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1 Preamble
At the Institute Faculty Meeting (IFM) held on 7th February 2007, Professor J. Vasi suggested a tentative modification of the present governance structure for greater efficiency and responsiveness. By and large this was well received. However, it was felt that the question of governance at I.I.T. Bombay should be examined by a faculty committee and its findings discussed and accepted in another IFM before being presented to the Board of Governors (BOG) for approval. The Director appointed the following committee for the aforementioned purpose.
Prof K. Jain

Prof K.C. Khilar (convener)

Prof K. Moudgalya

Prof H. Narayanan

Prof S. Patankar

Prof K. Ramamritham

Prof V. D. Sharma

Prof S. Suryanarayanan

Professors S.P.Sukhatme, K.P.Madhavan, and A.P.Kudchadker were special invitees to all the meetings.
The committee met several times, elicited views from the faculty at large and from officeholders past and present, and is happy to place the following report, born of its deliberations and consultations, before the faculty for discussion and acceptance.
2 Introduction

Organizations usually come into being for broadly defined goals. Precise definitions of these goals will vary according to the perceptions and interpretations of the individual. Organizational structures should be capable of accommodating a wide variety of such precise definitions, which a ‘layman’ would regard as consistent with the broad goals. A well defined structure for an organization should be capable of handling most of the relevant activities speedily and effortlessly. A small proportion of relevant activities will not fit into a rigid mould but will require a great deal of thinking by the persons manning the organization. In terms of human effort in analysis and decision making, these activities will be more substantial than the bulk which the structure handles routinely. However, to a large extent, the excellence of the organization would be dependent upon the manner in which it carries out these non standard activities. This is particularly true of academic organizations which have to achieve excellence in fundamental human endeavours like education and research.
We now encounter conflicting requirements that the governance structure has to fulfill. The users of the structure must feel that the system responds perceptively and quickly to their wide ranging and often ill defined needs. Rigid automated structures respond speediest. But perceptive response requires active human intervention. This would necessarily reduce speed of response. Further the environment in which the organization lives, changes with time. Rigid unchanging structures gradually become ineffective and irrelevant. Structures should therefore have adaptive capability and, ideally speaking, must change slowly and continuously on the one hand and more substantially through the review process once in a while. Perhaps the best way to achieve this is to recognize that organizations that are efficient and perceptive must have a formal and an informal component. In a sense every conscientious individual manning a position in the structure, who is aware of the overall purpose of the structure and is willing to act towards this purpose even if the formal duties are not clear in a particular situation, belongs to the informal component of the structure. In addition, a substructure within the informal component could arise due to needs perceived by the members of the community served by the organization, and could survive for a while because of the energy and enthusiasm of the few who perceive its importance, and also because it could have been generally seen as effective. If this situation continued for a substantial length of time, it could become part of the formal structure and become more rigid and efficient but less perceptive. Meanwhile new needs could be perceived and new informal structures could arise. Every once in a while the formal structure could be reviewed and more drastic changes could be made in it, if found needed.
I.I.T. Bombay is an ‘institution of learning’. Its broad goals are education of the students within campus and those more distantly located in the country, and research that is immediately relevant to our country and also that which is perceived as important elsewhere in the world. In regard to both of these goals, we need to maintain quality while increasing quantity.

In the case of teaching, students must get something equivalent to individual attention and get their individual difficulties cleared. At the same time, using technology, we should reach out to a larger number both within the institute and outside. In the long term, we must think in terms of whole new schools such as medicine and perhaps law, and also strengthen existing schools and departments. In research, we need to maintain quality while catering to say a fivefold increase in numbers of students. Research automatically implies things such as improved infrastructure, trained support staff and improved interaction with the world outside.
This report is largely about the formal structures which, to the members of the present ‘Governance committee’ and to the faculty at large, appear most suited to the achievement of the aforementioned broad goals. We delineate the manner in which the basic units viz. the departments, the various service units, and the various windows to the outside world, interact and are coordinated. The success of this structure of interaction should be measured by how efficiently routine matters can be handled and, when human beings have to intervene in an essential way, if there is efficient load sharing and minimal overlap of jurisdiction.
While we recognize that processes are critical, we do not address them at all in the present report. We merely state that the kind of processes that are best suited for the present structure would also work well for the proposed one. We recognize the importance of informal structures in our plan although we do not go into details. For instance, the departments (which is a generic term for departments, centres and schools as defined at I.I.T. Bombay) offer great scope for informal structures which improve the overall well being of the members (staff, students and faculty) and the synergy between them. To give one on one attention to students, to handle coping problems of students particularly during the freshman year etc., the best persons are senior students with skill and compassion. A student mentorship programme with broad supervision by sympathetic faculty would be the necessary informal structure which could gradually become more formal in each department or hostel with a structure suited to the local conditions. New members of the faculty or staff have to be treated with consideration for the difficulties a new entrant, to any social setup, faces. This is best done by senior staff or faculty acting informally without excessive control from the upper region of the governance structure. At the campus level, informal structures, eg. A creche run by volunteers, for the well being of the inmates add value to the institute and attract excellent young people to it. By and large, informal structures function best when they are born naturally of the desires of the originators rather than through the will of a person remote from the relevant issues that the structures are expected to address. No suggestions are made in this report about which informal structures should be there. We emphasize however, that for true excellence, such structures should be encouraged and should thrive.
The outline of the report is as follows.

Section 3 traces the evolution of the present structure.

Section 4 summarizes the views of the faculty at large and of officeholders on the problems of the present governance structure.

Section 5 contains a proposal for a new governance structure.
Section 6 presents a diagram of the new governance structure.
Section 7 contains some major suggestions which, if adopted,
· should permit the delegation of some of the duties which presently    occupy the great bulk of the Director’s time and free him/her for 
          contemplation of important long range plans and issues
·  should empower the departments to better realize their potential, and
· should allow us to obtain an objective picture of the performance of the governance structure and its functionaries periodically.
Section 8 addresses the question of the desirability of faculty participation in administration and how it can be minimized without loss of value.

Section 9 makes concluding remarks on the issue at hand.
Appendices I and II give results of the survey and interviews conducted

to elicit views on the present governance structure.

