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CLARK COUNTY COUNCIL, et al., ) Clark Circuit Court Cause No.
Appellants, ) 10C01-0506-PL-375
)
V. ) Supreme Court Cause No.
) 10S00-0606-CV-199
Daniel F. DONAHUE, et al. )
Appellees. )
)

ORDER REFERRING CASE FOR MEDIATION

This matter involves a dispute between the Clark County Council and the four judges of
the Circuit and Superior Courts of that county over the funding of probation services. After the
trial court judge to whom this Court assigned this matter ruled in favor of the judges on certain
aspects of the case, the Council brought this appeal.

We have studied the submissions of the parties with care and have been impressed by the
commitment that both reflect to providing efficient and effective service to the citizens of Clark
County. We recognize in particular the fiscal pressure under which the Council has been placed,
in part by mandates of the federal court with respect to jail overcrowding and of state law with
respect to the cost of incarcerating juveniles, and in part by state property tax laws and regula-
tions. We recognize as well the profound obligations that the judges have to ensure that the
criminal cases and civil disputes (like divorces, auto accidents, and small claims) that the people
of Clark County bring to their courts are promptly and fairly resolved.

Of particular importance in this case is the recognition that both parties give to the abso-
lute public safety imperative of a strong County probation system so that offenders who have
been released from confinement are properly supervised.

This Court appreciates that both parties have identified and pressed legal issues and ar-
guments of considerable consequence. But we are of the view that this case is, at bottom, a fund-
ing dispute of the kind that has been encountered and resolved in many counties over the years
without resort to litigation of this kind. A Court declaration on the legal questions presented to
us here would likely resolve uncertainty on some points of law but could well constrict the abil-
ity of counties and courts to work through similar budget disagreements in the future. Rather
than render a binding legal opinion in what, to repeat, we regard as primarily a funding dispute,
we believe that it is in the best interests of the parties here (and of councils and judges of other
counties whose ability to find a mutually satisfactory solution to similar disagreements in the fu-
ture might well be unduly constrained by such an opinion) for the parties earnestly to engage in
mediation to seek a mutually agreeable resolution of their dispute.







