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It appears that with increased diversity of cases and services, diverse referral and funding streams will also follow.  But the ability for many programs to diversify is influenced by the support given by policy makers, law enforcement organizations, judicial systems and government.  

In order to meet diverse demands from court systems, government and justice system agencies, and communities, community mediation programs have diversified their range of services to a wider scope of areas.  One area in particular that has been positively affected is schools.  The American Bar Association reports conflict resolution skills training offered in more than 4,000 schools.  In support of school-based programs, The Safe and Drug-Free Schools program (through the Federal government) encourages using its $482 million funding for peer mediation and other conflict resolution programs in schools.  The Mediation Center of Asheville, North Carolina has trained more than 330 student mediators and reports reduction of violence as well as school suspensions.  Asheville’s program eliminated 742 days of in-school suspension and 1,220 days of out-of school suspensions.  

Another area where community mediation has greatly impacted is in processing criminal cases.  Research has shown that through collaborations with police that result in referrals from police, prosecutors, judges, and court clerks a reduction of calls for service from parties who have mediated; thus freeing up police time and court systems.  Observations for this type of collaborative programs between police and community mediation programs see community policing as the emerging dominant philosophy for enforcement.  Other areas that programs have branched out into are victim-offender cases (more than 120 victim-offender mediation services are available throughout the country); domestic relations and custody; public policy; and intergroup conflicts (such as youth groups and gangs).

States are also recognizing the benefits for community mediation programs; especially as these programs diversify.  In 1990, The New Jersey Supreme Court established a Standing Committee on Complementary Dispute Resolution that developed a plan for dispute resolution for the State.  This plan has resulted in 200 operating dispute resolution programs and 37 different types of programs exist within the 21 counties.  This system is described in the book “New Jersey Dispute Resolution: A Lawyer’s Guide to State and Federal Court Programs” by Professor Paul Tractenberg of Rutgers Law School-Newark.

Another proponent of dispute resolution systems is Professor Frank Sander of Harvard Law School.  In 1976, he proposed a “multi-door” system that matched dispute resolution services with the nature of the dispute.  Since then, experimental multi-door court programs have been developed in Houston, Texas; Tulsa, Oklahoma; and Cambridge, Massachusetts.  

It appears that with increased diversity of cases and services, diverse referral and funding streams will also follow.  But the ability for many programs to diversify is influenced by the support given by policy makers, law enforcement organizations, judicial systems and government.  
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