
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE THIRTEENTH  
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT FOR 

HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY, FLORIDA 

JUSTINE GLASSMOYER,

and 

PETSMART, INC., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

JENNA JORDAN 

and 

PEOPLE FOR THE ETHICAL TREATMENT 
OF ANIMALS, INC. (“PETA”), 

Defendants.

Case No.  18-CA-006083 

AMENDED COMPLAINT 

INTRODUCTION 

This case is brought by Plaintiffs Justine Glassmoyer and PetSmart, Inc. (“PetSmart”) 

against People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, Inc. (“PETA”) and its paid “undercover” 

operative, Jenna Jordan, for engaging in a years-long pattern of unlawful conduct intended to 

damage PetSmart and its employees.  Defendants’ unlawful conduct has included animal neglect 

and unlawful surveillance and the recording of private conversations in areas of PetSmart’s 

stores not accessible to the public—in breach of Jordan’s employment contracts with PetSmart 

and in violation of criminal law.  The Defendants undertook these activities in furtherance of a 

campaign to smear PetSmart and its employees with false allegations of animal neglect and 

abuse.   

Because this criminal scheme was clandestine by design, PetSmart has no way to 

ascertain the full scope of the Defendants’ unlawful and damaging activities.  Plaintiffs bring this 
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action to vindicate their rights under civil law, to recover money damages for PETA and Jordan’s 

criminal conduct, and to ensure the Defendants cease their unlawful conduct. 

In support of their Complaint, the Plaintiffs allege the following: 

PARTIES 

1. Plaintiff PetSmart, Inc. is a corporation incorporated under the laws of Delaware 

and with its principal place of business in Phoenix, Arizona.  PetSmart was founded more than 

thirty years ago and is now the largest specialty pet retailer of services and solutions for the 

lifetime needs of pets. 

2. Plaintiff Justine Glassmoyer is a natural person who resides in Brandon, Florida.  

At all times relevant to this complaint, Ms. Glassmoyer was the assistant manager of the 

Brandon, Florida PetSmart location.  

3. Defendant PETA is a militant, activist organization headquartered in Norfolk, 

Virginia, using its cloak as a non-profit organization to commit criminal wrongdoing to further 

its fundraising activities and fund its litigation war chest1 to advance its two goals: (1) ending 

private ownership of animals and (2) bestowing human rights upon animals. 

4. Defendant Jenna Jordan is a natural person and a resident of Hillsborough 

County, Florida, and is a known PETA operative.  Jordan acted under false pretenses to gain 

access to PetSmart’s facilities and to take videos, photographs, and obtain other information 

under PETA’s direction and supervision.  In her capacity as a paid PETA operative, Jordan has 

attempted to infiltrate several other organizations and, as a result, law enforcement officials have 

documented her unlawful tactics. 

1 In 2011, PETA filed suit as next friend to five orca whales against Sea World, alleging that the company enslaved 
the animals in contravention of the Thirteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution abolishing human 
slavery. Tilikum ex rel. People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals, Inc. v. Sea World Parks & Entm't, Inc., 842 F. 
Supp. 2d 1259 (S.D. Cal. 2012) (dismissing PETA’s complaint because the Thirteenth Amendment does not apply 
to animals). 
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JURISDICTION & VENUE 

5. This Court properly exercises personal jurisdiction over Defendant Jenna Jordan 

because she is a resident of Hillsborough County, Florida, and she committed tortious 

wrongdoing within the Hillsborough County, Florida. 

6. The Court properly exercises personal jurisdiction over Defendant PETA because 

it committed tortious wrongdoing individually or through its agent within Hillsborough County, 

Florida. 

7. Exercising jurisdiction over the Defendants comports with due process under the 

federal Constitution and Florida’s Constitution because the Defendants operated from Florida 

and committed unlawful activities in Florida such that maintenance of this suit in Florida 

comports with traditional notions of fair play and substantial justice, and because the Defendants 

have, for the reasons stated below, purposefully availed themselves of the privileges of 

conducting and carrying on business activities in Florida. 

