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Executive Summary 
Artificial intelligence is no longer a future concern for K–12 education, it is a present 
reality. From elementary classrooms in New Jersey to high school electives in Texas, 
AI tools are already in students’ hands. The central question facing school leaders 
today is not whether to allow AI, but how to govern it with intention, fairness, and 
care. 

This case study synthesizes documented, real-world approaches from leading school 
districts and state education agencies across the United States to present a practical 
framework for school-wide and classroom AI integration. The framework is grounded 
in three foundational pillars: 

•​ ⚡ Ethics – teaching students to recognize bias, protect privacy, and use AI 
responsibly 

•​ ⚡ Trust – building transparent systems that earn confidence from students, 
families, and educators 

•​ ⚡ AI Citizenship – developing the critical agency students need to navigate 
an AI-mediated world 

 

The districts and policies examined, including New York City Public Schools (NYCPS), 
Boston Public Schools, Houston Independent School District (HISD), Arlington Public 
Schools (Virginia), Tucson Unified (Arizona), Peninsula School District (Washington), 
and state frameworks from Nevada, Tennessee, Georgia, Ohio, and Vermont, 
represent a diverse cross-section of American K–12 education. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Section 1: The National Landscape 

1.1 Where Schools Stand Today 

The pace of AI adoption in K–12 education has outrun formal policy development. A 
2025 research study examining 9,229 K–12 school districts found that as of May 2024, 
only 14.13% of districts, representing 27 districts across 20 states and the District of 
Columbia, had a formal AI policy in place. Despite this policy gap, approximately 85% 
of teachers used AI in their classrooms during the 2024–25 school year, while only 
48% had participated in any district-provided training. 

 

Key Statistic (2024–25 School Year) 
85% of teachers used AI in their classrooms, but only 48% had received any 
district-provided AI training. (SchoolAI, 2025) 

 

The earliest institutional responses were reactive. During winter 2022–23, major 
districts including Los Angeles Unified, Oakland Unified, and New York City Public 
Schools banned ChatGPT outright, citing academic integrity concerns. Those policies 
quickly became outdated. AI tools proliferated beyond school firewalls, accessible on 
students’ personal devices, making prohibition an ineffective governance strategy. 

The field has since shifted toward frameworks built on transparency, structured use, 
and literacy, recognizing that AI cannot be kept out of classrooms and that the better 
goal is to teach students how to use it well. 

1.2 Federal and State Policy Momentum 

In April 2025, President Trump signed an Executive Order on “Advancing Artificial 
Intelligence Education for American Youth,” directing a federal push to expand K–12 
AI education through early exposure to AI concepts and strengthened educator 
training. This order established a White House Task Force on AI Education, signaling 
federal prioritization of AI literacy as a workforce and national competitiveness 
concern. 

 

State Policy Action Year 

Tennessee Public Chapter 550: all K–12 
districts must adopt AI 
policies 

2024 

Ohio House Bill 96: formal AI policy 
required in all public districts 
by July 1, 2026 

2025 



Texas TRAIGA (Texas Responsible AI 
Governance Act): civil 
penalties up to $200,000 

2025 

Nevada STELLAR ethical framework 
developed with statewide 
stakeholder input 

2024 

Georgia Comprehensive AI guidance 
distinguishing ‘teaching 
about’ vs. ‘teaching with’ AI 

2025 

Vermont 50-page guidance: no AI 
chatbots for PreK–2; tiered 
framework through grade 12 

2026 

California AI Working Group formed 
under SB 1288 with hybrid 
public stakeholder meetings 

2025–26 

Washington AI advisory board with 
educators, tech workers, and 
students 

2024 

 

These state frameworks share common threads: they acknowledge AI’s inevitability, 
stress the importance of human oversight, mandate data privacy protections, and 
identify equity as a core concern. 

 



Section 2: The Three Pillars Framework 
Synthesizing district policies, academic research, and state guidance, this case study 
identifies three interlocking pillars that characterize the most robust K–12 AI 
integration cultures. Each pillar is examined through the lens of real implementation 
examples. 

Pillar 1: Ethics 

What the Research and Districts Say 
A 2025 study published in MDPI’s education research journal examined the 
perspectives of 36 K–12 leaders through semi-structured interviews and a follow-up 
survey (n=160) in Western New York. Leaders widely recognized AI risks including 
student cheating, data privacy violations, algorithmic bias, and increasing equity 
gaps. Their concerns point directly to the ethics education students need. 

