What States Say About Evaluating Al
in Education: Reviewing Guidance From
32 States and Puerto Rico

Pati Ruiz, Yenda Prado, Jeremy Roschelle, and Judi Fusco

December 2025

Image generated with Google Gemini

. Digital
Promise


https://digitalpromise.org/

Table of Contents

EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY...cuuiiiiiiiuiiiiinesiiiiiesiiienesssiienessssiensssssmessssssressssssmesssssssesssssssssssssssanssssssanssssssansssssses 2
ADbOUL Digital ProMiSe....ccuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiummiiiieiiiiemsmmsieiiiieemmmmetiimessmmsssstisessmssssssssseens 2
4L o o T 4o TR 3
Evaluation Trends Across 32 States and PUerto RiCO.......ccocvceeiiiiiiiiiiinnneiiciiiiiiiinnnneeeeniicnnneneeeesnnenne 3

N FIol=T ol - [ oo I (o] Lo ] 7= | (o] Y/ PSR 4

EMErgent and PilOtiNg........uiii oottt e e e et e e e st e e e e e sata e e e e e ntbeeeeaanaeeeeaas 5

SyStemMatiCc aNd EVIAENTIAIY....coi ittt e e e s s sbre e e s s bbe e e s e nbraa e e e nrreeas 5
Using Co-design and Feedback Loops to Support Evaluation..........cccceeeeeeeecieiiiiiieeeennecccenneneeeennnsnseenns 7
Discussion: Supporting States’ Evolving Evaluation Efforts...........cccccvimemeeiicciiiniinnnnnisccnninneeennen, 11
L0007 Vol L1 T TR N 12
L3 =] (=T =T T o= 13
Appendix A: State Al GUIdANCE DOCUMENLS.......cccceiiiieeniiiieneiertenniereenneerrennseersensseessenssessssnssessssnssesses 15
APPENIX B: Al DISCIOSUIE. ....cceeeeeeceiiiiiiieeiieieeeerereeeeanneeeeeerereeenmmssssesesssesesnnnssssssssssseennnssssssssseseesnnnnnes 18

Digital Promise® What States Say About Evaluating Al in Education: Reviewing Guidance From 32 States and Puerto Rico 1



Executive Summary

This report examines state-level Al in Education evaluation guidance across 32 U.S.
states and Puerto Rico. The report defines evaluation as the systematic assessment of
impact and categorized state Al guidance across three developmental evaluation stages:
Nascent and Exploratory, Emergent and Piloting, and Systematic and Evidentiary.
Findings showed a majority of states and localities engaged in exploratory activities,
with a smaller number engaging in small-scale pilots. Few states engaged in systematic,
large-scale, assessment of the impact of Al-enabled edtech tools on student learning
outcomes. The report provides recommendations for progressing through the three
developmental evaluation stages outlined above, as well as integrating co-design
feedback loop processes into evaluation activities as a useful framework to support
states’ Al in Education evaluation efforts.

About Digital Promise

Digital Promise is a global nonprofit working to expand opportunity for every learner. We work with
educators, researchers, technology leaders, and communities to design, investigate, and scale innovations
that support learners, especially those who have been historically and systematically excluded.

Our mission is to shape the future of learning and advance equitable education systems by bringinglL
together solutions across research, practice, and technology.
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Introduction

In our 2024 report, Review of Guidance from Seven States on Al in Education, Digital Promise reviewed
guidance documents from seven states—California, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Virginia, Washington
state, and West Virginia—to identify differences and themes across state approaches to artificial
intelligence (Al) in education. Similarities included a focus on supporting districts’ needs for workforce
development, Al that is designed to be human-centered, professional development for Al literacy, and
structures for promoting data privacy and security. Differences included varying focus and audience
across the documents. Since the writing of our previous report, 25 additional states and Puerto Rico
have developed state guidance on the implementation of Al in education.

In their recent synthesis of published guidance documents for educational leaders, TeachAl (2025)
reviewed documents from U.S. state-level Al education guidance available to date through January
2025, as well as nine international documents, and six non-profit guidance documents. They identified
six overarching themes, including one related to Establishing Evaluation and Continuous Improvement
(Theme 6). In this report, we focus on how Al use in schools should be evaluated, an issue that is

only briefly touched on in these earlier reports. State-led evaluation efforts are critical because:

(a) there is a general lack of robust national evaluation research on Al in education settings; and

(b) despite an interest in national evaluation research, local leaders seek and weigh state and local
evaluation results more heavily (Roschelle et al., 2024). We examine state guidance for the evaluation
of Al and provide recommendations.

