the PSRL properties are yours and 
that I will sign whatever documents are necessary to transfer them out 
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of your father’s trust to you or a trust you set up. I will want the same 
release from you. Then I need you to go before the Judge and say that 
the conservatorship is no longer necessary and that you believe the 
Power of Attorney, the trust documents and the Will to be authentic. I 
have the reports from two independent handwriting experts verifying 
this fact. If we are all in agreement that these documents are authentic, 
then there is no legal reason for the courts to impose this 
conservatorship.”3  
 

75. Throughout the Conservatorship, Baskin filed numerous pleadings designed to 

use the seemingly fraudulent Power of Attorney to influence the court and parties, which it did. 

76. She filed a court document, which said: 

 “That Carole Lewis holds in her possession an original Durable Family 
Power of Attorney, duly signed, witnessed and notarized and a true and 
correct certified copy of same is attached hereto as Lewis Exhibit “1" and 
by reference is incorporated as though fully set out herein. This Power 
of Attorney from Jack Don Lewis gives her all necessary authority to 
continue managing the affairs of Jack Don Lewis until his return. Donna 
Pettis and Anne McQueen both knew of the existence of this Power of 
Attorney prior to their application to the Court for Injunctive Relief. This 
document has been examined by two expert forensic examiners and is 
considered in their written reports to be authentic. The written reports by J. 
J. Berne & Associates and Mark Write, Inc. are attached and marked Lewis 
Exhibits 2 and 3 respectively and by reference are incorporated as though 
fully set out herein. The affidavits of the parties who witnessed and 
notarized Jack Donald Lewis's signing of the Power of Attorney, the Will 
and the Guardian Angel Land Trust Documents are attached hereto as Lewis 
Exhibits 4, 5, and 6 and by reference are incorporated as though fully set 
out herein.”  
 

77. Carole Baskin often refers to her expert handwriting reports, but those reports did 

not determine if Don Lewis’ signature was traced or duplicated. They determined if it was an 

exemplar of “his signature.” 

a. Mark Write, Inc., said, “At your request, we have examined and compared the 

questioned signatures of Donald Lewis AKA/ Jack Don Lewis with the known 

signatures, as listed below. You have asked for a determination, if possible, of 

                                                 
3 Baskin waived attorney-client communications with Attorney Rothburn by publishing the subject letter. 
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whether the questioned signatures are genuine, or whether they may be the work of 

another party. Also noteworthy is Mark White, Inc., did not examine Jack Don 

Lewis’ marriage certificate. 

b. The opinion of J. J. Berrie & Associates was even more worthless.  They said, “My 

assignment was to determine, if possible, whether the Jack Donald Lewis/Don 

Lewis signatures submitted for comparison were written by the same person.” Their 

opinion is that the signatures “were written by the same person.” A traced or 

recreated signature would be the same.   

78. Don Lewis’ signature on the Power of Attorney is “his signature.” It was copied or 

regenerated from his marriage certificate or similar prior documents. It just was not placed by him 

on the specific documents Carole Baskin claims it was. 

 
 

79. Additionally, in her Answer to this very lawsuit, Susan Bradshaw filed a pleading 

which stated, “In relation to the will and power of attorney of Jack Donald Lewis, someone placed 

my name as witness on those documents, and in doing so, made me as much a victim as any of the 

plaintiffs.” (Answer of Susan Bradshaw Attached hereto as Exhibit “E”) 

80. Susan Bradshaw has made other private statements in the past which indicate she 

had moved out of the area three months before she allegedly signed as a witness on the subject 

documents, described herself as a “supposed witness,” said “Carole had me backed against a wall 
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at the time and from fear of her then I signed a statement swearing it to be my signature even 

though it wasn't, that Carole Baskin “forges signatures all the time,” that she’s “been threatened” 

by “not only” Carole Baskin, but “by the psycho people that work for her,” that she’s a 

“DANGEROUS woman,” and would only testify “if I were subpoenaed to testify.” 

81. The other witness affidavits referenced by Baskin all indicate that Susan Bradshaw 

was physically present at the execution of the power of attorney and also are due to be challenged. 

82. Carole Baskin has also recently and regularly posted online about Susan Bradshaw, 

accusing her of lies based on her Answer filed in this action, saying: 

a. “Hardly believable coming from a serval owner; but you are wrong.  Susan did 

witness the docs and only changed her story later when she got hooked up w/Antle.  

Trashing me was her ticket to getting the kinds of cats for her backyard zoo that she 

couldn’t get otherwise.” 

b. “She partnered up with Doc Antle because she wanted to breed cats for life in cages.  

Trash talking me was probably her ticket into his inner circle.” 

c. And similar statements.  

83. Defendant Susan Bradshaw appeared pro se to this action via an unsigned paper 

and has not returned the undersigned’s communications to otherwise determine the veracity of any 

of this.  

84. The Power of Attorney was conditioned on whether Don Lewis disappeared. In a 

diary entry called, “1996 07 26,” uploaded June 9, 2020, Carole Baskin states, “On July 19, 1996 

the Tico Times reported that Austrian tourist, Matilde Schaffer, age 31 was found dead.  Schaffer 

is the latest in a string of German-speaking tourists who have fallen victim to violence or tragedy 

in Costa Rica this year. This is part of why we included ‘disappearance’ in the Durable Family 

Power of Attorney.”  
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85. In a video called “1997 10 25 Carole Diary,” Carole Baskin acknowledges a 

different reason why the word “disappearance” is important. She verbally said and wrote, “From 

a financial standpoint, if Don were to die, then I stood to gain all that we had together.  Again, for 

Don to be simply missing, I stood the risk of being in exactly the position I am in, which is to be 

under suspicion, and not in control of our affairs, and to watch greed and malice destroy through 

the ensuing legal battles all that we worked for.  If I had done something to Don for my own gain, 

I would have to leave a body in plain sight, and an ironclad trail to anything or anyone but myself, 

for me to gain anything.” 

86. While the subject Power of Attorney was dated November 21, 1996, there are issues 

surrounding its date of creation, the alleged facts justifying it and when and how it was created. 

87. Other significant issues discredit the subject Power of Attorney. Its veracity is due 

to be examined through discovery. This has been impossible before now and still will require a 

subpoena or court order according to Susan Bradshaw’s prior statements. 

88. Without the disappearance or death of Don Lewis, the power of attorney would 

have been a powerless document. However, coupling power of attorney with the disappearance or 

death of Don Lewis, it gave Carole Baskin significant control and power in a time she knew or 

should have known Don Lewis was seeking a divorce, a restraining order from her, or a separation 

from her. 

89. The Power of Attorney not only is potentially a fraud on all of the prior agreements 

of the parties, a breach of fiduciary duty and a potentially ongoing breach of the contract, but is a 

key piece of evidence of motive of Don Lewis’ disappearance or death and stands as potential 

evidence of defamation and other torts in the past and present.  

