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Abstract

The court backlog in some European countries has inspired the introduction of  compulsory mediation
schemes to deal with various commercial claims. The article reviews the developing jurisprudence from various
courts throughout Europe, to assess the seemingly relentless public policy move towards compulsory mediation
and the implications that this has for commercial parties in dispute, lawyers involved in the process and the
administration of  justice in Europe. The potential that such an approach could amount to a violation of
the rights guaranteed by Article 6(1) of  the European Convention on Human Rights, as enshrined within
the European Convention on Human Rights Act 2003, and Article 40.3 of  the Irish Constitution is
analysed. The article ultimately discusses the optimal approach for the courts and the legislature to follow to
strike the appropriate balance between strong encouragement and coercive compulsion that would avoid
offending constitutional and Convention rights and foster a mediation culture. 
Keywords: compulsory; commercial; mediation; Article 6(1); Human Rights Convention;
Article 40.3; Irish Constitution. 

1 Introduction

Mediation is neither a new nor a novel concept in Ireland. Provision for mediation has
been made in various pieces of  Irish legislation over the past three decades. In the

area of  family law, solicitors are required to discuss with their clients the possibility of
engaging in mediation as an alternative to litigation.1 Legislative provision for voluntary
mediation has also been made to assist with a range of  disputes between employers and
employees,2 landlord and tenant disputes,3 personal injury disputes4 and in the area of
social inclusion.5 Commercial Court judges possess the power to direct parties to consider
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1     S 6, Judicial Separation and Family Law Reform Act 1989; s 6, Family Law (Divorce) Act 1996; s 20, Children
Act 1997.

2     S 78, Employment Equality Act 1998; and s 24(1), Equal Status Act 2000. See also
<www.workplacerelations.ie/en/Workplace_Relations_Services/Mediation_Services>.

3     S 164, Residential Tenancies Act 2004. 
4     S 15, Civil Liability and Courts Act 2004. 
5     See, for example, s 19, Disability Act 2005; and s 55, Social Care Professionals Act 2005. 



mediation,6 and commercial contracts frequently provide that the parties must first attempt
to mediate their disputes, prior to issuing court or arbitral proceedings.7

The most recent and most significant legislative initiative is the Mediation Act 2017,
which provides a legal framework for the use of  mediation in civil and commercial
disputes.8 The Act covers a range of  issues, including the requirement that a mediator and
the parties sign an agreement to mediate, prior to the commencement of  the mediation,
dealing with practicalities, such as the manner in which the process will be conducted and
the mediator’s fee,9 and this agreement delays proceedings under the Statute of
Limitations until 30 days after the successful conclusion or unsuccessful termination of
the mediation.10 One of  the most significant provisions in the Act is that a court may, on
application by a party to proceedings or of  its own motion where it considers it
appropriate to do so, invite the disputing parties to consider mediation to resolve their
dispute. In circumstances where the parties decide to engage in mediation, to facilitate the
use of  the process the court may adjourn the proceedings, make an order extending the
time for compliance by a party with rules of  court or with any other court order.11

While disputes are mediated in the ‘shadow of  the law’, mediation is based on
interests rather than rights and the consequent settlement agreement reached may be
unrelated to the legal merits of  the claim.12 The mediation process itself  is not subject to
fair trial requirements, and parties, particularly those that are not legally represented, will
not necessarily be protected by the law or by the accountability afforded by a public
judgment and an independent judiciary. Courts ensure public accountability for those
whose wrongful acts may otherwise go unnoticed and provide protection for weaker
parties who seek justice against those who exercise power over them.13 It is against this
backdrop that Article 6(1) of  the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) has a
significant role in maintaining and upholding the important function of  civil justice.

2 European Convention on Human Rights Act 

Despite the absence of  any requirement in the ECHR that it be incorporated into a
domestic legal system, it does not itself  have direct effect in Irish law in light of  Ireland’s
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6     S 6(XIII), Rules of  the Superior Courts (Commercial Proceedings) 2004. 
7     While mediation is employed to resolve conflict in various fields, the focus of  this article is on commercial

mediation; the process that assists in the resolution of  disputes between business parties. See E Carroll and
K Mackie, International Mediation: The Art of  Business Diplomacy (2nd edn, Kluwer Law 2006) 3–17. Mediation in
this context may be defined as ‘a flexible process conducted confidentially in which a neutral person actively
assists parties in working towards a negotiated agreement of  a dispute or difference, with the parties in
ultimate control of  the decision to settle and the terms of  resolution’, available at
<www.cedr.com/news/?item=CEDR-revises-definition-of-mediation>.

8     The Mediation Act 2017 was signed into law on 2 October 2017 and commended on 1 January 2018. The Act
reflects many of  the Irish Law Reform Commission’s recommendations in the report it published in 2010 on
alternative dispute resolution, discussed further below.

9     S 7, Mediation Act 2017.
10   Ibid s 18.
11   Ibid s 16. This is consistent with Order 56A of  the Irish Superior Court Rules, discussed below. The relevant

provisions of  the Act are discussed under the appropriate parts below.
12   See Deborah R Hensler, ‘Suppose It’s not True: Challenging Mediation Ideology’ (2002) 1 Journal of  Dispute

Resolution 81–99, 96. 
13   See M Cappelletti, ‘Alternative Dispute Resolution Processes within the Framework of  the World Wide Access

to Justice Movement’ (1995) 56 Modern Law Review 287, 288. See also R A B Bush, ‘Efficiency and
Protection, or Empowerment and Recognition? The Mediator’s Role and Ethical Standards in Mediation’
(1989) 41 University of  Florida Law Review 253, at 281–2.



dualist approach to international law.14 Individuals cannot rely upon it as binding
authority in an Irish court and Irish courts do not have the power to grant a declaration
under it.15 The rights contained in the ECHR were enshrined in Irish law by the
enactment of  the European Convention on Human Rights Act 2003 (ECHR Act).16

As Ireland had a body of  existing constitutionally protected rights, the ECHR rights
comprised within the ECHR Act were to complement not supplement this, essentially
involving the domestication17 rather than the incorporation of  the ECHR into Irish law.
The ECHR Act requires the courts to interpret legislation in line with the ECHR insofar
as it is possible to do so,18 and requires certain public bodies to perform their functions
in a manner compatible with the ECHR, unless precluded by law.19

In Doran v Ireland 20 the ECtHR pointed out that Article 13 of  the ECHR21 guarantees
the availability of  a remedy at national level to enforce the substance of  Article 6 rights
and freedoms in whatever form they may happen to be secured in the domestic legal
order. The remedy, according to the court, must be effective in both law and practice. The
ECHR Act provides that courts may make a declaration of  incompatibility regarding a
breach of  a Convention right. Unlike a declaration that a law is repugnant to the
Constitution,22 a declaration of  incompatibility has no effect on the continued validity
and enforcement of  that law, unless and until it is amended by the Irish legislature.23

In circumstances where counsel have argued that their client’s rights under Article 6
ECHR have been violated, Irish judges have been vigilant in reminding them that the
rights reflected in Article 6 ECHR are part of  Irish law by virtue of  the ECHR Act, and
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14   See Suzanne Kingston, ‘Impact of  EU Human Rights Law and ECHR Law in Irish Courts’ in Suzanne Egan,
Liam Thornton and Judy Walsh, Ireland and the European Convention on Human Rights: 60 Years and Beyond
(Bloomsbury Professional Dublin 2014) 111–12.

