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Overview 

In 2010 the Washington State Department of Social and Health Services received a grant from 

the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) as part of the Building Assets for 

Fathers and Families (BAFF) initiative to support increased asset building services for 

noncustodial parents (NCPs). The project sought to use collaborative arrangements between the 

state’s Division of Child Support (DCS) Field Offices and Assets for Independence (AFI) 

grantees in two sites, Vancouver and Spokane. Funded by OCSE for three years, the project 

represented an attempt to connect NCPs to asset building and financial services that could help 

them increase financial stability and asset ownership, and thereby their ability to meet child 

support obligations. Service delivery began February 2011 and concluded in September 2013.  

Program Model 

All BAFF participants were assigned a case manager from the local AFI grantee. Primary BAFF 

services available through the AFI grantee included: financial education classes, other asset 

building services such as credit repair and assistance with budgeting, referral to employment 

services, and referral to other social services (e.g., housing, food assistance, legal/court 

assistance). In addition, BAFF participants were able to work with designated DCS Support 

Enforcement Officers (SEOs) on any child support issues. This included assistance in requesting 

order modifications and debt forgiveness. The BAFF SEO ensured that all decisions regarding 

the child support cases of BAFF participants would occur in the context of their participation in 

BAFF. For example, the SEOs could exercise discretion and not seize bank account funds if the 

NCP was making good faith payments and saving towards an asset purchase.  

Participant Characteristics 

There were 588 NCPs enrolled in BAFF between the two sites. These were NCPs who had often 

struggled to meet their child support obligations. The median child support debt among BAFF 

participants from both sites was over $7,000 dollars with a monthly order amount of roughly 

$230. Primarily men, the majority of BAFF participants had previously been incarcerated and 

more than one-quarter reported living in a shelter or transitional housing at the point of 

enrollment. Almost 40 percent of participants reported no income, either earned or unearned, at 

the point of enrollment. 

Implementation Experience 

The BAFF experience has the potential to inform both how DCS interacts with low-income 

NCPs as well as how community-based organizations can better support the needs of this 

population. While the initial program design placed a heavy emphasis on outcomes related to 

savings and asset accumulation among NCPs, the actual services provided under BAFF focused 

mostly on assistance with NCPs’ child support cases and assistance in accessing more basic 

social services. Despite the shift in focus, our findings suggest that the added engagement under 

BAFF may have positive implications for child support outcomes as well as the financial 

stability of NCPs. 

Child support implications 

 Reengaging NCPs. The BAFF experience suggested that the intervention was a valuable tool 

for reengaging NCPs who had become disconnected from DCS. Whether due to lack of 

employment or lack of willingness to pay their child support obligation, these NCPs had 

minimal contact with DCS and often even less frequent payment activity. BAFF helped 



 

reframe the relationship that many NCPs had with DCS, and BAFF helped alleviate some of 

NCPs’ hesitation to engage in dialogue with the agency. 

 Educating NCPs about child support options. The work of the DCS and AFI grantee staff was 

instrumental in addressing an array of NCP misconceptions regarding their rights and 

responsibilities related to their child support cases. 

 NCPs want assistance with modification of support orders and debt forgiveness. One of the 

primary incentives for NCPs to participate in BAFF was the potential to receive assistance 

with requests to modify their current support orders or reduce their amount of state-owed debt. 

 Value in having non-DCS staff with knowledge of child support issues. BAFF allowed the AFI 

grantee case managers to develop a strong understanding of DCS processes and the child 

support system. The case managers were increasingly able to independently answer questions 

and provide NCPs with recommendations on the appropriate course of action related to their 

child support cases. 

 Variation in DCS staff receptivity to BAFF. Despite DCS management’s commitment to 

BAFF, it was evident through conversations with AFI grantee staff and DCS staff that there 

was not universal support within DCS for the BAFF approach. There is not a uniform 

organizational culture within DCS regarding the optimal approach for enforcing non- or 

partially-compliant cases. SEO approaches to collections operate along a continuum. Some 

SEOs believe that all available enforcement tools should be deployed immediately whereas 

others believe in a more conciliatory approach. The support for BAFF among SEOs appeared 

to vary based on where along this continuum they fell; those who were willing to make 

compromises regarding enforcement actions were generally more supportive of the initiative.  

 NCPs’ concerns about access and visitation often frame interactions with DCS. Despite the 

fact that custody and visitation rights are independent from any child support obligations, 

conversations with NCPs and AFI grantee staff suggested that NCPs’ payment behavior is 

often linked to their experiences around access and visitation. 

Asset building implications 

 Appropriateness of asset building services for BAFF participants. The BAFF program design 

did not fully anticipate the extent to which the target population of BAFF had substantial basic 

human service needs. The need to address NCPs’ lack of income, housing, or food security 

trumped any efforts to focus on longer-term asset building or financial goals. 

 Difficulty in engaging NCPs in financial education. Both sites experienced substantial 

difficulty in convincing NCPs to attend financial education classes. NCPs were generally not 

enthusiastic about having to attend these classes and completion percentages in both sites 

were lower than anticipated. 

 Opportunity to integrate child support issues into asset building services. The BAFF initiative 

spurred both sites to include child support in their financial education classes. The discussion 

of child support in the classes often prompted interest and questions from BAFF and non-

BAFF participants alike. 

 Value of navigation services for BAFF participants. One of the most valuable BAFF services 

that the AFI grantees provided was to assist participants in identifying and navigating 

available supportive services (e.g., housing, employment, food assistance).
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I. Introduction  

In 2010 the Washington State Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) received a 

grant from the federal Office of Child Support Enforcement (OCSE) as part of the Building 

Assets for Fathers and Families (BAFF) initiative to support increased asset building services for 

noncustodial parents (NCPs). The project sought to use collaborative arrangements between the 

state’s Division of Child Support (DCS) Field Offices and Assets for Independence (AFI) 

grantees in two sites, Vancouver and Spokane. The project represented an attempt to connect 

NCPs to asset building and financial services that could help them increase financial stability and 

asset ownership, and thereby their ability to meet child support obligations. 

The national BAFF project was born out of a broader effort – the “ASSET Initiative” – within 

the U.S. Department of Health and Human Service’s Administration for Children and Families 

(ACF) to increase the use of AFI IDAs and other asset building strategies among low-income 

populations served by other ACF programs. In addition to NCPs, other groups targeted through 

ASSET Initiative efforts included: Native Americans, families with young children, refugees, 

people with disabilities, and survivors of domestic violence. In each case, ACF sought to 

leverage existing grant funds to support targeted interventions to increase the use of IDAs among 

these populations.1  

As described in a previous Design Report,2 DCS was motivated to seek out the grant funds to 

support BAFF based on a belief that there were a substantial number of asset poor NCPs in the 

state who were struggling to meet their financial obligations, including child support. While 

some DCS staff were already referring NCPs to employment and training services (e.g., 

Worksource Centers), this process was not widespread and was dependent on the efforts of 

individual support enforcement officers. There were limited concerted efforts to connect NCPs 

with supports around employment or financial stability. Moreover, many NCPs with limited 

income who had difficulty meeting their child support obligations were reluctant to engage with 

formal financial systems due to concerns about garnishment by DCS. In an attempt to provide a 

more systematic set of supports to low-income NCPs, DCS identified two areas in the state – 

Spokane and the greater Vancouver area – where there were (1) higher than average poverty 

rates and (2) established AFI grantees. 

While the impetus for the BAFF initiative was the availability of grant funding from OCSE, the 

intervention was premised on the combined effect of these funds and an array of existing 

resources. In particular, key additional inputs included: funding for the local AFI grantees – both 

federal funds and the necessary matching funds; the availability of employment services through 

the state Worksource Centers as well as the existing employment services offered by the AFI 

grantee organizations; and DCS resources, specifically robust data on NCPs’ child support 

obligations and debt, that would allow the two BAFF sites to target eligible NCPs. In addition to 

                                                 
1 ASSET Initiation Overview. February, 2011. 

http://idaresources.acf.hhs.gov/servlet/servlet.FileDownload?file=01570000000kUcq  
2 Glosser, A. and Stearns, J. Building Assets for Fathers and Families–Washington State: Design Report. MEF 

Associates: prepared for the Washington Department of Social and Health Services, Division of Child Support. 

April 2011. 

http://idaresources.acf.hhs.gov/servlet/servlet.FileDownload?file=01570000000kUcq
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these existing resources, the BAFF funds supported dedicated staff and the associated 

administrative costs to support BAFF clients. 

DCS believed that IDAs and asset building services represented an opportunity for low-income 

NCPs to increase their financial stability and better meet their child support outcomes. Moreover, 

DCS believed that NCPs would be especially attracted to BAFF asset building services if they 

saw participation as a means to increase their access to child support order modifications and 

arrears forgiveness. While all NCPs have the ability to request modifications or arrears 

forgiveness, DCS believed that many NCPs were either unaware of these services or felt that 

they lacked the necessary resources or support to properly submit the necessary paperwork to 

initiate such requests. DCS and the AFI grantees believed that the potential for added assistance 

with these processes would be an incentive for eligible NCPs to participate in BAFF and engage 

in the available asset building services. 

Funded by OCSE for three years, the BAFF project aimed to serve over 600 NCPs, providing 

them with an array of customized asset building services that would address barriers to financial 

stability and that would increase NCPs’ ability to meet their child support obligations. It intended 

to focus on leveraging a collaborative relationship between asset building providers and DCS in 

service of improved financial stability for NCPs and improved child support outcomes. In 

addition, it sought to lay the groundwork for more permanent relationships between the local 

asset building and child support communities and provide a model of collaboration that could be 

used by other DCS field offices and AFI grantees around the country. Service delivery began 

February 2011 and concluded in September 2013. Spokane ended enrollments in June 2013 

while Vancouver ended enrollments in July 2013. 

This report documents the implementation of BAFF. It includes the following sections: 

 Section II provides background on the key programs participating in BAFF. 

 Section III describes our methodology. 

 Section IV describes the implementation of BAFF, including participant recruitment, 

service delivery, and key program outcomes. 

 Section V discusses lessons learned and conclusions based on the experiences of the two 

sites. 

II. BAFF Partner Programs 

The BAFF project represented a collaborative endeavor between DCS and two of its Field 

Offices and two AFI grantees. In this section we provide background on the AFI grantee in each 

site, the AFI program more generally, and the approach that the two DCS Field Offices took in 

providing staff for the initiative. 
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A. Assets for Independence 

Assets for Independence (AFI) is a federally funded grant program administered by the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services’ Administration for Children and Families (ACF).3 

Local community-based nonprofits or government agencies are eligible for AFI grants. AFI 

grantees help low income individuals establish matched savings accounts – Individual 

Development Accounts (IDAs) – where every dollar of earned income is matched (from $1 to 

$8). AFI participants can use IDA funds for approved purchases, which include first time home 

ownership, postsecondary education or training, or capitalizing a small business. AFI grantees 

also provide financial education classes, assistance with establishing bank accounts, and 

guidance in accessing refundable tax credits, including the Earned Income Tax Credit and the 

Child Tax Credit.4 

B. AFI Grantees 

DCS funded BAFF interventions in Spokane and the greater Vancouver area. In Spokane, the 

Field Office partnered with SNAP Financial Access (SNAP). In the greater Vancouver area, the 

AFI grantee partner was the Lower Columbia Community Action Program (LCCAP).  

1. SNAP Financial Access 

SNAP Financial Access served as the asset building program partner in the Spokane BAFF site. 

SNAP Financial Access is a sub-program of Spokane Neighborhood Action Partners, the largest 

private human services agency in Spokane County. Spokane Neighborhood Action Partners 

provides: housing and energy assistance, home repair assistance, senior services, employment 

services for individuals with criminal backgrounds, financial services, and small business 

services. 

SNAP has a strong history of providing asset building services in the greater Spokane area, 

winning its first AFI grant in 2001. The program has used relationships with an array of 

community partners and financial institutions to continually develop the range of asset building 

services it can provide to the community. 

Spokane has a population of roughly 200,000. The BAFF initiative focused on serving Spokane 

residents, though individuals living outside the city were still eligible. 

The BAFF case manager at SNAP had been a financial counselor at SNAP for a year prior to the 

start of BAFF and had worked in the energy assistance program for a year prior to that. 

2. Lower Columbia Community Action Program  

DSHS partnered with LCCAP to be the asset building program partner in the Vancouver BAFF 

site. Through its Financial Independence Center, LCCAP provides the Lower Columbia area of 

                                                 
3 To access grant funds, grantees must raise an equal amount in funds from nonfederal sources. 
4 http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/resource/assets-for-independence-program-summary 
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Southwest Washington with a wide array of services aimed at leading and expanding asset 

building services. LCCAP had been running an IDA program since 2001.  

