April 28th Work Group Meeting Minutes
Member Attendance
	Member Name
	Attend (Y/N)

	Sabina C.
	Y

	Lily Ann M.
	Y

	Julianne H.
	Y

	Braelynn L-J.
	Y

	DeLeon H.
	N

	Richa P.
	Y

	Ashanti P.
	N

	Sarah E.
	Y

	Fleur B.
	N

	Molly R.
	Y

	Jennell T.
	N

	Aiden Z.
	N

	Bryan H-V
	Y



Meeting Material Links
· Slide Deck
· SEED Survey Proposal
· Question & Comments Document for the Work Group 


Agenda Items and Notes
1. Welcome + Equity Statement
2. Agenda Overview
a. Audrey Lingley on the SEED survey
i. Work Group feedback Q&A: SEED Survey FAQ Tool
ii. Process reflection survey - Members will receive a short survey about this process to give feedback to the partners and inform how the YAC will take on proposals in the future.
b. Future meeting planning
i. Rubric, Reviews, and Recommendations
3. Icebreaker
a. This icebreaker question was provided by work group member Aiden Z.  As a reminder, our last meeting included a vote for having screens on during ice breakers and breakout group discussions.
4. Community Agreements
a. Each of the facilitators share one community agreement that they feel is connected to the objectives of this meeting.
b. SC shared that the community agreement that stood out to her was staying engaged outside of meetings. Volunteering with planning and sharing ideas is important for making sure that the YAC is the best it can be
c. LM: coming into this meeting with an open mind- share your perspective and listen and be ready to have a discussion. 
5. SEED Survey Feedback Session
a. Introduction: Audrey Lingley, Education Specialist for the SEED Survey, Office of Research, Assessment, Data, Accountability, and Reporting (RADAR).
i. Audrey provided a brief overview about the RADAR Team and how they tackle this work. Audrey highlighted the opportunity to collect student feedback from the work group and that their feedback would be used to modify the presentation of the tool.
b. Work Group Opens Questions/ Discussion for Feedback on the SEED Survey:
i. SC/ LM:  The purpose of this collaboration is to assist RADAR in ensuring SEED and the tools given to students accurately capture a diverse range of student perspectives.  
c. The meeting facilitators introduced priority questions and general feedback which included:
i. Why should I take the SEED survey?
1. Move to the top of the page to locate easier.
2. FAQ format - how answers to the questions are listed.
a. Could the answer be a dropdown? More easily accessible for students
b. On the bottom of my screen - my answer didn’t line up to the question that I clicked on.
c. Overwhelming to see all of the questions - click on one question and give you the answer to that question instead of all of them.
3. Mention that this is an outlet for students to speak up to facilitate change in schools highlighted at the top.
a. How is this being used or what are the benefits to me taking this survey? Help them understand why they are taking it might give more students a reason to take it.
ii. Overview Section
1. Overall format - can the page be more colorful or have different size fonts or bolded. Identify what’s the most important parts.
a. Especially useful for HS students.
2. Rather than have students skim through the page, could we have the most popular/common answers at the top of the page where students are more likely to see them?
3. Choosing what ODE wants to highlight (i.e. confidentiality or the why) Important points right there to access.
4. Quite a few members mentioned to include a short sentence about confidentiality, maybe be emphasized closer to the top.
a. Students are worried about administrators seeing answers and getting backlash.
b. Can this be in a larger font or bold to grab attention when you open the page? Pop out more.
iii. Will people at my school see the answers to the survey?
1. A lot of people suggested that this section starts out just straight up saying “no it does not” instead of making students read through the entire section to get to that point.
2. If it doesn’t start out with “NO” they are not likely to read through the whole thing.
3. Formatting thing - a lot of the questions started w/ seed survey, then went on for a sentence and then said the answer, possibly cutting that out the “seed survey” and moving the answer to the front so it is the first thing they see. Maybe mention the seed survey later. Getting straight to the point to understand quickly.
4. Advisory time for students may be minimal so the short survey time may assist. 
5. Anything can assist them taking it or reading a streamlined FAQ.
6. Having only a few main ones you always see first on FAQ but possibly have a separate page with more deep information.
7. Don't think that seniors take the survey.
iv. General
1. Comments - when you click on the questions there is a link that students need to see the answer. If it’s not directly available they may not take the extra time to go to the link.