15   Article 15.2.1 of  the Irish Constitution provides: ‘The sole and exclusive power of  making laws for the State
is hereby vested in the Oireachtas [Irish legislature]: no other legislative authority has power to make laws for
the State’; while Article 29.6 provides: ‘No international agreement shall be part of  the domestic law of  the
State save as may be determined by the Oireachtas.’ For a discussion on the need for incorporating legislation,
see Fiona de Londras and Cliona Kelly, European Convention on Human Rights Act, Operation, Impact and Analysis
(Thomson Round Hall 2010) 5–9.

16   While the ECHR had persuasive effect in Irish law prior to the commencement of  ECHR Act, the obligations
in the Act do not apply where the actions complained of  took place prior to the Act coming into effect. See
Dublin City Counsel v Fennell [2005] 1 IR 604. For a discussion on the temporal scope of  the ECHR Act, see de
Londras and Kelly (n 15) 45–7. 

17   Fiona de Londras, ‘Neither Herald nor Fanfare: The Limited Impact of  the ECHR Act 2003 on Rights
Infrastructure in Ireland’ in Egan et al (n 14) 40.

18   S 2, ECHR Act 2003.
19   Ibid s 3.
20   App no 50389/99.
21   Article 13 of  the ECHR provides: ‘Everyone whose rights and freedoms as set forth in this Convention are

violated shall have an effective remedy before a national authority notwithstanding that the violation has been
committed by persons acting in an official capacity.’

22   See Donncha O’Connell, ‘The ECHR Act 2003: A Critical Perspective’ in Ursula Kilkelly, ECHR and Irish Law
(Jordans 2004) 3. See also Gerard Hogan, ‘Incorporation of  the ECHR: Some Issues of  Methodology and
Process’ in ibid 21–8, for a discussion on the differences between the declarations of  unconstitutionality and
incompatibility. 

23   S 5, ECHR Act 2003. For a discussion on the delay in enacting legislation where declarations of
incompatibility have been granted, see Suzanne Kingston, ‘Two-speed Rights Protection? Comparing the
Impact of  EU Human Rights Law and ECHR Law in Irish Courts’ in Egan et al (n 14) 113. For an interesting
discussion on the relationship of  conflict and confluence between the Irish Constitution and the ECHR from
the perspective of  a High Court judge (now a judge of  the Court of  Appeal) writing extra-judicially, see
Gerard Hogan, ‘The Constitution and the Convention: Happily Married or a Loveless Co-existence?’ in Egan
et al (n 14) 73–86. 



that the latter is the source of  such rights. For example, in Foy v An tArd-Chlaraitheoir,24
McKechnie J described the position of  the Convention within Irish law as follows: 

It is a misleading metaphor to say that the Convention was incorporated into
domestic law. It was not. The rights contained in the Convention are now part of
Irish law. They are so by reason of  the Act of  2003. That is their source. Not the
Convention. So it is only correct to say, as understood in this way, that the
Convention forms part of  our law. 

Similarly, Denham CJ in MD (a minor) v Ireland 25 stated:
The claim, as pleaded, is simply that s. 3 is ‘in breach of ’ the Convention. That
formulation is not acceptable. It treats the Convention as if  it had direct effect
and presumes that the Court has the power to grant a declaration that a section
is in breach of  the Convention. It is clear from the judgments of  this Court in
McD v L [2010] 2 IR 199 that the European Convention on Human Rights Act
2003 did not give direct effect in Irish law to the European Convention on
Human Rights. As Murray C.J. stated at page 248, ‘The Convention does not of
itself  provide a remedy at national level for victims whose rights have been
breached by reference to the provisions of  the Convention’.

As Denham CJ illustrated, it is well established by the Irish Supreme Court that the
ECHR may only be pleaded by reference to its limited incorporation through the ECHR
Act. One must identify the precise statutory provision or rule of  law that is being
challenged, and the contentions regarding its compliance or otherwise with the ECHR
must be based strictly on the interpretative obligation upon the courts, the duty on any
organ of  the state to act in a ECHR compliant manner, and/or the duty on the courts to
grant a declaration of  incompatibility regarding a precise statutory provision or rule of
law.26 Jurisprudential evidence reveals that the Irish courts have largely engaged with the
ECHR within the limits of  the Irish constitutional framework.27 The remedies available
where a breach of  the ECHR Act occurs have been limited, and this is largely due to the
failure of  the Irish legislature to bring Irish law into compliance with the ECHR and this,
it has been suggested, has inhibited the courts’ approach.28

3 Costs sanctions and the compulsion to mediate

In circumstances where there is a significant risk of  onerous costs orders being imposed
on recalcitrant parties, it is likely that there will be a significant rise in the number of
disputes being mediated.29 If  the Irish courts are to follow the same path as other
jurisdictions, it is likely that commercial mediation will only become a prominent form of
dispute resolution when heavy costs penalties are deployed by the courts. A judge of  the
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24   [2007] IEHC 470, para 93.
25   [2012] IESC 10, para 59.
26   Suzanne Kingston and Liam Thornton, A Report on the Application of  the European Convention on Human Rights

Act 2003 and the European Charter of  Fundamental Rights: Evaluation and Review (Law Society of  Ireland and
Dublin Solicitors Bar Association 2015) 35. For a detailed discussion on the limitations of  the ECHR Act in
terms of  the court’s interpretive obligations, the obligations of  state organs under the Act and the obligation
of  the courts to award a declaration of  incompatibility where there is no alternative remedy to a breach of
ECHR rights, see de Londras and Kelly (n 15) chs 4, 5 and 7 respectively.

