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1. Survey Design

The Graduate Student Associatio{(GSA) of Johns Hopkins School of MedicindSOM)
conducts an annual survey of all graduate students (MA and PhD) acro&OM

Departments In accordance with the GSA Survey PolicyAppendix A), design, distribution,
and analysis of the GSA Survey is the responsibility of the current M#D Committee
student representatives. The Office of Assessment and Evaluation assists in survey design
and implementation. Theactive GSA Executive Board and GA Council provide feedback on
survey topics and a final draft of the survey is approved by the current GSA President.

The first GSA survey debuted in 203. Since then the GSA survey has served as a valuable
tool to assess student needs, identify trendsand collect datato inform policy decisions
within SOM graduate programs

Historically, the results of the GSA survey have been formally presented to members of the
MA-PhD Committee and the GSA Council. Furthermore, the data collected in the GSA
survey has informed the design of action items for the GSA in the coming year. Biiig on
the work of previous years, this year we are debuting report to formally share our results
within the wider Hopkins communityBy distributing this report we aim to increase
engagement with the student body, graduate programs, and university ofés so that
subsequent discussions surrounding policy and programmingnay begin with shared and
publicly available information

1.1 Confidentiality

Since the raw data provided in student responsess linked to information provided to the
regi st r ancl®sg t@ihirigiproggam and ethnicityseveral precautions are in place to
ensure student confidentiality Student names are not present in the raw dataAccess to the
raw data is onlyopen to the Office of Assessment and Evaluation anthe current MA-PhD
committee student representative (Kaitlin Wood and Miriam Akej for the 2019 survey) In
this report, and in all presented data summariesno results are shown in which the total
number of responses$ less than five. Any free response answers presentdtave been
reviewed to redact potentially identifying information provided in the answer.

1.2 Survey Topics

The questions on the GSA Survey encompass a range of topics relating to the graduate
school experience of students athe SOM. Described here is an overview of the broad
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survey topics our questions addressed. To see the full collection gliestionsincluding the
display logic pleaseemail kaitlin.wood@jhmi.edu.

Demographic Questions

In this section of the survey we asked students to describe their identiieWe emphasized
collection of demographic data so that we could identifif any discrepancies existal in the
graduate school experience between different identity groups.

Student Support

In this section weassessed howwell included and supported students felt within
1 their lab environment
1 theirtraining program
1 the university

Learner Mistreatment
In this section we assessed;
1 The rate of mistreatment experiencedand/or observed by graduate students
Source(s) of mistreatment
Frequencyof mistreatment
Whether mistreatmentis reported
Satisfaction with the result of reporting mistreatment

= =4 4 A

Mentorship
In this sectionwe assessed:;

1 Sources of stress between students and their faculty mentor
1 Thenumber of students who had changed faculty mentors
1 Reasons why students changed faculty mentors

Housing, Transport, & Safety
In this section we assessed;
1 Where students live
1 How students commute to campus
91 Student opinions on campus security
1 Use of campussecurity resources

Finances& Benefits

In this section we assessedtudent financial wellbeing including;
1 Student savings
1 Student Debt
1 Caregiver status
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Professional Development
In this section we assessed;
1 Top career choice(s)
1 University resources used for career exploration
9 Student publication rates
1 Rate of gudent conference attendance and presentation

GSA
Questions in this section are used internally within the GSA to evaluate current student
engagement with our programming

Closing Questions
In our closing questions we assess general student satisfactiomith their personal and
professional lives and ask for feedback in our survey design.

1.3 Distribution

The 2019 GSA Surveywas designed and distributed using Qualtrics software. The 2019
GSA surveyopened on May 7 2019. All PhD and MA students within SOM training
programs received an individualized link delivered to their university email account.

