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Chair Thomas, Vice Chair Swearingen, ranking member Synenberg, members of the House 
Judiciary Committee, thank you for the opportunity to provide opposition testimony on House 
Bill 338, Andys Law. 

My name is Joseph Zarycki, and I hold a master’s degree in Electrical Engineering from Case 
Western Reserve University. I am here today to speak in opposition to specific portions of 
House Bill 338 — namely, the sections that create a DRC-controlled public sex-offense registry 
and those that restrict vocational programming eligibility based on disciplinary write-ups. I 
appreciate its intent to improve safety and accountability, but these two provisions will do the 
opposite, making Ohio’s prisons less just, less safe, and less rehabilitative. 
 
I spent four years inside the Ohio prison system at RiCI, where I saw firsthand a disciplinary 
system largely divorced from fairness or due process. Hearings are run by staff, the accused 
has no counsel, evidence is minimal, and guilt is often predetermined. 
 
I was once attacked without provocation and punished the same as my attacker. Another time, 
Captain Kennebrew sent me to solitary confinement for six hours after wrongly assuming I cut a 
commissary line. There was no hearing, no appeal, no accountability. These are not rare 
occurrences, they are routine.  
 
Punishment Without Conviction Is an Abuse of State Power 
HB 338 authorizes DRC to create a public “registry of sexual offenders” based not on 
convictions, but on internal disciplinary write-ups. Those rules (Ohio Admin. Code 5120-9-06) 
cover everything from assault to “improper sexual conduct,” a term so broad it can include 
consensual touching, sexual comments, exposure during a pat-down, and hand-holding—yes, 
hand-holding is explicitly mentioned as a sexual rules violation in the administrative code. 
 
Inside prison, such charges are often used for control, not safety. I know because I lived it. I was 
sexually harassed by a staff member and did exactly what policy instructs: I reported him and 
asked the institution to preserve body-cam footage. Instead of protecting me, the system 
erased the evidence. The same officer retaliated by writing me up. Under HB 338, that 
fabricated report could have placed me on a public sex-offense registry for ten years, while the 
officer who preyed on me remained immune, protected by the bill’s “good-faith” liability shield. 



 
That is not accountability; it is state-sanctioned defamation. It turns a disciplinary rumor mill 
into a public registry, branding men and women as predators without indictment, trial, or 
defense. It invites constitutional challenge under the Fourteenth Amendment for lack of due 
process, under the Eighth Amendment for excessive punishment, and under civil tort law for 
defamation. More fundamentally, it erodes faith in justice itself.  
 
Giving that same flawed system the power to publicly label someone a sex offender for ten 
years would legalize injustice. The public sex-offense registry is one of the most powerful tools 
of social exclusion ever created — a modern scarlet letter that follows a person to every job 
interview, every landlord, and every neighborhood. Yet after decades of data, there is no 
credible evidence that public registries prevent sexual harm or make communities safer. They 
don’t stop crime — they just destroy the chance to rebuild a life. 
 
 
The Registry Betrays the Mission of “Rehabilitation and Correction” 
The Department’s name carries two promises: to rehabilitate and to correct. Rehabilitation 
means preparing people to return safely to their communities. Correction means changing 
harmful behavior through accountability and education, not perpetual shame. 
 
A public registry built on administrative write-ups does the opposite—it permanently 
stigmatizes people for acts that are not even crimes. It undermines reentry by destroying 
housing and employment prospects. It also endangers inmates inside: a “sex-offender” label is 
a death sentence in certain cellblocks. Instead of restoring order, it incites violence. 
If lawmakers truly believe in correction, they should not create policies that guarantee failure 
after release. HB 338’s registry is not correction, it is a second conviction without a court. 
 
Vocational Restrictions Show the Same Broken Mindset 
The bill’s vocational section exposes the same punitive philosophy. It bars anyone with any rule 
violation for twelve months from job training and removes them for any infraction during class. I 
took Computer-Aided Drafting with Ms. Poff, one of the few programs that let me use my 
education constructively. Had my retaliatory write-up occurred earlier, I would have been 
excluded. The message is clear: compliance matters more than change. That mindset is 
precisely why the registry is dangerous, it values control over rehabilitation. 
 
Lawmakers Must Choose What They Believe 



You cannot legislate “rehabilitation” while expanding public humiliation. You cannot claim to 
defend victims while empowering a system that punishes those who report abuse. And you 
cannot honestly call it a Department of Rehabilitation and Correction if you no longer believe 
people can change. You no longer believe in second chances. 
 
These two provisions, the sex-offense registry and the vocational eligibility restrictions, don’t 
advance safety. They advance despair. They rest on the false belief that humiliating people 
makes others safer and that filling out reports makes it fair. I have seen where that thinking 
leads: to broken men, broken families, and broken trust in the very system meant to protect 
society. 
 
Conclusion 
I urge this committee to strip the sex-offense registry and vocational-eligibility sections from 
House Bill 338. Keep the parts that genuinely improve operations and safety, but reject these 
measures that confuse retribution for correction. Ohio can be tough and fair—but not if it 
forgets its own purpose. 
 
Thank you for considering the testimony of someone who has lived inside the system you are 
shaping. I would welcome any questions about the realities of DRC discipline and the urgent 
need to ground policy in justice, not fear. 
 


