
[bookmark: _GoBack]RTT-ELC 
2014 ECLDS Stakeholder Needs Assessment & Communication Work
Stakeholder Worksheet 2/5/2014
A high percentage of R&D committee members responded to the stakeholder ranking survey (roughly 80% of active members).  The Importance and Influence rankings for each stakeholder show the percentage of R&D respondents who ranked that stakeholder in the manner indicated. Rankings (High or Low) were attributed based on the majority ranking. Stakeholder’s highlighted in gray are those for whom where was a 50-50 split for Importance or Influence or more than half of respondents indicated that they didn’t know enough to determine Importance or Influence. At the next R&D meeting we can discuss how to handle these stakeholders.  We could choose to come to consensus on them, or, place them in the “unknown” area of our matrix.  Likewise, new stakeholders identified from the survey are added near the bottom of this table and should be discussed.  Only those stakeholders with solid rankings have been added to the matrix (see separate document) which will help inform focus group and survey invitations for communication and user needs work.
	#
	Stakeholder(s)
	Role
	Importance
	Influence
	

	1
	MN Licensed Family Child Care Assn.
	Advocate (potential user)
	High (80%)
	Low (57%)
	

	2
	Child Care Aware System
	Advocate (potential user)
	High (91%)
	High (64%)
	

	3
	MN Assn for the Education of Young Children
	Advocate
(potential user)
	High (63%)
	Low (71%)
	

	4
	MN School-Aged Care Alliance
	Advocate
	Low (83%)
	Low (100%)
	

	5
	MN Child Care Assn.
	Advocate
	High (60%)
	Low (80%)
	

	6
	Children’s Defense Fund
	Advocate
	High (88%)
	High (78%)
	

	7
	Prevent Child Abuse MN
	Advocate
	High (60%)
	Low (100%)
	

	8
	Public Schools (Prof Assns.)
	Users
	High (100%)
	High (60%)
	

	9
	MN Superintendent’s Assn. (MASA)
	Advocate
	High (71%)
	High/Low (50% tie)
	

	10
	MN Community Ed Assn.
	Advocate
	High (67%)
	High/Low (50% tie)
	

	11
	MN Head Start Assn.
	Advocate and Users
	High (88%)
	High (75%)
	

	12
	MN Elementary School Principals Assn
	Advocate
	High (67%)
	Low (67%)
	

	13
	MNAFEE
	Advocate and Users
	High (83%)
	Low (67%)
	

	14
	PASR
	Advocate and User
	High (71%)
	High (63%)
	

	15
	HCMC Department of Pediatrics potential user

	User and Advocate

	High (75%)
	Low (60%)
	

	16
	CentraCare St. Cloud Rosemond Owens
	Potential User
	High (60%)
	Low (75%)
	

	17
	SNOM School Nurse Organization of Minnesota 

	Advocate
	High (71%)
	High (57%)
	

	18
	Reach out and Read – Lynn Burke
	Advocate
	Low (100%)
	Low (75%)
	56% I don’t know

	19
	MVNA
	Advocate and Potential user
	High (83%)
	High/Low (50% tie)
	

	20
	MN Academy of Pediatrics
	Advocate and Potential User
	High (86%)
	High (86%)
	

	21
	Local Public Health Assn
	Advocate and Potential Users
	High (80%)
	High (60%)
	

	22
	PACER
	Advocate
	High (67%)
	High (100%)
	

	23
	Maternal and Child Advisory Task Force
	Advocate and Potential Users
	High (80%)
	Low (75%)
	

	24
	Early Learning Council
	Advocate
	High (80%)
	High (60%)
	

	25
	State agency commissioners (Children’s Cabinet)
	Decision-makers
	High (91%)
	High (90%)
	

	26
	MN Child Advocacy Network 
	Advocate
	Low (100%)
	Low (67%)
	62% I don’t know

	27
	MinneMinds
	Advocate*
	High (57%)
	High (57%)
	

	28
	Division of Exceptional Children
	Advocate
	Low (75%)
	Low (100%)
	

	29
	*Others from Child care subsidies community
	Users (perhaps advocates)
	
	
	

	30
	SLEDS Stakeholders? (See MinneMinds)
	
	
	
	

	31
	Office of State Health Improvement Initiatives
	Users (perhaps advocate)
	High (63%)
	Low (86%)
	

	32
	Rep. Mullery’s committee
(House EC & Youth Development Committee)
	Decision-maker
	High (100%)
	High (90%)
	

	33
	Early Childhood Caucus 
	(All, potentially)
	High (88%)
	High (83%)
	

	34
	CEED 
	Users & Advocates
	High (100%)
	High (83%)
	

	35
	CYFC
	
	High (71%)
	High/Low (50% tie)
	

	36
	Wilder
	
	High (80%)
	High (60%)
	

