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Introduction 

Chairwoman Bice, Ranking Member Torres, and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for 
the opportunity to testify today. 
 
My name is Beth Simone Noveck. I am the Chief AI Strategist for the State of New Jersey, 
having previously served as the State’s Chief Innovation Officer.i I founded InnovateUS, a 
nonpartisan, nonprofit that has trained over 125,000 public servants in AI, innovation and 
engagement skills over the last year. Through our partnership with 40+ states and cities, we 
expect that number to increase dramatically. I also direct The Governance Lab, a research center 
that works with governments around the world to design more participatory and effective 
democratic institutions. In my work, I have spent the last twenty years helping governments—
from small municipalities to national parliaments and presidents—use technology to strengthen 
and modernize how they engage with their publics. 
 
I am grateful for your leadership in holding this hearing and for the Subcommittee’s commitment 
to modernization. You have correctly recognized that Congress requires new tools and better 
approaches to tapping the collective intelligence and expertise of the American people to 
enhance our lawmaking processes. 
 
Today, I want to offer both a sense of what is possible and concrete steps that the Subcommittee 
can take in the coming year to make constituent engagement in lawmaking—what scholars and 
activists dub “crowdlaw” —more effective and more efficient.ii 
 
At precisely the moment when Congress is most overworked addressing myriad complex and 
interdependent challenges, we can use the right artificial intelligence tools to enable Congress to 
listen better, learn faster, and govern more effectively. 
 
Two recommendations from this Subcommittee (Recommendation 174 to study and present 
options for developing a public-facing interactive platform for constituents to offer their opinions 
and feedback on pending legislation and Recommendation 176 to study and present options for 
developing a platform for committees that want to solicit public comment and evidence) provide 
the perfect place to begin that transformation. 
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I. Engagement Must Evolve 

Shrinking Staff, Increasing Volume of Communications 
 
Each year, Americans send Congress more than 81 million communications—emails, calls, 
demands for information, tour requests, feedback on legislation, and pleas for help.iii Yet 
Congress is trying to respond with a staff that is dramatically less than it once was. Committee 
staff are roughly 40 percent smaller than they were in 1980. Congress’s in-house expertise—at 
CRS, GAO, and CBO—has shrunk by 45 percent since the mid-1970s. Funding for the 
legislative branch has grown only 8 percent over the last decade, while 27 percent of the budget 
now goes to the Capitol Police and to building renovation.iv 
 
Meanwhile, the Supreme Court’s 2024 Loper Bright decision curtailing agency deference has 
shifted responsibility for regulating some of the most complex areas of our economy from career 
specialists in federal agencies to congressional offices that are already stretched thin. Finally, 
Americans spend far more on the elections selecting our members of Congress than taxpayers 
spend supporting the work of making laws.v Congress simply does not have the staff, time, or 
analytical capacity to adequately fulfill its constitutional role. 
 
Against that backdrop, “public engagement” can sound like an unreasonable burden. When you 
can barely staff your offices or answer the phone, how can you invite thousands of people to 
participate in the legislative process? 
 
On the Web, More Talking Means Less Listening 
 
Indeed, past efforts have shown why such caution has been justified. My colleagues and I who 
served on the presidential transition team in 2007 invited Americans to propose ideas for the first 
hundred days of the incoming presidential administration. We received over 125,000 participants 
and 44,000 ideas. Buried somewhere in that flood were brilliant proposals—but we had no way 
to find them, let alone act on them. 
 
With the explosion of Internet technologies and social media, the more people participated, the 
harder it became for institutions to listen. This is why so much public engagement has been in 
the form of pilots, tried once and rarely repeated. 
 
