
   

  

 

 

 

 

 

Chairman Wilson, Vice Chair Lang, Ranking Member Craig, and members of the Financial 

Institutions, Insurance, and Technology Committee, thank you for the opportunity to provide 

sponsor testimony on Senate Concurrent Resolution 14. This legislation was introduced in 

response to President Trump’s AI Executive Order which was signed on December 11th, 2025.  

 

For those who are unaware or need a brief review on this executive order, allow me to explain. 

The National AI Policy Framework Executive Order attempts to preempt “onerous” state AI 

laws to ensure a uniform federal standard. This preemption will be achieved through the 

establishment of an AI Litigation Task Force, State AI Law Review, funding restrictions, AI 

Disclosure Standard, AI Output Preemption, and Uniform AI Legislation. Through these means, 

the White House will have the authority to create what AI policies should be implemented as 

well as to challenge current and future State AI Laws the White House deem inconsistent with 

their framework.  

 

Artificial intelligence has been rapidly reshaping almost every field in policy and everyday life 

including commerce, education, employment, health care, finance, media, and public safety. 

While these technologies present enormous opportunities for innovation and economic growth, 

they also create serious and immediate harm concerning privacy, consumer protection, 

discrimination, fraud, intellectual property, and public transparency. States must retain the ability 

to respond to these challenges as they emerge. 

 

This resolution urges Congress to reject any attempt to impose a moratorium preventing states 

from regulating artificial intelligence. Such a moratorium would undermine the traditional role of 

states as laboratories of democracy and would leave citizens unprotected. It is not the role of the 

White House to determine which duly enacted state laws are acceptable and which are not. Such 

actions raise profound constitutional concerns and threaten the balance of powers that defines 

our federal system. 

 

The Constitution established a separation of powers precisely to prevent the concentration of 

authority in any single branch of government. If executive orders become the mechanism 

through which national policy is imposed absent congressional action, then both Congress and 

the states are reduced to spectators rather than coequal participants in governance. 

 

Some may argue that federal authority in this area can simply be justified under the Commerce 

Clause. However, the Founders — particularly James Madison — did not intend the Commerce 

Clause to serve as a limitless source of federal power. If nearly every human activity can be 

connected to commerce in some way, then the doctrine of enumerated powers becomes 

meaningless and the constitutional balance between the states and the federal government is 

effectively erased. 
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The Tenth Amendment specifically reserves powers not delegated to the federal government to 

the states and the people. Regulation in areas affecting public health, safety, and welfare has 

historically fallen within state authority. Ohio should not be prohibited from acting when new 

technologies create harm affecting our citizens, businesses, workers, and institutions. 

 

Whether one supports or opposes a particular AI policy is beside the point. The larger issue is 

preserving the constitutional structure that protects republican government itself. If states are 

prevented from legislating in areas traditionally reserved to them, and if Congress is pressured to 

simply ratify executive directives after the fact, then the role of representative government is 

fundamentally diminished. 

 

Importantly, S.C.R. 14 does not call for overregulation, nor does it oppose innovation. Ohio has 

every reason to encourage responsible AI development and attract investment in emerging 

technologies. Innovation and accountability are not mutually exclusive. Public trust is essential 

to long-term technological growth and adoption. A one-size-fits-all federal prohibition on state 

action would freeze policymaking during a period of unprecedented technological change. 

 

Ohio has a strong interest in preserving its flexibility to address issues such as: 

• AI-generated fraud and impersonation; 

• Consumer and data privacy protections; 

• Algorithmic discrimination; 

• Transparency in political advertising and elections; 

• Child safety online; 

• Workforce impacts and employment practices; and 

• The use of AI in critical sectors such as health care and education. 

 

At its core, S.C.R. 14 defends federalism, state sovereignty, and the ability of elected 

representatives closest to the people to respond to emerging challenges. Ohio should not 

surrender its authority to protect the health, safety, and welfare of its citizens, nor should it 

accept the idea that constitutional limits on executive power can be disregarded whenever 

politically convenient. 

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify on Senate Concurrent Resolution 14. I respectfully 

ask for your favorable consideration, and I would be happy to answer any questions from the 

committee. 

 