Advertisement

Reminder enails were sent to students who had not completed their survey on the following
dates: May 10", May 14", May 17", May 20", May 22", May 24", May 26", May 27" 2
morning, May 27" 2 evening. Requests to complete the survey were also presented in the
weekly GSA Student digest throughout the duration of the survey. Additionally, GSA
Program Representatives were asked to remind students within their respective programs to
complete the survey.

Duration

The survey wasinitiallyclosed at8:00 am on May28™ with 327 student responses. Based

on concern that the response rate was lower than in previous years (371 student responses
in 2018) the survey was reopened on May 29. The survey officially closed on June'32019
with 336 student responses.

Incentives

To incentivize participation, students who completed the survey were entered into a raffle for
one of four $25.00 giftcards to the local restaurants Kabobi and Atwaters. After submitting
their survey responses through Qualtrics students were rediréed to a Google form to

submit their name and email address for a raffle drawing. A random number generator was
used to select four names.
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1.4 Suggested Alterations

Approximately48.7% of registered SOM graduate students completed the 2019 GSA
Survey. ldeally, in future years participation in the annual student survey will increase so that
our results are representative of a larger fraction of graduate students. To encourage
the foll

participation in subsequent survey®s
1 Release an official Survey Report to all students and SOM members to increase
transparency
1T Advertise the survey in the

1 Increase engagement with GSA Program Representatives to encourage student

participation
1 In communications wth students provide examples of the use of GSA survey data by
university offices, department programs, and the GSA.

2. Analysis

2.1 Survey Participaion

Consistent withtrendsf r om pr evi ous

survey®s,

mont h

t he

prior to

argest

were first year graduate students. 87 first year graduate students responded, comprising

26.1% of the total survey responsesThe fraction of total survey respondents decreased

sequentiallyby year in program.Figure 1shows fraction of survey responses by year.
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Based on records from the Office of the Registrar, the3b student responses represent
48.7% of reqgistered graduate studentswithin the School of Medicine. However, the
response rate varied significantly by programsee Table 1

Table 1 Survey responses by graduated program ranked by percentage of participating
enrolled students within each program

PROGRAM RESPONSE ENROLLEI PERCENT
STUDENT: STUDENT

HEALTH SCIENGEBSORMATICS (PHD) 2 2 100.0%
MEDICAL & BIOLOGIGALUSTRATION (MA) 6 7 85.7%
BIOLOGICAL CHEMISTRY 11 15 73.3%
CELLULAR & MOLECUPMYSIOLOGY 9 13 69.2%
HUMAN GENETICS & MEIIULAR BIOLOGY 35 56 62.5%
FUNCTIONAL ANATOME®OLUTION 6 10 60.0%
HISTORY OF MEDICINE 6 10 60.0%
PATHOBIOLOGY 19 34 55.9%
CELLULAR & MOLECUME®ICINE 55 100 55.0%
BIOCHEMISTRY, CEIARJ& MOLECULAR BI@O 52 98 53.1%
PHARMACOLOGY & MOUEBR SCIENCES 17 37 45.9%
PROGRAM IN MOLECUIBARPHYSICS 9 21 42.9%
BIOMEDICAL ENGINBERI 67 167 40.1%
IMMUNOLOGY 12 31 38.7%
NEUROSCIENCE 26 70 37.1%
APPLIED HEALTH SCIES INFORMATICS 3 13 23.1%
BIOPHYSICS AND BI®BICAL CHEMISTRY 1 6 16.7%
| Total 336 690 48.7%

2.2 Student Demographics

This year we expanded the scope and range of our questions regarding student
demographics so that we could identify potential patterns and discrepancies in learner
experience based on identities. Key changes introduced to the survey this year included
asking students about their gender identity, sexual orientation, and ability statuQuestions
to assess demographic information included:

1. With which racial and ethnic group(s) do you identify3elect all that apply
What is your gender identit§
Would you idenify yourself as transgender?
What is your sexual orientation?
Are you a veteran of the armed forces?
Are you in the United States on a educational ortraining visa?
How do you describe your disability/ability statusSelect all that apply

