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1. Survey Design 
 

The Graduate Student Association (GSA) of Johns Hopkins School of Medicine (SOM) 

conducts an annual survey of all graduate students (MA and PhD) across SOM 

Departments. In accordance with the GSA Survey Policy (Appendix A), design, distribution, 

and analysis of the GSA Survey is the responsibility of the current MA-PhD Committee 

student representatives. The Office of Assessment and Evaluation assists in survey design 

and implementation. The active GSA Executive Board and GSA 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 2013. Since then the GSA survey has served as a valuable 

tool to assess student needs, identify trends, and collect data to 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. Building on 

the work of previous years, this year we are debuting a report to formally share our results 

within the wider Hopkins community. By distributing this report we aim to increase 

engagement with the student body, graduate programs, and university offices so that 

subsequent discussions surrounding policy and programming may begin with shared and 

publicly available information.  

 

 

1.1 Confidentiality 
 

Since the raw data provided in student responses is linked to information provided to the 

registrar®s office, including training program and ethnicity, several precautions are in place to 

ensure student confidentiality. Student names are not present in the raw data. Access to the 

raw data is only open to the Office of Assessment and Evaluation and the current MA-PhD 

committee student representatives (Kaitlin Wood and Miriam Akeju for the 2019 survey). In 

this report, and in all presented data summaries, no results are shown in which the total 

number of responses is less than five. Any free response answers presented have 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 at the SOM. Described here is an overview of the broad 
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survey topics our questions addressed. To see the full collection of questions including the 

display logic please email kaitlin.wood@jhmi.edu. 

 

Demographic Questions 

In this section of the survey we asked students to describe their identities. We emphasized 

collection of demographic data so that we could identify if any discrepancies existed in the 

graduate school experience between different identity groups.  

 

Student Support 

In this section we assessed how well included and supported students felt within; 

¶ their lab environment 

¶ their training program 

¶ the university 

 

Learner Mistreatment 

In this section we assessed;  

¶ The rate of mistreatment experienced and/or observed by graduate students 

¶ Source(s) of mistreatment 

¶ Frequency of mistreatment 

¶ Whether mistreatment is reported 

¶ Satisfaction with the result of reporting mistreatment 

 

Mentorship 

In this section we assessed;  

¶ Sources of stress between students and their faculty mentor  

¶ The number of students who had changed faculty mentors 

¶ Reasons why students changed faculty mentors 

 

Housing, Transport, & Safety 

In this section we assessed;  

¶ Where students live 

¶ How students commute to campus 

¶ Student opinions on campus security 

¶ Use of campus security resources 

 

Finances & Benefits 

In this section we assessed student financial wellbeing including; 

¶ Student savings 

¶ Student Debt 

¶ Caregiver status 
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Professional Development 

In this section we assessed;  

¶ Top career choice(s) 

¶ University resources used for career exploration 

¶ Student publication rates 

¶ Rate of student conference attendance and presentations 

 

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 satisfaction with their personal and 

professional lives and ask for feedback in our survey design. 

 

 

1.3 Distribution  
 

The 2019 GSA Survey was designed and distributed using Qualtrics software. The 2019 

GSA survey opened on May 7th 2019. All PhD and MA students within SOM training 

programs received an individualized link delivered to their university email account.  

 

Advertisement 

Reminder emails were sent to students who had not completed their survey on the following 

dates: May 10th, May 14th, May 17th, May 20th, May 22nd, May 24th, May 26th, May 27th ² 

morning, May 27th 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 was initially closed at 8:00 am on May 28th 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 29th. The survey officially closed on June 3rd 2019 

with 336 student responses.  

 

Incentives 

To incentivize participation, students who completed the survey were entered into a raffle for 

one of four $25.00 gift-cards to the local restaurants Kabobi and Atwaters. After submitting 

their survey responses through Qualtrics students were redirected 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 
 

Approximately 48.7% of registered SOM graduate students completed the 2019 GSA 

Survey. Ideally, 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 

participation in subsequent survey®s the following steps are suggested: 

¶ Release an official Survey Report to all students and SOM members to increase 

transparency 

¶ Advertise the survey in the month prior to it®s opening 

¶ Increase engagement with GSA Program Representatives to encourage student 

participation  

¶ In communications with students provide examples of the use of GSA survey data by 

university offices, department programs, and the GSA.  

