
MINUTES
SENATE JUDICIARY & RULES COMMITTEE

DATE: Monday, February 23, 2026
TIME: 1:30 P.M.
PLACE: Room WW54
MEMBERS
PRESENT:

Chairman Lakey, Vice Chairman Shippy, Senators Ricks, Foreman, Lent, Lenney,
Keyser, Wintrow, and Ruchti

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 Lakey called the meeting of the Senate Judiciary and Rules Committee
(Committee) to order at 1:30 p.m.

NOTE: Chairman Lakey asked new page Hazel Stevens to introduce herself.
INTRODUCTION: Hazel Stevens introduced herself and shared she was interested in government

and planned to attend Northwest Nazarene University (NNU) to pursue a career
as a lawyer. She explained that this interest led her to serve as a page and noted
that she had been sponsored by Senator Lakey for the opportunity. Vice Chairman
Shippy asked what Hazel would do if she had an entire week with nothing planned.
Ms. Stevens answered she would travel.

S 1311 IGNITION INTERLOCK SYSTEMS - Amends existing law to establish
provisions regarding ignition interlock systems. Senator Foreman presented S
1311, which amended Section 18-8008 of the Idaho Code. The bill required ignition
interlock companies to provide proof of installation to the Idaho Transportation
Department (ITD), which would trigger the start of the one-year court-mandated
ignition interlock period for individuals convicted of driving under the influence
(DUI). It also required companies to notify the appropriate prosecuting authorities
whenever a person was prevented from starting a vehicle by an ignition interlock
system. Senator Foreman noted that current Idaho law did not require ITD
notification of device installations or alerts to prosecutors when a vehicle could not
start, which reduced accountability for court-mandated DUI requirements. The
legislation aimed to provide timely information to prosecuting authorities to ensure
convicted individuals complied with restricted driving privileges and to enhance
accountability in the ignition interlock program.

DISCUSSION: Senator Lent asked for clarification on whether the bill required the installation
company to notify the prosecutor and expressed concern about what would happen
if the company failed to do so. He questioned whether the responsibility should
remain primarily with the person convicted of the DUI rather than creating additional
obligations for third parties. Senator Foreman explained that under current law,
the convicted individual was responsible for all costs and monitoring of the ignition
interlock system. Some companies voluntarily reported installation, but there was
no statutory requirement, allowing a person to potentially avoid installing the device.
The one-year court-mandated period began at the judge's discretion, without
confirmation that the system was installed. The bill required the period to start upon
installation and added a reporting requirement for companies.

Senator Lenney asked what the genesis of the bill was and how the issue had



arisen. Senator Foreman noted that an individual present could speak directly
to the question about the bills origins.

TESTIMONY: Matthew Conde, AAA Idaho, spoke in support of the bill and explained that the
reporting requirements applied to the interlock manufacturers, not the physical
installers. Manufacturers, such as Intoxalock, compiled and sent data to the
appropriate authorities, while installers ensured the devices were functioning
properly. The bill aimed to close loopholes, similar to measures taken in Utah,
where some individuals had avoided installing interlocks while serving their
suspension, undermining court restrictions. Mr. Conde emphasized that the bill did
not change DUI thresholds but added a reporting requirement to confirm installation
and notify prosecutors if a vehicle could not start due to the interlock. The goal
was to allow people to continue their daily responsibilities safely while maintaining
accountability, with prosecutors retaining discretion over enforcement.

DISCUSSION: Senator Lenney asked whether a person who delayed installing the interlock could
be prosecuted under the current code and how the information from the device
would be used in such cases. Mr. Conde explained that after an absolute license
suspension, current law required installation of an ignition interlock. If someone
failed to install it, they could theoretically violate probation, but enforcement
depended on being caught. The bill aimed to place the interlock promptly to support
individuals in managing alcohol use and prevent gaps where the requirement might
otherwise be missed.

Senator Wintrow asked whether the bill was primarily an accountability measure to
ensure early compliance, noting that interlock companies already generated reports
as part of their contracts and that sending them to authorities would involve little
additional burden. Mr. Conde confirmed that was correct, explaining that the bill
aimed to clarify in code where interlock data should be sent. Current rules were
unclear, but the proposed language explicitly directed reports to the appropriate
authorities.

Vice Chairman Shippy asked whether a person could bypass the interlock
by using another vehicle not equipped with the device, and if doing so would
prevent the prosecutor from being notified, and whether a false positive on an
interlock device could wrongly suggest a parole violation for someone who had not
consumed alcohol. Mr. Conde explained that interlock devices included a camera
to verify the correct person was blowing into the device, and acknowledged that
false positives on interlock devices were possible but noted that prosecutors would
exercise discretion.

