
i

Selected Emails

1 Introduction

I was successful and enjoying a lucrative salary when decided to switch my career from software developer

to  hightech  researcher.  I  quit  my job  and started  a  second Masters  in  Applied  Sciences  from Carleton

University in September 2008 and graduated in August 2010. From September 2010, I started a PhD at the

Electrical and Computer Engineering (ECE) Department of University of Waterloo (UW). After meeting

with my supervisors, I decided either to change my supervisors or leave UW. In November 2010, I was

interviewed by Dr. C and Dr. A of Cheriton School of Computer Science (SCS) of UW and they gave me an

informal offer to start a PhD in Computer Science under their supervision at SCS. Dr. A informed me that he

was  my (main)  supervisor.  After  experiencing  multiple  professional  misconducts  and  knowing that  my

supervisors were working on a heavily funded hoax research project, I informed SCS administration about

Dr. C, Dr. A, and their research project. I refused to work with them from April 2014. I did not know that Dr.

C  and  Dr.  A were  doing  a  heavily-funded  research  project  and  UW was  gaurantor  for  the  successful

completion of the project. UW did not investigate my complaint and a faculty member Dr. Ka was appointed

as my new supervisor with Dr. T and Dr. W were my committee members. Dr. Ka and the two committee

members were planted by UW to make sure that I would make no progress and leave the university because

it was required to cover up the research project scandal. 

During the supervision, Dr. Ka's behaviour was not only demoralizing and frustratung but also insulting. He

shared my scholarly work with a committee member and breached IP policy of UW. He refused to continue

supervision after I passed my Comp2 (Comprehensive 2 or proposal) exam. I worked without a supervisor

for  more  than  a  year.  UW asked  me  to  find  a  supervisor  or  leave  the  university.  My enrolment  was

terminated in July 2016 due to not having a supervisor. I was not given a right of filing a grievance. I was

asked to pay more than $84,000 student loan to governments of Canada and Ontario while my career was

already finished. Later on, I came to know that Dr. A was not my supervisor and he was not even eligible to

supervise a PhD student. In January 2019, I learned that Dr. C, the principle investigator of the hoax research

project, was my supervisor in the first three years of my PhD although I never had a meeting with him in that

period of time. I filed a lawsuit against UW in May 2018 (Shafique v. University of Waterloo). The Court

issued an Order on April 23, 2019, and used initials of the last names of the employees of UW for privacy

reasons. In accordance to the order, I am using the same initials in this document. This document in about

selected  emails  communicated  during  my PhD studies  at  UW.  More  than  350  emails  were  exchanged

however I included almost 16% of those to keep this document short. I have added short  Notes to explain

background of the emails to maintain continuity. 

Rest of this document is organized as follows: Section 2 outlines important guidelines, and polices that UW

and its students are obliged to follow. Section 3 is about my supervisors and research at UW. Section 4 is

about the timeline and order of the important events. And Section 5 contains the true text of the selected

emails.  Notes  are  added only for  explanation purposes.  I  will  also make text  of  all  the  relevant  emails

available.     
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2 Guidelines, Policies and Integrity in Research 

Employees and students of UW are obliged to follow its guidelines and policies. The Guide for Graduate

Research  and  Supervision  2011  (GGRS)  defines  roles  and  responsibility  of  the  departments/schools,

administrators, supervisors and graduate students. The followings are the most relevant clauses of GGRS.

Roles and Responsibilities of Departments/Schools: ...Acceptance of a student into a program carries with

it an obligation to provide supervision and/ or advice to the student as long as the student remains in good

standing in  their  academic  program.  (1.2)  Hold graduate  orientation sessions to  inform students  of  key

policies related to intellectual property (Policy 73) and integrity in research... (1.3) Inform students through

various  means  of  the  services  available  to  them,  particularly  those  that  deal  with  sexual  harassment,

discrimination and special needs... (1.5) Ensure that all policies, procedures and regulations with respect to

graduate  programs  are  accessible  and adhered  to...  (1.9)  Ensure  that  every student  has  a  supervisor  or

advisor... (1.11) ... However, no student should be left without supervision for more than two months. (1.15)

Respond promptly to requests for the replacement of a supervisor or Advisory Committee member. The

department  has  a  responsibility  to  review  the  case  in  order  to  secure  alternative  supervision  where

appropriate. If the department has reason to believe that adequate supervision is not being provided, it should

investigate the situation and take appropriate action which may, in extreme cases, include curtailment of

supervisory status.

Roles and Responsibilities of Supervisors: (2.7) Thoroughly examine all written materials relevant to the

thesis  or  research  paper  submitted  by  their  students  and  provide  constructive  suggestions  in

a timely manner (two to four weeks depending on the complexity of the document), preferably in writing...

(2.11) In cases where financial assistance is to be provided from research grants or contracts under their

direction, communicate clearly and in writing to their  students the terms (e.g.,  amounts,  length of time,

conditions)  of  the  financial  commitment.  (2.14)  Encourage  the  dissemination  of  research  results  by

publication in scholarly and research journals, presentation at conferences and seminars.

Roles and Responsibilities of Graduate Students: (3.16) Inform the Graduate Officer, in writing, should a 

personal or professional conflict with their supervisor or an Advisory Committee member occur. Every effort

should be made to resolve a conflict before resorting to formal procedures as defined in University Policies 

70 and 71.

Roles and Responsibilities of Advisory Committee: ....  Members are selected based on their  fields of

expertise,  the  nature  and  planning  of  the  research  project  and  to  complement  the  expertise  of  the

supervisor....

Policy 73 – Intellectual Property Rights: Policy 73 mentions that student's scholarly writing submitted to

the  supervisor  for  evaluation  is  protected  under  Policy  73.

Integrity  in Research Administrative Guidelines  2013 (IRAG):  Defines  the  process  of  reporting and

handling research misconducts at UW. IRAG mentions that all  allgeations or inforamtion about research

misconducts  must  be  reported  to  Vice-President  University  Research.  The  university  had  established

investigation and internal/external reporting mechanism of the outcomes.

The Research Misconducts: The list contains several misconducts. Some are: redundant publication, invalid

authorship, misrepresentation in an agency documents, and mismanagement of grants.
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Penalties:  A substantiated  research  misconduct  severely  affects  repute  of  university,  research  grants  it

receives, and profiles of its researchers. The university would have to return the research funding to the

funding provider in parallel to facing adverse publicity and temporary or permanent ineligibility for future

funding.  It  might  have to  face the revocation of  Canada Research Chair  positions  held by its  different

researchers and faculty members.

UW can amend or remove any existing policies or guidelines. It also has privilege of making new policies

without permission from any external body. Departments and schools of UW also have privilege to make

their own additional policies. SCS has its own policies in addition to UW policies and guidelines. It has

privilege to change them any time. I was unaware that UW had policies, guidelines, and procedures which

formed the implied terms of contract between UW and its students. 

3 My SCS Supervisors and Research

In November 2010, I was interviewed by Dr. C and Dr. A in SCS building. They gave me an informal

admission offer  to PhD program of SCS UW. I  did not  know that  Dr.  C.  And Dr.  A. were not  regular

employees of UW and were working on a research project for which they got multi-million dollars research

funding from public and private sectors. I was unaware that they could not supervise me without having a

regular faculty member in my PhD advisory committee. They arranged an SCS faculty member to work as

my co-supervisor to form my advisory committee.  I got  admission offer  on January 20,  2011,  and was

inofrmed that Dr. C, Dr. A, and the regular faculty member were my co-supervisors. Later on, Dr. A informed

me that he was my (main) supervisor and the other two would work as my co-supervisors. Dr. A did not gave

importance to my research and learning (details in emails) and required me doing some presentations to

visitors from Brazil. After experiencing a number of professional misconducts from him, I met with Dr. Ke,

Graduate Director SCS, in March 2014 to request him replace Dr. A with some faculty member interested in

doing research with a student. Dr. Ke said that students were responsible to arrange alternative supervisors

for themselves (it was violation of of GGRS). I talked to multiple faculty members at SCS and two of them

agreed but had no funding. SCS refused to provide funding and I was forced to continue with Dr. A. In April

2014, I had to postpone my proposal exam due to unprofessional conduct of my supervisor (details in emails

section). I investigated mysterious presence of Dr. A and Dr. C at UW and found that they were working on a

mega-research project.  Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Health Promotion, and Ministry of Natural

Resources with many other companies and a university from Brazil were partners in the project. The project

was allocated more than $6,000,000 research funding from public and private sectors. I had been working

with Dr. C and Dr A for more than 3 years and never knew that they were working on a mega-research

project. I was unaware that UW was guarantor for the successful completion of the research project. Dr. C

was the principle while Dr. A was a co-investigator.

I again met with SCS administration in April 2014 and informed them about the collapse of my research

proposal exam and that Dr. C and Dr. A were working on a hoax research project. I refused to work with

them. SCS administration was obliged to follow UW policies and guidelines to investigate my complain.

They were obliged to ask for written details of my complaint to register it (Section 3.16 of GGRS). UW did

not  follow its  own policies  and  guidelines  to  avoid  the  severe  consequences.  The  formal  processes  of

appointing a new supervisor was not followed. Dr. Ke, Director Graduate SCS, arranged a presentation for
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me to present my research concepts to potential supervisors. On May 2, 2014, the presentation was attended

by almost 7 faculty members and more than 20 graduate students of SCS. I had one-on-one meetings with

the potential supervisors after the presentation and one of them, Dr. Ka, agreed to supervise me. Two SCS

faculty members Dr. T and Dr. W became my committee members and I was asked to pass my proposal

exam in a year to continue PhD at SCS UW. I did not know that the most painful period of my life had

started  to  destroy  my career  and  health  to  cover-up  a  research  funding  scandal.  In  13  months  of  the

supervision, Dr. Ka used different tactics to make all arrangements to stop me from making progress so that I

could be failed in the Comp2 exam and required to leave the university due to insufficient progress. He

arranged one-on-one weekly meetings with me where I never felt respected. Being an experienced university

professor, he knew how to play with psychology of a graduate student. On the other side, I was trying to save

future of my family because I knew that I would have no career if fail. I worked 70-80 hours per week in

those 13 months and was able to solve an old research problem to substantially improve performance of

content-based routing systems like Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, etc. Dr. Ka breached IP Policy 73 of UW by

sharing my research scholarly writing with a committee member Dr. T. He resigned from my supervision

after I passed proposal (Comp2) exam in June 2015. SCS UW administration started requiring that either I

find a supervisor or withdraw voluntarily. I tried my best but no faculty member agreed to supervise me. My

health started getting affected due to the  circumstances  that  I  was facing.  I  was unaware that  UW had

policies and guidelines and whatever I  was being asked to  follow was illegitimate.  Meanwhile,  I  did a

research presentation at the University of Toronto and a renowned professor in my research area working

there agreed to co-supervise me. However UW refused to provide a supervisor because they were committed

to cover-up the financial research scandal by destroying my health and career. Details of my health issues are

provided in  a separate document.  From March 2016 till  September  2016,  I  visited emergencies of  four

different hospitals of Ontario and also waited for more than 9 months to get access to a psychiatrist.  In

October 2016, I left Canada and went to Pakistan for my medical treatment. I returned in November 2017

and decided to file a lawsuit against UW. I offered regular fees and contingency but no lawyer took up my

case. Depressed with my family situation and health issues, I decided to represent myself and filed a lawsuit

against UW in May 2018. In preparation for a Court appearance in January 2019, I learned that Dr. C, the

principle investigator of the $6,000,000 hoax research project, was my PhD supervisor from January 2011 till

April 2014. I never had a meeting with him during that period of time. 

4 Timeline

I met  with Dr. C and Dr. A in November 2010 in SCS building. I  did not  know they were not  regular

employees of UW. From January 2011 till April 2014, I was supervised by Dr. A but I did not know that he

was not my supervisor. From May 2014 till June 2015, I was supervised by Dr. Ka who was a regular faculty

member at SCS UW. He resigned from my supervision from June 2015 after I passed the proposal defence

exam. I did not know that he was planted by UW to cover up the research funding scandal. In September

2015, I came to know that UW had policies and guidelines. From July 2015 till my termination in July 2016,

I was a PhD student without a supervisor. On March 3, 2016, I filed a grievance for internal hearing at UW

and got a final reply on July 6, 2016. In June 2016, I sent my family to Pakistan and I moved to Mississauga

because we started having some security issues in Waterloo. From March 2016 till September 2016, I visited
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emergencies of 4 different hospitals of Ontario and left Canada in October 2016 to get medical treatment in

Pakistan. I and my family returned to Canada in November 2017. We currently reside in Brampton Ontario.

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
5  Emails



Y r arn: Shaf iq ue M u h am mad nlo h an^r * d. xhat zque @ gr",ail.caft1
$ubject: Funding Arrangements

Oate: November 24,2010 at 12:50
T*, Ill}uwalerl*a.ca

Hi Prof.fCIf
CS office say that they are waiting for funding confirmation from you
and can't proceed to the transfer. May I know when the funding
arrangements will be confirmed?

Regards,
Shafique

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
In processing of my enrolment in PhD computer scinece, the Graduate Office of SCS required funding confirmation before giving me formal offer to start PhD at SCS. Dr. A advised me to send an email to Dr. C to confirm my research funding. I did not know that Dr. C was the principle investigator of a research project. He confirmed my research funding to SCS office.

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
1



F rom : U nivers ity of Waterloo g{ a{Lap d) Gi; t:\il al{::t ltJ r. ; e

$ubjeei: Offer from the University of Waterloo
Pate: January 20,2011 at 15:46

f*i alu.Jn'fii?) ea11.a{l}

Dear tr4Uhamtnad,*

We are pleaseflr[o 1,{1s6;you that you have been offered admission to the
Computer Science, PhD Program.

To view your Offer of Admission on Quest Wwwguest.Uwaterloo.ca , seled the
prograni link under Admissions to get to your A/plicatioq Pa_99-: A paper Offer of
Admission will be mailed to you from the Graduate Studies Office.

please accept or decline the terms of your Offer of Admission using Quest within 3

weeks of the date of Your offer.

You should also review our New Graduate Student Checklist
www. a rad. uwate rl oa. ca/stud e nts/cu rrent/ n ewstu de nts. as p.

Congratulations, and we look forward to you joining our graduate program'

Sincerely,

Graduate Studies Office
University of Waterloo

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I received the admission offer on January 20, 2011, while classes had already started from January 4, 2011. There were two reasons of that delay: (i) there was no transfer process from ECE to SCS and therefore a new admission application was filed on December 14, 2010; (ii) Dr. C and Dr. A were not regular employees of UW and could not form my PhD advisory committee without having a regular faculty member in the committee (I did not know that requirement). In mid of January 2011, Dr. C and Dr. A were able to find a regular faculty member of SCS who agreed to be my co-supervisor. I never met with him and he worked in entirely different research area. The offer letter mentioned that Dr. A, Dr. C, and the regular faculty member were my co-supervisors. Later on, Dr. A confirmed that he was my (main) supervisor, while the other two professors were co-supervisors.  

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
2



From : Shaf i q ue M u ha mmad l$sl: ali4i* uw a1.e rlo *. co.

Subiect: About the co-supervisor
Eate: Decembet 14, 2012 al O2i12

Ta: ft)w,.1crl*r.c3

HiQ,
Yesterday we talked about a possible change in co-supervisor. lt seems to me that withe

which have almost no overlap with our work. Just an opinion.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Dr. A asked me in a meeting to replace my co-supervisor (the regular faculty member) with another regular faculty member Dr. B who was a close friend of Dr. C. Dr. B's research area had no overlap with my research and I was already getting no help from my supervisor and co-supervisors. I protested against appointing Dr. B as my co-supervisor and proposed two faculty members (Dr. Ka and Dr. TT) in the above email to get help in research. The email was not replied and I had to sign the co-supervisor replacement form after getting a phone call from Dr. A.
I wanted to avoid any conflict with Dr. A without knowing that he was neither a regular faculty member nor my supervisor.

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
3



f rom; lF=l-i@uwateriao.ca
$ubiect: Re: Proposal Outline

Date: November 13,2013 at17iO7
Ta: Shalique Ahmad ldresi moharnad.shaliqueG)!)mail.com

Hi Shafique,
I have read the document and I like it. This is exactly what we need.
I have lots of comments but overall I think it is very good.
Now we need a (1) brief, unifying, description of the approach, with
(2) summarized, problems and (3) research questions; (4) contributions;
(5) tentative schedute. I guess you already have (5) related work;
(6) potential contributions per sub-area.
Think about that before our meeting on Friday, so that we can
complete the Comp-ll document, and decide about
your PhD committee and presentation. .c$

- lhmad ldresi wrote
Hi.-
Can we meet at l:00 prn inslead cl 11:00 am?

Shaf ique

On Wed. Nov 13, 2013 at 1ll:31 Ai\l, '' ., '((ruwalerloo_ca> wrote

Hi Shafiquo.
Greal. lwill read lhe prcp,r$'al oiliiine. How about Friday al llafit?

