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Form no. (J) 2

Heading of judgment in original suit/ case

In the original Court of the Munsiff No.1, Kamrup (M), Guwahati

Present: Debasish Kashyap, AJS

Friday the 07th Day of April, 2017
                                
                                     
             

Title Suit No. 13 of 2009

Sri Binod Kumar Sanganeria, S/o Late Keshavdeo Sanganeria & Late Bhanwri 
Devi Sanganeria, 

R/O Keshav Katra, S.S. Road, Guwahati

 (Plaintiff)

    Vs.

1. Smt. Manju Devi Jain
           W/O: Late Subhash Jain.

2. Vikash Jain
S/O: Late Subhas Jain &

   Grandson of Late Motilal Sarawgi.

3. Miss Dolly Jain
D/O: Late Subhas Jain &
Granddaughter of Late Motilal Sarawgi.

4. Ratanlal Chabbra,
  S/O: Late Motilal Sarawgi.

 5. (i) Urmila Debi Jain.
    (ii) Nikhil Jain.
    (iii) Pooja Jain.
    (iv) Sejel Jain.

6. Bhagchand Jain
   S/O: Late Motilal Sarawgi.

7. (a) Jivani Devi Jain
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                                (b) Sanjay Kumar Jain.
(c)Ritesh Kumar Jain.
(d) Sushma Jain.
(e) Sapna Jain.
 (f) Pinky Jain.

No. 7(a) to 7(f) are the wife, sons & daughters of Late Motilal Saraqwgi.

8. Surviving married daughters of Late Subhash Jain
   S/O: Late Motilal Sarawgi, namely:

(a) Binita Jain (daughter)
(b) Shilpa Jain (daughter).
(c) Sweety Jain(daughter).

9. Heirs of Late Hira Devi Rara
D/O Late Motilal Sarawgi.

        a. Padma Kumar Rara (son).
        b. Ajit Kumar Rara (Son)

   c. Ajay Kumar Rara (Son).
   d. Anil Kumar Rara (son).
   e. Sobha Jain(daughter).

    10. Shanti Devi Kala
          W/O Mahabirji Kala &

   D/O Late Motilal Sarawgi

    11. Anita Devi Sethi
          W/O: Sureshji Sethi &

     D/O: Late Motilal Sarawgi

......................(Defendants)

This suit coming for final hearing on 17-03-2017 in presence of 

Mr. Abdus Sattar Advocates of the plaintiff
                                                                                          
Mr. Ashok Kumar Jain Advocate of the defendant

And  stood  for  consideration  to  this  day  the  court  delivered  the  following 
judgment.  
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JUDGMENT
(Suit for ejectment, recovery of arrear rent and injunction)

                                                                       

Plaintiff’s case:
1. The case of the plaintiff in brief is that by a deed of agreement dated 
01/10/1969, the mother of the plaintiff, Bhanwari Devi Sanganeria (now dead) 
had  let  out  6  shop  rooms  described  in  the  schedule  A,  B,  C,  D,  E  and  F 
respectively of the plaint to Motilal Sarawgi at a monthly rent of Rs.351/- payable 
in  the 1st week of  every  month  and Motilal  Sarawgi  had paid  an amount  of 
Rs.2,106/- as advance rent for six months from 01/10/1969 to 31/03/1970. That 
the plaintiff in the year 1970, by way of “Memorandum of Confirmation of Family 
Settlement and Properties” entered into between him and his mother, became 
the  absolute  owner  of  the  schedule  shops  and  thereafter  Motilal  Sarawgi 
attorned the tenancy and started paying monthly rent to the plaintiff accepting 
him as landlord. That though there was no stipulation in the deed of agreement 
for increasing the monthly rent and renewal of tenancy agreement, the monthly 
rent was however increased to Rs.551/- from December, 1980 and accordingly 
Motilal Sarawgi also started to pay the enhanced rent. 

2. That  on  the  death  of  Motilal  Sarawgi  on  20/02/1984,  his  five  sons 
stepped into his shoes as tenants of the schedule rooms by paying rent to the 
plaintiff.   However,  on  death  of  one  of  the sons  of  Motilal  Sarawgi,  namely 
Subhash Jain, his heirs, defendant no.1 to 3 are in physical possession of the 
schedule A room. Again, defendant no.4 is in physical possession of schedule B 
room while schedule C, D, E and F rooms are in possession of defendant no. 5 
alone. But, said rooms are unused now and are put under lock and key. That 
although the plaintiff had requested the defendant no.s 4,5 and 6 to enter into 
fresh  tenancy  agreement,  they  were  reluctant  and  hence  the  rent  receipts 
continued to be issued in the name of Motilal Sarawgi only.  