 

 

 

2. Analysis 

 

2.1 Survey Participation  
 

Consistent with trends from previous survey®s, the largest fraction of survey respondents 

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

26.1% of the total survey responses. The fraction of total survey respondents decreased 

sequentially by year in program. Figure 1 shows fraction of survey responses by year. 

Figure 1: Survey responses by year in graduate training program 
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Based on records from the Office of the Registrar, the 336 student responses represent 

48.7% of registered graduate students within the School of Medicine. However, the 

response rate varied significantly by program, see Table 1.  

PROGRAM 
 

RESPONSES ENROLLED 
STUDENTS 

PERCENT 
STUDENTS 

HEALTH SCIENCES INFORMATICS (PHD) 2 2 100.0% 

MEDICAL & BIOLOGICAL ILLUSTRATION (MA) 6 7 85.7% 

BIOLOGICAL CHEMISTRY 11 15 73.3% 

CELLULAR & MOLECULAR PHYSIOLOGY 9 13 69.2% 

HUMAN GENETICS & MOLECULAR BIOLOGY 35 56 62.5% 

FUNCTIONAL ANATOMY & EVOLUTION 6 10 60.0% 

HISTORY OF MEDICINE 6 10 60.0% 

PATHOBIOLOGY 19 34 55.9% 

CELLULAR & MOLECULAR MEDICINE 55 100 55.0% 

BIOCHEMISTRY, CELLULAR & MOLECULAR BIOLOGY 52 98 53.1% 

PHARMACOLOGY & MOLECULAR SCIENCES 17 37 45.9% 

PROGRAM IN MOLECULAR BIOPHYSICS 9 21 42.9% 

BIOMEDICAL ENGINEERING 67 167 40.1% 

IMMUNOLOGY 12 31 38.7% 

NEUROSCIENCE 26 70 37.1% 

APPLIED HEALTH SCIENCES INFORMATICS 3 13 23.1% 

BIOPHYSICS AND BIOPHYSICAL 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 status. Questions 

to assess demographic information included: 

1. With which racial and ethnic group(s) do you identify? Select all that apply 

2. What is your gender identity? 

3. Would you identify yourself as transgender? 

4. What is your sexual orientation? 

5. Are you a veteran of the armed forces? 

6. Are you in the United States on an educational or training visa? 

7. How do you describe your disability/ability status? Select all that apply.  

 

Table 1: Survey responses by graduated program ranked by percentage of participating 

enrolled students within each program 
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Data detailing the racial and ethnic self-identities of students to the 2019 GSA survey are 

shown in Figure 2.  

 

 

Our questions explicitly 

asking about gender 

identity allow us to view 

identities not currently 

recognized on official 

student records. Figure 3 

shows the demographic 

breakdown by gender 

identity, of note 2.1% (7 of 

239 students) identify with 

a non-binary or third 

gender identity.  

 

 

 

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

that 1.8% (6 of 329 students) identify as transgender, results shown in Table 2.  

 

Figure 3: Gender identities of graduate students within SOM 

Figure 2: Racial and ethnic identities of graduate students within SOM. Count indicates total number 

of responses. Percentage represents fraction of all respondents. Multiple selections were allowed so 

percentages sum to greater than 100% 
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Response Count Percentage of 
Respondents 

Yes 6 1.82% 

No 319 96.96% 

Prefer not to answer 4 1.22% 

 

Our demographic data detailing sexual orientation revealed that 22.5% 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 in Figure 4. A Gallup estimate 

by birth cohort estimated that in 2017 that 8.2% of the Millennial population (born 1980-

1999) identify as LGBTQ.  

https://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lgbt-population-rises.aspx 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

summarized in Table 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response Count Percentage of 
Students 

Yes 0 0.00% 

No 330 100.00% 

Table 2Υ ά²ƻǳƭŘ ȅƻǳ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ȅƻǳǊǎŜƭŦ ŀǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƎŜƴŘŜǊΚέ 

Figure 4: Sexual orientation of graduate students within SOM 

Table 3Υ άAre you a veteran of the armed forces?έ 

 

https://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lgbt-population-rises.aspx
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19.2% of students reported attending graduate school at SOM with an educational training 

visa, data is summarized in Table 4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Our question regarding disability/ability status was a new addition to the 2019 GSA survey. 