*baiiqua An$i,ad lcr?si wtat*.

Hi -'-,:i:

Kincly fir:cl atlached pr?llo$al outline. ll covers almo.,t all
aspects/areas we lrave disau$9ed.

Regards.
Sha{iqLie

4

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
After my protest against appointment of Dr. B as my co-supervisor (page 3), Dr. A asked me to explore multiple research areas to identify and document potential research problems in each of them. His idea was to select one or more research problems to write PhD research proposal. I spent almost a year on that activity and sent a proposal outline identifying potential research problems in each research area. Dr. A acknowledged that effort in the above email but never shared his lots of comments with me. I followed all instructions from him without knowing that he was not my supervisor and wasting my time. A student has to focus on specific problem to provide new or improve existing solutions. I preapred my Comp2 document following the outline document. No feedback was provided at any stage and Dr. A asked me to send the Comp2 document (a list of potential research problems) to thesis committee members. I protested because the document was not a proposal document but Dr. A pushed me to send the docunent.
I met with Dr. Ke, SCS Director Graduate, and explained to him the situation and requested to change Dr. A with some faculty member who is interested in doing research. He said that it was responsibility of student to find alternative supervisor. SCS  would provide no help. I talked to different faculty members and two of them (Dr. Ka and Dr. W) agreed to supervise me but had no funding. SCS administration refused to arrange funding and I had to continue with Dr. A. At that time, I did not know that Dr. C and Dr. A were not regular employees of UW and were working a heavily funded research project. 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
4



Fro$: Shafique Muhammad rr5sha{iq@uwaierloo.ca
$ubject: Approach of PhD Comp-ll Committee members

rate: March 26,2014 at02:50
T0:-l@uwaterl0o.ca

Dear Professorl) (tg.
The choice of my PhD Committee members has been finalized, and will include professors Ib

(h,(co-supervisor)IllBllco-supervisor), and

QA:D(supervisor). The committee members were chosen because the thesis involves
research on the architecture of elastic and self-aware publish-subscribe systems for Web and cloud
services and is, therefore, related to software engineering and distributed systems.

I look forward to receiving your approval. After the committee is approved, I will arrange a date for the
Comp-ll presentation.

Best regards,
Shafique

Student# 0397754
DC 2505

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I sent the above email to Graduate Director SCS to get approval for my PhD committee for the proposal (Comp2 or CompII) exam, which was set to be on April 21, 2014. Graduate Director knew or ought to have known that Dr. A was not my supervisor and even could not supervise a PhD student. The committee was approved.
A committee member assured that I would fail the Comp2 exam because the proposal document was not a research document but merely a document describing potential research problems. I informed Dr. A about the comments and he advised me to switch to another research area to write a fresh research proposal. I postponed my proposal defence exam and I tried to understand the mysterious presence of Dr. C and Dr. A at UW. I came to know that they were working on a research project for which they received multi-million dollar research funding from public and private sectors. I was working with them for more than 3 years but did not know about the research project. I met again with Dr. Ke and informed him about collapse of Comp2 exam and the unseen research project that Dr. C and Dr. A were supposedly doing. I did not know that UW was the guarantor for the successful completion of the project. I refused to work with Dr. A and Dr. C. I met with Director SCS and Graduate Director SCS but they refused to arrange a supervisor for me.
I was unaware that SCS administration was obliged to investigate my complain according to UW policies, GGRS and IRAG. I was unaware of the consequences UW would have to face in terms of its repute and external findings if a research misconduct would substantiate. As per instructions from SCS administtation, I did a presentation on May 2, 2014, to potential supervisors. After the presentation Dr. Ka, a regular faculty member at SCS, agreed to supervise me. SCS started providing me research funding from May 2014. SCS administration had previously refused providing me funding when my complaint about Dr. A did not inlcude information about the research proejct. UW did not formally investiagte the change of supervisor and my complaints. A formal investigation of the matter would reveal the facts about Dr. C, Dr. A, and their research. 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
5



Yrurn:
*u?s1vr:t:

0alq::
T-.tu.

t::;-qr tscrl (.t1) urtt e1.t:rlu;: .t:t:.

Re: Supervision - Shafique Muhammad
Mav 29, 2014 al 10102

ffi\.1\,\ijl*tlr)a.ca
mblinallq ii, LJY! i^tYt tru.{;A,
- CI.;'ti.lr,)w;.t\aritsts,tt

Da. (o
This is to confirm the details in your memo. I am cc'ing Steve Mann.

thanks,

- 
l)+, l(e

uraduate Director
David R. Cheriton School of Computer Science
University of Waterloo

On 28 May 2014, al22'17,-aa, Ka'ilr!vre1s'

I HireSt
t

t sorry I trad rneant 1o rent out this memo earlier.

I

I t have agreed to becume Shafique's PhD supervisor (the paperwork is

I alrearry berlg complcted) on tlre following conditions:
l
I - A. lo,rc as Shaf ique makes appropriate progress in his PhD studies, the

I school wrll contrrrue to fund the RA porlion oi his salary.

I
| - ln parlrcular, r,ve plan for Shafique to take his Compll exam early in

I zor s G+and II: have tentalively agreed to be on the

I Compll commtltce. Tnis exam is the next rnilestone in determining

I approprrate proqress and furiher supervision lry me and funding by the

I school is continqerrt on the success{ul and timely complelion of the exam.

I

I Ptease con{rrrn ar.c/or let me know, if I forgot anything.
I

I rnaur.s.rx- D+. Ro

Gulam Usman
Pencil

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
As per GGRS (Section 2, page ii), UW was obliged to provide supervision and resources to a graduate student as long as the student remains in good standing. It was the main condition imposed by Dr. Ka (my new supervisor) and SCS administration in the above email. The email also informs that I would have to leave if fail to demonstrate sufficient progress in my research despite the fact that Dr. C and Dr. A had wasted three productive years of my PhD studies.  
Dr. Ka had already started supervising me after the presentation on May 2, 2014. He decided to have one-on-one weekly research meetings with me. No meeting minutes were ever documented. Behaviour of Dr. Ka was initially confusing and then became frustrating and insulting. From May 2014 till March 2015, Dr. Ka refrained from having research related discussions in emails and everything was limited to one-on-one meetings. 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
6



From : A Ka(F@ uwalerloo.ca
$ubiect: Re: Problem Description

Date: September'19, 2014 at 10:19
T*: Shafique Muhammad mSshafiq@uwaterlaa.ca

OK, so next time we meet we need to find a level of abstraction to make

these consideration comparable to the rest of the performance and
resource management world. This includes two important steps:

- What are the actual hardware resources?

- Which of the above do we believe could be a bottleneck under what
circumstances?

Note that each system typically only has one botlleneck at each time,

because that bottleneck then limits the overall throughput'

Let me know when you want to continue that discussion.

On 19/09/14 03:46 AM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
Hi Pro{ Xili
Kindly find load distribution problem description in the PS section.
We we can meet next to cliscuss possible and an optimal solutions? I am

eagerly pursuing this approach and seeing results as early as possible

may be a matter of com{ort. All calculations slem from this basic
concept.

Regards,
Shaf ique

P.S,:

User provides max number of publishers and subscribers that can join a

cluste r in a single cycie turn. Since we are not sure that how much
load these clients will pul i:n the system, we prcier passing mp (max
publishers per cycle turn) and ms (max subscribers per cycle turn). A
cluster goes ironi activelinactive mode when eithe r mp or ms limit is
reached. Assume Lp is the load caused by mp then load caused by one
publisher is Lpimp. This is true for all n cluslers in the system.
The main point of discussion ts that how this load is calculated? Some
of the elements to bt: considered in calculation is; rate, load on
input/output quoues, memory consumption, CPU usage. The tricky part is
the load lefl in each cycle lurn which is "oxygen" of this load
distribLrtion policy. This load lefl will be used to clusler similar
subscribers whe n they loin a ciuste r in inaclive mode.
Another point is extra laad caused by load calculation. We should
avoid those techniques which pul unnecessary load because of load
calculation. Anything <= 1o/o may be considered reasonable to {ollow.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
In initial 11 months of supervision, Dr. Ka did not provide me feedback on my research. All research related discussions were restricted to undocumented one-on-one weekly meetings. 
I once tried to discuss a research realted point in email and got the above confusing reply from Dr. Ka, which resulted in sending more emails and receiving more confusing replies. 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
7



From r J xaflf,@ uw alert*a.ca
Subject: Re: Status

Date: November 5, 2014 at 17:36
To: Shatique Muhammad m5shafiq@uwal*rlaa.ca

OK, send me the document when it's available. Remember the Compll is
very important to continue with your program and funding.

On05111114 05:05 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
I should be sending you an updated version of the load dist. model

document hopefully on SunlMod and we can meet a{ter you finish a
review. I am waiting to be able to see the results and we should also
plan to submit a conference paper. I think we should have enough out
of this work to be able to submit a paper.

On Wed, Nov 5, 20"14 at s,oz n[/,-@uwaterloo.ca> wrote:

t '' i"?r' '' lr :','r"':"''{ ''| 
'1:'

tsl **c*naYs*r and vs* n**d l* ,:rrake plan* f*r y*ur **rc,pll *xam

On ** I 1 1 / 1 4. A zr',4* &?t4, **xtiqu* ?"*uhanwza* zt t r *t*'"
Hi Prof. Xalr
The all three variant$ of prototype arc complete. I will slafi initial

testinE *f the lirsl variant irom this week. I believ* that there will
be sorne lixings and modifrcations a$ I mava on in lesting. I read some
part o{ the book which you gave. Few more tesl cases was documented
lately. I coulcl n*t {ocus on language learning in lasi rryeek and have
request*d a canccilation for this week.

The list cf next taeks is:

1- loarJ di$tributed modeldocument; I should be able ts send updated
vereion in nexl week.
2- testing cf the first variant: I will start with srnall topologies
generai*d by the utiliiy that I developed. I will move to large

lopologlas once the list of test cases is discussed and final'
3- $tudy of well-cited 12-15 papers on clustering in publsub domain to

develop n'iore test ca$es.
4- Start documenting new concepls emerged during ihis study;this will
be a fornral documeni and I will start working on this alter finishing
the first dccr.:m*ni. I have developed most of the diagrams.

Regar ds.
Ql-rrfinr rau, ru"Yeu

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
My focus was to submit a research paper as soon as possible to get reviews as I was not expecting any help from Dr. Ka. I coded my research prototype in Java for evaluation in real environment. After an intense effort of more than 8 months (I am professional Java programmar and C/C++ with more than 10 years development experience), I had developed a prototype based on three variants of my research concepts (precisely called Load Distribution Model). Dr. Ka never provided feedback. Since June 2014, I had been requesting to get access to a cluster hardware to generate results in close-to-real environment before writing the research paper. After writing a research paper, Comp2 exam would be just a formality. However, Dr. Ka and SCS Graduate Director pushed me to write Comp2 document, which results in halting my research activities. As my research was in mature phase (this was what I thought), I decided to write a dummy Comp2 document on a deprecated research idea because I did not want to disclose my unpublished research to the committee members Dr. T and Dr. W. I informed Dr. Ka about this decision. I submitted the first draft of the dummy Comp2 document in December 2014. 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
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Y r*nz: Shaf ique Muhamma d rn7*hairq(* uv't *lurl*rs.*a 6
%r'tbj**.t: lnitial Results

ffiak*: February 21, 2015 at 01:04
?c: (IlI KaE @ *zr'ta\*r1**.**

nr rroi. na-
Kindly find attached a two pages document that contains initials
results of my prototype. These results are generated from
cluster-based PS systems without using bipartite approach. I gives me

immense confidence to write that it works, and its little more than
what I expected!The results were prepared on last Sunday.

The testing scenarios that I used are the most unfavored to the
architecture that I am developing. I wanted to see the extreme -ve

side of results. I used 10 publisher with the same advertisement,
message rate 50 per minute and each publisher generated 100 messages.
I generated 10-500 subscribers interested in the advertisement. This
means each subscriber must get exactly 1000 messages. This preplanned

scenario helps also in detecting any brokeglinks or mall-functioning
in the overlay network. I detected 2 minor bugs and they were fixed
with some effort. I used covering on/off options to see changes in

behavior. We will discuss more about this in our next meeting.
I used 36 brokers in total and divided them into maximum 9 clusters'
The "1 -24e-12i" indicates that there is only one cluster (flat

topology) with 24 edge and 12 inner brokers, "3-Be-4i" indicates 3

clusters each with B edge and 4 inner brokers, I calculated
subscription propagation delay, memory used, total g6nerated
inter-broker messages, and latency with covering on/off. The results
are shown in B graphs in the attached document.

The next version of Comp ll document is complete and I am doing a

final read. The document has gone through many changes. Mainly, I

added two more simple examples to discuss my point of view. Few more
concepts has been removed and now the total size is reduced to just

above 20 pages. I am trying to learn how to write an academic document
but its taking time. I could not find time to study virtual networks.

Regards,
Shafique

results_febfs_2
015.pdf

KIffiffiffi'-,
i
14:-

TT
Textbox
Note:
I had generated the initial results from the research prototype. Dr. Ka sent an email to have a meeting to discuss the results. The experiments related metrics (subscription propagation delay, memory used, ... etc) were selected  research publications.
Meeting with an SCS Professor:
In February, 2015, a professor of SCS UW informed me that my research had serious flaws as per basic scientific standards. I would not be considered demontrating sufficient progress in presence of those flaws. The profrssor also prpvided basic guidleines to explore new research topics to fix those flaws. I did not initially believe in that professor because my supervisor had been working in distributed systems for almost 2 decades and the issue that professor mentioned was in my research idea from day one and even in the presentation I did on May 2, 2014, which was attended by Dr. Ka and my committee members Dr. T and Dr. W who were also experts in my research area. However, after exploring the recommended new research topics, I concluded that the porofessor was right. I further understood that my claims about the research imporvements in initial results were incorrect. Dr. Ka never corrected me about my research and also did never mention that the results sent to him were also incorrect. I started working on fixing the flaws. In almost 40 days, I was able to fix the research flaws and my focus became more confined (on novel static and dynamic routing algorithems highly desired by social networking systems like Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn).

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
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V r *wz : S h af i q ue M u h a m m a d rzt***a3iq',Q tsw *1* rl* * 
" 
*a

&zxblw*t"z Re: Comp2 Document
ffimt*: February 25,2015 at 14:53

T*: QKa|tP *v,s at*rl**.*a

Sorry, I have to leave I was feeling weak because ol llu.
ln addition to our discussion today, I still have to describe my
understanding and the level of confidence about the improvements that
we observe in results. We can discuss this in our next meeting. I am
currently focused on regular topologies and distribution techniques.

onTue,Feb24,2015at8:20AM,IIKaHuwaterloo.ca>Wrote:
S*rry, rom*thinE ce:r* ill) arlC I wr:tt*1lik* l* lak* l?t* day oll. Can we
p**iptsnt: 

"):* 
n:**tlin; L]*1il l*rn*rt*w 1;:r"':"|

T hanks.

TT

O n 24 I *?. I 1 * 1 2'.{} f:,4 [,1, $ h a1i q I * ?,4uhar"n*sad v; r *l*'.

tlk;:7,,

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
A meeting was held on February 25, 2015 to discuss the initial results. I had poor understanding of how to present scientific results and needed help. I thought that my claims about improvements were endorsed by Dr. Ka because he gave no comments in the meeting (this is also obvious from the above email which was not replied). Just before end of the meeting, Dr. Ka asked a question which required some explanation. I started finding the most suitable explanation (and also contacted other researchers for help) and also kept Dr. Ka updated through emails although he never responded to that discussion.  



rrom: I Kaffi€, uw aterl$o.ca
*ubiectt Re: Cluster Locking

9al*: Fe*uary 27,2015 at 18:23
To; Shafique Muhammad rnSshafiq E) uwa\*{laa.ca

Thanks for the update. l'm kind of getting lost in all those potential research topics, Could you please
compile a short list of those that you have identified, so far, so that we can discuss them one by one?

