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In March 2025, Utah Governor Spencer 
Cox signed SB 226 and SB 332, which 
both amend Utah’s Articial Intelligence 
Policy Act (AIPA).

SB 226 limits the mandatory disclosure 
requirements of the AIPA by only 
requiring the generative articial 
intelligence (genAI) disclosure in two 
circumstances: 1) when a supplier uses 
genAI to interact with an individual 
in connection with a consumer 
transaction and the individual clearly 
and unambiguously asks whether they 
are interacting with genAI, and 2) when 
an individual provides services in a 
“regulated occupation” as part of a “high-
risk articial intelligence interaction,” 
which is dened as an interaction 
with genAI that involves the collection 
of sensitive personal information 
(e.g., health data) or the provision of 
personalized recommendations, advice, 
or information that could reasonably be 
relied upon to make signicant personal 
decisions (e.g., the provision of legal 
advice or services). The AIPA previously 
required disclosures even where the 

individual’s question was not clear and 
unambiguous and required disclosure 
if genAI was used at all to interact with 
individuals as part of providing regulated 
services.

SB 226 also establishes liability for 
violations of consumer protection 
laws involving AI and provides a safe 
harbor to AI suppliers who provide 
clear and conspicuous disclosures 
to consumers by alerting them to 

engagement with AI at the outset and 
throughout any interaction related to 
consumer transactions or the provision 
of regulated services. Violations of SB 
226 are enforced by the Utah Division of 
Consumer Protection and can result in 
nes of up to $2,500 for each violation, 
disgorgement, and attorney’s fees, 
among other remedies. SB 332 extends 
the AIPA’s initial repeal date of May 7, 
2025, to July 1, 2027.

AI to engage in interactive conversation 
with users similar to the condential 
communications an individual would 
have with a licensed mental health 
therapist. Second, the “supplier” of the 
chatbot must represent, or a reasonable 
person would have to believe, that the 
chatbot “can or will provide mental 
health therapy or help a user manage or 
treat mental health conditions.” 

With some exceptions, HB 452 prohibits 
mental health chatbot suppliers from 
“selling” or “sharing” of Utah users’ 
identiable health information and 

user input. The law also requires 
suppliers to disclose that the chatbot 
is AI (and not a human), both at the 
start of any interaction with a user 
(depending on when the user last 
accessed the chatbot) and anytime a 
user explicitly asks whether AI is being 
used. Suppliers of mental health chatbots 
are also prohibited from using mental 
health chatbots to engage in targeted 
advertising based on user input, or to 
advertise specic products or services to 
users unless the chatbot clearly identies 
the communication as an advertisement 
and discloses any business aliations or 

sponsorships the chatbot supplier may 
have with the advertiser. 

Violations of HB 452 are enforced by the 
Utah Division of Consumer Protection 
and can result in nes of up to $2,500 
for each violation, disgorgement, and 
attorney’s fees, among other remedies. 
HB 452 does provide suppliers of mental 
health chatbots an armative defense 
against certain allegations if the supplier 
maintains certain documentation, 
including a written policy that is led 
with the Utah Division of Consumer 
Protection.
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