90. The only way to determine the veracity of all of this is to require discovery. 

Other Issues and Inconsistencies 
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91. Despite inheriting millions, in a published statement entitled “1997 10 25 Carole 

Diary,” from August 21, 2020, Carole Baskin claimed she would not benefit from his 

disappearance and also stated she would only be married to Don Lewis for “another 5-7 years.” 

92. In another published statement entitled “1997 11 10 Carole Diary,” from August 

24, 2020, Carole Baskin states the financial statement related to Don’s estate, if made public, “puts 

me in a dangerous position to anyone who would woo my daughter and kill me for her inheritance.  

It puts us both in a precarious position to anyone who would desire to take over WildLife on Easy 

Street, because if we both die, all the money goes there.” 

93. In an entry called, “1998 09 06 Carole Diary,” Carole Baskin admits she was 

relatively soon in love with someone else and, “My family and those at church know what Hell I 

went through being married to Don (Lewis).” 

94. Additionally, whether by “diary entry” or public comment, a number of false 

statements and inconsistent statements have been uttered about possible ways Don Lewis has died 

or how his body was disposed. These need to be properly investigated.  

95. Carole Baskin claimed theories involving his body being disposed of in an open 

septic tank or with a mere “"little tabletop, hand crank thing” were categorically false.  

96. Evidence has revealed the septic tank was installed around the time Jack Don Lewis 

disappeared after Carole Baskin categorically stated it was not.  

97. In a recent change in position, Carole Baskin said about the septic tank, “When I 

discovered some of my timing was off, I took this one down to correct it based on new information.  

I may not always be right (when trying to recall something from 22 years ago) but I will always 

be honest.” 

98. Carole Baskin and her husband Howard Baskin have since expressed 

gamesmanship (and possibly an illegal offering of gambling) to debunk whether the septic tank 
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location is a burial place of Jack Don Lewis, stating, “The notion of Don being in or under the 

septic tank is still just as ridiculous and just as easily disproven.  Howie (Baskin) suggested that 

we challenge anyone who wants to make such outlandish claims to put up $100k in escrow against 

our matching funds.  If Don’s not there we get their $100k.  If Don is there, they get our money.  

It would be money well spent, if by some miracle someone managed to kill and bury him there, 

just to have closure.  I don’t think anyone who claims it, actually believes it.  They just love that 

the media and the mob runs with the idea of it.” 

99. Evidence has revealed Big Cat Rescue possessed or owned a meat grinder which 

was larger than the one described by Carole Baskin. 

100. There are a host of recently published “diary entries” about the months prior to Don 

Lewis’ disappearance which warrant discovery. 

The Breach of Contract, Intentional Attack and Defamation of Anne McQueen for 

the Same Allegations Settled and Subject of Carole Baskin’s Notarized Apology in in 1998 

101. Disparagement, defamation, defamation per se and other accusations are numerous 

and ongoing. The utterances are not only by Carole Baskin, but also her husband Howard Baskin 

and in the name of the “Big Cat Rescue” defendants both online and in print. As noted herein, 

Carole Baskin not only apologized for these exact utterances, but settled with Anne McQueen in 

1998 for $50,000 for “libel and slander,” with her agreement stating, “The parties agree to pay to 

Anne McQueen the sum of $50,000.00, from the DL assets, as full and final settlement of her libel 

and slander claim, as well as all other claims or potential claims brought by her against the 

Conservatorship Estate or any party to this Agreement.” 

102. On September 9, 1998, Carole Baskin issued a written, notarized retraction and 

apology to Anne McQueen, stating: “ I, Carole Lewis, apologize to Anne McQueen for all the 

allegations that I have made about Anne McQueen. I never would have done so, if I had not felt 



22 
 

that Anne McQueen was trying to take over mine and Don’s business. Upon further investigation, 

I have found that the allegations made were without full knowledge of the facts, which I now know 

are unfounded.” And, as noted, settled all libel and slander claims Anne McQueen has as a result 

of these same false accounts. 

103. Carole Baskin omits this retraction, apology and determination in all of her false 

statements about Anne McQueen in all subsequent republishing of her insulting theories about 

Anne McQueen. 

104. In 2020, Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin and the Big Cat Rescue Defendants are 

back to publishing falsehoods about Anne McQueen. 

105. Some of these statements about Anne McQueen were made in correspondence to 

Attorney Craig E. Rothburd, but they have been recently fully published by Carole Baskin. 

Rotherburd apparently prepared the agreement Carole Baskin and other defendants now breach. 

106. Carole Baskin verbally and textually published a letter she wrote Attorney 

Rothburd on or about June 27, 1998, in which she states, “I want Wendell and Anne to pay for 

Don’s disappearance.” In it, she says, “That is why I want to see Anne in jail for 

embezzlement.  She and Wendell may have gotten away with doing harm to Don but they haven’t 

escaped all of their treacherous deeds.  I want what little justice Don and I may ever see from this 

whole ordeal.” 

107. While a letter to a lawyer would never be defamation and a diary entry would never 

be published or the statute of limitations would have long expired on a 1998 utterance, Carole 

Baskin posted a video of her reading this and other “diary” publications to YouTube and other 

websites on September 9, 2020, after the subject case started. One such publication is entitled, 

“1998 06 27 Carole Diary” and contains both spoken word and written text. 
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108. Even as recently as a few days ago, Carole Baskin published verbally and textually 

her thoughts from sitting in depositions back in 1998. She said, “I believe that if there was foul 

play in Don’s disappearance that Anne and Wendell are behind it.” The video is entitled “1998 09 

05 Carole Baskin.” 

109. In addition to the video journals, the website “bigcatrescue.org” has countless 

statements falsely accusing Anne McQueen of theft, fraud or involvement with Jack Don Lweis’ 

death. 

110. In one entry on Defendants’ website entitled, “The Main People Interviewed and 

Their Lies,” the author says, “Anne McQueen is referred to as Don's trusted assistant. A few 

months before his disappearance we caught her embezzling roughly $600,000.00 in properties by 

buying them with our funds and putting them in her name. A court ordered her to return them. Not 

the best sign of integrity, credibility, someone to believe. Conservatorship case #97-CP-002001.” 

Defendants literally cite the conservatorship case where Carole Baskin paid to settle this as a libel 

and slander claim and apologized.  