To make sense of the Al evaluation guidance of 32 states plus Puerto Rico, we established three a priori
stages of local evaluation efforts: definitional, perception-based, and student outcomes-based. We later
refined these stages after review of the guidance documents as follows: Nascent and Exploratory,
Emergent and Piloting, and Systematic and Evidentiary. For each of these stages, we offer examples of
Al evaluation guidance published in individual state Al guidance documents. Our findings indicate that a
majority of states include guidance that is exploratory, with several states engaging in emergent
evaluation and piloting efforts. However fewer states offered details on systematic student
outcomes-based evaluation processes that provide rigorous evidence. As such, we welcome feedback
from state guidance developers so as to update this report with any additions to these findings. We
close with recommendations for how states and localities can advance their Al in education evaluation
efforts, policies, practices, materials, and tools.

Appendix A provides a link to the guidance documents for 32 states plus Puerto Rico that were active as
of December 2, 2025.

Evaluation Trends Across 32 States and Puerto Rico

We define evaluation as the systematic assessment of impact. State education leaders have compelling
reasons to prioritize the evaluation of Al in education. When states and localities commit resources to
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educational technology, whether through direct financial investment or through the allocation of staff
time and attention, they need assurance that these investments yield meaningful returns. However,
evaluation takes on new complexity with Al-enabled technologies. Unlike traditional edtech tools,
generative Al systems are non-deterministic and constantly evolving, with no stable versions to assess.
The dynamic nature of these tools requires studying their evolution within learning contexts over time.

Rigorous evaluation can serve as a strategic planning tool for leaders, helping them develop clearer
action plans, logic models, and implementation guidance that identify the essential ingredients for
success. By systematically examining enabling conditions and mediating processes associated with
student outcomes, evaluation can illuminate the benefits of Al-enabled implementations, while
mitigating the challenges. As argued by Coburn (2003), meaningful spread of innovation goes beyond
mere numbers. It requires a deep understanding of the underlying norms, principles, and
misconceptions of change, in this case Al in education, and how these should be addressed. Evaluation
can provide an evidence base that enables more sensible scaling, ensuring that Al systems and tools are
integrated across educational systems with clear messaging about their responsible implementation,
use, potential benefits, and limitations. Systematic evaluation approaches can help education leaders
move beyond hype to make more informed decisions about Al adoption in the service of student
learning (Ruiz, et al., 2025; Ruiz & Noakes, 2025).

In the case of evaluation activities for the use of Al in education, common efforts across states include
the prioritization of human agency and oversight, centering educational goals and student outcomes in
evaluation activities, a commitment to equity and accessibility, and a focus on ensuring compliance,
safety, security, and privacy. We categorized these Al in education evaluation trends across the following
three stages: Nascent and Exploratory; Emergent and Piloting; and Systematic and Evidentiary.

Nascent and Exploratory

Evaluation guidance at this stage is definitional, conceptual, and exploratory. Common activities
include establishing a culture of reflection, defining and sharing key vocabulary and knowledge, and
initiating user feedback on educational technologies and practices incorporating Al.

State actions in this stage include the following:

e Establishing a system for user feedback and continuous monitoring, as recommended
by Alabama.

e Using student and teacher feedback from listening sessions and surveys to refine strategies and
resources over time, as guided by Massachusetts.

e Conducting regular user evaluations of Al tools and practices, as suggested by Maine.
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Emergent and Piloting

Evaluation guidance at this stage begins to include small-scale piloting and testing of different policies,
practices, materials, and tools. The focus on piloting also includes gathering user perception and
feedback, as well as examining existing literature and evidence of efficacy prior to procurement and
large-scale rollout of educational technologies and practices incorporating the use of Al.

State actions in this stage include the following:

e Piloting Al integration into specific curriculums (e.g., math) and using established assessments
to compare student progress between a traditional class and an Al-supported class, as detailed
by Wisconsin.

e Implementing pilot programs for Al tools in a limited number of schools, alongside robust
professional learning and incident reporting, as noted by Connecticut.

e Using pilot program assessment results to inform evidence-based decision-making and
procurement decisions, as outlined by Missouri.