No gk wh
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Data detailing tre racial and ethnic seHidentities ofstudents to the 2019 GSA survey are
shown inFigure 2
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Figure2: Racial and ethnic identities of graduate students within SOM. Count indicates total nun
of responses. Percentage represents fraction of all respondents. Multiple selections were allowe
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Figure3: Gender identities of graduate students within SON

dso

Furthermore, our question asking students whether they identified as transgender revealed

that 1.8% (6 of 329 students) identify as transgendey results shown inTable 2
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TableY @2 2dzZ R @2 dz ARS WIBATFTRY RS2
Response Count Percentage of
Respondents

Yes 6 1.82%

No 319 96.96%

Prefer not to answe 4 1.22%

Our demographic data detailing sexual orientation revealed th&2.5% of students identify
with an LGBTQ+ identity 74.2% identify as heterosexual and 3.3% preferred not to answer.
Full data for the demographics of sexual orientation are shown Kigure 4 A Gallup estimate
by birth cohort estimatedthat in 2017 that 8.2% of the Millennial population (born 1980

1999) identify as LGBTQ.

https://news.qgallup.com/poll/234863/estimatégbt-populationrises.aspx
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Figure4: Sexual orientation of graduate students within SOM

No studentsin the 2019 Survey reported being a veteran of the armed forces, data is

summarized inTable 3.

Table 3 Arévyou a veteran of the armed forc&s?

Responsg Count Percentage of
Students
Yes 0 0.00%
No 330 100.00%
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https://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lgbt-population-rises.aspx

19.2% of students reported attending graduate school at SOM with an educational training
visa, data s summarized inTable 4.

Table & Aréyou in the United States om &ducational otraining visa®

Responsg Count Percentage of
Students
Yes 62 19.20%
No 259 80.19%
Prefer Not to Answe 2 0.62%

Our question regarding disability/ability status was a new addition to the 2019 GSA survey.
Data collected hereindicates that 15.0% of the student body identi with a mental health

di sorder. However, we are concerned that
describe your ability/ dilewneratelofirdsgonsse.Wesuspest®
that a portion of students with mental health disorders may refrain from disclosing on the
survey due to discomfort with framing mental health in terms of disability statUsigure 5
summarizes the data collected regarding ability status.
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Figure 5 Percentage of all responding students who identify with a disability, impairment, or
disorder; 79.4% of students did not identify with a disability, impairment, or disorder. FQOtB&6
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We asked students whadid describe identifying with a disability, impairment, or disorder

whether they had disclosed their disability status to their training program. Only 24.6% (15 of

61) of students had disclosed their status at the start of their traing. In a followup question,
an additional 25% (11 of 44) of students reported disclosing their disability status after the
start of their training program. In the free responses provided by students describing why
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they had not disclosed Appendix B) some critical themes emerged: 1) a fear of
discrimination and bias, 2) a fear that the disclosure would not be handled discretely, and 3)
a lack of awareness of available resources. Addressing the first two of these three concerns
will likely require incremental changes to address the campus climate. However, we are
optimistic that addressing the third of these concerns could baddressedthough improved
advertisement of currently available resources.

2.3 Mentorship

The relationship between primary faculty mentor and student traings a critical relationship

that greatly influencesthegual i ty of graduate student®s trai
several questions to assess the general status of student support by faculty mentors and

evaluate the sources of stress/conflict between trainees and their mentorg/e asked all

survey respondens to select from a list, all sources of conflict between them and their

faculty mentors. The most frequently selected sourceof stresswere Pl1  management s
(36%),fol | owed by -project direction® (31%), -wor
(29%), and -career goaHigur®@6 ( 23 %) . Results show
Which (if any) of the following create conflict between you and your
Pl/faculty mentor? Select all that appl
) / y pply n=141
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Figure 6 Sources of stress between students and faculty mentors. The top 5 reported sources
stress are highlighted in dark blue.