A separate 2025 framework paper in the International Journal of Information and 
Learning Technology identified five core ethical concerns spanning all educational 
levels: privacy, bias, transparency, accountability, and academic integrity. These 
categories now anchor the ethics curricula of leading districts. 

Real-World Example: New York City Public Schools (NYCPS) 
NYCPS serves 1.1 million students and released comprehensive AI Guidance 
developed through extensive stakeholder consultation, including student voice. In 
December 2024, the district implemented AI-specific vendor standards requiring: 

●​ Vendors must disclose exactly what AI capabilities their tools include 
●​ Prohibition on using student data to train AI models 
●​ Transparency requirements so tools can be explained to families and students 

 

NYCPS framed the ethics stakes clearly in its published guidance: “Our students are 
already encountering AI beyond school walls. The question is whether they are 
equipped with critical thinking, ethical grounding, and creative agency or left to 
navigate AI alone.” The district explicitly acknowledged that the cost of a policy 
vacuum falls most heavily on the most vulnerable students. 

The guidance mandates that critical thinking, ethical reasoning, and human 
judgment be embedded across all contexts, not treated as standalone lessons. The 
district is developing expanded evaluation capacity to assess algorithmic bias and 
equity impact, planned for a comprehensive Playbook in June 2026. 

 

 

 



Real-World Example: Ethics Gone Wrong – Incidents in New Jersey, California, 
and Texas 
Perhaps the most compelling argument for proactive ethics education is the 
documented harm that occurs in its absence. Real incidents illustrate why ethics 
instruction cannot be deferred: 

•​ New Jersey (2022): Students used deepfake technology to create malicious 
content altering images of a classmate to embarrass and defame them online. 

•​ California (2021): Students exploited AI chatbots to send abusive messages, 
impersonating others to spread false information and harass individuals. 

•​ Texas (2023): Students used AI-generated voice technology to mimic a 
teacher’s voice and leave threatening voicemails to classmates. 

 

Ethics Education Implication 
These incidents do not reflect students who intended to be harmful from the 
outset—they reflect students who lacked frameworks for understanding the 
real-world consequences of AI misuse. Ethics education must precede, not follow, 
tool access. 

 

Real-World Example: Peninsula School District, Washington 
Peninsula School District (PSD) in Washington State published an AI classroom 
guideline that explicitly embeds ethics through assessment design. The district 
incorporated ISTE Standard 1.2b (ethical use) into rubrics and created assessments 
with reflection elements and multiple checkpoints in process. PSD’s framework 
states: “Assessments that lead students to intentionally or unintentionally replace 
their own thinking with information generated by AI are ineffective.” 

At the elementary band (K–5), PSD recommends digital media literacy, 
understanding what machine learning is, and recognizing bias. At the middle school 
level, the district emphasizes process over product. Students show their workflow 
and corresponding learning. At the high school level, students must demonstrate 
both the capabilities of the tools and the depth of their ethical judgment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Classroom Application by Grade Band: Ethics 

Grade Band Ethics Focus Classroom Strategy 

K–5 (Elementary) What is AI? What can it get 
wrong? 

Media literacy discussions; 
recognizing AI-generated 
content; classroom rules for 
tool use 

6–8 (Middle School) Bias, fairness, and data 
privacy 

Case studies on algorithmic 
bias; reflective journaling on 
AI interactions; process 
portfolios 

9–12 (High School) Accountability, societal 
impact, academic integrity 

Ethical frameworks applied to 
real AI decisions; debate on AI 
in hiring, policing, and health 

 

 



Pillar 2: Trust 

What the Research Says 
The 2025 academic framework from TIJER (Trust in Educational AI Research) 
concludes that “the ethical and effective integration of AI in K–12 education 
fundamentally depends on the capacity of people to use, question, and guide it 
responsibly.” Trust among students, teachers, families, and administrators is the 
precondition for AI integration that actually works. 

Trust erodes when policies are imposed without consultation, when data practices 
are opaque, or when tools are rushed into classrooms before educators are prepared. 
The districts with the strongest cultures of AI trust share a common approach: they 
build governance with stakeholders, not for them. 