Appendix III presents a tentative sequence of stages to move from the present governance structure to the one proposed.

3 History of the present structure
The present governance structure has evolved from its beginnings based on needs perceived by the academic community, and in particular, the directors of the institute. This was inevitable since a clear visualization of eventualities was difficult in the beginning. The Institutes of Technology Act of 1961 and the Statutes of the Institute provide a skeleton of the governance structure for the institute. Essentially the picture is that the Board of Governors (BOG), through the Director, taking the help of various officials whose positions were legitimized in the statutes, conducts all the administrative and academic responsibilities of the institute. The positions of the Deputy Director, Registrar and Head of department were stipulated in the statutes. Thus in the early 70s we had two deputy directors, one for academic affairs and one for planning (particularly construction and maintenance), the registrar (in charge of the administrative staff) and the heads of department all assisting the director. The position of Deputy Director (planning) was soon replaced

by that of Dean (planning).
In 1972, there was a revision of the evaluation process of the UG/PG cur-

ricula. It was then felt that for coordinating all academic affairs the position of Dean (academic) would be useful. It was also recognized that the institute must interact with industry and the government to fulfill its social roles by carrying out sponsored and consultancy projects. Such activities could be coordinated through the position of Dean of Research. Thus two ‘functional’ deanships were instituted by the BOG- Dean of academic programmes and Dean of research, with the latter becoming the present Dean of Research and Development.
The positions of the Dean (planning) and Dean (student affairs) were instituted in 1977 and 1978 respectively. The former now became responsible for the planning of the construction and maintenance of physical facilities and the planning of the utilization of funds which accrue from the government under the head ‘plan funds’. The latter was to look after all aspects of student problems and extra-curricular activities. In 1995, primarily because of the enthusiasm shown by our alumni to contribute towards the betterment of the institute, the position of Dean (resource development) was instituted for the planning and execution of all matters relating to the development of resources for the institute. This latter became the present Dean (resource management).
A number of positions of ‘professors in charge’, such as for Training and Placement, were created around this time. The last of these was the position of Professor in charge of alumni affairs (2002) and this became Dean (alumni and international relations) in 2003.
The overall governance structure is essentially that most of the important decisions rest with the director. Various functionaries such as the deputy director, deans, heads of departments and the registrar act as his assistants. For the most part, the place where documents about decisions terminate, before they move backward in the `action to be taken' mode,

is the Director's office.

4 Views on the present governance structure

The general perception of the present governance structure has to be reliably ascertained before we think of modifying it in any way. For this purpose, the committee sought views through two modes. It conducted a survey of faculty members (SoG Faculty Survey) to get a feel for the status of governance at I.I.T. Bombay. It also conducted a series of interviews with persons who were intimately connected with governance either because they were past or present officeholders or because they had professional managerial expertise.
4.1 Status of governance survey: summary
The following attributes were used in the Status of governance (SoG) faculty survey to evaluate the performance of the governance structure at I.I.T. Bombay.
· Processes (whether in place)
· Efficiency (in execution of established processes)
· Effective communication (whether processes, rights, duties, expecta-tions, decisions are effectively communicated)
· Transparency (regarding decision making procedures)
· Responsiveness (to non-routine requests)
· Scalability (whether the governance structure is set-up to handle more students, employees)
· Monitoring (whether feedback is taken regularly and seriously)
A total of 127 (out of 415 current faculty) responded. Of these 18.11 percent had spent excess of 20 years at I.I.T. Bombay, 26.77 percent had spent between 10 and 20 years, 18.9 percent had spent between 5 and 10 years and 36.22 percent had spent less than 5 years.
Most respondents felt that the existing working environment provides them with enough time to pursue their academic interests as well as demonstrating academic leadership. However, they feel that the administrative activity they have been involved with has been a hindrance to their academic agenda. Further, junior faculty members feel that the administration is not proactive in taking steps towards improving their working environments.
A significant percentage of respondents believe that the environment is open enough to challenge established positions and processes. But a large

percentage of respondents believe that feedback is not taken often enough.
They feel that procedures related to day-to-day functioning are in-place. But, senior faculty members feel that communication on procedures should improve. While it is felt that various service units process routine requests efficiently, there is a general feeling that non routine requests are not processed satisfactorily. A significant percentage of respondents believe that the administration does not clearly specify roles to be played by various functional units. While the administration is perceived to communicate decisions on requests unambiguously, it is felt that the decision making process is not transparent, indeed that the policies of governing units are not applied uniformly and consistently.
Most faculty members felt that the present structure is not scalable and an overwhelming 75% of respondents believe that there is a need to change the governance structure to allow the Institute to grow and flourish.

4.2 Interviews: summary

The focus of the interviews was on governance structure, processes and people. The following major points emerged from these interviews:
· The deputy director could take on more defined responsibilities
· Some Deanships could be combined (RM +AIR or DD +AIR)
· Some positions need to be created to handle the future requirements for IT based services and research (Chief Information Officer)
· Some Deanships would be better run by professionals rather than senior faculty (RM, Planning, CIO)
· Heads of departments should provide leadership and be empowered to take actions that will allow academics to thrive
· There is a strong need to improve processes as any changes in governance structure will be slowed down without efficient processes in place
· Faculty should be empowered to take decisions, have fair performance reviews and be rewarded. Delegation of responsibility from the top down may help in this aspect
· Staff need incentives, training and empowerment for them to make a greater contribution to the running of I.I.T. Bombay.
5 Proposed governance structure
In order to evolve into a great university, I.I.T. Bombay has to be prepared to make substantial changes in its structure and mode of functioning. This can sometimes be done within existing statutes but, in general, it may need changes in statute. Such well considered changes should not be resisted but should rather be regarded as part of the natural process of evolution for the institute. Indeed, as early as 1986, the Nayudamma committee reviewing all IITs stressed that ``The acceptance of government rules in toto is the cause of much of the rigidity felt by the academics. The IITs could have over the years framed their own rules but they did not do so. Likewise many of the Statutes need revision in the light of experience."

In this section, a governance structure is proposed based essentially on a modified version of the current centralized structure. We believe this structure will be truly effective provided some major recommendations, that we include in a subsequent section, are also implemented.

