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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Access to high school athletics in Pennsylvania varies substantially by district. For many students,
particularly those in large, urban districts, opportunities to participate in school-based sports
remain limited or out of reach. This has meaningful implications as sports participation is linked to
positive academic, social, emotional, and health outcomes. As a result, the well-documented
benefits of athletic participation are not equitably distributed across the state.

Drawing on newly analyzed statewide data from the Pennsylvania Department of Education’s
Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form, this brief provides a comprehensive
examination of access to and investment in high school athletics across Pennsylvania.
Although these data files have been publicly available for more than a decade, they have rarely
been used to systematically assess patterns of opportunity, participation, and resource
allocation and inform efforts to improve access to school sports across the state.

A few key findings emerged:

. Access to athletic opportunities varies widely across districts. Average sports
participation rates for districts range from as low as 5% to more than 60% of students per
athletic season, with similarly large differences in the number and range of sports teams
available to students across districts.

. Disparities in participation are linked to certain district characteristics. Lower
participation rates are concentrated in larger, urban districts serving higher proportions of
students of color.

. Investment in athletics is highly uneven and associated with access. District spending
on athletics ranges from $11 to nearly $7,000 per student. Districts with higher levels of
investment tend to offer more opportunities and report higher rates of student
participation.

. Gender disparities persist across districts. Boys are participating at higher rates than
girls in school sports, a pattern that holds across districts with both high and low overall
participation.

Taken together, these findings indicate that access to high school athletics in Pennsylvania is
shaped less by student interest than by structural factors, including district resources,
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demographic composition, and capacity to provide and sustain athletic programming. At the same
time, limitations in the available data—such as inconsistent reporting, the absence of publicly
available student-level demographic information, and incomplete financial data—suggest that the
extent of these inequities may be understated. Further understanding the drivers of these disparities
will require more complete and consistent data than are currently available.

This brief highlights key patterns in athletic access and investment, identifies critical gaps in
available data, and underscores the need for state and local leaders to both strengthen data
systems and take steps to ensure more equitable access to high-quality athletic opportunities for
all students. The brief concludes with considerations for district decision makers that can serve as a
starting point for action and provides areas for future research learning.

Introduction

The benefits of youth sports have been widely documented, from the physical benefits of being
active to the social, emotional, and cognitive benefits of being engaged in structured activity.
Participation in youth sports has been linked to higher levels of academic achievement; improved
mental health outcomes; and enhanced life skills such as resilience, self-regulation, and conflict
resolution.” Additionally, there is evidence that the benefits associated with youth sports
participation can be sustained over time, supporting improved life outcomes well into adulthood.?

Unfortunately, access to youth sports is not equitably distributed, as ballooning costs preclude
many young people from participating in organized, pay-to-play sports teams.® And while one might
expect school-based sports to be more accessible as compared to club-based sports, there is an
increasing gap in national school-based sports participation by socioeconomic status, as well as
fewer sports opportunities at schools where the majority of students are students of color.” Though
narrowing, a gender gap persists as well, with girls—and particularly girls of color—participating in
school sports at lower rates.® These gaps are concerning, especially given that research has shown
there are enhanced benefits to participating in sports based in schools, both for individual students
and for school communities at large.®

To better understand the landscape of school-based sports in Pennsylvania, Research for Action’s
(RFA) Pennsylvania Clearinghouse for Education Research project (PACER) prepared this brief
reviewing state data on high school sports participation in the state’s public schools. We aim to
provide a snapshot of access issues in high school athletics to inform state policymakers, district
leaders, and broader school communities and encourage leaders to improve access to high-quality
sports opportunities in the state of Pennsylvania.
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Available Data and Limitations

Pennsylvania is one of the few states that require schools to collect athletics data at the
secondary (grades 7-12) level. The collected data is shared publicly through the Pennsylvania
Department of Education’s (PDE) Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form.”
RFA’s analysis builds upon previous reporting of sports participation by offering a
comprehensive, statewide analysis using the most recent year of available data, 2024-25.8

While data reported in the Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form provides
critical insight into student access to school-based sports statewide, there are a few
important limitations of the data readers should consider:

. Data is collected at the team level per athletic season rather than at the student
level. This allowed us to determine the percentage of students who participated in
sports each season (i.e., fall, winter, spring), but not the percentage of students who
played at least one sport at any point during the school year. It also means that
students could be counted more than once per season if they participated in more
than one sport at a time.