Real-World Example: Arlington Public Schools, Virginia 
Arlington Public Schools opted not to issue a static AI policy, a deliberately 
trust-building choice. Instead, the district maintains a continuously updated AI 
framework published openly on its website. Any department leader can submit a 
change request to an AI steering committee whose members are all empowered to 
update guidance in real time. This open, adaptive model communicates to the 
community that governance is ongoing and responsive, not handed down from 
above. 

In 2025–26, Arlington made a basic AI training course mandatory for all teachers, 
having offered optional training the year before building educator competence as a 
trust scaffold for students and families. 

 

Real-World Example: Tucson Unified School District, Arizona 
Tucson Unified’s Senior Director of Educational Technology, Tracey Metcalfe Rowley, 
articulated the trust philosophy directly: “I think you have to come from the point of 
view that it’s already there. People are using it. So, let’s tell people how to use it 
responsibly and ethically.” 

Tucson’s policy is deliberately inclusive, addressing teachers, instructional staff, 
administrative staff, and district staff, not just students. The district offers tiered 
professional development: basic courses for those just starting with AI, and more 
specialized training for specific roles. At this stage, only high school students are 
permitted to use AI for schoolwork, with the policy designed to expand as both trust 
and literacy grow. 

 

Real-World Example: Fullerton Joint Union High School District, California 
In February 2024, Fullerton JUHSD issued AI guidance to staff that defined 
responsible and prohibited uses, with special attention to academic integrity, safety, 
security, and privacy. Math teacher Al Rabanera at La Vista High School described the 
district as proactively soliciting teacher input on AI use policies. Rabanera 



emphasized the trust dimension of this approach: “Where’s the teacher's feedback 
and how are we able to help guide what gets put in? I believe teachers know what’s 
best because they’re in front of the kids.” 

His concern, that AI policies might reflect tech company priorities more than 
educator needs if teachers are excluded, underscores why trust requires authentic 
teacher voice in governance. 

 

Real-World Example: Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE) 
LACOE, the nation’s largest regional education agency serving nearly two million 
students across 80 school districts, released its “Generative Artificial Intelligence in 
TK–12 Education Guidelines” in 2024. The guidelines were developed by an AI Task 
Force of over 40 members including educators, nonprofit groups, universities, 
philanthropic organizations and critically,  students from across Los Angeles County. 

This participatory model, including student voice in policy development, is itself a 
trust-building strategy. When students see their perspectives reflected in the rules 
governing their AI use, compliance shifts from enforcement to ownership. 

 

Trust-Building Principle 
Policies built with stakeholders create ownership. Policies handed down to 
stakeholders create resistance. The most durable AI governance frameworks in K–12 
education involve teachers, students, and families in their development. 

 

The LAUSD Cautionary Tale: What Happens When Trust Breaks Down 
Los Angeles Unified School District serves 560,000 students and represents a 
documented example of what happens when AI governance moves too fast without 
adequate stakeholder trust. LAUSD’s AI chatbot initiative, intended to serve students, 
broke down publicly, drawing comparison to the district’s earlier $1.3 billion iPad 
rollout that ended in an FBI investigation, a superintendent resignation, and millions 
in legal settlements. The common thread: technology initiatives deployed at scale 
before trust infrastructure was in place. 

LAUSD now has an AI page but no published formal policy document as of April 
2026, a reminder that recovering trust takes longer than building it proactively. 

 

 

 

 

 



Classroom Application by Grade Band: Trust 

Grade Band Trust Focus Classroom Strategy 

K–5 Understanding what AI can 
and cannot do; teacher as 
guide 

Supervised AI tool 
exploration; explicit 
classroom norms about when 
AI helps vs. hinders; teacher 
modeling 

6–8 Understanding data privacy; 
questioning AI outputs 

Lessons on how AI tools 
collect data; exercises testing 
AI accuracy; 
student-developed classroom 
AI agreements 

9–12 Critical agency; transparent AI 
use disclosure 

Syllabi that explicitly state AI 
use policies per assignment; 
student self-disclosure 
frameworks; peer trust norms 

 

 



Pillar 3: AI Citizenship 

Defining AI Citizenship 
AI Citizenship extends traditional digital citizenship into the age of intelligent 
systems. It encompasses a student’s ability to participate thoughtfully, ethically, and 
effectively in a society shaped by AI. Understanding not just how to use AI tools, but 
how to question them, advocate around them, and take responsibility for their 
impacts. 

