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IN AND FOR THE THRITEENTH 

JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF FLORIDA 

IN AND FOR HILLSBOROUGH  

COUNTY, FLORIDA - CIVIL DIVISION 

 

 

 

DONNA L. PETTIS, 

LYNDA L. SANCHEZ, 

GALE L. RATHBONE, and 

ANNE McQUEEN, 

 Plaintiffs,       CASE NO. 20-CA-006289 

v.  

CAROLE BASKIN,       DIVISION F 

SUSAN BRADSHAW, and  

KENNETH WAYNE FARR, 

 Defendants. 

 

_______________________________/ 

 

 

DEFENDANT CAROLE BASKIN’S 

MOTION TO DISMISS COMPLAINT AND FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER 

 

 

The Defendant, Carole Baskin (“Baskin”), by and through her undersigned attorneys, 

pursuant to Rules 1.140(b) and 1.280(c), Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, files this Motion to 

Dismiss the Complaint for a Pure Bill of Discovery filed by Donna L. Pettis, Lynda L. Sanchez, 

Gale L. Rathbone and Anne McQueen (collectively the “Plaintiffs”) and for a protective order, 

and in support thereof states as follows: 

Introduction 

Baskin’s former husband, Jack Donald Lewis, disappeared and went missing on or about 

August 18, 1997, and pursuant to a court order, he was presumed dead on October 8, 2002. Three 

of the Plaintiffs (Donna L. Pettis, Lynda L. Sanchez, and Gale L. Rathbone) are Mr. Lewis’s 

surviving adult children, and the remaining Plaintiff (Anne McQueen) is Mr. Lewis’s former 
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employee.  A cable-television mini-series (i.e., “Tiger King: Murder, Mayhem and Madness”), 

which began airing on March 20, 2020, has apparently encouraged the Plaintiffs to attempt to 

revive and relitigate unsupported allegations and suspected causes of action that have expired 

and/or were resolved in court long ago.       

Twenty-three years after Plaintiffs were all parties and active participants in the 

Conservatorship of Jack Donald Lewis, Hillsborough County Probate Case No. 97-2001 Div. A 

(the “Estate”), twenty-two years after Plaintiffs Pettis, Sanchez and Rathbone entered into a 

stipulation with Baskin to settle issues among them, twenty-two years after Plaintiff McQueen 

settled with the Estate, and eighteen years after Mr. Lewis was legally presumed dead, the Plaintiffs 

now incredulously allege that “[i]ssues still exist about whether the last known will and testament 

of Mr. Lewis and a Power of Attorney relied upon by Defendant Baskin in the probate court was 

bona fide.”  See Complaint at ¶15. 

Notably, neither Baskin nor the probate court relied on either the last known will and 

testament or any power of attorney in handling the Estate. Instead, the parties, by a written court-

approved stipulation, established the Estate whereby each group managed assets that eventually 

would be their own, and any such other issues were resolved in the Estate.  There never was a 

probate of any will, as all Mr. Lewis’ assets were depleted to fund the Estate, consistent with 

controlling law, the parties’ stipulation, and the court’s approval.  Baskin utilized neither the will 

nor the power of attorney.  Instead, the court appointed a neutral third-party Co-Conservator 

together with Baskin to manage the Estate, all under the supervision of the court and following the 

stipulations and consents of the Plaintiffs.  Plaintiffs’ Complaint for a Pure Bill of Discovery 

(“Complaint”) not only overlooks the history, facts, and claims that were resolved by the court in 
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the Estate proceedings, but also entirely fails to establish why a pure bill of discovery is necessary 

now, particularly after any statute of limitations has long since run. 

Motion to Dismiss 

 a. Legal Standard 

The legal standards for a motion to dismiss under Rule 1.140(b) of the Florida Rules of 

Civil Procedure are well known to this court and citations are omitted. 

 b. Pure Bill of Discovery 

Perhaps recognizing the inherent problem with bringing claims twenty-three years after 

reaching court-approved resolutions and/or the suspected events vaguely alluded to in the 

Complaint, Plaintiffs reference both the delayed discovery rule and the doctrine of equitable 

estoppel. Yet, Plaintiffs’ Complaint is entirely devoid of any facts that would allow for equitable 

tolling.  Instead, Plaintiffs allege that they need discovery to “gather information regarding the 

applicability of these doctrines.”  See Complaint at ¶34.  This is an entirely improper use of a bill 

of discovery and demonstrates the deficiency of Plaintiffs’ pleading. 

