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Introduction 

Context1 
Since 2010, the University of New Brunswick’s Saint John Campus (UNB Saint John) 

Promise Partnership program has supported local youth to provide academic mentorship. 
The program has paired UNB Saint John student mentors with students from the Saint John 
area, including Hazen White-St. Francis School, Crescent Valley Resource Centre, and two 
local high schools in the uptown Saint John area. Promise Partnership aims to narrow the 
educational attainment gaps that arise from economic disparities while providing 
invaluable opportunities to student mentors through skill development, community 
engagement, and career exploration.  

In response to the integration of Promise Partnership with the McKenna Institute 
and the heightened demand for digital technology skills brought about by the COVID-19 
pandemic, the Promise Partnership program implemented Dr. Matt McGuire’s New 
Brunswick Digital Literacy Framework in 2024. This framework addresses the need to 
strengthen students’ digital literacy to increase future educational, career, and personal 
opportunities. The framework includes six interconnected components, including: Digital 
Citizenship; Digital Health and Wellness; Critical Thinking and Meaning Making; Creativity, 
Design, and Problem Solving; Communication and Collaboration; and Computational 
Thinking.  

The Promise Partnership has recently expanded its program into Moncton, a 
neighbouring city, and is preparing for further expansion within the province of New 
Brunswick. These expansions will connect mentors from post-secondary institutions with 
students from identified high priority schools. The current needs assessment identified 
regions with short fallings in digital literacy, and its related components, across New 
Brunswick (excluding the Saint John and Moncton region). This assessment identifies and 
ranks the regions of New Brunswick that (1) display the poorest digital literacy outcomes 
compared to other areas of the province and (2) have the post-secondary institutions 
within range of public schools, which are required to support Promise Partnership. 

 

 
1 This section has been adapted from the Promise Partnership’s Needs Assessment for Moncton, 
prepared by Emily Earle. 
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Digital Literacy Framework1 
The need for digital literacy skills has grown with the rise of digitalization, and 

research increasingly underscores the importance of digital literacy within educational 
settings, such as classrooms (Audrin & Audrin, 2022). However, the definition of digital 
literacy lacks consensus across sources and can encompass many concepts. The 
definition used by Promise Partnership is adopted from Dr. Matt McGuire’s (2022) New 
Brunswick (NB) Digital Literacy Framework, which defines digital literacy as “the harmony 
of digital skills, attitudes, and behaviours that help students achieve their goals and 
become thoughtful and able citizens that contribute to the betterment of society and the 
common good” (McGuire, 2022, p. 5).  

The NB Digital Literacy Framework encompasses three core components, which 
were adopted from MediaSmarts (2010):  

1. The ability to use digital tools and technology to accomplish goals and solve 
problems.  

2. The ability to critically understand digital tools and content.  
3. The ability to create and communicate using digital technology to accomplish 

goals and solve problems.  

The NB Digital Literacy Framework has six interconnected components that were 
built based on these three core components:  

1. Digital Citizenship: Learners acknowledge the rights, responsibilities, and 
opportunities of living and working in a digital world, and they contribute to the 
common good (McGuire, 2022, p. 11).  

2. Digital Health and Wellness: Learners recognize the components of physical, 
emotional, and psychological well-being in a digital age and can appropriately 
control their use of digital technology (McGuire, 2022, p. 14).  

3. Critical Inquiry and Meaning Making: Learners use and develop digital 
technologies to find task-relevant information by exploring various sources, 
gather information from diverse viewpoints, critically evaluate the validity of 
information, systematically organize data, interpret the collected information, 
and draw conclusions based on scrutiny of the data and prior knowledge 
(McGuire, 2022, p. 16).  

 
1 This section has been adapted from the Promise Partnership’s Needs Assessment for Moncton, 
prepared by Emily Earle. 
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4. Creativity, Design, and Problem Solving: Learners engage with diverse types of 
digital technology to expand and improve ideas, products, or processes through 
the use of creativity and innovative ideas to address challenges impacting 
themselves and others (McGuire, 2022, p. 19).  

5. Communication and Collaboration: Learners actively participate in digital 
environments through communication and collaboration with local and global 
teams to develop empathy, share different perspectives, accomplish goals, and 
contribute to positive social change (McGuire, 2022, p. 21).  

6. Computational Thinking: Learners parse apart problems into smaller 
components, create theoretical representations, examine patterns, and 
construct algorithms to better comprehend and solve challenging problems in a 
variety of contexts (McGuire, 2022, p. 23). 
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Methodology 

Locations 
 The current needs assessment identified nine city regions in New Brunswick that 
host, or are near, post-secondary institutions and could feasibly support an expansion of 
the Promise Partnership program. These regions were selected solely on institutional 
presence. The cities and their associated post-secondary institutions are detailed in Table 
1. Regional Service Commissions, of which New Brunswick has 12, are included for 
reference, which are mapped out in Figure 1. 

Table 1 
Greater City Regions, Included Regions, Associated Post-Secondary Institutions, and 
Regional Service Commission 

Region Included Regions PSE RSC Population 
(region)  

Greater 
Fredericton 

Fredericton Junction, 
New Maryland, 
Hanwell, Oromocto, 
Lincoln 

UNB/STU RSC 11 
(Fredericton 
Area) 

80,250 
Grand Falls – NBCC  RSC 1 

(Northwest) 5,220 
Bathurst – NBCC RSC 3 (Chaleur) 12,157 
Greater Miramichi Miramichi Bay, Napan NBCC RSC 5 (Greater 

Miramichi) 17,692 
St. Andrews – NBCC RSC 10 

(Southwest NB) 2,048 
Greater 
Woodstock 

Hartland NBCC RSC 12 
(Western Valley) 6,486 

Edmundston – NBCC/UMo
ncton 

RSC 1 
(Northwest) 16,437 

Greater Sussex Sussex Corner, 
Apohaqui, Norton, 
Penobsquis 

Kingswood 
University 

RSC 8 (Fundy) 

7,308 
Greater Sackville Dorchester MTA RSC 7 

(Southeast) 7,005 
Note. PSE = Post-secondary Institution; RSC = Regional Service Commission; UNB = University of New 
Brunswick; NBCC = New Brunswick Community College; STU = Saint Thomas University; UMoncton = 
University of Moncton; MTA = Mount Allison University. Regional Service Commission (2017) provided by the 
Government of New Brunswick, population (2021) data provided by the Statistics Canada. Population 
estimates may include rural areas and cities that are not included in the present assessment. 



   
   
 
 
 

  7 

Figure 1 
Map of Regional Service Commissions in New Brunswick 

 
Note. Adapted from Taylor & Taylor, 2021. 

Scope and Data Sources 
Due to the broad scope and limited timeline of the current project, primary data 

collection was not conducted. However, it is strongly recommended that this needs 
assessment be followed by primary data collection in any regions targeted for future 
expansion. Conducting a comprehensive, province-wide needs assessment (excluding 
Saint John and Moncton) using primary data would require significantly more time and 
resources. Given these constraints, this assessment relies on secondary data sources as 
proxies for measuring digital literacy. While this approach has inherent limitations, 
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particularly in capturing nuanced, local experiences, it offers a practical and time-efficient 
means to gain a broad understanding of digital literacy needs. The insights generated from 
this analysis can inform where and how future primary data collection efforts should be 
prioritized. 

An initial scan identified four key datasets that (1) evaluate educational or digital 
literacy related outcomes province-wide and (2) have data for 2021, 2022, 2023, and/or 
2024. Data prior to 2021 were not used due to data availability and the global disruption of 
the COVID-19 pandemic. The datasets and their relevant characteristics are summarized 
in Table 2 and further detailed in the following sections, broken down by source and type. 
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Table 2 
Datasets Used, Rationale, and Sources 

 
1 Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, 2023 
2 Bruckhaus et al., 2024 
3 https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/services/services_renderer.201293.Digital_Literacy_Training.html 
4 Saint John Human Development Council & Campaign 2000, 2024 
5 Howard et al., 2010; Mangarin & Climaco, 2024; Shi et al., 2024; Zhou et al., 2024 

Dataset Source Unit of 
Analysis Time Window Aggregation Rule Rationale 

Elementary digital-
literacy achievement  
(K – 8 science grades) 

Department of Education and 
Early Childhood 

Development (EECD)1 

Student-
year 

2021-22 to 
2023-24 

Mean science 
grade for each 
student and year; 
regional mean 
across student-
years 

Science achievement is a direct 
proxy for early digital-literacy 
readiness.2 Student-year 
granularity keeps all three 
cohorts without overweighting 
multi-course students. 

