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USING THE CANS FOR LOCAL 
PROGRAM EVALUATION  

2013  STATE CSA CONFERENCE 



USING THE CANS 

ÅState mandatory uniform assessment instrument ð 

Child and Adolescent Needs and Strengths (CANS) 

assessment instrument required beginning July, 2009  

 

ÅHow is the CANS being used around the state?  

ÅService planning ð developing the IFSP, a communication 

tool for youth and families  

ÅFAPT review ð documentation of needs, level of care  

ÅUtilization review ð effectiveness of service, youth outcomes  

ÅProgram evaluation, service evaluation  

ÅCPMT planning ð needs analysis for CSA -referred youth  
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OBJECTIVES FOR WORKSHOP 

ÅWhat would participants like to get out of the 

workshop? Why this workshop?  

 

ÅSee samples of how the CANS is used for outcome 
evaluation?  

 

ÅLearn òsimpleó ways of calculating CANS outcomes? 

 

ÅWant some ideas about how the CANS could be used for 

individual cases?  
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A òCAN-DOó ATTITUDE 

ÅCANS as a requirement vs. a helpful/useful tool  

 

ÅCase managers and agency staff provide data to 
their own agencies and state systems. They provide 
CANS ratings to CSA. Whatõs their return on (time) 
investment?  

 

ÅItõs only fair, and it reinforces their behavior, to give 
them something useful back.  

 

ÅLeaders and policy makers also need to see 
outcomes and a return on the investment ($$).  
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CSA AUDIT  

OCS presentation to the Commission on 

Youth, November, 2012  

 

ÅòUtilizing Data to Maximize Resources and Youth 

Outcomesó 

 

ÅData analysis to include the CANS:  

ÅSix domain scores for the initial assessments  

ÅDifference between the initial and the last 

assessment for the six domain scores  
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ASSESSMENT 101 

ÅReliability - refers to the consistency of a 

measurement  

ÅInter -rater reliability  

 

ÅValidity ð the instrument measures what it intends to 

measure  

 

ÅA measurement procedure cannot be valid unless 

itõs reliable; however, a measurement can be 

reliable without being valid.  
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RELIABILITY  

ÅChallenges:  

ÅCSA case managers vary in training and experience 

understanding and identifying òmental health/ behavioral 

health careó concepts 

ÅEx. Adjustment to Trauma  

 

ÅCheck of reliability:  

ÅMembers of the service planning team agree on the needs 
and strengths.  

ÅOther assessments identify the same types of needs and 

strengths.  
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VALIDITY  

Check of validity:  

The family and youth agree that the CANS ratings 

accurately reflect their needs and strengths.  

 

Service plans are consistent with the òActionableó 

ratings on the CANS. 

 

If those needs are addressed, the youth/family 

function better.  
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TCOM ð GRID OF ACTIVITIES 

Total Clinical Outcomes Management  

ÅDecision Support  - what do you do?  

 

ÅQuality Improvement - how well did we do 

it? 

 

ÅOutcome Monitoring -what difference did 

it make?  
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Refer to John Lyons, Ph.D.  www.CANSTraining.com  for 

more information  

http://www.canstraining.com/


USES FOR CANS DATA 
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LOCAL PROGRAM EVALUATION  

CANS DATA ANALYSIS FOR LOCALITIES 



EVALUATION DESIGN:  
FACTORS TO CONSIDER 

ÅWhat do you want to analyze ? 

ÅIndividual change over time?  

ÅSpecific service?  (ex. ICC, RTC, TFC)  

ÅBy vendor/provider  

ÅBy disability/need  

ÅCSA program?  
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EVALUATION DESIGN:  
FACTORS TO CONSIDER 

ÅWhat population do you want to analyze?  

ÅBy Needs  

ÅDisability  

ÅDiagnosis (DSM-IV) 

ÅAutism  

ÅBy Demographic Information  

ÅAge  

ÅRace  

ÅRegion  

ÅGender  

ÅMandate or referral source  
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OTHER FACTORS TO CONSIDER 

Which CANS need to be analyzed?  

ÅFirst / Most recent  

ÅFirst / Last this FY 

ÅEntry / Exit from CSA 

ÅEntry / Exit from a provider or service (i.e. ICC ) 

ÅEntry / Exit from a program (i.e. Foster Care, IEP, 

Non -Mandated)  
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FACTORS TO CONSIDER 

ÅDo you want to create Domain (Dimension) scores?  

ÅAverage all the ratings in one domain and multiply by 10  

 

ÅDo you want to look at each item within a domain 

or overall domain averages ? 

