
MINUTES
SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE

DATE: Wednesday, February 12, 2025
TIME: 3:00 P.M.
PLACE: Room WW55
MEMBERS
PRESENT:

Chairman Lent, Vice Chairman Cook, Senators Woodward, Nichols, Carlson,
Burtenshaw, Zito, Ward-Engelking, and Semmelroth

ABSENT/
EXCUSED:

None

NOTE: The sign-in sheet, testimonies and other related materials will be retained with
the minutes in the committee's office until the end of the session and will then be
located on file with the minutes in the Legislative Services Library.

CONVENED: Chairman Lent called the Senate Education Committee (Committee) to order
at 3:02 p.m.

MINUTES
APPROVAL:

Senator Nichols moved to approve the Minutes of January 30, 2025. Senator
Ward-Engelking seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote.

MINUTES
APPROVAL:

Senator Woodward moved to approve the Minutes of February 6, 2025.
Senator Nichols seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote.

NOTE: Due to conflicting schedules, Chairman Lent amended the agenda order to
address the House Bills first and the Senate Bills second.

H 44 EDUCATION – Amends existing law to revise certain requirements
regarding harassment, intimidation, and bullying in public schools.
Representative Mathias explained that H 44 addressed the increased bullying
and harassment that occurred within schools by stating that parents of the
students must be notified if a serious issue occurs, such as an incident that
resulted in suspension or expulsion.

DISCUSSION: Chairman Lent questioned the input received from stakeholders.
Representative Mathias stated that he had significant input from a variety of
sources including agencies such as, the State Board of Education, the Idaho
School Boards Association, school resource officers, and school psychologists.
Senators Ward-Engelking and Burtenshaw thanked Representative Mathias
for his work and for bringing this bill.

Senator Burtenshaw questioned if school districts had policies in place
for school bullying and how H 44 would contribute beyond those policies.
Representative Mathias stated that most of those policies were just done in
"best practice," and the goal was to create a standardized process that would
hold districts accountable.

Senator Zito asked if this policy would violate the anonymity required
for executive sessions and if it would circumvent the school board by
allowing administration to report to law enforcement on extreme situations.
Representative Mathias replied that he couldn't speak to how school boards
would handle their personal sessions, as this solely applied to the schools
and school districts. However, he noted that administration would be able and
required to report extreme situations to law enforcement, but there were already
safeguards in place for that process.



Senator Carlson inquired about student privacy laws and how H 44 would
impact those laws. Additionally, she questioned the necessity of this bill and
stated that schools already reported to parents on these issues. Representative
Mathias explained that H 44 was designed to create legislative expectations for
the school districts in order to ensure they all had a policy, a procedure, and a
notification process in place. Senator Ward-Engelking noted that parents were
often not notified, particularly when students were suspended. Representative
Mathias noted this was often the case for in-school suspensions.

Senator Nichols asked about the difference in verbiage in lines 33 and 35.
Representative Mathias explained that the difference was noted because
building officials and school administration were not and should not be expected
to be familiar with criminal law.

MOTION: Senator Ward-Engelking moved to send H 44 to the floor with a do pass
recommendation. Senator Burtenshaw seconded the motion. The motion
carried by voice vote.

H 41 EDUCATION – Adds to existing law to allow public schools to display only
certain flags and banners on school property and to prohibit schools from
displaying certain flags and banners. Representative Hill explained that H
41 was designed to remove any political, ideological, or religious flags or banners
from the classroom in order to create a sense of unity. He noted that exceptions
to the rule would be country flags, military flags, and school mascot flags.

DISCUSSION: Chairman Lent questioned Representative Hill's conversations with
stakeholders. Representative Hill stated that he had received positive feedback
from the schools, and that the school districts were the ones who brought this
idea to him. Furthermore, he noted the country-wide support he had received
from this bill, and while there was always a little bit of push back, H 41 was
designed to create a level playing field.

Senator Ward-Engelking agreed that the American flag had been historically
symbolic and important but worried that H 41 left out too many details such as
stickers on water bottles and flags on cars or backpacks. She worried about the
government overreach and questioned how those situations would be handled.
Representative Hill noted that this bill did not apply to pins or parking lots; it was
solely restricted to flags and banners in the classrooms. He explained that the
bill included "shall" language, meaning that there would not be fines or penalties
if the policy wasn't adhered to. Senator Ward-Engelking stated the terms
flag and banner were not defined, and questioned how this bill would apply to
historical reenactments that were often done in history classes. Representative
Hill explained that if reenactments were done, they would need to take place off
school grounds.

Senator Woodward wondered if the word "displayed" could use a definition in
order to provide some clarity to the questions posed by Senator Ward-Engelking.
Representative Hill believed that the language was clear.

