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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Every Child,  

Every Neighborhood 

The Philadelphia OST Access Report 

Before school, afterschool, and summer programs—known together as out-of-school time, or OST—

help children stay safe, build friendships, and stay on track in school. Research links high-quality 

OST programs to stronger social and emotional skills, better school attendance, higher graduation 

and college-going rates, and fewer risky behaviors.1 

But too many families who want an OST program cannot find one that is affordable, available, or the 

right fit—and that shortage falls hardest on historically under-resourced communities, widening 

educational opportunity gaps that already exist.2 

This report, funded by the William Penn Foundation, is the most complete picture yet of where 

OST programs exist for children from Pre-K through grade 8 in Philadelphia, where they fall short, 

and who is missing out. It draws on 18 datasets estimated to cover 79–91% of the city's regularly 

scheduled (4–5 day/week) OST programs. 

 

90,000–

125,000 

additional OST seats needed 

citywide 

33–67% 

of Philadelphia children lack access 

to OST 

17 

zip codes flagged as top investment 

priorities 

 

How Big Is the Gap? 

Philadelphia does not have enough OST capacity to meet potential demand, in any age group, at any 

time of day. Figure ES-1 shows that if every family that might want a seat sought one, 33–67% of 

children would be left without access, a shortfall of 90,000–125,000 seats citywide. 

 
1 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2025. The Future of Youth Development: Building Systems 
and Strengthening Programs. Washington, DC: National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/27833. 
2 Afterschool Alliance. (2025). Lost opportunity: Afterschool in demand, but out of reach for many: America After 3PM (5th 
ed.). https://afterschoolalliance.org/AA3PM/ 

 

 

https://doi.org/10.17226/27833
https://afterschoolalliance.org/AA3PM/
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Figure ES-1. Share of children without access to OST programming, by age group 

 
Note: Percentages show the share of children in each age group who would lack access to OST if every family sought a seat. 

Source: Table 3, full report. 

School-aged children face the steepest shortfalls: 60–67% of children in grades K-3 and 4-8 lack 

access to before school and summer programs. Even Pre-K OST, the best-served age group, is not 

available for roughly a third to half of families who might want it. 

The gap does not close for kids in poverty 

Half of Philadelphia's children live in poverty, and making sure they can access OST is a citywide 

priority. But even when the analysis looks only at children in poverty, large gaps remain: 14,000 to 

nearly 35,000 seats for grades K through 8, across every program time. 

One bright spot: if only Pre-K children in poverty sought OST programming, existing citywide 
supply would be enough to meet demand. 

But that citywide average hides real differences by neighborhood — children of all income levels 

seek Pre-K programming, and some sections of the city do not have enough Pre-K seats even for 

low-income families alone. 

 

Where the Gaps Are 

Gaps show up in almost every part of Philadelphia, but some neighborhoods are missing far more 

afterschool seats than others, and the pattern differs by age group. Figure ES-2, on the following 

page, maps these gaps by zip code for each age group for afterschool programs.  
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Figure ES-2. Afterschool OST access gaps by zip code and age group 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: Darker shading indicates a bigger shortfall between potential demand and available seats; the lightest shading 

indicates enough seats to meet demand. Numbers 1–9 identify the large sections of the city shown in the legend above. 
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Seventeen Places to Prioritize 

The study ranks zip codes on two criteria: the size of their OST access gap, and whether that gap 

overlaps with communities facing added barriers—high poverty, a large share of English Language 

Learners, or a large share of system-involved youth (three "equity factors" in all). The table below 

lists the 17 zip codes that score highest on one or both measures. 

TIER 1 — Largest gaps across every age group 

Zip code Neighborhood Where the gap is largest Equity indicators 

19140 North Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 
 

19134 River Wards Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 (2–3) 

19111 Northeast Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 
 

19135 Northeast Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 
 

19149 Northeast Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 
 

19120 Olney / Oak Lane Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 
 

19124 River Wards Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 
 

19143 Southwest Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 
 

TIER 2 — Largest gaps in a subset of age groups 

19136 Northeast Pre-K 
 

19148 South Grades 4-8 
 

19131 West Grades K-3 
 

19137 River Wards Grades K-3 and 4-8 
 

TIER 3 — Significant, more targeted gaps 

19142 Southwest Pre-K (partial: K-3, 4-8)  (2–3) 

19152 Northeast Pre-K, K-3, and 4-8 
 

19144 Northwest Pre-K and 4-8 (partial: K-3)   (1–2) 

19145 South Pre-K (partial: K-3, 4-8)  (1–2) 

19151 West Partial grades K-3 and 4-8  

Note: Equity indicators were scored separately for Pre-K–grade 3 and grades 4–8, which is why some zip 
codes show a range (e.g., 2–3). Dots reflect the higher value in that range.  

   
Poverty only 

           
Poverty + 1 more indicator 

            
Poverty + both indicators 
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Five Ways to Close the Gap 

This study is a foundation for both advocacy and strategic decision-making. It points to five actions 

that can help Philadelphia strengthen its OST system and expand equitable access to high-quality 

programs. 

1 Grow public and private investment 

Recent public and philanthropic investment has helped, but Philadelphia's OST system still does 

not have enough capacity to meet demand. 

— Sustain and expand local public investment in OST 

— Leverage philanthropy to complement public investment 

— Advocate for increases in dedicated state OST funding 

 

2 Target investment where it matters most 

Limited dollars go furthest where the biggest access gaps overlap with the highest concentrations 

of children facing added barriers. 

— Prioritize the 17 zip codes identified in this report 

— Coordinate public and philanthropic investment around shared priorities 

— Use zip code-level data to guide expansion decisions 

 

3 Match investment to children's ages and needs 

Different age groups are served by different systems, with different funding and rules; investment 

should reflect that and be shaped by youth input. 

— Expand summer options for grades 4–8 and afterschool for grades K–3 

— Strengthen the early-childhood system to grow Pre-K access 

 

4 Build stronger OST infrastructure 

This study combined 18 separate data sets to build a citywide picture, demonstrating both the 

value of shared data and how fragmented the current system is. 

— Maintain one comprehensive, centralized database for school-aged OST programs 

— Strengthen coordination across early-childhood and school-age systems 

— Create a long-term citywide school-aged OST coordinating structure to guide 

planning and investment 
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5 Keep building the evidence base 

Important questions remain about family demand, program quality, and the role of different 

providers; continued research should keep improving how the city invests. 

— Gather youth and caregiver perspectives on demand for OST, barriers to accessing 

programs, and preferences 

— Better understand licensed school-age childcare's role in the broader OST system 

— Develop practical ways to weigh program quality in future citywide planning 

 

The Path Forward 

Philadelphia now has its clearest picture yet of where OST opportunities exist, where 

they fall short, and who is most affected. The gaps are large, but the path forward is 

clear. 

By aligning public and philanthropic investment around shared data, prioritizing 

neighborhoods where access gaps and equity barriers overlap, and expanding access to high-

quality programs, Philadelphia can build an OST system that gives every child the 

opportunity to learn, grow, and thrive — one where a child's neighborhood does not 

determine the opportunities available to them. 

 

Source: Full report funded by the William Penn Foundation. Complete findings, methodology, and citations are available in the full 

report. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Young people's learning and development are shaped not only by what happens during the school 

day, but also by the experiences they have during the many hours spent outside the classroom. 

Consequently, out-of-school time (OST) programs—offered before and after school and during the 

summer—are an essential part of a city’s infrastructure for supporting learning and healthy youth 

development. These programs provide enrichment opportunities that can spark new interests and 

identify hidden talents. In addition, OST programs support skill-building and career development as 

well as connection and belonging with peers and caring adults in safe and supportive 

environments. Importantly, high-quality OST programs allow children to play and have fun away 

from screens, experiences that are increasingly important as concerns grow about the relationship 

between excessive social media use, youth mental health, and social isolation.i Research shows that 

participation in high-quality OST programs is associated with positive outcomes for young people, 

including stronger social-emotional skills; improved school attendance, high school graduation, and 

college attendance; and mitigation of risk behaviors.ii 

Despite the vital role OST programs play, access to these opportunities has been and remains 

uneven. Many families who want to enroll their children are unable to find or secure programs that 

are affordable, available, or responsive to their needs, resulting in substantial unmet demand both 

nationally and locally.iii These barriers disproportionately affect families of color and young people 

experiencing economic disadvantage, limiting access to academic enrichment, skill-building, 

mentoring, and social connections that OST programs provide. As a result, inequities in access to 

and participation in OST can reinforce, and over time widen, the educational and developmental 

opportunity gaps already faced by young people in historically under-resourced communities.iv For 

example, a recent study found that middle- and high-income families are two to three times more 

likely to enroll their children in summer programs than low-income families due to differences in 

program availability and affordability.v When access to these experiences is unequal, young people 

have fewer opportunities to build critical skills, relationships, and social capital that support long-

term well-being and success. Expanding equitable access to OST is an essential strategy that cities 

can use to ensure all young people have the resources and experiences they need to thrive.  

Middle- and high-income families are two to three times more likely 

to enroll their children in summer programs than low-income 

families due to differences in program availability and affordability.  

About this report 
This report, funded by the William Penn Foundation, examines the availability of out-of-school time 

(OST) programming for young people in Pre-K–grade 8 in Philadelphia. It aims to identify where 
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more opportunities are needed and for which groups of young people. Across the country, cities 

and states increasingly use centralized data systems to understand OST availability and how it 

aligns with the needs of children and families. However, Philadelphia has not had a similarly 

comprehensive picture of its OST landscape. While Philadelphia has a rich OST ecosystem with 

hundreds of OST providers and childcare centers offering OST opportunities, the ecosystem, 

particularly for school-aged children, is fragmented, making centralized data difficult to compile. 

This report addresses that need by bringing together 18 data sets (see Appendix A) to examine 

where OST programs and seats are located, how many young people they can serve, and where and 

for whom gaps remain. By providing a more complete understanding of opportunity and gaps in 

access, the findings can help city leaders, providers, funders, advocates, and community 

stakeholders make more informed and equitable investment decisions and expand access to the 

opportunities that help young people learn, connect, and thrive. 

The report is organized in the following four sections: 

 

Understanding the potential demand for OST programming: 

How many children could seek OST programming and where should equitable 

access be a priority? This section describes the population of Philadelphia's 

children in Pre-K through grade 8 that could potentially seek OST programming. It 

also identifies equity focus areas—places with high concentrations of young 

people facing significant barriers to thriving—that should be prioritized when OST 

access gaps exist. 

 

Understanding OST program supply: 

How many OST providers and programs exist in Philadelphia, and how much 

capacity do they offer? This section summarizes the scale of Philadelphia's OST 

provider landscape, compiled from the city's largest funders, childcare licensing 

agencies, and other program data sources, to establish how many seats are 

available before comparing that supply to potential demand. 

 

Understanding gaps in access to OST programming: 

What is the extent of gaps in access to OST and where should additional 

programming be targeted? This section examines the extent to which the 

availability of OST programming aligns with the distribution of children across 

Philadelphia, with particular attention to young people who are most likely to 

benefit from free and low-cost OST opportunities. 
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Considering equity and prioritizing zip codes for expanded OST access: 

Given the scale and widespread nature of gaps in access to OST programming, 

where should new investment be targeted first? This section identifies the zip 

codes with the largest access gaps and those where large gaps overlap with equity 

focus areas, highlighting a set of priority zip codes across three tiers that represent 

the strongest opportunities for expanding equitable OST access. 
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Study Approach 

Defining OST: OST was broadly defined as supervised programs that children in Pre-K through grade 8 

can attend regularly when school is not in session. This meant that we included licensed Pre-K and school-

age childcare programs that offered OST programming, as well as programming offered by the broader 

OST sector. To operationalize “regularly,” we focused on programs that operate 4–5 days per week during 

the school year and multiple weeks in the summer. 

With that definition determined, we conducted the following analyses to determine how well the number 

of OST program seats aligns to the number of children who may want access to it across Philadelphia: 

 
Our seat-capacity data (step 2) capture an estimated 79%–91% of known free and low-cost K-8 programs operating 4–
5 days per week in the school year or multiple weeks in the summer. Full detail on all data sources is in Appendix A. 

Limitations 

Because Philadelphia lacks a comprehensive and centralized data system, this analysis relies on available 

data and population estimates. Basing the analysis on disparate data sources means that the findings have 

important limitations that shape how they should be interpreted. 

Potential, not actual, demand. Our estimates of number of OST seats needed in Philadelphia are 

derived from where children live (for summer and Pre-K programming) and where they attend school (for 

K-8 before and afterschool programming), so it reflects the population that could use OST rather than the 

population that wants or would enroll in it. 

Supply coverage. The supply figures carry potential errors in two offsetting directions. First, coverage 

of providers is not exhaustive, which tends to understate supply. At the same time, capacity reflects 

funded or licensed capacity rather than available seats based on program realities (e.g., a program with a 

staffing vacancy would not be able to serve as many children as their funding or license might allow). This 

means the data might overstate the seats actually available. Supply numbers should therefore be read as 

approximate rather than precise. 

No data on program quality or program cost. Data on program quality and program cost were not 

widely available, particularly for the broader OST sector. Therefore, the study is not able to evaluate if 

available seats are high-quality or affordable. Our data encompasses the vast majority of free and low-cost 

programs but also many fee-based programs, including those offered by childcare centers. Therefore, the 

program seats we report may be available but not appealing to families because they do not meet their 

definitions of quality or their budgets. 

Full detail on data sources, definitions, and methods appears in Appendix A, which fully describes our 

research methodology and provides more details on the limitations of the study. 
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II. UNDERSTANDING POTENTIAL DEMAND AND EQUITY 
FOCUS AREAS FOR OST ACCESS 

 

To understand where OST opportunities are most needed, we begin by describing the population of 

Philadelphia's children in Pre-K through grade 8—all of whom could seek OST programming and 

therefore represent the city's potential demand for OST. In addition to describing Philadelphia's 

child population, this report gives particular attention to children who should be centered in 

equitable OST planning.  

