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Opposition Testimony to Ohio’s Andy’s Law

Senate, Chairperson, Members of the Committee, Members of the audience

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide testimony regarding Andy’s Law.

I extend my condolences to the family, friends, and colleagues of the correctional officers who lost their lives in the line
of duty. Correctional officers perform difficult and often dangerous work, and these losses deserve recognition and
meaningful action.

I respectfully oppose Andy’s Law because | do not believe it addresses the root causes of violence, dysfunction, and
trauma within the Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Correction (ODRC). Instead, | believe it would increase
isolation and restrictions in ways that may undermine rehabilitation, worsen mental health outcomes, and do little to
improve long-term institutional safety.

Key Concerns and Supporting Evidence

One significant concern is the treatment of incarcerated individuals within ODRC facilities. Many inmates have reported
being physically abused by correctional staff and then punished afterward. In some cases, individuals were labeled as
dangerous despite requesting intervention from supervisors to de-escalate situations. Rather than diffusing conflict,
some staff members allegedly escalated encounters themselves.

There are also documented accounts of incarcerated individuals being transferred to higher-security institutions
following such incidents, where they endured years of physical, emotional, and psychological abuse. Some have
reported being assaulted by multiple officers while restrained and unable to defend themselves. These experiences can
create lasting trauma that often goes unaddressed and may contribute to further instability within institutions.

Another concern is the impact of increased restrictions on rehabilitation and public safety. Access to electronic
communication with family members and institutional administrators serves as an important lifeline, helping individuals
maintain relationships with children, spouses, parents, and other support networks. Research and correctional
experience consistently show that strong family connections are associated with improved rehabilitation outcomes and
reduced recidivism.

In-person visitation plays a similarly important role. Face-to-face contact strengthens family bonds, promotes
accountability, supports mental health, and provides hope. Policies that significantly limit these connections may
weaken one of the most effective supports for successful reentry and long-term behavioral improvement.



Finally, the reality inside many institutions often differs from the public image of available rehabilitation services. While
ODRC highlights educational, vocational, and rehabilitative programming, access is frequently limited. Waiting lists can
be years long, availability varies by institution, and many incarcerated individuals are unable to participate in programs
promoted as central to rehabilitation.

Policy Alternatives

If Ohio seeks safer institutions, safer working conditions for staff, and safer communities, it should focus on addressing
underlying systemic issues. These include staffing shortages, accountability measures, mental health services,
conflict-resolution training, oversight of use-of-force incidents, expanded access to programming, and meaningful
rehabilitation opportunities. Reforms in these areas are more likely to reduce violence and improve outcomes for both
staff and incarcerated individuals than policies centered primarily on additional punishment and isolation.

Conclusion

While the officer’s family deserves justice, respect, and support, we must also acknowledge the harm experienced by
many incarcerated individuals within a system that too often fails to protect or rehabilitate them.

More isolation, fewer family connections, and increased restrictions will not create safer prisons. They risk deepening
hopelessness, worsening mental health, and reducing the likelihood of successful reintegration into society.

Andy's Law is not the answer.

I respectfully urge this committee to oppose Andy’s Law and instead pursue comprehensive reforms that improve
accountability, expand rehabilitation opportunities, strengthen mental health services, protect both staff and
incarcerated individuals, and address the causes of violence rather than simply increasing punishment after it occurs.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kimberley Johnson