Senator Semmelroth noted that there was no definition of flag or banner in the
code, that the bill included all school property, but not parking lots, and that there
was no enforcement aspect to the bill. She questioned what problems the bill
attempted to address. Representative Hill explained that parking lots were
private property, and clarified that language around flag and banner. He noted
this bill attempted to avoid American flags being replaced in classrooms.

Senator Nichols asked how this bill would apply to club or organization flags
such as FFA and 4H. Representative Hill stated that those would be included
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in the approved options as defined by the State Board of Education. This bill
was solely to target political, religious, and ideological flags. Senator Nichols
questioned if Section 2 could stand as the sole bill without the additional sections.
Representative Hill stated it was considered, but they wanted to capture all
possible scenarios.

Senator Ward-Engelking appreciated the lack of a fine, but worried there were
too many missing details or that this would become confusing for teachers.

TESTIMONY: Cassie Horner, public school educator, testified in opposition to H 41. She
noted she understood the intent behind the bill but that it harmed the diversity,
inclusion, and representation of students.

Written testimony submitted online or through email appears in Attachment 1.
DISCUSSION: Senator Semmelroth asked Ms. Horner about how she was evaluated in terms

of classroom culture and if this bill would affect that. Ms. Horner expressed she
would be confused by what could and could not be allowed by this bill and that it
would harm the culture of the classroom.

TESTIMONY: Grace Howat, policy analyst, testified in favor of H 41. She believed that
America was divided by politicized ideologies, and explained that classrooms
should be a neutral ground that created a shared identity.

Jenna Damron, ACLU of Idaho, testified in opposition to H 41. She stated that
this would create an unconstitutional ban on freedom of speech and expression,
as well as selectively censored certain views.

MOTION: Senator Zito moved to send H 41 to the floor with a do pass recommendation.
Senator Carlson seconded the motion.

SUBSTITUTE
MOTION:

Senator Ward-Engelking moved the send H 41 to the 14th Order for possible
amendment. Senator Semmelroth seconded the motion.

DISCUSSION: Senator Carlson noted that the words flag and banner were defined in the
code. Senator Woodward explained that he would seek to add a definition on
the word displayed, not flag or banner. Senator Ward-Engelking agreed with
Senator Woodward, and also noted her concern around school property.

Senator Nichols questioned if family crests or flags for school projects would
be impacted.

SUBSTITUTE
MOTION VOTE:

The motion carried by voice vote.

S 1044 EDUCATION – Adds to existing law to provide for cursive handwriting
proficiency requirement in public schools. Senator Nichols explained
that S 1044 ensured that there was a proficiency standard and a mastery
understanding of cursive writing, highlighting the cognitive benefits and legal
importance of having a mastery of the skill.

DISCUSSION: Senator Cook expressed that requirements such as Latin and sewing were
removed from the curriculum due to becoming obsolete. He stated that cursive
was also becoming obsolete and that most everything as been moved to digital
processes. Senator Nichols noted that cursive was still a requirement in school
curriculum in Idaho. She also noted that the bill was more than just signatures,
but was upholding history, traditions, and increased cognitive benefits. Senator
Cook believed there were other methods to fill in those gaps.
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MOTION: Senator Woodward moved to send S 1044 to the floor was a do pass
recommendation. Senator Ward-Engelking seconded by motion. The motion
carried by voice vote.

S 1046 EDUCATION – Adds to existing law to provide for human growth and
development instruction in public schools. Senator Nichols explained that
S 1046 was designed to introduce fetal development, pregnancy, and human
growth explanations into the education system. It would teach the development
of the fetus from the moment of inception, and would be age appropriate for
each grade level where the material was taught. This would be integrated into
health classes and human biology classes, and aligned with S 1038 passed in
the 2024 Legislative Session. She noted that parents would be able to opt out of
this program.

Senator Nichols introduced Representative Heather Scott to speak.
Representative Scott shared a personal experience with her niece that
highlighted the gap in understanding that occurs in relation to these topics and
how those gaps needed to be addressed.

NOTE: Chairman Lent requested a unanimous consent vote to view the video brought
by Senator Nichols.

MOTION: Senator Woodward made a unanimous consent request to view the video.
Senator Carlson seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote.

DISCUSSION: Senator Nichols expressed the importance of S 1046 and explained the
necessity for material related to fetal development.

