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	I. Data Analysis

Table 1:
	
	
	

	Cost Per Hire Versus Quality of Source
	
	
	

	Source
	Cost Per Hire
	Avg. Performance Appraisal Score
	
	
	

	Employee Referrals
	$1,815.79 
	82.3
	
	
	

	Print Ads
	$4,136.36 
	77.4
	
	
	

	Monster
	$13,971.43 
	73.8
	
	
	

	Professional Assn.
	$6,400.00 
	85
	
	
	

	Journal
	$5,000.00 
	75
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Table 2:
	
	
	
	
	

	 Cost Incurred to Replace Employees that Leave After First Year

	Source
	Cost per employee
	Average number of hires per method
	Projected turnover per year
	Employees lost by end of 1st year of employment
	Total cost to replace them using the same source

	Employee Referrals
	$1,815.79 
	19
	5.30%
	1
	$1,815.79 

	Print Ads
	$4,136.36 
	11
	18%
	2
	$8,272.73 

	Monster
	$13,971.43 
	7
	29%
	2
	$27,942.86 

	Professional Assn.
	$6,400.00 
	2
	50%
	1
	$6,400.00 

	Journal
	$5,000.00 
	3
	33%
	1
	$5,000.00 


II. Discussion and Recommendations:

As is shown by the data in Table 1, Monster, professional associations and journals have the highest per hire cost associated with them.  Thus it seems like a logical place to start in determining which methods should be discontinued, as one of the overriding goals of a strategically minded Human Resource department within any firm is to control costs including those associated with recruitment, selection, hiring and retaining employees.  Upon further analysis, also shown in table 1, it becomes apparent that Monster produces hires with the lowest average performance appraisal scores, when compared to each of the other sources.  If this metric is treated as an indication of the quality of employees produced by the source, this is yet another reason the firm may want to give further consideration to severing its ties with Monster, as the money could likely be used more effectively if allocated elsewhere.  Conversely, the next most costly source, professional associations, must consistently introduce the firm to quality candidates as that group has the highest average performance appraisal rating of any of the methods employed by the organization.  The third most expensive source for finding untapped talent, professional journals, costs slightly more than a third per hire as each hire discovered via Monster, however, this source has the second lowest average performance appraisals.  Thus, it may not be the most effective means of reaching quality candidates that are truly qualified for the positions they ultimately fill.

Table 2 takes the analysis a bit further by showing the number of employees the organization is likely to lose after just one year of employment and the costs that it could expect to incur if it chose to fill each vacancy through the original source.  Again Monster is by far the most costly source, with an expected loss of two employees per year which leads to a total replacement cost of nearly twenty eight thousand dollars per year.  The firm also loses an average of two new employees each year hired through print ads but the costs associated with replacing employees via this method is considerably lower, totaling just over eight thousand dollars per year.  Furthermore, employees discovered through print ads tend to have the third highest performance appraisal score below only those hired through employee referrals and professional associations.  Thus, these employees seem to be somewhat better qualified for their positions than those sourced via the remaining two methods.

Therefore, my recommendation to Ms. Slick would be to stop sourcing candidates through Monster as well as the professional journals.  These two sources have the lowest average performance ratings of all sources considered and Monster has by far the highest per hire cost associated with it as well as one of the highest percentages of expected turnover.   Perhaps if employees hired via these two sources received extra training to bolster their skills these employees would see a positive change in the average performance appraisal ratings.  However, as was made clear earlier, one of the focuses of this HR department should be to contain costs.  Consequently, it does not seem to make much sense from a cost perspective to pursue such an initiative.  The firm has other methods of recruiting employees at its disposal that have helped it unearth better qualified candidates for a cost that is comparable to, or much lower than the worst performing sources.  The considerable resources saved from discontinuing relationships with Monster and professional journals can be put to use more heavily pursing candidates from other sources if necessary to meet the firm’s staffing needs.  If not needed there, perhaps those resources could be used elsewhere within the organization, such as pursuing an additional marketing campaign to gain new customers thereby increasing sales.
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