® Requiring vendors to adhere to stringent security standards including data protection policies,
encryption practices, and overall cybersecurity commitment, a critical safeguard for protecting
sensitive information in North Carolina.

® Requiring vendors to provide evidence of effectiveness and impact before procurement, a key
consideration in Oklahoma.

Systematic and Evidentiary

Evaluation guidance at this stage includes systematic, larger-scale, assessment of student outcome
measures. This evaluation stage also includes evidence of the use of continuous improvement cycles
incorporating data insights to inform implementation decisions for educational technologies and
practices incorporating the use of Al.

State actions in this stage include the following:

e Using qualitative and quantitative metrics on Al access, engagement levels, and educational
outcomes by demographic to measure effectiveness, distribution, and use of the tools, as
recommended by Colorado.

e Tracking student progress, measuring the effectiveness of Al tools and resources, and identifying
areas for improvement as a core component of the state's Al integration framework, as outlined
by Louisiana.

Table 1 applies our stages framework to the 32 states plus Puerto Rico identified in this report.
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Table 1. States’ Evaluation Stages with Rationale from State Guidance

States’ Evaluation Stages with Rationale from State Guidance

Evaluation Rationale from Guidance Document
State Stage
Alabama Nascent and | Guidance focuses on establishing a system for user
Exploratory feedback and continuous monitoring to make adjustments.
It requires incorporating human judgment in Al use and
defining processes for human involvement.
California Nascent and | Guidance recommends evaluating Al-enabled systems
Exploratory based on usage terms and data guidelines to prioritize
student safety. Steps are provided for assessing these
systems.
Colorado Systematic The roadmap recommends evaluating Al-enabled edtech
and through the use of evidence, metrics, and evaluation tools
Evidentiary to measure access, engagement levels, and educational
outcomes by demographic.
Connecticut Emergent Guidance mentions provisions put in place for a pilot of Al
and Piloting tools in schools and identifies forthcoming legislation of
Al-enabled tools (Public Act 24-151).
Louisiana Systematic Framework includes evaluation and monitoring criteria,
and which involves tracking student progress, as well as
Evidentiary measuring the effectiveness of Al tools and resources.
Maine Nascent and | Guidance suggests that school districts consider
Exploratory conducting regular evaluations of Al tools and practices.
Massachusetts Nascent and | Guidance recommends districts use student, teacher, and
Exploratory leader feedback to refine strategies and identify clear
indicators of progress for commitments like equity and
access.
Missouri Emergent Guidance recommends the assessment of pilot programs
and Piloting as a crucial part of evidence-based decision-making for

tool evaluation.

Digital Promise®
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North Carolina Emergent Guidance requires evidence thatAl tools improve learning
and Piloting outcomes for student populations during vendor
evaluation.

Ohio Nascent and | Toolkit describes a process for Implementation and
Exploratory Assessment of Policies that includes monitoring and
feedback mechanisms.

Oklahoma Emergent The implementation framework requires creating feedback
and Piloting mechanisms to measure impact, and vendor assessments
must include evidence of effectiveness and impact.

Wisconsin Emergent Guidance describes piloting Al in a math curriculum where
and Piloting students from Al-supported and traditional classes take
the same assessment to allow for a comparison of student

progress.
Alaska, Arizona, Possibly Working groups have been identified to develop guidance
Delaware, Hawaii, Nascent and | which might include evaluation guidance. More
Michigan, Michigan, Exploratory information is needed to understand how evaluation will
Nevada, New Mexico, be addressed.

North Dakota, Oregon,

Utah, Virginia,

Washington, West

Virginia, Wyoming

Georgia, Indiana, Unknown Information is not publicly available

Kentucky, Minnesota,
New Jersey, Puerto Rico

Using Co-design and Feedback Loops to Support Evaluation

Many mechanisms have been proposed for organizing evaluation processes. To synthesize across these
different approaches, we find the concept of co-designing with feedback loops particularly helpful. In a
prior publication, we defined feedback loops as structures and approaches that are purposeful,
multi-directional, iterative, and transformative—designed to ensure the ideas and voices of multiple
contributing groups are included throughout the design process (Coenraad, M., et al., 2024). In that
publication, we found that feedback loops can be used to create continuous cycles of improvement that
are responsive to diverse community input. As states want iterative, cyclical mechanisms for evaluation,
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we believe that the integration of co-designing with feedback loops offers a useful framework for
supporting states' evaluation efforts across all stages of implementation. Furthermore, fostering
co-design communities can help scale and evolve innovations to deepen, sustain, and spread their
potential impact (Coburn, 2003; Dede, Rockman, & Knox, 2007).