Senator Ward-Engelking wondered if S 1046 was cleared with State Board
of Education. Senator Nichols stated that one of the testimonies addressed
the meeting held with the State Superintendent. She noted that it was up to
the districts to decide whether to bring in this kind of material. This material
could be opted out of by parents. Senator Ward-Engelking worried about
the age appropriate factor to some of the younger ages proposed in the bill.
She also noted the inconsistencies among scientific communities as to when
life starts. Senator Nichols stated that there was only one way that a baby
developed, and they should show those various stages in some capacity.
Senator Ward-Engelking stated that this bill seemed to side step local control
and worried that people were ignoring other ways that pregnancies happen, such
as In Vitro Fertilization (IVF). Senator Nichols noted that in the research that
she did, psychologists noted that the sooner this kind of material was introduced,
the better.

Senator Burtenshaw questioned the Attorney General's (AG) ability to impose
these regulations on schools through civil action. Senator Nichols explained
that the AG would have the authority to require schools to comply through a writ
of mandamus. Senator Burtenshaw asked if that would remove the school
board from the decision. Senator Nichols stated that the school boards would
still have the choice to include sex education classes, but if it was included
they would have to add these additions involving fetal growth in those classes.
Senator Woodward noted that this bill felt more suited for content standards,
despite similar bills passed previously.

Senator Ward-Engelking expressed that there were very limited sex
education classes taught in the 5th grade that addressed hygiene, the X and Y
chromosomes, and genetics, which would seem to then prompt the teaching of
fetal growth and development.
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Senator Semmelroth asked if this bill would be better for the content standard
process and if Senator Nichols had reached out to the biology content standard
group before drafting the bill. Senator Nichols stated she had not, as the
standards were determined at the local district level.

Senator Lent expressed his support for the idea of this bill, but was concerned
with paragraph 3.

TESTIMONY: Mary Kay Alix, testified in favor of S 1046, as it could provide students with
critical education regarding the humanity and development of a child. Sydney
Alix, supported S 1046 as she believed it provided essential education for
development in the womb that many did not understand the process in younger
generations.

Mistie Tolman, Planned Parenthood Alliance Advocates, testified against S
1046, as it could enforce inaccurate information that would damage students'
education. Sara LaWall, Minister for the Boise Unitarian Universalist Fellowship,
opposed S 1046 as she believed it included ethically questionable material and
scientifically inaccurate material.

Terri Marcroft, Unplanned Good, testified in support of S 1046, as it could
provide scientifically important and accurate context regarding human biology
that addressed advancements and newer knowledge obtained by the medical
community.

DISCUSSION: Senator Ward-Engelking asked about Ms. Marcroft's meeting with
Superintendent Critchfield and if the Superintendent had seen the video
displayed in Committee. Ms. Marcroft stated that their organization had shared
the video with her and her office, and that they had also shared the bill with them.

TESTIMONY: William Mitchell, Legal Voice, opposed S 1046 as he believed there was
inaccurate material included in the content as well as flaws regarding the
language of a "writ of mandamus."

DISCUSSION: Senator Semmelroth asked Mr. Mitchell to clarify the difference between a "writ
of mandamus" and a "writ of mandate." Mr. Mitchell explained that a "writ of
mandate" was what Idaho codified in its code, while a "writ of mandamus" was
an antiquated term that was often an out-of-state term.

Senator Nichols reiterated that the video shown was just an example of what
could be shown, noted that a writ of mandate and a writ of mandamus were
often used interchangeably, and that the goal of this bill was to create a better
understanding of fetal development and human biology.

Senator Burtenshaw stated he had an issue with paragraph three containing
the language of a writ of mandamus. He questioned if, hypothetically, H 93
passed would public schools be required to show this material. Senator Nichols
stated she was happy to send the bill for amendment to remove those provisions.

Senator Woodward asked about a formal review from the State Department.
Senator Nichols stated that nothing official was obtained, but that she could get
something formally written if necessary.

Senator Ward-Engelking worried about mandating ultrasounds and videos
shown to younger grade levels and, therefore, saw this creating age appropriate
concerns.

Senator Semmelroth was concerned about paragraph 3 but was happy to
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address those in the 14th Order. She also noted that sections 1 and 2 felt more
like content standards, which made it hard for her to support this bill. Senator
Nichols expressed that they built off the language passed in the adoption bill
during the 2024 Legislative Session.

MOTION: Senator Carlson moved to send S 1046 to the 14th Order for possible
amendment. Senator Woodward seconded the motion.

NOTE: Chairman Lent requested a roll call vote.
ROLL CALL VOTE
MOTION:

Chairman Lent and Senators Woodward, Nichols, Carlson, and Zito voted
Aye. Senators Cook, Burtenshaw, Ward-Engelking, and Semmelroth voted
Nay. The motion carried.

ADJOURNED: There being no further business as this time, Chairman Lent adjourned the
meeting at 5:18 p.m.

___________________________ ___________________________
Senator Lent Savahanna Phelan
Chair Secretary
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