	37
	ChildTrends
	
	High (80%)
	High (67%)
	

	38
	MNEA*
	
	Low (80%)
	Low (83%)
	

	39
	 Parents United for Public Schools
	Advocates/Users
	High/Low (50% tie)
	Low (60%)
	

	40
	MN Parents Assn.
	Advocates/Users
	High/Low (50% tie)
	High/Low (50% tie)
	

	41
	Family Voices
	Advocates/Users
	Low (75%)
	Low (100%)
	55% I don’t know

	42
	Education Liberty Watch
	Critic
	Low (57%)
	High (67%)
	

	43
	Citizen’s Council for Health Freedom (Twyla B.)
	Critic
	High/Low (50% tie)
	Low (60%)
	

	44
	MN Child Protection League
	Critic
	Low (67%)
	Low (100%)
	62% I don’t know

	45
	Rep. MaryLiz Holberg
	Critic & Decision-maker
	High (75%)
	High (100%)
	

	46
	ACLU
	Critic?
	High (67%)
	High (100%)
	56% I don’t know

	47
	Sen Richard Chamberlain
	Decision-maker (Education)
	High (100%)
	High (100%)
	71% I don’t know

	48
	Rep. Kline
	Decision-maker
	High (100%)
	High (100%)
	

	49
	Diana Cutts, MD
Dir of Office of Pediatric Research and Advocacy
Assistant Chief of Pediatrics
Medical Director of the Children’s Growth and Nutrition Clinic
	Advocate?
	High (100%)
	High (100%)
	86% I don’t know

	50
	Julia Joseph DiCaprio, MD
Chief of Pediatrics, HCMC
	Advocate?
	High (100%)
	High (100%)
	86% I don’t know

	New additions from ranking survey

	51
	Minnesota Administrators for Special Education
	
	High
	High
	

	52
	Pat Harrison
	Advocate, User
	High 
	High
	

	53
	Minnesota Association of County Social Service Administrators
	
	High
	Low
	

	54
	SuzAnn Stenslo-Velo
	User
	Low
	Low
	

	55
	Kim Spates (Hennepin County)
	Advocate
	Low
	Low
	

	56
	Carol Miller
	Advocate
	High
	High
	

	57
	Karen Adamson (Hennepin County Public Health)
	Advocate, User
	High
	High
	

	58
	Susan Palchik
	Advocate, User, Decision-maker
	High
	High
	

	59
	HUG
	Advocate, User
	High 
	High
	

	60
	Chuck Oberg (University of Minnesota)
	Advocate, User
	High 
	High
	

	61
	Elizabeth Davis and Caroline Carlin (University of Minnesota)
	User
	“Medium”
	Low
	

	62
	Media
	
	
	
	

	63
	Child Care Unions
	
	
	
	




1. Positioning Stakeholders

Once all stakeholders have been ranked on importance and influence, the number label for each stakeholder should be placed on the matrix accordingly. The purposes of the matrix positioning are to target the involvement of specific stakeholders at appropriate phases of project development, and establish clarity on with whom specific relationships must be built and maintained to secure support for the project and sustain support. In general, time and effort priority is given to stakeholders that fall in the upper left-hand quadrant(s).

	
	Importance[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Influence and Importance need to encompass all types. That is, when completing this matrix, users need to identify not only those stakeholders that are positively oriented towards (i.e. support) the initiative, but also those that may be critical.] 
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	Influence
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Cell A contains key stakeholders.  

A:	These are stakeholders with high significance and importance.  Without the support of these individuals/groups, the project can fail.  Good working relationships must be in place with these stakeholders and keeping them involved and informed is critical. These individuals may be leaders in oversight organizations, politicians who have sway over project outcomes, or others who have both a stake in the project and decision-making authority. 

B: 	Individuals and groups in this cell may not share the values of the project yet they have high levels of influence.  These stakeholders are risks to the project and must be monitored carefully (but direct engagement may not be realistic or desirable). Examples of members in this group might be think tanks or advocacy groups with political agendas that are at odds with the project.

C:	Stakeholders who fall in this area are politically weak in your system, but they are very important.  An example would be the target population for a specific program. Oftentimes these are politically powerless and vulnerable populations but they may be the reason for the work.

D:	Little to no influence or importance stakeholders are those that should simply be acknowledged but will rarely need attention throughout the process.  However, take note of stakeholders who land in this cell of the matrix who could move to another area of the matrix having higher importance or influence if certain aspects of the project result in increased interest.

Unknown:	These are individuals and groups who are “out there” but whose role is not yet easily defined.  New political factions, loose coalitions, or issue groups whose influence is not yet known are noted here.  This is a group of stakeholders who should be monitored and checked in with again periodically.

For our focus groups: We will want to consider involvement of stakeholders from groups A – C.
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