27   Kingston and Thornton (n 26) 151.
28   Ibid 154.
29   For a discussion on the experience in England after the changes to the Civil Procedure Rules in light of  the

Woolf  reforms discussed further below, see Antony Dutton and Daniel Perera, ‘Mediation as a Cost-
containment Device in the English Courts: Litigation Becomes the “Last Resort” in Dispute Resolution’,
(Mediation Committee Newsletter, IBA Legal Practice Division September 2006) 32.



Irish Commercial Court suggested over a decade ago that there may be costs implications
for parties in certain circumstances where those parties refuse to even consider mediation,
despite the absence of  legislation at that time facilitating this.30 Costs sanctions are now
provided for in the Mediation Act 2017, under which a court may, where it considers it
just to do so, take into account any unreasonable refusal or failure by a party to consider
using mediation, or to attend mediation, when awarding costs in the proceedings.31

The provision for a costs sanction in the Mediation Act 2017 for an unreasonable
refusal to mediate is consistent with the pre-existing position under the Rules of  the
Superior Courts (RSC) following amendments to them in 2010. In an effort to encourage
the use of  mediation and other alternative dispute resolution (ADR) processes other than
arbitration as part of  the courts process, statutory instrument 502 of  2010 (SI 502)
introduced a new order 56A to the RSC. Under this rule, the court may, either on
application of  any of  the parties to proceedings or of  its own motion, order that
proceedings or any issue therein be adjourned and invite the parties to use mediation or,
where the parties consent, refer the proceedings or issue to mediation. A new rule 1B was
added to order 99 RSC that provides for the court, where an order has been made, to have
regard to the refusal or failure without good reason of  any party to participate in
mediation when awarding costs.32 These rules also give further effect to the European
Communities (Mediation) Regulations 201133 that support the framework for mediation
of  disputes within the European Union (EU) that have a cross-border element.

In Irish School of  Yoga Ltd v Henkel Murphy,34 a dispute relating to the termination of  a
franchise agreement, the High Court granted an order inviting the parties to use ADR to
attempt to resolve their dispute under order 56A. Justice Laffoy remarked that:

. . . prudence dictates that the parties should process the remainder of  their
differences through an ADR process. What is at stake in these proceedings is
totally disproportionate to the costs which will be incurred in pursuing a High
Court action . . . Accordingly, there will be an order under Order 56A inviting the
parties to use an ADR process.35
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30   The Irish Commercial Court is a division of  the High Court. See Mr Justice Peter Kelly in Michael Tyrrell and
Patrick Walshe, ‘New Mediation Provisions Enacted’ (Mediation Committee Newsletter, IBA Legal Practice
Division April 2005) 21. Mr Justice Kelly subsequently remarked that he had never had to make a mediation-
related costs order nor had a case where someone behaved unreasonably in relation to a request to mediate.
See Mr Justice Peter Kelly, ‘Speech delivered at the Mediation Works Symposium’ (27 May 2008). 

31   S 21, Mediation Act 2017.
32   The rule came into force on 16 November 2010 and is similar to the procedure in the Commercial Court

mentioned above. As discussed below, England has a developed jurisprudence with regard to costs sanctions
for an unreasonable refusal to mediate. In addition to SI 502/2010 introducing a new order 56A to the Rules
of  the Superior Courts, the likelihood of  Irish courts following English decisions on costs sanctions is also
supported by the broad provisions of  order 99, Rules of  the Superior Courts, and the advent of  s 21 of  the
Mediation Act 2017. See also J Fox, ‘Order 56A and the Cost Implications of  Refusal to Engage in ADR’ (Bar
Review April 2007) 22–5.

33   This transposed Directive 2008/52/EC of  the European Parliament and the Council of  21 May 2008 on
certain aspects of  mediation in civil and commercial matters (the Mediation Directive) into Irish law, available
at <http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32008L0052>. See Seán Barton and
Heather Mahon, ‘Ireland’ in Michael Madden (ed), Litigation and Dispute Resolution (2nd edn, Global Legal
Group) 138 <http://docplayer.net/37739689-Litigation-dispute-resolution.html>. 

34   [2012] IEHC 218.
35   [2012] IEHC 218. The provision for a costs sanction for unreasonably refusing to mediate a dispute to

support this rule has not to date been employed by the courts.



The case illustrates the willingness of  the courts to use the rule to encourage the use of
mediation in appropriate circumstances. 

A recurring theme in jurisdictions where commercial mediation is well established,
and an issue that Irish practitioners and the judiciary must remain mindful of, is the
concern expressed that the more vigilant the judiciary becomes in encouraging mediation
through the use of  costs sanctions, the more it appears that mediation is becoming
compulsory. In determining costs, courts in jurisdictions where costs penalties have been
applied have had to decide when reviewing the parties’ behaviour, whether they are willing
to look inside the process and consequently infringe upon mediation confidentiality.36
The concern is that the further that sanctions are likely to extend, the greater the
likelihood that mediation confidentiality will be eroded. In light of  the approach adopted
in the Mediation Act 2017,37 which provides for comprehensive mediation confidentiality
subject to limited exceptions, the Irish legislature38 has followed the English position of
protecting mediation communications, and it is to be hoped that the confidentiality
provisions in the Act will be applied strictly by the courts.39

Compulsory forms of  mediation, if  employed in Ireland are likely to run into
allegations that they violate the rights guaranteed by Article 6 of  the ECHR, as reflected
in the ECHR Act and Article 40.340 of  the Irish Constitution. Experience of  mediation
when recommended in the Commercial Court would seem to indicate, similar to the
experience of  the judiciary in the UK, that voluntary mediation is preferable to
compulsory mediation as it is more likely to lead to a successful outcome.41 The Irish
courts have the benefit of, and can glean guidance from, English, European Court of
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36   See Carleton (Earl of  Malmesbury) v Strutt & Parker [2008] EWHC 424 (QB); [2008] 5 Costs LR 736, where both
parties unusually waived confidentiality and the successful claimant’s costs award was reduced due to his
unreasonable conduct in the mediation process. See also In Kay-El (Hong Kong) Ltd v Musgrave Ltd [2005] IEHC
418. See Fox (n 32) 25. Article 7 of  the Mediation Directive requires member states to ensure that mediators
and others involved in a mediation process, in the absence of  agreement, are not compelled to give evidence
in civil, commercial or arbitration proceedings regarding information arising out of  the mediation process
except where necessary for overriding reasons of  public policy or where necessary to enforce a mediated
settlement agreement. 