On 27102115 06:07 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
Hi Pro{. KiL,
I have finished exploring cluster locking $cenarios rn my work. I

should mention that I could nr.:t look deep into the topic because of
olher r:ngoing research activities. I am putting this thread oif for
sr:me lime lCI pay mcre atlention on cvaluail*n par1. I h*lieve there is
a corsiderable rOse arclr r.r)r:1i)(,rlL,i]r rt.'ail:irrit clustcr locking in our
wli'k which is nrost lrke ly rll explorcd by anycne (and I {hink there is
rcason).
I read some papers on clustering ar-rd locking to unde rsland the
phenr:nrenon in physical networkirrg ancl distributed dalabases but what
we are trying to do is quile ditferent. The nrost interesling parl of
cluster locking in publsub is deccupling which requires special
arrangements in overlay nelworks (l am not providing details to keep
this message short). Clusier based locking might have l;een done l_:e{ore
in physical netwcrking but not with decouplinq becausc this prope(y
is only specific to publsub. Punlsub i:ses dyr:amic interesting
clustcring and looking is not needec because the conlext rrevcr
requrrecl this. We herve bolh: ciuslc.ring with locking + clustering with
Cecoupling.
So iar I have collected three scenarios in the subscriplir:n-based
senrantic where I am using cluster locking, I am expecting {ew more
scenarios in the advertisernent-based semantic anri li will, hopefully,
lead to a good good res*arch contribution. i am hopinc thal once we
f inish prolotypes of both sernantics ancl have resulls, we can lweak the
code to do more cxpe rirne nts ior Cetaiicd alalysis r:f lcckinr;"

Reearcs,
$haf ique

, ,'i.-.',T

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
In parallel to generating initial results, I started working on another relevant research problem "cluster locking" associated with my PhD research work. I provided initial details to Dr. Ka in a one-on-one meeting and he asked me to explore few more topics (which I did and as usual found them irrelevant to my research). Dr. Ka's reply indicated that I was working on identifying many (too many!) potential research ideas when I was working on only one research problem and "cluster locking" was a part of it. I was unable to understand behaviour of Dr. Ka. I suggested documenting one-on-one meetings using some online documentation tool (google doc, skydrive, etc.) to avoid confusions but he did not reply to my request.
While working with Dr. A, I did not work on multiple research areas/ideas/problems by myself. It was Dr. A who put me into that useless effort before asking to do research presentations on my findings. 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
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, From-lKQ@uwatertoo.ca
Subject: Re: Comp2 Document

0ate; March 30,2015 at 14:45
Ta; Shafique Muhammad msshafiq@uwaterloo.ca

On 30/03/'1 5 02:41 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:

I Can you postpone Tuesday'meeting i'tl fiidayz I am in mid of
I generarrng some more results and hoping to finish before Friday.

Your call. ln principle, I would like to better understand the
objectives and details of your experiments, but if you are arready
running them, we can wait until results are available. Then again, we
rygd tg make progress with the comp2 document regardresi. Finaily,
Friday is a holiday and the university is closed, so ft'Jhave to be
Thursday - after 3pm for me.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
In parallel to doing efforts for fixing the research flaws identified by the professor (who I met before), I generated more results before writing a research papder. I sent two more results after sending the initial results on February 21, 2015 (page 9) and there was no feedback or discussion. He wrote the above email to let me know that he was unable to undertsand what I was doing. I was unable to understand what he meant by the email and strongly believed that I must submit a research paper to a conference to get credit of my efforts. This feeling was getting stronger day by day but I did not have access to network cluster (to generate research data for the paper) and I was poor in writing. If the objective of my work was not clear to him, he must have stopped me from wasting my time.

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
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Frrra : QKillEP uw at crl*ata
Subject: +Re: Comp2 Document

UaN*: April6, 2015 at 1'l:38
Tc: Shafique Muhammad n:Sshafiq@uwal*rl*a.*a

_On 06/04/1 5 02:30 AM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
KinCly {ind attached a r*vised version ol the comp ll document. The
fullowinq are the changes in this update .

i- all correclion as indicated by you has been incorporated.
ii- the sections that have major ciranees are: I .2.2 Architectural
Models, 2.4 Pure Forwards, 3 Dynamic Clustering, lntro of Section 4
Proposed Research.
iii- a new section 4.6 Conclusion rs added to to sum up the proposal
u;hile 2.5.2. DHT-b:lsed and Broker-based Systems has been removed.

The chances sound good, but at this polnt, I am not doing another
detailed review of the document. Please contact the grad office to
initate the next steps for your Comp2 exam.

The main thing that you could change to substantially improve the
document would be giving more/better/easier intuition early on in
Chapter 4, why and how your basic grouping idea would improve performance.

I have gone through ihe paper (that I sent in last email) a number of
times anfl my unrierstanding is thal dynamic routing in cyclic
iopolcgies is noi possible when the syslem ts subscriptior:-based. The
J:aper howev*r uses i:rn adv*riiser^r:e nt-based approach. However. the
approach lhat I anr developing supporis clynamic roulinq. We need to
discuss this further to make sure that I am not msunderstanciincl
something importarrt.

OK, l'll take a quick look later today, but then I would like to roll
this into the overall discussion of research questions. I believe you
still owe me a list of current topics that you are looking at?

As the er,aluaiicn is rn {rnal siaqe now, l',^;ill be sendinq ycu
conrpiete results br:fcre the enrl ol lhi: u;ee k. I have implenrenteC
static routing and currently working on dynamic routing. Just to
mention it, we do not have any lopology justi{ication tssue as all
work in treing done on cyclic topolocies. Kindly send me CCRI
identi{ier soon to be able to create an account on SciNet.

l've created an account lEfr, but haven't received their
confirmation email yet. Will let you know...

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I sent the updated dummy Comp2 document to Dr. Ka on April 6, 2015, and received his reply (mentioned above). Dr. Ka always provided partial comments about my Comp2 document. Section 4 of the dummy Comp2 document was about the main reserch idea that I was required to defend. He mentioned "the main thing", which could substantially impotve the dummy Comp2 document, in a partial review provided on April 2, 2015, and then refused to review the dummy Comp2 document. He then asked to send the document to the committee memebrs without reviewing that how I added the "the main thing" in the dummy Comp2 document. 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
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f rom : IKafll @ uw aterlaa.ca

$ubiect: Re: ComP2 Document
Date: APril6,2015 at 15:30

To; Shafique Muhammad mSshafiq @uwalerlao'ca

On 06/04/1 5 03:15 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:

! The,"e are iusi lew paragraph rvhrch shoLrld ncl b.e time corsunrtng to

reaii. The ilst includes: introduclory paragraph of seclion 4 the

proposerl research. sec{ion 4.6 Corrclusion (iust two paragraphs) You

nray also flnd Section 3 quite rmproved l carr slop by some tine to

reqlest lor an inslanlaneous leeclback on these paragraphs'

l,m reluctant to give you any other feedback than asking for additions

io Section + 6ai woulo betier motivate and/or illustrative quantitavely

the expected benelits from grouping.

! t have tatked toDand she says that the next thing is to talk

I to committee members to finalize the date of comp ll defense'

OK, I will inquire witfrlftanOlabout the genera availability'

What timeline do You have in mind?

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I was unaware that UW had policies and guidelines to run its business. I was unable to understand another reply of Dr. Ka and was confident that Comp2 was just a formality which I would meet easily. Despite my multiple reuqests, Dr. Ka refused to provide "the main" feedback after mentioning for the first time that "the main thing" was not done to improve the dummy Comp2 document.
Dr. Ka mentioned adding expected benefits of "grouping" quatitatively. As mentioned above, the dummy Comp2 document was not about my research. The dummy research idea presented in the Comp2 document was not about "grouping". My research was about "grouping" and all the results sent to Dr. Ka previous (and he provided no feedback) was about "gropuing". The dummy Comp2 document was about an entirely different and deprecated research idea called "Subgrouping" and the expected benefits had been outlined in the document. Why Dr. Ka correlated my research with the dummy Comp2 document? The committee members could ask questions related to the Comp2 document becuase it was part of the Comp2 exam. They could not ask questions about my research because it was not part of the Comp2 exam. Then how the committee members would find that whether I made sufficient/insufficient progress? 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
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Frorn:e(a
Subiect: Shafiq.-ue's-Comp 2 exam

nat6: April 6, 2015 at 17:21
To:
Cc: Shafique Muhammad

iEuwateil*$.ca

I would like to schedule Shafique's Comp 2 exam for June sth, 1:30pm.
Would that work lor everyone?

Thanks,a

il.'

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
On April 6, 2015, my Comp2 exam was scheduled for June 5, 2015. Dr. Ka did not review my Comp2 document after mentioning the "main contributions" that could be made to substantially improve the dummy Comp2 document. The document was passed on to the committee members. He then sent the following separate email on April 6, 2015:

"then again, as soon as we are done with talking about the Comp2 document, I want to get an overview of the various research ideas that you are currently pursuing.  It seems there is a lot (too much?) going on at the same time...".

Till this point, Dr. Ka did not discuss my research in emails and everything was burried to undocumented one-on-one meetings. He never provided feedback about a research document sent to him before December 2014. He had already mentioned that the dummy Comp2 document was about "grouping" and there was no feedback about the results sent to him other than mentioning that he did not undertsand my research and results (the email on page  12). I had no access to the cluster hardware and therefore could not write and submit a research paper by my own. I needed access to the hardware to improve my research by myself. My research idea was flawed and it was almost impossible to achieve "sufficient progress" mark to continue my PhD at the University. 
In his email above, he mentioned that so far we had only talks about the dummy Comp2 document and I was working on many research ideas in parallel which he was unable to undertsand. This also meant that I was working on multiple research ideas without informing him.
Excluding the Comp2 document, if Dr. A would say the same thing (that I worked in multiple research areas without informing him), then I was at fault in my first student-supervisor relationship and blamed Dr. A in my  complain to SCS administration in April 2014. The complaint about the research project was not documented by the university. I was knowingly fighting with a much more powerful and informed adversary. The Comp2 document had been locked because Dr. Ka had refused to provide any further feedback and the exam date had been announced. 

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
The Difference of Knowing
Till this time, I was not aware that Dr. A was not my supervisor and was not eligible to supervise me. I was unaware that UW had policies and guidelines that everyone has to follow. I did not know that my complaint about the unseen research project was a very serious issue. I did not know that UW did not follow its own policies and guidelines in handling my complain. I did not know that Dr. Ka and my committee was planted by UW to cover up the financial scandal. I did not know that insulting attitude of Dr. Ka in one-on-one undocumented meetings was not without a purpose. I had to finish my PhD to secure future of my children because I had invested my career into it.
On the other side UW knew realities, and ins-and-outs of my complaint. It had resources, power, influence and privilege. It knew and used numerous ways to put pressure on me to disturb my mental and physical health. It knew that I could be asked to leave the PhD program only if I would be in bad standing without sufficient research progress. UW knew I was not aware of policies and guidelines. So, overall, the University found situation in its favour.



* {r.ryrn: {E xre uw *t*rt*ts.ca
%u*i*rZ: Re: The paper

*et*: Aprit S,2015 at16:27
7o ; S haf iq ue Muhammad rtT x*afit1 @ uw a\*rt*,).*e

!-iiPr*i K;ID
i-isr* is th* jaf*ra:":a?!**,***tlN l** g:*,r:tr.
Titlc: &rii*ptiv* C**ienl-il;,se* 11*l_:ti;:g u: {ien*ra1fi,eriay ?r:p*i*giesLi*k: l:\1p:lllir:k.springcr.*omlr:hapl*rt{e:**y,apf*?*-e-f*O"AS#A*f

Tls* p*p*r eiescribes issx*s a.$$*riar*d wirh **fiisnt-|:;l*ed r*uting ii": p$
cystrm* that usr *yclic_lE*nerai) tr:pology. The pr*s*nte d appr*ar.hil$*s e s* cari*d rre* il] {T}DJ t* irienlify ii":t*rs*t*d *ub**rib*rs**nr:**\*d i* lh* *yrlic *'tertra.y n*tr,v,;rk. Til)* *i intsre*1srj
nr;**rrilers are ir*erj r+ srnd * pui:rirxricr.r ir intrre*t*ri **b**rib*rs
?* avr:i* t:yclic. &il**ugl il:* ;:ap*r l"r** *t) *ilatt*y: *i;t th*r* is;rim**l n* inrpr;v*rcenf in ll,ris esp*{:l *f p$ dile t* th* lcl}*sin.:
r*a$sn.

I've scanned the paper and I believe I basically understand what theyare doing.

i- Th*r* is ;"r* c*ntr*i *n rl"r* r*nEfir *r ,*c tt** pa.rh {$h*{8$f trcc
p.alY*; xr* sinpiv r..rr:t p***ibl*l rl** tr* t:yrlic __ *ee Zrs* tapelr 1*r
deiail*.

I see your point. There are a couple of simple solutions that are used
[[.,Y1,t]"u.t routing that seem iit e tney coutd be appticabte here. We

ii- li * puhlic*iion match** witlt alarg* numb*r of suh$criptioil*, thsffi#$$ag* Ssay ?s** i**rea*es *** l,; *rn**r,ding * l*rge nunrber *f rf lls.thi* ir ;':*t n:*nli+nsel ir:. t"** ,;x*rtr

It seems (bottom of page 7). that each publication carries only one TID(from the associated advertisement).

should disucss those.

OK,

i- '4 new cias* *i *lu*t*r*c-has** cy*iic t*p*r*gie*. Tl.iece tap*rogie*are n*lad-hcc '*ul *e{*{aled sy*rn*atir:aity att*, deeiding
conn*ctiviiy xnr) *lts*t*r ste ,tsqrl,renrenls 

{1c..rer *one lJfS **.lcre}.
I il$s ln* c*fi{:*f1 *l ila;"1esi*r.:,pr*r1:^rt lf gixph* f*r this purpose
vrhlcl; i:; r:*.";er r;**qj'**I;r* ir.r pS :yrl*izrai
it- 1?xv* *:tv*lt4:r:ri r r.r-:r:.lirrg *p;:rr;**h ilal il5*] i;r |,fa,$.!l il{,i,r t.s$.
i i i - lrtl il i I i -i I :"tst * { { { ; i.}:,t{ t U *1 r;r,; : :li t i; _

how do you plan to compare your solution to the one from the paper?

1 arn **rrently wr:rking on *ynanric r*ulirry a$p$ct. I will i:e u*ing th*same iink utilizalian fi:rmula as d*scrib*rj *n pags * *{ th* paplr"
Sin*e th* paper i* *iij. a sirnll*r advaw;*dcci:c*pt fram queuei;.lg
th11rr m*y b* **tpir:r i: irav* i;t *&i*r *xti*:xli*n ct th* overlay iinkt"ttiiitrlits';. I r,:r *;;u:* t* irng*tr***Iyr.:arri* r**li*q irr n*xt I_10

The metric in the paper is simple, but not necessarily wrong. eueueingtheory is a mature subject, things dont change so much in a few years.

tlay*. I have alrea*y impl*r**r* s1*1ic rculing epprcach and ac*mpari**rr v."il* ?r:e ard *pssr*a*?s in*i*ateslhar *u!-appr*ach is rnu*hbet'i*r ihan th* cid nr*"

So above. Please define ,,better,' 
and then let,s talk about this.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
The Comp2 (proposal ) document had been finalized and closed on April 6, 2015. I had eliminated flaws from my research and was working on generating data to write a research paper and I needed help. Similar to proposing new irrelevant topic in the past, Dr. Ka proposed  another topic "IP Multicating" which had already been explored and discussed. It was found irrelavnt to my rerearch. Dr. Ka had been told in the last meeting that comparison with state of the art was not possible as the problem had no prior solution. However, he still demanded that the comparison should be done. 

Gulam Usman
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fircm : 

- 

rH@ uw aterta*.*a
$ubject: Re: The Paper

Dat*: April9,2015 at 08:11
To : S haf iq ue Mu hamma d rnl*haliq@ uwaterloo. ca

I Apparcntly lP Mullicast apprclach is nr:t considerecj leasible because of

I oithcr thc system will have to manage a large nurnber of groups or bear
I false positives. Wc can talk turltrcr orr 1his.

Just because lP Multicast is not suitable as a whole doesn't preclude
individual mechanisms from being useful. This attitude of summarily

- Yes, each publication should be padded with only one TlD, But this
may not be the case in a subscription-basetl system where each
publrcation rnay have a large number of interested subscribers and
eventually will require each sr,rbscription TID (there is no TID for
adve rlisements in this) embedded in the pubiication iiself.

OK, but no are comparing to not the mechanism from the paper, but to a
strawman derived from the paper.

- I can't directly compare my soiution with the approach described in

the paper (this is the next prototype that I will start once I finish
the sub-based PS work) because their approach is for adv-based and my
work is for sub-based PS systems. However, using TID approach in a
sub-baseci system for general overlays, and using my approach for
general overlays, we can do a cornparison. I have developed a sub-based
PS prototype that uses TID urlth static routing. lt seems that dynamic
routing is not possible in TID-based sub-based PS systems. This is
because in adv-based system, overiapping paths are used for dynamic
routing but there is on path overlapping in a sub-based PS system
because there are no advertisements.

This is a a problem. At some level (overall resource utilization &
performance), systems must be comparable somehow.