Changes are proposed here in the current governance structure based on

two primary goals:
· to attempt to solve the existing major problems as discussed in a previous section on views elicited through the survey and interviews, and
· to facilitate the transformation to a more proactive governance structure suited for a leading research university with a large education base, which I.I.T. Bombay aspires to become, in the years to come.
The major governance related problems that were identified are as follows:
Large expansions have taken place in r&d, in external relations, and in academic programs. Therefore, the spectrum of work of the director has broadened and the magnitude of the duties, both routine and decision making, of the director, has increased significantly compared to two decades back. Under the present structure, the Director is the only person who has the power to act based on an over all picture of the institute's position in its evolution in time and in its present environment, global and national. This picture has to be constantly refined using interactions within and outside the institute. For the well being of the institute and indeed, its progress on its road to excellence, this exercise has to be continuous and intense. Presently, however, the Director is overburdened with certain day to day tasks which though important can easily be performed by senior faculty. Apart from the efficiency related benefits of decentralization, the freeing of the Director from day to day burdens is one of the main aims of the changes proposed.

The leadership focus of the deputy director has blurred due to the institution of the offices of many functional deans. By and large, our heads of departments/centers/schools concentrate on the day to day running of their units but provide little of the academic leadership which is essential to the fulfillment of our vision. Faculty members participate excessively in administration, even in cases where the concerned tasks are more suited to specialized professional governance.
In addition to the elimination of these major weaknesses of the current governance structure, we believe there is a need to make the upper governance positions more proactive and capable of providing academic leadership. The upper positions (deputy directors) should have this as the main agenda and should delegate powers for completion of their day to day jobs. These positions are best occupied by senior faculty of the institute with many years of experience in administrative matters. The expertise and experience carried by such persons could then be effectively utilized.
The suggested structure has three functional deputy directors to significantly lessen the work load, both routine and decision making. Thus most papers need not move up to the office of the director. It must be emphasized here that the power to govern and carry out administration should be vested in the deputy directors through a new resolution of the BOG. In the event of this not happening, we must caution that in the modified structure, the work load of the director would in fact increase as he/she has to direct three immediate peers. On the other hand, with the delegation of power to deputy directors to carry out administration, to make financial sanctions for expenditures and to make other decisions in their areas of purview, we believe the current work load on the director may reduce significantly, freeing him/her for contemplation of important long range plans for the institute and for its interface with the external

world. In order to be effective, we feel that each deputy director should have some clearly assigned area where he/she can provide proactive action and leadership. We shall suggest one major area for each deputy director in a later paragraph.
We have stressed earlier the general perception among faculty that they are participating excessively in administration, indeed even in areas where

professional expertise is readily available either through outsourcing or by recruiting such manpower. Such participation comprises certain committee memberships, chairmanships etc. and some senior administrative positions at the deans’ level. Therefore, one needs to improve the situation on both fronts: committee as well as administrative positions. The committee part is dealt with briefly in a separate section. Here, we focus on the administrative positions. Excluding the director and heads, we have, in the modified structure, 23 positions. Out of the 23 positions, 6 positions are to be filled up with professional experts. The number of positions that faculty members can occupy may not have decreased, but since the required professional positions have been created, the routine administrative and specialized load on the other important positions should lessen.
We shall discuss in some detail the nature of work involved in the three deputy director positions.
Deputy Director (academic): The occupant will have powers delegated by the Board of Governors (BOG) to take all decisions related to academic, r&d and student related matters. Most of these administrative powers in turn will be delegated to the respective deans, who will essentially run the administration in their respective domains. In addition, the deputy director will govern most of the faculty matters, particularly, promotions, new faculty issues, and creating an inspiring environment for faculty to bring out their best teaching and research endeavours.
Deputy Director (administration): The occupant will have powers delegated by the BOG to look after most of the day to day administrative duties of the director along with the registrar. In addition, he/she will take the needed initiatives to put in place the best administrative practices and processes. He/she handles most matters connected with the government. For the most important interactions it is expected that the Director will take the lead.

Deputy Director (external): The occupant will have powers delegated by the BOG to manage the relations with the world at large and to nucleate new initiatives in this domain. In addition, he/she will lead a long term sustained fund drive.
Chief Financial Officer (CFO): The occupant will have the power vested by the BOG to manage all the non-MHRD funds and will collaborate with the registrar to prepare the overall budget, to plan the investments, and, to continually professionalize the accounts activities of I.I.T. Bombay. 
In terms of both MHRD and non-MHRD funds, the CFO ‘s duties would  include financial planning , investment, budgeting , fiscal controls, cash flow management, professionalizing the accounting, and audit. He/she will provide assistance to DD (External) in funds mobilization  and planning with realistic projections of financial outlays for various funding propositions.
Manager/ General Manager (constructions): The occupant will have the power delegated by the BOG to plan and implement all new constructions and large structural renovations and to collaborate with the Master Planning Committee (MPC) for planning the long term development of the campus.
Manager/ General Manager (campus maintenance): The occupant will have the power vested by the BOG to supervise and improve all outsourced and in-house services to maintain and upgrade all the immovable properties of I.I.T. Bombay. He/she will take the initiative to improve the speed and quality of the services provided.
All these three new professional positions will have the same compensation package as the registrar and shall be appointed on a contractual basis for a minimum period of three years.
6 Governance structure diagram
The diagram of the structure is displayed in the last page. 

Some preliminary explicatory remarks concerning this diagram are made

In the lines that follow.

Below the level of the Director a single colour has been used for all positions occupied by faculty and another for those occupied by professionals. The terms such as Heads and Professors in charge (PIC) need not be taken too literally and may change with time for a particular position. Where a lower level position is connected to one at a higher level

by a dark line, the relationship is one of `reporting to' while dotted

line implies `interacting with'.

