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The basic purpose of the American government is to protect the 
security and liberty of the American people. Americans have a 
long tradition of debating how best to achieve these twin goals 
when tensions arise between them. The two decades following 
9/11 saw intensive efforts to calibrate the government’s powers to 
stop another terrorist attack with its obligations to respect individual 
rights and liberties. Artificial intelligence (AI) is ushering in the next 
era of this debate because new technologies offer government 
agencies more powerful ways to collect and process information, 
track individuals’ behavior and movements, and act on the basis 
of computer-generated analyses. 

In addition to supporting military and intelligence missions abroad, these tools are promising 
for national security purposes closer to home—whether to examine foreign intelligence to 
find signs of danger to the United States, to screen for threats at the borders, to protect 
against cyber attacks and information operations, or to identify domestic terrorism plots. 
Americans have concerns that AI applications used for these security and public safety 
purposes—especially those involving biometric technologies or the analysis of aggregated 
personal data—will invade their privacy, restrict their freedoms of speech and assembly, 
and reinforce bias and discrimination. At the same time, if applied effectively, AI can help 
improve protections for privacy and civil liberties. Machine analysis could be more precise, 
and AI systems potentially could enhance oversight through real-time monitoring.

For the United States, as for other democratic countries, use of AI by officials must comport 
with principles of limited government and individual liberty. These principles do not uphold 
themselves. In a democratic society, any empowerment of the state must be accompanied 
by wise restraints to make that power legitimate in the eyes of its citizens. 

As this report argues, the promise of emerging AI technologies to enhance national 
security is real and significant. The ability of U.S. intelligence, homeland security, and 
law enforcement agencies to develop and use them for national security purposes must 
be preserved. To do so, however, the government must ensure that their use is effective, 
legitimate, and lawful. Public trust will hinge on justified assurance about compliance with 
privacy, civil liberties, and civil rights.

Democratic AI Governance and Novel Challenges for Privacy,  
Civil Liberties, and Civil Rights. 

With new models of techno-authoritarian governance gaining traction abroad, the United 
States must continue to serve as a beacon of democratic values. The democratic model 
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must prove its resilience in the face of emerging technological changes that could 
challenge it. Fundamentally, we are confident that the American system—and the rules, 
norms, and institutions that uphold it—can adapt to uphold the dual imperatives of security 
and liberty in the AI era. 

For the Intelligence Community (IC), core features of that system include laws, rules, and 
procedures to minimize the collection, retention, and dissemination of U.S. persons’ data, 
as well as oversight from all three branches of government.1 Homeland security and law 
enforcement agencies likewise operate within frameworks of policy, oversight, and judicial 
review that guide border protection and criminal investigations. Ultimately, the actions of 
all federal agencies are subject to the Constitution’s guarantees.

Within this context, the advent of modern AI—and the novel capabilities it can bring 
to intelligence, homeland security, and law enforcement missions—raises a number of 
concerns and difficult questions and challenges with respect to the privacy, civil liberties, 
and civil rights of U.S. persons. For example:

• AI-powered analytics can help officials process and make sense of huge amounts of 
information, which can be aggregated to form a revealing “mosaic” picture of a person’s 
activities, whereabouts, and patterns of behavior.2 Combining disparate data streams 
involving geolocation, web browsing, financial transactions, and other data sources 
creates the possibility of new insights for analysts or investigators. This could be highly 
useful to identify threats, but it has also raised questions about the proper scope and 
authorization for border or law enforcement searches.3

• Much of this personal information is held by private companies. This fact of modern 
digital life has raised constitutional questions about whether and when individuals 
should have a “reasonable expectation of privacy” in the information they provide to 
third parties like technology firms—and questions about the circumstances in which 
that information may be accessed and utilized by intelligence, homeland security, or law 
enforcement agencies for a legitimate national security purpose.4

• AI can help automate aspects of data collection and analysis. Such methods can 
augment the ability of analysts or investigators to sift through and triage masses of 
information to establish patterns or pinpoint threats. But they also raise questions about 
the proper roles of machine and human analysis in these processes, including for 
making predictive judgments. To the extent that an AI system’s functions are opaque, 
it may be difficult to trace and justify the computational process that led the system to 
make a recommendation. Determining when and how to rely on algorithms is especially 
pertinent to minimization and querying procedures in the IC and to building cases for 
law enforcement action.5

• AI models can evolve based on changing data and interaction with other models, 
leading to unexpected outcomes. As a result, AI systems require more continuous 
testing and evaluation than prior generations of technology. 

