Commissioning Al Regulation:
Understanding State Al Task Forces

Scott Babwah Brennen and Lena Pothier

CENTER ON
TECH POLICY

NYU




ABOUT THE CENTER ON TECHNOLOGY POLICY

NYU'’s Center on Technology Policy seeks to craft public policy for a better internet. Utilizing
an interdisciplinary academic framework, CTP works to identify knowledge gaps and develop
actionable policy frameworks that will enable us to realize the potential benefits of technology
while minimizing its harms. By working closely with students and expanding the University's
offerings in technology policy analysis, we seek to cultivate and train the field's future
practitioners.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

Scott Babwah Brennen is the director of the Center on Technology Policy at NYU and a
consultant on technology policy issues.

Lena Pothier is an NYU graduate with an honors degree in Politics and a minor in Italian Studies,
and is a research assistant at the Center on Technology Policy at NYU.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We would like to thank Zeve Sanderson, Lama Mohammed, and Bonnie Brennen for their advice
and feedback on the report.

This report was designed by Adrienne Testa.



executive summary

Thanks to the proposed moratorium on state Al legislation in the “Big Beautiful Bill,” state Al
regulation has recently found itself in the national spotlight. Amid debates about whether we
should prevent states from regulating frontier models, ensuring publicity rights, or requiring
transparency disclosures, many have overlooked that most recent state Al regulation has been
far less dramatic.

Before imposing stringent new rules, most states have first established Al task forces or
commissions to identify the risks and opportunities of Al, convene experts, and identify
solutions to difficult problems. Although many of these task forces have so far flown under the
radar, they have been shaping how states approach Al regulation.

What follows is the first public report on state Al task forces and commissions. Based on an
analysis of 60 task forces across 41 states and a series of interviews with members, we present
an initial accounting of who is serving on task forces, who is sharing expertise with them, and
what task forces are doing. We conclude with nine recommendations for task forces moving
forward.

Specifically, we find:

1. There have been at least 60 task forces across 41 states; at least 14 states
have had more than one state Al task force.

2. Government employees made up the bulk of task force members; task force
speakers were evenly split between industry, government, and civil society/
academia.

3. While few members of task forces were employed by technology companies
— and even fewer by Al companies — 1in 5 speakers addressing task forces
was employed by the technology industry.

4. Partisan-control has shaped task force membership.
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Based on these findings and a series of interviews with members
of state task forces, we offer nine recommendations or best
practices for task forces.

Lol RS S I G CORROES

Don't reinvent the wheel; first review existing work to identify your
unique contribution.

Be specific to your state.

Offer specific recommendations.

Coordinate with other task forces both within and outside of each state.

Establish a national meeting or conference of Al commissions.

Consider and experiment with alternative commission structures.

Broaden membership beyond the usual players in government,
academigq, civil society, and industry.

Proactively recruit and schedule task force speakers from a variety of
organizations that can address key priorities.

Democratize the process of commission appointments by increasing
transparency and broadening input.




State legislators have introduced hundreds bO C kg ro u n d

of bills this term that would impose new
regulations on Al models and developers.
While much has been made of the volume
of state bills, there is a wide gulf between
what is introduced in state houses and
what is signed into law.

Looking back at the past several years,
one of — if not the — most widespread
type of Al regulation enacted by states has been the creation of Al-related task forces and
commissions. While in general “commissions” are more permanent bodies than “task forces,” in
the context of Al, we have seen little difference in how these terms are used, and so we use the
terms interchangeably. Last year, 16 states passed 19 laws establishing task forces, and a further
five laws were enacted by governors' executive orders.

Less flashy than bans on deepfakes or restrictions on frontier models, Al commissions have
tended to be overlooked in policy analyses. But Al commissions matter. Some commissions
are writing the guiding frameworks for state legislators moving forward. Others are establishing
the rules that govern how state agencies procure, use, and restrict Al use. These decisions can
shape how state governments interact with residents, distribute services, and integrate new
technologies.

As Al task forces shape state regulation of Al, it is important to understand who is serving

on them, who those people are listening to and influenced by, and what commissions are
producing. So far, there have been, to our knowledge, no systematic analyses of these state Al
task forces.