As with most community action programs, LCCAP provides an array of services to meet the 

needs of community members. These include: food assistance, home care, homelessness 

services, transportation, energy and housing, education and training, and senior services. 

The BAFF initiative in the Vancouver area focused on four counties in the greater Vancouver 

area – Cowlitz, Wahkiakum, Clark, and Lewis. While Vancouver has a population over 180,000, 

the majority of these four counties are very rural. LCCAP is located in Longview, which, with a 

population of roughly 35,000, is the second largest city in the four counties. 

The initial BAFF case manager had prior experience running LCCAP’s AFI program. As her 

management responsibilities increased over the course of the first year, she transferred primary 

responsibility for work on BAFF to a former AmeriCorps volunteer who had initially come to 

the agency to assist with data work associated with running the AFI program. 

C. DCS Field Offices 

DCS has nine field offices located across the state. Each field office is staffed with Support 

Enforcement Officers (SEO) who have responsibility for all stages of the child support 

enforcement process, including paternity establishment, support order establishment, and the 

collection of financial and medical support. 

Both DCS Field Offices in BAFF, Spokane and Vancouver, developed specific protocols for 

working with BAFF participants. Each Field Office designated a single SEO who would be the 

primary liaison with the AFI grantee. This SEO would ensure that all decisions regarding the 

child support cases of BAFF participants would occur in the context of their participation in 

BAFF. For example, the SEOs could exercise discretion and not seize bank account funds if the 

NCP was making good faith payments and saving towards an IDA purchase. Additionally, this 

liaison served as a point of contact for the AFI grantee staff if they had any questions regarding 

the status or details of a BAFF participant’s child support case.5  

In the Spokane site, the Field Office designated a specific SEO to monitor the BAFF caseload. 

While NCPs were to remain on the same SEO’s caseload as before the intervention, the BAFF 

SEO would simultaneously track the cases. The case-carrying SEO would be informed through 

case comments that the NCP was enrolled in BAFF, and the BAFF SEO was to receive 

notification before the case carrying SEOs took any new enforcement action. This review 

provided the BAFF SEO with the option of deferring enforcement actions in those cases where a 

given NCP was actively participating in BAFF. The Spokane Field Office opted for this model 

out of concerns that the additional BAFF cases would overburden a single SEO. In the 

Vancouver site, all BAFF cases were transferred to the BAFF SEO’s caseload.  

                                                 
5 Discussion of case details with AFI grantee staff was contingent on the participant authorizing this release of 

information. 
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In both sites, the BAFF SEOs were SEOs who had volunteered for the position. In Vancouver, 

the BAFF SEO had prior experience as a family service worker with the state’s early childhood 

education program prior to joining DCS.  

In Spokane, the first BAFF SEO was also responsible for leading a prison work group focused 

on reentry issues and had experience working with fatherhood groups in the community. The 

first BAFF SEO ended his time on the project during the first year due to other responsibilities. 

His replacement, before coming to BAFF, served as a liaison with the five Native American 

tribes in the Spokane area. 

III. Methodology 

The evaluation of the BAFF intervention in Washington focused on documenting the 

implementation of the initiative and program participation. Over the course of the project, MEF 

Associates worked with sites to track their efforts, assess program implementation, and identify 

barriers and lessons learned from the initiative. We collected qualitative data on the 

implementation of the initiative through monthly calls, phone interviews, site visits, and focus 

groups. We collected quantitative data to track participant characteristics, program participation, 

and key program outcomes. 

In this section we summarize our primary data collection activities and their implications for the 

nature of our analyses. 

Monthly Calls with Sites. From the grant’s inception, our role included developing and 

maintaining a collaborative relationship with staff in the two sites as well as the central staff at 

DCS who were overseeing this grant. We maintained ongoing contact with the sites and DCS 

staff through monthly conference calls.6 These calls typically lasted between 45 and 90 minutes 

and occurred from April, 2011 through October, 2013. The calls represented an opportunity to 

track the development of the program model and sites’ successes in recruiting, enrolling, and 

serving participants. Additionally, the calls supported cross-site interaction and information 

sharing. 

On each call sites provided updates on the following agenda items: 

 Recruitment 

 Intake 

 Service delivery, including financial education, IDAs, case management, and child 

support services 

 Program design changes 

Additionally, the calls also addressed any specific issues facing the sites or the project as a whole 

(e.g., working with the national evaluator, budget and contract issues). 

                                                 
6 Other occasional participants on the calls included representatives from Region X of the Administration for 

Children and Families (ACF) and representatives from the Lewin Group, which was serving as the national 

evaluator for the BAFF project through a contract with ACF’s Office of Community Services. 
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While the primary purpose of these calls was to serve as an ongoing component of our 

implementation research, we also viewed them as a technical assistance opportunity. We were 

active participants in conversations about recruitment and service delivery strategies. 

Following each call we prepared a memorandum summarizing the conversation that we delivered 

to the DCS project officer. 

Implementation Research Phone Interviews. In addition to monthly calls, we conducted annual 

phone interviews with program staff from each of the two sites. This typically included one 

conversation with staff from the AFI grantee in each site and one conversation with the relevant 

DCS staff in each site. We conducted the first round of calls in July, 2011. The second set of 

calls occurred in February, 2012, and we conducted the final set of calls in April, 2013. Each call 

typically lasted 60 to 90 minutes. 

We used these calls as an opportunity to obtain more details on the program models and 

implementation experiences. While we used structured protocols during each conversation, the 

content of specific interviews was largely driven by our existing understanding of the operations 

in each site. 

Site Visits. In late September, 2013 we conducted site visits to both the Spokane and Vancouver 

sites. At this point both sites had concluded recruitment activities but were still providing 

services to some BAFF participants. At SNAP and LCCAP, we interviewed case managers, 

financial educators/counselors, and supervisory staff individually. At the Spokane DCS field 

office we spoke with the BAFF SEO liaison as well as supervisory and managerial staff, and 

conducted interviews with several Spokane Field Office SEOs who had had a BAFF participant 

on their caseload. We asked the Spokane SEOs about their interactions with their BAFF clients 

and the BAFF SEO and their overall thoughts about the BAFF program. In Vancouver, we spoke 

with the BAFF SEO as well as the BAFF grant manager and the Vancouver DCS Field Office 

leadership.  

As with the annual implementation research phone interviews, we used structured protocols to 

obtain details on the implementation experiences of the sites. This included in-depth descriptions 

of the service delivery model as actually implemented, key success and challenges that the sites 

faced, discussion of how BAFF fit into the broader set of participants’ service delivery needs, 

and any plans the sites had for continuing some component of BAFF services following the 

conclusion of the grant. In addition, we conducted informal case file reviews where site staff (at 

both DCS and the AFI grantees) walked us through cases, describing participants’ specific 

circumstances, the services the participant received during BAFF, and the participants’ level of 

engagement in BAFF. 

Focus Groups. During the September, 2013 site visits we conducted four focus groups, two in 

each site. During these conversations, we spoke with BAFF participants who volunteered to 

speak with us about their experiences with BAFF. Focus group participants represented a diverse 

population, including both men and women, individuals with criminal backgrounds, and 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) recipients. 
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In all four focus groups participants provided background on their employment and family 

situations, along with any legal issues or incarceration. We asked them about their experiences 

with BAFF and the nature of their interactions with DCS – both before BAFF and while enrolled 

in the program.  

Programmatic and Administrative Data. Following completion of the Design Report,7 we 

helped advise DCS and staff in the two sites in the development of a data tracking tool that 

attempted to capture participant characteristics, information on service delivery, and key 

outcomes. These data included self-reported participant characteristics collected by AFI Grantee 

staff at enrollment, ongoing service delivery entered by AFI grantee staff, and DCS 

administrative data on participants’ child support cases (e.g., current and past support due, 

payment history). 

Aside from the DCS administrative data, all other data were collected in Access databases 

maintained by each site and provided to the DCS project manager on a quarterly basis. We 

received data extracts at several points in the project, beginning in July, 2011 and concluding 

with a final data file in November, 2013. Each extract was compiled by DCS, merging the 

Access databases to the DCS administrative data. We only received de-identified files which 

excluded any personally identifiable information. 

We used the interim extracts to review the dataset file for inconsistencies and anomalies. Given 

the high proportion of fields that were manually entered and self-reported, we reviewed the data 

to identify potential logical inconsistencies (e.g., NCPs reporting having no earned income but 

also reporting that they were employed) as well as higher than expected numbers of missing 

fields. Following receipt of each interim data extract, we contacted site staff – most often staff at 

the AFI grantees – to obtain clarification about any anomalies we identified. This typically 

resulted in receiving amended data sets where staff edited their initial entries based on client 

notes for the cases in question. 

In addition to concerns regarding individual cases, the approach DCS took to matching the 

Access database to DCS administrative data resulted in some unexpected losses in data. Most 

problematic is the exclusion of any child support data for 50 of the NCPs who had their cases 

closed during the initiative.8 Given that case closure is often a positive outcome (e.g., the 

payment of all support owed), missing data for these cases may result in understatement of 

positive child support outcomes. More generally, 63 of the 558 total records in the dataset 

provided by DCS do not have complete child support data.9  

                                                 
7 Glosser, A. and Stearns, J. Building Assets for Fathers and Families–Washington State: Design Report. MEF 

Associates: prepared for the Washington Department of Social and Health Services, Division of Child Support. 

April 2011. 
8 Due to the structures of the relevant databases, DCS did not have the ability to access match BAFF program 

records to historical DCS administrative data for NCPs whose cases closed prior to the end of BAFF. 
9 Among the 50 NCPs where the case was closed prior to the end of BAFF, we have some child support data for 28. 

In 12 cases the case number entered by the AFI grantee staff was incorrect and could not be matched to DCS 

administrative data. In the final case, the NCP’s partner was also enrolled in BAFF and DCS was unable to match 

the data to the appropriate case number. 
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Also problematic is that there are some DCS fields that we stopped receiving in more recent 

extracts. For example, we only have data on payments in the months immediately leading up to 

program enrollment for participants who enrolled before August, 2012. Additionally, there were 

an especially high number of cases with missing records in the “Referral Source” field of the 

database in the last two years of the grant. 

In the subsequent sections, we include notes and explanations in all cases where data are missing 

or potentially unreliable. This documentation includes a discussion of how this missing data may 

have affected any analysis we present.  

IV. BAFF Implementation 

In our 2011 Design Report,10 we outlined the proposed intervention and the corresponding logic 

model. While there was some variation in the proposed approach between the two sites, the core 

components of the intervention as initially designed were largely similar. Appendix A shows the 

initial logic model for the BAFF intervention. 

Both sites designed their models primarily with financial stability goals in mind. These goals 

included: 

1. Increased assets and financial stability for NCPs that increases their ability to fulfill their 

financial obligations  

2. Successful use of AFI resources to increase savings and asset accumulation among NCPs 

already meeting their child support obligations 

3. Successful use of DCS administrative tools to incentivize asset building activities among 

NCPs with cases in arrears and support NCP financial stability 

4. Increased child support payments by NCPs on current and past support due 

5. Improved child and family outcomes through increased financial stability for custodial 

parents and NCPs 

The actual implementation of BAFF differed from the initial program design. While the general 

structure of the intervention, the partnerships, and the services available remained largely the 

same, the service needs and the focus of BAFF staff at both DCS and the AFI grantees 

represented a departure from initial plans. These differences were largely driven by the 

unanticipated needs of the target population and shifts in the primary referral sources. 

Figure 1 outlines the flow of Spokane’s BAFF program. Figure 2 provides a similar summary of 

the service delivery structure in Vancouver. 

  

                                                 
10 Glosser, A. and Stearns, J. Building Assets for Fathers and Families–Washington State: Design Report. MEF 

Associates: prepared for the Washington Department of Social and Health Services, Division of Child Support. 