. Our analysis is limited to students in 9th-12th grade because not all Local Education
Agencies (LEASs) reported on 7th and 8th grade sports participation.

. While data on student race/ethnicity is collected through the Interscholastic Athletic
Opportunities Disclosure Form, that data is not included in the publicly available
datasets. As a result, any findings related to race/ethnicity are based on district-level
demographics rather than student-level participation data.

. If schools have students participating in sports at other schools, the school hosting
that sport is expected to count those students in their reporting. This means that
students at schools with limited or no athletics may have opportunities to
participate in sports at other schools and would be counted in the hosting school’s
reporting.

. Facilities spending is not complete. It can be difficult for LEAs to parse out facilities
spending on athletics, and so many reported zero facilities dollars. We examined
expenditures data both with and without this category.

0 No data is collected on funds generated from sports, such as activity fees or pay-to-
play fees. This means that additional funding streams for some LEAs are not
reflected.
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Findings

High School Sports Opportunity as Measured by Participation Levels & Sport

Team Offerings

This section examines student access to high school athletic opportunities by
focusing on sports participation rates and the availability of sports teams across
Pennsylvania districts.® Together, these findings show that student access to high
school athletics is highly variable and dependent on which school district
students are enrolled in.

Access to high school athletics varies widely across school districts

For the Pennsylvania school districts that provided athletic opportunities in the
2024-25 school year, average participation rates each athletic season range from
5% to 62%."° As shown in Figure 1, while there are some regions of the state that
tend to have higher or lower levels of participation, participation rates overall
vary across the state, sometimes starkly between neighboring districts.
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Figure 1. High School Sports Participation Rates per Athletic Season in Pennsylvania Districts, 2024-25

0% 100%

Source: PDE Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form « Created with Datawrapper

A detailed, interactive map with each district’s school sports participation rate can be viewed on
RFA’s website.
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Approach to Comparing Districts by Athletic Participation Rates. To examine characteristics of
districts with varying high school sports participation rates, we divided the 494 Pennsylvania school
districts that provided high school athletic opportunities in the 2024-25 school year into five equal-
size groups (quintiles) based on their average seasonal participation rates:

Table 5. Pennsylvania High School Athletic Participation Groupings

S . Average Sports Total Enrollment
School District Groupings Participation Rate Range by Grouping
Very Low Participation (99 districts) 12.1% 5.0%-17.0% 211,833
Low Participation (99 districts) 18.7% 17.1% - 20.3% 100,479

High Participation (99 districts) 23.4% - 28.1%

Very High Participation (98 districts)

State Average 18.1%

Sources: PDE Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form and Future Ready Data.

While the number of districts per grouping is equal, district enrollment sizes vary substantially, with
larger districts—most significantly the School District of Philadelphia with over 35,000 high school
students—concentrated in the Very Low participation grouping. Enrollment in the 99 Very Low
participation districts together accounts for 44% of high school students throughout the state,
signaling that almost half of Pennsylvania high school students are enrolled in districts where
the likelihood of participating in a school athletics team is relatively low. To account for these
enrollment size differences, the rates for subsequent indicators are weighted by student
enrollment.

There are large gaps in the range of athletic opportunities offered

There are substantial differences between districts in the number of sports teams offered to
students, both in terms of sports type (e.g., basketball, football, soccer) and level (e.g., freshman,
junior varsity, varsity)."' For example, in Very Low participation districts, high schools offer an
average of 20 different sports teams for every 1,000 students, much fewer than the 58 options
offered on average per 1,000 students in Very High participation districts. Districts with fewer team
sport options throughout the year tend to have lower rates of student participation.

There is also wide variation in the number of competitions played by teams throughout the school
year, ranging from zero to 42, although differences in number of competitions were not related to
the sports participation rate. More information on sports teams and competitions by participation
groupings is included in the Appendix on page 14.
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Characteristics of Districts with Similar Sports Participation Rates

When examining the characteristics of districts based on levels of sports participation, clear
patterns emerge: high school athletic participation tends to be lowest in urban districts that operate
large high schools, serve higher proportions of students of color, and face large funding gaps.