High-school digital-
technology 
achievement  
(all technology-
related courses) 

EECD1 Student-
year 

2021-22 to 
2023-24 

Mean of all tech-
course grades per 
student-year; 
regional mean 

Treating every tech course as a 
single “tech grade” avoids 
subjective course mapping and 
ensures consistency. 

PETL Digital Literacy 
Program uptake 

Government of New 
Brunswick, Post-Secondary 

Education, Training, and 
Labour3 

Region 2023-24 
Registrants / region 
population * 
100,000 

Normalized per-capita rate 
allows direct comparison 
across population sizes. 

Child poverty   
Saint John Human 

Development Council4 Region 2023 Published poverty 
percentage 

Socio-economic context 
influences digital-literacy 
opportunity.5 
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Department of Education and Early Childhood Development (EECD) 

Report Card Data, Grade K – 8  

Two datasets from EECD were used to evaluate educational outcomes related to 
digital literacy in the province. The Department of Education and Early Childhood 
Development provided anonymized aggregate report card data. This dataset contains 
student-level academic information for all K–12 students in the province’s Anglophone and 
Francophone districts. The current needs assessment draws on three years of school data 
(2021–2022, 2022–2023, and 2023–2024) to capture recent patterns in academic 
performance, identify average performance, and minimize risk of a single, irregular year. 
Given the structural differences in course delivery and grading techniques between 
elementary/middle (K – 8; rubric based) and high school (Grades 9 – 12; percentage 
based), the data were provided in two separate subsets and were kept separate. 
Individual-level characteristics (gender, age) were not present in either dataset.  

In the initial cleaning, if critical data (such as student code, course grade, term, or 
school identifier) were missing in four or more fields, the observation (grade) was 
excluded. Students with grades from multiple schools in a single year were removed, 
assumed to have either moved mid-year or an error in data entry. Students with a separate 
learning plan or other indication of a non-standard pathway in a given course were 
removed to maintain consistency in comparisons. Twenty to thirty percent of students in 
the K – 8 Francophone district had separate learning plans and had to be excluded due to 
missing or incomplete grade data. Table 3 provides the total number of student grade 
observations retained in the final dataset for K – 8.  

Table 3 
Number of Unique K – 8 Students by Year and School Language, After Each Cleaning Step 

Language  Step 2021/2022 2022/2023 2023/2024 

EN 
Original 48,242 50,466 51,748 
Initial Clean 47,315 (98.08) 49,746 (98.57) 51,024 (98.60) 
Digital Literacy Relevant 46,166 (96.27) 48,585 (96.27) 49,745 (96.13) 

FR 
Original 20,817 21,232 21,823 
Initial Clean 15,755 (75.68) 15,150 (71.35) 16,553 (75.85) 
Digital Literacy Relevant 15,608 (74.98) 15,031 (70.79) 16,361 (74.97) 

Total  61,774 (89.45) 63,616 (88.73) 66,106 (89.85) 
Note. Percentages in parentheses represent percentage of original that were retained. Original = original 
unique student count; Initial Clean = unique student count after removal of missing data, errors, and other 
unusable data as described; Digital Literacy Relevant = unique student count after removal of any 
observations not relevant to digital literacy (described below).  
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To allow for regional comparisons, students’ schools were grouped into broader city 
regions based on proximity to major urban centres and using the region framework 
identified in Table 1.  

Table 4 
Unique K – 8 Student Counts by Year and City Region in Final Dataset 

City Region 2021/2022 2022/2023 2023/2024 Proportion 
Greater Fredericton 10,249 10,674 10,918 16.63 
Grand Falls 763 773 779 1.21 
Bathurst 1,195 1,348 1,444 2.08 
Greater Miramichi 2,129 2,256 2,315 3.50 
St. Andrews 205 204 185 0.31 
Greater Woodstock 2,034 2,068 2,139 3.26 
Edmundston 705 737 810 1.18 
Greater Sussex  1,413 1,427 1,442 2.24 
Greater Sackville 780 781 785 1.23 
Greater Saint John* 10,454 10,622 10,898 16.70 
Greater Moncton* 11,548 12,297 13,307 19.40 
Rural and other areas* 20,299 20,429 21,084 32.28 
Total 61,774 63,616 66,106 100.00 

Note. School languages are pooled in this table. While not being evaluated in the present assessment, areas 
marked with an asterisk are included for context. Proportion represents total sample proportion across all 
years as a percentage (sum of unique students across all years / total number of students across all years * 
100). 

Course evaluation in grades K – 8 is based on multiple competency-based sub-
metrics, most of which are unique to the course (Department of Education and Early 
Childhood Development, 2023). For example, a student in fifth grade French immersion 
mathematics (FI Mathematics 5) is evaluated on numbers, statistics and probability, and 
patterns and relations. These sub-metrics are reported using a categorical scale reflecting 
student achievement (see Table 5). This scale was converted to a continuous numerical 
scale (e.g., 1 = 1, 3+ = 4, etc.), and individual sub-scores were averaged to derive a single 
grade per course, per student. For example, if a student received 4 sub-metric grades, for a 
single course, of 3, 3+, 2, and 4, their average for the purpose of this analysis would be 
calculated by averaging the sum of their respective values ((3 + 4 + 2 + 5)/4) = 3.5. This 
allowed for a higher-level comparison across schools and may reduce interrater bias.  
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Table 5 
Grade Categories for Kindergarten to Grade 8 in New Brunswick 

Grade Value Description 
1 1 Working below appropriate achievement. 
2 2 Approaching appropriate achievement. 

3 3 Demonstrates solid understanding. 
   3+ 4 Demonstrates consistent proficiency and meets expectations. 

4 5 Excelling and has thorough understanding. 
   4+ 6 In addition to excelling, student exceeds current grade level. 

Note. This is an adapted and simplified version from Department of Education and Early Childhood 
Development (2023). Value refers to the assigned value for the present needs assessment. 

Courses aligned with the six components of the New Brunswick Digital Literacy 
Framework were retained for analysis. While technology-specific instruction typically 
begins in Grade 6, STEM courses in earlier grades often involve foundational digital literacy 
skills such as basic computer use and logical reasoning. The selected courses include: 

• Mathematics K–8 
• French Immersion (FI) Mathematics 1–8 
• Science 3–8 and FI Science 3–8 
• Technology 6–8 

Each of these courses reflects one or more dimensions of the New Brunswick Digital 
Literacy Framework, though the individual course components associated with digital 
literacy are beyond the scope of this assessment, they include: 

• Computational Thinking (e.g., logic and algorithms in mathematics) 
• Critical Inquiry and Meaning Making (e.g., scientific reasoning and evaluation) 
• Creativity, Design, and Problem Solving (e.g., project-based learning in STEM and 

tech courses) 
• Communication and Collaboration (e.g., group work and peer learning in science 

or tech settings)  

More information on these courses and their components can be found on the EECD 
website1.  

 

 
1 https://curriculum.nbed.ca/learning-areas/  

https://curriculum.nbed.ca/learning-areas/
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Report Card Data, Grade 9 – 12 

 EECD’s high school curricula for technology recently underwent changes, phasing 
out or changing generic technology course titles (e.g., Technology 10) for more specific 
tech course titles (e.g., Information Technology 120, Computer Aided Design 110)1. EECD’s 
French schools have much more variability and inconsistency in technology courses 
across schools. Direct matches, where possible, were made to English courses. Due to 
significant variability in course availability across high schools in New Brunswick, the most 
frequent and available tech courses were selected to be used as part of this analysis. All 
courses from the Digital and Information Technology sub-cluster were selected, as well as 
any technology or digital-literacy relevant courses that are being phased out but still have 
grades reported. Selected courses and course codes can be found in the appendices.  

Similar to K – 8 grade data, in the initial cleaning, if critical data (such as student 
code, course grade, term, or school identifier) were missing in four or more fields then an 
observation was excluded. Students with grades from multiple schools in a single year 
were removed, assumed to have either moved mid-year or an error in data entry. Table 6 
provides the total number of student grade observations retained in the final dataset for 
grades 9 – 12. The proportion retained is notably lower than in grades K – 8 because the 
majority of the relevant courses are not compulsory. 