• Unintended bias can be introduced during many stages of the machine learning (ML) 
process, which can lead to disparate impacts in American society, a problem that has 
been documented in law enforcement contexts.6 
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Tenets for Managing AI Challenges. 

This Commission will not endeavor to draw all of the lines for what may be permissible 
or wise in particular circumstances. However, important principles to follow in different 
national security contexts include the following: 

Foreign Intelligence Collection and Analysis: The Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence (ODNI) AI Ethics Guidance to the Intelligence Community is an encouraging 
step, as it places strong emphasis on utilizing AI for foreign intelligence missions in 
ways that uphold the privacy and civil liberties of Americans.7 As these guidelines are 
implemented, it will be important to pay close attention to ensuring that data minimization, 
retention, and querying procedures are adequate and rigorously enforced.

Border Security: AI surveillance and analysis capabilities can make the government’s 
operations more efficient and effective at the borders and ports of entry. But to sustain 
public support for these uses, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) must take care 
to ensure that automated screening processes lead agents only to the information they 
need and are authorized to access, and do not impermissibly single out individuals based 
on characteristics such as race or religion. 

Domestic Security and Public Safety: Rapid advances in AI-enabled technologies for 
law enforcement purposes, including biometric surveillance techniques such as facial 
recognition, may be outpacing rules for their proper use. The government must exercise 
special caution in managing risks to bedrock constitutional principles including equal 
protection, due process, freedom from unreasonable searches and seizures, and freedoms 
of speech and assembly.8

In carrying out these missions, it will be important to maintain clear distinctions between 
appropriate authorities in these different national security contexts. It is also important to 
gain greater public confidence by enhancing transparency, improving the performance 
and reliability of AI technologies, ensuring due process, and strengthening oversight. With 
these tenets in mind, the government should take the following steps. 
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Recommendations.

Invest in and adopt AI tools to enhance oversight and auditing in support of privacy and 
civil liberties. Agencies should assess near-term opportunities and research gaps in 
applications of AI to address privacy and civil liberties challenges, such as ML techniques 
for classification, recommendation, anomaly detection, and other applications.9 Examples 
of advances in AI to improve auditing include tools that support financial audits and 
model risk management. Agencies should examine the utility of these and other current or 
emerging practices.10

Improve public transparency about how the government uses AI. There is a lack of 
transparency into agency policies and procedures and into the accuracy of AI systems 
that may impact civil liberties.11 The “black box” nature of some ML systems only adds to 
this opacity.12 More transparency could help to ease public concerns. Of course, in certain 
operational contexts, especially for intelligence and law enforcement agencies, secrecy 
is essential to the mission. However, existing transparency mechanisms could be utilized 
more effectively, and, in some cases, revised. New agency reporting requirements would 
also be beneficial. 

• For AI systems that impact U.S. persons, Congress should require AI Risk Assessment 
Reports and AI Impact Assessments from the Intelligence Community, the Department 
of Homeland Security, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation. These should assess 
the privacy, civil liberties and civil rights implications for each qualifying AI system or 
significant system refresh.13 

• DHS and the FBI should also improve practices for issuing system of records notices 
and privacy impact assessments to provide a more holistic view of the role of AI systems 
before they are fielded.

““Agencies should assess near-
term opportunities and research 
gaps in applications of AI to 
address privacy and civil liberties 
challenges ...”

Recommendation

Recommendation
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Develop and test systems with the goal of advancing privacy preservation and fairness. ML 
systems in particular require ongoing assessments of privacy and fairness assurances, 
including the specific definition of fairness being assumed. Although an ML system may 
meet requirements at a static point in time, ongoing compliance is not a given once 
the system is operational. This is in large part due to changing data, the introduction of 
unintended bias, and potential re-identification of anonymized data.14 This is a complex 
technical area, and continued work in the technical, legal, and policy domains is required 
to find greater consensus on technical approaches to preserving privacy, civil liberties, 
and civil rights.15 Meanwhile, agencies should take several steps:

