
IN THE COURT OF THE ASSISTANT SESSIONS JUDGE NO. 3, KAMRUP, GUWAHATI.
Present :- Sri S. K. Poddar, AJS,Assistant Sessions Judge No. 3,Kamrup, Guwahati.

Sessions Case No. 138(K)/2011 u/s 366(A)/34 IPC(Arising out of G.R. Case No. 4031/2009)
  STATE OF ASSAM-vs-Sri Jyotish DasSri Bishnu DasSri Brajen Das    …. … Accused Persons

Committed by:- Mrs. N. A. Ahmed, Judicial Magistrate First Class, Kamrup, Guwahati.  
Advocate Appeared:-Mr. N. Sharma, Addl. P.P………………   Advocate for the prosecution.Mr. D. Talukdar,Mr. P. Das &Ms. B Dakuwa         …………………… Advocate for the defence.
Date of Evidence:   20.07.2011, 26.08.2011, 15.09.2011 & 18.06.2012.Date of Argument: 22.01.2013Date of Judgment:  04.02.2013Judgement delivered on:- 14.02.2013.

J U D G M E N T1. Prosecution story as unfolded in the FIR lodged by Sri Ganesh Ch.  Kalita  on 22.05.09 with Chaygaon Police Station in brief  is  that on 21.05.09 at about 5.00 P.M. accused Jyotish Das kidnapped informant’s minor daughter Sumita Kalita, aged about 12 years and a student of class VIII, while she went to her friend's house for bringing a book. 
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                                                                                    ……………..  Contd… at P/22. On receipt  of  FIR (Ext-1),  O/C,  Chaygaon PS registered the Chaygaon  PS  Case  No.  81/09  U/S  366(A)  of  IPC  and  investigated  the matter. During investigation, police recovered the victim with the accused from Dhupdhara PS area and seized one Maruti vehicle. Thereafter,  the victim was medically examined by the doctor at GMCH and also got her recorded U/S 164 Cr.P.C. Accused Jyotish Das along with accused Bishnu Das  were  remanded  to  the  judicial  custody.  Subsequently  they  were released on bail. Upon completion of the investigation the I.O.  submitted the charge sheet against three accused persons U/S 366(A)/34 IPC vide Ext-4. 3. Upon submission of charge sheet, attendance of accused was procured  and  after  furnishing  copies  of  relevant  papers,  the  learned Magistrate  committed  the  case  to  the  Court  of  Sessions  for  trial. Subsequently the case was made over to this Court for disposal. 4. Vide order dated 17.06.11 my learned predecessor-in-office framed the charges U/S 366(A)/34 IPC against the above named three accused persons to which they pleaded not guilty and claimed to be tried. 5. During trial the prosecution examined as many as 7 (Seven) witnesses including, informant, victim, I.O and M.O. Upon completion of prosecution  evidence  accused  persons,  namely  Sri  Jyotish  Das  and  Sri Bishnu Das were examined U/S 313 Cr.P.C. Accused persons declined to adduce defence evidence, when they were called upon to do so. 6. Defence case as unfolded during cross-examination of  PW’s and from the answers given in 313 Cr. P.C. examination, is of denial of the allegation  of  kidnapping  and  sharing  any  common  intention.  Accused Jyotish Das while admitting the fact of taking the victim initially to village Bamunigaon as requested by the victim also submitted that there from he took the victim to his maternal uncle’s house at Dhupdhara, Sutabari. He also admitted the fact of recovery of victim with him by Chaygaon police. 7. I have heard oral argument of learned counsels from both the side at length and gone through the record. 

……………..  Contd… at P/3



  Page 3 of 13              Sessions Case No. 138(K)/2011
POINTS FOR DETERMINATION   ARE  : 8. (i) What was the age of the victim Sumita Kalita on the date of occurrence i.e. on 21.05.09? (ii) Whether  on  21.05.09,  accused  Jyotish  Das  along  with  co-accused  persons  kidnapped/abducted  the  victim  Sumita  Kalita while she went to her friend's house; with an intention to keep her wrongfully confined? (iii) Whether  the  accused  Jyotish  Das  did  so  with  the  further intention for  seducing the  victim to illicit  intercourse  with other persons against her will? (iv)  Whether  accused  Bishnu  Das  and  Brajen  Das  has  shared  a common  intention with  Jyotish  Das in committing  the  offence  of kidnap?
