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National Executive Overview
This is a third-quarter update to a guide that is revised throughout the year, because the 
ground moves that quickly. The national picture in the autumn of 2026 can be stated in one 
sentence: the federal government is pressing for fewer AI rules and a single national 
standard, while the states continue to write and enforce their own, and the states are what 
govern your communities today.

Here is the thing. The federal effort to clear the field is real, and it is visible in three 
executive orders and a national policy framework covered in Part 2. It has not displaced a 
single state law. A ten-year federal moratorium on state AI regulation was struck from the 
budget bill by a Senate vote of 99 to 1 in July 2025, and no federal statute has replaced it. 
Every state and local obligation in this guide remains enforceable. The practical instruction 
for an operator is to keep building to the strictest state standard that touches your portfolio, 
and to treat federal preemption as a signal to watch rather than a reason to wait.

Four currents define the national landscape this quarter, and each is documented in the 
parts that follow:

● The definition of a regulated tool is widening from artificial intelligence to automated 
decision-making technology. Colorado has now completed that shift in statute. Your 
screening, pricing, renewal-scoring, and chatbot tools are in scope by function, not by 
label.

● Operator liability is settled in principle. When you choose a tool and apply its output 
to a resident, a prospect, or a team member, you own the outcome. Pointing at the 
vendor is not a defense.

● Pricing software remains the largest source of financial exposure, through a federal 
consent decree, a multidistrict settlement total that has continued to climb, and a 
growing set of state attorney general actions that name operators, not only vendors.

● A second body of law now sits directly beside AI compliance. Recording and consent 
statutes, which predate AI by decades, apply the moment a leasing conversation is 
captured, and the exposure on that side is criminal. This edition adds a full treatment 
of it.

And here is why this matters. The operators who build a governance framework now will 
adopt new tools faster, absorb new laws without starting over, and be able to answer a 
regulator or a plaintiff with documentation rather than improvisation. This guide is 
educational and is not legal advice. Use it to have a better-informed conversation with your 
counsel, not to replace one.



Executive Summary: Five Things Every Operator Needs to 
Know
If you read nothing else, understand these five points.

1. The definition expanded.
Regulators are moving beyond artificial intelligence to automated decision-making 
technology. Your screening tools, pricing software, chatbots, lease-renewal scoring, and 
hiring tools are in scope whether or not your vendor calls them AI. Colorado has now 
enacted this shift. See Part 1 and Part 3.

2. You own the outcomes, not your vendor.
Courts and regulators have established that operators bear direct responsibility for the 
results produced by third-party software. The vendor built the tool. You chose to use it. That 
makes you accountable. See Part 1.

3. Pricing software litigation continues to expand.
A federal consent decree now governs how revenue-management algorithms may operate, a 
multidistrict settlement total in the multiple hundreds of millions has continued to grow, and 
state attorneys general are pursuing operators directly. Your vendor needs to certify 
compliance in writing. See Part 4 and Part 5.

4. An AI voice agent triggers two bodies of law at once.
The moment a leasing conversation is recorded, wiretap and eavesdropping law applies 
alongside any AI-disclosure duty, and the wiretap side carries criminal penalties. This edition 
adds a full Part on recording and consent. See the new Part on Recording and Consent Law.

5. Building governance now is the strategic move.
The operators who build frameworks today will adopt tools faster, reduce risk, and adapt to 
new laws without starting from scratch. Start with the three priority actions in Part 7.



What Changed Since June 2026
If you have the mid-year edition of this guide, here is what is new or corrected in this third-
quarter update.

● Colorado moved from statute to rulemaking. SB 26-189 is signed and locked, 
effective January 1, 2027. The Attorney General filed proposed implementing rules on 
August 11, 2026, with a public comment window open through October 26. A revised 
draft is expected on or before September 23. Details in Part 3.

● Colorado added a chatbot law. HB 26-1263, the Chatbot Safety Act, was signed 
May 29, 2026, effective January 1, 2027. It reaches your leasing chatbot through 
vendor diligence rather than directly. Details in Part 3.

● The federal executive-order picture is corrected and completed. The mid-
year edition described Executive Order 14409 as a state-preemption order. It is not. 
EO 14409 (June 2, 2026) is a cybersecurity and frontier-model access order. The 
preemption order is a separate one, EO 14365 (December 11, 2025), now added. 
Both are described in Part 2.

● Texas TRAIGA is corrected. The enacted law (HB 149) does not impose a formal 
governance-program mandate on private business. That described an earlier draft. 
The corrected treatment is in Part 3.

● The Illinois retention figure is corrected. A four-year recordkeeping period does 
not appear in the statutory text of the Illinois employment-AI law. The claim has been 
removed pending confirmation in Department rules. See Part 3.

● A full Part on recording and consent law is added. This is the largest gap the 
mid-year edition carried. It sits after Part 3.

● New York advertising activity is added to the watch list. Multiple bills would 
require disclosure of AI-altered or AI-generated imagery in real estate listings, one 
with broker-license consequences. See Part 6.



How to Use This Guide
This guide is written for multifamily operators, not for lawyers. Every section follows the 
same pattern: what happened, what it means at your communities, and what to do about it. 
You do not need to read it front to back. Find the states where you operate, read the 
sections that apply to your portfolio, and use the compliance playbook at the end to build 
your action plan. Every citation in this guide links to a legislature, an agency, a court docket, 
or a governor or attorney general office. The complete list appears in the Source Appendix.

Part 1 covers the Fair Housing foundation and the two structural changes every operator 
needs to understand. Part 2 explains the federal landscape, including HUD enforcement 
and the executive orders. Part 3 lists the state and local laws your communities must follow 
now. The Recording and Consent Law Part that follows it covers wiretap exposure. Part 4 
covers the pricing lawsuits and the court-ordered rules. Part 5 maps attorney general 
actions by state. Part 6 tracks bills to watch. Part 7 gives you prioritized action items.



Part 1: The Foundation and the Two Structural Changes

Why Fair Housing Is the Starting Point
Every regulation in this guide exists for the same reason. Decisions about where people live, 
whether they qualify to live there, and what they pay are among the most consequential 
decisions that can be made about a person. The Fair Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 3601-3619) 
makes it illegal to discriminate in housing based on seven protected classes: race, color, 
religion, national origin, sex, familial status, and disability. Many states and municipalities 
add more.

When AI and automated tools enter the picture they introduce a specific legal risk called 
disparate impact. Disparate impact means a tool or a policy can be discriminatory even 
without discriminatory intent. If your screening algorithm denies applicants at a higher rate 
for one protected class than another, it does not matter that nobody programmed it to 
discriminate. The outcome is what counts. This is the lens through which every AI regulation 
in this guide should be read.

The tools in this guide, screening, pricing, chatbots, renewal scoring, and hiring, genuinely 
improve multifamily operations. This guide is not an argument against using them. It is a 
framework for using them responsibly, so the operational benefits are not undermined by a 
compliance failure.

Change One: It Is No Longer Only About Artificial Intelligence
For years your vendors had a simple defense when AI regulations came up. Our product is 
not AI, they would say. It is a rules-based algorithm, or a statistical model. That defense 
worked because early laws only covered tools that qualified as artificial intelligence.

Colorado closed that loophole with SB 26-189, signed May 14, 2026, which replaced the 
concept of a high-risk AI system with the broader term automated decision-making 
technology. Other states are moving the same direction. The core shift is consistent: 
regulators are focusing on what a tool does, which is make or materially influence decisions 
about people, rather than on what it is called.

Five tools in your technology stack are now in scope, not because they are AI, but because 
they make decisions about people. Your screening tools score applicants. Your pricing 
software recommends rents. Your chatbots answer prospect questions and filter inquiries, 
and if a chatbot tells a prospect with a housing voucher that you do not accept vouchers, 
that is an automated decision with Fair Housing implications that a human never saw. Your 
lease-renewal scoring flags who gets an offer. Your hiring tools screen and rank candidates 
for on-site positions.

Three operational requirements are emerging across the states adopting this broader 
language: transparency, meaning tell people when an automated tool is involved; 
explanation, meaning when the decision is negative, give an actual reason rather than "the 
system decided"; and correction, meaning if the system used wrong data, let the person fix 
it and rerun the decision.

Change Two: You Own the Outcomes, Not Your Vendor

https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title42-chapter45
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb26-189


Courts and regulators have been clear. If your organization chose to use a tool and applied 
its output to a decision about a resident, a prospect, or a team member, your organization is 
responsible for that outcome. Not the software company. You. The legal term is operator 
liability, sometimes called deployer liability. If your screening tool denies an applicant on 
inaccurate data, your organization faces the complaint. If your chatbot commits a Fair 
Housing violation at two in the morning, your organization owns it.

Consult your legal counsel. Every vendor in your stack that touches decisions about 
people needs to be documented, governed, and monitored. If a vendor cannot explain what 
data its tool uses and how it reaches a conclusion, raise that gap with counsel before you 
keep using the tool.

One federal duty sits under all of it: FCRA adverse action
Before any state automated-decision rule applies, a federal one already does. When a 
screening tool denies an applicant, requires a larger deposit, or adds a co-signer condition 
based on a consumer report, meaning a credit or rental-history report, the federal Fair Credit 
Reporting Act requires an adverse-action notice under 15 U.S.C. 1681m. The notice must 
name the reporting agency, state that the agency did not make the decision, and tell the 
applicant how to get a free copy of the report and dispute it. This duty is immediate and 
nationwide, and it does not wait on any state definition of automated decision-making. When 
you add the Colorado or Minnesota explanation and correction rights on top, treat FCRA as 
the floor, not the ceiling.

https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-section1681m


Part 2: What the Federal Government Is Doing
The short version. The federal government wants fewer AI regulations, not more. That does 
not help you with the state laws already on the books, and one federal agency, HUD, has its 
own Fair Housing authority that operates independently of the state landscape.

HUD's Role in AI Enforcement
The Department of Housing and Urban Development enforces the Fair Housing Act at the 
federal level, and HUD has made clear that Fair Housing obligations apply whether a 
decision is made by a human or an algorithm. If your AI tool produces a discriminatory 
outcome, HUD can investigate whether or not any state AI law covers the situation. The 
standard is the same across screening, pricing, chatbots, and renewal scoring: if the 
outcome would violate Fair Housing when a human does it, it violates Fair Housing when an 
algorithm does it.

Bottom line for operators. Even if your state has no AI-specific law, HUD Fair Housing 
enforcement applies everywhere. Governance is not optional for any operator in any state.

The Executive Orders, in Sequence
Federal AI policy has moved through three executive orders and a policy framework. They 
are frequently conflated. They are not the same, and only one addresses whether your state 
obligations still apply.

Executive Order 14179, Removing Barriers to American Leadership in Artificial Intelligence, 
signed January 23, 2025. It set the deregulatory direction and revoked the prior 
administration AI order. It does not change any housing obligation.

Executive Order 14365, Ensuring a National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence, 
signed December 11, 2025. This is the state-preemption order. It directs the federal 
government to work toward a single national framework and to limit the effect of conflicting 
state laws, and it directed the Department of Justice to stand up an AI Litigation Task Force. 
That task force is the one that intervened in the Colorado litigation described in Part 3. Its 
ambitions are contested and it cannot by itself repeal a state statute.

