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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE ROANOKE CITY CIRCUIT COURT 

 

BRENTEN WOODY and SONYA WOODY, 

Plaintiffs 

v.        CASE NO. CL 20- 

TAMARA ROSSER; TAMMY WILSON; APRIL WATSON; 

COURTNEY SINHA; LYNCHBURG DEPARTMENT  

OF SOCIAL SERVICES; CITY OF LYNCHBURG, VIRGINIA 

DEBORAH BOWMAN; KRISTEN HERN; COURT APPOINTED  

SPECIAL ADVOCATES OF CENTRAL VIRGINIA;  

CLARINE D. FINLEY, and JONATHAN EDWIN FINLEY; 

Defendants. 

PLAINTIFFS’ COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL: 

COME NOW the Plaintiffs, by counsel, and state as follows in support of their 

Complaint against the Defendants: 

1. Brenten Woody is an African-American resident of the Commonwealth of Virginia, 

residing and domiciled in the City of Roanoke, Virginia, and is the biological father of a now 

deceased minor African-American child, Amarah Leah Marie Lane, born October 22, 2016 

(hereinafter “Amarah”).   

2. Sonya Woody is an African-American resident of the Commonwealth of Virginia, 

residing and domiciled in the City of Roanoke, Virginia, and is the biological grandmother the 

now deceased minor African-American child, Amarah. 

3. The Plaintiffs’ legal claims herein arose during the time they were residing and 

domiciled in the City of Roanoke, Virginia, this jurisdictional district.  Plaintiffs assert that a 

substantial and significant amount of contacts and interested persons in the facts and circumstances 
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giving rise to Plaintiffs’ claims herein, who are likely to have information relevant to most 

particulars of the causes of action averred herein, are within this jurisdictional district; Plaintiffs 

assert that this jurisdictional district is the most correct, appropriate and convenient forum within 

which to file and litigate this cause.   

4. Defendants Tamara Rosser, a Social Worker for the Lynchburg Department of 

Social Services at all times relevant to the averments herein; Tammy Wilson, a Supervisor for the 

Lynchburg Department of Social Services at all times relevant to the averments herein; and 

Courtney Sinha, a Foster Care / Adoption Worker for the Lynchburg Department of Social 

Services at all times relevant to the averments herein; were all employees of the Defendants 

Lynchburg Department of Social Services, and of the Defendant City of  Lynchburg, Virginia, and 

acting under the color of state law, at all times relevant to the averments herein.   

5. Defendant Lynchburg Department of Social Services (hereinafter LDSS) is a state 

agency, employing Defendants Rosser, Wilson and Sinha at all times relevant to the averments 

herein, and of perhaps other currently unnamed co-conspirators in this cause, upon discovery of 

the identities thereof whom will be added as named Defendants herein; and is liable upon the 

theory of respondeat superior for the actions of its said employees.  Defendants Rosser, Wilson, 

Sinha and LDSS when referred to collectively herein are referred to in the plural as the LDSS 

Defendants. 

6. Defendant City of Lynchburg, Virginia, is and Independently Incorporated City 

under Virginia Law, and the licensing / authoritative entity for all of the LDSS Defendants 

collectively, and is liable upon the theory of respondeat superior for the actions of the said LDSS 

Defendants.   



Page 30 of 31 
 

7. Defendant Court Appointed Special Advocates of Central Virginia (CASA) has 

pursuant to the acts and omissions germane herein conducted its business within this jurisdictional 

district, and at all times relevant to the averments herein employed Defendants Bowman and Hern,  

and at all times pertinent hereto was acting under the color of state law, and is liable upon the 

theory of respondeat superior for the actions of its employees as cited more particularly herein 

below. 

8. Defendant Deborah Bowman was at all times material to the averments herein 

employed by Defendant CASA, and acting under the color of state law. 

9. Defendant Kristen Hern was at all times material to the averments herein employed 

as a Supervisor by Defendant CASA, and acting under the color of state law. 

10. Defendant Clarine D. Finley is, upon information and belief, a mixed-race 

individual, and was at all times material to the averments herein working as a Foster Care worker 

/ provider for the Defendants acting under the color of state law. 

11. Defendant Jonathan Edwin Finley is, upon information and belief, a Caucasian 

man, and was at all time material to the averments herein working as a Foster Care worker / 

provider for the Defendants acting under the color of state law.  Defendants Clarine D. Finley and 

Jonathan Edwin Finley referred to collectively herein are referred to in the plural as the Finley 

Defendants. 