37   S 10, Mediation Act 2017.
38   While accepting that objectively verifiable actions such as complete refusal to consider mediation could attract

a costs sanction, the Irish Law Reform Commission advised against imposing a good faith requirement on
mediating parties as this would risk undermining key principles including the impartiality of  the mediator and
the confidentiality of  the process, and this approach is now reflected in s 10 of  the Mediation Act 2017. The
commission approved of  the approach in Halsey, discussed below, that the court determines whether to
impose costs sanctions without having to explore the subjective intentions of  the parties during mediation.
See Law Reform Commission, Alternative Dispute Resolution Report: Mediation and Conciliation (LRC 98–2010) 90–
2 <www.lawreform.ie/_fileupload/Reports/r98ADR.pdf>.

39   In Farm Assist Ltd (in Liquidation) v Secretary of  State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [2009] BLR 399,
Ramsay J clarified that, in England, a communication remains privileged even where the client shares it with
the mediator on a confidential basis. Consequently, the client will be able to restrain the mediator from making
any unauthorised use of  the information. For a discussion of  the case see, A K C Koo, ‘Confidentiality of
Mediation Communications’ (2011) Civil Justice Quarterly 192, 200. See also ‘Case Comment: Mediation’
(July/August 2009) Construction Newsletter 7. For a discussion on the need and the rationale for the
introduction of  a distinct mediation privilege in England, in part to bring it into line with European
jurisprudence, see Koo ‘Confidentiality’ 192–203.

40   Article 40.3 subparts 1 and 2 of  the Irish Constitution provide: ‘1 The State guarantees in its laws to respect,
and, as far as practicable, by its laws to defend and vindicate the personal rights of  the citizen. 2 The State
shall, in particular, by its laws protect as best it may from unjust attack and, in the case of  injustice done,
vindicate the life, person, good name, and property rights of  every citizen.’ 

41   Mr Justice P Kelly, ‘Alternative Dispute Resolution and the Commercial Court’ [2010] Arbitration and ADR
Review 92–7, 93.



Justice (ECJ) and European Court of  Human Rights (ECtHR) jurisprudence when
dealing with these issues.

Dyson LJ, in delivering the Halsey v Milton Keynes NHS Trust judgment, remarked that
‘to oblige truly unwilling parties to refer their disputes to mediation would be to impose
an unacceptable obstruction on their right of  access to the courts . . . and, therefore, a
violation of  article 6’42. He subsequently regretted making the remarks on the issue of
compulsion. He conceded that ‘in and of  itself  compulsory mediation does not breach
article 6’, based on the judgment of  the ECJ in Rosalba Alassini v Telecom Italia SpA.43 The
ECJ in Alassini44 decided that a provision in Italian law which required parties to submit
to mediation, failing which they forfeited their right to bring proceedings before the
courts, was not in contravention of  Article 6.45

The court in Alassini found that, provided compulsory mediation schemes are in the
general interest and proportionate, the principle of  effective judicial protection does not
preclude them. A critical element in the case was the judicial presumption, supported by
observations provided by the German government, that a voluntary mediation scheme
would not be as effective. Unfortunately, the background rationale for this position is not
included in the judgment. Advocate General Kokott concluded that:

[the] mandatory dispute resolution procedure without which judicial proceedings
may not be brought does not constitute a disproportionate infringement upon
the right to effective judicial protection . . . Provisions such as these constitute a
minor infringement upon the right to enforcement by the courts that is
outweighed by the opportunity to end the dispute quickly and inexpensively.46

The scheme in the case was free of  charge to the parties. It remains to be seen what the
outcome will be if  a case in the future comes before the court to be decided where a
similar scheme involves a significant cost, as the higher the cost of  mediation, the
stronger the argument that it constitutes a greater hurdle as regards access to justice. With
regard to the criticisms of  Dyson LJ’s judgment in Halsey mentioned above, Alassini does
not confirm the Court of  Appeal’s view that a compulsory scheme would interfere with
the right to trial, but ‘at most it merely imposes a short delay’.47

Other leading English jurists, such as Lightman J, Lord Phillips CJ, Lord Clarke MR
and Sir Anthony Clarke MR, have also commented that an order for mediation does not
interfere with the right to trial, as it does not propose mediation in lieu of  a trial, but
merely imposes a delay. Lord Phillips, for example, a former head of  the judiciary in
England and Wales and founding president of  the UK’s Supreme Court, who referred
specifically to Dyson LJ’s judgment in Halsey48 and proceeded to say that: ‘Parties should
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42   Halsey v Milton Keynes NHS Trust [2004] EWCA Civ 576; [2004] 1 WLR 3002; [2004] 4 All ER 920, 9. 
43   See Lord Dyson, ‘A Word on Halsey v Milton Keynes’ [2011] 77(3) Arbitration 337, 337, 339, keynote speech,

Third Annual Mediation Symposium of  the Chartered Institute of  Arbitrators (London, October 2010). See
also Lord Dyson MR, ‘Halsey 10 Years On – The Decision Revisited’ (keynote speech, Belfast Mediation
Conference May 2014) 6, 10.

44   Rosalba Alassini v Telecom Italia SpA (C-317–320/08) [2010] 3 CMLR 17.
45   See Gary Meggitt, ‘PGF II SA v OMFS Co and Compulsory Mediation’ (2014) 33(3) Civil Justice Quarterly

335–348, 335 and 348.
46   Rosalba Alassini v Telecom Italia SpA (C-317–320/08) [2010] 3 CMLR 17, para 57. For a detailed discussion of

this case, see Jim Davies and Erika Szyszczak, ‘Case Comment, ADR: Effective Protection of  Consumer
Rights?’ (2010) 35(5) European Law Review 695–707. 

47   Lightman J, ‘Breaking Down the Barriers’ (The Times Online 31 July 2007)
<http://business.timesonline.co.uk/tol/business/law/article2166092>.

