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Introduction
[bookmark: id5302]Reentry courts are a form of collaborative justice courts for people who have been released from prisons having violated community supervision terms and have a history of drug abuse or mental health illness. Even though their operations might vary from one county to another, they have some common operations which include decision making about a participant’s case, usually reassessed for reoffending risks and the participant has to attend scheduled court sessions to discuss their progress. Furthermore, the court can recommend for termination from community supervision after the victim completes the progress successfully (Pinard, 2010).  This paper seeks to justify the creation of these courts and further explain how they have the potential to reduce recidivism and increase the possibility of successful reintegration.
Justifications for Creation of Reentry Courts
There are many reasons which justify the creation of reentry courts. The trends occurring in the justice system have prompted a need to create better systems that can handle the shift in the attitude on imprisonment. Therefore, reentry systems are acting as reformation agents that can take care of this changes that are expected to continue. The courts have also been analyzed and discovered to be better rehabilitation options when it comes to victims such as those convicted of drug and substance abuse (DeMatteo et al., 2013). They form the most effective method of creating accountability and reintegration of such victims in the society at large. Furthermore, the processes integrated into the laws governing these court systems are community-based which make it easy to ensure a good transition and integration into the community. Since it is a community effort in some sort, the prisoner who has gone through the program can easily continue with their normal life in the society which then justifies inception of reentry courts (DeMatteo et al., 2013).
Creation of reentry courts is also justified due to its ability to take advantage of the already existing courts with established structures. Therefore, their easy inception is based on the fact that they can easily access trained personnel, structure and the community links which are already in place.  This is also a mechanism to ensure decongestion in prisons since the program deals with individuals who have a high chance of reoffending thus putting them under a condition that ensures they rehabilitate in a period of about one year instead of putting them together with those who have minor crimes. The structures employed in reentry courts are innovative with mechanisms such as split-sentencing which is important in dealing with specific needs of the victims. With the need to reduce funding for prisons, reentry courts are now acting as the best alternatives since the state has considered them as better and effective alternatives for dealing with certain criminal victims (DeMatteo et al., 2013). Therefore, the creation of reentry courts is justified. 
How Reentry Courts have the Potential to Reduce Recidivism and Increase the Likelihood of Successful Reintegration
Reentry courts have the potential to reduce recidivism and increase reintegration. One major issue in the prison justice system is always having a better mechanism that can ensure transition following release from prison. A better transition is always crucial in reducing the probability of the criminal repeating the same crime and thus reduces recidivism. Since the purpose for the creation of reentry system was mainly to ensure reduction of such cases, there are mechanisms put in place regarding proper education, healing and supervision, which ensure the victim's transition is more successful (Hamilton et al., 2010). The system has adapted some components from drug court model which have proved successful such as judicial oversight and collaborative management which therefore makes it possible to reduce recidivism. Since the judge act as an extra arm that oversee the process as well as administration of incentives, there is a high probability of the victim to comply (Hamilton et al, 2010).
The likelihood of reintegration is increased due to reentry courts. Even though there are about nine reentry courts across US state, the law has allowed them to adjust their model to make sure they suit the particular county of operation. This is crucial since populations in different areas vary as a result of the differences in resource endowment as well as education. This increases the likelihood of reintegration since the specific needs of the individual are mate (Benson et al., 2011). Furthermore, there are elements which have been made constant thus making reentry courts stay on cause irrespective of their location. Proper assessment and involvement of planning partners, active oversight, accountability to the community and the sanctions which are provided are all aimed at making it possible for the individual to integrate back to the society (Benson et al., 2011). Therefore, the likelihood of reintegration is increased in reentry courts due to this and thus reducing recidivism. 
Conclusion
[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, it is indeed true that availability and the role played by reentry court systems are justifiable. The current trends occurring in judicial systems have increased the need to ensure effective rehabilitation and transition into the community which, therefore, justify the need for this courts. Their structure of management which encompasses several professionals has ensured a reduction in recidivism and increased reintegration into the community which then makes these courts relevant today and in future.
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