The stress caused by management style was further highlighted in a pair of questions
addressingthe likelihaod of students tochoose the same Pl/faculty mentor if they could go
back. We asked all students to rank the likelihood that they would choose the same faculty
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mentor, results shown inFigure 7.
For those students who selected
~not at all |I|ike
"moderately I|ike
to subsequentlyselect from a list of
factors reasons why they may have
potentially chosen a different
Pl/faculty mentor. A full 72% of
these students seleted
~advising/ mentor
contributing reason. The second
most frequently selected reason
was management
57.4% of respondents.Results
shown inFigure 8

45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

U7

How likely would you be to choose the same
Pl/Mentor?

n =245 40.8%

30.2%

17.1%
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Figure 8:Contributing reasons for students potentiatlijoosing a different advisor
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With regard to dissatisfaction with Pl management style ware optimistic that with
intentional outreach to studentsprogramming and practicescould be developedto help
alleviate some of these issues. For examplepllating and advertising a list olab alumni
across departmentsfor students to talkto can provide valuable information for first students
trying toevaluatethec o mp|l ex ment ori ng

potential future conflicts,student designed worksheets fortopics suchas Quest i ons
onshi

aPotenti al Ment or°, Mentoring Relati
Working with The Peer Collective to disseminatthese types ofworksheets would
additionally provide a forunfor discussion. Finally, we propose designing a collaborative
programming with offices such as the PDCO and JHSA#® strengthen students skills in
managing professional, interpersonal relationships

Related to mentorship, we also asked students if their primary faculty mentor had changed
since the start of graduate school outside of their research rotation8.43% (21 of 249
students) reported changing primaryfaculty mentors We asked these 21 students to select
from a list all reasons that contributed to their decision to switch mentor§he most
frequently cited reason for switching faculty mentors is mistreatmenfor students who have
switched primary facuty mentors, close to half cite mistreatment as a contributing reason.
Full data shownin Figure 9 Thisdata illustrates a highly concerning trend, 1 in 25 graduate
students have experienced learner mistreatment severe enough thahey choose torestart
their thesis research in a new training environment.

Why did you change Pls/faculty mentors? Select all that apply
50% 47.6%
5% n=21
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35% 33.3% 33.3%
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Figure 9:Contributing reasons fastudents switching Pls/faculty mentors.
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2.4 Student Supportz Program and University

When asked to evaluate the effectiveness of the School of Medicine in supporting an
environment of diversity and inclusion, the average ranking across the full student body was
3.23 on a scale of 1= Not at all effective to 5= Extremely effectivé. Notable
discrepancies in the ranked score were observed hen the data was broken down by the
gender identity,sexual orientation or racial identity of students Among students who
identified as LGBTQ, the average score was 2.93 versus an average of 3.33 amgpn
students who identified as straight. Among students who identified with a URM background,
the average score was 2.81 versus an average of 3.34 among students who did not identify
with a URM background. Data shown iTable 5

Table 5 Averageranking @ a G dzRSyda 2F W2Kya | 2L AY

in supporting an environment of diversity and inclusion

Studentldentity Number of | Avg. Satisfaction
Students (1-5)
All Students 303 3.238
Women & Norbinary 191 3.120
Men 108 3.444
LGBTQ 67 2.925
Straight 226 3.336
URM 59 2.814
NonURM 244 3.340
In a followrup question, students who evaluatedbhe SOM as equal or | ess
effective® were asked what would make the Sc

responses inAppendix B.

We asked students to rank their satisfaction with support from different university affiliates.
Graduate students both inside and outside of
average satisfaction ranking,data shown inTable 6. For the GSA leadership these results

highlight theimportance of continuing supportfor inclusive social events student groups,

and initiativessuch as The Peer Collective.