Of the 33 documents we reviewed, 11 states mention evaluation processes that involve co-design
elements or feedback loop structures. These include Al task forces, Al working groups, or similarly
named dedicated committees responsible for developing or overseeing Al policy and guidance.
Additionally, 27 state guidance documents include or mention the integration of student, teacher,
parent, and community voices in the development, review, and oversight of Al policies and guidance.

Table 2 identifies states that included participants in the development, review, and oversight of their
Al guidance documents.

Table 2. States with Dedicated Groups for Developing Evaluation Guidance

States with Dedicated Groups for Developing Evaluation Guidance

State Working Group Name Communities Included or Consulted

Alaska Alaska Al K12 Advisory Group Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice

Arizona Task Force, Stakeholder Group Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,

Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community

Voice
California CSforCA Al Workgroup, Closing the Student, Teacher/Educator Voice
Digital Divide Task Force
Colorado Al in Education Steering Committee, Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Working Groups, Community Task Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Force, Committees Voice
Delaware Generative Al Subcommittee, Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Multidisciplinary Task Force Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Georgia Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,

Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
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Hawaii Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Community Voice
Louisiana Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Maine Al Task Force, Dedicated Team Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Massachusetts | Al Task Force, Dedicated Team Of Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Educators Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Michigan Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Mississippi Al Collaborative Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Missouri Computer Science Advisory Council Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Nevada Nevada Al Alliance, Task Force, Work Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Groups Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
New Mexico New Mexico Al Consortium, Internal Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Steering Committee Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
North Carolina | NCDPI Al Guidelines Committee, Al Student, Parent/Caregiver Voice
implementation teams, Al
development teams
North Dakota Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice

Digital Promise®
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Ohio Not named Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Oklahoma Governor Stitt's Task Force on Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Emerging Technologies, Al Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Governance Committee, Advisory Voice
Group
Oregon Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Utah Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Virginia Advisory Group Not named
Washington OSPI Al Advisory Group Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
West Virginia Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Wisconsin Not named Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice
Wyoming Dedicated Stakeholder Committee, Student, Teacher/Educator Voice,
Guidance Team Parent/Caregiver Voice, Community
Voice

As described above, state leaders are engaging communities in Al evaluation through three progressive
approaches that build shared understanding and trust. In the Nascent and Exploratory Stage, leaders
organize community consultations that integrate multiple perspectives to establish common ground for
developing Al in education guidance, policies, practices, and tools. As states move toward the Emergent
and Piloting Stage, they shift toward evidence-based community decision-making through
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cross-functional teams, mandated consultations, and small-scale pilot programs that generate
context-specific data about the utility of Al in the local context. In the Systematic and Evidentiary Stage,
community input becomes embedded in continuous improvement cycles, with evaluation activities
systematically woven into ongoing processes that incorporate both qualitative and quantitative
student outcome measures to assess and refine the implementation of Al-enabled technologies in
learning contexts.

Discussion: Supporting States’ Evolving Evaluation Efforts

In reviewing states’ evaluation efforts within their respective school communities, we observed a
progression from definitional (Nascent and Exploratory) and feedback-based (Emergent and
Exploratory) evaluation processes toward student outcomes-based (Systematic and Evidentiary)
evaluative approaches. At the Nascent and Exploratory stage this includes organizing opportunities for
community conversation about Al in education policies, practices, materials, and tools. At the Emergent
and Exploratory stage, activities include engaging in community decision-making based on results from
small-scale pilots and testing of different policies, practices, materials, and tools. Finally, evaluation
activities supporting the Systematic and Evidentiary stage are characterized by the implementation of
continuous improvement activities focused on systematic assessment of student outcomes. This
includes embedding both quantitative and qualitative student outcomes measures and inputs into
continuous improvement cycles with the goal of gathering context-specific student outcomes data. Such
data can then be used to assess the utility of Al in Education policies, practices, materials, and tools prior
to widespread adoption.

