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About this Report

The National Association of State Personnel Executives (NASPE) is a non-profit organization
representing state human resource management leaders across the United States. NASPE's
mission is to foster a collaborative community for state HR leaders to build and share effective
state government HR practices.

NASPE'’s vision is to be the preeminent resource on leading HR practices and strategies focused
on high-performing state government workforces.

The NASPE HR Architecture Survey provides a national overview of how state human resource
management agencies are structured, governed, staffed, and supported, while also capturing
trends related to service delivery, data and analytics, emerging technologies, and organizational
change.

The 2025 survey represents approximately the 20" year and 10" edition of NASPE's HR
architecture data collection efforts and is conducted on a biennial basis. The central human
resources agency in each state was invited to participate.
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Participating states are highlighted. Responses were received from 31 states.

Using this Report

This report provides a national reference point for understanding how state HR organizations are
structured and evolving. Findings are intended to support benchmarking, peer comparison, and
internal dialogue.

NASPE members also have access to an interactive dashboard that allows for deeper exploration
of survey results and customizable benchmarking views.
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Executive Summary

A National Snapshot of State HR Architecture

State HR organizations are modernizing within complex governance,
workforce, and fiscal constraints while balancing stability with
targeted change rather than pursuing wholesale redesign.

The National Context

Across states, HR organizations are
navigating increasing demands for
workforce agility, accountability, and service
quality while operating within long-
established governance frameworks. Rather
than pursuing large-scale reorganization,
most states are adapting incrementally,
layering targeted changes onto existing
structures shaped by statutory authority,
executive priorities, labor environments, and
legacy systems.

This pattern reflects a deliberate approach to
modernization that prioritizes continuity, risk
management, and institutional stability
alongside selective change.

Operating Models and Service
Delivery

HR operating models differ intentionally
across states. Responsibilities for HR
functions are distributed based on factors
such as risk, complexity, service expectations,
and agency capacity. Some functions are
centralized to promote consistency and
efficiency, while others remain decentralized
to preserve flexibility and responsiveness.

These design choices reflect tradeoffs rather
than inconsistency. States are aligning HR
service delivery with their governance
structures and workforce needs rather than
converging on a single operating model.

Governance and Organizational
Design

State HR authority and organizational
structure vary widely, reflecting different
legal frameworks and governance models
rather than a single dominant design. In
many states, central HR organizations
operate with clearly defined statutory
authority, while in others authority is shared,
delegated, or constrained by broader
enterprise governance arrangements.

Governance structures are further shaped by
labor relations frameworks and workforce
rules, including collective bargaining
environments, compensation structures, and
benefits programs. Together, these factors
influence how HR policy is set, how services
are delivered, and how change is negotiated.

Data, Technology, and Emerging
Capability

Most states have established foundational
HR systems and data infrastructure.
However, the ability to translate data into
consistent decision support varies across
organizations, shaped by governance,
capacity, and analytic maturity.

Interest in artificial intelligence and
emerging technologies is growing, but
adoption remains largely exploratory. States
are beginning to assess potential
applications while balancing innovation with
risk, governance, and data protection
considerations.
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Key Findings at a Glance

Statutory
STates Authority

Authority for central HR is most
often established in statute,
shaping how responsibility and
oversight are distributed across
government.

Median number of unions

representing executive
branch employees

Retirement eligibility pressure is expected
to more than double over the next 5 years.

HR data is most
often used for
operational
reporting rather
than strategic
decision-making.

What This Snapshot Reveals

States with Al
implemented in HR

Medi
65 Ageerlwacri]es

0-25 26-50 SI=7/S 76-100 100+

Central HR agencies commonly serve
dozens of operating agencies,
reflecting the scale of statewide
service delivery.

Median share of

51 % executive branch

workforce unionized

22

States not using Al in
HR decision-making

@ There is no single “right” HR architecture across states.

Variation in governance, labor relations, and operating models is intentional
and context driven.

@ Many states are modernizing HR within existing structures, rather than
through reorganization.

Data use, including early exploration of Al, is expanding even where advanced
analytics maturity remains limited.

@ \Workforce transition pressures represent a shared and accelerating challenge.

