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Introduction
The Uniform Mediation Act was conceptualized in 1998 by different legal minds including the America’s Bar Association and National Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws (NCCUSL) (Matt, 2005). The Act was geared toward harmonization of the process of across different states in America. The creation of the Act was also informed by the need to reduce the number of statutes charged with mediation regulation. There were approximately 2500 statutes used by the states. In light of this knowledge, the various committees proposed the adoption of the Act in 2001. 
According to Matt (2005), the Act major aim is to create a platform where legal proceedings confidentiality is enhanced. This implies that mediators have access to all facts as provided by the parties seeking their services. Full disclosure ensures greater success of the mediation process. Such success results to increased confidence in the community. Higher confidence levels signify more dispute resolution through mediation. 

Eight American States have since adopted the Act. These states include Washington, New Jersey, Iowa, Ohio, Illinois, Utah, Nebraska, District of Columbia and Vermont. Despite the adoption, there is uncertainty in the effectiveness of this Act in mediation. This essay looks at the summary of the Uniform Mediation Act, its benefit and shortcomings. In the process of discussion, the paper looks at the advantages and disadvantaged of the Act in relation to its ease of use among the different states. 
The Uniform Mediation Act 
The Act comprises of 15 sections. The first section gives the name of the Act, section 2 defines mediation and other associated terms. Section 3 gives the scope of the Act and type of mediations excluded in the Act. Section 4 details the rules of confidentiality protection. It gives guidelines related to disclosure, admissibility and discovery. Section 5 indicates the process of excluding and waiving privileges while section 6 highlights the exclusion to privilege. Section 7 gives instances where communication by the mediator is prohibited.

 The next section shows the extent to which confidentiality is allowed.  Section 9 outlines the need for mediator to disclose areas of interest before taking a mediation case. It emphasizes on the need for the mediator to be on a neutral ground. The next section states that parties may be accompanies by their attorneys. Section 11 relates the Act to the conformity of the internation standards while section 12 outlines circumstances where provisions may become invalid. The rest of the sections give a guideline for dates set up, repeals and application. 

Benefits of the Uniform Mediation Act

States are encouraged to adopt the Act of because it enhances uniformity (Menkel-Meadow, 2013). In the era of technology advancement, the legal system is under pressure to provide fast and effect conflict resolution mechanisms. Uniformity of the mediation Act across the states means that mediators and parties in different states can settle their dispute using enhanced technology. These include use of the internet to make conference or video calls. This saves travel and space costs incurred by the parties. The other benefit of uniform mediation is the doing way with the likelihood of the process of mediation in one state being used by another state in litigation of process of administration. 

The other benefit of Uniform Mediation Act if its simplicity. Parties in dispute and mediators do not have to through volumes of statutes in a bid to comprehend what confidentiality involves. Bearing in mind that most of the mediators are not well versed with the law, the Uniform Mediation Act provides a simplified, easily accessible and understood confidentiality of mediation and its provisions. The Act also leaves a provision where a court has an opportunity to apply some provisions in its discretion. These are the provisions left out in the Act for example how to determine the qualification of a mediator. A court is allowed to give an advisory opinion on such provisions. 
Shortcoming of the Uniform Mediation Act

One of the major short comings of government regulation is cost implications to the parties in dispute. In addition, the implementation of the regulation process is mostly mandated to state-funded agencies (Diaz and Oretskin, 2002).  These are the bodies entrusted to oversee the process of legislation. The self-regulators lose the benefits of providing the industry with expertise. This could also imply impartiality in the regulatory process. The government can opt for a dictatorial rather that democratic process of decision making. 
The cost of paying the mediators is borne by the parties in dispute. There are no clear guidelines on how to determine these costs. Often, parties are forced to incur additional costs in case of delays in dispute resolution.  This is against the principles guiding the mediation process. As a result, the aim of uniform mediation to provide mediation services at a low cost remains a pipe dream. 
Conclusion

The debate on whether to adopt or not to adopt the Uniform Mediation Act still rages. In my opinion, it is important to analyze the mediation needs of different states and parties involved and then come up with a comprehensive guide to application of this Act. In its whole, the Act would go along way in ensuring equality and fairness in conflict resolution across the states. 
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