Data collected here indicates that 15.0% of the student body identify with a mental health 

disorder. However, we are concerned that the phrasing of the question ¯how do you 

describe your ability/disability status° may contribute to lower rate of response. We suspect 

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 status. Figure 5 

summarizes the data collected regarding ability status.  

 

We asked students who did 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 training. In a follow-up 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 

Response Count Percentage of 
Students 

Yes 62 19.20% 

No 259 80.19% 

Prefer Not to Answer 2 0.62% 

Table 4Υ άAre you in the United States on an educational or training visa?έ 

 

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. For the 20.6% 

ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ Řƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ Řƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ψŀ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŘƛǎƻǊŘŜǊΦΩ aǳƭǘƛǇƭŜ ǎŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘΦ 



Page 9  

 

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 be addressed though improved 

advertisement of currently available resources.  

 

 

2.3 Mentorship  
 

The relationship between primary faculty mentor and student trainee is a critical relationship 

that greatly influences the quality of graduate student®s training experience. We asked 

several questions to assess the general status of student support by faculty mentors and 

evaluate the sources of stress/conflict between trainees and their mentors. We asked all 

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

faculty mentors. The most frequently selected sources of stress were ¯PI management style° 

(36%), followed by ­project direction® (31%), ­work/life balance® (31%), ­advisor availability® 

(29%), and ­career goals® (23%). Results shown in Figure 6 

 

The stress caused by management style was further highlighted in a pair of questions 

addressing the likelihood of students to choose the same PI/faculty mentor if they could go 

back. We asked all students to rank the likelihood that they would choose the same faculty 

Figure 6: Sources of stress between students and faculty mentors. The top 5 reported sources of 

stress are highlighted in dark blue. 
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mentor, results shown in Figure 7. 

For those students who selected 

¯not at all likely°, ¯slightly likely°, or 

¯moderately likely° we asked them 

to subsequently select from a list of 

factors reasons why they may have 

potentially chosen a different 

PI/faculty mentor. A full 72% of 

these students selected 

¯advising/mentoring style° as a 

contributing reason. The second 

most frequently selected reason 

was ¯management style° with 

57.4% of respondents. Results 

shown in Figure 8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: likelihood of choosing the same mentor 

Figure 8: Contributing reasons for students potentially choosing a different advisor 
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With regard to dissatisfaction with PI management style we are optimistic that, with 

intentional outreach to students, programming and practices could be developed to help 

alleviate some of these issues. For example, collating and advertising a list of lab alumni 

across departments for students to talk to can provide valuable information for first students 

trying to evaluate the complex mentoring ¯fit.° Additionally, to pre-emptively address 

potential future conflicts, student designed worksheets for topics such as ̄ Questions to Ask 

a Potential Mentor°, ¯Mentoring Relationship Red Flags° could provide valuable resources. 

Working with The Peer Collective to disseminate these types of worksheets would 

additionally provide a forum for discussion. Finally, we propose designing a collaborative 

programming with offices such as the PDCO and JHSAP to 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 rotations. 8.43% (21 of 249 

students) reported changing primary faculty mentors. We asked these 21 students to select 

from a list all reasons that contributed to their decision to switch mentors. The most 

frequently cited reason for switching faculty mentors is mistreatment. For students who have 

switched primary faculty mentors, close to half cite mistreatment as a contributing reason. 

Full data shown in Figure 9. This data illustrates a highly concerning trend, 1 in 25 graduate 

students have experienced learner mistreatment severe enough that they choose to restart 

their thesis research in a new training environment.  

