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Members/Invitees Present in the Meeting 

Sr.No Name 
Sr. 
No 

Name 

1. Sanghamitra Bandyopadhyay 19. Subhamoy Maitra 

2. Goutam Mukherjee 20. Sandip Das 

3. Krishnendu Mukhopadhyay 21. Pradipta Maji 

4. Mahuya Datta 22. Debashish Goswami 

5. Dipti Prasad Mukherjee 23. Mahuya Datta 

6. Susmita Sur Kolay 24. Partha S. Ghosh 

7. Prasun Das 25. Sumitra Purakayastha 

8. Dilip Saha 26. Dilip Saha 

9. Parthasarathi Ghosh 27. Guruprasad Kar 

10. Saurabh Ghosh 28. Shiladri S. Das 

11. Banasri Basu 29. Dhurjati Sengupta 

12. Saswati Bandyopadhyay 30. Nityananda Sarkar 

13. Debrup Chakraborty 31. Rajat K De 

14. Nabanita Das 32. Sujata Ghosh (VC) 

15. Smarajit Bose 33. Abhay Bhatt (VC)  

16. Tarun Kabiraj 34. Isha Dewan (VC) 

17. Arijit Chakraborti 35. B.S. Daya Sagar (VC)  

18. GK. Basak 36. Bhabotosh Chanda 

 

AGENDA ITEM 1.1 

Opening remarks by the Chairperson of the Academic Council of the institute. 

The Dean welcomed everybody to the 69th Academic Council meeting and requested the Chairperson 

to deliver the welcome speech. The Chairperson began by drawing attention to the scarce attendance 

and suggested shifting to a smaller venue in future, to avoid using such huge infrastructure for a 

handful of attendees. The Dean agreed and decided to henceforth conduct the meeting in the CSSC 

itself. That would eliminate the necessity for video conferencing set up in the Platinum Jubilee 

Auditorium, since necessary logistics is readily available there. 

The Chairperson also endorsed the idea of sticking to decisions already finalized in the Academic 

Council meetings. She mentioned that the habit of not attending the meeting and later questioning 

the decisions taken, is a waste of time and energy of those who attend and conduct the meetings.  

AGENDA ITEM 1.2 

Confirmation of the proceedings of the 68th meeting of the Academic Council held on November 

14, 2018. 

The Dean pointed out that the draft proceedings of the 68th Academic Council meeting were earlier 

circulated by email and stated that he had not received any further comments. Since no one had any 

further issues, the same was accepted and confirmed. 
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Resolution: Since there were no comments on the draft proceedings, the agenda was accepted and 

approved.  

AGENDA ITEM2 -GROUP-A : REPORTING MATTERS. 

AGENDA ITEM 2.1.1 

Withdrawal of PGDCA programme from the Academic Year 2020-21. 

Reporting 

The Dean drew special attention to the PGDCA program in Giridih which had a mere 17 applications 

in the current year as compared to 36 in the previous year. He stated that he had personally visited 

the Giridih campus along with Deputy Director Prof. Mukherjee. He stated that they received 

numerous negative feedback from the students regarding the programme. Among them were poor 

teaching faculty and lack of job opportunities on course completion. He also mentioned that the hostel 

facilities being provided to the students were subpar. He held that overall the course was way below 

the standards of the institute. The Dean conducted a meeting between the associates of ISI Giridih, 

PGDCA coordinator Prof. Rajat Kumar De and himself. After looking at various factors it was decided 

in the meeting that ISI would discontinue the programme from the academic year 2020-21. But the 

Dean questioned the validity of offering the programme for the current year also, pointing out that 

only 17 students have applied to fill the 15 seats for the programme. 

Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya questioned if discontinuation of a programme was a decision of the 

Academic Council or was it merely being reported in the meeting. The Chairperson clarified that since 

introduction of programmes were decided by the Council, decision of discontinuation was also its 

responsibility. This reporting agenda was then made open for discussion by her and the Dean. 

Discussion 

Prasun Das opined that since the students themselves have given negative feedback about the 

programme the course should be discontinued. Abhay Gopal Bhatt agreed but urged the institute to 

advertise accordingly and refund the applicant's fees. The Dean remarked that it was pretty obvious.  

Arijit Chakraborty stated that discontinuing the course in the current year would be unfair to the 

applicants, since they don’t have the option to apply elsewhere now. The Chairperson agreed and 

confirmed that discontinuation in the current year was out of question. 

The Chairperson mentioned that there was a meeting of seven members comprising of the Director, 

Deputy Director, Dean, the coordinator of the PGDCA programme and 3 faculties from Giridih on the 

matter. They proposed to withdraw the course  and replace it with a more relevant course. However 

the coordinator Prof. Rajat Kumar De disagreed and gave a note of dissent. She proposed if it this 

committee could be authorised to take the call on discontinuation of the course from next year. She 

mentioned that 3 faculties of Giridih are in the process of formulating a new course which would be 

more relevant to the area of Jharkhand. This team have sent a proposal which after further 

deliberation would be introduced in the Academic Council. She stated that in case the above proposal 

matures the institute could replace the PGDCA programme with the new one. She affirmed that 



4 
 

without introducing a new course the current one cannot be discontinued. Susmita Sur-Kolay pointed 

out that merely replacing the course would not eliminate the existing infrastructural issues and 

enquired if the infrastructural facilities could be upgraded by next year. The Chairperson confirmed 

that renovation was in process but the exact time of completion was difficult to ascertain. 

Prof. B.S. Dayasagar enquired about the possibility to upgrade the PGDCA programme to a Masters 

course. He cited the example of the ADIS course which when upgraded to MSLIS witnessed an increase 

in the number of applicants and job opportunities. The Chairperson pointed out that such 

implementation was not viable in this case owing to lack of expertise in Jharkhand. Instead she 

asserted on design of a new and more relevant course taking into account available resources. The 

Dean concurred with this. 