12.  

Facts 

13. In November of 2016, at the age of just 3 weeks of age, Amarah was removed from 

the custody of her biological mother by Defendant LDSS for severe abuse and neglect inflicted on 
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the infant Amarah by her biological mother, and perhaps inflicted by others who were allowed to 

inflict such abuse and neglect by Amarah’s biological mother. 

14. In the normal course of an abuse and neglect removal case, the law requires LDSS 

to notify other family members of the said removal. 

15. Plaintiffs were discovered and determined to be the biological father, and biological 

grandmother, respectively, of Amarah.  Plaintiffs biological relationships with Amarah had never 

been disclosed, and was unknown to your Plaintiffs, prior to this time.   

16. Plaintiffs immediately filed for legal and physical custody of Amarah through the 

normal and customary legal processes, and immediately began to cooperate in every way with 

LDSS and all LDSS Defendants. 

17. At the time of Amarah’s removal, with no other immediate family members being 

available, LDSS had placed Amarah in the care of the Finley Defendants, who, upon information 

and belief, are a mixed-race woman, and a Caucasian man, respectively.   

18. Upon information and belief the Finley Defendants were unable to conceive and 

bear children of their own, and very much wanted to adopt an infant child. 

19. The Finley Defendants became enamored with the prospect of adopting Amarah, 

and made their fervent desire to adopt Amarah publicly known, and they communicated the depth 

of their desire to all other Defendants in this case. 

20. In the course of events, during the time that your Plaintiffs were seeking to legally 

gain legal and physical custody of Amarah through the normal, legal foster care services / child 

removal court and services process, the Defendants and each of them formed, joined in, and carried 

out a conspiracy seeking to deny your Plaintiffs their legitimate familial and custodial relationships 

with Amarah, seeking instead to elevate the Finley Defendants to the status of superiorly fit 
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custodial parties for Amarah, so that they could succeed with the help of all other Defendants in 

their fervent desire to adopt Amarah. 

21. During the course of the child removal / foster care services case, Amarah’s 

biological mother was determined and adjudicated to have absued and neglected Amarah so 

severely that Amarah had swollen hands and burns on her face, various injury marks and bruising, 

scratches, severe trauma to her head, was suffering from severe food and water restrictions, and 

suffered sodium poisoning. 

22. During the course of the child removal / foster care services case, Amarah’s 

biological mother was determined to have been diagnosed with, and very actively suffering from 

severe depression, among multiple other significant mental health and emotional problems, and 

she was psychologically determined to pose an extremely high risk of committing future child 

abuse against Amarah. 

23. The LDSS Defendants conspired with the CASA Defendants and the Finley 

Defendants to create a picture for the Foster Care Services / Child Removal / Custody Court 

proceedings Judge that would cast your Defendants in as negative a light as possible so as to 

prevent your Plaintiffs from gaining custody as the biological family members of Amarah, and to 

cast the Finley Defendants in as favorable a light as possible in an effort to persuade the Court to 

deny your Plaintiffs custody of Amarah. 

24. Overt acts in furtherance of this conspiracy are evidenced in two successive Reports 

prepared and submitted to the Foster Care Services / Child Removal / Custody Court proceedings 

Judge, written a mere 3 months apart from one another. 

25. The first report, written and published in February of 2018 deliberately 

misconstrues the report and recommendations of Dr. Anthony O. Wells, PhD, concerning both 



Page 30 of 31 
 

Plaintiffs fitness for custody of Amarah specifically, and their overall psychological health, in 

general. 

26. The February 2018 CASA report makes multiple unfounded and unsupported 

assertions, attributed to LDSS Defendants as well at to the CASA Defendants, alleging behaviors 

and omissions by the Plaintiffs that the Defendants alleged illustrated a lack of fitness for custody 

by your Plaintiffs.   

27. The February 2018 CASA report intentionally seeks to mislead its audience (to 

include, but not limited to, presumably the Court in the Foster Care Services / Child Removal / 

Custody Court proceedings) by not only making unqualified and unsupported conclusions and 

inferences about how alleged acts and omissions by your Plaintiffs reflected their lack of fitness 

for custody of Amarah, but also by intentionally omitting positive conclusions made by 

professionals who had concluded your Plaintiffs were not, in fact, unfit for custody of AMarah. 

28. These intentional concealments and misrepresentations were made both by LDSS 

Defendants and by the CASA Defendants, despite the reports thereof being conveyed in the CASA 

report. 

