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Introduction 
In March 2026, the White House released its AI policy framework.1 As 

promised by President Trump in his December 2025 executive order,2 

the framework outlines the kinds of policies the administration 

considers “minimally burdensome” to AI companies that it wants to see 

enshrined in a federal regulatory standard that would preempt state AI 

regulations. 

 

Despite the failure of two previous legislative attempts to preempt state AI 

policy,3 the Trump administration defends its framework citing the danger of, in 

its words, “woke” blue state laws, such as the Colorado Artificial Intelligence Act 

or New York’s RAISE Act, and the threat that a “patchwork” of state policies 

posed to technological innovation and national security.4 “Fifty states [are] going 

in fifty different directions,” is how White House AI Czar David Sacks put it 

recently, citing in his comments “1,200” AI-related bills that have been 

introduced in state legislatures this year.5 

 

As this policy memo will show, the administration’s claims do not reflect the 

actual state of state AI policy. As Multistate.ai reported late last year, only 136 of 

1,136 AI-related bills were enacted in 2025.6 And even fewer—26 to be exact—

became laws that directly regulated AI companies. To put it differently, only 12% 

 
1 President Donald Trump, “A National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence,” The White House, 
March 2026.  
2 Executive Office of the President, “Ensuring a National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence,” 
The White House, December 11, 2025.  
3 Cecilia Kang, “Defeat of a 10-Year Ban on State A.I. Laws is a Blow to Tech Industry,” New York Times, 
July 1, 2025; “No NDAA for contentious AI policies,” Punchbowl News, December 2, 2025 
https://punchbowl.news/article/tech/ndaa-ai-policies/. 
4 David Sacks (@DavidSacks), “One Rulebook for AI,” X, December 8, 2025.  
5 Nathan Leamer (@NathanLeamerDC), “This is the way, @DavidSacls articulates how the White 
House’s framework is geared to enable innovation,” March 24, 2026. 
6 “2025 Enacted AI Laws: Analysis of Developer and Deployer Mandates,” November 2025, 
MultiState.ai.  

https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/03.20.26-National-Policy-Framework-for-Artificial-Intelligence-Legislative-Recommendations.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/presidential-actions/2025/12/eliminating-state-law-obstruction-of-national-artificial-intelligence-policy/
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/07/01/us/politics/state-ai-laws.html
https://punchbowl.news/article/tech/ndaa-ai-policies/
https://punchbowl.news/article/tech/ndaa-ai-policies/
https://x.com/DavidSacks/status/1998125180753944985
https://x.com/NathanLeamerDC/status/2036524346001285320
https://x.com/NathanLeamerDC/status/2036524346001285320
https://www.multistate.ai/2025-enacted-ai-laws-report
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of all the AI-related bills introduced during the 2025 state legislative sessions 

became law, and 81% of those enacted laws contained no mandates for private 

AI companies.  

 
Such claims alongside these findings prompt a need for a fuller, more accurate 

picture of the state of state AI regulation. How many state laws, beyond those 

just passed in 2025, are on the books? How many of those are in fact attempts to 

censor Americans or enshrine “woke ideology” in AI models? And how many are 

simply commonsense consumer protections or conduct regulations? 

 

More importantly: is the policy landscape that’s emerging in fact a disparate 

patchwork of confusing and contradictory laws? Or do they indicate an emerging 

consensus about how Americans want AI to be regulated—a consensus that 

could serve as a template for a federal framework? 

 

This memo decisively finds the latter. Limiting the scope to state laws enacted 

between 2023 and 2025 that address AI in some manner (i.e., the era of 

ChatGPT), here are two high-level findings: 

 

● To date, state laws regulating AI express a growing consensus among the 

American people regarding how they want AI to be governed. Americans 

want legislation that emphasizes inquiry, humanity, transparency, safety, 

security, and accountability. Contrary to David Sacks, there are not “50 

states going in 50 different directions.” In fact, they seem to share very 

similar concerns. 

● Additionally, only 33—or 12%—of the 276 enacted laws analyzed for this 

memo contained developer- and/or deployer-specific regulations. 

Moreover, such laws were passed in only 12 states, a few of which are 

red states. This hardly constitutes a dangerous “patchwork” of “1,200” 

laws.  

 



IFS | Patchwork or Consensus? State AI Policies Reveal What Americans Want 4 

 

That said, such findings need not repudiate the call for a federal AI standard or 

deny the usefulness of a properly tailored federal preemption. In fact, federal 

preemption of state law is a normal component of American life and is anchored 

in the Supremacy Clause of the United State Constitution, where it establishes 

federal law as “the supreme law of the land.”7 But preemption language in any 

piece of legislation can be tailored narrowly or broadly; and up to this point, Big 

Tech lobbyists in Washington have sought the broadest preemption possible for 

AI legislation, to the point where previous attempts would have very likely 

aborted even existing state regulations of social media.8 A more constructive 

approach, given the stakes of this issue, is typified by Senator Marsha 

Blackburn’s (R-TN) the TRUMP AMERICA AI Act, which clarifies via its 

preemption language that the bill should not be construed as hindering states 

from enacting even stronger protections for kids and consumers.9 

 

Whatever the case, our findings indicate that the current state of state AI 

regulation is not the dire “patchwork” that the administration claims. Moreover, 

these laws provide a critical starting point for the kinds of regulatory measures 

legislators—especially those in Congress who are considering a federal 

framework—might consider that better reflect the preferences of Americans.

 
7 Congressional Research Service, “Federal Preemption: A Legal Primer,” May 18, 2023, 
8 Charlie Bullock, “AI Preemption and ‘Generally Applicable’ Laws,” Institute for Law & AI, December 
2025. 
9 Marsha Blackburn, “TRUMP AMERICA AI Act,” not introduced. 

https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/R45825
https://law-ai.org/ai-preemption-and-generally-applicable-laws/
https://www.blackburn.senate.gov/services/files/15AAEA28-5403-480D-8720-5E4C2D6F2A9A
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Design and Limits of This Memo 

This policy memo limits its scope to state laws enacted between 2023 

and 2025 that address AI in some manner.10 While there are various AI-

related regulations that have been enacted prior to 2023, we chose 

2023 as our starting year because the subsequent legislative sessions 

were informed by OpenAI’s November 2022 release of ChatGPT, which 

marked the beginning of AI’s predominance within public discourse and 

policy debate. 

 

While the laws enacted prior to 2023 are certainly important, this memo covers 

state policy approaches that respond to the visible emergence of the AI 

revolution. Drawing from public data published by the National Conference of 

State Legislatures and MultiState.ai,11 this memo analyses 276 enacted state bills 

that are related to AI, both broadly and narrowly.12 We believe including both AI-

related and AI-specific regulations permits a more complete picture of the AI 

policy landscape, allowing us to see how states are regulating AI developers or 

deployers, as well as how they are investing in the AI industry and infrastructure.  

 

These 276 enacted state bills connect with AI in various ways, from state 

budgets that appropriate funding for AI-related research and programs to more 

focused laws that, for example, prohibit the use of AI to generate child 

pornography or child sexual abuse material (CSAM). These laws also include 

regulations for both deployers of AI, such as individuals, private businesses, and 

government agencies, and AI developers, including the tech companies designing 

AI companions, generative AI products, and frontier models. Below we provide 

 
10 That a law has been enacted does not, of course, mean that the law is currently in effect. Some laws, 
such as Colorado’s SB 205 (2024), have yet to go into effect.  
11 A few bills were brought to our attention thanks to the Future of Privacy Forum’s “The State of State 
AI: Legislative Approaches to AI in 2025” report, published October 2025.  
12 This does not include laws regulating automated vehicles.  

https://fpf.org/blog/the-state-of-state-ai-legislative-approaches-to-ai-in-2025/
https://fpf.org/blog/the-state-of-state-ai-legislative-approaches-to-ai-in-2025/
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an account of how these laws regulate deployers and developers in various ways, 

dealing with a range of uses, industries, products, and models.  