Table 6 
Number of Unique Grade 9 - 12 Students by Year and School Language, After Each 
Cleaning Step  

2021/2022 2022/2023 2023/2024 

EN 
Original 23,664 24,458 25,445 
Initial Clean 22,643 (95.69) 23,926 (97.82) 25,060 (98.49) 
Digital Literacy Relevant    6,058 (25.60)    6,097 (24.93)    7,381 (29.01) 

FR 
Original    8,635    9,119    9,378 
Initial Clean    8,315 (96.29)    8,753 (95.99)    9,075 (96.77) 
Digital Literacy Relevant    1,727 (20.00)    1,722 (18.88)    1,992 (21.24) 

Total     7,785 (24.10)    7,819 (23.29)    9,373 (26.91) 
Note. Percentages in parentheses represent percentage of original that were retained. Original = original 
unique student count; Initial Clean = unique student count after removal of missing data, errors, and other 
unusable data as described; Digital Literacy Relevant = unique student count after removal of any 
observations not relevant to digital literacy. 

 
1 https://curriculum.nbed.ca/learning-areas/high-school-block/career-connected-learning/digital-and-
information-technology/  

https://curriculum.nbed.ca/learning-areas/high-school-block/career-connected-learning/digital-and-information-technology/
https://curriculum.nbed.ca/learning-areas/high-school-block/career-connected-learning/digital-and-information-technology/
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Similar to regional groupings for grades K – 8, grade 9 – 12 data was also grouped by 
the same city region structure detailed in Table 1. Unique student counts, in the final 
dataset, are detailed in Table 7. 

Table 7 
Unique Grade 9 – 12 Student Counts by Year and City Region in Final Dataset 

City Region 2021/2022 2022/2023 2023/2024 Proportion (%) 
Greater Fredericton 1,507 1,503 1,591 18.42 
Grand Falls 62 # 50 0.48 
Bathurst 102 110 169 1.53 
Greater Miramichi 446 462 338 4.99 
St. Andrews # # 23 0.15 
Greater Woodstock 220 234 304 3.03 
Edmundston 187 133 76 1.59 
Greater Sussex  163 168 209 2.16 
Greater Sackville 105 12 118 0.94 
Greater Saint John* 1,144 996 1,299 13.77 
Greater Moncton* 1,898 2,159 2,690 27.01 
Rural and other areas* 1,943 2,027 2,506 25.93 
Total 7,785 7,819 9,373 100.00 

Note. School languages are pooled in this table. Numbers that appear low are a result of course 
uptake/offerings in the respective region (e.g., Grand Falls only had 8 high school students enrolled in the 
identified tech courses in 2022/2023). While not being evaluated in the present assessment, areas marked 
with an asterisk are included for context. Proportion represents total sample proportion across all years as a 
percentage (sum of unique students across all years / total number of students across all years * 100). # 
indicates cell counts ≤10. 
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Post-Secondary Education, Training, and Labour (PETL) 

 New Brunswick’s Department of Post-Secondary Education, Training, and Labour 
provides a Digital Literacy Training program for individuals and employers1. This training is 
free and mobile, setting up at a convenient location for the individual or employer who 
requests it. The purpose of these services, as described by PETL and WorkingNB (a division 
of PETL), were provided by PETL and WorkingNB as follows: 

• Purpose of the Digital Literacy Services 
o The rapid development and adoption of digital technologies have changed 

the way we work, learn, and communicate. From social networking, to 
commerce, to the workplace, digital skills have become increasingly 
important in today’s society. In response to these realities, WorkingNB 
established Digital Literacy Services which focus on teaching basic digital 
skills needed to thrive in today’s digital-rich society. 

• Mobile Digital Literacy Services: 
o provide adult learners with free access to basic digital literacy training to 

enhance their skills; 
o reach more learners through a mobile service delivery model; 
o facilitate linkages between digital literacy and other forms of literacy 

required in today’s society. 
• Curriculum Structure 

o Module 1: Basic Concepts of Digital Technology 
o Module 2: Tools for Using, Creating and Producing Digital Content 
o Module 3: Searching, Collaborating and Sharing Content Online 
o Module 4: Cybersecurity, Cyberconfidentiality and Cyberethics 
o Module 5: Digital Lifestyles 

 
Data on program usage was provided to the Promise Partnership to inform the 

current needs assessment. This data offers valuable insight into how many individuals and 
employers in New Brunswick are seeking digital literacy training, serving as a key indicator 
of provincial demand for these skills. Higher demand in certain areas may reveal 
significant digital literacy gaps, highlighting communities that could benefit from targeted 
support and intervention. 

Although the dataset has some limitations, such as potentially including recent 
immigrants who did not participate in New Brunswick’s public school system, it 

 
1 https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/services/services_renderer.201293.Digital_Literacy_Training.html  

https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/services/services_renderer.201293.Digital_Literacy_Training.html
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nonetheless provides crucial insights into regional digital literacy needs. The data includes 
details on program intake, completion rates, age categories (18 – 29, 30 – 54, and 55+), and 
employment status. While detailed regional data on participant age is unavailable (age 
breakdowns are only available at the provincial level), the available information still 
indicates local confidence or deficits in digital literacy skills. Increased regional demand 
across various age groups, from young adults recently out of high school to middle-aged 
adults who may be parents, suggests digital literacy challenges that could affect entire 
family units. Additionally, the majority of participants accessing the program were non-
immigrants (91.8% according to the most recent immigration data from 2018) and 
predominantly under the age of 55 (72.8% in 2023). Regardless, findings from this dataset 
alone are limited. Usage data is available in Table 8.  

Table 8 
Digital Literacy Training Program Usage per Capita 

Greater City 
Region 

Regional Service 
Commission (RSC) Population 

(RSC; 2021) 

Digital Literacy 
Program Usage 

(2023) 

Usage per 
100,000 

Greater 
Fredericton 

RSC 11 (Fredericton Area) 
137,980 165 119.58 

Grand Falls RSC 1 (Northwest) 44,980 82 182.30 
Bathurst RSC 3 (Chaleur) 34,495 14 40.59 
Greater 
Miramichi 

RSC 5 (Greater Miramichi) 
37,119 129 347.53 

St. Andrews RSC 10 (Southwest NB) 28,445 - - 
Greater 
Woodstock 

RSC 12 (Western Valley) 
35,385 18 50.87 

Edmundston RSC 1 (Northwest) 44,980 82 182.30 
Greater Sussex RSC 8 (Fundy) 127,490 117 91.77 
Greater 
Sackville 

RSC 7 (Southeast) 
192,605 204 105.92 

Total - 683,479 811 118.66 
Note. Data for RSC 10 (Southwestern) usage is unavailable. See Data Analysis for more information on how 
this was handled. Estimates calculated using RSC population, which may be larger than the identified 
regions of interest in the present analysis, as a result of provided program usage data being limited to RSC. 
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Saint John Human Development Council Child Poverty Data 

 Childhood poverty – and poverty more broadly – can significantly hinder the 
development of digital literacy skills through a variety of mechanisms (Howard et al., 2010; 
Mangarin & Climaco, 2024; Shi et al., 2024). Conversely, digital literacy skills may reduce 
the risk of returning to poverty, with the greatest benefits observed among individuals from 
disadvantaged or low-income households (Zhou et al., 2024). Regions with higher child 
poverty rates are therefore likely at greater risk of low digital literacy, creating a cyclical 
disadvantage that improved digital literacy could help alleviate. 

The Saint John Human Development Council (SJHDC) publishes an annual report on 
child poverty rates across New Brunswick using publicly available data from Statistics 
Canada (Saint John Human Development Council & Campaign 2000, 2024). Poverty is 
calculated using the Low-Income Measure After-Tax (LIM-AT)1, which classifies a family as 
living in poverty if its after-tax income falls below 50% of the national median. For example, 
if the national median after-tax income were $100,000, families earning less than $50,000 
after tax would be classified as low income. For the current needs assessment, weighted 
child poverty rates were calculated for each predefined greater-city region using poverty 
rates from SJHDC and child population data from Statistics Canada (2023). Condensed 
results appear in Table 9, while full details are provided in the appendices.  

Table 9 
Weighted Childhood Poverty Rates for Pre-Defined Regions 

Region 
 Population Count   Weighted 

child poverty 
rate  

 0 - 14 yrs.  15 - 19 yrs.  Total <20 yrs.  

Greater Fredericton  13,545  4,650  18,195  20.47% 
Grand Falls  635  260  895  25.30% 
Bathurst  1,720  665  2,385  29.90% 
Greater Miramichi  2,360  855  3,215  21.60% 
St. Andrews  225  75  300  29.60% 
Greater Woodstock  965  335  1,300  29.60% 
Edmundston  1,865  755  2,620  24.00% 
Greater Sussex  1,380  470  1,850  24.16% 
Greater Sackville  900   285   1,185   19.20% 
Total  23,370  8,275  31,645  22.27% 

Note. Weighted rates were calculated by multiplying each region’s population by its reported LIM-AT rate, 
summing low-income child estimates, and dividing by the total population under age 20. Some smaller 
communities (e.g., Miramichi Bay) were excluded due to suppressed data. 

