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[Abstract] The 1999 UK Civil Procedure Rules ( CPR) clearly encourages parties con-

cerned to use alternative dispute resolution (ADR) , especially mediation, to settle their disputes.
The use of mediation encouraged by the CPR has produced marked results, with more and more
parties settling their disputes through ADR. The author analyzes the problems in the UK mediation
system from theoretical and practical perspectives, focusing on the principle of cost penalty, and

puts forward some solutions to these problems.
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