We asked students if they were able to evaluate how likely they would be to select Johns

Hopkins and how kely they would be to select their same graduate training program if they

were to start their graduate career over agali
= Extremely |ikely® scale. Ranked averages f
student respondents are shown inrable 7.
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Table 6 Average rank of satisfaction with interpersonal support by JHUSOM affiliates

Avg. Satisfaction(1-5)

Graduate students within your la
Graduate students outside your
Faculty (PI

Postdoctoral fellows

GSA

Staff

Faculty (not your Pl

Other

Administration

4.01
3.98
3.90
3.77
3.72
3.65
3.54
3.%4
3.33

Table 7 Average ranking of holikely students would be to choose the same training progre
and how likely they would be to choose JHU if they could start their graduate career over

Avg. Likelihood of
Choosing Program Agai

Avg. Likelihood of
Choosing JHU Agai

BCMB
Neuroscience
BME
Pathobiology
CMM
Pharmacology
Human Genetic:

4.37
4.32
3.98
3.71
3.61
3.50
3.03

3.89
4.09
4.00
3.88
3.98
3.88
3.84

2.5 Learner Mistreatment

Learner mistreatment of graduate students is a central concern for the GSA. Finding
systemsto support graduate students who have experienced mistreatment and prevent
further mistreatment from occurring is of utmost importance. To this end we sought to
identify the source, frequency, and nature of the mistreatment faced by graduate students.
We asked students if they had experienced and/or observed mistreatment in the following

classifications

Category 1: Bad Communication

Examples: verbal insultsbelittling and/or humiliating a learnerspeaking, writing, engaging in

conduct,orusingcur ri cul ar materi al s

that disparage

background, gender or gender identity, sexual orientation, race or religion

*Repeated incidents of Bad Communication (Category 1 behaviors) are considered Bad Behavior

(Category 2 behaviors)
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Cateqory 2: Bad Behavior

Examples: exploiting a student/trainee in any manner (including asking for personal favors)
denying opportunities for training or denying rewards based on factors other than a

student/ trai

nee®s

data or a project disputes related to publication authorshipassigning a grade or rating to a
student/trainee based on factors other than a student/trainee's performance and professionalism

pressuring a gudent/trainee to perform medical procedures or research activities for which they

are insufficiently trained

Category 3: lllegal Behavior

Examples: a pattern of disparaging behavior based on a student/trainee's race, ethnicity, or
gender, making unwanted sexual advancesharassing a student/trainee, including sexual,

physical, racial/ethnic, or gendetbased harassment in-person or cyber stalking committing or

threatening an act of physical violence of any kind

pelisihor médatce ngnad prtofdeasi omai ne

The most frequently repored classificationo f mi st r eat ment was -bad co
both experienced and observed incidentsFigure 10.

For those students who reported having experienced or observed learner mistreatment we

45
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25
20
15

Number of Reports

10

wu

Category 1

Bad
Communication

Category of Mistreatment

B Experienced

Observed

Category 2 Category 3 Prefer not to answer
Bad lllegal
Behavior Behavior

Figure 10Categories of mistreatment experienced and observed.

asked several followmu p  q u
occurred once?®

Figure 11. We also askedstudents whether or not they had reported the mistreatment they
either experienced or observed, results reported ifrigure 12 Critically, our data indicates

estions. We asked
, |l ess than once

that the overwhelming majority of mistreatment goes unreported.
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Did you report what you experienced?
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Figure 12Reporting of learner mistreatment
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Answer

W Yes

No

Prefer Not to
Answer

In a followup question we asked students who answered that they did not report the

mistreatment they experienced and/or observed, why they decided not to repoiiResults

reported in Figure 13. Multiple selections were allowed for this question. Notabjystudents
experienced mistreatment most frequently
time and effort as a reason for not reporting. The second most frequently selected reason

was fear of backlash or retaliation.

wh o

For students who observed migkeatment the most frequently selected reason for not
reporti ng Amaysisofthefreeeresgonse in this category (reported iAppendix B)
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highlighted a common trend of feeling as though it was not their place to report and
hesitation out of respect for student experiencing the mistreatment.