Pure bills of discovery, while arguably still valid, are only available in very limited 

circumstances. See Trak Microwave Corp. v. Culley, 728 So.2d 1177, 1178 (Fla. 2d DCA 1998). 

A complaint for a pure bill of discovery must allege: (1) the nature and contents of documents or 

other matters in the defendant's possession or control for which discovery is sought, (2) the matter 

or controversy to which the requested discovery relates, (3) the interest of each party in the subject 

of the inquiry, (4) the complainant's right to have the requested relief, (5) the complainant's title 

and interest, as well the complainant's relationship to the discovery claimed, and (6) that the 

requested discovery is material and necessary to maintain the complainant's claims in the 

prospective litigation.  Publix Supermarkets, Inc. v. Frazier, 696 So.2d 1369, 1371 (Fla. 4th DCA 
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1997); Payne v. Beverly, 958 So. 2d 1112, 1114 (Fla. 5th DCA 2007).  With respect to the sixth 

element, the complaint must also demonstrate “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.”  

Lewis v. Weaver, 969 So. 2d 586, 587 (Fla. 4th DCA 2007).   

Notwithstanding the foregoing, a pure bill of discovery “is only authorized in equity in the 

absence of an adequate legal remedy.” Debt Settlement Administrators, LLC v. Antigua & 

Barbuda, 950 So. 2d 464, 465 (Fla. 3d DCA 2007). A pure bill of discovery may not be used as a 

fishing expedition to see if causes of action exist, to substantiate one's suspected causes of action, 

to make a positive determination that suspected claims are viable or are not frivolous, to aid a 

potential plaintiff in determining the extent of its damages, or to acquire a preview of discovery 

for a prospective lawsuit.  Kirlin v. Green, 955 So.2d 28, 30 (Fla. 3d DCA 2007); Venezia Lakes 

Homeowners Ass'n, Inc. v. Precious Homes at Twin Lakes Prop. Owners Ass'n, Inc., 34 So. 3d 

755, 759 (Fla. 3d DCA 2010); Vorbeck v. Betancourt, 107 So.3d 1142, 1146-1147 (Fla. 3d DCA 

2012); Mendez v. Cochran, 700 So.2d 46, 47 (Fla. 4th DCA 1997); Publix, 696 So.2d at 1371. 

Such uses of the bill “places an undue burden on the court system.” Mendez, 700 So.2d at 47. 

Here, the Plaintiffs’ Complaint actually alleges and confirms they seek a pure bill of 

discovery not only to determine whether a suspected cause of action exists in the first place, but 

also to determine whether some form of equitable tolling could apply to avoid the long-expired 

statutes of limitations for their suspected causes of action.  Such an application of a bill of 

discovery is impermissible.  Taking Plaintiffs’ allegations at face value, as the Court must on a 

motion to dismiss, the Complaint simply states that “Plaintiffs seek and are entitled to evidence 

surrounding the Defendants [sic] wrongdoing.”  See Complaint at ¶35.  Notably, however, the 

Complaint does not identify, describe, or establish the existence of any “wrongdoing.” 
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Paragraph 27.a through h. of the Complaint presents a laundry list of suspected “potential 

claims” that Plaintiffs wish to “investigate” in order to identify potential witnesses and facts. 

Paragraph 27 identifies “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; (e) intentional tort resulting in death; (f) negligence; (g) breach of fiduciary 

duty; or (h) a catch-all category of “other claims” which are not identified or described.  Notably, 

the statute of limitations corresponding to most those of claims1 is generally four years.  See, 

§95.11(3), Fla. Stat. The Complaint does not describe any facts or events demonstrating that each 

or any of the Plaintiffs actually has any such cause of action against Baskin (or any of the other 

Defendants), or that such events transpired during the last four years.  