3. That the sons of Motilal Sarawgi had paid monthly rent of Rs.551/- to the 
plaintiff till the month of March 1986 on 05/04/1986. However, thereafter, they 
started to deposit rent in Court without tendering the same to the plaintiff. That 
the rent from April 1986 till June 1986 was deposited together in the month of 
June 1986. That the deposit of monthly rent in the Court was made only till 
February 2002 and thereafter  no rent  was either  tendered to the plaintiff  or 
deposited  in  the  Court.  Hence,  defendants  and  proforma  defendants  have 
become defaulters from March 2002 which came to the knowledge of the plaintiff 
only on 16/09/2005 when the deposited rent was last withdrawn by the plaintiff. 

4. That the last rent receipt was issued by the plaintiff in the name of Motilal 
Sarawgi on 05/04/1986. That although the defendants deposited the rent in the 
Court till February 2002, same were very irregular and were not as per law and 
procedure. That the rents were never tendered to the plaintiff before depositing 
in Court. That no rent was either tendered to the plaintiff or deposited in Court 
from March 2002. Hence, defendants are defaulters and hence are liable to be 
evicted. Moreover, the plaintiff is entitled to recover arrear rent.
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5. That the plaintiff is facing inconvenience at present to run his business 
from a small room in their dwelling house. Moreover, his business is running at 
loss due to lack of proper business shop. That the schedule rooms are required 
to the plaintiff for his own use as well as for the use of his sons for setting up 
their own business. The plaintiff had conveyed his problem to the defendants 
and had asked them to  vacate  the schedule  rooms.  But  the defendants  had 
turned down the request finally on 15/06/2008.                 

6. Hence the instant suit is filed by the plaintiff for ejectment of defendant 
no. 1, 2 and 3 from the schedule A premises, defendant no.4 from schedule B 
premises and defendant no. 5 and 6 from schedule C, D, E and F premises on 
the  ground  of  defaulter  and  bonafide  requirement  and  for  recovery  of 
possession. Moreover, arrear rent of Rs.19,836/- is claimed from the defendants 
from January,  2006  till  December  2008 @ Rs.551/-  per  month.  Further,  the 
plaintiff has prayed for a decree for future rent from the date of filing of the suit  
till the defendants are actually ejected from the schedule premises.               

 
Defendants’ case:
7. Per contra, the defendants no. 4 and 5 in their joint written statement 
and  defendant  no.8(a)  in  her  separate  written  statement  stated  that  the 
agreement dated 01/10/1969 alleged to be executed by the plaintiff between the 
mother of the plaintiff Bhanwari Devi Sanganeria (now dead) and Motilal Sarawgi 
was an unregistered agreement and hence not enforceable. Moreover, the terms 
of the agreement including due date of payment of rent were never acted upon 
and hence they are deemed to be waived. That the tenancy continued on the 
basis  of  verbal  agreement/understanding  reached  between  Bhanwari  Devi 
Sanganeria  (now  dead)  and  Motilal  Sarawgi  which  continued  even  after  the 
plaintiff  became the new landlord and the original tenant Motilal Sarawgi had 
expired.  That  there  was  no  fixed  period  for  payment  of  rent  and  the 
representative of the mother of the plaintiff and after her death, the plaintiff or 
his  representative  would  collect  rent  from  Motilal  Sarawgi  as  per  their 
convenience. That this system of collection of rent was continued by the plaintiff 
even after the death of the original tenant. 

8. It is also stated by the defendants no. 4 and 5 that they are the tenants 
in respect of two shops after the death of the original tenant. That tenancy in 
respect of tenanted premises is joint and was never split up and the legal heirs of 
Late Motilal Sarawgi stepped into the shoes as legal heirs and successors. That 
only  four  of  the sons  of  Late  Motilal  Sarawgi,  i.e.,  Subhash Chand  Jain  and 
defendant no.s 4,5 and 6 continued to be joint tenants in respect of the tenanted 
premises. However, after the death of Subhash Chand Jain, his wife, son and 
daughters, i.e., present defendant no.s 1, 2, 3, 8(a), 8(b) and 8(c) have become 
joint tenants along with the other defendants. 

