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

Judiciary Committee: 

My name is Zach Ruppel. I am a justice policy analyst, an advocate for effective reentry supports, and 

someone who respects the complexities of justice administration. I am here today to express my deep 

concern with House Bill 338 and to request major changes to the current draft. 

Last fall, communities across Ohio learned of a "tough on drugs and violence" bill drafted in the wake of 

tragedy. However, as the House rapidly advanced the legislation, we realized the final pages shifted from 

sentencing enhancements to a blatant overreach into correctional administration. Specifically, the bill denies 

due process, eliminates behavior management options, ends all physical family connections for 25% of 

incarcerated individuals, and completely removes higher education and personal communication devices 

from individuals assessed as medium or high security classifications. 

Today, I stand alongside concerned coalitions, including the Ohio Association of Local Reentry Coalitions, 

the Ohio Community Corrections Association, and extensive faith networks. Let it be clearly stated: the 

energy in this room today is not opposed to safety, security, and accountability. There is, however, broad 

opposition for several provisions that reach into the operations of DRC. But we cannot find common ground 

when last week’s hearing made it clear that this legislation is built partly on resentment, spite, and trauma. 

House Bill 338 would create a first-of-its-kind registry publicizing the names of anyone found guilty of a 

sexually-oriented rule infraction. Maintained by ODRC for ten years post-sentence, it mirrors the collateral 

consequences of criminal registries—but completely lacks due process, evidentiary standards, or narrow 

behavioral triggers. Objectification is unacceptable. But if my tax dollars fund ODRC’s correctional 

professionals, then the department must be supported in crafting targeted management tactics for 

individuals demonstrating patterns of hypersexual conduct—not an administrative registry. This registry be 

removed from the legislation and further tailored approaches should be studied and implemented. 

Regarding higher education for level three and four persons incarcerated, Bureau of Justice Statistics data 

shows that while general recidivism hovers near 30%, it drops to 13.7% for individuals with an associate 

degree and 5.6% for those with a bachelor’s.1 Recent testimony touted vocational modules and 

1 Texas Department of Criminal Justice/Windham School District Recidivism Study, compiled and widely cited by the U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics 
and the RAND Corporation 



apprenticeships as a consolation in level three and four facilities. But why has college been singled out as 

the sole classroom activity to be banned? What makes a college accounting class inherently more 

dangerous than a high school equivalency algebra course? The demand is there—the Program for the 

International Assessment of Adult Competencies survey shows that 70% of incarcerated individuals want to 

participate in college coursework.2 Stripping it away ignores public safety data and solely targets higher 

education rather than violence writ large. Leave college access in our prisons. 

In line with this arbitrary focus on college education, personal tablets and contact visitation are also now at 

risk for over 11,000 people in Ohio prisons. Bill champions have relied on horror stories from some of the 

state's most volatile institutions to paint a broad picture of chaos in all level three and four prisons. But if our 

goal is institutional safety and protecting correctional officers, stripping away personal communication 

devices and contact visitation without a narrowly defined approach is completely counter-intuitive. 

National Institute of Justice data shows that when secure tablets are introduced, serious infractions drop by 

over 52%, and total infractions drop by nearly 20%.3 Why? Because tablets eliminate the long lines at wall 

phones and kiosks—the single biggest flashpoint for fights and extortion in high-security facilities. 

Furthermore, these devices give officers a powerful behavior management tool; access is already restricted 

when an individual enters segregation. 

When we take away tablets, we replace a tool for structured, pro-social connections with dangerous idle 

time and increased institutional tension. Vulnerabilities in security or communication must be addressed 

directly through provider contracts and proper staff training—not by punishing the entire population. Imagine 

the chaos the day ODRC tells 25% of their population that they are losing their personal lifeline and will no 

longer be able to hug their children or parents. To state that someone merely needs to “behave and get 

privileges back” is a slap in the face to loved ones who rely on contact visitation to maintain parental 

connection, including the thousands of families who will never attempt to convey drugs through visitation. It 

also ignores the realities of initial security classification using static factors that can result in initial 

placement in level three prisons including age, mental health, education level and other static factors; not 

everyone classified as a level three has perpetuated violence or misconduct inside of institutions. Many may 

merely be waiting for their first institutional security review. The legislature must not make these broad 

assumptions and must continue to allow tablet and visitation use to be narrowly defined.  

I will end with this. In preparing for today’s testimony, I took time to listen to the last several months of public 

testimony. I believe the legislature has lost its way with several aspects of this policy. Each of the four issues 

raised today require thoughtful, data-driven improvements that can be accomplished through cross-sector 

3 National Institute of Justice (NIJ) Research Report, "Evaluating the Impact of Prison-Issued Tablets on Misconduct," Washington State University 
(funded by the U.S. Department of Justice). (Note: Pointing out that this was a multi-facility, multi-year evaluation gives you a bulletproof defense if a 
committee member tries to claim your tablet data is just "anecdotal" or limited to a single unique prison 

2 U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Program for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) 
Prison Study. (Note: The PIAAC prison study is the definitive national benchmark for literacy, numeracy, and educational demand behind bars in the 
United States, making it an incredibly robust shield against any committee pushback. 



taskforces versus living room sessions in the sponsor’s home. For too many months, the legislature has 

allowed the same individuals who would compare over 11,000 PEOPLE in ODRC to “Charles Manson 

types” to attempt to legislate bias, anger, and spite into the rules and regs of a public agency in need of 

investment, not micromanaging. I urge the committee to remove the four provisions elevated in this 

testimony and I would be happy to answer any questions at this time. Thank you.  


