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I.

THE MAYOR’S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT AND OPPORTUNITY

In January 2013, the City of Philadelphia launched the Mayor’s Office of Community Empowerment and
Opportunity (CEO). The work of CEO focuses on increasing opportunities for low-income individuals,
families, and communities. CEO endeavors to become a single point of contact and accountability for
the City’s anti-poverty efforts, as well as to support other City departments and lead agencies in meeting
their yearly anti-poverty goals. CEO also evaluates the effectiveness of anti-poverty pilots and programs,
and convenes stakeholders to identify opportunities for collaboration. Mitchell Little is the Executive
Director of CEO, and oversees the development and implementation of the Shared Prosperity
Philadelphia anti-poverty strategy. CEO also serves as the Community Action Agency (CAA) for the City
of Philadelphia. As a CAA, CEO administers Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) funds in support of
the agency’s mission to lift individuals and communities out of poverty and increase opportunities for
low-income individuals and families in Philadelphia. The Community Services Block Grant (CSBG)
authorizing statute requires Community Action Agencies to prepare a comprehensive assessment of the
nature and extent of local needs and resources on a regular basis. Guidance provided by the Community
Action Association of Pennsylvania (CAAP) and the Pennsylvania Department of Community and
Economic Development (DCED) further specifies that community action agencies must conduct a
community needs assessment (CNA) at least every three years, with updates made in the intervening
two years. This 2016 Community Needs Assessment was prepared by CEO in compliance with these
state and federal requirements, and represents the most current comprehensive presentation and
assessment of needs since the publication of the 2013 Shared Prosperity Philadelphia plan.

II.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction
The Community Needs Assessment provides an opportunity to periodically collect and analyze data
reflecting the changing needs, conditions and aspirations of individuals and families impacted by poverty.
The 2016 Community Needs Assessment (CNA) serves as a strategic document to help CEO better
understand community priorities, inform policy and programming decisions, and evaluate trends in the
status of populations living near and below the poverty level. Shared Prosperity Philadelphia, which was
released in 2013, will continue to provide the central framework for guiding local anti-poverty policy and
programmatic strategy. The 2016 CNA updates the demographic and economic analysis contained in
Shared Prosperity Philadelphia and introduces new findings from additional data sources described in
greater detail below.
The 2016 CNA presents indicators relating to the conditions of poverty and analyzes trends to better
understand the patterns of economic disparity and opportunity for Philadelphia residents. The
individual chapters include analyses of the demographics of poverty; housing security; workforce
development; income management; educational attainment; health and wellness; emergency services;
and vulnerable populations. Data presented in the 2016 CNA confirmed that housing affordability,
stability and quality are major challenges for Philadelphia residents, with nearly three-quarters of
extremely low-income households in the city experiencing a housing cost burden, regardless of tenure.
Eviction and displacement also remain serious threats for vulnerable Philadelphia renters. More than
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20,000 eviction cases are filed annually at Philadelphia Municipal Court, with an estimated 5000 cases
resulting in an actual eviction. The number of illegal evictions, which may be more prevalent at the
lowest end of the rental market, is unknown. For homeowners in high-poverty neighborhoods, the
threat of tax foreclosure is a critical issue, compounded by the complexities of tangled title, which can
prevent residents from getting help from housing assistance programs.
Evidence of precarious connections to paid employment and to the labor market also emerged as a
significant finding of the Community Needs Assessment. Employment was the category most frequently
ranked by survey respondents as a top concern. Among those respondents ranking employment as a
concern, 49 percent were currently unemployed and 73 percent had experienced unemployment over
the past 12 months. For respondents with incomes below the poverty level, transportation, child care,
and criminal history were identified as barriers to finding and keeping a job.
The 2016 Community Needs Assessment includes a series of maps that highlight the geographic patterns
of poverty, unemployment, housing cost burdens, code violations, evictions and foreclosures,
educational attainment, childhood risk factors, and violent crime. It also includes numerous charts
illustrating frequency distributions for census variables, administrative data, and survey data from a
variety of sources. We present these maps, charts, graphs and tables both to support the underlying
analyses presented in the CNA and to use as baseline measures for indicators that will be tracked in
future needs assessments.
Among the key recommendations included in the report are that CEO should take active measures to
increase public awareness of available programs and services; explore more opportunities for placebased interventions, especially in the areas of eviction and tax foreclosure support; provide more
support for trauma-informed services; examine the role of transportation in facilitating access to
economic opportunity and to needed services; plan for more diversity – across dimensions of race,
ethnicity, nationality, language access, sexual orientation, and gender identity; and finally, work more
closely with local officials and stakeholders to identify new resources for employment and affordable
housing initiatives.
The Mayor’s Office of Community Empowerment and Opportunity looks forward to identifying
strategies for integrating the findings of this needs assessment into our existing investments, as well as
for creating new programs and services with the support and guidance of the Shared Prosperity
collaborative. It is also our hope that the 2016 Community Needs Assessment serves as a valuable
resource for partners and community members across the city that share our commitment to both
understand and address the conditions of poverty that impact far too many neighborhoods and people
in Philadelphia.

Data and Survey Methodology
The 2016 Community Needs Assessment is informed by four main sources of data:
 Empowerment and Opportunity Survey: A resident survey administered by three methods (online, in person, and by phone), yielding a total of 1,117 respondents from all ZIP codes in
Philadelphia (although some ZIP codes had very few respondents),
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Focus Group Data: Four focus groups involving stakeholders, members of select populations,
community residents and CEO Oversight Board members,
Archival Data: Publicly-available datasets, academic literature, reports and white-papers,
Administrative Data: Data on programs internal to CEO.

The Empowerment and Opportunity Survey is an in-person intercept survey that was administered in
October of 2016 by Temple University’s Institute for Survey Research (ISR) within five select
neighborhoods, namely the low-income sections of: Germantown, South Philadelphia, West
Philadelphia, Kensington, and North Philadelphia. ISR and CEO also identified KEYSPOTs (which provide
free computer access) and community centers within the targeted neighborhoods to promote the online version of the survey. Temple ISR also recruited respondents from BeHeardPhilly℠, a voluntary
survey panel of Philadelphia residents over the age of 19. A total of 229 responses were collected from
BeHeardPhilly℠ members.
In total, 1,117 participants responded to the survey. Respondents were most likely to be aged 25-34
(25%), have a high school education or less (54%), self-report as African-American (68%) and nonHispanic (91%), and be female (58%). Respondents largely came from households that made less than
$15,000 per year (39%) and predominantly lived in ZIP codes in which the poverty rate was higher than
the city-wide average (68%). The survey sample is generally consistent with the population of
Philadelphia, if not for some oversampling of people aged 25 to 34 and 54 to 64, African-American
respondents, and respondents earning less than $15,000.
CEO oversaw all subject recruiting and logistics for the four focus groups. The four focus groups were
conducted in various settings across the city, including: 1) the Frankford Community Development
Corporation, involving participants who were members of the Frankford CDC Neighborhood Advisory
Sub-Committee (NAS), which is made up of residents from the Frankford neighborhood; 2) the HACE
Community Development Corporation (HACE), including residents primarily from eastern North
Philadelphia; 3) the Northeast Older Adult Center (NEOAC), involving senior residents from Northeast
Philadelphia; and 4) CEO offices, involving members of CEO’s Oversight Board.
Each focus group was designed to last 60 to 90 minutes and asked participants to individually rank the
top five issues or concerns facing their community from a list of sixteen issues. Participants were asked
why they chose each issue, what is working with respect to each issue, and what more could be done to
make progress on each issue. Throughout this report results from the survey and focus groups are
presented alongside findings from other data sources and where present, inconsistencies between
respondent data and administrative data are discussed.

Demographics of Poverty
Philadelphia is a racially and ethnically diverse city, as 42 percent of residents are black or AfricanAmerican, 36 percent are white, 13 percent are Hispanic, 6.6 percent are Asian, and 2.4 percent are
members of native populations or residents of two or more races. Philadelphia is home to
approximately 106,515 children under the age of five, 238,800 children and young adults between the
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ages of 5 and 18, over 1.01 million residents of working age (18 to 64 years old) and 189,670 senior
residents over the age of 64.
Over 401,200 individuals, or more than a quarter of residents, live in poverty in Philadelphia, which the
federal government defined in 2016 as having annual earnings equal to or less than $15,853 for a twoperson household. After peaking in 2011 at 28 percent, Philadelphia’s poverty rate has slowly been on
the decline, reaching 26 percent by 2014. Residents living below the poverty line predominantly live in
neighborhoods of North, West and South Philadelphia and many of these neighborhoods have also seen
severe and persistent depopulation and disinvestment over the last few decades, partially explaining the
current geography of poverty.
There are twenty Census tracts in the city in which more than a quarter of residents experience “deep
poverty”; these households earn less than 50 percent of the poverty threshold. Many residents facing
deep poverty live in neighborhoods that are north of Center City, such as Hunting Park, Sharswood and
Strawberry Mansion, as well as west of the Schuylkill River, in areas such as Mantua, West Powelton and
Walnut Hill. For many of these neighborhoods, poverty is not a new phenomenon; rather poverty has
been a constant for several decades. Of the 384 Census tracts in Philadelphia, 137 tracts have had a
poverty rate above 20 percent since 1990 and most of these areas of persistent poverty are
concentrated in North and West Philadelphia.
The disparities of poverty cut across race, age, familial status, and educational attainment. Using the
Census-designated racial and ethnic categories, individuals more likely to be in living below the poverty
line in Philadelphia are black or African-American (31%), Native American (43%), Asian (29%), Hispanic
(42%), individuals of “some other” race (45%), and individuals of two or more races (32%). When looking
at poverty by age, young people under the age of 18 have the highest rate of poverty, at 37 percent, as
compared to working age adults and seniors.
Because academic achievement is positively correlated with earnings, education is also a strong
predictor of poverty status. Individuals with less than a high school education are much more likely to
live below the poverty line than individuals who have graduated from high school or received postsecondary education. Thirty-eight percent of residents lacking a high school education are in poverty,
compared to 23 percent of those with a high school education.
While employment does not guarantee wages that can meet the basic needs of a person or a family,
people who are employed are much less likely to be living in poverty (10%) than those that are
unemployed (40%).
Of all families in Philadelphia, female-headed households are more likely to be living below the poverty
line, especially householders who are women of color and those that are parents of young children.
Table II-1 presents additional statistics relating to demographics and poverty and Figure II-1 presents a
map of the percent of the population that is below poverty in each Census tract in Philadelphia.
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Table II-1. Snapshot of poverty indicators in Philadelphia (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).

Indicator
Population
Age
Under 18 years
18-64 Years
Over 64 Years
Race
One race
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)
Educational Attainment
Less than high school graduate
High school graduate
Some college, Associate's degree
Bachelor's degree or higher
Employment Status for Civilians over age 16
Employed
Unemployed
Families Below Poverty
With children under 18
Married-couple
Female householder
Female-Headed Households Below Poverty
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)
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Number Below
Poverty

Percent Below
Poverty

401,219

26.7%

126,185
243,646
31,388

37.0%
24.9%
17.2%

114,355
204,711
2,207
28,377
241
38,594
12,734
83,374

18.5%
31.3%
42.6%
28.7%
17.0%
45.0%
32.1%
42.1%

68,979
79,036
40,624
21,145

37.8%
23.1%
18.0%
8.6%

62,218
43,250
65,365
49,029
14,714
43,536

10.0%
40.0%
21.2%
31.2%
9.3%
36.5%

8,444
27,704
260
1,332
53
4,766
1,013
10,137

28.8%
36.9%
59.2%
38.5%
38.7%
56.7%
41.6%
57.5%

5

Figure II-1. Percent of population below poverty by Census tract, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).
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Housing Stability
In Philadelphia, the rate of homeownership declined from 56.7 percent in 2005 to 52.6 percent in 2015.
As is common in other major cities, low-income individuals and families are increasingly more likely to
rent than own a house. With slim financial margins, low-income renters often pay more of their income
towards housing costs than what is conventionally deemed affordable (defined as paying 30 percent or
less of your gross income towards housing costs). These housing cost-burdens are widespread
geographically across the city and are not limited to just renters, or to low-income families for that
matter. However, extremely low-income renters (approximated as households making less than $20,000
annually) comprise the largest population of renters burdened by housing costs. Approximately 81,220
extremely low-income renters are cost-burdened, representing 73 percent of extremely low-income
renters and 30 percent of all renters in Philadelphia.
Figure II-2. Cost-burdened owners and renters by income category, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).

Cost-Burdened Households by Income Category
Cost-Burdened Owners

Cost-Burdened Renters

100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0
<$20,000

$20-35,000

$35-50,000

$50-75,000

>$75,000

To an extent, widespread housing cost-burdens can be explained by the extreme shortage of housing
affordable to lower-income earners in the City. In fact, only 13 percent of rental units in the city charge
less than $500 per month, the amount affordable to households making less than $20,000 per year. For
the 111,000 extremely low-income renters, this means that there are a little less than 35,000 affordable
units. Moreover, just because a unit is affordable, does not mean it is available, as a higher-income
household may occupy a low-rent unit. With an affordability gap conservatively estimated at more than
75,000 units, there is a clear and severe need for more deeply affordable housing options in the city. For
a more detailed graphic on the affordability gap, see Figure II-3.
Housing affordability was a high-ranking concern for respondents to the Empowerment and Opportunity
Survey. A majority of respondents to in-depth questions on housing (66%) expressed having difficulty
finding safe and affordable housing and more than half needed help paying rent and utilities over the
past year. For respondents below poverty, nearly half (48%) mentioned that they or someone in their
household had experienced homelessness or had to move more than twice in the past year.
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Figure II-3. Demand for and supply of rental units by income/affordability category, 2014 (ACS 2014 5Year Estimates).

Number of Households/Units

Rental Affordability Gap
Renters (Demand)

Rental Units (Supply)

120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0
Less than $5,000 to $10,000 $15,000 $20,000 $25,000 $35,000 $50,000 $75,000 $100,000
$5,000 $9,999
to
to
to
to
to
to
to
or more
$14,999 $19,999 $24,999 $34,999 $49,999 $74,999 $99,999

Household Income and Affordable Rental Units

Subsidized housing narrows the gap in affordable housing by providing low-cost units or rental
assistance to income eligible households. There are approximately 43,470 occupied units of HUDfinanced housing in the city, which include public housing units, Section 8 place-based units and Housing
Choice Vouchers, units designated for elderly persons and units for individuals with disabilities.
Collectively, these residences house nearly 93,295 people. These programs largely serve households
making less than $20,000 per year (81%), women (79%) and tenants of a racial or ethnic minority (89%).
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LITHC) program offers another category of affordable housing
options. The LIHTC program uses tax credits to incentivize private investment in rental housing
affordable, on average, to households earning 50 to 60 percent of the area median income. However,
because rent is not adjusted to a tenant’s income, tenants of LIHTC units can pay well in excess of the
affordability threshold. Even with this patchwork of subsidies and rental assistance, there are not
enough resources to provide affordable housing to all those that need it. As a result, many low-income
households can fall through the cracks, and are left without stable, accessible and affordable housing.
Finding a home of good quality can also be a challenge for households experiencing poverty.
Philadelphia’s housing stock is aging and many structures are in need of repairs. The median age for
homes in Philadelphia is 66 years, surpassing the average age of homes statewide and nationally.
Moreover, vacant buildings and code violations are spatially concentrated in communities of color that
experience high poverty rates. Neighborhoods in West and North Philadelphia have a higher density of
housing code violations, as well as buildings that have long been vacant and pose immediate and severe
hazards. Respondents to the Empowerment and Opportunity survey indicated that housing quality was
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a serious issue. Of those respondents who named housing a top concern, more than 40 percent
indicated that their home was over-crowded and 36 percent felt that their living conditions were unsafe.
With fewer resources to weather economic tides, buffer against unexpected life events, or to defend
against legal action, low-income households may be more vulnerable to losing their homes than higher
income households. While data on the incomes of those involved in housing-related court cases is not
readily available, a spatial analysis of tax foreclosures, mortgage foreclosures, and evictions suggests
that evictions and tax foreclosure cases are more likely to occur in high poverty neighborhoods (i.e.,
Census tracts with poverty rates above 32%). Of the 5,000 to 6,000 cases annually that result in the
eviction of a tenant, about 42 percent involve a tenant living in a high poverty neighborhood. For those
tax foreclosure cases that go to Sheriff Sale, roughly 71 percent involved a defendant living in a high
poverty neighborhood.
For survey respondents answering in-depth questions on housing, 46 percent indicated that they or
someone in their household had experienced a period of homelessness in the past months, 46 percent
indicated that they had moved more than twice, and 29 percent believed they were denied housing
based on their criminal record. Respondents facing poverty were more likely than those living above the
poverty line to experience homelessness and multiple moves, but were no more likely to believe that
their criminal record influenced their current housing. These survey results underscore that housing
stability and security of tenure are pressing concerns for many low-income households in Philadelphia.

Workforce Development
Having access to stable, well-paying jobs and quality training opportunities that cultivate sought-after
skills is essential in creating pathways out of poverty. Frequently, low-skilled workers are shut out from
quality employment and professional development opportunities and these barriers can perpetuate
cycles of poverty. Only 59 percent of Philadelphia’s adults over the age of 16 are engaged in the labor
force and nearly 15 percent of these adults are unemployed. For adults lacking stable employment,
roughly 40 percent are in poverty. However, employment does not guarantee a pathway out of poverty.
For those adults in Philadelphia that are employed, almost 30 percent are engaged in low-wage work jobs that on average pay less than the living wage of $15 per hour for a family of four. Figure II-4 details
the number of workers by major occupation against the median wages of these occupations.
Many of the African-American and Hispanic communities struggling with high poverty rates are also
areas of high unemployment and low labor force participation, highlighting the structural
entanglements between race, geography, workforce development and poverty. Areas of high
unemployment (i.e., greater than 20% unemployment) are largely concentrated in Lower North
Philadelphia and in Southwest Philadelphia, including Cobbs Creek and Kingsessing. A map of
unemployment rates by Census tract is presented in Figure II-5.
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Figure II-4. Major occupations in Philadelphia, ranked by median wage, 2015 (BLS 2015).
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Figure II-5. Unemployment rate by Census tract, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).
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Hardest-to-Serve Career Seekers
To understand how effective workforce development programs are in supporting Philadelphians, it is
important to consider those hardest-to-serve. Hardest-to-serve populations include persons with limited
or seasonal work experience, low educational attainment or literacy; persons with a disability; foreignborn adults or those with limited proficiency speaking English; “disconnected” youth that are neither
working nor in school; and persons with criminal records (including those formerly incarcerated).
About 20 percent of working age adults in Philadelphia have limited work histories, meaning that about
166,390 adults work less than half of the year or have not worked in the last 5 years. One in seven (15%)
of working-age adults lacks a high school diploma or equivalent, and the data suggest that the lost
earning potential of those without a diploma compared to those with a diploma is significant. On
average, having a high school diploma corresponds with an additional $670 of income per month. Only
about half of adults with low educational attainment were engaged in the labor force, and of those that
were, 21 percent were unemployed.
An estimated 24 percent of persons with disabilities are unemployed, and individuals with disabilities
associated with cognitive, ambulatory and independent living difficulties were most likely to be
unemployed. Moreover, persons with disabilities were more likely than the general population live
below the poverty line, as one in three people with disabilities lives in poverty.
Of the 16,820 Philadelphia residents with limited English proficiency, 13 percent are unemployed.
Approximately 20 percent of Philadelphia’s youth population aged 16-24 are not working nor in school,
and are thus “disconnected” from skill-building opportunities and networks.
The Pennsylvania Department of Corrections releases about 4,200 people each year to their homes and
communities in Philadelphia County. Without additional support and advocacy, returning citizens and
people with criminal records face severe challenges in the labor market. While there are no precise
estimates of the number of residents with criminal records, advocates at Community Legal Services used
national averages provided by the U. S. Department of Justice to generate a conservative estimate of
400,000 Philadelphians with a criminal record.
Respondents of the Empowerment and Opportunity survey identified access to employment
opportunities as a top issue. For those respondents that named employment as one of their top three
issues, just over half (51%) indicated that they were employed. However, almost three quarters (73%)
stated that they experienced a period of unemployment in the last 12 months. Respondents living below
poverty were more likely to report that child care and transportation were barriers in finding and
keeping a job. While higher-income respondents were slightly more likely to report being aware of
employment services (31% of those above poverty compared to 28% of those below poverty), lowerincome respondents were more likely to report using employment services (14% of those above poverty
compared to 22% of those below poverty).
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Educational Attainment
Access to a quality educational system, especially in the early years of life, can both improve long-term
employment outcomes and create pathways out of poverty. One of the highest priorities for local
officials in Philadelphia is to create stronger educational opportunities that serve residents throughout
their lifetimes. It is especially important to consider how those in poverty can better access high quality
childcare, early learning, and adult basic education resources, and to assess how well the existing
educational networks serve the most vulnerable populations.
Nearly 19 percent of adults over the age of 25 did not have a high school diploma or equivalent, leaving
Philadelphia lagging behind the state-wide (11%) and national (14%) averages. For individuals living
below the poverty line, educational attainment is even further from reach. Nearly 38 percent of adults
over the age of 25 lacking a high school diploma or equivalent certification live in poverty, and 14
percent live in deep poverty. Families headed by single women with low educational attainment are
most likely to be living in poverty as compared to families and to married couples.
Table II-2. Comparison of city-wide, state-wide and national educational attainment rates for adults
over the age of 25, 2014 (CAP Data Tool 2016).
Percent No
High School
Diploma

Percent
High School
Only

Percent
Some College

Percent
Associates
Degree

Percent
Bachelor's
Degree

Percent
Graduate or
Professional
Degree

Philadelphia

18.6%

34.4%

17.4%

5.2%

14.2%

10.3%

Pennsylvania

11.0%

36.8%

16.4%

7.7%

17.1%

11.0%

United States

13.7%

28.0%

21.2%

7.9%

18.3%

11.0%

Adult educational attainment was a highly ranked concern among survey respondents. For these
respondents, almost half (46%) indicated that they or an adult in their household needed help getting
into a post-secondary or vocational program over the past 12 months. Respondents living below the
poverty line were more likely to report that they needed help with math and accessing programs to
obtain a GED or high school diploma.
Children in Philadelphia also face significant barriers to high educational achievement. Thirty-seven
percent of children in Philadelphia are in families below the poverty line, giving Philadelphia the
unfortunate distinction of having the highest childhood poverty rate of the 25 most populous counties in
the nation. An expansive body of research suggests that poverty in a child’s early life, especially from
birth to age five, can have severe consequences on childhood development. However, high quality child
care and early education programs can mitigate these effects by promoting a stable environment for
learning, reducing the achievement gap and grade repetition, and increasing the likelihood of high
school graduation, college attendance and later employment. Philadelphia still lags in its availability of
high-quality child care, as only 18 percent of providers are licensed and rated top-tier. However, the
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Kenney administration has made high-quality early learning a top priority, creating 2,000 new slots in
2016 alone.
Once children age out of high quality learning programs, they still may face hardships in obtaining highquality educational opportunities in elementary or high school. Poverty exacerbates these barriers,
widening the gap in attainment. For the 2013-2014 school year, 84 percent of schools within the School
District of Philadelphia were ranked in the bottom two performance tiers. Moreover, less than half of
students performed at a level of “advanced or proficient” across most subject areas assessed in
standardized tests in both the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school years.
Identifying new opportunities for engaging youth both inside and outside of educational settings was a
top issue for participants in the Frankford CDC, HACE and Oversight Board focus groups. Themes
relating to funding and the need for additional youth-related opportunities emerged from the
discussions in each of these focus groups. Some Oversight Board participants named funding for the
educational system as a significant barrier, but also stated that there needs to be a diversity of programs
to meet diverse needs. Participants in both the HACE and Frankford CDC focus groups mentioned that
funding for recreational centers and out-of-school time programs was lacking, and that they have
witnessed the closure of many of their local community centers.