This report offers an initial assessment of Al task forces. To do so, we first identified state
government-run Al task forces across the states. Importantly we only included state-level
task forces, excluding, for example, the St. Joseph County Al Task Force in Michigan. We

also excluded task forces by non-government actors, such as State Bar Associations. We did
include two task forces run by semi-independent bodies (see Finding 1 below). In both cases,
the task forces have been positioned as quasi-government run, are staffed with members of
government, and are run by organizations with permanent, formal ties to state governments.

We coded each task force for its scope, which branch of government oversees it, and if it has
held meetings or produced outputs. We also coded each as Democrat or Republican-run

For each identified task force we collected organizing documents, member lists, minutes and
agenda, along with any produced outputs. Using these data, we extracted task force members
and all speakers who presented to task force meetings, coding the affiliation of each.? We
conducted a thematic analysis of commission outputs to identify common themes and
approaches. Finally, we completed a series of interviews with leaders or members of Al task
forces, asking specifically about best practices.

' To make this determination, we looked at the control of the branch of government overseeing the task force.

2 We coded each person as affiliated with government, industry, civil society, or academia. Academia included
all members or speakers associated with a university. We coded high school teachers, school board members, or
high school administrations as government employees. We coded all trade organizations, including TechNet, as
industry. However, trade unions were coded as civil society.



Below we present 11 findings ﬁ nd I ngs

regarding Al commissions
spread across four key topics:
commissions, members,
speakers, and commission
outputs.
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Figure I: Location of Al Commissions
within State Governments

1. There have been at least 60 public Al commissions across 41 states; 14
states have had more than one.

We identified 60 state-level Al task forces or commissions spread across 41 states (and
Washington DC). The majority of these (62%) were created by or run out of state executive
branches, either by the Governor's office or through a specific state agency (see Figure 1). Nearly
one-third (28%) of identified task forces were created or run out of legislatures. Finally, only 4
task forces (7%) were run out of state Judicial branches; these focused on Al and the courts or
criminal justice. We also found and included 2 task forces that were run by semi-independent



government agencies: one in California run by the Little Hoover Commission and one in New
York led by the NYS Forum.

Both Republican and Democrat-led branches of state governments created Al task forces:
about half of the commissions we tracked came from Democrat-controlled government bodies
(52%), and about half from Republican (48%).

Fourteen states have had more than 1 state Al commission: California has had four, while
Wisconsin, Arizona, and Pennsylvania each have had three. In some cases, one commission
followed after another. In others, commissions ran concurrently but had different substantive
focuses, or operated under different parts of the government. For example, in Arizona, the Al
Steering Committee looks broadly at Al across society, while the Arizona Steering Committee
on Al and the Courts and the Arizona Secretary of State Al & Election Security Advisory
Committee focused narrowly on specific topics.

2. About half the commissions examined Al in state government; and forty
percent examined the impact of Al across society.

Sector Specific
15%

Al in State G
45%

Al Across Soci
40%

Figure 2: The Scope of Al Commissions

We grouped Al commissions into three categories. First, nearly half (45%) had a narrow
mandate to address Al in state government. These commissions have focused on the benefits
and risks Al poses to work in the state government and on identifying how best to integrate and
implement new technologies in government. For example, the Arkansas Al and Analytics Center
of Excellence was established by the Governor “to study, assess, and provide recommendations

for policies, guidelines, and best practices for the ethical and effective use of Al across Arkansas
state government.”




Second, 40% of commissions had a broad mandate to examine Al across the state and develop
general policy priorities or regulatory frameworks. These task forces were focused on answering
how state regulators should address the technology to maximize the benefits and minimize
the downsides across the state. For example the New Jersey Artificial Intelligence Task Force,
established by Executive Order No. 346, gives the task force the mandate to

study emerging artificial intelligence technologies in order to issue findings on the
potential impacts of these technologies on society and offer recommendations to
identify government actions appropriate to encourage the ethical and responsible use of
artificial intelligence technologies.

Third, 15% of task forces had a more specific substantive focus, such as Al in education, criminal
justice, or elections. For example, the Ohio Al in Education Coalition, was created and led by
the state’s Lt. Governor to “ensure that the state’s K-12 education system is prepared for and
can help lead the Al revolution.” Additionally, in February 2025, the Arizona Secretary of State
Artificial Intelligence & Election Security Advisory Committee released its final report, which
identified “key areas where Al could be both beneficial and detrimental” to elections.