- I have iinished static routing in my prototype and currently working
on dynamic routing. I will use same topology with same number of
subscribers, and publishers wrth their rates. The only difference in
my work in defining cluster hierarchy in cyclic topology and the
topology is well structured and generated through Cartesian product of
graphs.

dismissing other work is not helpful.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
After finalzing the Comp2 document and exam, Dr. Ka's harsh attitude, which was limited to meetings before, started appearing in emails ("this attitude..."). I had developed the first solution of a two deacdes old reserch problem and was working on initial verifiation. Dr. Ka had only knowledge of my old research which had serious flaws and would result in failing the Comp2 exam. I have claimed a number of novelities in my updated research and it was important to discuss them in emails but there were no words from Dr. Ka. Instead, he demanded that comparison with the state of the art which was not legitimate.
The last paragraph was hard for me to undertsand. It says that I was doing some programming and testing without  research problem. I was not working on some genuine research problem and wasting my time (and resources of the University) in useless activities. The context of the paragraph showed that my supervisor, Dr. Ka, had already informed me on similar lines. An important point to consider here is that the paragraph was written after I had submitted multiple results and Dr. Ka apparently provided no feedback. I claimed improvements and Dr. Ka called a meeting in which he was completely silent about my research claims. The research idea I pursued for almost a year had serious research flaws. 
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From: Shafique Muhammad rnlsht;jic1(l uw atfrloa.ca &
Subject: Status

Dale: April 14, 2015 at 01 124

To : 

-lKaFt-e, 
u watertoo. ca

HiProf. Ka},
Kindly find dttach few more results that I generated after running a
new cycle of evaluation last week. I used only one cyclic topology oi
9 brokers with 3 clusters and try to compare my approach (tagged as
New) with the existing approach (tagged as Old). I ouilines details of
results and my plan for the paper in the following. I could not spend
much time on graph topology document in last few days due to busy TA
schedu le.

ln my effort of having a justified comparison between existing and my
research, I decided to switch to cyclic topologies. I was more focused
on acyclic work before because there is plethora of information
already published. The paper that we both studied clearly describes
the limitations and challenges.
(i) tree identificalion is required to avoid cycles, (ii) dynamic
routing is only possible when there is an overlap between routes of
publishers of interest. (iii) tree length is not predictable. etc.
They did not work on subscription-based PS systems with cyclic
topology. Subscriptions in a sub-based PS system flood in the same
way as advedisements in an adv-based PS system. Since there is no
advertisement in sub-based PS systems so there is no notion of
overlapping trees (due to advertisement). No subscription can overlap
with other subscriptions because they all have distinct spanning
trees. This also means that dynamic routing is nol possible in
sub-based systems until some other non-conventional approach is
introduced (e.9. moving clients from heavy loaded brokers to less
loaded brokers, this approach is followed by many PS systems that use
acyclic topology). When publisher sends an event to notification
infrastructure, the publisher hosting broker has to embedded TlDs of
all the interested subscriber in the message itsell othenivise cycles
are generated (we can discuss this further in our meeting). This
increases payload of a publication when many subscribers are
interested in publication from a particular publisher.

What I wan to present in the paper?
(i) the paper will provide a little details, issues, some experimental
results of using TID-based approach in a sub-based pS system. The
purpose of this part is to introduce reader about the limitations of
TID-based approach in handling cycles. (ii) the paper will include a
detailed description of the class of topologies that I am going to
introduce with benefits and limitation. (iii) clustering and messaging
in proposed class of topologies. (iv) static routing in proposed class
of cyclic topologies, (v) bit vector based dynamic routing in the
proposed class of topologies.
My approach does not require TID to be embedded in the publications,
it provides an algorithm to generate spanning trees of minimum length,
it always supports dynamic routing, and it comparatively saves less
information in the overlay routing tables. The topology designer
should also be able to decide topology related constructs to control
fault-tolerance and failure recovery. ln summary, the paper will
compare existing static routing in cyclic topologies with proposed
static routing in cluster-based cyclic topologies (no added link or
broker), then both static routing approaches will be compared with the
proposed dynamic routing.

The results in attached document contains a comparison between
old/existing and new static routing approaches. The document indicates
a large difference in publication delay (Figure 1), Subscription Delay
(Figure 2), etc. when existing static approach is compared with new
static routing approach. The proposed approach is however slow in
mainhinn rrrhon nnmnarad rarilh ovietinn annrnenh lFiatrra l\ Fiar rra E
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ET

more suilable for tew reasons. I don't need much resources as my work
is not related to HSC. Documentation ot SHARCNET is much better than
the SciNet and the pool ot tools for SHARCNET is bigger than the
SciNet. SciNet still uses an old JDK. UW has a SHARCNET technical
resource available on campus and we can request an account on SHARCNET
from our existing account. I have initiated a request for an account
on SHARCNET.

Lets have a detailed discussion in our nexl meeting. I want to make
sure I don't misunderstand something, questions always help. We will
discuss evaluation strategy atler 24 April. Hopefully by then I will
be having some documents ready.

Regards,
Shafique

clusters-3-2eJi
_results.pdf

spent some time on VS.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
By following the guidelines of the professor (who I met in February 2015), I was able to eliminate the research flaws and developed a new topology (a new theory) called  Structured Cyclic Topologies for Overlay Network (SCTON). SCTON made static and dynamic content-based routing (using  cyclic topologies) in applications like Facebook, Twitter, and LinkedIn possible. I sent the initial results in the above email to Dr. Ka. I made a number of novelity claims supported by the attahed results. I had done initial testing. I also provided outline of the paper that I was ready to start writing. Notes were ready, results had been generated, diagrams had been finalized and ready to be sent to Dr. Ka for his approval. The Comp2 exam was almost two moths away. The only thing which I could not do was evaluation in real environment and for that I needed access to a network cluster which required approval from my suoervisor. It was important to discuss each claim and result because these claims, if found valid, were enough to claim a PhD. And for documentation to guide me firther, the discussion should have been done in emails. However, Dr. Ka did not reply.
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CIatc: April 16,2015 at 16:19
T*: Shafique Muhamma d m\*hatiq@ uwaterla*.*a

I see. So SciNet isn't useful?

Then again, as we have begun to discuss yesterday, I have some doubts
whether this massive experimentation ls a good way to evaluate your
ideas - without having some abstract and systematic way of formulating
quantitatively the expected benefits of your ideas.

On 16104115 04:13 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
I asked lhis questiorr XQrand he says lh*t we don,t allow this.
He says that we don't allow ussrs to see where the job is running (no
machine inlormalion for cutstders). LJser submits a jcb tc a scheciuler
anrj schedultl r srlercts orrclmulliple nl)des lo execule ihe jon. t*le
hovlever said that there arel some r:ther hiilh-enc1 machines available br"r1

the user has to get approval and acce ss f rom $HARCNET lech mana$ement
to be able to access them. He senl an email to lris marraqer and it
seem$ from his talk that it willtake sorne tirno. Meanwhile, I talked
to Lawrence to see the possibility of having access to some local on
campus facility. He seeired bi1 busy yesterday anrl tociay.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Dr. Ka did not reply my email on page 18-19, and  sent the above separate email as his reply. Clear research related communication with a student is extremply important to help him/her undertsand questions and concerns. Dr. Ka had maintained a pattern of keeping things blurred in emails (as he did in the above email) with confusing and demoralizing discussions in one-on-one meetings. It was important to provide details of those important "doubts" to help me struggle to improve my research. I was unable to undertsand the last part "without having some abstract and systematic way of formulating quantitatively the expected benefits of your ideas." due to my poor undertsanding. All the four results sent to Dr. Ka were not discussed quantitatively. I had been waiting for the required hardware to generate more realistic data for results calculation. In principle, Dr. Ka would have asked and educated me about the discussion using any quantitative representations he wanted. This would allow me to correct the data representation from day one. However, he did not do that and sent the email on page 12. Quantitative representation of the benefits or improvements are normally done when a research approach is compared with some state of the art. However, the results sent on April 14, 2015, (with the email on pages 18-19) were not compared against some state of the art as no state of the art existed (or ever mentioned by my supervisor). Again, in principle, he should have asked me to resend him the results with the format of representation he wanted but he did not do so from the beginning.
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Frem :f Ka-p uw alerta*.e,a
$ubjeet: Re: Account on SHARCNET

il*t*: April 16, 20'15 at'18:05
T* : S h af iqu e M u ham ma d rnbshatiq@ urt't at*rla*.*a

On 16104/15 06:01 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
I have an evaluation plan with different related scenarios that should
be evaluation to show tracleoffs. I just talked to Lawrence and he nray
gei us something better but available in dilfurenl timc slots. He says
that he has a rrachine available with 2TB mcmory lhal I can use. Eut I

don'1 know the denrerits of de plcying a compiele topolcgy on single
machine. I nave asked this to p*ople working in publsub area and
waiting for their reply.

You really need to stop focusing exclusively on "people working the
pub/sub area".

Let me know, if you want to discuss the your evaluation plan.

Gulam Usman
Highlight

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
The issue of getting access to cluster network was running in parallel. Dr. Ka asked me to prepare an evaluation plan before providing access (he did not ask for such a plan when I generated initial results back in February 2015). Dr. Ka was pushing me to use a single machine for evaluation. I did not know demerits and tried to learn from other researchers, and received the above reply from Dr. Ka. 
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From; Shafique Muhammad mbshaliq(u}a*alerlaa.ca O
Subj6ct; Topotogy

Date: April 30, 2015 at 04:56
Ts:-Kil-Duwatertoo.ca

Hi Prof. KaIl
Kindly find attached the topology document. lt pretty much contains
everything that is needed for the current task. I haven't composed
information about fault-tolerance because it is not needed ai the
moment" The document has enough to discuss with prof. Nishimura and
work on fault-tolerance should start after getting feedback from her.
Let me know when you want to discuss this further.

Regards,
Shafique

trmry,*-L
SCTON_v1.0.pdf

Gulam Usman
Highlight
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
The scholarly writing on SCTON was sent to Dr. Ka for an academic evaluation. The document was the first formal paartial description of my research after fixing the research flaws identified by the professor (who I met with in February 2015).  SCTON was a structure for smooth flow of network traffic, which made static and dynamic routing possible. This novelity was missing in social networking application e.g. Facebook, Twitter, etc. and was an important open research problem. 



FromIlKilI ii 
t ) w tTlerl: ;t. r:;i i

Subiact: Re: Topology
Dala: April 30,2015 at 16:06

T{} : S h aliqu e M u h ammad rrSs.lt ;:,t) r: trt) t)w i:ler 1 t:t:. t: a

On 30/04/15 04:56 AM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:

I Hi rrot KaIF
Kindly lind attached the topology document. lt pretty much contains
everything that is needed {or the current task. I haven't composed
information abr:ut fault{olerance because it is not needed at the
moment. The docr-lment has enough to discuss with prof. Nishimura and
work on {ault-tolerance should start a{ter getting feedback from her.
Let me know when you want to discuss this fu(her.

I did a quick scan and the document looks good in that it uses solid
mathematical language to lay out the structure of the topologies that
you are interested in. I need to read it much more carefully to get all
the details.

However, before I cornmit to that effort, I'd like to know whether you
have made any progress towards illustrating the tangible benefits of
building virtualtopologies in this way?

Thanks,I,

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
The first paragraph shows how Dr. Ka was apparently evaluating my work since the beginning of the supervision. After knowing about SCTON (which eliminated the research flaws), he replaced the phrase of "abstract and systematic way of formulating your ideas" with "illustrating tangible benefits of building virtual topologies in this way?". Both were equally confusing and difficult to undertsand. The email on April 14, 2015, clearly indicated benefits of SCTON. Many of the claims were clearly "tangible" being achieved for the first time. In none of the previous emails Dr. Ka asked for the benefits of SCTON and no third person  knew what he used to discuss in one-on-one meetings. I had no idea what was going on. Tangible benefits of using SCTON was the support of dynamic and static routing which were never supported before. Professor Dr. Ka had more than two decade experience in networking applications. He concluded that SCTON was useless because he could not see any tangible benefits of it. My research on SCTON, static and dyanmic routing had no relation with the dummy Comp2 document which I wrote to fulfill a formality and hide my research from the committee members. After receiving the document, Dr. Ka's behaviour in meetings became more aggressive, taunting, and disturbing, which I was unable to undertsand. I had no other options except to continue to save future of my family.
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Highlight
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nale: April 30,2015 at 18:51
To ; S h aliq u e M u ham mad rrtS slt.tliq 4) * 

"u 
al* | i{)(:). c i)

We are going in circles again:

I ask how you would illustrate the tangible benefits of
building virtual topologies using SCTON?

-> You point to your results from Apr 14.

I try to understand the exact nature of these results, which culminates
in asking for a simple & precise description of "Old" and "New", since
those are shown in the graphs from Apr 14.

-> You tell me "Old has been removed"

This is like nailing pudding to the wall...

On 30/04/15 06:08 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
Old has been removed as it was hard to compare the results. Now
everything is based on lh€ structured lopology concept described in

the document.
The old topology was similar to a book graph:
h11r::llmahworld.wo ph-hltd
And il can introduce hotspots in lhe main joining clusiers (althouqh I

have developed lechniques to avoid this). Old approach is also cyclic
lopologres bul the new refined apprcach is way betler for the

Does this sentence mean that "Old" in the graphs from Apr 14 was also a
cycle topology?

So we are back to my original request: Produce a simple example to
illustrate the tangible benefits of building overlay topologies your way
- compared to some defensible "state of the art".

Thanks,rrl

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
"Old" and "New" had been explained in the email sent on April 14, 2015, and more details could be provided. Dr. Ka was demanding comparison with state of the art when no state of the art existed or pointed out by him. He did not demand comparison with state of the art when I sent him initial results generated in February 2015 from a research prototype based on flawed research idea. I had been discussing that research idea with him for more than 10 months in one-on-one meetings. 
In no previous email Dr. Ka demadned an example. How a research can provide an example of comarison with state of the art when no state of the art existed. Dr. Ka started taking only about visrtual topologies (i.e., SCTON) but no words static and dynamic routing which was more novel part of my research. If he would talk about static and dynamic routing, he would not have to ask about showing the "tangible benefits" as the static and dynamic routing algorithms were the major research contribution that I made.  
Having claim of supporting dynamic routing was a ground breaking research, which systems like Facebook and LinkedIn did not support. Novelty claims and tangible benefits were there in the results sent to him, which proved that my algorithms would make a significant research contribution but he never acknowledged.
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? r *r,n: I KaHIIl @ wvt at* r1**.*n
%w7*2**?; Re: Evaluation Document

Wxt*: May 4,2015 at 16:54
Y*: ; S h af iq u e M u h am m ad rnffxh*fiq {& ts's,t xt* r1** " aa

As a metaphor: lf I am proposing to use a personal hovercraft to drive
around in a city, it is not sufficient to just compare it with big
maritime hovercrafls and claim a small one is so much more versatile and
efficient. I will also have to compare it walking, bikes, public
transit, cars, etc...

On 04105115 04:37 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
I anr not ignr:ring, just trying t* und*r*lar:d. &,s I v,trr:t* previcusly,
lets discuas this irr m**\ing.

n[/on,May4'2*1sal4:26ph*,l:l}Kffi)@uwalerl<so,ca>wrote:
I***'1 ;r.1;1y; i,,,,!pf Ilr : . []. ,, .i" , ., .i ,,V1**1.**{1i"*fr****1f:r;,;. 1'tV*t:

.

i')t", *4i1':t3l1 l: {},&' '; {; l}t',i *l t;:itt.1t"1t3 l }t:l':iitr;r;*;: ,:':r*1* .

T* tN:* i:**t *f *;y kn*v;lng. l**r* !* r:* ***l**t-**serj PS *yrt*l:: ihni
u$as suhscripii**-ha*** r**tring in cy*iic t:v*rlayx. ?he h*t1i**ecm ls
tk* r*uli*g 1r** ir*enti{icxti*n* (Tlt}}that has t* i:s *mb*ejei*din *a*lt
ffi*$sag* anej is n*t **n$id*r*d {e*sible. Thsr* *rs s*;xe *t**r
uraddrc*sed is*ues ln thi* e*ni*xt" **6:**i;lliy l*r dyna*rie rar:ling
I lzxvi: r3*v*1*r;*4 **ir* r*r;lir'::i ;*?;r:rill'tr,*$ ihml I w*r:t tf ,sxx wtth
$ilTi.),'i -i** *t*jL1i' t::tli3{:*{.1i* ih* *v*ir-;ali*r-i r:i r:y r*utii.tg a}g*rithms,
l3r* * ii:tij:it,;:;"i"T){i;iil_1t.:r11*l:': L1..,;r,fvr:r. i *tr: r:i}{ int*r-rCinE l* f*rr;par"*
?1* '.Eilh r:th*r lr:r:i!r* *1**rit?tz:y:x thal I i'rs:r* **v*i*p*d. *r"lly u*inE it
t* s?r*lv h*r"ry i{ wili **h*v** in S*?*t'j" '}"h* *rigir:nl v*rstr:* *f "i lD wau
il*v*i*ped fur adv*r1is*n:*nt-i:xsed i:S *yst*rn ancl rannrt bs u*ed as it
i n *u bx*ri pti*r":-h*s*r* *V$t*ft1, a rnt:di3i*mtii:n is r*rlu i' cd

hJ*. [*r *x.xtttpl*.li**r***t;, i:ac a rLJr:*i** $y$i*ri. Y** rr**** 1* c$ni,i!ic*
p**ple X**\ y**r xyxt*m vr*uid ** b*ilor"

s

1

a

This is a fundamental matter that is not subject to discussion: You must
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Dr. Ka spent more than 4 months in reviewing the dummy Comp2 document but never demanded a comparison with state of the art. Although my research was not part of the dummy Comp2 document however unkowingly I was wasting time by working on radiculously flawed research idea. I fixed the research flaws and innovated SCTON, static & dynamic routings, etc..., which had no relation with the proposal exam. 
In the first paragraph of the above email, Dr. Ka correlated my research with the proposal exam. Since my research had no relation with the proposal exam, the committee members could not asked me questions about my research. Their comments could not be used to conclude whether I made sufficient or insufficient research progress. 