*All findings reflect responses from 31 states
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Authority, Structure, and Funding of Central HR

What this tells us nationally

State HR organizations operate within clearly defined boundaries shaped by law, governance,
and funding rather than preference alone. While central HR agencies universally serve the
executive branch workforce, authority beyond that core varies significantly across states. These
differences reflect deliberate choices about control, autonomy, and risk management, rather
than inconsistency or capacity gaps.

Why this matters to state HR leaders

These structures help explain why HR modernization most often occurs through incremental
change rather than wholesale reorganization. Authority, legal footing, and funding models shape
what is feasible, negotiable, and sustainable over time. Understanding these constraints clarifies
where influence can be exercised directly and where progress depends on alignment,
partnership, or legislative engagement.

m 2 %

Executive

Higher Quasi-State Judicial Legislative
Branch Education Agencies Branch Branch

100% 35% 29% 23% 19%

Central HR authority is universal within the executive branch and selectively extended beyond it.

26 States Funding model

Statutory Authority . .
Funding most often relies

Authority is most often on general funds and
established in statute. agency transfers.

What to notice

@ HR authority boundaries reflect governance tradeoffs, not organizational maturity.
@ Statutory design favors stability, consistency, and negotiated change.

@ Funding mechanisms signal how states expect HR to operate as a shared service,
regulator, or both.
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Leadership and Governance of Central HR

What this tells us nationally

States design central HR leadership structures to reflect how authority and accountability are
intended to function within government. While governors most often appoint HR leaders,
reporting relationships and role classifications vary across states, reflecting different approaches
to oversight, independence, and executive alignment.

These leadership and governance models are shaped by constitutional structure, statutory
authority, and historical administrative practice, rather than a single preferred organizational

design

Why this matters to state HR leaders

Leadership placement influences how HR decisions are made, how priorities are set, and how
change is managed. Governance structures shape the degree of autonomy HR leaders have, the
expectations placed upon them, and their ability to sustain reforms over time.

Understanding where HR leadership sits within state government clarifies how influence is
exercised, how accountability is shared, and where progress depends on alignment with
executive leadership, governing boards, or legislative partners.

GOVERNANCE SNAPSHOT

Appointment
authority is most
often centralized.

Governors most often
appoint central HR
leaders, though
reporting lines and
oversight relationships
vary across states.
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Leadership structures
differ by governance
design.

States adopt different
oversight and reporting
models based on
constitutional structure,
statutory authority, and
administrative tradition
rather than a single
standardized approach.

HR director
roles are typically
unclassified.

Most states place HR
leadership outside the
classified service,
reinforcing executive
alignment and policy
level accountability
over time.
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HR Services and Organizational Reach

What this tells us nationally

Central HR organizations provide a core set of services supporting workforce administration,
compliance, and policy implementation across state government. While these services are widely
shared, the scope of responsibility varies by employee classification and branch of government. In
many states, central HR plays a coordinating and regulatory role rather than serving as the sole
provider of HR services.

Service delivery models reflect how states balance centralized oversight with agency-level
execution. Differences in reach are shaped by governance design, workforce size, and historical
staffing structures rather than a single national standard.

Why this matters to state HR leaders

Understanding the scope and limits of central HR service delivery is critical for setting realistic
expectations and prioritizing resources. Variation in services reflects deliberate decisions about
where authority, accountability, and operational responsibility reside.

For HR leaders, clarity around organizational reach supports workforce planning, modernization
efforts, and effective partnerships with operating agencies. Recognizing how services are
distributed across the HR ecosystem enables more sustainable service models over time.

Benefits & Leave Employee & Policy &
Core HR Administration Labor Relations Compliance
Service
Domains Classification & HR Systems & Workforce
Compensation Workforce Data Administration

HR service variation reflects how states balance centralized oversight with workforce composition,
branch structure, and functional risk.

Performance

Compensation Retirement Hiring Onboarding Management

Variation by

Employment . ‘ ‘ o .

Classification

Variation by

Branch of ‘ ’ O o o

Government

@ - Variation Reported @ = Limited or No Variation Reported
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HR Capacity Across the Enterprise

HR capacity is shaped not only by the size of the central HRM agency, but by how staffing and
responsibilities are distributed across departments.

Central HRM Staffing Operating Dept HR Staffing

91 2071
Employees

Median Central

HRM Staff
Lower Range Upper Range
Most responding states HR staffing is frequently
report fewer than 250 distributed across
central HR employees. operating departments.

