
Chair, Vice Chair, Ranking Member, and members of the committee, 

My name is Tabitha Wright, and I am here today to ask you to amend House Bill 338. 

I have a loved one who is incarcerated, and I traveled four hours to be here because this 
bill is deeply personal to me. I am here not only for my loved one, but for the many wives, 
mothers, children, and families across Ohio who are trying to hold on to the smallest 
possible connection with someone they love while that person is incarcerated. 

I want to begin by saying clearly that I understand safety matters. I understand that 
correctional officers deserve protection, and I understand the pain and grief that gave rise 
to this bill. But safety and humanity should not be treated as opposites. We can protect 
staff without stripping incarcerated people of family contact, education, legal access, 
religious access, and the few tools that help them stay connected to the outside world.  

House Bill 338 has been described by the Ohio House as requiring no-contact visitation at 
all Level 3 and 4 prisons. Reporting on the bill also states that it would eliminate higher 
education programs at high-security prisons and prevent the issuance of tablets to 
inmates in those high-security prisons for personal use. These are not small changes. 
These are life-changing restrictions for the people inside and for the families outside.  

People who are incarcerated are already being punished by the loss of their freedom. They 
should not also be punished by having nearly every meaningful connection to the outside 
world taken away. 

Contact visitation matters because even limited human touch matters. In-person 
contact is not the same as unrestricted contact. In my experience, a contact visit can mean 
nothing more than a brief hug at the beginning and a brief hug at the end, with no touching 
during the visit itself. That small moment of human connection matters deeply to families. 
ODRC’s own visitation policy says visitation is designed to enhance contact with family 
and other support persons and help support successful reentry. ODRC’s public guidance 
also makes clear that all visitors are subject to search and that institutions control the 
frequency, duration, and conditions of visits. So these visits are already heavily regulated. 
From the family side, the process is already strict. From the incarcerated person’s side, the 
experience is already controlled and invasive as families know it. Eliminating contact 
visitation altogether would take away something that may look small on paper, but means 
everything to families trying to preserve love, humanity, and hope.  

For many Level 4 and Level 5 inmates, the tablet is not a luxury. It is their classroom, their 
church, their connection to family, their source of news, and often their only practical 
access to legal information. For families, tablets can be how we send messages, pictures, 
encouragement, and updates about health, illness, and major life events. For people living 



under severe restrictions, those small connections matter. They help preserve mental 
stability, family bonds, and a sense of humanity. 

For the highest security levels, this issue becomes even more serious. In my experience 
and understanding, people in these settings often live under extremely restrictive 
conditions, with little movement and very limited human contact. And for people held in 
Level 4B, the level between 4 and 5, no-contact visitation is already the reality as 
families experience it. These individuals are already living under some of the harshest 
restrictions in the system. That is exactly why access to tablets, legal materials, religious 
content, family messages, and other approved forms of communication matters so much. 
When so much human contact has already been reduced, taking away these remaining 
lines to the outside world only deepens isolation. 

Ohio’s own public visitation guidance also makes clear that visitation rules can vary by 
institution and that wardens determine the frequency, duration, and priority of visits. That is 
why I am asking this committee to amend this bill carefully instead of adding broad, 
blanket restrictions that ignore how severe conditions already are for people in the highest 
security settings.  

That isolation matters because Ohio’s prison system already faces real mental-health 
challenges. A 2024 report on Ohio prison deaths stated that more than 2,300 Ohio prison 
inmates died between 2001 and 2019 and that suicide ranked fifth among causes of 
death, with 134 inmates dying by suicide. Suicide is already a documented cause of 
death in Ohio prisons. When we know that, lawmakers should be very careful before 
passing rules that increase isolation, reduce communication, and take away educational 
and religious access.  

This is especially important because hopelessness does not stay contained. It affects the 
incarcerated person, but it also affects their wife, their mother, their children, and every 
family member trying to maintain some kind of healthy connection. When a family loses 
access to communication, they lose the ability to support a person emotionally, spiritually, 
and mentally. That harms both sides of the wall. 

I also want to point out that Ohio is already moving toward more monitoring, not less. The 
Ohio Legislative Service Commission states that the enacted state budget requires $1.0 
million in fiscal year 2026 for the Department of Rehabilitation and Correction to procure 
a software analytics platform to establish a pilot program to “transcribe and analyze all 
inmate phone calls.” Reporting on that budget item also states that existing Ohio policy 
already allows state employees and private contractors to monitor or record calls 



involving incarcerated people in state facilities, either at random or on a regular basis “for 
cause.”  

So if calls are already monitored, and the state is now spending an additional $1 million to 
expand that monitoring through artificial intelligence, then taking away tablets, education, 
and meaningful contact is not the only answer to safety concerns. Ohio is already investing 
in surveillance technology designed to review and analyze communications. That means 
this committee has the opportunity to address security concerns in a more targeted way, 
without resorting to broad restrictions that harm rehabilitation and family connection.  

There is another reason this bill should be amended instead of passed as written: taking 
away tablets may actually be counterproductive. When communication, legal access, 
education, and approved materials are removed from a controlled digital system, those 
needs do not disappear. They still exist. In many cases, that would mean more movement, 
more manual handling, and more face-to-face interaction between correctional officers 
and incarcerated people. From my perspective, that seems to work against the stated goal 
of reducing risk. 

Tablets also matter because of legal access. Appeals and other legal filings can carry strict 
deadlines. For incarcerated people living under the highest restrictions, access to a law 
library is not just a convenience — it can affect their ability to understand deadlines, 
research legal issues, and protect their rights. 

Tablets and education also matter because almost everyone in prison will eventually come 
home. Reporting on HB 338 quoted concerns that removing educational opportunities is 
counterproductive and raised concerns about whether taking away tablets and higher 
education in higher-security settings would undermine reentry preparation. If we truly care 
about public safety, then we should care about whether people come home with stronger 
family ties, more education, more faith, more access to information, and more hope — or 
whether they come home with deeper trauma, greater isolation, and fewer tools to rebuild 
their lives.  

There are already serious punishments in place inside prisons, including phone 
restrictions, loss of visitation, and other disciplinary consequences. Adding blanket 
restrictions that sever family and rehabilitative ties will not make Ohio safer. It will make 
prisons more hopeless, more unstable, and more damaging to the people inside them and 
the families waiting for them outside. 

I respectfully ask this committee to amend House Bill 338 so that any security reforms are 
narrowly tailored and do not strip away tablets, education, legal access, religious 
materials, and meaningful family connection. Please amend this bill so it can protect 



staff safety without increasing isolation, and without taking away the very things that help 
people remain stable, informed, connected, and capable of rehabilitation. 

Thank you for your time and for hearing my testimony. 

 