9. It is also stated by the defendants that the plaintiff used to issue receipt 
in  the name of  Motilal  Sarawgi only  till  his  death.  However,  after  his  death, 
plaintiff  never  executed  any  tenancy  agreement  with  the  legal  heirs  of  Late 
Motilal Sarawgi nor issued any rent receipts. That the plaintiff refused to accept 
the rent from April, 1986 on being tendered by the defendants which compelled 
the defendants to deposit rent in the Court from April, 1986 to December 2001. 
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That rent was duly collected by the plaintiff from the defendant from January, 
2001 to December, 2009. That plaintiff refused to accept the rent for January, 
2010 on being tendered on 10/02/2010 and instead demanded enhanced rent of 
Rs.4,000/-  per  month  from  January,  2010.  But,  since  the  demand  of 
enhancement was exorbitant, defendants did not agree to the same and they 
had been depositing rent in the Court for the month of January, 2010 onwards. 
That in view of the regular payment of rent by the defendants in respect of the 
tenanted  premises,  they  are  not  defaulters.  That  the  plaintiff  had  never 
requested the defendants to vacate the schedule  premises  on the ground of 
bonafide requirement. That the plaintiff has enough space available for his own 
use in the ground, 1st and 2nd floor of the building where the schedule rooms are 
located. That there are many rooms lying vacant in the same building of the 
plaintiff and therefore, the schedule rooms are not required for bonafide purpose 
of the plaintiff. Hence, the defendants prayed for dismissal of the suit with cost 
along with compensatory cost. 

10. The suit proceeded ex parte against defendants no.2, 3, 6, 7(a) to 7(f), 
8(b), 8(c), 9(a) to 9(e), 10 and 11. After filing of joint written statement by the 
defendant no.5 along with defendant no.4, the legal representatives of defendant 
no.5 were substituted in his place on his death. Upon perusal of the pleadings, 
the following issues were framed by my learned predecessor in office.

ISSUES

1. Whether the suit is maintainable in its present form? 

2. Whether there is any cause of action for the suit?

3. Whether there exists landlord and tenant relationship between the plaintiff and 
the defendants? 

4. Whether there exists valid tenancy agreement between the plaintiff and the 
defendants?  

5. Whether the defendants are defaulters in payment of rent to the plaintiff? 

6. Whether there is any bonafide requirement of the tenanted premises by the 
plaintiff? 

7. Whether the defendants are liable to be evicted from the tenanted premises? 

8. Whether the plaintiff is entitled to the relief/reliefs as prayed for?

DISCUSSIONS, DECISIONS AND REASONS THEREFORE:
 

11. Plaintiff  side  examined  only  one  witness  and  adduced  documentary 
evidence. The following documents were relied upon by the plaintiff:
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Ext. 1: Memorandum of Confirmation of Family Settlement and Properties dated 
03/08/1970
Ext. 2: Deed of Agreement dated 01/10/1969
Ext. 3: counterfoil of rent receipt dated 05/04/1986
Ext. 4: Land revenue receipts
Ext. 5: Police report
Ext. 6: Copy of order dated 17/05/2012 of the Executive Magistrate, Kamrup(M)
Ext. 7: Police report  

12. The defendants failed to adduce evidence in spite of sufficient time and 
opportunity and hence defendants’ evidence was closed. I have heard arguments 
of both the side.

Decision on issue no. 1: 

13. Defendants have stated in their  written statement that the suit  is  not 
maintainable in law as well as in facts. However, nothing has been submitted to 
show how the suit is not maintainable. Mere statement as to non maintainability 
would  not  in  any  way  affect  the  maintainability  of  the  suit  unless  same  is 
supported by cogent and sufficient grounds. This is a suit for ejectment, recovery 
of  arrear  rent  and injunction  and is  civil  in  nature.  This  being a  civil  suit  is 
maintainable in law and facts. Issue no.1 is hence decided in the affirmative.   