111. In another website entry, Big Cat Rescue published, “For 17 years, my best 

girlfriend was my secretary. In April of 1997 she had a cat who was spraying all over her house 

and she was threatening to send the cat to the pound so I took her home and turned her loose in the 

yard with the other domestic cats. That same month, unbeknownst to me, my friend and secretary 

embezzled 600,000.00 and when my husband’s million dollar life insurance renewal came in, she 

changed the beneficiary to herself. Don couldn’t read and didn’t know what he was signing. Four 

months later I discovered the embezzling and Don ordered her to sign the properties back over to 

us. She refused and Don mysteriously disappeared on August 18, 1997.” And, “The cat was the 

only good thing to come out of that 17 year friendship with Anne.” 
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112. There are numerous accusations linking Anne McQueen and life insurance, which 

were and are designed to not only accuse her of financial wrongdoing, but with financial foresight 

to his death or incentive to cause his death. It is categorically untrue. 

113. Jack Don Lewis, in fact, could read and graduated high school in three years and 

became a multi-millionaire and read and signed countless contracts and agreements, read three 

newspapers daily, wrote postcards to his family, wrote out a restraining request against Carole 

Baskin and otherwise was literate and could comprehend life insurance.  

114. In social media posts promoting her video entries, she additionally accused Anne 

McQueen of theft, fraud or involvement with Don Lewis’ death. 

115. In a video entitled “08 05 18 Carole Diary,” uploaded September 5, 2020, Carole 

Baskin published, ‘” I did not kill my husband. I did not have him killed and if he has been killed 

I don’t know who may have done it, other than my suspicions about Anne and Wendell. - Carole 

Baskin #carolebaskin.” 

116. Further in the same video, Carole reveals attorney-client privileged information 

discussing a letter to a lawyer and reveals she knew then, and knows now, that what she said and 

did is wrong and simply designed as subterfuge, stating “As we discussed, I wish to pull my assets 

out of the conservatorship and will get some fight from the kids, but expect the majority of the 

litigation to come from Anne’s protests. I would like to remove her from the conservatorship first, 

so that I don’t have to pay you and her attorney to battle out something that is none of her business. 

I will lose more by trying to pull out while Anne can still give me so much grief. As you may 

recall, getting Anne out of the picture may be a little complicated.” 

117. In a video entitled “98 03 02 Carole Diary,” uploaded August 29, 2020, Carole 

Baskin published additional falsehoods about Anne McQueen. 

https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=%23carolebaskin
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118. In a comment to a video “08 05 18 Carole Diary,” published September 6, 2020, 

Carole was asked in a comment, “Didn’t you get suspicious when ann (sic) started worrying about 

your husband?” Carole Baskin replied, “Did you not get that from what I said?” 

119. In a video entitled “97 08 28 Carole Diary,” Carole Baskin focuses on Anne 

McQueen and makes untrue and disparaging statements about her for the entirety of the video. 

120. In a comment to a video “1998 08 28 Carole Baskin,” Carole Baskin said, “If you 

look at how many times the kids, Gladys and Anne accused me of being the greedy one in Tiger 

King and then look at who was trying to steal from who here, it is a wonder that people don't get 

it.” 

121. In a video, “97 10 01 Carole Diary,” published August 18, 2020, Carole Baskin 

denies the forgery of the Power of Attorney and discusses how Plaintiffs were attempting to 

destroy what Don Lewis and her created. She also claims Anne McQueen “knew” the subject 

Power of Attorney was real. This is also untrue. 

122. In another entry, Carole Baskin accuses Anne McQueen of stealing or buying her 

stolen diaries and “sold their story and my diary to Hard Copy.” This is untrue. 

123. Making matters more outrageous is that many of these entries were allegedly 

written 1997 and 1998, and the result of a settlement and apology but are being read, published 

and promoted and are creating havoc and damages in 2020 because they are posted as if they are 

true today. 

124. As a result, Anne McQueen is the subject of character attack by defendants with 

the goal simply being deflection and defamation of misinformation they already have admitted 

was untrue in a prior court proceeding. 



26 
 

125. Carole Baskin repeatedly claims in some published locations that her publications 

are “for entertainment purposes only,” but she is profiting and seeking publicity off of this false, 

defamatory, malicious narrative. 

126. Amplifying the false narrative, Carole Baskin repeatedly comments on social media 

and in traditional media along this same false narrative and will continue to do so as she is the 

subject of numerous other national lucrative celebrity opportunities.  

127. In the “Summer of 2020,” the “Big Cat Rescue’s Big Cat Times” published 

additional statements, which were actually located next to an envelope where people can send 

donations. The statements included an article by Howard Baskin, which said: 

a. “As the Hillsborough County Sheriff has reaffirmed, there was never a shred of 

evidence to suggest Carole was in any way involved in the traumatic disappearance 

of her former husband Don 23 years ago.” 

b. When he went missing, his secretary, who has been caught a few months earlier 

trying to steal over $500,000.00 in properties from him and Carole, and his ex-wife 

and children, colluded to try and take over not only the portion of the estate they 

were entitled to, but also the portion Carole was entitled to.” 

c. “As part of that effort, they spread absurd rumors.” 

d. “For instance that Don was run through a tiny kitchen meat grinder and fed to the 

cats.” 

e. And, “You can view our rebuttal to the lies at BigCatRescue.org/truth.” (Attached 

hereto as Exhibit “F”) 

128. Each and every aspect of Carole Baskin’s life is being made public by her in daily 

video entries, revealing daily inconsistencies and an everlasting need to change and amend this 

pleading and its claims, thus necessitating discovery prior to a formal, larger lawsuit for damages. 
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A pure bill of discovery is a must to decipher between truth and lies. However, the beginning of 

claims by Anne McQueen is certainly ripe and filed herewith. 

129. She is currently appearing in Dancing with the Stars and is complicit with jokes 

about Don Lewis’ death: 

a. On the September 14, 2020 premier, a judge of the show, Derek Hough, referenced 

a viral Baskin-inspired Tik Tok, singing his critique of Baskin’s dancing, “Carole 

Baskin, ya danced that with Pasha, you smacked it,” The original version Mr. 

Hough emulated said, “Carole Baskin killed her husband, whacked him. Can’t 

convince me that it didn’t happen.  Fed him to Tigers, they snackin’. What’s 

happening?” Carole Baskin failed to comment or censure this activity. 

b. Judge Bruno Tonioli scored Carole Baskin a “3,” while quipping: “For me you 

didn’t quite kill the paso doble, it was kind of sedated.” Use of the terms “sedated” 

and “killed” were neither corrected, nor condemned by Carole Baskin.  

c. Carole Baskin not only stood complicit, but went along with the joke, responding 

later that night in an interview with Good Morning America, she’d, “really kill it 

next week.”  

130. In other publications by Carole Baskin, she makes potentially actionable statements 

about Mr. Lewis’s children, Donna L. Pettis, Lynda L. Sanchez, and Gale L. Rathbone, as well as 

his longtime co-worker, Anne McQueen. 