29. The February 2018 CASA report intentionally concealed the conclusions by the 

Roanoke City Department of Social Services, including, but not limited to, in the following 

particulars: 

a.  It appears that Ms. Woody is a safe and appropriate placement for Amarah, and 

the agency found no cause for concern.  Ms. Woody seems to be dedicated to 

protecting Amarah from harm, and she has been a capable and appropriate 

caregiver for all five of her children.  She also has family support, and she is 
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currently working on completing attachment training to better meet the child’s 

needs during her transition. 

b. Ms. Woody reports that she intends to follow through [with] all required 

services and any recommendations of professionals to ensure the child’s well-

being. 

c. Overall, Ms. Woody should be approved as a placement resource for Amarah. 

d. Roanoke City DSS was able to obtain a copy of [Plaintiff Brenten Woody’s] 

psychological evaluation with parental capacities, which does not preclude him 

from caring for [his] daughter’s needs. 

e. The report by Dr. Anthony Wells states that Brenten may need additional 

support to care for Amarah, which he currently has with his mother and 

grandmother. 

f. As Brenten is Amarah’s biological father, he should be granted the opportunity 

to engage in services as recommended by Dr. Wells. 

g. Roanoke City DSS found no reason that Brenten should be prohibited from 

caring for his daughter or excluded from her life.   

h. Ms. Woody (Plaintiff Sonya Woody) is capable of ensuring Amarah’s safety, 

including making decisions about her biological parents’ ongoing involvement  

and visitation as appropriate. 

30. Notwithstanding the ongoing conspiracy by the Defendants, and their efforts to 

deny your Plaintiffs their lawful and familial rights to custody of Amarah, within the normal course 

of the Foster Care Services / Child Removal / Custody case, your Plaintiffs were granted visitation 

with Amarah in approximately January of 2018.   
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31. Immediately following said first visitation between Amarah and your Plaintiffs, her 

father and grandmother, respectively, the Finley Defendants made false allegations to the LDSS 

Defendants that your Plaintiffs had sexually abuse Amarah during their said visitation with her. 

32. In furtherance of their conspiracy to unlawfully deny your Plaintiffs their familial 

and custody rights to Amarah, and to create a circumstance whereby the Finley Defendants would 

be able to adopt Amarah despite your Plaintiffs being her biological family and having superior 

legal claim to her custody and care, in alleged reliance on the false reports of sexual abuse made 

by the Finley Defendants, the LDSS Defendants unilaterally terminated all visits between Amarah 

and your Plaintiffs. 

33. There was not support for, nor evidence of the false allegations of your Plaintiffs 

having sexually abused Amarah during her visitation with them.  Indeed, the investigation into 

said allegations by LDSS itself was unfounded.  Neverththeless, LDSS persisted in its termination 

of all visits between your Plainitiffs and Amarah,. 

34. The Defendants, and each of them, knew, that there was a complete lack of evidence 

of any action by the Plaintiffs sufficient to constitute an act of alleged “abuse or neglect” to justify 

the summary and continuing denial of all visitation rights to Amarah with her father and 

grandmother under Virginia law.  Furthermore, the Defendants knew, or reasonably should have 

known, that the allegations of sexual abuse of Amarah by your Plaintiffs were false.  LDSS 

Defendants did nothing to investigate the said allegations on a good-faith basis, such that if in fact 

they did not positively have knowledge that said allegations were entirely false such lack of 

knowledge was the result of an intentional and deliberate willful blindness to the falsity of such 

allegations. 
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35. The Defendants knew that the alleged acts of sexual abuse of Amarah by your 

Plaintiffs were not supported by any evidence sufficient to constitute abuse or neglect under 

Virginia law, but nevertheless conspired to, and set off on a course of action intended to, and which 

did, and has continued until the date of this filing, to deprive the Plaintiffs all of their legal, 

custodial, parental, and common law rights to association with, the rearing and instruction of, and 

the companionship of their daughter and granddaughter. 

36. Nevertheless, and despite the Defendants’ conspiracy to and engaging in actions 

that wrongfully deprived the Plaintiffs of all their legal and familial rights to their daughter and 

granddaughter enumerated herein above, during their communications to the Plaintiffs 

contemporaneous with and surrounding the emergency removal of Amarah, the LDSS Defendants 

specifically represented to Plaintiffs that they would assume a duty to ensure that Amarah would 

be safe, secure, and appropriately cared for at all times while she was in the custody of the LDSS 

and its employees and foster parents, and withheld from the custody and physical care of the 

Plaintiffs.   above and below.  