 
1 https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/ref/dict/fam021-eng.cfm  

https://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-enm/2011/ref/dict/fam021-eng.cfm
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It is worth noting that the SJHDC uses age 17 as the upper cutoff when reporting 
child poverty rates, whereas the current needs assessment used age 20 in its population 
estimates. This adjustment was necessary due to limitations in publicly available data 
from Statistics Canada without additional clearance and is expected to introduce only a 
negligible difference. SJHDC (2024) reports an overall child poverty rate of 21.9% in New 
Brunswick, which is less than 0.5% lower than the rate estimated in this assessment using 
the broader age range (see Table 9). 

Data Analysis 

The current needs assessment compares regions using four indicators: elementary 
digital literacy achievement (based on STEM course grades with digital components), high 
school digital literacy achievement (based on technology-related course grades), digital 
literacy program uptake (based on PETL registration rates), and child poverty rates (based 
on published LIM-AT data). These indicators help identify which regions have performed 
the poorest relative to the provincial average and may benefit most from additional 
targeted support. Aggregation rules are outlined in Table 2. 

The primary analytical approach used is weighted ranking. As briefly noted in 
previous sections, inferential statistics such as ANOVA are not suitable in this context: 
large sample sizes (e.g., thousands of student records) would make even trivial effects 
statistically significant, while small regional samples may violate key assumptions. 
Likewise, standardizing scores (e.g., to z-scores) is not appropriate here, due to high 
variability and inconsistent confidence intervals across regions – especially for grade data 
in smaller populations. While this method is possible with more nuanced datasets and 
time, it is beyond the scope of the current assessment. 

The goal is not to test hypotheses, but rather to identify which region has the 
poorest overall performance relative to its peers. To do so, each metric is: 

1. Aggregated at the regional level; 
2. Ranked by performance (e.g., lower poverty = higher rank; lower achievement = 

lower rank); 
3. Assigned a weight (e.g., achievement indicators are weighted more heavily than 

program uptake); 
4. And used to calculate a composite weighted rank score for each region. 

The result is a ranked list from greatest to least need, recognizing that this approach 
highlights relative position but may not fully capture the magnitude of difference between 
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closely ranked regions. In other words, this method will produce a rank of “greatest” to 
“lowest” need, though it may not fully capture the nuance of how much greater the need is 
from region to region. Data that are missing, such as RSC 10’s PETL Digital Literacy 
Program usage data, will be excluded from ranking and then assigned the average rank to 
neutralize the impact of the missing data. 
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Procedure 

The following framework ranks regions on each indicator, applies meaningful 
weights, and generates a composite score to identify the region most in need of Promise 
Partnership’s digital literacy programs. A breakdown of weighting and ranking is provided in 
Table 10, followed by more specific procedure. 

Table 10 
Breakdown of Metric Weighting and Ranking 

Indicator Direction of Need Ranking Rule Weight 

K – 8 STEM Grades Lower grades = higher need Lowest regional mean ⇒ Rank 1 30% 

High school tech Lower grades = higher need Lowest regional mean ⇒ Rank 1 30% 

Child poverty Higher rate = higher need Highest poverty rate ⇒ Rank 1 30% 

PETL uptake Higher rate = higher need Highest per-capita rate ⇒ Rank 1 10% 

The following procedures were used to calculate weighted composite ranks: 

1. Compute regional means or rates in natural units (no transformations or 
standardization). 

2. Assign ranks within each metric according to the Direction of Need column. Tied 
values share the same rank. 

3. Calculate each region’s weighted composite rank as follows: 

Cr = 0.30 * RElem,r + 0.30 * RHS,r + 0.30 * RPoverty,r + 0.10 * RPETL,r 

Where: 

• RElem,r  =  Region r’s rank on elementary STEM courses. 

• RHS,r   =  Region r’s rank on high-school tech achievement. 

• RPoverty,r =  Region r’s rank on child poverty. 

• RPETL,r  =  Region r’s rank on PETL uptake 

Regions are then ordered from lowest to highest Cr. The region with the lowest composite 

rank is identified as having the greatest overall need.  
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Justification of Weights 

• School achievement (60% total): These indicators most directly reflect current 
digital-skill readiness among students – the core target of Promise Partnership’s 
interventions. 

• Child poverty (30%): A well-documented structural barrier to digital engagement, 
access, and ability – weighted as heavily as each school metric. 

• PETL uptake (10%): A latent signal of adult digital literacy demand, likely reflecting 
earlier educational gaps – weighted modestly due to its indirect relevance. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

A simple sensitivity analysis was conducted to test the impact of the PETL program 
uptake indicator on regional rankings. This analysis was planned because PETL usage, 
while informative, is a more indirect signal of digital literacy need. It may reflect recognized 
need, where regions actively seek programming in response to skill gaps, but low uptake 
does not necessarily imply low need. Some regions may face access barriers or may not 
yet recognize digital literacy as a local priority. To account for this, PETL uptake was 
removed from the composite calculation, and its 10 percent weight was redistributed 
evenly across the remaining three indicators (33.3% for high school grades, elementary 
grades, and poverty data). This reweighted model, along with an academic-heavy 
alternative (40% for high school grades, 40% for elementary, and 20% for poverty data), is 
presented in the Results section. 
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Results 

Education and Early Childhood Development (EECD) 

Report Card Data, Grade K – 8  

 Report card data for grades K – 8, across New Brunswick and divided into the 
defined regions, for the period of 2021/2022 through 2023/2024, were aggregated into 
three major groups: technology grades, covering Technology 6 – 8; science grades, 
covering Science 3 – 8; and math grades, covering Mathematics K – 8. French and English 
versions of these courses were included. There was a total of 86,415 unique students 
across the three school years, across all of NB. Student grades were combined, such that 
a single student (identified using their unique identifier) had all of their grades in these 
classes aggregated into a single average, to minimize the effect of a single bad class or 
term. Grade values are based on the values described in Table 5. 

Overall Digital Literacy Rankings 

The provincial average across all K – 8 courses was 3.12 ± 0.005, slightly above what 
EECD considers a “solid understanding” (see Table 5; note that this is on a slightly different 
scale than the grade scale in Table 5). Some regions, such as Fredericton Greater Area (M = 
3.35, 95% CI1 [3.34, 3.36], SD = 0.64) and Woodstock Greater Area (M = 3.29 [3.27, 3.31], 
SD = 0.55), scored significantly higher than the provincial average on these metrics (see 
Table 11). While regional population size influences the precision of these estimates 
(larger regions tend to have narrower confidence intervals) it is important to note that these 
statistics were calculated using every available grade from the population of interest, not a 
small sample. As a result, the confidence intervals shown are not about estimating the 
current mean (which is already known), but rather help communicate how stable or 
variable each region’s performance might be if we were to repeat this assessment with 
future student cohorts. In other words, the average grades reported below reflect true 
values for this dataset, and the confidence intervals offer a way to judge comparative 
reliability across regions. 

 

 
1 95% Confidence Intervals, when reported, will be reported alongside means in parentheses in the 
following format, throughout: MEAN [95% CI Lower Estimate, 95% CI Upper Estimate]. 
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Table 11 
Average Overall Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades K – 8 

Region Rank Mean [95% CI] SD N 
Sussex Greater Area 1 2.92 [2.90, 2.94] .42 1,814  
Sackville Greater Area 2 3.02 [3.00, 3.04] .36 983  
Saint John Greater Area 3 3.04 [3.03, 3.04] .46 14,084  
Moncton Greater Area 4 3.07 [3.06, 3.07] .51 17,875  
Rural and other areas 5 3.08 [3.07, 3.08] .57 27,727  
Bathurst 6 3.11 [3.08, 3.14] .66 1,809  
New Brunswick - 3.12 [3.12, 3.12] .56 86,415  
St. Andrews 7 3.12 [3.07, 3.18] .47 257  
Miramichi Greater Area 8 3.13 [3.12, 3.15] .50 2,865  
Grand Falls 9 3.15 [3.11, 3.18] .59 1,049  
Edmundston 10 3.17 [3.13, 3.21] .66 1,131  
Woodstock Greater Area 11 3.29 [3.27, 3.31] .55 2,708  
Fredericton Greater Area 12 3.35 [3.34, 3.36] .64 14,113  

Note. 95% CI = 95% Confidence Intervals, SD = standard deviation. New Brunswick’s 
overall average on the same metrics, as well as other regions not under consideration in 
this needs assessment, included for context. Lower rank value = lower overall average. 