131. Multiple concerning statements have been made regarding the disappearance and 

death of Mr. Lewis by Carole Baskin. Some have been inconsistent or sensational and others have 

been used to deflect the fact she sought publicity for herself and now uses her “15 minutes” to 

damage Plaintiffs.  

132. Even how she met Jack Don Lewis has three or four different stories. 
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a. According to her video interview on Tiger King (Season 1. Episode 3, which aired 

March 20, 2020), Don Lewis met Carole Baskin on Nebraska Avenue in Tampa in 

1981, on a night when she fled her house after being attacked by her abusive first 

husband, Michael Murdock. Baskin recounts Don Lewis circling by her three times 

and offering her the ability to point a gun on him while they talked, he picked her 

up and they spent the night together that evening.  

b. In her video journals, Baskin says she met Don Lewis, “in January 1981.” And, “a 

70s model Cadillac or some other huge boxy shaped car” circled her. Baskin said, 

“The man inside asked me to get in, but I declined, he did this a couple more 

times.  The last time there was a large (maybe .357 magnum pistol) on the front 

seat.  The blonde haired, blue eyed man, plead so earnestly that he just needed 

someone to talk to and that I could hold the gun on him if that made me feel safe.  I 

was in a very bad part of town, so this seemed the lesser of two evils.” She 

elaborated, “Even though I picked up the gun to sit down, I didn’t point it at him 

because I know better than to point a gun at anything unless you intend to kill it.  I 

pretty quickly laid it in the floorboard because I felt confident that if he meant me 

harm he wouldn’t have offered the gun.” She said, “Later on he took me to a cheap 

motel frequented by truckers and prostitutes.  He promised not to try anything and 

I agreed to go.  He barricaded the door, brushed his teeth and was getting ready for 

bed.  Not wanting to get anything started, I didn’t undress.  He assured me that he 

wouldn’t look, or touch, but I didn’t believe him.  He had a suitcase and said his 

wife had thrown him out.  He dug out his baggy pajamas and offered them to me.  I 

felt ridiculous but was more comfortable in them.  I fell in love with him then and 

there.” Finally, she said, “After that Don and I began seeing each other once or 
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twice a week, and he called everyday for hours at a time.  I even knitted a cushion 

for the earpiece of his phone.  I loved him so much.  He told me if I needed him in 

an emergency I could call where he worked and ask Anne to go get Bob Martin.  I 

tried not to call unless I had to.” 

c. In Baskin’s child custody battle with her then husband, Michael Murdoch, Mr. 

Murdoch filed pleadings with the court, alleging Baskin, “subjected (her) minor 

child to episodes of sexual misconduct and parental irresponsibility.” Baskin was 

asked to “tell the Court how you came about meeting this gentlemen, Jack Don 

Lewis.” She responded, “I met him through the real estate dealings that I did, and 

Mike has been very hard to live with.” She also testified they didn’t have sex until 

about “six months” after meeting. And the first time they had sex was around “1982 

or 1983.”  

d. In a letter to Mr. Lewis’ first wife, Carole Baskin recounts, ““The night I had met 

Don he had just had his last fight with Gladys, his wife, and I had just had a 

tremendous blow up with my ex-husband. Don had all of his clothes, guns and 

money packed in the trunk of his navy blue Lincoln. He told me he wanted to take 

me to New Orleans, divorce his wife and never look back. I had a daughter and 

would not go. Don went back to his wife the next day and that is how our 

relationship began. It was May 1981.” 

133. In that same letter, Carole Baskin reveals some other issues and statements which 

warrant investigation, including: 

a. “I don’t know what your feelings for Don are at this juncture in your life. If I had 

thought that you would take him back into your heart and be able to free him from 

this Evil that controlls (sic) him, I would remove myself from him forever.” 
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b. “He is a good man and I believe with the exception of his straying would be a 

perfect husband. You, undoubtedly, know this better than I do. I want his love, with 

all my heart, but if you still want him in your life, I believe that it would be wrong 

for me to seek that.” 

c. “August 16, 1990 (total sum of the digits being “7”). This was my third night alone 

since leaving my lover, partner and companion of ten years, Don Lewis. Our break 

up had been the result of an ongoing affair of four years that he had had with a 

woman by the name of Pamela Enriquez.” 

d. “In August 1986 after five years of begging Don to help me leave my husband I 

met Roy Persons who came into my life and made it possible to leave my bad 

marriage.” 

e. “Perhaps I asked for too much, but I had to get out of my marriage and would have 

eventually killed my husband to do it.” 

f. “The night I had met Don he had just had his last fight with Gladys, his wife, and I 

had just had a tremendous blow up with my ex-husband. Don had all of his clothes, 

guns and money packed in the trunk of his navy blue Lincoln. He told me he wanted 

to take me to New Orleans, divorce his wife and never look back. I had a daughter 

and would not go. Don went back to his wife the next day and that is how our 

relationship began. It was May 1981.” 

g. “On Valentine’s Day 1990 Don moved in with me. His wife had filed for divorce 

and he said that he would give up Pam and dissolve their business if I would try to 

make a go of it. I was never so happy in my whole life!” 

h. “I found out, months later, that he and his wife (Gladys) had broken up around 

Christmas of 1989 and he had been spending his nights with Pam. He would have 



31 
 

her page him at my house, when she was ready for him and put Don’s wife’s phone 

number in his pager, so that he could show it to me and tell me that it was Gladys 

and that he had to go home to her.” 

i. “I told him that if he did not break off all contact with her by August 1, 1990, I 

would leave him.” 

j. “He began to drain our business out, pulling out his money as deals closed and not 

reinvesting it. He continued to invest with her and to give her part of the 

commissions I had been promised on our deals when he could find no excuse to do 

so.” 

k. “I fear for Don and I fear for myself, as I feel that I have been the instrument to a 

demon and so is he. I fear for all of us here on this planet as I have never feared 

before. I have heard of demons as they were spoken of in the Bible.” 

l. “Until having looked Satan straight in the eye and feeling helpless to his 

persuasions, I could never have felt this present darkness which overshadows us.” 

m. “Don would never consort with witches, if he knew up front what they were from 

the start but Don’s security is money and this demon has used his own insecurities 

to draw him to trust and believe this woman who makes money for him (referring 

to Pam).” 

n. “I have done much wrong in my life and am now ready to change, but I will not 

leave those that I love to be consumed while I rescue my own soul. I know that to 

sleep with a man to whom I am not married is wrong, but I know that Don is a very 

insecure person and often feels that he is not good enough. To reject him physically 

would be to drive him even further into the powers of this demon ridden Woman 

of Ekkobar.” 
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o. “(Don and Gladys) are divorced now and to make matters worse (Gladys) is in love 

with another man; a purportedly good and God fearing man. I want to share the rest 

of my life with this man (Don), but I do not want this continued Satanic link to 

Pam.” 

p. “(Pam) desires to be rich beyond perception and has told me that she needs Don’s 

“magic” to increase her own wealth. This has proven itself to be true based upon 

the fact that she never had anything before she seduced Don and in all of her 

investing with other people since meeting Don she has managed to tie up every cent 

that they gave her, which has been somewhere between $150,000.00 and 

$250,000.00 and has been unable to turn any kind of profit. If her ability to make 

money for Don was based upon her own talents, then there is no reason why she 

has not been successful with other people, unless her words were true that she has 

had to be able to tie into Don’s ‘magic.’”  