April 2011. 
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Figure 1. Flow of Spokane BAFF program 

 

  

Recruitment
• Mailing to NCPs identified through DCS administrative data pull
• Review of individuals currently receiving SNAP services
• SNAP intra-departmental referrals
• DCS outreach to community-based initiatives
• SNAP financial education classes in correctional facilities
• Word-of-mouth referrals

Referral Process
• Interested NCPs contact SNAP case manager for more information 

about the program, complete enrollment packet

Initial Intake Appointment with SNAP Case Manger
• Review and assess cash flow, financial goals, credit, and benefits
• Referrals  to social service agencies
• Call during intake with BAFF SEO to discuss status of child support 

case
• Develop Action Plan for next steps and financial goals
• Schedule NCP for financial education classes

Asset Building Services
Financial Education Classes
• “Money Management” and “Understanding Your 

Credit” courses required for participants
• Specific component addressing child support in 

relation to asset building

General SNAP Services
• 30- and 60-day review appointments
• Customized services including: financial planning, 

access to banking, credit enhancement, access  
to credit, tax filing assistance, debt counseling

• Referrals to employment services (e.g. 
Worksource) and direct job search assistance

IDAs
• AFI (small business) and Pay Yourself Forward 

IDAs available to qualifying participants

DCS Services
• BAFF SEO monitors BAFF cases and approves any 

enforcement actions, communicates with primary SEO 
throughout program

• NCPs discuss eligibility for order modification and debt 
forgiveness with BAFF SEO during initial intake 
interview

• SNAP case manager assists with DCS paperwork
• NCPs continue to work with case-carrying SEO on child 

support issues, but BAFF SEO is consulted before any 
new enforcement actions are taken

• Possible suspension of enforcement action, including 
restoring driver’s license and removing lien on vehicles

Social Service Navigation
• Referrals to housing services
• Referrals to substance abuse rehabilitation and 

counseling
• Assistance with disability insurance applications
• Legal/court assistance and volunteer lawyer program
• Criminal background expungement services
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Figure 2. Flow of Vancouver BAFF program 

 

In the section below we describe the implementation of BAFF. We discuss sites’ recruitment 

strategies, participant characteristics, service delivery approaches, and participant outcomes.  

A. Recruitment Strategies 

The two BAFF sites proposed slightly different recruitment strategies, though in both cases they 

anticipated serving NCPs with incomes at or below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty Line 

(FPL). Additionally, both sites anticipated that they would serve NCPs with varying levels of 

income and employment and who had demonstrated varying levels of compliance with their 

child support orders. Each site anticipated recruiting 300 NCPs into BAFF. 

The two sites experienced generally similar patterns in recruitment over the course of the 

initiative. Figure 3 shows enrollment patterns in each site. 

Recruitment
• Mailing to NCPs identified through DCS administrative data pull
• Review of individuals currently receiving LCCAP services
• LCCAP intra-departmental referrals
• Referrals from DCS staff
• Media campaign to increase awareness
• Word-of-mouth referrals

Referral Process
• Interested NCPs contact BAFF SEO or LCCAP case manager for more 

information about the program, complete enrollment packet

Initial Intake Appointment with LCCAP Case Manger
• Complete Client Intake Inventory: budgeting, financial goals, 

financial health assessment
• Referrals  to social service agencies
• Call during intake with BAFF SEO to discuss child support case
• Develop Initial Client Asset Plan

Asset Building Services
Financial Education Classes
• Four required and four optional “Money Smart” 

classes
• Specific component addressing child support in 

relation to asset building

General LCCAP Services
• 30-, 60-, and 90-day review appointments
• Customized services including: financial planning, 

access to banking, credit enhancement, access  
to credit, tax filing assistance, debt counseling

• Referrals to employment services (in-house or 
Worksource) and direct job search assistance

IDAs
• AFI (small business and education) and State IDAs 

available to qualifying participants

DCS Services
• Cases transferred to BAFF SEO
• One-on-one meeting to discuss eligibility for order 

modification and debt forgiveness – scheduled after 
NCP completes required four classes

• LCCAP case manager assists with DCS paperwork
• Possible suspension of enforcement action, including 

restoring driver’s license and removing lien on vehicles

Social Service Navigation
• Referrals to housing services
• Referrals to substance abuse rehabilitation and 

counseling
• Assistance with food assistance applications
• Legal/court assistance and volunteer lawyer program
• Criminal background expungement services
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The Spokane site experienced steady enrollment throughout the initiative, aside from bursts in 

April, 2011 and September, 2012 after large outreach mailings. Spokane enrolled its first 50 

participants by May, 2011. The Vancouver site had more difficulty enrolling participants 

initially, not reaching 50 enrollments until October, 2011. However, aside from the two 

especially strong months in Spokane and the slow start in Vancouver, the pace of enrollments 

was largely similar. The Spokane site exceeded its enrollment targets by 40 NCPs, whereas the 

Vancouver site, despite a later surge in enrollment, only recruited 248 of the anticipated 300 

NCPs.  

Figure 3. BAFF Enrollment Patterns by Site 

 

Both sites saw shifts in the source of referrals and enrollments compared to what they initially 

anticipated. These shifts were in response to both lower than expected enrollment from planned 

recruitment activities as well as sites taking advantage of new, unanticipated opportunities to 

engage NCPs in BAFF. 

In this section we discuss how the initial recruitment strategies compared to actual enrollment 

patterns. To the extent possible we provide data on the referral sources of participants, though a 

high percentage of missing variables prevents precise description of the source of referrals.11  

                                                 
11 Data on referral sources are available only from the beginning of enrollments in February 2011 through August 

2012, a total of 279 cases, 157 Spokane, 122 Vancouver.  
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1. Spokane 

In Spokane, the site identified a three-pronged recruitment approach. SNAP recognized that a 

sizeable portion of the individuals it was already serving through its other programming were 

likely to have child support cases, either as NCPs or custodial parents. To that end, it saw BAFF 

as a complement to its existing service delivery structure, and it provided DCS with a list of all 

individuals to whom it was providing services at the start of the grant. This included individuals 

receiving a broad range of services, not necessarily focused on asset building (e.g., housing 

assistance). Based on a data match run by DCS, there were over 150 individuals working with 

SNAP at the time of the data match who were in some way affiliated with the child support 

system. SNAP conducted outreach to these individuals to make them aware of BAFF and the 

services it offered. 

Simultaneously, the Spokane Field Office conducted a series of queries on its NCP database to 

identify individuals living in the greater Spokane area and potentially eligible for BAFF services. 

These queries identified NCPs under 200 percent FPL who were: current on support their 

obligations; not current on support payments but had made recent payments; or those with no 

regular payment history. The site sent waves of mass mailings to these NCPs informing them 

about their potential eligibility for BAFF and the associated services available. Recognizing that 

many of the NCPs may have had a negative perception of DCS and would be potentially 

unresponsive to mail from DCS, these mailings were sent on SNAP letterhead and signed by the 

BAFF staff person at SNAP. 

Finally, the Spokane site hoped to take advantage of DCS’s existing fatherhood programming to 

meet its enrollment target. The site anticipated generating a subset of its enrollments from 

referrals by DCS staff working at fatherhood events and resource fairs. Additionally, the BAFF 

SEO anticipated conducting outreach to fellow SEOs in the hopes that they would provide 

referrals. While the data do not indicate that any of the Spokane BAFF participants were referred 

by their SEO, 33 came to the program through DCS outreach at fatherhood events. 

The Spokane site experienced steady enrollment throughout the life of the grant that was largely 

driven by responses to regular waves of mass mailings to NCPs identified using DCS 

administrative data. Site staff consistently reported that NCPs were responsive to the offer of 

assistance with their child support orders that the mailings emphasized.12 The site also received 

referrals from other departments in SNAP, including staff providing services related to housing, 

energy assistance, and business. The referral data collected by SNAP indicated that 51 of the 

BAFF participants were referred from other SNAP programs. 

In addition to participants recruited via the mass mailings, the site experienced strong enrollment 

numbers driven by word of mouth referrals in the latter years of the grant. Site staff felt that 

BAFF was developing a positive reputation among both NCPs and other community service 

providers that helped increase the initiative’s visibility among the target population.  

                                                 
12 Our data identify the mass mailing as the referral source for 40 of the BAFF participants. However, conversations 

with staff suggest that this dramatically underestimates the total amount, especially considering this field was 

missing for 184 of the 340 observations. 
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Finally, in July, 2012 the site began offering financial education classes at the Airway Heights 

Corrections Center, a state prison. Targeting NCPs with upcoming release dates, the site 

expanded its outreach to incarcerated NCPs offering classes at the Spokane County Geiger 

Corrections Center in February 2013. Outreach in these facilities represented an unexpected but 

robust source of enrollments for the site. SNAP was able to maintain its enrollment pace in the 

last year of the initiative in the absence of outreach mailings through these recruitment efforts. 

2. Vancouver 

Unlike Spokane, the initial Vancouver recruitment strategy was heavily dependent on referrals 

from DCS. The site anticipated that the vast majority of participants would be identified through 

either DCS administrative data or through direct referrals from DCS staff in the Field Office.  

As with the Spokane site, the DCS Field Office conducted a series of queries on its NCP 

database to identify individuals potentially eligible for BAFF services. This included individuals 

under 200 percent FPL with recent income, either earned or unearned or on TANF. While 

Spokane used a mass mailing approach, the Vancouver site planned for the BAFF SEO to 

individually screen each of these potential cases and call those that were most likely to be 

eligible for BAFF. 

In addition to NCPs identified through administrative records the site expected that a sizeable 

portion of BAFF participants would be referred to the program through their case-carrying SEO. 

The BAFF SEO planned to work with Field Office leadership to inform other SEOs about BAFF 

and the target population – low-income NCPs with some level of earned or unearned income – in 

the hopes that they would review their caseloads and referral eligible NCPs. 

The Vancouver site experienced substantial difficulties in the early stages of the project meeting 

its enrollment targets using these approaches. In the early stages of the initiative, the BAFF SEO 

conducted an extensive pre-screening process prior to mailing information about the BAFF 

program to a potentially eligible NCP. The BAFF SEO would review each case from the data 

match to identify NCPs that she thought would most likely remain engaged in the program. The 

SEO would then send these NCPs a mailing explaining the program or, time permitting, would 

make a call to the NCP.  

As a result of the difficulties in meeting enrollment targets, in January, 2012 the site began 

employing a mass mailing approach similar to Spokane. The names for the mailings were drawn 

from a DCS administrative data pull that targeted individuals in the four counties in the greater 

Vancouver area. As with Spokane, the site targeted low-income NCPs with varying degrees of 

compliance, including those with especially high debt amounts. The letters were mailed in 

waves, helping the site increase its enrollment numbers.  

In addition to use of mass mailings, the site attempted to increase of awareness through media 

outreach. This included blog posts on the organization’s web site13 and a newspaper article 

highlighting the success of BAFF participants.14 While it is difficult to identify the exact number 

                                                 
13 http://www.lowercolumbiacap.org/miracle-workers/ Accessed February 24, 2014 
14 http://tdn.com/news/local/article_1bae4736-c944-11e0-8f84-001cc4c03286.html  Accessed February 24, 2014 

http://www.lowercolumbiacap.org/miracle-workers/
http://tdn.com/news/local/article_1bae4736-c944-11e0-8f84-001cc4c03286.html


 
 14  

of enrollments generated by these efforts, site staff emphasized that this outreach strategy 

contributed to a broader increase in enrollment through word-of-mouth and peer referrals.  

The site was also able to increase its enrollment through internal referrals from other programs 

run by LCCAP. Review of data collected by the site suggest that 35 participants were referred 

from existing LCCAP programs.15 Conversations with staff indicate that a substantial portion of 

these participants were referred from the Community Jobs (CJ) program, a subsidized 

employment program operated for the state’s TANF agency. The same LCCAP supervisor who 

oversaw BAFF also managed LCCAP’s CJ program enabling easy referrals of BAFF eligible 

participants. Staff indicated that the majority of the CJ clients who were BAFF eligible were 

individuals with multiple children by different partners – acting as the custodial parent for one or 

more of their children while also owing support to either the custodial parent of one or more of 

their other children. 

As with Spokane, Vancouver anticipated that in addition to direct outreach, other DCS SEOs 

would refer eligible NCPs with whom they were working to BAFF. In the first year of the project 

DCS informed SEOs in both offices about BAFF, and the Vancouver DCS office sent a 

statewide email to SEOs describing BAFF and the potential benefits to NCPs. However, few 

referrals came directly from SEOs. Data for the Vancouver site indicate that 18 NCPs were 

referred by the case-carrying SEO.  

Staff cited several reasons for the low number of referrals from DCS. One of the BAFF SEOs 

indicated that some of the resistance to make referrals came from the perception that the program 

is overly generous toward NCPs and gets in the way of taking stronger enforcement action. 

Conversations with several SEOs in the Spokane Field Office who had NCPs in BAFF 

reinforced the fact that at least a subset of SEOs saw BAFF as providing preferential treatment to 

a group of NCPs who had willfully evaded past DCS enforcement actions. Other DCS staff 

indicated that the low referral rate was a function of high SEO caseloads and the fact that SEOs 

do not typically have the time to review their caseloads for potentially eligible NCPs or lacked 

the necessary awareness about the intervention. 

B. Participant Characteristics 

In this section we summarize the characteristics of the individuals who enrolled in BAFF. In 

total, 588 individuals enrolled in the BAFF initiative, 340 of whom were served in Spokane, and 

248 of whom were served by the Vancouver site. 