7 Some major suggestions
7.1 New faculty recruitment and internal promotions
At I.I.T. Bombay, recruitment of new faculty members and internal promotions of faculty members are mostly done jointly through a national selection process which is held regularly. Therefore, the frequency of these selection meetings is high. In some years, they are held separately and that results in even greater number of selection meetings. The director spends a considerable amount of time in reading the files of each faculty member and in chairing a large number of selection committee meetings every year.
The recruitment of faculty members at the entry level, and, the promotions, require very different evaluation procedures and they do not appear to be best done through the same selection committee meeting. In the case of promotions, the work and accomplishments, that earn a faculty member the deserved promotion, can be documented. These should be compared with well laid out thresholds for each department, based on recognized productivity and quality parameters. Viewed as a task this appears standard, requiring no great innovation. On the other hand, aggressive search, scrutiny, collection of relevant data accompanied by a sound process of evaluation are required for the recruitment of bright young faculty members. This latter is probably one of the most important tasks of the leadership of the institute and requires continuous reexamination, so that the institute remains competitive with the best in the world. Considering all these, we believe it is a good idea to separate internal promotion from new faculty recruitments. It may be noted that, even now, our statutes state (page 11,  Statute 12.1) “All posts at the institute shall normally be filled by advertisement but the Board shall have the power to decide on the recommendation of the Director that a particular post be filled by invitation or by promotion from amongst the members of the staff of the Institute.” The idea of separation of selection from promotion is thus not entirely new in the context of the statutes of the institute.

We suggest that internal promotions be conducted through a process similar to that followed at I.I.Sc., Bangalore. An Institute level standing committee could meet two to three times a year to decide on the promotion cases sent by the departments. The promotion unit could collect all the materials required to complete the nominations from the departments. An institute level standing committee consisting mostly of external experts and the internal functionaries chaired by the deputy director (academic) could be responsible for all internal promotions. We should adopt the best practices on promotions followed by leading research universities in the world, innovatively interpreted to meet our requirements.
In order to formally adopt the above recommendation, we need to change the statutes of the institute. This is a long drawn out process which could be initiated right away. However in the interim period before the statutes are changed we could operate as though the two processes are separate, 
i.e., there should be interviews which concentrate only on the promotion of internal candidates by advertising for posts to which faculty eligible for promotion could apply and compete against eligible outsiders. The preparation of papers of internal candidates can go through a review process as outlined above. However the final selection can be through open interviews where outsiders also compete and if found fit can enter the institute. The recruitment of new candidates at the entry Assistant Professor level would be through another set of interviews which concentrate only on this aspect. The process for this is outlined below. It may be noted that both these will follow the format of open selection. Their purpose as far as the institute is concerned would be different and so would be the preparation for them.

We suggest that new recruitment of faculty members essentially be done

by the concerned departmental search committees led by the head. Considering the immense importance of this task, we suggest that a fairly elaborate and rigorous process be followed which could include a number of meetings of the candidate with faculty, student and staff of the departments and some selected senior faculty members of the Institute. The search committee should proactively pursue and attract bright young faculty members. Here again, we should follow the best practices of the leading research universities on this matter. Applications could be collected through the web round the year. The search committee could continually scan the applications to check for choosing the ones to pursue. The department and the administration could complete the files to place before the selection committee which should be chaired by the director. We do not need to form a committee every time a selection is done for a department. Instead we can have a standing committee in which experts serve and retire periodically.
7.2 Departments as autonomous bodies
The head of the department should be empowered to take leadership in education, research and outreach. Most papers could be dealt with by the departmental committees and the head and decisions could be taken at the department level. The new research focus of a department, recruiting and mentoring of new faculty members, etc. should flow from the academic leadership of the head.
Budgetary allocations to a department should be clearly spelt out. The financial powers of the head should be increased to carry out the leadership role. The head could maintain a departmental bank account subject to all necessary audits, with the assistance of a small account unit at the department level.
The head could lead fund drives for the department with the assistance from her/his colleagues from alumni and industries under the overall leadership of deputy director (external). The fund so raised could be shared between departmental and institutional utilizations.
7.3 Review culture development
I.I.T. Bombay does not have a review culture desirable for a leading academic institute. We need this primarily to improve our performance at all levels and to minimize wasteful endeavours. There can be a review of the performance of the leadership positions not less than once in two years and a review of the performance of the academic units not less than once in seven years.
We suggest that a comprehensive performance review of all the functionaries starting from the heads to deputy directors may be performed to keep the overall governance at a high level. Periodic sound review carried out in a professional manner in a positive environment is likely to be welcomed by the people of I.I.T. Bombay. This, compounded with a sound search process in place, may in fact create the environment we need in which persons of a high level of integrity and competence, who also have interest in and flair for administration, get to occupy these positions.
With the review in place, it would then only be fair to have a substantial additional compensation or administrative bonus for these positions. The leadership positions that work towards creating values for the institute must also be compensated in the manner of sharing the values in tangible form. Without good compensations, it will be difficult to attract the best people to these positions.
The annual or biennial review of various leadership positions should be done by the faculty and students as is deemed relevant. The review could be in the form of a simple questionnaire seeking response from the people at I.I.T. Bombay. It should clearly bring out the areas where improvements in service and leadership are called for. We need not have any specific review committee for these reviews. An institute level internal committee could collate the responses and communicate to all who participated in the review in a constructive manner.
An academic unit should be reviewed comprehensively for the education it has been providing, for the research work it has carried out, for the outreach programs it has been running and for the societal obligations it has met. A committee consisting of experts from academia and industry and some professionally successful alumni could carry out the review. Further, through anonymous surveys, opinion of the faculty at I.I.T. Bombay, who are not members of the body being evaluated, could also be sought. In addition to the review of the performance in terms of various productivity parameters, attempts should be made also to review the growth of the quality indicators and the bench marks. Every review could set annual or biennial targets to plan for the growths.
7.4 What can go wrong