Finally, there was at least one outlier: the Colorado Artificial Intelligence Impact Task Force
was narrowly scoped to revise a comprehensive algorithmic discrimination bill signed into
law in 2024. Although he signed the Colorado Artificial Intelligence Act, Governor Jared Polis
had some reservations regarding the impact of regulating algorithmic discrimination on both
technological advances and individual lives. He charged the Task Force with recommending
revisions to the law to address those concerns. In February, 2025 the Task Force released its
recommendations.

While both Republican and Democrat-controlled bodies created all three types of task forces,
Democrats created more broad task forces focusing on Al across society (45% vs 34%) and more
sector specific task forces (19% vs 10%) than Republicans. In contrast, Republican- controlled
branches of government created more state government-focused task forces than Democrats
(55% vs 35%).

Over the last several years, Al regulation has largely been a bipartisan concern. These data,
however, may reflect an increasing divide in how each party approaches Al policy. While
Democrats have continued to support more wide-ranging Al regulation, in the past six months,
many Republicans have expressed more support for minimal or no regulation to better protect
Al innovation and development. As they have pulled back from more extensive regulations,
some Republicans have turned more to focus on Al in state government. For example, after
introducing wide ranging algorithmic discrimination legislation that shared much with the law
enacted in Colorado, Texas State Representative Giovanni Capriglione severely amended the
bill to focus more narrowly on Al in state government.

In two states, Wisconsin and Pennsylvania, Democrats and Republicans separately created

Al commissions. One commission in Pennsylvania was created through an executive order,
and was run out of the executive branch to focus narrowly on Al in state government. Two
additional task forces were created by state legislators. On February 5, 2024, Republican
House minority leader Bryan Cutler created the Artificial Intelligence Opportunity Task Force
composed entirely of Republican members of the House to address, specifically:




How can we, as the entrusted public servants of this Commonwealth, utilize Al in order
to achieve what is so important to all of us — a thriving economy, affordable living, safe
communities, and family-centered opportunities for our children to learn, grow and
thrive?

A few months later on July 3rd, 2024, the Democrat-controlled House approved a resolution,
mostly along party lines, to create the Advisory Committee on Artificial Intelligence to produce
a report that offers an “assessment of the development and use of Al technology, including
benefits and risks,” along with an inventory of uses by state government, and “proposed
legislation for State regulation of the Al field if recommended by the advisory committee.” As
far as we could find, neither committee has yet produced a report or recommendations.

In Wisconsin, which has had a Democratic governor and a Republican legislature, there is

a narrowly scoped Democrat-controlled Governor's Task force on WorkForce and Artificial
Intelligence. In 2023, the Republican-led legislature created the Assembly Speaker’s Task
Force on Artificial Intelligence. The next year, the assembly created the Legislative Council
Study Committee on the Regulation of Artificial Intelligence, which ultimately offered seven
recommendations, all generally suggesting a light-touch regulatory approach.

M E M B E RS We found member information

for 45 of the 60 task forces that

we identified. In some cases,
establishing laws or executive orders
place certain requirements on who
will be on committees. For example,
Executive Order No. 346, which established the New Jersey Artificial Intelligence
Task Force, stipulated nine specific members of government would be included on the
task force. But most establishing documents build in significant additional flexibility.
For example, after requiring those nine, Executive Order No. 346 declares that "the
Governor may, as determined to be appropriate, appoint additional members to the
Task Force!" It appears the Governor added several dozen additional members from
industry, civil society, and academia.

% of all Members % of all Speakers
Government 52% 35%
Industry 23% 33%
(Tech Industry) (7%) (19%)
Civil Society 10% 15%
Academia 15% 15%
Other 0% 1%

Figure 3: Professional backgrounds of Al commission members and speakers



3. Across states, government employees made up the bulk of committee
members.

Across commissions, more than half of the members (53%) were employed by state
governments. This included state legislators, employees of state agencies, judges, and public
sector employees, such as teachers. Republican-controlled task forces had a slightly higher
percentage of government employees (59%) than Democratic-controlled ones (48%).

