
Opponent Testimony on HB 338  

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

I was incarcerated for 23 years. When I entered prison, I was classified as a Level 3. What 

helped me remain focused and productive during that time was access to education and 

communication with my family. 

Tablets are not simply a privilege; they are a tool for rehabilitation, restoration, and maintaining 

healthy family connections. They help individuals stay connected to their loved ones, continue 

their education, and prepare to become productive citizens upon release. Removing access to 

tablets is another form of mass punishment that will likely create more frustration, instability, and 

conflict within institutions, ultimately creating additional challenges for correctional staff. 

The policy you are trying to impose is already addressed through existing institutional rules. 

Individuals are expected to level down and earn additional privileges through positive behavior. 

However, not all Level 3 inmates are dangerous or disruptive. A person can be classified as a 

Level 3 for many reasons, including age, prior history, or the nature of a charge. For example, 

someone under the age of 25 may automatically be considered a higher risk. Someone 

convicted of a nonviolent white-collar offense may still be classified as a Level 3 because of 

factors that have little to do with their behavior while incarcerated. 

A higher security classification should not automatically mean losing access to higher education 

or communication with family. For many incarcerated individuals, a tablet serves as their primary 

means of communication through messaging, phone calls, and educational programming. 

Human beings require connection. Restricting access to communication and positive 

programming can negatively impact a person's mental and emotional well-being. If the goal of 

incarceration is rehabilitation and preparing people to successfully reenter society, then 

removing tools that encourage growth, education, and family support works against that 

mission. Taking away these resources increases the likelihood that individuals will leave prison 

worse off than when they entered. 

 



I encourage decision-makers to consider solutions that address the root causes of institutional 

problems. More staff training, greater professionalism, and improved de-escalation techniques 

would be far more effective than broad restrictions that impact everyone. Officers should receive 

training on communication and conflict resolution, including how to calmly and professionally 

interact with individuals during tense situations. Preventing violence often begins with respectful 

communication and mutual accountability. 

I respectfully ask that you reconsider policies that limit access to educational opportunities and 

family communication. These resources help create safer institutions, support rehabilitation, and 

improve outcomes for both incarcerated individuals and the communities to which they will 

eventually return. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Respectfully, 

Lynn Smith​

 

 