It is difficult to visualize all consequences of a suggested course of action. However, it seems worthwhile to play the devil’s advocate and examine some of the things that can go wrong if the present proposal is implemented in the wrong spirit or with insufficient care. The following ideas have been used in the present proposal to improve efficiency and responsiveness.
· Create more decision making nodes in the organizational tree (eg. deputy directors, deans, heads).
· Bring in professionals if the job requires a professional.
Presently at the apex of the organizational pyramid of the institute we have essentially a single unit composed of the director and deputy director, with the director as the main decision maker and the deputy director as the person who handles a great deal of the day to day matters. We have replaced this unit with a single root node (director) with three child nodes (deputy directors). It is important that each deputy director has clear non overlapping jurisdiction from the others where he/she is the ultimate authority. The hope is that much of the decision making load of the director is now distributed to three others. Situations which involve all three will of course require consultation between the three and perhaps with the director. Every attempt must be made to try to minimize such consultations whenever possible. Otherwise the procedures would degenerate to decisions being taken only when all four meet, which would be much worse than the present situation where the director can decide on his own. Similar situations can occur at lower levels involving deans or heads.
Rule: whenever decision making nodes are created majority of the decisions should be made without consultation at the same level or levels above.
While it is a good idea to use professionals it is necessary that there should be an elaborate search and evaluation procedure prior to the formal interviews so that only persons of integrity and competence get selected. We do have such procedures in place for hiring faculty, where the person’s performance history is obtained by contacting former superiors and colleagues formally and informally. It should not be difficult to adapt them for hiring professionals. If this care is not used we can even have persons of questionable integrity in key positions, which has never been the case when faculty have occupied administrative positions.
Rule: Use elaborate search and evaluation procedures for hiring professionals.

8 Participation of faculty members in administration

Most faculty members regard administrative duties as a necessary evil, taking much needed time away from their professional commitments. Should administration at the institute be left largely to professionals who have no direct involvement in academics? Wherever the matter is not directly related to academics and needs specialized skills it is preferable that professionals administer. However, at the level of deputy director and above it is necessary that faculty members man the positions, even if at first sight the relevant duties appear essentially administrative rather than academic. For instance, the position of deputy director (administration), in the proposal of the present report is an administrative post. But the policies followed by the incumbent will affect academic work in a very serious way. To give an example, if the institute has to make major headway in research productivity, technical manpower has to be treated more imaginatively than is being done now. Presently, technical support staff have a career graph which is not as attractive as those on the administrative wing. A person with a corporate background may not perceive this matter as urgent the way an academic would. In general the measures of performance for an academic institution would not be completely quantifiable the way a high level corporate executive would prefer it. This fact would be appreciated (perhaps to varying extents) by almost anybody with research training. Areas which are not currently fashionable should still not be allowed to die out. A skill that dies out is not easily regenerated. Serious academics would not always behave in ways which would appeal to the sense of discipline which corporate executives need for survival.
In a large institute with a liberal policy in recruiting, skill in an entrant is treated as essential but a considerable latitude is permitted in opinions and in career goals. In such a place it is reasonable to suppose that there would be a significant proportion who have ambitions towards and talent for educational administration. For the country as a whole this is a valuable resource, for this is the group which later will provide educational policy advice to the government and which will also head institutions of learning. Therefore, faculty members who have satisfactorily proved their worth as academics, if they have interest in administration, should be encouraged to take up such posts within the institute. Their contribution to overall excellence in the institute and their potential impact on the educational health of the country should not be underestimated.
8.1 Committee work
A committee brings together persons possessing different skills and views for a special purpose. Often committees are essentially permanent entities where the membership changes periodically. In other cases, the committee ceases to exist once its purpose is served. Most faculty complain of the amount of time that they have to spend in ‘committee work’. The governance structure has committees of varying degrees of vitality. Some, such as the DUGC,DPGC,UGAPEC,PGPC are key academic bodies without which the academic activities of the institute cannot be carried out. A faculty member has to serve in such committees as a part of his/her duties. The questions that we have to address are whether a committee is redundant, whether some can be merged keeping the size as that of a single committee, and whether it is possible to have the committee without faculty participation.
A committee becomes redundant because although it was formed as a permanent body its relevance has been eroded over time. Very often committees are constituted without a full awareness of existing committees leading to overlap of purpose or, in extreme cases, duplication of purpose with existing committees. In the past, it was believed that faculty participation was necessary to maintain high standards of integrity and also to bring in fresh ideas. Presently, the prevailing opinion is that a good professional approach to the functioning of committees with proper checks and balances would serve equally well.
Currently we have committees of many kinds, whose charter is unclear, end-date is not set, etc. As a result committees come into being but never go out of existence, for the most part.

We recommend that there should be just three types of committees: statutary (eg. senate), standing (eg. IRCC advisory committee, Deans’ committee, ISPC) and temporary committees (eg. B.Tech. curriculum reform committee). Whereas the charter for the first two are usually well laid out, this is often not the case for the third. For the committees to function well and be inclusive and participatory, it must be made sure that any entity suggesting the formation of a temporary committee should develop the charter for the committee with an unambiguous set of do’s and don’ts. It may also be worthwhile to appoint the convener first and consult him/her in choosing the remaining members. If the members believe that the committee has an essential purpose, serving in it would not be regarded as a painful duty.
For every committee there should be a ”lifetime” either in terms of goals to be achieved or in terms of duration. Further, the connections/relationships between a new committee and existing ones should be stated in explicit terms so that committees work synergistically and decisions are mutually reinforcing rather than conflicting. During formation of the committee a careful examination of the necessity of faculty participation must be performed. If faculty participation can be avoided without serious loss of value to the purpose under consideration, then the committee should have no member who belongs to the faculty. Finally, there should be an upper bound, say three, on the number of committees that a faculty is a part of, if the role is not ex-officio.
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9 Conclusion
We have presented a modification of the governance structure existing at I.I.T. Bombay which, in the opinion of the committee would make it more efficient and responsive. The modifications consist in the creation of more decision making nodes in the organization and also in reducing faculty participation in areas where professionals would be more suited. In addition three major suggestions have been made which if adopted would lead to major benefits. These are
· separate the process of recruitment of faculty from that of promotion;
· make the departments more autonomous;
· introduce periodic reviews to evaluate the effectiveness of governance.
The committee would like to stress that the modified structure still has a centralized character in the manner in which all the units interact. This structure would probably be adequate till the institute reaches two to three times its present size. Beyond this size it may be better to go to a structure based on autonomous colleges.
10 Appendix I: Results of the status of governance survey
As part of the deliberations of the Committee constituted to investigate governance at IIT Bombay, it was decided that a survey of faculty members (SoG Faculty Survey) be conducted to get a sense for the status of governance at IIT Bombay. 

The committee agreed that the following attributes as important in ascertaining how the governance structure of an educational institution is performing. 