Other governments have experienced the same bottleneck that depresses public engagement. 
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● The UK Cabinet Office estimates that a consultation receiving 30,000 responses required 
25 analysts working three months to process.vi 

 
● Before the German city of Hamburg modernized its digital participation system, just one 

public engagement could consume five full-time employees for more than a week.vii 
 

● Singapore Together, launched with great promise in 2019, held a handful of deliberative, 
50-person mini-publics before abandoning even these small exercises.viii 

 
Processes Have Been Designed to Increase Inputs Rather than Outcomes 
 
Historically, meaningful participation has been too expensive and too time-consuming. But poor 
design also impedes institutionalization. Too many processes lack structures that make public 
input usable for decision-makers. Decide Madrid illustrates this challenge. More than 460,000 
residents created accounts and submitted over 28,000 proposals in the first seven years of the 
city’s engagement platform. The design of the process, however, included the requirement to 
secure support from 1% of the population, and over a year of waiting from submission to final 
consideration. As a result, only one proposal has ever been enacted, leading to wasted time and 
squandered trust.ix 
 
Taking Public Expertise Seriously 
 
Compounding these design flaws is a long-standing skepticism about whether ordinary people 
have meaningful expertise to contribute. As a result, too many engagement exercises are built 
around conversation without consequences—inviting people to talk, deliberate, or “have a voice” 
without creating any pathway for their knowledge to shape decisions. These processes may 
generate goodwill or headlines, but they rarely generate usable intelligence for institutions. The 
implicit assumption is that public input is either frivolous, polarized, or uninformed, and 
therefore must be kept at a safe distance from actual policymaking. 
 
Yet every successful example shows the opposite: when institutions ask clear, purposeful 
questions and create structured ways for people to share their expertise or lived experience, the 
public produces high-quality insight that decision-makers can use. 
 
I learned this lesson firsthand when we built one of the first expert-intake systems in the federal 
government for the Patent Office: Peer-to-Patent. Patent examiners needed targeted technical 
information — not general opinions. By structuring public input around a specific question (“Is 
there relevant prior art?”), the public contributed high-quality, actionable know-how. After the 
US, we rolled out the program in the UK, Japan, South Korea and Australia.x The success across 
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multiple countries demonstrated that ordinary people can meaningfully contribute to complex 
decision processes — when the engagement is designed well. 
 
When institutions ask, “What do you think?”, they receive broad sentiment. When they ask, 
“What evidence should we consider?” or “Which provision affects your community and how?”, 
people supply knowledge that improves decision-making. 
 
Now AI makes it possible to process large volumes of input, but designing the process to elicit 
citizen know-how is what makes that input useful. The problem has never been a lack of public 
expertise; it has been a lack of processes designed to take that expertise seriously. 

 
II. AI Makes It Possible to Listen at Scale—and to Learn from What We 
Hear 

AI Can Make Engagement More Efficient and Effective 
 
Because these next-generation word processors have ingested trillions of words, they can spot 
patterns in language, making it possible to turn even unstructured input into actionable 
knowledge. 
 
AI tools make it possible to: 
 

● Synthesize thousands of comments in minutes 
● Eliminate identical submissions 
● Cluster and categorize input 
● Sort and organize spoken as well as written words 
● Detect points of consensus and disagreement and other patterns 
● Extract and distinguish ideas from opinions 

 
I should note here that the New Jersey State Office of Innovation just won one of only eight 
grants (out of more than 400) from the Center for Civic Futures to expand our development of AI 
tools, one of which specifically focuses on summarizing feedback.xi 
 
Around the world, we are seeing governments use AI to tackle information overload at a scale 
and speed that were unimaginable even five years ago. 
 

● The City of Hamburg’s open-source engagement platform uses AI to cluster comments, 
extract core ideas, and link input to geospatial maps.xii 
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● Brazil’s Ulysses legislative AI platform helps staff analyze bills, match them to relevant 
subject matter experts and prior analyses, flag conflicting amendments, and generate 
clear briefings for a legislature larger than the U.S. Congress.xiii 

● Chile’s CAMINAR legislative system automatically digitizes, compares, and analyzes 
legislative proposals for constitutional compliance.xiv 

● The European Parliament’s Archibot, built on modern large-language models, enables 
citizens, students, and staff to explore legislative history with unprecedented ease, 
increasing both transparency and comprehension.xv 

 
III. Implementing Recommendation 176: Soliciting Public Input for 
Committee Hearings 

One of the most achievable, low-risk, and high-impact places for Congress to begin using AI to 
enhance public engagement is Recommendation 176, which asks the House to study ways for 
committees to solicit public comment and evidence on matters before them. Congress does not 
need to invent the process or platforms from scratch. There are well-tested models and open-
source, AI-enabled tools that make this kind of engagement both manageable and genuinely 
useful for Members and staff. 
 