In both sites the majority of participants were male, though, likely because of its focus on 

Community Jobs Participants, Vancouver served a higher proportion of females than Spokane – 

22 percent as opposed to 9 percent. On average, NCPs enrolled in BAFF had 2.1 open cases at 

the point of enrollment.16 The majority of participants in Spokane and Vancouver identified as 

white, 74 percent and 86 percent, respectively. Thirteen percent of Spokane participants 

                                                 
15 This number likely underestimates the number of internal referrals, as staff estimated that as many as 50 BAFF 

participants were also enrolled in Community Jobs. However, the poor data on referral sources precludes a more 

exact reporting of the number referred from internal LCCAP programs. 
16 Each open case reflects a child for whom support was due.  
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identified as African American; 5 percent of Vancouver participants identified as African 

American. 

As Table 1 below shows, the majority of participants in both sites reported having at least a high 

school diploma or GED. Roughly 17 percent of all BAFF participants reporting that they had not 

graduated high school or received a GED. In Spokane, 56 percent of participants reported having 

spent at least some time in college, with 18 percent of all Spokane participants having received a 

degree (Associates, Bachelors, vocational, or graduate). By comparison, 37 percent of 

participants in Vancouver had at least attended some college, with 9 percent reporting some 

postsecondary degree.  

Table 1: BAFF Participant Education17 

Highest Schooling Obtained Spokane Vancouver Total 

Less Than HS 16% 17% 17% 

High School/GED 27% 44% 34% 

Some College 38% 28% 34% 

AA or Vocational Degree 15% 8% 12% 

BA or higher 4% 1% 2% 

Unknown 0% 2% 1% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

It became clear relatively early on in the grant that the target population had a more basic set of 

needs regarding financial stability and employment than anticipated. Many of the asset building 

services that the two community providers offered in the context of AFI assumed a level of 

stability that eluded the majority of the BAFF participants. Many of the NCPs in BAFF were 

dealing with a far more basic set of needs – housing instability, food insecurity, lack of earned 

income – that rendered secondary any conversations about savings and asset development. This 

disconnect was likely driven by the combination of decisions made by DCS regarding the target 

population as well as the lingering effects of the economic downturn. 

While BAFF staff anticipated serving NCPs with a range of barriers related to financial stability, 

the baseline characteristics of the NCPs served by BAFF reflect a basic level of need beyond 

what staff anticipated at the outset. One quarter of BAFF participants reported living in a shelter 

or transitional housing at the point of enrollment – 32 percent in Spokane and 16 percent in 

Vancouver. Almost 40 percent of participants reported no income, either earned or unearned, at 

the point of enrollment. The most common unearned income source reported by NCPs in both 

Spokane and Vancouver was food assistance, 37 percent and 68 percent, respectively. In 

Vancouver, 17 percent of participants reported receiving TANF, compared to 5 percent in 

Spokane. Among those who did report being employed, roughly half reported having only part-

time employment. 

In addition, the majority of BAFF participants in both sites had previously been incarcerated; 71 

percent of BAFF participants in Vancouver reported having spent time in jail or prison and 64 

percent of those in Spokane reported previous incarceration. In Spokane, the relatively high 

                                                 
17 Numbers in this table are based on full sample of 588 cases, 340 Spokane, 248 Vancouver. 
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number of NCPs reporting having been incarcerated was largely driven by specific outreach in 

correctional facilities. By comparison, the Vancouver site experienced a consistent flow of 

enrollees reporting prior incarceration, suggesting that this was driven less by a specific 

recruitment strategy and more generally indicative of the characteristics of the population the site 

was serving overall. 

Not surprisingly, the substantial barriers facing the majority of BAFF participants were coupled 

with substantial levels of child support debt and relatively low levels of compliance with current 

support orders. Table 2 summarizes the status of participants’ child support cases. In both sites 5 

percent or fewer of all NCPs had no child support debt at the point of enrollment. In Vancouver, 

DCS records showed the median debt among all BAFF enrollees was $9,329; in Spokane median 

debt among BAFF NCPs was $7,146. In both sites, at least 85 percent of participants had current 

support due, with a median amount of roughly $230.  

Table 2: BAFF Participant Child Support Status at Enrollment18 

Child Support Status at Enrollment Spokane Vancouver 

Median Monthly Order Amount  $ 229   $ 233  

Percent of NCPs with no current support due 11% 15% 

Median Arrears  $ 7,146   $ 9,329  

Percent of NCPs with no arrears 5% 3% 

Similarly, participants had demonstrated inconsistent payments in the three months prior to their 

enrollment in BAFF. Among the NCPs in Spokane for whom we have data, they had paid an 

average of 38 percent of their total monthly order amount; the BAFF participants in Vancouver 

paid 27 percent of their total order amounts in the three months prior to enrollment.19  

BAFF participants had a diverse array of goals when they enrolled in the program. AFI grantee 

staff asked all BAFF participants to list their financial goals at the point of enrollment. Table 3 

below summarizes the frequency with which participants in the two sites listed various goals. 

  

                                                 
18 Numbers in this table are based on 555 cases (330 Spokane, 225 Vancouver) and exclude 33 cases for which no 

DCS data was available in the final data set provided due to case closure or incorrect NCP BI number. 
19 DCS data were incomplete for these variables. These percentages only reflect payment history of NCPs who 

enrolled prior to August 4, 2012. This includes a total of 151 participants in Spokane and 104 in Vancouver. Among 

this sub sample, there were 48 missing values for this time period. 
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Table 3: BAFF Participant Financial Goals at Intake 

Financial Goal Spokane Vancouver Total 

Pay Bills 66% 94% 78% 

Access Resources 74% 71% 73% 

Make Credit Arrangements 33% 37% 35% 

Pay Past Debt 78% 48% 65% 

Open Savings Account 34% 53% 42% 

Consolidate Debt 1% 3% 2% 

Get off Public Assistance 3% 10% 6% 

Access Financial Products Service 13% 21% 17% 

Acquire Housing 34% 52% 42% 

Acquire Education 16% 65% 37% 

Acquire Employment 64% 78% 70% 

Access Credit Report 69% 94% 80% 

Pay Child Support 90% 95% 92% 

Other 11% 22% 16% 

In both sites, paying child support was the most common response provided. In Spokane the 

second most common goal was to pay past debt. In Vancouver, over 90 percent of participants 

listing paying their bills and accessing their credit report as a financial goal. Surprisingly few 

participants listed accessing financial products services as a goal – 13 percent in Spokane and 21 

percent in Vancouver. 

C. Service Delivery 

Despite the initial focus of the initiative on asset building and financial stability, staff from both 

sites emphasized that their work quickly shifted to helping participants meet more basic needs 

related to financial stability. In this section we discuss the implementation of BAFF and the 

nature of services delivered. 

1. Intake 

The initial intake was an opportunity for the case manager to learn about the NCP’s financial, 

child support, and life situation and develop plans and strategies to assist the NCP. The intake 

processes differed between the two sites.  

a. Spokane 

In Spokane, SNAP was the first point of contact for an NCP. If the NCP was interested in 

participating, SNAP mailed the participant a copy of the program application and scheduled an 

initial intake appointment. At this intake appointment the SNAP case manager went through the 

program application with the NCP and conducted an initial assessment of NCP needs. Typically, 

she would also call the Spokane BAFF SEO while the participant was in the office and the three 

of them would go over the NCP’s child support case together. Early in BAFF, the BAFF SEO 

mailed the NCP DCS forms he determined were needed based on the intake conversation, but 
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changed to providing the SNAP case manager with blank forms to go over at intake with the 

NCP while the BAFF SEO was on the phone. This change was made because many NCPs often 

did not return to SNAP for assistance filling out the forms. During enrollment, SNAP staff 

worked with NCPs to identify financial goals and structuring the service delivery plan around 

these. In addition, SNAP staff used the intake meeting to schedule the NCP to attend financial 

education classes.  

The process of intake for NCPs who were incarcerated and soon to be released was much the 

same. However, the SNAP case manager was unable to have the BAFF SEO on the phone to 

discuss each participant’s child support case in real time. The case manager would meet with the 

NCP at the correctional facility and would schedule a post-release appointment with the 

individual. However, she found that many would not contact her upon release. As a result, the 

case manager attempted to provide as much child support information and financial education 

during the initial meeting at the correctional facility. 

b. Vancouver 

In Vancouver, the intake process changed over time. Under the original design, NCPs would call 

the BAFF SEO to express interest in BAFF and the BAFF SEO would send the NCP an 

enrollment packet. This included an intake form, a DSHS consent form, a signed commitment by 

the NCP to participate in BAFF for 90 days, a release to allow LCCAP to access the NCP’s 

credit report, and a release for the DCS case history. DCS would forward this packet of 

information along with the NCP’s support case history to LCCAP prior to client intake. During 

intake, LCCAP completed an additional eight-page intake form with the NCP that included 

financial information, goal setting, and a financial health assessment. The LCCAP case manager 

and NCP would review the DCS-provided support case history as well. 

In January 2012, when Vancouver added mass mailings as a major source of recruitment, the 

intake process changed. Because the mailings provided contact information for both DCS and 

LCCAP, NCPs could choose who to contact and could receive the enrollment packet from either 

party. After DCS confirmed the client’s eligibility, he or she was then referred for intake at 

LCCAP. As in Spokane, the LCCAP case manager often called the BAFF SEO during the intake 

appointment to discuss the participant’s child support case in real time, or to initiate actions such 

as release of licenses.  

Unlike Spokane, all BAFF clients were transferred onto the BAFF SEO’s caseload in 

Vancouver. Thus, the BAFF SEO initially planned to meet with new enrollees shortly after the 

initial intake. However, given retention problems that the site faced, the SEO and LCCAP staff 

arranged to have the new BAFF participants meet the SEO once NCPs demonstrated a 

willingness to participate through completion of four financial education classes, as staff 

recognized that assistance with child support was the largest draw to the program. In addition, 

the LCCAP case manager would often sit in on the initial meeting with the BAFF SEO, as many 

NCPs had developed a rapport with LCCAP and distrusted DCS due to past experiences. 
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2. Ongoing Case Management and Service Navigation 

A core component of the BAFF program design was ongoing engagement by the AFI grantees 

with participants. The sites anticipated that this ongoing engagement, typically to occur through 

in-person meetings at regular intervals, would focus on assisting participants in making progress 

toward their financial and asset building goals and providing referrals to employment services. 

However, case managers at the AFI grantees found themselves providing a more diverse set of 

support services. In this section, we discuss the nature of support and services AFI grantee staff 

provided to participants. 

a. Ongoing Engagement 

In both Spokane and Vancouver, the design intended for NCPs to begin BAFF with a 90-minute 

initial intake appointment with a financial counselor to assess their financial situation, be 

introduced to an array of financial services, and develop an action plan to achieve financial goals 

with a focus on child support. Staff in both sites used enrollment and assessment forms to 

understand NCPs’ current financial situations and what barriers they were facing. BAFF 

participants were also required to attend 30- and 60-day appointments (as well as a 90-day 

appointment in Vancouver) to review the action plan, track IDA progress, address any issues, 

and keep the client engaged with the program.20  

Conversations with staff indicate that ongoing participation of NCPs enrolled in BAFF was 

mixed. Participants rarely adhered to the 30-, 60-, and 90- day appointment schedule. Some did 

not come back after the initial intake appointment, while others communicated with their case 

manager far more regularly. Some participants from the focus groups, (who tended to be those 

who were most engaged) indicated that they contacted their case manager often. One reported 

checking in with SNAP once a month, another would stop by LCCAP as often as once every 

week or two to learn about new resources, and a third reported that during the time he was filling 

out DCS paperwork, he was contacting the LCCAP case manager two times a week either in 

person or by phone for assistance.  

The LCCAP case manager estimated that approximately 200 of the enrollees were steady 

participants who completed all components of the initiative.21 The remainder stopped 

participating shortly after enrollment, including some who left as soon as the BAFF SEO helped 

release their licenses. After 90 days, participants had the option to exit BAFF, but in Vancouver 

where the BAFF case transferred to the BAFF SEO’s caseload, many opted to stay in BAFF past 

the required commitment so the case would not be transferred back to their previous SEO.  

SNAP staff also reported that a subset of participants enrolling in BAFF did not remain actively 

engaged beyond their initial intake. SNAP staff indicated that those participants who were least 

                                                 
20 Data collected by the two sites does not provide a reliable picture of the ongoing level of engagement among 

BAFF participants. 
21 The Vancouver DCS office is located in Vancouver and LCCAP is located in the city of Longview, 40 miles to 

the north. The case manager spent one day each week in Vancouver where she would meet with clients who lived in 

Vancouver, however she reported seeing participants living in Vancouver less frequently than those living in 

Longview. 
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engaged were ones who had anticipated immediate and substantial reductions in their child 

support obligations and who, after learning during the initial meeting that this was unlikely, 

declined to continue their involvement in BAFF. SNAP staff also suggested that participation 

following initial meetings waned among NCPs who found jobs. These individuals used BAFF to 

help secure employment and obtain support order modifications, and once their financial 

situation stabilized were less inclined to remain engaged. 