1. Processes (whether in place)

2. Efficiency (in execution of established processes)

3. Effective communication (whether processes, rights, duties, expectations, decisions are effectively communicated)

4. Transparency (regarding decision making procedures)

5. Responsiveness (to non-routine requests)

6. Scalability (whether the governance structure is set-up to handle more students, employees)

7. Monitoring (whether feedback is taken regularly and seriously)

The SoG Faculty Survey was put together to get a sense of how IIT Bombay’s structure was performing vis-à-vis the attributes identified above. 

The following comments are in order regarding how the survey was conducted.

· Positive statements were made about the governance at IIT Bombay pertaining to the attributes noted above. They were bunched into the following groups: General, Environment, Processes, Efficiency, Communication, Transparency and Scalability.

· For most statements, the respondents were given 5 options to choose from ranging from “Strongly Agree”, “Agree”,…, “Strongly Disagree”. Further, the respondents were provided with an opportunity to make verbal comments as well.

· The survey was made open to all faculty members. Several emails were sent out by different Institute functionaries to urge faculty members to participate.  

Survey details
1. Total number of respondents: 127 (Current faculty strength is about 415)

a. % of respondents who have spent in excess of 20 years at IIT Bombay: 18.11

b. % of respondents who have spent between 10 and 20 years at IIT Bombay: 26.77

c. % of respondents who have spent between 5 and 10 years at IIT Bombay: 18.9

d. % of respondents who have spent less than 5 years at IIT Bombay: 36.22

Table 1 provides the percentage of faculty members who participated.

	Faculty Group
	% of faculty members belonging to this group who participated in the survey

	> 20 years at IIT Bombay
	23/102

	10-20 years at IIT Bombay
	34/110

	5-10 years at IIT Bombay
	24/87

	< 5 years at IIT Bombay
	46/117


Table 1: Statistics of faculty participation in SoG Faculty Survey

2. Some significant inferences

a. Most respondents felt that the existing working environment provides them enough time to pursue their academic interests as well as demonstrating academic leadership.

b. A significant percentage of respondents feel that administrative activity they have been involved with has been a hindrance to their academic agenda.

c. A significant percentage of respondents believe that the administration does not clearly specify roles to be played by various functional units.
d. Most respondents agree that procedures related to day-to-day functioning are in-place
e. Most respondents agree that long-term planning procedures are not well-structured and that they are adhoc.

f. The respondents agree that various service units process routine requests efficiently.

g. Most respondents believe that non-routine requests are not processed satisfactorily.

h. Junior faculty members opined that the administration is not pro-active in taking steps towards improving their working environments.

i. Senior faculty members feel that communication on procedures should improve. 

j. Most respondents opine that the administration communicates decisions on their requests unambiguously.

k. Most respondents feel that policies of governing units are not applied uniformly and consistently.

l. Most respondents believe that the decision-making process is not transparent.

m. A significant percentage of respondents believe that the environment is open enough to challenge established positions and processes. 
n. A large percentage of respondents believe that feedback is not taken often enough.

o. Most respondents feel that the present decision making mechanism is not sustainable if the Institute seeks to grow in student numbers as well as a more substantial research agenda.

p. An overwhelming 75% of respondents believe that there is a need to change the governance structure to allow the Institute to grow and flourish.

3. Basic statistics from raw data

The aforementioned inferences were made from these statistics.

Field summary for gen1:

How many years have you been a faculty member at IIT Bombay?
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer
	0
	0.00%

	More than 20 years (an11)
	21
	17.80%

	Between 10 and 20 years (an12)
	30
	25.42%

	Between 5 and 10 years (an13)
	23
	19.49%

	Less than 5 years (an14)
	44
	37.29%


Field summary for gen2:

I am aware of the governance structure in-vogue in IIT Bombay
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer
	0
	0.00%

	Yes, I am well-aware of it (an11)
	56
	47.46%

	I am aware of it partially (an12)
	49
	41.53%

	I do not have much of an idea (an13)
	13
	11.02%


Field summary for gen3:

I am aware of the mandatory basic structure for governance of IIT Bombay as prescribed in its statutes
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer
	27
	22.88%

	Yes (Y)
	49
	41.53%

	No (N)
	41
	34.75%


Field summary for env1:

The working environment provides me enough time to pursue my academic interests.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer
	1
	0.85%

	Strongly Agree (an11)
	11
	9.32%

	Agree (an12)
	41
	34.75%

	Neutral (an13)
	26
	22.03%

	Disagree (an14)
	34
	28.81%

	Strongly Disagree (an15)
	5
	4.24%


Field summary for env2:
The working environment provides me adequate opportunity to demonstrate academic leadership (charting, executing, disseminating research and teaching agenda).
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer
	3
	2.54%

	Strongly Agree (an11)
	14
	11.86%

	Agree (an12)
	58
	49.15%

	Neutral (an13)
	22
	18.64%

	Disagree (an14)
	16
	13.56%

	Strongly Disagree (an15)
	5
	4.24%


Field summary for env3:
The amount of administrative activity I have been involved with has not been a hindrance to my academic agenda.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer
	2
	1.69%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	8 
	6.78%

	Agree (an12) 
	29 
	24.58%

	Neutral (an13) 
	27 
	22.88%

	Disagree (an14) 
	40 
	33.90%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	12 
	10.17%


Field summary for pro1:

The administration clearly specifies the roles to be played by various functional units.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	4 
	3.39%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	3 
	2.54%

	Agree (an12) 
	23 
	19.49%

	Neutral (an13) 
	34 
	28.81%

	Disagree (an14) 
	36 
	30.51%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	18 
	15.25%


Field summary for pro2:

Procedures related to day-to-day functioning are in place.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	3 
	2.54%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	2 
	1.69%

	Agree (an12) 
	51 
	43.22%

	Neutral (an13) 
	26 
	22.03%

	Disagree (an14) 
	25 
	21.19%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	11 
	9.32%


Field summary for pro3:

Procedures related to long-term planning are well-structured.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	9 
	7.63%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	1 
	0.85%

	Agree (an12) 
	7 
	5.93%

	Neutral (an13) 
	34 
	28.81%

	Disagree (an14) 
	40 
	33.90%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	27 
	22.88%