134. There are so many aspects of Don Lewis and Carole Baskin which have never been 

investigated. Each and every aspect of Carole Baskin’s life is being made public by her in daily 

video entries, revealing daily inconsistencies and an ever growing need to change and amend this 

pleading and the claims, thus necessitating discovery prior to a formal lawsuit for damages. 

135.  Defendant Kenneth Wayne Farr was a longtime employee of both Mr. Lewis and 

Carole Baskin. He was heavily involved in the decedent’s business and personal affairs.  Kenneth 

Farr is believed to have information regarding the disappearance and death of Mr. Lewis.  

Furthermore, based upon a recently publicized interview, Kenneth Farr claims to have direct 

information regarding Mr. Lewis’ assets and financial interests.   

136. Kenneth Farr was also said by his ex-wife to have additional information regarding 

the timing of Don Lewis’ disappearance. 
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137.   Susan Bradshaw has allegedly indicated Carole Baskin asked her to testify that 

she was witness to the execution of Mr. Lewis’s testamentary documents and/or power of attorney, 

when she was not.     

138. Donna L. Pettis, Lynda L. Sanchez, Gale L. Rathbone, and Anne McQueen have 

retained the services of Phillips & Hunt to determine if they are victims in a criminal case, a civil 

case, both or neither. The only way to determine this is to engage in discovery. 

139. Part of the justification for the necessity of a Pure Bill of Discovery is to determine 

the truth. 

140. Despite contentions to the contrary, the truth has never been explored in any court 

and there is a good faith basis to believe the truth will open up many viable remedies. 

141. Plaintiffs have been not only been lulled into inaction, but falsely threatened into 

inaction by Baskin’s then and now attorney Craig Rothburd, his firm and his law partner. In a letter 

from 1998, Mr. Rotherburd’s law partner threatened to sue Plaintiff Donna Pettis for libel and/or 

slander for indicating Carole Baskin may know more about or be in some way responsible for Mr. 

Lewis’ death or disappearance. 

142. Anne McQueen hereby asserts claims for defamation (negligent), defamation 

(malicious) and defamation per se.  

143. This Complaint will need to be amended once discovery reveals additional facts 

which are not and cannot be known by Plaintiffs at this time. 

144. A Pure Bill of Discovery is appropriate as this action seeks to determine the identity 

of proper party defendant(s), the appropriate legal theories for relief and whether a complaint for 

damages is warranted and determine the basis therefore. 
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ENTITLEMENT TO RELIEF 
PURE BILL OF DISCOVERY 

 
145. This is an action in equity. Under Florida law, a pure bill of discovery should be 

granted if there is some reasonable basis to believe that discovery in a later damages action would 

be inadequate or too late to vindicate the litigant's right to evidence. See Lewis v. Weaver, 969 

So.2d 586 (Fla. 4th DCA 2007).   

146. The pure bill allows a putative plaintiff to “obtain the disclosure of facts within the 

defendant's knowledge, or deeds or writings or other things in [the defendant's] custody, in aid of 

the prosecution or defense of an action pending or about to be commenced.” See First National 

Bank of Miami v. Dade-Broward Co., 125 Fla. 594, 171 So. 510, 510-11 (1936). It may also avoid 

a spoliation claim later. See St. Mary's Hosp. v. Brinson, 685 So.2d 33 (Fla. 4th DCA 1996), rev. 

denied, 695 So.2d 701 (Fla.1997) (prospective action for damages is a valuable ‘probable 

expectancy’ that the court must protect from interference). 

147. A Pure Bill of Discovery also allows the putative plaintiffs to determine the identity 

of the proper party defendant(s) and the appropriate legal theories for relief.  See  Mendez v. 

Cochran, 700 So.2d 46, 47 (Fla. 4th DCA 1997) citing; Sunbeam Television Corp. v. Columbia 

Broad. Sys., 694 F.Supp. 889, 892 (S.D. Fla. 1988); Adventist Health Sys.,/Sunbelt, Inc. v. 

Hegwood, 569 So.2d 1295 (Fla. 5th DCA 1990). 

148. Upon information and belief, discovery against Defendants Baskin, Bradshaw and 

Farr is necessary to investigate facts within their knowledge, deeds and/or writings to aid in the 

identity of who and what facts exist related to potential claims of: 

a. Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress; 

b. Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress; 

c. Defamation, Libel and/or Slander; 

d. Fraud or Misrepresentation;  

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1937110589&pubNum=734&originatingDoc=I6b076026a8d811dcb6a3a099756c05b7&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_734_510&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_734_510
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1937110589&pubNum=734&originatingDoc=I6b076026a8d811dcb6a3a099756c05b7&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_734_510&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_734_510
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1937110589&pubNum=734&originatingDoc=I6b076026a8d811dcb6a3a099756c05b7&refType=RP&fi=co_pp_sp_734_510&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)#co_pp_sp_734_510
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1996267515&pubNum=735&originatingDoc=I6b076026a8d811dcb6a3a099756c05b7&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1996267515&pubNum=735&originatingDoc=I6b076026a8d811dcb6a3a099756c05b7&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1997128390&pubNum=735&originatingDoc=I6b076026a8d811dcb6a3a099756c05b7&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Search)
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e. Intentional Tort Resulting in Death;4 

f. Negligence;  

g. Breach of fiduciary duty; or 

h. Other claims necessitating discovery to be alleged in good faith. 

149. Criminal investigations are ongoing as to some of these issues, but Plaintiffs have 

been denied access to this evidence due to statutory privileges afforded to active law enforcement 

investigations and prosecutions.  

150. An unripe or inadequate legal remedy exists at this time such that 

a pure bill of discovery will be useful to identify potential defendants and theories of liability and 

to obtain information necessary for meeting a condition precedent to filing suit. 

151. It is unknown to what extent these claims involve parties other than Carole Baskin, 

Howard Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue Defendants, Bradshaw or Farr. 

152. Although, actions brought under “Intentional Tort Resulting in Death” carry no 

statute of limitations, actions for defamation, libel or slander carry two year statutes of limitation. 

As such, this matter must be expedited.  