Discussion, Decision & Reasons thereof : 9. Point No. 1:- In respect of Point No.1, i.e. regarding the age of the victim; in the FIR, the father of the victim stated that the age of his daughter as 12 years and that she was a student of Class VIII. In his cross- examination,  he admitted that  in respect of  the age of  his daughter  or class of her study, he has not furnished any documents. PW3 Miss Sumita Kalita, the victim of this case, in her evidence has proved her statement U/S 164 Cr.P.C. as Ext-2. While giving the statement before the learned Judicial Magistrate 1st Class that on 25.05.09 the victim stated that her age was about 12 years. It may be noted at the time of giving her evidence before this Court on 15.09.2011, PW 3 has stated her age as 14 years. In her cross-examination she stated that she has not submitted any school certificate to prove her age. She denied the defence suggestion that on the date  of  occurrence  she  was  aged  above  18  years.  PW  6,  the  Medical Officer, in his evidence deposed that on 23.05.09 while he was working as Professor, Dr. Manoj Kr. Sinha examined the victim on police requisition and on the basis of radiological examination report opined that the age of the victim was above 16 years below 18 years. However the PW 6 in the said report,                                                                    ……………..  Contd… at P/4
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differed  with  the  opinion of  the  examining  the  doctor  and in  his  own opinion; he stated that the age of the victim was above 14 years and but below 16 years. In his cross-examination he has stated that on the basis of radiological report, he differs on the opinion of age. He also deposed that the radiological report shows that the wrist joint and shoulder joint are not completed. Elbow joint is completed. 10. From the above materials on age of the victim, it appears that the statement of the witnesses particularly PW 1 and the PW 3, so far age of the victim is concerned found reliable. There is no denial to the claim of PW 1 that on the date of occurrence the victim was a student of class VIII. From  this  angle,  the  victim  appears  to  be  aged  about  14  years.  The Medical  opinion which shows  the  age  between  14  to  16 years  is  also found reliable as same is based on radiological report. Though there is no documentary evidence in respect  of  the age of  the  victim,  I  am of  the considered opinion that the materials available on record clearly shows that on the date of occurrence the victim was between the age group of 12 to 16 years as such she was below 18 years of age. 11. Point No. 2:- In  respect  of  Point  No.  2,  the  informant  PW1, father of the victim is apparently a hearsay witness. He admitted that on 25.01.09 while  Sumita  went to  her  friend's  house  and due to her  non return;  her  elder  daughter  Sabita  (PW 2)  searched  for  the  victim and subsequently  she  informed  the  matter  to  him.  On  the  basis  of  this information,  he lodged the FIR vide Ext-1.  In his cross  examination he admitted that he did not see the occurrence as he was not present with the Sumita and Sabita. 12. PW 2 Sabita Kalita is the elder sister of the victim. In her evidence, she  deposed  that  on  21.05.09  at  about  4.30  P.M.  in  the  evening  after returning from school Sumita went to her friend's house for bringing a book. While Sumita was going out of home, she gave Rs. 20/- in the hand of Sumita to bring Singara from Kukurmara market. On her non return till 5.30 P.M, she went to the house of Ranjit and came to know that sumita has already returned after taking the book and    ……………..  Contd… at P/5
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purchasing  the  Singara  by  Ranjit.  Subsequently  from  one  Mukuta  she came to know that Sumita was taken by accused Jyotish in a vehicle and accused  Bishnu  accompanied  accused  Jyotish  in  taking  Sumita. Thereafter, she went to the house of the accused Jyotish for enquiry and came to know that Jyotish was out of house since afternoon. Lastly, she informed the matter to her father who lodged the FIR. On the day of filling the  FIR,  police  informed  them  that  accused  Jyotish  and  Sumita  were recovered from Sutabari area. In her cross-examination she admitted that she has not seen the occurrence of taking Sumita by accused Jyotish on her own. 13. PW3 is the victim Sumita Kalita. In her evidence she deposed that on 21.05.09, after returning from school she went to the house of Ranjit for bringing a book, and during her going out, her elder sister gave her  Rs.  20/-  to  bring  Singara  from Kukurmara  market.  By not  getting Ranjit in the house, she went to the house of Kalpana and thereafter she along  with  the  Kalpana's  sister  went  to  call  Ranjit.  