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The CDRP shows that within Michigan, between 1990 and 1994, more than 24,000 citizens resolved their disputes and settlements totaled around $5 million.  CDRP has also shows that 81% of people who used mediation services were satisfied with the outcome and that 91% of agreements were kept.    
National organizations and State Associations have significantly acted as resources and support in the evolution and sustainability for the field of conflict resolution.  These larger entities have provided technical and financial support, research, publications and forums for discussion on important issues that are relevant for the field. They have also provided opportunities for collaboration through conferences, workshops and trainings.  

In 1976, The American Bar Association sponsored the Pound Conference on justice reform that led to the development of neighborhood justice centers and the ABA’s Special Committee on Resolution of Minor Disputes (currently the Section on Dispute Resolution).  Since then, organizations like the American Arbitration Association, the Society of Professionals in Dispute Resolution, and the Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution have sponsored programs that integrate prior experience and knowledge gained from other areas of mediation and arbitration to the community mediation field. In particular, The National Institute for Dispute Resolution published “Community Dispute Resolution Manual: Insights and Guidance from Two Decades of Practice” in 1991 and released a “Performance-Based Assessment” manual that gives insight into methodologies that assist in selecting, training and evaluating mediators and in 1995, The Society of Professionals in Dispute Resolution published a report entitled “Ensuring Competence and Quality in Dispute Resolution Practice”.

A few national organizations focus on specific areas of conflict resolution.  The National Association for Mediation in Education supports mediation in education and the Academy of Family Mediators deal with issues related to domestic and family conflicts.  The National Association for Community Mediation supports community-based mediation programs through providing an information clearinghouse, maintaining a national directory and database, developing financial and educating funding sources on the benefits of community mediation, increasing public awareness and promoting the interests and values in the field.  In spring of 1996, NAFCM had more than 200 program members that represented more than 10,000 volunteer mediators.

State Associations such as the Massachusetts Association of Mediation Programs and Practitioners, Mediation Network of North Carolina and the New York State Association of Community Dispute Resolution Centers also support community mediation programs through a variety of ways.  The Mediation Network of North Carolina refers approximately 16,000 cases per year to community mediation programs in the state and the Massachusetts Association of Mediation Programs acts as an information clearinghouse as well as publishes a quarterly newsletter that provides a forum for centers to learn about and discuss issues pertinent to the field.  

In 1985 in New York, the New York State Association secured a contract with the Department of Special Education that enables community mediation programs to mediate disputes between parents and school districts with cases involving educational services to children with disabilities.  In 1989, the New York State Division of Housing and Community Renewal contracted the association to implement a Mobile Homes Mediation Program.  The association assigns cases to centers to mediate those cases within their individual jurisdiction.  

Michigan, New York, Massachusetts, Ohio and Hawaii are examples of States that have state- wide governmental programs that are supported and/or funded by the court systems and legislative bodies to encourage conflict resolution processes.  The Community Dispute Resolution Program of the Michigan Supreme Court collects statistics and has funded a research project that evaluates the activities of centers in Michigan.  The CDRP shows that within Michigan, between 1990 and 1994, more than 24,000 citizens resolved their disputes and settlements totaled around $5 million.  CDRP has also shows that 81% of people who used mediation services were satisfied with the outcome and that 91% of agreements were kept.    

New York houses the Community Dispute Resolution Centers Program of the Unified Court System of the State of New York.  Since the CDRP’s establishment in 1981by the New York State Legislature, it has provided partial funding to centers; established standards for mediators and certified trainers; collected, maintained and analyzed data from centers regarding cases and caseloads, provided centers with monthly caseload information bulletins and quarterly management reports; and sponsored advanced training on specialized topics for mediators.  In return, the centers adhere to the not-for-profit criteria and follow the CDRP’s requirements of standards for mediators.  

In New York, FY 1994-95, 24,000 cases that were referred from 100,000 screened cases resulted in conciliations, mediations and arbitrations.  More than 1 million New Yorkers have benefited from the CDRCP program in over 15-years and more than $3 million per year in restitution have resulted from mediated agreements.

The Massachusetts District Court Mediation Program published two reports: “Community Mediation in Massachusetts: A Decade of Development” that offers an overview of the programs and “Mediation: An Alternative That Works” that also gives an overview of programs as well as offering resources and a bibliography of literature in the field.

In 1990, The Ohio Commission on Dispute Resolution and Conflict Management was established and since then, has maintained a directory of community mediation programs, created a six-step strategy for implementing mediation centers, and developed a video that provides techniques for conducting mediation sessions.  

Mediation Centers of Hawaii acts as an umbrella organization for the State’s community mediation centers and is contracted with the Center for Alternative Dispute Resolution (established by the chief justice of the Supreme Court of Hawaii).  In a purchase-of-services contract, CADR provides funding to MCH who then disburses cases and funding to the centers in Hawaii.  In FY 1994, MCH received a $499,588 contract from the State; representing more than two-thirds of the total CADR budget.   

Smaller, local organizations like The New Mexico Center for Dispute Resolution and the Community Board Program of San Francisco also assist the community mediation field. The Community Board Program publishes a guide to research and information in the community mediation field called “Dispute Resolution Access” and The New Mexico Center for Dispute Resolution provides national technical assistance and training services as well as publishing  “National Resource Directory for Youth Mediation”, “Implementation and Training Guide for Student Mediation in Elementary Schools”, Mediation and Conflict Resolution for Gang-Involved Youth”, and “Implementing Mediation in Youth Correctional Facilities”.  

National, State and local organizations have all contributed to the growth and strength of community mediation.  Support from State, legislative and courts of conflict resolution processes and community mediation reflect the appreciation for the benefit these services offer.
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