153. As courts have said, “One of the purposes of a true bill of discovery is to allow the 

injured party to ascertain whether a lawsuit may properly be asserted and under what theory or 

theories. There must of course be some basis for targeting a particular defendant, and where a 

plaintiff is truly on nothing more than a ‘fishing expedition,’ the court, in equity, will not supply 

the rod and reel.” This is not a fishing expedition, but it is narrowly tailored to determine which of 

the above claims are true and viable through an abbreviated discovery process. 

                                                 
4 This subsection “shall not be construed to require an arrest, the filing of formal criminal charges, or a conviction for 
a violation of s. 782.04 or s. 782.07 as a condition for filing a civil action.” 
 
 

http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0700-0799/0782/Sections/0782.04.html
http://www.leg.state.fl.us/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=0700-0799/0782/Sections/0782.07.html
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154. Plaintiffs file this Pure Bill of Discovery to determine which “theories of liability” 

remain viable to Plaintiffs after twenty-three (23) years and are not time barred.  As stated 

previously, Mr. Lewis’ death, the central underlying act of a variety of Plaintiff’s potential causes 

of actions, occurred in 1997.  Some of Plaintiff’s potential civil causes of actions may be time 

barred by the Statute of Limitations, unless an exception applies.  Plaintiffs reasonably believe that 

two distinct exceptions apply to Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue, 

Defendants, Bradshaw or Farr, and other “potential defendants” which would overcome the statute 

of limitations bar, thus opening the door to a number of “theories of liability”.   

155. The Florida Supreme Court has established both the “Delayed Discovery Rule” 

and the doctrine of “Equitable Estoppel” which allows Plaintiff’s to file civil actions against 

certain defendants beyond the expiration of the statute of limitations if certain conditions are met. 

156. Plaintiffs file this Pure Bill of Discovery in an effort to gather information regarding 

the applicability of these doctrines to Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Susan Bradshaw, 

Kenneth Farr, Big Cat Rescue Corp, Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary and other “potential 

defendants.”  In other words, Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Susan Bradshaw, Kenneth Farr, Big 

Cat Rescue Corp, Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary may be “potential defendants” to a number of 

causes of actions if an exception to the statute of limitations applies, if they committed an act 

without a statute of limitations or committed an act within a current statute of limitation- all appear 

to need good faith investigation.  Plaintiffs file this Pure Bill of Discovery to obtain this necessary 

and otherwise unavailable information.       

157. Plaintiffs seek and are entitled to evidence surrounding the Defendants’ 

wrongdoing.  Plaintiffs file this Pure Bill because they reasonably believe that the Defendants will 

restrict access to this information in a subsequently filed damages action due to the anticipated 

statute of limitations defense.   Under Florida law, “a pure bill of discovery should be granted if 
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there is reasonable basis to believe that discovery in a later damages action would be inadequate 

or too late to vindicate the litigants right to the evidence.”  Lewis v. Weaver, 969 So.2d 586 (Fla. 

4th DCA 2007).   

158. Based upon information recently revealed, the Plaintiffs have a good faith basis to 

believe that Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue, Defendants, 

Bradshaw, Farr and others may have committed the civil offense of fraud against Plaintiffs and/or 

have information about who committed such act of fraud.   

159. The Florida Supreme Court in Davis v. Monahan, 832 So.2d 708 (Fla.2002), 

established that under the Delayed Discovery Doctrine, “An exception [to the statute of limitations 

defense] is made for claims of fraud and products liability in which the accrual of the causes of 

action is delayed until the plaintiff either knows or should know that the last element of the cause 

of action occurred.”  

160. Plaintiffs here seek discovery of information regarding the elements of fraud 

against Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue Defendants, Bradshaw, 

Farr and others and also seek discovery regarding when this information could and/or should have 

been discovered by the Plaintiffs.  A plethora of information regarding the “disappearance” of Mr. 

Lewis was recently presented to the Plaintiffs.  Only recently have witnesses with information 

surrounding Mr. Lewis’ “disappearance” and death, including Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard 

Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue Defendants, Bradshaw, and Farr been publicly interviewed.  Much of 

the information recently revealed to Plaintiffs had otherwise been hidden from Plaintiffs for the 

previous twenty-three (23) years.  Plaintiffs seek a pure bill of discovery regarding this recently 

publicized information and seeks discovery regarding when this information was made available 

to the Plaintiffs.   



38 
 

161. In addition to seeking the identify of proper parties and legal theories of relief, the 

Plaintiffs seek this necessary information in the form of a Pure Bill of Discovery to determine if 

and when a cause of action for fraud against Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, the Big 

Cat Rescue Defendants, Bradshaw and Farr accrued under Florida’s delayed discovery doctrine 

and seek discovery of information regarding the elements of fraud against Defendants and other 

“potential defendants”.   

162. In addition, Plaintiffs seek this Pure Bill of Discovery to discover information in 

regards to the doctrine of “Equitable Estoppel” and its potential application to Defendants Carole 

Baskin, Howard Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue Defendants, Bradshaw, Farr and other “potential 

defendants”.  

163. In, Major League Baseball v. Morsani, 790 So.2d 1071, 1077 (Fla. 2001) the 

Florida Supreme Court held: 

Equitable estoppel .... is not concerned with the running and suspension of 
the limitations period, but rather comes into play only after the limitations 
period has run and addresses itself to the circumstances in which a party 
will be estopped from asserting the statute of limitations as a defense to an 
admittedly untimely action because his conduct has induced another into 
forbearing suit within the applicable limitations period. Its application is 
wholly independent of the limitations period itself and takes its life, not 
from the language of the statute, but from the equitable principle that no 
man will be permitted to profit from his own wrongdoing in a court of 
justice. Thus, because equitable estoppel operates directly on the defendant 
without abrogating the running of the limitations period as provided by 
statute, it might apply no matter how unequivocally the applicable 
limitations period is expressed.”  
 

164. As applied, Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue 

Defendants, Bradshaw and Farr’s wrongful conduct from twenty-three (23) years ago to 

present make them “potential defendants” and may also open the door to a number of 

“theories of liability” against them, despite any potential statute of limitations defense, 

based upon the doctrine of “Equitable Estoppel”.   
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165. Based upon recently discovered information, Plaintiffs believe that 

Defendants Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue Defendants, Bradshaw, 

Farr’s conduct, from 1997 to present, induced Plaintiffs into “forbearing suit within the 

applicable limitations period.”  See Morsani, Supra.  

166. Plaintiffs seek this Pure Bill of Discovery in regards to Defendants Carole 

Baskin, Howard Baskin, the Big Cat Rescue Defendants, Bradshaw, Farr and other 

“potential defendants” to determine whether or not the doctrine of “Equitable Estoppel” 

applies to them, despite the passing of the statute of limitations, because of their own 

wrongdoing.  For example, based upon recently obtained information, Plaintiffs have a 

good faith basis to believe that documents surrounding Mr. Lewis’ estate may have been 

forged by Carole Baskin, which prevented Plaintiffs from obtaining information regarding 

Mr. Lewis’ estate and finances following his disappearance and death.   

