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Chairman Manning,

I am testifying to offer my insight and experiences in regard to HB 338, which has passed the House
and will be considered by the Senate.

One provision of the Bill provides for the elimination of all higher education programs at high
security state correctional institutions. I do not believe that this provision of the bill is consistent
with the purposes of Ohio sentencing. I urge this Committee to amend the bill and eliminate this
provision.

I am speaking to you today to offer my perspectives as a former prosecutor. I was a prosecutor in
both Massachusetts and Ohio. I ran the appellate division for the Warren County Prosecutor’s
Office and have argued cases on behalf of the State of Ohio before the Ohio Supreme Court and
Ohio Appellate Courts. I prosecuted some of our office’s most serious cases, including high profile
cases that garnered national attention and death penalty cases. I received the Ohio Prosecuting
Attorneys Associations highest award for service.

I am here in my personal capacity. I have friends and family who work for Wilmington College; 1
have great respect for the College’s Quaker values, but we don’t always agree on everything.

I tell you this to help you understand where I am coming from: nobody has ever said I am not soft
on criminals. I am clear-eyed about the risks and challenges that inmates at high security institutions
present. There are still many individuals in our prisons because I put them there.

I am not expressing an opinion on any other aspects of this Bill. Many of the provisions appear, to
me, to be common sense reforms that will help protect corrections officers. In other words, I do
not oppose this bill.

The provision restricting prison education, however, is not consistent with the overriding purposes
of felony sentencing: to protect the public from future crime by the offender and others, and to
punish the offender. Far from conflicting with these purposes, my experience is that the prison
education programs directly advances them. Let me offer further personal perspective. I live in
Wilmington and have always been supportive of Wilmington College. When the College sought to
re-start the prison education program they faced a problem: many faculty members were afraid to go
into the prisons. I offered to help because I had been in the prisons many times and understood the
risks and safety protocols. I told them I would teach some classes if they could not find anyone else
willing to take the classes. The could not, so I did.



I taught two classes at Lebanon CI. What I experienced was some of the most rewarding teaching
of my career. The program was well run and safe. I found that the inmates who participated in
these programs were engaged, attentive, and well-incentivized to stay out of trouble and better
themselves so that they could become productive citizens on their release. My anecdotal experience
in speaking with the Cos who help monitor the college classes is that these are good and coveted
assignment because those inmates are polite and well-behaved,

Again, I am not romanticizing the inmates. I knew that they had committed serious crimes and
earned their sentences. I also know that not every inmate is appropriate for the education program.
What I found, however, was that the prison education program did not create any risk to myself,
other teachers, or corrections officers. I believe that eliminating the program would actually create a
higher risk to prison staff by eliminating opportunities for inmates to participate in meaningful
educational programming.

Accordingly, because the provision of HB 338 restricting prison education is not consistent with the
overriding purposes of felony sentencing and will not increase the safety of corrections officers, 1
urge this Committee to amend the bill and eliminate these provisions.