25

20

15

1

o

wu

Why did you decide to not report? Select all that apply

M Experienced

© Observed

| was afraid of | did not feelitwas |did notfeelthe |knew orassumed |wasunawareof Other (explain)

backlash or worth the time and action warranteda  someone else the resources for
retaliation effort to report it complaint reported it reporting the
complaint

Figure 13Student selected reasorisr not reporting learner mistreatment

2.6 Campus Security

To assess student sentiment around campus security, we ask studesito rank the outdoor
safety of the Hopkins East Baltimore Campus within the bounds of Caroline to Washington
and Madison to Orleans streetsConsistent, with trends from previous years, roughly half
(53.7%) of students rate the East Baltimore campus as maately to extremely safe and
half (46.3%) rank the campus as moderately to extremely unsaf€&igurel4.
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Figure 14Studentdescription of East Baltimore campus safety
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When askedhow frequently they had utilized Campus Security services, 6.7% (18 of 283
respondents) reported contacting Campus Safety with regard to a safety or security concern
within the last 12 months. Of those 18 respondentshe overall ranked satisfaction score

was 2.88on 5-pointscalei ndi cating a general satisfactdi
d i s s at This data sndicatés that while a small fraction of studentsas needed to contact
Campus Security regarding campus safety, there is roorfor improvement with regard to

how Safety concerns are handled.

Use of campus security for vehicle and kperson escorts was higher than for safety

problems and overall satisfaction for these escort services was notably higher as well.

Data reported inFigure 15and Table 8.

In the past year, how often have you contacted
Hopkins Security for these issues:

290
280
270

] I —
260 .
250
240
230
220
210

In-person escort on Safety problemon  Vehicle escort service Vehicle escort service
campus campus on the East Baltimore  on the Homewood
campus campus

W Never Once or twice M Afewtimesayear M Monthly ™ Daily

Figure 15Graduate student utilization of Hopkins Security 2089

Table 8 Average ranking of student satisfaction with campus safetgilable ranking from
WSEGNBYSte RA&ZaIGAATASRQ I' m (2 WSEGNBYS

Contact Point Respondents Average Satisfaction|
In-person escort on campy 27 3.80
Safety problem on campy 18 2.89
Vehicle escort service on the E{ 40 3.93
Baltimore campus
Vehicle escort service on tff 12 4.29
Homewood campu
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Student Opinion Regarding Establishing a Private Police Force

Safety on the East Baltimore campus is a consistent concern for both students and the
University. In the 2019 GSA Survey we were particularly interested assessing student
sentiment surrounding Maryland SB 793, the Community Safety and Strengthening Act.
Passed by the Maryland State Assembly and Senate on Apritt2019, SB 793 grants Johns
Hopkins University authority to establish a private, armed policerice with jurisdiction
surrounding the JHU owned properties within Baltimore City. Prior to conducting our survey
published data from JHU had indicated student support for SB 793. However, anecdotal
evidence indicated to GSA leadership strong student opians in opposition to this legislation
which were not fully represented in published data. In order to accurately represent the
graduate student body within the School of Medicine, we sought to better understand the
nature of student opinions and contributig factors surrounding SB 793.

To specifically address student sentiment surrounding the SB 793 we asked two questions:
1) What is your opinion about the proposed establishment of a private police force on
the Johns Hopkins medical campus.
2) How do you expect the implementation of an armed police force will affect your sense
of safety on campus?

Responses to both of these quesons were on a 5point scale with a 8", N/A option.

Notable differences in trends are apparent in the responses inclusive of the whole student
body compared to looking at the responses of those students who satientify as black. This
highlights a criical discrepancy in the experiences of different learner groups and ought to
be considered when evaluating the consequences of establishing an armed police force on
campus.