Income Management
Between 2011 and 2015, median household income in Philadelphia increased 15 percent to $41,233.
While this upward trend is a promising indicator of growing economic vitality and prosperity, not all
households have seen income gains, and many families still rely on various forms of assistance to meet
basic needs. Simply surviving day to day is still a challenge for many households. One in five households
in Philadelphia earns less than $20,000 per year. Moreover, the average household in the Philadelphia
metro region spends $60,480 per year on basic living expenses, which is nearly four times more than the
income of a 2-person household living at the federal poverty level ($15,730). Households spend the bulk
of their earnings on housing, transportation and food, as illustrated in Figure II-6.
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Figure II-6. Share of household expenditures for eight major categories for Philadelphia metro region
and United States, 2014-2015 (adapted from BLS 2015).
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Traditional banking services, financial management tools and lines of credit can allow individuals to
better manage their income and build wealth, however, these products are often out of reach for lowincome residents. Nineteen percent of households in the Philadelphia metro region are underbanked
(defined as having a bank account at an insured institution but also using services outside conventional
banks) and 4 percent are unbanked (defined as lacking a savings or checking account). Individuals with
lower educational attainment are unbanked at higher rates: 10 percent of individuals with a high school
diploma did not use banking services, as compared to 1 percent of individuals with some college and 0.5
percent of adults with a college degree. Nationally, the top three reasons given for not obtaining a bank
account aside from “other” or “unknown” were that they “do not have enough money to keep in a bank
account” (38%), they “do not trust banks” (11%) and “the account fees are too high” (9%).
For respondents of the Empowerment and Opportunity survey who identified income management as a
top concern, a majority indicated that they have difficulty managing their household’s budget. Moreover,
respondents below poverty were much more likely to be financially strained at the end of a typical
month and were less likely to use traditional banking or credit services.
Public benefits can help close the income gap for eligible families, allowing them to access basic goods
and services that they would otherwise be unable to afford (e.g., food, medicine and healthcare,
utilities). However, most public benefits require navigating complex systems, providing the right
combination of documents, and having the time and resources to complete a lengthy application
process, so families in need may encounter difficulties accessing and maintaining crucial assistance.
According to the Pennsylvania Department of Human Services (PA DHS), an estimated 493,000 people in
Philadelphia are eligible for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), comprising 26
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percent of the state’s estimated population of SNAP recipients. An estimated 73,800 individuals in
Philadelphia are eligible for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), comprising nearly half
(48%) of all individuals receiving TANF state-wide. Over half (52%) of children under the age of 18 live in
households receiving some form of public assistance, underscoring the importance of assistance
programs in supporting Philadelphia’s youngest residents.
Recent research has looked more deeply at the issue of families that are eligible for benefit programs
yet experience lapses in their coverage. One such report found that approximately $8.8 million in annual
administrative costs were attributable to the “churn” of SNAP, Medicaid and TANF benefits in
Philadelphia. Procedural lapses in benefits inflate the volume of caseloads, affect the ability of lowincome families to make ends meet and introduce inefficiencies into the delivery of critical social
services.
CEO commits funding support to Benefits Data Trust (BDT) to help residents access public benefits
through a network of community-based BenePhilly Centers. Through the BenePhilly Centers, residents
are able to apply for and enroll in multiple benefit programs in a one-stop shop. In addition, CEO and
Clarifi operate Financial Empowerment Centers across Philadelphia, which offer free one-on-one
financial counseling sessions to Philadelphia residents.
Safety net programs are critical to survival for many low-income residents. However, resource
constraints leave many without assistance and the continued threat of further cuts to these programs
puts the stability of tens of thousands of residents in jeopardy. Concerted advocacy to support the
maintenance and expansion of these programs will be integral to the progress of Philadelphia’s antipoverty strategy.

Health and Wellness
Research suggests that socio-economic status is perhaps one of the strongest predictors of health.
Nationally, lower-income adults are more likely to experience serious physical and mental health issues
compared to their higher-income counterparts. These trends extend to children as well, with lowerincome children being more likely to suffer from asthma, elevated blood lead levels, heart conditions,
obesity and digestive disorders. Philadelphia is no exception, with local data demonstrating that lowincome adults and children are more likely to face health issues than higher-income residents.
Based on Public Health Management Corporation’s (PHMC) most recent household health survey,
approximately 119,000 individuals, or 10 percent of Philadelphians, lack health insurance. Households in
poverty are more than twice as likely to be uninsured (18%) than households not in poverty (8%). In
Pennsylvania, families earning at or below 138 percent of the federal poverty line (FPL), which is
approximately $1,843 per month for a household of two, are eligible for Medicaid, the federal health
insurance option for low-income families. About 23 percent of Philadelphians, including 41 percent of all
children, are covered by Medicaid. Over one half of all families below poverty and 73 percent of all
children below poverty are covered by Medicaid.
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An alarming 41 percent of adults living in poverty report being in “fair” or “poor” health and adults in
poverty are more likely to suffer from serious health conditions that can degrade and complicate their
quality of life. Thirty-eight percent of all adults in Philadelphia are diagnosed with high blood pressure,
compared to 44 percent of adults in poverty. Twenty-two percent of adults in poverty have diabetes and
39 percent are obese, as compared to 15 percent and 33 percent of all Philadelphia adults respectively.
One in three adults in poverty report that the quality of groceries in their neighborhood is “poor” or
“fair”, suggesting that there are limited healthy food options within a convenient distance to their
homes. Additional barriers to healthy living include households simply not being able to afford health
insurance, prescription drug coverage, or even regular meals. Sixteen percent of poor adults, compared
to 12 percent of all adults, report cost being a barrier to health care coverage.
Figure II-7. Percent of population reporting “fair” or “poor” overall health status, by demographics
(PHMC 2015).
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One in five individuals, or 335,560 people in Philadelphia, is without sufficient resources to consistently
afford an adequate amount of food. Adults living below the poverty line are three times more likely than
non-poor adults to skip meals because they cannot afford it. Many of those lacking adequate access to
food are children. In Philadelphia, 77,410 children (22%) are food insecure.

Emergency Services
In 2016, Philadelphians registered more than 14,760 calls to the United Way’s 211 help line, with
approximately 60 percent of all callers asking for help to secure a basic necessity. The top five
presenting needs for Philadelphia’s 211 callers in 2016 were concentrated in the areas of housing
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related needs (including electric and other utility assistance) and food. This pattern of requests confirms
that thousands of Philadelphians continue to struggle with day to day living expenses, and that
emergency services remain important resources for helping vulnerable families make ends meet.
Rental Payment Assistance
Access to rental payment assistance can make the difference between remaining housed or becoming
homeless. Each year, approximately 500 households receive assistance from the Office of Homeless
Services’ Homeless Prevention Program, which can help individuals and families repay a rental arrearage
and avoid eviction. While the maximum grant provided under the program is $1,000, the average grant
awarded is closer to $650. A household can only receive rental payment assistance from the Homeless
Prevention Program once in a 12-month period, leading some cash-strapped families to integrate the
emergency rental payment into their annual household budgeting plan. The high and recurring demand
for emergency rent payment assistance among vulnerable families highlights the need for more
proactive forms of rental housing support capable of reducing housing instability and improving overall
rental housing affordability.
Utility Services Assistance
Many respondents to the 2016 Economic and Opportunity survey ranked “paying utilities” as one of
their top three biggest challenges, and utility service payment assistance ranks second only to rental
assistance as the top need presented in calls to the United Way’s 211 Hotline. There are multiple
programs in place to assist people with utility bills, including the UESF Utility Grant program, Low
Income Home Energy Assistance (LIHEAP) Basic Grant and Crisis Grant, the Water Rate Affordability
Program (WRAP), PECO’s Customer Assistance Program (CAP) and PGW’s Customer Responsibility
Program (CRP). These programs in combination award grants to more than 100,000 Philadelphia
households annually, but significant unmet needs remain: Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW) reported that
there were 9,252 Philadelphia households without a central heating source due to termination of
service, including an estimated 199 households that were using a potentially unsafe heating source.
Nearly 33,000 residential customers in Philadelphia experienced a water shutoff at some point in 2015
due to non-payment of fees, with most shutoffs occurring in neighborhoods with concentrations of
minority populations.
Emergency Food and Meals
Requests for emergency food assistance ranked among the top five presenting needs for Philadelphia
callers to the United Way’s 211 line. The Philadelphia metropolitan area is served by close to 700
emergency food providers, including food pantries, soup kitchens, street feeding programs, and food
delivery services. The Greater Philadelphia Coalition Against Hunger conducts a biennial survey of
emergency meal providers in the Philadelphia region, which is used to identify capacity issues and
program challenges. Its 2015 Emergency Food Provider Report found that 58 percent of local emergency
feeding programs saw an increase in the number of clients between 2014 and 2015, suggesting that the
need for food assistance is growing.
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Emergency Shelter
Philadelphia’s emergency shelter system serves close to 3,800 people each day, including an estimated
2,200 individuals and 450 families with children. The City’s Office of Homeless Services (OHS)
administers the federal Emergency Solutions Grant, which provides operating support to 137 emergency
shelter and transitional housing facilities across the city. The City's Department of Behavioral Health and
Intellectual disAbility Services along with Project HOME and other local non-profits, operate Street
Outreach Teams, which make efforts to locate and engage homeless individuals living on the street,
encouraging them to seek shelter and services. Last year Project HOME’s Outreach Coordination Center
workers made 6,890 contacts and placed 2,869 individuals in emergency shelter or transitional housing.
In 2017, Philadelphia will begin the process of implementing a HUD-mandated Coordinated Entry
System, which will transform the way in which available transitional and permanent supportive housing
resources are allocated. Priorities for transitional and permanent supportive housing placements will be
based on presenting need, as determined by a community defined vulnerability index. The goal of the
coordinated entry process is to more effectively address chronic homelessness by lowering barriers to
the receipt of housing services and allowing for a more people-centered approach based on “housing
first” principles. OHS states that Coordinated Entry will not alter the admission procedures for
emergency shelter facilities. Any family or individual in need of an emergency shelter placement, and
lacking other safe options, will be offered assistance.

Vulnerable Populations
Seniors
At 17 percent, the poverty rate for Philadelphia seniors (age 65 and older) is significantly below the
citywide poverty rate of 27 percent. However, annual Census estimates reveal a troubling trend: while
the citywide poverty rate appears to be slowing declining, the city’s senior population experienced an
uptick in the poverty rate between 2014 (17%) and 2015 (18%). According to a recent report by the
Philadelphia Corporation for Aging (PCA), the city’s Area Agency on Aging, the senior population in
Philadelphia is becoming more diverse, with a growing proportion of minority groups that experience
poverty at higher rates. Black or African American seniors have poverty rates that are approximately
double the rate for white non-Hispanic seniors, while both Hispanic and Asian seniors have poverty rates
that are nearly three times as large.
Declining health, increasing healthcare costs and access to quality, age-appropriate, affordable housing
are among the largest challenges facing older adults in Philadelphia, especially those living near or below
the poverty line. The percentage of the population in Philadelphia between the ages of 60 and 74
reporting their health to be either “fair” or “poor” is much higher for those living below the federal
poverty line. The difference in self-reported health outcomes was most striking in the white, nonHispanic older adult population: those in poverty report being in fair or poor health at more than twice
the rate reported by all seniors.
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LGBTQ People
Philadelphia’s LGBTQ population is estimated to number between 44,500 and 75,2001 and cover a range
and distribution of incomes comparable to the general population. However, the LGBTQ population is
more likely to face discrimination in employment and housing, or to experience harassment on the job,
leading to higher rates of economic hardship and vulnerability. While local data are not readily available,
national research on the LGBTQ community demonstrates that racial and ethnic minorities and
individuals with lower levels of educational attainment in the LGBTQ population experience significantly
higher rates of unemployment, food insecurity and homelessness than comparable demographic groups
in the non-LGBTQ population. A recent study by the Williams Institute at UCLA found that LGBT adults
were 1.62 times more likely than non-LGBT adults to report not having enough money to purchase
needed food for themselves or their families at some point over the past year. Among the LGBT
population, transgender people face the highest rates of economic discrimination and poverty.
Additional research on the economic status of the LGBTQ population in Philadelphia is needed to
provide insight into the specific issues and service barriers facing the city’s low-income LGBTQ
individuals and families.
People Experiencing Homelessness
The January 2016 “point-in-time” census conducted by City of Philadelphia’s Office of Homeless Services
found that there were a total of 6,112 homeless adults and children in Philadelphia, comprising 4,271
separate households. Of the 4,271 households, 885 included adults with children, while 3,386
households were adult-only (no children). All households with children were recipients of either
emergency shelter (462) or transitional shelter (423). No households with children were living on the
street or otherwise “unsheltered.” However, the point-in-time census tends to undercount those
households living in temporary accommodations with friends or family, sometimes in unsafe or
overcrowded conditions. This is a particular issue for teens, youth aging out of foster care, and young
adults generally, including LGBTQ youth, who can become part of the hidden homeless, with significant
unmet service needs.
African Americans accounted for the vast majority of all homeless individuals in Philadelphia in 2016,
whether those individuals were in households with children (91%) or in adult-only households (72%).
Males make up 76 percent of all homeless individuals in adult-only households, but only 66 percent of
all individuals in households with children. An estimated 11 percent of Philadelphia’s homeless
population is unsheltered and living on the street. Many of these individuals are also considered among
the chronically homeless (14%), alternatively living on the streets or in emergency shelter facilities for
years at a time. The opioid epidemic, which is a growing problem in Philadelphia and across the nation,
is creating a new population of homeless men and women who tend to be younger, white, and
geographically concentrated in Kensington and Center City. More treatment resources, in addition to
appropriate transitional and permanent housing options, will be required to respond to the rise in street
homelessness fueled by the opioid crisis. In 2016, Mayor Kenney convened a Task Force to Combat the

1

This range was derived by multiplying Philadelphia’s total population in 2013 by 2.9% and 4.9% - the estimate and
margin of error published by Gallup in a poll conducted between June 2012 and December 2014.
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Opioid Epidemic, which will meet through early 2017 and develop a comprehensive and coordinated
plan to reduce opioid abuse, dependence and deaths due to overdose.
Persons with Disabilities
There are approximately 245,000 individuals in Philadelphia with a disability, representing 16 percent of
the civilian, non-institutionalized population in 2015. Approximately 9 percent of those with a disability
in Philadelphia are children under the age of 18; 59 percent are between the ages of 18 and 64; and 32
percent are 65 or older. Of the working age population (over the age of 16) with a disability, only 18
percent is employed, compared to 60 percent of the population without a disability. The labor force
participation rate for persons with disabilities is below 25 percent, and many people with disabilities are
on fixed incomes, relying on insurance and public assistance programs such as Social Security Disability
Income (SSDI) and Supplemental Security Income (SSI). Accordingly, the poverty rate for working age
adults in Philadelphia with disabilities (35%) is substantially higher than the rate for adults without
disabilities (21%).
In addition to challenges in the labor market and higher rates of poverty, persons with disabilities are
more likely to have trouble accessing services and programs. This could be due to either difficulties with
transportation, or lack of appropriate outreach and communications materials. Technology can allow
people with disabilities to overcome some of the traditional obstacles to accessing services, however,
those living below poverty are often unable to afford the cost of a computer or monthly bill for internet
connection.
Immigrant Households
Immigrants in Philadelphia experience poverty at a rate that is essentially equal to the native born
population (approximately 26 percent in 2015). However, within the foreign born population, the
poverty rate for permanent residents (32%) is more than double the poverty rate for naturalized citizens
(15%). Poverty rates also vary by region of origin, with the highest rates of poverty experienced by
those from China (35%), the Caribbean (32%), Southeast Asia (32%), and Latin America (30%). In
contrast, immigrants from Europe and Eastern Europe have poverty rates of 18 percent and 22 percent
respectively, which are significantly below the citywide rate.
Reports prepared by The Welcoming Center for New Pennsylvanians confirm that our region’s
immigrants comprise a diverse population that is made up of skilled professionals, as well as those
without much formal education who move to the U.S. seeking economic opportunity or fleeing social or
political turmoil in their native countries. Therefore, immigrants can often be found at the extremes of
traditional measures of economic opportunity. For example, in Pennsylvania, immigrants are more likely
than native born residents to both (1) have less than a high school education; and (2) to have a graduate
or professional degree. According to HIAS Pennsylvania, which serves immigrants and refugees, the
needs of low-income refugees and immigrants are in many ways similar to the needs of low-income
Philadelphians generally, but with the addition of specialized supports to address any language or
cultural barriers that may be present. These include needs for employment and job training, high quality
childcare, adult education, affordable housing, and specialized social and legal services.
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Conclusions
The 2016 Community Needs Assessment retains the commitment to the theory of change outlined in
Shared Prosperity Philadelphia, while at the same time makes use of current data to identify evidence of
trends, service gaps, or changes in the service landscape that may lead to new strategies or programs
going forward. In conducting the 2016 Community Needs Assessment, several clear themes emerged
that the Mayor’s Office of Community Empowerment and Opportunity should incorporate into planning
efforts for the next phase of the Shared Prosperity Philadelphia initiative. These recommendations are
provided below:
Increase awareness of available programs and services: A recurring finding in the resident survey and
even the focus group discussions was a general lack of awareness of the existing programs that provide
assistance in areas such as utility services, employment, financial management and housing. This is
particularly true for people with incomes below poverty: only 28 percent were aware of employment
services; 22 percent were aware of housing services; 37 percent were aware of utility assistance, 30
percent were aware of food assistance and 25 percent were aware of child care services. There is a clear
need for more investment in marketing, outreach and messaging strategies to reach people in poverty
and to improve linkages with vulnerable populations and the organizations that serve them.
Explore more opportunities for place based interventions: The 2016 Community Needs Assessment
provides a variety of maps that illustrate the spatial patterns of concentrated poverty, racial segregation,
housing problems, crime, and unemployment. Currently Philadelphia is engaged in several major placebased initiatives centered in West Philadelphia (Promise Zone, Promise Neighborhoods) and North
Philadelphia (22nd Police District Youth Violence Prevention Initiative, North Central Choice
Neighborhoods Initiative, Blumberg/Sharswood Choice Neighborhoods Initiative) – sections of the city
that continue to exhibit high rates of poverty and disenfranchisement. However, neighborhoods such as
East Germantown, Frankford, Tioga, Kensington, and Hunting Park are facing many of the same
challenges, and would benefit from additional attention as sites of pilot projects or comprehensive
place-based interventions. A geographically targeted response to housing threats such eviction and tax
foreclosure would have a significant impact in these communities.
Provide support for trauma informed services: The data provided in the 2016 Community Needs
Assessment on patterns of crime, food insecurity, segregation, and incarceration suggest that exposure
to trauma is likely to be a common experience for Philadelphians who live in poverty. The social service
and public education communities in Philadelphia have made substantial progress in both recognizing
the need for trauma-informed care and offering training to providers on the nature and long term
impacts of adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) as well as urban ACEs (which account for the trauma
that can stem from residing in poor communities and experiencing racial discrimination). CEO should
continue to support training for front line staff who serve clients across all Shared Prosperity strategy
areas.
Examine the role of transportation supports: More work is needed to understand the specific ways in
which lack of transportation options presents a barrier to economic opportunity or access to services
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and resources. While transportation was not a direct focus of the Empowerment and Opportunity
Survey, references to transportation problems came up in several places, including as a barrier to
employment, particularly for survey respondents living below the poverty level; and complaints about
SEPTA services for people with mobility impairments (CCT). CEO should explore these transportation
issues further and, in partnership with SEPTA and Shared Prosperity partners, develop strategies to
facilitate better access to transportation services.
Plan for more diversity: As Philadelphia’s low-income population becomes more ethnically and
linguistically diverse, and in recognition of the added barriers that low-income LGBTQ people may
encounter, CEO should seek strategies to ensure that it is adequately responding to a changing set of
needs. These could include investing in more translation services, conducting outreach in a wider range
of neighborhoods, or providing diversity training for smaller, community based organizations.
Finally, there is always a need for more resources, particularly in this era of fiscal austerity. As noted
previously, employment was the highest ranking concern for survey respondents, and more investment
is needed to both prepare job seekers for employment opportunities and to create better connections
with existing programs and services. Greater access to vocational training, apprenticeship programs,
and supported work programs will help unemployed residents overcome education deficits and begin to
cultivate the specific skills needed for well-paying jobs, as well as the soft skills needed to succeed in the
workforce over the long term. The 2016 Community Needs Assessment also found evidence of
significant unmet needs in several housing-related categories, including rental housing assistance,
housing search assistance, and utility services assistance. Research by Matthew Desmond at Harvard
University and others is establishing a relationship between housing instability and persistent poverty,
and increasingly policy makers are coming to recognize that support for safe, quality, affordable housing
can serve as a viable anti-poverty strategy. CEO should work with the City’s housing agencies to
advocate for more affordable housing resources for Philadelphia and develop new programs that
elevate the role of housing security in addressing long term poverty.
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III.

COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Data Collection Methodology
Survey Method
CEO engaged Temple University’s Institute of Survey Research (ISR) to administer and analyze an indepth survey to better understand the challenges faced by Philadelphia residents living in poverty. While
all ZIP codes were represented in the sampling approach, ISR focused their intercept survey efforts on
the lower-income sections of Germantown, South Philadelphia, West Philadelphia, Kensington, and
North Philadelphia. ISR also recruited participants through BeHeardPhilly℠, a city-wide survey panel and
platform. BeHeardPhilly℠ includes Philadelphians 18 years and older from every ZIP code in the city and
of all genders, races, ethnicities and educational backgrounds. A total of 500 panel members living in
the targeted neighborhoods were invited to complete the survey. Total responses from the
BeHeardPhilly℠ panel numbered 229, yielding a response rate of approximately 46 percent.
ISR and CEO also identified KEYSPOTs (which provide free computer access) and community centers
within the targeted neighborhoods to promote the on-line version of the survey and make it accessible
on public computers. A flyer advertising the survey was displayed both online and in person at these
locations. The flyer encouraged residents to take the survey online or via the phone for a chance to win
one of many $20 gift cards.
A total of 1,117 participants responded to the survey. Respondents were most likely to be aged 25-34
(25%), have a high school education or less (54%), self-report as African-American (68%) and nonHispanic (91%), and be female (58%). Respondents largely came from households that made less than
$15,000 per year (39%) and predominantly lived in ZIP codes in which the poverty rate was higher than
the city-wide average (68%). The survey sample was generally consistent with demographics of
Philadelphia, with the exception of some oversampling of people aged 25 to 34 and 54 to 64, AfricanAmerican respondents, and respondents of very low-income (earning less than $15,000). Table III-1
presents additional statistics about respondents and their households in comparison to the overall
population of Philadelphia. The following map (

Figure III-1) provides the count of respondents by ZIP code of residence.
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Table III-1. Demographics of respondents to the 2016 Empowerment & Opportunity Survey.
Survey Respondents
Number
Total

Percentage

Philadelphia Population
Percentage

1,117

Age
18-24

82

8.7%

12.4%

25-34

235

24.9%

17.2%

35-44

144

15.2%

12.2%

45-54

178

18.8%

12.6%

55-64

203

21.5%

11.0%

65-74

82

8.7%

6.5%

75+

21

2.2%

5.8%

Male

431

41.6%

47.2%

Female

602

58.1%

52.7%

4

0.4%

n/a

High School or less

541

53.6%

50.7%

Some College or Associate's degree

272

26.9%

25.9%

Bachelor's degree

120

11.9%

14.6%

77

7.6%

8.9%

White

222

22.0%

43.5%

Black

686

67.9%

44.7%

Asian

11

1.1%

7.3%

Other

91

9.0%

7.4%

Hispanic

91

9.0%

13.0%

915

91.0%

87.0%

Less than $14,999

389

39.0%

22.7%

$15,000-$24,999

169

16.9%

13.2%

$25,000-$34,999

72

7.2%

11.6%

$35,000-$49,999

59

5.9%

13.7%

$50,000-$74,999

51

5.1%

15.7%

$75,000+

42

4.2%

23.1%

216

21.6%

n/a

Gender

Other
Highest Level of Education

Graduate/Professional degree
Race and Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic
Annual Household Income

Prefer not to say
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Figure III-1. Map of survey respondents by ZIP code of residence.
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Of the list of sixteen challenges presented to respondents, employment was most commonly ranked as
the most pressing issue, as approximately 16% of all respondents ranked employment as their top
concern. Housing, paying utilities, crime prevention and financial management were also frequently
ranked as the top issue respondents or members of their household faced in the past 12 months. Figure
III-2 presents the percent of respondents that chose a given issue as their top concern, their secondmost pressing concern, and their third-most pressing concern.
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Figure III-2. Percent of respondents that chose a given issue as their first, second or third main concern.
First, Second and Third-Ranked Challenges
1st Challenge

2nd Challenge

3rd Challenge

Employment

16%
17%

9%

Housing

9%

Paying Utilities

9%
9%

Crime Prevention or Safety

9%

7%
7%

Household Budget and Financial Management

8%

Child Care

5%
5%

15%
11%
12%
11%

9%

7%
6%
7%
7%

Education
Physical or Mental Health Services

4%
5%
5%

Getting Fair Treatment With Police Or Courts

4%
5%
4%

Access to Healthy Food

3%
3%

Senior Support & Services

3%
2%
3%
3%

Emergency Assistance Services

2%

Opportunities for Youth

9%

5%
5%
4%

5%

2%

Transportation

7%

8%

2%
1%
1%

Other

1%

Accessing Legal Services

3%
2%

1%
1%
1%

Immigration and Language Services
0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

20%

Percent of Respondents
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Focus Group Method
CEO oversaw all subject recruiting and logistics for four focus groups. The four focus groups were
conducted in various settings across the city including: 1) the Frankford Community Development
Corporation, involving participants who were members of the Frankford CDC Neighborhood Advisory
Sub-Committee (NAS), which is made up of residents from the Frankford neighborhood; 2) the HACE
Community Development Corporation (HACE), including residents primarily from Eastern North
Philadelphia; 3) the Northeast Older Adult Center (NEOAC), involving senior residents from Northeast
Philadelphia; and 4) CEO offices, involving members of CEO’s Oversight Board.
The focus group moderator guide was developed by CEO. Focus groups lasted between 60 to 90
minutes and asked participants to individually rank the top five issues of concern facing their community
from a list of sixteen total issues. Based upon the group responses, five main issue areas were identified
for a discussion on why participants chose each issue, what is working with respect to each issue, and
what more could be done with respect to each issue. Due to time constraints, not all the focus groups
discussed all five issue areas or made it through the entire protocol. Insights from each of the focus
group discussions, as available, are integrated into the appropriate sections of the Community Needs
Assessment.

IV.

Poverty in Philadelphia

Philadelphia is home to more than 1.54 million residents (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). As is the case
with many post-industrial cities in the United States, Philadelphia experienced severe population loss in
the early 1960s and only recently saw gains. Between 1980 and 2014, the population of white residents
decreased by more than 402,000. During that same period, the city saw an increase of 138,000 Hispanic
residents, 12,600 black residents, nearly 85,000 Asian residents, and 767 Native American residents
(Logan et al. 2014). Overall, these demographic changes accounted for an almost 2 percent increase in
population between 2000 and 2014, leaving Philadelphia lagging behind the 4 percent statewide
population gains.
Table IV-1. Regional and national comparison of population change, from 2000 to 2014 (CAP 2016).
Total
Population,
2000

Total Population,
2014

Population Change
from 2000-2014

Percent Change
from 2000-2014

1,517,550

1,546,920

29,370

1.94%

Pennsylvania

12,281,054

12,758,729

477,675

3.89%

United States

281,421,906

314,107,083

32,685,177

11.61%

Philadelphia County
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Table IV-2. Population change by race and ethnicity, from 1980 to 2014 (CEO analysis of Logan et al.
2014).

Population Change in Philadelphia, 1980-2014
Total

White

African American

Native American

Asian

Hispanic

100,000
50,000
0
-50,000
-100,000
-150,000
-200,000
1980-1990

1990-2000

2000-2010

2010-2014

This growth, however modest, was not even across all parts of the city. A total of 32 of 361 residential
Census tracts in Philadelphia saw more than a 25 percent increase in population (see Figure IV-1). These
areas of above-average growth were primarily located in the northern stretches of Center City or in the
lower Northeast regions of the city, in neighborhoods such as Callowhill, Chinatown, Northern Liberties
and Oxford Circle. Conversely, ten Census tracts lost more than 25 percent of their population between
2000 and 2014, including tracts in such higher-poverty neighborhoods as Strawberry Mansion,
Brewerytown and Point Breeze. Broad sections of lower and northern West Philadelphia, not
immediately adjacent to the University of Pennsylvania, also saw sustained outmigration. The historical
context and spatial distribution of population loss in the city explains, in part, the current patterns of
poverty. Severe depopulation can weaken a community’s revenue base and in turn, spur disinvestment,
reductions in public services, and degradation of the physical environment. For those remaining in a
neighborhood in the midst of great upheaval, observing and processing this loss can be particularly
painful. Recently, there have been movements to link the trauma-informed methods emerging from the
fields of health and social work to community development and planning, acknowledging that lowincome residents are more prone to trauma due to violence, isolation, the daily stresses of being poor
and structural conditions of concentrated poverty, racism, classism and disenfranchisement (Weinstein
et al. 2014).
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Figure IV-1. Map of population change by Census tract, 2000-2014 (CEO analysis of Logan et al. 2014).
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Philadelphia is a racially and ethnically diverse city: 42 percent of Philadelphia residents are black or
African-American, 36 percent are white, 13 percent are Hispanic, and 6.6 percent are Asian. The
remaining 2.4 percent of the population is comprised of Native American, Native Hawaiian and Pacific
Islander, and Native Alaskan residents, as well as residents of two or more races (ACS 2014 5-Year
Estimates).
Philadelphia is home to 106,515 children under the age of five, 238,800 children and young adults
between the ages of 5 and 18, over 1.01 million residents of working age (18 to 64 years old) and
189,670 senior residents over the age of 64. Table IV-3 provides a snapshot of these demographic
statistics.
Table IV-3. Demographic snapshot of Philadelphia and comparison to Pennsylvania, 2014 (ACS 2014 5Year Estimates).

Indicator
Population
Percent Change from 2000
Households
Age and Gender
Male
0-4 Years
5-17 Years
18-64 Years
Over 64 Years
Female
0-4 Years
5-17 Years
18-64 Years
Over 64 Years
Race and Ethnicity
Not Hispanic or Latino
White
Black or African American
Native American and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander
Some Other Race
Two or More Races
Hispanic

Philadelphia
Number
Percent
1,546,920
+1.94%
580,297

Pennsylvania
Number
Percent
12,758,729
+3.89%
4,957,736

730,499
54,186
121,107
480,979
74,227
816,421
52,329
117,700
530,953
115,439

47%
7%
17%
66%
10%
53%
6%
14%
65%
14%

6,245,344
367,290
1,026,383
3,960,464
891,207
6,534,215
350,371
978,190
4,012,475
1,193,179

49%
6%
16%
63%
14%
51%
5%
15%
61%
18%

560,007
646,030
3,085
102,502
290
4,841
28,590
201,575

36.2%
41.8%
0.2%
6.6%
0.0%
0.3%
1.8%
13.0%

10,020,439
1,340,926
15,199
374,994
2,023
19,180
201,406
784,562

78.5%
10.5%
0.1%
2.9%
0.0%
0.2%
1.6%
6.1%

With over a quarter of residents living below the poverty line, Philadelphia has the highest poverty rate
of the ten largest cities in the nation. After peaking in 2011 at 28.4 percent, Philadelphia’s poverty rate
has slowly been on the decline, reaching 26.0 percent by 2014 (ACS 2014 1-Year Estimates). In 2014, the
poverty threshold for a 2-person household was $15,853 in annual income (US Census Bureau 2015).
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Residents in poverty are not monolithic in racial composition, household type, educational attainment,
or supportive services needed. Several sub-groups experience poverty at higher rates. Across race and
ethnicity, Hispanic residents and Native American or Native Alaskan residents have the highest
prevalence of poverty, at 42.1 percent and 42.6 percent respectively (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). Black
or African American residents in Philadelphia comprise the most populous racial group living in poverty,
at 204,711 individuals. Across family types, female householders are most likely to be living in poverty.
Approximately 37 percent of female householders in Philadelphia are poor, and this rate increases when
considering female householders with children. Nearly half (47%) of female-headed households with
children are below the poverty level (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). Hispanic and Native American femaleheaded households have the highest prevalence of poverty of female-headed households by race and
ethnicity. By number, households headed by black or African American women comprise the largest
group of female householders in poverty across race or ethnicity.
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) established the Racially/Ethnically
Concentrated Areas of Poverty (RECAP) indicator to help municipalities, advocates and communitybased groups identify where areas of high poverty and communities of color might be co-locating. HUD
defines RECAP areas as Census tracts having both a non-white population greater than 50 percent and a
poverty rate above 40 percent (HUD 2015). As shown in Figure IV-2 and Figure IV-3, RECAP tracts seem
to be concentrated in North and West Philadelphia. These areas predominantly consist of African
American communities in North Philadelphia, Hispanic communities in Eastern North Philadelphia and
African American communities in West Philadelphia.
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Figure IV-2. Dot-density map of race and ethnicity, with RECAP Census tracts, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year
Estimates).
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Figure IV-3. Poverty rate and racially- and ethnically-concentrated areas of poverty (RECAP) for Census
tracts in Philadelphia, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).
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In Philadelphia, twenty Census tracts have a quarter or more families living in “deep poverty”. These
households earn less than 50 percent of the poverty threshold (PolicyMap 2014), which, for a family of
two translates to $7,926 per year or less in income (US Census Bureau 2015). These tracts are
predominantly located in the North Philadelphia neighborhoods Sharswood, Strawberry Mansion and
North Central; in the Eastern North Philadelphia neighborhoods of Hunting Park, Feltonville, Fairhill and
Kensington; as well as the West Philadelphia neighborhoods of Mantua, West Powelton, Haverford
North and Walnut Hill. Many of these neighborhoods, as well as many of the surrounding
neighborhoods in North and West Philadelphia, have also experienced “persistent poverty”, defined as
having a poverty rate consistently at or above 20 percent since 1990 (PolicyMap 2014b). A snapshot of
statistics relating to poverty and demographics in Philadelphia is included in Table II-1.
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Figure IV-4. Census tract map of percent in deep poverty, 2014 (PolicyMap 2014a).
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Figure IV-5. Census tract map of persistent poverty (PolicyMap 2014b).
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Table IV-4. Snapshot of poverty by demographics, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).

Indicator
Population
Age
Under 18 years
18-64 Years
Over 64 Years
Race
One race
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)
Educational Attainment
Less than high school graduate
High school graduate
Some college, Associate's degree
Bachelor's degree or higher
Employment Status for Civilians over age 16
Employed
Unemployed
Families Below Poverty
With children under 18
Married-couple
Female householder
Female-Headed Households Below Poverty
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Some other race
Two or more races
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)
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Number Below
Poverty

Percent Below
Poverty

401,219

26.7%

126,185
243,646
31,388

37.0%
24.9%
17.2%

114,355
204,711
2,207
28,377
241
38,594
12,734
83,374

18.5%
31.3%
42.6%
28.7%
17.0%
45.0%
32.1%
42.1%

68,979
79,036
40,624
21,145

37.8%
23.1%
18.0%
8.6%

62,218
43,250
65,365
49,029
14,714
43,536

10.0%
40.0%
21.2%
31.2%
9.3%
36.5%

8,444
27,704
260
1,332
53
4,766
1,013
10,137

28.8%
36.9%
59.2%
38.5%
38.7%
56.7%
41.6%
57.5%
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In response to the long-term geographic patterns of poverty in Philadelphia, CEO has invested in
community-based programs that are located within or near many of the most impacted areas, as well as
more centrally-located services accessible by public transportation. A map showing the locations of
programs and services receiving support from CEO is provided below in Figure IV-6.
Figure IV-6. Sites and programs supported by CEO in 2016.
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V.

Housing Security

Access to safe, affordable, accessible and secure housing is a basic human right. However, too often lowincome families and individuals are unable to reasonably afford their housing, are more vulnerable to
foreclosures and evictions, and live in substandard conditions. Moreover, lower income households are
more likely to rent, as the accumulated savings and higher credit scores required for homeownership
are frequently out of reach. This propensity towards renting is particularly true for extremely lowincome households (approximated by those households making less than $20,000 per year). Sixty-five
percent of the 171,190 extremely low-income households in Philadelphia are renters, compared to only
26 percent of all households making more than $75,000 annually. As household income increases, the
likelihood of owning a home also increases, as illustrated in Figure V-1.
Figure V-1. Philadelphia households by tenure and income range, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).

Households by Income and Tenure
Owner

Renter

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
<$20,000

$20-35,000

$35-50,000

$50-75,000

>$75,000

Housing Affordability
While Philadelphia may be regarded as one of the more affordable major cities on the East Coast, many
households struggle to cover their housing costs. Thirty-two percent of all owners and nearly 53 percent
of all renter households in Philadelphia are cost-burdened, paying more than 30 percent of their income
towards housing costs. Census tracts with high rates of cost-burdened owners are fairly scattered
throughout the city, while the geospatial pattern of rental cost-burdens is both more intense and
widespread.
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Figure V-2. Census tract map of cost-burdened owners, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).
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Figure V-3. Census tract map of cost-burdened renters, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).
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Nearly three out of every four (73%) extremely low-income residents cannot reasonably afford their
home. While extremely low-income homeowners and renters are cost-burdened at a similar rate, many
more extremely low-income households rent. Approximately 81,220 extremely low-income renter
households are cost-burdened, exceeding the number of cost-burdened renter households of all other
income brackets combined. Figure V-4 shows the number of cost-burdened homeowners and renters by
income bracket.

Figure V-4. Cost-burdened households by income category, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).

Cost-Burdened Households by Income Category
Cost-Burdened Owners

Cost-Burdened Renters

100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0
<$20,000

$20-35,000

$35-50,000

$50-75,000

>$75,000

One reason why so many low-income renters are cost-burdened is that there simply aren’t enough lowrent housing units. Rental units in Philadelphia are predominantly targeted for middle-income
households, with rents ranging between $800 and $1,249 per month. For middle- and upper-income
renters, Philadelphia very may well be an affordable city, especially in comparison to other cities along
the Northeast corridor. However, it is a divided city, with the vast majority of low-income renters unable
to afford their housing.
Figure V-5 makes this point clear. There is a surplus of middle-income rental units and an alarming
shortage of low-rent units. There are approximately 34,500 units with rents of $500 or less (the monthly
rent affordable to households making $20,000 per year); however, there are more than 111,000
households with incomes for which that rent would be appropriate and affordable. Put differently, the
demand for low-rent apartments is over three times greater than the supply. There simply are not
nearly enough affordable rental units to meet the need.
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Figure V-5. Gap in affordable rental housing by ranges in household income, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year
Estimates).

Number of Households/Units

Rental Affordability Gap
Renters (Demand)

Rental Units (Supply)

120,000
100,000
80,000
60,000
40,000
20,000
0
Less than $5,000 to $10,000
$5,000
$9,999
to
$14,999

$15,000
to
$19,999

$20,000
to
$24,999

$25,000
to
$34,999

$35,000
to
$49,999

$50,000
to
$74,999

$75,000 $100,000
to
or more
$99,999

Household Income and Affordable Rental Units

For respondents of our Empowerment and Opportunity Survey, housing was a high-ranked concern, and
the issues around affordability reflected in the survey data align with the statistics presented in the
sections above. In the last 12 months, the majority of low-income respondents who named housing as a
top-ranked concern had difficulty accessing safe, affordable housing (66%), needed help paying rent
(63%) and needed help paying utility bills (58%). Only 23 percent of low-income respondents were
aware of any services or organizations in their neighborhood that help people with housing and 17
percent reported using these services. Interestingly, respondents with a household income above
poverty were slightly more likely to state needing help with rent, utilities and finding affordable housing
(Figure V-6).
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Figure V-6. Responses to in-depth survey questions on housing affordability needs.

Community Needs Relating to Housing Affordability
Below Poverty
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

66%

67%
58%

Above Poverty
73%

65%

63%

19%

Problem finding safe, Need help paying utilities
affordable housing

Need help with rent

18%

Need help with mortgage

For extremely low-income renter households, subsidized housing often is the only feasible option for
realizing both quality and affordability. As of 2015, there were approximately 43,469 occupied units of
housing subsidized by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) in Philadelphia.
These units house an estimated 93,295 people and are funded according to six different HUD programs:
public housing, Housing Choice Vouchers, Project-Based Section 8, Moderate Rehabilitation, Section
202/Project Rental Assistance Contract (PRAC) Supportive Housing for Elderly Persons, and Section
811/PRAC Supportive Housing for Persons with Disabilities. A majority of households in subsidized
housing make less than $20,000 (81%), and households are predominantly African-American (80%), and
headed by a female householder (79%) (HUD 2015). Figure V-7 presents additional statistics on
households in subsidized housing.
Figure V-7. Summary of HUD-subsidized housing in Philadelphia, 2015 (HUD 2015).