167. Plaintiffs Pure Bill of Discovery seeks this and similar information for two 

purposes: 1) to determine which “theories of liability” are viable against Defendants 

Baskin, Bradshaw and Farr based upon Florida’s “equitable estoppel doctrine”, and 2) to 

identify all other “potential defendants” to which the doctrine of “equitable estoppel” may 

apply.  See Mendez v. Cochran, 700 So.2d 46, 47 (Fla. 4th DCA 1997), supra.  (“We 

recognize that a bill of discovery is available as an aid in bringing or defending an action 

about to be commenced. It may be used to identify potential defendants and theories of 

liability and to obtain information necessary for meeting a condition precedent to filing 

suit.”) 

168. Some of the above claims require subpoenas be issued to third parties to determine 

whether the Defendants’ statements and communications meet the standards of defamation, libel, 
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slander, infliction of emotional distress, fraud and wrongful death outside of the normal statute of 

limitations period and/or if other third parties are responsible. 

169. Defendants, Carole Baskin, Susan Bradshaw and/or Kenneth Wayne Farr, have and 

have had the ability to delete and/or destroy and/or dispose of evidence which gives rise to the 

necessity for discovery in this matter. 

170. This action is designed to allow discovery and prevent the destruction of evidence, 

spoliation of evidence, and/or failure to preserve evidence. 

171. Plaintiffs seek discovery of any and all electronic devices and/or data in the 

possession or control of the named Defendants relevant to the issues stated herein.  

172. Plaintiffs seek discovery of the diaries, digital or paper chronologies and 

investigative materials in the possession or control of Defendants relevant to the issues stated 

herein. 

173. Plaintiffs seek to identify what relief is available to them and from whom.  

174. Plaintiffs seek depositions and statements under oath. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs, Donna L. Pettis, Lynda L. Sanchez, Gale L. Rathbone, and Anne 

McQueen, demand judgment against Defendants Carole Baskin, Susan Bradshaw, Kenneth Wayne 

Farr, Howard Baskin, Big Cat Rescue Corp as a Florida corporation and doing business as “Big 

Cat Rescue,” and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary, as a Florida corporation and doing business as 

“Big Cat Rescue” for equitable relief, discovery, compensatory damages, costs, interest as allowed 

by law, and for such other relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

DEFAMATION PER SE OF ANNE MCQUEEN BY DEFENDANTS CAROLE 
BASKIN, HOWARD BASKIN, BIG CAT RESCUE CORP AND/OR BIG CAT 

RESCUE AND SANCTUARY 
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175. Defamation is generally defined as the unprivileged publication of false statements 

which naturally and proximately result in injury to another.  Wolfson v. Kirk, 273 So. 2d 774 

(Fla. 4th DCA 1973).   

176. To establish a cause of action for defamation, a plaintiff must show: (1) That the 

defendant published a false statement about the plaintiff; (2) To a third party; and (3) That the 

falsity of the statement caused injury to the plaintiff. See Razner v. Wellington Regional Med. 

Ctr., Inc., 837 So. 2d 437 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002).   

177. For the reasons and based on the grounds stated herein, Anne McQueen has been 

the subject of the publication of false statements by Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Big Cat 

Rescue Corp and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary.  

178. The statements caused and are continuously causing her damages. 

179. Further, these publications constitute defamation per se, as they are imputing to or 

upon Anne McQueen a criminal offense amounting to a felony, as well as imputing to or upon 

Anne McQueen conduct, characteristics or a condition incompatible with the proper exercise of 

her lawful business, trade, profession, or office.” 

180. Defendants are accusing Ann McQueen of fraud, embezzlement, theft, murder 

and/or complicit with some or all of those crimes. 

181. Defendants never sought criminal charges or sued Anne McQueen as a result of 

these claims back when they were alleged to have occurred. In fact, the allegations were all 

retracted and apologized about. 

182. Defendants are literally publishing false statements they admitted were false on 

September 9, 1998.  

183. As a direct and proximate result of the aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff 

ANNE MCQUEEN, has suffered substantial injury, damage, loss, harm, anxiety, embarrassment, 
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humiliation, shame, and severe emotional distress. As a direct and proximate result of the 

aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff has been damaged and will be damaged, in an amount 

subject to proof. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, ANNE MCQUEEN, demands judgment against Defendants 

Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Big Cat Rescue Corp as a Florida corporation and doing business 

as “Big Cat Rescue,” and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary, as a Florida corporation and doing 

business as “Big Cat Rescue” for compensatory damages, costs, interest as allowed by law, and 

for such other relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

DEFAMATION BY NEGLIGENCE OF ANNE MCQUEEN BY DEFENDANTS 
CAROLE BASKIN, HOWARD BASKIN, BIG CAT RESCUE CORP AND/OR BIG 

CAT RESCUE AND SANCTUARY 

184. Defamation is generally defined as the unprivileged publication of false statements 

which naturally and proximately result in injury to another.  Wolfson v. Kirk, 273 So. 2d 774 (Fla. 

4th DCA 1973).   

185. To establish a cause of action for defamation, a plaintiff must show: (1) That the 

defendant published a false statement about the plaintiff; (2) To a third party; and (3) That the 

falsity of the statement caused injury to the plaintiff. See Razner v. Wellington Regional Med. 

Ctr., Inc., 837 So. 2d 437 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002).   

186. For the reasons and based on the grounds stated herein, Anne McQueen has been 

the subject of the publication of false statements by Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Big Cat 

Rescue Corp and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary.  

187. The statements caused and are continuously causing her damages. 

188. Further, these publications constitute defamation per se, as they are imputing to or 

upon Anne McQueen a criminal offense amounting to a felony, as well as imputing to or upon 
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Anne McQueen conduct, characteristics or a condition incompatible with the proper exercise of 

her lawful business, trade, profession, or office.” 

189. Defendants are accusing Anne McQueen of fraud, embezzlement, theft, murder 

and/or complicit with some or all of those crimes. 

190. Defendants never sought criminal charges or sued Anne McQueen as a result of 

these claims back when they were alleged to have occurred. In fact, the allegations were all 

retracted and apologized about. 

191. Defendants are literally publishing false statements they admitted were false on 

September 9, 1998.  