Paragraph 36 of the Complaint states (without any factual predicate) that “Plaintiffs have 

a good faith basis to believe that Defendants … may have committed the civil offense of fraud 

against the Plaintiffs and/or have information about who committed such act of fraud.”  Aside 

from the four-year statute of limitations set forth in Section 95.11(3)(j) that generally applies to a 

legal or equitable action for fraud, Section 95.031(2)(a), Florida Statutes, specifically provides that 

any such action “must be begun within 12 years after the date of the commission of the alleged 

fraud, regardless of the date the fraud was or should have been discovered.” (Emphasis 

added).  Plaintiffs’ Complaint fails to describe or otherwise allege any fraud or fraudulent conduct 

that ever occurred—much less within the last 12 years.  Instead, the Plaintiffs vaguely insinuate 

fraudulent conduct relating to Mr. Lewis’s last will and testament and power of attorney that 

 
1  Under Section 95.11(10), “an action for wrongful death seeking damages authorized under s. 768.21 

brought against a natural person for an intentional tort resulting in death from acts described in s. 782.04 or 

s. 782.07 may be commenced at any time.”  However, the Plaintiffs’ Complaint contains no allegations 

identifying any “acts described in s. 782.04 or s. 782.07,” which prohibit murder and various types of 

manslaughter. 
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allegedly occurred twenty-three years ago, which Plaintiffs’ own allegations place directly in 

conflict with Sections 95.11(3)(j) and 95.031(2)(a). Incredibly, Plaintiffs cite to suspected 

“wrongful conduct from twenty-three (23) years ago” to support the propriety of their Complaint.  

See Complaint ¶42. 

The Plaintiffs also candidly acknowledge the speculative nature of their suspicions of 

potential causes of action. According to paragraph 22 of the Complaint, the Plaintiffs seek a bill 

of particulars in order to “to determine if they are victims in a criminal case, a civil case, both or 

neither.” In paragraph 22, Plaintiffs further acknowledge that they currently have nothing to 

support their suspicions by stating the “only way to determine this is to engage in discovery.”  

Needless to say, with respect to each of the suspected causes of action alluded to on the laundry 

list in paragraphs 27 and 36, the Complaint completely fails to allege the required elements 

described in Publix and Payne to seek a bill of discovery: (1) the nature and contents of documents 

or other matters in the defendant's possession or control for which discovery is sought, (2) the 

matter or controversy to which the requested discovery relates, (3) the interest of each party in the 

subject of the inquiry, (4) the complainant's right to have the requested relief, (5) the complainant's 

title and interest, as well the complainant's relationship to the discovery claimed, and (6) that the 

requested discovery is material and necessary to maintain the complainant's claims in the 

prospective litigation. Publix, 696 So.2d at 1371; Payne, 958 So.2d at 1114. 

Instead of alleging the required elements, the Complaint confirms that the Plaintiffs are 

seeking a bill of discovery to conduct a fishing expedition to see if suspected causes of action exist, 

to substantiate or eliminate suspected causes of action, to determination whether suspected causes 

of action are viable or are not frivolous, and to acquire a preview of discovery for a prospective 

lawsuit.  These are patently impermissible uses for a bill of discovery.  Kirlin, 955 So.2d at 30; 
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Venezia Lakes, 34 So.3d at 759; Vorbeck, 107 So.3d at 1146-1147.  This fishing expedition is 

particularly improper in the absence of a showing that any of the suspected claims are not barred 

by the applicable statute of limitations or by the prior court proceedings in which all claims 

involving Mr. Lewis’s Estate were fully and finally settled and adjudicated.  For the foregoing 

reasons, a pure bill of discovery is not available here. 

c.  Equitable Tolling and Equitable Estoppel 

Undaunted, Plaintiffs argue (without any predicate factual allegations) that the doctrine of 

equitable estoppel will somehow be available to toll the statute of limitations. The Florida Supreme 

Court has explained in connection with equitable tolling that: 

The doctrine of equitable tolling was developed to permit under certain circumstances the 

filing of a lawsuit that otherwise would be barred by a limitations period. 

.... 

Generally, the tolling doctrine has been applied when the plaintiff has been misled or 

lulled into inaction, has in some extraordinary way been prevented from asserting his 

rights, or has timely asserted his rights mistakenly in the wrong forum. 

 

Machules v. Dep’t of Admin., 523 So.2d 1132, 1133–34 (Fla.1988) (footnotes omitted, emphasis 

added).  Stated another way, “the only possible basis for asserting this doctrine would be” that the 

Plaintiffs were “in some extraordinary way prevented from asserting [their] rights.”  Williams v. 