Based on input from the city's OST stakeholders,3 we examine three equity-focus characteristics: 

poverty, English Learner status, and system involvement.4 We identify equity focus areas as zip 

codes with the highest concentrations of children with these characteristics to help inform 

decisions about where additional OST opportunities may have the greatest impact. 

 

Key Findings 

•  Potential demand for OST is substantial across Philadelphia, with older school-age 

children accounting for the largest share. 

•  Children experiencing poverty should be central to OST planning, representing more than 

half of the city's children in this age range. 

•  Need is not evenly distributed across the city. Some zip codes have both large numbers of 

children and high concentrations of young people who face multiple equity-related 

challenges. 

 
3 OST stakeholders include those interviewed in the planning phase (32 program, network, and system leaders and 
funders) as well as a six-member research advisory group that included OST providers and system leaders.  
4 The equity focus characteristics were selected through consultation with OST system stakeholders. Race/ethnicity was 
not selected as an equity indicator because of the limited variation (80% or more of children are children of color) 
substantial overlap between race/ethnicity and poverty in the city of Philadelphia.  

 

 

208,202 

children Pre-K–grade 8 

citywide 

118,462 

of those children are 

experiencing poverty 

22% 

are English Learners (grades 

K–8) 

2% 

are system-involved youth 

 



   

6  

Philadelphia has upwards of 208,000 children in Pre-K through grade 8, more than 

half of whom are experiencing poverty (118,000 children). 

Table 1 presents the number of children in Philadelphia by age group. To understand the scale of 

potential need for free and low-cost out-of-school time opportunities across the city, Table 1 also 

displays the number of children experiencing poverty in each age group. 

Table 1. Potential demand for OST, by age group and poverty status 

Pre-K 

38,235 

children 

20,403 

(53%) experiencing poverty 

Grades K-3 

72,792 

children 

44,586 

(61%) experiencing poverty 

Grades 4-8 

97,175 

children 

53,473 

(55%) experiencing poverty 

 

Total (Pre-K–8): 208,202 children  —  118,462 (57%) experiencing poverty 

Data source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates, 2023.  

Notes: For the purposes of this study, children from families living below 200% of the Federal Poverty Level were 

defined as experiencing poverty.  

The oldest age group in the study, grades 4 through 8, accounts for the largest share of 

potential demand for OST citywide.5 Grades 4 through 8 also account for the largest share of 

children living in poverty, representing about 53,000 of the 118,000 children experiencing poverty. 

The largest concentrations of children fall into a set of zip codes mostly found in the 

northern and eastern parts of the city. Maps in Appendix C offer zip code level displays of the 

geographic dispersion of children throughout the city by age group.  

High concentrations of children experiencing poverty are widespread but cluster in North, 

West, and Southwest Philadelphia. For each age group, roughly two-thirds of the city's zip codes 

are flagged as having a high concentration of children experiencing poverty. Every zip code in 

North, West, and Southwest Philadelphia falls into this group, as do many in Olney/Oak Lane, the 

River Wards, and South Philadelphia. Maps in Appendix C display zip codes where at least 40% of 

children are living in poverty by age group.  

 
5 It is worth noting that the 4th through 8th grade grouping spans five grade levels—more grade levels than in the younger 

age groupings. However, the large share of youth in this age group also mirrors national demographic trends: children 

ages 10–14 currently outnumber younger age groups because of sustained declines in birth rates over the past two 

decades. Consequently, older school-age cohorts are larger than the younger cohorts following behind them, both 

nationally and in Philadelphia.  
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22% of Philadelphia’s children in grades K-8 are English Learners and 2% are 

system-involved.  

English Learners were identified by OST stakeholders as an equity population of focus both because 

students learning English might need OST seats that support their language learning needs and 

because the identifier could serve as a proxy for immigrant populations, a population under 

immense pressure in the current political context.6   

System-involved youth, i.e., youth engaged in either child welfare services (foster care or child 

protective services) or the justice system, were also identified as an equity population of focus. 

While this population of young people is relatively small, system-involvement suggests these young 

people and their families are experiencing significant barriers to thriving and would benefit from 

OST supports.7  

Nearly half of Philadelphia zip codes have high concentrations of English Learners and one-third 

have relatively high concentrations of system-involved youth. (See the tables in Appendix E for the 

specific zip codes that met the threshold for each of these categories.) 

About half of the zip codes citywide meet multiple equity indicators. 

Combining the three population criteria of poverty, English Learners, and system-involved youth, 

we developed an “equity focus index” to help prioritize areas of the city with the highest 

concentrations of young people with all of these characteristics.8 The poverty threshold was treated 

as foundational to this index, therefore an area had to meet the poverty threshold to be considered 

an equity focus area at all. Among zip codes that do meet the poverty threshold, we distinguish 

three levels: those meeting poverty only, those meeting poverty plus one additional indicator, and 

those meeting poverty plus both additional indicators. Because every equity focus area meets the 

poverty threshold by definition, the sections below refer to these levels by the number of indicators 

met: one, two, or all three. Figure 1 below shows each zip code’s equity focus score by age group.  

Geographic Framework 

Our analyses are conducted citywide and within areas of the city, which we assess primarily at the zip code 

level. Because zip codes are not necessarily understandable by themselves, we also name the area of the 

city each zip code resides in, using a name for the region of the city that is either directional or drawn from 

the neighborhoods within it (while not necessarily exhaustive of all the neighborhood names). More 

information about the geographic framework of our study can be found in Appendix A. 

 
6 We defined high concentration as having at least 10% of the student population classified as English Learners. 
7 We set a threshold for high concentration if more than 2% of the children in an area were system-involved. 
8 English Learner and system-involved status were only available for school-aged youth; therefore, we included Pre-K in 
the index calculated for children in grades K-3. As described previously, we elected not to use race/ethnicity as an equity 
indicator after consultation with system leaders. This decision was based in part on the limited variation (80% or more 
are children of color) and substantial overlap between race/ethnicity and poverty in the city of Philadelphia. More detail 
about our design decisions is found in Appendix A. 
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Figure 1: Equity focus index values for each zip code, by age group 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: A zip code that does not meet the foundational poverty threshold is not an equity focus area, regardless 
of its English Learner or system-involved population. Among zip codes that meet the poverty threshold, three 
levels are shown: poverty only; poverty plus one of the two additional indicators (additional indicators are 
high concentrations of English Learners or of system-involved youth); and poverty plus both additional 
indicators.  
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Three zip codes for Pre-K–grade 3 and five for grades 4–8 meet all three equity indicators. 

Three zip codes meet all three equity indicators for both age groups: two in North Philadelphia 

(19133 and 19140) and one in Southwest Philadelphia (19153). Two additional zip codes meet all 

three equity indicators for grades 4-8: one in Southwest Philadelphia (19142) and one in the River 

Wards (19134).  

Most zip codes that meet the poverty threshold also meet one additional threshold. For both 

age groups, 24 zip codes (or 52% of zip codes) meet the poverty threshold and one or two 

additional indicators. These zip codes are distributed throughout the city, with at least one zip code 

in each large area, though they are more heavily concentrated in some areas.  

A few zip codes meet the poverty threshold but neither of the other indicators. Five zip codes 

in each age group meet the poverty threshold but do not have high concentrations of English 

Learners or system-involved youth.  
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III. UNDERSTANDING PHILADELPHIA'S OST PROGRAM 
SUPPLY 

 

To understand the large and diverse landscape of OST programming available in Philadelphia, our team 

compiled administrative records from the largest funders, childcare licensing agencies, and other multi-

program dataset administrators in the Philadelphia OST sector. We summarize here the scale of those data, 

with more detail found in Appendix D. 

Philadelphia has upwards of 700 Pre-K OST providers and almost 800 school-aged OST 
providers. 

The compiled data showed a vast network of OST providers across Philadelphia. Table 2 summarizes the 

number of providers included in the study, by age group and time of year when programming is offered. This 

data demonstrates that this study offers strong coverage of this sector of Philadelphia's OST landscape for 

grades K-8. 

Table 2: Number of OST providers included in this study and estimated coverage of the sector, 
by time of year and age group 

Time of year of 
programming 

Pre-K 

# of providers in 
the study* 

K–8 

# of providers in 
the study* 

K–8 

Estimated 
coverage of the 

sector 

School Year 675 679 91% 

Summer 702 780 79% 

*Providers counted here include OST providers as well as licensed childcare centers reporting before school, afterschool, or 
summer programming. 

As a reminder, the providers included in the study and included in our estimate of “coverage of the sector” 

were those offering 4–5 day per week school year programs and multi-week summer programs; we 

intentionally excluded specialized providers that offer programming 1–3 days per week during the school 

year or a single week during the summer, since they did not meet our definition of “regular” OST 

programming. 

Based on the data sources used for this study, which are described in more detail in Appendix A, we can 

conclusively say this study offers comprehensive coverage of providers operating in the School District of 

Philadelphia as well as coverage of publicly-funded programs operating in charter, Catholic, and private 

schools; programs offered through Afterschool Activities Partnership; programs found in the city's OST 

program locator; and programming offered in Independence Mission Schools. 

The providers included in this study run programming at between 700–1,200 sites, varying by age group and 

time of programming. More information on the citywide capacity of OST programming can be found in 

Appendix D. Details of the distribution of sites throughout the city can be found in Appendix E.  
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IV. UNDERSTANDING GAPS IN ACCESS TO OST 
PROGRAMMING 

 

The previous sections described the potential demand for OST programming across Philadelphia as 

well as the supply of OST programs and seats. This section addresses the central purpose of the 

report: understanding whether the city's current supply of OST opportunities is sufficient to meet 

that demand. We begin with a citywide overview of gaps in OST access before looking more closely 

at how gaps in access vary across the city. 

Key Findings 

•  Philadelphia's current OST system cannot meet potential demand.  

•  Large access gaps exist across afterschool and summer programming and are evident 

throughout much of the city. 

 

Gaps in access were estimated by comparing the number of children who could potentially seek 

OST programming with the number of available OST program seats. Additional detail on the 

demand, supply, and gap calculations is provided in Appendix A. 

Philadelphia does not have enough seats in any OST program time for its 

population of children in grades Pre-K–8.   

The gaps across age groups and program timing are sizeable, with 33–67% of children lacking 

access to OST programming, if all children sought programming. This represents a need for 90–

125,000 additional OST seats.  

Table 3 below presents the gaps in number of OST programming seats citywide, as well as the 

percent of children that do not have access based on that gap.  
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Table 3. Gaps in OST access (in number of seats) in Philadelphia, by age group and program 
time 

Age group 

Before 

School 

Gap (seats) 

Before 

School 

% without 

access 

Afterschool 

Gap (seats) 

Afterschool 

% without 

access 

Summer 

Gap (seats) 

Summer 

% without 

access 

Pre-K –15,986 42% –12,568 33% –19,345 51% 

Grades K–3 –48,441 67% –36,612 50% –43,310 60% 

Grades 4–8 –61,326 63% –40,717 41% –63,233 65% 

Total (Pre-K–8) –125,753 60% –89,897 43% –125,888 60% 

Note: Gaps are displayed in numbers of seats and were calculated by subtracting the population of children 
from known supply capacity, therefore negative numbers indicate there is a gap in access to OST. Percents 
without access were calculated by dividing the gap in number of seats by the population of children in that 
age group. 

Color intensity in the “% without access” columns reflects the severity of the gap—darker shading indicates a 
larger share of children without access, mirroring the shading used in the maps later in this section. 

OST access gaps exist across all program times, but the largest gaps citywide are for before 

school and summer programs. If all children in grades Pre-K–8 were seeking OST programming 

before school and in the summer, program supply would leave about 60% of children unable to 

access this programming, leaving a gap exceeding 125,000 seats in each program window. 

Afterschool programming is also considerably short, leaving a gap of nearly 90,000 seats (43% of 

children not having access to afterschool programming).  

While gaps exist for all age groups, Pre-K children have relatively greater access to OST 

programming compared to their older peers. As shown in Table 3, the size and scale of OST gaps 

are not uniform across age groups. For each program time, Pre-K children have gaps in OST 

program availability, but the size of the gaps are smaller than for the other age groups. This likely 

reflects the fact that early childhood education benefits from a more coordinated and established 

system of public programs including sustained federal, state, and local investments in preschool 

and early care and education. This pattern stands in contrast to the elementary and middle grades, 

where the public infrastructure supporting out-of-school time is less extensive and gaps in access 

are considerably greater. Students in grades 4–8 consistently have the largest gap in terms of 

number of OST seats, but the age group with the largest percentage of children without access to 

OST is grades K–3 during the school year (before and afterschool) and grades 4–8 during the 

summer. 
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OST access gaps remain pervasive for children in grades K–8 when limiting 

potential demand to children in poverty, though it shrinks and disappears for Pre-

K children in poverty.  

Table 4 below shows how many additional OST seats would be needed, if only children experiencing 

poverty, the primary equity focus group in this study, sought OST programming.9  

Table 4. Gaps in OST access in Philadelphia if only aiming to serve children in poverty, by age 
group and program time 

Age group 

Before 

School 

Gap (seats) 

Before 

School 

% of children 

in poverty 

without 

access 

Afterschool 

Gap (seats) 

Afterschool 

% of children 

in poverty 

without 

access 

Summer 

Gap (seats) 

Summer 

% of children 

in poverty 

without 

access 

Pre-K +1,846 0% +5,264 0% –1,513 7% 

Grades K–3 –27,280 61% –15,451 35% –15,104 34% 

Grades 4–8 –34,733 65% –14,124 26% –19,531 37% 

Total (Pre-K–8) –60,167 51% –24,311 21% –36,148 31% 

Note: Gaps are displayed in number of seats and were calculated by subtracting the number of children 
experiencing poverty from known supply capacity, therefore negative numbers indicate there is a gap in 
access to OST. Percents without access were calculated by dividing the gap in number of seats by the 
population of children experiencing poverty in that age group. 