The National Education Association’s (NEA) model AI policy for school boards 
captures this vision: districts should “take steps to ensure all students and educators 
become fully AI literate and develop a sense of agency with these technologies.” 
Agency, not just awareness, is the goal. 

Real-World Example: Boston Public Schools – First Major District with AI Literacy 
Mandate 
In 2025, Boston became the first major public school district in the United States to 
mandate AI literacy district-wide. Mayor Michelle Wu announced a $1 million 
initiative, funded by tech entrepreneur and activist Paul English, to bring AI literacy 
programming to BPS high schools beginning in September 2025, with a goal for all 
students to graduate proficient in understanding and using AI tools. 

BPS Superintendent Mary Skipper described the ambition: students should be 
thinking about AI ethically, discerning when AI is inaccurate, and using AI critically. 
Eliot K–8 School Head Traci Walker Griffith framed the citizenship dimension: “AI is 
powerful, and they, the humans, are still the leaders.” 

Mayor Wu emphasized data protection as a precondition for citizenship: “Here’s 
what’s not happening: there’s no use of our students’ or families’ information or data 
in any way that is going to be handed over to any other entities.” The message is that 
AI citizenship includes knowing what you are and are not consenting to. 

 

Real-World Example: Houston ISD – AI Literacy at Scale 
Houston ISD launched a “Fundamentals of Artificial Intelligence” elective for juniors 
and seniors reaching more than 3,700 students across 41 campuses. The course 
enabled by Texas House Bill 2060, which created a state AI advisory council, 
represents one of the largest district-level AI citizenship efforts in the country. 

Going further, HISD Superintendent Mike Miles announced the Future 2 school 
model in February 2026, converting two elementary schools (C. Martinez and Gregg 
Elementary) into pre-K–8 campuses built around AI literacy, critical thinking, and 
real-world learning. The school day will be structured into coursework, hands-on 
experiences, and workshops taught by community experts. “Schools must shift focus 
from ‘what to know’ to ‘how to think,’” Miles said. “What is our competitive advantage 
in an AI-enabled world?” 

The Future 2 instructional model begins at grades 3 and 4, with K–2 students 
continuing foundational literacy and numeracy, a developmentally appropriate 



approach that avoids rushing AI tools to the youngest learners. Miles plans to expand 
Future 2 to 25 schools by 2027–28 and potentially up to 100 schools by 2031. 

 

Real-World Example: Passaic, New Jersey – AI Robotics in 4th Grade 
At Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. School No. 6 in Passaic, New Jersey, 4th-grade students 
in teacher Funda Perez’s computer applications class used AI tools to design 
programs directing a robot named Dash to follow a path on a grid. Students Nathali 
Hernandez and Zoe Estrella Quiroz were photographed working collaboratively on 
the task in October 2025, representing a model of AI citizenship in action: hands-on, 
age-appropriate, human-centered, and collaborative. 

This classroom example illustrates AI citizenship at the elementary level, not as 
abstract policy, but as embodied practice where students develop agency over 
technology through direct experience. 

 

Vermont’s Age-Tiered AI Citizenship Model 
Vermont’s January 2026 guidance offers one of the most detailed and 
developmentally grounded AI citizenship frameworks issued by any state. Its tiered 
approach: 

•​ PreK–2: No AI chatbots. Foundational learning without AI mediation. 
•​ Grades 3–5: Curriculum-embedded AI only. Teachers control all AI interactions. 
•​ Grades 6–8: Structured, education-specific AI chatbots. Guided citizenship 

development. 
•​ Grades 9–12: Broader AI fluency. Students develop the full range of AI 

citizenship competencies. 
 

Vermont’s model reflects the peer-reviewed evidence base: children’s developing 
cognitive and emotional capacities require age-calibrated exposure to AI, not 
uniform access. 

 

Nevada’s STELLAR Framework: A Citizenship North Star 
Nevada’s Department of Education developed its STELLAR framework through 
statewide stakeholder engagement from January to May 2024, including town halls, 
focus groups, and a dedicated Student Voice Group. STELLAR stands for: 

•​ Security – protecting student data and digital safety 
•​ Transparency – students and families understand what AI tools do 
•​ Empowerment – AI amplifies human creativity, not replaces it 
•​ Leadership – educators and students lead AI use with intention 
•​ Learning – AI serves genuine educational goals 



•​ Achievement – equitable outcomes for all students 
•​ Responsible Use – ethical, accountable, human-centered use 

 

Nevada’s guiding principle: “Artificial intelligence is not a substitute for human 
intelligence; it is a tool to amplify human creativity and ingenuity.” This framing 
places AI citizenship squarely in the service of human flourishing. 