Field summary for eff1:

Routine requests are serviced by different governing units efficiently.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	2 
	1.69%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	4 
	3.39%

	Agree (an12) 
	46 
	38.98%

	Neutral (an13) 
	34 
	28.81%

	Disagree (an14) 

	26 
	22.03%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	6 
	5.08%


Field summary for eff2:

Response-times associated with non-routine, special requests is satisfactory.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	9 
	7.63%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	5 
	4.24%

	Agree (an12) 
	25 
	21.19%

	Neutral (an13) 
	33 
	27.97%

	Disagree (an14) 
	32 
	27.12%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	14 
	11.86%


Field summary for eff3:

The administration is pro-active in taking steps towards improving my working environment.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	6 
	5.08%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	4 
	3.39%

	Agree (an12) 
	20 
	16.95%

	Neutral (an13) 
	42 
	35.59%

	Disagree (an14) 
	26 
	22.03%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	20 
	16.95%


Field summary for com1:

My role in the organization was clearly specified to me.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	6 
	5.08%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	6 
	5.08%

	Agree (an12) 
	41 
	34.75%

	Neutral (an13) 
	24 
	20.34%

	Disagree (an14) 
	26 
	22.03%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	15 
	12.71%


Field summary for com2:

The administration communicates information on procedures pertaining to purchase, finance & accounts, academic matters, recruitment, welfare etc regularly.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	3 
	2.54%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	6 
	5.08%

	Agree (an12) 
	28 
	23.73%

	Neutral (an13) 
	33 
	27.97%

	Disagree (an14) 
	30 
	25.42%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	18 
	15.25%


Field summary for com3:

The governing machinery communicates decisions on my requests unambiguously.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	15 
	12.71%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	8 
	6.78%

	Agree (an12) 
	46 
	38.98%

	Neutral (an13) 
	25 
	21.19%

	Disagree (an14) 
	18 
	15.25%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	6 
	5.08%


Field summary for tra1:

Selection processes are transparent.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	11 
	9.32%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	13 
	11.02%

	Agree (an12) 
	34 
	28.81%

	Neutral (an13) 
	23 
	19.49%

	Disagree (an14) 
	21 
	17.80%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	16 
	13.56%


Field summary for tra2:

The policies of the governing units are applied uniformly and consistently.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	13 
	11.02%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	2 
	1.69%

	Agree (an12) 
	23 
	19.49%

	Neutral (an13) 
	29 
	24.58%

	Disagree (an14) 
	35 
	29.66%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	16 
	13.56%


Field summary for tra3:

The decision-making process in IIT Bombay is transparent.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	7 
	5.93%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	3 
	2.54%

	Agree (an12) 
	23 
	19.49%

	Neutral (an13) 
	30 
	25.42%

	Disagree (an14) 
	31 
	26.27%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	24 
	20.34%


Field summary for tra4:

The environment open enough for me to genuinely challenge established positions and processes.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	17 
	14.41%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	6 
	5.08%

	Agree (an12) 
	37 
	31.36%

	Neutral (an13) 
	24 
	20.34%

	Disagree (an14) 
	19 
	16.10%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	15 
	12.71%


Field summary for tra5:

The administration is interested in obtaining periodic feedback from different constituents.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	11 
	9.32%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	4 
	3.39%

	Agree (an12) 
	21 
	17.80%

	Neutral (an13) 
	30 
	25.42%

	Disagree (an14) 
	33 
	27.97%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	19 
	16.10%


Field summary for sca1:

Most decisions are taken by the Director and a few of his/her delegates such as the Deans.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	14 
	11.86%

	Yes (an11) 
	59 
	50.00%

	No (an12) 
	12 
	10.17%

	Uncertain (an13) 
	33 
	27.97%


Field summary for sca2:

The present decision making mechanism is sustainable in the long run even in the case that the student population and research agenda of the institute grow substantially more than what it is now.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	7 
	5.93%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	2 
	1.69%

	Agree (an12) 
	21 
	17.80%

	Neutral (an13) 
	29 
	24.58%

	Disagree (an14) 
	41 
	34.75%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	18 
	15.25%


Field summary for sca3:

The current governance structure provides substantial scope for decision making at various levels.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	13 
	11.02%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	6 
	5.08%

	Agree (an12) 
	29 
	24.58%

	Neutral (an13) 
	33 
	27.97%

	Disagree (an14) 
	24 
	20.34%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	13 
	11.02%


Field summary for ove1:

Overall, there is a need to change the governance structure to allow the Institute to grow and flourish.
	Answer
	Count
	Percentage

	No answer 
	4 
	3.39%

	Strongly Agree (an11) 
	39 
	33.05%

	Agree (an12) 
	51 
	43.22%

	Neutral (an13) 
	14 
	11.86%

	Disagree (an14) 
	3 
	2.54%

	Strongly Disagree (an15) 
	7 
	5.93%
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11 Appendix II: Interviews

The aim of the interviews was to obtain feedback on the current governance structure, its strengths and weaknesses so that recommendations could be made for future changes. We interviewed faculty who have held key administrative positions and asked them to assess the functioning of IITB, particularly the administrative section that they had headed. The focus was on governance structure, processes and people. 
Interview on the role of Dean (Planning)
The interview aimed to address the following issues: whether Deans are aware of their roles during the deanship and whether processes are in place for efficient execution of the duties. During a discussion about the role of Dean Planning, several points were mentioned such as campus development, current and future planning and how to create infrastructure. The overall impression was that though Dean Planning knows his/her role through institute documents, there is no formal delineation of the role. On the issue of processes, it was pointed out that construction and maintenance are the two major activities of the Dean Planning office. The activities of maintenance are carried out by the Estate Office. Many of these activities can be done by the Estate Office without sending papers for approval to the Dean. In terms of planning for future growth, these activities are initiated by the Dean but require the Director’s approval. Other future planning is done according to the Director’s orders. There was an impression that the Dean Planning has to report back to the Director and all powers are with the Director therefore it was proposed that measures be taken to delegate powers and conduct internal reform. He also felt that senior faculty could be needed for this job.
Interview on the role of the Estate Office
The interview aimed to address the following issues: speed of response of Estate Office, quality of work and outsourcing as a solution. It was felt that the speed of response is adequate as minor complaints are attended to immediately while major complaints are addressed within weeks. This time frame is dependent on the process of tendering, etc which the Estate Office tries to complete as soon as possible. Regarding the quality of the work, it was pointed out that manpower is severely limited, especially at the level of engineers. It was suggested that temporary posts as a solution to this problem and also mentioned that quality can be improved with training programs. Regarding outsourcing, it was mentioned that almost everything is outsourced while small jobs are carried out by casual labour. In terms of processes, automation has been attempted to a small extent and computerization could be implemented if the system was set up. Another issue that came up strongly was that of attitudes of faculty towards the Estate Office.
It was felt that faculty do not appreciate the successes of the Estate Office