The March 2026 National Policy Framework is a set of legislative recommendations to 
Congress, not a binding rule.

Executive Order 14409, Promoting Advanced Artificial Intelligence Innovation and Security, 
signed June 2, 2026. This one is often misdescribed as a preemption order. It is not. It 
addresses cybersecurity of federal systems, a voluntary early-access framework for frontier 
AI models, and criminal enforcement against threat actors who misuse AI. It does not 
change a multifamily operator state compliance obligations.

The Preemption Question, Answered Plainly
This is the question every operator asks: do these state laws still apply? The answer is yes. A 
ten-year moratorium on state AI regulation passed the House in May 2025 as part of the 
budget bill, but on July 1, 2025 the Senate struck it entirely by a vote of 99 to 1. The bill 
became law without it. Opposition included seventeen Republican governors and forty state 
attorneys general, which is also the enforcement community that would bring an action 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2026/06/05/2026-11415/promoting-advanced-artificial-intelligence-innovation-and-security
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/03.20.26-National-Policy-Framework-for-Artificial-Intelligence-Legislative-Recommendations.pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/12/16/2025-23092/ensuring-a-national-policy-framework-for-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02172/removing-barriers-to-american-leadership-in-artificial-intelligence


against you. The administration then acted by executive order in December 2025 and issued 
the March 2026 framework, but neither repeals a state statute.

Bottom line for operators. States retain full authority to regulate AI, and every state law 
catalogued in this guide remains enforceable. Do not slow state-level compliance work on 
the expectation of federal preemption.

Source: commerce.senate.gov, Senate strikes AI moratorium, 99 to 1

https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/7/senate-strikes-ai-moratorium-from-budget-reconciliation-bill-in-overwhelming-99-1-vote


Part 3: Laws Your Communities Must Follow Right Now
These are enacted, in force, and enforceable. They are organized by the states most likely to 
reach a multifamily portfolio. The remaining enacted laws across all covered states are listed 
in the Source Appendix and maintained in the AI Regulation Finder, which is updated 
quarterly.

Colorado: The State That Redefined the Category
Colorado is the most important state to understand this quarter, because it completed a 
shift the whole country is watching. SB 26-189, the Colorado Artificial Intelligence Act as 
reworked, was signed May 14, 2026 and takes effect January 1, 2027. It repealed and 
replaced the earlier 2024 law before that law ever took effect.

Here is what changed, and it runs opposite to the headline most operators expect. The 
earlier 2024 statute built a heavy, risk-based regime: a duty of reasonable care, formal risk-
management programs, and impact assessments for high-risk systems. SB 26-189 
dismantled that. In its place is a narrower framework built on disclosure and individual 
rights: notice at the point a consequential automated decision is made, a plain-language 
explanation when the outcome is adverse, the right to access and correct the data used, and 
a path to meaningful human review. For an operator, the net effect is lighter, not heavier. 
The obligations are now notice, explanation, and correction rather than a standing 
compliance program.

Housing is named in the statute. Enforcement rests solely with the Attorney General, there 
is no private right of action, and a violation is treated as a deceptive trade practice under 
the Colorado Consumer Protection Act. One practical note on standards. The earlier law 
effectively pointed operators toward the NIST AI Risk Management Framework as a shield. 
SB 26-189 does not carry that safe harbor forward in the same way. NIST alignment is still 
sound evidence of reasonable care, but present it as good practice rather than as a Colorado 
requirement.

Why the 2024 version never governed you. It was delayed once, then a federal court 
stayed its enforcement in the spring of 2026 after a developer challenged it on 
constitutional grounds and the Department of Justice intervened through the AI Litigation 
Task Force created by Executive Order 14365. The legislature then rewrote it as SB 26-189. 
The takeaway is not the procedural history. It is that Colorado has settled on the lighter 
framework above, effective January 1, 2027.

Source: leg.colorado.gov, SB 26-189

Colorado also passed a chatbot law: HB 26-1263
Colorado became the first state to regulate AI chatbots specifically. HB 26-1263, the 
Colorado Artificial Intelligence Chatbot Safety Act, was signed May 29, 2026 and takes effect 
January 1, 2027. It regulates an operator that both develops and makes a conversational AI 
service available to the public. It requires clear disclosure that a user is interacting with AI 
rather than a person, age-estimation and protections for minors, protocols for self-harm and 
crisis situations, a prohibition on presenting the bot as a licensed professional, and an 
annual report to the Attorney General. Civil penalties run up to $20,000 per violation.

https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb26-189
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/HB26-1263
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb26-189


What this means at your communities. Read the definition carefully with counsel. A 
community that deploys a leasing chatbot built by a vendor is most likely the vendor 
customer, not the operator the statute regulates. The vendor is the regulated operator. So 
this law reaches your clients through vendor diligence rather than as a direct mandate: 
confirm your chatbot vendor complies, and confirm your bot clearly discloses that it is AI. 
That boundary is exactly what the Attorney General rulemaking below is sharpening.

One caution, because it cuts against the line above. The narrow reading holds only for 
a community that runs the vendor tool as delivered. The moment your on-site team writes 
custom system prompts, sets screening or routing logic, or feeds the bot your own data, 
plaintiff counsel will argue you have become a joint developer or controller and pulled the 
statute back onto the management company. And separate from HB 26-1263 entirely, your 
Fair Housing liability for what the bot tells a prospect never transferred to the vendor to 
begin with. So treat the customer-versus-operator line as a reason to document your 
configuration and your vendor diligence, not as a shield.

And the rulemaking is live now: 4 CCR 904-6
The Colorado Attorney General filed proposed rules implementing both SB 26-189 and HB 
26-1263 on August 11, 2026. The public comment window runs through October 26, 2026, 
with a hearing that day, and a revised draft is expected on or before September 23. The 
rules take effect with the statutes on January 1, 2027. If you operate in Colorado, this is the 
document to track between now and year end, because it will define terms the statutes left 
open. Follow it, and submit comments, through the Colorado AG rulemaking portal for the 
Automated Decision-Making Technology and Chatbot Safety Acts.

Source: coag.gov, Colorado AG ADMT and Chatbot Safety Act rulemaking comment portal

Texas: Narrower Than Expected, With One Surprise
This corrects the mid-year edition. HB 149, the Texas Responsible Artificial Intelligence 
Governance Act, was signed June 22, 2025 and took effect January 1, 2026. TRAIGA covers 
both public and private entities, but it asks far more of public ones. For private business it 
does not require a formal governance program. The original December 2024 draft did, and it 
was modeled on the earlier Colorado approach. Amendments in March 2025 replaced that 
framework with a narrower one: prohibitions on specific harmful uses of AI, judged on intent 
rather than outcome.

The law prohibits using AI to intentionally incite violence or crime, infringe individual rights, 
or unlawfully discriminate. It preempts local AI regulation, includes safe harbors, and 
updates the Texas biometric consent requirements. Enforcement rests solely with the 
Attorney General, and there is no private right of action.

The surprise, and it matters for housing. TRAIGA expressly provides that a showing of 
disparate impact is not sufficient on its own to establish intent to discriminate. Do not read 
that as relaxing your Fair Housing exposure. Federal disparate-impact analysis under the 
Fair Housing Act applies regardless of what Texas says about intent, and HUD enforcement 
is unaffected. Texas narrows one state law. It does not narrow federal civil rights law. A 
written AI inventory and named accountability remain sound practice; present them as good 
governance rather than as a Texas mandate.

Source: capitol.texas.gov, HB 149 bill analysis

https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/89R/analysis/html/HB00149S.htm
https://coag.gov/ai/automated-decision-making-technology-act-and-chatbot-safety-act-form/
https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/89R/analysis/html/HB00149S.htm
https://coag.gov/ai/automated-decision-making-technology-act-and-chatbot-safety-act-form/


Illinois: Effects-Based, and a Correction on Recordkeeping
Illinois amended its Human Rights Act to regulate AI in employment. The operative provision 
is 775 ILCS 5/2-102(L), added by Public Act 103-804 and effective January 1, 2026. It 
requires notice to employees when AI is used in covered employment decisions, prohibits AI 
that has the effect of discriminating, and prohibits the use of ZIP codes as a proxy for a 
protected class. It directs the Department of Human Rights to adopt rules on the 
circumstances, timing, and means of notice.

Correction from the mid-year edition. That edition stated records must be kept for four 
years. Reading the codified statute directly, a four-year retention period does not appear in 
the statutory text. It may sit in Department rules not yet adopted, or it may have come from 
commentary. Until it can be confirmed in an adopted rule, do not rely on a specific retention 
figure. What is certain is the standard: Illinois is effects-based, so liability attaches where a 
tool has the effect of discriminating regardless of intent. That is the opposite of the Texas 
standard on the facing page. An operator running the same tool in both states faces two 
different legal tests.

Source: ilga.gov, Illinois Human Rights Act, 775 ILCS 5

Minnesota: Applicants Can Demand a Screening Denial Be Reevaluated
The Minnesota Consumer Data Privacy Act, at Minn. Stat. 325M.14, names housing expressly 
among the decisions that produce legal or similarly significant effects. Where automated 
profiling furthers such a decision, a consumer may opt out of the processing, question the 
result, be told the reason the profiling produced the decision, review the personal data used, 
and, if the decision rested on inaccurate data, have it corrected and the decision 
reevaluated on the corrected data.

What this means at your communities. This is enacted law, and housing is named. The 
Minnesota Attorney General own guidance uses a tenant screening example: an applicant 
rejected for housing may request an explanation, and on discovering the decision used 
incorrect information, has the right to be reevaluated. The right to question a result applies 
to any qualifying decision, so a human making the final call does not remove the obligation 
if profiling fed into it. Operationally, you need to be able to explain a screening denial, 
produce the data behind it, and rerun it.

Source: revisor.mn.gov, Minn. Stat. 325M.14

Maine: An AI Voice Agent on a Leasing Line Must Disclose
Maine LD 1727, codified at 10 M.R.S. 1500-DD, was signed June 12, 2025. It prohibits using 
an AI chatbot, or any other computer technology, to engage in trade or commerce in a way 
that may mislead a reasonable consumer into believing they are dealing with a human, 
unless the consumer is clearly and conspicuously notified that they are not. The definition 
reaches textual and aural communication. Violations are enforced under the Maine Unfair 
Trade Practices Act by the Attorney General.

The aural clause is the one that matters. An AI voice agent answering a Maine leasing 
line is squarely covered and must disclose, and so are web chat widgets and app assistants. 
Maine is also a capture-mode-dependent recording state, one-party for ordinary calls and 
tours but all-party in private spaces, so an AI voice agent that also records a Maine call 
triggers this disclosure statute and the recording analysis in the next Part at the same time.