48   [2004] EWCA (Civ) 576.



be given strong encouragement to attempt mediation before resorting to litigation. And
if  they commence litigation, there should be built into the process a stage at which the
court can require them to attempt mediation.’49 Others support this view by pointing to
the fact that compulsory mediation occurs in other jurisdictions, such as Germany, Italy
and Greece, with no successful Article 6 challenges.50

However, Jackson LJ rejected compulsory mediation in his Review of  Civil Litigation
Costs Final Report,51 although, consistent with the rationale in Halsey, he supported
sanctions against those who unreasonably refused to mediate.52 Despite such judicial
clarification, some contend that the courts in England do in fact compel mediation
surreptitiously, through the use of  what is termed implied compulsory mediation. The
contention is that while officially mediation is not compulsory, in practice implied
compulsory mediation forms part of  the civil justice system, through a process where
judges, supported by the Civil Procedure Rules (CPR), are making it clear to parties that
they expect that they will engage in mediation, and parties, mindful of  the potential
adverse cost consequences, feel compelled to engage in the process. This issue has been
exacerbated, it seems, by austerity over a number of  years and the consequent pressure
on court resources.53

Dyson LJ’s support for mediation and the use of  costs sanctions to support it is not
unqualified. He has remarked that ‘the court should not exercise that power if  it is
satisfied that the parties are truly unwilling to embark upon a mediation’.54 He argued that
compulsory mediation could constitute a denial of  access to justice in some
circumstances, for example, if  coupled with high mediation costs, and that it is not the
role of  a court of  law to force compromise upon disputants who do not want it.55
However, in light of  the seemingly low cost of  mediation compared with the high cost
of  going to trial, the costs issue is unlikely to arise. With regard to the second contention,
it risks violating the cardinal principle of  equality before the law to treat litigants
unequally on the basis of  their willingness to mediate and one should not confuse a
degree of  compulsion to enter into a process from which settlement may result, a process
that parties may exit at any time, with the settlement itself  that will be arrived at only
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49   See speech by Lord Phillips of  Worth Matravers, Lord Chief  Justice of  England and Wales, ‘Alternative
Dispute Resolution: An English Viewpoint’ (India 29 March 2008) <www.civilmediation.org/downloads-
get?id=119>. 

50   See Lightman J, ‘Mediation: An Approximation to Justice’ (speech given at S J Berwin, 28 June 2007)
<www.judiciary.gov.uk/Resources/JCO/Documents/Speeches/berwins_mediation.pdf>; Matravers (n 49);
Sir Anthony Clarke MR, ‘The Future of  Civil Mediation’ (8 May 2008) <www.civilmediation.org/downloads-
get?id=128>; Lord Clarke MR, ‘Mediation – An Integral Part of  our Litigation Culture’ (Littleton Chambers
Annual Mediation Meeting, Gray’s Inn, 8 June 2009). See also Kenneth J Ryan, ‘Promoting ADR through the
Imposition of  Costs Sanctions: Is it the right Approach?’ (International Bar Notes February 2013) 13–19, 14.

51   See also Irish Law Reform Commission, Consultation Paper on Alternative Dispute Resolution (LRC CP 50–2008)
74.

52   See Jackson LJ, ‘Review of  Civil Litigation Costs Final Report’, 14 January 2010, xxiii
<https://www.judiciary.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/JCO/Documents/Reports/jackson-final-report-
140110.pdf>. 

53   See Masood Ahmed, ‘Implied Compulsory Mediation’ (2012) 31 Civil Justice Quarterly 151–75, specifically
164–70. See also Sue Prince, ‘Mandatory Mediation: the Ontario Experience’ [2007] Civil Justice Quarterly 79–
95, 93.

54   See Dyson, ‘A Word on Halsey’ (n 43); and ‘Halsey 10 Years On’ (n 43).
55   See Dyson, ‘A Word on Halsey’ (n 43); and ‘Halsey 10 Years On’ (n 43) 



when it is reduced to writing and signed by both parties, and in a commercial context
drafted and reviewed by the party’s respective legal teams.56

In the USA, compulsory mediation schemes have been introduced in a number of
states with federal district courts empowered to require parties to mediate disputes under
a power granted by the Alternative Dispute Resolution Act 1998.57 Signatories to the
ECHR, such as Belgium and Greece, have adopted compulsory mediation schemes
without any successful Article 6 challenges. Similarly, in Germany, federal states can
introduce legislation to require litigants to either engage in court-based or court-approved
mediation prior to litigation commencing.58 The European Commission has stated that
the EU actively promotes and encourages the use of  mediation to assist dispute
resolution and avoid the worry, time and cost associated with litigation.59 This is reflected
in Article 3(2) of  the Mediation Directive that provides that the encouragement it offers
to mediation is made ‘without prejudice to national legislation making the use of
mediation compulsory . . . provided that such legislation does not interfere with the right
of  access to justice’. Such experiences appear to indicate that schemes of  compulsory
mediation do not in and of  themselves give rise to a violation of  Article 6,60 provided
mediation is presented as a condition precedent to litigation or arbitration and not the
only means of  resolution.61

4 Commercial mediation, the Constitution and the Convention 

In Golder v UK,62 the ECtHR remarked that ‘one can scarcely conceive of  the rule of  law
without there being a possibility of  having access to the courts’.63 The Irish Supreme
Court in Tuohy v Courtney64 acknowledged the distinct rights to litigate and to have access
to the courts. While access to the courts is an important constitutional and Convention
right, formal complex procedural rules have resulted in costly legal advice.65
Dissatisfaction with the administration of  justice has been a public concern for some
time,66 and in this context mediation has a crucial role to play in providing wider access
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61   See, for example, ibid.
62   (1975) 1 EHRR 524.
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64   [1994] 3 IR 1, ILRM 503. See also G W Hogan, G F Whyte and J M Kelly: The Irish Constitution (4th edn, Tottel
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to justice and, as reflected in the Mediation Act 2017, the courts have a fundamental role
in integrating mediation into the civil justice system by encouraging parties to consider
mediation in appropriate cases.67

Article 6 is the most frequently invoked and most robust ECHR article, stemming
from the gravity of  the right comprised in it.68 The prominent position given to the right
to a fair trial is symbolic of  its value in upholding a democratic society.69 Length of
proceedings in civil cases represents the most frequently invoked violation of  Article 6.70
Mediation has emerged as a possible partial solution to what many view as an insoluble
problem.71

Article 6(1) of  the ECHR provides:
In the determination of  his civil rights and obligations or of  any criminal charge
against him, everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing within a reasonable
time by an independent and impartial tribunal established by law. Judgment shall
be pronounced publicly . . . 

Consistent with its aim and purpose, Article 6(1) has been interpreted broadly by the
ECtHR.72 This has resulted in the creation of  new guarantees that are not specifically
mentioned in the article and are considered as natural corollaries of  the written
guarantees of  Article 6, such as the right of  access to justice which has developed into
one of  the fundamental guarantees of  Article 6.73 The ECtHR believed that any
interpretation of  Article 6 that did not view Article 6(1) as concerning both the conduct
of  proceedings, and the actual right to institute them in the first place would contradict a
universally recognised principle of  law and would allow the state to close its courts
without infringing the ECHR, resulting in the right of  access to justice developing into
one of  the fundamental guarantees of  Article 6.74 In Airey v Ireland,75 the ECtHR held
that the ECHR is intended to guarantee rights that are practical and effective rather than
rights that are theoretical or illusory.