 

Appropriations/Budget  
(28 States, 43 Laws) 
 

As the capabilities of AI have advanced, states have been eager to court 

AI business, develop an AI-ready workforce, and fund AI-related 

research and innovation. Between 2023 and 2025, at least 28 states 

approved AI-related budget items,13 spanning from workforce 

development and retraining programs and the expansion of AI-related 

degree programs at public universities to the use of AI to assist efforts 

in decreasing the population of invasive species and wildfire 

forecasting.14 To be sure, most budget law provisions do not directly 

regulate the use or development of AI technologies by private entities. 

However, they nevertheless fuel the expansion of AI in states, and 

often create the opportunity, if not necessity, for the regulation of its 

use in time.  

 

Among the largest expenditures are those that expanded AI-related education. 

Wyoming,15 Iowa,16 and Florida all approved $2.5 million or more to fund such 

programs,17 and North Carolina appropriated $3.5 million for AI-research at the 

University of North Carolina.18 Other states funded AI-related pilot programs for 

 
13 In many cases, the laws included in this memo regulate a variety of AI uses and thus may be included 
in more than one category. 
14 SF 647, 91st General Assembly, First Session (IA, 2025); SB 2500, 2025 Legislative Session (FL, 2025); 
SB 2284, 32nd Legislature, Regular Session (HI, 2024). 
15 HB 1, 67th Legislature, 2024 Budget Session (WY, 2024).  
16 SF 647, 91st General Assembly, First Session (IA, 2025). 
17 SB 2500, 2025 Legislative Session (FL, 2025). 
18 SB 508, 2023-2024 General Assembly, 2023 Session (NC, 2024). 

https://www.legis.iowa.gov/legislation/BillBook?ga=91&ba=SF647
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2025/2500
https://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/session/archives/measure_indiv_Archives.aspx?billtype=SB&billnumber=2284&year=2024
https://www.wyoleg.gov/Legislation/2024/HB0001
https://www.legis.iowa.gov/legislation/BillBook?ga=91&ba=SF647
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2025/2500
https://www.ncleg.gov/BillLookup/2023/S508
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public school curricula, the use of AI for school security and surveillance, and 

special university research projects.19  

 

Some states also appropriated significant expenditures to address AI-related 

labor concerns and economic development. For example, Washington approved 

funding for the city of Seattle to lease office space to non-profits and academic 

institutions that incubate tech startups and develop upskilling programs for 

workers.20 Maryland also appropriated state funds for an AI machine 

manufacturing workforce development academy in Baltimore to provide skills 

training, job placement, and support for community entrepreneurs.21  

 

Lastly, many bills focused on various states-funded programs to research and 

evaluate the use of AI in government. Kansas, for example, appropriated funds 

for consulting services to “review how AI/data analysis can evaluate and identify 

efficiencies in state finances and agencies.”22 And the state of Montana has 

directed monies to be used for the modernization of its information technology 

systems, including the integration and use of AI in the state’s Department of 

Administration.23 Other states, like Virginia, have approved funds to gather 

proposals for the use of AI in the Department of Motor Vehicles for day-to-day 

operations.24  

  

 
19 HB 5100, 125th General Assembly, Second Session (SC, 2024); SB 360, General Assembly, 446th 
Session (MD, 2024) and HB 259, 2023-2024 General Assembly, 2023 Session (NC, 2023); HB 1, 2025 
Regular Session, (LA, 2025).  
20 SB 5950, 68th Legislature, 2024 Regular Session (WA 2024).  
21 HB 351, General Assembly, 448th Session (MD, 2025).  
22 SB 125, 91st Legislature, 2025 Regular Session, (KS, 2025).  
23 HB 10, 69th Legislature, 2025 Regular Session (MT, 2025). 
24 HB 6001, 163rd Virginia General Assembly, 2024 Special Session, (VA, 2024). 

https://www.scstatehouse.gov/sess125_2023-2024/appropriations2024/gab5100.php
https://www.legis.la.gov/legis/BillInfo.aspx?s=25rs&b=HB1&sbi=y
https://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=5950&Year=2023
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0351?ys=2025RS
https://kslegislature.gov/li/b2025_26/measures/sb125/
https://bills.legmt.gov/#/laws/bill/2/LC0715
https://legacylis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?242+sum+HB6001


IFS | Patchwork or Consensus? State AI Policies Reveal What Americans Want 8 

 

Consumer Protections  
(28 States, 69 Laws) 
 

Twenty-eight states have established robust consumer protections with 

respect to AI systems. However, unlike comprehensive regulations like 

the Colorado Artificial Intelligence Act (CAIA) enacted in 2024,25 most 

laws are more narrowly tailored to regulate the development of certain 

kinds of AI products, such as “high risk” models and chatbots,26 or the 

use of AI in particular ways, often in certain contexts or industries. 

 

Key to many of these regulations is the creation of liability for those who develop 

or use AI in ways that cause harm to consumers.27 In many cases, AI-related 

consumer protection laws build on existing law, clarifying that what is legal or 

illegal generally is still illegal when it comes to AI development or deployment. 

Yet in some cases, new liability has been established. For example, some enacted 

laws hold developers liable for failing to establish protocols and protections that 

keep companion chatbots from fueling self-harm or suicide or encouraging illegal 

activity.28 Others prohibit AI developers and deployers from being shielded from 

liability for consumer harms by making a legal defense on a claim that the AI 

acted autonomously.29   

 
25 SB24-205, 74th General Assembly, 2024 Regular Session, (CO, 2024). 
26 “High risk” is defined differently by different bills.  
27 The kind of liability and the enforcement vary from law to law. For example, some laws empower the 
attorney general to enforce these laws, as in the case of New Hampshire HB 143 (2025), which allows 
the state attorney general to bring an action against a company that violates the law. Other states 
empower agencies to enforce the laws, as in the case of Utah’s SB 226 (2025), which permits the state’s 
Department of Commerce’s Division of Consumer Protection to fine licensed professionals or 
businesses who fail to disclose AI use to customers and patients or even bring a civil action against 
them.27 Some states create a private right of action for individuals who have been harmed, as California 
did in its companion chatbot law, SB 243 (2025). 
28 SB 149, 89th Legislature, 2025 Regular Session (TX, 2025). SB 243, 2025-2026 Regular Session (CA, 
2025). 
29 SB 226, 66th Legislature, 2025 General Session (UT, 2025); AB 316, 2025-2026 Regular Session (CA, 
2025). 

https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb24-205
https://capitol.texas.gov/BillLookup/Text.aspx?LegSess=89R&Bill=HB149;%20SB%20243,%202025-2026%20Regular%20Session%20(CA,%202025),%20https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB243
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB243
https://le.utah.gov/~2025/bills/static/SB0226.html
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260AB316
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High-Risk Automated Decision-Making & Algorithmic Discrimination  

(14 States, 26 Laws) 

 

As the use of AI has increased, so, too, have fears that AI systems will be 

developed or used at high cost to individuals. Several states have enacted laws 

regulating the use of AI-driven automated decision-making tools to make 

decisions in “high risk” contexts, such as healthcare, employment, insurance, 

housing, or court decisions.  

 

Some of the most well-known laws in this category seek to address potential civil 

rights violations, i.e. discrimination, caused by reliance on such tools. As some 

have noted, discrimination is, of course, legally prohibited in every state,30 and 

like most AI regulations, algorithmic discrimination laws (at best) simply reiterate 

that what is already illegal, generally, is still illegal when it comes to AI 

development or deployment. That said, discrimination concerns are especially 

heightened when it comes to facial recognition technologies and in “high-risk” 

contexts, such as when automated systems are used to make decisions for 

employment or insurance.  