Albertson’s Inc., 879 So.2d 657, 659 (Fla. 5th DCA 2004).  However, simply mentioning the term 

“wrongful conduct” without pleading any specific facts of exactly how and when Baskins 

supposedly misled or lulled the Plaintiff into inaction is entirely insufficient. 

 Plaintiffs’ Complaint is entirely devoid of any facts to establish the existence of any cause 

of action or that any suspected cause of action is not barred by the controlling statute of limitations 

or was resolved by the court in Mr. Lewis’s Estate.  At best, the Plaintiffs vaguely allude to some 

form of unidentified “wrongdoing” by Baskin and others, without any explanation to justify the 

twenty-three year delay in bringing any action. Nevertheless, the actual facts from the underlying 
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Estate, where each Plaintiff was represented by counsel, where each Plaintiff ended up attaining a 

resolution that was presented, adopted and approved by both the court and the court appointed 

neutral Co-Conservator, belie Plaintiffs’ allegations now. 

Plaintiffs’ Complaint cannot be viewed in a vacuum unrelated to their involvement in the 

Estate and this Court may take judicial notice of the underlying Estate and documents filed in it 

per Section 90.202(6), Florida Statutes.  The actual record of what occurred in the Estate paints a 

very different picture than the one to which the Plaintiffs allude in their Complaint.  Conspicuously 

absent from the underlying Estate case is any reliance by the probate court on either document that 

that Plaintiffs apparently now want to rely upon or challenge--the last will and the power of 

attorney.  In fact, it was the unilateral actions of the Plaintiffs themselves, who sought the 

appointment of Plaintiff Anne McQueen as conservator to override any power of attorney or last 

will, which they averred did not even exist in the verified Petition for Appointment of Conservator 

for the Estate of Jack Donald Lewis, dated August 29, 1997, a true and correct copy of which is 

attached as “Exhibit A”.   

Eventually, the Estate was established based on an Agreed Order Appointing Co-

Conservators of the Property and Assets dated September 16, 1997, with a court appointed 

disinterested neutral,  Douglas Stalley, as the Co-Conservator of the Estate, a true and correct copy 

of which is attached as “Exhibit B.”  The Order makes no mention of either any power of attorney 

or will, but instead references the oral stipulations of the parties, which included all the Plaintiffs 

and Baskin.  On August 28, 1998, Plaintiffs Pettis, Sanchez and Rathbone, and Baskin reached an 

agreement that was memorialized in a written stipulation filed with the Court to alter the handling 

of the Estate, a true and correct copy of which is attached as “Exhibit C.”  Thereafter, the Estate 

was fully administered, complete accountings were provided to the court and all parties (including 
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the Plaintiffs), and following a Petition for Discharge, the court entered its Order of Discharge on 

December 11, 2002, true and correct copies of the Petition for Discharge and Order of Discharge 

are attached as “Exhibit D” and “Exhibit E,” respectively. 

To support Plaintiffs’ erroneous theory for the application of equitable estoppel here, they 

misplace their reliance on Major League Baseball v. Morsani, 790 So.2d 1071 (Fla. 

2001).Plaintiffs overlook that equitable estoppel “functions as a shield, not a sword, and operates 

against the wrongdoer, not the victim.”  Id., at 1077.  If it somehow applied, then it would prevent 

Baskin and the other Defendants from raising the statute of limitations in defense of a time barred 

claim brought by the Plaintiffs – a shield – rather than as alleged by Plaintiffs in support of the 

efficacy of their pure bill of particulars – a sword.   

The doctrine is explained in Ryan v. Lobo De Gonzalez, 841 So.2d 510 (Fla. 4th DCA 2003), 

where the court stated: 

However equitable estoppel ‘presupposes that the plaintiff knows of the facts 

underlying the cause of action but delayed filing suit because of the defendant’s conduct.’ 

See Bell v. Fowler, 99 F.3d 262, 266 n. 2 (8th Cir.1996) (citing Dring v. McDonnell 

Douglas Corp., 58 F.3d 1323, 1329 (8th Cir.1995)) (emphasis added).  Stated another way, 

“[e]quitable estoppel arises where the parties recognize the basis for suit, but the 

wrongdoer prevails upon the other to forego enforcing his right until the statutory time has 

lapsed.” Cook v. Deltona Corp., 753 F.2d 1552, 1563 (11th Cir.1985) (quoting Aldrich v. 

McCulloch Props., Inc., 627 F.2d 1036, 1043 n. 7 (10th Cir.1980)) (emphasis added). 