Both the structure and content of  ECHR Article 6(1) and the guarantees under the
Irish Constitution are quite similar. As noted above, Article 6(1) provides for a basic
entitlement to fair procedures in civil and criminal matters. The equivalent constitutional
provisions are reflected in a number of  articles. Article 3876 elucidates guarantees
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pertaining to a trial in due course of  law on criminal matters. Article 3477 provides a
general principle of  fair procedures that apply to the administration of  justice in court,
and, in the case of  other decision-making bodies, this principle is comprised within the
unenumerated rights provisions of  Article 40.3.78 There are clear equivalents between the
two instruments. For example, Article 6(1) provides a guarantee of  a fair trial by an
impartial tribunal, while Article 35.2 of  the Constitution provides that judges shall be
independent in the exercise of  their judicial functions and subject only to the Constitution
and the law. The guarantee of  fair procedures in civil matters is not quite as explicit in the
Constitution as in the ECHR, but they are elucidated in constitutional jurisprudence.79

While there is a significant degree of  similarity between the guarantees comprised in
Article 6 of  the ECHR, now enshrined in the ECHR Act, and Articles 34, 38 and 40.3 of
the Constitution, it appears that there are areas that will remain purely the reserve of  the
Irish constitutional guarantees and that the level of  scrutiny required by the Constitution
is likely to be greater than that under the ECHR. Consequently, the constitutional
provisions are likely to be the definitive port of  call for most challenges to civil
procedures albeit that the argument will be influenced by the jurisprudence under the
ECHR. As noted above, this approach would seem to be consistent with the approach
envisaged by the legislature in the ECHR Act, as it requires the courts to interpret
legislation in line with the ECHR insofar as it is possible to do so.80 However, the ECHR
Act may be the only instrument providing the possibility of  a remedy resulting in a
divergence from constitutional principles of  Irish law. An example of  such divergence,
prior to the introduction of  the ECHR Act, where the ECHR provided a remedy for
which there was no immediate Irish equivalent is in the area of  delay in civil
proceedings.81 It has been suggested that the Irish courts are more likely to declare
constitutional rights rather than find breaches of  the ECHR Act in situations where, if
the ECHR had never been incorporated as part of  Irish law, it is questionable as to
whether the right would have been identified at all.82

However, albeit that they are not strictly bound by it, Irish courts must take account
of  ECtHR jurisprudence,83 and experience suggests that Irish courts are extremely
reluctant to develop an autonomous meaning of  ECHR rights as protected by the
ECHR Act that depart from ECtHR jurisprudence.84 This approach by the Irish courts
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makes discussion of  ECtHR jurisprudence particularly salient in assessing the likely
approach of  the Irish courts in dealing with constitutional and ECHR Act rights of
access to the courts. 

BREACHES ARISING FROM THE PRESSURE TO MEDIATE

There are potentially at least three situations where an applicant may seek to claim that
their Article 6(1) rights have been infringed in the context of  the pressure to undertake
mediation.85 The first is where a party reached a mediated settlement agreement and
consequently cannot pursue an action in court. As the agreement that results from a
successful mediation is likely to reflect the interests of  the parties rather than their legal
rights, it is less likely to reflect the legal merits involved in a potential claim, and parties
may settle for less than they would achieve through a negotiated settlement and will often
discharge their own costs.86 However, it is not usually possible for the courts to review
the settlement agreements as they are binding contracts.87

The second possible challenge arises where funds are expended on an unsuccessful
mediation that could have been employed as litigation costs. However, in the context of
commercial mediation, experience suggests that mediating disputes costs significantly less
than litigation, and this challenge would have greater relevance to low-value claims.88

The third possible basis for a challenge could occur where a party is successful in their
court action, but due to their unreasonable refusal to mediate the dispute the party
receives an adverse costs award and consequently contends that this constitutes a denial
of  their right of  access to court, i.e. that their right of  access to court is ‘theoretical and
illusory’. This claim could be defeated if  it can be shown that the party waived their right
by going to mediation, provided the type of  dispute falls within the ECtHR autonomous
definition of  ‘civil rights and obligations’ and is consequently covered by Article 6(1).89
While there is some doubt whether some of  the procedural rights encompassed in
Article 6(1) are capable of  waiver,90 the right of  access to court is not absolute, and the
ECtHR has confirmed on numerous occasions that Article 6 does not prevent a party
from waiving their right to a fair trial of  their own free will, either expressly or tacitly.91
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THE CONDITIONS TO EFFECTIVELY WAIVE ARTICLE 6(1) RIGHTS

As discussed below, arbitration clauses provide an example of  an effective waiver of  the
right of  access to court that does not conflict with the ECHR.92 In determining whether
a right under Article 6(1) has been effectively waived, the ECtHR has reviewed whether
four criteria have been satisfied.93

First, the waiver must be unequivocal,94 but this can be implied. For example, an
arbitration agreement can amount to a voluntary waiver of  court proceedings and a tacit,
unequivocal, waiver of  certain Article 6(1) guarantees.95 This principle could be
extended to mediation, where a party that voluntarily acquiesces in a mediation which
results in a settlement could be perceived as tacitly but unequivocally waiving their
Article 6(1) rights.96

Second, the waiver must be made in a context where there are sufficient minimum
safeguards appropriate to the significance of  the right waived.97 A waiver of  the right of
access to court must be accompanied by appropriately high safeguards in light of  the
importance the ECtHR places on the right of  access to court.98 While it is unclear what
safeguards are sufficient, appropriate representation would appear to constitute a
sufficient safeguard in appropriate circumstances,99 such that a person who had legal
counsel present could be deemed to have waived their right of  access to court when they
agreed to a mediated settlement agreement.100

The third condition is that the right waived must not run counter to any important
public interests.101 However, provided that parties to a commercial mediation are legally
represented and are made aware that the settlement agreement when reduced to writing
is final, it is unlikely that a waiver in such circumstances could be considered counter to
important public interests. 