Decision on issue no. 2:

14. The plaintiff has prayed for a decree of ejecting the defendants from the 
schedule premises on the ground of defaulter and also on the ground of bonafide 
requirement. On the other hand, the defendants have denied being defaulter in 
payment of rent in respect of the schedule premises. It is also denied that the 
plaintiff is in bonafide requirement of the schedule premises. From perusal of the 
pleadings of both the sides, I find that the suit does disclose a cause of action 
since there is assertion and denial of claim of one party by the other. Issue no. 2 
is hence decided in the affirmative.

Decision on issue no. 3 & 4:

15. The plaintiff  in  his  plaint  has  asserted that  his  mother  Bhanwari  Devi 
Sanganeria (now dead) had let out 6 shop rooms described in the schedule to 
Motilal Sarawgi at a monthly rent of Rs.351/-  by a deed of agreement dated 
01/10/1969 (Ext.2). It is also stated that the plaintiff became the absolute owner 
of  the  schedule  shops  in  1970  by  way  of  “Memorandum of  Confirmation  of 
Family Settlement and Properties” (Ext.1) and thereafter Motilal Sarawgi attorned 
the tenancy and started paying monthly rent to the plaintiff accepting him as 
landlord. It is further stated by the plaintiff that on the death of Motilal Sarawgi 
on 20/02/1984, his five sons stepped into his shoes as tenants of the schedule 
rooms being legal heirs and successors and possessors of the schedule rooms 
and they started paying rent to the plaintiff. Therefore, on the basis of these 
contentions, the plaintiff has claimed himself to be the landlord in respect of the 
schedule rooms and existence of landlord and tenant relationship between him 
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and the defendants. The plaintiff as P.W.1 has also supported these contentions 
in his evidence on affidavit. 

16. On  the  other  hand,  the  defendants  in  the  written  statement  have 
specifically admitted that they are the legal heirs of Late Motilal Sarawgi who was 
a tenant under the plaintiff and/or his mother. It is stated by the defendants that 
the tenancy continued on the basis of verbal agreement/understanding reached 
between Bhanwari Devi Sanganeria (now dead) and Motilal Sarawgi rather than 
on any written agreement as claimed by the plaintiff  and that understanding 
continued  even after  the  plaintiff  became  the  new landlord  and  the  original 
tenant Motilal Sarawgi had expired. The defendants have also admitted in the 
written  statement  that  the  plaintiff  used  to  collect  rent  from  the  legal 
heirs/representatives of the original tenant. It is also specifically pleaded that the 
tenancy in respect of the schedule premises was never split up and the legal 
heirs/representatives of Late Motilal Sarawgi stepped into his shoes as legal heirs 
and successors.

17. On perusal of the rival pleadings, it is apparent that the defendant no.s 4, 
5 and 8(a) in their written statement have admitted that the plaintiff is the new 
landlord in respect of the schedule rooms and the tenancy continued with the 
legal  heirs/representatives  of  Late  Motilal  Sarawgi  after  his  death.  It  is  also 
admitted  that  the  defendants  are  the  legal  heirs  of  Late  Motilal  Sarawgi. 
Therefore, it is admitted fact that the defendants are the tenants in respect of 
the  schedule  rooms.  Since  the  suit  proceeded  ex  parte  against  the  other 
defendants the claim and the evidence of the plaintiff remains unrebutted. There 
is no reason to disbelieve the pleadings of the plaintiff stated in the plaint as well  
as the deposition of P.W.1 in respect of the landlord tenant relationship between 
him and the other defendants. Hence, on the basis of the specific admission on 
the part of the contesting defendants and the evidence of the plaintiff, both issue 
no.3 and 4 are decided in the affirmative.     

Decision on issue no. 5:
 