 

Classroom Application by Grade Band: AI Citizenship 

Grade Band Citizenship Focus Real-World Activity 

K–2 Recognizing AI tools in 
everyday life 

Identifying where AI appears 
(smart assistants, 
recommendation engines); 
discussing fairness 

3–5 AI literacy basics; supervised 
tool use 

Directed robotics and coding 
activities; media literacy; 
identifying AI-generated 
content 

6–8 Questioning AI outputs; bias 
awareness; data rights 

Testing AI chatbots for 
accuracy and bias; designing 
‘fair’ AI rules for hypothetical 
scenarios 

9–12 Full AI fluency; ethical 
advocacy; responsible 
creation 

AI ethics debates; capstone 
projects using AI with full 
documentation of process 
and choices 

 

 



Section 3: Building the School-Wide Culture 

3.1 Leadership and Governance 

The districts with the most coherent AI cultures share a governance structure that is 
cross-functional, adaptive, and transparent. Key features drawn from real examples: 

•​ Dedicated AI Steering Committees (Arlington, VA): Cross-departmental, with 
authority to update guidance in real time. 

•​ Annual Policy Review Cycles: Multiple districts commit to reviewing and 
updating AI guidance on at least an annual basis to keep pace with rapidly 
evolving tools. 

•​ Vendor Vetting Processes: NYCPS’s ERMA (Educational Resources and 
Materials Approval) process; Chicago Public Schools’ Ed Tech Catalog of 
district-approved AI tools; NYCPS’s 2024 AI-specific vendor standards. 

•​ Cross-Stakeholder Development: LACOE (40+ member task force including 
students); Nevada (Student Voice Group); NYCPS (student and family input 
embedded in guidance). 

 

3.2 Professional Development: The Critical Success Factor 

Research and district experience consistently identify professional development as 
the single most important determinant of successful AI integration. Despite this, only 
50% of teachers received AI training by fall 2025, and most training consisted of 
one-time sessions rather than sustained learning. 

Effective models from the field: 

•​ LAUSD: A three-part professional learning course (12 hours total: 6 
synchronous, 6 asynchronous), progressing from introductory to advanced, 
covering ethics, access, equity, and classroom implementation. 

•​ Tucson Unified: Tiered training—basic courses for beginners, specialized 
training for specific roles such as curriculum directors and tech coordinators. 

•​ Arlington Public Schools: Mandatory AI training for all teachers in 2025–26, 
with peer mentor networks where early adopters support colleagues. 

•​ Future 2 Schools (Houston ISD): Specialized instructor training plus required 
summer professional development with ongoing support throughout the 
academic year. 

 

Professional Development Benchmark 
Districts that achieve sustainable AI integration treat professional development as 
ongoing infrastructure, not a one-time event. Peer mentorship, role-specific 
training, and clear feedback loops from classroom to policy are all essential. 



 

3.3 Data Privacy and Legal Compliance 

Every credible K–12 AI framework identifies student data protection as 
non-negotiable. Key legal obligations shape district practice: 

•​ FERPA (Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act): Governs student 
education records. AI vendor agreements must ensure FERPA compliance. 

•​ COPPA (Children’s Online Privacy Protection Act): Protects children under 13. 
AI tools used with elementary students face heightened standards. 

•​ TAKE IT DOWN Act (May 2025): Federal law prohibiting AI-generated 
deepfakes, with immediate obligations for schools. 

•​ TRAIGA (Texas, effective January 2026): State-level AI governance with civil 
penalties up to $200,000 for violations. 

 

The NEA’s model policy specifies that districts must: adhere to all federal and state 
privacy laws; require vendors with thorough data protection practices; ensure 
transparency about what data is collected and how it is stored; and adopt AI tools 
only once data supports their appropriateness and efficacy. 

 

3.4 Equity: The Underlying Imperative 

A recurring theme across all reviewed frameworks is that AI integration risks 
deepening existing inequities if not actively governed for equity. Research on 
under-resourced secondary schools (2025, arXiv) finds that access to AI tools and 
curricular content alone does not produce equitable outcomes: context, preparation, 
and support all matter. 