Urban districts are considerably less likely to provide high levels of access to sports than
their counterparts

Over 80 percent of urban districts fall into the Very Low participation grouping, and none are
classified as Very High, High, or even Moderate (as shown in Figure 2). While there are only 18 urban
districts represented in the data, together they enroll about 20% of high school students in
Pennsylvania districts. In contrast, sports participation varies much more widely within suburban,
town, and rural districts, where all five participation groupings are represented.

Figure 2. Sports Participation Groupings by Locale Type for Pennsylvania Districts, 2024-25

Urban 83% 17%

Suburban 28% 22% 16% 10%

Town 13% 24% 19% 26%

Very Low Participation Low Participation B Moderate Participation M High Participation M Very High Participation
Districts Districts Districts Districts Districts

Sources: PDE Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form and NCES Data.

Note: Urban: 18 districts (119,077 students); Suburban: 205 (271,876); Town: 78 (49,973); Rural: 193 (101,451). Percentages
reflect the distribution of districts within each locale category.
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Districts with fewer sports opportunities are more likely to have a greater percentage of
students of color

On average, Very Low participation districts enroll the highest percentage of students of color
(56%), more than twice as many as any other participation grouping (as shown in Figure 3).
Additional analyses show that among districts that have enrollments where the majority of students
are students of color, more than half fall into the Very Low participation grouping.

Further, districts with lower participation rates are also more likely to have high schools with larger
enrollment sizes and slightly more likely to enroll a greater percentage of students facing economic
disadvantage, as detailed in the Appendix on page 14.

Figure 3. Percentage of Students of Color by Sports Participation Grouping in Pennsylvania Districts,
2024-25

60% 56%
50%
40%
30% 27%
22%

20% 17% 16%
10%

0%

Very Low Low Moderate High Very High

Participation Districts  Participation Districts  Participation Districts  Participation Districts  Participation Districts

Sources: PDE Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form and Future Ready Data.

Districts with the fewest sports opportunities are more likely to be severely underfunded

Since 2024, PDE has been calculating district “adequacy gaps,” the difference between actual
funding levels and adequate funding levels, in response to a Commonwealth Court finding that
educational funding across the state is falling short of what is needed.'? Of districts with the
highest adequacy gaps (top 10 percent), more than half are classified as Very Low participation
districts and more than two thirds fall into either the Very Low or Low participation groupings.'®
Additional details on adequacy gaps by participation groupings can be found in the Appendix on
page 14.

Unlevel Playing Fields




A Look Within Districts: Persistent Gender Gap in Sports Participation

The Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form requires schools to report
athletic participation by gender, offering a powerful tool to monitor Title IX compliance. In
examining participation rates by gender, we found a significant difference in sports
participation between boys and girls.'* In the 2024-25 school year, boys participated in
sports each season at an average rate of 20.3% compared to 15.8% for girls."® As shown in
Figure 4, the gender difference persists across participation groupings. This indicates that
inequitable access is present within districts, not just across them, and that expanding
access to sports overall does not necessarily lead to equal opportunities for boys and girls.

Figure 4. Sports Participation Rates by Gender in Pennsylvania Districts, 2024-25
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35%
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20% 19% // %
16% / /
14% / /
10% / %
10% % %

Very Low Participation Low Participation Moderate High Participation Very High
Districts Districts Participation Districts Participation

Districts Districts

Boys  Girls

Sources: PDE Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form and Future Ready Data
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Funding Trends

This section examines district spending on high school athletics and reveals continued inequities
across districts. The findings show investment in athletics is highly uneven across Pennsylvania
districts and is linked to sports participation rates.

There is wide variation in district expenditures on high school athletics

In the 2024-25 school year, per student district expenditures ranged from just $11 up to $6,731."¢
While there is a wide range of spending even within participation groupings, districts with higher
levels of athletic participation on average report higher spending on high school athletics."”’
As shown in Figure 5, on average, Very High participation districts spent more than twice as much
per student as Very Low participation districts. Additional analyses showed that most of the
districts spending the greatest amounts on athletics (top 10 percent) fall into either High or Very
High participation groupings.