The regions that performed poorest overall were Sussex Greater Area (M = 2.92, SD 
= 0.42), Sackville Greater Area (M = 3.02, SD = 0.36), Saint John Greater Area (M = 3.04, SD 
= 0.46), and Moncton Greater Area (M = 3.07, SD = 0.51). The latter two regions already 
benefit from Promise Partnership programs, but the former two may warrant further 
exploration. Full regional results for the overall bundle can be found in Table 11 and Figure 
2. 
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Figure 2 

Average Overall Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades K – 8 [bar chart] 

 

Note. 95% CIs indicated by error bars. Y-axis starts at 2.60 to show differences in grades. 
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Technology Course Performance 

Technology course averages across the province were slightly higher than the 
overall course average, with a mean of 3.23 and a standard deviation of 0.56 (N = 4,625). 
Woodstock Greater Area led the province in this domain (M = 3.67, SD = 0.55; Rank = 12), 
followed by Fredericton Greater Area (M = 3.48, SD = 0.60; Rank = 111) and Edmundston (M 
= 2.81, SD = 0.66; Rank = 1), though sample size in some regions was quite small (see Table 
12). 

Table 12 
Average Technology Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades 6 – 8 

Region Rank Mean [95% CI] SD N 
Edmundston 1 2.81 [2.44, 3.17] .66 16 
Sussex Greater Area 2 2.92 [2.88, 2.96] .42 161 
Bathurst 3 2.96 [2.80, 3.11] .66 50 
Sackville Greater Area 4 3.02 [2.99, 3.06] .36 94 
Saint John Greater Area 5 3.12 [3.10, 3.15] .46 1,052 
Miramichi Greater Area 6 3.13 [3.07, 3.18] .50 181 
Grand Falls 7 3.16 [2.88, 3.44] .59 31 
St. Andrews 8 3.19 [2.92, 3.47] .47 21 
Rural and other areas 9 3.21 [3.18, 3.23] .57 1,082 
Moncton Greater Area 10 3.21 [3.18, 3.24] .51 1,083 
New Brunswick - 3.23 [3.21, 3.24] .56 4,625 
Fredericton Greater Area 11 3.48 [3.43, 3.52] .60 661 
Woodstock Greater Area 12 3.67 [3.58, 3.76] .55 193 

Note. 95% CI = 95% Confidence Intervals, SD = standard deviation. New Brunswick’s overall average on the 
same metrics, as well as other regions not under consideration in this needs assessment, included for 
context. Lower rank = lower overall average.  

Regions performing near or below the provincial mean included Bathurst (M = 2.96, 
SD = 0.66), St. Andrews (M = 3.19, SD = 0.47), and Sussex Greater Area (M = 2.92, SD = 
0.42). The low scores in Sussex are consistent with patterns in other subject areas. See 
Figure 3 and Table 12 for a breakdown of regional results in Technology. 

 

 
1 Higher ranks represent lower need/better performance. 
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Figure 3 

Average Technology Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades 6 – 8 [bar chart] 

 

Note. 95% CI bars excluded for clarity. Y-axis starts at 2.60 to show differences in grades. 
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Mathematics Course Performance 

Mathematics results across the province were slightly lower, with a provincial 
average of 3.09 and a standard deviation of 0.66 (N = 47,414). Fredericton Greater Area 
again ranked the highest (M = 3.35, SD = 0.73), with Woodstock (M = 3.20, SD = 0.60) and 
Miramichi (M = 3.11, SD = 0.59) also scoring well (see Table 13). 

Table 13 
Average Mathematics Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades K – 8  

Region Rank Mean [95% CI] SD N 
Sussex Greater Area 1 2.86 [2.83, 2.89] .52 1,047 
Sackville Greater Area 2 2.97 [2.93, 3.01] .48 549 
Moncton Greater Area 3 3.02 [3.00, 3.03] .63 9,601 
Rural and other areas 4 3.03 [3.02, 3.04] .67 14,813 
Saint John Greater Area 5 3.03 [3.02, 3.04] .57 7,945 
Bathurst 6 3.03 [2.98, 3.08] .78 981 
Edmundston 7 3.06 [3.00, 3.12] .69 582 
Grand Falls 8 3.07 [3.02, 3.13] .69 548 
St. Andrews 9 3.09 [3.01, 3.18] .55 156 
New Brunswick - 3.09 [3.08, 3.09] .66 47,414 
Miramichi Greater Area 10 3.11 [3.08, 3.14] .59 1,672 
Woodstock Greater Area 11 3.20 [3.17, 3.23] .60 1,518 
Fredericton Greater Area 12 3.35 [3.33, 3.36] .73 8,002 

Note. 95% CI = 95% Confidence Intervals, SD = standard deviation. New Brunswick’s overall average on the 
same metrics, as well as other regions not under consideration in this needs assessment, included for 
context. Lower rank = lower overall average.  

At the other end of the spectrum, Sussex Greater Area had the lowest performance 
in mathematics (M = 2.86, SD = 0.52), followed by Sackville (M = 2.97, SD = 0.48), Moncton 
(M = 3.02, SD = 0.63), and rural areas (M = 3.03, SD = 0.67). These figures are displayed in 
Figure 4 and Table 13, and suggest regional disparities. 
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Figure 4 

Average Mathematics Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades K – 8 [bar chart] 

 

Note. 95% CI bars excluded for clarity. Y-axis starts at 2.60 to show differences in grades. 
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Science Course Performance 

Science performance mirrored patterns seen in math and technology, though with a 
slightly higher provincial average of 3.14 and SD of 0.57 (N = 14,504). Woodstock Greater 
Area had the highest mean science score (M = 3.41, SD = 0.61), followed closely by 
Edmundston (M = 3.38, SD = 0.77) and Fredericton Greater Area (M = 3.36, SD = 0.66). See 
Table 14 for more information. 

Table 14 
Average Science Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades 3 – 8  

Region Rank Mean [95% CI] SD N 
Sussex Greater Area 1 2.79 [2.72, 2.87] 0.52 188 
Saint John Greater Area 2 3.02 [3.00, 3.04] 0.48 1,908 
St. Andrews 3 3.03 [2.83, 3.22] 0.49 24 
Sackville Greater Area 4 3.04 [2.99, 3.09] 0.24 107 
Rural and other areas 5 3.07 [3.06, 3.09] 0.54 5,066 
Moncton Greater Area 6 3.11 [3.10, 3.13] 0.51 3,305 
New Brunswick - 3.14 [3.13, 3.15] 0.57 14,504 
Bathurst 7 3.18 [3.11, 3.25] 0.64 328 
Miramichi Greater Area 8 3.21 [3.15, 3.27] 0.60 371 
Grand Falls 9 3.24 [3.16, 3.31] 0.58 231 
Fredericton Greater Area 10 3.36 [3.33, 3.39] 0.66 2,331 
Edmundston 11 3.38 [3.30, 3.47] 0.77 292 
Woodstock Greater Area 12 3.41 [3.35, 3.48] 0.61 353 

Note. 95% CI = 95% Confidence Intervals, SD = standard deviation. New Brunswick’s overall average on the 
same metrics, as well as other regions not under consideration in this needs assessment, included for 
context. Lower rank = lower overall average.  

The lowest regional average was found in Sussex Greater Area (M = 2.79, SD = 0.52), 
with Sackville Greater Area (M = 3.04, SD = 0.24) and Saint John (M = 3.02, SD = 0.48) also 
below the provincial average. While the differences may appear modest, the consistency 
of underperformance across multiple subject areas, particularly in Sussex and Sackville, 
suggests a need for greater support in these areas. A complete view of science 
performance is provided in Figure 5 and Table 14. 
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Figure 5 

Average Science Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades 3 – 8  

 

Note. 95% CI bars excluded for clarity. Y-axis starts at 2.60 to show differences in grades. 

 

 



   
   
 
 
 

  31 

Report Card Data, Grade 9 – 12 

To accommodate the wide variation in high-school technology offerings, and recent 
changes in course codes, individual course marks were pooled into a single digital-literacy 
bucket for each student-year. The “bucket” represents the mean of all courses classified 
under EECD’s Digital and Information Technology sub-cluster (plus legacy tech courses 
still reporting grades). Pooling yields one aggregate score per student, ensuring every 
region is evaluated on a similar construct even when schools provide different courses. 
High school (grades 9 – 12) marks are provided in percentages (0 – 100%), unlike the 
categorical grading used in grades K – 8. Full details about courses used are provided in the 
appendices. 