Occupied Units
Total People

HCV
18,895
47,068
$317

Public
Housing
12,624
29,805
$377

ProjectBased
Section 8
8,917
13,036
$270

Section
202
Elderly
2,263
2,438
$298

Mod
Rehab
480
-

Section
811
Disabled
290
350
$264

All
43,469
93,295
$322

Monthly Rent
Median HH Income
13,641
14,761
11,649
12,910
11,408
13,448
HH Income <$20,000 (%)
79
77
91
89
93
81
HH Income >$20,000 (%)
21
23
9
11
7
19
Female Householder (%)
82
85
68
67
47
79
Minority (%)
91
97
77
77
73
89
Black Non-Hisp. (%)
84
91
59
62
68
80
Note: HH = Households, HCV = Housing Choice Voucher, Mod Rehab = Moderate Rehabilitation; - = no data
provided.

Administered by the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program
provides another affordable housing option for low- to moderate-income families, via tax credits made
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available to investors in below market-rate housing projects. Currently, there are approximately 9,225
LIHTC-financed units amongst 467 housing developments in Philadelphia (HUD 2016b). While subsidized
housing helps to close the affordability gap, there are not enough units to meet the demand, leaving
many low-income families in desperate circumstances while they wait for units to become available. For
new applicants to public housing, the average wait time is more than a decade (PHA 2013). The waitlist
for Housing Choice Vouchers was last open in 2010 after a decade of being closed, and for the 54,000
applicants in 2010, only 2,500 vouchers are available each year (AffordableHousingOnline.com 2015).
The map in Figure V-8 shows the locations of place-based (i.e., excluding HCV) subsidized housing in the
city. According to the City of Philadelphia’s Draft Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH), most occupied
subsidized housing units are not concentrated in RECAP Census tracts (City of Phila. and PHA 2016). Only
35 percent of subsidized housing units are in high poverty communities of color. Of all subsidized
housing programs, public housing has the highest concentration of units in RECAP tracts (51%).

MAYOR’S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT & OPPORTUNITY
COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT 2016

47

Figure V-8. Subsidized housing and RECAP tracts, 2015 (HUD 2016b and table adapted from City of Philadelphia and PHA 2016).
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Participants in a focus group composed of CEO Oversight Board members commented on the structural
barriers preventing greater availability of affordable housing. One participant suggested considering
“the avenues to get folks from the neighborhood employed in construction work that may give them
sustaining wages, but at the same time make it more affordable to build affordable housing”. The
participant did note that unions present a challenge to this suggestion. Another participant referenced a
“class bias” in housing: there is no city policy to protect low-income renters but “you can’t build your
way out of a lack of affordable housing” so the private market needs to work. Other issues raised in the
focus group included the need to diversify affordable housing through homeownership rehab programs;
support for more creative housing options for senior citizens and persons with physical or mental
disabilities; the problem of “tangled titles” and its impact on access to home repair programs; and a
need to examine disincentives that are built into the system of affordable housing.

Housing Safety
Despite the surge of new construction and development in recent years, by and large Philadelphia’s
housing stock is aging and many homes are in need of repair. The median age of Philadelphia homes is
66 years, compared to 52 years for houses state-wide (CAP 2016). The American Community Survey
estimates that over 89,000 homes (or 13%) in Philadelphia are vacant, comprising 2.7 percent of all
owner-occupied homes and 7.4 percent of all renter-occupied homes. The City of Philadelphia recently
released a spatial dataset on buildings that are likely (by conservative estimate) to be vacant based on
various indicators derived from administrative datasets on utilities, property assessment, and code
violations. The model suggests that building vacancy is concentrated in West and North Philadelphia, as
well as Point Breeze in South Philadelphia.
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Figure V-9. Vacant building heatmap, 2016 (City of Philadelphia 2016b).

In a city that experienced de-population and disinvestment, has an older housing stock and has high,
spatially-concentrated vacancy, housing quality remains an ongoing challenge. One proxy for tracking
housing quality is by examining data on code violations. In 2015, the Department of Licenses and
Inspections issued 107,757 code violations, deemed 1,433 buildings as unsafe, and deemed 58 buildings
as imminently dangerous due to being structurally unsound. As shown in Figure V-10, these buildings
are largely concentrated in RECAP neighborhoods. This trend is not limited to 2015, as the Lower North
planning district has the highest rate of code violations over the last decade (see Figure V-12).
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Figure V-10. Point density map of buildings receiving a code violation in 2015 and those buildings
deemed unsafe and imminently dangerous in 2015 (City of Philadelphia 2016a).

Of the more than 580,000 occupied homes in the city, approximately 2,970 lack complete plumbing and
5,050 lack complete kitchen facilities (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). While unsafe and unsanitary homes
are a small fraction of all homes in Philadelphia, no household should be without the facilities needed
for basic habitability.
Survey respondents’ answers to in-depth questions about housing conditions and safety were generally
consistent with the trends mentioned here. Forty-two percent and 35 percent of low-income
respondents noted that they were in housing that was “too crowded” or “not safe” respectively. There
were no striking differences between respondents below and above poverty.
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Figure V-11. Survey responses to in-depth questions on housing conditions and safety.
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Figure V-12. Code violations per 1,000 housing units by planning district, 2007-2016 (City of Philadelphia 2016a).
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Security of Tenure
Foreclosure and eviction are two dimensions of housing security that are particularly relevant to lowincome residents in Philadelphia. In 2015, there were approximately 5,000 mortgage foreclosure filings
and nearly 9,400 tax foreclosure filings (PLA 2016). While the incomes of individual defendants are not
available, we can report on the poverty rate of the Census tracts in which defendants reside to get a
sense of the economic status of the neighborhoods in which foreclosures are occurring. To do so, we
spatially matched the address of the defendants involved in mortgage foreclosure, tax foreclosure and
landlord-tenant cases to their corresponding Census tract. We then ranked all tracts in the City by
poverty rate and create three groups of equal number. The first third, or tercile, of tracts included all
tracts with a poverty rate below 16 percent, the second tercile of tracts included those tracts with a
poverty rate between 16 percent and 32 percent, and the third tercile of tracts included tracts with a
poverty rate higher than 32 percent.
Using this methodology, thirty-one percent of mortgage foreclosure cases in 2015 involved defendants
living in high poverty tracts, suggesting that mortgage foreclosures are not disproportionately occurring
in high poverty tracts. However, data suggest that tax foreclosure filings are more likely to occur in areas
of higher poverty. Fifty-six percent of cases in 2015 involved defendants living in high poverty
neighborhoods. Moreover, tax foreclosure cases that result in a Sheriff Sale auction are much more
likely to occur in high poverty Census tracts: 71 percent of Sheriff Sale cases involved a defendant that
was living in a high poverty tract (CEO analysis of PLA 2016).
There have been 20,000 landlord-tenant cases per year on average in Philadelphia Municipal Court over
the past decade, with about a quarter of all cases resulting in an alias writ of possession served to the
tenant (i.e., a proxy for eviction) (PLA 2016). As of 2015, nearly 5,000 of the more than 22,000 landlordtenant cases resulted in an eviction and about 42 percent of these evictions were located in higher
poverty tracts. These data suggest that higher poverty neighborhoods disproportionately experience
evictions as compared to lower poverty neighborhoods. Table II-1 provides more detail on this analysis.
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Table V-1. Mortgage foreclosure, tax foreclosure and landlord-tenant cases in Philadelphia, 2015 (CEO
analysis of data from PLA 2016).

Landlord-Tenant Cases
Went to eviction
Did not go to eviction
Mortgage Foreclosure Filings to
Diversion Program
Participated in Diversion Program
Did not participate
Lost (may have not participated)
Tax Delinquent Foreclosure Filings
Went to Sheriff Sale
Did not go to Sheriff Sale

Tract Poverty
Rate
<16%
(Lower Tercile)
4,292
951
3,341

Tract Poverty
Rate
16-32%
(Middle Tercile)
8,113
1,930
6,183

Tract Poverty
Rate
> 32%
(Upper Tercile)
9,932
2,055
7,877

1,343
1,043
267
81
943
40
903

2,245
1,704
455
123
3,202
296
2,906

1,421
1,044
308
70
5,216
828
4,388
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Cases
in High
Pov.
Tracts
(%)
44%
42%
45%

Total Cases
22,337
4,936
17,401

28%
28%
30%
26%
56%
71%
54%

5,009
3,791
1,030
274
9,361
1,164
8,197
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Figure V-13. Census tract map of percent below poverty and mortgage foreclosure filings in which the
defendant lost their case, 2015 (PLA 2016).
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Figure V-14. Census tract map of percent below poverty and tax foreclosure cases sold at Sheriff Sale,
2015 (PLA 2016).
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Figure V-15. Census tract map of percent below poverty and landlord-tenant cases in which the
defendant was served an alias writ of possession (proxy for eviction), 2015 (PLA 2016).
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Nearly half of low-income survey respondents answering in-depth questions on housing reported
experiencing housing security issues such as homelessness or having to move more than twice in the
past year. Almost 30 percent of low-income respondents expressed that they were denied housing
because of a past criminal record. Only about 15 percent of respondents indicated that they had had a
problem with a landlord in the past year. Respondents with household incomes below poverty were
more likely to experience homelessness or multiple moves than respondents above poverty.
Figure V-16. Survey responses to in-depth questions on housing security.
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Participants of the Frankford CDC focus group ranked housing as the third most-pressing issue affecting
their community, just below crime prevention and employment. According to one respondent, the
rental market in Frankford neighborhoods is “terrible and exploitative”. Participants noted that a major
shortcoming of renting was inadequate landlords or “slumlords” not providing the services as
represented on signed leases. Participants expressed concern that as the housing market in the
community changes, people are increasingly purchasing investment properties and there is an increase
in rentals to people with Housing Choice Vouchers (previously known as Section 8). As one person
stated, “You know, are it Section 8 or are it the slumlord landlord; there is a concentration of poverty
that is increasing”. The participants felt that homeowners living in the community, rather than absentee
landlords renting out their investment properties, are more likely to be involved in neighborhood
improvement efforts.
Although rental and utility assistance programs were seen as beneficial to the participants, many
commented on the lack of funding and how quickly funds ran out for these programs. One participant
stated, “there’s just not enough resources available for the sheer number of people that are facing
eviction or don’t have the things that landlords should legally be providing them in their apartments.
There’s not enough help for them”. Gentrification, lack of quality affordable housing, and concentration
of poverty are all housing-related concerns raised by the participants to be of import.
Similar themes relating to housing security were raised in the CEO Oversight Board focus group.
Participants saw housing as “fundamental” and that “without it we can’t build success in other areas”.
They discussed the impact of affordable housing on other issues such as health, education, family, and
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employment. One participant also mentioned the perils of losing housing; that foreclosure or eviction
can often lead to a “spiral down”.

CEO Activities Supporting Quality Housing Options
CEO supports partnerships, policies and programs that work to create more safe, affordable, and stable
homes for low-income households in Philadelphia. Currently, CEO provides funding to the Department
of Public Health’s Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program and Healthy Homes Healthy Kids
Program (CLPPP/HH). This program provides technical assistance and lead-paint remediation services to
low-income families with children under the age of six. CEO also partnered with the Division of Housing
and Community Development (DHCD) to help tax delinquent homeowners in West Philadelphia learn
about and access the City’s tax assistance programs. In 2016, three of the Neighborhood Advisory
Committees (NACs) in West Philadelphia conducted door-to-door outreach and held community tax
clinics around this topic. CEO also convenes the Housing Security Working Group, a group of policy
experts, direct service providers, legal counsel and administrators that meet monthly to advance
programs and policies that help low-income residents remain in their homes.

VI.

Workforce Development

Of the 1.23 million adults over the age of 16 in Philadelphia, 733,940 people comprise the labor force
(ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). Philadelphia’s unemployment rate of 15 percent surpasses both the statewide and national averages (both at 9%). In Philadelphia, younger adults are more likely to be
unemployed than middle-aged and older adults, and Native populations (Native American, Alaska Native,
Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander) have the highest unemployment rate (26 to 33%) across all racial
groups. For adults in poverty, four in ten do not have stable employment (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).
Areas of both high minority concentration and concentrated poverty also tend to be areas of high
unemployment, illustrating the entanglements between race, geography and workforce development
that contribute to the economic struggles of individuals and families. Areas of high unemployment are
predominantly concentrated in Lower North Philadelphia and in the southwest, including Cobbs Creek
and Kingsessing, as shown in Figure VI-1.
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Figure VI-1. Unemployment rate by Census tract, 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).

One of the major correlates to unemployment is poverty, yet active, full-time employment does not
guarantee living above the poverty line if wages are low. Twenty-nine percent of workers in Philadelphia
are in jobs where the median hourly wage is below $15.33, which is estimated as the living wage for a
family of four with two working householders (BLS 2015, Glasmeier 2016). These jobs are in the
industries of food service, personal care, healthcare support and building maintenance. This statistic
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suggests that nearly a third of Philadelphia’s active labor force is struggling to make ends meet despite
being employed.

Figure VI-2. Major occupations in Philadelphia, ranked by median wage, 2015 (BLS 2015).
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Hardest-to-Serve Populations
Improving working conditions and increasing base wages are workforce development strategies that will
contribute to poverty alleviation. But for populations that experience barriers to entering into and
maintaining stable work, supportive work programs and other policies tailored to bring these individuals
into the workforce are also needed. Philadelphia Works, the City’s Workforce Development Board,
identifies “hardest-to-serve” individuals as: adults with limited work experience (including seasonal
workers), adults with low literacy or educational attainment, adults with a disability, foreign-born adults,
especially those with low English proficiency, returning citizens, and young adults not working or
enrolled in school, or “disengaged youth” (Philadelphia Works 2016). Hardest-to-serve populations are
not mutually exclusive, as a single person may possess several of these attributes. Table VI-1 provides a
snapshot of the labor force participation and unemployment rate for each of the “hardest-to-serve”
populations. The following sections expand upon each group in greater detail.
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Table VI-1. Summary of labor force engagement of “hardest-to-serve” populations in Philadelphia,
2014. (Philadelphia Works 2016).

Percent of Population

Unemployment

Population ages 25-64

Labor Force Participation

10.2%

72.8%

Limited work history

19.8%

n/a

6.1%

Seasonal workers

6.9%

31.5%

75.7%

Low educational attainment

15.2%

21.0%

50.8%

With disabilities

16.3%

23.8%

36.5%

Limited English speakers

2.0%

13.4%

63.0%

29.0%

48.3%

n/a

41.8%

Youth 16-24
Disengaged youth

19.5%

Adults with Limited Work Experience
Adults aged 25 to 64 with sporadic work histories, including those working less than half of the year or
those that have not worked in the last 5 years, comprise 20 percent of all working-age adults in
Philadelphia (Philadelphia Works 2016). Very few adults with sporadic work histories participate in the
labor force (6%). Although about 76 percent of seasonal workers have worked or are actively looking for
work over the course of a year, roughly 32 percent of seasonal workers are unemployed. These adults
may find entry into the workforce difficult as they have been out of stable work for an extended period
of time or possess limited employment experience or translatable skills.
Adults with Low Educational Attainment
Educational attainment is often correlated with the ability to secure quality paying jobs. As of 2014,
about 127,840 adults, or 15 percent of all adults in Philadelphia, lacked a high school diploma or
equivalent. Only half (51%) of these adults with low educational attainment were engaged in the labor
force, and of those that were, 32 percent were unemployed (Philadelphia Works 2016). The median
income for these adults was $18,880, compared to $27,204 for adults with a high school diploma or
equivalent certification. This works out to approximately $670 per month in lost wages due to
differences in educational attainment (ACS 2014 1-Year Estimates).
Adults with Disabilities
Nearly a quarter (24%) of working age adults with disabilities are unemployed and over a third (37%)
participate in the labor force (Philadelphia Works 2016). “Disability” is a broad term, encompassing
varied physical, emotional, and cognitive attributes that individuals may experience on a daily, recurring
or even sporadic basis. Adults with cognitive disabilities and those with difficulties living independently
were most likely to be unemployed, as 31 percent and 30 percent of these adults, respectively, were out
of work (ACS 2014 1-Year Estimates). Moreover, one in three persons with disabilities is living below the
poverty line, for a total of about 71,150 people. Individuals with disabilities living below the poverty
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level were most likely to have an ambulatory difficulty (64%) or a cognitive disability (48%) (ACS 2014 1Year Estimates).
Foreign-Born Adults and Those with Limited English-Speaking Proficiency
Approximately one in eight residents in Philadelphia was born outside of the United States. Foreign-born
residents are more likely to have lower educational attainment, median income and English proficiency
than native-born residents, yet are slightly more likely to be employed. Of all foreign-born residents that
are not U.S. citizens, 40 percent have low educational attainment and 62 percent have low English
proficiency (ACS 2014 1-Year Estimates).
Table VI-2. Socio-economic characteristics of native- and foreign-born populations, 2014 (ACS 2014 1Year Estimates).

Native-Born

Foreign-Born

Naturalized Citizen

Not a U.S. Citizen

Percent of population

87%

13%

6%

7%

Percent with low educational attainment

15%

32%

25%

40%

Percent with low English-speaking proficiency

4%

55%

47%

62%

Percent unemployed

8%

6%

5%

6%

$39,485

$37,123

$40,729

$31,569

Median household income

Whether foreign-born or native-born, about 2 percent of the city’s working age population, or 16,820
people, have limited proficiency speaking English. For individuals with limited English language
proficiency, 63 percent are engaged in the labor force and of these, 13 percent are unemployed
(Philadelphia Works 2016).
Disconnected Young Adults
One in five (20%), or 41,565 young adults between the age of 16 and 24 are neither enrolled in school
nor working. These young people are disconnected from the labor market and academic opportunities,
and as a result have limited access to the skill- and experience-building activities that could serve them
throughout their lifetime. In a 2015 report, researchers from Drexel University’s Center for Labor
Markets and Policy mapped Census microdata on disconnected youth aged 18-24. East Philadelphia had
the highest rate of disconnected youth, with 38 percent of the population aged 18-24 (Fogg and
Harrington 2015). East Philadelphia has high poverty rates for young persons as well. As of 2014, the
percent of people under 18 in poverty for ZIP codes in East Philadelphia ranges from 32 to 66 percent
(ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). Center City neighborhoods and neighborhoods in far Northeast stretches
of Philadelphia had the lowest percent of disconnected youth (11-14%) (Fogg and Harrington 2015).
Returning Citizens
As of 2014, about 87,140 people were incarcerated in Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania currently incarcerates
394 out of every 100,000 people, ranks 7th of all states for disparities between black and white
incarceration rates, and ranks 10th of all states in the rate of juveniles imprisoned (Sentencing Project
2016). The PA Department of Corrections reports that between 2013 and 2015, approximately 4,200
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people on average were released to Philadelphia County each year (DOC 2015). Philadelphia also admits
nearly the same amount of people each year – on average 4,100 inmates (DOC 2015). Nationally, there
has been a growing understanding that returning citizens face severe structural barriers to selfsufficiency. Returning citizens may be turned away or evicted from housing, may have difficulty
obtaining public services and benefits like Medicare and Medicaid, may be denied employment and
access to lines of credit, and may face repeated stigmatization and dehumanization based on their
criminal record.

Employment Needs Expressed by Survey Respondents
Across the sixteen potential challenges presented to survey respondents, employment was most
frequently chosen as the first or second issue. Respondents who identified employment as a challenge
received follow-up questions to gather employment information for their household. Of these
respondents, approximately half (51%) indicated that they were employed, however, 73 percent stated
that they experienced a period of unemployment in the last 12 months. For respondents below poverty,
transportation is a serious barrier to finding or keeping a job, with 39 percent noting this as an issue.
About one in five (21%) low-income respondents reported needing help finding or keeping a job because
of child care and nearly one in four (23%) noted that criminal history was a barrier. Forty percent of
respondents to these in-depth questions on employment noted that they had had a problem with their
employer in the last year.
Figure VI-3. Survey responses relating to questions on barriers to employment.
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Employment Needs and Services
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Participants in the Frankford CDC focus group ranked employment as the number two issue affecting
their community, noting that the lack of quality education is directly related to the lack of employment.
Participants expressed concern that schools no longer focus on vocational training, and higher education
is often out of reach for children living in lower income neighborhoods. Access to quality, higher
education is in great demand. Youth, as well as former offenders, may lack the needed pathways,
leading to the repeated cycle of unemployment and crime. Participants also remarked upon the lack of
jobs available and the level of competition associated with securing a job.
Focus group participants noted that immigrant communities do provide jobs and careers to fellow
immigrants, which reduces the pressure of unemployment.
The focus group participants agreed that online applications further inhibit job access due to the lack of
computer or internet access in the community. They also remarked on wage levels, noting that
reasonable wages should be a priority as low-income workers struggle to provide for their families while
working for inadequate wages.
The participants of the HACE focus group also agreed that employment was a top issue for their
community. According to HACE participants, the lack of funding within certain sections of the city limits
small business opportunities, thereby reducing the availability of jobs for both youth and adults. One
participant stated, “[w]e are the forgotten people you could say,” in response to the perceived lack of
public funding in their neighborhood. The impact of gentrification also affects the access to employment.
Participants noted that HACE employs people from the community and develops affordable housing so
people can afford to live there.
Economic investment was identified as a strategy for improving neighborhood employment
opportunities. The group suggested that entrepreneurs be given more money to start businesses and to
provide employment for the community. The improvement of parks could also provide jobs for residents.
Investing in more opportunities to provide training and apprenticeships in the building trades could
reduce unemployment for local residents. The participants also suggested helping to relieve trauma.
One participant stated, “invest in people who are equipped to help a community that is struggling with
ridiculous levels of trauma”.
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Members of the CEO Oversight Board reiterated several of these themes. Participants seemed in
agreement that employment issues define the communities they serve and that “the whole scheme of
things [related to poverty] relies on not having adequate income”. The participants mentioned multiple
issues that impact employment such as the lack of jobs in low-income areas, the lack of childcare, the
lack of social connections, the lack of skills, the lack of career advancement possibilities, and racism.
One Oversight Board member referenced subsidized jobs programs that “were really effective” as “a
way that people without a lot of work experience were able to get into jobs” around the country at the
time of the recession. Another Oversight Board member mentioned the success of Philadelphia’s “Ban
the Box” program, which helps to expand opportunities for job applicants with criminal records.
A participant suggested “empowering people in different departments...such as [those with] mental
health challenges and substance abuse” to promote recovery and then move towards employment and
stable housing. Another person recommended providing adult education embedded in a workplacebased program, such as occupational skills training, and developing “programs for women, in particular,
for them to do career exploration outside the pink collar universe”.