F r orn: Il raflE @ uw a1*rtrsa.ca
$ubj**t: Re: [UW-MFCF #94988]

Sat*: May 6, 2015 al21:42
?o : Shaf iq u e M u hamma d m1*haliq1t uw a\*rlr,a.ca

No worries, I needed to talk totsfirst anyway. I hope your son
is better soon!

I think people were a little spooked by your request for 18 months.
Given that apparently there is no spare computing capacity that can be
accessed easily, we need to discuss experiments in more detail first.
However, I would prefer to do that after I have seen the simple example
that we talked about yesterday, so let me know how that is coming along.

Thanks,.r

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
The above email was part of the efforts that I was doing to get access to the required cluster hardware to evaluate my results before writing the research paper. I initially requested to on/off access for 18 months hopeing that I would finish my PhD in that time. Dr. Ka asked to produce the illogical example (comparison with state of the art to show tengible benefots) to get access to the hardware while he had been told repeatedly that such example could not be produced. I also iformed him that I was working using SCTON, static, and dynamic routing in different semantics where comparison with state of the art would be done. It might be hard to imagine mental distress that I was facing due to behaviour of my supervisor but I have to move on in my efforts to save my future.

I produced two technical reports of my research work (and more were possible). One was written and made public in December 2015 and the second was made public in April 2016. A comparison with state of the art was done in my second technical report where my solution proved to be far better than the state of the art. 
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Y r arx ; Il,raltro *w al* rlrs * 
" 
* a

$uhjeet: Re: [UW-MFCF #94988]
Dato; May 7,2015 al14:24

?o : S haf iq u e M u ham ma d rnl*h*ttq@ uw a,t*rlaa.ra

On07l05l15O2:17 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:

I t am jusl trying tc lnake sLtre thal I cjon'1 miss anything it'npr:rtant.

a simple example.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
After the email about correlating my research with the dummy Comp2 document, this was the next email from my supervisor Dr. Ka. By "others" Dr. Ka meant the two committee members, Dr. T and Dr. B, who could ask questions related to the dummy Comp2 document, which had nothing about the virtual topologies (or SCTON). I did not know that sharing SCTON scholarly writing (sent with the email on April 30, 2015 page 22) with the committee members would be a breach of UW Intellectual Property Policy 73. However, I did know that SCTON details must not be shared with the committee members. I did not have proper understanding of the situation and was under extreme pressure when Dr. Ka consistently asked me to produce the example to get access to the required cluster hardware.
Dr. Ka never talked about static and dynamic routing algorithms becasue they showed tangible benefits of using SCTON for social networking systems like Facebook, Twitter, etc.
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Y r *rn : Shaf iq ue M u ham mad mbshatiq@ uw a\erl**.ca
$ubject: Re: [UW-MFCF #94988]

Date: May 8, 2015 at 16:16
16[xap@uwalertars.ca

I have to mention this that there is a prerequisite to discuss any
example related to cyclic topologies in my area. I requested you to
study few (less than 7) selected papers to get introduce to my area
but our discussion shows they are not studied. Same questions reappear
with different semantics. Your last question is already answered in
the paper that I quested you to study last month. A discussion without
studying the paper will put us in, most likely, fruitless discussion.
It has happened before.

The issue is that my work is related to highly expressive
content-based overlay networks and the question that you ask most of
the time have background in your area. I have to look around to find a
justification which does not help me in my research and furlher adds
to my frustration. I can understand that you are busy with
administrative work and you have other students as well but my
situation is really grim. I have strong feeling that I am being taken
for granted, I don't blame to any one, but in my case a good
publication is extremely important to save myself from further
humiliation at the school. That is why I started working on a document
which could provide you written explanation of the current issues that
I have already tackled and putting things on the paper will help me in
writing a publication. At the same time, I am waiting for the last
more than a month now to get some suitable hardware to do wide scale
evaluation of my first complete prototype. I am sure that it will take
some time as I never did this kind of testing before and there may be
some issues as well. I have missed all important conference deadlines
which means I won't get feedback until the end of this year.
I was at ZERO when you accepted my request to supervise me. I

literally worked for 70-80 hours per week to establish my self in this
area but I don't have any feedback from top reviewers. I can assure
you that this is one side of my situation while other may be less
relevant here.

I have been a very successful professional but I am becoming a failing
researcher,

I am working on a document v*hich inclucies: pros and cons of an
acycliclcyclic t*pr:lcgy in **nl*n1 bas*d routing in pS, pros and cons
*f current efforts (*nly orr* slgni{icant etfr:rt is found), limitations
and reasons o{ currenl appr*aches in using cyclic topologies. I have
crealed fairly slnrple di*gram and examples and I am also adding
reference*.

am currently no1 interesterj in lists of pros antj cons Your menliclning
have.

on.Fri,May8,2015at9:15AlVDrcCuwaterloo.ca>Wrote:
I On 07'05115 07:25 PM, Shafique Muhammaclwrote: -

o{ "examples" is enccr"rraging - let me kncw what you

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
This email is an outline of my understanding of the situation at that time. I had been recommending research literature for him to study thinking that he needed that. After first initial meetings, I had learnt that Dr. Ka would not help me in research for the reasons mentioned in the email. I had requested Dr. Ka to engage some other faculty member from SCS in my research because expertise were available. I also identified researchers around the world who were willing to help. There was no answer from Dr. Ka. I could not access to network cluster to evaluate my research to write a paper. On top of that, Dr. Ka's illogical demand of producing the example to show the tangible benefits was not understandable. I was able to see that he correlated my research with the irrelevant Comp2 exam but never understood the objectives and never protested and even mentioned to avoid getting more disturbing emails from him and insulting attitude in one-on-one meetings. He always proved to be an obstacle in my learning and moving forward towards finishing my PhD. I could not afford having a conflict with him because of what Dr. A and Dr. C had done to me. It was an element of comfort for me that I had a supervisor and was getting some help from other researchers. However, not having access to cluster network was a major issue and I did not have a solution. I had tried everything in the last 12 months but unsuccessful. Due to attitude of Dr. Ka, my blood pressure started going up in stressful situations. In extreme mental pressure, I wrote the above email to describe my situation. And I believe it would have not surprised Dr. Ka.
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From: 

- 

fal:m@uwaterloc.ca
*ubi*at: Re: [UW-MFCF #94988]

Date; May 8, 2015 at 16:43
?o: Shafique Muhammad m5ehafiq@uwat*rlaa.ca

On 08/05/15 04:16 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
I have to mention this that there is a prerequisite to discuss any
example related to cyclic lopologies in my area. I requested you to
study few (less than 7) selected papers to get intrr:duce to my area
but our ciiscussion shr:ws they are not stuCied. Same questions reappear
with different scmantics. Your lasl qucstion is already answered in

the paper that I quested you to study last month. A discussion without
studying the paper will put us in, most likely, fruitless discussion,
It has happerrccl before.

plain terms...

Coincidentally, I have discussed your Comp2 document withtr TF
today and he independently arrived at the very same doubts that I have

is a real red flag!

You have to accept that we are both experienced researchers (him
obvisouly even more than l) and that our opinions in this regard are
relevanl and important - regardless of our specific expertise in pub/sub
networks.

The issue is that my work is related to highly expressive
content-i:ased overlay networks and the question that you ask most of
the time have hackground in your area. I have 1o lor:k around to find a
justification which dr:es not help me in my research and further adds
to my iruslralion. I can understand that you are busy with
administrative wcrk and you have other students as well brit my
siluation is really grirn. I have strong feeling that I am being taken
for granled. I tlon't blame to any one, but in my case a good
publication is extremely impor.lani 1r: save myself from further
humiliation at the school. Thal is why I started working on a document
which could provide you written explanation of the current issues that
I have already tackled and putiing things on the paper will help me in

writing a publication. At the same time, I am waittng for the lasl
more than a month now to get some suitable hardware to do wide scale
evaluaiion of my first cornplele protoiype. I am sure that it will take
scme time as I never clid this kind o{ testinq before and there may be
some issues as well. I havc nrissed all important con{erence deadlines
which means I wr:n't gel feedback until the end of this year.

I was at ZIRO when you accepted my requesl to supervise me. I

literally worked for 70-80 hours per week to establish my self in this
area but I don't have any feedback from top reviewers. I can assure
you that this is one side of my situatron while other may be less

ru.

ideas are sound. On the other hand, the absence of such a simple
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! relevant her&

I t f.lere beerr 3 very succo$stul prolessional but I am i:econring a failing

I rcsearcher.

We can do

your Comp2 and I'd be happy if you would submit a paper. ln fact, l'd be

happy to be proven wrong, tf you managed to publish a strong paper in a

strong venue, but I am very skeptical about this.

eventually doomed.

Best,.Er

distributed systems finds them plausible, then your research efforts are

effort to connect your ideas to the world view of others. So

have essentially dismissed feedback that didn't fit

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I was in a helpless situation and did not know motives of Dr. Ka and UW. I innovated SCTON/Virtual Topologies/Structured overlays to support static and dynamic routing which was never done before. Dr. Ka consistently demanding an exmaple which could not be provided. Static and dynamic routing aspects were enough to prove the benefits but he was unable to undertsand. The overall impression given by the this and the few previous emails and "the real red flag" was about the upcoming Comp2 exam. As the Comp2 document had noting on "structured overlay", which meant that Dr. Ka shared my scholarly writing about SCTON with Dr. T who was my committee member. Dr. Ka had admitted breach of  UW IP Policy 73 but I was unaware as I was not informed of policies and guidelines.
Dr. Ka mentioned that the simple illogical example was extremely important to avoid the "real red flag" in the proposal exam while I was confident that I would have zero difficulty in passing the exam. 
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Franr :ID K- @ uw alorl**.c*,
subj*et: Re: [UW-MFCF #94988]

nate: May 12,2015 al08:27
To ; S h af iq u e M uham ma d ml*h*fiq@ uv,t a\e rl*e.c&

On 12105115 12:48 AM, Shafique Muhammad wrote: r' o

I finAty find atlached a document that provides an example of my work.

That's not the example I was looking for. We need to meet to discuss.

lbeiieve that comp llriocumert has nolinq on tht* uso o{ structured
topologies in a P$ systerns and ii you have sharerj $crohl docurncnt wlth
prof Ib I must say please don't share these clocurnents wilh any
one. not even with cornmitlee rnembers. I know many sludents that are
sneaking for the ideas to complete their PhDs" I appreciate your
understanding my situation.

The fundamental problem has nothing to do with SCTONtfonly read
the comp2 document to realize the problems. you need to work on your
attitude.
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
In the above another insulting email, Dr. Ka refused to accept the breach although I knew nothing about IP breach and thought that the matter was of ethical nature.
 
Section 3 of UW IP Policy 73 : STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES
It is University policy that ownership of rights in IP created in the course of teaching and research activities belong to the creator.... All contributors to scholarly works should receive appropriate recognition for their contributions. Depending on the nature of a contribution, appropriate recognition can take, but not limited to, one or more of the following forms: recognition as a creator, recognition through an acknowledgement or citation.
The Scholarly Work in UW Policy 73 is defined as: A work eligible for intellectual property protection under Canadian and/or international law which is created in the course of teaching, learning or research at the University. A list of scholarly works would include, but not necessarily be limited to: student work submitted for academic evaluation, research reports, papers prepared for publication, books, computer programs, detailed assigments, work of art, experimental data, and other academic databases. 



YTry{*:

*z;?*jr**l:
'l:aab^,
UGI;-'

3*:

Dx lluuhl*rl*;:"t:;,:.
Re: [UW-MFCF #94988]
May 12,2015 at 13:04
S h af iq u e M u h am m ad : : r, : ::i' r *r, : r :,.r /, t .i ;.t t::: i :::,,,.,,.: . t.: :t

On 12105115 08:26 AMi-Ka],vrote:
! On 1?-!0:ii15 l?:4d &.tti. *?:aiiqu* t.i*harnr*a* wrat*:

{ xi*r:tty 'ti** xlr***** * d*r:*x**t th*t pr*vir**x e* *xx*t7:l* *f r,:y w*rk.

That'* nal lh* *xampl* I wa* l*t:king t*r. \lv* na*d r.a ns**l ta crscuss.

Just to clarify: A useful example starts with a real (physical) topology
that is plausible. Let me try to explain from another angle:

Traditional pub/sub approaches build overlays and don,t study
overlay/underlay topology a lot. This is fine, because their overlay
topology is mostly a subgraph of the underlay network.

However, your (structured) overlay topology is a supergraph of the
underlay network (and certainly a supergraph of the comparable
traditional pub/sub topology), so you need to start from there and
explain how your system can be faster / more efficient than a
traditional overlay without using additional phyiscal resources. The
same challenge also applies to your evaluation.

t
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Dr. Ka refused to accept IP breach. He implicitly mentioned in the above email that SCTON was part of the presentation held on May 2, 2014. He had been told repeatedly that SCTON was the first structure that supported dynamic routing (and multiple other novelities) which was never achieved before then how a "traditinal overlay" approaches could be compared with my research when they did not support similar algorithm and features (that is no state of the at existed...)? Again, no comment about the most novel part of my research: static and dynamic routing...
If the example was so important (which was the central concern of the people about a year ago in my presentation and he also had been pointing about it) then why he took more than a year to mention that in an email. Multiple results had been submitted and he never mentioned that important concern in an email?
A very gennuine point, the real real red flag for me proposal exam, was the research flaws that I had sucessfully removed from my research. A big thanks to the SCS professor who identified them and guided me to eliminate them to improve my research. 



Y r *ryz : S h af i q ue M u h am m ad mb *lzatiq@ xw a2*rl* * . *a
%u*j**t: Re: [UW-MFCF #94988]

**2*: May 12,2015 at 15:13
Y*: A)K*e uw atrerlrs*.*a

I believe I have tried to answer this question before in one of our
offline discussions. I try to answer it here precisely. My structured
overlay topology is composed of multiple small subgraphs of the main
underlay internet topology. At the same time these small
interconnected graphs can replace a large single overlay graph which
all contemporary approaches uses. My experiments show that this gains
benefits in publication delay, number of messages that generate during
the pubisub messaging, etc. The matching delays are not however
improved in my apporach. Let me know if you need more details.

testbed andllf suggested that lshould start looking into
Planetlab for evolution purpose. The overall impression I got from
audience is that I put too much in my plate and I have to cut down to
some specific idea. I did not know much at that time because working
in multiple areas a the same time, I was not deeply focused on one
specific issue.

There is perhaps a misunderstanding in the last paragraph of your
email. My last presentation to NDS has no content about my structured

me one question about
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
The presentation was done on May 2, 2014, and work on SCTON was started after February 20, 2015, and the details where shared with Dr. Ka on April 30, 2015. Despite facing frustrating and occasionally insulting attitude in one-on-one undocumented meetings, I did not stop providing details of my research progress to Dr. Ka. It had become normal to receive questions in emails after having detailed discussions about questions and answers in one-on-one meetings. Some questions do not have answers and should not be asked or repated. 



r

r r *nr Jb K*, ut* at* r 1 * *. r : a
*shi<**Z; Re: [UW-MFCF #94988]

**t*"" May 12,2015 at 15:23
T* ; Sha'fique Muhammad r*5*?mtiqtii *v; al,:***l;a

On 12105115 03:13 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:
I believe I have trieci t* anslv*r ihrs q*,:*li*n lsutua ir.r orle r":1 our
offiine discussions. I lry l$ an*vi*r ilh*re prt*cirtvly Lly :tiriirlurrd
averlay lr:prslsgy is carr,y:ot;*t1 o? mulliple srrwll *uY:graph".; c{ tle main
untlerlay int*rnet \rs;s*lagy. ltl.|n* srtrx) lirrv: ther;e srr&ll
rnte::;nncutr,.rl-Iaf i::cer:rr:plax:;:larg*:iitt;l*.:*verlet"ygras:l:wl'tich
all r:ar,1r:n7:<trtltl iip{){t)t:)chrs user. f.ly r:xp*ri*tt:1s s?:r-tw that thi* gains
,,, r:.l i; . r.r i,', .tr' ' /1,.1;^.- l:rt',llr .1. | ...talr, ,. r..,.r... r\u-..'^ .l,rr.r.r,

-' ) ';.:,!

lhe plblsLrb nre:e agi:rg. etr:"'Tli* *;.t1citirr1 C;:i;t'lt,; arc r.,*t hr:v'rev*r
improved in rny a7:;:t:rr:llr i-r,t Ii.. (rf ,,.', .i'1,,r, ;'ie*t) ntt:re delailt.

