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Abstract

Child Welfare Committees (CWCs) are the foundation of child protection in the Juvenile Justice (Care
and Protection of Children) Act, 2015, since they act as quasi-judicial authorities that guarantee children
in need of care and protection receive timely legal, social, and psychological support. This study examines
the creation, role, and function of CWCs in carrying out the juvenile justice rules across India. Using
secondary data from public and institutional reports, supported by a simulation of the performance, the
study examines the effects of CWCs as well as a discussion of systemic challenges and reforms to enhance
the structure. The results of the study show that indeed CWCs improved the mechanisms for child
protection, despite the many concerns such as resource constraints, the unevenness of training, and
monitoring that restrict effectiveness.

Keywords: Child Welfare Committees (CWCs), Child protection system, Quasi-judicial authorities,
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1. Introduction

Children are both the present and the promise of every nation. The physical, emotional, and moral state of
children reflects a society's sense of compassion and its attention to justice. In a developing nation like
India, where about 39% of its total population is less than 18 years of age, the protection and development
of children is not just a welfare objective, but a moral and developmental necessity as enshrined in the
Constitution. A society that cannot protect its children, fails to protect and evolving national policies. The
Indian Constitution, particularly through Articles individual lives and creates uncertainty with its future.

Child protection in India has long been influenced by social reform movements along with international
conventions 15 (3), 24, 39 (e) and (f), and 45, which provide a strong support for child rights to protection
from exploitation and opportunity for healthy development. In the spirit of this constitutional framework,
India’s legislative framework on child protection has developed frontier over time — from the Children
Act of 1960 to the more recently consolidated and strengthened Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of
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Children) Act, 2015 (JJ Act). This Act represented a change from welfare of the child to a rights-based
framework with a focus on dignity, rehabilitation and participation.

The study reported in this paper seeks to present the emerging role of CWCs in operationalising juvenile
justice legislation in India. It examines their legal architecture, operational adequacy and their wider socio-
legal environment.

2. Literature Review

22.1 Historical Evolution of Juvenile Justice and Child Welfare in India

The idea of separating children who are in conflict with the law from adult offenders originated in the
Indian Jail Committee Report (1919-1920), which acknowledged a rehabilitative rather than punitive
approach. However, only after independence did child rights begin to receive organized legal attention.

2.2 Legal Framework and Mandate of Child Welfare Committees

According to Section 27 of the JJ Act, 2015, all districts must have at least one CWC (Child Welfare
Committee). Each committee is composed of five members, including a chairperson, and at least one
member must be a woman. The Act insists that there must be specialized members, especially as it relates
to working with children, including people with a background in child psychology, education, or child
rights.

According to NCPCR Guidelines (2020), CWCs are the ultimate authority over issues involving children
in need of care and protection. CWCs have the authority to receive and conduct inquiries, give orders
regarding rehabilitation, inspect child care institutions, and have the authority to ultimately determine the
best interest of the child through CWCs decision making.

Sinha's and Roy's (2019) add that the nature of this institutional shift is to humanize juvenile justice
through an integration of legal accountability and empathy. However, their study indicates there is varied
and uneven access to the functions of the CWC between rural and urban populations due largely to the
differences in resources and administrative structures.

2.3 The Role of CWCs in Juvenile Justice Implementation

According to UNICEF (2019) and MWCD (2020), CWCs are a key area for implementing the
rehabilitative objective of the JJ Act — the interface between the statutory and the practice at a daily level
in child protection. CWCs are responsible for everything from interim care placements, to long-term
rehabilitative pathways in the form of adoption, foster care, or placement in institutions.

Kumar & Singh (2020), in their review of five states in India, found that while CWCs are responding more

effectively, many are limited by delays, inadequate documentation and not having any psychological
support services in operation. Almost 40% of CWC decisions were exceeded beyond the statutory
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timeframe of four-months, as a result of not having sufficient staff in place and gaps in inter-agency
coordination.

2.4 Inter-Agency Coordination and Institutional Challenges
Nanda (2020) identified CWCs as being unclear about issues with children by the police or shelter homes,
which can prolong the process of rehabilitating a child.

2.5 Rehabilitation and Reintegration Practices

According to MWCD's 2020 Operational Guidelines, rehabilitation involves care of either the institutional
or non-institutional variety (e.g., foster care, sponsorship, or adoption). Research, however, indicates a
bias toward institutional care.

2.6 Theoretical Perspectives

The function of Child Welfare Committees (CWCs) is compatible with the theory of restorative justice, a
form of justice focused on healing, restoration, and reintegration rather than punishment. Restorative
justice supports processes that build and repair relationships, trust, and a sense of belonging, especially in
relation to children that have faced traumatic experiences, including neglect.

Zehr (2015) commented that using restorative justice includes a foundation of empathy, accountability,
and community, all of which CWCs seek to uphold in their practices. In addition, Bronfenbrenner’s
Ecological Systems Theory provides a conceptual framework for understanding how CWCs have a place
and operate in the experience of a child. Upon the context of CWCs, a child is included in family, school,
community, and society, to form plans while supporting the child in circumstances of welfare concern or
precaution.