The decision of authorising the seven member committee to take a call on the PGDCA course was 

postponed. It was decided that first the formulation of the proposal on the new course would be 

awaited for. Hoping that this would be completed before the next AC meeting, the Chairperson 

decided to defer the decision of authorization until the next AC meeting. Until this the infrastructural 

issues of Giridih would be addressed by the institute. Saurabh Ghosh noted that according to a 

resolution of a previous AC  meeting, any decision about starting a new course has to be approved by 

an appointed committee first before it can be produced in the AC. The Chairperson agreed and said 

that it was part of the procedure. 

Resolution :The proposal on the new course in Giridih would be further revised, restructured and 

attempted to be produced in the next AC meeting. Assuming this proposal matures, the seven member 

committee would then be authorised to take a call on replacing the current PGDCA programme with 

the new one from the academic year 2020-21. For the current year the programme would be continued 

while the institute would focus on the infrastructural issues of Giridih. 

AGENDA ITEM 2.1.2 

Up to date status of applicants in the Admission Test 2019. 

The Dean read out the changes in the number of applicants of various courses for 2019. They were 

as follows:  

 B. Stat. (Hons.) had 5047 applicants instead of 5046. 

 Number of applicants in B. Math. (Hons.) had increased by 2 and hence the total number was 

3821.  

 Number of applicants in M.Sc. in Quantitative Economics had increased by 2 and hence the 

total number was 1720.  

 M. Tech .(CS) had 1218 applicants instead of 1217. 

 M. Tech .(QR&OR) had 495 applicants instead of 494 

 Total number of candidates who applied in 2019 were 16215. 

 Total number of candidates who applied in 2018 were 19166. 

 Total number of applicants for the PGDCA programme was 17. 

When the Dean asked the members for their view regarding the decline of applications as compared 

to previous years, Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya argued that the institute hasn't taken the required 
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actions regarding this. The Chairperson was quick to remind that the institute was not a virtual body 

and the people in the meeting were equally part of it. She pointed out that hardly anyone agrees to 

pitch in when large scale outreach programmes are initiated by the institute. She proposed 

compulsory participation to counter this and some sort of official policy for those who refuse to do so. 

Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya argued that the initiative has to come from the top management and 

asserted that as a personal effort he has successfully published articles in newspapers. He proposed 

allocating money for outreach programmes along with having a group of dedicated people and 

accused the Dean's office for its inaction. The Dean reminded him that in spite of having a huge 

Computer Science division and making repeated requests nobody volunteered to teach in the PGDCA 

programme. He also asked him to produce specific records of his accusations and that if he has any, 

the Dean’s office would respond to them accordingly. 

Smarajit Bose was of the idea that the scarce number of seats in the ISI programmes could be a reason 

for the low number of applications. He held that since ISI entrance are drastically different from other 

national exams like the State JEEs and IITs, students are hesitant to devote time and prepare for ISI. 

He also mentioned that reservations have also affected the number of general seats further reducing 

the chances of applicants. Saurabh Ghosh concurred and shared a personal experience in 

Bhubaneshwar where students admitted that the entrance was too difficult for them and thought that 

the limited number of seats was not worth an attempt. 

Resolution :Both the Chairperson and the Dean demanded active participation of members in any 

effort to promote ISI programmes and drawing more applicants. The Chairperson suggested a proposal 

which would make participation in such programmes compulsory. (This agenda was discussed 

simultaneously with Agenda Item 2.1.1. So also refer to resolution of the same.) 

AGENDA ITEM 3 -GROUP-B : FOR DISCUSSION & DECISIONS. 

AGENDA ITEM 3.1 (ANNEXURE 1) 

A Proposal to reduce the weight of end-semester examination, to allow B. Math/ M. Math students 

to take B. Stat/ M. Stat electives and to allow special topics for B. Math.  

The Dean read out the details of the first part of the agenda as stated in Annexure 1.He pointed out 

the similarities of this part with Agenda Item 3.4, and decided to discuss both simultaneously. He also 

noted that the item was discussed in a previous AC meeting but not followed up since it was 

adjourned.  

Saurabh Ghosh stated that currently there is a moderation system in the final examinations. He 

expressed his hesitation about the proposal since reducing the weight of the end-semester exam 

would result in the reduction of weight of the moderated part. There was some confusion about if the 

weight reduction proposal was aimed for any particular stream or for all courses. The Dean and the 

Chairperson clarified that the first part of the proposal was meant for all courses. 

Susmita Sur-Kolay suggested retaining the 50 percent weight while adding another 50 percent for 

assignments. She suggested if this works out then the end-semester exam weight may be reduced to 
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40 percent in the future. After this the Chairperson suggested of retaining the current weight system 

of 50 percent for end-semester exams.  

Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya was against providing all the electives of B. Stat/ M. Stat to the B. 

Math/M. Math students. He suggested to provide a few relevant electives instead. Similarly Saurabh 

Ghosh objected against arbitrary introduction of special topics for B.Math students. He thought that 

both the above proposals could impose structural challenges and hence needed to be passed through 

the Academic Council first. The Dean and the Chairperson concurred and noted that the above 

agendas would be reintroduced in the Academic Council with a more specific plan. It should contain a 

list of electives and special topics to be provided and also the associated course structure. When Abhay 

Gopal Bhatt questioned why the M.Stat course which already has special topics doesn't mention a list 

in its brochure, Saurabh Ghosh clarified that those were not introduced without the knowledge of the 

Dean or the Academic Council.  