I remember that explanation, but it is not the example I am looking for:
Start from a specilic underlay topology (with capacity numbers),
describe a traditional overlay, and then show how your overlay performs
better. The same strategy is needed for the proper evaluation. I don't
think I have seen that either and in particular, not with actual
underlay capacities.

I have tried to explain why you need this, despite other literature in
pub/sub does not seem to cover it.

There i* p*rliaps it .rti:;txxler:tlandi;rE ir.; t?w la,;:, y:aragraph rs| yaur
email. My ll*r;l pro:r;t:r*ali*n tr ltllJ$ l:a:; n,J ct>ttlr:t{t1. al:r:ul r:y structurcd
aver\ay approach. The cc;nce pi was d*';*bperl early thio year r,rhiie the
ptesentation wan done in !$ay';*",4flasked ffie ,.xtu rqur:::1iu: altr:ts|
leslb*t1 and J:;tx1gr;1*r-1 ll,al I *u:ul,J t;iairl lt:rskirrJ inlr:
Planeti-ab 1or evoh{inr fn{{){}r{}.1lt* r:verall ir::;:l*s*i*n tr ealtrarrt
audrerrce is llrat I ptl\ l{}{) rrtrrl: it sty y:ii:le a*C l fiatsr: tl cut dlv,rn 1o

soir* spe citic rrl*i;- 1 di;j l<:l /.rr:*i r*ty:l: al thit\ lxl* i:*r:aus* wt:r\inq
in rnulliple a{ea$ a lhe ,oarr,;:1irr:*, 1 wiz* nat d*e piy lacu*ed cfi cn*
specific issue.

Off to class now, see you later...
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Without using scientific examples, I use plain language to write this note. PhD research is about narrowing down a problem to produce novel solution for credible research . Even the simple phrase "capacity numbers" would change the direction of a PhD level research. Whatever Dr. Ka mentioned new (capacity numbers, denser, etc..) had no relation with my research and he had been repeatedly provided reasons in meetings. But asking them repeatedly was strange. 
What were the details of the important concepts that Dr. Ka had been trying to explain to me and what were my replies? I did not know what was going on. I did not know the plans of UW about me. I was unaware of the situation and reasons. I knew that Comp2 document was not about what Dr. Ka had started mentioning after April 6, 2015, the day when Comp2 document was finalized and exam date was decided 



{ r *r,iz : Sh af iq u e M u h a m m ad mtsharuwa.d. rsh aliqu* @ tsw x\*rlaa. m
*a@*at: Re:paper

*w2*: May 12,2015 at 15:29
Y * : l;lKaf3 tr,a; r:t ?"* r 1 a ts . c rt

I am not sure whether I have studied this paper before but lcan
assure you that I have studied multiple paper on similar approaches.
This is not relevant to what I am doing. I can prepare a paper review
if you want. I have put filters on google scholar few years back and I

scan all papers when I receive a notification. The following paper is
the latest in my list and I would like to read it as soon as I can.
The paper written by authors from Facebook and Cornell University and
it mainly tries to handle big data in pub/sub. tt is published this in
NSDI 2015 and available on conference website only.

https://urwwusenix.org/system/files/conference/nsdi15/nsdi'l 5-paper-sharma.pdf

ltllp . l l *x .d;:i .c { t} l 1 Q. 1'1 *L} l l},? CA ?r 1'} :a2

I jusl sr:aln*i il. bul tl r,;r:orl',t; ttti{:vanit, Ls*t:eur:, tl ir, u.*r:ul a
slruclured overlay ard afi* tt! the evalt-:a1ior.t rrt*1.ric* is ,,link 

s1ress,,.
Also, the y use a CMI\[Tt--y. i"e.. a *irrr*iator, rxlher than larg*-scale
experime n1*.

.-,;,,,; i,i,;,,) ),,-,--, x ; .i. ;i,,; 

-^ 

"--
I ive con,r*-across this pal;er - ,tol sirre v;hr,i,rr:r yuu lrirv;t irircarly scqn it:
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Dr. Ka sent me a paper which used a link stress or capacity numbers where the authors used a simulator (not the real or close to real environment) for evaluation. An evaluation done with simulator is of inferior scientific credibility in comparison to the one done in real or close to real environment. I could mention a large number of more credible research papers to support my point of view but did not do that because of fear of offending my supervisor Dr. Ka. In simple words, the paper was irrelevant to my work and I used a humble and professional way of replying him. I offered to write a two/three pages review to provide complete analysis of the paper and its research quality. That was a normal pattern of evaluation of some scientific idea. Dr. Ka had maintined this attitude of wasting my time in useless research activities, which was not a big issue provided he would have talked about my research.  



*r*tzry;
'*t*?*j**t:

**2*:
7*:

Irilat:wat*.**.e*
Re: paper
May 1 2,2015 at 15:38
S h af i q u e M u h am m ad muh amrn *d . x?za! z qts* @ uw aZ* rl * * . c,*

12/05115 03:29 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:On
I am not sure whelhc r r *a.;t, *ludi*rJ \yti* p*.p*r **l*r* *ur I ca*
assure you lhal t hav* stuciied rnt*h;:l* *ep$ rxs srr*ilar appraarhas."fhis ic nrsl r*leva.*l r* w?tatr I a.*r tk:tnq. r ;ar, pr*s:ar* a eap*r rsvt*w

It is "very* relevant to your methodology: They seem to understand that
in case of a overlay supergraph, performance must be measured in
relation to the underlay capacity. Also, they seem to find ways to
evaluating using a simulator, rather than requiring a large-scale server
rack. Both of these are areas where your work/afiprorcr, is weak, so you
would be better served taking my input seriously, rather than dismissing
it!
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
In parallel to receiving emails like above, a lot more was going in parallel in one-on-one meetings which I had to attend to provide updates about my research. Dr. Ka had presented with a number of research papers to prove what I was demanding and asking was legitimate but it was of no use.



Frornrll XaII@ uwaterloo.ca
*ubi*c|: Fwd: Shafique on Syn cluster

*ate: May 12,2015 at 21 :18
?o : S haf iq ue M u ham ma d n*hammad.*hatique @ uw *lerl**.ca

To:

FYI.,,

------ Forwarded Message .-------
Subject: Shafique on Syn cluster
Date: Tue, 12 May 2015 21:16:07 -0400

uwaterloo.ca>

Lost track of all the branches of this email communication.

Shafique would like to work towards a paper based on his current
software prototype and using the experimental approach he devised
earlier. Can he have access to the Syn cluster for the next 6 weeks? I

don't expect him to continuously reserve time slices, but in an on/off
pattern.

Thanks

.-

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
After the incident of IP breach, Dr. Ka approved my access to SYN cluster (a clsuter network reserved for research at SCS) on the same day. I was given restricted access for the limited time. Later on, I learned that one of his master student had more privileged access than me. Dr. Ka knew about SYN cluster when I started working under his supervision at UW. SYN cluster was purchased from public grants awarded to few faculty members of UW.
After generating initial results, I learnt that the results generated on my desktop machine were legitimate. I started writing a technical report but my speed was very slow. In fact it took me more than 10 months to finish my first technical report. Although I was doing other things in parallel but the most evident obstacle in my progress was my poor mental health. I had started creating notes  about SCTON from February 2015 and made my first technical report public on December 22, 2015. The report includes evaluation of static and dynamic routing.
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li:t;,tit:*1'. Re: seminar
Wut*: May 25, 2015 at 16:0!

T *:JJI KaI k ) :. 1'.,i.t r:,.l.ti:ta,,L-.4.).t-:i

HiProf. KaF
From our last discussion in your office, I thought that we were clear
about the issue. Typing emails takes time, please invite those members
again and I do an informal presentation/discussion on overlay
underlays topology relation. I know what is currently being done in
this area and I don't miss any top fresh publications.

The best attempt is made by this guy:
http://www.ipvs.uni-stuttgart.de/abteilungen/vs/abteilung/mitarbeiter/muhammadadnan.tariqo/"2O/'2A/o20%20?.

Just check his publications in 2013, he changed his problem solving
track later on in 20'14 and so on. I will collect faculty signatures
tomorrow.

Regards,
Shafique

onMon,May25,2015at10:56AM,IKafI@uwaterloo'ca>Wrote:
l-{i Shafique,

sr:rry I ',r';iu ti€d Lip ir,r tlrr,:al"irt1:i 1r:r ait t.;l l:::ri.1*y. l lt*lieve i"ht:

prasentalion. ils rel*pl**. arrj 1;.1:*: qr.;t:sli*n:; a::/.ed, cxfiata lhs sarrrr:
fault line* ihat v,re l:ave ii;lsucr;e**lulty) dtta{ ',-.r..,,;,i i,,rull r larr rtcl
surc r,'lretl icr il nr;ike* $e n$s to {a-enler t"l1$ lllgtst;1;ior: - 1rl" rne know..

ln aly event . y:l*a:;* dr: r*1 l::rq*', 1r: r.:o1lect, 
".rt* 

lar:tslly r,trSr,alure* ksr

ll:e pr**enlali*r:.

tJe i:
I,
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I had a research seminar on May 22, 2015, which was attended by multiple faculty members and a system support engineer. The engineer asked me the same question of capacity number which Dr. Ka had asked before. I answered which I was sure he could not undertsand.
After the demand of an illogical example and capacity numbers, Dr. Ka raised another issue almost 10 days before the Comp2 exam. This time it was mapping of topologies (another issue which had no solution). I had explored that issue before and provided a detailed answer to him in April 2015. A PhD researcher had already explored this problem and faced a deadlock.  Now the point of discussion was not the dummy Comp2 document that I had to defend but those irrelevant research problems which found to be having no solutions but Dr. Ka wanted me to provide him solutions. SCTON, static and dynamic routing algorithms, and my all other claims were out of seen. 



--}
$ubject: Fle: seminar

*at*: May 25,2015 at 17:06
Y<*: Shatique Muhammad vtuharr*?ad.,&hafic4tse @ uvsal*rlt:ts t:a

,"l?yff'Lt ry 
sharique Muhammad wrote

Froir our last discussion in yr:ur office , I lhoalght that we werc clear
about the issue. Typinc enrairs takes tinre . prease inviie those rnembers

Maybe we are not talking about the same problem:

There is a logical gap in your work, because you skip the mapping of the
logical topology onto the physical topology. I 6elieve this is a
critical gap that needs to be addressed soon, but you disagree.

At the very least, whenever you report experimental results, you have to
state the quantitative properties of the simulated physical topology
(such as simulated/assumed link capacity).

On Friday, when people asked about this in general and with respect to
your experimental results, you evaded the questions by pointing lo
gene-ral overlay/underlay work, just like are doing below.'I tind ihis
insufficient.
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Dr. Ka wrote another email mentioning research issues which had no solutions. He again correlated irrelevant topics with Comp2 exam and my research. I was unable to understand what was going on.   



{ r *rx : Sh af i q u e M u h am m ad *xb arnrnad. *h al zque (A uw at * rl * rs.ca
&a@**t: Re:seminar

{?atw: May 26,2015 at 15:44
T *:Jrt Kat-& ts',r,,t aterl* a. ca

I wish I would have enough time to answer last two/three questions
asked in my seminar. I now realize that these kind of questions are
asked by people who work mainly in underlay networks or with overlay
networks where address based routing is used. My work is related to
filter/content based routing. I am comfortable to know that in the
comp lltalk, I will have enough time to explain things, although I

don't think my comp ll document has anything related to topology
mapping. We removed that part from the document long ago.

I am composing this long emailjust to make sure that I touch all
technicalities related to this issue. At the same time, I do realize
that there are some problems which do have optimal solutions.

When it comes to knowing underlay topology, few things are important
in content-based PS system: (i) the structure of the underlay topology
itself ; which is hard to find barbecue of many security and
propitiatory reasons, but I assume this part is done without any
difficulty (although almost impossible). (ii) after knowing the
topology, the next task is placing PS brokers to different locations.
We can use some mobile agent technology to achieve this and assume
that the agents are reliable to all different domains and we are able
to deploy our brokers. (iii) Now the main problem here is the clients
and traffic knowledge. We cannot place PS brokers everywhere but to
only those places where publishers and subscribers are expected. How
to find this? (iv) We again assume that we have some kind of approach
to roughly know the locations of those publishers and subscribers and
plant our PS brokers close to them so that the messages are sent with
shorter delay. (l have made some assumptions till this point).

Now we have an overlay topology inferred from the underlay topology
with almost no gap and the number of PS brokers is equal to the number
of routers/switches. I believe that a networking guy will admire this
approach not knowing that content-based systems have highly expressive
subscription models and the matching process is just like executing a
query on an in-memory db. This arrangement can easily bring down an
overlay network even with high bandwidth lines because PS brokers are
not able to handle the overhead of the matching process and they
cannot forward messages efficiently. We make another assumption here,
that we deploy our PS brokers on high end machines connected to each
router. ls this solution scalable to handle millions of clients?
Somebody may say yes, it is scalable because he has lot of money to
buy high end machines. Clients are separate processes that are mostly
run from separate machines (from homes, offices, buildings, cities,
areas, etc). We assume that clients connect to some local nearby PS
broker that is deployed on some high end machine so that clients can
receive/send messages. Those who know filter based routing will not
admire this solution because it generates a lot of extra traffic
(because of uni-casting). On the other hand placing brokers close to
areas where clients are located can reduce traffic (one copy of
message is send in broker to broker routing). At the same time we can
try to have max conformity with the local underlay topology. This is
what SCTON cluster based approach offers which no other topological
approach offers at the moment. lf fact currently there is no cyclic
lnnnlanrr annrnar:h ruhinh ic r rqafr rl et larrro qnala S(]Tf)N ie thc firet
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step towards solving this problem.

This happens only TCP connection is not able to
messages to the next receivers because there may be a/some high
age rate publishes or a large number of subscribers connect to th;

same broker which causes generating a large amount of messages in
certain part/links of the overlay. This scenario is discussed in
detail in the initial versions of my comp ll document (check the
overloading section). To mitigate the situation, less loaded areas of

network are identifled dynamically and clients are moved there
generates a lot of extra messages and updates in the routing
. This is not required in SCTON because routing can be done

y by using multipath facility and without embedding TID
rn in the messages.

ln the next seminar I will make sure that I do a talk for not more
than 15 mins so that audience get sufficient time for
q uestions/answers session.
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
After the last email, I wrote a detailed reply to Dr. Ka and categorically tried to address the issues in the limited time. I strongly believed that it had no relation with my work but always tried to provide answers to Dr. Ka. This precented me from writing my first research paper before the proposal exam.



Y usa : l)) fqIll&* u v,t aterta *. c a
*u?zj**I": Re: seminar

**t*: May 26,2015 at 17:33
?* : Sh af iq ue M u h am m ad *t:h an* rs a4. *lt atia.ue Q) tstu *lerla *. c a

a
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
A supervisor should provide some hints in the form of  publications or reviews. Dr. Ka never did that. The above email was another another warning from him about the upcoming Comp2 exam. My Comp2 presentation slides had no content on capacity numbers, illogical example ("systematically illustrative quantitative with some defensible state of the art"), SCTON, static or dynamic routing in SCTON, and overlay mapping because it was irrelevant to the research idea in Comp2 document.
On June 5, 2015, I answered all questions without any difficulty but was declared barely passed.



Frcm : J ril@ uw alerlaa.ca
$ubj*ct: PhD supervision

Oata: June 8, 2015 al 17:11
Tc ; S h af iq ue Mu ham ma d muhammad. shaf iq u e @ uw alerlua.ca

Dear Shafique,

I have reflected upon your grad studies under my tentative supervision
during the last 12 months. While you have, just barely, passed the Comp
ll exam last week, I have still come to the conclusion that I cannot be
your supervisor any longer. The reasons are three-fold:

First, it is abundantly clear that you do not accept my scientifc
authority on the topic of your research. I see my role as a supervisor
in providing direction and ensuring the validity of the ongoing
research. However, over the past months you have mostly ignored my advice.

Second, the Compll exam has shown that the path from here towards an
acceptable PhD thesis will be very long and difficult. Given my concerns
outlined above I fear that I will not be able to steer you in the right
direction and ensure a successful outcome in a reasonable amount of time.

Finally, you have told me about your personal situation, and it is my
sincere recommendation that you terminate your PhD studies. You are in a
reasonable position to explain to future employers why you were unable
to follow through with the PhD program, because of personal
circumstances. Making sure that all milestones are completed (Compll,
seminars?) should strengthen your case. Make sure to collect signatures
for all the relevant forms.

is not in the olfice this week, but I will discuss with
her and the necessary formalities once she returns next week.