Brazil’s e-Cidadania: A Model for Public Participation in Committee Hearings 
 
Brazil’s Federal Senate offers the strongest real-world model for how congressional committees 
can meaningfully solicit public questions for hearings. Since 2015, the Senate has invited 
citizens across the country to submit questions for witnesses through its e-Cidadania portal. For 
each committee hearing, staff open an “Interactive Event” on the Senate website where citizens 
submit questions both in advance and during the livestream. A toll-free phone line enables 
participation from those without internet access. Staff review submissions, categorize them by 
topic, and relay the most relevant questions to the committee chair, who retains complete 
discretion over which questions to use and how to integrate them into the hearing. 
 
To improve the quality and diversity of input, staff engage in targeted outreach. They notify 
individuals who previously participated on related topics—teachers, scientists, farmers, small-
business owners, civil society groups—inviting them to submit questions for hearings aligned 
with their expertise or lived experience. This targeted notification strategy increases participation 
three- to four-fold and dramatically improves the relevance of questions received. It ensures that 
committees hear not only from the most mobilized constituencies but also from people with 
direct knowledge of the issues under consideration. 
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Brazil’s Improvements with AI 
 
Processing thousands of questions per hearing requires curation and judgment. Brazilian Senate 
staff must filter inappropriate content, avoid redundancy, ensure that selected questions reflect 
diverse viewpoints, and surface those most useful to the committee’s oversight goals. 
 
To support this work, the Senate has begun integrating AI tools that help staff triage submissions 
more quickly and effectively. AI software summarize and cluster similar questions, highlight 
novel or underrepresented perspectives, and flag submissions that directly address the central 
issues under discussion. These tools do not automate decision-making—they accelerate sense-
making. Staff retain full control, but AI reduces the manual burden of sorting, enabling them to 
identify the most constructive questions in time for them to shape a hearing’s flow. 
 
Participation has been substantial—46,000 questions across 546 hearings in 2023, and 69,000 
questions across 440 hearings in 2024—and remarkably, senators responded to roughly 90 
percent of them. Public input is now so routine that, as the head of the e-Citizenship office notes, 
“If we are late, Committee chairs ask, ‘Where’s the list of questions?’”xvi 
 
Looking ahead, the Senate is developing additional AI-enabled features: chatbots to guide first-
time participants through the submission process, multilingual support, and the ability to process 
voice and video submissions. Together, these improvements lower barriers to participation while 
giving staff better tools to manage input at scale. 
 
US Precedents 
 
Prior to generative AI, Congress experimented with public engagement in committee 
proceedings. The Federation of American Scientists (FAS) and its Congressional Science Policy 
Initiative (CSPI) invited subject-matter experts including scientists, public health officials, 
technologists and epidemiologists to submit questions for congressional hearings. CSPI recruited 
more than 600 volunteer scientists from across the United States who, collectively, contributed 
information and questions to more than 40 Congressional hearings on topics ranging from clean 
energy technology to Facebook’s digital currency to testing for COVID-19.xvii 
 
In March 2020, the FAS, in partnership with the New Jersey State Office of Innovation and The 
GovLab, also called upon its community of scientists as part of Ask A Scientist. Ask A Scientist 
aimed to counter public misinformation about COVID-19 by offering scientist-led advice to the 
public about the disease and seeks to ease the burden on government agencies fielding large 
volumes of generic public enquiries. Members of the public could ask questions via the Ask a 
Scientist website and Alexa app, such as “How can I prevent myself from getting the virus?” or 
“If I get infected when do symptoms appear?” and the tool would serve them answers prepared 
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and reviewed by FAS scientists, the network of volunteers from the National Science Policy 
Network and then edited and translated by the NJ Office of Innovation. Where the tool could not 
serve a pre-prepared answer to a question, we shared the questions with the network who 
researched, wrote and returned an answer a day later. Ask A Scientist provided evidence-based 
responses to more than 1,000 questions during the early days of the pandemic.xviii 
 
What Congress Can Do Now 
 
This subcommittee can begin testing the use of AI to implement Recommendation 176 through a 
simple, low-risk pilot conducted over the course of a few hearings. The goal would be to develop 
a manageable workflow that allows Members to benefit from public insight without adding 
burdens to staff. 
 