SEOs we spoke with at the Spokane Field Office felt that much of the population recruited into 

BAFF were less interested in regular payments and financial stability and instead used BAFF as 

a way to avoid DCS penalties for nonpayment.  

b. Navigating Supportive Services 

The initial program design assumed that BAFF services would largely focus on asset building, 

child support, and occasional referrals to employment services. The unanticipated level of 

unemployment and other barriers to stability among the target population resulted in a disconnect 

between the most pressing service needs of the NCPs enrolling in BAFF and the planned menu 

of services to be provided by the asset building partners. It became clear to staff early on that the 

90-minute initial intake appointment needed to be less focused on financial services such as 

IDAs and financial planning, and more focused on assisting with more basic needs such as 

employment and housing. While the extent of immediate assistance and social service BAFF 

clients needed was not in the original logic model, navigation of social services became one of 

the key roles of the AFI partner in BAFF. An equally important role they played was as a 

navigator of the DCS world. NCPs were unaware of many of their options and rights, and also 

needed assistance getting through DCS processes such as modifications or arrears forgiveness.  

Case managers at the AFI grantees provided BAFF participants with assistance on a wide array 

of barriers. They made referrals to external organizations, directed participants to other, non-

BAFF services provided by the AFI grantee organization, and also provided direct assistance in 

addressing barriers. 

Job search assistance. Sixty-five percent of participants in Spokane and 56 percent of those in 

Vancouver reported that they were unemployed at the point of enrollment. The high number of 

unemployed BAFF participants made job search assistance a top service priority. Staff in the two 

sites provided a combination of direct job search support as well referrals to outside agencies.  

Neither case manager reported following a set approach for assisting participants with the job 

search process. Instead, they drew on their own experiences and the available community 

resources they were aware of to support participants. 

The case manager at SNAP would typically direct unemployed BAFF participants to 

Worksource. Cognizant of the fact that many clients had limited experience with Worksource or 

had had difficulty navigating the available services, she worked with employment specialists at 

Worksource to develop a list of available core services that could support the participant’s job 

search. In addition, she would individualize this list for each NCP she referred. She also would 

often provide relevant job leads to participants. 
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The LCCAP case manager often referred unemployed participants to Worksource and Goodwill. 

However, she also referred participants to other LCCAP departments providing employment 

services such as resume help or computer classes. Additionally, she provided many participants 

with direct job search assistance. She reviewed resumes and cover letters, assisted in the 

completion of job applications, and provided job leads. She would assist those seeking to enroll 

in education or training in the completion of the Free Application for Federal Student Aid 

(FAFSA). 

Housing. SNAP and LCCAP staff noted that aside from employment, housing was the most 

prominent barrier facing participants. The case managers found that many participants were 

homeless or in unstable housing situations. They would often refer participants to local housing 

services, including veterans’ programs or Volunteers of America, although these often were 

unable to help participants due to limited slots and long wait lists. The SNAP case manager was 

also able to refer BAFF clients to SNAP housing assistance services, but the temporary housing 

owned by SNAP excluded participants with felonies, disqualifying a high proportion of BAFF 

participants. At LCCAP, the case manager would also refer clients to the LCCAP housing 

program, but it excluded clients with no source of income. However, she noted that during 

BAFF, several community resources did become available, including rent assistance from the 

Homeless Prevention Rehousing Project, transitional housing options, and temporary housing 

offered by the Salvation Army. 

Substance abuse rehabilitation and counseling referrals. Case managers in both sites reported 

that many participants had substance abuse issues. The LCCAP case manager made referrals to 

such organizations as Alcoholics Anonymous, Celebrate Recovery, and the state in-patient 

treatment program if they had severe issues. Both sites also referred participants to facilities 

operating under the Oxford House model of residential substance abuse counseling. 

Additionally, the SNAP case manager asserted that many BAFF participants had diagnosed and 

undiagnosed mental health issues. For most participants treatment options were limited. The 

community mental health options were typically only available to those individuals with private 

health insurance or who were receiving Medicaid.  

Food assistance. The LCCAP case manager reported assisting participants facing food 

insecurity. The case manager used the initial intake appointment to address immediate needs, and 

one of her first steps was often to help participants determine their eligibility and applying for 

Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program benefits.  

Legal assistance. Case managers in both sites assisted participants in navigating available legal 

services to address a wide array of concerns. These included referrals for NCPs with judicially 

established orders, those with access and visitation issues, and expungement of criminal records. 

Staff in both sites indicated that issues around custody or visitation rights were common among 

NCPs. Despite the fact that DCS has no purview over access and visitation issues, NCPs’ 

frustration with the inability to see their children often manifested itself in antagonism toward 

DCS and lack of willingness to comply with support orders. Additionally, case managers in both 

sites noted that many NCPs mistakenly believed that their ability to gain visitation rights was 

contingent on making child support payments. The case managers found it was important to 
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educate NCPs on their visitation rights, as they felt NCPs who had access and visitation to their 

child were more likely to pay. 

Due to limited options in Longview for free or low cost legal support, the LCCAP case manager 

took a direct and active role in assisting NCPs in addressing legal issues. She estimated that she 

provided some degree of assistance with roughly 100 parenting plans, mostly regarding 

visitation, and five to ten custody cases.22 The SNAP case manager provided less direct support 

in the completion of legal forms, reporting that she regularly referred NCPs to the Volunteer 

Lawyers Program to receive legal assistance. 

Additionally, given the high proportion of BAFF clients in both sites with criminal backgrounds, 

case managers often referred participants to expungement services. Staff felt this was especially 

important in improving the employment prospects of these individuals. In Spokane, SNAP had 

the benefit of running several re-entry programs in-house and had co-located staff at the 

Worksource center who were able to provide more intensive assistance to BAFF participants 

with criminal records.  

3. Asset Building and Financial Education 

As discussed in earlier sections, the initial program design and the selection of AFI grantees as 

community providers placed a heavy emphasis on the provision of asset building services to 

NCPs. In particular, both sites anticipated providing financial education services to NCPs and 

making AFI IDAs available to eligible NCPs. However, the AFI grantees in both sites 

experienced a dramatic shift in the focus of their efforts shortly after they began enrolling NCPs. 

This was driven largely by the characteristics of the target population who had a more basic set 

of service needs and a lack of individuals eligible for AFI IDAs.  

The AFI grantees anticipated that the majority of the services they would provide were similar to 

those already available either through their AFI grants or other programs already offered within 

the agencies. However, both sites customized these services specifically for the NCP population. 

This included adding modules to existing financial education curricula that specifically discussed 

the role of child support obligations in the context of financial stability more generally.  

Individual Development Accounts. At the outset, Spokane expected to use AFI funds to support 

IDAs for 10 NCPs, and Vancouver had funding to support 30 AFI IDA slots for BAFF NCPs. In 

addition. 

The AFI IDA programs in both sites had a 2:1 match rate for earned income up to $2,000. 

Funding for AFI IDAs is comprised in equal parts of federal funding and nonfederal matching 

funds raised by the AFI grantee. In 2012, the AFI matching funds provided by the state expired. 

SNAP’s AFI IDA program exhausted its funds at the end of September 2012, and, though 

LCCAP was able to receive a one-year extension for both their AFI and state IDA funding, the 

                                                 
22 She noted that she was always clear with NCPs that she was not in a position to provide legal advice. Often, she 

saw her role as helping participants understand where the appropriate forms could be found or what information they 

needed to complete the forms, especially among those with low literacy levels.  
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organization also exhausted its funding in 2012, well before the end of the BAFF grant. This 

funding situation limited the time frame in which BAFF participants could save and spend. This 

constrained both home purchases, which take long saving periods, and educational purchases, 

which involve longer spending periods. As a result, both sites focused almost exclusively on 

identifying those BAFF participants who were interested in opening an AFI IDA for small 

business capitalization. For example, Spokane did a special mailing to approximately 90 NCPs 

that DCS data showed as being self-employed. BAFF participants not interested in starting a 

small business had limited alternative IDA options. LCCAP provided IDAs through a separate 

state IDA program that could be used to pay for transportation costs. Similarly, Spokane had a 

non-AFI IDA option with lower savings thresholds and a broader set of approved assets, though 

this funding was also exhausted in June 2012. 

Initially, DCS and the AFI grantees had anticipated that the ability to access the AFI IDA 

program would constitute a major draw to participation in BAFF. However, there was limited 

IDA activity during BAFF and only eleven NCPs (eight at SNAP, three at LCCAP) enrolled in 

AFI program. Of these, only five enrollments (four at SNAP, one at LCCAP) resulted in 

successful purchase of the intended asset.  

Fifteen SNAP BAFF participants opted to save through the smaller dollar Pay Yourself Forward 

IDA offered through SNAP, where earned income was not a prerequisite and the minimum 

savings rate was $10 per month, although the maximum match was capped at $400. Twelve 

NCPs made purchases with this program. However, the AFI partners were surprised that despite 

the lower barriers to participation, few BAFF clients took advantage of this option. One 

participant at LCCAP participated in a separate state-funded IDA where there was no mandatory 

six-month saving period, although it had a 1:1 match rate instead of the higher 2:1 AFI match 

rate.23 

Although it is likely that the constraints imposed by the end of the AFI grants limited participant 

interest in IDAs, conversation with staff at LCCAP and SNAP suggest that the primary cause for 

the low take up rates was the misalignment between the BAFF target population and the AFI 

eligibility requirements. Staff emphasized the lack of NCPs with earned income who were able 

to save even in the face of competing financial obligations. Even the non-AFI IDA options, 

which were less restrictive in terms of the source of income and eligible asset purchases garnered 

little attention from program participants. Staff noted that savings and asset building, while lofty 

goals, were low priorities for BAFF participants compared to stable housing and employment. 

Financial education classes. Participation in financial education classes was a core component 

of BAFF. The program design assumed that, even if participants were not in a position to enroll 

in AFI and save through an IDA, they would benefit from increased financial education.  

In Spokane, all BAFF participants were expected to enroll in two two-hour financial education 

classes as a condition of program participation. SNAP offered classes in Money Management and 

Understanding Your Credit. SNAP developed a child support component included in the Money 

Management class. NCPs attended these classes along with non-BAFF participants and staff 

                                                 
23 Numbers on participation in non-AFI IDAs are taken from conversations with site staff. 



 
 24  

reported that even non-BAFF participants were receptive to the information on child support. 

Classes were taught by the primary case manager or other SNAP staff. SNAP initially offered 

these classes on separate days, but SNAP began offering participants the option of completing 

both classes in a single day as a means to improve the overall completion percentage. In addition, 

SNAP used organization funds to purchase $25 gift cards for those participants who completed 

both classes, which helped raise completion numbers. 

LCCAP BAFF participants were required to attend Money Smart financial education classes, 

including a special component of the class that LCCAP developed in conjunction with DCS on 

child support. As with SNAP, these classes were open to all the agency’s clients, regardless of 

whether or not they were in BAFF, and LCCAP integrated the DCS child support information 

into the regular Money Smart curriculum the agency delivers. This was an eight part class.  

Initially, participants were required to complete all eight classes as part of participation in BAFF. 

However, LCCAP realized that many participants were dropping out of the program because of 

this time-consuming requirement. In response, LCCAP started requiring participants to attend 

the first four classes, leaving the other four classes optional. The site also changed its class 

offerings to make them more convenient for participants to attend. LCCAP increased the number 

of financial education classes it offered on site in Longview from three times a week to four 

times a week. In addition, BAFF participants had the option to take all four of the required 

classes on one day in a single location; these sessions were offered once a month in Clark 

County. The latter option remained the most attractive for participants, and staff noted it helped 

increase attendance. In the third year of BAFF, LCCAP offered video versions of the classes 

viewable online for those participants whose schedules did not accommodate in-person 

attendance. 

While it was generally difficult to convince participants to attend the required financial education 

classes, both sites experienced circumstances where the classes actually supported recruitment. 

In Spokane, the case manager began teaching the classes at the local correctional facility and 

used it as a way to introduce the BAFF program to potential participants. At times the Vancouver 

credit counselor made referrals to BAFF when she came across non-BAFF students in her classes 

that had child support on their credit report.  

Staff in both sites reported that most NCPs were initially resistant to the classes. However, staff 

suggested that once NCPs actually attend the classes the reactions were generally positive. 