• Assess and mitigate risks in the design, development, and testing of AI systems. 
In addition to conducting risk assessments for the privacy, civil liberties and civil rights 
of U.S. persons, IC elements, DHS, and the FBI should take measures to mitigate those 
risks, and document remaining risks that are accepted. In doing so, they should adopt 
practices from the Key Considerations, including using privacy protections such as 
robust anonymization, and when possible, privacy-preserving technology; taking steps 
to mitigate bias in development and testing; and assessing model performance on an 
ongoing basis.16

• Identify an office, committee, or team in each agency that will conduct a pre-
deployment review of AI technologies that will impact privacy, civil liberties, 
and civil rights. This should include review in advance of their deployment and for 
compliance over the lifespan of the system. An office in each IC element, DHS, and 
the FBI should be equipped to assess data, model, and system documentation, and to 
assess the testing results of systems with respect to their intended use.

• Establish third-party testing centers for national security-related AI systems that 
could impact U.S. persons. Such independent, third-party testing could be done by 
a national laboratory, a University Affiliated Research Center, or a Federally Funded 
Research and Development Center. Such testing should be mandatory for high-stakes 
systems but otherwise voluntary.17 It would provide agencies with additional expertise to 
help overcome in-house limitations.

Strengthen the ability of those impacted by government actions involving AI to seek redress and 
have due process. AI systems will make errors.18 Agencies have to accept non-zero false 
positive and false negative rates in order to deploy any AI system. It is important to ensure 
opportunities for redress, consistent with the constitutional principle of due process—
for example, when a system error leads to a benefit being denied (e.g., visa approval); 
restrictions on movement (e.g., being placed on a no-fly list); or an arrest.19 There are also 
due process concerns in cases in which AI contributes to building a case to press criminal 
charges.20 We recommend two steps to start addressing these issues:

• Review DHS and FBI policies and practices that may impact due process and the 
ability to seek redress. DHS and the FBI should review agency policies and practices to 
ensure that parties aggrieved by government action involving AI technology, including 
through system actions or misuse, can seek redress and clearly know how to do so. This 
review should include whether adequate notice of AI use in decision-making is provided 
to impacted parties, as well as the degree to which AI systems can be audited to trace 
the process by which a system arrived at a recommendation, if it is contested.

Recommendation

Recommendation
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• Issue Attorney General guidance on AI and due process. The guidance should 
describe how relevant agencies should safeguard the due process rights of U.S. persons 
when AI use may lead to a deprivation of life or liberty.

Strengthen oversight mechanisms to address current and evolving concerns. The advancement 
of AI requires a forward-looking approach to oversight that anticipates the continued 
evolution and adoption of new technologies and better positions the government to 
responsibly manage their employment well into the future. 

““The advancement of AI requires 
a forward-looking approach 
to oversight that anticipates 
the continued evolution and 
adoption of new technologies, 
and better positions the 
government to responsibly 
manage their employment well 
into the future.” 

The government should:

• Establish a task force to assess the privacy and civil liberties implications of AI and 
emerging technologies. The goal of the task force would be to identify gaps and make 
recommendations to ensure that uses of AI and associated data in U.S. government 
operations comport with U.S. law and values, and to study organizational reforms that 
would support this goal. Specifically, it should assess existing policy and legal gaps for 
current AI applications and emerging technologies, and make recommendations for:

 o legislative and regulatory reforms on the development and use of AI and 
emerging technologies and associated data21; and 

 o institutional changes to ensure sustained assessment and recurring guidance 
on privacy and civil liberties implications of AI applications and emerging 
technologies. 

Recommendation
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• Strengthen the ability of the Privacy and Civil Liberties Oversight Board (PCLOB) 
to provide meaningful oversight and advice on AI use for national security. Since 
its creation in 2007, following a recommendation of the 9/11 Commission, PCLOB has 
had an especially important role in overseeing, and advising the government on, U.S. 
counterterrorism missions. In recent years, it has started turning attention to the use of 
new technologies in foreign intelligence collection and analysis.22 The board should 
be given visibility into AI systems before they are fielded, including at a more granular 
technical level, and should be resourced and staffed to fulfill the more technically 
sophisticated mission that the AI era now requires.23

• Empower DHS Offices of Privacy and Civil Rights and Civil Liberties (CRCL). The 
Chief CRCL Officer, in coordination with the Privacy Officer, must play an integral role in 
the legal and approval processes for the procurement and use of AI-enabled systems, 
including for associated data used in DHS ML systems.