Across all task forces, about a quarter of members belonged to either academia (15%) or civil
society (10%). The vast majority of academics serving on commissions had a background in
computer science.

4. While a quarter of all members were employed by industry, few were
employed by technology companies, and even fewer were employed by
Al companies.

About a quarter of all task force members (23%) were affiliated with industry? — but less than
half of these (9% of all members) were employed by the tech industry. The remainder were
from a mix of large companies, including Deloitte, Boeing, or Fidelity, smaller companies, law
practices, and non-technology industry associations.

For the 9% of all members associated with the tech industry, about a third were from the
largest tech companies, including Amazon, Google, and NVIDIA. Even while accounting for

a small overall proportion of members, a handful of tech companies placed members on
multiple commissions. Microsoft placed members on at least five separate commissions
across five states. Google and Amazon both had members on four commissions, and IBM had
members on three. Notably, TechNet, an industry trade group that represents a range of large
tech (and some non-tech) companies, also placed members on five separate committees in
four states.* While OpenAl placed one employee on a task force, in general we observed less
representation by newer Al companies than more established tech companies.

5. Partisanship shaped task force membership.

Commission Members Democrat-Controlled Republican-Controlled
Government 48% 59%
Industry 25% 19%
Tech Industry (11%) (5%)
Civil Society 1% 9%
Academia 16% 13%
Other 0% 0%

Figure 4: Professional Backgrounds of members of
Democrat and Republican-controlled Al commissions

3 This includes members who work for companies, trade organizations, law firms, etc.
“The same member, Tyler Diers, served on two different task forces in Illinois.




For commissions focusing on Al in state government and Al across society, Republican-
controlled task forces included more government employees than did Democrat-controlled
ones. Notably, Republican-controlled commissions looking broadly at Al across society had
proportionally twice as many government employees (77% vs 38%) as Democrat-controlled
commissions. We did not code the political affiliation of individual members, only of task
forces as a whole. However, given the changing political landscape of Al regulation, the higher
percentage of government employees on Republican task forces may indicate a higher
proportion of explicitly partisan members on these Republican-led commissions.

Across commissions, Democrat-controlled task forces had slightly more industry-employed
members (25%) than Republican-controlled task forces (19%). But Democrat-controlled task
forces also had a higher proportion of members from the tech industry (13% of all members
on Democrat-controlled commissions) than Republican-controlled commissions (4%).
Notably, while we counted 22 members from Big Tech companies on Democratic-controlled
commissions (about 4% of all members of Democrat-led commissions), we found only 1
member of Republican commission from a big tech company (0.3% of Republican members).

About 27% of members on Democrat-controlled task forces and about 21% of members

on Republican-controlled ones were employed by either Academia or Civil Society. More
notably, there were clear differences in the types of civil society organizations represented on
Democratic and Republican-led commissions. Democrats invited more members from trade
unions, such as the AFL-CIO, and advocacy groups, such as the ACLU, while Republicans invited
proportionally more members from professional organizations, such as the Arizona Bar, and
policy organizations, such as the American Enterprise Institute. Various state chapters of the
ACLU and AFL-CIO were each included on 5 commissions.

SPEAKERS

We collected and analyzed publicly available
minutes and agenda of task force meetings. We
were able to find or request minutes for 21 task
forces.®> We coded the professional affiliation
of each listed speaker. Importantly, if the same
speaker spoke at two different meetings, we
counted that as two separate instances.

6. Across all commissions, speakers were evenly split between industry,
government, and academia or civil society.

In contrast to committee membership, about one-third of speakers were affiliated with
industry (33%), another third worked for the government (35%), and the final third worked either
at universities or at civil society organizations (31%).

> This represents about a third of the total number of task forces we identified. This small subset is likely biased
towards states that place higher priority of transparency, which may correlate to a different profile of invited
speakers at Al commissions. We are continuing to request and collect available meeting minutes and may publish
an update later this year.



7. Big Tech had more success speaking to commissions than serving on them.

Looking across data on available commissions, 33% of speakers were employed by industry

or industry trade groups. Unlike committee members, a majority of these (19% of all speakers)
were affiliated with the tech industry. Big Tech companies and aligned trade groups accounted
for most (14% of all speakers) of these. Google employees spoke at 11 different meetings,
Microsoft at nine, and TechNet representatives spoke at 10 meetings.