Figure 9: Contributing reasons for students switching PIs/faculty mentors. 
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 2.4 Student Support ² 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 effective°. Notable 

discrepancies in the ranked score were observed when 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 among 

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 in Table 5.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In a follow-up question, students who evaluated the SOM as equal or less than ¯moderately 

effective° were asked ¯what would make the School of Medicine more effective at this°, 

responses in Appendix B. 

 

We asked students to rank their satisfaction with support from different university affiliates. 

Graduate students both inside and outside of student®s research lab receive the highest 

average satisfaction ranking, data shown in Table 6. For the GSA leadership these results 

highlight the importance of continuing support for inclusive social events, student groups, 

and initiatives such as The Peer Collective.  

 

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

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

were to start their graduate career over again. Rankings were on a 1 = ¯Not at all likely° to 5 

= ¯Extremely likely° scale. Ranked averages for those programs with more than fifteen 

student respondents are shown in Table 7.  

 

 

 

 

Student Identity Number of 
Students  

Avg. Satisfaction 
(1-5) 

All Students 303 3.238 
Women & Non-binary 191 3.120 
Men 108 3.444 
LGBTQ 67 2.925 
Straight 226 3.336 
URM 59 2.814 
Non-URM 244 3.340 

Table 5: Average ranking ōȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ WƻƘƴǎ IƻǇƪƛƴǎ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ƻŦ aŜŘƛŎƛƴŜΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ 

in supporting an environment of diversity and inclusion 

 

 

Student Identity Number of 
Students  

Avg. Satisfaction 
(1-5) 

All Students 303 3.238 
Women & Non-binary 191 3.120 
Men 108 3.444 
LGBTQ 67 2.925 
Straight 226 3.336 
URM 59 2.814 
Non-URM 244 3.340 

 Table 5Υ !ǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ōȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ WƻƘƴǎ IƻǇƪƛƴǎ {ŎƘƻƻƭ ƻŦ aŜŘƛŎƛƴŜΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ 

in supporting an environment of diversity and inclusion 
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Avg. Satisfaction (1-5) 

Graduate students within your lab 4.01 

Graduate students outside your lab 3.98 

Faculty (PI) 3.90 

Post-doctoral fellows 3.77 

GSA 3.72 

Staff 3.65 

Faculty (not your PI) 3.54 

Other 3.54 

Administration 3.33 

 

 

  
Avg. Likelihood of 

Choosing Program Again 
Avg. Likelihood of 

Choosing JHU Again 

BCMB 4.37 3.89 

Neuroscience 4.32 4.09 

BME 3.98 4.00 

Pathobiology 3.71 3.88 

CMM 3.61 3.98 

Pharmacology 3.50 3.88 

Human Genetics 3.03 3.84 

 

 

2.5 Learner Mistreatment 
 

Learner mistreatment of graduate students is a central concern for the GSA. Finding 

systems to 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 insults; belittling and/or humiliating a learner; speaking, writing, engaging in 

conduct, or using curricular materials that disparage a student®s economic or cultural 

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) 

 

Table 7: Average ranking of how likely students would be to choose the same training program 

and how likely they would be to choose JHU if they could start their graduate career over 

 

 

Table 7: Average ranking of how likely students would be to choose the same training program 

and how likely they would be to choose JHU if they could start their graduate career over 

 

Table 6: Average rank of satisfaction with interpersonal support by JHUSOM affiliates 

 

 

Table 6: Average rank of satisfaction with interpersonal support by JHUSOM affiliates 
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Category 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/trainee®s performance and professionalism; violating a student/trainee®s ownership of 

data or a project; disputes related to publication authorship; assigning a grade or rating to a 

student/trainee based on factors other than a student/trainee's performance and professionalism; 

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

are insufficiently trained 

 

Category 3: Illegal Behavior 

Examples: a pattern of disparaging behavior based on a student/trainee's race, ethnicity, or 

gender; making unwanted sexual advances; harassing a student/trainee, including sexual, 

physical, racial/ethnic, or gender-based harassment; in-person or cyber stalking; committing or 

threatening an act of physical violence of any kind 

 

The most frequently reported classification of mistreatment was ­bad communication® for 

both experienced and observed incidents, Figure 10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

asked several follow-up questions. We asked for the frequency of mistreatment, ¯only 

occurred once°, less than once a month°, ¯monthly°, ¯weekly°, or ¯daily°. Results reported in 

Figure 11. We also asked students whether or not they had reported the mistreatment they 

either experienced or observed, results reported in Figure 12. Critically, our data indicates 

that the overwhelming majority of mistreatment goes unreported. 