 

Perhaps, the most comprehensive law dealing with algorithmic discrimination to 

be enacted was CAIA, already mentioned above. As passed, the law created a 

duty of care for both deployers and developers to mitigate risks for “algorithmic 

discrimination,” reporting requirements for deployers to document impact 

assessments for AI systems used in high-risk decision making, and public 

transparency reports from developers detailing the risks of their products as well 

as disclosures from deployers using such high-risk systems. Though enacted, its 

enforcement has since been delayed. Colorado Governor Jared Polis called on 

legislators to rework the bill in a special legislative session so that the state “does 

not hamper development and expansion of new technologies,” and went so far as 

 
30 Dean W. Ball, “The AI Patchwork Emerges,” Hyperdimensional (Substack), Jan. 15, 2026.  

https://www.hyperdimensional.co/p/the-ai-patchwork-emerges
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to say that a federal framework dealing with these issues would be preferred.31 

Despite a special legislative session in 2025, the state failed to rework the bill 

along these lines and only managed to enact a measure extending CAIA’s 

enforcement date until June 30, 2026.32  

 

Next to CAIA, Connecticut’s SB 1295 (2024) and Minnesota’s HF 4757 (2024) 

also address algorithmic discrimination that results from automated decision-

making tools by granting consumers the right to “opt out of the processing of 

personal data for purposes of… profiling in furtherance of any automated 

decision that produces any legal or similarly significant effect.” Connecticut’s law 

further requires impact assessments regarding such profiling.  

  

Apart from these three laws, at least 11 other states have enacted narrower laws 

to address high-risk automated decision-making tools, including algorithmic 

discrimination. For example, Illinois enacted a law that prohibits employers that 

use predictive data analytics for employment decisions from discriminating 

against applicants, whether directly, based upon an applicant's race data, or by 

proxy, based on using an applicant’s zip code data.33 Other laws in this category 

regulate automated decision making by regulating government use of AI 

decision-making tools,34 outlawing the use of real-time and remote biometric 

surveillance in public spaces,35 leveraging AI to increase equitable access to 

government services, as in the case of using AI for language services,36 

prohibiting rental property owners from making decisions about rental 

agreements based on AI,37 or prohibiting AI recommendations from being the 

 
31 Colorado Governor Jared Polis, “Letter Concerning Senate Bill 24-205,” May 17, 2024. 
32 SB25B-004, 75th General Assembly, 2025 Special Session (CO, 2025). 
33 HB 3773, 103rd General Assembly, 2023-2024 Session (IL, 2024).  
34 SB 1103, 2023 General Assembly, 2023 Regular Session (CT 2023); HB 1688, 168th General Court, 
Second Regular Session (NH, 2024); AB 9430B / SB 7543B, 2023-2024 Legislative Session (NY, 2024); 
SB 4, 2025 Regular Session, (KY, 2025); HB 149 (TX, 2025). The Texas law prohibits the use of AI to 
discriminate against a protected class; however, according to the law, disparate impact by itself is not 
sufficient to demonstrate an intent to discriminate.   
35 HB 1688 (NH, 2024). 
36 HB 1153, 75th General Assembly, 2025 Regular Session (CO, 2025).  
37 S 7882, 2025-2026 Legislative Session (NY, 2025). 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1i2cA3IG93VViNbzXu9LPgbTrZGqhyRgM/view
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb25b-004
https://ilga.gov/Legislation/BillStatus/FullText?GAID=17&DocNum=3773&DocTypeID=HB&LegId=149031&SessionID=112
https://www.google.com/search?q=what+general+assembly+was+connecticut+in+2023&oq=what+general+assembly+was+connecticut+in+2023&gs_lcrp=EgZjaHJvbWUyBggAEEUYOTIHCAEQIRigATIHCAIQIRigATIHCAMQIRigATIHCAQQIRigAdIBCDc3MzVqMGo0qAIAsAIB&sourceid=chrome&ie=UTF-8
https://gc.nh.gov/bill_status/legacy/bs2016/bill_status.aspx?lsr=2510&sy=2024&sortoption=&txtsessionyear=2024&txtbillnumber=HB1688
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2023/A9430/amendment/B
https://apps.legislature.ky.gov/record/25RS/sb4.html
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb25-1153
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S7882
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sole basis of denying, delaying, or modifying healthcare services.38 

 

Chatbots (8 States, 10 Laws) 

 

Chatbots are some of the most popular, commercially available AI products that 

have come to market in recent years. As of 2025, 1 in 4 top 100 generative AI 

consumer apps were chatbots.39 And today’s top consumer AI-product, ChatGPT, 

is known for its conversational and companion-like engagement with users. 

According to one 2026 report,40 ChatGPT’s weekly active user base has grown 

from 500 million to over 900 million in the past year—over 2.5 times both the 

mobile and web users than the next most popular AI product. Today, more than 1 

in 3 American adults use AI chatbots weekly for mental health related issues.41 

Likewise, 3 in 4 teens have reported using chatbots,42 with 1 in 3 using them 

daily.43  

 

For many lawmakers, parents, and educators, AI chatbots and companions are a 

cause for increasing concern. Every month, it seems, there are new stories of 

sycophantic AI companions pushing their users into psychosis, self-harm, and 

suicide.44 And the proliferation of high profile lawsuits involving teens, such as 

14-year-old Sewell Setzer III,45 who was romantically seduced by a Character.AI 

chatbot that convinced him take his own life, or 16-year-old Adam Raine,46 who 

 
38 HB 820, General Assembly, 448th Session (MD, 2025). 
39 Rupert Gill, “Synthetic companions, real risks: Why AI ‘painkillers’ for loneliness need evidence before 
scale,” American Institute for Boys and Men, December 8, 2025.  
40 Olivia Moore, “The Top 100 Gen AI Consumer Apps—6th Edition,” Andreessen Horowitz, A16Z.com, 
March 9, 2026.  
41Cognitive FX Team, “Survey Reveals More Than 1 in 3 People Use AI Chatbots for Mental Health 
Support Due to Fear of Judgement,” Cognitivefx, January 14, 2026.  
42 Michael B. Robb and Supreet Mann, “Talk, Trust, and Trade-Offs: How and Why Teens Use AI 
Companions,” Common Sense Media, 2025. 
43 Michelle Faverio and Olivia Sidoti, “Teens, Social Media and AI Chatbots 2025,” Pew Research 
Center, December 9, 2025.  
44 Rhitu Chatterjee, “Teens Are Having Disturbing Interactions with Chatbots. Here’s How to Lower the 
Risks,” NPR, December 29, 2025. 
45 Natallie, Rocha, “Google and Character.AI to Settle Lawsuit over Teenager’s Death,” The New York 
Times, January 7, 2026. 
46 Kashmir Hill, “A Teen Was Suicidal. ChatGPT Was the Friend He Confided In,” The New York Times, 
August 26, 2025. 

https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/hb0820?ys=2025RS
https://aibm.org/commentary/synthetic-companions-real-risks-why-ai-painkillers-for-loneliness-need-evidence-before-scale/
https://aibm.org/commentary/synthetic-companions-real-risks-why-ai-painkillers-for-loneliness-need-evidence-before-scale/
https://a16z.com/100-gen-ai-apps-6/
https://www.cognitivefxusa.com/blog/mental-health-ai-chatbot-survey
https://www.cognitivefxusa.com/blog/mental-health-ai-chatbot-survey
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/sites/default/files/research/report/talk-trust-and-trade-offs_2025_web.pdf
https://www.commonsensemedia.org/sites/default/files/research/report/talk-trust-and-trade-offs_2025_web.pdf
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2025/12/09/teens-social-media-and-ai-chatbots-2025/
https://www.npr.org/2025/12/29/nx-s1-5646633/teens-ai-chatbot-sex-violence-mental-health
https://www.npr.org/2025/12/29/nx-s1-5646633/teens-ai-chatbot-sex-violence-mental-health
https://www.nytimes.com/2026/01/07/technology/google-characterai-teenager-lawsuit.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/08/26/technology/chatgpt-openai-suicide.html
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OpenAI’s ChatGPT encouraged not to tell his parents he was struggling with 

suicide, have only fueled a push for legislation to better protect users and hold 

companies accountable. 