Thereafter  upon purchasing singara through Ranjit, on her way to return home, when she reached near a bridge, she saw a Maruti vehicle standing there. On arrival near  the vehicle,  accused Jyotish pulled her inside the vehicle.  Though initially  she  made  hue  and  cry  but  after  few  moments,  she  became speechless.  She further  deposed that  there from,  she was taken to the house of one person and was kept there for the night. Accused told him that he will performed marriage with her. On this she started crying. On the next day evening at about 3.00 P.M, she was taken in a Cruiser vehicle and kept in the house of another person. On that in night hours; police recovered both of them. She also stated that she has no talking terms with accused Jyotish. She further deposed that she gave her statement before the  Court  vide Ext-2.  In  her  cross-examination she  denied the defence suggestion while giving statement before Magistrate, she has not stated the fact of pulling her by Jyotish inside of the vehicle. She also admitted that  some  shops  were  situated  near  the  place  where  the  vehicle  was standing but she cannot say                                   ……………..  Contd… at P/6
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whether any one present there. She denied the defence suggestion that she  was  not  taken  forcibly  in  the  vehicle  and that  she  went  with  the accused on her own will.  She further admitted that while taking in her cruiser vehicle, several other passengers were present in the vehicle and she  did  not  make  any  hue  and  cry  as  accused  told  her  that  they  are returning home. 14. PW 4 Sri Ranjit Das stated that about two years back in one evening he heard that Jyotish kidnapped Sumita and subsequently also heard that the said girl was recovered by her parents. PW5 Sri Krishna Das deposed that at about two years back he heard from the villagers that Sumit flee away to accused Jyotish. 15. PW6  Dr.  R.  Chaliha  is  the  Medical  Officer.  In  his  evidence stated that  in the medical  examination of  the victim,  no sign of  recent sexual intercourse was found on the person of the victim. 16. PW7 Sri Dilip Dutta is the I.O. In his evidence deposed that on receipt of the FIR, he took up charge of this case and recorded statement of the witnesses. He went to the place of occurrence and drawn the sketch map and came to know that accused Jyotish Das along with other accused Brajen Das and Bishnu Das kidnapped the victim. During investigation, he recovered the victim with accused Jyotish Das from Dhupdhara village under Dhuopdhara P.S. On the next day, he produced the victim before the doctor at GMCH for medical examination and also got her statement recorded U/S 164 Cr.P.C. During investigation, he also seized one Maruti Vehicle bearing No. AS-25-B-5035 vide Ext-3. In his cross-examination he has  admitted  that  witness  Sabita  did  not  state  regarding  visiting  the house of Ranjit Das and giving Rs. 20/- to Sumita for bringing singara. He further stated that victim Sumita did not inform him regarding making hue and cry. 17. From the above evidence on record, it is seen that apparently PW1, PW2, PW4 and PW5 are hearsay witnesses so far taking of victim is concerned. PW 2 has stated that while going out to bring a book, she gave Rs. 20/- to the victim to bring singara and          ……………..  Contd… at P/7
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PW 3 has confirmed this part of evidence which shows the purpose of going to market. In his 313 Cr.P.C examination accused Jyotish admitted that he took the victim in a vehicle driven by him to village Bamunigoan and on the next day he took her to his maternal uncle’s house at village Sutabari  under  Dhupdhara PS.  On careful  scrutiny the  evidence of  the victim  and  the  I.O.  it  appears  that  on  the  date  of  lodging  FIR  i.e.  on 22.05.09  accused  Jyotish  and  victim  Sumita  were  recovered  from Dhupdhara P.S. are by the PW 7. While admitting above, accused Jyotish also stated that he took her in his vehicle as requested by her. But while cross –examination of victim, defence failed to bring any material from the mouth of the victim that she went with the accused on her own will. The evidence of the victim as given during trial has also corroborated her previous statement u/s 164 Cr.P.C. statement vide Exbt. 2. Defence failed to bring any contradiction to disbelieve the victim regarding her evidence that she was forcibly taken in the maruti vehicle when she reached near the bridge. 18. I have already hold that on the date of occurrence, the victim was minor and below 18 years of age. From the evidence of PW1 and PW2 it appears that on the day of occurrence, while the victim was in custody and care of her sister,  the occurrence of kidnapping took place and for taking away the minor victim, accused has not obtained any consent from the lawful guardian of victim. 