CEO Activities Supporting Employment Opportunities
CEO is investing in several employment initiatives that attempt to help the hardest-to-serve career
seekers. Launched in Philadelphia in 2016, the Center for Employment Opportunities is a nationally
recognized, evidence-based workforce development model that connects returning citizens to quality
transitional employment and job training opportunities. The Mayor’s Office of Community
Empowerment and Opportunity in partnership with Philadelphia Parks and Recreation provides funding
to support the program, which placed 139 adults in transitional work in 2016. The Mayor’s Office of
Community Empowerment and Opportunity also supports Jewish Employment and Vocational Service
(JEVS) Human Services organization in the Pennsylvania Department of Human Services’ Work Ready
program, which assists residents eligible for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). Finally,
PowerCorps PHL provides training, supports, and job placement assistance for opportunity youth. The
program helps to transform the lives more than 100 young people each year.

VII.

Educational Attainment

Access to a quality educational system, especially in the early years of life, can both improve long-term
employment outcomes and provide pathways out of poverty. One of the highest priorities for local
officials in Philadelphia is to create stronger educational opportunities that serve residents throughout
their lifetimes. In assessing the status of education across its various dimensions, it is especially
important to consider how those in poverty can better access high quality childcare, early learning, and
adult basic education resources, and how well the existing educational networks serve the most
vulnerable populations.
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Adult Attainment
In Philadelphia, 19 percent of adults over the age of 25, or 186,815 individuals, do not have a high school
diploma or equivalent (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). In this regard, Philadelphia lags behind the statewide (11%) and national (14%) averages of educational attainment (CAP Data Tool 2016). Moreover, 22
percent of Philadelphia’s adults over the age of 16 lack literacy skills (CAP Data Tool 2016). This rate is
considerably higher than the overall rate for adults with limited literacy in Pennsylvania, at 13 percent.
Table VII-1. Comparison of city-wide, state-wide and national educational attainment rates for adults
over the age of 25, 2014 (CAP 2016).
Percent No
High School
Diploma

Percent
High School
Only

Percent
Some College

Percent
Associates
Degree

Percent
Bachelor's
Degree

Percent
Graduate or
Professional
Degree

Philadelphia

18.6%

34.4%

17.4%

5.2%

14.2%

10.3%

Pennsylvania

11.0%

36.8%

16.4%

7.7%

17.1%

11.0%

United States

13.7%

28.0%

21.2%

7.9%

18.3%

11.0%

For individuals living below the poverty line, educational attainment is even further from reach. Nearly
38 percent of adults over the age of 25 lacking a high school diploma or equivalent certification live in
poverty, and 14 percent live in deep poverty (Table VII-2)(ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). Families headed
by single women with low educational attainment are the most likely to be living in poverty as
compared to all families and married couples. More than half (57%) of all families with single female
householders lacking a high school education were in poverty, compared to 22 percent of married
couples, and 40 percent of all families (Table VII-3) (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). Low educational
attainment seems to be highest in the RECAP neighborhoods of North and West Philadelphia (Figure
VII-1).
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Table VII-2. Educational attainment for adults living in poverty (below 100% poverty line) and deep
poverty (below 50% poverty line), 2014 (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).

Percent Living Below Poverty Line
Poverty

Deep Poverty

38%

40%
35%
30%
25%

23%

21%

18%

20%
14%

15%

10%

9%

10%

9%
5%

5%

0%

0%
Population 25 years Less than high
and over
school graduate

High school
Some college or Bachelor's degree
graduate (includes associate's degree
or higher
equivalency)

Table VII-3. Poverty rate by educational attainment and family type (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).

Percent of Families Living Below the Poverty Line
All Families
60%

Married-couples

Single Female Householders

57%

50%
40%

40%

39%
31%

30%
22%

24%
19%

20%
11%

11%
8%

10%

6%

4%

0%
Less than high school
graduate

High school graduate
(includes equivalency)

Some college, associate's
degree
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Figure VII-1. Census tract map of the percent of population with less than a high school education
(ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates).
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For survey respondents that ranked education as a top concern, almost half (46%) indicated that they or
an adult in their household needed help getting into a post-secondary or vocational program over the
past 12 months. Respondents living below the poverty line were more likely to report needing help with
math and accessing programs to obtain a GED or high school diploma. Figure VII-2 presents additional
information on responses to questions on adult education needs.
Figure VII-2. Responses to in-depth survey questions on adult educational needs.

Educational Needs for Adults in Household
Below Poverty

Above Poverty

60%
48%

50%
40%

31%

30%
20%
10%

43%
33%

28%
19%

23%
17% 16%

16%

11% 9%

0%
Need help
reading/writing

Need help with Need programs for Need help to get Aware of services
math
GED/diploma
into postsecondary program

Used services

Youth Engagement
An alarming 37 percent of children in Philadelphia are in poverty. Philadelphia has nearly double the
state-wide rate of childhood poverty (19%) and significantly exceeds the national average (22%) (CAP
2016). Moreover, between 2000 and 2014 childhood poverty increased by 11 percentage points in
Philadelphia, while only increasing 6 percentage points both state-wide and nationally during that time
period (CAP 2016). When considering demographics, racial disparities become clear. While 12 percent of
non-Hispanic white children were in poverty, 42 percent of African-American children and more than
half of all Native American, Alaskan Native, Hispanic children and children of “some other” race were in
families living below the poverty line (Table VII-4).
Table VII-4. Percent of children under 18 years of age in poverty by race and ethnicity, 2014 (CAP
2016).
NonHispanic
White

Black or
African
American

Native
American,
Alaska
Native

Asian

Native
Hawaiian,
Pacific
Islander

Some
Other
Race

Multiple
Race

Hispanic,
Latino

Philadelphia

16%

42%

55%

31%

12%

55%

37%

52%

Pennsylvania
United
States

12%

39%

35%

16%

32%

47%

30%

41%

13%

39%

37%

13%

28%

36%

23%

33%
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High Quality Early Learning and Child Care Opportunities
Approximately 127,450 children under the age of six live in Philadelphia. More than one in three (35%)
of these children were in families below poverty and another 27 percent of children under 6 are in
homes right above the poverty level (i.e., 100 to 200 percent of the poverty level) (ACS 2014 1-Year
Estimates). Philadelphia’s rate of early childhood poverty surpasses the state-wide rate by 14
percentage points (see Figure VII-3).
Figure VII-3. Percent of children under 6 in families below poverty (ACS 1-Year Estimates).
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An analysis conducted by the Penn Child Research Center at the University of Pennsylvania and the City
of Philadelphia found that by the age of five, a high number of children face multiple early childhood
risks, including low birth weight, inadequate prenatal care, lead exposure, homelessness, and
maltreatment, among others. Of the nearly 20,000 five year-olds in Philadelphia, about a third
experienced one early childhood risk and about a quarter experienced two or more risks. The most
common combination of risks experienced by five year-olds was low maternal education and inadequate
prenatal care. The analysis examined the spatial distribution of children experiencing multiple risks as
well, and found evidence of a concentration of vulnerable five year-olds in the Northeast neighborhoods
of Kensington, Olney, Crescentville and Frankford and the South Philadelphia neighborhoods of Grays
Ferry and West Passyunk (UPenn and City of Philadelphia 2012). Figure VII-4 illustrates the spatial
distribution of five year-old children in Philadelphia with multiple risk factors.
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Figure VII-4. Spatial distribution of five year-old children in Philadelphia that have experienced
multiple early childhood risks, by Census tract (taken from UPenn and City of Philadelphia 2012).

Nearly fifty years of research has found compelling evidence that high quality early childhood education
is one of the most effective means to reduce intergenerational poverty. High quality early learning
narrows the academic achievement gap and prepares students to succeed school and later in life.
Children who are at risk of school failure based on two or more early childhood risk factors make the
most dramatic gains in early childhood education. They are much less likely than their peers to require
special education, remediation, grade repetition or to enter the juvenile justice system. They perform
better on standardized achievement tests and have higher rates of high school graduation and college
attendance than their peers. As adults they earn more and rely less on public benefits (Camilli et al.
2010). Despite convincing evidence at the local level (Fantuzzo and Bulotsky 2011; OMG Center 2009;
Early Childhood Partnerships 2010), as well as and national level, Philadelphia has a shortage of highquality early childhood education opportunities for children from birth to five.
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In an assessment of the supply and demand of child care slots in Philadelphia, the Reinvestment Fund
estimated that only about 18 percent of the 100,930 slots were both licensed and highly-rated according
to the Keystone STARS performance standards (i.e., STAR 3 or STAR 4 ratings) (Reinvestment Fund
2016). More often than not, child care providers are either not certified (27% of all slots) or certified
with either no STARS rating (26% of all slots) or a low STARS rating (29% of all slots). Figure VII-5 shows
the break out of certified versus un-certified child care providers and slots by STARS ratings.
Figure VII-5. Percentage of child care slots that are certified and with a Keystone STARS rating, 2015
(adapted from Reinvestment Fund 2016).
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Access to quality child care was a highly-ranked concern among survey respondents with children. While
child care was a prominent concern of parents in this survey, only 79 surveyed parents answered indepth questions related to child care; admittedly, a very small sample that should be interpreted with
caution.
In the last 12 months, 70 percent of surveyed parents had trouble accessing safe, reliable and/or
affordable childcare. Over half (56%) also encountered problems accessing employment or other
services because childcare was unavailable. Less than a third (32%) of respondents was aware of any
services or organizations in their neighborhood that help people with childcare.
School Performance
The School District of Philadelphia (SDP) had 131,483 children and young adults enrolled across 212
District schools during the 2013-2014 school year. Since 2012, the School District has been operating in a
deficit, prompting the closure of 24 schools, as well as the layoffs of teachers, health aides, staff and
termination of critical programs. These massive, austere changes have left schools and administrators
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with constrained resources and difficult choices in what educational opportunities to provide for
students (SDP 2016). The District annually uses data on student and teacher performance to categorize
schools into four tiers, ranked from highest to lowest performing. The tiers are as follows: 1) Model, 2)
Reinforce, 3) Watch and 4) Intervene. For the 2013-2014 school year, 84 percent of District schools were
in the bottom two tiers of “Watch” and “Intervene” (SDP 2016b). Twenty-one percent of all District
schools were located in racially or ethnically-concentrated areas of poverty (RECAP) and 96 percent of
these schools were ranked in the bottom two performance tiers (Figure VII-6). Of the schools not
located in RECAP tracts, 82 percent were ranked in the bottom two performance tiers. Across District
schools, student performance, as measured by standardized tests, is fairly low. Less than half of students
perform at a level of “advanced or proficient” across most subject areas tested in both the 2012-2013
and 2013-2014 school years (Figure VII-7).
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Figure VII-6. Philadelphia District schools, mapped against RECAP tracts, 2014 (SDP 2016b).
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Figure VII-7. Student performance in District schools, 2013 and 2014 school years (SDP 2016b).

SDP Student Performance
27
27

ACCESS for ELLs: 4.5 or Above
Keystone - Literature: First-Time Pass Rate

44
25

Keystone - Biology: First-Time Pass Rate

29
28
29

Keystone - Algebra I: First-Time Pass Rate

47

2013

2014

42
41

PSSA - Writing: Proficient or Advanced
37
37

PSSA - Science: Proficient or Advanced
PSSA - Reading (Grade 4-8): Proficient or
Advanced

42
43
47
46

PSSA - Math: Proficient or Advanced
PSSA - Reading (Grade 3): Proficient or Advanced

41

Reading at Grade Level (K-2)

45

48
0

10

20

30

40

50

52
60

Percent of Students
CEO Oversight Board members ranked education as the number three issue facing the communities they
work with. One participant expressed concern for the youths who are not graduating from college but
are getting stuck with substantial student loan debt. Another referenced the lack of funding for
education and that “they spend more to lock you up than to educate a child”. The participants also
discussed the correlation between low income and education. One participant mentioned the “need to
diversify educational opportunities” and that some kids could “benefit from a vocational education
opportunity”. Students that don’t graduate from high school are put at a disadvantage and don’t have
the skills to get a decent job. A participant also suggested simultaneously focusing on both early
childhood education and adult education, as a two-generation strategy.
Participants of the Frankford CDC listed opportunities for youth engagement as the fourth major issue
affecting their community. The lack of funding for facilities dedicated to youth engagement was a
frequent issue. One participant stated, “like, our Frankford Y is no longer in existence. The building is still
there, but it’s not being used. Or the PAL center that we used to have we don’t have any longer”.
Finding new ways to fund engagement activities, transportation, food, and other programs is a major
obstacle. In addition, the lack of employment for minors in the community impacts crime and drug use
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among youth. The participants agreed that outlets such as the Boys and Girls Club, football leagues, City
recreation center, and extracurricular activities sustain youth engagement in the city. Older teen
engagement in school and in the neighborhood can prevent crime and drug use. Participants agreed
that more programs were needed to help this population.
Participants of the HACE focus group said that the lack of opportunities for youth engagement is the
number one issue affecting their communities. Insufficient funding for recreational programs limits
children of their options during the summer months. The participants agreed that there are not enough
centers, such as the Police Athletic League, in their neighborhoods. The lack of outlets for youth
increases the pressure in an already stressful environment. Other extracurricular activities are too
expensive and the limited availability of jobs is an obstacle that impacts both the adult and youth culture.
HACE participants also agreed that improving police-community relations would lay the groundwork for
creating more opportunities for youth engagement.

CEO Activities Supporting Educational Opportunities
In 2015, CEO and partners helped launched A Running Start Philadelphia, a citywide strategy for quality
early learning for all children aged five and under. The plan recommends strategies to improve families’
access to high quality child care, increase the supply of high quality early learning, strengthen the early
childhood workforce through professional development and better compensation, improve alignment
between the systems established to support children from birth to five and kindergarten through third
grade, and ensure Philadelphia has the infrastructure to support these goals. A Running Start
Philadelphia laid the groundwork for Mayor Kenney’s landmark pre-K expansion program, which plans
to fund 6,500 new slots in high-quality pre-K over the next five years. To date, 2,000 new slots have
been created.

VIII.

Income Management

The wages, income, benefits and assets available to a household can have a tremendous impact on the
stability and the opportunities one can afford. Income, in particular, is an important indicator of a
household’s ability to pay their bills, save for emergencies, and plan for the future. Families in poverty
are often not afforded those choices, instead managing survival through a series of complex trade-offs,
juggling the costs of food, health care, education, housing and other basic necessities, from one day to
the next. Public benefits are a major source of assistance and income that help low-income families
meet basic needs and offset the immediate impacts of poverty.

Household Income
Over the past five years, median household income across the city has increased 14.7 percent, up from
$35,917 in 2011 (inflation-adjusted 2015 dollars) to $41,233 in 2015 (ACS 1-Year Estimates). While this
change is a promising indicator of renewed economic vitality in the city, not all households have seen
income gains and many families still rely on various forms of assistance to meet basic needs. The
average household in the Philadelphia metropolitan area spends $60,480 per year on living expenses –
and housing is often the single largest expense (BLS 2015). As a point of comparison, the federal poverty
level for a two-person household in 2014 was $15,730, meaning that families in poverty in Philadelphia
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earn almost 4 times less than what the average household in the Philadelphia metro region spends
annually (HHS 2014).
Figure VIII-1. Share of household expenditures for eight major categories, 2014 to 2015 (adapted from
BLS 2015).
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Financial Management
Traditional banking services can provide valuable resources to individuals and families to manage their
income via savings accounts, lines of credit, access to loan products and technical assistance on how to
create budgets. Yet many residents of Philadelphia are shut out from accessing these services, and as a
result are “underbanked” or “unbanked”. A 2015 survey conducted by the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation (FDIC) found that 19 percent of households in the Philadelphia metro region are
underbanked and 4.1 percent are unbanked (FDIC 2015). Individuals with lower educational attainment
are unbanked at higher rates; in 2015, 10.3 percent of individuals with a high school diploma did not use
banking services, as compared to 1.1 percent of individuals with some college and 0.5 percent of adults
with a college degree (FDIC 2015). Nationally, the top three reasons given for not obtaining a bank
account (aside from “other” or “unknown”) were that they 1) “do not have enough money to keep in a
bank account” (37.8% of unbanked households); 2) “do not trust banks” (10.9%); and 3) the “account
fees are too high” (9.4%).
Low-income residents that are able to obtain lines of credit may be more likely to be behind on paying
off their debt or have sub-par credit scores. According to a 2015 study by the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York, 60 percent of credit consumers from low- or moderate-income neighborhoods in the
Philadelphia metro region have limited credit or poor- to-fair credit, compared to 40 percent of all
consumers in the region (FRBNY 2015). Moreover, consumers from low to moderate-income
neighborhoods are more likely to be severely delinquent on their debt payments. One in four residents
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of low- to moderate income neighborhoods in the Philadelphia metropolitan region is severely
delinquent, as compared to 15 percent of all consumers in the region (FRBNY 2015).
Figure VIII-2. Percent of consumers with limited credit or poor/fair credit, 2015Q4 (FRBNY 2015).
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Note: “Low/Mod-Income” neighborhoods are those Census tracts in which the median family income is less than 80% the
metropolitan area median family income.

Figure VIII-3. Percent of consumers with severely delinquent debt, 2015Q4 (FRBNY 2015).
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Household budgeting and financial management were among the highest challenges faced by surveyed
households. Respondents who identified this challenge in the introductory questions received follow-up
questions to gather additional information for their household, and of these respondents, approximately
86 percent indicated having difficulty managing their household’s budget. While budgeting was a
challenge for most respondents to these questions, respondents of households with incomes below
poverty were much more likely to be financially strained at the end of a typical month and to not use
MAYOR’S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT & OPPORTUNITY
COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT 2016

80

traditional banking or credit services. Sixty-four percent of respondents below poverty had a bank
account and 37 percent had a personal credit card, compared to 88 percent and 65 percent of
respondents above poverty respectively. Moreover, 38 percent of low-income respondents use checkcashing services, compared to 26 percent of higher-income households. Over half (53%) of respondents
below poverty reported not having enough money at the end of the month to make ends meet,
compared to 29 percent of higher-income respondents. Figure VIII-4 shows responses to survey
questions on financial management.
Figure VIII-4. Responses to survey questions on financial management needs.
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Given the expressed difficulty for households, especially lower-income households, to manage finances
and make ends meet, it follows that many respondents indicated also having difficulty paying utilities. Of
the low-income respondents that named utility assistance in their top three concerns, approximately 87
percent had difficulty paying utilities in the last 12 months, and 34 percent had their utilities shut off for
any period of time in the last 12 months. Nearly one in four of these respondents below poverty (23%)
reported experiencing a health problem because of a lack of utilities. A modest proportion of
respondents were aware of programs to assist with utilities: over a third of respondents knew of related
services or organizations, and 23 percent stated that they had used these services.
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Figure VIII-5. Survey responses relating to paying utilities.
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Access to Benefits
Public benefits work to close the gap between not having enough to afford basic needs and having
enough. However, accessing public benefits often requires navigating complex systems and having the
time and resources to go through multi-step processes. As a result, many families encounter difficulties
enrolling in and maintaining critical assistance programs.
According to the Pennsylvania Department of Human Services (PA DHS), an estimated 493,000 people in
Philadelphia are eligible for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), comprising 26
percent of the state’s estimated population of SNAP recipients (PA DHS 2016). An estimated 73,800
individuals in Philadelphia are eligible for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), comprising
nearly half (48%) of all individuals receiving TANF state-wide (PA DHS 2016). Over half (52%) of children
under the age of 18 live in households receiving some form of public assistance, underscoring the
importance of assistance programs in supporting Philadelphia’s youngest residents (ACS 2014 5-Year
Estimates).
For survey respondents, access to income supports, both formal and informal, is critical. Fifty-two
percent of the full sample of survey respondents indicated that they receive SNAP dollars, 35 percent
receive money from friends or family, and 22 percent participate in the LIHEAP program. Respondents
with incomes below poverty were more likely than respondents above poverty to participate in federal
benefits programs such as SNAP, TANF, SSI, WIC and SSDI.

MAYOR’S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT & OPPORTUNITY
COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT 2016

82

Figure VIII-6. Types of assistance used by survey respondents.

Types of Assistance
Below Poverty

SNAP

Above Poverty

383

Money from friends/family

240

LIHEAP

118

159

Social security

70

115

SSI

104

146

SSDI

57

104

TANF

40

91

EITC

58

WIC

58

Housing vouchers

149

43
50
27

47 18

Child support

36 21

Unemployment insurance 18 24
Utility assistance 710
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

Recent research suggests that many families receiving some form of public assistance have brief lapses
in coverage, prompting them to re-apply within a short time period – usually within 30 to 90 days. These
quick lapses and re-applications are referred to as “benefits churn”. Churn can be caused by a range of
reasons, but lapses caused by procedural issues (e.g., missed an interview, forms were not sent to the
correct address, or forms were not returned by the client) rather than changes in eligibility, may point to
opportunities for improving procedures to maintain consistent coverage for families that are otherwise
eligible. In a recent study of churn in Philadelphia, CLASP estimated that $8.8 million in annual
administrative costs were attributable to churn in Philadelphia (CLASP 2015). The study found that
4,145 SNAP cases on average per month were reopened after 30 days, representing 41 percent of all
closed or rejected SNAP applications and costing an estimated $331,600 per month. Approximately
4,333 closed or rejected Medicaid cases on average per month were reopened after 90 days,
representing about 40 percent of all closed Medicaid cases and costing an estimated $346,640 in
administrative costs per month. An estimated 695 closed TANF cases on average per month were
reopened after 60 days, representing 60 percent of all closed cases and costing an estimated $55,600
per month (CLASP 2015).
These statistics suggest that benefits churn may be a significant issue, for low-income clients and service
providers alike. Procedural lapses in benefits inflate the volume of caseloads, affect the ability of lowMAYOR’S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT & OPPORTUNITY
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income families to make ends meet and introduce inefficiencies into the delivery of critical social
services.