Across the province, the bucket average was M = 80.09, SD = 19.09, N = 24,977. 
Four regions exceeded this benchmark by at least two points: Edmundston (M = 89.81, SD 
= 10.28), Sussex Greater Area (M = 84.12, SD = 15.52), Woodstock Greater Area (M = 82.08, 
SD = 15.46), and Fredericton Greater Area (M = 81.74, SD = 17.59). These results suggest 
consistently strong digital-literacy performance in the province’s northwest corridor and in 
the capital region. More data is available in Table 15. 

Table 15 
Average Technology Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades 9 – 12 

Region Rank Mean [95% CI] SD N 
Bathurst 1 75.90 [74.12, 77.68] 17.76 381 
Miramichi Greater Area 2 77.79 [76.51, 79.08] 23.14 1,246 
Grand Falls 3 78.67 [74.77, 82.56] 21.75 120 
Rural and other areas 4 78.78 [78.29, 79.26] 19.87 6,476 
Moncton Greater Area 5 79.11 [78.67, 79.55] 18.44 6,747 
Sackville Greater Area 6 79.11 [77.51, 80.71] 12.54 235 
St. Andrews 7 79.68 [74.43, 84.92] 16.48 38 
New Brunswick - 80.09 [79.85, 80.33] 19.09 24,977 
Saint John Greater Area 8 81.51 [80.81, 82.20] 20.76 3,439 
Fredericton Greater Area 9 81.74 [81.23, 82.24] 17.59 4,601 
Woodstock Greater Area 10 82.08 [80.98, 83.18] 15.46 758 
Sussex Greater Area 11 84.12 [82.81, 85.43] 15.52 540 
Edmundston 12 89.81 [88.79, 90.82] 10.28 396 

Note. 95% CI = 95% Confidence Intervals, SD = standard deviation. New Brunswick’s overall average on the 
same metrics, as well as other regions not under consideration in this needs assessment, included for 
context. Lower rank = lower overall average.  
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At the lower end of the distribution, Bathurst recorded the weakest average (M = 
75.90, SD = 17.76), followed by Miramichi Greater Area (M = 77.79, SD = 23.14) and Grand 
Falls (M = 78.67, SD = 21.75). Although confidence intervals are narrower in more populous 
regions, all intervals reflect true means rather than sample estimates; they are included to 
illustrate the relative stability of each region’s performance if future cohorts were assessed 
under the same framework. Complete regional statistics appear in Table 15 and are 
visualized in Figure 6. 

Figure 6 

Average Technology Grades and Ranks by Region, Grades 9 – 12 [bar chart] 

 

Note. 95% CIs indicated by error bars. Y-axis starts at 2.60 to show differences in grades. 
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PETL Digital Literacy Program Uptake 
Program usage data from the Department of Post-Secondary Education, Training 

and Labour (PETL) were converted to a per-capita metric, defined as the number of digital 
literacy training enrollments per 100,000 residents. This adjustment enables meaningful 
regional comparisons despite substantial differences in population size. The usage rate for 
all included regions was 117.05 per 100,000, reflecting 800 enrollments across a 
combined population of 683,479 (see Table 16). 

Uptake varied widely across regions. Miramichi Greater Area ranked highest with 
347.53 per 100,000, followed by Grand Falls and Edmundston, both with 182.30 per 
100,000. Fredericton Greater Area closely matched the group average (119.58 per 100,000, 
Rank 4). Moderate rates were seen in Sackville (105.92, Rank 5) and Sussex (91.77, Rank 
6). The lowest usage was observed in Woodstock (50.87, Rank 7) and Bathurst (8.7, Rank 
8), despite comparable population sizes to higher-usage areas. Data for St. Andrews were 
unavailable, and this region was assigned the average rank for inclusion in composite 
calculations. These values should be interpreted with caution, as the uptake in some 
regions is quite low. 

Table 16 
Digital Literacy Training Program Usage per Capita, Ranked 

Greater City Region Rank Population (2021) 
Dig. Literacy Program 

Usage (2023) 
Usage per 

100,000 
Miramichi Greater Area 1 37,119 129 347.53 
Grand Falls* 2 44,980 82 182.3 
Edmundston* 2 44,980 82 182.3 
Fredericton Greater Area 4 137,980 165 119.58 
Total - 683,479 811 118.66 
St. Andrews** 4.375 28,445 - - 
Sackville Greater Area 5 192,605 204 105.92 
Sussex Greater Area 6 127,490 117 91.77 
Woodstock Greater Area 7 35,385 18 50.87 
Bathurst 8 34,495 14 40.59 

Note. *Data for Grand Falls and Edmundston are shared because they share the same RSC. **Data for St. 
Andrews is unavailable and was assigned the average rank. “Total” refers to the total for the listed regions’ 
RSCs, not the entire province. 
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SJHDC Weighted Poverty Statistics 

To better reflect the relative scale of child poverty across regions, weighted 
estimates were calculated using each region’s published LIM-AT rate and under-20 
population size. This approach approximates the number of children in low-income 
households per region, divided by the total child population. While Statistics Canada 
suppresses data for smaller communities, all available values were retained in this 
summary. Provincial data are included for reference, though not ranked. 

The provincial childhood poverty rate (not calculated in the present assessment but 
provided by the SJHDC, 2024) is 21.90%, see Table 17. The highest poverty rates were 
found in Bathurst (29.90%, Rank 1), St. Andrews (29.60%, Rank 2.5), and Woodstock 
Greater Area (29.60%, Rank 2.5), with Grand Falls also notable at 25.30% (Rank 4). These 
regions have relatively small youth populations, but high poverty burdens proportionally. 

Table 17 
Weighted Childhood Poverty Rates for Pre-Defined Regions, Ranked 

Region Rank  
Weighted Child 

Poverty Rate 
Population 

under 20 yrs.  

Bathurst 1 29.90% 2,385 
St. Andrews 2.5 29.60% 895 
Woodstock Greater Area 2.5 29.60% 1,300 
Grand Falls 4 25.30% 895 
Sussex Greater Area 5 24.16% 1,850 
Edmundston 6 24.00% 2,620 
New Brunswick - 21.90% 150,020 
Miramichi Greater Area 7 21.60% 3,215 
Fredericton Greater Area 8 20.47% 18,195 
Sackville Greater Area 9 19.20% 1,185 

Note. Weighted rates were calculated by multiplying each region’s population by its reported LIM-AT rate, 
summing low-income child estimates, and dividing by the total population under age 20. Some smaller 
communities (e.g., Miramichi Bay) were excluded due to suppressed data. 

Mid-ranked regions included Sussex Greater Area (24.16%, Rank 5), Edmundston 
(24.00%, Rank 6), and Miramichi Greater Area (21.60%, Rank 7), all of which exceeded the 
provincial average. Fredericton Greater Area (20.47%, Rank 8) and Sackville Greater Area 
(19.20%, Rank 9) had the lowest child poverty rates among the regions assessed, despite 
Fredericton’s relatively large under-20 population (N = 18,195). 
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These regional estimates support the observed disparities in academic 
performance and program uptake discussed in prior sections and provide a critical 
foundation for targeting digital-literacy interventions. It is worth noting that sub-regions can 
have vastly different child poverty rates, something noted by the SJHDC: 

“Child poverty rates exhibit considerable variation within smaller geographic areas 
across New Brunswick's Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs). Generally, higher 
poverty rates are concentrated in central city areas, while suburban neighborhoods 
tend to have lower rates.” (p. 15) 

For example, Saint John’s child poverty rate is 31.2%, but Saint John’s Ward 3 has a child 
poverty rate of 45.6% (SJHDC, 2024). This highlights the importance of examining sub-
regions of the identified regions in the present assessment when determining where in a 
region Promise Partnership may expand to.  
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Composite Ranking 

A four-indicator composite was calculated for each region, weighting high-school 
digital-literacy achievement, elementary achievement, and weighted childhood-poverty 
rate at 30 percent each, and PETL program uptake at 10 percent. Lower composite scores 
indicate greater need (see Table 18) 

Table 18 
Composite Rankings by Region and Metric, Original Weighting 

Note. TCR = Total Composite Rank; GA = Greater Area; R = Rank; CR = Composite Rank. Sorted by Total 
Composite Rank. 

Bathurst recorded the greatest overall need (composite = 3.20), reflecting the 
province’s lowest high-school rank (1) and highest child-poverty rank (1). Grand Falls (5.00) 
and Miramichi Greater Area (5.20) followed. Mid-tier regions included St. Andrews (5.39), 
Sackville Greater Area (5.60), and Sussex Greater Area (5.70). The lowest-need cluster 
comprised Woodstock Greater Area (7.75), Edmundston (8.60), and Fredericton Greater 
Area (9.10), each buoyed by relatively strong academic performance or lower poverty (see 
Figure 7). 