Prior to each hearing, the Subcommittee would open a short engagement window via its website 
inviting the public to propose witness questions. 
 
The website should explain the hearing topic and the goals, specify what makes a constructive 
question and invite the public to write a question. The form can ask three questions: 1) the 
proposed witness question, 2) an explanation of the question’s importance, and 3) any evidence 
to support and inform the question. 
 
Until recently, free-text public submissions were nearly impossible to process at scale. Today, AI 
makes it straightforward to de-duplicate repeated questions, remove off-topic or inappropriate 
submissions, cluster questions into major themes, and flag those from individuals with relevant 
expertise or lived experience. Communities across the United States are already doing this: 
 

● Bowling Green, Kentucky used a free, open-source AI tool to cluster and analyze more 
than 8,000 comments during an online engagement about the city’s future growth. AI 
grouped and labeled ideas, identified areas of agreement and disagreement, and produced 
a concise summary that local leaders said helped them “more accurately represent the 
community.”xix 

● After the Los Angeles wildfires, the State of California used AI-assisted analysis to 
process thousands of narrative submissions from affected residents as part of its Engaged 
California project. AI identified major themes and tensions—such as rebuilding quickly 
versus rebuilding resiliently. Organizers used AI to rewrite responses into consistently-
formatted and actionable policy recommendations.xx 

 
Using existing, free, open-source, fine-tuned AI tested in the similar contexts, subcommittee staff 
can cluster, organize and sort questions to present to Chair, Ranking Member, and other 
Members. 
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In addition to selecting individual questions, staff can use AI to prepare a short briefing memo 
summarizing themes across all submissions: the major concerns raised by the public, a thematic 
breakdown of questions, expert or technically informed submissions, and outlier or innovative 
perspectives. 
 
Importantly, committees retain full discretion over which public questions—if any—to use. 
Nothing in this process obligates Members to ask a public-submitted question. The pilot simply 
expands the pool of high-quality, evidence-informed questions available for oversight and 
examination, while giving staff a manageable, structured workflow for handling input. 
 
With clear directions, time-boxed engagement, AI-supported clustering and summarization, and 
some help getting the word out, this or another subcommittee can test what works. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Support from AI for Impact 
 
The “AI for Impact” students I teach from Northeastern University and the New Jersey Council 
of Community Colleges – who spend six months embedded with government partners like the 
State of New Jersey, State of Massachusetts and the City of Boston – recently built a free, open-
source tool called Open Feedback for the City of Boston to sort, organize, and label citizen 
feedback submitted through Boston.gov.xxi 
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Developed this fall, the tool has been deployed publicly by the City. Residents can type in their 
feedback in natural language. The AI assistant responds with clarifying questions to improve the 
submission. 
 
On the “back end,” the tool allows staff to sort and organize the comments, extract and analyze 
sentiment and topic. Boston customized the tool for use in connection with feedback on 
permitting and it can distinguish between operational, regulatory, communications and other 
issues and route the comment to the right place. Past comments can be uploaded in bulk for later 
sorting. The tool also allows staff to create visualizations of all submissions to see patterns. 
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The next AI for Impact cohort starts in January and we would be happy to adapt and fine-tune 
such a free AI tool for you to use this spring in connection with piloting the use of AI to 
implement Recommendation 176. 
 
This pilot can be launched within weeks and at little to no cost, enabling the House to evaluate 
its usefulness and refine the process before scaling it across committees. 