Resolution: For the first part of the proposal the current weight system of 50 percent for end-semester 

exams was decided to be retained. For the second and third part it was observed that the proposals 

could impose structural challenges. It was decided that these would be reintroduced in the Academic 

Council with a more specific plan. The plan should contain a list of electives and special topics to be 

provided and also the associated course structure. 

AGENDA ITEM 3.2 (ANNEXURE 2) 

Report of M. Tech (CS) Syllabus review Committee. 

On request of the Dean Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya presented the proposal and then stated that the 

above model would require offering a single course multiple times a year, which may not be possible 

to implement at this point in time taking into account resource constraints of the institute. He 

mentioned that the committee as of now have refrained from changing the syllabus at the micro level, 

but rather focussed on redesigning the overall structure. On acceptance of the later he mentioned the 

former could be deliberated in future AC meetings. He added that the proposal on circulation have 

received enthusiastic feedbacks. 

When asked for opinions on the proposal Saurabh Ghosh out rightly pointed out that the proposal 

would need a special committee and that the implementation was too challenging for the Dean’s 

office as of now. He stated that allowing students to choose credit or non-credit courses after an 

examination would open the floodgates to such requests from other courses. Though Krishnendu 

Mukhopadhyaya clarified that students are only being given the option to opt out of a course after 

the examination, Saurabh Ghosh pointed out that such policy was withdrawn from other degree 

programmes. He added the system made students choose more courses than they could handle and 

then arbitrarily opt out after the exams.  

Prasun Das queried if students going abroad for dissertation or industrial training would be funded by 

the institute, which the Chairperson answered in negative. One question came up on how the course 

would be named and if it would mention any specialization. The Chairperson proposed it would be 

named M. Tech (CS). If there were any specializations that would be mentioned in brackets. When 

asked by Gopal Krishna Basak about the number of recommended courses per semester, Krishnendu 
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Mukhopadhyaya replied it would not be drastically different from what it is now and could be around 

fifteen.  

The Chairperson noted that students applying for M. Tech (CS) could appear for either computer 

science or mathematics/physics/statistics as the entrance exam. She held the view that though 

computer science could be justified for M. Tech (CS) course, an entrance test on mathematics was 

providing undue advantage to students with mathematics background. Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya’s 

point of view was that since the course itself requires knowledge of either computer science or 

mathematics a test on these two subjects were justified and necessary. Moreover  Debrup  

chakraborty reasoned that since the level of mathematics exam was at B.Sc Pass level, it should not 

be a problem for students even from other backgrounds. 

To conclude the Chairperson stated that coming to a decision immediately on the proposal was not 

possible. She requested everybody to deliberate on the matter, and post queries to the chairman and 

let the chairman respond. Susmita Sur-Kolay enquired about the possible year of implementation. The 

chairperson said she personally viewed this as a welcome change and would hope to implement it 

soon. Though implementing it in the next session may not be possible. Both agreed that the model of 

providing greater flexibilities to students was in line with leading world universities though the 

constraints of the institute must be taken into consideration. 

Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya reminded offering multiple courses could lead to overlapping of courses, 

in which case students cannot take them together. Hence he stressed the importance of declaring the 

courses before the beginning of semesters to let students plan well ahead. The Dean queried if the 

mathematics papers of the M. Tech (CS) course would be taken by faculties of the computer science 

department. Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya answered in affirmative. 

Discussion during the adjourned meeting of the Academic Council held on 4th April 2019. 

When the Chairperson was queried about the resolution of Agenda Item 3.2 she said that it was 

decided that final decision on the proposal would be taken in the next AC meeting. Since this proposal 

would bring in a paradigm shift and significant structural change in the syllabus,  issues like logistics 

needed further deliberation. Susmita Sur-Kolay and Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya disagreed stating 

that the proposal was already circulated and unless the actual problems are discussed, deferring it 

was not going to help. The Chairperson countered this saying the institute has a history of failing to 

implement hurriedly approved proposals, which should be avoided at all cost.  

Saurabh Ghosh emphasized the importance of a feasibility study by the Dean’s office regarding 

implementation. He added that if the implementation of the proposal fails the Dean’s office will be 

held responsible. He suggested the extent of flexibility being suggested in the proposal needs a relook, 

and if that was not feasible he was against the proposal. The Dean said that would require sitting down 

and finding out possible implementation hazards. It was decided that suggestions would be sent to 

the Dean within a month. The implementation hazards would also be outlined within this timeframe 

after which a meeting would be conducted with the committee behind the proposal. Krishnendu 

Mukhopadhyaya questioned if apart from the feasibility study, the proposal’s content was being 

accepted in principle. Though the Dean concurred the Chairperson stated that it would be decided 

after discussion in the aforesaid meeting. 



8 
 

Resolution: Before the meeting was adjourned on the first day the Chairperson stated that coming to 

a decision immediately on the proposal was not possible. She requested everybody to deliberate on 

the matter, and post queries to the chairman, and let the chairman respond to them. She personally 

viewed the proposal as a welcome change and hoped to implement it soon. 

The following day it was decided that suggestions would be sent to the Dean’s office within a month. 

In this time possible implementation hazards would also be deliberated upon. This would be followed 

by a meeting with the committee after one month, while final decision on the proposal would be taken 

in the next AC meeting.  

AGENDA ITEM 3.3  

To formulate a policy for citation of awardees in the Convocation document. 

The Dean mentioned that during the last convocation there were some controversies about how 

citation of awardees should be mentioned in the convocation document. He added he would like to 

propose a committee to look into the matter and come up with a suggestion. He also mentioned a 

suggestion by Susmita Sur-Kolay. She mentioned two categories of students for whom Ph.D. degree is 

not offered by ISI. 1) Full time ISI funded JRFs and SRFs, who submit their thesis outside ISI for 

disciplines other than those offered in the institute 2)Students of other universities with a supervisor 

from ISI.  