We call on state leaders to continue working with educators, researchers, and industry leaders to
co-design guidance with their communities to create a foundation for more robust evaluation of the use
of Al-enabled technologies in schools. Collaborative approaches should build on the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015, which extended greater flexibility to states while establishing clear
expectations and standards of transparency in educational outcomes with communities. By identifying
the need for research-backed evidence evaluating Al in education, educational leaders will be better
equipped to make informed decisions about these systems and tools. Integrating Al evaluation into the
existing education evidence base, will help establish what works and what does not for Al in learning
environments, creating an empirical foundation for education policy and practice.
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Conclusion

In this report, we reviewed and analyzed Al evaluation guidance from 32 states and Puerto Rico. We
organized states into three developmental evaluation stages: Nascent and Exploratory, Emergent and
Piloting, and Systematic and Evidentiary. Our analysis indicated that a majority of states currently offer
Al in education guidance that is exploratory, with a smaller number of states providing enough details to
be categorized as Emergent and Piloting. Finally, only a handful of states provided enough publicly
available details on their use of systematic, student outcomes-based evaluation practices to be
categorized as Systematic and Evidentiary.

Given the ever-shifting nature of Al-enabled educational technologies and the evergreen need for
evidence-based decision making, it is critical for states to have access to resources that support
evaluation activities beyond the initial exploratory stage. We recommend that states and localities
integrate co-design and continuous feedback loop activities into their evaluative processes to ensure
responsible, evidence-based, adoption of Al-enabled technologies in education.
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Appendix A: State Al Guidance Documents

State Al Guidance Documents

State Links to Documents

Alabama Alabama Al Policy Template for Local Education Agencies (June 2024)
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1wvyEfkAxHrGZbYXazcKjfkmbldm1nl9i/edit

Alaska Alaska's Strategic Framework: Artificial Intelligence for K-12 (June 2024)
https://education.alaska.gov/State Board/october-2025/9.1 Alaska%20K12%20Al
%20Framework_final_v2.pdf

Arizona Generative Artificial Intelligence in K-12 Education Guidance (Version 25.01, May
2025)
https://azk12.ai

California Learning With Al, Learning About Al - Professional Learning
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/pl/aiincalifornia.asp

Colorado Colorado Roadmap for Al in K-12 Education: Guidance for Integrating Al into

Teaching and Learning (August 2024)

https://www.coloradoedinitiative.org/projects/ai-in-colorado-education

Connecticut

Guidance on Artificial Intelligence (Al)
https://portal.ct.gov/das/ctedtech/commission-for-educational-technology/initiati

ves/artificial-intelligence?language=en US

Delaware

Generative Al in the Classroom Guidance (Version 1.0, 06/2024)
https://education.delaware.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/delaware generati

ve_ai_guidance.pdf

Georgia

Leveraging Al in the K-12 Setting (January 2025)
https://login.community.gadoe.org/documents/leveraging-ai-in-the-k-12-setting

Hawaii
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https://docs.google.com/document/d/1wvyEfkAxHrGZbYXazcKjfkmbldm1nl9i/edit
https://education.alaska.gov/State_Board/october-2025/9.1_Alaska%20K12%20AI%20Framework_final_v2.pdf
https://education.alaska.gov/State_Board/october-2025/9.1_Alaska%20K12%20AI%20Framework_final_v2.pdf
https://azk12.ai/
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/pl/aiincalifornia.asp
https://www.coloradoedinitiative.org/projects/ai-in-colorado-education/
https://portal.ct.gov/das/ctedtech/commission-for-educational-technology/initiatives/artificial-intelligence?language=en_US
https://portal.ct.gov/das/ctedtech/commission-for-educational-technology/initiatives/artificial-intelligence?language=en_US
https://login.community.gadoe.org/documents/leveraging-ai-in-the-k-12-setting
https://www.ocid-ddt.k12.hi.us/programs/technology-integration/ai
https://education.delaware.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/delaware_generati

Indiana Indiana Al Guidance Document
https://drive.google.com/file/d/155XYqyFR YnHE6veanG7ZpM1NBPB2N44/view?
utm_name=

Kentucky Artificial Intelligence Guidance Brief (KDE)

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1QH4InW EUBRUswGLKR-IH6RDLUcAZYx4/view

