The Juvenile Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Act in India has seen significant
evolution through various amendments and, crucially, through landmark judgments by the
Supreme Court and High Courts. These judgments have shaped the interpretation and
implementation of the Act, emphasizing the welfare and rehabilitation of children.

25 landmark judgments related to the Juvenile Justice Act, highlighting key principles and their
impact:

1. Sheela Barse v. Union of India (1986 AIR 1773): This was a crucial Public Interest
Litigation (PIL) that highlighted the plight of children detained in jails. The Supreme Court
issued directions for their release, emphasizing that children should not be lodged in
adult prisons.

2. Sheela Barse v. Union of India (1986 SCALE (2) 230): In a follow-up to the above, the
Court provided further directions regarding investigation and trial timelines for juvenile
cases, urging the establishment of remand and observation homes.

3. Pratap Singh v. State of Jharkhand & Anr. (2005): This judgment clarified that the
juvenility of a person in conflict with the law must be determined from the date of the
offense and not the date of apprehension or when cognizance was taken by the
Magistrate.

4. Hari Ram v. State of Rajasthan & Anr. (2009 SCC 13 211): This case dealt with the
retrospective application of the Juvenile Justice Act, 2000 (which raised the age of
juvenility for males from 16 to 18). The Court held that the 2000 Act would apply to all
persons who were below 18 years on the date of the offense, even if the claim of
juvenility was raised after they attained majority.

5. Jitendra Singh @ Babboo Singh & Anr. v. State of U.P. (Criminal Appeal No. 763 of
2003): The Supreme Court emphasized that the claim of juvenility can be raised at any
stage of the proceedings, even after final disposal of the case, and a technical plea like
delay in raising the claim should not defeat a beneficial legislation like the JJ Act.

6. Abuzar Hossain @ Gulam Hossain v. State of West Bengal (2012): Reaffirmed the
principle that the plea of juvenility can be raised at any stage of the trial, even after the
disposal of the case, and a hyper-technical approach should not be taken in rejecting
such claims.

7. Jarnail Singh v. State of Haryana (2013): This judgment provided clarity on the
process of age determination, emphasizing the reliance on Rule 12 of the Juvenile
Justice (Care and Protection of Children) Rules, 2007, for determining a child's age, both
for offenders and victims.

8. Salil Bali v. Union of India & Anr. (2013): This case arose in the aftermath of the
Nirbhaya case, where there was a public demand to reduce the age of juvenility for
heinous crimes. The Supreme Court, however, upheld the age of juvenility at 18 years
as defined in the JJ Act, 2000, and reiterated the rehabilitative focus of the Act.

9. Shabnam Hashmi v. Union of India & Ors. (2014): This landmark judgment affirmed
the right of a person to adopt a child under the Juvenile Justice Act irrespective of their
religion, paving the way for secular adoption in India.
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Dr. Subramanian Swamy & Ors. v. Raju Thr. Member Juvenile Justice Board &
Anr. (2014): This case further deliberated on the issue of trying juveniles for heinous
crimes. The Court clarified that the provisions of the JJ Act, 2000, were comprehensive
and did not require "reading down" to allow trial as adults. This paved the way for the
2015 amendment.

Sampurna Behura v. Union of India & Ors. (2016): This judgment issued
comprehensive directions to States and Union Territories for effective implementation of
the Juvenile Justice Act, including filling vacancies in Juvenile Justice Boards (JJBs) and
Child Welfare Committees (CWCs), setting up special police units, and ensuring proper
infrastructure for child care institutions.

Parag Bhati (Juvenile) through Legal Guardian — Smt. Rajni Bhati v. State of Uttar
Pradesh & Anr. (2016): Emphasized that the documents proving juvenility, when
submitted as evidence, are conclusive proof of the accused's age, and an inquiry for age
determination can be initiated only if there is doubt.

Om Prakash v. State of Uttarakhand (2025 - recently highlighted for its legacy):
While the judgment itself might be from an earlier date, its legacy, as recently discussed,
emphasizes the retrospective applicability of juvenile laws and their rehabilitative nature.
It affirmed the evidentiary value of school certificates and ossification tests in
determining juvenility and broadly interpreted Section 9(2) of the JJ Act, 2015, allowing
juvenility claims to be raised at any stage, even post-conviction.

Child in Conflict with Law (CCL) through his mother v. State of Karnataka (2024):
This recent Supreme Court judgment clarified that the terms 'Children's Court' and 'Court
of Sessions' in the JJ Act, 2015, are to be read interchangeably, addressing an
interpretive gap in the Act regarding appeals and condonation of delay.

Shilpa Mittal v. State of NCT of Delhi (2020): This judgment addressed the
interpretation of "heinous offense" under the JJ Act, 2015. The Court held that an
offense prescribing a maximum sentence of more than 7 years but not providing any
minimum sentence, or providing a minimum sentence of less than 7 years, cannot be
considered a 'heinous offense' under Section 2(33) of the Act.

Monish v. State of U.P. (2023): This Allahabad High Court judgment reiterated the
importance of Section 94 of the JJ Act, 2015, and Rule 54(18)(iv) of the Juvenile Justice
(Care and Protection of Children) Model Rules, 2016, regarding presumption of age.
Ashwani Kumar Saxena v. State of M.P. (2012): This case dealt with the procedure for
determining juvenility under Section 7A of the JJ Act, 2000, read with Rule 12 of the
2007 Rules, emphasizing the need for proper inquiry.

Arnit Das v. State of Bihar (2000): This case highlighted the importance of conducting
a proper inquiry into the age of the accused when a claim of juvenility is raised, and the
right of a juvenile to be sent to a juvenile home.

Nand Kishore (In JC) v. State (2006): This Delhi High Court case emphasized that
once a person is determined to be a juvenile, they are entitled to the protection and
benefits of the Juvenile Justice Act.

R. D. Upadhyay v. State of Andhra Pradesh (2006): While not exclusively on the JJ
Act, this case addressed the development of children in jail with their mothers, and made
suggestions regarding the arrest of women suspects, impacting child welfare indirectly.



21. Vishall Jeet v. Union of India (1990): This earlier Supreme Court judgment issued
directions to eradicate child prostitution and establish rehabilitative homes for such
children, reflecting a proactive judicial approach to child protection.

22. Master Rajeev Shankarlal Parmar v. Officer-In-Charge, Police (2003): The Court
directed State Governments to complete investigations in cases involving juveniles for
offenses punishable with less than 7 years imprisonment within 3 months, and trials
within 6 months, to avoid quashing of prosecution.

23. Independent Thought v. Union of India and Anr. (2017): This landmark judgment held
that sexual intercourse with a minor (below 18 years) wife is rape, irrespective of marital
status, significantly impacting the protection of child brides.

24. Court on its own motion v. State of Delhi (2007): This Delhi High Court case
examined issues of minors being charged under the Immoral Traffic (Prevention) Act
(ITPA) and produced before the JJB as juveniles in conflict with law, instead of being
treated as children in need of care and protection, highlighting the need for proper
categorization and rehabilitation.

25. Madhab Chandra Pradhan (2024): This recent Supreme Court judgment, though not
exclusively on the JJ Act, clarified that while Special Courts can deploy discretion under
Section 33(5), the recall of victims “should not be allowed as a matter of course,” which
is relevant in cases involving child victims and ensuring their protection during trial.

These judgments collectively underscore the Indian judiciary's commitment to upholding the
rights and welfare of children, promoting a rehabilitative approach, and ensuring that the
Juvenile Justice Act serves its benevolent purpose.
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