Best wishes,

-

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
On June 5, 2015, I was declared "barely" passed in Comp2 exam. The committee wrote baseless and irrelevant comments on my Comp2 report. I protested to SCS administration but the report was approved. Dr. Ka resigned from the supervision by sending the above email.  The Comp2 report was irrelevant to my research but even then was used by Dr. Ka as basic instrument to resign from supervision. I was not failed in the Comp2 exam because of the following possible reasons: (i)- despite all hurdles and environment of mental distress created by Dr. Ka, I had established myself in research and did not stop doing research. UW knew that I was not aware of the policies and guidelines of the university and unable to understand my complaint about the research project. Failing me in the Comp2 exam would provide enough motivation to understand the situation, which would not be in favour of UW; (ii)- Breach of IP Policy by Dr. Ka; (iii)- I did not know that UW did not follow its own guidelines and policies in assigning a new supervisor and investigating the complaint about the unseen research project that Dr. C and Dr. A were doing.

Dr. Ka was not doing a "tentative supervision". He was properly appointed supervisor because all the paper work was completed (page 6). Dr. Ka agreed to continue supervision on the condition of successful completion of the Comp2 exam but resigned from supervision after I successfully passed the exam. The main point to highlight is the Section 3.16 of GGRS and IRAG, which UW was obliged to follow (and launch multiple investigations) before assigning a new supervisor. Since it did not follow those guidelines and policies to assign a supervisor, Dr. Ka started mentioning he was just a tentative supervisor which inherently meant that no supervisor was assigned till June 2015 (almost 15 months after the actual complaint to the SCS administration) (more on this important point is later in this document).  
I had a meeting with Graduate Director SCS. He asked me either find a supervisor or withdraw from PhD program. I did not know that he had no authority demand a withdraw. I did not know that it was responsibility of SCS to appoint a supervisor for me. I started talking to SCS faculty members but no one agreed to supervise me. Graduate Director SCS advised me to transfer to some other Canadian university after spending 5 years in PhD program at UW.
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Y r *r* : S haf iq ue M u h am mad *151;it7l 1;i r!;y y";'.n ;,1tt a*{}. {: }.

*',sl*i**t: Re : f unding
{}rtl*: July 1 , 2015 at 13:13

?*: Computer Science Grad Director c.,;., ..).; r : ;.".^.,1 .;',,a) \)ij

I have explored all available options including transferring to some
other university. I initally thought that it will be easy from UW to
move to some other university and get credit for whatever I have done
so far. Going to some other university means a complete restart of
PhD, I will get some course credit though but still have to take 2
more grad courses to fulfill some requirements there. However, the
funding will be tied to the research area (closely related to my
current work) that will be assigned by the future supervisor. On the
other side, I am comfortable with my current research, have a sel of
problems, and a thesis plan. I am not lost, my research is novel and I

have results that show that my idea is perfectly valid and will impact
future research in my area. Despite of initial loss of few years in my
PhD endeavor, I am confident that I am going to finish this in less
than two years provided I don't change research area.

I manage my expanses through student loan as I did never get any
internal or external scholarships. lf I don't get a RA/GRS, I can
apply for a number of bursaries available through the university. The
main issue is the supervisor; despite of many requests, no body is
willing. I am coordinating with a top research group in my area at
UofT and I don't require technical or non-technical assistance from
any profs here at UW. Meanwhile, I come to know that some students in
civil engineering faced similar issues and then some admin/director
from the department worked as the supervisor, just to fulfill
requirements.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
SCS administration did not listen to my complaint about Dr. Ka and his supervision although SCS administration was responsible to investiagte. I felt completely helpless. I had multiple meetings with Graduate Director SCS and every time he asked me to withdraw because of not having a supervisor. I sent emails, talked and requested to many faculty members of SCS to supervise me but nobody agreed although I was willing to work without funding. I used to spend most of my every day either visiting UW faculty members and SCS administration to solve the issue caused by Dr. Ka resignation. I had invested my career and also accumulated hefty student student loan. 
I sent my researh results to a research group at the University of Toronto. I did an invited talk there and the group leader agreed to co-supervise me. SCS administration refused to arrange a supervisor at UW. Transfer to a new university would mean a restart of PhD,  which my circumstances did not allow. From July/August 2015, I started having pain in left side on my chest in and around my heart. I was unable to understand the reasons of the chest pain as I never had chest pain before in my life. It started getting worse with more and more stress due to my situation. I thought of having cardiac health issues.
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rrsm : tll MIII @ uwatertao.ca
$ubject: RE: Request for a high computing resource for research

Date: September 11 , 2015 at 03:45
To: Shafique Muhammad mSshaliq@uwat*rlao.ca

Hi Shafique,

When a student doesn't have a supervisor (as is your case), then the graduate director is the acting supervisor'

supervisor, but I can sign forms and give some (usually non-research) advice. As acting supervisor, I do not pr,

I know nothing about SYN cluster. Who is in charge of it?

Graduate Director
Cheriton School of Computer Science
University of Waterloo

fror, *ot''rur*O.nutq*Ogruil."", tr"hrrn"dshafique@gmail.coml on behalf of Shafique Muhammad [m€

Subject: Re: Request for a high computing resource for research

HiProf. MIID
I am in need of high computing resource for my research. My account on

SYN cluster is expiring at the end of this month and I don't have
access to any other high speed computing resource. SHARCnet is not a
viable solution for my work because of the reasons that I mentioned in

my last email. I use minimal resources ol SYN which does not cause any
interruption to other users and there are many free compute nodes most
of the time. ljust came to know fromll last email that you

are acting as my supervisor now although my quest account still shows
tratels my supervisor. I request for an access to SYN

cluster until I finish my on going evaluation tasks.

Regards,
Sha{ique

'11 , 2015 00:20

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:

Despite having poor physical and mental health, I did not completely stop working on my research. SYN cluster administrator had issued a warning of stopping my access after September 2015. I came to know that Graduate Director SCS was my acting supervisor.
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Froml Computer Science Grad Director cs.graddir@uwaterloc.ca
$ubiect: RE: Request for a high computing resource for research

Date: October 2, 2015 at 10:29
T*: rrtl'*:r;,ei i.cam

u\vatatlaa.ca

Hi Shalique,

I am sorry that you are having ditficulties tinding a Waterloo CS supervisor. However, it is your responsibility to find a new supervisor-
the school does not lind supervisors for siudents. Note also that your Waterloo CS supervisor is not just a lormal requirement: your
Waterloo supervisor has the responsibility to ensure that your research and dissertation meet Waterloo standards. Further, if you
expect your Waterloo supervisor to provide computing equipment or to advocate on your behalf to use other faculty members'
equipment, that is a further load on your Waterloo CS supervisor (likewise it you're expecting the supervisor to provide RA funding).
The School can not impose faculty members to take on such a load; that is something that you have to negotiate with your potential
supervisor. The School can not even ask faculty members to take on this task, since you're the one who knows what the requirements
are tor your work.

And to repeat what I stated earlier and to make clear the importance of your finding a Waterloo CS (co-)supervisor: if you do not find
one by the end ol this term (Fall 2015), then you will be required to withdraw from the program.

lf you are unable to find a Waterloo CS supervisor, then I strongly recommend that you apply for admission to the research group that
you mentioned in your message, which I believe is not at Waterloo. While this may require a change ol institutions and extra time to
complete your degree, you can not remain in the Computer Science PhD program at Waterloo without a Waterloo CS supervisor.

-t

Graduate Director
Cheriton School ol Computer Science
University ol Waterloo

From: mohamed.shafique@gmail.com [mohamed.shatique@gmail.com] on behalf ol Shafique Muhammad ImSshafiq@uwaterloo.ca]
Sent: Thursdav October 01 , 201 5 1 8:06
ro{E
Subject: Re: Request for a high computing resource lor research

Hi Prof.t\ts
I have talked to some faculty members recently and none of them is
willing to supervise me. Some prots showed willingness but now they
are not responding my emails. So I am giving up this and requesting
school to give me a supervisor to tulfill this requirement.

I am currently collaborating with the top research group in my area
and getting all technical help that I need to linish my PhD work. I

have met all the requirements excepl the thesis in the last 13 terms
and my progress and results indicate that I will finish in next 3-5
terms max.

pn rlu, Oct 1, 20 1 5 at 5 :58 PMil-l-rfff@ uwalerloo.ca> wrote:
I t-1i Shalrq.re,

One reascn ynu need a supervisor is that yoirr supervisor is supposed to provide ycu with necessary resol]rces. As your acting
supervisor, I cher:ked rrrilh SYN for you, but lreyond tfrat I can'l do nruch since I doil't knolr,/ allout clusters, e1c. Nor is it the schocl's
responsibilrty lo find you such resoLrrces. I'm sorry il this invalldates iire resulls you've generaled so far, bul again, rt is your
slrperyisor's lob lo find sirch resources (or negotiaie wiih ihe SYN group. etc.), r,vhich is why it 1s oritioal that you get a supervisor.

-

Gr.larrlale I)Lrea-l(la

Cheriton Schooi of Ccmpuler Scrence
University o1 Walerloo

r;;, ;;;;il.nnriiqr"rtf ,i,r,r ., , li,,,,i,r,ii"J "t:rtr'qrretlclmail.coml on behatf of Shaiique t\luhammac

I m5sh aii q (O uwate rlo{r. c al
Scnl: l'lJrsLr.lV, Ocl,,bcr u'1 , '1015 t7:!''?
ru:III
Sublecl: Rer Rec;uesl tor a tligh compirting resouroe lor research

i-li Frol. l\,1}l
There are t\rro issul]$: (i) finciin! a ilusier vrhich suites n-ry nced; iil)
if I don't qet access to SYN. all rny results ge ncraled so far are void
and I wrll have to restarl r,rrnen I oel access tc sorre other clusler.

.}rThilr)^i19nl(rt(.,i1pnnH-.,]lli^,rta.j^^.,.,1i/..\i..

Gulam Usman
Typewriter
46

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Graduate Director SCS was consistently pushing me to move to some other university or withdraw. I was not informed of UW policies and guidelines and thought that repeated demands from SCS Graduate Director to withdraw was a formal decision of the university. I later on came to know that SCS Graduate Director had no right to ask a PhD student withdraw and leave.



Yr*r,;t;
:,UOlef l:

n^.^,vate"
'Ym.

Shafique Ahmad ldresi mohamed.shaflque@gmaii.com
Re: Request for a high computing resource for research
October 2,2015 at 16:10
Computer Science G rad Di recto r as.gr addir @ uwaterloo. ca

t-iw;t1;*rl*o.t:a

Hi Prof. t\ilL
I have invested my professionalcareer into this PhD program and I

don't have an option other than to finish it and leave. I must mention
that this is not just important for me, it is important for the future
of my kids as well, and as a father I will put all my very best
efforts to save future of my kids. Going to other university is not an
option and it will not be considered now and not in future.

I will have to spend some time to find a suitable solution of the
hardware resource issue as there are dozens of public clusters
available at the other Canadian universities and I have no idea which
one fulfills my needs.

I am quite optimistic that the solution of supervision will be found
at the university level and I am going to start the process. To
prepare for the this, I am trying to educate myself about the
university policies and could not find a suitable information. I have
studied the following documents:
1- A Guide for Graduate Research and Supervision at the University of Waterloo
2011 (available on math web page)
2- Policies 70-73

and I am not able to understand which applies to a graduate student
who has no supervisor (for sure not the policies 71 and 73). Kindly
guide me about this.

We face problems and issues in life and I am no exception. I assure
you that lwill not loose focus on my research and will continue to
make progress (l am committed 100%) although my health is being
effected but people around me are taking good care of me.

Regards,
Shafique

I

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
On September 29/30, 2015, I came to know that UW had some policies and guidelines about graduate studies and research. I was under extreme pressure because of my situation and my mental health was also poor. It took me time to gradually understand basics of the policies and guidelines. As I was not aware of all the facts about Dr. C., Dr. A and their useen research project, I was unable to fully understand the situation. However, I could understand that it was responsibility of SCS administration to arrange a supervisor for me. 
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From: Computer Science Grad Director c:..i|t;.tr:i''t'tt)\:t,11*,1tio.i.)r.
*ulti<:cl: RE: Request for a high computing resource for research

tlale: October 2, 2015 at 16:46
To: Shafique Ahmad ldresi n''aa:i:itred.r-\t:tlk:,r4..i!t)()tt\t:,11 ttlttl

Hi Shatique,

I I am not able to understand which applies to a graduate student who has no supervisor (for sur€ not the policies 71 and 73).

Policy 73 is on intellectual property and would not apply to your situation. Policy 71 is about student discipline, which also seems

inappropriate. Policy 71 is about students filing grievances and petitions, which would be appropriate if you feel youVe been treated

unf airly.

policy and the GSO guidelines tend to locus on when the supervisor terminates supervision of the student. lt says very little about

your case, where you terminated your supervision under your lormer supervisorflAQ.

With regards to the latter, it would be good il you could send me a letter outlining your reasons lor your decision to stop working under

Dr. 

- 

supervision (you should have submitted this at the time you made that decision; my apologies for not asking for it at that

time).1i[&ise, it'd be good if you could send me a discussion of what you have done to find a supervisor since that time.

-

Graduate Director
Cheriton School of Computer Science
University of Waterloo

Gulam Usman
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Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Through my last email, the SCS adminsitation came to know that I had learned about policies and guidelines of UW. However, I had no understanding of the underlying issues and not able to undertsand my situation other than knowing that the fact that GGRS clearly mentioned that SCS was responsible to arrange a supervisor for me (Roles and Responsibilities of Departments/Schools, Section 2). I was not able to understand the most important part in reply of SCS Graduate Director. He said that Dr. A was my last supervisor and that I was required to write a letter to explain why I refused to work with Dr. A.
First, SCS Graduate Director knew that Dr. A not my supervisor but working on behalf of someone else. Second, he knew that UW did not investigate my complaint about research of Dr. C and Dr. A and did not follow the rules and proper procedure to change the supervisor (Section 3.16 of GGRS (Roles and Responsibilities of Graduate Students - Section 2 of this document) and IRAG (brief purpose of IRAG in Section 2 of this document). He did not mention Dr. Ka as my last supervisor becaue UW did not follow its own policies and guidelines to investiagte my complaint about Dr. C, Dr. A, and their research. SCS Graduate Director took a turn to get the letter from me which SCS administration must had demanded when I complaint about Dr. C, Dr. A, and the unseen research project in April 2014. UW was confident to use all possible means against me (as outlined in this document) to handle to situation without doing formal investigation.
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L,} iI te:
To:

Shafique Muhammad m1*haliq{* uw a\erlaa.ca
Re: Request for a high computing resource for research
October 7, 2015 at 05:45
Comp uter Science G rad D i recto r cs.gr addir @ uwalerloo.ca

*walerl,srs,ca

Hi Prof. MI
My last supervisor was Prof. Kalland not Prof. AL I refused
to work with prof . A- more than 17 months ago because I was not
making any progress under his supervision. Writing a letter to explain
that why I stopped working with prof. Afis not relevant now. The
formal process of change of supervisor was followed and complete paper
was done when Prof. KaEwas agreed to supervise me.

As per GSO guidelines, it is responsibility of the school of computer
science to assign a supervisor to supervise my research and arrange
all the resources that I need.
After receiving an email from Prof . KalJon June 05 20't5, The
profs. who I sent or co-supervision

Regards,
Shafique

for
include:

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I refused to accept SCS Graduate Director's version of facts. I still had to understand lot of information provided in UW policies and guidelines and how to practice them. I had to understand the nature of association of Dr. C and Dr. A with UW and their unseen research project. I was in poor mental health.
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From: Computer Science Grad Director cs.graddir(! uwalerloo.ca
Subieet: RE: Request for a high computing resource for research

Daie: October 7, 2015 at 10:03
Tc ; S h af iq u e M u h am mad nil rl t al | {.), :! il i.,,t i t1\ * | ; : a ). t:;j

(, u\N'?;.a { I i:) o . t:i't\

Hi Shafique,

What we would like is a letter ol why you refused to work with Prof. ,trThat is was 17 months ago just means thal your letter is

17 months late. What you told me verbally was that you decided that Prol Atwas not doing research. However, a bit ol
expansion on your reasons (no more than a paragraph) is needed. Please submit this as soon as possible.

Prof. Kilawas not your supervisor. What Prol Ka[agreed to do was to evaluate whether or not he could be your supervisor.
He likely played the role of acting supervisor during that tirie. Regardless, he did send you a letter (with a copy to the CS grad office)
o, his reasons why he could not supervise you.

I have checked with a lormer associate dean ol grad sludies, math (the current associate dean was out of town at the time I checked),
and I checked with eII Associate Provost, Grad Studies, and both agreed:the department has an obligation to support a

student for a reasonable amount of time while the student looks for a new supervisor, but it is the student's responsibility to find the
supervisor. Failure to do so in a reasonable amount ol time amounts to laek of progress, and is sufficient reason to require a student
to withdraw from the grad program.

IEagrees that there is a clause in the GSO guildelines that is poorly written that can be misinterpreted in the manner you
have done; this does not mean the department/school is obligated to find you a new supervisor.)