For a moreencompassing view of student opinions regarding the formation of@ivate
Johns Hopkins police forceplease seeAppendix Cwhich contains student free responses

Notable differences in trends emerge in looking at the responses inclusive of the whole
student body compared to looking at the esponses of those students who selidentify as
black. This highlights a critical discrepancy in the experiences of different learner groups and
ought to be considered when evaluating the consequences of establishing an armed police
force on campus.
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What is your opinion about the proposed establishment of
a private police force on the Johns Hopkins medical campus?

50.0%
W Strongly opposed
45.0%
m Somewhat opposed 40.0%
35.0%
No opinion 30.0%
] 25.0%
B Somewhat in favor
20.0%
B Strongly in favor 15.0%
10.0%
m N/A: | was not aware
of this proposal 5.0%
0.0%

33%
31%
28%
25%
19%
16%
11%
6%
1% 0%
NIH URM
n= 285 n=49

44%
30%
11%
7%
Black
n=27

Fgure 16:Graduate student opinion regarding establishment of a Hopkins Police Departn

m | will feel significantly
less safe

o | will feel moderately
less safe

| will feel no change in
safety

H | will feel moderately
more safe

| | will feel significantly
more safe

M NA: No expectation

How do you expect the implementation of an armed police
force will affect your sense of safety on campus?

35.0%

30.0%

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

Figure 179 E LIS O

31%
27%
26%
21% 21%  21%
19
10%
I 4%
All NIH URM
n=280 n=48
ST¥FSOU

2F | 2L AY dense afcake S

30%
26%
22%
11%
II 1
Black
n=27
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Transit

Il n order to assess the ease of student ®s

report the approximate location of where they lived. A heat map highlighting the density of

student residences is shown below ifrigure 18 A large number of studentsreside in the

East Baltimore neighborhoods of Highlandtown, Patterson Park, and Upper Fells. Another

popular location is the Charles Street corridor from Penn Station, through Mt. Vernon and
into Federal Hill. A smaller population resides in Charles Vilegnd in the apartment

buildings just north of the Homewood campus.
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Figure 18Heatmap of Baltimore city neighborhoods where graduate student reside
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The top three reported manners of transportation to and from campus are 1) walking or
biking, 2) Lyft SafeRide, and 3) use of the JHMHlomewood shuttle. Results reported in
Figure 19

What are your primary means of transportation to/from campus?

120 Walk/Bike

Public transportation

Lyft SafeRide

Hopkins Shuttle (Other)

Hopkins Shuttle (JHMI-Homewood)

100

80

60

40

20

annn Im_ =&
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Figure 19Sudent means of transportation to and from the East Baltimore campus

Driving (pay to park in JHU garage)

Driving {park on the street or in a non-JHU lot)

Student Responses

Driving (park in a JHU satellite lot)

W 0 N R WN P

Carpool

Other

=
[=]

The top three reported resources that would a
developing carpool or rideshare options, 2) expanding shuélservice into the East Baltimore
neighborhoods, and 3) extending weekend shuttle service. Results reported igure 20.

What would make getting to campus easier for you as a student?

40

a5 1 | Carpooling and/or rideshare resources
a 30 | | 2 | Expanded Shuttle Routes (East Baltimore)
g 25 3 | Expanded Shuttle Routes (Hampden)
g 0 4 | Expanded Shuttle Routes (Other)
E 15 5 | Extended Weekend Shuttle Hours
E 10 6 | Improved bike infrastructure near campus
@ s I I I I I 7 | Improved bike storage/security

0 8 | Other
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Figure 200ptions to improve student transit access to thast Baltimore campus
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2.7 Professional Development

To assess the longterm professional aims of graduate students in the School of Medicine,
we askedstudents to describe up to three careers that they are considering pursuing after
earning their degree as well as which future career is their current top choice. Career
options 1-19 are listed inTable 9. Data for the top careers in considerationFigure 21, and
top career choice, Figure 22 of students is analyzed by year of graduate training.