The 2024 U.S. National Educational Technology Plan identified three equity divides 
districts must address: 

•​ Access divide: Devices, internet connectivity, and assistive technology 
•​ Use divide: Meaningful student and educator engagement with AI (not just 

passive exposure) 
•​ Design divide: Teacher capacity to design AI-enhanced learning experiences 

 

The NEA’s model policy requires regular audits of AI tools to identify and mitigate 
biases, with oversight committees inclusive of educators to review implementation 
for unintended inequities. 

 

 



Section 4: The Classroom Culture Framework 

4.1 Core Classroom Principles 

Drawing from Peninsula School District’s guidelines, NYCPS’s guidance, and the NEA 
model policy, the following principles define an ethics-grounded AI classroom 
culture: 

•​ Human oversight is always maintained. Teachers are the ultimate judges of 
AI-generated content’s appropriateness and accuracy. Professional expertise, 
not AI output, guides learning. 

•​ AI is a thinking partner, not a thinking replacement. Students use AI to 
deepen their own understanding, not to bypass it. Process evidence (drafts, 
reflections, citations) matters as much as final products. 

•​ Transparency is the norm. Students understand what AI tools they are using, 
why, and what the tools’ limitations are. Disclosure is treated as a literacy skill, 
not a confession. 

•​ Approved tools only. Only AI tools that have passed district privacy review are 
permitted for instructional use. Students understand why this matters. 

•​ Hallucinations are a teaching opportunity. Students learn to identify AI errors, 
check AI outputs against reliable sources, and develop the critical habit of 
verification. 

 

4.2 Assessment Design for the AI Age 

The shift away from AI detection tools toward assessment design is one of the most 
significant pedagogical developments in K–12 AI governance. Georgia’s 2025 
guidance explicitly advises against AI detection tools due to their unreliability and 
punitive effects, recommending instead trust-based, transparency-focused 
approaches. 

Effective assessment strategies from the field: 

•​ Process portfolios: Students document their thinking and tool use throughout 
a project, making the learning visible. 

•​ Multiple checkpoints: Assignments include check-ins at draft stages that 
cannot be generated retroactively by AI. 

•​ Oral defenses and discussions: Students explain and extend their work 
verbally, demonstrating genuine understanding. 

•​ Reflection requirements: Students articulate what role AI played in their work, 
what they learned from the interaction, and what they would do differently. 

•​ AI-resistant task design: Assignments ask for personal experience, local 
knowledge, or original synthesis that AI cannot authentically produce. 

 



4.3 Student AI Agreements 

Several districts, including those following NEA model guidelines, recommend that 
students and teachers co-develop classroom AI agreements. A practice that builds 
both ownership and citizenship. These agreements typically address: 

•​ Which AI tools are approved for use in this classroom 
•​ When and how AI may be used on different assignment types 
•​ How to cite AI assistance in completed work 
•​ What to do when an AI makes an error or provides biased output 
•​ How to flag concerns about AI use to the teacher 

 

Student Voice in Action 
LACOE’s AI Task Force included students from across Los Angeles County as 
co-developers of district guidance. NYCPS embedded student and family voices in 
its consultation process. Boston’s AI initiative created advisory roles for students to 
provide feedback on programming. Student voice in governance is itself an AI 
citizenship practice. 

 

 



Section 5: Implementation Roadmap 

Phase 1: Foundation (Year 1) 

Action Evidence Basis / Source 

Form a cross-stakeholder AI steering 
committee (teachers, students, families, IT, 
equity officer) 

Arlington, VA; LACOE 40-member task 
force; NYCPS consultation model 

Conduct a needs and equity assessment LACOE Guidelines; U.S. Dept of Education 
National Educational Technology Plan 2024 

Audit current AI tool use; identify approved 
tools 

NYCPS ERMA process; Chicago Ed Tech 
Catalog; Tennessee TSBA Model Policy 

Establish initial AI policy with annual review 
commitment 

Arlington’s living framework; Tennessee 
TSBA Model Policy 4.214 

Launch mandatory educator AI literacy 
training (basic level) 

Arlington mandated training 2025–26; 
Tucson tiered PD model 

Begin age-appropriate AI literacy for 
students: media literacy at K–5 

Peninsula School District; Vermont’s tiered 
guidance; LACOE guidelines 

 

Phase 2: Integration (Year 2) 

Action Evidence Basis / Source 

Embed ethics curriculum across subjects 
(not as standalone course) 