Finally, thank you lor outlining your efforts to find a new supervisor.

-

Graduate Director
Cheriton School of Computer Science
University of Waterloo

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Graduate Director SCS knew that I was not aware of UW guidelines and policies and that he was responsible to educate me about them. Section 3.16 of GGRS requires that a graduate student who complains about his/her supervisor should provide details in writting. SCS was responsible to investigate the complaint by following Policy 70 (Student Petition and Grievance) and Policy 71 (Student Decipline) before assigning a new supervisor. UW did not do that when I complaint about Dr. A, Dr. C and their unseen research project because my complaint would activate IRAG and everything about Dr. C, Dr. A and their research would become evident. This would result in UW facing severe sanctions, loss of funding, and damage to repute. 
UW assigned Dr. Ka as my supervisor without following required formalities. Dr. Ka put the condition of successful completion of Comp2 exam to continue providing supervision (page 6). I would have no other option except to leave the university if I would fail the exam. Despite all hurdles and humiliations, I passed the Comp2/proposal exam. Dr. Ka mentioned that he was working as tentative supervisor and resigned from the supervision (page 43). 
I refused to write the letter without understanding its purpose.  As Dr. Ka was assigned my supervision after the formal paper work was done, it also mean that UW deliberately did not follow Section 3.16 of GGRS. The email on page 6 is important to understand what SCS administration had planned against me. I was not aware of the IP breach by Dr. Ka. All I could understand that SCS administration was not sincere with me and was not willing to solve my issues. I thought that whatever Dr. Ka did to me was a personality issue and had nothing to do with the university. My health started deteriorating day by day. The University was not ready to obey its own policies and guidelines. I was under immense pressure and helpless because nobody was willing to help me.
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Shafique Muhammad mSshafiq@uwalerloo.ca
Re: Request for a high computing resource for research
October 7, 2015 al 12:17
Computer Science G rad Di recto r c*.gr addir @ uwaterloo. ca

tiwa1,.*rl*r:.r:a

Hi M*
Prof. Ktwas my supervisor and there was no notion of working as
acting supervisor when he agreed.

And lwill not withdraw from my program.

Regards,
Shafique

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I emphasized on the reality of the matter and refused to withdraw from the program. 
SCS administration did not allow me to get access to free network cluster available with other Canadian universities. This practically stopped my research progress I was working with the hope that one day I would get a supervisor and would finish my PhD research. I became a rolling stone in UW; from one office to another. SCS administration, GSO management, student advocate, GSA manegement, associate dean Math, nobody on-campus was willing to guide me what to do to exit the loop I was in. I visited UW counselling and health services and learned that I should be going outside of UW for better care. In late December 2015/early January 2016, a student in other university told me that I should file a grievance for internal hearing to formally get UW's point of view about my issues. I started preparing for that despite poor health.  
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i:roi, : Com puter Science G rad Di rector cs.$ addk @ uw alerloa.ca
Subject: Annual progress report

Sate: February 19, 2016 at 11:32
T0r msshafiq(&uwalerloo.ca
Cc: fll-Fl0 $w are rloo.!:11

Muhammad,

As you have not filed the required annual progress report/ I have filed one for you; you will find it in
your mailbox in the CS grad mail room.

I have listed your progress as Unsatisfactory noting that the bring your progress up to satisfactory that
you need to find a UW CS supervisor.

If you wish to discuss this, please make an appointment to see me in my office.

Prof.IIlMts
Graduate Director
Cheriton School of Computer Science

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
SCS graduate students were required to file annual progress report to SCS administration. Graduate Director SCS, who was my acting supervisor, filed my annual progress report without asking me (other students were still submitting their reports). What he mentioned about my unsatisfactory progress was not according to UW guidelines and policies (there was no policy or guideline which dictated that not having a supervisor amounted to unsatisfactory academic progress). At that time, I had started getting some understanding of my situation. I had come to known that Dr. A, my first supervisor, was not a regular employee of UW.
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Shafique Ahmad ldresi mohamed.shaiiqr.re@gmail.com d
Request for lnternal Hearing under UW Policy 70
March 3,2016 al02:23

-@uwalerlao"ca
Dea5|}w|}(CC
I am Sth year PhD studeniat the school of computer science. Through
this email, I am requesting an internal hearing of my grievances under
UW Policy 70. Kindly find all details in the letter attached with this
message.

Regards,
Muhammad Shafique

Student # 20397754

shafique_20397
75a.pdf

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
I filed a grievance for internal hearing at UW on March 3, 2016, after coming back from emergency of a local hospital. I thought internal hearing of my grievance was a prerequisite before seeking help from a lawyer.
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Frorn: Shafique Muhammad mSshafiq@uwaterlaa.ca d
$ubject: Fwd: Request for lnternal Hearing under UW Policy 70

Data: April 27,2016 al O2:O7

Ta: piesident@uwalerloo.ca, provosl@uwaterloo"caf @uwaterloo.ca,I@uwaterloo.ca, '

*
Dear Membeirs of Senate,
I am 6th year PhD student at the School of Computer Science and

working without a supervisor for the last almost a year. I was

initially supervised by Professoril AlJand could not make any
progress in the first 3 years of my PhD studies. Due to unprofessional

attitude of Professor AD I refused to work with him from April

2014. Later on, I came to know that Professor llls not a regular

UW employee and is not an approved supervisor' All details are
provided in the attached letter which is written to Dean of Faculty of

Mathematics. I informed school administration about Professor Al>
and requested them to save my future.

supervisor was Professo[Ka I t While working with Professor
xalD never felt respeited. His unprofessional attitude in
one-on-one meetings with me and sometime in emails was extremely
painful. lt is part of my memories forever.
Now I have sent a letter to Dean of Mathematics, Professor 5
Wl on March 03, 2016 to start an internal hearing of my grievances.

Professor Vfsays that my case is very complex and it needs more

time to digest. Although, the first step of grievance should be

completed in 10 business days, I am still waiting to receive results.

I am facing immense stress and pressure from all corners of UW for the

last two years. This is effecting my family life and health. As a last
resort, I am requesting UW Senate to finish my grievance process.

Regards,
Muhammad Shafique

UW Student# 20397754

#A uvr a1 *rl * * . crt, Q @ t:w'*\* rl at: . c a, gsa- p r * s Cl uw ale r la a . c a

ce, K*uwaterloo.ca,;-

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Dean of Math Faculty UW was obliged to provide initial reply of the grievance in 10 business days. I sent multiple emails to him but he provided irrelevant execuses, which wasted almost two months. I wrote the above email to UW Senate to request them process my grievance because I and my family were under extreme mental stress.  The above email provides a short summary of my sufferings at UW. The initial reply of my grievance was received on the same day. UW refused to accept any allegations mentioned in my grievance letter.
Later on, the initial reply of the notice of challenge was received on May 26, 2016. UW again refused to accept any allegations despite solid formal proofs in my support. 
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Frofi : Computer Science Grad Director ut.t.l iL{J 1i ii,/ r,ti elr lr..:,.ar,
*rsb1**t: Extension request not approved

Dale: June 3, 2016 at 09:56
T*. fi59t'1a1tt1i.t:)';w alo{k)t}.i:a

Mr. Shafique,

I am writing to inform you that I have reviewed your extension request (to continue in the graduate
program at Waterloo) and that I did not approve the extension. As this was a faculty level extension
request, my decision was reviewed by the Associate Dean of Graduate Studies, Math, who also did not
approve the extension.

If you have questions concerning this decision, please contact the Associate Dean of Graduate Studies,
Math.

Please send an acknowledgment of receipt of this message.

rrurErrur fE,'I>
Graduate Director
Cheriton School of Computer Science

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
SCS graduate students were required to request for time extension if they passed the time limit to complete the program. It was a normal procedure as many students would required time extension. My request for the time extension was refused by the University although it knew that my first three years were wasted due to Dr. C and Dr. A. There were many students at SCS who had spent more time than me but were given extension to continue their PhD. I requested for a formal decision explaining the reasons of denying my extension request because I wanted to file a grievance for internal hearing. I was informed that my extension request had been denied at all levels so I could not file a grievance. This again was not according to UW policies and guidelines as students always have rights to file grievance from university's decision.
On July 6, 2016, I received the final reply of the grievance I filed on March 3, 2016. UW refused to accept all allegations. The investigation was based on the false belief that I was aware of UW policies and guidelines when reported events occured. I provided evidence in form of emails while UW's final grievance mostly contained misleading statements and assumptions, baseless interview talks with my supervisors, and twisted/incomplete text. Replies of some important facts was based on current policies of SCS which was misleading as SCS had changed its relevant and applicable policies at the time of my admission. I was informed that Dr. A was my co-supervisor but no information about my actual supervisor between January 2011 - April 2014 was provided. UW did not honor its own IP policy and refused to accept that Dr. Ka breached IP policy. Most important, UW completely ignored the allegations related to the research project and did not follow investigation guidelines provided in IRAG. I filed a law suit on May 23, 2018, and during preparation for a court appearance learnt that Dr. C, who was principle investigator of the unseen research project, was my supervisor from January 2011 till April 2014. I did not have even a single meeting with him in that period of time and repeatedly mentioned in emails sent to SCS administration that Dr. A was my supervisor.
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From:
Sulrieet:

*ate:
Ta:

, uyN al{:tlc}o .aLl

Re: Details about-mollment Termination
July 28, 2016 at 09:1 4
Shafique Muhammad m5*lta1i,:,ii)t.;vi:l )rk){).{:d,'-f-l'n?uvraterloo.ca

Dear Muhammad Shalique:

Thank you for your patience as I worked to undersland your situation.

My understanding is that your studies continued beyond your term limits and, as such, you were required to file a petition for

Extension of Program Time Limit. That extension was not approved. According lo University Policy, you were discontinued from your
program. I also understand that you received an email from Professor Ma|>n June 3, 2016 explaining this outcome to you. A

Iurther, clarifying email was sent to you on June 4,2016.

ln response to your requests below, I can conlirm that you were discontinued from your program as a result of a decision to not

approve your Petltion lor Extension of Program Time Limit. I am also certain that you were notilied by the School ol Computer

Science about this decision on June 3.

Kind regards,D'E

On712612016 9:54 PM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:

Dear IEIII
I,"ias 6th year PhD student at tht: 5chool of Computcr Scrcncc,
Un.iversity of Water'Loo, 0n July 15 2016, l ivas inforntecl by schooL's
grad 0ffice that my reilistration is ternrjnated and my Qucst account is
closed. Coukj you pLease contirm that my rellistration is tcrminated?
Please'Let me knoi.r preciseLy the reasons of terfiination of my relljstration I did
not recei ve any f o rnal mt-.ssallele ma.il yet ,

Rega rd s ,
Muhanrmad Sh.lfique
Studrnt#2039.7 75rt { te minatc.l )

--r
Associate Provost - Graduate Studies
Unive rstly-qf Waieieq_.lGleQL!la!9*91Udte0_

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
After release of final grievance reply, UW blocked my access to online resources. I eventually came to know that my enrolment had been terminated without prior notice. The Associate Provost did not explicitly mention which policy was used to terminate my enrolment.  
I was enrolled in Summer 2016 term and had paid fee. My enrolment was terminated in July 2016, just two weeks before the end of the term and academic year. This unlawful decision convereted my student grants and bursaries into student loan which resulted in adding $24,000 in my student loan. I was asked to pay more than $84,000 to governments of Canada and Ontario. 
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From: Cuwaierlo*.ca
gubiect: Re: Details about Enrollment Termination

nats: August 5, 2016 at 08:56
To : S h af iq ue M u ham mad mSsh altqtl! t:,'u ttl* t la o' ca

Dear Muhmmad Shafique:

I apologize again for the delay in responding. As you can expect, each set o{ questions requires some investigation on my part'

I can clarify the process related to your situation.

As we,ve discussed, you completed a petition for Extension ol Time limits. The Faculty of Mathematics made a decision that was

conveyed to you on June s. Subsequenily, the results ol that petition were conveyed to the Graduate Studies Office' Since you had

been discontinued in your progrur, your ;ccess to University systems was not continued. This is the meaning ol "The GSO has been

informed and will handle it from here."

you raise concerns about having your access discontinued during the spring term for which you had paid fees l note that your official

withdrawal datefromtneuniver'siiywassettoApril 30inordert;lacilitateare{undtoyou. lamawarelhatyoureceivedarefundless

outstanding rePaYments.

I understand that you perceive both the loss of access to University syslems and the timing of that event as as problematic' But' as ol

June 3, you were discontinued in your program. This decision dictates all the subsequent events'

you ask il you are able to grieve this decision. I reler you to Poticy 70, particularly seclion 4, that establishes the conditions under

which a grievance may be liled.

Kind Regards,
ITTIT

OnBt4l2O161:19 AM, Shafique Muhammad wrote:

r-
I do undeEtind that you arr: av:are of my case and processrng of the
ur."uun.. tlrat I flLetl, whrch \1as subsequently processed,by the
Fu.uilv-ui-t1;ihe,,rntics, nlt I \rrant is to nake sure that l follor,v the
,riu"iiii, piocedures during this termination process (I beLieve that
termirratron is more meaningiul tlrat discorrtinLted)'
in" f-nit tvro emails f roin Piof . I'1|r^ras aboLIt rejectin-t1 my request for
the extension, The efia-tt5 rJo not-fr6rttion termination of my

i.gliliotion, but that the natter wiLt be harrclled by G50. Here is the
exact wording:

"To be cLear: yoitr extension rr:{luest has not been approved at att
Leueii. lhe CS0 rs has bcen i.ntormetJ and r.;.LLl ltandle it from here."

Lat..r on a.f.ter -lul.y 15 201.6, almost 1.0 days before the end of classes
of Sprirrg 2016 tr-:rrri, I calme to know tlrril l do not have access to
online siuderrt resour.es. When I contacted l'ibrary and CS-grad .office'
I caue to know that G50 has closed ny Quest accourlt arld blocked my

access to all onli.ne resources.

Can you plr:ase exPLa.ln:

1'. Is i.t not part of thr,'formal pror-ess to inform a student abotlt
tenn.in.ttion of lri.s reqislrationT GS0 shoLrkl nave s(]nt nle an eEaiil
befcre closing mY Quest accourlt.
i- tlr,V my regi:;1 rati.cr-r i.s ternirraieC a1' the e rrd of tlre Spr-ing 2016

i,rr-',, irlrie t havc pa id l'ce and 'rras l^;orkinq on ny rescarch? Thc 
,

.',nl""ruity ccul.d have done that cithcr beiorc the star-t or at tlie end

of the Spr j rtg ter1r1.
j- !,thich' poti.cy or gr,r.ideL ine CS0 f ottowe d to make lhis dccision?
4- Can r tit-e a grievance arJainst this deci-sion?

I appreciate you spendj.n!l time on nly case,

Rega rd s ,

Muhamntad Sltitfi.que

0r Thu, lirL 28, 201b at 9:14 AM, $irote:

$ A*a; tttunartnild Srti:f i"qrlc:

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
Associate Provost Graduate Studies UW did not provide answers to my questions. In particular, which policy was used to terminate my registration. His explanation about my termination was not supported by UW guidelines and policies. UW did not allow me filing a grievance because it could not terminate my registration during grievance hearing and this would not allow adding extra $24000 in my student loan. 
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From: Shafique Muhammad mSshafiq@uwaterloo'ca
$ubiect: Re: Fwd: Details about Enrollment Termination

Dat*: August 12, 2016 at 08:00
TCI:a- (Quwalerl**.*a

**:. 3l t tv't *l.*rltsts.t:;t

Dear Professorel
Thanks for taking time to reply my emails. I do see many policies and

guidelines made public by the university to help students and others

understand university procedures to handle different matters' However,

I was unable to find a policy which could help me understand my

termination as student of the university and educate me about the

reasons which eventually lead to such decisions' Since I have to

explain my termination to the Ministry of Advanced Education and

Sliilts Development to get some relief in repayment of my student loan

$84144, I asked a question to the Faculty of Math and then to GSO

about the reasons of the termination. You mentioned that the

university used some policy to terminate my registration, but I could

not find an online resource to educate myself further' You also

mentioned that the GSO handling of my matter means termination of

registration and the decision was made on June 03. The information

received from UW library and the sAFA indicate that my access was

blocked on May 05.
since I am still confused and don't have a clear information, lwill
add these emails in the letter to let the Ministry make her own
judgment.

Regards,
Muhammad Shafique

Gulam Usman
Textbox
It is a typo, it was July 5.

Gulam Usman
Textbox
Note:
According to UW Policies 71 and 72, student termination process is executed in a timeframe during which student remain enrolled is his/her porgram. Sudden decision of termination without giving right to file a grievance put a lot of pressure on me because it not only finished me career but made future of my children insecure. Although UW had released its final reply to my grievance but I was not able to study and understand it because of having mental health issues. In September 2016, I had to visit emergency of Trillium Hospital Mississauga Ontario after suffering continuous severe chest pain. I then left Canada in October 2016 for my medical treatment in Pakistan.
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