Mahuya Datta suggested that there should be a list for the Ph. d students enrolled in ISI (selected 

through ISI JRF test) getting degree from ISI/other institutions. Among other suggestions Rajat Kumar 

De queried if in the second category PLPs could be included. Abhay Gopal Bhatt mentioned that he 

was in favour of the convocation citations mentioning the faculty members of ISI who have guided 

research scholars from other universities. But he added that such should be verified by the Dean’s 

office from the other universities rather than relying solely on emails. The Chairperson agreed to this.  

Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya suggested if a research scholar mentions his affiliation as ISI in his paper, 

only then he should be considered in the convocation list. Bhabatosh Chanda seconded the 

suggestion. Dilip Saha countered this citing Calcutta University’s example. He noted that Calcutta 

University regulations suggest research fellows to mention Calcutta University as their affiliation while 

submitting a thesis. Susmita Sur-Kolay and the Chairperson replied that this should not be an issue 

since a mention in the convocation document just serves as an information stating who were involved 

in research, rather than counting them as ISI affiliated Ph. Ds.  

Dilip Saha reminded the Chairperson that as already informed via email, there were several names 

omitted in the last convocation document, which he requested for rectification. Both the Chairperson 

and the Dean agreed. 

It was decided that there would be three lists so that ISI JRFs and SRFs who submit their thesis outside 

are not mixed up with the PLPs. On Saurabh Ghosh’s query how would the fellows under CSIR, UGC 

etc. fellowships be categorized the chairman clarified that they would be included in the third list with 

PLPs. 

Mahuya Datta asked if research fellows who join ISI but later leaves would he be counted as an ISI Ph. 

D. The unanimous consensus was in negative. Abhay Gopal Bhatt added that such fellows should be 
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given some sort of migration certificate by ISI. On why would a research fellow decide to leave ISI, the 

Chairperson clarified that it could be either for personal reasons or if his Ph. D is not accepted by ISI. 

He may decide to leave ISI to submit it elsewhere. The legality of such practise she said is a separate 

agenda which could be discussed in the next AC meeting.  

Resolution: There was no specific agreement on this and it was decided that it would be discussed 

again the next AC meeting.   

AGENDA ITEM 3.4 (ANNEXURE 3) 

A proposal to replace Mid-Semester examinations by Class tests. 

Arguments for and against class tests. 

Smarajit Bose  reminded of the difficulties faced when the class test system was prevalent. He 

mentioned that there were three class tests each for five subjects. This amounted to fifteen exams in 

total, which ate away an equal number of class days. Moreover students tend to remain absent before 

the exams in order to prepare for the tests, resulting in poor attendance.  

The Dean read out a letter by Prof. Mahuya Datta which reiterated the above view. The letter also 

stated that keeping track of numerous class tests and timetables would put much pressure on the 

Dean's office. It requested to recall the issues which compelled to bring in the mid-semester system. 

It also mentioned infrastructural issues like lack of available classrooms for conducting several class 

tests simultaneously. 

Saurabh Ghosh argued that the mid-semester system has not necessarily improved attendance of 

students citing examples but not many backed his view. He held the view that students put in more 

effort in the class test system. Isha Dewan stated that nobody prefers the tests towards the beginning 

or end of a semester. Thus the tests needs to be crunched into a short span of time. She added that 

the class test system would require more invigilators and other practical challenges because of the 

increasing number of students. The Dean and the Chairperson pointed out that the mid-semester 

exam itself takes around one and a half weeks for completion and a class test system could utilize that 

period.  

Assigning responsibilities 

Gopal Krishna Basak put forward the idea of continuous assessment through quizzes and involving 

research fellows for assisting in such activities which the Chairperson agreed to. Saurabh Ghosh 

suggested some sort of alternative to institutionalized mid-semester exam like class tests. 

The Dean stated that he didn't necessarily favour one system over the other, although he believed 

that if class teachers take the responsibility of class tests, it could relieve some pressure off the Dean's 

office. The matter of how responsibility would be distributed between the class teachers and the 

Dean's office was discussed. Susmita Sur-Kolay suggested of assigning a course coordinator for each 

course who could collaborate between the two and take up certain responsibilities to minimise 

pressure from both sides. The Chairperson concurred stating that with the increasing number of 

courses it was something the institute would eventually have to consider. The Chairperson and Gopal  

Basak promoted the idea of assigning a designated research scholar for each course and suggested 
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compulsory participation so as to avoid any objection from their supervisors. The Dean favoured 

involving faculties instead. He reminded of incidents where research scholars showed lack of 

responsibility on invigilation duties. In the end the Chairperson and the Dean came to the conclusion 

that the existing system of mid-semester exams would continue for the time being. 

Resolution: The existing system of mid-semester exams would continue for the time being. A research 

scholar would be assigned for each course who would be assigned certain responsibilities in regard to 

the examinations.  

AGENDA ITEM 3.5 (ANNEXURE 4) 

Consideration of a revised proposal related to resolution of Agenda 8, 65th AC Meeting (regarding 

external agencies for funding of research fellowship) . HRA, minimum amount and reverting to ISI 

funding. 

Mahuya Dattta’s letter 

Mahuya Datta read out an email she wrote previously to the Dean regarding the proposal. It was as 

follows: 

ISI being an institute of national repute must formulate a policy before admitting research fellowships 

funded by non-government agencies. The terms and conditions should not be dictated by the external 

agencies and the institute should not go out of the way to accommodate them. ISI should frame a 

guideline for the external agencies who would be interested to support JRF/SRF admitted through ISI 

admission test. In this connection I would like to point out that TCS fellowship is no way at par with ISI 

fellowship. Its duration is four years and the total stipend including HRA is much less than ISI 

fellowship. Even the travel grant support for a student is not significantly different from ISI student’s 

travel grant. In my view any fellowship must continue for at least five years. Moreover the amount of 

stipend should not fall short by more than ten percent of ISI fellowship. The award of fellowship should 

be decided by a nationally conducted test and it should be open to all nationals. If any compensation 

is allowed by the institute in respect of an externally funded fellowship care must be taken to include 

govt. fellowships where the tenure of the fellowship and the stipend amount are different from ISI 

fellowships. In any case the policy should be uniformly applicable to all funding agencies.  

