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Eighty-four percent (84%) of the respondents say they would use the process again, 88% say they would recommend the process to others and 84% agree or strongly agree that they are satisfied with how their problem was handled.


In 1995, Harry Mika conducted an extensive study of Michigan’s Community Dispute Resolution Program (CDRP).  The evaluation of Michigan’s CDRP was designed to address several distinct objectives:

· To provide an evaluation of the implementation, operation, and impact of the mediation centers funded through CDRP

· To devise a non-traditional study of mediation service design and implementation, and to field-test a new evaluation methodology

· To establish the bases for improvement of service at CDRP sites, through site-specific findings and recommendations

· To propose recommendations for amendment of both the authorizing statute and administrative polices affecting the program

· To assess the relationship between centers and the courts

· To enfranchise boards of directors, mediation center and court staff, referral sources, clients, and other community representatives in the evaluation process.

The evaluation design and process included three major components: site visits, statewide surveys of clients, and organizational audits.  Due to the extensive nature of this study, the summary has been divided into several parts.  This section will present an overview of the findings, which center around three themes:  community environment, center organization and program services.  

Community Environment


The community environment describes the relationship of local programs to their broader service areas, including their levels of credibility and legitimacy, working relationships with other community programs and services and program constraints.    CDRP follows a “community-based” model.  One of the challenges that face the CDRP is that the local reputations of some types of mediation initiatives and practice (local Friend of the Court Mediation, local “court rule” mediation, and local mediation entrepreneurs) may spoil the public’s perception of mediation in general.  Other issues that can be difficult for the development of the local CDRP include:  restrictions by umbrella and sponsoring organizations, local and state politics, the size of the service area and lack of resources.  However, the most serious impediment to receiving more consideration from referral sources, involvement with more significant types of community conflict, and gaining more respect, legitimacy and acceptance as a “player” in the local community appears to be the CDRP itself.   Often community perceptions of CDRP are more favorable than those of CDRP staff and board members.  

Center Organization


The center organization refers to internal features of local CDRP initiatives, including affiliations with umbrella and sponsoring agencies, the nature of program development in the service area, staffing, boards and advisory committees, funding, planning and evaluation.  

Program Services


Program services include various CDRP outputs, relationships with referral sources, including the courts and standards and performance of services.  The most obvious and best documented service outputs of Michigan CDRP are mediations and conciliations.  Two-thirds of clients who responded to the statewide survey say they had at least one face-to-face meeting at a local CDRP.  Approximately 45% heard of the CDRP by word of mouth, while one-third had been unaware of the CDRP until they were formally contacted by program staff.  Roughly 85% of respondents agree or strongly agree that they were clearly informed about what to expect in the mediation or conciliation process, the staff person listened carefully, they were treated fairly, they had the opportunity to express their views and to say what they needed to say, others understood their views and took their needs seriously and they were treated with respect.  There is evidence in the client survey that even when participants feel the outcome was less than they might have hoped for, they still found the process very positive.  Eighty-four percent (84%) of the respondents say they would use the process again, 88% say they would recommend the process to others and 84% agree or strongly agree that they are satisfied with how their problem was handled.  Another success of the CDRP is illustrated in the training it has offered.  Training efforts have been considerable, including the development of a training curriculum and protocol for volunteer community mediators, the initiation of a “training for trainer” program to enhance local capacity to train mediators, and the formal training of roughly 1,000 mediators throughout Michigan during the program years of CDRP.


However, it is important to note that there are some concerns.  The training program has had its drawbacks among which include:  too many mediators have been trained, there is a considerable lag time between the formal classroom training and the opportunity to complete the supervised internship portion of the training, poor initial screening of mediators and training can deflect energy and resources away from other vital program areas and services.   Another concern is that the growing number of conciliations.  As of 1995, about half of all cases statewide are conciliations.   
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