8. This Court has jurisdiction over this action because the amount in controversy 

exceeds $15,000.00, and venue is proper pursuant to Florida Statute § 47.01 and Florida Statue § 

47.051 because Jordan resides in Hillsborough County and these causes of action accrued in 

Hillsborough County. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

PetSmart Is the Leading Pet Care Retailer in the United States 

9. Founded in 1986, PetSmart is the largest pet retailer in the country, providing 

employment to more than 53,000 individuals at more than 1,500 retail locations. 

10. Within Florida alone, PetSmart employs 2,876 individuals at its 95 retail locations 

across the state. 
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11. Since its inception, PetSmart has been committed to one mission: serving pet 

owners and their pets with quality products, services, and solutions they need to live happier and 

healthier lives together.  

12. PetSmart has developed the VET ASSURED Program which requires veterinary 

supervision of the care given to pets at its suppliers’ breeding and distribution centers.  This 

program provides for the pets’ basic needs and all necessary vaccinations, parasite treatments, 

and other preventative medical care. 

13. In 1994, PetSmart formed PetSmart Charities Inc., a nonprofit organization 

dedicated to ending euthanasia and finding homes for homeless pets. 

14. For the past twenty-four years, PetSmart Charities Inc. has been a powerful force 

in the effort to reduce euthanasia of pets across the United States.  Indeed, PetSmart Charities, 

Inc. has found new homes for more than 8 million pets through its work with animal welfare 

partners. 

15. PetSmart’s support of pet families and the work of its philanthropic group have 

angered PETA, which has a record of euthanizing animals in an effort to end pet ownership. 

PETA Has a Long History of Conducting Unlawful, Covert  
Operations and Infiltrations to Eradicate Pet Ownership. 

16. PETA is a militant, activist organization headquartered in Norfolk, Virginia.  

17. PETA has engaged in a pattern of unlawful and tortious conduct under the guise 

of “liberating animals.”   

18. Last year, PETA’s revenue totaled approximately $50,000,000.00.2

19. PETA is committed to ending pet ownership at any cost.  PETA’s leadership team 

has gone on the record a number of times defending the practice of euthanizing animals which 

2 According to PETA’s website, its revenue in 2017 totaled $48,468,512.00. 
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could otherwise be adopted as pets to loving families.  In 2011 alone, PETA euthanized 

approximately 94% of dogs it accepted in its Virginia shelter.  

20. One noteworthy example of PETA’s radical—and criminal—activism to 

eliminate pet ownership by any means necessary took place in 2014, when PETA operatives 

traveled to Parskely, Virginia, and attempted to lure a dog named Maya off her family’s porch 

using biscuits and other treats.  When Maya remained on her family’s land, PETA’s operative 

trespassed onto the family’s property and stole Maya from her family.  Within hours, PETA 

administered a lethal dose of poison to Maya.  Maya’s family sued PETA, and PETA agreed to 

pay Maya’s family $49,000.00 for its deliberate murder of the family’s puppy. 

Jordan—Acting on Behalf of PETA—Tricks PetSmart Into Hiring Her  
in Order to Carry Out Their Smear Campaign Against the Company 

21. Because PETA’s primary goal is to eradicate pet ownership by any means 

necessary, it has dedicated significant money and resources to target and attack PetSmart, one of 

the nation’s largest single source for pet adoptions. 

22. As part of this campaign, PETA has enlisted its agents and operatives to seek 

employment with PetSmart under false pretenses in order to generate inaccurate and misleading 

reports and videos purporting to show animal abuse. 

23. PETA uses these false and misleading reports and videos in support of its 

fundraising efforts to expand its ability to fund criminal and tortious operations in support of its 

efforts to eliminate pet ownership.  

24. At all times relevant to this Complaint, Jordan acted on behalf of and under the 

direct supervision of PETA, as its operative and agent. 
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25. At all times relevant to this Complaint, PETA targeted communications and 

support to Jordan while she was in Florida, to provide funding and logistical support to Jordan to 

carry out PETA’s scheme against PetSmart. 