 

Between 2023 and 2025, eight states have enacted laws within the current 

legislative session that directly regulate AI chatbots and companions. Several of 

these laws provide broad-level consumer protections, such as requiring that 

chatbots disclose to users that they are not interacting with an actual person. In 

California, for example, SB 243 (2025) requires chatbots to issue a disclaimer up 

front and at regular intervals during extended use, amongst other protections.47 

Under Maine’s HP 1154 (2025), chatbots are prohibited from being used in 

commerce in ways that “mislead or deceive a reasonable customer into believing 

that the consumer is engaging with a human being” without an explicit 

disclosure.48  

 

Other states enacted laws to regulate chatbots in other ways. In the case of 

Texas, HB 149 (2025) prohibits AI and chatbots from encouraging “self-harm, 

harm to others, or criminal activity.”49 California and New York also require 

chatbot developers to have protocols in place that redirect users when they 

express suicidal ideation and desire for self-harm.50 In some cases, these laws 

have special requirements for minors' use of chatbots and chatbots’ engagement 

with minors. New Hampshire, for example, created criminal and civil liability for 

owners and operators of chatbots that “facilitate, encourage, offer, solicit, or 

recommend that [a] child imminently engage in: (a) Sexually explicit conduct. (b) 

The production or participation in the production of a visual depiction of such 

conduct. (c) The illegal use of drugs or alcohol. (d) Acts of self-harm or suicide. (e) 

Any crime of violence against another person.”51 Both Texas and California 

 
47 SB 243 (CA, 2025).  
48 HP 1154 / LD 1727, 132nd Legislature, First Special Session (ME, 2025). 
49 TX HB 149 (TX, 2025) 
50 SB 243 (CA, 2025); NY SB 3008 / AB 3008, 2025-2026 Legislative Session (NY, 2025). 
51 HB 143, 169th General Court, First Regular Session (NH, 2025). 

https://legislature.maine.gov/legis/bills/display_ps.asp?LD=1727&snum=132
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S3008/amendment/original
https://gc.nh.gov/bill_status/billinfo.aspx?PastId=339&sy=2025&id=99999
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enacted laws with specific protections for minors from chatbots that engage 

users in ways that encourage or solicit sexual engagement. However, of the three 

states—California, Texas, and New Hampshire—that have outlined specific 

protections for minors, neither the New Hampshire or California chatbot laws 

require chatbot companies to verify the age of users.52 Texas, by contrast, 

requires reasonable age verification methods to be implemented by “websites 

with a publicly available tool for creating sexual material harmful to minors.”53  

 

Four states have also passed legislation that regulates chatbots used for or 

advertised as mental health services. Illinois, for example, enacted a landmark 

mental health law, HB 1806, that requires mental health services, including those 

offered by internet-based AI, be offered by a licensed professional.54 Similarly, 

California and Oregon have passed laws that prohibit the marketing of AI-

chatbots that falsely claim or imply that they are health care professionals, such 

as therapists or nurses.55 Finally, Utah enacted a bill that requires mental health 

bots to disclose non-human status and clearly demarcate any advertisements as 

such, and prohibits companies from selling or sharing individually identifiable user 

data.56  

 

Data Privacy Protections (5 States, 5 Laws) 

 

In 2025, only 1.7% of AI-related bills that were introduced (not enacted) were 

directly concerned with data privacy in some way or another.57 Data privacy with 

regards to AI technologies remains tricky as user data, once collected by models, 

is not so straight-forwardly deleted.58 And data privacy laws, especially for AI, 

 
52 In 2025, California enacted AB 1043, which will require developers to request user’s attested age 
data through operating systems starting in 2027.  
53 HB 581, 89th Legislature, 2025 Regular Session (TX, 2025). 
54 HB 1806, 104th General Assembly, 2025-2026 Session (IL, 2025). 
55 AB 489, 2025-2026 Regular Session (CA, 2025),; HB 2748, 83rd Legislative Assembly, 2025 Regular 
Session (OR, 2025).  
56 HB 452, 66th Legislature, 2025 General Session (UT, 2025).  
57 Future of Privacy Forum, “The State of State AI: Legislative Approaches to AI in 2025,” October 
2025.  
58 For challenges and potential privacy regarding privacy and machine “unlearning,” see, e.g., Umit Yigit 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260AB1043
https://capitol.texas.gov/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=89R&Bill=HB581
https://ilga.gov/Legislation/BillStatus?DocNum=1806&GAID=18&DocTypeID=HB&LegId=159219&SessionID=114
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260AB489
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2025R1/Measures/Overview/HB2748
https://le.utah.gov/~2025/bills/static/HB0452.html
https://fpf.org/blog/the-state-of-state-ai-legislative-approaches-to-ai-in-2025/
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have shifted more towards transparency requirements (i.e. disclosures) that 

inform users. However, at least four states—Texas, Connecticut, Minnesota, and 

Mississippi—enacted laws that establish data privacy protections that directly 

affect private AI. Texas’s HB 149 (2025) prohibits the collection and use of 

biometric data for training AI for certain commercial purposes, and Connecticut’s 

SB 1295 (2025) overhauled the state’s data privacy codes, requiring companies 

to disclose what data they use to train AI models, amongst other things. 

Additionally, Colorado SB 143 (2025) establishes a privacy protection that 

requires schools to get opt-in consent for any facial recognition used in school 

curriculum.59  

 
Transparency (10 States, 19 Bills) 

 

Another way states are working to protect consumers is by enacting laws that 

require more transparency from AI developers and deployers on “high-risk” 

models. On the developer side, a few different approaches have been taken. 

California’s AI Transparency Act, enacted in 2025, requires AI developers to 

create tools that help users detect whether a piece of content was generated by 

its platform as well as tools that give users the option to include a conspicuous 

disclosure that indicates that the content was AI-generated.60 Another popular 

kind of transparency law requires developers of large frontier models to publish 

their safety protocols and mitigation strategies for serious harms or catastrophic 

risks. Such laws may require the publication of not only a developer’s safety 

protocols but also its plans to adhere to international standards.61 In the case of 

New York’s RAISE Act, AI developers are further required to report safety 

incidents to the Attorney General within 72 hours of their occurrence, and 

prohibits frontier AI developers from releasing a model that is determined to 

create an unreasonable risk of critical harm to the public, which the law defines 

 
Basaran et al., “A Certified Unlearning Approach without Access to Source Data,” ArXivLabs, December 
2025.  
59 SB 143, 75th General Assembly, 2025 Regular Session (CO, 2025). 
60 SB 942 / AB 853, 2025-2026 Regular Session (CA, 2025). 
61 E.g., SB 53, 2025-2026 Regular Session (CA, 2025). 

https://arxiv.org/abs/2506.06486
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb25-143
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240SB942
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB53
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as either 100 serious injuries or $1 billion worth in damages.62 Developer-specific 

transparency regulations also include the chatbot laws mentioned above. 

