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“…program funding overshadows all other needs as the most significant challenge to the sustainability of CDRP.  Without a significant increase in resources, it is likely that up to one-half of current programs will fold within the next two years.” 


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 discusses the common challenges that face the CDRP and specific recommendations to address those challenges.  

Common Challenges


Four core challenges will determine the future of CDRP.  First, the amount of service output must increase and case-types and referral sources must be diversified.  Second, standards of service performance, that give due weight to local program characteristics, must be established.  Third, the development of local leadership capacity is a critical need of CDRP.  Fourth, program funding overshadows all other needs as the most significant challenge to the sustainability of CDRP.  Without a significant increase in resources, it is likely that up to one-half of current programs will fold within the next two years.  

Recommendations


Three sets of recommendations were issued in response to the findings of the study.  The first set of recommendations was generated for each of the 30 programs involved in the 1995-96 evaluation process.  Though the recommendations vary across the state, local programs have been encouraged to devise comprehensive service plans that include refining local program mission, developing opportunities for additional community financial support, reinvigorating program outreach activities, and easing dependence on any single source of case referrals.   The recommendations regarding service plans also address challenges of multi-county service areas, cooperative working relationships with local social, human and justice service providers, assessing community needs, internal relationships with umbrella/sponsoring organizations.  Over 115 site-specific recommendations have been made to the 30 programs.  


The second set of recommendations was issued to the State Court Administrative Office relative to policies and procedures.  The 20 recommendations included suggestions for revising and addressing program requirements in order to strengthen the statewide program.  Specifically, the recommendations consisted of proposals to expand local service collaborations, increase current conflict of interest policy, develop specific policies for umbrella/sponsor organizations and the use of accrual funds, revision of statistical and narrative report and increased opportunities for completion of the internship portion of the mediator training.  


Finally, 16 general recommendations are generated addressing critical program needs.  Those recommendations are outlined below:

Sixteen General Recommendations


Performance Standards:

1) Increase baseline funding

2) Amend the CDRP enabling legislation

3) Maintain CDRP administrative structure

4) Establish standards of performance

5) Specify service area requirements

6) Mandate planning and evaluation


Responsiveness to Local Needs:

1) Require annual needs assessments

2) Develop agreements with referral sources

3) Participate in local collaborative bodies

4) Initiate joint local CDRP and court programming


Local Program Organization and Services

1) Diversify cases, referrals and funding

2) Combine training and internship opportunities

3) Review CDRP and umbrella affiliations

4) Establish board development as a program priority

5) Utilize client input

6) Increase the proportion of mediations

Information and Analysis [MI]
· Program Effectiveness [MI-3]

Organizational Planning  [MP]
· Defined Goals & Objectives [MP-2]
Referrals [OR]
Consumer Focus & Involvement [MC]
· Community and Consumer Involvement [MC-4]
Public Awareness [OP]

· Marketing of Center Services  [OP-2]

States

· Michigan
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