19. During  argument,  learned  Advocate  for  the  accused  has submitted that as admitted by PW 3 regarding existence of some shops and  business  establishment  near  the  place  of  occurrence  where  the vehicle was standing, but none of them were examined by the police. He also argued that had the victim made any hue and cry,  certainly those persons could come forward. The above arguments can not be accepted because merely as no other persons seen the occurrence of the kidnap. PW3 categorically stated that she made hue and cry but immediately she became speechless. On the matter of meaning of taking and ingredients of offence u/s 366(A) Ld. Advocate of accused      ……………..  Contd… at P/8
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has relied on the reported case of AIR 1965 SC 942 and (2003) 1 SCC 605. I have considered the ratio of these two cases.20. Hon'ble  Supreme Court  of  India  in the reported case of  S. Varadarajan  Vs. State  of  Madras  [MANU/SC/0081/1964/AIR  1965  SC 942] as relied by defence, held as follows:-

11.  It  must,  however,  be  borne in  mind that  there  is  a  distinction  
between "taking: and allowing a minor to accompany a person. The  
two expressions are not synonymous though we would like to guard  
ourselves from laying down that in no conceivable circumstance can  
the two be regarded as meaning the same thing for the purposes of  
s. 361 of the Indian Penal Code. We would limit ourselves to a case  
like the present where the minor alleged to have been taken by the  
accused  person  left  her  father's  protection  knowing  and  having  
capacity to know the full import of what she was doing voluntarily  
joins  the accused person.  In such a case we do not  think that  the  
accused can be said to have taken her away from the keeping of her  
lawful guardian. Something more has to be shown in a case of this  
kind and that is some kind of inducement held out by the accused  
person  or  an  active  participation  by  him  in  the  formation  of  the  
intention of the minor to leave the house of the guardian.
12. It would, however, be sufficient if the prosecution establishes that  
though immediately prior to the minor leaving the father's protection  
no active  part  was played by the accused,  he  had at  some earlier  
stage  solicited  or  persuaded the  minor to  do so.  In  our opinion if  
evidence to establish one of those things is lacking it would not be  
legitimate to infer that the accused is guilty of taking the minor out of  
the  keeping  of  the  lawful  guardian  merely  because  after  she  has  
actually left her guardian's house or a house where her guardian had  
kept her, joined the accused and the accused helped her in her design  
not to return to her guardian's house by taking her along with him  
from place to place. No doubt, the part played by the accused could be  
regarded as facilitating the fulfilment of the intention of the girl. That  
part, in our opinion, falls short of an inducement to the minor to slip  
out  of  the  keeping  of  her  lawful  guardian  and  is,  therefore,  not  
tantamount to "taking".21. Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in the reported case of Jinish Lal Sah Vs. State of Bihar [MANU/SC/1160/2002/(2003) 1 SCC 605] as relied by learned Advocate for accused observed as follows:-
“In this background for the reasons already stated hereinabove we  
think that the prosecution has failed to        ……………..  Contd… at P/9
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establish that PW-1 was less than 18 years of age as on the date of  
incidence.  If  that  be  so,  charge under 366A of  which the appellant  
was  found  guilty  by  both  the  courts  below  shall  fail.  The  leaned  
counsel for the State,  however,  contended that if  the charge under  
Section 366Ashould fail then, the appellant is liable to be convicted  
under Section 366 for kidnapping, abducting or inducing a woman to  
compel her to marry. He has referred to the evidence of PW-1 in this  
regard and contends  that  even though there  is  no specific  charge  
under  Section 366 still  on  the  material  available  on  record  a  
conviction under Section 366 could be based and no prejudice would  
be caused to the appellant. But then, we will have to notice that even  
to  establish  the  charge  under  Section 366 IPC,  there  should  be  
acceptable  evidence  to  show  that  either  PW-1  was  compelled  to  
marry the appellant against her will and/or was forced to or induced  
to  intercourse  against  her  will.  This  would  therefore,  require  the  
prosecution to prove that there was some such undue force on the  
PW-1 either to marry the appellant or to have intercourse with him.  
