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Michigan’s Community Dispute Resolution Program (“CDRP”) was evaluated in 1995 and 1996.  The program began operating in 1990.  From 1990 to 1995, program levels and funding steadily increased.    CDRP has evolved from consisting of 13 centers in 12 counties to 30 centers in 82 counties in 1995.  It receives funding from each county’s extra $2 filing fees for cases.  Rural counties, which are generally unable to collect as much in fees, benefit more from partnering with umbrella or sponsoring organizations.  In 1995 and 1996, an evaluation was conducted of CDRP to determine the strengths and weaknesses of the program.


The evaluation found that community perception of CDRP is more favorable than within the organization.  Former participants in mediation at CDRP have positive perceptions of the program.  84 percent of respondents say they would recommend the process to others.  84 percent say they agree or strongly agree that they are satisfied with how their problem was handled.  Analysis suggests that even those who received less then they hoped for still found the process to be very positive.  Community representatives generally view CDRP as an essential community service and insist that CDRP apply for more private funding and begin more partnerships with public and private service organizations.  The difference in perception has prevented the program from fully servicing local communities.  

The instability of the program coincides with the low rating staffers have of their positions.  During the first 6 years of CDRP, nine local programs were forced to close because of lack of funding.  When directors left programs, it generally took months for programs to recover from the loss in leadership.  Loss of interest and enthusiasm by the board, referral sources and others, along with financial difficulties caused a decrease in program services between 1994 and 1997 (20).  In order to become more successful, the program will have to begin to mandate more planning within local centers and benchmark performance.  

Board members also experience difficulty with connecting their role with CDRP’s operations.  75 percent of the 700 current and former board members had previous experience as board members for other non-profit organizations.  Approximately 65 percent of respondents felt that the most appropriate roles for board and advisory committee members were setting local program and administrative policy, fund raising, public education and public relations. Fewer respondents identified making personnel decisions (43 percent), training (29 percent), outreach (54 percent), setting program procedures (38 percent) and accounting (20 percent) as appropriate board roles.  Most respondents had attended board meetings (93 percent), but few had done committee assignments (62 percent), fund raising (43 percent), volunteer mediation (36 percent), soliciting referrals (28 percent) and training, grant writing or accounting (10 percent or less for each).  

Despite the low retention rate and tendency for staffers to view CDRP as a transitory work experience, CDRP’s budget increased threefold from 1990 to 1995.  With more longterm planning and outreach to the community for referrals, CDRP will continue to grow and may achieve more stability. 

FIGURE 1: CDRP STATEWIDE DEVELOPMENT
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	Number Centers
	13
	12
	13
	20
	29
	30

	Counties Served
	12
	15
	21
	36
	78
	82

	Cases Resolved
	660
	1,615
	2,460
	3,730
	3,756
	3,505

	Funds Allocated
	$454,227
	$641,592
	$761,460
	$825,165
	$1,350,124
	$1,402,208
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From 1990 to 1995, the budget for Michigan’s Community Dispute Resolution Program increased threefold.  However, an evaluation conducted in 1995 and 1996 found that staff workers within the organization have a less favorable outlook on CDRP than the public at large.  





For instance, during the eighteen months of the evaluation, 50 percent of local CDRPs changed directors.  Such turnover has decreased the chances of the program being able to plan long term and continue initiatives.  
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