 

Ryan v. Lobo De Gonzalez, 841 So.2d 510, 518-519 (Fla. 4th DCA 2003). 

Here, Plaintiffs fail to allege any basis for the application of equitable estoppel or to toll or 

otherwise avoid the controlling statute of limitations.  There is no allegation that the Plaintiffs 

knew of their claims. To the contrary, they affirmatively allege that they do not know “if they are 

victims in a criminal case, a civil case, both or neither.” See Complaint at ¶22. 
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 Plaintiffs also allege that they “seek this Pure Bill of Discovery to discover information in 

regards to the doctrine of ‘Equitable Estoppel’ and its potential application to Defendants … .”  

See Complaint at ¶40.  Conspicuously absent from the Complaint is any allegation that Baskin did 

anything to prevent Plaintiffs from filing any suit. At best, they merely cryptically allege that 

“[b]ased upon recently discovered information, Plaintiffs believe that Defendants Baskin, 

Bradshaw and Farr’s conduct, from 1997 to present, induced Plaintiffs into ‘forbearing suit within 

the applicable limitations period.’”  See Complaint at ¶43.  Entirely absent from Plaintiffs’ 

Complaint is how and when Baskin or any other Defendant induced Plaintiffs’ into forbearance, 

or that Baskin or any other Defendant otherwise engaged in any affirmative or objectively 

identifiable conduct, which either misled or lulled the Plaintiffs into inaction that in some 

extraordinary way prevented them from timely asserting their rights.  The Plaintiffs’ mere 

incantation of the words “equitable estoppel” and “wrongful conduct” does not magically establish 

that any of their laundry list of suspected causes of action are not barred. 

 Next, Plaintiffs wrongly allege that documents allegedly forged by Baskin “prevented 

Plaintiffs from obtaining information regarding Mr. Lewis’ estate and finances following his 

disappearance and death.”  See Complaint at ¶44.  Again, as explained above, at the insistence of 

the Plaintiffs themselves, the Estate neither relied on the will nor power of attorney, and the 

Plaintiffs were all active participants represented by counsel.  Nothing prevented the Plaintiffs 

from seeking discovery concerning any alleged forgery during the Estate proceedings. Further, the 

Estate included detailed financial reporting both to the Court and the Plaintiffs making their claims 

here materially false and intentionally misleading to this Court.  See Exhibits B, D and E.  For the 

foregoing reasons, the doctrine of equitable estoppel is not applicable here.   
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d. Delayed Discovery Doctrine. 

Undeterred, Plaintiffs also refer to the delayed discovery doctrine to support an exception 

to their glaring statute of limitation problem.  As explained above, Section 95.031(2)(a), Florida 

Statutes, specifically provides that any action based on a fraud “must be begun within 12 years 

after the date of the commission of the alleged fraud, regardless of the date the fraud was or should 

have been discovered.”  The delayed discovery doctrine does not save a claim after more than 12 

years have elapsed.   

Plaintiffs cite Davis v. Monahan, 832 So.2d 708 (Fla. 2002), to support their theory that an 

exception to the statute of limitations for fraud is nevertheless applicable.  While the delayed 

discovery doctrine can provide an exception to the statute of limitations, the Davis court did not 

find it applicable there.  Id., at 712.  Additionally, Plaintiffs fail to allege any diligence whatsoever 

to excuse their twenty-three year delay in bringing any claim or how Baskin prevented or hid from 

them any such claim.  In fact, Plaintiffs have not even brought any claim in the first place and are 

using the pure bill of discovery to improperly determine whether evidence exists to support a 

potential claim. Again, “[a] pure bill of discovery… is not to be used to determine whether 

evidence exists to support an allegation, but rather to determine in the absence of an adequate 

legal remedy ‘the identity of a proper party defendant or the appropriate legal theory for relief.’” 

Kirlin, 955 So.2d at 30; Trak Microwave, 728 So.2d at 1178 (emphasis added).  For the foregoing 

reasons, the delayed discovery doctrine is not applicable here. 