Table 9:Surveycareer options

1 Academic Faculty, primarily researq 11 | Research Administration (e.g. Core Facilities Manag
2 Academic Faculty, primarily teachin 12 | Science Outreach and Communication

3 Teaching, noftenure track 13 | Science Policy/Regulatory Affairs

4 Biotech / Pharma / Industry 14 | Scientific/Medical Writing or Editing

5 Consulting 15 | Scientific/Medical lllustration

6 Entrepreneur 16 | Staff/Bench/Data Scientist

7 Finance/Equity Research 17 | Teaching (K.2)

8 Patent Agent/Law 18 | Unsure

9 Medicine 19 | Other

10 | Tech Transfer

Notably, while approximately 40% of first yea
faculty, primarilye sear ch® as their top career choice,
two and above list this career as their top choice. Several other careers (i.e. patent agent,

research administration, finance/equity research) only are selectess top choices by

st udents in their third year and above, 4 his n
traditional® STEM PhD career options as stude

Careers in Consideration
25% W 1st Year
W 2nd Year
20%
3rd Year

15% 4th Year +
0

Percentage of Graduate Students
(by year)

10%

5%

N | ‘Il.ln o L ),
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Figure 21Careers in consideration by year of graduate school
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Top Career Choice
45%

B 1st Year
40%

|
35% 2nd Year
30% 3rd Year
25% Ath Year +

20%

15%
10%
A 1
0% I
1 2 3 4 5 6

Figure 21Top career choice by year of graduate school

Percentage of Graduate Students
(byyear)

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19

Highlighting the importance of exposure t@areer options we asked graduate students if

their planned career had changed since starting graduate schol. 38% (108 of 283

respondents) reported that their planned career had changes. The most frequently cited

reason for a change in careerplanwas gai ni ng knowl edge of new ca
reported in Table 10.

Table 10 Contributing reasonto changes in career plans since starting graduate sch

Percentof

Students
Gaining knowledge of new career options 574
Changes in persongtiorities 49.1
Changes in professional priorities 45.4
Identification of new interests/passion 40.7
Other 15.7

We asked students where they obtained their career information. The top three most

frequently selected choices werehe Professional Development and Career Office (PDCO),

Graduate Programs, and Pl/advisers, full data reported ifiable 11. The PDCO isused most
frequently by students intheir83y ear and beyond. Il ndeed, when w
had used services from the PDCO, 72% of students in their third year and above reported

that they had. For students in their $ and 2" years of graduat school, only 28% had used

PDCO services and 9% reported not knowing what the PDCO was.
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Table 11Where students obtain career information. Percentages reported for students in the
3" year and above and for students in theftdr 2" year of gaduate studies

3rd Year and Above| 1st & 2nd Year

Professional Development and Career Office (PIL 77.2% 45.8%
Graduate Prograrn 62.4% 68.5%

Pl/advisor 59.7% 68.6%

Alumni 36.2% 28.8%

Biomedical Careers Initiative (B¢ 34.9% 20.3%
JHU Student Grou 22.8% 16.1%

Professional Organizatio 22.8% 19.5%
Scientific journals 18.8% 19.5%
myidp.sciencecareers.ol 11.4% 0.9%

Other 10.1% 8.5%

2.8 Financial Wellness

To assess the financial wellness of graduate students we asked questionsdetermine the
debt burden carried by graduate students as
unexpected $500 emergency expense.

With regard to the burden of debt 15% of students are actively making payments on
undergraduate student loans Figure 22 One shortcoming in our surveydesign was the
exclusion of question to assess what percentage of students currently carry undergraduate
student loans that are in a deferment period. As such, the 15% actively paying student
likelyunderrepresents thetotal student debt burden carried ly School of Medicine graduate

students.

Figure 22Debt burden ofSchool of Medicine graduate student
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