26. As part of her and PETA’s coordinated scheme against PetSmart, Jenna Jordan 

misrepresented material facts to obtain a job with PetSmart, so she could manufacture false 

claims against the company. 

27. Although PetSmart’s employment application required Jordan to disclose her 

present and past employers, Jordan intentionally omitted her employment with PETA.   

28. A copy of Jordan’s March 29, 2017 PetSmart Employment Application is 

incorporated by reference and attached to this Complaint as Exhibit A. 

29. Based on these representations, PetSmart reasonably believed that Jordan was a 

bona fide job applicant who was unemployed and seeking employment as a Pet Care Associate. 

30. As a result, PetSmart hired Jordan and allowed her to have unrestricted access to 

PetSmart’s facilities and confidential and proprietary business information. 

Jordan Agrees to Abide by PetSmart’s Policies and Procedures 

31. PetSmart takes seriously its responsibility to care for the pets in its care.  In 

furtherance of this important corporate objective, PetSmart requires all of its employees to 

acknowledge (and meet) its high standards for pet care – and expressly empowers its employees 

to obtain immediate care for any sick or injured animals.  

32. Jordan acknowledged and agreed to abide by PetSmart’s policies and procedures 

governing her employment, including the policies and procedures establishing Jordan’s own 

personal responsibility to obtain immediate care for any sick or injured animal she observed at a 

PetSmart location.  
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33. On April 11, 2017, Jordan executed four contracts: (1) Pet Care 

Acknowledgment; (2) Training and Certification Process; (3) Non-Disclosure Agreement; and 

(4) Acknowledgment of Receipt of Associate Handbook.  These contracts are incorporated by 

reference and attached to this Complaint, respectively, as Exhibits B, C, D, and E.

34. The Pet Care Acknowledgment Jordan signed (Exhibit B) states: 

I understand that it is my personal responsibility to know how to care for 
pets in our stores and to make certain I’m providing the highest standards 
of care, every moment of every day. 

Every sick or injured pet with an undiagnosed condition or who is not 
responding to treatment will be taken to our in-store veterinarian, Banfield 
Pet Hospital. If the store does not have a Banfield, any sick or injured pet 
will see a licensed veterinarian for diagnosis and treatment, regardless of 
cost. I will contact my manager on duty before taking the pet to the 
hospital. 

I understand that cost is not a valid reason to avoid vet care or to use some 
other means of treatment or euthanasia. 

Associates who witness anyone not following the letter and the spirit of 
the policy are encouraged to report the incident to any member of 
management or to the CareSmart (1-800-738-4693) without fear of 
retribution. 

All incidents will be thoroughly and fairly investigated and resolved. Any 
associate not following the letter and spirit of PetSmart’s pet care policies 
may be disciplined, up to and including termination. 

I understand that if a pet dies, it should be accurately recorded and 
reported. All deceased pets will be taken to an appropriate location, as 
outlined in our policies and procedures, within 24 hours of the time of 
death. 

35. Jordan also executed the “Training and Certification Process” (Exhibit C)

agreement confirming that she is required to complete safety and certification training to ensure 

her compliance with company policies.  Importantly, the policies and procedures Jordan agreed 

to follow contain the following requirement issued by PetSmart: 

“ALL PETS THAT ARE INJURED OR BECOME ILL IN THE CARE 
OF PETSMART (INCLUDING ADOPTIONS, PET CARE, PETS 
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HOTEL AND SALON) MUST BE TAKEN TO THE VETERINARIAN 
FOR DIAGNOSIS AND TREATMENT RECOMMENDATIONS.” 

36. PetSmart provided to Jordan a copy of PetSmart’s Associate Handbook, which 

details company policy related to her employment at PetSmart.   

37. On April 11, 2017, Jordan signed the Acknowledgment of Receipt of Associate 

Handbook.  In doing so, she confirmed that she “read and understand[s] the contents of the 

handbook.” 