Arguments backing non-government fellowships 

Somewhat contradicting the above point Susmita Sur-Kolay mentioned that PWC’s stipend has no 

disparity with ISI fellowship and added that TCS fellowship is very competitive and prestigious 

considering that most IITs and IISc fellows aim for that. When Mahuya Datta asked why was TCS being 

considered as a prestigious fellowship Susmita Sur-Kolay replied that it was because of the sheer 

number of applications for the TCS fellowship. Rajat Kumar De also reminded Mahuya Datta that CSIR 

offers fellowship to SRFs for not more than four years and was no different from private funding. 

When Saurabh Ghosh questioned why would someone be interested in the TCS fellowship, the 

Chairperson mentioned that the amount is higher and also getting selected for TCS fellowship adds 

value to the CV of a student. 

Setting a guideline for accepting external fellowships 
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Mahuya Datta stressed that the current guideline does not state any specific prerequisite for 

fellowship from the external agencies. The chairman suggested that ISI could accept fellowships whose 

amount is not less than ten percent of what ISI provides. Although she clearly mentioned that no 

external fellowship would fund fellows for as long as ISI does, so the best ISI can do is set the bar at a 

minimum of four years. 

Eligibility for external fellowship 

Rajat Kumar De questioned how many students are getting qualified for fellowship. The chairman 

clarified that these students are all ISI JRFs who have cleared ISI examination. On Saurabh Ghosh query 

if everyone in the ISI merit list would be eligible for external fellowships, the Chairperson clarified that 

at present only those who are selected for ISI funding would be considered. She added while some 

external agencies like PWC give ISI the freedom to choose students, others like TCS may decide to 

scrutinize the research fellow.  

Final thoughts 

Susmita Sur-Kolay also reminded of top-ups being provided bya few external agencies which are added 

to the existing fellowship provided by the institute. The chairman added that agencies like TCS were 

also considering top-ups which being a significant amount of money, should also be considered.  

Finally the Chairperson requested Mahuya Datta and Susmita Sur-Kolay to sit together and formulate 

a policy which will define a few minimum requirements for selecting an external funding and would 

act as a guideline for ISI to accept any external funding. The Chairperson reminded not be too stringent 

with the policy. On her proposal that the policy must not affect the national level fellowships Mahuya 

Datta contradicted saying since the fellowship is for ISI JRFs the policy must screen all fellowships. 

Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya requested that ISI should make up for the remaining amount for research 

fellows whose external fellowship falls short of what ISI provides, the Chairperson clarified that the 

proposal already stated likewise and such will be done for fellows who have qualified for ISI fellowship.  

Resolution: The Chairperson requested Mahuya Datta and Susmita Sur-Kolay to sit together and 

formulate a policy which will define a few minimum requirements for selecting an external funding and 

would act as a guideline for ISI to accept any external funding. The Chairperson reminded not be too 

stringent with the policy. 

AGENDA ITEM 3.6 (ANNEXURE 5) 

Consideration of new elective courses in M. Tech (CS) : "Mathematics for Machine Learning" in the 

first semester, "Advanced Logic" and "Logic and Artificial Intelligence" in the fourth semester. 

First Part: Mathematics for Machine Learning" in the first semester 

Bhabatosh Chanda pointed out that many students opting for Artificial Intelligence, Data Science and 

Machine Learning lack basic knowledge of mathematics in the related area. The proposal thus 

suggested to add “Mathematics for Machine Learning” as an elective course in the first semester. To 

Susmita Sur-Kolay’s noted that the proposed course was too heavy to touch up elementary 

knowledge.  Bhabatosh Chanda replied that it can be revised and diluted accordingly. The Dean also 

felt the course was heavy and requested for a detailed distribution of the lectures that will be covering 
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the proposed syllabus. Bhabatosh Chanda agreed to put that in a modified proposal and submit it to 

the Dean of Studies.  

Susmita Sur-Kolay pointed out that the syllabus structure of ISI in the first semester was already too 

packed and adding new courses might be overwhelming for the students. She doubted if with so much 

existing load they would be able to learn another subject in depth.  Rajat K Dey disagreed stating that 

even a superficial knowledge of the proposed subject would help the students ahead. Susmita Sur-

Kolay suggested including the course in the second semester when students are already acquainted 

with the ISI curriculum. Saurabh Ghosh pointed out that there were no option of elective courses in 

the second semester and the proposal could only be implemented if the revised structure of M. 

Tech(CS) (discussed in Agenda 3.2 ) comes into existence. Bhabatosh Chanda held that adding one 

course to the already existing list of elective courses should not be a matter of concern taking into 

account that it is entirely optional.  

Saurabh Ghosh was concerned that if the proposed subject was a prerequisite to the PR course the 

students may miss out on the remaining existing courses. Bhabatosh Chanda mentioned that though 

the subject was a prerequisite, it would not be mentioned as a compulsory course.  

When the Dean proposed to discuss the topic in the next AC meeting after requesting a detailed 

lecture list on the subject and the chairman requesting to cut back on the syllabus, Bhabatosh Chanda 

stressed that first it has to be decided if the proposal was accepted in principle. Susmita Sur-Kolay 

emphasized on the importance of the existing subjects like algebra and probability and suggested 

incorporating the proposed subject once the new restructured M.Tech. (CS) course commences. This 

view was seconded by Saurabh Ghosh.  Bhabatosh Chanda mentioned that lack of mathematical 

knowledge of many students is forcing him to reiterate such lessons and compelling him to deter from 

his teaching plan and delaying the course. 