As in Table 3, color intensity in the “% without access” columns reflects the severity of the gap. 

Large gaps in OST access remain for children in grades K–8 when calculating citywide gaps 

for children experiencing poverty. Table 4 shows gaps ranging from 14,000 to nearly 35,000 

seats for grades K through 8 across all program times. The largest gaps exist in before school 

programming, the timing of OST programming for which actual demand is least well understood. 

(See callout box on page 18 for a discussion of before school programming.)   

Pre-K children experiencing poverty have access to an adequate supply of OST 

programming. If only children experiencing poverty sought OST programming, Pre-K children would 

have access to an adequate supply of before school and afterschool seats, with only summer 

programs indicating a shortfall (1,513 seats or 7% of children in poverty without access). However, 

Pre-K children of all economic levels are likely seeking these seats, and, as we will see later in this 

 
9 It is important to note that the OST programs in our study were not restricted to children experiencing poverty and we 
know that children across all economic levels are likely to utilize some of the seats represented here.  
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report, access varies by section of the city. There are sections of the city where Pre-K children 

experiencing poverty do not have adequate access to Pre-K OST.   

In the next section, we return to examining OST gaps for all children in Philadelphia, but we look at 

how those gaps vary for different areas of the city.  

Gaps in OST program access are observed in almost every section of the city but 

vary significantly by zip code.  

Figure 2 illustrates afterschool OST program availability by age group and section of the city. (See 

Appendix F for similar maps for before school and summer.) In the maps below, the city is 

segmented by large neighborhood areas and by zip code, with gaps reflected at the zip code level. 

Lighter shades indicate small or no gaps in access and darker shades reflect increasing gaps in 

availability.  

A majority of Philadelphia’s zip codes exhibit gaps in afterschool OST availability. Across all 

age groups and in most zip codes, there are more children than afterschool seats available. As 

reflected in the progressively darker shading across the three age group maps, OST gaps grow 

larger for older children. The number of Pre-K seats more closely aligns to the number of children 

in each zip code, as compared to grades K–3 and 4–8. No zip code exceeds a gap of 2,000 Pre-K 

seats, and a number of zip codes show adequate or slight oversupply of seats relative to the number 

of children in Pre-K. Grades 4–8, by contrast, display the largest and most widespread gaps, with 

several zip codes lacking between 2,000 and 4,000 available seats, concentrated most heavily in the 

Northeast and parts of North Philadelphia. 
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Figure 2: OST gaps for afterschool program access, by age group 

 

 

Note: Shading shows the estimated gap between potential demand and available seats at the zip code level. 
Darker shading indicates a larger shortfall (more children than available seats), while the lightest category 
indicates tracts where an adequate number of seats are available. 
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Building on Success 

A handful of the city's zip codes demonstrate adequate afterschool program access across 

all age groups, likely reflecting the impact of targeted investment or fewer children in 

those communities. Zip codes 19122 (North Philadelphia), 19102 (Center City), and 19139 

(West Philadelphia) consistently display lighter shading across all three age groups, indicating 

that afterschool program supply in these areas meets or closely approximates local demand. At 

the Pre-K level, adequate access is more broadly distributed, with a cluster of areas in Center 

City and West Philadelphia showing near-sufficient supply. This pattern suggests that when 

there is intentional investment in OST infrastructure, access gaps are meaningfully reduced. 

Similar gains are possible in areas where large gaps are evident. It is important to note that while 

there may be close to adequate supply in some areas, the data does not shed light on the quality 

of available seats and it is possible that families may have access to programming but do not 

choose to enroll in it as it does not meet their standards for quality. In the case of Pre-K in 

particular, demand may be greater in some ZIP codes (e.g., Center City) than our study reveals 

because parent workplace, rather than residence, is a factor in selecting OST programming. 
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V. PRIORITIZING ZIP CODES FOR EXPANDED OST ACCESS 

Given the scale and widespread nature of gaps in access to OST programming in Philadelphia, this 

section prioritizes areas for focused program expansion in the city based on two criteria: (1) the 

size of the access gap across and within age groups, and (2) the extent to which those gaps overlap 

with the city's equity focus areas. In the section that follows, we highlight 17 zip codes as priority 

investment areas. They are displayed geographically and also summarized in Table 5 on page 18. 

The section concludes with more granular analyses to help guide decisions about where new 

programs could be located within priority zip codes. 

 

Key Findings 

•  The largest gaps across age groups are concentrated in a subset of zip codes, creating clear 

opportunities to focus future investments where they can serve the most children.  

•  The strongest priorities emerge where large access gaps intersect with equity focus areas, 

helping identify communities where expanded OST opportunities are likely to have the 

greatest impact. 

•  Even within high-priority zip codes, needs vary. More detailed neighborhood-level 

analyses can help guide where new programs should be located. 

 

Prioritizing Zip Codes with the Largest Gaps Across and Within Age 

Groups  
One consideration for OST program expansion in the city is the size of OST gaps in particular zip 

codes. The analysis identified a consistent set of zip codes with the largest gaps across programs 

and age groups as well as some variation by age group and program time.  
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Interpreting Findings on Before School Programming 

Although this study includes before school programming in the overall inventory of 

Philadelphia's OST system, the analysis and recommendations that follow and will focus 

primarily on afterschool and summer programming. We exclude before school programming 

because there are important differences in both the evidence base and the nature of family 

demand. Compared with afterschool and summer programs, relatively little research has 

examined the availability, utilization, or outcomes of before school programming. Existing 

research generally characterizes before school programming as a workforce support that 

enables parents to meet work schedules rather than an enrichment opportunity. In addition, the 

strongest evidence for youth development and academic benefits has focused on afterschool and 

summer programs. Local providers consulted for this study also described considerable 

variation in before school utilization, with some programs operating below capacity and families 

sometimes enrolling children primarily as a backup option rather than for regular attendance. 

Given these factors, estimates of gaps in access to before school programming are more 

uncertain than those for afterschool and summer. As a result, this report places greater emphasis 

on the program times for which demand is better understood and where the evidence 

supporting expanded access is stronger. 

 

Nine zip codes account for between 44 and 65% of the OST gaps across age 

groups and program times.  

When examining the zip codes with the largest gaps, nine zip codes appear among those with the 

largest gaps for all three age groups.10 These large gaps are driven in part by the large numbers of 

children that live in these areas, most of which are among the most populated areas of the city for 

children. From Pre-K through grade 8, these zip codes display persistently high gaps in both 

afterschool and summer OST programming, accounting for between 44 and 65% of the needed 

seats. Figure 3 shows how these nine zip codes are distributed throughout the city. 

 
10 A zip code was classified as one with the largest gaps for an age group if they were among the ten zip codes 
with the largest gaps for either afterschool or summer programming. More discussion of our methodology in 
identifying these areas can be found in Appendix A. 
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Figure 3. Zip codes with the largest gaps in OST access across all age groups  

 

The majority of these nine zip codes are situated in the northern and eastern parts of the city. The 

most concentrated area of OST access gaps is in the Northeast, where four zip codes (19149, 19135, 

19111, and 19115) exhibit consistently large gaps in OST access. Additional zip codes with high 

gaps are located in North Philadelphia (19140), Olney/Oak Lane (19120), and River Wards (19124 

and 19134). Zip code 19143 stands apart geographically from the cluster of zip codes in the 

northern and eastern parts of Philadelphia, yet it similarly has high gaps in OST demand across 

program timing and age groups. 

While these zip codes stand out across all age groups, there are also some differences by age 

group. Next, we break out age groups to describe these differences.  

Seven more zip codes emerge as areas with the largest gaps in access to OST 

programs for one or two age groups. 

Figure 4 shows the zip codes with the largest gaps for each age group. The zip codes displayed 

include the nine zip codes already identified in the previous section as having among the largest 

gaps across all age groups, but seven more are identified as having among the largest gaps for at 

least one age group. 
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Figure 4. Zip codes with the largest OST gaps, by age group 
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Individually for each age group, most of the zip codes with the largest gaps are located in the 

Northeast, River Wards, and adjacent areas, as well as in Southwest, South, and West Philadelphia.  

Three additional zip codes in the Northeast and Riverwards are among the largest gap zip 

codes for school-aged, but not Pre-K, children. 19116 (Northeast) and 19137 (Riverwards) have 

among the largest gaps in afterschool programming for grades K–3 and 4–8. 19154 in the Northeast 

has among the largest gaps in summer programming for grades K–4 and 4–8. 

Four zip codes are among the largest gap zip codes for a single age group. Two Northeast 

Philadelphia zip codes have among the largest gaps for Pre-K children: 19136 has among the largest 

gaps for afterschool and summer Pre-K programming; 19114 has among the largest gaps for 

afterschool Pre-K programming. One zip code (19131 in West Philadelphia) has among the largest 

gaps in K–3 summer programming. One zip code (19148 in South Philadelphia) has among the 

largest gaps in grade 4–8 summer programming. 

Prioritizing Equity Focus Areas with Large or Above Average Gaps 

The previous sections identified nine zip codes with the largest gaps in OST access for all of 

Philadelphia’s children and seven additional zip codes that stood out by age group. We separately 

identified zip codes meeting multiple equity focus indicators. This section looks at how these two 

lenses overlap.  

First, we look at zip codes where the largest gaps 

overlap with equity focus indicators. Then, we look at 

equity focus areas that did not have the largest gaps in 

the city but have above average gaps and should be 

prioritized because of the concentration of equity 

indicators in these zip codes.  

Most of the city's largest OST shortages occur 

in zip codes meeting two or all three equity 

indicators, compounding existing inequities in 

access to opportunities and supports.  

Figure 5 again displays the zip codes with the largest 

gaps in OST availability by each age group. In this figure, 

each zip code is color-coded according to the number of 

equity indicators it meets for the respective age group. 

Identifying Equity Focus Areas 

As a reminder, equity focus zip codes are those 

in which high concentrations of children are 

experiencing poverty, and we identified the 

areas of greatest need by layering on two 

additional indicators: high concentrations of 

English Learners and of system-involved 

youth. Because access for children living in 

poverty is the central concern, meeting the 

poverty threshold is required for a zip code to 

be an equity focus area at all. Among those 

that qualify, we describe them by how many of 
the three indicators they meet: one (poverty 

only), two (poverty plus one additional 

indicator), or all three. 
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Figure 5: Equity focus level for zip codes with the highest OST gaps, by age group 

 

 
Note: Shaded zip codes are those with the largest gaps in OST programming for the age group in either 
afterschool or summer programming. Unshaded zip codes might still have OST gaps, but they are not among 
the largest gaps for that age group. The color of the shading of each zip code reflects the number of equity 
indicators the zip code meets. A zip code that does not meet the foundational poverty threshold is not an 
equity focus area, regardless of its English Learner or system-involved population. Among zip codes that meet 
the poverty threshold, three levels are shown: poverty only; poverty plus one of the two additional indicators 
(high concentrations of English Learners or of system-involved youth); and poverty plus both additional 
indicators.  
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In total, 12 zip codes are identified as having the largest gaps in OST access for at least one 

age group and being an equity focus area (see Table 5 below). Eight of those twelve are zip codes 

with among the largest gaps across all age groups (Tier 1 in Table 5). One of the zip codes with the 

largest OST gaps (19140 in North Philadelphia) is designated in red as meeting all three equity 

focus indicators across all age bands, reflecting communities where economic and social challenges 

are most concentrated. One zip code, 19134 in the River Wards, meets two indicators for Pre-K 

through grade 3 and all three for grades 4–8, reflected in its shift from orange to red across the age 

group maps. Most of the remaining zip codes identified with large gaps meet two of the equity focus 

indicators. 

The far Northeast has several zip codes with large gaps, but none of them are equity focus 

areas. None of these areas are equity focus areas because the concentration of children 

experiencing poverty within them falls below the 40% threshold established as the equity cutoff in 

this study. Their exclusion from the equity focus framework reflects only that its poverty 

concentration falls below this study's threshold, and does not diminish the substantial size of its 

OST access gap.  

Other equity focus areas, not among those with the largest gaps but displaying 

above average gaps, may be considered for priority investment.  

Five zip codes should be targeted for additional programming for a specific age group or 

program timing, based on having above average, even if not the largest, gaps in program 

access. Up to this point, this report has prioritized places where the largest OST access gaps 

overlap with equity focus areas. But Section II identified 29 equity focus areas in each age group—

zip codes with high concentrations of poverty and, in many cases, English Learners and/or system-

involved youth—and not all of them show up on that largest-gap list. Of those 29, 12 already stand 

out for having among the largest OST access gaps in the city and are highlighted above. Many of the 

remaining 17 still have real gaps in OST access, even though those gaps aren't as large. Because the 

equity concerns in these communities are so concentrated, we highlight five zip codes from this 

second group that show consistently above-average gaps. These five zip codes are: 

• 19152 (Northeast) and 19144 (Northwest), which have above-average gaps for nearly all 

ages and program times 

• 19142 (Southwest) and 19145 (South), which have above-average gaps for both Pre-K 

program times and some grade K–3 and 4–8 times 

• 19151 (West) has above average gaps for summer programs for grades K–3 and 4–8.  

Combining all analyses, 17 zip codes stand out as being places to prioritize for 

additional programming. 

This study identifies 17 zip codes that should be prioritized for additional programming based on 

their large gaps in access to OST programming and presence of equity factors. The table below 
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details all of these zip codes and groups them into three tiers based on the pervasiveness of their 

gaps in OST access.   