37. After the LDSS Defendants assumed responsibility for Amarah’s health, safety, and 

welfare, the LDSS Defendants placed Plaintiffs into the home of the Finley Defendants.  Upon 

information and belief, prior to Amarah’s placement in the Finley home, the LDSS Defendants 

failed to: 

a. Obtain criminal history record information for one or more of the Finleys and 

other family and household members present in the Finley home in violation of 
Va. Code § 63.2-901.1;  

b. Search the child abuse and neglect central registry for either of the Finley and  
other family and household members present in the Finley home in violation of 
Va. Code § 63.2-901.1; 

c. Conduct a careful study to determine the suitability of the Finley home for 
Amarah, all in violation of Va. Code § 63.2-904(A); 

d. Cause the Finley home to be visited as often as necessary to protect Amarah’s 
best interests, all in violation of Va. Code § 63.2-904(A); and/or 
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e. Maintain the supervision over the Finley home required by Va. Code § 63.2-
904(B) and the standards and policies established by the Board. 

 

38. Notwithstanding all of the foregoing, and in furtherance of their conspiracy to deny 

your Plaintiffs their familial and custodial rights to Amarah as more particularly set forth herein 

above, the FCDSS Defendants were on actual and constructive notice that Amarah’s biological 

mother continued to have very serious problems, and had not undergone sufficient remedial 

services to overcome the high risk of future abuse of Amarah which she had previously 

demonstrated. 

39. Upon information and belief, other individuals, including a former boyfriend of 

Amarah’s biological mother, and the mother of said boyfriend, were aware of other likely instances 

of abuse inflicted upon Amarah by her biological mother, which other instances further evinced 

the Amarah would continue to be exposed to real neglect, abuse and mistreatment in the home of 

Amarah’s biological mother.  Yet, LDSS Defendants failed to take any action whatsoever to 

actually thoroughly investigate said additional instances of past abuse and neglect, all in violation 

of Va. Code § 63.2-904(C). 

40. Amarah’s biological mother had first agreed to sign an entrustment agreement to 

allow the Finley Defendants to adopt Amarah, but as the time for the Court hearing in May of 2018 

grew closer, she changed her mind, and ultimately did not agree to allow the Finleys to adopt 

Amarah. 

41. At this time the Defendants, despite being completely opposed to the prospect of 

any return of Amarah to her mother’s custody or care for the prior 18 months, immediately changed 

their position and recommended that Amarah be returned to her mother’s custody. 

42. Defendants knew that if your Plaintiffs received custody of Amarah, the Finley 

Defendants would never be able to realize their desire of adopting Amarah. 
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43. The Defendants knew that Amarah’s biological mother was not fit as custodian or 

physical care provider for Amarah.  The Defendants knew that Amarah’s biological mother was 

likely to fail in her effort to provide safety, security, and stability for Amarah, and to provide for 

Amarah’s care and well-being.   

44. The Defendants knew that when Amarah’s biological failed, Amarah would likely 

come back into foster care, allowing for the Finley Defendants to resume their plans to adopt 

Amarah, and allowing the LDSS and CASA Defendants to resume their plans of doing everything 

in their power to facilitate the adoption of Amarah by the Finleys, and in so doing to continue to 

violate the familial, custodial, and legal rights of your Plaintiff. 

45. Upon the recommendation of the Defendants, Amarah was returned to the custody 

of her biological mother in May 2018.  Defendants recommended against your Plaintiffs having 

any custody of Amarah. 

46. Within three months, Amarah was dead.  Amarah was rushed to the hospital having 

once again been the victim of severe child abuse and neglect at the hands of her biological mother.  

Amarah was admitted to the hospital having been so severely abused that she was unable to breathe 

on her own, required a ventilator, and eventually her brain function simply ceased.   

THE DEFENDANTS CONSPIRE TO HIDE THEIR MISCONDUCT  

47. As soon as Amarah’s death became known, the Defendants acted at all times 

thereafter in a coordinated joint effort to hide their illegal actions.   

48. The Defendants also acted to hide their own violations of duties they assumed by 

operation of law, by force of policy, procedure, and applicable regulations, and by agreement.   