 

 

Figure 10: Categories of mistreatment experienced and observed. 
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Figure 11: Frequency of learner mistreatment. 
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In a follow-up question we asked students who answered that they did not report the 

mistreatment they experienced and/or observed, why they decided not to report. Results 

reported in Figure 13. Multiple selections were allowed for this question. Notably, students 

who experienced mistreatment most frequently cited feeling as though it wasn®t worth the 

time and effort as a reason for not reporting. The second most frequently selected reason 

was fear of backlash or retaliation.  

 

For students who observed mistreatment the most frequently selected reason for not 

reporting was ¯other°. Analysis of the free response in this category (reported in Appendix B) 

Figure 12: Reporting of learner mistreatment 
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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. 

 

 

 

2.6 Campus Security  
 

To assess student sentiment around campus security, we ask students to rank the outdoor 

safety of the Hopkins East Baltimore Campus within the bounds of Caroline to Washington 

and Madison to Orleans streets. Consistent, with trends from previous years, roughly half 

(53.7%) of students rate the East Baltimore campus as moderately to extremely safe and 

half (46.3%) rank the campus as moderately to extremely unsafe, Figure14. 

 

Figure 13: Student selected reasons for not reporting learner mistreatment 

Figure 14: Student description of East Baltimore campus safety 

 

 

Figure 14: Student description of East Baltimore campus safety 
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When asked how 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 respondents, the overall ranked satisfaction score 

was 2.88 on 5-point scale indicating a general satisfaction less than ¯neither satisfied nor 

dissatisfied.° This data indicates that while a small fraction of students has needed to contact 

Campus Security regarding campus safety, there is room for improvement with regard to 

how Safety concerns are handled.  

 

Use of campus security for vehicle and in-person escorts was higher than for safety 

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

Data reported in Figure 15 and Table 8. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contact Point Respondents Average Satisfaction 

In-person escort on campus 27 3.80 
Safety problem on campus 18 2.89 

Vehicle escort service on the East 
Baltimore campus 

40 3.93 

Vehicle escort service on the 
Homewood campus 

12 4.29 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Graduate student utilization of Hopkins Security 2018-2019 

 

 

Figure 15: Graduate student utilization of Hopkins Security 2018-2019 

 

Table 8: Average ranking of student satisfaction with campus safety. Available ranking from 

ΨŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ Ґ м ǘƻ ΨŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ Ґ р 

 

 

Table 8: Average ranking of student satisfaction with campus safety. Available ranking from 

ΨŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ŘƛǎǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ Ґ м ǘƻ ΨŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ǎŀǘƛǎŦƛŜŘΩ Ґ р 
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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 in assessing student 

sentiment surrounding Maryland SB 793, the Community Safety and Strengthening Act. 

Passed by the Maryland State Assembly and Senate on April 1st 2019, SB 793 grants Johns 

Hopkins University authority to establish a private, armed police force 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 opinions 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 contributing 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 questions were on a 5-point scale with a 6th, 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 self-identify 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.  

 

For a more encompassing view of student opinions regarding the formation of a private 

Johns Hopkins police force please see Appendix C which 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 responses of those students who self-identify 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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Figure 17: 9ȄǇŜŎǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ IƻǇƪƛƴǎ tƻƭƛŎŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǎense of safety 

Figure 16: Graduate student opinion regarding establishment of a Hopkins Police Department 
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Transit  

In order to assess the ease of student®s transit to and from campus we asked students to 

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

student residences is shown below in Figure 18. A large number of students reside 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 Village and in the apartment 

buildings just north of the Homewood campus.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 18: Heatmap 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 JHMI-Homewood shuttle. Results reported in 

Figure 19.  