CEO Activities Supporting Benefits Access and Financial Management
The Mayor’s Office of Community Empowerment and Opportunity (CEO) provides funding support to
Benefits Data Trust (BDT) to help residents access public benefits through a network of community
based BenePhilly Centers. Through the BenePhilly Centers, residents are able to apply for and enroll in
multiple benefit programs in a one-stop shop. In addition, CEO and Clarifi operate seven Financial
Empowerment Centers, which offer free one-on-one financial counseling sessions to Philadelphia
residents. CEO recently co-located a BenePhilly and a Financial Empowerment Center with one of
Philadelphia Works, Inc.’s Integrated Career Centers, to provide clients with a fuller spectrum of income
management services, including benefits access, budgeting, financial advising, and career connections.
CEO also commits funding to partners such as Community Legal Services of Philadelphia to advocate
directly with PA DHS on difficult public benefits applications, and to process criminal record
expungements. The City also provides support to the Campaign for Working Families to offer free tax
preparation assistance and financial literacy workshops for income eligible Philadelphia residents.

IX.

Health and Wellness

There has been a growing understanding of the relationship between poverty and health. Nationally,
lower income residents face increased rates of “mortality, morbidity and risk-taking behaviors and
decreased access to and quality of health care” (CDC 2013). Low-income households earning $35,000
annually or less are four times as likely to report being in poor or fair health as compared to upperincome households earning an annual income of $100,000 or more, and this relationship is a positive
correlation, with health status increasing as household income increases (Urban Institute 2015). Lowerincome adults are more likely to experience serious physical and mental health issues such as coronary
heart disease, diabetes, chronic arthritis, vision trouble, kidney disease and depressive feelings (Urban
Institute 2015). These trends extend to children as well, with lower-income children being more likely to
suffer from asthma, elevated blood lead levels, heart conditions, obesity and digestive disorders (Urban
Institute 2015).
In understanding why health disparities exist between poor and non-poor residents, it is important to
consider the social determinants of health, such as access to health care coverage, access to care, access
to resources to meet daily needs, exposure to crime, violence and stress, and how vulnerable
populations (such as children and seniors) may be disproportionately affected.

Health Coverage
Every two years, the Public Health Management Corporation (PHMC) releases the results of its
Household Health Survey, a longitudinal and representative sample of over 10,000 individuals in
Southeast Pennsylvania. Based on 2015 results, the number of individuals lacking health insurance in
Philadelphia was approximately 119,300, or one in ten. Yet, disparities in health coverage exist by race,
ethnicity, gender and age. Younger adults aged 18 to 39 are more likely to be uninsured than members
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of any other age group, with 15 percent lacking health insurance. Men are slightly more likely to be
uninsured (13%) than women (8%). At 21 percent, Hispanic or Latino residents lack health insurance at
higher rates than white, black, Asian or other racial groups. Households in poverty are more than twice
as likely to be uninsured (18%) than non-poor households (8%) (PHMC 2015).
According to the American Community Survey (ACS), foreign-born individuals who lack citizenship status
are uninsured at a rate of 42 percent, greatly surpassing uninsured rates for native-born residents (ACS
2014 5-Year Estimates). The complete or intermittent lack of employment also presents a barrier to
obtaining health insurance. About 42 percent of those who are unemployed lack health insurance and
26 percent of those who worked less than full-time were uninsured. Finally, one-fifth of those who lack
high school education are uninsured.
Medicaid provides health care coverage to low-income individuals and families unable to obtain or
afford private insurance. In Pennsylvania, eligible families are those at or below 138% of the federal
poverty line (FPL), which translates to about $1,840 combined monthly income or less for a household
of two (PA Health Law Project 2016). About 23 percent of all adults and 41 percent of all children in
Philadelphia are covered by Medicaid (PHMC 2015). Women are more often insured by Medicaid than
men, at 26 percent compared to 19 percent of men. Over one-third (34%) of individuals of “some other
race” were covered by Medicaid, and black individuals had the second highest enrollment in Medicaid
across all racial groups at 33 percent. Over one half (51%) of all families below the poverty line and 73
percent of children below poverty were covered by Medicaid (PHMC 2015).
Across age, gender, race, ethnicity and poverty status, the vast majority of adults with insurance also
have prescription drug coverage. Of all insured adults, 87 percent have coverage for prescription drugs,
and the rates are fairly similar for men and women, and for families above and below the poverty line.
Adults aged 18-39, Latino individuals and Asian individuals have coverage rates for prescription drugs
lower than the average. Asian residents have the lowest prescription drug coverage at 60 percent
(PHMC 2015).

Health Status and Access to Care
Over 41 percent of adults living in poverty report being in health that is less than “good”, underscoring
the detrimental impact of poverty on personal well-being. Of the aggregate racial groups represented in
the PHMC Survey, Latino individuals had the highest prevalence of fair or poor health, at 37 percent.
Asian adults were least likely (9%) to report being in poor health.
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Figure IX-1. Percent of population reporting “fair” or “poor” overall health status, by demographics
(PHMC 2015).
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Adults experiencing poverty have higher than average rates of health issues that can degrade their
overall well-being and quality of life. Namely, adults in poverty are more likely to struggle with or suffer
from the effects of obesity, asthma, diabetes, and high blood pressure. Compared to 38 percent of all
adults, 44 percent of adults in poverty have high blood pressure. More than one in five (22%) adults in
poverty has diabetes and 39 percent are obese, as compared to 15 percent and 33 percent of all adults
in Philadelphia respectively.
Perhaps one factor contributing to observed health disparities is that nearly a third (32%) of adults in
poverty report that the quality of the groceries in their neighborhood is low, suggesting that there are
limited healthy food options within a reasonable distance to their homes. Additional structural barriers
to health include simply not being able to afford health insurance, prescription drug coverage, or even
meals. Sixteen percent of poor adults, compared to 10 percent of non-poor adults, report that cost is a
barrier to health care coverage. Moreover, senior adults living below the poverty line are three times
more likely (25%) than non-poor seniors (8%) to cut meals because they cannot afford it.
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Table IX-1. Cost as a barrier to health, 2015 (PHMC 2015).
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Disparities in obtaining regular care are largely seen across race and insurance status, rather than
poverty status. On average, 85 percent of adults in Philadelphia have a regular source of care, though
only three-quarters of Asian residents stated as much. Sixty-four percent of residents lacking health
insurance in Philadelphia had a regular source of care. A large majority (83%) of adults living in poverty
stated having a regular source of care.
About 10 percent of survey respondents named physical and mental health as in their top three
concerns. These respondents received in-depth follow-up questions to learn more about their barriers
to health. Of respondents answering these in-depth questions, 71 percent had a problem with their
physical health in the past 12 months, and half (50%) had had a mental health issue in the past 12
months, with significant differences between those in poverty and those that are not. Poor respondents
were slightly less likely (68%) than non-poor respondents (78%) to report having suffered an issue with
their physical health, but much more likely (63%) to have had a mental health issue than their non-poor
counterparts (31%). Respondents living below the poverty line were also more likely to use emergency
rooms for regular treatment, have an untreated and ongoing physical health problem, and have greater
difficulties getting health insurance (Figure IX-2). However, respondents in poverty were more likely to
both be aware of and use physical and mental health services (Figure IX-3).
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Figure IX-2. Responses to survey questions on physical and mental health needs.
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Figure IX-3. Survey respondents’ awareness and use of physical and mental health services.
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Food Access
Hunger is one of the most immediate effects of living in poverty, and in Philadelphia one in five
individuals is food insecure (Feeding America 2014). This equates to 335,560 people in our city without
sufficient resources to consistently afford an adequate amount of food from day-to-day. Philadelphia’s
food insecurity rate is higher than both the national and statewide average (both 14%), as well as
comparison cities such as New York (Manhattan) (15%), Chicago (14%) and Washington D.C. (14%)
(Feeding America 2014). Moreover, many of those individuals lacking adequate access to food in
Philadelphia are children. In the city, 77,410 or 23 percent of children are food insecure.
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Figure IX-4. Food insecurity rates in Philadelphia and U.S., 2010-2014 (US ERS 2016, Feeding America
2014).
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About 9 percent of survey respondents named access to healthy food as one of their top three concerns.
Of the respondents that received follow-up questions on food access, 75 percent reported having
trouble accessing healthy food in the past 12 months. An alarming 69 percent of respondents also
reported running out of money to buy food at least once in the past year, with respondents in poverty
being more likely (77%) than respondents not in poverty (51%) to lack money for food. While the
majority of respondents expressed having a working kitchen, respondents living below the poverty line
were slightly less likely (82%) to say that they had a working kitchen than non-poor respondents (92%).
There seemed to be some difference across poverty status in awareness of programs or organizations
that help people get healthy food. Almost a third of respondents in poverty were aware of these
services as compared to 43 percent of respondents not in poverty.

MAYOR’S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT & OPPORTUNITY
COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT 2016

89

Figure IX-5. Responses to survey questions about accessing healthy food.
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Food insecurity is alleviated for some by pulling together a patchwork of benefits such as Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Women, Infants and Children (WIC) or cash assistance, and by
receiving meals from organizations across the city. The State Food Purchase Program provides grants to
counties in Pennsylvania to purchase and distribute food through pantries, community and civic
organizations, or non-profits. An estimated 572,000 Philadelphia residents received food through the
State Food Purchase Program between 2013 and 2014. Through this and other food assistance programs,
an average of 1,860 meals were served daily in Center City and West Philadelphia alone (City of
Philadelphia TSOSF 2012).
CEO coordinates the Food Access Collaborative and administers related programs to help partner
organizations provide emergency meals in a safe and dignified setting. In a 2016 survey of meal
providers and guests, 879,892 emergency meals were provided at 35 different sites across the city (City
of Philadelphia CEO 2016). Meal guests requested diverse services, with the most common being
housing assistance (34% of guests), employment services (22%) and medical assistance (22%). The most
common medical conditions reported by emergency meal guests were high cholesterol (40%), asthma
(17%) and diabetes (17%).

Children’s Health
Approximately 41 percent of all children in Philadelphia are covered by Medicaid; however, nearly
27,000 children from low-income households (27%) are not covered by Medicaid. About 11 percent of
all children in Philadelphia, and 7 percent of children in households below poverty, are covered by the
Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP), the health coverage option for children in households that
exceed the income thresholds for Medicaid (PHMC 2015).
A large majority of children are reported to be in “good to excellent” health (93%), yet “poor and fair”
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poor households (4%). Approximately half of all children between the ages of 6 and 18 in Philadelphia
are overweight or obese; however, disparities exist as 64 percent of children from low-income
households are overweight, compared to 44 percent of children from non-poor households (PHMC
2015).

Public Safety
Violent crime in Philadelphia is on a long downward trend from at least 2006, the oldest year of publiclyavailable data (Figure IX-6). Between 2015 and 2016, the incidence of violent crime in the city declined
by 5 percent – from about 16,030 in 2015 to 15,240 in 2016. Within the category of violent crime, the
largest declines within the past year were seen in the incidence of rape (-11%), robbery (-9%), and
armed robbery (-7%). The number of homicides citywide remained relatively stable, increasing slightly
from 267 in 2015 to 271 in 2016. Long term patterns in crime vary substantially when the data are
broken out by Police District. Districts with the highest incidence of violent crime in 2016, depicted in
the darkest shade in Figure IX-6 below, include the 15th (Frankford, Bridesburg, Tacony/Wissinoming,
and Mayfair), the 22nd (North Central Philadelphia-West), and the 25th (Hunting Park, Fairhill, Juniata
Park/Feltonville). Other high crime districts include the 12th (Southwest Philadelphia), the 18th (Cobbs
Creek, Walnut Hill, Spruce Hill, Cedar Park, University City), the 19th (Wynnefield, Overbrook), the 24th
(Port Richmond, Harrowgate, Kensington), the 35th (Olney, Oak Lane) and the 39th (Nicetown, Allegheny
West, East Falls). The high crime areas overlap with many of the areas of concentrated poverty in the
city – particularly sections of North Philadelphia, West Philadelphia, Kensington, and Frankford.
Figure IX-6. Violent crimes by type of crime, 2006-2016 (CEO analysis of data from City of Philadelphia
2016).
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The accompanying chart in Figure IX-7 shows the incidence of all crimes by Police District over a ten-year
span – between 2006 and 2016. While the gradual downward trend in crime is apparent for most
districts, the chart also illustrates areas in Philadelphia that have suffered from relatively high levels of
crime over a sustained period of time. When crime is endemic within a neighborhood, residents can
begin to experience chronically high levels of stress due to feelings of fear and a lack of personal safety.
Routine exposure to community crime and violence, particularly in the early years of life, has been
identified as a form of trauma that can have long term impacts on life outcomes such as physical health,
behavioral health, employment and relationships (PHMC, 2013).
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Figure IX-7. Map of violent crimes in 2016, aggregated to police district; and crimes by type and district from 2006 through 2016 (City of Philadelphia 2016).
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Participants in the Frankford CDC focus group ranked crime prevention and safety as the number one
issue affecting their community. Respondents described living in a constant state of fear and being
unwilling to travel at night due to high crime rates. Crime disrupts youth engagement within the
community as parents are more reluctant to have their children play at local parks. Business owners do
not feel safe and therefore no longer want to continue investing in what they perceive as a
neighborhood in decline. One respondent stated that crime “affects business; people don’t want to go in
the stores because they don’t want to walk through the crowd of people outside doing illegal activities”.
Many blocks throughout the city have established town watch circles, in which the residents look after
the safety of their neighbors. Focus group participants said that the increased police presence through
bike patrols and beat cops contributed to a noticeable decrease in neighborhood crime.
Participants agreed that providing rehabilitation programs for people who have been formerly
incarcerated is an important part of ending the cycle of unemployment and crime. They also discussed
the need for more job training and employment opportunities for community residents. According to
focus group participants, the Frankford neighborhood is changing and is in need of community
development to offset the criminal activity that is being displaced from nearby gentrifying areas.
Public safety concerns were also expressed by participants in the Northeast Older Adult Center (NEOAC)
focus group. Multiple people in the focus group expressed concern that seniors are not a priority to the
police, noting that response times to their calls have been slow. The participants all reported knowing
another senior who has been a victim of a mugging and, as one participant explained, “I’m looking for
more visibility from the police around where a lot of senior citizens live”. The participants discussed the
possibility of bringing in a community relations partner that would work to improve the quality of life for
seniors and make sure that poorer neighborhoods get the same response rates and services as more
affluent neighborhoods.
Seniors are also concerned with traffic safety in their communities. NEOAC focus group participants
stated that there is not enough time for seniors to cross the street safely at major intersections,
especially at the intersection of Roosevelt Boulevard and Grant Avenue. One participant noted that on
Caster Avenue, “they took away that little island in the middle that you could stop on,” which was
described as a major safety issue for senior citizens when crossing the street.

CEO Activities Supporting Public Safety
As the lead agency for the West Philadelphia Promise Zone, CEO supports and is an active member of
the Promise Zone Public Safety Committee, which is co-chaired by the Mount Vernon Manor CDC (a
community based organization), the Philadelphia LISC office, and the Philadelphia Police Department.
The Promise Zone Public Safety Committee has advanced community informed initiatives to promote
neighborhood safety, using strategies such as crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED)
and transforming vacant lots into open green space to discourage littering and illegal activity.
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X.

Emergency Services

Emergency Services refers to the collection of programs and resources that can help families and
individuals who are facing a crisis that threatens their immediate access to a basic life necessity, such as
food, clothing, utility service, or housing /shelter. The demand for emergency services is an important
indicator of both trends in general economic hardship and persistent gaps in the social safety net that
may call for new approaches or larger investments. In 2016, Philadelphians registered more than 14,760
calls to the United Way’s 211 help line, with approximately 60 percent of all callers asking for help to
secure a basic necessity. The top five presenting needs for Philadelphia’s 211 callers in 2016 were
concentrated in the areas of housing related needs (including electric and other utility assistance) and
food (United Way 2016):






Rent Payment Assistance (865)
Utility Service Payment Assistance (736)
Housing Search and Information (653)
Electric Service Payment Assistance (630)
Food Pantries (432)

This pattern of requests confirms that thousands of Philadelphians continue to struggle with day to day
living expenses, and that emergency services are crucial for helping vulnerable families make ends meet.

Rent Payment Assistance
In 2014, 73 percent of extremely low-income renter households in Philadelphia had a housing cost
burden, defined as paying more than 30 percent of income on housing costs. For many of these
households, access to rental payment assistance can make the difference between remaining housed or
becoming homeless. Each year, approximately 500 households receive assistance from the Office of
Homeless Services’ Homeless Prevention Program, which can help individuals and families repay a rental
arrearage and avoid eviction. While the maximum grant provided under the program is $1,000, the
average grant awarded is closer to $650 (OHS 2017). In order to qualify for assistance, the household
must be facing an immediate housing related crisis, as evidenced by: (1) an eviction court order or
notice to vacate; (2) copy of a Licenses and Inspections-issued Cease Operations order for current
premises; or (3) a referral from the Red Cross (for victims of fire or natural disaster). The household
must also have a plan for staying current with rent payments going forward. A household can only
receive rental payment assistance from the Homeless Prevention Program once in a 12-month period,
leading some cash-strapped families to integrate the emergency rent payment into their annual
household budgeting plan.
In addition to the City’s Homeless Prevention Program, several non-profit organizations provide help
with emergency rental payments, including Project HOME, UESF and Valley Youth House. In 2015, an
estimated 22,400 households received an eviction notice, and almost 5,000 were forced to vacate their
units due to eviction, including over 2,200 who were living in census tracts with high poverty rates (CEO
analysis of PLA 2016). The high and recurring demand for emergency rent payment assistance among
vulnerable families highlights the need for more proactive forms of rental housing support capable of
reducing housing instability and improving overall rental housing affordability.
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Emergency Utility Assistance
The average monthly utility bill (including electricity and heating costs) in Philadelphia is roughly $136
(Numbeo.com 2017), and the average monthly water bill is $70 (City of Philadelphia Water 2017), which
combined make up more than 10 percent of the monthly income for a family of four living at the federal
poverty level (and more than 20% of income for a family of four in deep poverty) (Census Bureau 2016).
It is not surprising that survey respondents ranked “paying utilities” as one of their top three biggest
challenges, and that utility service payment assistance ranks second only to rental assistance as the top
need presented in calls to the United Way’s 211 Hotline. In 2015, Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW)
reported that there were 9,252 Philadelphia households without a central heating source due to
termination of service, including an estimated 199 households that were using a potentially unsafe
heating source (PA Utility Commission, 2015). Nearly 33,000 residential customers in Philadelphia
experienced a water shutoff at some point in 2015 due to non-payment of fees, with most shutoffs
occurring in minority neighborhoods (Lopez et al., 2016).
There are multiple programs in place to assist people with utility bills. A summary table listing the
primary utility assistance programs serving Philadelphia residents, along with average annual assistance
totals, is provided in Table X-1.
Table X-1. Utility assistance programs in Philadelphia.
Program Name

Utility Service(s) Assisted

Income
Eligibility
175% of FPL

Average
Grant per
Household
$448

Total Assisted
Annually
(Phila.)
2,613

UESF Utility Grant Program

Electricity, Gas, Water

Low Income Home Energy
Assistance Program (LIHEAP)
Basic Grant

Heating related utility
service (electricity, gas, oil,
coal, kerosene)

150% of FPL

$216

74,930

LIHEAP Crisis Grant

Same as LIHEAP Basic. Pays
costs in a heating
emergency

150% of FPL

$391

12,675

Water Rate Affordability
Program (WRAP)

Water (PWD)

175% of FPL

$347

10,605

Customer Responsibility
Program (CRP)

Gas (PGW)

150% of FPL

$993

55,744

Customer Assistance
Program (CAP)

Electric (PECO)

150% FPL

$816

98,600

FPL is Federal Poverty Level; Sources: UESF; Pennsylvania Department of Human Services; City of Philadelphia, Department of
Revenue; Philadelphia Gas Works (PGW 2017); Excelon Corporation.

Approximately 85 percent of the respondents to the Empowerment and Opportunity Survey who named
“paying utilities” as a top issue had difficulty paying utility bills in the last 12 months, and more than one
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third (35%) experienced a shut-off in the past year. Utility assistance was the category of services that
respondents indicated they were most aware of. However, the overall percentage of respondents who
reported being aware of utility assistance programs was still relatively low (33 %).
Participants in the Northeast Older Adult Center (NEOAC) focus group discussed the difficulties faced
with utility payments, including the concern that most of the information on assistance programs is
available on-line and seniors are less likely to use computers. The focus group participants all agreed
that the communication about available programs and services needs to be improved. As one person
stated, “tell us what is available to us”. One participant suggested that the City could send information
on programs that help with paying utilities through the mail. The participants suggested creating a
centrally located office for seniors to pay their bills and receive information. A “little City Hall” existed in
the past and used to serve this function but it has closed and as one person explained, “the Northeast
does not have a central place where people can go for City issues”. Another person elaborated on the
kinds of services that a “little City Hall” would offer: “you could have bill paying, you could have
assistance in application, you could find out [which] City services would be helpful in a certain
circumstance”.

