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In recent weeks, AUNBT has been receiving questions and comments about the implications of the 
KPMG report for UNB’s academic mission.  

A key but deeply flawed premise of the ASR report by KPMG is that changes to administrative 
structures and processes can be pursued separate from academic concerns, without properly engaging 
academic processes and decision-making bodies. This is evident in the methodology (which involved 
interviewing exclusively senior administrators), and in the presentation of results. This problematic 
view was further re-enforced by the fact that the KPMG report was brought to Senates in September of 
2017 as an information item only, thereby implying that its recommendations did not fall within the 
academic mandate of Senates. It must be clearly stated: the impact of implementation of these 
recommendations on the academic mission and its delivery would be profound. 

What the KPMG approach misapprehends is the distinction between “administrative” and 
“administration”. Indeed, the report describes its purpose as being “to review the University’s 
administrative units and processes to ensure effectiveness and efficiency across all units and to ensure 
all units support the mission and strategic direction of the University” (KPMG 2017: 5, emphasis 
added). UNB’s mission is academic. This is confirmed in the 2010 UNB Strategic Plan, where the 
groundwork for an administrative services review was established:  

…we must review the structural arrangements of our various academic units so as to produce the most 
intellectually fertile, academically stimulating and administratively efficient environments in which faculty, 
staff and students may thrive in their individual and collective activities. To this end, we will evaluate the 
merits of various structural models and initiate changes where it makes sense to do so. Similar evaluations 
of our administrative processes and organizations in support of our various research, administrative and 
advancement activities will be conducted (Strategic Plan 2010: 5-6).  

This statement clearly articulates the close link between the academic context (both teaching and 
research) and administrative functions, and it is further echoed in the 2016 Update on Administrative 
Review produced by the Administrative Review Task Force whose mandate included (among other 
things) to “ensure all units support the mission and strategic direction of the University” (ARTF 2016: i).  

As AUNBT noted in our memo to members on July 28, 2017, the KPMG recommendations are being 
made in advance of several major initiatives, in particular, Academic and Strategic Planning. In the 
September 27, 2017 Town Hall on Academic Planning, the VPA(F) responded to questions about the 
order of these initiatives by stating that academic planning must inform all other plans. The core 
purpose of administrative functions in a university is to support the academic program of teaching and 
research. Indeed, the use of problematic corporate language notwithstanding, the objectives provided 
to KPMG for this work include determining whether the administrative functions at UNB are aligned 
with the needs of their clients (ARTF 2016: ii).  It is our view that the “client” of administrative functions, 
units and processes cannot simply be administration, rather it must be the academy, and in particular, 
academic staff and students.  

The KPMG report makes recommendations that have specific, direct and profound implications for the 
sound functioning of the academy, including a re-ordering of reporting lines for senior administrators, 
establishment of a provost position, and the introduction of a so-called shared services model. These 
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have the potential to cause serious disruptions to bi-campus relations and operations within academic 
units. The “one leader” model does not ensure administrative support for the academic mission on each 
campus. Further, a shared service model would transform the relationships among administrative staff 
employed in faculty and departmental offices and those units in ways that would directly impact deans 
and chairs in their manifold roles in accomplishing the academic mission. In addition to these academic 
concerns and as we have stated elsewhere, the KPMG report contains egregious methodological flaws. 
There has been no indication from senior administration about how and when changes might be 
implemented. The notion that could occur without deep consideration by the whole academic 
community and the assent of academic decision-making bodies at UNB is untenable. 