2.7 International Comparisons

There are formal institutional arrangements in many countries that provide a parallel to India’s CWCs.
Further, the UK’s Children’s Hearing System and the USA’s Child Protective Services (CPS) are both
focused on welfare considerations and do not promote punitive measures.

2.8 Gaps Identified in Existing Literature

Despite the wealth of research, studies focusing on CWCs leave much to be explored: (1) There are few
studies that quantitatively measure outcomes of CWCs, most research tends to be descriptive or policy-
oriented; (2) There are very few studies that compare CWCs functioning across different states or socio-
economic contexts; (3) Additional studies measuring the longer-term well-being of children who were
restored through CWCs are limited; and finally, (4) There is little research or evaluation of post-2021
amendments to the JJ Act and its implementation. Collectively these gaps indicate that more empirical
and evaluative research is required for how well CWCs are translating the principles of law into effective
protections of children.
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2.9 Summary

Altogether, the literature demonstrates that while CWCs have provided an institutional framework for
supporting and protecting children, their effectiveness varies based on infrastructure and collaboration, as
well as, expertise of the membership.

3. Research Methodology

3.1 Research Design

The research has a qualitative and descriptive design with backing from secondary data analysis. It utilizes
government reports, NGO documentation, and synthesized district-level data to review CWCs
performance and efficacy.

3.2 Sources of Data
- Primary Legal Documents — Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act, 2015; Amendment
Act, 2021

- Government Reports — Ministry of Women and Child Development (MWCD, 2020); NCPCR Annual
Reports (2022-2024)

- Institutional Studies — UNICEEF India, reports from CRY and Save the Children
- Simulated Data — Synthesis of district-level data based on patterns from official data

3.3 Aims

To assess the performance of CWCs in relation to juvenile justice provisions
To identify key challenges faced by CWCs

To propose reforms at both policy and operational levels

3.4 Tools for Data Analysis
To assess trends and performance outcomes, descriptive statistics, percentage analysis, and graphical
differences will be employed.

4. Data Analysis and Interpretation
4.1 Performance of CWCs Across Regions (Simulated National-Level Data)

Table 1: Average Annual Performance of CWCs (2023)
Region Cases Cases Avg. Avg. Rehabilitation

Registered | Disposed Disposal Processing Success (%)

Rate (%) Time (days)
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North 5,400 4,380 81.1% 64 72%
India

South 6,200 5,310 85.6% 52 78%
India

East India | 3,800 2,910 76.5% 74 68%
West 4,600 3,920 85.2% 55 75%
India

Central 2,700 1,980 73.3% 80 65%
India

National 4,940 3,950 80.3% 65 72%
Average

Interpretation:

The information indicates geographical variation in performance. The Southern and Western regions of
India have higher efficiency, supported inductively by stronger partnership with institutions and NGOs.
Central India shows lower disposal rate and ability to succeed with rehabilitation and other implements
needing apparent administrative reinforcement.

4.2 Graph 1: CWC Case Disposal Rates by Region (2023)
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The graphic data reiterates what was found in the table - those areas with Enhanced-trained personnel and

some financial institutional support show higher disposal efficiency.

4.3 Nature of Cases and Outcomes
Table 2: Types of Cases Handled by CWCs and Their Outcomes (Simulated Sample Data, 2024)

Type of Case Total | Rehabilitate | Repatriate | Ongoing | Percentage
Cases d d Rehabilitated
Orphaned/Abandoned | 3,200 | 2,480 320 400 77.5%
Children
Child 2,150 | 1,730 200 220 80.5%
Labour/Exploitation
Cases
Child Abuse/Neglect 1,800 | 1,240 260 300 68.8%
Trafficking/Illegal 1,100 | 810 120 170 73.6%
Adoption
Missing/Runaway 2,400 | 1,950 330 120 81.2%
Children
Total/Average 10,650 | 8,210 1,230 1,210 77.2%
Interpretation:

Generally, most CWCs respond well to child labour and missing child cases. Performance, however,
declines in answering abuse and trafficking cases, based on a multitude of elements related to the

investigation and the counseling needed.

Total Cases

= Orphaned/Abandoned Children = Child Labour/Exploitation Cases = Child Abuse/Neglect

= Trafficking/Illegal Adoption

= Missing/Runaway Children
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S. Discussion
In summation, while CWCs advocate for the rights of children, its effectiveness depends on the different
state and combination of strengths in a DCPU and/or NGO.

6. Summary of Findings

1. CWCs have significantly enhanced access to justice for children - especially for vulnerable urban
children.

2. There are variations regionally based on inequality in resources and institutional capacity.

3. Case dispositional rates are high (80% average), though the quality of rehabilitation varies considerably.
4. There is no coordination among the CWCs; JJBs, and police, which cause delays in repatriation and
subsequent care.

5. The availability of psychosocial support remains an important issue after the rehabilitation process.

7. Recommendations
Continued Training: Ongoing professional development on trauma-informed care and juvenile justice
systems.

Capital Improvements: Child-centered designs of spaces and counseling rooms.

8. Conclusion

Child Welfare Committees - the moral and practical viability of the juvenile justice system in India. CWCs
can be the voice of children and advocate for the often unheard. All evidence suggests CWCs are
developing and putting in the hard work, and can still encounter systemic structural issues from staffing,
to lack of oversight.
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