• Require stronger coordination and alignment among federal oversight and 
audit organizations. Compliance by agencies with AI documentation and testing 
requirements should be supported by rigorous, technically informed oversight. To 
achieve this and overcome current audit and oversight impediments, a standing body 
should align and coordinate to enhance AI oversight and audit with respect to privacy, 
civil liberties, and civil rights.24
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Chapter 8 - Endnotes 
1 For a compilation of Attorney General guidelines from the IC components, see Status of Attorney 
General Approved U.S. Person Procedure under E.O. 12333, ODNI (July 14, 2016), https://www.
dni.gov/files/documents/Table_of_EO12333_AG_Guidelines%20for%20PCLOB_%20Updated%20
July_2016.pdf. Elements of the IC oversight system include counsels and privacy officials within 
intelligence agencies, the Department of Justice, independent bodies such as the Privacy and Civil 
Liberties Oversight Board, Federal courts including the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court, and 
the House and Senate intelligence committees.

2 On the mosaic concept, see, e.g., Steven M. Bellovin, et al., When Enough Is Enough: Location 
Tracking, Mosaic Theory, and Machine Learning, NYU Journal of Law & Liberty, Vol. 8 (Sept. 3, 2013), 
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2320019.

3 For an informative discussion of evolving debates over Fourth Amendment regulation of government 
searches in the context of AI, see James E. Baker, The Centaur’s Dilemma: National Security Law for 
the Coming AI Revolution, Ch. 6 (Brookings, 2020).

4 Congress and the Judiciary will need to assess the adequacy of current legal constraints over 
the federal government’s obtainment and use of third-party data, including data acquired from 
data brokers. Either through evolving case law or legislation, agencies would benefit from clarity 
surrounding the Fourth Amendment’s application with respect to third-party data. On third-party 
doctrine, see Richard M. Thompson II, The Fourth Amendment Third-Party Doctrine, Congressional 
Research Service (June 5, 2014), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R43586.pdf.

5 For a discussion and different views on the implications of human and machine analysis in the 
intelligence context, see Robert Litt, The Fourth Amendment in the Information Age, Yale Law Journal 
(April 27, 2016), https://www.yalelawjournal.org/forum/fourth-amendment-information-age; Cindy 
Cohn, Protecting the Fourth Amendment in the Information Age: A Response to Robert Litt, Yale Law 
Journal (July 27, 2016), https://www.yalelawjournal.org/forum/protecting-the-fourth-amendment-in-the-
information-age. 

6 Concerns about algorithmic error rates and disparate performance across age, skin tones, 
and genders are especially pronounced for facial recognition. See Patrick Grother, et al., Face 
Recognition Vendor Test, Part 3: Demographic Effects, NIST (Dec. 2019), https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/
nistpubs/ir/2019/NIST.IR.8280.pdf. The Gender Shades Project found that various facial recognition 
systems were very accurate for white men, but they were significantly less accurate for women and 
people of color (and worst for women of color). See Gender Shades (last accessed Jan. 11, 2021), 
http://gendershades.org/. 

7 See Principles of Artificial Intelligence Ethics for the Intelligence Community, ODNI (last accessed 
Jan. 11, 2021), https://www.dni.gov/index.php/features/2763-principles-of-artificial-intelligence-
ethics-for-the-intelligence-community. 

8 Some observers have found a “chilling effect” that impacts the degree to which individuals exercise 
freedoms of expression, association, and assembly. See, e.g., Rachel Levinson-Waldman, Hiding in 
Plain Sight: A Fourth Amendment Framework for Analyzing Government Surveillance in Public, Emory 
Law Journal Vol. 66 (2017), https://scholarlycommons.law.emory.edu/elj/vol66/iss3/4/. 

9 Xuning (Mike) Tang & Yihua Astle, The Impact of Deep Learning on Anomaly Detection, Law.com 
(Aug. 10, 2020), https://www.law.com/legaltechnews/2020/08/10/the-impact-of-deep-learning-on-
anomaly-detection/. 