and instead focus on the limitations. It was also felt that the staff of the Estate Office is demoralized and needs appreciation for their efforts. In the long term, it was felt that the Estate Office could be run by a joint MD who has control over administration and Dean Planning should be involved with the big picture. Additionally, each department could have their own housekeeping section.
Interview regarding the overall governance structure at IITB
An important point was raised in this discussion. Are the problems at IITB due to governance structure or are they a people issue? He also looked at the issue in three ways: structure, process and people. In terms of changing governance structure, it was suggested that the DD could become Provost involved in running the institute and the core functions of day-to-day administration. In the long term, the Provost could also work with alumni and be involved in raising resources. There was a question regarding the need for a Dean (AIR) as an Alumni Office should be able to handle alumni affairs under the Provost. IT was also felt that professionals should be running Resource Mobilization (individuals or entities like fund managers) and Information Systems (a post like CIO). In the long term, Deans of Colleges makes sense if the academic base is also expanding. It was felt strongly that rotation of Deans every three years is not suitable; these are not posts but functions. In terms of process, this discussion brought out the point that our processes need to change as well. Faculty takes the responsibility for many activities that are not in their job description. Some things should be outsourced such as accounts and estate. Support staff and non-technical staff have few incentives, training, etc and there is no HR for these employees of IITB. We can get more out of them if we create trust and this would take some of the burden off the faculty. Restructuring secretarial and administrative staff would be helpful. In fact, the point was made strongly that any change in governance without an improvement in processes will not be useful. Finally the discussion closed with the question: is governance really an issue? BOG and Director can already delegate if they wish. We can change a few things that don’t work but do we want to change the whole system?
Other interview inputs
These interviews also highlighted the issues of governance structure and processes. Governance structure: Some faculty felt that governance should be decentralized. Dean Planning position and Estate office need review while others felt that the Dean Planning position is fine. In the opinion of some faculty, Dean RM and Dean AIR positions can be combined. Presently there is a blurring of the Deputy Director’s responsibilities and somewhat of a dilution of Registrar’s role in administration. Faculty matters could be looked after by Deputy Director. Some faculty felt that the present system can handle increased number of schools, programmes and students. However they felt that the efficiency of the system is dependent on the incumbents of the position of Dean and on individual members of the supporting staff. It was noted that a large number of the supporting staff are young, enthusiastic and efficient. Several faculty had strong recommendations regarding the Heads of Departments. Heads should provide leadership at the department level and should be empowered to take actions and lead the departments. 
Processes:

Over-participation of faculty in administration was felt to be a problem by many. However, others felt that only a few faculty take part actively in administration. To address some of these issues, online transactions, out-sourcing, non-faculty administration should be used. Faculty should also be more empowered. Powers need to be delegated and the there should be clear job descriptions. Academic activities should be intensified. There should be proper reviews, rewards and some penalty for our performance. Regarding faculty, it was recommended that we separate new recruitments from internal promotions. Additionally, it was felt that there should be more transparency and speed in our governance. We need better infrastructure and better support for our research active faculty. We should take more initiatives to make things better. Continuous upgrading and quality improvement of supporting staff is required.
Major points that emerged from these interviews
· The Deputy Director could take on more defined responsibilities

· Some Deanships could be combined (RM +AIR or DD +AIR)

· Some positions need to be created to handle the future requirements for IT based services and research (Chief Information Officer)

· Some Deanships would be better run by professionals rather than senior faculty (RM, Planning, CIO)

· Heads of departments should provide leadership and be empowered to take actions that will allow academics to thrive 
· There is a strong need to improve processes as any changes in governance structure will be slowed down without efficient processes in place
· Faculty should be empowered to take decisions, have fair performance reviews and be rewarded. Delegation of responsibility from the top down may help in this aspect. 
· Staff need incentives, training and empowerment for them to make a greater contribution to the running of IITB.
List of interviewees: Professors T. Kant, P.Banerjee, A. Patwardhan, U.N. Gaitonde, S.P. Sukhatme, R. Srinivasan, D. Ghosh, N.L. Sarda, V. G. Rao,
R.K.Shevgaonkar , K. Sudhakar, , Mr. V.B. Mamdapur, Mr B.S.Punalkar.

12 Appendix III: Steps for transition
We make the following suggestions for managing the transition from the present structure to the proposed one without creating large perturbations to the existing governance equilibrium.
STEP-I: Create the positions and establish the offices of the three deputy directors. The BOG delegates the relevant powers from the director to the respective deputy directors and the deputy directors accept the powers when they take charge. Create a section of supporting staff from the administration section to look after the faculty matters- particularly the new recruiting, and internal promotions. This section supports the deputy director (academic/faculty) on faculty matters. Likewise, create a supporting staff section (external relations section) to support the office of deputy director (external relations).
Step-II: The deputy director (administration) leads a taskforce to bifurcate the Estate Office in to two sections: Construction and Campus Maintenance. The deputy director (administration) also leads a taskforce to create a small section on non-MHRD finance, investments and accounts. BOG approvals for posts of CFO, GM (constructions), GM (campus maintenance) are then obtained. We need to examine whether extra compensations can be made available through non-MHRD sources.
Step-III: Initiate the search for potential incumbents through search committees.
Interim stage until suitable persons are found: corresponding Dean positions are kept active with the incumbents continuing without any new appointments.
Step-IV : Examine the selection/promotion decoupling. Initiate steps for formalizing it. Have an interim strategy for informal decoupling. 
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