Among the NCPs in Spokane we spoke with, the ones who were employed were most 

enthusiastic about their experience in the financial education classes. They felt that the budgeting 

exercises were useful and that the class on credit helped them understand the impact of their 

child support obligations on their credit scores. Similarly, those NCPs in Vancouver with steady 

employment and higher income were especially positive about the classes. They found the 

information from the classes helpful as they made decisions about opening bank accounts and 

how to develop budgets. 

SNAP staff noted that the Understanding Your Credit class also generated referrals to SNAP’s 

Credit Builder program. This program extended a $300 line of credit to a participant. Participants 

were then encouraged to use these funds to apply for a credit card. This allowed the participant to 

leverage the funds to establish better credit through two mechanisms simultaneously. This was 
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especially important for those participants who either had low credit scores or insufficient credit 

history to have a score. While the credit builder program was distinct from the core BAFF 

services, it was available to interested BAFF participants and staff felt that it served as a useful 

complement to the financial education classes. 

As noted, the classes were not specific to BAFF participants and included students coming from 

Community Jobs, DSHS, housing programs, and word-of-mouth. Roughly half of the students 

were mandatory participants. The LCCAP case manager indicated that a BAFF-specific class 

with more focus on child support may have been helpful.  

Despite numerous efforts to improve attendance at the financial education classes, both sites 

struggled throughout the intervention to meet their enrollment goals. By the end of BAFF, 45 

percent of the Spokane BAFF enrollees had completed their financial education classes, while 

only 15 percent of Vancouver BAFF enrollees had completed their classes by the end of BAFF.24  

Financial services. In addition to IDAs and the financial education classes, staff in both sites 

provided ongoing asset building services to BAFF participants. The AFI partners assisted BAFF 

clients in navigating services to obtain secure bank accounts, tax filing, credit repair, and debt 

counseling.  

While staff in both sites indicated that they tried to place an emphasis on financial services from 

the very first contact with participants, they acknowledged that it often got pushed aside due to 

more pressing needs. Often it was only after participants obtained employment and stable 

housing that they were receptive to conversations about budgeting, credit repair, and accessing 

bank accounts. Table 4 summarizes provision of key financial services. 

Spokane BAFF clients had the opportunity to obtain bank accounts that the BAFF SEO agreed to 

protect from bank seizures, contingent on their ongoing participation in BAFF and agreement to 

a payment plan once they secured employment. In addition, 11 percent of Spokane enrollees 

were referred to banking services. In Vancouver, obtaining a secure bank account (Second 

Chance banking certificate) was contingent on completing the first four financial education 

classes. Fifty-five percent of Vancouver enrollees were referred to banking services. Several of 

the focus group participants in both sites mentioned that they considered obtaining a secure bank 

account to be an important component of the BAFF program.  

  

                                                 
24 These numbers – based on entry by case managers at SNAP and LCCAP – likely under-report completion 

numbers. During a monthly call in April, 2013 with the sites, the LCCAP case manager indicated a higher 

proportion of participants, 34 percent had completed the four required modules. Similarly, conversations with the 

case manager at SNAP suggested completion rates among participants closer to 75 percent despite what was 

reported in the database. 
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Table 4: Financial Services Provided to BAFF Participants  

Financial Services Spokane Vancouver Total 

Referred to banking services 11% 55% 29% 

Completed Financial Action Plan 16% 92% 48% 

Pulled credit report25 63% 24% 47% 

Part of the initial intake at SNAP and LCCAP involved starting to develop a Financial Action 

Plan, which laid participants’ financial goals and key action items. Staff monitored worked with 

participants to monitor progress on the plans and make necessary changes at the 30-, 60- and 90- 

day appointments. This plan includes strategies for paying current and past due child support 

owed. In Spokane, only 16 percent completed their plan, while 92 percent of Vancouver 

enrollees completed their plan.  

The AFI case managers also assisted NCPs in filing their taxes; in some cases NCPs had not 

filed for years because they were afraid of DCS intercepting their tax refunds. The AFI partners 

and BAFF SEOs encouraged NCPs to file their taxes, as the intercept would lower their arrears. 

In addition, as many BAFF clients had new families, they could request a portion of their tax 

return back from DCS to provide for their custodial children. The AFI case managers assisted 

clients with both steps of the process: filing their taxes and making the request to recoup some of 

their returns. 

BAFF clients in both sites were encouraged to allow the sites to obtain a credit report that they 

could review with the financial counselor. As Table 4 shows, 63 percent of BAFF enrollees in 

Spokane pulled their credit report, while 24 percent of Vancouver enrollees reviewed their credit 

report with the financial counselor.  

Several participants in the focus groups at both sites mentioned credit repair as a key service of 

the program. The Spokane credit counselor worked with clients from many programs within 

SNAP, not just BAFF, and while the BAFF participants’ credit profiles were very different they 

had similar issues: troubles with collections, establishing positive lines of credit, and 

misinformation about credit. She indicated that the protocol for managing child support is 

different from other debts, as it is owed to a public agency. Child support is always the highest 

priority of all debts, though many BAFF clients also owed other debts. Many of her clients did 

not attend follow up appointments, or would only seek her aid when they needed assistance on a 

particular issue, such as disputing a collection.  

The Vancouver credit counselor indicated that the credit report profiles of BAFF participants 

varied widely and many clients were unaware of the low-cost steps they could take to improve 

their credit, such as setting up a fee free low limit credit card. She characterized credit repair as 

an ongoing coaching role to help clients learn the tools to improve their credit on their own; 

however, half of the clients did not come back to see her after their initial credit pull discussion. 

She found that those who had income were more likely to come back for another discussion, 

most likely because having an income is necessary to be able to improve credit substantially.  

                                                 
25 It is likely that the data entered by AFI grantee staff underreports the percentage of NCPs who reviewed their 

credit reports with case managers. Conversations with staff consistently suggested that this was far more common. 
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4. Child Support Services and Outcomes 

As indicated in previous sections, assistance with child support cases was the single biggest 

incentive for NCPs to participate in BAFF. This was clear from conversations with staff in both 

sites as well as the NCPs who participated in focus groups. In this section we discuss the nature 

of the support and services NCPs received with their child support orders as well as data on the 

case status and payment histories of NCPs. 

While the actions DCS planned to take on BAFF cases were the same as those available under 

normal circumstances, the expected benefit of BAFF was increased attention to the specific 

characteristics of the given cases. Additionally, the design of BAFF anticipated that the 

collaboration between SNAP and DCS would result in NCPs paying more attention to their own 

financial circumstances and proactively seeking assistance from DCS to develop approaches to 

make support order obligations more realistic. 

a. Child Support Services 

Staff from both DCS Field Offices, LCCAP, and SNAP all emphasized that NCPs, especially 

those with limited payment history, often had incomplete information about DCS processes or 

misconceptions about the options available to them. NCPs often expressed distrust of DCS, 

either due to a negative relationship with the custodial parent, a negative interaction with a DCS 

employee, or general frustration regarding the implications of their child support obligation for 

their legal and financial situation. Staff suggested that the most common reaction of NCPs in the 

face of this distrust was to avoid any communication with DCS. Staff clearly felt that BAFF 

helped to repair these relationships by providing clear information to NCPs about their rights and 

responsibilities and offering them an opportunity to access added support as they pursued 

payment agreements or changes to their support obligations. 

While the initial intent of the initiative was to use BAFF as a means to reengage NCPs with 

SEOs to support improved outcomes, conversations with DCS and AFI grantee staff suggested 

that AFI grantee staff assumed an unexpectedly active role in supporting NCPs with their child 

support issues. Staff at LCCAP and SNAP worked closely with the BAFF SEOs, often speaking 

daily, and they quickly developed in-depth understanding of DCS policies and procedures. 

AFI grantee staff provided information to NCPs during one-on-one meetings and the financial 

education classes about practices NCPs could follow to better their relationship with DCS, as 

well as reduce their order and arrears amounts. The intake appointment in both sites included a 

thorough review of the participants’ child support cases. Staff in both sites indicated that NCPs 

were often unaware of the amount of their current support order or the amount of child support 

debt they had. 

These intake appointments provided AFI grantee staff a better understanding of both NCPs’ case 

status as well as the level of understanding NCPs had about their cases and the child support 

process more generally. Conversations with NCPs in BAFF suggested that they often had limited 

or incorrect information regarding their child support cases. For example, one NCP noted that 

prior to BAFF he was not aware that arrears forgiveness was even an option. Another NCP did 

not even know who his SEO was prior to BAFF. Another indicated that it was not until he met 
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with the BAFF SEO that he learned exactly what his arrears balance was. Even among those 

NCPs we interviewed who were more aware of their child support obligations, they encountered 

BAFF as a result of seeking out resources that could provide them assistance with their case(s). 

One NCP indicated that his girlfriend came across BAFF while searching the internet for 

resources to assist with order modifications.  

During the initial review of NCPs’ child support cases, the AFI grantee staff and the BAFF SEO 

would help NCPs understand their current obligations as well as potential options for reducing 

their current support order or amount of past support due. Focus group participants from both 

sites noted that an important service of BAFF was having someone walk them through the steps 

to improve their child support situation. Not only were many participants unaware of the options 

and rights of NCPs, they did not want to communicate with DCS because of negative past 

experiences with SEOs. BAFF provided NCPs with valuable information about DCS through the 

intermediary of the AFI partner with whom they were often more comfortable.  

Many of the NCPs with whom we spoke felt disempowered in regard to their child support 

obligation. In some cases this was a function of the belief that they received poor legal advice at 

the time that the order was established, and in other cases it stemmed from an interaction with a 

SEO where they did not believe they were being treated fairly. 

AFI grantee staff noted that BAFF provided NCPs with a positive, less adversarial experience 

with an SEO. NCPs and AFI grantee staff reported on the benefit of having SEOs who were 

willing to make compromises in return for good faith payments or continued engagement in 

BAFF. They asserted that this resulted in near-term benefits, including better compliance with 

support orders, as well as the longer term benefit of increasing the likelihood of ongoing 

communications with DCS even following the conclusion of BAFF.  

The BAFF SEOs suggested that the consolidated BAFF caseload model in Vancouver was 

particularly beneficial in building a good rapport with NCPs. It allowed NCPs to have more 

individualized contact with their SEO and ensured that other SEOs did not take adverse 

enforcement actions that could compromise the trust the BAFF SEO had built with the NCP. In 

Spokane, the BAFF SEO noted that there were occasionally case-carrying SEOs who were not 

supportive of BAFF and disliked not being able to execute the full array of available 

enforcement actions. However, the Spokane BAFF SEO also reported that other SEOs were 

supportive of BAFF and found that the having NCPs on their caseload participating in BAFF 

improved their own interactions with the clients. They indicated that BAFF had helped reengage 

NCPs that did want to meet their support obligations but had previously been disconnected from 

DCS. 

Additionally, DCS and AFI grantee staff both reported that, as time went on, the AFI grantee 

staff developed increased knowledge about the child support system and potential options for 

NCPs. AFI grantee staff were able to more act more independently in counseling NCPs about 

their options. Given the high caseload of SEOs, the more personalized support around navigation 

of the child support system provided by AFI grantees was especially important to all of the NCPs 

we interviewed. 
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The LCCAP and SNAP case managers as well as BAFF SEOs indicated that one of the most 

essential points to teach to NCPs was the importance of communicating with DCS in order to 

avoid punitive actions. For example, the responsibility lies with NCPs to communicate with their 

SEO about changes to their employment situation. If a NCP finds a job and does not negotiate 

with his or her SEO about the amount of the wage garnishment, the default is for the SEO to 

garnish up to half of the wages. However, some SEOs are willing to impose a lower withhold 

amount, especially if the NCP’s circumstances are such that too high of a garnishment would 

make it difficult for the NCP to retain the job (e.g., a NCP who is not able to pay for gas to get 

back and forth to work). In addition to negotiation around the amount of wage withholding, 

NCPs were often unaware of their ability to contest the amount garnished from income tax 

refund intercepts, the ability to request order modification outside the typical DCS schedule, or 

the ability to request the forgiveness of debt owed to the state (as opposed to the custodial 

parent).  

BAFF also allowed the AFI grantee staff to provide education about DCS to custodial parents. 

DCS is not able to contact the custodial parent and ask if they would like to forgive the back 

support owed to them. In both Spokane and Vancouver, the AFI grantee case managers would 

ask custodial parents if this was an option they wanted to pursue, and they were surprised by the 

number of custodial parents that agreed to forgive the debt. Some custodial parents were 

unaware they had control over the case once it was with the state. The Vancouver case manager 

noted that some NCPs had good relationships with the custodial parents but neither was aware 

the custodial parent could forgive past debt owed to the custodial parent.  