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/325M.14
https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ILCS/details?ActID=2266&ChapterID=64
https://legislature.maine.gov/statutes/10/title10sec1500-DD.html
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/325M.14
https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ILCS/details?ActID=2266&ChapterID=64


Source: legislature.maine.gov, 10 M.R.S. 1500-DD

New Jersey and the Chatbot-Disclosure Wave: Roughly Fifteen States 
Now
Maine is not alone, and one of the other states names real estate expressly. The New Jersey 
Bot Act, in force since 2020 at N.J.S.A. 56:18-1, prohibits using an online bot to communicate 
with a New Jersey person in connection with the sale or advertisement of merchandise or 
real estate unless the bot discloses at the outset, clearly and conspicuously, that the 
interaction is conducted through a bot. A leasing bot advertising or transacting New Jersey 
rentals is squarely within it. Beyond Maine and New Jersey, roughly fifteen states have now 
enacted chatbot or conversational-AI disclosure laws, most targeting companion chatbots 
but several reaching ordinary consumer interactions, with a wave of effective dates 
clustering on January 1, 2027, including Colorado, Connecticut, Oregon, Rhode Island, and 
Washington. The full state-by-state breakdown lives in the AI Regulation Finder.

The through-line for a leasing bot. Two enacted laws already reach a resident-facing 
leasing bot today, Maine for any trade or commerce and New Jersey for real estate 
specifically, and the January 2027 cliff will add more. The safe posture is simple and 
portable: disclose clearly, at the start of every chat or call, that the resident is interacting 
with AI. Build that in now and the state-by-state variation stops mattering.

Source: pub.njleg.state.nj.us, New Jersey Bot Act (N.J.S.A. 56:18-1)

New York City: Automated Employment Decision Tools, Local Law 144
If you hire on-site team members in New York City using an automated employment decision 
tool, Local Law 144, effective July 5, 2023, requires an independent bias audit of the tool 
within the prior year, publication of a summary of the results, and advance notice to 
candidates. This is a hiring-side obligation, but it applies to multifamily employers the same 
as any other.

Source: legistar.council.nyc.gov, NYC Local Law 144

California: Read the Rule to the Right Function
California matters for portfolio size, and it is easy to misread which California rule applies to 
what. The active, finalized rulemaking, the Civil Rights Council automated-decision-system 
regulations effective October 1, 2025, is employment law. It reaches your company as an 
employer, the same lane as New York City Local Law 144: an automated tool that screens, 
scores, or ranks candidates for on-site roles may not produce a discriminatory outcome, 
your third-party vendors can share liability as your agents, and you must retain the 
automated-decision data for four years. It does not govern resident or applicant screening 
for housing.

For housing screening, the California rules that apply are the CPPA automated-decision-
making regulations under the state privacy act, which reach a housing provider as a 
business processing personal information, and the general Fair Housing prohibition on a 
screening tool that produces a disparate impact under Government Code 12955. Map the 
tool to the function: your hiring tools sit under the employment rules, your resident-
screening tools under the privacy rules and Fair Housing.

https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4343757&GUID=CF5E713A-FFFC-4CF7-B5D7-1E814F9133BE
https://pub.njleg.state.nj.us/Bills/2018/AL19/486_.PDF
https://legislature.maine.gov/statutes/10/title10sec1500-DD.html
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=12955.&lawCode=GOV
https://cppa.ca.gov/regulations/
https://cppa.ca.gov/regulations/
https://calcivilrights.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/32/2025/06/Final-Text-regulations-automated-employment-decision-systems.pdf
https://calcivilrights.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/32/2025/06/Final-Text-regulations-automated-employment-decision-systems.pdf
https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4343757&GUID=CF5E713A-FFFC-4CF7-B5D7-1E814F9133BE
https://pub.njleg.state.nj.us/Bills/2018/AL19/486_.PDF
https://pub.njleg.state.nj.us/Bills/2018/AL19/486_.PDF


Connecticut: Public Act 26-15, the Enacted Law, Reaches You as an 
Employer
Connecticut enacted its comprehensive AI law this year, and it belongs in the same 
employer lane as the two above. Public Act 26-15, the substitute for Senate Bill 5 and known 
as the CART Act, was signed May 27, 2026 and phases in from October 1, 2026 through 
October 1, 2027. Most of it governs frontier-model developers, AI companions, and online 
safety, which are not multifamily concerns. The part that reaches an operator is 
employment. When AI is a substantial factor in a hiring or personnel decision, the deployer 
owes disclosure and pre-decision notice, and a mass-layoff notice must state whether AI 
informed the decision. The layoff-notice provision takes effect October 1, 2026; the 
automated-employment-decision disclosure and pre-decision notice take effect October 1, 
2027.

For a multifamily operator, this is the Local Law 144 and California pattern a third time. The 
exposure is on the hiring side, in the tools you use to screen on-site staff, not in resident 
screening or leasing. One note for the record: an earlier Connecticut bill, Senate Bill 2 of 
2025, is sometimes cited for a Colorado-style high-risk-AI regime with a red-teaming safe 
harbor. That bill passed the Senate and died in the House. Public Act 26-15 is the law that 
governs, and it is built differently.

Source: cga.ct.gov, Connecticut Public Act 26-15 (Substitute SB 5)

Federal HUD Guidance That Reads on Screening and Marketing
On May 2, 2024, HUD issued two guidance documents applying the Fair Housing Act to AI. 
The tenant screening guidance states that using third-party screening companies, including 
those using AI, must comply with the Act, and that responsibility does not transfer to the 
vendor. The advertising guidance identifies four violation patterns in targeted online housing 
ads, including the one most operators have never considered: charging different amounts 
for delivered advertisements, where differential ad-delivery cost by protected characteristic 
can itself be a violation even when the ad copy is neutral.

Note the status caveat. HUD withdrew the advertising guidance and no longer actively 
posts the tenant-screening guidance, so both reflect the enforcement posture of the prior 
administration. The underlying Fair Housing Act obligation is statutory and unchanged. Treat 
the guidance as a reasonable statement of the standard while confirming current 
enforcement priorities with counsel. On the marketing side, review platform targeting 
parameters, lookalike audiences, and delivery-optimization settings on every housing 
campaign.

The Rest of the Map
The laws above are the ones most likely to reach your communities this quarter. They are 
not the whole picture. California, Connecticut, Utah, Virginia, Washington, and others carry 
enacted privacy, transparency, and disclosure obligations that can apply to screening and 
resident communication, and every one of them appears with its citation in the Source 
Appendix. Because lawmakers in a majority of states are now active on these questions, a 
printed guide cannot keep pace and should not try. Use the AI Regulation Finder. Select the 
states where you operate and it returns every federal and state obligation that applies, with 
the statute, the penalty, and a link to the primary source. It is updated quarterly.

https://www.cga.ct.gov/2026/act/pa/pdf/2026PA-00015-R00SB-00005-PA.pdf
https://www.mprodigitaledge.com/
https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/FHEO_Guidance_on_Advertising_through_Digital_Platforms.pdf
https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/FHEO_Guidance_on_Screening_of_Applicants_for_Rental_Housing.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2026/act/pa/pdf/2026PA-00015-R00SB-00005-PA.pdf




Recording and Consent Law: A Separate Body of Law
This is the largest gap the mid-year edition carried, and it is added here in full. Every state 
except one has a wiretapping or eavesdropping statute. These laws predate AI by decades, 
and they apply the moment a leasing conversation is recorded, whether the recording is 
made by a person, a phone system, or an AI tool.

Here is the thing. Most published guidance treats this as a phone question. It is not. The 
standard often changes depending on how the conversation is captured: by phone, by 
computer, or in person on a mobile device. In several states the same leasing professional is 
under two different legal standards on the same day depending on which one they use. And 
unlike most of this guide, the exposure here is criminal.

All-Party Consent: 11 States
In these states every participant must consent before recording. Penalties below are 
criminal.

● California (Cal. Penal Code 632, 632.7, 637.2). Misdemeanor or felony; fine up to 
$2,500 per violation and up to one year in jail; up to $10,000 after a prior conviction.

● Delaware (11 Del. C. 2402, 2409, 1335). Class E felony under Section 2402, up to 
five years and a fine up to $10,000.

● Florida (Fla. Stat. 934.03, 934.10). Third-degree felony, up to five years in prison 
and a $5,000 fine.

● Illinois (720 ILCS 5/14-2, 5/14-4, 5/14-6). Class 4 felony for a first offense; Class 3 for 
repeat offenses; fines up to $25,000.

● Maryland (Cts. & Jud. Proc. 10-402, 10-410). Felony, up to five years and a fine up to 
$10,000.

● Massachusetts (Mass. Gen. Laws ch. 272, 99). Fine up to $10,000 and 
imprisonment up to five years.

● Michigan (MCL 750.539c). Felony, up to two years or a $2,000 fine. The statute 
reads as all-party, but appellate courts, Sullivan v. Gray and the Sixth Circuit in Fisher 
v. Perron, read a participant exception into it; the Michigan Supreme Court has not 
resolved it, so treat Michigan as all-party to be safe.

● Montana (Mont. Code Ann. 45-8-213). Misdemeanor, up to six months in county jail 
and a fine up to $500.

● New Hampshire (N.H. Rev. Stat. 570-A:2, 570-A:11). Class B felony.

● Pennsylvania (18 Pa.C.S. 5703, 5704). Third-degree felony, up to seven years and a 
fine up to $15,000.

● Washington (RCW 9.73.030, 9.73.050, 9.73.060, 9.73.080). Gross misdemeanor 
under 9.73.080(1).

Capture-Mode Dependent: 8 States
The standard changes with how you record. This is the category most guidance misses 
entirely. In each, confirm the specific medium and setting with counsel.



● Connecticut splits by body of law. In-person conversations fall under the criminal 
eavesdropping statutes, which require one-party consent absent criminal intent, 
while a separate civil statute governs telephone recording differently.

● Hawaii is one-party for phone and in-person conversations, with separate visual-
privacy provisions restricting recording in private places.

● Indiana, Maine, Missouri, and New Mexico are generally one-party for ordinary 
calls and in-person conversations but shift toward stricter treatment where there is a 
reasonable expectation of privacy, such as inside a private space.

● Nevada is treated as all-party for telephone conversations by statute and case law, 
while in-person treatment differs. Nevada is the clearest example of why the medium 
matters.

● Oregon separates in-person from telephonic recording. Note that the in-person 
provision was upheld by the Ninth Circuit sitting en banc in January 2025, which 
reversed an earlier panel decision. Some older summaries still report the rule the 
wrong way.

One-Party Consent: 1 State (by Default)
Vermont has no general recording-consent statute. Federal one-party consent under the 
Wiretap Act governs by default, and a separate Vermont statute addresses recording in a 
private place. In practice, treat Vermont as one-party while respecting expectation-of-
privacy limits.

Where the other 30 states sit. This Part breaks out only the 20 jurisdictions where the 
rule is all-party or turns on how you capture the conversation, because those are where the 
judgment is hard. The remaining 30 states are one-party consent by statute, meaning only 
one participant needs to consent, and that participant can be your own leasing professional. 
In most of the country a recorded leasing call is therefore straightforward, provided your 
own team is on the line. Vermont, counted above, is the single state with no recording 
statute at all, where federal one-party consent governs by default. The cross-state rule still 
holds: when a call crosses state lines, apply the stricter standard.

