
Chair Manning, Vice Chair Reynolds, Ranking Member Hicks-Hudson, and members of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee: 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony on Substitute House Bill 338, Andy’s 
Law. My name is Robert Wright, and I am submitting this testimony as an interested party. 

 

First, I want to express my deepest condolences to the family of Andrew Lansing. No man 
should go to work every day to provide for his family and not come home, especially while 
working overtime. His death was tragic, and nothing in this testimony should be read as 
minimizing that loss. 

 

I am writing because I believe the sections of this bill dealing with education, visitation, and 
tablet communication should be removed or replaced. Those provisions have little or 
nothing to do with preventing violence in prison, and in my view, they risk making Ohio 
prisons more volatile rather than safer. 

 

I speak from lived experience. I served a total of 12 years in the Indiana Department of 
Correction and have been out of prison since 2015, and off probation since 2016. Since 
then, I have traveled across the United States, enjoyed life, and worked to be a productive 
member of society. That experience has allowed me to better understand the importance 
of the justice system, including the corrections side of it. Having lived on both sides of the 
system, I believe I can speak both as a concerned citizen and as a former inmate. 

 

If the purpose of this bill is to reduce violence in Ohio prisons, then taking away one of the 
main things that helps inmates maintain hope and emotional stability is the wrong 
approach. Permanently removing access to tablet communication and contact visits with 
loved ones is a huge mistake. Those forms of communication can help preserve morale, 
strengthen family ties, and reduce the sense of isolation that often fuels anger, 
hopelessness, and bad decisions. 

 

I understand using restrictions on visits or communications as a consequence for serious 
conduct violations. That is different. But taking these things away based solely on a 



classification someone receives at the reception center is too broad and disconnected 
from individual behavior. It punishes people in a blanket way without showing how that 
punishment actually prevents violence. 

 

Non-contact visits are not the same as being able to sit across from a loved one. Human 
connection matters. For many incarcerated people, that connection is one of the few 
things keeping them grounded. If lawmakers take away the very thing that may be helping 
someone keep it together, they should not be surprised if tensions rise instead of fall. 

 

I also question whether the visitation and tablet restrictions are being used to solve the 
wrong problem. If contraband is coming in through visit rooms, then Ohio should address 
contraband directly instead of broadly cutting off family contact for everyone. In my 
opinion, it makes little sense to respond by limiting visits for inmates as a class when there 
are other security weaknesses to address. The same is true when contraband is brought in 
by staff. We would not say the answer is to remove correctional officers from prisons 
because a few officers bring in contraband. In the same way, the answer should not be to 
strip communication tools from inmates across the board because some people misuse 
the system. 

 

I have also heard claims that tablets contribute to contraband and security issues. But 
communications on prison tablets are not unmonitored. Calls on tablets are recorded, just 
like calls on wall phones. Pictures are screened. Emails are screened before being 
approved or denied. Those are not new concepts. Monitoring inmate communications has 
been standard correctional practice for decades. If those protocols are already in place, 
then the committee should ask what evidence shows that removing tablets and contact 
visits will reduce violence more effectively than enforcing the safeguards already in use. 

 

Ohio has also already invested in more advanced monitoring tools. Legislative budget 
materials state that $1.0 million in FY 2026 is to be used by the Department of 
Rehabilitation and Correction to procure a software analytics platform for a pilot program 
to transcribe and analyze all inmate phone calls, with the stated goal of increasing the 
security and safety of DRC facilities. The amendment language similarly says the platform 
is to support criminal investigations and that DRC must report its findings by December 31, 
2026. If Ohio is already expanding its ability to monitor inmate communications using 



technology, that further undermines the argument that broad restrictions on visits and 
tablets are necessary to improve safety.  

 

If this committee wants to honor Andrew Lansing and seriously address violence in 
prisons, then the focus should stay on measures that actually target violence, staffing 
issues, contraband enforcement, institutional safety, and accountability for those who 
commit assaults. The bill should not include provisions that make incarceration harder 
without a clear connection to preventing harm. 

 

For these reasons, I respectfully ask the committee to amend H.B. 338 by removing or 
replacing the education, visitation, and tablet provisions. Those sections do not appear 
reasonably tailored to the bill’s stated public-safety purpose, and they risk doing more 
harm than good. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Robert Wright 

 