Figure 5. Average Per Pupil Sports Expenditures by Participation Groupings, Pennsylvania Districts,
2024-25

Very Low

Participation Districts $409

Low

Participation Districts $604

Moderate
Participation Districts

ion 1
Participation Districts $783
patonoisces N
Participation Districts $939

$0 $200 $400 $600 $800 $1,000

Sources: PDE Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form

Districts also reported a wide range of spending using non-school funds, such as donations to
athletic programs, which were categorized separately. Districts that utilize non-school funds
spent from as little as $1 per student to over $2,000 per student from those funds, although the
maijority of districts reported zero non-school expenditures. No consistent relationship is
observed between non-school spending and sports participation levels. It is unclear from the
data how burdensome it is for districts to raise non-school funds and how, if at all, such funding
contributes to inequities in athletic access. More information on non-school funds by
participation grouping can be found in the Appendix on page 14.
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Athletics in Charter High Schools

To examine athletic participation in charter high schools, we considered both the type of charter
school and their geographic distribution.® There are two kinds of charter schools in
Pennsylvania:

1. Cyber charter schools. The state’s 14 cyber charter schools, which enroll over 33,000 high
school students, collectively reported zero student participation in or spending on high
school athletics in the 2024-25 school year.

2. Brick and mortar charter schools. Pennsylvania’s brick and mortar charter schools, which
enroll over 22,000 high school students, have lower high school athletic participation rates
(8.4%) compared to Pennsylvania’s school districts (18.1%) as a whole and lower
expenditures ($175 vs. $579 per student).

A Look at Philadelphia

Brick and mortar charter schools are heavily concentrated in the state’s urban school districts,
which have much lower sports participation rates than the rest of the state. And half (31 of 62) of all
brick and mortar charter high schools in Pennsylvania are located in Philadelphia. For this reason,
we compared athletic participation data between the School District of Philadelphia and
Philadelphia’s brick and mortar charter schools to better understand differences between district
and charter school sectors within the same county.

Findings are highly similar across Philadelphia’s district and brick and mortar charter schools, with
closely matched levels of athletic participation rates and offerings, school and student
characteristics, and athletic expenditure rates between the two LEA types. Full findings can be
found in the Appendix on page 14. Notably, both the Philadelphia district and brick and mortar
charter schools have much lower levels of sports participation and spending compared to
state district averages, suggesting that charter status alone does not explain discrepancies in high
school athletic offerings.

Figure 6. Sports Participation and Per Pupil Spending in Philadelphia Compared to Statewide District
Averages, 2024-25

Sports Participation Rate Per Pupil Sports Expenditure

State Average 18.1% $579

Philadelphia Brick &

Mortar Charters 8.4% $175
School District
of Philadelphia 9.6% $145
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% $0 $200 $400 $600 $800
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Implications

Opportunities to participate in school athletics and access to the many benefits they provide should
not depend on where a student lives. Yet across Pennsylvania, access to high school sports varies
widely by district, mirroring broader, longstanding inequities in educational resources and
opportunities documented in RFA’s State of Inequity report, Educational Opportunity Dashboard
and accompanying Pennsylvania report, and in the research and litigation led by Pennsylvania
Schools Work.

This analysis shows that access to high school athletics in Pennsylvania is not evenly
distributed and is strongly shaped by structural conditions. Districts with fewer athletic
opportunities are more likely to be urban districts with large high schools and more students of
color, and they tend to offer a narrower range of teams and spend less per student on athletics,
limiting the extent to which students can engage. At the same time, disparities exist within districts.
Girls participate at lower rates than boys, and the gap persists in districts with more robust athletic
offerings, suggesting that expanding opportunities alone does not guarantee equitable access.

Taken together, these findings point to systemic barriers to school sports access such that:
* Where a student lives shapes their opportunities to participate
e How much a district spends on athletics influences the number and type of sports offered
e Who participates reflects persistent inequities by race, gender, and funding
Importantly, these patterns of inequity are evident despite known limitations in the data, indicating

that greater disparities may emerge as data collection, analysis, and use improves. Considerations
for decision makers and areas for continued research follow on pages 12-13.
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Considerations for Decision Makers: Applying Learnings to Policy and Practice

This analysis highlights key decisions facing state and local leaders:

1. Access is uneven—what would it take to make it universal? Expanding access may
require targeted investments, regional partnerships, or new models for sharing athletic
opportunities across schools.

2. Fundingis inconsistent—should there be a baseline expectation? Lower funding levels in
districts with fewer athletic opportunities raise questions about whether Pennsylvania
should define a minimum standard for more equitable athletic funding.

