Endnotes

l Hee, 0.z, Abdouch v, Burger, 426 F 3d 982 (Bth Cir. 2005) and Babcock v, Tyler (284 F.2d 497 (9 Cir,
1959 (absolute immoarty shields social workers to the extent that their role 1s functionally equivalent to that of a
prosecutor];, but, see Burton v, Richmond, 276 F.3d 973 (2002) (when a state department of huttan services
affirmatively places children in an abusive foster care sething, the state may be hable for damages), Gray v. Foole,
5 F 3411135, (D2, Cir 20020 (gqualified immuamaty covers social service workers actitg as investigators, but when
testifyring as withesses they are protected by absolute wunmuratsy). Qualified immanity 15 often afforded if the social

wotk 15 wvolved in a “discretionary function” unless his or her cotdict 1z cleatly a wiolation of a statute or
cotstitutional principle (Snell v. Tunnell 698 F . Supp. 15342 (W D Okla. 1988).

? Hatlow v, Fitzgerald, 457 1.5 200 (1924) (abgolute immunity 1z appropriate in imited circumstances --
judicial, prosecutorial, and legislative functions-- whereas executive officials usually recetve qualified immuanity).

* Cal Cov't Code §821.6

* Cunningham v. Wenatchee, 214 F. Supp. 2d 1103 (E.D. Wash. 2002,

* 342 F 3d 220 (%th Cir. 2003). Doe v, Lebbos was overruled in January 2008 by Beltran v. Santa Clara
Mo 05-16976 D.C. Mo CV-03D-0.C3.7 al 7o- EMW. The court wrote: "The district court's error 13 perfectly
understandable, as it relied on owr incorrect maling i Doe w. Lebbos, which we overrale today." It added:
"Furthermore, as progsecutors and others mvestizating eriminal matters have no absolute snwosaty for thear
investigatory conduct, a fortior1, social wotkers conducting investigations have no such snmunty "

® 011 F.2d 263, (2d Cir. 1000),

P75 Fadi113(D.C. Cir 2002).

® 270 F 3d 416 (fth Cir. 2001).

® 830 F.2d 1356, 1363 (SthCir. 1987,



