Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health

Student Assembly Minutes

November 1, 2005 12:15pm, W 3008


SA Members Present:  Amy (B), Devaki, Lilian, Lainie, Matthew, Cynthia (J), Alicen, Anne, Allison, Keri, NaHyun, Natalia, Hsien, Liz, Arpi, Jenn, Srinivas, Lance, Monica, Nowreen, Chih-Kuei, Cynthia (C-M), Cindy, Sara, Julie, Snae. Joachim
SA Members Absent: Amy (P), Matt, Danielle, Wadih

Guests: Dean Fox, SPARC
MINUTES
1. Call to Order (Amy, President) 

1. Introduction of those who couldn’t make it to the retreat

2. Welcome to new MMI department representative 

1. Yay Allison!

3. Review of changes to the Academic Ethics Code (Robin Fox, Assoc. Dean for Academic Affairs) 

1. MPHers have already been exposed to Code and module

2. Quite sobering but Academic Ethics is alive and well

1. Academic ethics module was created to do “primary prevention” to familiarize them with academic ethics and how we believe violations can be prevented

2. (see appendix for supporting literature)

3. Ethics violations summary:

1. lots of recent instances of cheating (fewer of plagiarism)

4. Ethics case summaries from 2004-2005

1. Don’t want to categorize students but rather PREVENT there from being grey zones and ensure that students have all the resources they need.

3. Keri: changes were discussed extensively and prevention of academic ethics violations are the ultimate priority and these edits are the first step. If have questions, can answer

4. Towards middle and end of last year after reviewing code, not as substantive, but rather reflective of best practices

1. This is not a guideline, but really a bible in terms of how we investigate violations 

2. Want to prevent arbitrariness and have standard policy

5. Review of edits

1. Inclusion of electronic communication as documentation and are permissible

2. Srinivas’ suggestion: Para III have responsibilities laid out.

1. Include as a responsibility the completion of the module on ethics training– this is an addendum to the code

3. Bottom of Pg 3, two topics added that are ethics violations

1. Item 6: Submitting an academic evaluation after changing the original responses 

2. Item 7: Submitting the same work for multiple classes without instructor approval (this is not inherently bad, but this should be cleared with professors involved)

3. Minor changes in makeup of academic ethics board b/c of the hearing calendar (foreseeing times when people were not around) to ensure quorum

1. One faculty member should be a full professor for guidance for especially confusing cases – can bring in experience that other professors may not have.

4. Page 6 – new paragraph on students engaging in direct resolutions and that this resolution is the final resolution (it cannot be changed by going to academic advisor, class cannot be subsequently dropped or changed to p/f) 

5. Page 9 – minor changes – putting into words what is actually practice ( faculty senate approved this with one change

1. A faculty member and student can have direct resolution where they mutually agree something happened and agree on penalties

2. Faculty change: if there is direct resolution and then an allegation of a second violation, you cannot have another direct resolution, that’s why you  have a hearing.

1. if found guilty at hearing, more serious penalties (f through j)

2. Keri – if hearing at first violation, still have hearing at second violation? YES. The second violation ALWAYS entails a hearing
3. At third guilty violation (after a hearing) – student is expelled

3. Keri – protect students from personal vendetta from a single faculty member. If same faculty member makes second allegation – there is a possibility that the student is being targeted. Do we have some kind of amendment or protective clause to that effect? Typically, a faculty member will not see a student once a resolution has taken place.
4. Srinivas – has that happened? What was that process? Have students been expelled? What has now motivated you to say now we should expel students. Have not had many hearings, not two but in the mid 90s had a student agree to expulsion. Did have a direct resolution last year where student agreed to suspension. Never had a student with two hearings. A few students with direct resolution and one hearing. Even when we had a very egregious situation, the student was suspended, not expelled.
5. Keri – are students then predisposed to a direct resolution so they don’t have to go a hearing and then run a higher risk of expulsion sooner? Yes, that is the hope. There were repeat student offenders who do not represent the rest of the study body. 
6. Page 10, Art 9, Sec 2 ( approval by faculty senate, student assembly and ethics board.