While few members of Republican-controlled task forces were employed by Big Tech
companies, Democrat and Republican-controlled task forces invited employees from Big

Tech companies at roughly the same rate (11% and 10% of all speakers at Democratic-led and

Republican-led commissions, respectively).

8. Partisan-control also shaped committee speakers, but mostly in terms of

what type of experts from civil society were invited.

Commission Members Democrat-Controlled Republican-Controlled
Government 33% 39%
Industry 35% 31%
Tech Industry (21%) (16%)
Civil Society 19% 9%
Academia 13% 20%
Other 1% 1%

Figure 5: Professional Backgrounds of speakers to
Democrat and Republican-controlled Al commissions

The final third of speakers (31%) came from either academia (16%) or civil society (15%).

We observed the largest partisan difference across task forces in the type of affiliation of civil
society speakers. Democratic-controlled task forces had a higher-proportion of civil society
speakers than GOP-controlled ones (19% vs 9%). But those civil society affiliated speakers
also looked very different for GOP- and Democratic-controlled task forces. Within the 9%
distribution of civil society speakers for GOP task forces, the largest amount (7% of total
GOP speakers) came from political and nonpolitical policy organizations, while the final

2% came from advocacy organizations and professional or service-oriented nonprofits. In
contrast, Democrats invited a broader array of representatives from across civil society. The
19% of speakers to Democratic task forces included advocacy organizations (9% of total Dem
speakers), policy organizations (4%) and trade unions (4%), and professional or service-oriented
nonprofits (2%).



TASK FORCE OUTPUTS

Over the last several years, task forces have been busy holding

meetings, drafting reports, and offering recommendations. Of TN
the 60 task forces we tracked, a majority have already released

reports or recommendations. VWhat follows is a description at a %
high level of the shape of what task forces have done.

\

9. Most task forces frame Al as offering a mix of benefits and risks.

Regardless of how they are scoped, most commissions characterize Al as offering both
potential and risks that need to be successfully managed. For example, the report of the Illinois

Generative Al and Natural Language Processing Task Force begins

Generative Al technologies are advancing rapidly, raising both opportunities and
significant challenges. As a task force, our priority has been to provide a clear-eyed
assessment of these developments and their implications for Illinois. This includes
identifying pathways to responsibly harness the benefits of these technologies while
addressing the very real risks they pose to privacy, equity, and public trust.

One of the main “findings” of the recent memorandum from the Kentucky Artificial Intelligence

Task Force is that “while there are apparent benefits to the use of Al in many different areas,
there remain concerns about its use in both the public and private sector.”

The Arizona Secretary of State Artificial Intelligence & Election Security Advisory Committee
frames its final report as addressing “the quickly evolving landscape of technology and its
impact on democratic processes, emphasizing the need to proactively manage the challenges
and opportunities presented by artificial intelligence.”

10. The substance and scope of recommendations vary widely across
commissions.

Given the framing described above, it is unsurprising that many commission reports are geared
toward developing Al governance frameworks that try to both address risks and promote
adoption and innovation.

That being said, there is wide variation in both the scope and specificity of included
recommendations. First, reports identify a wide range of risks or harms posed by integration of
Al models, from “bias in the training of Al systems,” to cyberattacks against election systems, to
“the use of Al to exploit children,” or disruption in the labor market.

Suggested remediations range from banning certain types of Al content; to requiring
disclosures, labels, or risk assessments; to extending existing civil rights or consumer protection
laws; and to limiting certain data uses. Proposed interventions also include supporting
education, Al literacy, and strengthening the labor force.




There is a wide range in the scope or detail of these recommendations. Some are specific,
offering clear, actionable direction. For example, in the section on Environment & Sustainability,
the final report of the Generative Al and Natural Language Processing Task Force in Illinois
recommends: “Mandating the recycling of obsolete hardware, incentivizing the reuse of
components, and expanding e-waste recycling infrastructure” especially at data centers.

Other commissions have gone even farther. California has already produced detailed
procurement guidelines through the The State of California GenAl Guidelines for Public Sector
Procurement, Uses and Training.