NCPs were also not likely to know about good-faith payments. Many assumed or had been told 

(by SEOs in some cases) that they could only make payments of the full order amount and thus 

had not made any payments in months. The AFI partners taught NCPs about how paying any 

amount that they could each month would demonstrate positive payment behavior and make 

SEOs more willing to negotiate with them. 

The BAFF SEOs were also amenable to reversing prior enforcement actions for those NCPs who 

were demonstrating ongoing engagement in BAFF or making good faith payments. AFI grantee 

staff indicated that license reinstatement was an important step in moving toward financial 

stability as it enabled NCPs to drive legally, making it easier for them to get to and from work. 

The case managers at both SNAP and LCCAP indicated that their assistance with child support 

issues represented a strong incentive for NCPs to remain engaged in other services. In particular, 

staff noted that NCPs appreciated: having the AFI grantee staff serve as a liaison to DCS, 

receiving assistance with completion of DCS forms (e.g., order modifications, writing hardship 

letters), and getting referred to legal aid services, either for assistance in modifying judicially 

established orders or for assistance with access and visitation issues. 

DCS staff in Spokane indicated that one of the challenges has been the fact that a subset of the 

NCPs enrolling in BAFF had little intention of modifying their payment behavior and primarily 

saw BAFF as a temporary shield against DCS enforcement action. They noted that the SNAP 

case manager became increasingly adept at identifying these cases earlier in the process, largely 

based on NCPs’ level of engagement with the financial education classes and other case 

management supports. 
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Once participants were educated about their options and rights, many still needed assistance with 

the DCS processes and paperwork to apply for an administrative order modification or arrears 

forgiveness. Many NCPs had outdated order amounts that were set when they were employed or 

earned more and were unaware that they were eligible for a modification after 36 months or 

earlier under special circumstances (e.g., job loss). However, many BAFF participants had 

judicially established orders, which could only be modified through a court petition. In addition, 

some NCPs with administrative orders already had the minimum possible order amount. BAFF 

staff assisted NCPs in completing paperwork both for order modifications as well as petitioning 

to have arrears owed to the state forgiven. According to the AFI partners and DCS staff, the 

potential for order modifications and debt forgiveness was one of the key draws of the BAFF 

program. 

The paperwork to request an order modification can be extensive and was often difficult for 

NCPs to complete. The SNAP case manager provided assistance with this, especially to those 

whom she suspected had literacy issues, as the hardship letter could be particularly difficult for 

them. The Spokane BAFF SEO liaison also assisted NCPs with the paperwork. Additionally he 

began providing the SNAP case manager with blank order modification forms so she could begin 

the paperwork process with a BAFF client as soon as possible. In Vancouver, the LCCAP case 

manager facilitated the first phone conversation between the NCP and the BAFF SEO during 

intake. The BAFF SEO would email order modification forms to the case manager during this 

appointment if it was appropriate. This allowed the case manager to assist the NCP fill out the 

paperwork and help write the hardship letter on the spot.  

NCPs were also attracted to the BAFF program for its potential to assist with arrears forgiveness. 

Washington DCS uses a Conference Board to resolve disputes NCPs might have regarding 

actions taken by DCS. Examples of reviewable DCS actions include: property liens, tax refund 

intercepts, and reduction of past support due to the state. The BAFF SEOs had the ability to 

initiate Conference Board reviews to forgive state-owed debt and could help BAFF clients think 

through a reasonable debt forgiveness request.26 To help expedite requests for debt forgiveness 

or other Conference Board reviews, the Vancouver BAFF SEO also created a letter template to 

the Conference Board chair about BAFF participants, explaining the purpose of the initiative and 

the benefit of BAFF to their participation.  

b. Child Support Outcomes 

DCS provided data on the payment behavior of each BAFF participant from the point of 

enrollment through the end of BAFF in October, 2013. Table 5 below shows payment patterns 

among NCPs during their time in BAFF. Spokane BAFF participants made payments for a 

median number of seven months while in BAFF; this constitutes an average of making payments 

47 percent of the months between an NCP’s enrollment in BAFF and October, 2013. In 

Vancouver, participants made payments for a median number of six months while in BAFF, 

which is an average of making payments for 48 percent of the months between enrollment and 

                                                 
26 Allowable reasons for forgiveness of debt owed to the state include: hardship to the paying parent of that parent’s 

household, settlement by partial payment, future cost of collections, or errors or legal issues that reduce the 

possibility of collection. 



 
 31  

October, 2013. While we do not have data on NCPs’ frequency of payments before BAFF for 

comparison, the AFI grantee case managers and DCS staff noted that many of the participants 

who made payments during BAFF had not made any payments in months or years.  

Table 5: Child Support Payments of BAFF Participants27  

Participant payment behavior during BAFF Enrollment Spokane Vancouver Total 

Median number of current and arrears payment months 7 6 7 

Mean percent of payment months over months in BAFF 47% 48% 47% 

Current Payments among Those with Current Support Due at Enrollment 

Percent of NCPs who made a payment 81% 81% 81% 

Median total amount paid of those who made a payment  $ 1,222  $ 1,077  $ 1,212 

Arrears Payments among Those with Arrears at Enrollment 

Percent of NCPs who made a payment 69% 61% 66% 

Mean days to first payment 87 98 91 

Median total amount paid of those who made a payment  $ 1,084  $ 704  $ 952 

Participants’ payment behavior on current support was similar among Spokane and Vancouver 

participants. The percentage of participants who made any payment at all is similar in the two 

sites: roughly 81 percent of BAFF participants in each site made at least one current support 

payment. However, the median amount of current support paid during BAFF among those who 

made a payment differed between the two sites. In Spokane the median amount paid among 

participants who made at least one payment was $1,222, while Vancouver participants paid a 

median amount of $1,077.  

The payment behavior on arrears also differed between the two sites, with Spokane participants 

paying more than Vancouver participants. Sixty-nine percent of Spokane participants and 61 

percent of Vancouver participants made at least one payment on their arrears. The amount of 

time between BAFF enrollment and the first arrears payments were similar across the two sites, 

with the average Spokane participant taking 97 days from enrollment and the average Vancouver 

participant taking 98 days from enrollment. Among those NCPs who made a payment toward 

their arrears, the median total payment in Spokane was $1,084, while Vancouver participants 

making any payment toward arrears paid a median total amount of $704.  

DCS provided data on NCPs’ case status at the end of BAFF. Table 6 below shows that 36 

percent of Spokane BAFF participants and 40 percent of Vancouver BAFF participants received 

an order modification between the time of enrollment and October 2013. This includes 

modifications that occurred as a result of the standard three-year review of the order amount, as 

well as NCP-initiated order modifications.  

  

                                                 
27 Overall payment numbers in this table are based on 525 observations – 317 in Spokane and 208 in Vancouver. 

Current support payment numbers in this table are based on 465 observations who owed current support at 

enrollment – 285 in Spokane and 180 in Vancouver. Arrears payment numbers in this table are based on 508 

observations who owed arrears at enrollment – 305 in Spokane and 203 in Vancouver. These numbers exclude 23 

Spokane cases and 40 Vancouver cases for which DCS data was not available in the final data set provided due to 

case closure or incorrect NCP case number.  
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Table 6: Child Support Case Status at Conclusion of BAFF28 

BAFF DCS Case Status at BAFF End Spokane Vancouver Total 

Percent received order modification29 36% 40% 37% 

Percent of NCPs with no current support due 18% 22% 20% 

Median MOA among those with support due at enroll30  $ 209  $ 208  $ 209 

Change in median MOA from point of enrollment - $20 - $25 - $24 

    

Percent of NCPs with no arrears 5% 5% 5% 

Median arrears among those with arrears  $ 7,751  $ 9,066  $ 8,255  

Change in median arrears from point of enrollment + $ 605 - $ 263 + $ 235 

Cases closed 19 31 50 

The percentage of NCPs with no current support due increased substantially between the time of 

enrollment and the end of BAFF for both sites. Spokane increased from 11 percent of 

participants to 18 percent and Vancouver increased from 15 percent of participants to 22 percent. 

The median monthly order amount also decreased in both sites, with orders in Spokane 

decreasing from $229 to $209, and median orders in Vancouver decreasing from $233 to $208. 

The percentage of NCPs with no arrears stayed level at five percent in Spokane, and increased in 

Vancouver from three percent at the time of enrollment to five percent at the end of BAFF. The 

median arrears in Spokane increased from $7,146 to $7,751 between time of enrollment and end 

of BAFF, and decreased in Vancouver from $9,329 to $9,066. The decrease in Vancouver and 

the fairly small increase in Spokane are notable, considering that participants had the months 

while they were in enrolled in BAFF to accrue more arrears. This suggests that participants were 

able to make payments on arrears while staying current, were at least able to stay current on their 

support, or were able to have some of their arrears forgiven. 

Lastly, the data show that 19 cases in Spokane and 31 cases in Vancouver were closed over the 

course of BAFF. The data do not provide the reason for case closure. However, closure can 

generally be considered a positive outcome for the NCP, as it means the individual no longer has 

a support obligation and has no more debt (either due to full payment or arrears forgiveness). 

Conversations with staff suggested that cases that closed during BAFF were usually due to the 

case manager assisting NCPs with legal paperwork to have their arrears forgiven. One BAFF 

SEO noted that while these cases may have closed in the absence of BAFF, participation likely 

expedited the process. Child support cases that closed were transitioned out of the BAFF 

program, but the NCPs could still continue to receive services from the AFI grantees.  

                                                 
28 Numbers in this table are based on 525 observations, 317 Spokane and 208 Vancouver. This excludes 23 Spokane 

cases and 40 Vancouver cases for which DCS data was not available in the final data set provided due to case 

closure or incorrect NCP BI number. 
29 Numbers in this row are based on the same 525 observations as the others in this table, but old BAFF data reports 

show that four of the excluded cases did receive an order modification before the cases were closed. However, as we 

do not have data on their monthly order amount or arrears at the end of BAFF, these cases are excluded from the 

table. 
30 Median monthly order amounts are based on the 484 cases (293 in Spokane and 191 in Vancouver) with current 

support due at the point of enrollment who were included in the 525 observations in the final data pull.  



 
 33  

The outcomes data suggest that the initiative may have helped improve child support outcomes 

for at least at least a subset of the participants. While the available data preclude any clear 

assertion of causality as it is difficult to know what would have happened in the absence of 

BAFF services, given the barriers facing the BAFF participants and the limited prior payment 

history, the results are promising. 

V. Conclusion 

BAFF represented an innovative effort to increase NCPs’ access to asset building services in 

service of improved child support outcomes. The BAFF experience has the potential to inform 

both how DCS interacts with low-income NCPs as well as how community-based organizations 

can better support the needs of this population. While the initial program design placed a heavy 

emphasis on outcomes related to savings and asset accumulation among NCPs, the actual 

services provided under BAFF focused mostly on assistance with NCPs’ child support cases and 

assistance in accessing more basic social services. Despite the shift in focus, our findings suggest 

that the added engagement under BAFF may have positive implications for child support 

outcomes as well as the financial stability of NCPs.  

In this section we summarize some of the key lessons learned from BAFF as well as their 

potential implications for future efforts to engage low-income NCPs with child support and asset 

building services. We emphasize the benefits of a collaborative relationship between DCS and 

service providers in the community that supports better awareness among NCPs of their options 

within the child support system as well as the broader set of social services. 

A. Implications for the Child Support System 

BAFF targeted a subset of the NCP population that DCS has often struggled to work with. 

Focusing on low-income individuals with limited or no payment history, BAFF represented an 

attempt to reengage this population with the offer of a set of services that could support longer-

term financial stability. Somewhat unexpectedly, the BAFF experience highlighted the 

difficulties that DCS has had in working with these NCPs and potential approaches that could 

improve this relationship.  

BAFF as a means to reengage NCP population. The BAFF experience suggested that the 

intervention was a valuable tool for reengaging NCPs who had become largely disconnected 

from DCS. Most of the BAFF NCPs were not current on their child support payments, and many 

of them had substantial debt. Whether due to lack of employment or lack of willingness to pay 

their child support obligation, these individuals had minimal contact with DCS and often even 

less frequent payment activity. 

Conversations with both DCS and AFI grantee staff suggested that BAFF helped reframe the 

relationship that many participants had with DCS, and BAFF helped alleviate some of the 

hesitation on the part of NCPs to engage in dialogue with the agency. NCPs clearly saw BAFF as 

an alternative way to address their child support orders that was not as adversarial as was 

typically the case. BAFF allowed the AFI grantees to open the door to more regular 

communication between NCPs and DCS by providing an intermediary at the beginning to help 

NCPs become more comfortable and proactive about contacting SEOs directly. BAFF attempted 
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to habituate NCPs to getting information from DCS and negotiating on their own. It also 

introduced the opportunity for NCPs to have more positive interactions with DCS, through the 

BAFF SEOs, to build more trust between NCPs and DCS. Some NCPs had avoided engaging 

with DCS at all, so encouraging NCPs to contact DCS on their own also reduced the cost in time 

and effort of SEOs having to locate NCPs.  