 

 

 

 

 
 Gr. K - 8 

Performance 
 Gr. 9 - 12 

Performance 
 Childhood 

Poverty 
 PETL Program 

Use 
Region TCR  R  CR  R  CR  R  CR  R  CR 
Bathurst 3.20  6.00  1.80  1.00  0.30  1.00  0.30  8.00  0.80 
Grand Falls 5.00  9.00  2.70  3.00  0.90  4.00  1.20  2.00  0.20 
Miramichi GA 5.20  8.00  2.40  2.00  0.60  7.00  2.10  1.00  0.10 
St. Andrews 5.39  7.00  2.10  7.00  2.10  2.50  0.75  4.38  0.44 
Sackville GA 5.60  2.00  0.60  6.00  1.80  9.00  2.70  5.00  0.50 
Sussex GA 5.70  1.00  0.30  11.00  3.30  5.00  1.50  6.00  0.60 
Woodstock GA 7.75  11.00  3.30  10.00  3.00  2.50  0.75  7.00  0.70 
Edmundston 8.60  10.00  3.00  12.00  3.60  6.00  1.80  2.00  0.20 
Fredericton GA 9.10  12.00  3.60  9.00  2.70  8.00  2.40  4.00  0.40 
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Figure 7 

Composite Ranking for All Regions, Original Weighting [stacked bar chart] 

 

Sensitivity Analysis 

Two re-weighted composites were produced to test robustness: the first model 
included equal academic and poverty weights (33.3 percent each, PETL data excluded). 
Bathurst remained highest need (2.67). Grand Falls (~5.33) and Miramichi, Sackville, and 
Sussex regions (~5.66) held their relative positions. Fredericton and Edmundston 
continued to rank lowest in need. See Table 19. 
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Table 19 
Composite Rankings by Region and Metric, PETL Excluded 

Note. TCR = Total Composite Rank; DCR = Delta Composite Rank (difference from original, Table 18); GA = 
Greater Area; R = Rank; CR = Composite Rank. Sorted by Total Composite Rank. 

The second model placed a heavier emphasis on academic data (40 percent high school, 
40 percent elementary, 20 percent poverty, PETL excluded). Rankings were again stable: 
Bathurst (3.00) stayed highest need, while Fredericton and Edmundston shared the 
lowest-need position (10.0). See Table 20. 

 

 
   Gr. K - 8 

Performance 
 Gr. 9 - 12 

Performance 
 Childhood 

Poverty 
Region TCR  DCR  R  CR  R  CR  R  CR 
Bathurst 2.66  0.54  6.00  2.00  1.00  0.33  1.00  0.33 
Grand Falls 5.33  -0.33  9.00  3.00  3.00  1.00  4.00  1.33 
St. Andrews 5.49  -0.11  7.00  2.33  7.00  2.33  2.50  0.83 
Sussex GA 5.66  0.04  1.00  0.33  11.00  3.66  5.00  1.67 
Miramichi GA 5.66  -0.46  8.00  2.66  2.00  0.67  7.00  2.33 
Sackville GA 5.66  -0.06  2.00  0.67  6.00  2.00  9.00  3.00 
Woodstock GA 7.83  -0.08  11.00  3.66  10.00  3.33  2.50  0.83 
Edmundston 9.32  -0.72  10.00  3.33  12.00  4.00  6.00  2.00 
Fredericton GA 9.66  -0.56  12.00  4.00  9.00  3.00  8.00  2.66 
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Table 20 
Composite Rankings by Region and Metric, PETL Excluded, Academic Heavy 

Note. TCR = Total Composite Rank; DCR = Delta Composite Rank (difference from original, Table 18); GA = 
Greater Area; R = Rank; CR = Composite Rank. Sorted by Total Composite Rank. 

Across all models, Bathurst consistently ranked first and Fredericton consistently 
last, indicating that the overall prioritization is insensitive to reasonable weighting 
changes. Spearman correlation coefficients between the three rankings confirmed their 
strong agreement: ρ1 = 0.95, p < .001, between the original and equal-weight models, ρ 

 = 0.85, p = .009, between the original and academic-heavy models, and ρ = 0.77, p = .018, 
between the two alternate weightings. These values indicate that despite the weighting 
structure, regional rankings remained relatively stable. Figures for Tables 19 and 20 can be 
found in the attached appendices. 

 

 

 

 
1 Note that this is a rho symbol for Spearman correlation and not a p-value, which follows. 

 
   Gr. K - 8 

Performance 
 Gr. 9 - 12 

Performance 
 Childhood 

Poverty 
Region TCR  DCR  R  CR  R  CR  R  CR 
Bathurst 3.00  0.20  6.00  2.40  1.00  0.40  1.00  0.20 
Sackville GA 5.00  0.60  2.00  0.80  6.00  2.40  9.00  1.80 
Miramichi GA 5.40  -0.20  8.00  3.20  2.00  0.80  7.00  1.40 
Grand Falls 5.60  -0.60  9.00  3.60  3.00  1.20  4.00  0.80 
Sussex GA 5.80  -0.10  1.00  0.40  11.00  4.40  5.00  1.00 
St. Andrews 6.10  -0.71  7.00  2.80  7.00  2.80  2.50  0.50 
Woodstock GA 8.90  -1.15  11.00  4.40  10.00  4.00  2.50  0.50 
Edmundston 10.00  -1.40  10.00  4.00  12.00  4.80  6.00  1.20 
Fredericton GA 10.00  -0.90  12.00  4.80  9.00  3.60  8.00  1.60 
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Discussion 

Promise Partnership and Digital Literacy Goals 
Promise Partnership has provided academic mentorship to economically 

disadvantaged youth since 2010. In 2024, the program adopted the New Brunswick Digital 
Literacy Framework, which defines digital literacy as the balanced set of skills, attitudes, 
and behaviours required to navigate and create in a technology-rich society (McGuire, 
2022). The framework guides six strands: digital citizenship, digital health and wellness, 
critical inquiry and meaning making, creativity and problem solving, communication and 
collaboration, and computational thinking. Promise Partnership now aims to align its 
mentorship model with these strands while expanding beyond Saint John and Moncton into 
additional regions identified as high priority through this provincial needs assessment. 

Data Sources and Composite Method 

Four region-level indicators were analysed: 

1. Elementary science, mathematics, and technology achievement (Grades K – 8; 
EECD) 

2. High-school digital technology achievement (Grades 9 – 12; EECD) 

3. Per-capita uptake of PETL Digital Literacy Training (PETL, 2023) 

4. Weighted childhood poverty rate (SJHDC, 2024; Statistics Canada, 2023) 

Each indicator was ranked across nine target regions, then combined using a weighted 
scheme of thirty percent for each academic indicator, thirty percent for poverty, and ten 
percent for PETL uptake. Lower composite scores indicate greater overall need (see Table 
18, Figure 7). 

Principal Findings 

• Bathurst showed the greatest composite need (score 3.20). It recorded the lowest 
high-school achievement, the highest childhood poverty rate, and very limited PETL 
program uptake. 

• Grand Falls (5.00) and Miramichi Greater Area (5.20) followed closely, each 
combining below-average academic performance with elevated poverty. 

• St. Andrews, Sackville, and Sussex formed a mid-tier group with mixed strengths 
and weaknesses. 
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• Woodstock, Edmundston, and Fredericton ranked lowest in need; these regions 
pair stronger academic outcomes with either moderate or low poverty. 

Sensitivity Analysis 

Two alternate composites were calculated: the first redistributed the ten percent 
PETL weight equally across the remaining indicators; the second increased the weight of 
both academic indicators to forty percent each and reduced poverty to twenty percent. 
Spearman rank correlations between the original and alternate models were strong and 
rankings of the top-three and bottom-two regions did not change appreciably, 
demonstrating that conclusions are stable regardless of reasonable weighting 
adjustments. 

Strengths and Limitations 
 There are several strengths, and limitations, to this needs assessment that are important 

to consider. 

Strengths 

1. Comprehensive administrative coverage 
All available K to 8 and high school course marks from the New Brunswick 
Department of Education and Early Childhood Development were analysed, 
providing a full-cohort view rather than a sample. This scope allows direct 
calculation of exact regional means, removes sampling error, and increases 
confidence in observed achievement gaps. 

2. Multi-source indicator approach 
The composite ranking integrates four distinct domains: early academic 
performance, high school digital-technology performance, weighted childhood 
poverty, and participation in provincial digital-skills programming. Combining 
educational, socioeconomic, and behavioural indicators yields a more balanced 
picture of regional need than any single metric could provide. 

