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1. Confusing safety and risk. often occurs when danger of serious harm is confused with poor parenting, dirty homes, threats to a child’s well-being or risk of future maltreatment.
2. Allegation focused safety assessment. caseworker looks only for signs of present danger associated with the allegation. 

3. Assuming that a sign of present danger means a child is unsafe. caregiver may have a substance use issue or be mentally ill, but this may not always mean the child is unsafe.

4. Viewing the maltreatment as the threat. Ex., a safety plan notes that the threat is "the father beats the child leaving bruises." The maltreatment is the consequence of an active threat within a family system.

5. Inadequate evaluation of protective capacities. many states use the term "mitigating circumstances" without defining what this means; can lead staff to see caregiver contrition as a mitigating circumstance or a non safety related “strength” identified, without a direct link to its capacity to support immediate child protection.
6. Failure to separately evaluate the safety of each child in the home. approximately 1/3 of children removed from their homes are not victims of maltreatment; instances exist where all the children are taken into custody;  some might have remained safely at home.

7. Accepting a caregiver's "promise" not to do it again as a safety plan. if a child is unsafe, some aspect of a maltreating caregiver's behavior is or was dangerous or out of control, rendering such promises potentially suspect.

8. Using change services as the safety plan. change services do not immediately control a threat or immediately supplement needed protective capacities.

9. Assuming that safety is the job of the investigator, not a services worker. safety concerns are often precipitated by a report; safety is not a static condition; services workers are often best positioned to identify active safety threats, address safety threats through case planning and help the family develop sufficient protective capacities.

10. Closing a case with a safety plan. if a child is in immediate danger without an agency intervention (unsafe), then it seems contradictory to suggest that a case can be closed with a safety plan; if the family's protective capacities are adequate to assure the child's safety, then no safety plan is needed.

11. Supervisors routinely approve safety assessments, decisions and plans that contain one or more of the above concerns. indicates a misunderstanding of safety fundamentals; a good reason to have a quality assurance, quality improvement and training system that not only looks at casework practice, but also at supervisory and mid-management practices.
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