 

The top three reported resources that would assist students® transportation needs are 1) 

developing carpool or rideshare options, 2) expanding shuttle service into the East Baltimore 

neighborhoods, and 3) extending weekend shuttle service. Results reported in Figure 20.  

 

 

 

 

 

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

Figure 20: Options to improve student transit access to the East Baltimore campus 
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2.7 Professional Development 
 

To assess the long-term professional aims of graduate students in the School of Medicine, 

we asked students 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 in Table 9. Data for the top careers in consideration, Figure 21, and 

top career choice, Figure 22, of students is analyzed by year of graduate training.  

 

 

Notably, while approximately 40% of first year graduate students describe ¯academic 

faculty, primarily research° as their top career choice, only 30% of graduate students in year 

two and above list this career as their top choice. Several other careers (i.e. patent agent, 

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

students in their third year and above, this may highlight the importance of exposure to ¯non-

traditional° STEM PhD career options as students progress in their training.  

1 Academic Faculty, primarily research 11 Research Administration (e.g. Core Facilities Manager) 

2 Academic Faculty, primarily teaching 12 Science Outreach and Communication 

3 Teaching, non-tenure track 13 Science Policy/Regulatory Affairs 

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

5 Consulting 15 Scientific/Medical Illustration 

6 Entrepreneur 16 Staff/Bench/Data Scientist 

7 Finance/Equity Research 17 Teaching (K-12) 

8 Patent Agent/Law 18 Unsure 

9 Medicine 19 Other 

10 Tech Transfer  

Table 9: Survey career options 

 

 

Table 9: Survey career options 

 

Figure 21: Careers in consideration by year of graduate school  
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Highlighting the importance of exposure to career options we asked graduate students if 

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

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

reason for a change in career plan was ̄ gaining knowledge of new career options,° full data 

reported in Table 10.  

 

  
Percent of 
Students 

Gaining knowledge of new career options 57.4 

Changes in personal priorities 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 were the Professional Development and Career Office (PDCO), 

Graduate Programs, and PI/advisers, full data reported in Table 11. The PDCO is used most 

frequently by students in their 3rd year and beyond. Indeed, when we asked student®s if they 

had used services from the PDCO, 72% of students in their third year and above reported 

that they had. For students in their 1st and 2nd years of graduate school, only 28% had used 

PDCO services and 9% reported not knowing what the PDCO was.  

 

 

Table 10: Contributing reasons to changes in career plans since starting graduate school  

 

 

Table 10: Contributing reasons to changes in career plans since starting graduate school  

 

Figure 21: Top career choice by year of graduate school  



Page 25  

 

 

 

 

 

2.8 Financial Wellness 
 

To assess the financial wellness of graduate students we asked questions to determine the 

debt burden carried by graduate students as well as students® capacity to accommodate an 

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 survey design 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 students 

likely underrepresents the total student debt burden carried by School of Medicine graduate 

students.  

 
3rd Year and Above 1st & 2nd Year 

Professional Development and Career Office (PDCO) 77.2% 45.8% 
Graduate Program 62.4% 68.5% 

PI/advisor 59.7% 68.6% 
Alumni 36.2% 28.8% 

Biomedical Careers Initiative (BCI) 34.9% 20.3% 
JHU Student Group 22.8% 16.1% 

Professional Organization 22.8% 19.5% 
Scientific journals 18.8% 19.5% 

myidp.sciencecareers.org 11.4% 0.9% 
Other 10.1% 8.5% 

Table 11: Where students obtain career information. Percentages reported for students in their 

3rd year and above and for students in their 1st or 2nd year of graduate studies 

 

 

 

Table 11: Where students obtain career information. Percentages reported for students in their 

3rd year and above and for students in their 1st or 2nd year of graduate studies 

 

 

Figure 22: Debt burden of School of Medicine graduate students 


