Hanover Research best practice 2026; 
Peninsula School District ISTE rubrics 

Roll out student AI agreements in all 
classrooms 

NEA model policy; Peninsula School 
District classroom guidelines 

Implement AI vendor review process with 
annual audits for bias and equity 

NYCPS ERMA; NEA model policy; LACOE 
guidelines 

Add role-specific advanced PD for 
curriculum leads and instructional coaches 

Tucson Unified specialized training model 

Pilot middle school AI citizenship 
curriculum (bias, privacy, critical use) 

Vermont tiered guidance; Nevada STELLAR 
framework; NYCPS student guidance 

Begin peer mentor network for educator AI 
champions 

Arlington peer mentor model; SchoolAI 
roadmap research 

 



Phase 3: Maturity (Year 3+) 

Action Evidence Basis / Source 

Launch high school AI fluency pathways 
(elective or integrated) 

Houston ISD Fundamentals of AI elective 
(3,700+ students); Boston AI literacy 
initiative 

Expand student voice in AI governance 
(advisory roles, policy review) 

LACOE student task force members; 
NYCPS guidance; Boston AI advisory roles 

Develop expanded tool evaluation for 
algorithmic bias and instructional 
effectiveness 

NYCPS planned Playbook (June 2026); NEA 
model policy audit requirements 

Connect AI literacy to college and career 
readiness standards 

Hanover Research 2026; Houston ISD 
Strategic Plan; Georgia Dept. of Education 
guidance 

Report publicly on AI integration 
outcomes, equity gaps, and policy updates 

NYCPS open guidance; Arlington public 
framework; Nevada STELLAR accountability 
principle 

 

 



Section 6: Key Findings and Recommendations 

6.1 What the Evidence Shows 

Finding 1: Prohibition Doesn’t Work 
Banning AI (as LA Unified, NYC, and Oakland tried in 2022–23) quickly became 
unenforceable. AI is inexpensive, pervasive, and already on students’ phones. The 
evidence points toward structured literacy, not prohibition. 

 

Finding 2: Professional Development Is the Pivotal Variable 
Districts that invest in ongoing, role-specific, peer-supported professional 
development achieve better AI integration outcomes. One time training is 
insufficient. Only 50% of teachers had any training by fall 2025. 

 

Finding 3: Stakeholder Voice Builds Durable Governance 
Policies developed with teachers, students, and families, not just for them, are more 
likely to be followed, more likely to be updated when needed, and more likely to 
reflect real classroom realities. 

 

Finding 4: Equity Cannot Be an Afterthought 
AI integration risks reproducing and amplifying existing inequities. Access, 
meaningful use, and teacher design capacity must all be actively addressed. 
Under-resourced schools need more support, not just the same tools. 

 

Finding 5: Age-Calibrated Frameworks Outperform One-Size-Fits-All Approaches 
Vermont’s tiered model, Peninsula’s grade-band framework, and Houston’s 
developmental approach all reflect the evidence that AI exposure should be 
graduated by cognitive and emotional readiness, not just grade level. 

 

Finding 6: Assessment Redesign Is Essential 
AI detection tools are unreliable and punitive. The most effective response to AI in 
student work is assessment design that makes authentic learning visible through 
process documentation, reflection, oral components, and AI-resistant tasks. 

 

6.2 Recommendations 



For School and District Leaders: 

•​ Adopt a living AI framework, not a static policy, with a designated review cycle 
and clear update processes. 

•​ Include students as co-developers of AI governance, not as an afterthought, 
but as designers of the culture they will inhabit. 

•​ Invest in sustained, tiered professional development that begins before AI 
tools are deployed in classrooms. 

•​ Establish a vendor review process with explicit equity, bias, and transparency 
criteria, not just data privacy compliance. 

 

For Classroom Teachers: 

•​ Co-create AI agreements with students at the start of each year or course. 
•​ Redesign at least one major assignment per semester to require process 

documentation of AI use. 
•​ Treat AI hallucinations and errors as curriculum, not just annoyances, by 

building verification skills into AI-adjacent lessons. 
•​ Model transparent AI use: when you use AI for lesson planning or feedback, 

say so and explain how you evaluated the output. 
 

For Students: 

•​ Understand that AI literacy is a lifelong skill, not a cheat code. The students 
who learn to use AI as a thinking partner, rather than a replacement for 
thinking, will have a genuine competitive advantage. 

