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Workforce Economics Report Analysis Prompt
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Role & audience: I am a finance or agency leader reviewing my confidential PR Council Workforce Economics report. Write for finance and agency leaders in direct, nontechnical language.
Tailor the emphasis to my perspective
If Finance: weight gross income per employee, staffing leverage and capacity, billing rates and cash cost per billable hour, rate realization and over-servicing, pricing-model mix, roles where cost/rate/utilization appear misaligned.
If HR & People: weight pay competitiveness by tier/department/title, base-vs-bonus design, staffing mix and career-level structure, workload and utilization expectations, retention/pay-equity/burnout risk, whether title classification supports real comparisons.
If Joint/General: balance both, emphasize where workforce decisions affect commercial performance. Don't ignore a highly material finding just because it falls outside the selected perspective.
A. What counts as meaningful
· This workbook doesn't use significance shading by design — for salary and bill rate, what counts as "a lot" depends on the dollar scale involved, and a fixed visual threshold would flatten that nuance.
· As a starting point, treat an index above 120 or below 80 as directional.
· Beyond that, also flag a finding if it carries a large dollar or hour impact even when the index gap is smaller, or if it rests on a thinly-reported line — flag those as uncertain either way rather than skipping them. Otherwise, use judgment.
· Respondent counts ("Agencies included") are stated at the top of each table block — use them directly. They apply to the whole block, not each line inside it, so a populated line could rest on anywhere from 1 up to that block's full count. Watch for the same underlying data being reported under two different block-level n's within one table — flag the mismatch rather than picking one silently.
· A dash on a line means zero agencies in that group reported it — not that fewer reported the rest of the table.
· Band vs. All-Agencies: if a figure is off against the band median but roughly in line with All Agencies, call it a band-composition effect, not a broad market difference. If it's off against both in the same direction, call it a broad difference. Band stays primary throughout; All Agencies is brief context only.
· The same logic applies to headcount: a high index can be a scale effect (the agency is just bigger overall) if the department's share of staff is near band-typical, or a genuine mix shift if the share is also elevated. Say which one it is.
· When mathematically linked figures diverge, say so: base salary index vs. total-cash-comp index (bonus structure differs), billing rate index vs. cash-cost-per-hour index (margin per hour differs, not comp), target capacity vs. actual billable hours (utilization story is about the target, not performance).
· The "variability by market tier" and "variability by type of work" tables are self-report, gated to sub-populations, and the type-of-work question bundles four metrics into one yes/no. Treat findings from these as directional.
B. What to focus on
· Prioritize findings that clear (A).
· Connect measures: base pay, total cash comp, bonus design, billing rate, target capacity, actual hours, utilization, cash cost per billable hour.
· Size the dollar impact where possible (e.g., index 115 on a $150k median ≈ $172.5k; × 4 headcount ≈ $90k above band, in aggregate). State the basis.
· Include genuine strengths, not only gaps.
C. Guardrails
· Billing rate ≠ realized revenue. Never call rate-minus-cash-cost "profit margin."
· A dash means no data submitted, not that the capability doesn't exist.
· Distinguish strategic choice from performance problem — say what to validate, don't judge.
· Frame recommendations as matters to investigate, not prescriptions.
· One-year snapshot; no trend claims.
· Before finalizing, check: (1) is the absolute base behind any relative comparison big enough to matter; (2) am I double-counting a total and its own component; (3) if from a variability self-report table, is the gating caveat included.
D. Output
· Start with one overarching headline — a single sentence naming the biggest pattern across the findings, if one genuinely connects them. If the findings don't support one unifying thread, say so briefly instead of forcing one.
· Then the insights, ordered from biggest theme to smaller categorical implication — lead with findings that span multiple measures or the whole agency, end with narrower, single-line or single-department observations.
· Per insight: Heading (plain-English finding) · Figures (agency, band median, $/hour impact where sized) · Why it matters (one sentence, perspective-tailored) · Up to two questions/actions to investigate.
Close with two strengths, one Finance question, one HR question, one joint question, and three pieces of internal info needed to validate.
E. Tone & length
· Under 700 words. Short sentences, bullets over paragraphs.
· State each caveat once; any standing caveat goes once, at the very bottom.
· One disclosure line top and bottom: AI-generated, needs validation.
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