3. Gender gaps persist—how can these gaps be closed even where opportunities exist?
Gender disparities remain across all district types, suggesting a need for intentional
monitoring and enforcement of equitable access, including stronger use of Title IX data.

4. School sports may be a critical access pointin some communities—how can school
communities increase access within current systems and funding structures? In areas
where club or private sports are cost-prohibitive, school-based athletics may be the primary
opportunity for participation, making inequities in school offerings especially consequential.

5. Better datais essential for better decisions—how can state level data systems be
improved to support equity analysis? Current data limitations, particularly around student
demographics, funding sources, and participation across the full school year, constrain the
ability to fully understand and address inequities. Improving data quality and transparency is
a necessary step toward more equitable access.

Continued Research and Learning

To support decision-making, further analysis of the Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities
Disclosure Form dataset is needed, as are improvements to the data collection and reporting
process. In addition, filling knowledge gaps to more deeply examine and resolve systemic and
structural issues within the youth sports sector requires different methods and approaches.

For continued analysis and use of the existing data set, there are several potential next steps:

U Deeper analysis. This could include, for example, a detailed look into the types of sports
teams offered, both in terms of which sports (e.g., soccer, baseball, basketball) and at
which levels (e.g., freshman, junior varsity, varsity). This could provide insight into the
range of sports students are exposed to and the pipeline of opportunities available to
them. Additionally, analysis at the school level could shed light on potential inequities
within large districts with multiple high schools and identify schools for future case
studies (e.g. analyzing the conditions that support some schools in providing more
opportunities).

o Technical assistance. Supporting all districts in accurately completing the form (e.g.,
including data on 7™"-8™ grade participation and athletic facilities spending) and requesting
additional data on revenue would allow the data to act as a more reliable and valid source
on secondary sports participation that could be examined over time.
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o Improving demographic data collection. Though the athletics disclosure form asks for
information on the racial background of participants, that data is notincluded in the
publicly available datasets. Collecting and releasing this demographic information is
crucial to understanding any racial inequities that may exist in athletic participation at the
student level.

Beyond improvements to data collection and reporting, below are three areas of inquiry that would
best be explored through different mechanisms, including:

] Role in the Out-of-School Time Ecosystem. It is unclear how school athletics fit into the
larger out-of-school time (OST) ecosystem and how that may vary across the state.
Further study could explore the wider OST options available to students, with a focus on
how schools and OST sports providers can collaborate to increase access and remove
barriers so that interested students can participate. Additionally, investigation into young
people’s entry points to sports could help provide greater insight into the opportunities to
develop their interest and skills over time.

. Pipeline to Postsecondary Athletic Opportunities. For some students, engagementin
athletics expands their postsecondary and career options. Further research could
examine which districts are most successful in sending students on to postsecondary
athletics and examine the factors that facilitate that success.

. Quality of Athletic Opportunities. We are missing information on the quality of athletic
opportunities being offered in schools and student perceptions of their experiences. For
example, how are school sports teams cultivating students’ leadership and socio-
emotional skills? How welcome do students feel on teams and how might this vary based
on student characteristics? What facilitates or impedes schools and districts in providing
high-quality athletics?

Research consistently shows that participation in school sports supports student wellbeing,
academic success, and long-term outcomes, making unequal access to athletics a meaningful
educational equity issue. Without more intentional policy, investment, and oversight, a student’s
zip code, gender, and school resources will continue to shape whether they can access these
opportunities. State and district level decisionmakers, supporting organizations, and broader
educational community members have great potential to work together to remove barriers and
identify solutions to this issue.
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APPENDIX

Table 1A provides additional descriptive details on district athletic offerings, characteristics, and

spending by sports participation grouping. As in the main report, values for each participation

grouping are weighted by student enrollment.

Table 1A. Athletic Offerings, Characteristics, and Spending by Sports Participation Groupingin
Pennsylvania Districts, 2024-25

Sports
School Teams offered | Competitions Average Percentage' of . expenditure Non-school
. students with Per pupil

District (per 1,000 played (per school . rate w/o purchases

. economic adequacy gap i
Grouping students) team) enrollment . facilities rate

disadvantage .
spending

Very Low 20 13.7 1,653 57% $3,907 $372 $94
Participation
tow 33 15.0 1,090 41% $1,681 $564 $213
Participation

High

Participation
Very High
Participation

State Average 31 14.3 1,237 47% $2,614 $535 $175

Note: Findings reflect averages of each district grouping weighted by student enrollment.