 

On the deployer side, at least nine states have enacted laws requiring the 

disclosure of the use of an AI tool by a business, as in the case of a customer 

service chatbot, an individual in a licensed or regulated occupation, such as 

psychotherapy or healthcare, and/or a government agency.63 Utah, for example, 

has had regulations on the books since at least 2024 that require businesses and 

individuals in licensed professions to disclose when consumers are interacting 

with AI.64 And Illinois HB 1806 (2025), mentioned above, prohibits the use of AI 

by a licensed mental health therapist for administrative or supplementary 

support, such as processing insurance claims or transcribing therapy sessions, 

without first disclosing such use and getting a patient’s consent. The law also 

strictly prohibits the use of AI to make independent therapeutic decisions, 

directly interact with clients in any therapeutic communication, generate 

treatment plans or recommendations without review or approval by a licensed 

professional, or detect emotional or mental states of clients.  
  

 
62 S 6953B / A 6453, 2025-2026 Legislative Session (NY, 2025).  
63 This includes those states that included deployer disclosure requirements in laws that address 
algorithmic discrimination. It does not include enacted laws that require transparency (i.e. disclosures) 
from political campaign materials. Those laws are counted and discussed separately below.    
64 SB 226 (UT, 2025); HB 452 (UT, 2025). SB 149, 65th Legislature, 2024 General Session (UT, 2024),  

https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S6953/amendment/B
https://le.utah.gov/~2024/bills/static/SB0149.html
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Contracts, Personal Rights, 
Proprietary Rights, & Personhood 
Status (8 States, 17 Laws) 
 

Between 2023 and 2025, eight states enacted laws that aim to 

strengthen personal rights and clarify contract law when it comes to AI 

generated content. Historically, states have recognized personal rights 

for individuals that prohibit the use of their likeness for commercial 

purposes (e.g., advertisements) without their consent. Such protections 

are vital for industries such as music, film, and modeling. It’s no surprise, 

then, that laws updating personal rights for one’s likeness and voice are 

needed to further protect against unauthorized digital replication.  

 

Most notably, Tennessee’s landmark ELVIS Act, passed in 2024, amended 

existing state code to include an individual’s voice as a protected personal right. 

(Tennessee law already protected personal rights relating to an individual’s name, 

photograph, and likeness in any medium in any manner.) New York, as well, has 

passed four laws addressing unauthorized digital replicas, including a few 

specifically tailored to the modeling industry. For example, AB 8138 (2024) 

nullifies contracts that do not include a “reasonably specific intended use” of a 

replica, and AB 5631 (2024) requires written consent or use for the creation or 

use of a model’s digital replica. Since 2024, five states have passed similar laws 

that create or expand existing personal rights. In at least one law, California’s AB 

1836 (2024), such rights were recognized for individuals, post-mortem.  
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A few other laws are also included in this category. One is a stand-alone law 

enacted by Arkansas in 2025, HB 1876, that clarifies the ownership rights of AI-

generated content. This law generally recognizes ownership of training data, 

models, and AI-generated content where the individual has generated content, 

created a model, or acquired data so long as the individual (1) did not infringe on 

copyright law or intellectual property rights and (2) did not perform such 

activities within the scope of her employment. Also relevant to the matter of 

personal rights are laws addressing the matter of personhood and AI. Since 2023, 

North Dakota and Utah have enacted laws that update the legal definition of 

person to explicitly exclude artificial intelligence (amongst other entities, such as 

animals or bodies of water).  

 

Deepfakes (38 States, 82 Laws)  

Next to laws regulating public sector or government use of AI, the most 

enacted state laws that regulate the deployment of AI are those dealing 

with AI-generated or modified content that portrays real individuals 

doing or saying things they did not in fact do or say. Any such content is 

commonly referred to as a “deepfake.” Since 2023, 38 states have 

enacted laws that address deepfakes by 1) criminalizing sexual 

deepfakes of children, 2) prohibiting the sexual deepfakes of an 

identifiable adult without the depicted individual’s consent, 3) 

regulating the use of deepfakes during political campaigns and 

elections, or 4) requiring disclosures for the use of deepfakes in 

telemarketing.  
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Child Sexual Abuse Material (23 States, 26 Laws) 

 

As generative AI tools have proliferated, so too has AI-generated child sexual 

abuse material (CSAM). For example, earlier this year, Elon Musks’s xAI was 

found to have produced about 23,000 images containing child sexual abuse 

material (CSAM) over an 11-day period.65 Despite Musk's claim that he was “not 

aware” of these images, xAI had previously required employees on its human 

data team to sign a waiver agreeing to work with sexual content, among other 

kinds of content. When those tools were finally integrated into X last December, 

they were used to generate sexual deepfakes at an unprecedented rate, including 

CSAM.66  

 

This example demonstrates the devastating harm that the most vulnerable, 

namely children, can experience in the age of AI. Thankfully, to date, 45 states 

have passed laws updating child pornography laws to include AI-generated or 

modified CSAM in their existing child pornography laws.67 Since 2023 alone, 23 

states have enacted legislation that prohibits the unlawful creation, distribution, 

or use of computer or AI-generated or AI-modified CSAM. Additionally, the 

federal Take It Down Act, enacted last year, makes it a federal crime for 

individuals to publish AI-generated or modified CSAM.68 

  

  

 
65 Faiz Siddiqui et al., “Inside Musk’s bet to hook users that turned Grok into a porn generator,” The 
Washington Post, February 2. 2026. 
66 Ibid. In a recent development, xAI is now being sued by Tennessee teens. See: Siddiqui, “Teens allege 
Musk’s Grok chatbot made sexual images of them as minors,” The Washington Post, March 16, 2026.  
67 Enough Abuse, “State Laws Criminalizing AI-generated or Computer-Edited CSAM,” (accessed March 
22, 2026). 
68 S. 146, “Take It Down Act,” 119th Congress, First Session (2025). 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2026/02/02/elon-musk-grok-porn-generator/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2026/03/16/teens-sue-musk-xai-grok/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/technology/2026/03/16/teens-sue-musk-xai-grok/
https://enoughabuse.org/get-vocal/laws-by-state/state-laws-criminalizing-ai-generated-or-computer-edited-child-sexual-abuse-material-csam/
https://www.congress.gov/bill/119th-congress/senate-bill/146/text
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Sexual Deepfakes (22 States, 29 Laws) 

 

Twenty-two states have also criminalized the creation and distribution of sexual 

deepfakes of identifiable individuals without a person’s consent. Most of these 

laws create criminal penalties for individuals who publish or distribute AI-

generated or modified intimate images of an identifiable adult without his or her 

consent, or who attempt to use such synthetic media to harass or extort an 

individual. A few states have gone further and have created criminal penalties for 

websites for hosting or publishing such content. Under these laws, platforms and 

websites that either host deepfake sexual content of an identifiable individual 

without that individual’s consent, and/or continue to host such content after 

receiving a request to remove a particular deepfake, are liable.69 These laws are 

critical for helping victims, as such content can proliferate quickly across 

platforms that have historically enjoyed immunity for the content their users 

post. It must also be noted that, at the federal level, the Take It Down Act also 

creates liability for social media platforms for hosting or publishing 

nonconsensual, AI-generated sexual images of an identifiable person.70  

 

Political Deepfakes / Ads (States 23, 30 Laws) 

 

Since 2023, 23 states have enacted laws that create regulations around the use 

of deepfakes in political advertisements. Most states are rather permissive of 

“synthetic,” or AI-generated or AI-modified, content used in such ads, so long as 

certain conditions are met, including: the ad using synthetic content is not run 

within a certain number of days of an election; the ad discloses that it used AI-

generated or modified content; and/or the ad is published with the consent of 

 
69 E.g., AB 621, 2025-2026 Legislative Session (CA, 2025); SB 441, 89th Legislature, Regular Session 
(TX, 2025). California’s AB 621 creates liability for platforms for knowingly and recklessly facilitate, aid 
or abet deepfake content, which includes allowing deepfakes to remain even after notification. Texas’s 
SB 441requires AI apps, websites, platforms to take down sexual deepfakes after receiving a reasonable 
request to remove them. 
70 Op. Cit., “Take It Down Act” (TX, 2025). 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260AB621
https://capitol.texas.gov/BillLookup/History.aspx?LegSess=89R&Bill=SB441


IFS | Patchwork or Consensus? State AI Policies Reveal What Americans Want 20 

 

the candidate depicted.71 Failure to comply can have civil or criminal penalties. 

