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Chairman Manning, Vice-Chair Reynolds, Ranking Member Hicks Hudson, and Members of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, My name is Wendy Tarr, and I serve as Executive Director of 
Accompanying Returning Citizens with Hope, or ARCH. ARCH is a reentry organization serving 
people returning home from incarceration. We have worked with hundreds of people as they 
rebuild their lives, secure housing, find employment, reconnect with family, and become stable 
members of our communities. 

I am honored to be here with many others in the reentry space, including family members, faith 
leaders, advocates, and directly impacted Ohioans who care deeply about this bill and about 
what is happening inside Ohio’s prisons. Because of our work, we see what often cannot be 
seen from a bill analysis or prison incident report. We see the difference it makes when 
someone has maintained family support, completed education, stayed connected to faith or 
community, and had something productive to work toward while incarcerated. We also see how 
fragile reentry can be when those connections are broken. 

For this reason, ARCH opposes HB 338 and respectfully asks the Committee to remove the 
provisions that eliminate contact visitation, eliminate higher education in high-security 
institutions, broadly restrict tablet access, and create a public registry based on sexually 
oriented rule infractions without the due process protections required for a criminal registry. 

At the same time, I caution the Committee against assuming that correctional officers all share 
the same view of the restrictive provisions in this bill. We know some officers and staff have met 
with members of this Committee, and their experiences matter. But they do not represent the full 
range of views among correctional professionals. Many understand that family contact, 
programming, education, and incentives can help reduce tension inside institutions. Supporting 
correctional officers should include listening broadly and giving staff better tools—not assuming 
that blanket deprivation is the only path to safety. 

With that in mind, I want to focus on the provisions that we believe most directly affect 
rehabilitation, family connection, and institutional safety.  

First, it is important to underscore that not everyone in Level 3 or Level 4 is there because of a 
recent rule violation or violence behind bars. Some people are placed there based on 
classification factors such as age, sentence history, or institutional history. 

Second, the privileges proposed to be removed in this bill—contact visits, tablets, and higher 
education—can and are regularly restricted when someone violates rules. That is why they are 
useful behavior-management tools. They can serve as both a carrot and a stick. If the General 
Assembly removes them by classification alone, it takes discretion away from correctional 



leaders and removes incentives that help maintain order. A person with nothing to earn and 
nothing to lose is not easier to manage. While people may be able to level down to earn 
additional opportunities, removing these tools altogether creates a more hopeless environment 
in Level 3 and Level 4 facilities, where many people remain and where many officers must 
continue to work. 

Third, tablets are not just entertainment devices. They are also a communication system, a mail 
system, and a connection to family, faith, education, legal resources, and reentry information. In 
Ohio, mail is now scanned and received electronically through tablets. Security concerns with 
tablets or electronic communications should be addressed through ViaPath, the tablet provider, 
stronger electronic monitoring of communications, better contract requirements, improved 
auditing, targeted restrictions, and technological improvements within ODRC. 

I also question – what is the point of eliminating higher education in high-security institutions? If 
GED classes and vocational programs can be safely offered, higher education should not be 
singled out for elimination. College courses are structured, pro-social activities that promote 
discipline, focus, and preparation for eventual reentry or safer long-term incarceration. 
Education is not a threat to safety. It is one of the strongest tools we have for rehabilitation. 

Fourth, contact visitation should not be removed. For many children, contact visits are the only 
chance to hug their parents. That is not a luxury. It is a lifeline. Family support is one of the 
strongest factors we see in successful reentry. If we want people to come home safer and more 
stable, we should not sever the relationships most likely to support that success. 

Instead of removing family contact and rehabilitation tools, Ohio should invest in better 
technology and screening. High-security prisons need modern tools to identify the people 
responsible for violence, contraband, and security threats, including stronger screening for 
visitors and staff, drug-detection dogs, intelligence-based investigations, camera coverage, body 
scanners, drone detection, improved data systems, and stronger perimeter security. These tools 
allow ODRC to address specific threats directly, rather than punishing everyone through broad 
and ill-informed restrictions.  

Finally, ARCH is deeply concerned about the proposed public registry for people found guilty of 
sexually oriented rule infractions while incarcerated. Sexual misconduct must be taken seriously, 
and institutions must have strong tools to protect people from abuse and harassment. But a 
public registry based on an administrative prison rule process raises serious due process 
concerns. A registry that follows someone for ten years after release can create severe housing, 
employment, family, and community consequences. That kind of public punishment should not 
be created without the evidentiary standards and protections of the criminal legal system. 

We understand HB 338 responds to real pain, trauma, and safety concerns in prison. This is 
why part of that response should be meaningful mental health care and benefits for correctional 
officers and their families. Mr. Lansing’s wife has shared publicly about losing critical benefits 
after her husband was killed. This should not happen to any other widow. Correctional staff do 
difficult and dangerous work, and they and their immediate family members deserve medical 



and mental health support, especially when tragedy occurs as a result of workplace violence. 
But the broader response to this tragedy, and the use of taxpayer dollars, must still be targeted, 
evidence-informed, and careful not to create additional harm. Unfortunately, we believe many of 
the restrictive strategies proposed in HB 338 will make the work of correctional staff harder and 
make reentry more fragile.  

ARCH respectfully asks this Committee to amend HB 338 by removing the provisions that 
restrict contact visitation, higher education, tablet access, and create a public registry based on 
administrative rule violations. We urge the Committee to pursue targeted safety measures that 
improve technology, address misconduct directly, and preserve tools that promote stability, 
accountability, and hope.  

With Hope, 

Wendy Tarr​
Executive Director​
Accompanying Returning Citizens with Hope — ARCH 

 

 

 