18. It is pleaded by the plaintiff that the sons of Motilal Sarawgi had paid 
monthly rent of Rs.551/- to the plaintiff in respect of the schedule rooms till the 
month of March 1986 and the last rent receipt was issued by the plaintiff in the 
name  of  Motilal  Sarawgi  on  05/04/1986  on  payment  of  rent  on  that  date. 
However, thereafter, they started to deposit rent in Court without tendering the 
same to the plaintiff. Plaintiff again stated that the rent from April 1986 till June 
1986 was deposited together in the month of June 1986. Therefore, deposit of 
rent in the Court was also very irregular and was not as per law and procedure. 
Further, the deposit of monthly rent in the Court was made only till February 
2002 and thereafter no rent was either tendered to the plaintiff or deposited in 
the Court. The plaintiff has fully supported these contentions in his evidence on 
affidavit as P.W.1 and same could not be rebutted by the defendant in the cross 
examination of the P.W.1. Therefore, there is nothing to disbelieve the evidence 
of the P.W.1 and he has discharged his onus of proving his averments regarding 
the fact that the defendants are defaulter in payment of rent in respect of the 
tenanted premises. The onus now shifts to the defendants to prove that they are 
not defaulters.  
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19. The contesting defendants in their written statement averred that there 
was  no  fixed  period  for  payment  of  rent  and  rent  was  collected  as  per 
convenience.  Moreover,  no  rent  receipts  were  issued  after  the  death  of  the 
original  tenant  Motilal  Sarawgi.  Further,  as  pleaded,  the  plaintiff  refused  to 
accept the rent from April,  1986 on being tendered by the defendants which 
compelled  the  defendants  to  deposit  rent  in  the  Court  from  April,  1986  to 
December 2001. But, thereafter, rent was duly collected by the plaintiff from the 
defendant from January, 2001 to December, 2009. However, the plaintiff refused 
to  accept  the rent  for  January,  2010  on being  tendered on 10/02/2010 and 
instead demanded enhanced rent of Rs.4,000/- per month from January, 2010. 
But, since the demand of enhancement was exorbitant, defendants did not agree 
to the same and they had been depositing rent in the Court for the month of 
January,  2010 onwards.  However,  these are mere contentions and are to be 
proved by the defendants that they had been regularly tendering the rent to the 
plaintiff and have been depositing the rent in Court only on his refusal to accept 
the same. It is also to be proved that the defendants have been paying rent after 
2002. Since the defendants did not adduce any evidence, the contentions of the 
defendants are not supported by any evidence and hence same remains to be 
proved.

20. It is the well recognised legal position that where a party to the suit does 
not appear in the witness box and states his own case on oath and does not 
offer himself to be cross examined by the other side, a presumption would arise 
that the case set up by him is not correct. The learned counsel of the plaintiff has 
referred  to  the  decision  Man  Kaur  (Dead)  by  LRS  vs.  Hartar  Singh  Sangha  
reported in (2012) 10 SCC 512 of the Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard wherein 
the case of Vidhyadhar vs. Manikrao reported in (1999) 3 SCC 573 is referred. I 
have gone through both the decisions which reiterate the above legal position. 

21. In the present case, defendant did not adduce any evidence in spite of 
sufficient time and opportunity. Therefore, adverse presumption against the case 
of the defendant can be drawn in view of the above noted legal position and the 
above mentioned decisions of the Hon’ble Apex Court. 

22. In view of the above discussion, it is apparent that the plaintiff has duly 
proved  that  the  defendants  are  defaulter  in  paying  rent  in  respect  of  the 
tenanted premises. On the other hand, defendants could not prove that they are 
not defaulter. Issue no.5 is hence decided in the affirmative and in favour of the 
plaintiff.           
  
Decision on issue no. 6:

23. The plaintiff in his plaint as well as in his evidence as P.W.1 stated that he 
is facing inconvenience at present to run his business from a small room in their 
dwelling house. Moreover, his business is running at loss due to lack of proper 
business shop. Again, the schedule rooms are required to the plaintiff for his own 
use as well as for the use of his sons for setting up their own business. It is  
deposed  by  the  plaintiff  that  though  he  had  conveyed  his  problem  to  the 
defendants and had asked them to vacate the schedule rooms, the defendants 
had turned down the request finally on 15/06/2008. The P.W.1 was not cross 
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examined on this point and his evidence remained unrebutted. There is nothing 
to disbelieve this evidence of the P.W.1.

24. On the other  hand,  the plea of  bonafide requirement  of  the schedule 
premises is denied by the defendants in their written statement and it is stated 
that the plaintiff has enough space available for his own use in the ground, 1st 

and 2nd floor of the building and there are many rooms lying vacant in the same 
building  of  the plaintiff.  However,  the defendants  have failed  to  adduce any 
evidence to prove that plea. Therefore, that plea of the defendants do not have 
any value in the eye of law.

25. In view of the above discussion, it is apparent that the plaintiff has duly 
proved that he has bonafide requirement of the tenanted premises. Issue no.6 is 
hence decided in the affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff.            