For example, in Minnesota, a candidate whose campaign violates its political 

deepfake law must forfeit their nomination or office. 

 

Telemarketing (2 States, 2 Laws)72 

 

Another way states are tackling the problem of deepfakes is by going after AI 

deepfakes used in telemarketing and phone scams. This is a growing issue, 

especially for older populations who are much more likely to fall prey to such 

scams.73 Laws that include one’s voice as a personal right are one way that states, 

such as Tennessee, New York, and others already mentioned above, are dealing 

with this issue. However, at least two states are dealing with this more directly. 

In 2024, California enacted a law that updated existing statute to require 

automatic dialing-announcing devices to inform callers when an announcement 

uses a “voice simulated or generated using artificial intelligence.”74 And last year, 

Texas enacted SB 2373, which creates a cause of action against those who use 

AI-generated media to financially exploit others, as in the case of phishing.  

  

 
71 SB 2577, 2024 Regular Session (MS, 2024). 
72 This does not include general fraud laws.  
73 Dinesh Napal, “Artificial Intelligence in Financial Scams Against Older Adults,” American Bar 
Association, September 6, 2024.  
74 AB 2905, 2023-2024 Legislative Session (CA, 2024). 

https://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/2024/pdf/history/SB/SB2577.xml
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/law_aging/publications/bifocal/vol45/vol45issue6/artificialintelligenceandfinancialscams/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB2905
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Economic Development  
(14 States, 20 Laws) 
 
States are eager for AI developers and deployers to invest in 

communities within their jurisdiction. Since 2023, 14 states have 

enacted 20 laws to directly research, launch, invest in, or shield AI-

related economic development projects.75 Sometimes this looks like 

investing in research. Mississippi, for example, established a task force 

to develop and recommend policies that support innovation and 

business.76 And Oregon funded research to evaluate the potential 

impacts of AI on the workforce in the state’s key industries.77 A couple 

of states have also established tax credits for AI companies that make 

large investments in their states.78 Indiana, for example, enacted a law 

that established a tax credit for companies that are willing to invest a 

minimum of $50 million (within five years) in quantum or advanced 

computing projects or defense infrastructure.79 Additionally, Utah and 

Texas have enacted laws regulating AI that contain provisions that 

would shield AI innovators and companies from liability arising from a 

violation by granting them an affirmative defense if they fix the 

problem and/or otherwise are compliant with governance requirements 

outlined in the law.80  

  

 
75 This does not include enacted laws pertaining to general AI-related education efforts.  
76 SB 2426, 2025 Regular Session (MS, 2025). 
77 SB 5701, 82nd Legislative Assembly, 2024 Regular Session (OR, 2024). 
78 S 3432, 221st Legislature, First Annual Session (NJ, 2025); HB 1601, 124th General Assembly, First 
Regular Session (IN, 2025). 
79 HB 1601 (IN 2025). 
80 HB 452 (UT, 2025); HB 149 (TX, 2025). 

https://billstatus.ls.state.ms.us/2025/pdf/history/SB/SB2426.xml
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2024R1/Measures/Overview/SB5701
https://www.njleg.state.nj.us/bill-search/2024/S3432
https://iga.in.gov/legislative/2025/bills/house/1601/details
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One more way that states are seeking to fuel innovation is by preempting local 

ordinances to attract data centers. As states seek to attract the investments of AI 

developers and deployers, these laws are meant to overcome the increasing 

opposition by local communities to such investments, like data centers.81 Last 

year, West Virginia enacted a first-of-its-kind law, HB 2014, which created a 

“microgrid development program” that exempts data centers from local 

ordinances, such as zoning and permitting regulations, and allows data centers to 

generate their own power, independent of existing utility companies.  

 

Another novel way states are pursuing AI-related economic development is by 

passing “right to compute” laws. Last year, Montana was the first to enact “right 

to compute” legislation. Montana’s law (SB 212) prohibits government entities 

(whether state, local, or otherwise) from restricting an individual’s “ability to 

privately own or make use of computational resources for lawful purposes” 

without a “compelling government interest.” It also requires AI-controlled 

infrastructure, such as data centers, to develop a risk management policy.82 

These are seen by some critics as supportive of Big Tech’s efforts to minimize 

regulations.83 Proponents of the law, however, argue that enshrining citizens’ 

“right to compute,” as well as protecting that right from laws and ordinances that 

lack “compelling government interest,” enables the state to “get out in front of 

regulatory threats” and “shield those using and developing AI… from the threat of 

heavy-handed state or federal regulation,” with the end goal being to “attract 

high-tech businesses.”84 

 

 
81 Anvee Bhutani and Amrith Ramkumar, “These Rural Americans Are Trying to Hold Back the Tide of 
AI,” The Wall Street Journal, February 2, 2026.  
82 Arizona passed a narrower computational power law last year, HB 2342 (2025), which prohibits 
towns, cities, and counties from restricting an individual from “lawfully accessing or using computational 
power” in a residence. Arizona’s is not as sweeping as Montana’s law, as it only restricts local 
government entities (not all government entities) from regulating computational power, regulates only 
with respect to residential property, lacks exceptions for “compelling government interest,” and does 
not require any reporting from data centers.  
83 Bruce Gil, “Right-to-Compute Laws Are Spreading Across the US, as Electricity Bills Skyrocket,” 
Gizmodo, February 2, 2026.  
84 Tanner Avery, “Montana 2050: Artificial Intelligence,” Frontier Institute, April 2, 2024. 

https://www.wsj.com/politics/policy/these-rural-americans-are-trying-to-hold-back-the-tide-of-ai-66945306?
https://www.wsj.com/politics/policy/these-rural-americans-are-trying-to-hold-back-the-tide-of-ai-66945306?
https://gizmodo.com/right-to-compute-laws-are-spreading-across-the-us-as-electricity-bills-skyrocket-2000716730
https://frontierinstitute.org/reports/montana-2050-artificial-intelligence/
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Education (30 States, 46 Laws) 

Increasingly, AI—both in terms of AI technologies as well as education 

in AI or AI literacy, as it is often called—is being integrated into schools 

across the country. Nationwide, there is a push to expand education 

programs in AI and AI-related fields, especially at the high school and 

college level. Likewise, AI technologies are being incorporated into 

public education contexts: AI tutors in the classroom,85 AI-driven facial 

recognition and weapon detection software for security purposes,86 AI-

driven mental health assessments and tools,87 and more.88 As touched 

on above, since 2023, 25 states have appropriated state funds for the 

expansion of AI-related degree programs and creation of grant 

programs for AI-related projects in public schools. For example, North 

Dakota appropriated funds for a “research technology park” at North 

Dakota State University to conduct “exploratory, transformational, and 

innovative research that advance autonomous mobile equipment 

opportunities,” especially for the state’s agriculture and defense 

industries.89 And in 2024, Hawaii created a two-year program at the 

University of Hawaii to develop an AI-driven wildfire forecasting 

system.  