Table 5. Zip codes to prioritize for OST investment 

TIER 1 — Largest gaps across every age group 

Zip code Neighborhood Where the gap is largest Equity indicators 

19140 North Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8 
 

19134 River Wards Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8  (2–3) 

19111 Northeast Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8 
 

19135 Northeast Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8 
 

19149 Northeast Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8 
 

19120 Olney / Oak Lane Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8 
 

19124 River Wards Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8 
 

19143 Southwest Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8 
 

 

TIER 2 — Largest gaps in a subset of age groups 

19136 Northeast Pre-K 
 

19148 South Grades 4–8 
 

19131 West Grades K–3 
 

19137 River Wards Grades K–3 and 4–8 
 

 

TIER 3 — Significant, more targeted gaps 

19142 Southwest Pre-K (partial: K–3, 4–8)   (2–3) 

19152 Northeast Pre-K, K–3, and 4–8 
 

19144 Northwest Pre-K and 4–8 (partial: K–3)   (1–2) 

19145 South Pre-K (partial: K–3, 4–8)  (1–2) 

19151 West Partial grades K–3 and 4–8  

Note: Equity indicators were scored separately for Pre-K–grade 3 and grades 4–8, which is why some zip 
codes show a range (e.g., 2–3). Dots reflect the higher value in that range.  

   

Poverty only 

           

Poverty + 1 more indicator 

            

Poverty + both indicators 
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Some equity focus areas do not have sizeable gaps in OST access.  

Several zip codes that meet two or all three equity indicators have gaps that are not as sizeable as 

other areas or, as we’ll discuss more in the “Building on Success” callout box next, even have 

adequate OST capacity for their population of children. While maintaining or growing OST access in 

these areas is still important given the unique supports that programming can provide to these 

populations, they should not be the first priorities in targeting new funding. Table 5 and the tables 

in Appendix E can be used to identify these zip codes. 

 

Building on Success 

The study also finds examples of neighborhoods meeting two or all three equity 

indicators where OST capacity is adequate to meet potential demand, demonstrating that 

targeted investments can improve access for those who need it most. 

While much of the discussion so far has focused on areas of the city with large gaps in OST 

access, it's worthwhile to note that there are some zip codes that we estimate having an 

adequate number of seats available for at least some age bands and/or times of programming. 

Specifically, these are the zip codes meeting two or three equity indicators where we see an 

adequate number of OST seats: 

•  Two zip codes in North Philadelphia (19122 and 19133) have adequate OST access for all Pre-

K program times. 

○  19122 also has adequate seats for K–3 and 4–8 afterschool programs. 

•  One zip code in West Philadelphia (19139) has adequate seats for all age groups for 

afterschool. 

The fact that we see an adequate number of OST seats in those areas is likely a reflection of 

successful targeting of investments to meet the needs of those populations. It's important to 

remember, however, that our data does not shed light on the quality of the OST seats available in 

these areas and there could still be a gap in access to high-quality seats. Also, for Pre-K, our study 

may not capture demand in a particular area created by parents choosing childcare, including 

OST, for its proximity to their workplace. 
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Location Matters Within Priority Zip Codes 
The preceding analyses identified nine zip codes with large gaps in OST access across all age 

groups. This analysis focuses on those nine zip codes again but looks more closely within them to 

better assess how to address those large gaps. Figure 6 maps two dimensions within a subset of 

those nine zip codes: 1) the gap between potential demand and available seats at the census-tract 

level, to show variation within zip codes, and 2) the locations of existing program sites, to show 

where OST supply currently exists. Figure 6 shows these details for afterschool programs for grades 

K–3, and only for the zip codes with the largest gaps in Northeast Philadelphia. Maps for other 

regions, age groups, and program times can be found in Appendix F.  

Figure 6. Census tract-level OST gaps and program site locations for grades K–3 afterschool 
programming, within 4 of the 9 zip codes with the largest OST access gaps across age groups  

Note: The nine zip codes in the inset map are those with the largest gaps in OST access across all age groups 
for afterschool or summer programming. The nine zip codes are grouped into three zones for this analysis to 
allow a closer view in detailed maps. Zone A, which is all in Northeast Philadelphia, is displayed here. Shading 
shows the estimated gap between potential demand and available seats at the census-tract level; darker 
shading indicates a larger shortfall (more children than available seats), while the lightest category indicates 
tracts where an adequate number of seats are available. Red points show the locations of existing K–3rd-
grade afterschool program sites. 
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Within these zip codes, the size of the gap varies considerably from one census tract to the 

next. Few of the focus zip codes are uniformly underserved; instead, tracts with large shortfalls 

often sit alongside tracts where available seats nearly meet demand. Because of this within-zip code 

variation, efforts to close gaps will be most effective when targeted to specific areas rather than 

spread evenly across an entire zip code. 

In some high-gap areas, a number of program sites already operate, suggesting that 

expanding the capacity of existing programs may be the most direct path to closing the gap. 

For example, one of the census tracts with the largest gaps straddles zip codes 19111 and 19149, 

but there are also many red dots indicating existing programs along Castor Avenue, the boundary of 

the two zip codes. Despite the relative density of programs, sizable tract-level OST access gaps 

remain. Where sites already exist but demand still outstrips seats, adding capacity to current 

programs may reach children more quickly than building a presence from scratch. 

In other high-gap areas, few or no program sites operate, pointing instead toward 

establishing new sites. In zip code 19135, the tract along the river shows a sizable gap but no 

programs within its boundaries. In these areas, closing the gap will likely depend on locating new 

programs rather than expanding existing ones. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The goal of this report is to shed light on the degree to which Philadelphia’s OST ecosystem is able 

to meet the current level of potential demand for OST programming before school, afterschool, and 

in the summer. Overall, the study finds that Philadelphia’s OST ecosystem can currently serve 

between 33%–67% of the children from Pre-K through grade 8, if all the children in those age 

groups were seeking OST programming. While our estimates of demand, based on the entire 

population of children in this age range, likely overstate the demand, it is still clear that 

Philadelphia needs more OST programming. With half of Philadelphia’s children experiencing 

poverty, the need for free and low-cost programming is significant and requires a collective and 

strategic response.  

The report also aims to provide data that can inform this response, highlighting zip codes that have 

the largest gaps, and zip codes where large OST access gaps overlap with equity considerations. 

Seventeen Philadelphia zip codes display both the largest gaps across age groups and times of 

programs and concentrated equity considerations, representing shared priorities for future 

investment.  

At the same time, the findings point to important strengths on which Philadelphia can build. The 

city is home to more than 700 Pre-K OST providers and almost 800 school-aged OST providers 

serving children in kindergarten through grade 8. The number of providers is even greater 

considering specialized programs running less than 4 days per week, which were not included in 

our study. This provider ecosystem creates a solid foundation for expansion to meet the demand.  

The analysis also identified communities where targeted investments have successfully met or 

nearly met potential demand, demonstrating that strategic investments can improve access. The 

substantially smaller access gaps for Pre-K suggest that the sustained coordination and public 

investment seen in the early childhood sector may be a model for reducing gaps in school-aged OST 

access. 

This evidence provides a foundation for both advocacy and strategic decision-making. The findings 

point to a set of strategic actions that can help Philadelphia strengthen its OST system and expand 

equitable access to high-quality programs. The size of the access gaps demonstrates that additional 

public investment, alongside continued philanthropic investment, will be needed to meet the needs 

of Philadelphia's children and youth. Equally important, future investments should be guided by 

data and targeted where they can have the greatest impact. The recommendations that follow are 

intended to help policymakers, funders, system leaders, providers, and advocates work toward a 

more equitable, coordinated, and developmentally-responsive OST system. 
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1 Increase sustained public and private investment in out-of-school time. 

This study demonstrates that Philadelphia's existing out-of-school time system does not 

have sufficient capacity to meet the potential demand for OST programming. While recent 

investments by the City of Philadelphia, the School District of Philadelphia, the State of 

Pennsylvania, and philanthropic partners have expanded access to OST opportunities, 

substantial gaps remain. Closing these gaps will require sustained public and private 

investment at a scale that reflects the level of unmet need. For example, if school-age OST 

afterschool program seats were expanded using the City of Philadelphia's current funding 

rate per slot, approximately $100 million in additional annual funding would be needed to 

serve all children living in poverty. An additional $42 million would be needed to provide 

the free and low-cost school-aged summer program seats required to meet the same level of 

demand. 

Start Now: 

•  Sustain and expand local public investment. The City of Philadelphia and the 

School District of Philadelphia should continue to build on recent investments in OST 

to expand access for children and youth, particularly in communities with the largest 

gaps in access. 

•  Leverage philanthropy to complement public investment. Philanthropic 

investments should continue to complement—and help catalyze—public investment 

by supporting advocacy, innovation, quality improvement, strategic expansion, and 

other initiatives that strengthen Philadelphia's OST ecosystem. 

•  Use this report as a common evidence base for advocacy. This report provides the 

most comprehensive picture of OST access across Philadelphia to date and offers a 

shared evidence base for policymakers, funders, providers, advocates, and 

community leaders seeking to strengthen investment in out-of-school time. By 

documenting both the scale and location of gaps in access, it can inform coordinated 

advocacy for sustained public and philanthropic investment at the local and state 

levels. 

Build Over Time: 

•  Increase state investment in out-of-school time. The magnitude of the gaps 

documented in this report suggests that local investment alone will not be sufficient. 

Pennsylvania's dedicated funding for out-of-school time (BOOST) should be 

expanded to better support communities working to increase equitable access to 

OST opportunities. 

 

2 Align investments where they can have the greatest impact. 

No single public or philanthropic funder can close Philadelphia's OST access gaps alone. 

This study identifies a shared opportunity for coordinated action by highlighting the 

neighborhoods where the largest gaps in OST access coincide with high concentrations of 



   

30  

young people facing multiple intersecting equity barriers. While funders and policymakers 

may prioritize different populations or outcomes, these communities represent a common 

set of investment priorities where coordinated action can expand equitable access to OST 

opportunities and maximize the impact of limited resources. 

Start Now: 

•  Prioritize investments where access gaps and equity barriers overlap. While 

OST access gaps exist throughout Philadelphia, the greatest priority should be given 

to neighborhoods where large access gaps coincide with high concentrations of 

young people facing multiple barriers to thriving. The study identified seventeen zip 

codes in this study that met both criteria across age groups and time of programs, 

with several additional zip codes emerging as priorities for specific age groups. Using 

both measures together enables decision-makers to direct limited resources to the 

communities where they are likely to have the greatest impact. 

•  Coordinate public and philanthropic investments around shared priority areas. 

The findings provide a common evidence base that city agencies, funders, 

intermediary organizations, and providers can use to align investments around 

shared geographic priorities. Coordinated decision-making can help reduce 

duplication, maximize the impact of available resources, and ensure that investments 

collectively address the city's most significant access gaps. 

•  Consider within zip code analysis to guide expansion decisions. Although zip 

codes provide a useful planning geography, the study found considerable variation 

within many high-gap zip codes. Future investments should use the census tract 

analyses presented in this report to identify the specific neighborhoods where new 

program sites are most needed. 

Build Over Time: 

•  Expand existing high-quality programs where infrastructure already exists. In 

many high-demand neighborhoods, the presence of multiple OST providers suggests 

that expanding the capacity of existing high-quality programs may be a faster and 

more efficient strategy than creating entirely new programs. This could include 

expanding the capacity of specialized programs currently operating fewer than four 

days per week or one week in the summer to offer more programming hours in high 

gap neighborhoods. In contrast, neighborhoods with few or no existing providers 

may require investments in establishing new program sites in collaboration with 

schools, community centers, existing providers, and local leaders that know the 

community. 

•  Invest in quality alongside capacity. Closing access gaps should not be measured 

solely by the number of additional seats created. Expansion efforts should prioritize 

increasing access to high-quality programs across both the early childhood and 

school-aged OST systems. While these systems use different quality frameworks—

including Pennsylvania's Keystone Stars for Pre-K and nationally recognized OST 

quality standards for school-aged programs—both depend on sustained investment 
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in staff recruitment, training, coaching facilities, and program materials and supplies. 

Investments in quality and capacity should proceed together so that increased access 

also translates into meaningful opportunities for young people. 

 

 

3 Tailor investments to children's developmental needs and the systems 

that serve them. 

Philadelphia's OST landscape is not one uniform system. While the school-age OST system 

serves children from kindergarten through eighth grade, the Pre-K sector operates within a 

distinct early childhood system with different funding structures, providers, staffing 

models, and operational constraints. In addition, the study found that patterns of access to 

OST differ across age groups within the school-age system. Investment strategies should be 

tailored to both children's developmental needs and the characteristics of the systems 

through which services are delivered. 

School-aged OST priorities: 

•  Grades 4–8: Prioritize expansion of programming for older youth, particularly 

during the summer, where this study identified substantial gaps in access. Because 

grades 4–8 represent Philadelphia's largest school-age population, expanding 

opportunities for this age group will be essential to reducing the city's overall OST 

access gap. New investments should ensure that programs remain developmentally 

relevant to early adolescents by offering engaging experiences that reflect their 

evolving interests, increasing independence, and need for supportive relationships. 

Consistent with positive youth development principles, expansion efforts should be 

informed by youth voice to ensure that new opportunities reflect what older youth 

value and want from OST programming. 

•  Grades K–3: Prioritize expansion of school year programs, particularly afterschool, 

where the largest gaps exist for younger elementary school students. Before school 

programming may also be an important support for families with younger children, 

but demand is less well understood than for afterschool and summer programs. 

Additional school-level analyses should be conducted in addition to gathering local 

caregiver perspectives to inform future investments and better distinguish between 

routine demand from backup or occasional use. 

Early childhood system priorities: 

•  Pre-K: Address access through strategies aligned with the early childhood system, 

recognizing that expanding capacity will require strengthening the broader 

infrastructure that supports early learning, including financing, licensing, workforce 

development, and provider capacity—not simply adding seats in high-gap 

neighborhoods. 
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4 Strengthen Philadelphia's OST infrastructure. 