Three Rules That Cut Across Every State
● When two states disagree, the stricter rule usually wins. A call between an 

all-party state and a one-party state is safest handled as all-party. Which state law 
applies to an interstate call is itself unsettled, so do not build a policy that depends 
on the answer.

● Consent must be obtained before the recording starts. A disclosure at the end 
does not cure a recording that was already made. Front-load the notice on every 
recorded channel.

● Notice is not the same as consent. In an all-party state, an announcement that 
the call may be recorded is a step toward consent, not consent itself. Continued 
participation after clear notice is the common basis for implied consent, but confirm 
the mechanics with counsel for each recorded channel.

Two Situations That Need More Than a Script



Handle the routine recorded call or tour with a clear pre-recording disclosure. Then handle 
the two situations a script does not cover. First, recording inside an occupied apartment is a 
different legal act than recording a vacant apartment tour, because the expectation of 
privacy is higher, so maintenance visits and in-home renewal conversations need their own 
rule. Second, and this is where AI compliance and recording law converge, if your AI tool 
extracts a voiceprint, Illinois biometric law applies on top of the eavesdropping statute, with 
its own notice, written release, and retention requirements. Capturing a recording and 
extracting a biometric identifier from it are two separate legal acts.

Voiceprints Are a Third Body of Law: Conversation Intelligence Is Not 
Voice Biometrics
This deserves its own treatment, because it is where product positioning and compliance 
exposure meet. Recording a conversation and extracting a voiceprint from it are two 
separate legal acts under two separate bodies of law. Ordinary conversation intelligence, 
transcribing and analyzing what was said, is governed by the recording statutes above. 
Extracting a voiceprint, a biometric identifier of who is speaking, triggers biometric privacy 
law on top, and three states have dedicated statutes.

● Illinois BIPA (740 ILCS 14) is the one with teeth for plaintiffs. It carries a private 
right of action with statutory damages of $1,000 per negligent and $5,000 per 
intentional violation, and requires written notice, a written release, and a published 
retention schedule before capture. See ilga.gov.

● Texas CUBI (Tex. Bus. and Com. Code 503.001) names a voiceprint as a biometric 
identifier expressly and requires informed consent before capture. It has no private 
right of action, but that is not comfort. The Texas Attorney General enforces it at up 
to $25,000 per violation and used it to obtain a $1.4 billion settlement from Meta in 2024 
and $1.375 billion from Google in 2025. No Illinois nexus is required. If you run voice 
analytics on a Texas leasing line, this statute reaches you.

● Washington (RCW 19.375) requires notice and consent to enroll a biometric identifier 
for a commercial purpose, enforced by the Attorney General.

● Colorado (HB 24-1130) grafts biometric rules onto the state privacy act, effective July 
1, 2025: consent before collecting a biometric identifier, including a voiceprint, and a 
written retention and destruction policy. Attorney General enforced, no private right 
of action.

Why this is your positioning, not only your risk. The line between conversation 
intelligence and voice biometrics is one you can stand on. A tool that transcribes and 
analyzes the content of a call is not the same as a tool that builds a voiceprint to identify the 
speaker, and the biometric statutes attach to the second, not the first. Knowing which one 
your tool does, and being able to show it, is both the compliance answer and the 
competitive one.

Source: Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press, recording guide (verify current state posture)

https://www.rcfp.org/introduction-to-reporters-recording-guide/
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1130
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=19.375
https://www.texasattorneygeneral.gov/news/releases/attorney-general-ken-paxton-secures-14-billion-settlement-meta-over-its-unauthorized-capture
https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/Docs/BC/htm/BC.503.htm
https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/ilcs3.asp?ActID=3004&ChapterID=62


Part 4: Pricing Software, the Laws and the Lawsuits
Algorithmic rent-setting is the single largest source of financial and legal exposure in this 
guide. It is where the money is, where the litigation is, and where the private rights of action 
are. This Part covers both the statutes that ban or restrict these tools and the court actions 
that name operators as defendants.

New York: The First Statewide Ban
New York S7882, adding Section 340-b to the General Business Law, was signed October 16, 
2025 and took effect December 15, 2025. It prohibits knowingly facilitating an agreement 
among two or more residential rental owners or managers not to compete, including by 
operating or licensing software that performs a coordinating function, and it prohibits 
owners and managers from using algorithmic pricing to set residential rent. It creates no 
new penalty schedule; it declares the conduct unlawful under New York antitrust law, so 
existing Donnelly Act remedies apply.

What this means at your communities. The prohibition reaches owners and managers, 
not only the software vendor, so your clients are the regulated party. Enforcement is 
currently paused but not resolved. RealPage sued Attorney General James in the Southern 
District of New York in November 2025 on First Amendment grounds, and the Attorney 
General agreed to stay enforcement against RealPage and its customers pending a ruling 
that has not yet issued. Do not read that stay as permission.

Source: nysenate.gov, S7882

Philadelphia: A Private Right of Action
Philadelphia Bill No. 240823 passed City Council by a veto-proof 17 to 0 vote in October 
2024. It bans rental price-fixing in both its algorithmic and personal forms and, as amended, 
reaches systems using nonpublic competitor data. The enforcement design is what 
distinguishes it: it creates both a public and a private cause of action. The city may sue, and 
current or prospective residents may sue housing providers and property managers directly, 
with fines up to $2,000 per violation on top of resident damages.

What this means at your communities. Most state bans route through antitrust 
remedies and depend on an attorney general to act. This one lets your residents sue you. If 
you operate Philadelphia communities and use revenue-management software, this is a 
more immediate exposure than the New York statute, whose enforcement is currently 
stayed.

Source: phlcouncil.com, algorithmic rental price-fixing ban

San Francisco and Berkeley: The Bans Are Spreading West
The municipal bans are not a Mid-Atlantic story. San Francisco was first in the nation. Its 
ordinance, Section 37.10C of the Rent Ordinance, took effect October 14, 2024 and makes it 
unlawful to sell or use an algorithmic device that relies on non-public competitor data to set 
or recommend rents or occupancy for residential apartments in the city, with penalties up to 
$1,000 per violation. Like Philadelphia, it carries a private right of action: the City Attorney 
or an affected resident may sue. Berkeley passed a comparable ban on March 11, 2025, but 

https://phlcouncil.com/councilmember-orourkes-algorithmic-rental-price-fixing-ban-passes-council-heads-to-mayor-parkers-desk/
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S7882
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/CC%20presentation%203.11.25.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/information/algorithmic-devices-set-rent-are-prohibited-san-francisco
https://phlcouncil.com/councilmember-orourkes-algorithmic-rental-price-fixing-ban-passes-council-heads-to-mayor-parkers-desk/
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S7882


its enforcement was postponed to March 2026 after RealPage sued the city on First 
Amendment grounds, in the matter captioned RealPage v. City of Berkeley, so confirm its 
current status before relying on it.

What this means at your communities. San Francisco, Philadelphia, Berkeley, and 
Minneapolis are the most visible of a growing list of city bans that now reaches Seattle, 
Jersey City, Providence, and Hoboken as well, two of them in New Jersey. Of the four above, 
San Francisco and Philadelphia let residents sue you directly rather than routing through an 
attorney general. If you operate in a city with a ban and use revenue-management software, 
treat the private right of action as the near-term exposure.

Source: sf.gov, algorithmic devices prohibited in San Francisco

Connecticut: A Standalone Prohibition Aimed at Rental Housing
Connecticut HB 8002, codified as Section 32 of An Act Concerning Housing Growth and 
enacted as Public Act 25-1 in the November 2025 special session, took effect January 1, 
2026 and amends the Connecticut Antitrust Act to prohibit any person from using a revenue-
management device to set rental rates or occupancy levels for residential apartments. It is 
the most directly multifamily-specific pricing law in this guide, a prohibition rather than a 
disclosure requirement. The ban reaches devices that rely on nonpublic competitor data, 
and it excludes aggregated public-data reports and tools used to set affordable-housing rent 
and income limits. Enforcement runs through the Antitrust Act, which the Attorney General 
brings and whose private-action provision is also available to an injured party. The penalties 
come from the Antitrust Act, at C.G.S. 35-38, reported as up to $100,000 per individual and 
$1 million per business.

Source: bakermckenzie.com, Connecticut HB 8002 (Public Act 25-1) analysis

New Jersey: The FAIR Act, the Fourth State to Ban Algorithmic Rent-
Setting
New Jersey became the fourth state to ban algorithmic rent-setting, after New York, 
California, and Connecticut. Governor Sherrill signed the Forbidding the Algorithmic Inflation 
of Rent Act, the FAIR Act, on July 20, 2026, codified as P.L. 2026, chapter 43, and effective 
July 1, 2027. It prohibits a residential rental owner from using algorithmic revenue-
management software that collects or processes competitors nonpublic leasing information 
to set or recommend rents, and it separately prohibits software providers and coordinators 
from using such software to coordinate pricing among competing landlords. Like the New 
York and Connecticut statutes, it makes the prohibited conduct a violation of the New Jersey 
Antitrust Act rather than creating a standalone penalty.

What this means at your communities. If you operate in New Jersey and use a third-
party revenue-management tool that draws on pooled competitor data, the FAIR Act reaches 
you directly, not only your vendor, and the runway to July 1, 2027 is time to review your 
pricing inputs and data-sharing arrangements now. New Jersey is also where Attorney 
General Platkin is separately suing RealPage and ten landlords, covered in Part 5, so the 
state is moving on both the legislative and the enforcement track.

Source: nj.gov, Governor Sherrill signs the FAIR Act

The Federal Case: Operators Are Defendants

https://www.nj.gov/governor/news/2026/20260720a.shtml
https://www.bakermckenzie.com/en/insight/publications/2026/01/us-connecticut-passes-state-antitrust-statute
https://www.sf.gov/information/algorithmic-devices-set-rent-are-prohibited-san-francisco
https://www.nj.gov/governor/news/2026/20260720a.shtml
https://www.nj.gov/governor/news/2026/20260720a.shtml
https://www.bakermckenzie.com/en/insight/publications/2026/01/us-connecticut-passes-state-antitrust-statute


The Department of Justice and a group of plaintiff states brought a Sherman Act action over 
revenue-management software for conventional multifamily housing. The proposed consent 
decree restricts the vendor in specific, checkable ways: runtime pricing recommendations 
may draw only on a landlord own data and public information; nonpublic competitor data 
may not drive unit-level rent recommendations; model training may use only backward-
looking data aged at least twelve months; models may not analyze geographies narrower 
than the state level; and identical recommendations may not be delivered to different 
owners in the same market. The vendor must adopt an antitrust compliance policy and 
accept a court-appointed monitor.

Read the docket, not just the headline. The Department of Justice filed separate 
proposed judgments against property-management companies as well: Cortland in January 
2025, Greystar in August 2025, LivCor in December 2025, and Willow Bridge in July 2026. 
Operators are defendants in this matter, not bystanders. The state co-plaintiffs began as 
eight, including North Carolina, Tennessee, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Minnesota, 
Oregon, and Washington, and the group grew as the case progressed; confirm the current 
roster on the DOJ case page. A consent decree is not precedent and not a safe harbor, but 
its restrictions are the clearest available statement of where enforcers draw the line. If you 
use revenue-management software, compare your vendor configuration against these terms 
now, and require the vendor to certify compliance in writing. Related private multidistrict 
litigation is proceeding in parallel and has produced settlements; track the current posture 
through the Finder and your counsel rather than a single headline figure.