In contrast, others offer fewer implementable recommendations. For example, the final report
of the Georgia Senate Study Committee on Artificial Intelligence charges that the state “adopt
state legislation needed to support Al regulation without stifling innovation,” but it provides
little direction on how to do so. The New Jersey Report to the Governor on Artificial Intelligence
includes, "Recommendation 4: Foster Public Trust in Al Technology by Encouraging Research
and Education on Ethical Al, and Through Engagement of Stakeholders across All Segments

Of Society.” However, the recommendation does not offer a specific plan for how the state

can work to increase public trust. The Initial Report of the Arkansas Artificial Intelligence and
Analytics Center of Excellence suggests that the state “Require the Data and Transparency
Panel to establish clear policies for data classification, risk management, and use in government
Al applications to safeguard sensitive data.”

1. Many commissions recommend more commissions.

One of the most common recommendations in reports is to extend or concretize Al task
forces. For example, the South Carolina State Agencies Artificial Intelligence Strategy suggests,
among other things, that the state establish an “Al Center of Excellence (COE)” that would “take
over the responsibilities of the Al Strategy project team” as it concerns Al in state government.
The final report of the Connecticut Artificial Intelligence Working Group recommended a
“permanent advisory committee composed of representatives from industry, academic (sic),
and government.” The final report of the Arizona Secretary of State Artificial Intelligence &
Election Security Advisory Committee calls for the creation of an “Al and Elections Laboratory”
that would conduct training for election officials and research on Al threats.




Drawing on both our recommendations

descriptive analysis of
state Al commissions and
a series of interviews
with leaders of those Al
commissions, we offer
nine recommendations or
best practices for state Al U
task forces.

Don't reinvent the wheel; first review existing work to
identify your unique contribution.

Many task forces have produced long, in-depth reports detailing the risks and opportunities

of Al. Yet, not only are there dozens of similar commissions, there are dozens of think tanks,
non-profits, advocacy organizations, academic centers, and news outlets that are working on Al
governance, creating a wide corpus of existing research and analysis of Al benefits, harms, and
potential interventions.

The resources and capacity of each commission are limited; each should focus narrowly on
places they can add to the conversation, rather than duplicate existing work.

222 Be specific to your state.

One way for commissions to offer unique and valuable insight is to focus as much as possible
on the specific challenges and opportunities that Al poses to their own state. For example,
this could mean focusing on certain industries impacted by Al or examining the effect of Al

on current trends in the state. For example, the Future of Work in Illinois Task Force noted that
“Shifts in the Illinois economy away from manufacturing have translated to a loss of middle-
wage jobs and a polarized labor market.” This could also mean considering how Al might
impact other specific concerns in the state, such as how the Oregon State Government Artificial
Intelligence Advisory Council noted the importance of considering environmental protection
when developing Al technologies. Alternatively, this could mean identifying opportunities to
rely on state-specific expertise by involving local companies, universities, civil society groups,
and experts.

% Offer specific recommendations.

Whether a task force is created to address a specific substantive area, like criminal justice, Al
in state government, or even to examine Al across society, we recommend that states focus
less on broad descriptive work, and more on offering specific recommendations that can

be enacted. This could take the form of recommendations for specific pieces of legislation,
specific procurement requirements, or even identifying specific questions that future
commissions could address.



We understand that task forces may be inclined to explore these topics broadly, aiming to
build understanding and state capacity. We do not, however, see these as mutually exclusive.
Rather, the challenge of translating arguments into implementable recommendations can help
build capacity and understanding. Furthermore, given the extensive existing work on Al risks,
benefits, and governance, we think task force capabilities can be best used to identify state-
specific actions that can be taken.

Coordinate with other task forces both within and outside of
each state.

As noted above, 14 states have had more than one task force. While in some states, one task
force was a continuation of others, in others task forces have run concurrently. However, there is
little indication of any interaction between those commissions. One member of a commission
in a midwestern state noted that they were aware that their state had another commission,

but had never interacted with its members. Even when commissions in a state have distinct
topical focuses — such as Arizona’s commissions on Al and the courts, Al and Elections, and Al
in general — there is much to be gained from coordinating and sharing insights and resources.