 
IV. Implementing Recommendation 174: A Public-Facing Platform for 
Feedback on Legislation 

Recommendation 174 directs the House to explore ways to gather public input on draft 
legislation after introduction but before passage. The goal is not mass polling or an open 
comment box. It is to design a structured, targeted, and time-limited process that allows 
Members and staff to benefit from public expertise—both credentialed and lived experience—
without creating unmanageable workloads. 
 
Structured Participation: The Peer-to-Patent Lesson 
 
When we created the Peer-to-Patent project to help overloaded patent examiners we did not ask 
the public whether they liked a patent; we asked whether there was prior art that the examiner 
should consider, and we anchored contributions to specific claims. That request for evidence 
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produced clear, actionable input with minimal spam that improved the quality of government 
decision-making. We repeated this process when I joined the White House (and later in New 
Jersey) and we crafted our Open Government (and other) policies with large-scale public input. 
 
Congress can apply the same principle to legislative drafts: Ask clear, specific questions tied to 
particular sections of a bill, and provide an easy way for people to supply relevant information. 
When the contribution pathway is clear, the public will provide exactly the kind of expertise that 
staff need. 
 
AI Enables Sorting of Comments on Drafts 
 
Several countries have already shown how to gather public expertise during the drafting process 
efficiently. 
 
Germany has experimented with inviting experts and civil society organizations to annotate draft 
laws directly, tying each suggestion to a specific clause.xxii Because contributions are anchored to 
the text, staff can quickly review where language may be unclear, where unintended 
consequences may arise, and what evidence supports proposed changes. The structured nature of 
the contribution—not the number of participants—is what makes the input usable. 
 
Iceland’s Better Reykjavik platform offers another instructive model. Residents propose and 
refine policy ideas, improving one another’s suggestions and articulating the evidence behind 
them. City officials receive a set of workable, well-developed proposals, rather than thousands of 
disjointed comments.xxiii The value lies in the refinement and structure of contributions, which is 
exactly what legislative offices need when reviewing bill language. 
 
Around the world, parliaments, legislatures as well as executive branch agencies are turning to 
AI-enabled platforms to guide contributors through structured prompts (“Which section are you 
commenting on?” “What evidence supports your point?”) and to synthesize public input into 
formats staff can use quickly. The AI helps to provide clarity, structure, and a defined pathway 
for how public input will be used. 
 
What Congress Can Do Now 
 
Congress can test Recommendation 174 through a simple, low-cost pilot built around a single 
bill. 
 
A Committee or a Member can begin by selecting a draft bill—or even a single subsection—and 
inviting the public to provide input through an online form by text or even by voice. Rather than 
asking, “What do you think?”, the form would pose targeted questions such as: “Where is this 
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language unclear? What impacts should the committee anticipate? What evidence supports your 
suggestion? What alternative wording would improve clarity or accuracy?” These prompts elicit 
expertise rather than general sentiment. 
 
AI can then assist staff by organizing and synthesizing the submissions. Modern tools can turn 
speech into text, de-duplicate repeated comments, cluster feedback around themes or specific 
provisions, identify submissions supported by evidence or experience, and flag potential 
conflicts or unintended consequences. The result is a concise briefing that staff can review in 
minutes rather than hours. 
 
To close the loop, the committee can publish a short “What We Heard” summary explaining 
which suggestions were incorporated, which were not, and why. This transparency builds trust 
and demonstrates that participation is meaningful, not performative. 
 
A pilot of this kind could be launched within weeks using open-source or lightly customized 
tools. If successful, it would create a scalable model for structured legislative feedback that 
strengthens drafting, broadens the range of expertise informing Congress, and reduces—not 
increases—staff workload. 

 
V. Asking Americans What Problems Matter Most—Before Drafting 

Long before a draft bill is written, congressional committees must decide which problems merit 
attention. That upstream moment — the agenda-setting phase — is where Congress currently has 
the least structured way to hear directly from the public. Paradoxically, even though Congress 
receives millions of communications each year, it lacks a practical method for converting those 
interactions into a clear picture of national priorities. 
 
Other governments are beginning to fill this gap by inviting residents to help define priorities 
before policy is drafted, turning to AI to make this kind of large-scale listening feasible. 
 