And there is now a headline figure, because the private cases have begun to settle. 
Separate from the federal consent decree, the private class action consolidated in the 
Middle District of Tennessee, In re RealPage, Inc., Rental Software Antitrust Litigation, has 
produced two rounds of settlements that the court has preliminarily approved, totaling 
approximately $359.9 million across some 37 settlements, with a final approval hearing set 
for October 15, 2026. These are payments by operators and their software provider, not by a 
distant third party. Mid-America Apartment Communities disclosed a $53 million settlement 
in its own securities filing. Class counsel maintain the current settlement information. The 
figure is approximate and still moving, so confirm the current total before you cite it.

Source: justice.gov, US and Plaintiff States v. RealPage, Inc.

Screening Software Is Being Sued Too, on Different Theories
Everything above is pricing, an antitrust story. But the same automated-tenant-technology 
exposure runs through applicant screening, on two other legal theories, and the settlements 
there are real money and directly on point for a housing operator.

Fair Housing. In Louis v. SafeRent Solutions, a federal court granted final approval on 
November 20, 2024 to a roughly $2.275 million settlement of a Fair Housing Act disparate-
impact case alleging that the SafeRent tenant-screening score discriminated against Black 
and Hispanic applicants and against applicants using housing vouchers. The dollars matter 
less than the term: the settlement also bars SafeRent from including its score in reports 
when an applicant uses a housing voucher. This is the same disparate-impact theory that 
opens Part 1, applied to a screening algorithm.

FCRA accuracy. Two federal actions hit screening vendors for failing to keep screening 
reports accurate. The FTC and CFPB settled with TransUnion Rental Screening Solutions for 
$15 million in 2023, $11 million in consumer redress plus a $4 million penalty, over 

https://www.justice.gov/atr/case/us-and-plaintiff-states-v-realpage-inc
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2023/10/ftc-cfpb-settlement-require-trans-union-pay-15-million-over-charges-it-failed-ensure-accuracy-tenant
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2023/10/ftc-cfpb-settlement-require-trans-union-pay-15-million-over-charges-it-failed-ensure-accuracy-tenant
https://www.cohenmilstein.com/case-study/louis-et-al-v-saferent-solutions-et-al/
https://www.hausfeld.com/what-we-do/current-claims/realpage-federal-antitrust-class-action
https://www.justice.gov/atr/case/us-and-plaintiff-states-v-realpage-inc
https://www.justice.gov/atr/case/us-and-plaintiff-states-v-realpage-inc


duplicate and outdated eviction records. In July 2026 the FTC announced that RentGrow, a 
Yardi screening provider, will pay $2.25 million for the same failure to maintain reasonable 
procedures to ensure maximum possible accuracy.

Why this reaches you. When you deny an applicant on a screening tool output, you own 
the Fair Housing outcome and the FCRA adverse-action duty from Part 1, and the vendor 
own accuracy failures do not transfer that liability back. Choose screening vendors that can 
show both their accuracy procedures and their fair-housing testing, and put it in the 
certification.

Industry Settlements at a Glance: About $389 Million
Totaling the AI-driven and algorithmic tenant-technology settlements to date gives roughly 
$389 million. Because they span three legal theories, the breakdown matters more than the 
headline.

● Algorithmic pricing, antitrust. RealPage private class action, about $359.9 million 
across roughly 37 defendants; state attorney general pricing settlements, about $9.4 
million, being California at $7 million, the District of Columbia at $1.4 million, and 
Arizona at $1 million.

● Tenant screening, FCRA accuracy. TransUnion Rental Screening Solutions, $15 
million; RentGrow, $2.25 million.

● Tenant screening, Fair Housing. SafeRent, about $2.275 million.

That is approximately $389 million, and these are separate cases and separate payments, 
not one number counted several ways. Matters against operators and vendors who have not 
settled remain open, including trials still ahead, so the total will keep moving. Confirm the 
current figures before citing them.

https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2026/07/rentgrow-pay-225-million-settle-ftc-allegations-company-violated-fair-credit-reporting-act-ftc-act
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2026/07/rentgrow-pay-225-million-settle-ftc-allegations-company-violated-fair-credit-reporting-act-ftc-act


Part 5: Who Enforces These Laws, and How
Understanding who brings an action tells you where your real exposure sits. Four 
enforcement channels operate across the laws in this guide.

State attorneys general are the primary enforcers.
Most of the enacted AI and privacy statutes in Part 3, including Colorado SB 26-189 and HB 
26-1263, the Minnesota profiling rights, and Texas TRAIGA, are enforced solely by the state 
attorney general, and a violation is typically treated as a deceptive or unfair trade practice 
under the state consumer-protection act. There is usually no private right of action under 
these AI-specific statutes, which means the attorney general decides whether to pursue a 
matter. The same attorneys general who opposed federal preemption, forty of them across 
both parties, are the enforcement community here.

Antitrust enforcement is where operators are already named.
On the pricing side, enforcement is active rather than theoretical. The federal RealPage 
action names property-management companies as defendants, and its plaintiff states are 
pursuing the same conduct under their own antitrust acts. If you use revenue-management 
software in any plaintiff state, you sit inside that enforcement footprint.

Private rights of action exist in specific places.
Where a statute creates a private cause of action, your exposure widens from one regulator 
to a class of plaintiffs. Philadelphia is the clearest current example, allowing residents to sue 
housing providers directly. Illinois biometric law is the long-standing example on the 
recording and voiceprint side, with statutory damages per violation. A pending Minnesota bill 
in Part 6 would add a private right of action and a large civil penalty on the AI-disclosure 
side.

HUD and Fair Housing sit above all of it.
Independent of any state AI law, HUD and private Fair Housing plaintiffs can pursue a 
discriminatory outcome from an automated tool under the Fair Housing Act. This channel 
applies in every state, which is why governance is not optional anywhere. For the specific, 
current status of any enforcement matter, confirm with counsel, because active litigation 
posture changes faster than a quarterly guide can track.

The Active Cases, State by State
The architecture above is not theoretical. Attorneys general are settling with and suing 
operators right now. These are verified, current matters, each tied to its source.

Washington, D.C. Attorney General Brian Schwalb secured a $1.4 million settlement from 
Avenue5 Residential and Bell Partners in June 2026, $700,000 each, in the District RealPage 
price-fixing suit, and both must stop using revenue-management software that relies on 
non-public competitor data.

Arizona. Attorney General Kris Mayes reached a $1 million settlement with Weidner 
Property Management in February 2026, paid to a rental-assistance nonprofit, and is still 
pursuing Greystar and other landlords in a case naming nine operators.

https://www.azag.gov/press-release/arizona-attorney-general-announces-1-million-settlement-weidner-property-management
https://oag.dc.gov/release/attorney-general-schwalb-secures-14-million-two-dc


California. Attorney General Rob Bonta, leading a nine-state coalition, announced a $7 
million settlement with Greystar in November 2025, requiring it to stop using rent-alignment 
software and to cooperate against the remaining defendants.

New Jersey. Attorney General Matthew Platkin sued RealPage and ten landlords. On March 
31, 2026 a federal judge largely denied the motions to dismiss and allowed the case to 
proceed against every defendant except AvalonBay, which was released, so those operators 
are now in discovery.

New York and Florida. New York Attorney General Letitia James is defending the state 
algorithmic-pricing ban against RealPage First Amendment challenge, with enforcement 
stayed pending a ruling. Florida, by contrast, had not joined the multistate coalition on 
algorithmic pricing as of mid-2026, so Florida operators face less state-level pricing 
enforcement on this issue. That is a snapshot to reconfirm, not a permanent condition.

The pattern to take away. This list grows every quarter, and it names operators, not only 
vendors. If your portfolio spans several of these states, you need a compliance posture for 
each, not one national policy. Complying with the federal consent decree does not resolve a 
state attorney general action.

https://www.njoag.gov/ag-platkin-files-antitrust-lawsuit-against-software-company-realpage-and-10-nj-landlords-for-alleged-collusion-in-statewide-rent-raising-scheme/
https://www.oag.ca.gov/news/press-releases/attorney-general-bonta-announces-7-million-settlement-greystar-participating
https://www.oag.ca.gov/news/press-releases/attorney-general-bonta-announces-7-million-settlement-greystar-participating


Part 6: Bills and Rules to Watch
None of these is enforceable law today. Each would materially change what a multifamily 
operator must do, and each is far enough along to plan against.

New York: Disclosure of AI-Altered Real Estate Imagery
New York is the most active state on AI in real estate marketing, and this lands squarely in 
the advertising and marketing function. Two companion bills, S9584 and A11403, would add 
Section 349-i to the General Business Law and make a materially misleading digital 
representation in a real estate listing an unfair, deceptive, or abusive act and false 
advertising. They reach static images, video, and immersive virtual tours; require disclosure 
where images or tours are materially altered or virtually staged; and expose a broker or 
salesperson to license suspension or revocation. A newer and lighter bill from 
Assemblymember Rosenthal, A.11635, introduced July 29, 2026, would require disclosure of 
digitally altered images in an advertisement for the sale or lease of real property and 
inclusion of the unaltered original; it carries no penalties and would be taken up in the 2027 
session.

Why it matters, and the enacted backdrop. If your leasing marketing uses AI-altered 
photos, AI-generated virtual staging, or virtual tours, New York is moving toward mandatory 
disclosure, and the companion bills would put a broker license at risk rather than merely 
imposing a fine. New York City has separately announced, in the July 2026 Rental Ripoff 
Report, that its Department of Consumer and Worker Protection intends to require disclosure 
of AI-generated or digitally altered rental listing images under the city consumer-protection 
law, though no proposed rule has been published yet. And New York already enacted a 
related advertising requirement effective in 2025 covering the use of AI-generated people in 
place of actors, so the direction of travel is set. Confirm the current status of each before 
relying on it.

Source: nysenate.gov, S9584 (companion A11403)

California and Wisconsin: The First Enacted AI Image Disclosures for Real 
Estate
While New York debates, two states have already enacted what New York is only proposing. 
California Business and Professions Code 10140.8, effective January 1, 2026, requires a for-
sale real estate listing that uses an AI-generated or AI-altered image to disclose that fact 
and to provide a link to the original unaltered image. Wisconsin Statute 452.136, effective 
January 1, 2027, requires a real estate licensee to disclose in all advertising if the 
advertising has been altered using technology, including AI, in a way that creates a false or 
misleading impression of the property, with exposure up to $5,000 per violation and license 
discipline.