(This was followed with a discussion on Agenda Item 3.2 which was discussed in the previous day of 

the AC meeting. The part has been discussed under Agenda Item 3.2 for simplification.) 

Second Part: "Advanced Logic" and "Logic and AI" in the fourth semester. 

Sujata Ghosh explained that she has been teaching Logic in Computer Science in the third semester. 

But no existing courses were available for students who would like to follow this up with an advanced 

course in Logic. She mentioned the existing courses available were more of applied courses on logic. 

In order to fill this gap she had proposed the ‘Advanced Logic’ course in the fourth semester for 

interested students. She mentioned that ‘Logic in Computer Science’ would be added as a prerequisite 

for this course. Nabanita Das suggested to get external review of the courses and the syllabi proposed 

by Sujata Ghosh.  Bhabatosh Chanda suggested that the expert may be chosen from inside the 

institute.  

Resolution: On the proposal for introduction of the course "Mathematics for Machine Learning" the 

Dean proposed to discuss the topic in the next AC meeting after requesting a detailed lecture list on 

the subject and the chairman requesting to cut back on the syllabus. It was decided that an  external 

review of the courses by an expert either external or internal would be taken.  
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AGENDA ITEM 3.7 (ANNEXURE 6) 

Linking of attendance with hostel accommodation. 

(Note: Another related proposal was added within this agenda and discussed in the meeting. 

Discussions of these two proposals were often overlapping. In this document the two proposals have 

been put separately for easier understanding. ) 

Linking of attendance with hostel accommodation. 

Susmita Sur-Kolay expressed that the proposal of asking students with poor attendance to leave hostel 

facilities was a good suggestion.  Abhay Gopal Bhatt thought that only penalising hostel students was 

unfair to them as the day scholars went unpunished. Against this argument (which was later supported 

by Dipti Prasad Mukherjee). Mahuya Datta and the Chairperson pointed out that the issue was not 

just about penalisation but rather about providing hostel facilities to those who are in most need of 

it. The proposal permitted readmitting an expelled student into hostel if his attendance improves in 

subsequent semesters. Abhay Gopal Bhatt suggested that such should be subject to availability since 

once expelled a student must go down in the priority queue for hostel accommodation. When asked 

which point of the year would the attendance of a student be judged, the Chairperson clarified that it 

would be at the end of a semester.  

Second proposal regarding four students 

The Dean announced that he had to call a teacher’s committee meeting in the morning to address a 

complaint letter from one of the teachers. He read out the letter in presence of the members. The 

letter was  a formal complaint against four students of M. Stat second year who had  less than fifty 

percent attendance and were absent in all classes after mid-February. As per  section 5.4 of the 

student brochure the teacher  suspend them from class for the rest of the semester . He added that 

he would  not allow them to appear in the final semester exam.  

The Dean mentioned that he was not sure if section 5.4 authorizes a teacher to suspend a student in 

an ad hoc  manner. He called a teacher’s committee meeting and read the resolution of the meeting 

as follows:  

Dr. Kiranmoy Das brought to the notice of the committee that four students of M. Stat second year 

have not attended classes on ‘Statistical Computing 2’ since 15th January. On being asked to explain 

their absence the excuse given by the students was that they fall asleep during the class. The committee 

members were shocked and commented that attendance has been a major problem in various courses 

over recent years. The committee unanimously felt that appropriate action needs to be initiated 

against the students but in the absence of specific guidelines regarding possible actions that can be 

taken, the committee is unable to recommend any action in this particular case. However in order to 

properly address this serious issue the committee recommends that the Dean brings the following 

proposal in the Academic Council for approval. So the proposal is a student needs to have at least 

seventy five percent attendance in each course in order to be eligible to appear in that particular 

course. Such a student may appear for a compensatory back paper examination in the following 

academic year provided the eligibility conditions are satisfied.  

Complaint against the four students. 
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Krishnendu  Mukhopadhyaya held that this was a serious issue and should be discussed as a separate 

agenda item. The Chairperson clearly stated that barring a student from examination was a very strong 

decision and cannot be taken in an ad hoc manner. When asked for opinion everyone agreed to her 

view. The Dean remarked that he had discussed the issue with the legal advisor Mr. Sushmit Ghosh , 

who mentioned that no action as of now can be taken against the students. When the Chairperson 

suggested mandatory counselling for the absentees many in the meeting disapproved. Mahuya Datta 

thought that it would give the students an excuse to continue remaining absent while Saurabh  Ghosh 

said he was not clear what were the students to be counselled for. He also asked the forum what 

answer should he give if a student asks why he should attend classes? 

Discussion and Measures for poor attendance 

In line with the Chairperson’s view, Krishnendu Mukhopadhyaya suggested compulsory counselling 

and barring a student from placement interviews who fail to attend minimum required attendance. 

(There was an off the topic mention of a complaint by hostel students about lack of availability of 

drinking water, which both the Dean and the Chairperson said was being taken care of.) Abhay Gopal 

Bhatt suggested marks cut and not allowing students with low attendance to retake the examination 

in case they fail. 

Withdrawal of stipends 

The Chairperson reminded that the penalty of withdrawing stipend already exists. Saurabh Ghosh 

pointed out that in the last semester eighteen among twenty B-Stream students had their stipends 

withdrawn because their attendance were below thirty percent. He opined that withdrawing stipend 

did not bother the students that much and that no rules as such exist that could penalise students for 

absenteeism. The Chairperson noted that the brochure specifies a list of penalties which includes 

suspension from classes but suspension from examination was not among such actions. Susmita Sur-

Kolay suggested of restricting internet access at night so that students don’t miss the morning classes 

but the Dean questioned imposing such restrictions on matured students. 