The fact that assistance with child support services appeared to be the primary incentive for 

participation in BAFF suggests the strong demand for assistance with child support among this 

population. 

Educating NCPs about child support options. The work of the DCS and AFI grantee staff was 

instrumental in addressing an array of NCP misconceptions regarding their rights and 

responsibilities related to their child support cases. NCPs were often unclear regarding payment 

options, ways to contest enforcement actions, the link between access and visitation issues and 

payment activity, and opportunities to reduce current or past support due amounts based on their 

financial and family situations. The more personalized and less adversarial approach of BAFF 

helped empower NCPs to understand and act on these options.  

Modification of support orders and debt forgiveness. One of the primary incentives for NCPs to 

participate in BAFF was the potential to receive assistance with requests to modify their current 

support orders or reduce their amount of state-owed debt. As with any other NCP, BAFF 

participants had to go through formal DCS processes to make these requests. However, NCPs 

and BAFF staff alike believed that the added support provided by BAFF increased the frequency 

of both these requests and reductions. These reductions have clear benefits for NCPs; reduced 

payment obligations afford them greater opportunity to achieve self-sufficiency. However, there 

is also a benefit to DCS in having order and debt amounts that more closely reflect NCPs’ ability 

to pay. It improves performance on federal performance measures and it may incentivize higher 

rates of compliance among NCPs who previously felt that their obligations were disproportionate 

to their ability to pay. As DCS moves forward it will need to balance the potential benefits of 

increased downward modifications and debt forgiveness with the potential for reduced support 

for custodial parents and lost DCS revenue for state-owed arrears. 

Value in having non-DCS staff with knowledge of child support issues. Although not 

anticipated at the program’s outset, BAFF allowed the AFI grantee case managers to develop a 

strong understanding of DCS processes and the child support system. Under the tutelage of the 

BAFF SEOs, the case managers were increasingly able to independently answer questions and 

provide NCPs with recommendations on the appropriate course of action related to their child 

support cases. In addition to the benefit to NCPs, this may have alleviated workload for SEOs. 

Moreover, by partnering with DCS, the AFI grantees may have helped soften NCPs’ perceptions 

of DCS more generally.  

Variation in DCS staff receptivity to BAFF. Despite DCS management’s commitment to BAFF, 

it was evident through conversations with AFI grantee staff and DCS staff that there was not 

universal support within the agency for the BAFF approach.  

There is not a uniform organizational culture within DCS regarding the optimal approach for 

enforcing non- or partially-compliant cases. SEO approaches to collections operate along a 
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continuum. Some SEOs believe that all available enforcement tools should be deployed 

immediately, all available assets should be seized, and order amounts should be set as high as 

possible. At the other end of the spectrum are those who believe that by making compromises 

regarding enforcement actions and helping NCPs seek reductions in the amount owed, DCS can 

support NCP financial stability in the near term in service of more positive longer-term 

collections outcomes. 

The hesitancy of SEOs to refer NCPs on their caseloads to BAFF may be indicative of this 

cultural divide and may reflect the perception among some SEOs that BAFF was an overly 

generous initiative that granted preferential treatment to a group of NCPs who had been shirking 

their child support obligations. Some SEOs believe that any effort that limits the use of punitive 

measures for non-payment is detrimental to DCS’s core mission of collections. As DCS 

considers options for expanding BAFF or alternative approaches to incentivizing long-term 

compliance with child support orders, management will need to be attentive to these differing 

philosophies. The positive outcomes among at least a subset of the BAFF population may be 

useful tools in demonstrating to SEOs the value of a more nuanced approach to enforcement. 

However, the BAFF experience also indicates that any less punitive approach should likely be 

contingent on good faith payments or other evidence of engagement in activities expected to lead 

to employment and financial stability. 

The different staffing approaches that the two DCS Field Offices took also highlight the 

implications of the continuum within DCS’s organizational culture. In Vancouver, the 

transferring of BAFF cases to a single SEO ensured that NCPs were not subject to potentially 

adverse enforcement actions as long as they were fully participating in BAFF. However, this 

may have reduced the visibility of BAFF (and its potential benefits) to other SEOs in the Field 

Office. 

In Spokane, the BAFF SEO had to be a stronger advocate for BAFF among other SEOs, as they 

encountered the constraints of the BAFF enforcement approach more regularly; any time they 

wanted to initiate an enforcement action for a BAFF case they needed approval from the BAFF 

SEO. While this may have created a certain degree of animosity to the program among some 

SEOs, it also served to draw more attention to the program among a wider group of DCS staff. 

This has the potential benefit of demonstrating to a broader group of SEOs the benefit of 

alternative approaches to typical DCS enforcement techniques. 

NCPs’ concerns about access and visitation often frame interactions with DCS. NCPs see a 

strong connection between access and visitation issues and payment of child support. Despite the 

fact that custody and visitation rights are independent from any child support obligations, 

conversations with NCPs and AFI grantee staff suggested that NCPs’ payment behavior is often 

linked to their experiences around access and visitation. Whether it is the misconception that 

visitation is contingent of payment of child support or refusal to pay child support absent a 

visitation schedule that meets the NCP’s approval, the BAFF experience suggests that addressing 

NCP concerns regarding access and visitation may have implications for collections outcomes.  



 
 36  

B. Implications for Asset Building Providers 

The community organizations participating in BAFF had little experience with the child support 

system prior to BAFF. While many of their existing clients were involved with child support – 

either as custodial parents or NCPs – child support was never the focal point of their service 

delivery models. Moreover, as asset building providers, they recognized that their lack of 

knowledge about the child support system limited their ability to support their clients’ efforts to 

achieve financial stability. BAFF represented an opportunity for these organizations to 

strengthen services for existing clients as well as expand their target population to include low-

income NCPs who were largely disconnected from social and human services in the community. 

The BAFF experience is instructive in thinking through how community organizations, both 

through financial services programs and more generally, can support the needs of low-income 

populations involved in the child support system. 

Appropriateness of asset building services for BAFF participants. The BAFF program design 

did not fully anticipate the extent to which the target population had substantial basic human 

service needs. The need to address NCPs’ lack of income, housing, or food security trumped any 

efforts to focus on longer-term asset building or financial goals. Largely driven by the groups 

targeted in BAFF recruitment – low-income NCPs with inconsistent or nonexistent payment 

histories – the service delivery strategies of the AFI grantees quickly shifted from a focus on 

asset building to assisting NCPs in meeting this more basic set of needs. 

The experience of BAFF does not suggest that asset building services are not relevant to the NCP 

population. Staff and BAFF participants reported that a subset of the services were quite helpful 

(e.g., credit repair, budgeting), though they were often secondary compared to more immediate 

needs around employment and housing. Our findings do suggest that some of these services, 

IDAS in particular, may be more applicable to a different target group – one that, while still low 

income, has a higher degree of stability as a result of steady employment.  

Difficulty in engaging NCPs in financial education. Both sites experienced substantial 

difficulty in convincing NCPs to attend financial education classes. NCPs were generally not 

enthusiastic about having to attend these classes and completion percentages in both sites were 

lower than anticipated. This was especially pronounced in Vancouver, where the site initially 

required participants to complete an eight-class sequence. While staff indicated that most NCPs 

were positive about their experiences once attending the classes, the difficulty sites experienced 

in meeting attendance goals suggest that it may be necessary to reevaluate how to deliver core 

financial education concepts to NCPs. This may involve rethinking how they package the 

curriculum so that it is more responsive to the financial situations of the target group (e.g., more 

emphasis on the role of child support in budgeting and credit as opposed to broader 

conversations about savings) or offering shorter, introductory class options. 

Opportunity to integrate child support issues into asset building services. The BAFF initiative 

spurred financial counselors and educators in both LCCAP and SNAP to include child support in 

their financial education classes. In both sites they noted that the discussion of child support in 

their financial education classes often prompted interest and questions from BAFF and non-

BAFF participants alike. They believe that a high proportion of individuals they serve are in 

some way involved with DCS, either as NCPs or custodial parents. Given the role child support 
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plays –as income for custodial parents and a financial obligation for NCPs – staff recognized the 

need to more explicitly address it in their work. BAFF afforded them the opportunity to educate 

themselves and their colleagues about the child support system and its implications for their 

clients’ efforts to achieve financial stability.  

Value of navigation services for BAFF participants. Our conversations with NCPs and AFI 

grantee staff indicated that one of the most valuable BAFF services that AFI grantee staff 

provided was to assist participants in identifying and navigating available supportive services. 

This included both navigation of available DCS options as well as the broader set of social and 

human services programs within the community. Due to limited information, low literacy, or 

other barriers (e.g., criminal background), many BAFF participants came to the program 

struggling to find the resources to meet basic needs. BAFF often helped them get connected to 

the broader service delivery infrastructure in their communities. Whether it was understanding 

the services available to job seekers at Worksource Centers, identifying legal aid options, or 

getting connected to homelessness programs, AFI grantee staff played an important role in 

connecting participants to the necessary services. The BAFF experience suggests a broader 

unmet service need among a low-income population that appears largely disconnected from 

available social services. 
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Assumptions –
1) Noncustodial parents in Washington often have difficulty meeting their child support 

obligations

2) Low income populations in Washington, including NCPs, are asset poor
3) Child support orders and debt have a substantial impact on NCP financial stability

4) IDAs and additional asset building services can serve as a valuable resource for NCPs 
trying to attain financial stability and meet their child support obligations

5) Some NCPs will be attracted to the opportunity to receive asset building services to 

improve financial stability
6) DCS can incentivize NCPs’ participation in asset building activities through access to order 

modification and arrears forgiveness

Inputs

•Section 1115 grant 

funding

•Federal AFI and 

matched funding for 

individual development 
accounts, with additional 

private funds supporting 
smaller IDAs (Spokane 

only)

•Additional asset building 
services provided by two 

AFI grantees in 
Washington

•Employment services 

delivered by the AFI 
grantees and 

Worksource centers

•DCS data on NCP child 
support obligations and 

debt

Activities/Intervention

•Identification of NCPs 

eligible for two types of 
asset building services

1)AFI funded IDAs for 

NCPs below 200% FPL 
and who are employed 

and making consistent 
child support payments

2) Other asset building 

services  such as financial 
literacy education, 

financial counseling, 
credit repair services, 

access to free low-cost 

savings accounts

•Referral of eligible NCPs 

to AFI grantees for 
appropriate asset 

building services

•Use of DCS review of 
NCP cases to determine 

eligibility for order 

modification, arrears 
forgiveness, and 

consideration regarding 
DCS enforcement 

activities

Outputs

•Number of NCPs 

referred to AFI for IDAs

•Number of  NCPs 

referred to AFI grantees 

for asset building services

•Number of NCPs 

enrolled in BAFF who are 
identified as being 

eligible for  order 

modification or arrears 
forgiveness

•Number of NCPs referred 

to Worksource for 
employment services

Outcomes

•Number of NCPs 

successfully saving for AFI 
approved asset in an AFI 

IDA

•Number of NCPs 
completing financial 

education classes

•Number of NCPs 

receiving financial 

counseling

•Number of NCPs 

receiving credit repair 

services

•Number of NCPs who 

were previously 
unbanked opening 

checking or savings 

accounts

•Number of eligible NCPs 

receiving order 

modifications or arrears 
forgiveness as a result of 

participating in asset 
building activities

•Number of NCPs 

receiving employment 
services through 

Worksource

Ultimate Goal –

1)Increased assets and 

financial stability for NCPs 
that increases their ability 

to fulfill their financial 
obligations 

2) Successful use of AFI 
resources to increase 

savings and asset 

accumulation among 
NCPs already meeting their 

child support obligations
3) Successful use of DCS 

administrative tools to 

incentivize asset building 
activities among NCPs with 

cases in arrears and 
support NCP financial 

stability
4) Increased child support 

payments by NCPs on 

current and past support 
due

5) Improved child and 
family outcomes through 

increased financial stability 
for CPs and NCPs

Context –Substantial number of asset poor NCPs struggling to meet their financial obligations; existing efforts to 

increase employment and earnings of NCPs; AFI grantee program structure and asset building services; higher 
than average poverty rates in both Spokane and Cowlitz County; NCPs with cases in arrears who are reluctant to 

engage with financial system for fear of child support enforcement activities.


