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In my last blog post,  I asked a question that mostly gets shrugs: who decides which AI tools are 
safe to put in front of your students? The answer is a patchwork of private consortiums and 
nonprofit certification programs filling a governance vacuum that states created by moving 
slowly. 

Now I want to show you that patchwork on a map. 

We coded all 50 states and DC into four levels based on where they stand on AI policy in K-12 
schools, as of July 15, 2026. Fair warning: this is a moving target. States are passing laws, 
releasing guidance, and convening task forces monthly, and at least one state on this map is 
likely to change levels before the month is out. Treat this as a snapshot of where things stand at 
this moment. 

The Four Levels 

Level 4 — Binding Requirements. These states have enacted laws requiring school districts to 
adopt AI policies, with documented actions: deadlines to enact policies, public disclosure of use, 
parent opt-outs, or designated AI coordinators. For example,  Ohio's districts just hit their July 1 
deadline to implement policies. Maryland now requires an AI coordinator in every district. 
Oklahoma lets parents opt their children out of AI tools entirely and requires districts to disclose 
annually which tools are in use and what student data they collect. Six states are at level 4: 
Ohio, Tennessee, Idaho, Maryland, Oklahoma, and Virginia. 

Level 3 — State Guidance. The state education agency has issued formal AI guidance, 
frameworks, or model policies, but all of it is advisory. No enforcement, no vetting, no binding 
requirements. Thirty-one states and DC are at level 3, and that's the finding that should catch 
your attention: the single largest category in American AI education policy is, essentially, a 
strongly worded suggestion. 

Level 2 — In Motion. No official guidance from the state yet, but formal activity has taken place: 
an active task force, a commissioned study, or legislation introduced. Eleven states, including 
some that might surprise you. Pennsylvania, home to nearly 1.7 million public school students, 
has issued no statewide AI guidance for schools. South Carolina came close this year; a bill that 
would have required district AI policies and written parental consent died when the session 
adjourned in May. 

Level 1 — No Formal Action. No guidance, no task force, no pending legislation we could 
identify. Two states: Kansas and Nebraska. 

What the Map Actually Shows 

Look at the distribution: six states with accountability, thirty-one with advice, thirteen with less 
than that. If you read last week's post, you already know why this matters. Guidance documents 
don't vet tools. They don't tell a principal whether a specific AI application protects student data, 
works as claimed, serves all students equitably, or leaves teachers in control. A map that is 



overwhelmingly Level 3 is a map of states that have described the problem without assigning 
anyone to solve it. 

But the map also shows that things are moving in the right direction. In 2023, three years ago, 
zero states had anything. Two years ago, the question was whether states would act at all; now 
it's whether advisory guidance will crystalize into accountability. Six states have crossed that 
line, four of them in the past year. Legislative trackers count dozens of active AI-in-education 
bills this session, many of which would mandate districts to write their own AI policy. The dark 
green on this map is going to spread. The question for the other 44 states and DC is how many 
school years pass before implementation. 

How We Coded It (and Where Reasonable People Could Differ) 

A few rules governed the coding. Highest level wins: a state with both guidance (Level 3) and a 
binding law (Level 4) codes at Level 4. "Guidance" , Level 3, means an official state education 
agency document specifically addressing AI use. in One case worth naming: Arizona's guidance 
was produced by a university institute rather than the state education agency. We counted it as 
level 3, consistent with the major national trackers, but a stricter definition would move Arizona 
down a level. Our primary sources were AI for Education's state guidance tracker, Ballotpedia, 
FutureEd's 2026 legislative tracker, and reporting from K-12 Dive; where trackers disagreed, we 
went to the underlying statute or document. 

Find Your State, Then Ask the Questions 

Wherever your state lands, the questions from Who’s Deciding Which AI Tools Are Safe for Your 
Students?  still apply. Do you know which AI tools are running in your schools? Does anyone 
evaluate them for effectiveness and equity, or only privacy compliance? Who is accountable for 
the answers? A Level 4 state has started assigning accountability. A Level 3 state has published 
guidance. A Level 1 state hasn't started the conversation. 

At Agora Research Academy, this map is part of the landscape work for our upcoming course 
on AI in education, where we're examining how tools are adopted, funded, and governed state 
by state. 

In the meantime: find your state on the map and tell us whether the coding matches what you're 
seeing on the ground. If your district is doing rigorous vetting in a Level 1 state, or flying blind in 
a Level 4 state, we want to hear about it.  
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