38. The Employment Handbook contains a list of duties which relate to employee 

responsibilities and measures to ensure that pets are treated with the highest standard of care.  

The Employee Handbook expressly prohibits “[i]nhumane treatment of any pet,” and “failure to 

perform up to PetSmart standards.”  

39. PetSmart’s policies expressly forbid PetSmart associates from recording any 

conversations and/or activities in its locations: 

In Furtherance of Her Hidden PETA Agenda, Jordan Repeatedly 
Breaches the Duties Owed to PetSmart and Violates PetSmart’s Policies 

and Procedures by Neglecting Animals and Unlawfully Recording PetSmart Personnel 

40. When Jordan applied to work at PetSmart in March 2017, Jordan deliberately 

concealed from PetSmart that she was a PETA agent and operative with a clear and obvious 

conflict of interest preventing her from discharging her duties and honoring the common law and 

contractual duties that she owed to PetSmart as a PetSmart employee. 



9 

41. In fact, Jordan’s sole purpose in obtaining employment with PetSmart was to 

infiltrate the company and manufacture evidence against PetSmart to further PETA’s propaganda 

efforts and its stated objective of eradicating pet ownership in the United States. 

42. In August 2017, Jordan started work at PetSmart’s Brandon, Florida, location. 

43. Beginning on her first day of employment at the Brandon, Florida PetSmart, 

under PETA’s direction and supervision, Jordan started recording a number of conversations 

between herself and the store’s assistant manager Justine Glassmoyer. 

44. Ms. Glassmoyer never consented to any of these audio recordings. 

45. Many of the conversations Jordan recorded on PETA’s behalf and under its 

instruction took place during the hours before and after the PetSmart location was open to 

customers. 

46. Many of the conversations Jordan recorded on PETA’s behalf and under its 

instruction took place in areas of the store which are only accessible to PetSmart employees. 

47. These conversations took place on private property and in non-public areas of the 

store where Ms. Glassmoyer had a reasonable expectation of privacy. 

48. Between August and December of 2017, Jordan recorded numerous hours of 

videos of private conversations on PETA’s behalf and under its instruction—some of which were 

personal in nature and had nothing to do with PetSmart’s operations. 

49. Jordan provided the unlawfully recorded conversations to PETA. 

50. PETA deceptively edited the unlawfully recorded conversations and published the 

deceptively edited video as part of a promotional video intended to damage and discredit 

PetSmart. 

Jordan Violates PetSmart’s Policies and Procedures by Withholding Medical Care to Animals 
and then Manufacturing a False Claim to Law Enforcement 
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51. Jordan received extensive training and was familiar with PetSmart’s policies 

regarding the care provided to in-store pets. 

52. At all times relevant to PetSmart’s claims, Jordan was aware that PetSmart’s 

policies required employees to deliver sick in-store pets to a veterinarian without delay: 

“ALL PETS THAT ARE INJURED OR BECOME ILL IN THE CARE 
OF PETSMART (INCLUDING ADOPTIONS, PET CARE, PETS 
HOTEL AND SALON) MUST BE TAKEN TO THE VETERINARIAN 
FOR DIAGNOSIS AND TREATMENT RECOMMENDATIONS.” 

53. Jordan also knew that PetSmart provided this care to pets “regardless of cost.” 

54. Jordan signed an agreement which acknowledged: “I understand that cost is not a 

valid reason to avoid vet care.” 

55. In late March 2018, Jordan and PETA filed a false complaint with the 

Hillsborough County Sheriff’s Office alleging that PetSmart had been abusing animals in 

Brandon, Florida.  

56. The Sheriff’s office declined to investigate PETA’s claims and forwarded the 

complaint to Hillsborough County Animal Control. 

57. Hillsborough County Animal Control declined to investigate PETA’s claims after 

reviewing PETA and Jordan’s complaint and forwarded PETA’s complaint to the Florida Fish & 

Wildlife Conservation Commission (“FWC”). 