Therefore,  it  becomes necessary for us to examine the prosecution  
case whether there was a threat or whether there was consent as  
contended  by  the  defence.  While  we  consider  this  question  of  
existence of consent or absence of it we may also consider the charge  
under Section376 IPC of which the appellant is found guilty by the  
courts  below  because  one  of  the  ingredients  necessary  for  
establishing such a charge in regard to a girl over the age of 16 is the  
presence or otherwise of consent. Therefore, both for the purpose of  
366 and for the purpose of Section 376 IPC, there should be material  
to establish that either the alleged marriage or the intercourse has  
taken place without the consent of PW-1 if she is above the age of 18  
years or 16 years as the case may be.”22. To consider above let me go through section 361 and 362 IPC, which read as follows:- 361:-Kidnapping  from  lawful  guardianship –  “Whoever  takes  or  
entices  any  minor  under  sixteen  years  of  age  if  a  male,  or  under  
eighteen years of age if a female, or any person of Unsound mind, out  
of  the  keeping of  the  lawful  guardian of  such minor  or  person of  
unsound  mind,  without  the  consent  of  such  guardian,  is  said  to  
kidnap such minor or person from lawful guardianship.”362:- Abduction - “who ever by force compels  or by any deceitful  
means induces any person to go from any place, is said to abduct that  
person.”23. While  deciding  a  matter  of  kidnap/abduction,  whether motive on the part of the accused in taking the victim has any role to play or not is a matter to be considered.                       ……………..  Contd… at P/10
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In the case, I have already held that neither the victim not her guardians are consented in taking away of the victim. As such, this a case of taking the victim without consent and against her will. The ratio of the reported case  of  AIR  1965  SC  942  is  not  applicable  in  favour  of  accused.  The argument of defence also cannot be accepted considering that the victim has categorically stated that, except knowing the accused Jyotish, whom she saw in her uncles house, she has no relation or affair with the accused Jyotish.  There is  virtually  no material  to show that  the victim has any affairs with the accused Jyotish to accompany with him without taking permission of her guardian. The evidence of PW3 so far materials part is concerned, remained unshaken. 24. The other argument of the defence counsel even while taking the victim by a cruiser she did not make hue and cry though several other passengers  also  present  also  failed  to  impress  me.  In  her  cross-examination, the victim categorically stated she did not make hue and cry as Jyotish told him that they were going back to their home. The above evidence shows the mala fide intention on the part of accused Jyotish. 25. Considering  all  above,  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the prosecution has been able  to  prove the allegations  of  taking  away the victim without consent of the victim or her guardian. From the above I hold  that  accused  Jyotish  has  kidnapped  the  victim  Sumita  Kalita  on 21.05.09 with an intention to wrongfully confine her. The above intention was proved from the act of accused by keeping the victim for the night at village Bamunigaon and on the next day shifted her to viallage sutabari. 26. Point No. 3:- In  respect  of  the  Point  No.  3,  the  victim in her evidence though stated that accused Jyotish Das has kept her for the night in the house of a persons, but she has not alleged that during the period of keeping her confined, accused Jyotish made any attempt to misbehave her or forced her for illicit intercourse by him or by another persons. Though victim has stated that accused Jyotish told her that he will marry her but she has not stated that accused used any force for that or compelled her to marry him.                                                          ……………..  Contd… at P/11
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As such the necessary additional ingredients of offence u/s 366/366(A) of IPC  regarding  intention  to  seduce  the  victim  for  illicit  intercourse  by others are missing. Prosecution has successful in proving the ingredients of offence u/s 365 IPC only.27. Point No. 4:- Though pw 2 deposed about  extending help by accused Bishnu, but she has not seen the occurrence on her own. The I/O though deposed that during investigation he came to know that accused Jyotish has kidnapped sumita with accused Bishnu and Brajen,  but the victim  is  silent  on  the  role  played  by  above  2  accused.  