We also saw little evidence that commissions are engaging with counterparts in other states.
The chair of one commission in a southern state said that they had been keeping detailed
records of other similar state task forces focusing on Al in state government, and that it had
informed the work of their own commission. However, this seemed to be the exception rather
than the rule. Many task forces are addressing very similar questions, and while each state may
be somewhat unique, there is a great deal that they share.

r

5 Establish a national meeting or conference of Al commissions.

To facilitate collaboration and sharing between task forces, we recommend a national meeting
of Al commissions members. This should be a yearly, or semiannual in-person meetings, with
monthly virtual meetings. Not only would these meetings allow commission members to
connect with counterparts across states, but the meetings could encourage members to share
insights and best practices.

There are several existing national organizations that could potentially host this meeting, such
as the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) or the Council on State Governments
(CSQ). There are also a number of non-partisan policy centers that could coordinate these
meetings.



@ Consider and experiment with alternative commission structures.

Every task force we examined had essentially the same structure; a group of experts
from government, industry, academia, and civil society. A subset of these — mostly those
commissions developed to look at Al across society — also have topical subcommittees.

While common, this model is not without limitations. A group of people from different
substantive backgrounds and different commitments working out compromises on complex
policy topics is not always best positioned to offer clear, consistent, and usable guidance. At
best, it may result in consensus recommendations or compromises meant to appeal broadly.
At worst, it may preclude successful recommendations or result in milquetoast suggestions
that neither meaningfully advance safety nor innovation. In interviews, several commission
members expressed frustration with this structure. Unfortunately, we lack good models of
alternatives commission structures.

One alternative is to include a mix of both topical experts and citizens. A small number

of commissions have tried this, and there may be value in increasing and formalizing the
contribution of citizens, either through inviting community members onto commissions,
having community-oriented sub-committees, or holding public-oriented public hearings or
discussions.

Broaden membership beyond the usual players in government,
academia, civil society, and industry.

In general, we applaud the existing mix of experts on commissions and agree that there is value
in including experts from industry, government, civil society, and academia. Depending on the

scope of the commission and its location within state government, it may be appropriate to
reduce the representation from current

government workers, to include more
external experts from academia and
civil society.

Yet, just as it is important that
commissions diversify the substantive
expertise of members, they should also
diversify the backgrounds of experts
and the institutions represented.

While civil society experts

representing policy and
professional organizations can

offer much, we think that there . o '
is value in including experts from labor unions, advocacy organizations, and other non-profits to

cast a wide net of opinions and perspectives.

Similarly, many of the academics included on panels have backgrounds in computer science.
While it is essential that this type of experts are included, commissions should also include
social scientists and humanities scholars working in fields like human-computer interaction
(HCI), science and technology studies, communication, and sociology.



Finally, we were somewhat surprised at how few Al companies were represented on the task
forces. We found no indication that employees of Anthropic either served on committees or
spoke to them. Similarly, while one commission member worked at OpenAl, OpenAl employees
did not appear to present to task forces. On the other hand, Google, Amazon, Microsoft, and
TechNet all both served on and addressed commissions. While we believe these companies
should have a seat at the table, it is important to have input for a range of different companies
and organizations as well.

Proactively recruit and schedule task force speakers from a variety of
organizations that can address key priorities.

In interviews several commission members
indicated that, especially in the first year of
commissions, they did not have a detailed
plan for inviting speakers to commission
sessions. Instead, they relied on existing

personal connections or on experts
who contacted them asking to present. This can easily over-represent speakers with more

developed lobbying or communications operations, who are able to identify and monitor state
commissions.

In contrast, commissions should map out a detailed plan for inviting a range of speakers from
across sectors that can address key priorities. Doing so can ensure that commissions are hearing
from a wide range of speakers.

@ Democratize the process of commission appointments.

As discussed above, government leaders usually retain significant authority to appoint
members to task forces. There is little transparency around how these decisions are made. We
recommend that instead of relying on government leaders’ authority to add to a task force

at will, establishing documents should include clear expectations or public processes to add
members. Who serves on commissions shapes not only a commission’s capacity, but also its
focus. At a minimum there should be more transparency on how appointments are being made.
At best, there would be broader input on appointments from a range of stakeholders.