10 See, e.g., Bernhard Babel, et al., Derisking Machine Learning and Artificial Intelligence, McKinsey & 
Company (Feb. 19, 2019), https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/risk/our-insights/derisking-
machine-learning-and-artificial-intelligence; Saqib Aziz & Michael Dowling, Machine Learning and 
AI for Risk Management, Disrupting Finance at 33-50 (Dec. 7, 2018), https://link.springer.com/
chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-02330-0_3. 

https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/Table_of_EO12333_AG_Guidelines%20for%20PCLOB_%20Updated%20July_2016.pdf
https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/Table_of_EO12333_AG_Guidelines%20for%20PCLOB_%20Updated%20July_2016.pdf
https://www.dni.gov/files/documents/Table_of_EO12333_AG_Guidelines%20for%20PCLOB_%20Updated%20July_2016.pdf
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2320019
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R43586.pdf
https://www.yalelawjournal.org/forum/fourth-amendment-information-age
https://www.yalelawjournal.org/forum/protecting-the-fourth-amendment-in-the-information-age
https://www.yalelawjournal.org/forum/protecting-the-fourth-amendment-in-the-information-age
https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ir/2019/NIST.IR.8280.pdf
https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ir/2019/NIST.IR.8280.pdf
http://gendershades.org/
https://www.dni.gov/index.php/features/2763-principles-of-artificial-intelligence-ethics-for-the-intelligence-community
https://www.dni.gov/index.php/features/2763-principles-of-artificial-intelligence-ethics-for-the-intelligence-community
https://scholarlycommons.law.emory.edu/elj/vol66/iss3/4/
https://www.law.com/legaltechnews/2020/08/10/the-impact-of-deep-learning-on-anomaly-detection/
https://www.law.com/legaltechnews/2020/08/10/the-impact-of-deep-learning-on-anomaly-detection/
https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/risk/our-insights/derisking-machine-learning-and-artificial-intelligence
https://www.mckinsey.com/business-functions/risk/our-insights/derisking-machine-learning-and-artificial-intelligence
https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-030-02330-0_3
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11 For instance, disclosure by U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) when using facial recognition 
at airports has been inconsistent, and claims exist that the FBI failed to provide information about its 
Next Generation Identification database and use of facial recognition as required by law. In 2020, the 
U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) found that “CPB’s privacy notices—which inform the 
public about its use of this technology—were not always current or available [at airports] where this 
technology is being used or on CBP’s website.” Facial Recognition: CBP and TSA Are Taking Steps to 
Implement Programs, but CBP Should Address Privacy and System Performance Issues, GAO (Sept. 
2, 2020), https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-568; see also The Perpetual Line-Up: Unregulated 
Police Face Recognition in America, Georgetown Law Center on Privacy & Technology (Oct. 18, 
2016), https://www.perpetuallineup.org/. 

12 In a 2018 report, GAO has raised concerns about lack of transparency from tech companies 
that build algorithms and “limited testing on the systems for accuracy.” Artificial Intelligence: 
Emerging Opportunities, Challenges, and Implications, GAO (March 2018), https://www.gao.gov/
assets/700/690910.pdf. 

13 The Commission proposes that the task force described in this chapter, and in the accompanying 
Blueprint for Action, should provide binding guidance on two issues: first, when the IC, DHS, and FBI 
should prepare and publish AI Risk Assessment Reports and AI Impact Statements; and second, what 
should constitute a “qualifying AI system or significant system refresh.”

14 For example, pseudonymized data can be linked with other data to uncover a cell phone 
owner’s identity. See Byron Tau & Michelle Hackman, Federal Agencies Use Cellphone 
Location Data for Immigration Enforcement, Wall Street Journal (Feb. 7, 2020), https://www.
wsj.com/articles/federal-agencies-use-cellphone-location-data-for-immigration-enforcement-
11581078600?mod=breakingnews.

15 See the Appendix of this report containing the abridged version of NSCAI’s Key Considerations for 
Responsible Development & Fielding of AI. For further discussion of recommendations to: (1) employ 
technologies and operational policies that align with privacy preservation and mitigate unwanted 
bias and (2) to continuously monitor and evaluate AI system performance, see sections “Aligning 
Systems and Uses with American Values and the Rule of Law” and “System Performance” in Key 
Considerations for Responsible Development & Fielding of Artificial Intelligence: Extended Version, 
NSCAI (2021) (on file with the Commission).