3. Transparent weighting and sensitivity testing 
Indicator weights were pre-specified to reflect conceptual importance. Two 
alternative weight structures were tested, and high Spearman correlations 
demonstrated that priority rankings were robust to reasonable weighting changes. 
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4. Use of weighted poverty estimates 
Childhood poverty percentages were weighted by regional child-population counts, 
producing more accurate estimates of the absolute burden of poverty than simple 
regional means. 

5. Alignment with the provincial Digital Literacy Framework 
Selected academic courses align well with the Digital Literacy Framework. 

6. Province-wide comparability 
All indicators were converted to common scales or per-capita rates, enabling fair 
comparison across regions with widely different population sizes. 

Limitations 

1. Age-range discrepancy in poverty data 
The assessment used an under-20 cutoff, whereas the Saint John Human 
Development Council reports poverty for children under 18. However, the 
difference between the overall child poverty rate, and SJHDC’s provincial child 
poverty rate, was small (less than 0.5 percentage points). 

2. Data suppression in small communities 
Statistics Canada and the SJHDC sometimes suppress low-income counts, or 
population counts, in regions with very low population, to ensure confidentiality. 
While the impact this has on the final results are likely negligible, they are important 
to note. 

3. Course selection constraints in high school data 
High school digital-technology courses are optional and French-language offerings 
are heterogeneous and sometimes unmatched to English equivalents. As a result, 
the high school indicator may under-represent student groups who lacked access 
to eligible courses. 

4. Indirect nature of PETL uptake 
Enrolment counts capture recognized need and program awareness rather than 
underlying skill deficits. Low uptake may reflect limited marketing, logistical 
barriers, or timing of course delivery. However, PETL offers the program as a mobile 
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service.1 To minimize distortion, PETL uptake was weighted at ten percent and 
stress-tested in sensitivity analyses. 

5. Regional aggregation masks within-region variation 
Grouping communities into nine “greater” regions simplifies analysis but can 
conceal sharp disparities between neighbourhoods or schools. Follow-up sub-
regional assessments will be required before site-level interventions are planned. 

6. Absence of direct digital-skills testing 
Academic grades serve as proxies for digital literacy. They capture curriculum-
aligned performance but may not reflect informal or out-of-school skill acquisition. 

7. Unmeasured contextual factors 
Variables such as broadband penetration, teacher digital-competence, and local 
industry demand were outside the scope of the current analysis. Their inclusion 
could refine prioritization in future assessments. 

Despite these limitations, the assessment offers a strategic, evidence-based foundation 
for Promise Partnership planning. Strengths outweigh weaknesses, and remaining data 
gaps can be addressed in the region-specific needs assessments recommended in the 
next phase. 

Conclusion and Next Steps 

Table 18 provides the composite scores and sub-indicator ranks. Bathurst showed 
the highest composite need (score = 3.20), with the lowest academic performance in high 
school and the highest child poverty rate. Grand Falls and the Miramichi Greater Area 
followed closely. Mid-range need scores were observed in St. Andrews, Sackville, and 
Sussex, while Woodstock, Edmundston, and the Fredericton Greater Area scored lowest 
on the composite, suggesting comparatively lower need. These rankings represent 
measured digital literacy vulnerability but do not account for the many logistical and 
contextual factors that would affect the implementation of new programming. 

Two essential next steps are required before action should be taken. 

 

 
1 https://www2.gnb.ca/content/gnb/en/services/services_renderer.201293.Digital_Literacy_Training.html  
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Feasibility 

Promise Partnership’s model depends on collaboration with post-secondary 
institutions and the availability of students in relevant fields who can participate in the 
delivery of programming. It also depends on the willingness and readiness of local schools, 
communities, and organizations to engage with the model. While regions such as Bathurst, 
Grand Falls, or Miramichi may demonstrate higher need based on academic and poverty 
indicators, the feasibility of operating a site in these regions must be explored further. 
Variables such as proximity to a university or college, local transportation infrastructure, 
and space availability may affect program delivery and sustainability. These factors were 
outside the scope of this provincial assessment and must be assessed through future 
feasibility analyses. 

Impact 

High need does not necessarily equate to highest overall impact. The potential 
impact of a new site also depends on the size of the population that would be served. For 
example, Bathurst’s overall child poverty rate is the highest1 in the province at 29.9 
percent, but the total number of children under age 20 in that region is 2,385. By contrast, 
the Fredericton Greater Area has a lower poverty rate of 20.5 percent but a population of 
18,195 children under 20. The number of vulnerable youth who might benefit from digital 
literacy programming is therefore shaped by both the relative rate and the absolute 
number of youth in the region. As shown in Table 9, smaller regions with high poverty may 
present focused opportunities, while larger regions may offer greater potential reach. 
Estimating impact based on both proportional and absolute measures will be necessary to 
guide future planning. 

Together, feasibility and impact analyses will be critical for translating the findings 
of this needs assessment into informed decisions about where to grow the Promise 
Partnership program. The composite rankings presented here are intended as a 
foundational scan of regional need. Identifying the specific subregions, schools, or 
communities where implementation is most viable and impactful will require dedicated 
follow-up assessments within the highest-need areas. 

 

 
1 Highest overall. Sub-regions/wards of many areas have higher poverty rates. 
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Appendices 

High School Course Matching 
Anglophone 

 
Francophone 

Course Name Course 
Code 

 
Course Name Course 

Code 
Closest Anglophone 
Course 

BB Tech (90h) 9 IETED0090 
 

Éducation à la 
technologie 10ᵉ  

60211 Technology 9 / BB 
Tech 9 - 10 

BB Tech (90h) 10 IETED0100 
 

Informatique et 
société 11ᵉ 

63311A Information Tech 120 
· Digital Prod 120 

BB Tech (45h) 9 IETEC0090 
 

Introduction à la 
programmation 
informatique 

02411E Computer Science 
110 / 120  

BB Tech (45h) 10 IETEC0100 
 

Introduction au 
soutien 
informatique  et 
réseautique 

02411B Cybersecurity & Tech 
Support 110 

Technology 9 IETEA0090 
 

Technologie du 
design 12ᵉ 

(0)2411 Computer-Aided 
Design (CAD) 110 

Computer Science 
110 

IEDEC1100 
 

Initiation au dessin 
industriel 11ᵉ 

(0)2311 Computer-Aided 
Design (CAD) 110 
(intro level) 

Computer Science 
120 

IEDEC1200 
    

Cybersecurity 120 IETEZ1200 
    

Comp Aided Dsgn 
110 

IEDEA1100 
    

Cybersecurity & 
Tech Sup 110 

IETEM1100 
    

Digital Prod 120 IEDEM1200 
    

Information Tech 
120 

IETEE1200 
    

Robotics & Tech 
120 

IETEJ1200 
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Weighted Child Poverty Rates 
 

Population Count Child poverty 
rate Region 0 - 14 

years 
15 - 19 
years 

Total <20 
years 

Greater Fredericton 13,545 4,650 18,195 20.47% 
Fredericton 9,120 3,340 12,460 25.00% 
New Maryland 370 160 530 7.40% 
Hanwell 840 305 1,145 9.30% 
Oromocto 1,975 440 2,415 8.50% 
Lincoln 1,240 405 1,645 15.70% 
Grand Falls 635 260 895 25.30% 
Bathurst 1,720 665 2,385 29.90% 
Greater Miramichi 2,360 855 3,215 21.60% 
Miramichi Bay - - - - 
Napan - - - - 
St. Andrews 225 75 300 29.60% 
Greater Woodstock 965 335 1,300 29.60% 
Woodstock 825 280 1,105 29.60% 
Hartland 140 55 195 - 
Edmundston 1,865 755 2,620 24.00% 
Greater Sussex 1,380 470 1,850 24.16% 
Sussex 690 240 930 34.10% 
Sussex Corner 230 75 305 20.00% 
Apohaqui - - - - 
Norton 265 90 355 19.40% 
Penobsquis 195 65 260 - 
Greater Sackville 900 285 1,185 19.20% 
Sackville 825 260 1,085 19.20% 
Dorchester 75 25 100 - 

Note. Weighted rates were calculated by multiplying each region’s population by its reported 
LIM-AT rate, summing low-income child estimates, and dividing by the total population under age 
20. Some smaller communities (e.g., Miramichi Bay) were excluded due to suppressed data. 
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Supplementary Figures for Sensitivity Analysis 

Composite Ranking for All Regions, PETL Excluded Weighting [stacked bar chart] 
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Composite Ranking for All Regions, PETL Excluded, Academic Heavy Weighting 
[stacked bar chart] 

 

 