The Counter view 

The Dean reminded that many teachers were also of the view that matured students should not be 

forced to attend classes, especially if they can fare well in the examination. This view was later 

supported by Rajat Kumar De and Dipti Prasad Mukherjee who stated that it was the responsibility of 

the teacher to attract students. Susmita Sur-Kolay narrated her personal experience of a student who 

almost never attended classes but sent in assignments of very high standards. Saurabh Ghosh 

concurred stating that he was also not of the view that not attending classes will have adverse effect 

on the scores but if the institute would agree to such liberal rules was a call to take.  

Overall attendance vs attendance in each course 

Saurabh Ghosh was quick to point out how the second proposal differed from the first one. He said 

while the current requires 75 percent attendance overall across all courses, the later suggested the 

same in each and every course. When the Chairperson asked which one was to be followed for the 

proposal of revoking hostel facilities, most agreed that the overall attendance should be considered. 

Nityananda Sarkar added that considering attendance for each course was not only challenging 

considering that many teachers do not submit attendance, it would also be harsh on the students also. 
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He added that teachers are to share the responsibility of low attendance adding that an honest and 

sincere teacher should be able to resolve the issue via communication rather than imposing harsh 

punishments. The chairman decided that at the moment revoking of stipend and hostel facilities 

would be judged on overall attendance. She added that the issues of teachers not taking classes and 

not submitting attendance was also an issue that needs to be addressed in the future. The chairman 

added that if attendance is made mandatory for students then in future teachers may run into the 

trouble of compulsory biometrics attendance. 

The Chairperson was concerned if the tendency of low attendance had some deeper underlying cause 

which she thought needed further deliberation in future. On asking the Dean to have a discussion with 

the four students he mentioned that was done already and that and the students have apologised for 

the incident. It was concluded that the hostel proposal was being accepted.  

Resolution: It was concluded that the hostel proposal was being accepted and 75 percent overall 

attendance at the end of each semester was to be necessary to retain hostel facilities. The four students 

with low attendance would not be barred from the examination as the Dean had already had a 

discussion on the matter and it was sorted out.  

AGENDA ITEM 3.8 (ANNEXURE 7) 

As per the resolution of Agenda Item 17 of 67th Academic Council Meeting held on September 5, 

2018, feedback regarding the course structure of a new Master degree course in Statistics submitted 

to the chairman is placed for further deliberation. 

The proposal of a new Mater Degree Course in Statistics aimed for students with no previous 

background in Statistics and/or Probability was produced in the 67th AC Meeting. The Dean stated 

that the proposal was accepted in principle and suggestions regarding the programme were asked to 

be sent to the Chairman of the respective committee. The chairman was supposed to send the 

feedback to the Dean of Studies. A name for the programme was also to be suggested. The Dean 

received the report and circulated it.  

Feasibility and Logistics 

When asked about the feasibility of the course, Abhay Gopal Bhatt stated that the academic feasibility 

was already accepted in a previous AC meeting. Logistically he stated that the hostel was going to be 

a serious issue. He suggested to come up with a policy which would allocate hostel only according to 

necessity (irrespective of any course), rather than promising blanket hostel facilities to everybody. He 

added that currently among the eight classrooms at least six were required for the course. Saurabh 

Ghosh pointed out that owing to lack of resources the teachers of Delhi probably would need to take 

up multiple courses to which Abhay Gopal Bhatt agreed and reminded that such had to be done in the 

past as well.  

Similarity to current M. Stat course 

The Chairperson asked Abhay Gopal Bhatt if there were considerable applied components in the 

course to which he answered in negative. Saurabh Ghosh noted that the course structure was very 

similar to the M. Stat course. Abhay Gopal Bhatt agreed to this but pointed out two major differences. 
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Firstly there were no compulsory specialization at the end of the first year and secondly much lesser 

choice of electives in the second year.  

Name of the course 

The Dean had received no suggestions regarding the name of the course. The chairman stated that 

the name ‘M.Sc. in Statistics’ has to be ruled out to avoid confusion with M. Stat. When the name 

‘Master of Data Science’ was suggested, the chairman thought it was a good name but would require 

certain changes to the current syllabus. Debrup Chakraborty questioned if the purpose was just to find 

a different name keeping the course structure similar to M. Stat. The Chairperson disagreed and said 

that unless the course was a little diversified from the M. Stat. course, it would be very difficult to find 

a valid name for it. Debrup Chakraborty suggested the name ‘Master of Science in Statistics and 

Probability’ which Abhay Gopal Bhatt preferred over ‘Master of Data Science’ given the current course 

structure. When asked if the proposal can be sent back to the committee for further deliberation, the 

Chairperson stated that the committee has already left the decision to the AC. 

Discussion on the feedbacks received 

The Council then reviewed the feedbacks and comments already received on the proposal. A comment 

from Siva Athreya which suggested implementing the new course within the M. Stat framework rather 

than as a new programme was discussed vividly. 

Eligibility criteria of M. Stat and its difficulty level 

The Chairperson mentioned that the eligibility criteria of M. Stat requires statistics at the graduation 

level. She questioned its necessity since it restricted entry of students from other backgrounds into 

M. Stat.  Saurabh Ghosh argued that even if the clause was relaxed he was doubtful if students without 

statistics back-ground would be able to cope with students coming from B. Stat.  Abhay Gopal Bhatt 

pointed out the reason why students coming in from other universities find the M. Stat course difficult. 

He noted that in order to match their skill level with B. Stat students, a lot of syllabus has been 

cramped into the first year curriculum. If an independent course is introduced then the curriculum 

could be eased out to suit the requirements of such students.  