What this means for your marketing. If you use AI-generated or AI-altered listing images 
or virtual staging, California already requires disclosure and a link to the original on for-sale 
listings, and Wisconsin follows in 2027. The current California statute reaches for-sale 
listings, and a pending California bill would extend it to rental listings, so a multifamily 
operator should build the disclosure habit now rather than wait. Confirm the current scope 
before relying on it.

https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S9584
https://content.govdelivery.com/attachments/WIGOV/2025/12/08/file_attachments/3486488/ab456.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=10140.8.&lawCode=BPC
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/A11403
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S9584


Source: leginfo.legislature.ca.gov, Bus. and Prof. Code 10140.8

Minnesota: SF 1886, a Human Opt-Out and a $5,000,000 Penalty
Minnesota SF 1886 was engrossed in March 2026 but died when the Minnesota Legislature 
adjourned its 2025-2026 biennium in May 2026, so it must be reintroduced to advance. It 
remains the template worth watching, because it would make it a deceptive trade practice 
to fail to disclose that an individual is communicating with AI in a textual or aural 
conversation, and, uniquely, would require a business using AI to provide an option to 
interact with an actual human instead. It creates a private right of action, and the attorney 
general may seek a civil penalty not to exceed $5,000,000, the largest figure in this guide.

Why it matters. If enacted, an AI voice agent on a Minnesota leasing line would have to 
route a prospect to a leasing professional on request. No enacted AI-disclosure law in this 
guide currently requires that human opt-out.

Source: revisor.mn.gov, SF 1886

Massachusetts: H.77, a Prohibition on Voice Analysis
Massachusetts House No. 77 would govern electronic monitoring and automated decision 
systems used on employees and candidates. Read Section 2(d)(ix) directly: it would make it 
unlawful to use a monitoring tool that incorporates gait, voice analysis, or emotion-
recognition technology. That is a prohibition, not a consent requirement. If enacted as filed, 
conversation intelligence that analyzes an employee voice would not be permissible in 
Massachusetts on any consent basis. This is the highest-impact pending proposal in this 
guide for any organization scoring employee conversations. Note the posture, though: it was 
reported to House Ways and Means in December 2025 with no action since, and with the 
formal 2026 session closed, enactment before the 2027 session is unlikely.

Source: malegislature.gov, H.77

New Jersey: S4867, Housing Named as High-Risk
New Jersey S1840, the Responsible AI Advancement and Workforce Protection Act, 
reintroduced in the 2026-2027 session after its predecessor S4867 died with the prior 
legislature, names housing in its high-risk definition, which would place tenant screening and 
automated leasing decisions inside a pre-deployment algorithmic impact assessment 
requirement performed by a state office rather than self-certified. Its workplace-surveillance 
provision would reach AI that monitors employee behavior, which would include 
conversation intelligence applied to on-site teams, enforced through state civil rights law.

Source: pub.njleg.gov, S1840 (reintroduction of S4867)

Michigan: SB 760, Chatbots and Minors
Michigan SB 760, the Leading Ethical AI Development for Kids Act, passed the Michigan 
Senate by a 20-17 vote in 2026 and is pending in the House. It regulates operators of 
companion chatbots, meaning generative AI that simulates a sustained human relationship, 
and prohibits making such a chatbot available to a minor where it is foreseeably capable of 
undermining the minor safety, wellbeing, or development. It carries civil sanctions and 
directs rulemaking. It is a minors-protection measure, not a general requirement that a 
chatbot disclose it is AI.

https://pub.njleg.gov/Bills/2026/S2000/1840_I1.HTM
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/194/H77.pdf
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/94/2025/0/SF/1886/versions/latest/
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=10140.8.&lawCode=BPC
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Bills/Bill?ObjectName=2025-SB-0760
https://pub.njleg.gov/Bills/2026/S2000/1840_I1.HTM
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/194/H77.pdf
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/94/2025/0/SF/1886/versions/latest/


For a multifamily operator, the direct reach is narrow, because a standard leasing chatbot 
serving adult prospects is not a companion chatbot aimed at minors. Track it for the trend it 
marks, the steady widening of state chatbot regulation, and as a prompt to confirm which 
category your resident-facing AI falls into before a state defines it for you.

Source: legislature.mi.gov, SB 760 of the 2025-2026 session

Colorado HB25-1004 and Georgia SR 476: Two That Tell You Where Things 
Go
Colorado HB25-1004, which would have banned landlord pricing coordination, was vetoed by 
Governor Polis on May 29, 2025. That resolves the Colorado pricing question: there is no 
Colorado statute specifically banning rent-setting algorithms, and what governs instead is 
the Colorado State Antitrust Act, which the Governor identified as already reaching the 
conduct. Colorado is also a plaintiff state in the federal RealPage action. Separately, Georgia 
SR 476 produced a study-committee report with twenty-two recommendations, including 
one that any interaction between an AI interface and a human include a full disclosure. It is 
not law, but it is the clearest available preview of where Georgia legislation is heading.

Source: leg.colorado.gov, HB25-1004

https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb25-1004
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Bills/Bill?ObjectName=2025-SB-0760
https://www.legis.ga.gov/api/document/docs/default-source/senate-press-office-document-library/2024/study-committees-2024/ai-final/ai-report-final-signed-no-appendix.pdf
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb25-1004


Part 7: The Compliance Playbook
Turn all of this into action. Start with three priorities, then work the checklist. None of this is 
legal advice; it is a structure for the conversation you should have with your counsel.

Three Priorities to Start This Quarter
● Build your AI and automated-tool inventory. List every tool that touches a 

decision about a resident, a prospect, or a team member: screening, pricing, 
chatbots, renewal scoring, hiring, and any voice or conversation tool. For each, 
record what data it uses, what decision it influences, and which vendor provides it. 
You cannot govern what you have not listed.

● Put vendor certification in writing. For every tool, require the vendor to state in 
writing how its tool works, what data drives it, and that it complies with the laws that 
apply to your states. For pricing tools, measure that certification against the consent-
decree restrictions in Part 4. For chatbots, confirm AI disclosure and, in Colorado, 
compliance with the Chatbot Safety Act.

● Fix disclosure on every automated channel now. Where a chatbot or voice 
agent interacts with a person, disclose clearly that it is AI. Where a call or tour is 
recorded, obtain consent before recording starts, and apply the stricter standard 
when a communication crosses state lines. These are the lowest-cost, highest-
exposure fixes available to you.

The Twelve-Item Governance Checklist
● Maintain a current inventory of every AI and automated decision tool in use.

● Map each tool to the states where you operate and the laws that apply.

● Obtain written vendor certifications and keep them current.

● Disclose AI on every chatbot and voice channel at the start of the interaction.

● Obtain recording consent before recording begins, using the stricter standard across 
state lines.

● Provide a reason and a correction path when an automated decision is adverse.

● Preserve meaningful human review for consequential decisions.

● Treat voiceprint extraction as a separate act requiring biometric notice and written 
release.

● Run or obtain bias audits where required, and document the results.

● Name an accountable owner for AI governance and review the program each quarter.

● Benchmark your vendor audits against a recognized framework. Do not 
invent vendor questions from scratch. Two references fit multifamily: the NIST AI Risk 

Management Framework (AI 100-1), and the industry RETTC AI Governance Framework, 
released in November 2025 and aligned with the National Multifamily Housing 
Council, which sets out eight principles spanning fairness, transparency, privacy, 
accountability, and third-party due diligence.

https://rettc.org/frameworks/ai-governance
https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ai/NIST.AI.100-1.pdf
https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ai/NIST.AI.100-1.pdf


● Audit your conversational AI for accessibility. A leasing chatbot or voice agent 
must be usable by prospects with hearing, speech, or vision impairments. Build to the 
WCAG 2.1 AA standard and provide a human or alternative path, because 
accessibility is both prudent practice and a live exposure under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act and the Fair Housing Act disability provisions.

And here is why this matters. The operator who can produce this documentation 
answers a regulator or a plaintiff with evidence rather than improvisation. Build the 
framework once, and every new tool and every new law becomes an update rather than a 
fire drill. Start with the inventory this week.



Source Appendix: Every Citation, by Jurisdiction
Each entry links to a legislature, agency, court docket, or governor or attorney general 
office. Two entries, Connecticut HB 8002 and the Minneapolis ordinance, link to law-firm 
analysis; HB 8002 has been confirmed against its codified text, Public Act 25-1, which the 
state bill portal serves only to browsers. Recording-law citations to fifty-state surveys should 
be confirmed against current state posture, because some survey pages lag recent court 
decisions.

Federal
Law Date / Status Source

Fair Housing Act (42 USC 3601-3619) 1968, ongoing https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?
req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title42-chapter45

HUD FHEO Guidance: AI in Tenant Screening Issued May 2, 2024 https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/
FHEO_Guidance_on_Screening_of_Applicants_f
or_Rental_Housing.pdf

HUD FHEO Guidance: AI in Housing Advertising Issued May 2, 2024 https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/
FHEO_Guidance_on_Advertising_through_Digit
al_Platforms.pdf

US and Plaintiff States v. RealPage, Inc. Consent decree Nov 24, 
2025

https://www.justice.gov/atr/case/us-and-
plaintiff-states-v-realpage-inc

Louis v. SafeRent Solutions - Fair Housing 
screening settlement

Final approval Nov 20, 
2024; ~$2.275M

https://www.cohenmilstein.com/case-study/
louis-et-al-v-saferent-solutions-et-al/

FTC and CFPB v. TransUnion Rental Screening - 
FCRA accuracy

Settled Oct 2023; $15M https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-
releases/2023/10/ftc-cfpb-settlement-require-
trans-union-pay-15-million-over-charges-it-
failed-ensure-accuracy-tenant

FTC v. RentGrow (Yardi) - FCRA accuracy Announced July 9, 2026; 
$2.25M

https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-
releases/2026/07/rentgrow-pay-225-million-
settle-ftc-allegations-company-violated-fair-
credit-reporting-act-ftc-act

Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) 1970, ongoing https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?
req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-chapter41-
subchapterIII

FCRA Adverse Action Notice (15 USC 1681m) Ongoing https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?
req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-
section1681m

FTC Section 5 and Fake Reviews Rule August 2024 https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-
releases/2024/08/federal-trade-commission-
announces-final-rule-banning-fake-reviews-
testimonials

CFPB Circular 2022-03 (AI Credit Decisions), 
WITHDRAWN

Withdrawn May 12, 
2025; ECOA and Reg B 
duties unchanged

https://www.consumerfinance.gov/
compliance/guidance/withdrawn-guidance/

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 1990, ongoing https://www.ada.gov/

EO 14179 - Removing Barriers to American 
Leadership in AI

Signed Jan 23, 2025 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/
2025/01/31/2025-02172/removing-barriers-to-
american-leadership-in-artificial-intelligence

EO 14365 - Ensuring a National Policy Framework 
for AI

Signed Dec 11, 2025 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/
2025/12/16/2025-23092/ensuring-a-national-
policy-framework-for-artificial-intelligence

White House National Policy Framework 
(Recommendations)

March 2026 https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/
uploads/2026/03/03.20.26-National-Policy-
Framework-for-Artificial-Intelligence-
Legislative-Recommendations.pdf

EO 14409 - Promoting Advanced AI Innovation 
and Security

Signed June 2, 2026 https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/
2026/06/05/2026-11415/promoting-advanced-
artificial-intelligence-innovation-and-security