Median Operating Agencies Served by Central HRM

Median 65 Agencies

L
0-25 26-50 51-75 76-100 100+

Central HRM agencies commmonly serve dozens of operating agencies,
underscoring the coordination and governance complexity of statewide
HR service delivery.
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Centralization and Shared Services

What this tells us nationally

Across HR operations, responsibility is most often split or distributed rather than fully centralized
within a single agency. While some functions, particularly policy-driven and governance-focused
activities, remain primarily housed within central HRM agencies, many operational and program-
facing responsibilities are split with operating agencies or assigned to other central entities.

Nationally, these responsibility models reflect design choices about where enterprise-wide
consistency is required and where proximity to program operations, fiduciary oversight, or
functional specialization is prioritized. As a result, centralization in state HR rarely follows a
uniform pattern, even within the same state.

Why this matters to state HR leaders

How HR responsibilities are divided across central HR, operating agencies, and other entities
shapes both the scope of HR authority and the complexity of coordination. Split and distributed
models require clear role definition, strong governance mechanisms, and sustained collaboration
to ensure consistency without sacrificing operational effectiveness.

For HR leaders, understanding these responsibility models clarifies where influence can be
exercised directly, where partnership is essential, and where statutory or organizational design
limits centralization. These dynamics are especially important when pursuing modernization,
restructuring, or shared services initiatives, as existing responsibility patterns often determine
what changes are feasible and sustainable over time.

Centralized Decentralized Other Agency

® Classification ® Employee Relations e Employment of e Employee Benefits

e Compensation ® Recruitment Temporary ® Flexible Benefits
Employees

® EAP e Labor Relations e Health Insurance
® Testing (Formal ® Wellness COhbesrEing ® Payroll
Merit System e \Workforce Planning e Retirement
lesiing) e Safety
e Unemployment
Insurance
e \Workers'

Compensation

~_naspe 2025 HR Architecture Survey Report - 8



Responsibility Models in Practice

These examples illustrate how split, centralized, and distributed responsibility models are applied

across HR function areas.

Split Decentralized Other Agency

Classification, Compensation and Payroll

Classification

Compensation

Payroll

18 P

15 P

Employee Benefits and Programs

Employee Benefits
(Administration)

Flexible Benefits

Health Insurance
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Retirement 3 1 26
Wellness 13 A 8
Talent and Workforce
Employment of 2 19

Temporary Employees

Onboarding

Recruitment

Testing (Formal Merit
System Testing)

Workforce Planning
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Restructuring and Consolidation

What this tells us nationally

States report relatively limited HR restructuring activity, with recent and planned initiatives most
often focused on process improvement rather than large-scale organizational change. Where
restructuring has occurred, it is typically incremental and operational in nature, reflecting efforts
to refine existing models rather than fundamentally alter HR structures.

Broader structural approaches such as centralization, decentralization, consolidation, or
outsourcing are reported far less frequently and tend to occur over longer time horizons. A
notable share of states also report restructuring activities that do not align neatly with standard
categories, underscoring the role of state-specific governance, budget, and operational contexts
in shaping change.

Why this matters to state HR leaders

The limited prevalence of large-scale restructuring highlights the constraints under which most
state HR organizations operate. Statutory authority, governance design, labor frameworks, and
fiscal considerations often shape both the pace and scope of organizational change, making
comprehensive restructuring difficult to implement in the near term.

For HR leaders, this pattern reinforces the importance of aligning modernization efforts with
existing structures and focusing on achievable, process-driven improvements. Understanding
when incremental change is more feasible than structural realignment helps set realistic
expectations, inform long-term planning, and clarify where sustained coordination and
stakeholder alignment are necessary.

Restructuring Initiatives Under Consideration What to notice
Direction of reported activity, not magnitude or scope

@ Restructuring activity is most often
Process Improvement (X X incremental and process-focused,

) rather than structural in nature.
Realignment " X )

@ Larger organizational changes, such
Centralization @ as centralization or consolidation,
are less commonly reported and
typically occur over longer time
horizons.