The final condition is that the waiver must not be tainted by constraint.102 In Deweer
v Belgium,103 a butcher faced the stark choice between a fine or the closure of  his business
until a hearing would take place to determine whether he was guilty of  over-pricing meat.
In light of  the economic pressures of  closure and uncertainty about the timing and length
of  the trial, he opted to pay the fine, despite having an arguable defence that could have
vindicated him. The threat of  closure of  his business within 48 hours, the loss of  income,
continuing salary costs and the loss of  customers over a period of  months constituted
constraint according to the ECtHR. The fact that the settlement fine was modest relative
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to a potential fine of  up to 3000 times higher if  found guilty in court contributed to the
pressure of  the closure.104

It has been suggested that the principles established in this case could be applied in a
context where a party waives their right of  access to court by engaging in mediation that
results in a mediated settlement agreement. The court concluded that in circumstances
where the possibility of  trial caused fear, for example, where refusing a settlement
resulted in a trial and the possibility of  a more severe sanction, this pressure on its own
would not be inconsistent with the right of  access to court.105 However, in determining
whether to refuse to mediate a dispute, when proposed by either a judge or another party,
a disputant encounters the additional pressures of  judicial encouragement and potential
adverse costs.106

THE COMPULSION TO ADVISE

In choosing between mediation and litigation, disputants may face pressure in the form
of  advice and/or encouragement to mediate from their legal advisors and judges, as 
both lawyers and judges are in turn often under a degree of  pressure to encourage parties
to settle.107

The changes to the CPR introduced following Lord Woolf ’s Access to Justice Report108
illustrate the pressure to encourage the use of  mediation with the support of  various
measures, including costs sanctions for parties who win at trial but who unreasonably
refused an offer to mediate a dispute that could have settled.109 The culture change
desired by Lord Woolf  that was reflected in the changes to the CPR has become
embedded in the civil justice system in England. This is reflected by the Court of  Appeal
when stressing that the legal profession in England must take note of  the judicial
direction contained in Halsey110 and cannot ‘shrug aside’111 reasonable requests to
mediate with impunity. The court also stated that it ‘is entitled to take an unreasonable
refusal into account, even when it occurs before the start of  formal proceedings; see rule
44.3(5)(a) of  the Civil Procedure Rules 1998’.112 In light of  such judicial comments it has
been suggested that all members of  the legal profession who conduct litigation should
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now routinely discuss with their clients whether their disputes are suitable 
for mediation.113

This approach is also reflected in the Mediation Act 2017. Prior to issuing proceedings
on behalf  of  a client, practising solicitors114 and barristers (where a client is directly
represented by a barrister)115 must advise clients to consider mediation as an alternative
to litigation. If  the client elects to institute proceedings following the provision of
information on mediation services, including details of  mediators, information about the
advantages and benefits of  mediation, and information on confidentiality obligations and
the enforceability of  mediated settlements, the solicitor must provide a statutory
declaration with the application confirming that the obligations to advise on the
mediation option to resolve the dispute have been discharged.

In the South-African case, Brownlee v Brownlee,116 a costs sanction was imposed as a
direct consequence of  a failure to mediate on the parties lawyers in a way that has not yet
happened in England or Ireland. The lawyers effectively agreed not to advise mediation
in a case which the judge believed would have benefited from it, and he consequently
limited what they could charge their own clients as a result and made no order between
the parties. The approach adopted by the court in Brownlee presents a cautionary tale to
the legal profession in countries like Ireland that have adopted a costs sanction as part of
the legislative armoury to encourage parties to settle disputes regarding what judges might
do if  lawyers fail to advise their clients about mediation.117 This is something that the
English Court of  Appeal in Halsey118 effectively made a professional duty and the
Mediation Act 2017119 made a legal obligation.
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In Halsey120 the Court of  Appeal dismissed the two appeals against costs awarded in
favour of  successful claimants who had refused to mediate. Dyson LJ held that the
burden was on the unsuccessful party seeking a costs sanction against the successful
litigant to show why there should be a departure from the general rule that costs should
follow the event, and that such a departure was not justified unless it was shown that the
successful party had acted unreasonably in refusing to mediate. The Court of  Appeal gave
a non-exhaustive checklist of  factors that may be relevant to the issue of  whether a party
unreasonably refused to mediate, as follows:121

• the nature of  the dispute;
• the merits of  the case;
• the extent to which other settlement methods were attempted;
• whether the costs involved in the mediation would have been

disproportionately high;
• whether any delay in setting up and attending the mediation would have been

prejudicial; and 
• whether the mediation had a reasonable prospect of  success.

However, the weighting given to each factor by the courts is unclear when determining if
a refusal to mediate is unreasonable. CPR 1.4(2)(e) requires the court to encourage
disputants to mediate their disputes rather than litigate in appropriate circumstances. As
made clear by the Court of  Appeal, the stronger the court’s encouragement, the greater
the likelihood that it will find a party’s refusal unreasonable when deciding costs.122
Unlike the English courts, Irish courts have not had the opportunity to develop costs
jurisprudence in a context where a party unreasonably refuses to mediate. However,
consistent with the position in England, the Mediation Act 2017 provides that the court
should take into account any unreasonable refusal or failure by a party to the proceedings
to consider using mediation, and any unreasonable refusal or failure by a party to the
proceedings to attend mediation following an invitation to do so when deciding on
costs.123 The threat of  a costs sanction in this context will no doubt put pressure on
parties to mediate rather than litigate, and it is arguable in the appropriate circumstances
that this constitutes constraint, with the effect that a disputant’s waiver of  their
Article 6(1) rights could be considered tainted.124

Since the Deweer case, the ECtHR has introduced the concept of  the margin of
appreciation when dealing with Article 6 (1) cases.125 It has been suggested that in further
developing the doctrine of  waiver, the ECtHR should recognise that the threat of  adverse
costs sanctions amounts to pressure with the effect that any waiver of  the right of  access
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to court is tainted by constraint. This would need to be balanced against contentions by
state parties that the constraint may be justifiable in appropriate cases, for example, where
the measure restricting access pursues a legitimate aim, doesn’t impair the essence of  the
right, and finds the proportionate balance between the public interest and the
fundamental right of  the individual.126 Legitimate aims that the ECtHR has accepted
include measures to enable the general or efficient functioning of  the civil justice system,
such as ensuring the efficient use of  court resources, or in a context where the concern
is the protection of  the interests of  others.127 Financial constraints that prevent disputing
parties from taking or defending claims in court have been a particular concern for the
ECtHR. While not a direct financial constraint, the threat of  adverse costs may, as
discussed, be used to encourage recalcitrant parties to engage in mediation.128 These
factors should also be borne in mind by the Irish courts when parties who appear before
them claim that their right of  access to court has been breached under the ECHR Act. 