                 
Decision on issue no. 7:

26. It is successfully proved by the plaintiff that the defendants are defaulters 
in payment of rent in respect of the schedule premises. Apart from that it is also 
proved  by  the  plaintiff  that  he  has  bonafide  requirement  of  the  tenanted 
premises.  In  view  of  the  same,  there  is  no  hesitation  in  holding  that  the 
defendants are liable to be evicted from the schedule premises. Issue no. 7 is 
hence decided in the affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff. 

Decision on issue no. 8:

27. It is already stated and discussed while deciding the issue no. 7 that the 
defendants  are liable  to  be evicted from the schedule  premises.  There is  no 
denial  from the  part  of  the  defendant  about  the  occupancy  of  the  different 
defendants  of  different  schedule  premises  as  stated  in  the  plaint.  Moreover, 
evidence  of  the  plaintiff  as  P.W.1  in  this  regard  also  remains  unrebutted. 
Therefore, the plaintiff is entitled to a decree for ejecting the defendant no.1, 2 
and 3 from the schedule A premises, defendant no.4 from schedule B premises 
and the legal heirs of defendant no. 5 (on being substituted in his place upon the 
death of defendant no.5) together with defendant no.6 from schedule C, D, E 
and F premises and also to a decree for recovery of possession of the schedule 
premises. 

28. It  is  already stated and discussed while deciding the issue no.  5 and 
proved by the plaintiff that the monthly rent in respect of the schedule premises 
was  Rs.551/-  and  the  defendants  have  not  paid  any  rent  to  the  plaintiff  in 
respect of the schedule premises from the month of February 2002. However, 
the plaintiff is claiming arrear rent from the month of January 2006 till December 
2008 @ Rs.551/- per month for the purpose of limitation. The plaintiff is surely 
entitled to the arrear rent for that period. Therefore, the plaintiff is entitled to a 
decree for realisation of Rs.19,386/- from the defendants being arrear rent from 
the month of January 2006 till  December 2008 @ Rs.551/- per month for 36 
months. 
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29. Because  of  the  aforesaid  discussion  and  the  decisions  reached,  the 
plaintiff  is  also entitled to a decree for  future rent @ Rs.551/-  per month in 
respect  of  the  schedule  premises  from the  date  of  filing  of  the  suit  till  the 
defendants are ejected from the schedule premises. Issue no. 8 is hence decided 
in the affirmative and in favour of the plaintiff.        
     

ORDER

30. The suit  is  decreed on contest with cost.  The plaintiff  is entitled to a 
decree for ejecting the defendant no.1, 2 and 3 from the schedule A premises, 
defendant no.4 from schedule B premises and the legal heirs of defendant no. 5 
(on being substituted in his place upon the death of defendant no.5) together 
with defendant no.6 from schedule C, D, E and F premises and also to a decree 
for recovery of possession of the schedule premises. The plaintiff is also entitled 
to a decree for realisation of Rs.19,386/- from the defendants being arrear rent 
from the month of January 2006 till December 2008 @ Rs.551/- per month for 
36 months. The plaintiff is also entitled to a decree for future rent in respect of 
the schedule premises @ Rs.551/- per month from the date of filing of the suit 
till the defendants are ejected from the schedule premises.       

Prepare decree accordingly. 

Given under my hand and seal of the court on 07/04/2017. 

     Debasish Kashyap,

Munsiff No.1, Kamrup(M)

          Guwahati
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ANNEXURES

Plaintiff’s Exhibits:

Ext. 1: Memorandum of Confirmation of Family Settlement and Properties 
dated 03/08/1970

Ext. 2: Deed of Agreement dated 01/10/1969
Ext. 3: counterfoil of rent receipt dated 05/04/1986
Ext. 4: Land revenue receipts
Ext. 5: Police report
Ext.  6:  Copy  of  order  dated  17/05/2012  of  the  Executive  Magistrate, 

Kamrup(M)
Ext. 7: Police report  

Defendant’s Exhibits:
NONE

Plaintiff’s Witnesses:
PW-1- Sri Binod Kumar Sanganeria

Defendant’s Witnesses:
NONE

Debasish Kashyap,

          Munsiff No.1, Kamrup(M),   

                                                                              Guwahati
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