Table 2A shows Spearman rank correlation coefficients describing the strength and direction of
monotonic relationships between district-level sports participation rates and selected measures of
athletic access, district characteristics, and funding. Spearman correlations are used due to
non-normal distributions and skewness in several variables and reflect associations.

Table 2A. Spearman Rank Correlations Between District Sports Participation Rates and Selected Measures
of Access, Demographics, and Funding

Sports Participation Rate
Teams offered per 1,000 students 0.7811***
Competitions played (per team) 0.0551
Average school enrollment size -0.6088***
Percent of students of color -0.5327***
Percent of students with economic -0.1472**
disadvantage
Per pupil adequacy gap -0.1237**
Sports expenditure rate 0.4964***
Non-school purchases rate 0.0741

Notes: Table reports Spearman rank correlation coefficients based on district-level data. All variables are measured at the district level. *p < 0.05;
**p <0.01; ***p <0.001.
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Table 3A displays additional details on athletic participation, team offerings, demographics, and
spending for the School District of Philadelphia and Philadelphia brick and mortar charter schools.

As discussed in the main report, patterns are similar across LEA types, reflecting that athletic

offerings and spending are much more limited in Philadelphia public schools compared to

statewide averages. Notably, The Pennsylvania Department of Education has reported that

Philadelphia public schools (district and charter combined) have an annual school funding
adequacy gap of $6,386 per pupil compared to the statewide district average of $2,614.

Table 3A. Philadelphia Athletic Offerings, Characteristics, and Spending Compared to Statewide District

Averages, 2024-25

Sports

Teams

Competitions Average Percent of Percent of Sports Non-school
Participation offered played (per School students of | studentswith | expenditure purchases
Rate (per 1,000 team) Enrollment color economic rate rate
students) disadvantage
School 9.6% 19 9.2 644 85% 75% $145 $5
District of 8.9% (girls)
Philadelphia 10.3% (boys)
Philadelphia 8.4% 18 9.7 595 87% 81% $175 $3
B&M charters 8.0% (girls)
8.6% (boys)
State Average 18.1% 31 14.3 1,237 47% 37% $579 $175
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inequity-disparities-in-pennsylvania-school-districts-by-degree-of-funding-adequacy/.

8 The state’s adequacy calculations for each district are included in the PDE 2024-2025 Ready to Learn Block Grant.
Each district’s total per pupil adequacy gap was calculated by combining the adequacy gap and poverty adjustment
and dividing the total by each district’s 2023-24 adjusted ADM (average daily membership) from the 2024-25
Estimated Basic Education Funding (BEF) file.

“The Interscholastic Athletic Opportunities Disclosure Form requires schools to report athletic participation using a
binary gender framework (girls and boys). The enactment of this reporting requirement in 2012 was celebrated as a
positive step for gender equity, as schools must disclose participation numbers by gender, providing valuable insight
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https://doi.org/10.1080/19357397.2025.2470116
https://www.aspeninstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/FINAL-Aspen-Institute-Reimagining-School-Sports-playbook-pages.pdf
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https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-018-0838-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2016.05.002

into adherence to Title IX. However, this reporting structure does not capture the full range of gender identities and
may obscure the experiences and participation of transgender, nonbinary, and gender-diverse students.

5 A paired t-test comparing district-level boys’ and girls’ sports participation rates in the 2024-25 school year
indicates a statistically significant difference. Averages reflect unweighted district-level means. Among 494 districts,
boys’ participation rates exceeded girls’ participation rates by an average of 5.25 percentage points (t=17.52, df =
493, p <0.001).

'8 District athletic expenditure rates were calculated as a district’s total athletic expenditures over their total
enrollment, not just athletic enrollment.

7 Because school districts vary in how facilities-related athletic expenditures are recorded, we conducted additional
analyses excluding the facilities spending category. The same pattern of increased per-student athletic spending by
participation level persisted, indicating that differences across participation groupings are not driven solely by
facilities costs. Results from these analyses are presented in the Appendix.

'8 Students who attend charter schools that do not offer a particular sport have the right to participate on the team of
their local school district of residence. It is possible that some of these students may participate in sports with their
local district of residence, but the public data does not indicate how many.
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