Emergency Food Services
Requests for emergency food assistance ranked among the top five presenting needs for Philadelphia
callers to the United Way’s 211 line. The Philadelphia metropolitan area is served by close to 700
emergency food providers, including food pantries, soup kitchens, street feeding programs, and food
delivery services. The Greater Philadelphia Coalition Against Hunger conducts a biennial survey of
emergency meal providers in the Philadelphia region, which is used to identify capacity issues and
program challenges. Its 2015 Emergency Food Provider Report found that 58 percent of local emergency
feeding programs saw an increase in the number of clients between 2014 and 2015, suggesting that the
need for food assistance is growing. Additional needs highlighted in the report include the following:





Efficiency and sustainability: More food pantries should adopt the “choice pantry” model, which
allows clients to select their own food items from available supplies, reducing the potential for
food waste. Currently, only 15.5 percent of Philadelphia area pantries use this approach.
Resource limitations: Lack of food donations was identified by 59 percent of respondents as the
biggest barrier to increasing food availability for emergency food programs.
Nutritional quality: 90 percent of respondents indicated a desire to offer healthier food options
for their clients and 83 percent requested assistance in securing healthier foods.

The Philadelphia Food Access Collaborative (PFAC), which works to increase the capacity, quality and
reach of the city’s network of soup kitchens, estimates that on an average day, 2,500 Philadelphia
residents seek out emergency meals. Many of the guests who frequent area soup kitchens and
emergency feeding programs are among the most vulnerable people in the city, including people who
are homeless and near homeless. In some cases, people who were formerly homeless and recently
placed in housing return to familiar meal sites as a means of both supplementing limited food resources,
and maintaining social ties and relationships with fellow meal guests.
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Emergency Shelter
Philadelphia’s emergency shelter system serves close to 3,800 people each day, including an estimated
2,200 individuals and 450 families with children. The City’s Office of Homeless Services (OHS)
administers the federal Emergency Solutions Grant, which provides operating support to 137 emergency
shelter and transitional housing facilities across the city (OHS 2016). The City's Department of Behavioral
Health and Intellectual disAbility Services along with Project HOME and other local non-profits, operate
Street Outreach Teams, which make efforts to locate and engage homeless individuals living on the
street, encouraging them to seek shelter and services. Last year Project HOME’s Outreach Coordination
Center workers made 6,890 contacts and placed 2,869 individuals in emergency shelter or transitional
housing (Project HOME 2017).
For families facing a housing crisis, going through intake and being placed in an emergency shelter
facility is the first step in creating a plan for longer term housing stability, which often involves
placement in one of the city’s transitional housing facility, receipt of intensive services and housing
search support, and ultimately access to a suitable permanent housing arrangement. The City’s
continuum of care system provides a spectrum of services and housing supports to meet the needs of
the homeless and at-risk households in the City.
Table X-2. Inventory of emergency shelter and transitional housing in Philadelphia, 2016 (OHS 2016).
Housing Resource

Population

Target Population
(if applicable)

Emergency Shelter

Single adults
Families
Both (Single adults and families with children)
Domestic Violence
Behavioral Health
Special Target
Youth (including LGBTQ)
Populations
Veterans
Other

TOTAL

Transitional Housing
(including Safe Haven
Housing and Rapid
Rehousing Units)

Single adults
Families
Both (Single adults and families with children)
Domestic Violence
Behavioral Health
Special Target
Youth (including LGBTQ)
Populations
Veterans
Other

TOTAL

Total Beds
2362
1419
44
200
0
123
24
22
4194
199
1167
590
107
155
79
453
7
2757

Total
Facilities
55
15
1
2
0
5
1
3
83
6
18
18
3
5
2
9
1
54

In 2017, Philadelphia will begin the process of implementing a HUD-mandated Coordinated Entry
System, which will transform the way in which available transitional and permanent supportive housing
resources are allocated. Priorities for transitional and permanent supportive housing placements will be
based on presenting need, as determined by a community defined vulnerability index. The goal of the
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coordinated entry process is to more effectively address chronic homelessness by lowering barriers to
the receipt of housing services and allowing for a more people-centered approach based on “housing
first” principles. OHS states that Coordinated Entry will not alter the admission procedures for
emergency shelter facilities. Any family or individual in need of an emergency shelter placement, and
lacking other safe options, will be offered assistance.

CEO Activities Supporting Emergency Services
CEO provides funding to the Office of Homeless Services’ Homeless Prevention Program, which helps
families facing eviction or involuntary displacement from rental housing. CEO also serves as the
backbone organization for the Philadelphia Food Access Collaborative (PFAC), and helps connect people
in need of food, utility and other emergency resources through its network of BenePhilly Centers. The
Meals and More program was launched by the PFAC in 2014, as a strategy to connect emergency meal
guests to the services and resources that can help stabilize their lives and address ongoing problems in
areas such as health, housing and employment. In addition to providing 24,400 services and making
5,280 referrals through the Meals and More program, in 2016 PFAC partners launched the ID Philly pilot
program, which is designed to help meal guests cover the costs of obtaining photo identification and
birth certificates. The ID Philly program enabled 1,040 meal guests to obtain these important documents
in the past year.

XI.

Vulnerable Populations

Seniors
At 17 percent, the poverty rate for Philadelphia seniors (age 65 and older) is significantly below the
citywide poverty rate of 27 percent (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). However annual Census estimates
reveal a troubling trend: while the citywide poverty rate appears to be slowing declining, the city’s
senior population experienced an uptick in the poverty rate between 2014 (17%) and 2015 (18%) (ACS 1Year Estimates). According to a recent report by the Philadelphia Corporation for Aging (PCA), the city’s
Area Agency on Aging, the senior population in Philadelphia is becoming more diverse, with a growing
proportion of minority groups that experience poverty at higher rates (PCA 2016). Black or African
American seniors have poverty rates that are approximately double the rate for white non-Hispanic
seniors, while both Hispanic and Asian seniors have poverty rates that are nearly three times as large.
PCA’s report also highlights the variation in service needs for seniors across racial and ethnic
demographic categories. The percentage of seniors who have difficulty with English is 64 percent and
81 percent for Hispanics and Asians respectively. Moreover, 36 percent of Hispanic seniors and nearly 50
percent of Asian seniors are linguistically isolated2. Although Hispanic and Asian seniors together make
up only 8 percent of the city’s total population of older adults, their growing numbers, higher poverty
rates, and specialized service needs suggest that Philadelphia will need to allocate more resources to
serve this population in the coming years.

2

The term linguistic isolation is defined by the Census Bureau as "households in which no one 14 and over speaks
English only or speaks a language other than English at home and speaks English very well."
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Table XI-1. Philadelphia population aged 60 and older (PCA 2016).
Percent
of older
adults in
City

Difficulty
with
English

Income
below
FPL

ADL
/IADL
Difficulty

Live
Alone

2+Generation
Household

Less than
HS
Education

Linguistically
Isolated
Households

Not a
Citizen

White non-Hispanic

47%

8%

14%

21%

37%

22%

17%

6%

2%

Black non-Hispanic

40%

1%

24%

23%

43%

32%

24%

1%

2%

Hispanic

7%

64%

38%

31%

28%

41%

57%

36%

7%

Asian

1%

81%

32%

19%

16%

51%

53%

49%

28%

Other / Mixed

1%

9%

23%

31%

52%

24%

23%

8%

6%

Racial / Ethnic
Category

Older adults from minority populations are much more likely to reside in multi-generation households,
which may allow for mutual support across generations, particularly if the older adult is capable of
providing assistance with household duties or childcare. When parents are unable to care for their
children (due to illness or death, incarceration, or behavioral health crises), grandparents are often
called upon to take over custodial responsibility. There are an estimated 16,750 grandparents taking
care of their grandchildren in Philadelphia, primarily made up of black or African American grandparents
(56%) and white grandparents (26%) (ACS 2014 5-Year Estimates). Of the 16,750 custodial grandparents,
approximately 5,060 are 60 years of age or older. The poverty rate for adults over age 60 who are
responsible for their grandchildren is 26 percent, which is substantially higher than the poverty rate for
the general population over 60, and nearly identical to Philadelphia’s citywide poverty rate in 2015.
However, it is actually the younger cohort of custodial grandparents (i.e., age 30 to 59) that face the
highest poverty rates (37%), which may reflect multi-generational households resulting from teen
pregnancy.
Declining health, increasing healthcare costs and access to quality, age-appropriate, affordable housing
are among the largest challenges facing older adults in Philadelphia, especially those living near or below
the poverty line. The percentage of the population in Philadelphia between the ages of 60 and 74
reporting their health to be either “fair” or “poor” is much higher for those living below the federal
poverty line (PHMC 2015). The difference in self-reported health outcomes was most striking in the
white, non-Hispanic older adult population: those in poverty report being in fair or poor health at more
than twice the rate reported by all seniors.
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Figure XI-1. Percentage of seniors (age 60-74) reporting health to be "fair" or "poor" (PCA 2016).
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Isolation and loneliness present critical social and health risks for seniors, particularly as they age and
begin to lose close friends and partners through illness and death. PCA reports that LGBT seniors have a
greater risk for experiencing isolation, which can lead to depression and exacerbate chronic health
conditions.
Participants in the Northeast Older Adult Center focus group echoed many of the findings of the PCA
report. Participants ranked senior support and services as the most important issue facing their
community. Multiple participants discussed the health care issues facing seniors and the interrelated
issue of cost of living. As one person explained, “the cost of living and medical is the biggest concern in
this area right now for seniors. Big problem – that’s my observation”. Insurance, Medicaid, and
Medicare do not always cover all health care needs, which is a major source of concern for seniors living
on a fixed income.
The focus group participants agreed that more information and resources should be provided on the
services that are available for seniors and what they are entitled to. For example, one participant
recently found out that she can get her property taxes frozen and explained, “I just don’t think that
people are aware”. Another participant suggested creating targeted television and radio commercials
that provide information on available services and explain how to utilize them.
Focus group participants also agreed that public transportation is a major challenge for seniors. The CCT
(the paratransit service for senior citizens) was described as “horrid” and participants stated that CCT
and SEPTA are often late and inconvenient.
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LGBTQ People
Philadelphia’s LGBTQ population is estimated to number between 44,500 and 75,2003 and cover a range
and distribution of income comparable to the general population (NYTimes 2015). However, the LGBTQ
population is more likely to face discrimination in employment and housing, or to experience
harassment on the job, leading to higher rates of economic hardship and vulnerability. While local data
are not readily available, national research on the LGBTQ community demonstrates that racial and
ethnic minorities and individuals with lower levels of educational attainment experience significantly
higher rates of unemployment, food insecurity and homelessness than comparable demographic groups
in the non-LGBTQ population. A recent study by the Williams Institute at UCLA found that LGBT adults
were 1.62 times more likely than non-LGBT adults to report not having enough money to purchase
needed food for themselves or their families at some point over the past year (Brown, et al, 2016).
Among the LGBT population, transgender people face the highest rates of economic discrimination and
poverty. A 2008 survey on Transgender Discrimination included 259 respondents from Pennsylvania.
The results illustrate the difficulties transgender people have in the workplace, accessing services, and
their vulnerability to homelessness. Nearly three quarters (74%) reported experiencing harassment or
mistreatment on the job. An identical percentage reported harassment at school (K-12) with 23 percent
being the victim of physical assault (NCTE and NGLTF 2008). Twenty-three percent of the transgender
survey respondents postponed needed health care at some point due to discrimination and 37 percent
attempted suicide at some point in life (NCTE and NGLTF 2008).
These national and statewide research findings confirm the need for measures that reduce the barriers
to economic opportunity and social services that impact LGBTQ people. Philadelphia’s Fair Practices
Ordinance, which is enforced by the City’s Human Relations Commission, makes it illegal to discriminate
on the basis of sexual orientation or gender identity in the areas of employment, public
accommodations and housing. Education on local laws and the process for filing complaints when
encountering discrimination may be especially beneficial for LGBTQ people who are in poverty, as well
as diversity training for community based service providers. Additional research on the economic status
of the LGBTQ population in Philadelphia would provide more information on the specific issues and
service barriers facing the city’s low-income LGBTQ individuals and families.

People Experiencing Homelessness
Each year, the City of Philadelphia’s Office of Homeless Services conducts a census of the total number
of families and individuals who are homeless, including both those residing in one of the city’s shelter
facilities and those living on the street. The January 2016 “point-in-time” census found that there were a
total of 6,112 homeless adults and children in Philadelphia, comprising 4,271 separate households. Of
the 4,271 households, 885 included adults with children, while 3,386 households were adult only (no
children) (OHS 2016). All households with children were recipients of either emergency shelter (462) or
transitional shelter (423). No households with children were living on the street or otherwise
“unsheltered.” However, the point-in-time census tends to undercount households who are living in
3

This range was derived by multiplying Philadelphia’s total population in 2013 by 2.9% and 4.9% - the estimate and
margin of error published by Gallup in a poll conducted between June 2012 and December 2014.
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temporary accommodations with friends or family, sometimes in unsafe or overcrowded conditions.
This is a particular issue for teen and young adult homeless individuals, including LGBTQ youth, who can
become part of the hidden homeless, with significant unmet service needs.
African Americans accounted for the vast majority of all homeless individuals in Philadelphia in 2016,
whether those individuals were in households with children (91%) or in adult households (72%). There
are also distinct gender patterns apparent in the point-in-time count of Philadelphia’s homeless
population: men make up 76 percent of all homeless individuals in adult-only households, but only 66
percent of all individuals in households with children.
An estimated 11 percent of Philadelphia’s homeless population is unsheltered and living on the street.
Many of these individuals are also considered among the chronically homeless (14%), alternatively living
on the streets or in emergency shelter facilities for years at a time. The chronically homeless population
has higher rates of behavioral health disorders, including substance abuse and mental health problems.
Philadelphia’s Office of Homeless Services has worked with HUD and local partner agencies to develop a
strategy to end chronic homelessness in Philadelphia by 2017. This same partnership was successful in
its recent effort to effectively eliminate veteran homeless ─ a milestone celebrated by City and federal
officials in December, 2015. The opioid epidemic, which is a growing problem in Philadelphia and across
the nation, is creating a new population of homeless men and women who tend to be younger, white,
and geographically concentrated in Kensington and Center City. More treatment resources, in addition
to appropriate transitional and permanent housing options, will be required to respond to the rise in
street homelessness fueled by the opioid crisis. In 2016, Mayor Kenney convened a Task Force to
Combat the Opioid Epidemic, which will meet through early 2017 and develop a comprehensive and
coordinated plan to reduce abuse, dependence and deaths due to overdose.
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Figure XI-2. Characteristics of the homeless population in Philadelphia and the United States (HUD
2015).
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Persons with Disabilities
There are approximately 245,000 individuals in Philadelphia with a disability, representing 15.9 percent
of the civilian, non-institutionalized population in 2015 (ACS 2015 5-Year Estimates). Approximately 9
percent of those with a disability in Philadelphia are children under the age of 18; 59 percent are
between the ages of 18 and 64; and 32 percent are 65 or older. Of the working age population (i.e., over
the age of 16) with a disability, only 18 percent is employed, compared to 60 percent of the working age
population without a disability. The labor force participation rate for persons with disabilities is below
25 percent, and many people with disabilities are on fixed incomes, relying on insurance and public
assistance programs such as Social Security Disability Income (SSDI) and Supplemental Security Income
(SSI). Accordingly, the poverty rate for working age adults in Philadelphia with disabilities (35%) is
substantially higher than the rate for adults without disabilities (21%).
In addition to challenges in the labor market and higher rates of poverty, persons with disabilities are
more likely to have trouble accessing services and programs because of the nature of their disability.
This could be due to either difficulties with transportation, or lack of appropriate outreach and
communications materials. Technology can allow people with disabilities to overcome some of the
traditional obstacles to accessing services, however, those living below poverty are often unable to
afford the cost of a computer or monthly bill for internet connection. The use of “navigators”, which
provide services and outreach through in-home visits, has been a successful strategy for connecting
people in low-income communities with health related services, such as health insurance, education and
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support for managing chronic diseases, and early intervention child care. Expanding the navigator model
to a broader number of key social services would benefit both persons with disabilities as well as other
low-income families who may be disconnected or face barriers for other reasons.

Immigrant Households
Immigrants in Philadelphia experience poverty at a rate that is essentially equal to the native born
population (approximately 26 percent in 2015). However, within the foreign born population, the
poverty rate for permanent residents (32%) is more than double the poverty rate for naturalized citizens
(15%). Poverty rates also vary by region of origin, with the highest rates of poverty experienced by
those from China (35%), the Caribbean (32%), Southeast Asia (32%), and Latin America (30%). In
contrast, immigrants from Europe and Eastern Europe have poverty rates of 18 percent and 22 percent
respectively, which are significantly below the citywide rate (ACS 2013 3-Year Estimates).
Figure XI-3. Poverty rates for native born and immigrant population in Philadelphia (ACS 2015 5-Year
Estimates)
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Reports prepared by the Welcoming Center for New Pennsylvanians confirm that our region’s
immigrants comprise a diverse population that is made up of skilled professionals, as well as those
without much formal education who move to the U.S. seeking economic opportunity or fleeing social or
political turmoil in their native countries. Therefore, immigrants can often be found at the extremes of
traditional measures of economic opportunity. For example, in Pennsylvania, immigrants are more likely
than native born residents to both (1) have less than a high school education; and (2) have a graduate or
professional degree. Even some highly skilled immigrants continue to face employment barriers because
their professional credentials are not recognized in the U.S., while English language proficiency remains
a significant hurdle for many immigrant groups, across educational level.
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Close to 320,000 Philadelphians over the age of 5 (or about 22 percent) speak a language other than
English in their homes. The most common languages spoken are Spanish (including Spanish Creole),
Chinese, Vietnamese, Russian and Arabic. The groups that exhibited the highest percentages of the
population speaking English “less than well” included speakers of Vietnamese (69%), Russian (67%) and
Chinese (66%). And while only 42 percent of Spanish speakers indicated problems with English, because
of their comparatively large representation, this translates to almost 61,000 people in Philadelphia.
Figure XI-4. Language spoken at home for the population 5 years and over in Philadelphia (ACS 20112015 5-Year Estimates).
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HIAS Pennsylvania, a non-profit organization that provides refugee resettlement and advocacy for
immigrants, offers the following useful definitions for categories of foreign born people in the United
States (Bernstein-Baker 2015):






A refugee is a person who is persecuted on account of race, religion, national origin, political
opinion or membership in a particular social group.
An immigrant is a person who resides permanently – known as a lawful permanent resident – in
the U.S. These are individuals who have their “green card,” a prerequisite to citizenship.
A non-immigrant is a person who comes to the U.S. temporarily for a particular purpose.
An unauthorized immigrant is an immigrant who arrives without authorization, or who stayed
beyond the time permitted by their visa.
An asylum seeker is a person seeking refugee status but already in the U.S. If they win, they
become asylees, with similar benefits to refugees. While they are waiting, they are in lawful
status, but treated as non-immigrants.

HIAS Pennsylvania has further stressed that the needs of low-income refugees and immigrants are in
many ways similar to the needs of low-income Philadelphians generally, but with the addition of
specialized supports to address any language or cultural barriers that may be present. These include
needs for jobs and job training, high quality childcare, adult education, affordable housing, and
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specialized social and legal services. In order to help extend economic opportunity to members of the
immigrant and refugee community, continued investments will be needed in areas such as translation of
brochures and informational materials, hiring of bilingual staff and translators, and providing additional
support to the many non-profit organizations that serve this population.

XII.

Conclusions

The 2016 Community Needs Assessment retains the commitment to the theory of change outlined in
Shared Prosperity Philadelphia, while at the same time makes use of current data to identify evidence of
trends, service gaps, or changes in the service landscape that may lead to new strategies or programs
going forward. In conducting the 2016 Community Needs Assessment, several clear themes emerged
that the Mayor’s Office of Community Empowerment and Opportunity should bring into planning efforts
for the next phase of the Shared Prosperity Philadelphia initiative. These recommendations are provided
below:
Increase awareness of available programs and services: A recurring finding in the resident survey and
even the focus group discussions was a general lack of awareness of the existing programs that provide
assistance in areas such as utility services, employment, financial management and housing. This is
particularly true for people with incomes below poverty: only 28 percent were aware of employment
services; 22 percent were aware of housing services; 37 percent were aware of utility assistance, 30
percent were aware of food assistance and 25 percent were aware of child care services. There is a
clear need for more investment in marketing, outreach and messaging strategies to reach people in
poverty and to improve linkages with vulnerable populations and the organizations that serve them.
Potential opportunities for increasing awareness of programs and services are listed below:






Through A Running Start, CEO’s Parental Engagement Program is currently testing the
effectiveness of targeted messaging and on-line platforms to help low-income parents and
caregivers become more aware of the importance of high quality childcare and how to access
resources. CEO should take advantage of any opportunities to leverage the learnings from this
pilot project and apply effective messaging strategies to other needed services and programs.
Participants in the senior citizen focus group suggested investing in television commercials as a
strategy to help older people learn more about services for which they are eligible. Television
and radio ads are also an effective way of reaching people with low literacy, and people with
disabilities who may be homebound, or very low-income people who lack internet access.
High quality marketing materials should be developed for single-stop application programs such
as CEO’s BenePhilly Centers and as well as the Financial Empowerment Centers, to better reach
vulnerable populations including senior citizens, people with disabilities, immigrants and English
Language Learners. CEO should ensure that materials are translated into Spanish, Vietnamese,
Chinese, Russian and Arabic, and available in braille.

