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LSC is required by law to issue a report for each introduced bill that substantially changes
or enacts an occupational regulation. The report must: (1) explain the bill’s regulatory framework
in the context of Ohio’s statutory policy of using the least restrictive regulation necessary to
protect consumers, (2) compare the regulatory schemes governing the same occupation in other
states, and (3) examine the bill’s potential impact on employment, consumer choice, market
competition, and cost to government.?

LEAST RESTRICTIVE REGULATION COMPARISON
Ohio’s general regulatory policy

The general policy of the state is reliance on market competition and private remedies to
protect the interests of consumers in commercial transactions involving the sale of goods or
services. For circumstances in which the General Assembly determines that additional safeguards
are necessary to protect consumers from “present, significant, and substantiated harms that
threaten health, safety, or welfare,” the state’s expressed intent is to enact the “least restrictive
regulation that will adequately protect consumers from such harms.”?

The degree of “restrictiveness” of an occupational regulation is prescribed by statute. The
following graphic identifies each type of occupational regulation expressly mentioned in the
state’s policy by least to most restrictive:

* This report addresses the “As Introduced” version of S.B. 175. It does not account for changes that may
have been adopted after the bill’s introduction.

1 R.C. 103.26, not in the bill.
2R.C. 4798.01 and 4798.02, neither in the bill.
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*CSPL — The Consumer Sales Practices Law

S.B. 175 requires application distribution providers and developers of covered
applications to comply, beginning one year after the bill’s effective date, with specified process
regulations to ensure that minors cannot engage in restricted, adult-only activities.? A violator
may be assessed civil penalties in an Attorney General action.*

Under continuing law governing occupational regulation reports, a report must discuss a
bill’s substantial impacts on the following: (1) an individual’s occupation, or (2) a business that
must obtain a license for which the applicant must satisfy a personal qualification.® Because the
bill defines “developer” and “application distribution provider” as a “person .. .,” it appears that
they may constitute an individual’s occupation.® Therefore, this report analyzes them from that
perspective (even though they likely are businesses for which licenses are not required). This
report does not discuss operating system providers because they clearly are businesses for which
licenses are not required.

Necessity of regulations

The bill’s sponsor, Senator Thomas F. Patton, testified that the legislation is necessary to
protect children’s safety online. He shared that he is concerned about the access children have
to online content that is obscene and disturbing. To address these concerns, he asserted that,
under the bill, safeguards must be implemented and shared by content developers and
distributors alike without compromising children’s privacy through unnecessary data sharing.’

3R.C. 1349.071 and 1349.072.

4R.C. 1349.076.

> R.C. 103.26 and 103.27, not in the bill.
6 R.C. 1.59(C), not in the bill.

7 See Senator Thomas F. Patton Sponsor Testimony (PDF), Senate Financial Institutions, Insurance, and
Technology Committee, September 30, 2025.
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Restrictiveness of regulations
Process regulations

The state’s policy does not provide specific guidance as to when a regulation of process
is the best means of protecting the health, safety, and welfare of consumers. However, the policy
as a whole suggests that regulations of process are the most preferred method of regulation
when market competition, ratings and reviews, private certifications, private causes of action,
and actions under the state’s Consumer Sales Practices Law do not provide sufficient protection.®

Whether these mechanisms are a sufficient means of protecting consumers is a policy
decision. However, continuing law includes provisions designed to prevent minors from
accessing specified content, such as requiring certain online schools that provide students with
computers for instructional purposes to use a filtering device on the computers to prevent access
to internet materials that are obscene or harmful to juveniles.®

Application distribution providers

The bill increases restrictiveness by requiring application distribution providers (persons
that own, operate, or control an application distributor, which is commonly called an app store'?)
to do all of the following:

®  Request a user’s age at the time the user creates an account;

®  Provide users the provider estimates to be minors with an opportunity to verify they are
adults; and

" Give developers of covered applications the ability to request an age signal, prevent
account holders who are not adults from acquiring a covered application, and view
relevant parental controls through a centralized interface.

In addition, the bill increases restrictiveness by prohibiting application distribution
providers from engaging in anti-competitive practices.'!

Application developers

The bill increases restrictiveness by requiring developers (i.e., creators, owners, or
controllers) of covered applications to do both of the following:

" Use commercially reasonable efforts to estimate whether a user is a minor or an adult
and make a reasonable effort to ensure that minor account holders cannot engage in any
activity that is restricted to adults only; and

8 R.C. 4798.01, not in the bill.
9R.C. 3314.21(C), not in the bill.
10R.C. 1349.07(E) and (F).
11R.C. 1349.071.
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®  Provide parental controls for covered applications.*?

The bill increases restrictiveness by specifying that the developer is solely liable for correctly
identifying whether an application is a covered application. A “covered application” includes an
application (other than an app store, internet browser, or search engine) that provides a different
experience for adults and minors. That different experience could be in the form of different
account types, content, features, or advertising or data practices that depend on the user’s age.*3

In addition, the bill increases restrictiveness by prohibiting these developers from doing
either of the following:

" Permitting a minor to access content or features unsuitable for minors without first
obtaining parental consent; or

= Using age signal information for purposes other than complying with the bill.*4
Penalties

The bill increases restrictiveness by subjecting application distribution providers and
application developers that violate the bill to a lawsuit brought by the Attorney General. Violators
may be required to pay civil penalties of up to $1,000 per violation.*®

However, under the bill, application distribution providers and application developers are
not liable for violations under specified circumstances, such as when they make a good faith
effort to comply.t®

For a complete explanation of the bill, see the LSC bill analysis (PDF).