A coordinated, data-informed OST system requires a strong infrastructure for collecting, 

maintaining, and using information about programs, participation, and capacity. This study 

required integrating data from 18 separate datasets to create the first comprehensive 

picture of Philadelphia's OST landscape. Strengthening the city's data infrastructure will 

improve future planning, reduce the burden of future analyses, and enable policymakers, 

funders, providers, and advocates to make more informed investment decisions. Sustaining 

this work over time will require not only a centralized data system but also ongoing 

coordination to ensure that shared data continue to support planning, collaboration, and 

equitable investment across Philadelphia's OST ecosystem, and to strengthen the alignment 

across the broader continuum of early childhood and school-aged OST time programming. 

Start Now: 

•  Maintain a comprehensive, centralized OST database. Philadelphia should 

continue building a centralized inventory of OST providers, program sites, and 

available seats that includes programs supported through a variety of public and 

private funding streams. The city has an open access platform (Cityspan) that can be 

the foundation for a broader centralized data system. A shared data resource will 

support ongoing planning, coordination, and accountability across the OST system. 

•  Strengthen coordination across early childhood and school-aged OST systems. 

This report brings together the early childhood and school-aged OST systems to 

provide a more comprehensive picture of children's access to out-of-school learning 

opportunities. While the early childhood sector benefits from a well-established 

infrastructure for coordination, the school-aged OST system remains more 

decentralized across multiple public and private funding streams, providers, and 

intermediary organizations. Philadelphia should convene stakeholders from both 

sectors to share data, coordinate planning, and identify opportunities to strengthen 

alignment across the broader continuum of out-of-school learning while respecting 

the distinct roles and structures of each system. 

Build Over Time: 

•  Consider broader coordinating structures to strengthen data use and system 

planning. A centralized data system is most valuable when there is dedicated 

capacity to coordinate its use across the OST ecosystem. Philadelphia should 

consider broader coordinating structures, such as an OST intermediary or other 

collaborative governance model, to increase provider participation and data quality, 

regularly monitor changes in OST access, and translate shared data into coordinated 

planning and investment decisions. By convening partners around a common 

evidence base, a coordinating entity can help identify emerging needs, align public 

and private investments, and ensure that resources are directed to communities 

with the largest gaps in access. 
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5 Continue strengthening the evidence base for decision-making. 

This study provides Philadelphia's first comprehensive picture of OST access, but it also 

highlights important questions that remain unanswered. Continued research can 

strengthen future planning by improving understanding of family demand, program 

quality, and the diverse types of providers that make up Philadelphia's OST ecosystem. 

Future research should also be informed by school and provider questions as they seek 

to act on the findings of this report. 

Near Term Research Priorities: 

•  Better understand family demand for OST. This study examined potential demand 

based on where children live and attend school, but not all families seek or are able 

to participate in OST programming. Future research should incorporate youth and 

caregiver perspectives to better understand their interest in OST, current 

participation, barriers to participation (including cost, transportation, and language), 

definitions of quality, and access gaps. These perspectives will help determine the 

extent to which potential demand reflects actual demand. This research will be 

particularly important for understanding whether current early childhood and OST 

programming is accessible to English Learner families and whether it aligns with 

their needs, preferences, and goals for their children. 

•  Better understand the role of school-aged childcare programs within the OST 

system. Including licensed childcare providers substantially expanded the number 

of providers captured in this study. Approximately 70% of these providers were 

identified only through licensed childcare data, suggesting they represent a distinct 

segment of Philadelphia's OST landscape. Future research should examine how these 

programs complement other OST providers in meeting the needs of children and 

families. 

Longer-Term Research Agenda: 

•  Develop approaches for measuring program quality at scale. While this report 

focused on the availability of OST seats, future analyses should examine the quality 

of those opportunities alongside access. Developing practical approaches for 

incorporating quality indicators, particularly those important to caregivers and 

youth, into citywide OST data systems would provide a more complete 

understanding of whether young people have access not only to programs, but to 

experiences that families are seeking and support positive youth development. 

 

Philadelphia now has a current, comprehensive picture of where OST opportunities 

exist, where they are too limited, and which communities experience the greatest 

barriers to access. While the size of the gaps is substantial, the findings also point to a 

clear path forward. 
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By aligning public and philanthropic investments around shared data, prioritizing 

communities where access gaps and equity barriers overlap, and expanding access to high-

quality programs, Philadelphia can make meaningful progress toward building an out-of-

school time system that gives all children and youth the opportunity to learn, grow, and 

thrive. In doing so, the city can strengthen OST as an essential part of the infrastructure that 

supports healthy development, promotes educational opportunity, and helps ensure that 

where a child lives does not determine the opportunities available to them. 

 
i Office of the Surgeon General. (2023). Social media and youth mental health: The U.S. Surgeon General's 
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Building Systems and Strengthening Programs. Washington, DC: National Academies Press. 
https://doi.org/10.17226/27833. 
iii Afterschool Alliance. (2025). Lost opportunity: Afterschool in demand, but out of reach for many: America 
After 3PM (5th ed.). https://afterschoolalliance.org/AA3PM/ 
iv Dearing, E., Bustamante, A. S., Zachrisson, H. D., & Vandell, D. L. (2024). Accumulation of opportunities 
predicts the educational attainment and adulthood earnings of children born into low- versus higher-income 
households. Educational Researcher. Advance online publication. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X241283456 
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APPENDIX A – RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

This report describes the degree to which children in Philadelphia had access to OST programming 

during the 2024-2025 school year and the summer of 2025. Analyses were conducted citywide and 

within smaller geographies to understand where the supply of OST programs was meeting the 

potential demand from children and where gaps exist. In this appendix, we describe in detail the 

research methods used in this study, including definitions, data sources, and analysis techniques. 

Geographic Framework 

One of the first decisions that needed to be made to conduct this study was what geographic levels 

should be used in our analysis. To accomplish this goal, the study team aimed to select geographic 

units that were 1) qualitatively meaningful to Philadelphia OST stakeholders, particularly local OST 

systems and policy makers that distribute resources, private funders, and advocates; 2) 

represented a large enough geographic area that it comprised a digestible number of units to 

summarize citywide trends in map format; and 3) were small (fine-grain) enough that the results 

would be actionable at the unit level.  

We considered a wide range of geographies that are relevant to Philadelphia, specifically: 

• Political: State Senate districts, State Representative districts, City Council districts 

• Educational: High school catchment areas, Elementary school catchment areas 

• Postal: Zip Codes 

• Census: Census tracts  

• Informal: Open Data Philly neighborhoods, Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission 

(DVRPC) “large areas” 

• City Administrative: City Planning Districts, Community Umbrella Agencies (CUAs), Parks 

& Recreation districts 

As shown in the report, we settled on using zip codes as our primary geographic unit because of 

the balance of being of high utility to funders and understandable to residents and providers. We 

managed the challenge of the substantial number of zip codes (46) by always describing what area 

of the city the zip codes are located in. To define those areas, we leveraged DVRPC’s “large area” 
definitions and names but tweaked them some so that zip codes nested perfectly within them. 

Figure A1 shows how each zip code nests within the large areas used for this study. 

While our report focuses on zip codes nested within large areas, we also recognized the practical 

utility of providing more granular data through census tracts. However, we determined that the 

narrative of the report could not meaningfully discuss variation at the census tract level across the 

whole city. Instead, we provided census tract level data for only those zip codes where we noticed 

the largest gaps in OST program access. We hope this balance allows the reader to understand 

patterns across the city while also empowering OST system actors and programs to appropriately 

focus future investments in the areas with the largest gaps. 
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Figure A1: Zip codes nested within “large areas” used to describe regions of Philadelphia 

 

Philadelphia’s Population of Children 

Data Sources 

Data used to inform the study’s understanding of Philadelphia’s children was sourced from 15 

datasets drawn from four primary sources: the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey 

(ACS), the School District of Philadelphia (SDP), the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE), 

and the City of Philadelphia Office of Children and Families.  

U.S. Census Bureau data was accessed through the ACS, a publicly available survey that provides 

detailed demographic and socioeconomic information about American communities. The 2023 ACS 

5-year estimates were used because they offer the largest sample size and most reliable data, and 

because census tract-level data is only available through the 5-year estimates. The 2023 estimates 

were the most current available data at the time of data collection.  

Enrollment data from SDP and PDE reflect the 2024-2025 school year and were obtained from 

publicly available datasets. SDP data provided school-level enrollment counts for district-run public 

schools and charter schools, including counts of English Learners (ELs) and students with 

Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). PDE data provided two complementary sources, 

enrollment data for private non-public schools serving Philadelphia students and a statewide EL 

count from which Philadelphia charter school EL figures were extracted. Charter school EL data 

were drawn from the PDE file rather than SDP records, as charter EL counts were not fully or 

consistently captured in SDP data.  
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Data from the City of Philadelphia Office of Children and Families was obtained through a formal 

data request and reflected the most current data available at the time of the request. This data 

provided school-level counts of youth involved in the child welfare and juvenile justice systems. 

Datasets are detailed in table A2 below. 

Table A2: OST Demand datasets collected for this study 

Dataset owner Dataset(s) 

U.S. Census Bureau, 

American Community 

Survey 2023 5-year 

Estimate 

• Total child population by age and sex 

• Poverty level of families with children 

• Race and ethnicity of children 

School District of 

Philadelphia (SDP) 

• 2024-2025 school enrollment and demographics 

• English Learners 

• Children with Individualized Education Program 

PA Department of 

Education (PDE) 

• 2024-2025 private non-public enrollment 

• Charter school English Learners 

City of Philadelphia Office 

of Children and Families 
• Youth involved in welfare and juvenile justice systems 

 

Cleaning population data 

Sample definition 

The study population was defined as children in Philadelphia enrolled in Pre-K through grade 8, as 

well as children of corresponding ages residing in Philadelphia as captured by ACS data. The Pre-K 

through grade 8 age range was selected to align with the age span typically focused on in OST 

programming and was informed by discussions with stakeholders and funders in the OST field. 

School-level enrollment data from SDP, PDE, and the Office of Children and Families was restricted 

to Philadelphia schools and to grades Pre-K through 8. Where source data included high school 

grades or district-level aggregate rows, those records were excluded prior to any further analysis. 

ACS data was similarly restricted to age ranges corresponding to the Pre-K through grade 8 

population. 

Constructing variables  

Variable construction was organized around two primary objectives. First, restricting the data to 

the grade and age ranges defined for the study and, second, standardizing all school-level data to a 

common structure to facilitate merging across sources. 

For school enrollment data, each school-level dataset from SDP, PDE, and the Office of Children and 

Families was structured to produce four grade-band enrollment totals (Pre-K, grades K-3, grades 4-

8, and grades K-8). These grade bands were constructed to reflect programmatic distinctions 

relevant to OST service delivery and to enable consistent comparisons across data sources that 

reported enrollment at varying levels of grade-level detail. 

ACS data was structured at both the census tract and block-group levels. Because the ACS reports 

age in groupings that do not precisely correspond to school grade ranges, proportional estimates 
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were constructed to align ACS population counts with the actual ages of children in each grade 

band. Importantly, we assumed that each age band provided with ACS data held an even proportion 

of each included age (e.g., an estimate provided for all children under 4 years old was estimated to 

have an equal number of 0-, 1-, 2-, and 3-year-olds). We then constructed study grade bands using 

the following age-based ratios, aligning to a typical school age cutoff in September:  

• Pre-K (ages 3-5): 67% of three-year-olds, all four-year-olds, and 33% of five-year-olds. 

• Grades K-3 (ages 5-9): 67% of five-year-olds, all six-, seven-, and eight-year-olds, and 33% 

of nine-year-olds. 

• Grades 4-8 (ages 9-14): 67% of nine-year-olds, all ten-, eleven-, twelve-, and thirteen-year-

olds, and 33% of fourteen-year-olds. 

To estimate the number of children living in families below 200% of the federal poverty level (FPL), 

ACS table B17024, which reports the ratio of income to poverty level by age group, was used. The 

200% FPL threshold was constructed by summing multiple ACS income-to-poverty ratio categories, 

specifically all categories reporting ratios below 200% FPL, to produce a single count of children in 

families meeting that threshold. This threshold was chosen to capture the broader population of 

children in low- and moderate-income families who are most likely to face barriers to accessing 

OST programming.  

Assigning population counts to geographies   

Counts of children were estimated at three geographic levels: census tract, zip code, and large 
neighborhood area. School-level enrollment data used school addresses to assign each datapoint to 

its corresponding zip code and census tract based on its physical address. ACS data was originally 

extracted for each census tract. The census tract-level population counts were aggregated to zip 

code and large neighborhood geographies using standard Census Bureau geographic crosswalks to 

proportionally allocate the population data to each zip code based on the area of the census tract 

that overlapped each zip code. Data was aggregated to large neighborhood areas by taking the sum 

of the population in each zip code within each large neighborhood area. 

Equity focus index development 

The equity focus index was developed to identify the geographic areas in Philadelphia with the 

highest need for OST programming. The research team focused on zip codes as the geographic unit 

to assess areas for additional equity focus. The index is based on three indicators, poverty rate, 

English Learner rate, and system-involved youth rate, selected by the research team in 

collaboration with funders and stakeholders in the OST field. Race/ethnicity was not selected as an 
equity indicator based on the high concentrations of children in color (84% citywide) in most parts 

of the city and the overlap present in most areas between high concentrations of poverty and high 

concentrations of children of color.  

All three indicators were constructed at the zip code geographic level; thus, no cross-level 

aggregation was needed to construct the index. A binary flag (0/1) was created for each indicator 

corresponding to whether or not a zip code exceeded a predefined threshold for that indicator. The 

thresholds for each indicator are described below. 