The Chairperson argued that two master courses in statistics with varying levels would be confusing 

nomenclature wise. She mentioned the case of MSQE course where students without economics 

background have fared remarkably well. She asked if the same could be done for M. Stat. Abhay Bhatt 

countered it stating that unless the entire curriculum was changed a mere change of eligibility criteria 

would not work. The Dean stated that he would prefer deliberation over the idea put forward by Siva 

Athreya rather than changing the eligibility criteria of M. Stat. The Chairperson agreed and suggested 

to set up a committee who would deliberate on Siva's suggestion. 

 

Modification of the current proposed course 

The comment also suggested that with some changes the course could be named as ‘Masters in Data 

Science’. It suggested addition of more content from Numerical Analysis, Computer Science, Calculus 
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and Machine Learning. The Chairperson thought if possible such a course could be introduced in 

Kolkata which could include statistics, computing and other necessary subjects. 

Debrup Chakraborty asked that since the institute was not originally looking for a new programme, 

why was this proposal being considered. The Chairperson clarified that there were mainly two 

reasons. Firstly that the current M. Stat. structure cannot be changed. Secondly the NB stream 

students were finding it difficult to cope with the first year syllabus of M. Stat. She added that though 

there were existing courses for engineers and students from other backgrounds, such students have 

shown interest in learning statistics.  

Suggestion of Applied Statistics course 

Nityananda Sarkar suggested that people without statistics background but with some kind of 

previous exposure to statistics could be provided a course in applied statistics which has far flung 

industrial implications in the current market. The Chairperson liked the suggestion and stated that the 

possibility of a course like ‘Masters in Applied Statistics’ was worth keeping in mind. Debrup 

Chakraborty suggested to stick to the philosophy of the proposal and not shift entirely to a new course 

like Data Science. The Chairperson pointed out that even a course in applied statistics would involve 

remodelling of the current course to some extent to distinguish it from the M. Stat. course. The Dean 

pointed out the infrastructural challenges of the Delhi centre stating that adding another course would 

double their burden. The chairman suggested to at least design such a course whose implementation 

issues could be discussed in the future. Abhay Gopal Bhatt reminded that the Delhi centre already had 

a course in ‘M. Stat with Applications’ which was discontinued. He suggested that could provide the 

blue print for the new course. He added that faculties in Delhi centre were planning about introducing 

a Bachelor’s course and discuss it in the AC once the plan matures. When the Chairperson pointed out 

the logistical challenges of the Delhi centre, Abhay Gopal Bhatt stated that the only way to solve 

logistical issue was to construct buildings. He added that such could not be done on mere proposals 

of new courses.  

Final decisions 

Saurabh Ghosh thought the suggestions should first be forwarded to the committee responsible for 

the proposal before any further proceedings. Abhay Gopal Bhatt stated that since the proposal was 

originally of the Delhi centre it either should be send back to the Stat-Math unit of Delhi or the 

‘approved in principle’ status be maintained while considering the current idea as a new course. The 

Chairperson requested Abhay Gopal Bhatt to take the points out of the meeting and discuss those 

with the members of Delhi centre . She stressed on the points of clashing with M. Stat. curriculum and 

of bringing in some applied statistics components. She asked him to come up with some suggestions 

before the proposal was taken up for further discussion. Abhay Gopal Bhatt noted that all these points 

were already discussed when the proposal was suggested but agreed to relook and send his 

suggestions to the Dean.  

Resolution: It was concluded that the course structure was too similar to that of the current M. Stat. 

course. It was decided that keeping eligibility criteria and curriculum of current M. Stat. course intact 

the suggestion of Siva Athreya would be discussed upon. That would include looking into possibilities 

of designing the course within the framework M. Stat. rather than introduction of a new course. Also 

the possibility of restructuring the course as an ‘Applied Statistics’ course would also be considered. 



18 
 

Abhay Bhatt would discuss these with the faculties of Delhi and send in suggestions to the Dean, which 

would then be considered for further discussion . 

AGENDA ITEM 3.9 (ANNEXURE 8) 

Revised proposal regarding the procedure to opt for Dissertation/ Project in M. Tech (QR&OR) 2nd 

year. 

The Dean stated that there had been a revision of the syllabus of M. Tech (QR&OR), which was 

immediately followed by the current proposal which was discussed and accepted in the previous AC 

meeting. Following this, two comments from Mahuya Datta and Saurabh Ghosh were incorporated by 

the respective committee in the revised proposal. From the Dean’s perspective the revised proposal 

was acceptable. 

On the Chairperson asked about the possible time of implementation of the proposal. Saurabh Ghosh 

clarified that it can be implemented from second year second semester, which would be from January 

onwards. Hence the Chairperson suggested to defer the proposal to the next AC meeting since no one 

from the QROR division was present. Both the Dean and Saurabh Ghosh clarified that it was a very 

simple matter concerning division of weightage. The Dean added that the committee has already 

discussed the matter, accepted the aforesaid comments and added it to the revised proposal. So 

accepting it should not cause an issue. When the Chairperson asked the people present in the meeting 

they agreed to decide on the matter now.  

The Dean explained that according to the proposal the distribution of project and dissertation would 

be either (0+400) or (100 + 300) or (200+200) or (300+100) or (400+0). Saurabh Ghosh also explained 

that the time frame of six months would also be similarly divided between project and dissertation. 

To conclude the proposal was accepted. The Chairperson added that from next time if at least one of 

the proposers are not present inthe AC meeting, the item would not be discussed, since it becomes 

difficult to understand the proposal.  

Resolution: The revised proposal was accepted.  

AGENDA ITEM 4 - MISCELLANEOUS. 

 

No miscellaneous items were discussed in the meeting.  
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