Consolidation ®

Outsourcing —
) @ Many reported initiatives reflect
Shared Services —_— state-specific governance, fiscal,

Dots reflect the relative frequency of responses and do not or operational contexts, rather
indicate the scale, scope, or timing of restructuring activities. than standardized reform models.
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Collective Bargaining and Labor Policy

What this tells us nationally

States report substantial variation in the extent and structure of collective bargaining within the
executive branch workforce. While the median share of unionized employees is significant,
unionization levels vary widely across states, reflecting differences in statutory frameworks,
workforce composition, and historical labor relations environments.

The structure of union representation also differs considerably. Some states report representation
by only a small number of unions, while others operate within more fragmented labor
environments involving multiple unions and bargaining units. Together, these patterns illustrate
that labor relations frameworks are not uniform across states and can differ both in scale and
complexity.

Why this matters to state HR leaders

Collective bargaining and labor policy shape the feasibility, timing, and scope of HR decision-
making. Unionization levels and representation structures influence how policies are
implemented, how changes are negotiated, and how quickly organizations can adapt to evolving
workforce needs.

For HR leaders, understanding the labor environment is essential for setting realistic expectations
around modernization, restructuring, and service delivery changes. Variations in bargaining
frameworks help explain why similar HR initiatives may progress differently across states and
underscore the importance of aligning HR strategy with statutory authority, governance design,
and negotiated agreements.

LABOR ENVIRONMENT SNAPSHOT

Median share of executive Median number of unions
branch workforce representing executive
unionized branch employees

51% 7

Unionization and representation structures vary widely across states.
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Executive Branch Workforce Compensation and Benefits

What this tells us nationally

Across responding states, executive branch compensation and benefits vary widely, reflecting
differences in workforce composition, pay structures, benefit design, and cost-of-living conditions.
While average annual salary levels provide a useful point of comparison, they represent only part
of the total compensation picture for executive branch employees.

Fringe benefits constitute a substantial share of overall compensation and differ significantly
across states based on health insurance design, retirement systems, and other benefit offerings.
Together, salary and benefits data illustrate the diversity of compensation environments in which
state HR organizations operate.

Why this matters to state HR leaders

Understanding both salary and fringe benefit costs is essential for workforce planning,
budgeting, and talent management. Compensation competitiveness affects recruitment and
retention outcomes, while benefit structures influence employee satisfaction, long-term
workforce stability, and total employment costs.

For HR leaders, viewing salary and benefits together provides critical context for evaluating
compensation strategies and communicating workforce costs to policymakers and stakeholders.
These figures also help frame discussions about affordability, equity, and sustainability as states
navigate fiscal constraints and evolving workforce expectations.

Executive Branch Average Annual Compensation

Salary $72,931

Fringe Benefits $34,676

On average, for every dollar in salary, states spend
roughly $O48 on fringe benefits.
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Health Insurance and Retirement Pressures

What this tells us nationally

Most responding states report maintaining stable employee health insurance structures, with a
strong preference for self-insured or hybrid plan models that allow greater control over plan
design and costs. Recent changes to health insurance are most often incremental, focusing on
adjustments such as deductibles and cost-sharing rather than comprehensive system redesign.

In contrast, relatively few states report recent structural changes to retirement plans. Despite this
stability, many states face growing near- and mid-term retirement eligibility pressures at the state
level, underscoring a widening gap between limited benefit system change and the scale of

anticipated workforce transitions.

Why this matters to state HR leaders

Health insurance and retirement benefits represent some of the most significant and complex
components of total workforce costs. Incremental health insurance changes may help manage
short-term fiscal pressures, but they do not fully address longer-term challenges related to

affordability, competitiveness, and workforce sustainability.

For HR leaders, rising retirement eligibility presents a parallel and increasingly urgent concern.
Even in a typical state, employees nearing retirement create risks related to workforce continuity,
institutional knowledge retention, and succession planning, reinforcing the need for alignment

between benefits strategy and long-term workforce planning.

HEALTH INSURANCE

Most responding states operate self-insured
or hybrid employee health insurance plans.

Recent changes are primarily incremental,
focusing on deductibles and cost-sharing
rather than structural redesign.

Comprehensive health insurance system
overhauls are uncommon, reflecting a
preference for stability and targeted
adjustments.
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4 RETIREMENT )

ELIGIBILITY
PRESSURE
(Approximate estimates)
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Median Currently Eligible:

3,000

Median Eligible within 2 years:

4,800

Median Eligible within 5 years:

6,500
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