The composite index was then composed using the three binary indicators. The poverty threshold 

was treated as foundational to this index, therefore an area had to meet the poverty threshold to be 

considered an equity focus area at all. Among zip codes that did meet the poverty threshold, we 
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distinguished three levels: those meeting poverty only, those meeting poverty plus one additional 

indicator, and those meeting poverty plus both additional indicators.  

Poverty Threshold 

Our threshold for high concentration of poverty was met if greater than 40% of the children living 

in the zip code were in households with total income under 200% of the Federal Poverty level 

(FPL). 

The poverty threshold was based on the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s definition of concentrated 

poverty, which identifies a geographic area as experiencing extreme poverty when its poverty rate 

reaches 40% or more within a single time period. Applying this established threshold to the study’s 

under 200% FPL measure provides a credible, externally validated benchmark for identifying areas 

with concentrated economic hardship.  

English Learner Threshold 

Our threshold for high concentrations of ELs was met if greater than 10% of the students in the zip 

code were identified as ELs. 

According to the National Center for Education Statistics, the average rate of EL students varies 

significantly from state to state. In 2021, the national average of EL students in public schools was 

10.6%, and in Pennsylvania the average was 4.6% (National Center for Education Statistics, English 

Language Learners in Public Schools, 2024). There is no uniform federal high need cutoff or scale 

that defined a linguistically concentrated area. Identifying geographic areas that exceed the national 

average of EL students in public schools of 10% will identify which areas in Philadelphia are 

particularly concentrated with EL students. 

System-Involved Youth Threshold 

Our threshold for high concentration of system-involved youth was met if greater than 2% of the 

youth who attended school in the zip code were system-involved, meaning they were engaged in 

either the juvenile justice system or child welfare services (foster care or child protective services). 

Establishing a threshold for system-involved youth presented certain challenges. National data 

sources are limited and did not fully align with our definition of system-involved youth, which 

included youth involved in both juvenile justice and child welfare systems. The research study team 

used the data provided by the City of Philadelphia Office of Children and Families to establish a 

baseline of current rates of system-involved youth in Philadelphia. The rate of system-involved 

youth is generally low; the average zip code had a system-involved youth rate of 1.4% (for grades 

K-3 students). Based on this baseline, the research team set the threshold for a relatively high rate 

of system-involved youth at 2% or more, or roughly the top quartile of zip codes. 
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OST Supply 

Definition of OST programming 

To meet this study’s goal of understanding whether the supply of OST programming in Philadelphia 

meets the potential demand for it, we utilized a broad definition of what qualifies as OST 

programming. Our definition was: 

A supervised program that young people regularly attend when school is not in session. 

Examples of OST programming that fit into this definition include academic programs (e.g., 

tutoring), multipurpose (e.g., homework help, enrichment), and specialty programs (e.g., art, music, 

sports, STEM).  

While we know this definition does not differentiate on program quality, specifically whether 

programming would be considered childcare vs. more robust enrichment, it was the definition that 

most closely captured the goals of the study and the one that was feasible to collect from the data 

sources. 

Data sources 

The OST supply data came from administrative records sought from the largest funders and multi-

program dataset administrators in the Philadelphia OST sector. The data covered programming 

offered during the 2024-25 school year and the summer of 2025. Requests were made via email, 

meetings, and formal data request procedures, depending on the process required by the 

organization that owned the data. In total, we received 18 datasets detailed in Table A3 below. 

Table A3: OST Supply datasets collected for this study 

Dataset owner Dataset(s) 

The City of Philadelphia’s 

Office of Children & 

Families (OCF) 

Program Locator 

School District of 

Philadelphia (SDP) 

• Office of Student Life’s Clubs & Summer programs  

• Office of Student Life’s Athletics programs  

• Office of Strategic Partnership’s Partner Survey  

• Food Service’s list of afterschool and evening programs 

PA Department of 

Education (PDE) 
21st CCLC programs 

OCDEL • Child Care Providers (public dataset) 

• Data request from the Compass Provider Database 

SDP & PHLpre-K Free Philly Pre-K website records 

PA Commission on Crime 

and Delinquency (PCCD) 
PA BOOST and VIP grantees 

The Free Library of 

Philadelphia 
Free Library website records 

Philadelphia Parks and 

Recreation (PPR) 
PPR Finder of programs run by PPR 
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Dataset owner Dataset(s) 

Philadelphia Housing 

Authority (PHA) 
OST offerings run by PHA 

US Department of Health & 

Human Services 

Head Start programs offered in Philadelphia extracted from Head Start 

website 

Afterschool Activities 

Partnership 
Locations where ASAP pushed into existing OST programming 

Mural Arts Programming offered by Mural Arts 

Independence Mission 

Schools (IMS) 
Programming offered by IMS at their school locations 

William Penn Foundation Providers funded through the William Penn Foundation’s Arts & 

Culture and Children & Families programs 

 

Cleaning supply data 

Sample definition 

To operationalize the “regularly” part of our OST definition, we included in our analyses 

programming that was offered 4-5 days/week. Programs that were offered less frequently than that 

were removed from our analysis. 

Also excluded from our analysis were programs that did not serve children in Pre-K through grade 

8, the focus of this study.  

Constructing variables   

Provider. Program providers were named in each dataset and used along with location to manage 

duplicates across datasets.  

Program location. Program locations were provided as street addresses, building names, and/or 

latitude and longitude. If addresses or latitude and longitude were not provided, building names 

were used to identify geographic locations either by merging with existing datasets (e.g., of school 

buildings and Parks & Rec facilities) or manually searching for the building’s location. Locations 

were used along with provider names to manage duplicates across datasets. 

Program time. All programming was classified as before school, afterschool, and/or summer 

programming. Most data sources already had records classified into one or more of those categories 

in existing variables. For the few datasets that did not classify their program time, we leveraged 

data that specified start and end times and dates of programming. Before school programming was 

defined as starting after 5am and before 9am. Afterschool programming was defined as ending at or 

after 4pm and before 7pm. Summer programming was defined as running for multiple weeks 

between June 30 and August 25, 2025. 

Grades served. Most records specified the ages or grade levels that the program served. When we 

were given ages, we converted to grades, assuming programs serving 3- and 4-year-olds 

corresponded with Pre-K programming, 5-year-olds corresponded to kindergarten students, and 

each additional year added a grade-level.  
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Capacity. Program capacity in most datasets was provided as the number of seats available based 

on the existing funding sources used to run the program. In many cases, those estimates of funded 

capacity came directly from a funder (e.g., from PDE in the 21st CCLC dataset and from the William 

Penn Foundation). In other cases, it came from the provider documenting the number of seats their 

funding could support (e.g., from SDP’s School Partnership Survey). In some cases, specifically from 

the OCDEL dataset, capacity was provided based on licensed capacity rather than funded capacity. 

In both cases, funded capacity and licensed capacity might overestimate actual program capacity if 

a program has not been able to hire to fill staffing needs. Given the fluidity of hiring in the OST 

sector and availability of data, this measure is the closest we could get to program capacity, but we 

recognize that it is only an estimate and possibly an overestimate of actual program capacity. 

In addition to the variation provided by how capacity was measured, we also identified a small 

number of records that either did not have a capacity value provided (7% of K-8 records and 43% 

of Pre-K records) or that had a capacity value provided that was a severe outlier (0.2% of K-8 

records). In those cases, we imputed the capacity of the program site using the average capacity of 

all other programs offered at the same time (i.e., before school, afterschool, or summer) and offered 

to the same age group. Because capacity was missing for a large share of Pre-K records in 

particular, Pre-K supply estimates depend more heavily on imputation and should be read as more 

approximate than those for K–8. 

Assigning supply to geographies and age ranges 

Once valid street addresses were identified for each program site, we used the US Census Bureau’s 

geocoder to extract latitude/longitude values and census tract identifiers for each record.11 If the 

geocoder was not able to provide a match on first attempt, we used Google Maps to verify the 

accuracy of the address and, if no correction was needed, to input a neighboring address to 

reattempt geocoding. 

In some cases, we were provided with capacity for a provider across multiple sites. In many cases 

we were provided with capacity for a program whose range of ages or grades served did not align 

exactly with the grade groupings we wanted to use in analysis. In each of these cases, we assumed 

that capacity was spread evenly across offered sites and grades. For example, if we received data 

that described a provider offering 100 OST seats at four program sites, we assumed there was 

capacity for 25 children at each site. If a program site served children in 3rd through 12th grades 

and had the capacity for 200 seats, we assumed the program had the capacity for 20 children per 

grade (200 seats / 10 grade levels). That means we assumed an allotment of 20 seats for children in 

grades K-3 (just 3rd grade) and 100 seats for children in grades 4-8 (20 seats * 5 grade levels). 

These even-spread assumptions may misallocate seats across sites and grades where a provider 

concentrates its capacity.  

Merging supply data 

A key step in preparing our analytic dataset of supply data was to combine the data received from 

the 18 different sources. We expected that there would be duplicates in these datasets, as some 

providers receive funding from multiple sources or might have otherwise registered in multiple 

datasets. We merged across datasets using a combination of provider name and program location, 

using string-based merging on both variables. Before merging, we performed some normalization 

such as capitalization, removing common endings (e.g., “INC”, “CORP”, “LLC”), and regularizing 

 
11 https://geocoding.geo.census.gov/geocoder/  

https://geocoding.geo.census.gov/geocoder/
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address components (e.g., “STREET”, “SOUTH”, etc.). We then merged first looking for exact 

matches and then looking for close matches using Stata’s relink command. All fuzzy matches were 

reviewed for alignment before allowing them to match. Unmatched records were also scanned for 

cases of close pairs and any identified were manually corrected to allow them to merge. 

When merges existed, reconciliation was then required if the datasets had different details of the 

offerings or capacity of the program. In all cases, the most inclusive and largest capacity was 

maintained. For example, if one dataset reflected that a program offered before school 
programming but the other did not, the combined record reflected that the program offered before 

school programming. Similarly, if one dataset reflected that a program had capacity for 30 children 

and another stated the capacity was 45 children, the combined record reflected a capacity for 45 

children. The exception to that rule was for datasets that came directly from funders (i.e., 

Philadelphia’s OCF, PDE’s 21st CCLC, PCCD, and William Penn Foundation). In those cases, we 

expect the capacity recorded reflects the capacity funded by the entity that provided the data. 

Where there were duplicates within those files, we totaled the capacity from each funder dataset 

first, before combining the records with any other files. When then merging the combined funder 

dataset to other datasets, we returned to taking the maximum capacity for matching records. 

Because reconciliation keeps the larger figure where sources disagree, and funded capacities were 

totaled across funders, total capacity may be overstated at programs supported by more than one 

source. String- and fuzzy-matching also cannot guarantee that every duplicate is caught or that 

every close pair is the same program; residual missed duplicates would overstate supply, while 

incorrect merges would understate it. 

Gaps in OST Access 

Calculating Gaps 

Supply capacity 

We constructed capacity estimates for before school, afterschool, and summer programming for 

each age group (Pre-K, K–3, 4–8, and combined K–8) using the supply data described above. 

Population estimates (potential demand for OST) 

To calculate gaps in OST access, we used different population estimates by age and program time to 

reflect the most accurate approximation of where children are likely to be located when accessing 

OST programming. For Pre-K and summer K–8 analyses, we used ACS residence data as the primary 

indicator of where children might access OST. This approach is most appropriate for Pre-K, where 

available school enrollment does not fully reflect the number of preschool-age children in a given 

area, and for summer programming, when school location is a less reliable proxy for where children 

spend their time. For K–8 school year programming, we used school enrollment data as the primary 

demand indicator, because that location is a more accurate estimate of where children spend most 

of their day and where they are more likely to seek nearby OST programming. 

Geographic units of analysis & exclusion 

Three datasets were constructed for each combination of supply capacity and potential demand at 

each geographic level studied here: census tract, zip code, and large neighborhood area. Within 

each geographic unit, supply and demand datasets were merged on the shared geographic 

identifier. 

One zip code (19112) had no relevant supply or demand data: there was no recorded OST 

programming serving children in grades K–8, and no children are recorded as living or attending 
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school in the area. This zip code was excluded from further analysis, leaving 46 Philadelphia zip 

codes in the final gap calculation. 

Final calculation 

OST programming gaps were calculated by subtracting population data from supply capacity 

estimates for each age group and program time combination. This direction of subtraction means 

negative numbers represent gaps that exist from there being more children present in an area than 

the supply of OST could accommodate, whereas positive numbers mean supply capacity meets or 

potentially exceeds the population of children (so supply is adequate). 

Identifying zip codes with the largest gaps 

For each age group and program time, we tabulated OST programming gap magnitudes at the zip 

code level. We then ordered the zip codes from largest gaps (most negative numbers) to smallest 

gaps and identified the ten zip codes with the largest gaps for each program time and for each age 

group. Any zip code that was identified as being in the top ten largest gaps for either afterschool or 

summer programming was then described as being a zip code with the largest gaps for that age 

group. We considered using quintiles (top 9) or quartiles (top 12) instead of top 10. We also studied 

the data in a histogram format to identify if there were clear cut points in the data but found that 

cut points ranged by age group and program time from 7-11 zip codes. In the end, we elected to use 

a consistent cutoff across all ages and program times and selected 10 given its proximity to all 

measures considered and round nature.  

Assessing gaps in zip codes with the highest equity focus 

To contextualize the magnitude of programming gaps within community need, we merged the zip 

code-level gap dataset with a file containing each zip code’s equity focus score. Because the equity 

focus score was calculated separately for each grade band (Pre-K–3, 4–8), the grade band-specific 

index was matched with its corresponding gap estimate. This approach ensured that comparisons 

between programming gaps and community need were made within age groups.  