49. Among other things, actions taken by the Defendants to cover up their own 

wrongful acts and those of the other temporary custodial Defendants included: 
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a. Attempting to coerce and intimidate your Plaintiffs to not speak publicly about 

any of their dealings with Amarah and the Defendants; 

b. Attempting to alienate and isolate Plaintiffs both from their friends, family 

members, from the community at large, and most of all to alienate Plaintiffs 

from their own daughter and granddaughter, by engaging in very specific 

actions to prevent and prohibit Plaintiffs from so much as even being able to 

attend Amarah’s funeral and to have any other involvement with winding up 

Amarah’s young life and affairs following her death; and 

c. Intentionally defaming Plaintiffs’ character to their friends, family members 

and the community at large, so as to discredit your Plaintiffs as a source of 

truthful information regarding all of Defendants’ wrongful and illegal acts, and 

also to discredit them as having been legitimate candidates for Amarah’s 

custody and placement in May of 2018.  Defendants knew that had they 

recommended placement of Amarah with Plaintiffs, she would more than likely 

still be alive. 

50. It is believed that Amarah may have been transferred to the custody of the Finley 

Defendants, and that the Defendants conspired to bring about the adoption of Amarah by the 

Finleys in violation of your Plaintiffs custodial, familial, and other legal rights in violation of 

acceptable standards and regulations in an attempt to provide an additional source of income, from 

state and/or municipal funds, to the Finley Defendants. 

51. Further, it is believed that the transfer of custody of Amarah to the Finley 

Defendants, and that the Defendants conspiring to bring about the adoption of Amarah by the 

Finleys was indicative of a pattern and practice of the Defendants violating parents’ rights by, 
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among other things, wrongfully placing the interests of their own foster care providers with wishes 

to adopt temporary foster children places in their homes, over the interests and legal rights of the 

biological family member.  

THE DEFENDANTS REFUSE TO INVESTIGATE 

52. After the placement of Amarah into the home of her biological mother in May of 

2018, the LDSS Defendants were required by Court Order to remain involved in the case to ensure 

Amarah was getting appropriate care and protection in the care of her biological mother.  

53. Upon information and belief the LDSS Defendants either became aware of, or in 

the exercise of due diligence in performing the oversight required of them by the Court pursuant 

to the May 2018 Order, should have reasonably become aware of, Amarah being exposed to lack 

of care or appropriate treatment. 

54. Upon information and belief the LDSS Defendants failed to undertake any 

independent investigation into the lack of appropriate treatment or care to which Amarah was 

exposed by her between May and August of 2018.   

55. Upon information and belief, none of the Defendants having the legal duties to do 

so ever conducted any formal investigation into any aspects of Amarah’s treatment and care in her 

biological mother’s custody after May of 2018, in violation of, at a minimum, Va. Code § 63.2-

904(C). 

COUNT ONE 

Gross Negligence 

By Plaintiffs Against All Defendants 

 

56. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference all of the preceding paragraphs of this 

Complaint and repeat, reallege, and replead all the allegations contained therein as though the same 

were fully and specifically set forth herein. 
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57. Each of the said Defendants owed numerous duties to Plaintiffs as set forth by 

statute, policy, procedure, and applicable regulations. 

58. The said Defendants also assumed specific duties to Plaintiffs both by their 

representations, statements, and promises. 

Among other things, the said Defendants owed duties to:  

a. Protect and ensure Amarah’s health, safety, and well-being; 
b. Ensure that the familial, custodial, and legal rights of your Plaintiffs as 

prescribed within the statutory scheme for Foster Care Services / Child 
Removal cases in Virginia Courts were upheld; and   

c. Such other duties as prescribed by statute, policy, procedure, and regulation. 

 

59. The said Defendants negligently, grossly negligently, carelessly, and recklessly 

breached their duties to Plaintiffs. 

60. For purposes of Virginia Code § 63.2-100, the said Defendants were subject to 

compliance at all times with regulations promulgated by the State Board of Social Services (the 

“Board”).   

61. Pursuant to 22 Virginia Administration Code 40-131-90 of the Board’s regulations, 

the FCDSS Defendants were required to develop and implement numerous written policies and 

procedures.   

62. The said Defendants were negligent, grossly negligent, careless, and reckless in 

their development and/or implementation of at least the following such policies and procedures, at 

a minimum, from the time Amarah was returned to her biological mother’s care in May of 2018 

until the time of her death: 

a. Prohibiting corporal punishment, chemical and mechanical 
restraints, and seclusion; 

b. Ensuring that children were not subjected to physical, mental, or 
sexual abuse; verbal abuse or remarks that belittle or ridicule the 

child or her family; physical neglect; or denied essential program or 
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treatment services, meals, clothing, bedding, sleep, or personal care 
products; or any humiliating, degrading, or abusive actions; and/or 

c. Investigating, responding to, and reporting allegations of 
misconduct toward children, including reporting suspicions of child 

abuse or neglect to the local department of social services or the 
Child Abuse and Neglect Hotline. 