 

 
85 Surya Chandana, “Why AI Tutors Are the Next Big Shift in K-12 Education,” Medium, March 31, 2026. 
86 Evie Blad, “States Push AI Weapons Detection as Part of School Safety,” Education Week, March 26, 
2026; Thomas, Brewster, “AI Bathroom Monitors? Welcome to America’s New Surveillance High 
Schools,” Forbes, December 16, 2025.; Staff, “Marion County Schools increase school safety measures 
through facial recognition, weapons detection technology,” Metro News, February 8, 2025.  
87 Daniel Mollencamp, “Schools Are Using AI Counselors to Track Students’ Mental Health. Is It Safe?,” 
The Guardian, March 3, 2026; Lily Altavena, “EdTech companies are lobbying their way into your kids' 
classroom. Who's vetting them?” Detroit Free Press, November 24, 2025.  
88 “39 Examples of Artificial Intelligence in Education,” University of San Diego, 2025. 
89 89 SB 2256, 69th Legislative Assembly, 2025 Regular Session (ND, 2025). 
 

https://medium.com/@suryaloveai/why-ai-tutors-are-the-next-big-shift-in-k-12-education-d36f0d6449ea
https://www.edweek.org/leadership/states-push-ai-weapons-detection-as-part-of-school-safety/2026/03
https://www.forbes.com/sites/thomasbrewster/2025/12/16/ai-bathroom-monitors-welcome-to-americas-new-surveillance-high-schools/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/thomasbrewster/2025/12/16/ai-bathroom-monitors-welcome-to-americas-new-surveillance-high-schools/
https://wvmetronews.com/2025/02/08/marion-county-schools-increase-school-safety-measures-through-facial-recognition-weapons-detection-technology/
https://wvmetronews.com/2025/02/08/marion-county-schools-increase-school-safety-measures-through-facial-recognition-weapons-detection-technology/
https://www.theguardian.com/technology/ng-interactive/2026/mar/03/schools-student-ai-counselor
https://wvmetronews.com/2025/02/08/marion-county-schools-increase-school-safety-measures-through-facial-recognition-weapons-detection-technology/
https://wvmetronews.com/2025/02/08/marion-county-schools-increase-school-safety-measures-through-facial-recognition-weapons-detection-technology/
https://onlinedegrees.sandiego.edu/artificial-intelligence-education/
https://ndlegis.gov/assembly/69-2025/regular/bill-overview/bo2256.html
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Beyond simply funding the expansion of these programs or tools, 20 states have 

enacted laws that focus on researching the use and impact of AI in school and/or 

the development of school policies when it comes to AI. For example, California, 

Delaware, and North Dakota enacted laws that establish committees to research 

the use and impact of AI in schools and to develop and recommend policies for 

schools and/or legislatures.90 Additionally, at least eight states have also enacted 

laws either establishing standards for AI use in education or requiring state 

departments of education or universities and local school boards to develop AI 

policies.91 
 

Only two states have directly regulated the deployment and use of AI 

technologies in schools. Last year, Nevada enacted a first-of-its-kind law that 

prohibits the use of AI in schools that would replace school counselors, 

psychologists, or social workers.92 Colorado enacted legislation that prohibits 

schools from processing biometric data obtained through facial recognition 

services used in school curricula (approved by the school board) without express 

opt-in consent from a student and/or the student’s parents.93  

  

 
90 HB 16, 153rd General Assembly, 2025 Legislative Session (DE, 2025); SB 1288, 2023-2024 
Legislative Session (CA, 2024); HB 1003, 68th Legislative Session, 2023 Regular Session (ND, 2023). 
91 For an example of the former, see HB 504, General Assembly, 448th Session (MD, 2025). For an 
example of the latter, see: State Department of Education, HB 96, 136th General Assembly, 2025 
Legislative Session (OH, 2025). For an example of universities, local school districts, and charter schools, 
see: SB 1711, 113th General Assembly, 2023-2024 Legislative Session (TN 2024).  
92 AB 406, 83rd Legislative Session (NV, 2025). 
93 SB 143 (CO, 2025). 

https://legis.delaware.gov/BillDetail/141828
https://ndlegis.gov/assembly/68-2023/regular/bill-overview/bo1003.html
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB0504?ys=2025RS
https://www.legislature.ohio.gov/legislation/136/hb96
https://wapp.capitol.tn.gov/apps/BillInfo/Default?BillNumber=SB1711&ga=113
https://www.leg.state.nv.us/App/NELIS/REL/83rd2025/Bill/12575/Overview
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Government Use, Committees, & 
Task Forces (34 States, 85 Laws) 
  
In many cases, enacted state AI regulations relate to the deployment of 

AI by government entities. For example, 32 states have enacted such 

laws. These laws vary, addressing a wide range of AI-related issues and 

uses. Because AI tools are relatively new, 22 states have opted to first 

create special task forces or committees to research potential benefits 

of AI use, conduct inventories of existing AI usage within government,94 

and develop, recommend, or advise agencies and legislatures on AI 

policies for government usage or in particular industries. Many of these 

committees are tasked with making recommendations or policies for 

the development, procurement, or use of AI across all state agencies.95 

Others are tasked with making recommendations to the state 

legislature.96 Some, however, are more specialized, focusing on 

inventorying, researching, and making recommendations for specific 

departments or industries, such as labor,97 education,98 healthcare,99 or 

entertainment.100  

 

 
94 California enacted a law, AB 302 (2023), that required its Department of Technology to conduct an 
inventory of all high-risk automated decision-making systems. Other states have required more general 
inventories.  
94 SB 487, 163rd Virginia General Assembly, 2024 Regular Session, (VA, 2024). SB 150, 123rd General 
Assembly, Second Regular Session (IN, 2024). 
95 SB 487, 163rd Virginia General Assembly, 2024 Regular Session, (VA, 2024). SB 150, 123rd General 
Assembly, Second Regular Session (IN, 2024). 
96 e.g., UT SB 149 (2024); SB 2426 (MS, 2025); SB 5838, 68th Legislature, 2024 Regular Session (WA, 
2024). 
97 e.g., HB 365, 2025 Regular Session, (AL, 2025). 
98 e.g., VA HB 1083, 163rd Virginia General Assembly, 2024 Regular Session, (VA, 2024). SB 818, 
General Assembly, 446th Session (MD, 2024). 
99 SB 7018 (FL, 2024). 
100 HB 1487, General Assembly, 446th Session (MD, 2024). 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202320240AB302
https://legacylis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?241+sum+SB487
https://iga.in.gov/legislative/2024/bills/senate/150/details
https://legacylis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?241+sum+SB487
https://iga.in.gov/legislative/2024/bills/senate/150/details
https://alison.legislature.state.al.us/files/pdf/SearchableInstruments/2025RS/HB365-enr.pdf
https://legacylis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?241+sum+HB1083
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/SB0818?ys=2024rs
https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2024/7018
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/mgawebsite/Legislation/Details/HB1487?ys=2024rs
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However, beyond the creation of task forces, research committees, and advisory 

boards, states have regulated government use of AI in a few other critical ways. 

  

Law Enforcement & Facial Recognition (7 States, 7 Laws) 

 

Prior to 2023,101 a dozen states had passed laws regulating the use of AI-driven 

facial recognition software by law enforcement.102 Since then, at least three more 

states have passed laws and regulations relating to government use of facial 

recognition software and biometric data obtained through such software. Utah’s 

SB 231 (2024) amends existing restrictions on the use of facial recognition by law 

enforcement by prohibiting a government agency from obtaining biometric 

surveillance data without a warrant. Montana’s 2023 bill, SB 397, was the first to 

require a warrant for police use of facial recognition data. Maryland’s SB 182 

(2024) mirrors other state regulation, restricting police use of facial recognition 

for a limited number of serious crimes (as defined by the law) and requiring a 

notice that such technology was used in an investigation leading to charges. 