58. FWC investigated the allegations Jordan and PETA had made against PetSmart.  

But FWC representatives were unable to download the videos that were linked in the materials 

that Jordan and PETA had submitted in support of their false complaints about PetSmart.   

59. FWC officials contacted Daniel Paden—a PETA operative based in Norfolk, 

Virginia—to obtain copies of the videos. 
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60. It is clear from the video that PETA deceptively and submitted to law 

enforcement that Ms. Glassmoyer was unaware that she was being recorded. 

61. Jordan also submitted a declaration to FWC which alleged that PetSmart 

management in Brandon, Florida, refused to provide treatment to a parakeet and hamster that 

purportedly fell ill. 

62. These accusations—and the declaration that Jordan signed and submitted to 

FWC—are demonstrably false.   In fact, it was Jordan herself (and not PetSmart management) 

who refused to obtain veterinary care for the parakeet in her care. 

63. As a Pet Care Associate, Jordan was empowered by PetSmart—and indeed was 

required by PetSmart policies and procedures—to transport any injured or sick pet to a veterinary 

clinic to receive immediate veterinary care.  

64. Instead of procuring immediate veterinary care for the parakeet, Jordan chose to 

videotape the animal for eventual use in PETA’s planned propaganda campaign.  Indeed, Jordan 

refused to seek out veterinary care for the parakeet and hamster, and instead waited for the bird 

to die before fabricating the false accusation that PetSmart had neglected the animal.   

65. Jordan and PETA waited approximately six months to make a report of the 

alleged animal abuse. 

66. FWC conducted an investigation and determined that PetSmart committed no 

wrongdoing and that PETA and Jordan’s allegations were “unfounded.” 

67. PetSmart management cooperated with the investigation and permitted FWC to 

access its records from August to December of 2017. 

68. FWC’s investigation confirmed that zero pets sold by PetSmart during Jordan’s 

covert operation were brought back to the store due to illness or injury. 
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69. FWC determined that PETA and Jordan’s accusations were “unfounded” and 

required no further action. 

As a Result of Jordan’s Breach of Contract and the Defendants’  
Unlawful Recordings, PetSmart Suffered Significant Damages 

70. Untold thousands of PetSmart’s current and potential customers viewed PETA’s 

video or otherwise became aware of PETA’s false accusations that PetSmart abused the parakeet 

that Jordan neglected.   

71. This damage has taken the shape of diminished sales and loss of customer 

goodwill. 

72. As a result of Jordan’s actions, Plaintiffs have retained the undersigned counsel 

and is obligated to pay a reasonable fee—commensurate with their expertise and experience—for 

their services. 

73. Jordan’s conduct may warrant the imposition of punitive damages, and the 

Plaintiffs may, at the appropriate time, seek leave to recover punitive damages.   

74. The actions or omissions of Jordan and PETA set forth in this Complaint 

demonstrate malice and insult.  Such actions were undertaken by Jordan and PETA with (1) 

maliciousness, spite, ill will, vengeance, and/or deliberate intent to harm the Plaintiffs, and (2) 

reckless and wanton disregard for their effects on the Plaintiffs.  Jordan and PETA had actual 

knowledge of the wrongfulness of the conduct and the high probability that injury or damage to 

the Plaintiffs would result and despite that knowledge intentionally pursued that course of 

conduct resulting in injury or damage. 

COUNT 1 
UNLAWFUL RECORDING OF CONVERSATIONS 

(violation of section 934.10, Florida Statutes)
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75. The Plaintiffs repeat and re-allege paragraphs 4, 21-26, 29, 30, 32, 39, 41-50, 60, 

and 70-74 as if set forth fully herein.  

76. On numerous occasions between August and December of 2017, PETA instructed 

Jordan to intentionally record videos containing audio of conversations Jordan had with 

Ms. Glassmoyer.  

77. At PETA’s direction and acting as its agent, Jordan intercepted and recorded the 

conversations surreptitiously and without Ms. Glassmoyer’s consent. 

78. At PETA’s direction and acting as its agent, Jordan then transmitted each of these 

recordings to PETA’s office in Norfolk, Virginia, in furtherance of PETA’s public smear 

campaign against PetSmart. 