 

63. Further, the said Defendants negligently, grossly negligently, carelessly, and 

recklessly performed and/or failed to perform at least the following ministerial tasks: 

a. Obtaining criminal history record information for the Finley’s home as required 
by Virginia Code § 63.2-901.1; 

b. Searching the child abuse and neglect central registry for the Finleys as required 

by Virginia Code § 63.2-901.1; 
c. Conducting a careful study to determine the suitability of the Finley home as 

required by Virginia Code § 63.2-904(A) and 22 Virginia Administrative Code 

40-131-180; 
d. Visiting the home of Amarah following her placement with her biological 

mother as often as necessary to protect Amarah’s best interests as required by 
Virginia Code § 63.2-904(A) and 22 Virginia Administrative Code 40-131-230; 

e. Maintaining supervision of the various of Amarah’s mother as required by the 

standards and policies established by the Board in violation of Virginia Code § 
63.2-904(B); 

f. Failing to cause Amarah to be removed from her biological mother’s home after 
May of 2018 and prior to her death at the hands of her mother, as required by 
Virginia Code § 63.2-904(C) when they had notice that she would likely be 

exposed to unwholesome influences, neglect, and mistreatment; 
g. Failing to protect Amarah’s health, safety, welfare, and best interests; 

h. Failing and refusing to undertake any action to investigate the possible abuse 
and neglect of Amarah in her mother’s home after May of 2018; 

i. Failing and refusing to timely remove Amarah her mother’s home immediately 

upon it becoming apparent that Amarah was not receiving the full measure of 
care and protection required with such placement in May of 2018; 

j. Failing and refusing to ensure that the environments in Amarah’s mother’s 
home after May 2018 complied with applicable law, policy, procedure, and 
regulations, including without limitation 22 Virginia Administrative Code 40-

131-190; and/or 
k. Such other failures as will be discovered and shown at trial. 

 

64. Further, the LDSS Defendants were required by 22 Virginia Administrative Code 

40-131-320 to take specific actions when they became aware, or reasonably should have become 

aware upon reasonably investigation thereof, of Amarah’s potential abuse and/or neglect.  
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However, the LDSS Defendants were negligent, grossly negligent, careless, and reckless in failing 

to take these ministerial steps. 

65. Each of the said Defendants’ actions, as set forth herein, demonstrate an utter 

disregard of prudence amounting to complete neglect of Plaintiffs’ parental, custodial, legal, and 

common law rights, and of Amarah’s health, safety, and wellbeing.  The said Defendants’ conduct 

was negligent, grossly negligent, reckless, and careless, and demonstrated complete disregard of 

Plaintiff’s rights, and of Amarah’s health, and safety that would shock the conscience of fair 

minded people. 

66. The said Defendants knew or reasonably should have known that their actions 

endangered Amarah and violated the rights of Plaintiffs.  Nonetheless, each of the said Defendants 

persisted in their conduct. 

67. As a proximate result of the said Defendants’ actions and violations of the duties 

that they owed, Plaintiffs have suffered and continue to suffer mental and emotional loss and 

devastation in the wrongful death of their infant daughter and granddaughter, fear, anxiety, 

depression, shame, embarrassment, humiliation, pain, mental suffering, and mental anguish. 

68. Plaintiffs also seek punitive damages against each of the said Defendants as a result 

of their careless, reckless, and willful and wanton conduct as set forth herein. 

COUNT TWO 

Defamation 

By Plaintiffs Against All Named Defendants and as yet Unnamed Co-Conspirators to be Named 

Upon the Disclosure of their Identities Through Discovery  

 

69. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference all of the preceding paragraphs of this 

Complaint and repeat, reallege, and replead all the allegations contained therein as though the same 

were fully and specifically set forth herein. 
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70. The Defendants published defamatory statements to third parties that imputed to 

them unfitness as loving, caring parents / appropriate custodial parties for Amarah, and a lack of 

mental / emotional fitness, and considerable other manner of ill repute.   