4. Would very much like student buy-in and want to move this process ahead. Have left card if students want to be in touch, Amy will coordinate responses

6. Vote on action – we can vote to approve unconditionally, we can vote to table pending comments, we can vote with proposed changes.

1. Comments: Keri – our resp to protect students, faculty to protect faculty, and all of us to uphold – we should vote with Srinivas’ edits; Srinivas- ethics board is created to “orient” students – incrase their role to “promote” academic ethics – this should be a higher priority. Reminders should be sent to students etc. Greater engagement. Keri—hearings are already so complex and if students can call the board on their violations of the code!

2. Motion to approve continue with ONE suggested edit: 9 for, 8 opposed, 7 abstentions—MOTION passed
3. Motion to nullify last vote and move forward with discussion this week and online voted by next Tuesday: 20 for – MOTION passed

4. Presentation by SPARC - Students for a Positive Academic paRtnership with the east baltimore Community (Caroline Fichtenberg & others) 

1. Advocacy group pushing for internal change at Hopkins

1. Came out of frustration out of little attention school pays to what’s happening right outside our door. 

2. We are a huge resource of PH we are not doing enough to harness these resources for our neighbors

3. (Introductions – Caroline, Claire, Amanda, Lainie) – several other students involved

2. Survey conducted last spring – go over results

1. Sent out survey over student listserv to see if SPARC was an outlier or the community was also similarly concerned (n=282)

2. Key results

1. ~50% or respondents were involved with community involvement

2. 70% wanted to be more involved

1. barriers

1. lack of time

2. faculty and administration don’t seem to value this kind of work

3. 90% of student felt that JHSPH has a responsibility to be involved with community

4. 90% felt that community involvement is an integral part of PH

5. ways to promote involvement; support for

1. 97% more courses with community involvement

2. 90% supported courses across E Baltimore

3. 90% in favor of receiving credit for community involvement

3. As a result, formed this organization – open to all; working closely with Mindi Levin from SOURCE office

4. Push for changes on curricular front and incorporating public service in culture of school.

5. More visible and sustainable financial and technical assistance to the neighboring community

6. Have met with Dean Yager and presented to Dean Klag

7. Want to know how motivated students are in these issues, ways to keep pushing for this, and want to present issues

8. Have website that is going live through SOURCE and will have a listserv and email address ( want to potentially bring this to the Deans for Students agenda

9. Cynthia: why new group and not subsumed under community relations committee. Lainie came on SA to chair Comm Rel cte but wanted to lobby the administration about changes which is beyond the purview of the Cte Rel Cte. Cynthia: Not necessarily the case – very important for this to be linked up because that should be the mandate of the Cte Rel. Cte. Perhaps that’s the direction they will go in for reasons of sustainability.| people were dissuaded from doing community work.
10.  Still setting up email – best idea is to go through Caroline 

11. Jenny: Specific requests of SA? There are specific requirements eg. Having a self-directed project special studies project with communities in the area – FOR CREDIT; Identifying mentors for community based activities; likelihood of faculty working on community 
5. Report from the School-wide Information Technology Transfer Committee (Arpi Terzian, student rep) 

1. tabled until next meeting

6. Vote on Student Assembly budget 

1. Motion to approve budget with one change (“Fall Festival” becomes “Fall Event”): 18 for, 0 opposed, 1 abstention
7. STEW and Biased Observer relationship (Devaki, VP Communications) 

1. Week commentary period on ideas on how to operate the Biased Observer and joint editorial board. That will be sent via email for discussion.
8. Website report (Devaki) 

1. tabled until next meeting

9. Tri-School day of service (Lainie, Chair, Community Relations Committee) 

1. Presented earlier

10. Silent auction (Lainie)

1. tabled until next meeting

11. New Business

1. Liz: Academic Issues committee wants to do an event remembering Rosa Parks – want your feedback. Will send reminder email so get involved.
2. Cynthia: Thur happy hours with SOM and SON will resurrect this tradition. Spread the word – see you there!
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