192. As a direct and proximate result of the aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff 

ANNE MCQUEEN, has suffered substantial injury, damage, loss, harm, anxiety, embarrassment, 

humiliation, shame, and severe emotional distress. As a direct and proximate result of the 

aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff has been damaged and will be damaged, in an amount 

subject to proof. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, ANNE MCQUEEN, demands judgment against Defendants 

Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Big Cat Rescue Corp as a Florida corporation and doing business 

as “Big Cat Rescue,” and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary, as a Florida corporation and doing 

business as “Big Cat Rescue” for compensatory damages, costs, interest as allowed by law, and 

for such other relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

DEFAMATION BY MALICE OF ANNE MCQUEEN BY DEFENDANTS CAROLE 
BASKIN, HOWARD BASKIN, BIG CAT RESCUE CORP AND/OR BIG CAT RESCUE 

AND SANCTUARY 

193. Defamation is generally defined as the unprivileged publication of false statements 

which naturally and proximately result in injury to another.  Wolfson v. Kirk, 273 So. 2d 774 (Fla. 

4th DCA 1973).   
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194. To establish a cause of action for defamation, a plaintiff must show: (1) That the 

defendant published a false statement about the plaintiff; (2) To a third party; and (3) That the 

falsity of the statement caused injury to the plaintiff. See Razner v. Wellington Regional Med. 

Ctr., Inc., 837 So. 2d 437 (Fla. 4th DCA 2002).   

195. For the reasons and based on the grounds stated herein, Anne McQueen has been 

the subject of the publication of false statements by Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Big Cat 

Rescue Corp and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary.  

196. The statements caused and are continuously causing her damages. 

197. Further, these publications constitute defamation per se, as they are imputing to or 

upon Anne McQueen a criminal offense amounting to a felony, as well as imputing to or upon 

Anne McQueen conduct, characteristics or a condition incompatible with the proper exercise of 

her lawful business, trade, profession, or office.” 

198. Defendants are accusing Anne McQueen of fraud, embezzlement, theft, murder 

and/or complicit with some or all of those crimes. 

199. Defendants never sought criminal charges or sued Anne McQueen as a result of 

these claims back when they were alleged to have occurred. In fact, the allegations were all 

retracted and apologized about. 

200. Defendants are literally publishing false statements they admitted were false on 

September 9, 1998.  

201. As a direct and proximate result of the aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff 

ANNE MCQUEEN, has suffered substantial injury, damage, loss, harm, anxiety, embarrassment, 

humiliation, shame, and severe emotional distress. As a direct and proximate result of the 

aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff has been damaged and will be damaged, in an amount 

subject to proof. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, ANNE MCQUEEN, demands judgment against Defendants 

Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Big Cat Rescue Corp as a Florida corporation and doing 

business as “Big Cat Rescue,” and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary, as a Florida corporation and 

doing business as “Big Cat Rescue” for compensatory damages, costs, interest as allowed by 

law, and for such other relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS TO ANNE MCQUEEN BY 
DEFENDANTS CAROLE BASKIN, HOWARD BASKIN, BIG CAT RESCUE CORP 

AND/OR BIG CAT RESCUE AND SANCTUARY 

202. The above actions and statements were made to (1) deliberately or recklessly inflict 

emotional distress and mental suffering on Anne McQueen.  

203. Accusing Anne McQueen of felonies, fraud, and some scheme involving the death 

of her longtime boss and friend constitutes outrageous conduct. 

204. The above conduct caused, and causes emotional distress. 

205. The distress is severe.  

206. Additionally, the prior admissions, apologies and statements of some or all of the 

Defendants expressed an intent to use false allegations as deflection and to weaponize and delay 

litigation and settlement. 

207. As a direct and proximate result of the aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff 

ANNE MCQUEEN, has suffered substantial injury, damage, loss, harm, anxiety, embarrassment, 

humiliation, shame, and severe emotional distress. As a direct and proximate result of the 

aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff has been damaged and will be damaged, in an amount 

subject to proof. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, ANNE MCQUEEN, demands judgment against Defendants 

Carole Baskin, Howard Baskin, Big Cat Rescue Corp as a Florida corporation and doing business 

as “Big Cat Rescue,” and Big Cat Rescue and Sanctuary, as a Florida corporation and doing 
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business as “Big Cat Rescue” for compensatory damages, costs, interest as allowed by law, and 

for such other relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

BREACH OF CONTRACT AND FIDUCIARY DUTY BY DEFENDANT 
CAROLE BASKIN TO ANNE MCQUEEN 

 
208. In a notarized apology, on September 9, 1998, Carole Baskin said to Anne 

McQueen, “I, Carole Lewis, apologize to Anne McQueen for all the allegations that I have made 

about Anne McQueen. I never would have done so, if I had not felt that Anne McQueen was trying 

to take over mine and Don’s business. Upon further investigation, I have found that the allegations 

made were without full knowledge of the facts, which I now know are unfounded.”  

209. Further, as a term to the settlement on September 9, 1998, “The parties agree to pay 

to Anne McQueen the sum of $50,000.00, from the DL assets, as full and final settlement of her 

libel and slander claim, as well as all other claims or potential claims brought by her against the 

Conservatorship Estate or any party to this Agreement.” 

210. As a result of the agreement, “The parties further agree not to institute any actions 

against one another, unless future actions by a party constitutes a breach of fiduciary duty to the 

other parties or as otherwise provided in this Agreement.” 

211. Carole Baskin has breached, and is breaching the agreement. Additionally, she has 

breached and is breaching fiduciary duties owed to Anne McQueen. 

212. As a result of the breaches, Anne McQueen has been and continues to sustain injury 

and damages. 

213. As a direct and proximate result of the aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff 

ANNE MCQUEEN, has suffered substantial injury, damage, loss, harm, anxiety, embarrassment, 

humiliation, shame, and severe emotional distress. As a direct and proximate result of the 
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aforementioned acts by Defendants, Plaintiff has been damaged and will be damaged, in an amount 

subject to proof. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, ANNE MCQUEEN, demands judgment against Defendants 

Carole Baskin for attorney’s fees and costs, compensatory damages, costs, interest as allowed 

by law, and for such other relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

A JURY TRIAL IS REQUESTED ON ALL CLAIMS OF ANNE MCQUEEN. 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing was filed via electronic portal to the Clerk of 

Hillsborough county and a true and correct copy was sent via electronic delivery to David 

Rothburn, Eric Husby and David Caldevilla and Susan Bradshaw, via U.S. Mail at 4702 Cooper 

Road, Plant City, FL  33565 on this 22nd day of September, 2020. 

 
 

PHILLIPS & HUNT 
 
      /s/ John M. Phillips 
      John M. Phillips, B.C.S. 
      Florida Bar No.:  0477575 
      212 N. Laura Street 
      Jacksonville, FL 32202 
      (904) 444-4444 
      (904) 508-0683 Facsimile 
      Attorney for Plaintiffs 
      jmp@floridajustice.com 
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