71. The specific defamatory statements made by Defendants about Plaintiffs include: 

a. That Plaintiffs were unfit parents, and were not adequately capable 

of or tending to Amarah’s emotional and other developmental needs.   

b. That Plaintiffs had committed an act or acts of sexual abuse against 

Amarah during a visitation she had with them in January 2018; and  

c. upon information and belief other statements which may be 

disclosed during the discovery process of this matter; 

72. The Defendants knew, or had reasonable cause to believe, that their statements were 

false. 

73. The statements made by the Defendants about Plaintiffs were, in fact, false. 

74. The said Defendants’ defamatory statements injured Plaintiffs’ reputation. 

75. The said Defendants’ defamatory statements, under their usual construction and 

common acceptance, are construed as insults and tend to violence and breach of the peace.  

Accordingly, such statements are actionable under both the common law and pursuant to Virginia 

Code § 8.01-45. 

76. The Defendants’ defamatory statements concerning allegations of sexual abuse are 

defamatory per se in that the Defendants made such communications with the intent to injure 

Plaintiffs and their ability to obtain custody of their child.  Furthermore, the Defendants’ 

defamatory statements are further defamatory per se in that they accuse your Plaintiffs of serious 

crimes, including felonies. 



Page 30 of 31 
 

77. The Defendants’ defamatory statements are defamatory per quod in that the 

Defendants made such communications with the intent to injure Plaintiffs individually and in their 

personal reputations.  

78. The Defendants made the statements knowing them to be false or, believing them 

to be true, lacked reasonable grounds for such belief or acted negligently, grossly negligently, 

carelessly, and recklessly in failing to ascertain the facts on which the statements were based. 

79. Plaintiffs sustained actual damages, including, without limitation, pain, 

embarrassment, humiliation, mental suffering, out-of-pocket losses, and injury to their reputation, 

as a direct and proximate result of the said Defendants’ defamatory statements. 

80. Plaintiffs also seek punitive damages against the said Defendants as a result of their 

defamatory statements, because the said Defendants made such statements knowing they were 

false or made them so recklessly as to amount to a willful disregard for the truth. 

COUNT THREE 

Common Law Conspiracy 

By Plaintiffs Against All Named Defendants; and as yet Unnamed Co-Conspirators to be Named 

Upon the Disclosure of their Identities Through Discovery  
 

81. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference all of the preceding paragraphs of this 

Complaint and repeat, reallege, and replead all the allegations contained therein as though the same 

were fully and specifically set forth herein. 

82. Each of the Defendants joined and conspired to accomplish by concerted action a 

criminal or unlawful purpose and/or a lawful purpose by a criminal or unlawful means. 

83. Upon information and belief, some of the objects of the Defendants’ conspiracy 

were to  

a. Discredit Plaintiffs by disparaging and destroying their reputations; 
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b. Coerce Plaintiffs into abandoning their efforts to exercise and have their 
parental & familial & custodial rights to Amarah upheld and legal recognized 

and enforced; 
c. Prevent others, including law enforcement and the media, from discovering the 

nature and extent of the various Defendants’ unlawful and immoral actions; 
d. Prevent others, including law enforcement and the media, from discovering the 

nature and extent of the various Defendants’ egregious breaches of their duties 

to protect the health, safety, and welfare of Amarah; 
e. Prevent others, including law enforcement and the media, from discovering the 

LDSS Defendants’ violations of state law, applicable regulations, and  their 
assumed duties to Plaintiffs and to J.G.; 

f. Wrongfully interfere with Plaintiffs legal rights to associate with their child / 

grandchild, Amarah, and therein further violating their legal, parental and 
custodial rights; 

g. Wrongfully and intentionally violate Plaintiffs’ legal rights by breaching their 
duties to protect Amarah after returning her to her mother’s care in May 2018; 
and/or 

h. Such other ways as shall be shown at trial. 

 

84. Actions taken in furtherance of the conspiracy by the Defendants include, but are 

not necessarily limited to: 

a. Intentional misrepresentations and casting of your Plaintiff’s in a negative light to the 

Court in an effort to dissuade the Court from granting them custody and instead seeking 

to bolster the Finley’s seeking to adopt Amarah; 

b. Intentional concealment of all positive aspects of your Plaintiff’s fitness for custody of 

Amarah; 

c. Intentional concealment of the positive home studies on both of your Plaintiff’s 

concerning their fitness for custody and being entirely appropriate custodians for 