5 Conclusion

One of  the main contentions against compulsory mediation, as discussed above, is that it
actually or potentially obstructs constitutional and ECHR principles relating to the right
of  access to court. In a context where litigation is stayed pending mediation, some have
suggested that it hinders a public hearing ‘within a reasonable time’.129 However, a stay
in such circumstances would not create the kind of  delay that could be characterised as
an infringement of  the right of  access to court, which in practice often takes no 
more than four weeks from initial referral to outcome, based on the experience in
England and Wales.130

When considering the implications of  compulsory mediation as it affects
constitutional and ECHR principles relating to the right of  access to court, reference may
be made to the position of  arbitration as one of  the available ‘alternatives’ to the court
process to resolve disputes. However, arbitration is well established, having been statute-
based for some time,131 and can be distinguished from mediation as it is a binding
adjudicative process for the ‘determination of  civil rights and obligations’ in a private
arbitral forum, where parties have contracted out of  their right of  access to court.
Conversely, mediation is non-adjudicative and could not be regarded as a ‘determination’.
The neutral third party assists the parties in reaching a resolution and, as noted, they are
free to leave the process and pursue their claim in court at any time. Hence, the
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compulsion is to initially engage in the mediation process, not an obligation to reach a
‘determination’ or a resolution.132

As noted above, it has been established for some time that arbitration agreements do
not breach constitutional or human rights relating to the right of  access to court as parties
can waive their rights by agreeing to arbitrate their disputes.133 However, the courts will
intervene to protect the right of  access to court where undue pressure is put on a party
to enter into a non-judicial adjudicative process such as arbitration, or where there is no
real opportunity for a party to agree to such a term in a contract.134

In Deweer, constraint to settle by feeling compelled to waive Article 6 rights was not
difficult to discern. In a mediation no party should be constrained to settle because
continued participation is voluntary. Mediation has been characterised as symbiotic with
litigation, in that mediated settlements are often predicated against the risks of  failing to
achieve the outcome desired in court, and that engagement in the process, even if  such
engagement is motivated by a degree of  compulsion, should consequently not be viewed
as conflicting with constitutional or ECHR Act rights of  access to court. Much of  the
concern seems to centre round confusion about the status of  mediation, where some
judges in other jurisdictions have viewed mediation as an absolute alternative to litigation,
rather than a condition precedent to accessing the court process or alternative
adjudicative determination.135 There appears to be confusion also between the
compulsory requirement to initially engage in the process and the voluntary nature of
continued participation.136 The Mediation Act 2017 is helpfully very clear on this point,
as it provides that the parties participate voluntarily and may withdraw from the process
at any time.137 Hence commercial mediation operates firmly within the shadow of  the
law, as parties are free to choose not to settle and return to an adjudicatory process to
have their dispute determined by a judge or arbitrator. Similarly, the process is
confidential, and nothing said during it can be used against a party in later proceedings.
Even unreasonable disengagement is not open to criticism in subsequent litigation.138

Halsey established the distinction between encouraging mediation, even in the
strongest possible terms, and ordering the parties to do so. The thin line between strong
encouragement and compulsion is difficult to draw in practice, and with the threat of
sanctions there is a risk that encouragement can look more like coercion.139 However,
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as discussed above, it is important not to confuse a degree of  compulsion to enter into
a process from which settlement may result, a process that parties may exit at any time,
with the settlement itself, that will be arrived at only when it is reduced to writing and
signed by both parties and, in a commercial context, drafted and reviewed by the party’s
respective legal teams. In this context the guidelines set out in Halsey140 are appropriate
for the Irish courts to follow in deciding whether costs sanctions could or should be
applied.141 This approach also means that the court does not have to explore the
subjective intentions of  the parties during the process. For a party in a dispute, it is
critical that the court in recommending mediation remains mindful of  the power to
excuse them if  they can show that mediation would be unreasonable in the
circumstances. This approach is consistent with the legislative framework elucidated in
the Mediation Act 2017.142

Where a party is reluctant to engage in the process due to fears of  unreasonable
behaviour by the party on the other side, experience from England suggests that few
inherently unreasonable parties restrain their unreasonableness to circumstances where
mediation confidentiality restricts judicial access to what transpired at the mediation.143
Consequently, there may be sufficient evidence of  unreasonable conduct available to a
court without the need to intrude into the confidentiality of  the mediation. This approach
would also provide assistance to parties who have a genuine reason to avoid mediation,
for example, where a party needs to have a legal point determined, or where unreasonable
behaviour by the other side can be shown, but would otherwise assist in developing a
mediation culture for resolving commercial disputes in Ireland. 

Lord Phillips remarked that, in light of  Dyson LJ’s declaration that compulsory
mediation would be contrary to a party’s Article 6 rights, ‘he plainly did not consider that
the use of  a costs sanction was tantamount to compelling a party to [mediate]’.144 His
remarks highlight the distinction between encouraging parties to mediate and compelling
them to do so. It follows that the more severe the potential sanctions, the closer the
courts move towards compulsory mediation. It would seem erroneous that in order to
avoid the risk of  having to pay costs, a defendant should always be prepared to pay a
settlement sum amounting to more than the claim is worth.145

Irish courts have the benefit of  developed jurisprudence from England, the ECJ and
the ECtHR in dealing with concerns that a compulsion to mediate infringes upon
constitutional and ECHR Act rights of  access to court, including the context where a
party is subject to a costs sanction for an unreasonable refusal to mediate. This includes
the benefit of  learning from the mistakes made in Halsey, where there was a
misunderstanding regarding the clear distinction between the compulsion to initially
engage in the process, at least in terms of  attendance, and the voluntary nature of
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continued participation. A balance must be struck by the Irish courts when imposing
costs sanctions. Encouragement must be weighty enough to avoid being dismissed as a
‘mere bureaucratic hurdle’,146 but it must not be so strong as to amount to coercion and
breach constitutional or ECHR Act rights. 

The legislative framework is now in place to foster the growth of  commercial
mediation in Ireland. It is important when introducing statutory mediation schemes that
the legislature is cognisant of  ensuring that any compulsory aspect comprises a
compulsion to initially engage and that the parties are free to leave the process at any time.
In order to ensure that such schemes do not constitute constraint, financial or otherwise,
and fall foul of  constitutional and ECHR Act rights of  access to court, the compulsion
to consider commercial mediation should only impose a short delay, providing the space
within which informed parties may attempt to settle their dispute with the assistance of
a trained mediator. Mediation must be presented as a condition precedent to litigation or
arbitration, not as the only means of  dispute resolution. Provided such schemes are in the
general interest and proportionate, the principal of  effective judicial protection will not
preclude them. 
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