For each zip code, the resulting dataset contained equity focus index scores and OST gap estimates 

for each combination of age group (Pre-K, K–3, 4–8) and program time (before school, afterschool, 

summer). These data are displayed in tables in Appendix E. 

Software used 

Data processing and descriptive analysis was conducted using Stata. Various AI tools (i.e., Claude, 

ChatGPT, CoPilot) were leveraged to support web scraping of information, identifying fuzzy string 

matches, and drafting of report text. All AI produced materials were reviewed by a human before 

being incorporated into the study. QGIS was used to produce spatial analyses and geographic 

representations. 

Limitations 

Three key limitations to this study have already been discussed in the body of this report. They are 

repeated here, to ensure all limitations can be viewed in one location and presented first below. 

Three additional limitations are also discussed here as they are not as critical but still worth 

considering when interpreting the findings of this report. 

Potential, not actual, demand. Our estimates of number of OST seats needed in Philadelphia are 

derived from where children live (summer and Pre-K programming) and where they attend school 
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(K–8 before and afterschool programming), so it reflects the population that could use OST rather 

than the population that wants or would enroll in it.  

Supply coverage. The supply figures carry potential error in two offsetting directions. First, 

coverage of providers is not exhaustive, which tends to understate supply. At the same time, 

capacity reflects funded or licensed capacity rather than available seats based on program realities 

(e.g., a program with a staffing vacancy would not be able to serve as many children as their funding 

or license might allow). This means the data might overstate the seats actually available. Supply 

numbers should therefore be read as approximate rather than precise. 

No data on program quality. Data on program quality was not widely available in existing data 

sets; therefore, the study is not able to evaluate if available seats are high-quality seats. Program 

seats may be available in some areas that are not appealing to families because they do not meet 

their definition of quality. 

Pre-K demand geography. Pre-K demand is anchored to where children live, but a caregiver's 

workplace is also often a relevant marker for where early-childhood OST is sought. Because 

workplace location was not available, Pre-K results may misstate where potential demand 

concentrates and should be interpreted as approximate. 

Even-distribution assumptions. For both the supply- and demand-sides of this study, there were 

cases where we received aggregate data rather than data divided out by age group or site. This 

appendix describes that in all of these cases, we assumed even distribution in our calculations. On 

the supply side, when program records did not provide site or grade specific data, seats were 

apportioned evenly across them. On the demand side, where age groups did not align to the ones 

we used, we assumed an even number of children per age. And when census tracts crossed zip code 

boundaries, population was split proportionally between zip codes. Each assumption is reasonable 

in aggregate but may not hold locally, so seat and population counts within small areas are best 

read as modeled estimates rather than exact figures. 

Geographic resolution. Results are reported primarily at the zip code level, with selected census 

tract-level analyses. Zip codes are large relative to how far families travel for OST, but children 

frequently cross these boundaries between home, school, and programs, especially when they live 

close to a boundary. Gaps therefore describe relative patterns across areas rather than precise, self-

contained local balances. A surplus in one area may actually reflect movement of children across a 

neighboring boundary. 
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APPENDIX B – CROSSWALKS FROM ZIP CODES TO OTHER 
GEOGRAPHIES 

While most of our analyses are presented at the zip code level, we know that there are other ways 

of organizing and considering subsections of the city. To assist individuals who would like to look at 

these findings by different geographic boundaries, we’ve provided two reference crosswalks 

detailing which zip codes fall into which City Council Districts and which Community Umbrella 

Agencies.  

Table B1: Crosswalk between City Council Districts and zip codes 

City Council District Zip codes 

1 19106, 19107, 19123, 19125, 19134, 19138, 19147 

2 19102, 19103, 19109, 19112, 19142, 19143, 19145, 19147, 

19148, 19153 

3 19104, 19131, 19139, 19142, 19143, 19153 

4 19118, 19119, 19121, 19127, 19128, 19129, 19130, 19131, 

19132, 19139, 19151 

5 19102, 19103, 19109, 19121, 19122, 19123, 19125, 19130, 

19132, 19133, 19140 

6 19114, 19124, 19134, 19135, 19136, 19137, 19149, 19152 

7 19120, 19122, 19124, 19125, 19133, 19134, 19135, 19149 

8 19118, 19119, 19120, 19132, 19138, 19140, 19141, 19144 

9 19111, 19120, 19124, 19126, 19138, 19141, 19149, 19150 

10 19111, 19114, 19115, 19116, 19152, 19154 
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Table B2: Crosswalk between Community Umbrella Agencies (CUAs) and zip codes 

CUA Zip codes 

1 19120, 19124, 19132, 19133 

2 19122, 19123, 19124, 19125, 19133, 19134, 19137 

3 19124, 19135, 19136, 19137, 19149, 19152 

4 19111, 19114, 19115, 19116, 19120, 19124, 19136, 19149, 

19154 

5 19120, 19126, 19129, 19132, 19138, 19140, 19141, 19144 

6 19118, 19119, 19127, 19128, 19138, 19144, 19150 

7 19103, 19121, 19122, 19123, 19132, 19133 

8 19102, 19103, 19106, 19107,19112, 19123, 19145, 19146, 

19147, 19148,  

9 19104, 19139, 19142, 19143, 19153 

10 19104, 19131, 19139, 19151 
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APPENDIX C – ADDITIONAL DATA ON THE CHILDREN OF 
PHILADELPHIA 

Maps showing where children live in Philadelphia 

Figure C1 illustrates how the population of children who might want to access OST programming is 

distributed throughout the city, by age group. In the maps below, the city is segmented by large 

neighborhood areas and by zip code with the population of children reflected at the zip code level. 

Lighter shades indicate less demand, and darker shades reflect increasing potential demand. 

Across all three age-group maps, two zip codes stand out has having the largest potential demand: 

19124 in the River Wards and 19120 in Olney/Oak Lane. Close behind, and likewise among the 

highest for all three age groups, are 19149 and 19111 in the Northeast, 19134 in the River Wards, 

19143 in Southwest, and 19140 in North Philadelphia. By contrast, Center City and the Northwest 

hold the smallest populations of children. These geographic patterns are consistent across age 

groups, with the same zip codes having the largest potential demand areas whether the map shows 

PreK, K–3, or 4th–8th grade. 

While the geography of demand holds steady across age groups, its size does not. Consistent 

with the citywide totals, potential demand rises with age, and this ordering holds in nearly every 

zip code, with the grade 4–8 map showing the darkest shading and PreK the lightest in most parts 

of the city. As noted earlier, this likely reflects both the wider grade range the oldest group spans 

and national birth rate trends. 
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Figure C1: Where children live in Philadelphia, by age group and zip code 
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Figure C1, continued: Where children live in Philadelphia, by age group and zip code 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Data source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates, 2023  
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Maps showing where children go to school in Philadelphia 

The maps below show the potential demand for OST programming within each zip code based on 
where grade K-8 students are enrolled in school. We used this data to calculate the gaps in OST 

access for school year programs.  

Figure C2: Where children go to school in Philadelphia, by age group and zip code 
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 Figure C2, continued: Where children go to school in Philadelphia, by age group and zip code 
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Areas with high concentrations of children experiencing poverty 

Poverty was the key metric used to construct our equity focus index, hence a more detailed 
geographic look at where the population of children experiencing poverty are located in the city is 

provided here. (Details on which zip codes met the other equity focus indicators can be found in the 

tables in Appendix E.) 

It’s important to note that the areas with high concentrations of children experiencing poverty is 

not the same as where children live overall. Poverty is not concentrated in the most populous areas, 

such as the far Northeast. Rather, areas registering high concentrations of poverty may actually be 

less populous. Because targeting resources depends on this distinction, Figure C3 identifies the zip 

codes with high concentrations of children experiencing poverty (40% or more), grouped by Pre-K, 

grades K-3, and grades 4-8. Appendix A explains the high concentration metric and the rationale for 

that cutoff. 

Figure C3: Zip codes with high concentrations of children experiencing poverty, by age group 

 

Notes: Zip codes were classified as having high concentrations of children experiencing poverty if at least 40% 
of the children living there were from families living below 200% of the Federal Poverty Level.  
Data source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates, 2023  
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Figure C3, continued: Zip codes with high concentrations of children experiencing poverty, by 
age group 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notes: Zip codes were classified as having high concentrations of children experiencing poverty if at least 40% 
of the children living there were from families living below 200% of the Federal Poverty Level.  
Data source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year estimates, 2023   
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APPENDIX D – ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS OF PHILADELPHIA’S 
OST SUPPLY 

Coverage of OST providers 

To assess how well our study’s data covered the sector, we compiled a list of known grade K–8 OST 

providers in the planning stage of this work.12 This list was gathered from stakeholders in the OST 

community and web searching by the research team. The resulting list served as a reference for us 

to identify any known K-8 OST providers that were not represented in our study.  

Table 2 shown in the body of this report shared that we estimate our data reflects coverage of 91% 

of the K-8 school year OST sector and 79% of the K-8 summer OST sector. The lower coverage rate 

in the summer programming data is likely due to the greater number of providers offering fee-

based programs, which are less likely to appear in the administrative and funder-based datasets 

used in this study. These estimates suggest that the supply coverage reported in this report 

provides a reliable picture of overall OST availability in Philadelphia, with modest underreporting 

expected. 

OST Sites and Seats in Philadelphia 

We can illustrate the scale of OST programming offered in Philadelphia by describing the number of 

programs offered (“sites”)13 and the capacity of those programs (“seats”). We also break these 

numbers down by when the programming was offered: before school, afterschool, or during the 

summer. As shown in Table D1, the distribution of sites and seats varies considerably by age group 

and time of day. 

Table D1: OST Seats and Sites, by program time and age group 

Age Group 

Sites14 Seats 

Before 

school 

Afterschool Summer Before 

school 

Afterschool Summer 

Pre-K 930 770 922 19,186 20,156 19,401 

Grades K-3 770 1,062 1,018 20,007 37,489 29,460 

Grades 4-8 687 1,214 975 21,884 49,159 33,885 

 

Before school programs represent the smallest segment of the OST landscape, particularly for 

grades K-8. Before school programs have the smallest capacity of seats for each age group and the 

 
12 We refined this list to only include providers that met our study definitions and sample once those were 
finalized (e.g., to exclude providers that only serve high school students and those whose programming ran 
less than 4 days per week). See more about the sample and definitional decisions made in our supply analyses 
in Appendix A. We did not seek a comparative list of known OST providers for Pre-K. 
13 A “site” is defined as a single provider offering programming at a location. If multiple providers offer 
programming at the same location, they are counted as separate “sites.” 
14 If a site served children across the age bands of interest in this study, it is represented in each cell that that 
it serves. For example, a site serving grade K-8 students will be counted as a grade K-3 and a grade 4-8 site. 
Therefore, the site columns should not be summed to estimate the total number of sites across multiple age 
groups. 
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fewest number of sites for grades K-3 and 4-8. There are more sites offering before school Pre-K 

programs than either of the other program times, but there are still fewer Pre-K seats during the 

before school program window than afterschool or summer. Summer programs, meanwhile, 

account for roughly a third of overall seats but operate from fewer sites than other program times, 

suggesting that summer programs tend to run larger on average than their before- and afterschool 

counterparts. 

Older students in grades 4-8 consistently have the highest proportion of seats across all 
three program times, peaking at more than 49,000 afterschool program seats (46% of all 

afterschool seats). As discussed in the demand section, this is likely a reflection of the fact that this 

group covers the largest number of grades, more than there being more programming available for 

this age group.  

Pre-K programs show relatively similar capacity across program times, whereas school-aged 

capacity varies by timing window. Pre-K program capacity is close to 20,000 seats for each 

program time. Grades K-3 and grades 4-8 programming both offer the most seats from the largest 

number of sites during the afterschool window and the lowest number of each for before school 

programming.   
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APPENDIX E – ZIP CODE-LEVEL DATA ON POPULATIONS AND OST ACCESS GAPS 

The tables below present much of the data that is visualized in the maps shared in the body and appendices of this report. One table is presented for each age 
group, with data included to describe the populations in that zip code (equity focus score and the three indicators used to create that score), the number of 
OST program sites for each programming window, and the size of the OST access gaps present for each program time. Gaps in access are shaded in dark 
orange if the zip code is among the top ten largest gaps for the program time and light orange if they are not a top ten, but they do have above average gaps 
in OST access. 