Louisiana Artificial Intelligence in Louisiana Schools Guidance for K-12 Schools (Updated
8.2.24)
https://louisianabelieves.com/docs/default-source/technology-footprint/ldoe-ai-g

uidance.pdf?sfvrsn=eb706e18_4

Maine The Al Roadmap: Maine Department of Education
https://view.genially.com/6717d13429a41768c92aa057

Massachusetts | Integrating Artificial Intelligence: Recommendations (Dec 2024)

Guidance for Artificial Intelligence in K-12 Education

https://www.doe.mass.edu/edtech/ai/ai-guidance.pdf

Michigan Michigan Virtual Al Integration Framework for Schools
https://michiganvirtual.org/resources/guides/ai-guide

Minnesota Minnesota Artificial Intelligence in Education
https://education.mn.gov/MDE/dse/tech/Al/AIEd

Mississippi Artificial Intelligence Guidance for K-12 Classrooms (2024)
https://www.mdek12.org/sites/default/files/Offices/MDE/OTSS/DL/ai_guidance fi
nal.pdf

Missouri Artificial Intelligence Guidance for Local Education Agencies (Version 1.0)
https://www.mdek12.org/sites/default/files/Offices/MDE/OTSS/DL/ai_guidance fi
nal.pdf

Nevada Nevada's STELLAR Pathway to Al Teaching and Learning (March 2025)

https://webapp-strapi-paas-prod-nde-001.azurewebsites.net/uploads/nevadas st
ellar_pathway_to_ai_teaching_and_learning_bfaf0ec049.pdf

New Jersey Artificial Intelligence (Al) Official Site of the State of New Jersey
https://www.nj.gov/education/innovation/ai
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https://www.doe.mass.edu/edtech/ai/integrating-artificial-intelligence.pdf
https://www.doe.mass.edu/edtech/ai/ai-guidance.pdf
https://michiganvirtual.org/resources/guides/ai-guide/
https://education.mn.gov/MDE/dse/tech/AI/AIEd/
https://www.mdek12.org/sites/default/files/Offices/MDE/OTSS/DL/ai_guidance_final.pdf
https://www.mdek12.org/sites/default/files/Offices/MDE/OTSS/DL/ai_guidance_final.pdf
https://www.mdek12.org/sites/default/files/Offices/MDE/OTSS/DL/ai_guidance_final.pdf
https://www.mdek12.org/sites/default/files/Offices/MDE/OTSS/DL/ai_guidance_final.pdf
https://webapp-strapi-paas-prod-nde-001.azurewebsites.net/uploads/nevadas_stellar_pathway_to_ai_teaching_and_learning_bfaf0ec049.pdf
https://webapp-strapi-paas-prod-nde-001.azurewebsites.net/uploads/nevadas_stellar_pathway_to_ai_teaching_and_learning_bfaf0ec049.pdf
https://www.nj.gov/education/innovation/ai/

New Mexico New Mexico Al Guidance for K-12 Education 1.0 (May 1, 2025)
https://web.ped.nm.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/NM-Al-Guidance-Signed-4

-29-2025.pdf

North Carolina | Generative Al Implementation Recommendations and Considerations for PK-13

Public Schools

RN2rOgT9zIA/edit?tab=t.0

North Dakota North Dakota K-12 Al Guidance Framework

alnye. NWW.NA.80 apl/po guliagelines/n
framework
Ohio Al Toolkit: Guidance and Resources to Advance Al Readiness in Ohio Schools

https://innovateohio.gov/aistrategy

Oklahoma Guidance and Considerations for Using Artificial Intelligence in Oklahoma K-12
Schools (Version 2.0, July 2025)
https://oklahoma.gov/education/services/standards-learning/artificial-intelligence

--ai--and-digital-learningl.html

Oregon Developing Policy and Protocols for the Use of Generative Al in K-12 Classrooms
(2023)
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/educator-resources/teachingcontent/Documents/O
DE Developing Policy and Protocols for the use of Generative Al in K-12 Cl

assrooms_2023.pdf

Generative Artificial Intelligence (Al) in K-12 Classrooms (2023)
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/educator-resources/teachingcontent/Documents/O
DE Generative Artificial Intelligence %28A1%29 in K-12 Classrooms 2023.pdf

Puerto Rico La inteligencia artificial en el sistema educativo (Agosto 2024)
h : igital. .pr/mod/r rce/view.php?id=37