Federal Preemption of State AI Laws (Current 
Status)

Moratorium struck July 
1, 2025

https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/7/
senate-strikes-ai-moratorium-from-budget-
reconciliation-bill-in-overwhelming-99-1-vote

https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title42-chapter45
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title42-chapter45
https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/7/senate-strikes-ai-moratorium-from-budget-reconciliation-bill-in-overwhelming-99-1-vote
https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/7/senate-strikes-ai-moratorium-from-budget-reconciliation-bill-in-overwhelming-99-1-vote
https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/7/senate-strikes-ai-moratorium-from-budget-reconciliation-bill-in-overwhelming-99-1-vote
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2026/06/05/2026-11415/promoting-advanced-artificial-intelligence-innovation-and-security
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2026/06/05/2026-11415/promoting-advanced-artificial-intelligence-innovation-and-security
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2026/06/05/2026-11415/promoting-advanced-artificial-intelligence-innovation-and-security
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/03.20.26-National-Policy-Framework-for-Artificial-Intelligence-Legislative-Recommendations.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/03.20.26-National-Policy-Framework-for-Artificial-Intelligence-Legislative-Recommendations.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/03.20.26-National-Policy-Framework-for-Artificial-Intelligence-Legislative-Recommendations.pdf
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/12/16/2025-23092/ensuring-a-national-policy-framework-for-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/12/16/2025-23092/ensuring-a-national-policy-framework-for-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/12/16/2025-23092/ensuring-a-national-policy-framework-for-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02172/removing-barriers-to-american-leadership-in-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02172/removing-barriers-to-american-leadership-in-artificial-intelligence
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/01/31/2025-02172/removing-barriers-to-american-leadership-in-artificial-intelligence
https://www.ada.gov/
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/compliance/guidance/withdrawn-guidance/
https://www.consumerfinance.gov/compliance/guidance/withdrawn-guidance/
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2024/08/federal-trade-commission-announces-final-rule-banning-fake-reviews-testimonials
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2024/08/federal-trade-commission-announces-final-rule-banning-fake-reviews-testimonials
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2024/08/federal-trade-commission-announces-final-rule-banning-fake-reviews-testimonials
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-section1681m
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-section1681m
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-section1681m
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-chapter41-subchapterIII
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-chapter41-subchapterIII
https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title15-chapter41-subchapterIII
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2026/07/rentgrow-pay-225-million-settle-ftc-allegations-company-violated-fair-credit-reporting-act-ftc-act
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2026/07/rentgrow-pay-225-million-settle-ftc-allegations-company-violated-fair-credit-reporting-act-ftc-act
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2026/07/rentgrow-pay-225-million-settle-ftc-allegations-company-violated-fair-credit-reporting-act-ftc-act
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2023/10/ftc-cfpb-settlement-require-trans-union-pay-15-million-over-charges-it-failed-ensure-accuracy-tenant
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2023/10/ftc-cfpb-settlement-require-trans-union-pay-15-million-over-charges-it-failed-ensure-accuracy-tenant
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/news/press-releases/2023/10/ftc-cfpb-settlement-require-trans-union-pay-15-million-over-charges-it-failed-ensure-accuracy-tenant
https://www.cohenmilstein.com/case-study/louis-et-al-v-saferent-solutions-et-al/
https://www.cohenmilstein.com/case-study/louis-et-al-v-saferent-solutions-et-al/
https://www.justice.gov/atr/case/us-and-plaintiff-states-v-realpage-inc
https://www.justice.gov/atr/case/us-and-plaintiff-states-v-realpage-inc
https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/FHEO_Guidance_on_Advertising_through_Digital_Platforms.pdf
https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/FHEO_Guidance_on_Advertising_through_Digital_Platforms.pdf
https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/FHEO_Guidance_on_Advertising_through_Digital_Platforms.pdf
https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/FHEO_Guidance_on_Screening_of_Applicants_for_Rental_Housing.pdf
https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/FHEO_Guidance_on_Screening_of_Applicants_for_Rental_Housing.pdf
https://archives.hud.gov/news/2024/FHEO_Guidance_on_Screening_of_Applicants_for_Rental_Housing.pdf


Law Date / Status Source

NIST AI Risk Management Framework January 2023 https://nvlpubs.nist.gov/nistpubs/ai/
NIST.AI.100-1.pdf

Federal Wiretap Act (18 USC 2511) 1968, ongoing https://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?
req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title18-section2511

RETTC AI Governance Framework (NMHC-aligned, 
eight principles)

Released Nov 19, 2025 https://rettc.org/frameworks/ai-governance

California
Law Date / Status Source

California AB 2013 (AI Training Data Disclosure) Effective 2025 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/
billTextClient.xhtml?
bill_id=202320240AB2013

California ADMT Rules (Automated Decision-
Making)

Effective 2026 https://cppa.ca.gov/regulations/

California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA/CPRA) 2020, amended 2023 https://cppa.ca.gov/regulations/

California FEHA (Source of Income) Ongoing https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/
codes_displaySection.xhtml?
sectionNum=12955.&lawCode=GOV

California Cartwright Act (Algorithmic Pricing) Amended Oct 6, 2025 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/
billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260AB325

California SB 53 (Transparency in Frontier AI Act) Effective Jan 1, 2026 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/
billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB53

California SB 942 (AI Transparency Act) Effective Jan 1, 2026 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/
billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB942

California Recording Consent (Penal Code 632, 
632.7, 637.2)

Ongoing https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/
codes_displaySection.xhtml?
sectionNum=632.&lawCode=PEN

California Real Estate AI Image Disclosure (Bus. 
and Prof. Code 10140.8)

Effective Jan 1, 2026 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/
codes_displaySection.xhtml?
sectionNum=10140.8.&lawCode=BPC

San Francisco Rent Ordinance Sec. 37.10C - 
Algorithmic Rent Ban

Effective Oct 14, 2024 https://www.sf.gov/information/algorithmic-
devices-set-rent-are-prohibited-san-francisco

Berkeley Algorithmic Rent-Setting Ban 
(enforcement postponed to Mar 2026)

Passed Mar 11, 2025 https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/
documents/CC%20presentation
%203.11.25.pdf

California CRD Automated-Decision Employment 
Regs (FEHA, employment only)

Effective Oct 1, 2025 https://calcivilrights.ca.gov/wp-content/
uploads/sites/32/2025/06/Final-Text-
regulations-automated-employment-decision-
systems.pdf

Colorado
Law Date / Status Source

Colorado SB 26-189 - Automated Decision-
Making Technology Act

Effective Jan 1, 2027 https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb26-189

Colorado HB 26-1263 - AI Chatbot Safety Act Effective Jan 1, 2027 https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/HB26-1263

Colorado ADMT & Chatbot Rulemaking (4 CCR 
904-6), comment portal

Draft Aug 11, 2026 https://coag.gov/ai/automated-decision-
making-technology-act-and-chatbot-safety-
act-form/

Colorado Biometric Data Rules (HB 24-1130, 
amends CPA)

Effective July 1, 2025 https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1130

Colorado Privacy Act (CPA) Effective July 1, 2023 https://coag.gov/resources/colorado-privacy-
act/

Colorado HB25-1004 - Pricing Coordination 
(VETOED)

Vetoed May 29, 2025 https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb25-1004

https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb25-1004
https://coag.gov/resources/colorado-privacy-act/
https://coag.gov/resources/colorado-privacy-act/
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/hb24-1130
https://coag.gov/ai/automated-decision-making-technology-act-and-chatbot-safety-act-form/
https://coag.gov/ai/automated-decision-making-technology-act-and-chatbot-safety-act-form/
https://coag.gov/ai/automated-decision-making-technology-act-and-chatbot-safety-act-form/
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/HB26-1263
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb26-189
https://calcivilrights.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/32/2025/06/Final-Text-regulations-automated-employment-decision-systems.pdf
https://calcivilrights.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/32/2025/06/Final-Text-regulations-automated-employment-decision-systems.pdf
https://calcivilrights.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/32/2025/06/Final-Text-regulations-automated-employment-decision-systems.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/CC%20presentation%203.11.25.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/CC%20presentation%203.11.25.pdf
https://berkeleyca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/CC%20presentation%203.11.25.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/information/algorithmic-devices-set-rent-are-prohibited-san-francisco
https://www.sf.gov/information/algorithmic-devices-set-rent-are-prohibited-san-francisco
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=10140.8.&lawCode=BPC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=10140.8.&lawCode=BPC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=10140.8.&lawCode=BPC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=632.&lawCode=PEN
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=632.&lawCode=PEN
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=632.&lawCode=PEN
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB942
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB942
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB53
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260SB53
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260AB325
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202520260AB325
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=12955.&lawCode=GOV
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Connecticut
Law Date / Status Source

Connecticut Public Act 25-113 (LLM Training Data 
Disclosure)

Effective July 1, 2026 https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/ag/
press_releases/2026/office-of-the-attorney-
general---ai-advisory.pdf

Connecticut Public Act 26-15 (Sub. SB 5, 2026) - 
CART Act, An Act Concerning Online Safety

Signed May 27, 2026; 
provisions phase in Oct 
1, 2026 to Oct 1, 2027

https://www.cga.ct.gov/2026/act/pa/pdf/
2026PA-00015-R00SB-00005-PA.pdf

Connecticut HB 8002 Sec. 32 (Public Act 25-1) - 
Revenue Management Device Ban

Effective Jan 1, 2026 https://www.bakermckenzie.com/en/insight/
publications/2026/01/us-connecticut-passes-
state-antitrust-statute

Connecticut Data Privacy Act (CTDPA) Effective July 1, 2023 https://portal.ct.gov/AG/Privacy/Connecticut-
Data-Privacy-Act

Connecticut Recording Consent (52-570d; 53a-
187, 53a-189)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/connecticut/

Delaware
Law Date / Status Source

Delaware Recording Consent (11 Del. C. 2402, 
2409, 1335)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/delaware/

Florida
Law Date / Status Source

Florida Recording Consent (Fla. Stat. 934.03, 
934.10)

Ongoing https://www.flsenate.gov/Laws/Statutes/
2024/934.03

Georgia
Law Date / Status Source

Georgia Senate Study Committee on AI - Report 
(SR 476)

Report Dec 3, 2024 https://www.legis.ga.gov/api/document/docs/
default-source/senate-press-office-document-
library/2024/study-committees-2024/ai-final/
ai-report-final-signed-no-appendix.pdf

Hawaii
Law Date / Status Source

Hawaii Recording Consent (HRS 803-42; HRS 
711-1111)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/hawaii/

Illinois
Law Date / Status Source

Illinois AI in Employment (775 ILCS 5/2-102(L)) - 
P.A. 103-804

Effective Jan 1, 2026 https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ILCS/details?
ActID=2266&ChapterID=64

Illinois AI Video Interview Act (820 ILCS 42) Effective Jan 1, 2020 https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ILCS/Articles?
ActID=4015&ChapterID=68

Illinois Biometric Information Privacy Act (BIPA) Effective 2008 https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/ilcs3.asp?
ActID=3004&ChapterID=62