d. Open Discussion time Audrey presented the Work Group with some follow up questions about their feedback and to determine the group’s preferences for how they would like to receive the follow up report from RADAR. 
i. Would a general or specific comment be helpful from ODE to explain what we are doing w/ data?
1. The Work Group shared that more specific information about the choices that ODE makes would be better received instead of a vague response.
a. Easier to comprehend a specific example and easier to put more value into that because we really can make change because “this” has happened.
b. Kids can relate more to specific stories rather than general statements.
ii. Confidentiality: It is possible that answers could be shared [with adults] if there was a safety threat. 
1. If we want to frame it in a way that will still be accurate. No, not unless…. Or mention readers are mandatory reports. 
2. Specific examples to know what kinds of things do get reported.
3. I think that makes a lot of sense. Ties back to how rules/laws work. If the sentence could say No, unless there is a safety concern. If people are upset about their information being shared, but if they can learn more about it, it would be helpful.
iii. Nobody sees the short responses except those of us at ODE. Schools ask them to be released - but for now ODE is not releasing those responses unless we can identify them. Balance districts having data, but a driving value is student confidentiality. 
e. WG Questions & Reflections
i. WG: [There is more data from younger students] Less push back w/ elementary or Middle than there would be w/ HS students [who are] less likely to take the survey. 
1. Audrey Response: We are trying to balance students' own agency to decide for themselves whether or not they want to take the survey.
ii. WG: [To increase buy-in to complete the survey] when students open the survey provide a clear reason when they open it instead of a separate link to the FAQ.  Also, do you know why the survey stops at 11th grade?
1. Audrey Response: I’m unsure, but I will ask and provide at the next follow up.
a. WG Resp: if we are talking about college and career, it would be great input.
i. Audrey Response: yes, kind of like an exit interview.
iii. WG- as a workgroup, would we be able to send a directive to Oregon schools to ask them to set out a certain time for youth to take the surveys? 
1. Audrey Response: what the YAC could do is suggest that ODE write a rule that clarifies how this is legislated. Through the school board of education. I’m a part of a group of 3 that goes before the SBE that gets a rule passed that can make us a little more pushy about getting the SEED survey out.
f. The Work Group discussed the desire to find the correct audience to ensure that their feedback is being heard by policymakers. 
i. At the end of the discussion, Audrey shared that her office will submit a report back to the work group to sum up the actions that her team took to consider the feedback. 
g. The Youth Advisory Council Coordinator shared a feedback survey with the Work Group to collect their reactions to this process of engaging a partner and how they would like to see it change for next time. 
6. Future Meeting Planning 
a. During the second half of their meeting, the Work Group discussed the process for reviewing applications, and the steps for preparing recommendations to Dr. Williams on June 16th. 
b. Members asked about the process for developing positions (i.e. chair) in the by-laws. The Youth Advisory Council Coordinator confirmed that chairs would likely be needed and that subcommittees would be formed around projects and members could opt in based on their availability or interest in that work. These logistics will be priorities moving forward after the confirmation meeting with Dr. Williams.
c. The Work Group will consider applications by reviewing open-ended responses and where they are from (ESD - provide resources to SD). There will be representation and diversity from across the state that applicants shared in their responses. Each Work Group member will have at least 20-30 applications to review, and then there will be discussion on which applicants within each ESD to promote and recommend to Dr. Williams. 
d. Members discussed the process for reviewing and providing feedback on a rubric to assess the open-ended response scores.
e. The Youth Advisory council coordinator shared a video that members will be able to use as a guide for how to utilize the rubric in their reviews. The members discussed the weight that each section of the rubric would give to the questions and how to ensure that comments are captured as they take notes about their ranking. 
7. Close Out & Goodbye! 
a. Amy closed the meeting by sharing the YAC website as well as the listserv links for those wishing to stay in the loop about the YAC’s work. 