Utah Artificial Intelligence Framework for Utah P-12 Education (April 2024)
https://www.utah.gov/pmn/files/1116147.pdf
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https://web.ped.nm.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/NM-AI-Guidance-Signed-4-29-2025.pdf
https://web.ped.nm.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/05/NM-AI-Guidance-Signed-4-29-2025.pdf
https://www.dpi.nc.gov/districts-schools/districts-schools-support/digital-learning-school-connectivity/ai-resources
https://www.dpi.nc.gov/districts-schools/districts-schools-support/digital-learning-school-connectivity/ai-resources
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1U-AwwwBg7glJ4ZDlcKVzARuFRPWwUWzqRN2rOgT9zlA/edit?tab=t.0
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1U-AwwwBg7glJ4ZDlcKVzARuFRPWwUWzqRN2rOgT9zlA/edit?tab=t.0
https://www.nd.gov/dpi/policyguidelines/north-dakota-k-12-ai-guidance-framework
https://www.nd.gov/dpi/policyguidelines/north-dakota-k-12-ai-guidance-framework
https://innovateohio.gov/aistrategy
https://oklahoma.gov/education/services/standards-learning/artificial-intelligence--ai--and-digital-learning1.html
https://oklahoma.gov/education/services/standards-learning/artificial-intelligence--ai--and-digital-learning1.html
https://dedigital.dde.pr/mod/resource/view.php?id=3700
https://www.utah.gov/pmn/files/1116147.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/educator-resources/teachingcontent/Documents/O
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/educator-resources/teachingcontent/Documents/O

Virginia Guidelines for Al Integration Throughout Education in the Commonwealth of

Virginia

Washington Human-Centered Al Guidance for K-12 Public Schools (Version 3.0, July 2024)
https://ospi.k12.wa.us/student-success/resources-subject-area/human-centered-a
rtificial-intelligence-schools

West Virginia Guidance, Considerations, and Intentions for the Use of Al in West Virginia Schools
(Version 1.2, March 2025)
https://wvde.us/sites/default/files/2025-03/WVDE%20A1%20Guidance%201.2%20
March%202025.pdf

Wisconsin Al Guidance for Enhancing K-12 and Library Education (December 2024)
https://dpi.wi.gov/imt/empowering-lifelong-learning-ai-guidance-enhancing-k12-a
nd-library-education

Wyoming Guidance for Wyoming School Districts on Developing Artificial Intelligence Use

evelopment.pdf

Note: These links were last retrieved on December 5, 2025.

Appendix B: Al Disclosure

Navigating ethical uses of Al for research is an emerging priority across education researchers. The
authors conducted this review using generative Al as a tool to support the analysis through the
following activities: identification of instances or occurrences of specific phrases in each of the
documents and identification of themes and specific examples. We observed that in summarizing the
documents, generative Al made errors and mistakes such as the initial categorization of states in Tables
1 and 2. To counter this, we thoroughly reviewed each state document to fact-check outputs prior to
writing this document. Generative Al was also used to edit for grammatical errors prior to a final review
by the authors and our editorial team at Digital Promise. Finally, generative Al was used to generate the
cover art for this report and the authors acknowledge the inaccurate proportions of the final image that
were not addressed despite adjustments in prompting.
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https://www.education.virginia.gov/media/governorvirginiagov/secretary-of-education/pdf/AI-Education-Guidelines.pdf
https://www.education.virginia.gov/media/governorvirginiagov/secretary-of-education/pdf/AI-Education-Guidelines.pdf
https://ospi.k12.wa.us/student-success/resources-subject-area/human-centered-artificial-intelligence-schools
https://ospi.k12.wa.us/student-success/resources-subject-area/human-centered-artificial-intelligence-schools
https://wvde.us/sites/default/files/2025-03/WVDE%20AI%20Guidance%201.2%20March%202025.pdf
https://wvde.us/sites/default/files/2025-03/WVDE%20AI%20Guidance%201.2%20March%202025.pdf
https://dpi.wi.gov/imt/empowering-lifelong-learning-ai-guidance-enhancing-k12-and-library-education
https://dpi.wi.gov/imt/empowering-lifelong-learning-ai-guidance-enhancing-k12-and-library-education
https://edu.wyoming.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Guidance-for-AI-Policy-Development.pdf
https://edu.wyoming.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Guidance-for-AI-Policy-Development.pdf
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