16 Key Considerations for Responsible Development & Fielding of Artificial Intelligence, NSCAI (July 
2020), https://www.nscai.gov/previous-reports/. 

17 To provide agencies guidance on when such a test mechanism should be leveraged, an 
organization should establish guidance on thresholds by which agencies would be required to 
conduct third-party testing. This should include criteria for when an AI system may pose high enough 
risk for privacy, civil liberties, and civil rights that it would trigger a testing requirement by a third-
party auditor.

18 See, e.g., Kashmir Hill, Wrongfully Accused by an Algorithm, New York Times (June 24, 2020), 
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/06/24/technology/facial-recognition-arrest.html. 

19 An individual’s right to due process, including notice, is grounded in the Constitution and the case 
law expounding on that right. Our recommendation’s aim is to help ensure that the government does 
its part to uphold these long-standing rights notwithstanding its use of AI.

https://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-20-568
https://www.perpetuallineup.org/
https://www.gao.gov/assets/700/690910.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/assets/700/690910.pdf
https://www.wsj.com/articles/federal-agencies-use-cellphone-location-data-for-immigration-enforcement-11581078600?mod=breakingnews
https://www.wsj.com/articles/federal-agencies-use-cellphone-location-data-for-immigration-enforcement-11581078600?mod=breakingnews
https://www.wsj.com/articles/federal-agencies-use-cellphone-location-data-for-immigration-enforcement-11581078600?mod=breakingnews
https://www.nscai.gov/previous-reports/
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/06/24/technology/facial-recognition-arrest.html
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Chapter 8 - Endnotes 
20 Due process rights require that individuals have the ability to meaningfully challenge a decision 
made against them. In federal criminal trials, this includes the government explaining how an 
unfavorable decision was reached, so it can be contested. In cases where AI-assisted or AI-
enabled decisions are made, certain AI techniques will be less conducive to due process. See 
Danielle Keats Citron, Technological Due Process, Washington University Law Review (2008), https://
openscholarship.wustl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1166&context=law_lawreview; Ryan Calo & 
Danielle Keats Citron, The Automated Administrative State: A Crisis of Legitimacy, Emory Law Journal 
(March 9, 2020), https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3553590. Early cases in 
which an AI system’s predictions, classifications, or recommendations have been challenged in 
court illustrate that defendants encounter substantial impediments in seeking to exercise their rights. 
See Litigating Algorithms: Challenging Government Use of Algorithmic Decision Systems, AI Now 
Institute (Sept. 2018), https://ainowinstitute.org/litigatingalgorithms.pdf. There are also open questions 
including federal rules of evidence and criminal procedure as they relate to AI. For instance, 
evidentiary standards for admitting AI evidence in court have yet to be developed. 

21 Examples include baseline AI standards and policy guidance for biometric identification 
technologies, for government procurement of commercial AI products, and for federal data privacy 
standards.

https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1166&context=law_lawreview
https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1166&context=law_lawreview
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3553590
https://ainowinstitute.org/litigatingalgorithms.pdf
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22 See Projects, PCLOB (last accessed Jan. 9, 2021), https://www.pclob.gov/Projects. 

23 PCLOB works alongside multiple oversight organizations to conduct oversight. It will also 
be important for PCLOB and such organizations to better align and coordinate to conduct 
complementary AI oversight and auditing with respect to privacy, civil liberties, and civil rights.

24 For examples of impediments, see Taka Ariga & Stephen Sanford, A is for Accountability: Oversight 
in the Age of Artificial Intelligence, ECA Journal at 88-91 (Jan. 2020), https://www.eca.europa.
eu/Lists/ECADocuments/JOURNAL20_01/JOURNAL20_01.pdf; see also Press Release, Office 
of the Inspector General of the Intelligence Community, The Inspector General of the Intelligence 
Community Issues Statement on Artificial Intelligence (May 30, 2019), https://www.dni.gov/files/
ICIG/Documents/News/ICIG%20News/2019/May%2030%20-%20AI/Press%20Release%20-%20AI.
pdf; Michael K. Atkinson, Semiannual Report: October 2018–March 2019, Office of the Inspector 
General of the Intelligence Community (2019), https://www.oversight.gov/sites/default/files/oig-sa-
reports/20190430_ICIG-SAR_Oct18-Mar19.pdf.
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