Senator Keyser confirmed that interlock devices recorded every attempt above
.025 blood alcohol level, and while the companies had the data, reporting to
authorities was inconsistent. Mr. Conde confirmed that the interlock data existed
but was not always reaching the appropriate authorities. The bill aimed to ensure
the data was clearly delivered, primarily to prosecuting authorities, since they were
involved at the time of the court case.

MOTION: Senator Ricks moved to send S 1311 to the floor with a do pass recommendation.
Senator Wintrow seconded the motion.
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DISCUSSION: Senator Lenney stated he was opposed to the motion. He said he believed a 0.025
blood alcohol level did not constitute drunk driving and expressed concern that
law-abiding citizens could be reported simply for having a beer with lunch and then
driving home, thereby creating an unnecessary paper trail. He noted he was not in
favor of that approach and said he would prefer to see data or statistics on the issue.

Vice Chairman Shippy said he could not support the motion. He explained he
had reservations about its efficacy and expressed concern that it would increase
surveillance of individuals. He acknowledged that those affected may have already
relinquished certain rights, he remained unconvinced that the measure would
provide a meaningful solution.

Senator Wintrow stated that she supported the motion because it added needed
accountability and served as a preventative measure. She said it could help prevent
fatalities and referenced the Legislature's prior action establishing mandatory
minimums for repeat vehicular manslaughter. Senator Wintrow also noted that
companies already collected the relevant data and should share it. She concluded
that the proposal strengthened accountability and clarified expectations.

Chairman Lakey stated that he supported the motion, drawing on his experience
as a former prosecutor. He emphasized that intoxicated drivers are among the most
dangerous offenders, citing a recent fatal wrong-way crash in Canyon County. He
noted that Idaho law already required ignition interlock devices for one year and
argued it did not make sense to allow a gap between sentencing and installation.

Senator Keyser stated he appreciated the accountability component of the bill and
supported the subsection requiring proof of installation. He expressed concerns
about other aspects and noted that he would have preferred to see more data on
the interlock system, as none had been presented. For those reasons, he stated
that he opposed the motion.

ROLL CALL
VOTE:

Chairman Lakey called for a roll call vote on the motion to send S 1311 to the floor
with a do pass recommendation. Senators Ricks, Foreman, Wintrow, Ruchti
and Chairman Lakey voted aye. Vice Chairman Shippy, Lent, Lenney and
Keyser voted nay. The motion carried.

NOTE: Chairman Lakey asked Jason Spilllman to introduce the presenters before he
presented S 1308 and S 1309.

INTRODUCTION: Introduction of Presenting Judges - Jason Slade Spillman, Legal Counsel,
Administrative Office of the Courts. Jason Spillman, Legal Counsel,
Administrative Office of the Courts, explained unlike previous years when panels
of magistrate and district judges presented, this year the focus would be on
administrative staff. He noted that the presentations would begin with Imelda
Lopez, Fourth District Deputy Trial Court Administrator, discussing court assistance
services for self-represented litigants. Next, Chris Paulsen, Third District Deputy
Trial Court Administrator, would cover family court services and financial assistance.
Finally, Israel Enriquez, Fifth District Treatment Court Manager, would present on
treatment courts.
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PRESENTATION: Court Assistance Services. Imelda Lopez, Deputy Trial Court Administrator, 4th
Judicial District, presented on the court assistance program. She explained that the
program began in 1998 to help self-represented litigants, and Idaho Code § 32-1402
formally established court assistance officers in 2001. These officers provided legal
information, educational materials, court forms, procedural guidance, and referrals,
but could not give legal advice. Statewide, 23 officers operated with state and
county funding. In the Fourth District, Ada County fully funded five full-time officers
who responded to 17,488 service requests last year through phone, online chat,
in-person, mail, workshops, and email. One officer, based in Elmore County but
who also served Boise and Valley Counties, responded to over 2,500 requests and
traveled regularly to meet residents. Officers primarily assisted with family law
matters—divorce, custody, support, paternity, and minor guardianship—including
reviewing forms, explaining processes, and completing child support calculations.

In Ada County, officers partnered with Family Court Services and a court
navigator program to help with complex forms, Americans with Disabilities Act
accommodations, or literacy challenges. Ms. Lopez noted that uncontested
family law cases with limited assets could be finalized in under two months, while
contested cases often required referral to legal resources or court programs like
mediation. Outreach included partnerships with libraries, Idaho Legal Aid, Idaho
Volunteer Lawyers Program (IVLP), 2-1-1 Careline, and local bulletin boards.

DISCUSSION: Chairman Lakey asked Ms. Lopez whether Idaho's use of court assistance officers
was more extensive than in other states or if other states had similar programs.
Ms. Lopez responded that other states had court assistance officers, but Idaho had
been at the forefront in establishing the program.

