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This report presents the analysis of literacy gains for participants in the Federation of Neighborhood 

Centers’ Green Job Readiness Partnership training program over at two-year period from January 2010 

to December 2011. Data describing initial, middle and final Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) scores 

for Reading Comprehension, Computational Math and Applied Math were used in this analysis.  

 

Program Design and Goals 
The Green Job Readiness Partnership offered 93 adults, in 8 cohorts, literacy instruction contextualized 

for clean energy and green construction careers, with the goal of preparing them for further skills 

training and employment.    The program offered nine weeks of training, 9:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. each 

weekday.  Of this, a total of 171 hours were spent in classroom-based literacy training (19 hours/week), 

with the majority (13 hours/week) focused on increasing math skills and the balance (6 hours/week) 

focused on reading, problem solving and critical thinking skills, through a customized curriculum 

integrating energy science and construction math.  Participants then applied these skills through 

hands-on construction simulations (5 hours/week), life skills and job readiness activities (6 hours/week).  

  

Since many green job training programs and job tasks require reading and math skills between the 8th- 
10th grade level, the program sought to increase literacy scores of participants by 2 grade levels and/or 

increase literacy scores above the 8th grade level for those who scored below that and/or above the 

10th grade level for those who scored below that.  

 
Analysis 
93 participants, divided into 8 cohorts received literacy instruction contextualized for clean energy and 

green construction careers.  4 (four) withdrew from the program. The remaining 89 participants 

represented a mix of adults with varying literacy scores. Some had low initial scores in both reading and 

math, while others had low math scores and higher reading scores or lower reading scores and higher 

math scores.  For the purposes of this analysis, participants were categorized by those who had a goal to 

improve Reading Comprehension scores (63 adults), Computational Math scores (77 adults), and/or 

Applied Math scores (61 adults). Students were served in 8 cohorts and where possible we show the 

results by cohort. 
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The following analysis was performed:  

 

● We calculated the percentage of adults scoring above the 10th grade level in in Reading 

Comprehension, Computational Math, and Applied Math at pretest and posttest scores.  

● We calculated the percentage of adults with increases of 2 or more grade levels in in Reading 

Comprehension, Computational Math, and Applied Math. 

● We conducted a paired-samples t-test for difference in mean scores between pretest and 

posttest scores in Reading Comprehension, Computational Math, and Applied Math. Adults 

were tested as a whole group as the analysis by cohort cannot be executed due to a small 

sample size.  

 
Findings 

● The percentage of individuals scoring above 10th grade level increased in all tests and all 

cohorts. Specifically, across all adults, 24 percent more adults scored above 10th grade level in 

Reading Comprehension, 56 percent more adults in Computational Math, and 39 percent more 

adults in Applied Math (Figures 2 to 5). 

● 65 percent of adults increased their literacy levels by two grade levels or more or reached the 

highest literacy mark in Reading Comprehension, 74 percent of adults in Computational Math, 

and 74 percent of adults in Applied Math (Figures 6 and 7). 

● Average increase in scores from pretest to posttest was 2.08 grade levels for Reading 

Comprehension; 3.17 for Computational Math; and 2.62 for Applied Math (Figure 9).  

 

Figure 1 
NUMBER OF ADULTS ABOVE 10TH GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION, COMPUTATIONAL 
MATH AND APPLIED MATH 

  
 Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012 
*Note: only adults who had a goal to increase Reading Comprehension (n=63), Computational Math (n=77), or 
Applied Math (n=61) scores were counted in each category. 
  

© 2012 Philadelphia Works, Inc. | All rights reserved.2 

 
 



 
  

© 2012 Philadelphia Works, Inc. | All rights reserved.3 

 
 



 
Figure 2 
PERCENTAGE OF ADULTS ABOVE 10TH GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION, 
COMPUTATIONAL MATH AND APPLIED MATH AT PRETEST AND POSTTEST 

 
 Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012 
*Note: only adults who had a goal to increase Reading Comprehension (n=63), Computational Math (n=77), or 
Applied Math (n=61) scores were counted in each category. The share of adults who scored above 10th grade level 
in Reading at the posttest compared to the pretest in Cohort 6 decreased. This may be due to pretest-posttest bias 
or other factors that skewed the testing results.  