Precedents: How Others Are Doing Early-Stage Engagement at Scale 
 
Across contexts — local, state, national, and international — early-stage engagement succeeds 
when it asks clear questions, provides structure, and uses AI to turn narrative input into usable 
intelligence. 
 
St. Louis (United States): From ideas → priorities → a bill 
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When St. Louis needed to decide how to allocate a $250 million settlement from the Rams 
football team, the Board of Aldermen turned to residents before drafting any legislation or 
making policy (much as Bowling Green is doing). More than 16,000 residents participated in a 
process run using the open source Go Vocal platform. Go Vocal is used by more than 500 
governments worldwide. Residents submitted over 1,000 ideas, identified the city’s most 
pressing challenges, and ranked their priorities.xxiv 
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To make sense of that volume, the city used an AI-supported sensemaking tool that clustered 
ideas, surfaced common themes, and highlighted where different demographic groups diverged. 
Each AI-generated insight linked back to original resident comments for verification. 
 
Departments then refined the proposals; residents reviewed them again; and the final bill — 
previously contentious — passed with broad legitimacy. St. Louis has now institutionalized this 
approach as an ongoing pipeline for bottom-up policymaking. 
 
California (United States): Post-wildfire agenda-setting and prioritization 
 
California used a similar two-phase structure following the Los Angeles wildfires. The public 
and especially survivors were invited to identify which recovery challenges mattered most — the 
issues they believed should shape state and local action. Participants first prioritized among 
potential focus areas, then reviewed and ranked concrete policy options developed from their 
earlier input. 
 
They used a tool called Othello to engage more than 2,500 narrative comments, mapped 
proposals to major themes, and identified both consensus and key tensions — such as speed of 
rebuilding versus long-term resilience. The resulting community-driven action plan elevated five 
priority needs, from undergrounding power lines to strengthening water systems and 
streamlining permitting. Agencies have already begun implementing many of these 
recommendations.xxv The structured process enabled residents to set the agenda and see their 
input translated into concrete policy recommendations. 
 
Brazil (National strategic planning): Millions engaged with AI-enabled synthesis 
 
Brazil has taken early-stage engagement to the national scale. As part of its constitutionally 
mandated four-year Pluriannual Plan, the federal government in Brazil invited the public to help 
identify national priorities. The response was extraordinary: 1.4 million participants, over 1.5 
million votes, and more than 8,200 proposals. 
 
Because no institution can manually analyze input at that scale, Brazil built an AI-enabled 
process—now part of its permanent Participatory Brazil platform—to support structured 
feedback on draft plans and laws. Public comments are tied to specific provisions, and the AI 
pipeline automatically clusters submissions, extracts evidence, identifies major themes, and 
generates clear reports for staff.xxvi Crucially, the system also shows contributors how their input 
was incorporated, closing the feedback loop and reinforcing trust. The power comes from 
structure; AI simply makes the process faster, more scalable, and more transparent. 
 
New Jersey (United States): Pairwise priority ranking 
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New Jersey has repeatedly used the open-source tool All Our Ideas, developed at Princeton and 
hosted by the nonprofit Citizens Foundation, to run large-scale engagements to identify the most 
urgent challenges residents believe the state should address. We used it to hear from more than 
4,000 people to help us set priorities for our Future of Work Task Force and from over 2,200 
workers in connection with our AI Task Force.xxvii 
 
Instead of long free-text comments, residents compare pairs of ideas and “vote” between them, 
resulting in a ranked list of priorities. AI-supported translation produced multilingual, plain-
language content, enabling broad participation. The resulting priority maps guided subsequent 
policy work. 
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What Congress Can Do Now 
 
Congress could begin with a simple, low-risk pilot that helps a single committee understand what 
Americans view as the most urgent problems in a particular policy area — before drafting 
legislation, holding hearings or launching formal oversight. 
 
A pilot might work as follows: 
 
1. Pose one clear, well-defined question. 
A committee selects a policy area — such as rural health care, wildfire resilience, cybersecurity, 
veterans’ reintegration or public engagement in lawmaking — and invites the public to identify 
the most urgent challenges they experience. 
 
