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Chairman Wilson, Vice Chair Lang, Ranking Member Craig, and members of the Committee, 

thank you for the opportunity to provide written-only interested party testimony on Substitute 

Senate Bill 175. My name is Hannah Kubbins, and I am the Legislative Director for Americans 

for Prosperity–Ohio.  

Americans for Prosperity believes parents are best suited to determine what their children should 

or should not have access to online. Families, not technology companies and not government, 

should be the primary decision-makers when it comes to children’s digital lives. While we share 

the goal of protecting kids online, we begin from the principle that parental responsibility and 

choice are preferable to government mandates.  

However if the General Assembly determines legislation is necessary in this area, AFP views 

Substitute Senate Bill 175 as the least intrusive of the age-verification proposals currently under 

consideration.  

As amended, Sub. S.B. 175 would require operating system providers to collect a user’s date of 

birth or age at device setup and, upon request by an application developer, transmit an “age 

signal” reflecting one of four statutory age brackets: under 13, ages 13–15, ages 16–17, or 18 

and older. Developers receiving an age signal are instructed to treat it as the primary indicator of 

a user’s age and are deemed to have actual knowledge of the user’s age range for purposes of 

complying with applicable law.  

Enforcement authority rests exclusively with the Ohio Attorney General, with civil penalties of 

up to $2,500 per affected child for negligent violations and $7,500 per affected child for 

purposeful violations. The bill also expressly avoids requiring government-issued identification, 

biometric data, or the collection of additional personal information beyond what is necessary to 

generate age-bracket data. It further prohibits anticompetitive misuse of the data by operating 

system providers.  

These limitations meaningfully distinguish Sub. S.B. 175 from other age-verification models 

adopted in recent years. Nonetheless, recent federal court decisions offer important cautionary 

guidance.  



In February 2026, a federal district court preliminarily enjoined enforcement of Texas Senate Bill 

2420—an app store parental-consent and age-verification statute—after finding it likely violated 

the First Amendment. The court concluded that conditioning access to lawful applications on age 

verification and parental consent imposed unconstitutional burdens on protected speech.  

In reaching that conclusion, the court emphasized principles that remain relevant here. First, laws 

that burden adult access to lawful speech—even indirectly—trigger heightened constitutional 

scrutiny. Second, broad age-verification mandates that apply without regard to content or risk 

raise serious overbreadth concerns. Third, universal age verification can create chilling effects by 

undermining anonymity and increasing friction for lawful expression. Finally, the existence of 

less restrictive alternatives, including parental controls and device-level tools, weighs against 

expansive regulatory solutions.  

Sub. S.B. 175 is best understood not as a narrow content-regulation bill, but as the creation of 

permanent age-verification infrastructure embedded at the operating-system level. Once 

established, this infrastructure would assign every Ohio device user—children and adults alike— 

into a government-defined age category that developers are legally instructed to rely upon.  

While age-bracket data is defined as non-personal, mandatory age classification itself carries 

expressive consequences. Federal courts have consistently recognized anonymity and frictionless 

access to lawful speech as constitutionally significant interests. Systems that require every user 

to be categorized by age, regardless of the content they seek, can implicate those interests even 

with data-minimization safeguards.  

Ohio parents already have access to powerful tools, including Apple Screen Time, Google 

Family Link, and third-party parental control applications, which allow parents to manage app 

downloads, restrict content, set screen-time limits, and supervise communications. These tools 

operate through parental choice and individualized supervision.  

The Texas court emphasized that the availability of such less restrictive alternatives matters in 

constitutional analysis. When parents can already control device and application use without 

universal age verification, courts are more likely to view broad regulatory infrastructure as 

unnecessary.  

Substitute Senate Bill 175 reflects thoughtful drafting and sincere efforts to learn from legal 

setbacks in other states. It is narrower than laws that have already been enjoined and avoids some 

of the most constitutionally problematic mechanisms, such as ID mandates and categorical 

access bans.  

Legislation that advances child safety while respecting constitutional limits is essential. 

However, infrastructure-level age verification remains an unsettled and contested approach. For 

that reason, AFP respectfully urges continued caution before Ohio commits to a statewide age-



verification framework that may ultimately face the same constitutional headwinds as similar 

laws elsewhere.  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide interested party testimony. I can be reached for 

questions or discussion at 614-905-2551, or hkubbins@afphq.org  

  


