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Dear Committee Members,

At the outset, we at My Child Trust want to thank each and everyone of you for a commendable job in revising GC-10. The overwhelming concern that you have for children in conflict with law is evident in the care that you all have taken in providing them a space for compassionate and fair treatment. At the same time, we are also poignantly aware of the yawning gap between the ideal state and ground realities. A little self-disclosure is warranted at this stage. Our experience in this space, is a mere microcosm of the universal reality that exists. But setting emotions aside, we have taken an analytical approach of reviewing the document. Hope the below comments are useful and taken in the same child-friendly spirit that it is intended to be. 

We thank you for creating this opportunity to be a part of a mammoth exercise. You can rest assured of our continued help and support in this regard. 

Regards

Alwyn Vaz

Chairman

MY CHILD

www.mychildtrust.org
+91 9632 121 121

	#
	GCXX.Chap.Para
	Comment

	1
	GC10(REV).3.6
	Perhaps the term ‘Prevention’ is also worth defining in the document. It is by no means a low hanging fruit, yet it makes sense to have a realistic aspiration which is in line with the resources that can be spent by member states on this endeavor. 

	2
	GC10(REV).5.17
	There is good amount of emphasis on pretrial and on-trial child services, but the ‘the after care and reintegration services and the monitoring of these measures.’ component needs to be specifically addressed/ strengthened in the document.

	3
	GC10(REV).5.18
	The risk pointed in this para is all the more poignant for child recidivists. If preventive measures cannot be applied for the entire universe of children at risk, at the minimum there should be a focus to prevent re-offending.

	4
	GC10(2007).4.23
	This para from the 2007 version has been deleted in the new one. The ‘wide range of measures’ mentioned therein continues to be relevant, in our opinion. 

	5
	GC10(REV).5.23
	The proof of the “cost-effective” pudding is in the eating. State parties should have access to the tools, base data and resources needed to do a cost analysis of the different interventions before making an informed choice. 

	6
	GC10(REV).5.24
	The periodicity of the review process for the ‘range of offences for which diversion is possible’ is perhaps worth highlighting, lest it becomes a stagnant list.  

	7
	GC10(REV).5.30
	Does “paragraph XX”  refer to Para 36-42?

	8
	GC10(REV).5.36
	Does “paragraph XX” refer to Para 44-45?

	9
	GC10(REV).5.41
	This para can be considered for merging with Para 46

	10
	GC10(REV).5.42
	As in 5.24, an addition to the para could be “States parties should continually extend the range of offences for which such exception is possible”. One example is when young couple elope.

	11
	GC10(REV).5.45
	The word ‘gender-sensitive’ is repeated

	12
	GC10(REV).5.47
	This change rightly needs caution especially in an environment where we know that there is a back log of pending cases. This could be a proverbial ‘foot in the door’ for mischievous elements to continuously provoke child-turned-adults (merely on the 18th year milestone) to reoffend, knowing fully well the protections offered. 

	13
	GC10(REV).5.49
	It would be nice to develop (if not already done) a Code of Ethics for personnel who come in professional contact with children in conflict with law

	14
	GC10(REV).5.53
	An exception to this should be considered in case of child victims. The proof of burden then shifts to the alleged child in conflict with law, so that the best interests of the child victim is protected.

	15
	GC10(REV).5.55
	Children are often unaware of their rights. There should ideally be some checkpoint in the whole process to ensure that their rights have been clearly explained and understood - not as a mere formality but by competent legal, counseling or social work professional(s)

	16
	GC10(REV).5.56
	Does “paragraph XX” refer to Para 57?

	17
	GC10(REV).5.66
	While it is ideal that child-friendly decisions are taken in a time-bound manner, where decisions are unavoidably delayed, clear explanation should be provided and periodically scrutinized by a higher, competent, independent and impartial authority or judicial body

	18
	GC10(REV).5.83
	Does “paragraph XX” refer to Para 27?

	19
	GC10(REV).5.85
	Does “paragraph XX” refer to Para 7-16?

	20
	GC10(REV).5.93
	Need to clarify the reference to “paragraph xx-xx”
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