2. Invite short narrative submissions. 
Residents briefly describe the problem as they see it. These are not comments on a bill, but 
accounts of real-world barriers, harms, or needs. Alternatively, provide pre-written statements as 
we did in New Jersey and invite people to rank the issues. 
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3. Use AI for synthesis, not decision-making. 
AI clusters similar submissions, identifies recurring themes and lesser-known concerns, 
highlights demographic or regional variation, and generates a concise, human-verifiable 
summary. All Our Ideas produces a rank-ordered list of issues. 
 
4. Publish a short “What We Learned” summary. 
A public memo — even one page — signals that input was taken seriously and shows which 
themes will shape the committee’s work. 
 
5. Repeat only if useful. 
If effective, the model can be reused for other topics, committees, or bipartisan initiatives. 
 
This pilot does not require new offices, new rules, or major procurement. It can be launched in 
weeks using open-source or lightly customized tools. What it offers is something Congress does 
not currently have: a clear, structured, and scalable way to understand what problems Americans 
believe deserve attention before drafting legislation. 

 
VI. Risks and How to Mitigate Them 

As Congress experiments with AI-enabled public engagement, it should proceed with clear eyes 
about the risks. None of these risks argue against using AI; they simply underscore that design 
and oversight matter as much as the technology itself. 
 
1. The Risk of Hallucination 
 
AI models can generate plausible but incorrect statements — the risk commonly known as 
hallucination. Fortunately, this risk is easiest to manage in the context of public engagement. 
When AI is used only to summarize and cluster text that the public actually submitted, rather 
than to generate new content, hallucination risk drops dramatically. 
 
Modern tools allow Congress to: 
 

● Constrain the model to a defined corpus (e.g., “summarize only the words provided in 
these submissions”). 

 
● Require citations to the underlying text, ensuring summaries link back to original 

comments. 
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● Keep humans in the loop, with staff reviewing and validating outputs before anything is 
used. 

 
In other words: AI becomes a synthesis tool, not a content creator. 
 
2. The Risk of Ineffective or Performative Engagement 
 
The larger risk is not that engagement goes wrong — but that it goes nowhere. 
 
Across the world, we have seen well-intentioned participatory exercises yield little value for 
either the public or policymakers. People invest their time, contribute ideas, and hear nothing 
back. Staff receive floods of input with no structure. Both sides walk away frustrated. 
 
People want to participate in ways that are relevant, respectful of their time, and actually used. 
Policymakers need input that is structured, actionable, and tied to real decisions. 
 
Poorly designed processes — however exciting in theory — create cynicism and undermine 
trust. 
 
That is why every example in this testimony was designed around the needs of both the 
institution and the participants: Each one: 
 

● asked clear and specific questions, 
 

● designed structured pathways to contribute, and 
 

● provided visible outcomes, including “what we heard” summaries. 
 
These guardrails ensure engagement helps rather than distracts from the work of governing. 
 
3. The Risk of “One-Platform Thinking” 
 
Lawmaking and oversight are not single events; they are multi-stage processes — agenda setting, 
drafting, hearings, amendments, implementation. Each stage benefits from different forms of 
public expertise. 
 
There is no single platform that can serve all of these functions, and adopting any one tool or 
single process as a silver bullet would be a mistake. 
 
Instead, Congress should view this work as building a portfolio of engagement mechanisms: 
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● brief question solicitation for hearings, 
● structured feedback on draft text, 
● early-stage prioritization exercises, 
● targeted outreach to experts or affected communities, 

after-action review once laws are implemented. 
 
AI makes this combinatorial approach possible by reducing the burden of analyzing input from 
each stage. The goal is not one platform, but a set of processes that together help Congress 
collect expertise and intelligence from both representative and non-representative groups — 
always with human judgment guiding every decision. 
 
These are far from the only risks, which also include the danger of spam, security breaches, AI-
talking-to-AI but, with thoughtful design and outreach, these risks are manageable and 
outweighed by the opportunity to improve how Congress listens and learns. 

 
VII. Beyond the Pilots: What Congress Must Build Next 

 
The pilots outlined in Recommendations 174 and 176 are essential first steps. 