 

ÅAnalyze only actionable items? (2õs and 3õs) 

 

ÅAll changes positive or negative can be analyzed  
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USING THE CANS FOR LOCAL PROGRAM 
EVALUATION  

INDIVIDUAL ANALYSIS 



CHANGE IN YOUTH OVER TIME  

CANS - Child Risk Behavior 

5/12/2011 8/12/2012 

Suicide Risk 
2 1 

Self-Mutilation 
1 1 

Other Self-Harm 
1 1 

Danger to Others 
0 1 

Sexual Aggression 
0 0 

Runaway 
0 0 

Delinquent Behavior 
0 0 

Fire Setting 
0 0 

Social Behaviors 
3 2 

Sexual Reactive Behavior 
0 0 

Bullying 

0 0 

  6.36 5.45 
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DIMENSION SCORES 

SUMMARIZING CANS RATINGS BY DOMAIN 



COMPARING INDIVIDUAL CANS  
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COMPARING INDIVIDUAL CANS  
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COMPARING INDIVIDUAL CANS  
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COMPARING INDIVIDUAL CANS  
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USING THE CANS FOR LOCAL PROGRAM 
EVALUATION  

AGGREGATE DATA  



SUMMARIZING CANS DATA ACROSS 
YOUTH  

ÅNumber and Percentage of Youth with ratings of 0, 

1, 2, 3 

ÅExample:  Out of 100 youthé on any item 

0 = 50 (50%) 1 = 27 (27%)  2 = 18 (18%) 3 = 5 (5%) 

 

 

ÅSummarize youth ratings at initial CSA referral to 

show the types of needs youth in your locality have  

ÅExample:  

Å37% of youth scored a ò2 or a 3ó on Adjustment to Trauma 
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FY 2011 TFC CANS ANALYSIS  
BASED ON % OF ACTIONABLE ITEMS 
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FY 2011 TFC CANS ANALYSIS 
BASED ON % OF ACTIONABLE ITEMS 
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FY 2011 TFC CANS ANALYSIS 
BASED ON % OF ACTIONABLE ITEMS 
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OUTCOMES ð % CHANGE IN RATINGS  

Å Compare the percentage of youth rated at each score at referral to CSA or at the 
beginning of a service  to the percentage when they exit CSA or complete a service  
 

Å Example comparison of the percentage of actionable needs at initiation of a Mental Health Juvenile 
Justice (MHJJ, Lyons, Griffin & Quintel , 2004) intervention designed to identify youth who were 
arrested and detained who had major mental illness as defined by either depressive or psychotic 
disorders.  

 

CANS Mental Health Need            % at enrollment        % at transition  

 

Depression                                               86.1                            66.7 

 

Psychosis                                                 12.4                              4.8 

 

Attention deficit/Impulse                       46.1                             27.0 

 

Oppositional behavior                          67.8                             49.2 

 

Antisocial behavior                               45.6                            14.3 

 

Adjustment to Trauma                           31.2                             25.8 

 

Substance Use                                        23.5                              9.0 
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LOCAL PROGRAM 
EVALUATION  

FAIRFAX-FALLS CHURCH CSA 



EVALUATION DESIGN  

ÅAnalysis of outcomes for CSA as a program  

ÅUsed CANS 5+ version  

ÅYouth received services in FY 12 (N=1,251) 

ÅIncluded youth with 2 administrations -  initial CANS 

and most recent in FY12 (N=855)  

ÅFY 11 and FY 12 annual reports  

ÅUsed òActionableó scores from initial to determine if 

youth had positive, negative or neutral change in 

ratings  

ÅObtained data file from OCS  
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CHANGE ACROSS CANS DOMAINS  
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RISK BEHAVIOR DOMAIN  
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BEHAVIORAL/EMOTIONAL NEEDS  
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SCHOOL DOMAIN  
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CAREGIVER DOMAIN  
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STRENGTHS 
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LIFE FUNCTIONING  
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STEPS TO CALCULATE OUTCOMES 

ÅObtain data file ð from state or create your own  

ÅFor each youth, line up item ratings for each 

domain for the two assessments (ex. first and most 

recent)  

ÅRemove ratings of 0 and 1  

ÅCalculate change score from two assessments  

ÅCount the youth by category (# with positive, 

neutral or negative change)  

ÅChange to % and create graph  
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RAW DATA FROM THE STATE 
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FIRST AND MOST RECENT CANS 
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FIRST AND MOST RECENT CANS WITH 
A CHANGE LINE  
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CANS WITH 0õS AND 1õS REMOVED 
FROM THE FIRST CANS 
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CANS WITH 0õS AND 1õS REMOVED AND 
REPLACED WITH N/AõS IN  FIRST CANS 
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CALCULATING THE CHANGE IN CANS 
SCORES (OLD ð NEW)  
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N/AõS REMOVED AND REPLACED WITH 
BLANKS 
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CHANGE IN THE CANS FROM THE FIRST 
CANS TO THE MOST RECENT 
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COUNTS OF THE CHANGE IN CANS 
SCORES 
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