•​ Know your data rights. Understand what information AI tools collect about 
you and what district-approved tools mean for your privacy. 

•​ Advocate. If your school’s AI policies don’t reflect student experience, ask for a 
seat at the table. Districts like LACOE and NYCPS have shown that student 
voice changes policy. 

 

 



References and Sources 
All sources cited in this case study are publicly available. The following real 
organizations, policies, and research are the basis for this document’s findings: 

 

District Policies and Guidance: 

•​ New York City Public Schools (NYCPS). Guidance on Artificial Intelligence. 
schools.nyc.gov (Updated March 2026) 

•​ Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE). Generative Artificial 
Intelligence in TK–12 Education Guidelines. lacoe.edu (June 2024) 

•​ Peninsula School District (WA). Artificial Intelligence: Classroom Guidelines. 
psd401.net (Updated August 2024) 

•​ Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). Guidelines for the Authorized Use 
of Artificial Intelligence (AI). lausd.org (April 2024) 

•​ Houston Independent School District. Fundamentals of Artificial Intelligence 
elective; Future 2 Schools initiative. houstonisd.org (2025–26) 

•​ Tennessee School Boards Association (TSBA). Model Policy 4.214: Use of 
Artificial Intelligence Programs (June 2024) 

•​ National Education Association (NEA). Sample School Board Policy on AI 
Issues. nea.org (2025) 

•​ Northport-East Northport Union Free School District (NENUFSD). K–12 Artificial 
Intelligence Use Guidelines. northport.k12.ny.us (March 2025) 

 

State Frameworks: 

•​ Nevada Department of Education. STELLAR AI Framework for PreK–12 
Education (2024) 

•​ Georgia Department of Education. Guidance for Implementing AI in K–12 
Education (January 2025) 

•​ Vermont Agency of Education. Guidance on AI in K–12 Education (January 
2026) 

•​ AI for Education. State AI Guidance for Education (Comprehensive 
State-by-State Resource). aiforeducation.io (Updated January 2026) 

 

Academic Research: 

•​ Prothero, A. et al. How School Districts Are Crafting AI Policy on the Fly. 
Education Week (October 2025) 

•​ Prothero, A. 5 Best Practices for Crafting a School or District AI Policy. 
Education Week (November 2025) 



•​ Journal of Research on Technology in Education. Artificial Intelligence Policies 
in K–12 School Districts: A Content Analysis. Taylor & Francis (March 2025) 

•​ MDPI Education Sciences. Using an Ethical Framework to Examine K–12 
Leaders’ Perceived Risks About AI. (2026) 

•​ International Journal of Information and Learning Technology. Guiding the 
Future: Developing an Ethical Framework for Generative AI Use in Education. 
Emerald Publishing (March 2026) 

•​ TIJER. Framework for Ethical AI Integration in K–12 Education: Risks, 
Responsibilities and Roadmap. (July 2025) 

•​ arXiv. A Human-Centered Approach to Ethical AI Education in Underresourced 
Secondary Schools. (2025) 

•​ SchoolAI. AI in School Districts: A Roadmap for Successful Integration. 
schoolai.com (2025) 

•​ Hanover Research. 5 Proven Practices to Integrate AI into K–12 Education. 
hanoverresearch.com (February 2026) 

•​ Policy Analysis for California Education. The Urgent Need to Update District 
Policies on Student Use of AI in Education. edpolicyinca.org (2023) 

 

News and Media Coverage: 

•​ Governing. Boston Becomes First Major District to Bring AI Literacy Into 
Classrooms. governing.com (2026) 

•​ GovTech. Houston ISD to Convert Elementary Schools Into Future 2 Schools. 
govtech.com (March 2026) 

•​ Adafruit Blog. NYC Schools Release AI Policy That Tells Teachers AI Cannot Do 
Teacher’s Job. (March 2026) 

•​ KHOU 11. Houston ISD is Rolling Out a New Kind of School. khou.com 
(February 2026) 

•​ Houston Landing. Can Students in Houston Schools Use AI for Their 
Schoolwork? (January 2025) 

•​ Leadership Magazine (ACSA). Ethics and AI. Patel, S. & Thurston, D. 
(November/December 2024) 

 

The question is not whether AI belongs in schools. 
The question is whether we will build a system that governs AI to serve every 

student. 
— NYC Public Schools AI Guidance, 2026 
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