Amarah; 

d. Intentional concealment / misrepresentation of Dr. Andrew Wells’ psychological 

evaluations of your Plaintiffs in all positive aspects, not indicating a lack of fitness for 

custody of Amarah, or suggesting that your Plaintiffs were or would be wholly 

inappropriate custodians for Amarah; 
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e. LDSS Defendants’ continued and ongoing failure and refusal to provide your Plaintiffs 

ongoing services for the purpose of Amarah “return[ing] home” to them or being placed 

with them as family members through “relative placement,” as required by statute, by 

the LDSS Defendants’ service plans and Court Orders; and 

f. Failing to ensure proper care and protection of Amarah and supervision of Amarah’s 

biological mother after she was returned to her care in May, 2018, resulting in Amarah 

receiving serious injuries including, but not necessarily limited to head injuries  

resulting in her death in August, 2018; 

g. Defendants conspiring to and acting in concert to fail to comply with all legal and 

regulatory standards, statutes and regulations as set forth more particularly herein 

above, with respect to bypassing the certification, background and supervisory 

requirements of appropriate, safe, fit custodians of Amarah; 

85. Plaintiffs sustained actual damages, including, without limitation, pain, emotional 

devastation, embarrassment, humiliation, mental suffering, out-of-pocket losses, and injury to their 

reputation, as a proximate result of all of the said Defendants’ unlawful conspiracy. 

86. Plaintiffs also seek punitive damages against each of the said Defendants as a result 

of their unlawful conspiracy, because each of the said Defendants knowingly engaged in such 

unlawful conspiracy in an intentional effort to hide their own conduct from discovery by others. 

COUNT FOUR 

Wrongful Interference with Parent-Child Relationship 

Tortious Interference with Custodial Rights 

By Plaintiffs Against all Named Defendants; and as yet Unnamed Co-Conspirators to be Named 
Upon the Disclosure of their Identities Through Discovery  
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87. Plaintiffs incorporate herein by reference all of the preceding paragraphs of this 

Complaint and repeat, reallege, and replead all the allegations contained therein as though the same 

were fully and specifically set forth herein. 

88. Plaintiffs had a right to establish and/or maintain a parental or custodial relationship 

with Amarah. 

89. The Defendants intentionally and maliciously interfered with Plaintiffs’ 

relationship with Amarah by wrongfully preventing and prohibiting Amarah from being placed 

into their care, instead placing her in an unfit home such as that operated by Amarah’s biological 

mother, permitting Amarah to be neglected and/or abused, permitting Plaintiffs to be defamed, 

maligned, humiliated and publically ridiculed, and otherwise preventing Plaintiffs from exercising 

their parental and/or custodial rights with respect to Amarah. 

90. The intentional, wrongful, and malicious actions of the Defendants caused harm to 

Plaintiffs’ parental and/or custodial relationship with Amarah. 

91. Plaintiffs sustained actual damages, including, without limitation, pain, emotional 

devastation, embarrassment, humiliation, mental suffering, out-of-pocket losses, and injury to their 

reputation, and the loss of an entire lifetime of relationship with their daughter and granddaughter 

which they will never be able to get back, as a proximate result of the Defendants’ wrongful 

interference with Plaintiffs’ parent-child relationship with and their custodial rights to Amarah. 

92. Plaintiffs also seek punitive damages against each of the Defendants as a result of 

their wrongful and tortious interference with Plaintiffs’ parent-child relationship with and their 

custodial / familial rights to Amarah, because the Defendants engaged in willful, wanton, grossly 

offensive, and egregious conduct intended to interfere with Plaintiffs’ relationship with Amarah 

and to obscure the illegal, immoral, and unconscionable actions of all of the Defendants. 



Page 30 of 31 
 

JURY DEMAND  

Plaintiffs demand trial by jury on all issues. 

AD DAMNUM 

 WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs Brenten Woody and Sonya Woody move this Court for 

Judgment against the Defendants, jointly and severally, in the amount of FIFTY MILLION 

DOLLARS ($50,000,000.00) in compensatory damages, ONE HUNDRED MILLION 

DOLLARS ($5,000,000.00) in punitive damages, their taxable costs, and pre-judgment and post-

judgment interest on all of these amounts. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

PLAINTIFFS BRENTEN WOODY AND SONYA WOODY 

 

____________________________________ 

By Counsel 

Patrick Michael McGraw 
Virginia State Bar # 68425 
McGRAW LAW, P.C. 

The La Premiere Building 
2727 Electric Road, Suite 207 

Roanoke, VA 24018 
Telephone: (540) 904-5704 
Facsimile: (540) 904-5709 

E-mail:  patmcgrawlaw@gmail.com 

Counsel for Plaintiffs  