Table E1: Zip code level data on Pre-K populations and OST program sites 

Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of Pre-K OST program 

sites for… 

Gap in Pre-K OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

Center City 19102 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 52 52 52 

Center City 19103 0 0 0 0 9 10 7 278 282 255 

Center City 19106 0 0 1 0 10 9 8 357 361 357 

Center City 19107 1 1 0 0 5 6 5 39 39 25 

Center City 19123 0 0 1 0 16 15 15 232 250 213 

Center City 19130 0 0 0 0 9 9 6 -321 -328 -312 

North 19121 2 1 0 1 25 20 23 -194 257 -261 

North 19122 2 1 0 1 16 15 13 457 478 392 

North 19132 2 1 0 1 32 26 26 -16 85 -36 

North 19133 3 1 1 1 19 19 17 71 112 23 

North 19140 3 1 1 1 46 37 39 -427 -362 -727 

Northeast 19111 2 1 1 0 31 24 37 -1153 -1016 -1322 
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Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of Pre-K OST program 

sites for… 

Gap in Pre-K OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

Northeast 19114 0 0 1 0 4 3 6 -583 -563 -611 

Northeast 19115 0 0 1 0 13 11 10 -625 -628 -635 

Northeast 19116 0 0 1 0 18 14 17 -346 -294 -367 

Northeast 19135 2 1 1 0 24 18 30 -632 -535 -775 

Northeast 19136 2 1 1 0 19 16 18 -663 -632 -675 

Northeast 19149 2 1 1 0 29 25 30 -1167 -1090 -1194 

Northeast 19152 2 1 1 0 18 16 17 -435 -420 -457 

Northeast 19154 0 0 1 0 12 10 9 -403 -392 -615 

Northwest 19118 0 0 0 0 2 3 4 -80 -74 -93 

Northwest 19119 0 0 0 1 22 16 20 -375 -272 -392 

Northwest 19127 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 -80 -80 -80 

Northwest 19128 0 0 0 0 13 11 7 -241 -232 -345 

Northwest 19129 1 1 0 0 4 4 6 -86 -77 -110 

Northwest 19144 2 1 0 1 43 34 47 -473 -358 -583 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19120 2 1 1 0 41 29 40 -1713 -1532 -1753 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19126 0 0 0 1 21 18 19 -95 -58 -143 
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Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of Pre-K OST program 

sites for… 

Gap in Pre-K OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19138 2 1 0 1 27 23 21 -251 -179 -300 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19141 2 1 0 1 29 20 27 -191 -57 -273 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19150 0 0 0 1 20 16 21 -174 -100 -264 

River Wards 19124 2 1 1 0 33 32 46 -1329 -1250 -1553 

River Wards 19125 0 0 0 0 15 13 13 -100 278 -337 

River Wards 19134 2 1 1 0 19 16 17 -1315 -1249 -1330 

River Wards 19137 1 1 0 0 4 5 6 -111 -124 -144 

South 19145 2 1 1 0 22 16 22 -459 -335 -498 

South 19146 2 1 1 0 16 10 16 -457 -360 -507 

South 19147 0 0 1 0 18 17 13 -283 -245 -423 

South 19148 2 1 1 0 24 20 22 -520 -460 -555 

Southwest 19142 2 1 1 0 16 16 19 -500 -435 -606 

Southwest 19143 2 1 0 1 39 32 47 -465 -500 -855 

Southwest 19153 3 1 1 1 3 3 4 -184 -178 -196 

West 19104 1 1 0 0 28 24 25 -92 -47 -103 

West 19131 2 1 0 1 28 25 33 -518 -409 -624 
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Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of Pre-K OST program 

sites for… 

Gap in Pre-K OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

West 19139 2 1 0 1 56 43 55 -216 66 -270 

West 19151 1 1 0 0 29 18 36 -204 45 -341 

Note: Equity focus score is on a scale from 0 (lowest equity focus) to 3 (highest equity focus). A zip code that did not meet the poverty threshold received a score 
of 0. Zip codes that did meet the poverty threshold received the following scores: those meeting poverty only (1), those meeting poverty plus one additional 
indicator (2), and those meeting poverty plus both additional indicators (3). The “High concentration of…” columns hold a 1 if the zip code met the study’s 
threshold for having a high concentration of that demographic. Definitions and reasoning for selecting the thresholds are detailed in the “Equity focus index 
development” section of Appendix A. Program sites are unique counts of program locations. If more than one program is hosted at a single physical site, that is 
counted as multiple program sites. Gaps in access are shaded in dark orange if the zip code is among the top ten largest gaps for the program time and light 
orange if they are not a top ten, but they do have above average gaps in OST access. 
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Table E2: Zip code level data on grade K-3 populations and OST program sites 

Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of K-3 OST program 

sites for… 

Gap in K-3 OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

Center City 19102 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 -230 -230 5 

Center City 19103 0 0 0 0 3 8 2 -892 -767 -258 

Center City 19106 0 0 1 0 8 10 5 -97 -64 155 

Center City 19107 1 1 0 0 5 6 5 97 129 -147 

Center City 19123 0 0 1 0 11 16 12 -221 -60 230 

Center City 19130 0 0 0 0 8 21 9 -781 -321 -170 

North 19121 2 1 0 1 16 41 31 -1280 -696 -1283 

North 19122 2 1 0 1 10 27 17 -285 191 -372 

North 19132 2 1 0 1 28 34 31 -714 -374 -660 

North 19133 3 1 1 1 10 28 21 -968 -379 -608 

North 19140 3 1 1 1 37 55 45 -2877 -2252 -1603 

Northeast 19111 2 1 1 0 27 32 36 -1901 -1728 -2289 

Northeast 19114 0 0 1 0 5 9 10 -555 -484 -889 

Northeast 19115 0 0 1 0 15 16 14 -1475 -1449 -633 

Northeast 19116 0 0 1 0 11 14 13 -2400 -2258 -945 

Northeast 19135 2 1 1 0 17 19 32 -1264 -1142 -2097 

Northeast 19136 2 1 1 0 16 26 22 -1296 -949 -1205 
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Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of K-3 OST program 

sites for… 

Gap in K-3 OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

Northeast 19149 2 1 1 0 23 32 28 -3135 -2737 -2770 

Northeast 19152 2 1 1 0 11 17 15 -1492 -1188 -1090 

Northeast 19154 0 0 1 0 7 11 9 -1152 -1111 -1371 

Northwest 19118 0 0 0 0 1 3 3 -406 -377 -114 

Northwest 19119 0 0 0 1 18 17 18 -492 -453 -850 

Northwest 19127 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 -10 -10 -7 

Northwest 19128 0 0 0 0 7 15 6 -714 -325 -653 

Northwest 19129 1 1 0 0 4 6 6 -623 -582 15 

Northwest 19144 2 1 0 1 39 44 54 -1080 -954 -646 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19120 2 1 1 0 36 41 48 -2395 -2063 -3255 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19126 0 0 0 1 16 16 21 -11 -21 -147 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19138 2 1 0 1 18 23 22 -653 -425 -1022 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19141 2 1 0 1 26 32 30 -526 -145 -1166 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19150 0 0 0 1 13 14 19 -186 -144 -321 

River Wards 19124 2 1 1 0 31 47 53 -2340 -1819 -3264 
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Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of K-3 OST program 

sites for… 

Gap in K-3 OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

River Wards 19125 0 0 0 0 10 19 18 -856 -605 -83 

River Wards 19134 2 1 1 0 15 32 23 -2239 -1496 -2195 

River Wards 19137 1 1 0 0 5 7 8 -1295 -1268 -151 

South 19145 2 1 1 0 14 22 22 -1667 -1220 -746 

South 19146 2 1 1 0 16 19 22 -791 -599 -1002 

South 19147 0 0 1 0 12 27 19 -1269 -771 -378 

South 19148 2 1 1 0 18 33 27 -1306 -979 -1142 

Southwest 19142 2 1 1 0 15 21 23 -911 -620 -1132 

Southwest 19143 2 1 0 1 31 36 48 -1770 -1378 -2361 

Southwest 19153 3 1 1 1 2 5 4 -287 -237 -420 

West 19104 1 1 0 0 26 34 27 -938 -681 -1044 

West 19131 2 1 0 1 24 38 35 -1609 -1096 -1375 

West 19139 2 1 0 1 56 57 62 -256 90 -799 

West 19151 1 1 0 0 29 30 41 -888 -564 -1051 

Note: Equity focus score is on a scale from 0 (lowest equity focus) to 3 (highest equity focus). A zip code that did not meet the poverty threshold received a score 
of 0. Zip codes that did meet the poverty threshold received the following scores: those meeting poverty only (1), those meeting poverty plus one additional 
indicator (2), and those meeting poverty plus both additional indicators (3). The “High concentration of…” columns hold a 1 if the zip code met the study’s 
threshold for having a high concentration of that demographic. Definitions and reasoning for selecting the thresholds are detailed in the “Equity focus index 
development” section of Appendix A. Program sites are unique counts of program locations. If more than one program is hosted at a single physical site, that is 
counted as multiple program sites. Gaps in access are shaded in dark orange if the zip code is among the top ten largest gaps for the program time and light 
orange if they are not a top ten, but they do have above average gaps in OST access.  
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Table E3: Zip code level data on grade 4-8 populations and OST program sites 

Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of grade 4-8 OST 

program sites for… 

Gap in grade 4-8 OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

Center City 19102 0 0 0 0     1 -313 -313 -52 

Center City 19103 0 0 0 0 2 9 2 -1434 -1241 -289 

Center City 19106 0 0 1 0 5 9 5 -358 -159 251 

Center City 19107 1 1 0 0 4 8 6 93 299 -60 

Center City 19123 2 1 1 0 8 20 8 -632 -144 -73 

Center City 19130 0 0 0 0 8 24 9 -1464 -851 -301 

North 19121 2 1 0 1 17 49 33 -1623 -583 -1211 

North 19122 2 1 0 1 10 31 19 -440 151 -470 

North 19132 2 1 0 1 26 34 30 -878 -508 -1625 

North 19133 3 1 1 1 10 32 19 -1473 -603 -872 

North 19140 3 1 1 1 36 65 46 -4146 -3112 -2622 

Northeast 19111 2 1 1 0 25 37 35 -2414 -1974 -3427 

Northeast 19114 0 0 1 0 4 8 8 -865 -796 -1692 

Northeast 19115 0 0 1 0 11 15 13 -2654 -2403 -679 

Northeast 19116 0 0 1 0 10 13 12 -2307 -2136 -1250 

Northeast 19135 2 1 1 0 16 19 30 -1330 -1164 -2628 

Northeast 19136 2 1 1 0 15 26 21 -1274 -788 -1905 



   

 

  65 
 

Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of grade 4-8 OST 

program sites for… 

Gap in grade 4-8 OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

Northeast 19149 2 1 1 0 23 37 28 -3089 -2450 -3928 

Northeast 19152 2 1 1 0 11 20 15 -1937 -1476 -1857 

Northeast 19154 0 0 1 0 6 13 8 -1371 -1195 -1954 

Northwest 19118 0 0 0 0   3 2 -605 -543 -430 

Northwest 19119 0 0 0 1 13 15 15 -556 -491 -1048 

Northwest 19127 0 0 0 0 1 4 1 -6 28 -28 

Northwest 19128 0 0 0 0 5 27 6 -1039 -342 -713 

Northwest 19129 0 0 0 0 4 8 6 -703 -616 -27 

Northwest 19144 2 1 0 1 35 45 51 -1549 -1093 -1693 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19120 2 1 1 0 35 49 46 -2570 -1803 -3743 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19126 0 0 0 1 13 15 19 -142 -119 -397 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19138 2 1 0 1 18 26 22 -630 -237 -1361 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19141 2 1 0 1 25 37 28 -207 438 -1748 

Olney/Oak 
Lane 19150 0 0 0 1 11 18 18 -542 -300 -652 

River Wards 19124 2 1 1 0 30 56 54 -3149 -2219 -4138 
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Large Area Zip 

code 

Equity 

Focus 

Score  

(0-3) 

High concentration of…  Number of grade 4-8 OST 

program sites for… 

Gap in grade 4-8 OST access 

Children 

in 

poverty? 

English 

Learners? 

System-

involved 

youth? 

Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer Before 

school 

After-

school 

Summer 

River Wards 19125 2 1 0 1 10 26 17 -1120 -679 -431 

River Wards 19134 3 1 1 1 13 36 22 -2711 -1762 -3632 

River Wards 19137 1 1 0 0 4 6 7 -1731 -1698 -442 

South 19145 1 1 0 0 12 24 21 -2070 -1531 -1361 

South 19146 0 0 1 0 14 19 20 -981 -642 -1048 

South 19147 0 0 1 0 10 30 17 -1322 -605 -440 

South 19148 2 1 1 0 15 41 27 -1728 -1058 -2203 

Southwest 19142 3 1 1 1 12 26 20 -880 -312 -1746 

Southwest 19143 2 1 0 1 30 41 48 -2967 -2306 -3249 

Southwest 19153 3 1 1 1 1 5 3 -229 -110 -372 

West 19104 1 1 0 0 23 39 25 -937 -518 -952 

West 19131 2 1 0 1 22 43 34 -2241 -1344 -1547 

West 19139 2 1 0 1 54 72 57 -28 899 -1311 

West 19151 1 1 0 0 30 34 41 -774 -307 -1873 

Note: Equity focus score is on a scale from 0 (lowest equity focus) to 3 (highest equity focus). A zip code that did not meet the poverty threshold received a score 
of 0. Zip codes that did meet the poverty threshold received the following scores: those meeting poverty only (1), those meeting poverty plus one additional 
indicator (2), and those meeting poverty plus both additional indicators (3). The “High concentration of…” columns hold a 1 if the zip code met the study’s 
threshold for having a high concentration of that demographic. Definitions and reasoning for selecting the thresholds are detailed in the “Equity focus index 
development” section of Appendix A. Program sites are unique counts of program locations. If more than one program is hosted at a single physical site, that is 
counted as multiple program sites. Gaps in access are shaded in dark orange if the zip code is among the top ten largest gaps for the program time and light 
orange if they are not a top ten, but they do have above average gaps in OST access. 
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APPENDIX F – ADDITIONAL DATA ON OST GAPS 

Citywide maps of OST access gaps 

The maps displayed below contain data on the size of OST program gaps within each zip code. Gaps 

for before school and summer programming are presented here. Gaps in afterschool programming 

are presented in the body of the report. One map is presented for each age group and program time. 

Figure F1: Before school OST program gaps, by zip code and age group 
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Figure F1, continued: Before school OST program gaps, by zip code and age group 
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Figure F2: Summer OST program gaps, by zip code and age group 
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Figure F2, continued: Summer OST program gaps, by zip code and age group
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Granular maps of OST access gaps for focused zip codes 

The maps displayed below contain data on the size of OST program gaps within each census tract 
that is at least partially contained within the 9 zip codes that have the largest gaps in OST access 

across ages and programs. One map is presented for each age group and program time. 

Figure F3: Grades K-3 afterschool - census tract-level gaps in access and program site locations 
within the 9 zip codes with the largest OST access gaps across age groups 
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Figure F4: Grades 4-8 summer - Census tract-level gaps in access and program site locations 
within the 9 zip codes with the largest OST access gaps across age groups 

 

 

 

 

 