Explore more opportunities for place based interventions: The 2016 Community Needs Assessment
provides a variety of maps that illustrate the spatial patterns of concentrated poverty, racial segregation,
housing problems, crime, and unemployment. Currently Philadelphia is engaged in several major place
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based initiatives centered in West Philadelphia (Promise Zone, Promise Neighborhoods) and North
Philadelphia (22nd Police District Youth Violence Prevention Initiative, North Central Choice
Neighborhoods Initiative, Blumberg/Sharswood Choice Neighborhoods Initiative) – sections of the city
that continue to exhibit high rates of poverty and disenfranchisement. However, neighborhoods such as
East Germantown, Frankford, Tioga, Kensington, and Hunting Park are facing many of the same
challenges, and would benefit from additional attention as sites of pilot projects or comprehensive
place-based interventions. A geographically targeted response to housing threats such eviction and tax
foreclosure would have a significant impact in these communities.
In addition, gentrification pressures – in South Kensington, Point Breeze, Brewerytown, and areas near
Temple University – may push low-income renters into high poverty neighborhoods further away from
Center city, which could lead to neighborhood disruption as an influx of newcomers strain fragile
community linkages. Focus group participants from Frankford raised concerns about increased criminal
activity in their neighborhood resulting from displacement and gentrification in adjacent neighborhoods.
Participants in the Northeast Older Adult Center focus group also spoke about the need for more
services to help residents in Northeast Philadelphia. CEO could explore the feasibility of opening a
BenePhilly Center in the Northeast, or alternatively, identifying a site in the Northeast to deploy its
mobile Benefits Access Unit on a regular basis.
Provide support for trauma informed services: The data provided in the 2016 Community Needs
Assessment on patterns of crime, food insecurity, segregation, and incarceration suggest that exposure
to trauma is likely to be a common experience for Philadelphians who live in poverty. The social service
and public education communities in Philadelphia have made substantial progress in both recognizing
the need for trauma-informed care and offering training to providers on the nature and long term
impacts of adverse childhood experiences (ACEs) as well as urban ACEs (which account for the trauma
that can stem from residing in poor communities and experiencing racial discrimination). CEO should
continue to support training for front line staff who serve clients across all Shared Prosperity strategy
areas (workforce development, early learning, public benefits access, housing security and economic
security). As one participant remarked, “invest in people who are equipped to help a community that is
struggling with ridiculous levels of trauma.”
Examine the role of transportation supports: More work is needed to understand the specific ways in
which limited transportation options present a barrier either to economic opportunity or access to
needed services and resources. While transportation was not a direct focus of the resident survey,
references to transportation problems came up in several places, including as a barrier to employment,
particularly for survey respondents living below the poverty level, and complaints about SEPTA services
for people with mobility impairments (CCT). CEO should explore these transportation issues further and,
in partnership with SEPTA and Shared Prosperity partners, develop strategies to facilitate better access
to transportation services.
Plan for more diversity: As Philadelphia’s low-income population becomes more ethnically and
linguistically diverse, and in recognition of the added barriers that low-income LGBTQ people may
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encounter, CEO should seek strategies to ensure that it is adequately responding to a changing set of
needs. These could include investing in more translation services, conducting outreach in a wider range
of neighborhoods, or providing diversity training for smaller, community based organizations.
Finally, there is always a need for more resources, particularly in this era of fiscal austerity. As noted
previously, employment was the highest ranking concern for survey respondents, and more investment
is needed to both prepare job seekers for employment opportunities and to create better connections
with existing programs and services. Greater access to vocational training, apprenticeship programs,
and supported work programs will help unemployed residents overcome education deficits and begin to
cultivate the specific skills needed for well-paying jobs, as well as the soft skills needed to succeed in the
workforce over the long term. The 2016 Community Needs Assessment also found evidence of
significant unmet needs in several housing-related categories, including rental housing assistance,
housing search assistance, and utility services assistance. Research by Matthew Desmond at Harvard
University and others is establishing a relationship between housing instability and persistent poverty,
and increasingly policy makers are coming to recognize that support for safe, quality, affordable housing
can serve as a viable anti-poverty strategy. CEO should work with the City’s housing agencies to
advocate for more affordable housing resources for Philadelphia and develop new programs that
elevate the role of housing security in addressing long term poverty.
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XIV.

Appendix A: Survey Instrument

Section A: Eligibility/Introduction
Street Intercept/In Person
Hello, my name is (your name). I am working with Temple University and the City of Philadelphia on the 2016 Empowerment
and Opportunity Survey (EOS) to help fight poverty in Philadelphia. I am doing a survey today to learn about the needs of
different communities and neighborhoods. If you have a few minutes I would love to get your opinion on these topics. If you
take the survey I will also give you $5 in cash when we finish. All of your answers will be kept completely confidential and your
name and information will never be shared with anyone.
Are you willing to take the survey?
1. Yes
2. No

Web
Thank you for participating in the 2016 Empowerment and Opportunity Survey (EOS)! Temple University has partnered with the
City of Philadelphia on this project to help fight poverty in Philadelphia. We have some questions for you so that we can learn
about the needs of different communities and neighborhoods. All of your answers will be kept completely confidential and your
name and information will never be shared with anyone. When you finish this survey, you will be entered into a raffle to win
one of many $20 gift cards.
Are you willing to take the survey?
1. Yes
2. No

Q
1.

Variable
BHP_ZIP

2.

legalage

Question
What is your home zip code?
[If BHP_ZIP < 19100 or BHP_ZIP > 19199  NOT ELIGIBLE, END SURVEY]
Are you 18 or older?

Yes

No [NOT ELIGIBLE, END SURVEY]

Notes

If Not Eligible
Not_Eligible

Unfortunately, you are not eligible to take this survey. Thank you for your time and have
a great day.

Section B: Identifying Challenges
Variable

Question
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Q2.1

We want to try and understand some of the challenges you and members of your household
might have faced in the last 12 months. Below is a list of 16 potential challenges you might
face. Please select the ones that have been a challenge for you or someone in your household
in the last 12 months.
{{Field Only - SHOW CARD 1}}
A. Child Care
B. Immigration and Language Services
C. Crime Prevention or Safety
D. Education
E. Emergency Assistance Services (such as emergency food, shelter or utilities)
F. Employment
G. Access to Healthy Food
H. Household Budget and Financial Management
I. Housing
J. Getting Fair Treatment With Police Or Courts
K. Accessing Legal Services
L. Physical or Mental Health Services
M. Senior Support & Services
N. Transportation
O. Paying Utilities
P. Opportunities for Youth
Q. Other (please specify):____________
R. I/we have not faced any challenges like these in the last 12 months

Q2.2

You identified ${q://QID5/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices} as challenges that you or people in
your household have faced over the past year. Of these which are your 1st, 2nd and 3rd (if
applicable) biggest challenges?
1. 1st biggest challenge {{select from dropdown}}
2. 2nd biggest challenge {{select from dropdown}}
3. 3rd biggest challenge {{select from dropdown}}

*These are good
long-term
indicators of
community
(unmet) needs!

Section B1: Challenges in Depth
{{SHOW ONLY TOP 3 CHALLENGS from B_Q3}}
Q Variable
Category
Question
Q5.1
Child care
Related to Child care, in the last 12 months, did you or someone in
your household…
1. Have trouble accessing safe, reliable and/or affordable childcare?
(yes/no)
2. Have to take a child out of childcare? (yes/no)
3. Have a problem accessing employment or other services you need
because childcare was unavailable? (yes/no)
4. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with childcare? (yes/no)
4a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
5. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with childcare? (yes/no)
5a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Q6.1
Immigration
Related to Immigration and Language Services, in the last 12 months,
and Language
did you or someone in your household…
Services
1. Have trouble accessing services you need because of your
citizenship status or English proficiency? (yes/no)
2. Need help with learning English? (yes/no)
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Q

Variable

Q7.1

Category

Crime
Prevention or
Safety

Education*

Question
3. Need help in adjusting to American culture? (yes/no)
4. Have trouble getting a job because of your citizenship status or
English proficiency? (yes/no)
5. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with immigration and language
services? (yes/no)
5a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
6. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with immigration and language services? (yes/no)
6a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Related to Crime Prevention or Safety, in the last 12 months, did you
or someone in your household…
1. Feel unsafe in your neighborhood? (yes/no)
2. Experience being a victim of a crime? (yes/no)
3. Witnessed a crime in your neighborhood? (yes/no)
4. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with crime prevention or safety?
(yes/no)
4a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
5. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with crime prevention or safety? (yes/no)
4b) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Related to Education, in the last 12 months, did you or an adult (18
and older) in your household…
1. Need help with reading or writing? (yes/no)
2. Need help with math? (yes/no)
3. Need educational programs for obtaining high school diploma or
GED? (yes/no)
4. Need help to get into post-secondary education (e.g. technical
institutes, college, university, etc.)? (yes/no)

BHP_BORNUS

Note: We will
know the
they are a
parent of a
school-aged
child from
BHP_PARENT

In the last 12 months, did you or a child (18 or under) in your
household…
5. Need help to be successful in school? (yes/no)
6. Need help with reading or writing? (yes/no)
7. Need help with math? (yes/no)

Q8.1

Emergency
Assistance
1.
2.
3.

4.

8. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with education? (yes/no)
8a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
9. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with education? (yes/no)
9a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Related to Emergency Assistance Services, in the last 12 months, did
you or someone in your household…
1. Need emergency assistance? (yes/no)
2. Get free support for housing, utilities, or food in an emergency
situation? (yes/no)
3. Have a problem accessing housing, utilities, or food in an
emergency situation? (yes/no)
4. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with emergency assistance? (yes/no)
4a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
5. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with emergency assistance?
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Q

Variable

Category

Q9.1

Employment*

Question
5a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
1. Related to Employment, are you currently…?

Employed

Out of work and looking for work

Out of work but not currently looking for work

A student

Retired

Unable to work
In the last 12 months, did you or someone in your household…
2. Have a period of unemployment? (yes/no)
3. Need help finding or keeping a job because of child care? (yes/no)
4. Need help finding or keeping a job because of transportation?
(yes/no)
5. Need help finding or keeping a job because of criminal history?
(yes/no)
6. Need help finding or keeping a job because of language barriers?
(yes/no)
7. Need training for job related skills? (yes/no)
8. Have a problem with an employer? (yes/no)
9. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with employment? (yes/no)
9a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
10. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with employment? (yes/no)
10a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)

Q10.1
BHP_HOUSING

Healthy Food
*

Related to Access to Healthy Foods, in the last 12 months, did you or
someone in your household…
5.
Have trouble accessing healthy food? (yes/no)
2. Run out of money to buy food? (yes/no)
3. Have a working kitchen? (yes/no)
4. Purchased fast food, such as McDonald’s or 7/11, more than once a
week? (yes/no)
5. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people to get healthy foods?
5a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
6. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people to get healthy foods??
6a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)

MAYOR’S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT & OPPORTUNITY
COMMUNITY NEEDS ASSESSMENT 2016

120

Q

Variable
Q11.1

Q12.1

Category
Household
Budget and
Financial
Management*

Question
Related to Household Budget and Financial Management, in the last
12 months, did you or someone in your household…
1. Have difficulty managing your household’s budget? (yes/no)
2. Have a bank account in your name? (yes/no)
3. Have a personal credit card? (yes/no)
4. Use check-cashing services? (yes/no)
5. At the end of the month, do you usually have…
Not enough to make ends meet
Just enough to make ends meet
Some money left over
6. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with household budgeting and
financial management? (yes/no)
6a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
7. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with household budgeting and financial
management?
7a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)

Housing*

1.

Issues with
Police or
Courts

Related to Housing, which best describes the building you
live in?

One-family house

One house with multiple units

An apartment building

Other: _______________
In the last 12 months, did you or someone in your household…
2.
Have difficulty accessing safe, affordable housing? (yes/no)
3.
Have a period in which you were homeless? (yes/no)
4.
Have to move more than twice? (yes/no)
5.
Live in housing that is too crowded? (yes/no)
6.
Live in housing that is not safe? (yes/no)
7.
Need help with paying utility bills? (yes/no)
8.
Need help with paying rent? (yes/no)
9.
Need help with paying a mortgage? (yes/no)
10.
Get denied housing because of past criminal record?
(yes/no)
11.
Have a problem with a landlord? (yes/no)
12.
Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with housing? (yes/no)
11a) If “yes”, which services/organizations?
12. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with housing? (yes/no)
12a) If “yes”, which services/organizations?
Related to Getting Fair Treatment with Police or Courts, in the last 12
months, did you or someone in your household…
1.
Have a negative experience with a police officer? (yes/no)
2.
Have a negative experience with a member of the court?
(yes/no)
3.
Experience being detained or arrested? (yes/no)
4.
Spend any time in jail or prison? (yes/no)
5.
Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with issues with police or
courts? (yes/no)
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Q

Variable

Category

Q13.1

Legal Services

Question
5a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
6.
Have you used any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with police or courts?
(yes/no)
6a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Related to Accessing Legal Services, in the last 12 months, did you or
someone in your household…
7.
Need legal services? (yes/no)
8.
Get denied the legal services you think you are entitled to?
(yes/no)
9.
Need legal services, but not be able to afford them?
(yes/no)
10.
Need legal services, but not seek them out? (yes/no)
11.

Q14.1

Q15.1

Physical or
Mental Health
Services*

Senior Support
& Services

Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with legal services? (yes/no)
If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
12.
Have you used any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with legal services? (yes/no)
If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Related to Physical or Mental Health Services, in the last 12 months,
did you or someone in your household…
1. Have a problem with physical health? (yes/no)
2. Have a problem with mental health? (yes/no)
3. Use emergency room for regular medical treatment? (yes/no)
4. Have an untreated, ongoing physical health problem? (yes/no)
5. Have a physical disability? (yes/no)
6. Have difficulty getting health insurance to cover a health problem?
(yes/no)
7. What kind of health insurance do you have?
Medicaid
Medicare
CHIP
Insured through Employer
Self-insured/Affordable Care Act
No Health Insurance (Uninsured)
Are you aware of any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with mental or physical health? (yes/no)
8a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with mental or physical health? (yes/no)
8b) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Related to Senior Support and Services, in the last 12 months, has a
senior citizen in your household (including you) had access to (if they
wanted to)…
1.
Meal services? (yes/no)
2.
Recreational activities? (yes/no)
3.
Nearby transportation? (yes/no)
4.
Nursing care/support? (yes/no)
5.
Home repair support? (yes/no)
Are you aware of any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with senior support and services? (yes/no)
6a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with senior support and services? (yes/no)
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Q

Variable

Category

Question
7a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)

Q16.1

Transportation

Q17.1

Paying Utilities

Q18.1

Youth
Opportunity

1. Related to Transportation, what do you consider to be your
primary form of transportation?
Bus
Subway/Trolley
Train
Walking
Biking
Personal Vehicle
Uber/Lyft
Taxi
Other (please describe) ________________
In the last 12 months, did you or someone in your household…
2. Have difficulty accessing transportation? (yes/no)
3. Have a problem accessing employment or other services you need
because of difficulty accessing transportation? (yes/no)
4. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with transportation? (yes/no)
4a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
5. Have you used any services or organizations in your neighborhood
that help people with transportation? (yes/no)
5a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Related to Paying Utilities, in the last 12 months, did you or someone
in your household…
1. Have difficulty paying utilities? (yes/no)
2. Have your utilities shut off for any period of time? (yes/no)
3. Experience a health problem because of a lack of utilities?
(yes/no)
4. Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with utilities? (yes/no)
4a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
5. Have you used any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with utilities? (yes/no)
5a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
Related to Opportunities for Youth, in the last 12 months, did youth
in your household…
1.
Have access to recreational activities? (yes/no)
2.
Have access to education activities? (yes/no)
3.
Have access to youth empowerment / mentorship
programs? (yes/no)
4.
Have opportunities to make money within the community?
(yes/no)
5.
Are you aware of any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with opportunities for
youth? (yes/no)
5a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
6.
Have you used any services or organizations in your
neighborhood that help people with opportunities for
youth? (yes/no)
6a) If “yes”, which services/organizations? (open)
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Section C: Community Services and Experiences
Q

Variable
1. 19.1

2

8

Q19.2

Q19.3

Q19.4

Question
Below is a list of many different types of assistance programs. For each one, please
choose YES or NO if you received this type of assistance over the last 12 months.
{{SHOW CARD 2}}

TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families / Cash Assistance)

SSI (Supplemental Security Income/Social Security)

Child support

SNAP (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program/Food Stamps)

WIC (Women, Infants, and Children)

Social Security

EITC (Earned Income Tax Credit)

Housing Vouchers

LIHEAP (Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program)

Money from friends or family members

Unemployment insurance

Workers’ compensation

Utility assistance

SSDI (Social Security Disability Insurance)
Now we want to ask you about some of the things that might make your neighborhood
a good place to live in. For each of the following places, please choose whether there
are none that you know of, one, a few, some, or a lot of these in your neighborhood.
1. Are there doctor’s offices or clinics where you can get healthcare in your
neighborhood?
2. Are there high quality schools or daycares that you have access to in your
neighborhood?
3. Are there places where you can buy fresh and healthy food in your neighborhood?
4. Are there banks or credit unions that you can use in your neighborhood?
5. Are there parks or recreation centers with working equipment where kids can play in
your neighborhood?
On a scale from 1 to 10, where 1 is the worst place and 10 is the best place, how would
you rate your neighborhood as a place to live
[OPEN: validate for numbers 1 – 10]
Is there anything else you would like to share with us about the needs of your
neighborhood or community?
[[OPEN]]
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Section D: Demographics
To finish up, we have a few questions about you…
Variable
Question
Foundsurvey
How did you find out about this survey?
2. At a Keyspot or Rec Center (Please specify:)
3. A community organization (Please specify:)
4. A Temple/BeHeardPhilly Outreach Coordinator
5. Somewhere else (Please specify:)
BHP_GENDER
What is your gender?
1. Male
2. Female
3. Other
BHP_RACE
What is your race?
1. Asian
2. Black/African American
3. White/Caucasian
4. Other: [BHP_RACETEXT]
BHP_ETHNICITY
What is your ethnicity?
1. Hispanic
2. Non-Hispanic
BHP_EDUCATION
What is your highest level of education?
1. Less than 9th grade
2. 9th-12th grade, no diploma
3. High school graduate/GED
4. Some college - no degree
5. Associate’s degree
6. Bachelor’s degree
7. Graduate or professional degree
BHP_DOB
What is your birthdate?
BHP_CHILDINHH
Are any members of your household under age 18?
1. Yes
2. No
BHP_65
Are you or any other members of your household age 65 or older?
1.
Yes
2.
No
BHP_PARENT
Are you a parent or caregiver to a school-aged child (K-12)?
3. Yes
4. No
BHP_INCOME
What is your annual household income?
1. Less than $14,999
2. $15,000 - $24,999
3. $25,000 - $34,999
4. $35,000 - $49,999
5. $50,000 - $74,999
6. $75,000 - $99,999
7. $100K+
8. Prefer not to say
BHP_HSS
Including you, how many people are supported by this income?_____
BHP_BORNUS
In which country were you born?
[[Dropdown menu of countries]]
BHP_MIGYR
[[Display if Q8 =! United States]]
In what year did you immigrate to the United States?
______
BHP_OLANG
Do you speak any languages other than English?

Yes

No
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Variable
BHP_LANGS

Question
[[Display if Q10 = 1]] Which ones?
{Do not read answer choices – check all that apply}
1. Spanish
2. Chinese
3. Arabic
4. Vietnamese
5. Russian
6. Other (please specify):

Notes

FINAL SECTION: BeHeardPhilly Invite
Name

BHP_CONSENT

Name and address are optional but needed to be entered into a raffle.
First Name
Last Name
Street Address
Apartment/Unit
Contact Information (phone or email)

Are you interested in taking surveys like this again?
Temple University has created a platform called BeHeardPhilly℠ that gives all
residents the chance to have their voices heard and continue to weigh in on
important topics in the City. Future surveys may come from City government (like
this one) or from local non-profits or others working to make Philadelphia a better
place to live. You can tell us how and how often you want to receive surveys. It’s
always optional to take them, and you can win prizes or cash for answering them.
BeHeardPhilly℠ will never share your personal information with anyone.
1. Yes
2. No
3. I'm already a member!

BHP_MEMBER

Thanks for being a member!
We just need to verify your contact information. Please click the arrow to continue.

BHP_PHONE

What’s your phone number?

BHP_EMAIL
BHP_CONTACTMODE

What’s your email address?
What’s your preferred way to be contacted for taking surveys?
1. Text Msgs
2. Phone Call
3. Email

BHP_CONTACTFREQ

Approximately how often would you like to take a survey?
1. More than Once a Month
2. Once a Month
3. A Few Times a Year
4. Once a Year

Additional Comments

Additional Comments (optional)
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XV.

Appendix C: Flyer Used for Survey Recruitment
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XVI.

Appendix B: Sample Focus Group Questions

Sample Questions for Frankford CDC Focus Group
1. Please rank the top 5 of the following issues in the order in which you think they are the biggest
concerns for the citizens your organization serves. Using 1 – 5, how would you rank the
following issues or areas of need? 1 means this is the biggest concern or area of need. Please
only rank 5
A.

Healthy Food

K.

Child care

B.

Housing

L.

Youth Engagement

C.

Employment

M.

Utilities

D.

Education

N.

Drug and alcohol use

E.

Crime prevention or safety

O.

Legal services

F.

Senior support & services

P.

Community organizing in your neighborhood

G.

Physical health

Q.

Issues with police or courts

H.

Mental health

R.

Citizenship status

I.

Household budget and
financial management

S.

Accessing emergency services, such as emergency
food, shelter, or utilities

J.

Transportation

(Have people put 5 post-it notes on boards with each issue area, identify the 5 most frequently
ID-d issue boards)
2. Why did you rank (issue area 1) as the number 1 issue? (continue with issue areas 2 – 5)
3. What issues do you see the citizens your organization serves having experienced with respect to
(issue 1,2,3…)
4. What is working with respect to (issue 1,2,3…)
5. What more could be done with respect to (issue 1,2,3…)
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