Figure 3 
PERCENTAGE OF ADULTS ABOVE 10TH GRADE LEVEL IN READING COMPREHENSION AT PRETEST AND 
POSTTEST 

 
Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012 
*Note: only adults who had a goal to increase Reading Comprehension (n=63), Computational Math (n=77), or 
Applied Math (n=61) scores were counted in each category. The share of adults who scored above 10th grade level 
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in Reading at the posttest compared to the pretest in Cohort 6 decreased. This may be due to pretest-posttest bias 
or other factors that skewed the testing results. 

Figure 4 
PERCENTAGE OF ADULTS ABOVE 10TH GRADE LEVEL IN COMPUTATIONAL MATH AT PRETEST AND 
POSTTEST 

 
Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012 
*Note: only adults who had a goal to increase Reading Comprehension (n=63), Computational Math (n=77), or 
Applied Math (n=61) scores were counted in each category. 

Figure 5 

© 2012 Philadelphia Works, Inc. | All rights reserved.5 

 
 



 
PERCENTAGE OF ADULTS ABOVE 10TH GRADE LEVEL IN APPLIED MATH AT PRETEST AND POSTTEST 

 
Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012. *Note: only adults 
who had a goal to increase Reading Comprehension (n=63), Computational Math (n=77), or Applied Math (n=61) 
scores were counted in each category. 

Figure 6 
ADULTS WITH GAINS OF TWO OR MORE GRADE LEVELS FROM PRETEST TO POSTTEST IN READING 
COMPREHENSION, COMPUTATIONAL MATH AND APPLIED MATH 

  
Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012 
*Note: only adults who had a goal to increase Reading Comprehension (n=63), Computational Math (n=77), or 
Applied Math (n=61) scores were counted in each category. Adults that achieved the highest score of 12.9 at 
posttest and had registered gains between 1.7 and 1.8 grade levels were counted as if they achieved 2 grade levels 
(their real achievement cannot be quantified as the scale ends at 12.9). 

 
Figure 7 
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PERCENTAGE OF ADULTS WITH GAINS OF TWO OR MORE GRADE LEVELS FROM PRETEST TO POSTTEST 
IN READING COMPREHENSION, COMPUTATIONAL MATH AND APPLIED MATH

 
Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012 
*Note: only adults who had a goal to increase Reading Comprehension (n=63), Computational Math (n=77), or 
Applied Math (n=61) scores were counted in each category 

Quantifying Literacy Gains 
 

A paired sample t-test was conducted to evaluate the impact of literacy instruction on adults’ Reading 

Comprehension, Computational Math and Applied Math scores on TABE. There was a statistically 

significant increase in scores from pretest to posttest for all three tests. The highest increases were 

observed in Computational Math tests. Mean increase for Reading Comprehension was 2.08 grade 

levels; 3.17 for Computational Math; and 2.62 for Applied Math.  Increases in scores are statistically 

significant and can be attributed to literacy instruction. All statistics are presented in the table above.  

Figure 8 
PAIRED SAMPLE T-TEST STATISTICS  

 
Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012 

Figure 9 
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PAIRED SAMPLE T-TEST STATISTICS, CONT. 

 
Source: Philadelphia Works’ analysis of FNC TABE scores data, updated on September 27, 2012 
Paired Sample T-Test Statistics  
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Notes on Data 
 

Several participants enrolled in literacy instruction scored at the highest level during the initial 

assessments in Reading Comprehension, Computational Math, or Applied Math. We excluded such 

participants from the analysis of literacy scores by subject, reasoning that those who scored at the 

highest level in Reading Comprehension (12.9 grade level) scored much lower at the Computational or 

Applied Math and became enrolled in literacy to improve their math scores. We applied the same 

reasoning to students who scored at the highest level on the Computational Math or Applied Math tests, 

considering those participants as having a primary goal to work on improving Reading Comprehension 

scores. This does not mean that participants enrolled in literacy instruction on the subject where they 

scored at the highest levels did not make gains; we just cannot measure those gains because the test 

scale does not allow us to do so. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This workforce solution was funded by a grant awarded by the U.S. Department of Labor’s Employment and 
Training Administration.  The solution was created by the grantee and does not necessarily reflect the official 
position of the U.S. Department of Labor.  The U.S. Department of Labor makes no guarantees, warranties, or 
assurances of any kind, express or implied, with respect to such information, including any information on linked 
sites and including, but not limited to, accuracy of the information or its completeness, timeliness, usefulness, 
adequacy, continued availability, or ownership.  This solution is copyrighted by the institution that created it. 
Internal use by an organization and/or personal use by an individual for non-commercial purposes is permissible. 
All other uses require the prior authorization of the copyright owner. 
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