79. The conversations Jordan recorded took place on private property, and 

Ms. Glassmoyer possessed a reasonable expectation of privacy regarding the contents of these 

conversations. 

80.  Moreover, Ms. Glassmoyer had a reasonable expectation that her oral 

communications were not subject to interception or recording. 

81. These recordings were the proximate cause of significant damage to 

Ms. Glassmoyer and PetSmart, Inc.—specifically loss of reputation and standing in their 

respective communities.  As a direct result of the Defendants’ unlawful recordings, PetSmart was 

damaged in an amount to be proven at trial, including but not limited to costs of employment, 

attorney’s fees, and lost revenue, damage to reputation, and loss of customer goodwill. 

82. Ms. Glassmoyer and PetSmart, Inc. are entitled to the greater of actual damages or 

liquidated damages of $100 per day for each day (or $1,000, whichever is greater) in which 

Jordan— under PETA’s direction and supervision—unlawfully recorded their conversations. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Jenna Jordan and PETA as follows: 

Brent Scher
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(a) awarding PetSmart and Ms. Glassmoyer the greater of actual damages or 
liquidated damages of $100 per day for each day (or $1,000, whichever is 
greater) of unlawful recording by PETA and Jordan;  

(b) awarding Plaintiffs all expenses and costs, including attorneys’ fees; and 

(c) awarding such other and further relief as the Court deems appropriate. 

COUNT 2  
BREACH OF CONTRACT  
(Defendant Jenna Jordan) 

83. PetSmart repeats and re-alleges paragraphs 28, 30-55, 58-66, and 70-72, as if set 

forth fully herein. 

84. Jordan entered into four agreements with PetSmart: (1) Pet Care 

Acknowledgment; (2) Training and Certification Process; (3) Non-Disclosure Agreement; and 

(4) Acknowledgment of Receipt of Associate Handbook.  These contracts are incorporated by 

reference and attached to this Complaint, respectively, as Exhibits B, C, D, and E.

85. PetSmart completed all, or substantially all, of the essential items which the 

contract required it to do. 

86. All conditions required by the contracts for Jordan’s performance had occurred. 

87. Jordan breached her contract with PetSmart by failing to procure veterinary care 

for animals that were sick, specifically a parakeet that ultimately died following Ms. Jordan’s 

neglect. 

88. Jordan breached her contract with PetSmart by using an electronic device to 

record audio and video of PetSmart employees and PetSmart’s property during her shift. 

89. As a direct result of these breaches, PetSmart was damaged in an amount to be 

proven at trial, including but not limited to costs of employment, attorney’s fees, and lost 

revenue, damage to reputation, and loss of customer goodwill. 
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90. These damages were reasonably contemplated by the parties at the time of the 

breach. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs demand judgment against Jenna Jordan as follows: 

(a) awarding PetSmart monetary damages for Jenna Jordan’s breach of 
contract in an amount to be determined at trial; 

(b) awarding such other and further relief as the Court deems appropriate. 

This 30th day of April 2019. Respectfully Submitted, 

/s/ Benjamin N. Hill, III 

Benjamin H. Hill, III (FBN: 94585) 
Ben.Hill@hwhlaw.com
Debra.Whitworth@hwhlaw.com
Matthew F. Hall (FBN: 92430) 
Matthew.Hall@hwhlaw.com
HILL WARD HENDERSON 
3700 Bank of America Plaza 
101 East Kennedy Boulevard 
Tampa, FL 33602 
Phone: 813-221-3900 
Fax: 813-221-2900 

Thomas A. Clare, P.C. (pro hac vice) 
Daniel P. Watkins (pro hac vice) 
Steven J. Harrison (pro hac vice) 
CLARE LOCKE LLP 
10 Prince Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314 
Telephone: (202) 628-7400 
Email: tom@clarelocke.com
Email: daniel@clarelocke.com 
Email: steven@clarelocke.com

Attorneys for Plaintiffs
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