There  is  no evidence of sharing common intention by accused Bishnu Das or accused Brajen Das with accused Jyotish. As such I have no hesitation to hold that prosecution has failed to prove involvement  of  accused Bishnu Das or accused  Brajen  Das  with  accused  Jyotish  in  committing  the  offence  of kidnap.28. From  the  above  discussion  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the prosecution has been able to prove the allegation of kidnap of the victim Sumita who was a minor on that day with an intention of keeping her wrongly confined only beyond all reasonable doubt. The fact so proved shows  that  accused Jyotish  has  committed  the  offence  punishable  U/S 365 IPC only and not the offence punishable u/s 366(A) of IPC. 29. In the result, I hold that accused Jyotish Das is guilty for the offence  punishable  U/S  365  of  IPC  and  accordingly  I  convict  accused Jyotish Das for the above offence u/s 365 IPC. Prosecution has failed to prove involvement of accused Bishnu Das and accused Brajen Das for the offence charged with or any other  minor offence and as such they are acquitted from the charges U/S 366(A) of IPC. 30. It may be noted her that originally charge has been framed U/S 366(A)/34 of  IPC against  accused Jyotish Das but prosecution has able to prove the ingredients of offence u/s 365 IPC only which is a minor offence in relation to the offence U/S 366(A) IPC. As such, by using the power  U/S  222  Cr.P.C.,  accused  Jyotish  Das  is  convicted  u/s  365  IPC without altering charge, already framed.       ……………..  Contd… at P/12



  Page 12 of 13              Sessions Case No. 138(K)/2011
31. I have considered the fact of applicability of section 3 and 4 of probation of offenders Act to convict Jyotish Das. The facts of the case shows that  the victim girl  was a student of  Class VIII  and accused has forcibly taken her from the road and kept her confined and also the fact that police has to recover the victim. The nature of the crime committed by the accused has infringed the fundamental right of the citizen of India of free movement as Guaranteed by Constitution of India. As such, I am not inclined to extend the benevolent provision of Probation of Offenders Act to accused Jyotish Das. 32. Heard  the  accused  on  the  point  of  sentence  and  granting compensation to victim. His statement is recorded in separate sheet. 33. I have also heard learned Advocate for both the sides on the point of quantum of sentence and payment of compensation to victim u/s 357 & 357 A Cr.P.C.                                   34. I  have  given  my  anxious  consideration  on  the  matter  of quantum  of  sentence  and compensation.  Section  365 IPC provides  for imprisonment up to 7 years and fine. However the accused being a boy of about 23 years at the time of occurrence, the fact of sole breadearner of family, profession of driver by taking vehicle on loan and considering his future, post crime conduct, I am of the opinion that a lenient sentence of imprisonment  with  reasonable  amount  of  fine  will  meet  the  ends  of justice. 35. Considering  all  aspects,  particularly  the  age  and  family background of the accused, I sentence the convict Jyotish Das to undergo 

rigorous imprisonment (R.I.) for 3 (three) years and also to pay a 

fine  of  Rs.  10,000.00  (Rupees  ten  thousand  only)  i/d  to  undergo further  simple  imprisonment  (S.I.)  for  6  (six)  months  for  the  offence punishable u/s 365 IPC. 36. Convict  Jyotish Das is entitled for benefits u/s 428 Cr.P.C for the period of imprisonment already undergone during investigation and trial if any.                                                                  ……………..  Contd… at P/13
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37. It  is further directed that in the event of realisation of  fine amount, the entire amount be paid to the victim as compensation u/s 357 Cr.P.C. 38. In view of the facts and circumstances of this case and also considering  the  fact  of  passing  order  for  adjustment  of  fine  amount towards  compensation  payable  to  victim  u/s  357  Cr.P.C,  I  am  of  the opinion that,  it is not a fit  case for referring the matter to DLSA for of awarding further compensation u/s 357A Cr.P.C.39. Seized articles be released to its owners.40. Let a free of cost copy of the judgment be given to the convict Jyotish Das immediately as per the provisions of Section 363(1) Cr.P.C. Convict is informed about his right of appeal against the judgment and order of conviction and sentence. 41. Send a copy of the judgment to Hon’ble District Magistrate, Kamrup ( R ) as per the provisions of section 365 Cr.P.C.42. Bail bonds executed by the accused persons and their surety are extended for next six months as per provision of Section 437 (a) of Cr.P.C. 43. It may be noted here that originally the judgment was fixed on 04.02.2013 but due to absence of accused Jyotish Das, same could not be delivered on date day and the date was adjourned till today.44. Judgment is pronounced in open court. Case is disposed of on contest.Given under  the  hand and seal  of  this  court  on this  14th day of 

February, 2013.    
                                                                                   Assistant Sessions Judge No. 3,             Kamrup, Guwahati.