Beyond such laws that directly regulate law enforcement use of AI-driven facial 

recognition technologies, other enacted laws create reporting requirements such 

as providing an inventory of technologies used103 or require law enforcement 

agencies to create policies for their use of AI.104 

 

National Security (2 States, 2 Laws)  

 

Chinese-owned DeepSeek made a splash when it became Apple’s most 

downloaded app overnight last January, surpassing ChatGPT.105 Today, it remains 

 
101 Jake Laperruque, “Status of State Laws on Facial Recognition Surveillance: Continued Progress and 
Smart Innovations,” Tech Policy Press, January 6, 2024. 
102 Notably, Virginia’s SB 741 (2022) permits state law enforcement agencies to use facial recognition 
technologies that have a high identification accuracy. 
103 Virginia’s HB 1496 (2024). 
104 Utah’s SB 180 (2025). 
 
105 Lloyd Lee, “DeepSeek hits No. 1 on Apple’s app store,” Business Insider, January 26, 2025. 

https://www.techpolicy.press/status-of-state-laws-on-facial-recognition-surveillance-continued-progress-and-smart-innovations/
https://www.techpolicy.press/status-of-state-laws-on-facial-recognition-surveillance-continued-progress-and-smart-innovations/
https://www.businessinsider.com/deepseek-number-one-app-apple-store-openai-chatgpt-2025-1
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the fourth most popular generative AI consumer app.106 Like TikTok, foreign-

owned AI systems like DeepSeek raise national security concerns, especially as 

US politicians see themselves in a new Cold-War-like arms race with adversaries 

like China. To this end, two states—Oregon and Kansas—have passed laws 

prohibiting the use of AI services owned, developed, or controlled by foreign 

corporations. Oregon’s HB 3936 is much broader, prohibiting state employees 

from using state devices or networks to run any AI service owned or developed 

by a foreign corporate entity, whereas Kansas’ HB 2313 prohibits any state use 

of such AI (explicitly naming DeepSeek) that is controlled by a country of 

concern, or foreign adversary.  

 

Legal Proceedings & Criminal Justice (5 States, 6 Laws) 

 

Another way states are regulating government use of AI is by ensuring that 

humans are involved with “high-risk” decision-making processes when it comes 

to courts and criminal justice. Since 2023, three states—Louisiana, Utah, and 

Virginia—have passed laws that establish protocols around the use of AI tools in 

legal contexts. Of the three, both Virginia and Utah enacted laws that prohibit 

the outsourcing of certain legal decisions to AI-driven recommendations or risk-

assessment systems, and require that any such decisions must be reviewed and 

approved by a qualified human and not solely determined by AI-based 

recommendations.107 The third state, Louisiana, enacted a law that prohibits the 

use of AI-generated or altered false evidence in court and outlines protocols for 

the use of AI tools in legal proceedings.108  

  

 
106 Moore, “The Top 100 Gen AI Consumer Apps—6th Edition.”  
107 These laws prohibit courts to solely rely on AI-based recommendations, e.g., UT SB 366, 65th 
Legislature, 2024 General Session (UT, 2024); HB 163, 66th Legislature, 2025 General Session (UT, 
2025); HB 1642, 164th Virginia General Assembly, 2025 Regular Session (VA, 2025). 
 
108 HB 178, 2025 Regular Session, (LA, 2025).  
 

https://le.utah.gov/~2024/bills/static/HB0366.html
https://le.utah.gov/~2025/bills/static/HB0163.html
https://lis.virginia.gov/bill-details/20251/HB1642/text/HB1642
https://www.legis.la.gov/legis/BillInfo.aspx?i=248099
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Government Employment (1 State, 1 Law) 

 

Just as some states have enacted regulations concerning the use of AI in 

employment decisions in the private sector, at least one state has regulated use 

of AI when it comes to government employment. In 2025, New York enacted a 

law creating a policy around the use of AI in government employment decisions. 

However, beyond creating policies for how AI could be used in employment 

decision processes, including requiring disclosures of any such tools used, the law 

protects government employees by prohibiting the replacement of employees by 

AI as well as offloading key responsibilities to AI.  

 

Healthcare (17 States, 25 Laws) 

Seventeen states have also enacted laws investing in, directing, or 

regulating the deployment of AI within health-related fields. As already 

mentioned, a few states, such as Illinois, California, Oregon, and Utah, 

have prohibited mental health or nursing chatbots from being marketed 

as licensed professionals, and others have required that disclosures be 

made when using AI-related services to engage with patients.  
 

Beyond these, several states have enacted laws that regulate how AI is used in 

decision-making processes. Since 2023, at least seven states have enacted some 

kind of law that prohibits health care plans from making coverage determinations 

or utilization reviews solely at the recommendation of an AI-driven automated 

decision-making tool.  

 

Other notable health-care related AI laws include New Mexico’s HB 178 (2025), 

which requires the state board of nursing to develop standards for the use of AI 

in nursing; Florida’s SB 7018 (2024), which established a council to explore the 

use of innovative technologies, including AI, to improve healthcare quality and 
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delivery; and Texas’s SB 1188 (2025), which requires healthcare practitioners to 

disclose any use of AI to patients and to review all AI-obtained information for 

accuracy before submitting it to patient records. 

 

Additionally, at least three states have passed laws related to the use of AI in 

genetic health research. The Kansas law mentioned above, which prohibits state 

use of AI controlled by countries of concern or foreign adversaries, also prohibits 

the use of genetic analysis and sequencing software produced in or by a foreign 

adversary. Also, Florida and Rhode Island have established professional bodies to 

help facilitate the advancement of AI and genomics.109 

 

Conclusion 

Enacted state AI regulations are varied and multifaceted. And not all of 

them contain the same definitions and language. Nevertheless, what 

emerges from the above survey is a picture of state policy that shows 

significant areas of overlapping concern when it comes to governing AI. 

To be sure, the mere enactment of these policies may not be sufficient 

to demonstrate that they reflect voters’ exact preferences. Almost 

always, the enactment of a legislative measure reflects a variety of 

interests, some of which have more lobbying power than others. That 

said, the enactment of the above bills indicates a significant degree of 

political will and coordination, and therefore reflect, to some 

meaningful degree, the preferences of the American people.  

  

 
109 HB 907, 2025 Legislative Session (FL, 2025); HB 5985 / SB 1039, 2025 Legislative Session (RI, 
2025). 

https://www.flsenate.gov/Session/Bill/2025/0907
https://webserver.rilegislature.gov/BillText/BillText25/HouseText25/H5985A.pdf


IFS | Patchwork or Consensus? State AI Policies Reveal What Americans Want 30 

 

Based on the legislative data used for this report, these preferences could be 

summarized as follows: 
 

• Americans want inquiry. They want to equip lawmakers, educators, and 

others to gain a better understanding of AI so that they can effectively 

regulate it.  

• Americans want humanity. They want to ensure that humans, not AI, are 

calling the shots when it comes to decision-making processes, especially 

those that have significant consequences, such as those pertaining to 

employment, court rulings, criminal justice, and healthcare.  

• Americans want transparency. Americans also want to know when AI is 

being deployed, and they want to know the risks and biases of a given AI 

system.  

• Americans want safety and security. From deepfakes and chatbot harms 

to national security and privacy protections, Americans want developers 

and deployers (private and public) to prioritize the safety of Americans. 

This is especially true when it comes to children.  

• Americans want accountability. Most importantly, Americans want AI 

companies to be liable for the harms their products and services cause.  

 

As the debate continues about what belongs in a federal framework, these state 

laws offer a window into the kinds of AI regulations and investments that voters 

desire. To the degree they express those preferences, these laws serve as a 

critical starting point for federal legislators in Congress as they work out a federal 

standard to regulate AI. 
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