Illinois Recording Consent (720 ILCS 5/14-2, 5/14-
4, 5/14-6)

Rewritten 2014 https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/illinois/

https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/illinois/
https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/illinois/
https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/ilcs3.asp?ActID=3004&ChapterID=62
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https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ILCS/Articles?ActID=4015&ChapterID=68
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https://www.legis.ga.gov/api/document/docs/default-source/senate-press-office-document-library/2024/study-committees-2024/ai-final/ai-report-final-signed-no-appendix.pdf
https://www.legis.ga.gov/api/document/docs/default-source/senate-press-office-document-library/2024/study-committees-2024/ai-final/ai-report-final-signed-no-appendix.pdf
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https://www.cga.ct.gov/2026/act/pa/pdf/2026PA-00015-R00SB-00005-PA.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2026/act/pa/pdf/2026PA-00015-R00SB-00005-PA.pdf
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/ag/press_releases/2026/office-of-the-attorney-general---ai-advisory.pdf
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https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/ag/press_releases/2026/office-of-the-attorney-general---ai-advisory.pdf


Indiana
Law Date / Status Source

Indiana Recording Consent (IC 35-33.5-5-5; IC 35-
45-4-5)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/indiana/

Maine
Law Date / Status Source

Maine LD 1727 - AI Chatbot Disclosure (10 M.R.S. 
1500-DD)

Signed June 12, 2025 https://legislature.maine.gov/statutes/10/
title10sec1500-DD.html

Maine Recording Consent (15 M.R.S. 709-710; 
17-A M.R.S. 511)

Ongoing https://legislature.maine.gov/lawlibrary/what-
is-maines-law-on-recording-surveillance-of-
private-conversations/9488

Maryland
Law Date / Status Source

Maryland HB 1202 (Facial Recognition in Hiring) Effective Oct 1, 2020 https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2020RS/fnotes/
bil_0002/hb1202.pdf

Maryland Recording Consent (Cts. & Jud. Proc. 
10-402, 10-410)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/maryland/

Massachusetts
Law Date / Status Source

Massachusetts Recording Consent (ch. 272, 99) Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/massachusetts/

Massachusetts House No. 77 (AI Responsibility) Filed Jan 15, 2025 https://malegislature.gov/Bills/194/H77.pdf

Michigan
Law Date / Status Source

Michigan SB 760 - Leading Ethical AI 
Development for Kids Act (companion chatbots, 
minors)

Senate-passed 2026, 
pending House

https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Bills/Bill?
ObjectName=2025-SB-0760

Michigan Recording Consent (MCL 750.539c) Settled 1982 https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/michigan/

Minnesota
Law Date / Status Source

Minnesota Consumer Data Privacy Act - Profiling 
(325M.14)

Signed May 19, 2024 https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/
325M.14

Minneapolis Ordinance 244.2070 - Rent-Setting 
(law-firm source)

Enacted Mar 27, 2025 https://winthrop.com/bold-perspectives/
minneapolis-ban-on-rent-setting-algorithms-
top-3-things-landlords-need-to-know/

Minnesota SF 1886 - Disclosure of AI (proposed 
325M.40)

Engrossed Mar 18, 2026 https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/94/2025/0/
SF/1886/versions/latest/

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/94/2025/0/SF/1886/versions/latest/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/94/2025/0/SF/1886/versions/latest/
https://winthrop.com/bold-perspectives/minneapolis-ban-on-rent-setting-algorithms-top-3-things-landlords-need-to-know/
https://winthrop.com/bold-perspectives/minneapolis-ban-on-rent-setting-algorithms-top-3-things-landlords-need-to-know/
https://winthrop.com/bold-perspectives/minneapolis-ban-on-rent-setting-algorithms-top-3-things-landlords-need-to-know/
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/325M.14
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/325M.14
https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/michigan/
https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/michigan/
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Bills/Bill?ObjectName=2025-SB-0760
https://www.legislature.mi.gov/Bills/Bill?ObjectName=2025-SB-0760
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/194/H77.pdf
https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/massachusetts/
https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/massachusetts/
https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/maryland/
https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/maryland/
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2020RS/fnotes/bil_0002/hb1202.pdf
https://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2020RS/fnotes/bil_0002/hb1202.pdf
https://legislature.maine.gov/lawlibrary/what-is-maines-law-on-recording-surveillance-of-private-conversations/9488
https://legislature.maine.gov/lawlibrary/what-is-maines-law-on-recording-surveillance-of-private-conversations/9488
https://legislature.maine.gov/lawlibrary/what-is-maines-law-on-recording-surveillance-of-private-conversations/9488
https://legislature.maine.gov/statutes/10/title10sec1500-DD.html
https://legislature.maine.gov/statutes/10/title10sec1500-DD.html
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https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/indiana/


Missouri
Law Date / Status Source

Missouri Recording Consent (RSMo 542.402; 
565.252)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/missouri/

Montana
Law Date / Status Source

Montana Recording Consent (Mont. Code Ann. 
45-8-213)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/montana/

Nevada
Law Date / Status Source

Nevada Recording Consent (Nev. Rev. Stat. 
200.620)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/introduction-to-
reporters-recording-guide/

New Hampshire
Law Date / Status Source

New Hampshire Recording Consent (570-A:2, 
570-A:11)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/new-hampshire/

New Jersey
Law Date / Status Source

New Jersey S1840 (reintroduction of S4867) - 
Responsible AI Advancement Act

Introduced Jan 13, 2026 https://pub.njleg.gov/Bills/2026/
S2000/1840_I1.HTM

New Jersey FAIR Act (P.L. 2026, c.43) - 
Algorithmic Rent-Setting Ban

Signed July 20, 2026; 
effective July 1, 2027

https://www.nj.gov/governor/news/
2026/20260720a.shtml

New Jersey Bot Act (N.J.S.A. 56:18-1 to 56:18-5) - 
Bot Disclosure incl. Real Estate

Effective July 19, 2020 https://pub.njleg.state.nj.us/Bills/2018/
AL19/486_.PDF

New Mexico
Law Date / Status Source

New Mexico Recording Consent (NMSA 30-12-1; 
30-9-20)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/new-mexico/

New York
Law Date / Status Source

NYC Local Law 144 (Automated Employment 
Decisions)

Effective July 5, 2023 https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/
LegislationDetail.aspx?
ID=4343757&GUID=CF5E713A-FFFC-4CF7-
B5D7-1E814F9133BE

New York S7882 - Algorithmic Rent-Setting Ban 
(GBL 340-b)

Effective Dec 15, 2025 https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/
2025/S7882

New York DHCR Rent Stabilization Rules Ongoing https://hcr.ny.gov/regulatory-information

https://hcr.ny.gov/regulatory-information
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S7882
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2025/S7882
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https://legistar.council.nyc.gov/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=4343757&GUID=CF5E713A-FFFC-4CF7-B5D7-1E814F9133BE
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https://www.rcfp.org/introduction-to-reporters-recording-guide/
https://www.rcfp.org/introduction-to-reporters-recording-guide/
https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-guide/montana/
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Law Date / Status Source

New York RAISE Act (S6953B / A6453B) - frontier-
model developers only

Signed Dec 19, 2025; 
effective Jan 1, 2027; 
civil penalties $1M then 
$3M

https://www.governor.ny.gov/news/governor-
hochul-signs-nation-leading-legislation-
require-ai-frameworks-ai-frontier-models

New York S9584 / A11403 - Digital 
Representations in Listings (proposed GBL 349-i)

Introduced May 2026 https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/
2025/S9584

Oregon
Law Date / Status Source

Oregon SB 1546 (AI Companion Chatbots) Enacted 2026; eff Jan 1, 
2027

https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/
2026R1/Measures/Overview/SB1546

Oregon Recording Consent (ORS 165.540) Ninth Circuit en banc 
Jan 2025

https://www.rcfp.org/introduction-to-
reporters-recording-guide/

Pennsylvania
Law Date / Status Source

Philadelphia Bill No. 240823 - Anti-Competitive 
Rental Practices

Passed Oct 24, 2024 https://phlcouncil.com/councilmember-
orourkes-algorithmic-rental-price-fixing-ban-
passes-council-heads-to-mayor-parkers-desk/

Pennsylvania Recording Consent (18 Pa.C.S. 
5703, 5704)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/pennsylvania/

Texas
Law Date / Status Source

Texas Responsible AI Governance Act, TRAIGA 
(HB 149)

Effective Jan 1, 2026 https://capitol.texas.gov/tlodocs/89R/
analysis/html/HB00149S.htm

Texas CUBI - Capture or Use of Biometric 
Identifier (Tex. Bus. and Com. Code 503.001)

Since 2001; AG-
enforced

https://statutes.capitol.texas.gov/Docs/BC/
htm/BC.503.htm

Texas AG 1.4B Dollar Meta Biometric Settlement 
under CUBI

Finalized July 30, 2024 https://www.texasattorneygeneral.gov/news/
releases/attorney-general-ken-paxton-
secures-14-billion-settlement-meta-over-its-
unauthorized-capture

Utah
Law Date / Status Source

Utah AI Policy Act - SB 149 (amended by SB 226, 
SB 332)

Effective May 1, 2024 https://le.utah.gov/~2024/bills/static/
SB0149.html

Vermont
Law Date / Status Source

Vermont Recording Consent (No state statute; 18 
USC 2511; 13 V.S.A. 3835)

Ongoing https://www.rcfp.org/reporters-recording-
guide/vermont/

Virginia
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Law Date / Status Source

Virginia Consumer Data Protection Act (VCDPA) Effective Jan 1, 2023 https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacodefull/
title59.1/chapter53/

Washington
Law Date / Status Source

Washington My Health My Data Act Effective Mar 31, 2024 https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?
cite=19.373

Washington Recording Consent (RCW 9.73.030 et 
seq.)

Ongoing https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?
cite=9.73.080

Washington Biometric Privacy Act (RCW 19.375) Enacted 2017; AG-
enforced

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?
cite=19.375

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=19.375
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=19.375
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=9.73.080
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About This Guide
This guide is produced by MultifamilyNEXT and mPro Digital Edge as an educational resource 
for the multifamily industry, covering the use of AI and automated tools in leasing, 
marketing, and management. It is revised quarterly. The companion AI Regulation Finder 
returns the obligations that apply to the specific states where you operate and is updated on 
the same cadence.

Statutes, bill numbers, and citations are public law. The multifamily impact analysis, the 
selection of what to include, and the arrangement of these entries are the original work of 
mPro Digital Edge. A competitor who copies the citations has a list. The reasoning in the 
impact sections is the part with the value.

Important Disclaimer
This guide is educational and is not legal advice. It does not create an attorney-client 
relationship. Laws change, and the status of pending bills, rulemakings, and litigation 
described here can change after the publication date. Several items are expressly flagged 
for verification, and recording-law citations to fifty-state surveys should be confirmed 
against current state posture. Before acting on any item in this guide, confirm the current 
law and its application to your specific circumstances with qualified legal counsel licensed in 
the relevant jurisdiction.

Learn more at multifamilynext.com.

https://www.mprodigitaledge.com/