IMPACT STATEMENT
Opportunities for employment

The bill is not expected to have a significant effect on employment opportunities for
application developers and distribution providers. Although developers and providers will be
required to implement parental control functions and adopt compliance procedures to prevent
minors from accessing restricted, adult-only activities, these requirements can be incorporated
into the existing scope of software development. The bill does not appear to create new licensing
barriers or restrict entry into the profession.

Consumer choice

The bill may limit consumer choices by requiring parental consent and additional controls
for applications that minors are likely to access. These requirements may result in delays or

12 R.C. 1349.072.
13 R.C. 1349.07 and 1349.075(B).
14R.C. 1349.072.
15R.C. 1349.076.
16 R.C. 1349.075.
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restrictions for minors attempting to download certain applications. Parents may experience
increased oversight and control over the applications their children can access.

Market competition

The bill could increase compliance costs, particularly for independent developers, which
may slightly reduce their competitiveness. However, these costs are expected to be minimal, as
the required parental control functions and related processes can be integrated into standard
development practices.

Cost to government

The bill is expected to create enforcement and administrative costs for the Office of the
Attorney General, which is responsible for bringing civil actions against noncompliant application
developers and distribution providers. For further details, please refer to the LBO fiscal note.
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COMPARISON TO OTHER STATES

With respect to other states, only Texas, Utah, and Louisiana have enacted parental controls or consent requirements involving
applications. Aspects of those laws are summarized in the table below.

Note that, although California has not enacted parental controls or consent requirements, it did recently enact legislation
(effective January 1, 2027) under which operating system providers must provide an accessible interface at account setup that requires
a parent or legal guardian of a minor user in that state to indicate the minor user’s birth date, age, or both. Violators are subject to an
injunction and, in an Attorney General action, a civil penalty per affected child of up to $2,500 for each negligent violation or up to
$7,500 for each intentional violation.'’

State Statutes on Application Developers and Distribution Providers

Regulations Involving Parental Consent or

Penalties for Violation

Control
Ohio (under the bill) Does the following with respect to developers of | A violator may be required to pay a civil penalty of
covered applications: up to $1,000 per violation in an Attorney General
action

= Prohibits them from permitting a minor to
access content or features unsuitable for | (R.C.1349.076)
minors without first obtaining parental
consent; and

= Requires them to: (1) use commercially
reasonable efforts to estimate if a user is a
minor and to ensure that minors cannot engage
in adults-only activities, and (2) provide
parental controls for covered applications.

Requires application distribution providers (i.e.,
providers of app stores) to do the following:

17 Cal. Civ. Code 1798.500(a), 1798.501(a), 1798.503(a), and 1798.505 as enacted by AB-1043 (2025-2026).
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State Statutes on Application Developers and Distribution Providers

Regulations Involving Parental Consent or
Control

Penalties for Violation

= Request a user’s age at the time they create an
account;

= Give developers of covered applications the
ability to request an age signal, prevent
account holders who are minors from acquiring
a covered application, and view relevant
parental controls through a centralized
interface.

(R.C. 1349.071 and 1349.072)

Texas Requires app store owners to do both of the
following:

= Ensure that a minor’s account is affiliated with
a parent’s or guardian’s account;

= QObtain consent from the parent or guardian via
the affiliated account before allowing the
minor to download or purchase a software
application or to make a purchase in or using
the application.

(Tex. Bus. & Com. Code 121.022)

A violation constitutes a deceptive trade practice,
the maximum penalty for which is a one-year jail
term and a $4,000 fine

(Tex. Bus. & Com. Code 121.101;
Tex. Penal Code 12.21 and 32.42)
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State Statutes on Application Developers and Distribution Providers

Regulations Involving Parental Consent or
Control

Penalties for Violation

Utah!®

(Effective May 6, 2026,
penalties effective December

Requires app store providers to do both of the
following:

= Ensure that a minor’s account is affiliated with

Both of the following apply to an app developer or
app store provider who knowingly misrepresents
parental consent:

31, 2026) a parent’s or guardian’s account; = Has committed a deceptive trade practice for
= QObtain consent from the parent or guardian via which a lawsuit rTmay be k.)rfJughjc agalr)st il
the affiliated account before allowing the developer or provider for injunctive relief and
minor to download or purchase a software damages in an amount equal to the greater of
application or to make an in-app purchase. $2,000 or damages actually sustained plus
attorney fees;
Requires developers to request personal age . .
verification data or parental consent in specified IS_SUbJeCt to a.Iaw'swt brought by a har‘med
circumstances, including at the time a user minor or the minor’s parent for damages in an
downloads or ;ourchases an app amount equal to the greater of actual damages
or $1,000 for each violation plus reasonable
(Utah Code 13-75-201 and 13-75-202) attorney fees and litigation costs.
ah Code 13-11a-4 an -75-
(Utah Code 13-11a-4 and 13-75-401)
Louisiana®® Requirements for covered application stores and A violator may be required to pay damages up to

(Effective July 1, 2026)

app developers are similar to those required in
Utah

(51 La. Rev. Stat. 1772 and 1773)

$10,000 in a lawsuit brought by the Attorney
General

(51 La. Rev. Stat. 1775)

OR0017-136/BB

18 See, S.B. 142, 2025, Utah Legislature Session.

19 Seg, H.B. 570, Louisiana State Legislature.
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