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Chair Willis, Vice Chair Daniels, Ranking Member Grim, and members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony in opposition to House Bill 463. My name is
Mike Belcuore and I am testifying on behalf of AAA, which has long been committed to
improving roadway safety and advancing effective driver education programs for young drivers.

AAA strongly supports high-quality driver training that prepares young Ohioans to safely
operate motor vehicles. However, we have significant concerns that House Bill 463 moves Ohio
in the wrong direction by weakening proven driver training standards and introducing an
untested technology-based model without sufficient evidence that it will improve safety
outcomes.

House Bill 463 would allow parents to substitute part of the required behind-the-wheel
instruction with instruction delivered through an electronic device or application. Specifically,
the bill allows a “qualified adult” to provide up to four of the required eight hours of behind-
the-wheel instruction with assistance from an electronic device or app rather than a licensed
driving instructor.

While technology can be a useful tool, this proposal effectively asks Ohio to become the first
large-scale testing ground for a new form of driver training that has not yet been proven to
produce safer drivers.

To date:

e There is little independent research demonstrating that app-based driver instruction
produces outcomes comparable to professional behind-the-wheel training.

o The legislation does not require peer-reviewed safety studies, crash data, or validated
training outcomes before such programs are approved.

e Ohio would be implementing this system statewide before clear evidence exists that it
improves safety or learning outcomes for new drivers.



Driver education is a critical safety intervention. Policies that change how young drivers are
trained should be grounded in strong data and evidence, not assumptions.

Current driver training requirements exist for a reason: professional instructors are trained to
identify unsafe driving behaviors, correct mistakes in real time, and expose students to a wide
range of driving conditions.

Under HB463:

o Parents or other “qualified adults” could conduct up to half of the behind-the-wheel
training hours using an electronic app.
e Those individuals would not be required to hold a driver training instructor license.

While parents play an essential role in helping teens practice driving, substituting licensed
professional instruction with a smartphone application raises significant questions about training
quality, consistency, and oversight.

Professional driver training schools are regulated for a reason. Their instructors must meet
certification standards, follow established curricula, and provide structured instruction. An app
cannot replicate the experience, judgment, and accountability of a trained instructor.

Driver education is not simply a checklist of hours completed. It is a complex learning process
that requires real-time instruction, feedback, and supervision.

While proponents argue that technology will expand access to training, there is currently no
evidence that app-based instruction improves safety outcomes for novice drivers.

Young drivers are already among the highest-risk drivers on the road. Introducing unproven
training methods without sufficient data could have unintended consequences for roadway
safety.

Proponents have suggested that using technology will reduce costs for families and address
potential backlogs for driver training.

However, it is not clear that HB463 will meaningfully reduce costs. Many driver education
programs already incorporate technology where appropriate, and any new electronic training
system may introduce:

e subscription fees for families,

e device requirements,

o additional technology costs, and

e new regulatory oversight expenses for the state.

At the same time, reducing professional instruction hours may undermine the quality of training
Ohio drivers receive.



The core concern with HB463 is that it moves Ohio ahead of the evidence.
There is no statewide data demonstrating that app-based driver instruction produces safer drivers.
There is no track record showing this model works at scale. And there are no long-term safety
outcomes demonstrating that it is equivalent to professional instruction.
Before making major changes to driver education policy, the legislature should ensure that:

o the program has been tested in real-world conditions,

o safety outcomes have been independently evaluated, and

o the state has clear evidence that the change will improve, not weaken, driver training.

At this time, those assurances simply do not exist.

AAA believes strongly in innovation and improving access to driver education. However,
innovation must be guided by safety and supported by evidence.

House Bill 463 introduces an untested driver education model, reduces reliance on licensed
instructors, and places Ohio in the position of testing a new technology-based training system
without demonstrated safety benefits.

For these reasons, AAA respectfully urges the Committee to oppose House Bill 463.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I would be happy to answer any questions.