Senator Ricks asked Ms. Lopez about resources available for individuals
representing themselves Pro Se and how they could navigate the court system on
their own. Ms. Lopez explained that counties offered free legal advice clinics,
some available by phone, and court assistance offices provided guidance on court
processes. While they could not give legal advice, they directed individuals to
resources such as the Idaho State Bar Lawyer Referral Service, where attorneys
offered a 30-minute initial consultation for up to $35.

PRESENTATION: Family Court Services. Chris Paulsen, Deputy Trial Court Administrator, 3rd
Judicial District, presented on family court services. He explained that Title 32,
Chapter 14, Idaho Code established a family court services office in each judicial
district to coordinate support for complex family law cases, each led by a manager
with a mental health or legal background. He reported that only 4% of the 4,175
family law cases filed in Fiscal Year 2025 went to trial, but most cases accessed
family court services. Services included pre-filing guidance, assistance with
parenting plans, and collaboration with court assistance offices. After filing, parents
received a required online "Focus on Children" module, costing $25–$60, with fee
waivers available. If no resolution occurred, judges scheduled status conferences
and often ordered mediation under Idaho Rule of Family Law Procedure 602,
typically with certified independent mediators at $100–$250 per hour.

Mr. Paulsen stated that financial assistance from the Family Court Services Fund,
supported by liquor surcharges, fines, and fees, were available based on federal
poverty guidelines. Providers billed Family Court Services for funded amounts and
parents for any unfunded portion. In rare cases judges could order specialized
services, including child interviews, pre-focused assessments, parenting time
evaluations, co-parent coaching, parenting coordination, and supervised visitation.
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PRESENTATION: Treatment Courts. Israel Enriquez, Treatment Court District Manager, 5th Judicial
District, shared that he served eight years in the U.S. Army, including 12 months in
Iraq, and had over 20 years in Idaho's criminal justice system, including juvenile
corrections, felony probation, and coordination of felony drug courts. He stated
District 5 was part of a statewide network of 70 treatment courts across 38 counties,
including felony drug, DUI, mental health, veterans, and juvenile drug courts. Mr.
Enriquez explained that treatment courts targeted high-risk, high-need repeat
offenders, emphasizing that approximately 95% of Idaho inmates were eventually
released, making supervision and rehabilitation critical. Participants applied after a
guilty plea, underwent evaluations, and judges made final decisions on acceptance,
sanctions, and graduation. Mental health courts maintained a maximum of 25
participants, with a 57% graduation rate over the past decade, emphasizing strict
standards to ensure public safety. Mr. Enriquez noted that mandated treatment
improved outcomes: participants were tested in the real world under supervision,
with a 31% recidivism rate compared to 55% under traditional Idaho Department
of Correction (IDOC) supervision, reducing public safety risk and state costs. He
stressed that treatment courts acted as a "force multiplier," providing structured,
accountable support to prevent crises, promote stability, and restore lives while
prioritizing public safety.

PASSED THE
GAVEL:

Chairman Lakey passed the gavel to Vice Chairman Shippy.

S 1308 UNIFORM MEDIATION ACT - Amends existing law to remove a provision
regarding what a mediator may disclose. Chairman Lakey presented S 1308.
He explained that the Idaho Constitution, Article 5, Section 25, required the courts
to review the code annually and report any defects, outdated sections, or provisions
no longer applicable. This bill was part of that effort, correcting Idaho Code §
9-807, which dealt with mediation. Mediation allowed parties to resolve disputes
with a mediator, and discussions were protected under the code to encourage
open communication. Chairman Lakey noted that Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure
16(J), previously referenced in the code, no longer addressed mediation, so the
bill removed that obsolete reference.

MOTION: Senator Ricks moved to send S 1308 to the floor with a do pass recommendation.
Senator Foreman seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote.

S 1309 JUVENILE CORRECTIONS - Adds to existing law to establish provisions
regarding the distribution of payments in cases under the Juvenile
Corrections Act. Chairman Lakey stated S 1309 addressed the priority of
payments in juvenile cases. The bill codified how fees, costs, and restitution
payments were applied, placing restitution to the victim first, followed by other
juvenile justice costs. Previously, courts had followed a Supreme Court rule, but
this legislation formally set the priority in Idaho Code, aligning with existing practice.

MOTION: Senator Lent moved to send S 1309 to the floor with a do pass recommendation.
Senator Foreman seconded the motion. The motion carried by voice vote.

PASSED THE
GAVEL:

Vice Chairman Shippy passed the gavel to Chairman Lakey.

ADJOURNED: There being no further business at this time, Chairman Lakey adjourned the
meeting at 2:40 p.m.
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___________________________ ___________________________
Senator Lakey Sharon Pennington
Chair Secretary

____________________________
Melissa Price
Secretary
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