 
We stand at the ready through our AI for Impact program to help with building free, open source, 
tested platforms for running these engagement processes; with advice and design from the New 
Jersey Office of Innovation based on our longstanding experience doing engagement at scale and 
with free training via the InnovateUS initiative, where we teach how to use AI for public 
engagement.xxviii 

 
Going forward, if Congress wants to keep pace with the rising complexity of governing, it must 
treat these pilots as the beginning of a systematic effort to forge a more participatory institution 
that leverages new technology to elicit collective intelligence from the American people. 

 
Other countries have already begun this shift. Brazil built an in-house innovation lab for public 
engagement in lawmaking. The US Congress needs the same: a dedicated, ongoing capability for 
innovation in participation to complement the AI and digital work in the Library of Congress and 
the CAO. 
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Establish a Participation Innovation Lab for Congress 

 
Congress should create a small, permanent, interdisciplinary team modeled on the innovation 
labs in Brazil and Chile. This unit would: 

 
● Run and refine ongoing public engagement processes for committees and Member 

offices. 
● Work with outside experts on uses of AI for public engagement. 
● Ensure processes are designed around decision-maker needs, not symbolic participation. 
● Help committees choose the right engagement method at the right stage — from early-

stage priority-setting to structured input on draft text to hearing-question collection. 
● Develop templates, workflows, moderation standards, and evaluation metrics so 

engagement becomes easier, not harder, for staff. 
● Coordinate with the CAO Coaches Program, House Digital Service, CRS, LOC and GAO 

to ensure engagement outputs feed into analysis and drafting work. 

 
In New Jersey, the Office of Innovation was explicitly tasked with developing tools and 
processes for public engagement so that we could help agencies increase their uptake of public 
engagement practices. Congress needs the analog: an in-house team devoted to designing, 
running, and evaluating participatory processes that serve real legislative needs. 

 
Build Congress.ai — A Publicly Governed Legislative AI Model 

 
Congress is behind other legislatures in developing AI designed for the public interest. Without 
its own capabilities, Congress risks being outmatched by well-funded special interests using 
advanced AI to shape narratives, craft amendments, and lobby at unprecedented scale. The 
choice is no longer whether AI will be used in lawmaking but whose interests the technology 
will serve. 

 
Congress needs a publicly governed, open, transparent congress.ai model trained on legislative 
data to use for building AI tools optimized for lawmaking. 

 
● The 22 million words of the U.S. Code, nearly 4,000 pages of tax code, and the vast 

corpus of debates, transcripts, CRS reports, GAO analyses, amendments, committee 
prints, and historical legislative text form a world-class training corpus for a specialized 
model. 
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● Such a model could support drafting, help staff understand complex language, flag 
inconsistencies, forecast impacts across communities, and detect patterns in lobbying and 
amendment influence — strengthening both transparency and accountability. 

● With AI fine-tuned on congressional data, it will become easier to build both public 
engagement and other legislative innovation tools.xxix 

 
Invest in People: Systematic AI Training for Congress 

 
Congress currently has no institution-wide AI training for staff or members; many rely on free, 
insecure tools because approved ones are unavailable or limited. In New Jersey, we have trained 
and provisioned almost 15K public professionals with AI and the knowledge to understand how 
to use AI to serve the public. 

 
Congress needs: 

 
● Mandatory AI literacy and safety training for all staff. 
● Specialized drafting, analysis, and participation modules for committee counsels, CRS 

analysts, and legislative directors. 
 
Congress is stretched thinner today than at any moment in modern history. Yet we now have, for 
the first time, technologies capable of restoring Congress’s ability to listen at scale, learn from 
the expertise of the American people, and make laws and conduct oversight both more efficiently 
and effectively. 
 
By implementing Recommendations 174 and 176 through small, thoughtful pilots, this 
Subcommittee can help Congress engage the public in ways that strengthen lawmaking, increase 
transparency, and rebuild trust right away. 
 
Thank you for your leadership and for the opportunity to testify. I look forward to your 
questions. 
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