Alternative Motion for Protective Order 

Until this Court determines whether Plaintiffs have stated a cause of action, no discovery 

should take place.  In the event this Court determines that the Plaintiffs are entitled to a pure bill 

of discovery, then Baskin requests the Court to enter a protective order prohibiting any discovery 
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absent a subsequent order, based on good cause shown, delineating the scope of any discovery 

and/or the manner in which any discovery shall be conducted.  Here, without even knowing what 

claims Plaintiffs are making, without even knowing if those claims are time-barred, Plaintiffs seek 

to obtain discovery without any apparent parameters or limitations.  This is well beyond what is 

permitted under Rule 1.280, Florida Rules of Civil Procedure, and the unfettered discovery that 

Plaintiffs’ apparently seek will not only harass, annoy and oppress Baskin, but also create an undue 

burden and expense for her to have to engage in and defend against Plaintiffs’ fishing expedition. 

This is highlighted by not only the media attention from “Tiger King: Murder, Mayhem and 

Madness,” but also from Plaintiffs’ own media blitz directed to this case.  Until it is determined 

that Plaintiffs stated a cause of action and identified the six elements outlined in the Publix case, 

discovery here should be stayed. See Deltona Corp. v. Bailey, 336 So.2d 1163, 1169-1170 (Fla. 

1976) (trial court has broad discretion to oversee discovery and the parties before it); Hepco Data, 

LLC v. Hepco Medical, LLC, 45 Fla. L. Weekly D843, --- So.3d ---- (Fla. 2d DCA 2020). 

Conclusion 

Twenty-three years after Plaintiffs were all parties and active participants in the Estate, 

twenty-two years after Plaintiffs Pettis, Sanchez and Rathbone entered into a stipulation with 

Baskin to settle issues among them, twenty-two years after Plaintiff McQueen settled with the 

Estate and Eighteen years after Jack Donald Lewis was legally presumed dead, the Plaintiffs are 

now on an admitted fishing expedition to determine if some equitable doctrine could potentially 

allow them to bring suspected claims against Baskin and the other Defendants.  Plaintiffs’ own 

allegations confirm that they seek discovery merely to “determine if they are victims in a criminal 

case, a civil case, both or neither,” and to “gather information regarding the applicability” of a 

doctrine to avoid the patently expired statutes of limitations governing their suspected causes of 
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action.   See Complaint at ¶¶ 22 and 34.  Yet, the courts resoundingly reject such an improper use 

of a pure bill of discovery.  See Mendez, 700 So.2d at 47; Kaplan, 837 So.2d at 1176.  As stated 

by Judge Stephens in his concurring opinion in the Publix case, “where a plaintiff is truly on 

nothing more than a ‘fishing expedition,’ the court, in equity, will not supply the rod and reel.”   

WHEREFORE, Baskin prays this Honorable Court will dismiss Plaintiffs’ Complaint, 

award to Baskin her attorney’s fees and costs as provided in any applicable contract, statute or 

rule, impose a protective order, and grant such other and further relief as this Court deems just and 

proper. 

 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

   /s/ Craig E. Rothburd    

CRAIG E. ROTHBURD, ESQ.,FBN: 0049182 

CRAIG E. ROTHBURD, P.A. 

 

  



Pettis et al. v. Baskin et al. 

- Motion to Dismiss and for Protective Order 

Page 14 of 14 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 

 I HEREBY CERTIFY on this 31st day of August 2020, pursuant to Florida Rules of 

Judicial Administration, Rule 2.516, I electronically filed the foregoing with the Clerk of Court by 

using the Florida Court Eportal System that will send a notice of electronic filing to:   

Attorney for Plaintiffs 

John M. Phillips, B.C.S. 

PHILLIPS & HUNT 

jmp@floridajustice.com 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

   /s/ Craig E. Rothburd    

CRAIG E. ROTHBURD, ESQ.,FBN: 0049182 

CRAIG E. ROTHBURD, P.A. 

320 W. Kennedy Blvd., #700 

Tampa, Florida  33606 

Telephone: (813) 251-8800 

Fax:  (813) 251-5042 

Primary Email: craig@rothburdpa.com  

Secondary Email: maria@rothburdpa.com 

CERPA File No: 6859 

 

DAVID M. CALDEVILLA, FBN 654248 

de la PARTE & GILBERT, P.A. 

Post Office Box 2350 

Tampa, Florida 33601-2350 

Telephone: (813)229-2775 

Primary Email: dcaldevilla@dgfirm.com 

Secondary Email: serviceclerk@dgfirm.com  

 

COUNSEL FOR CAROLE BASKIN 
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