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Passed by Shri Akhilesh Kumar, Commissioner (Appeals) 

"If Arising out of Order-in-Original Nos. 33/AC/Div-l/RBB/2020-21 dated 30.03.2021, passed by 
the Assistant Commissioner, Central GST & Central Excise, Division-I, Ahmedabad-South. 

JiLfJcicbciT cflT ~ ~ Y('IT Name & Address of the Appellant/ Respondent 

Appellant- M/s. Academy of Computer Solutions, 38, Rajeshwari Society, CTM Cross 

Road, Ahmedabad-380026. 

Respondent- Assistant Commissioner, Central GST & Central Excise, Division-I, Ahmedabad­ 
South. 

ails afa st arflet an?t et aridly arga a»ea ® at as sw oner as f uenrfRerf? frd 
aai¢ Tg er# 3rf@an1) ail srfre+ ur g4@lervr anet 9vga at waat ® 

Any person aggrieved by this Order-In-Appeal may file an appeal or revision application, as the 
one may be against such order, to the appropriate authority in the following way : 

~ fl xcb rR pol gTlarvr anrde 

Revision application to Government of India : 

(1) ~ '3 ~ I c; ri ~ ~. 1994 $T tITTT 3fcTTf -;frir ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ if ~ tITTT ~ 
e--net d erg qv«ya ds aid+fa go&lervr snlet orfy-; ufea, +rea matt, fat +ialeft, Tuia 
fcrwT, -m~ ~. ~ cfJq ~. xTTfc;" -.=rri, ~-~: 110001 ~ $t \JJffi ~ I 

(i) A revision application lies to the Under Secretary, to the Govt. of India, Revision Application Unit 
Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 4 Floor, Jeevan Deep Building, Parliament Street, New 
Delhi- 110 001 under Section 35EE of the CEA 1944 in respect of the following case, governed by first 
proviso to sub-section (1) of Section-35 ibid : 

(ii) ufe rot al eifr ds met # ora tef erf: aieaet e fseft rest+it i art pleat? +f ; 
fcRfj- 'fJ0'5Jlll-< ~ ~ 'f]□;sJlll-< if 1iTC'1" ~ ~ ~ 1{TTT if, <TT fcRfi" 'f]□;sJlll-< J] yvejg if 'qffi % fcRJ'7" 
ala+t # t fft rvsr+it # sl +#et a fut .as d)it gs s)] 
(ii) In case of any loss of goods where the loss occur in transit from a factory to a warehouse or to 
another factory or from one warehouse to another during the course of processing of the goods in a 

_,_ ;e or in storage whether in a factory or in a warehouse. 



.. 
'l-Tffif ct~ Fcnm ~ m ~ B Pil1ffaa lffi'f•cR m lffi'f ct Fclf.-11-J1°1 B "ffll"T ~ ~ lffi'f cR ~ 
~ ct ~ ct ~ B \Jll" 1-ffic'f ct ~ fcnm ~ m ~ B Pil1ffaa ~ 1 

(A) In case of rebate of duty of excise on goods exported to any country or territory outside 
India of on excisable material used in the manufacture of the goods which are exported 
to any country or territory outside India. 

(B) In case of goods exported outside India export to Nepal or Bhutan, without payment of 
duty. 

sif+ ueurea aS suet d quart a ferg oil s& dfse +-u a s & site eh sneer vit sew erer va 
frun a qaifa orgad, or#let d get urfRa at uu 4¢ a are # far arf@)f@rut (i.2) 1998 nT 109 g7RI 
frgaa fog mg el 

(c) Credit of any duty allowed to be utilized towards payment of excise duty on final 
products under the provisions of this Act or the Rules made there under and such order 
is passed by the Commissioner (Appeals) on or after, the date appointed under Sec.109 
of the Finance (No.2) Act, 1998. 

(1) ~ ~- ~ (~) f.-1l1l-llc!c1"1, 2001 cfi frr<ll7 9 cfi 3ic'frIB Fclf.-1Fcf~ ~ ~ ~-8 B <TT -qfum B, 
~ 3TT<m ct J:lm ~ ~ ~ "ft ~ i:m=r cfi 1fuR ~-3TT<m ~ ~ ~ c#r en-en ~ cfi w~ 
~ ~ fcpm ~ ~ I ~ w~ "@ill ~- <ITT jM~M <$ 3Tci1TTf tTRT 35-~ B frrmf«, ~ cfi :fTc'fR 
a wqet a mer &srts nenie a fa fr e)-f af@g I 

The above application shall be made in duplicate in Form No. EA-8 as specified under 
Rule, 9 of Central Excise (Appeals) Rules, 2001 within 3 months from the date on which 
the order sought to be appealed against is communicated and shall be accompanied by 
two copies each of the 010 and Order-In-Appeal. It should also be accompanied by a 
copy of TR-6 Challan evidencing payment of prescribed fee as prescribed under Section 
35-EE of CEA, 1944, under Major Head of Account. 

(2) ~ ~ ct w~ ~ ~ XCP'7 ~ ~ ~ m ~ cB"l=r m ill ~ 200 /- cITTfr 1JTTT1fl c#r ~ 
$ ~ ~ XCP'7 ~~"ft~ "ITT ill 1000/-·cBT cITTfr ~ cBT -;:;rn; I 

The revision application shall be accompanied by a fee of Rs.200/- where the amount 
involved is Rupees One Lac or less and Rs.1,000/- where the amount involved is more 
than Rupees One Lac. 

fi+ got, at-let suet sees vi larat 3rdrfla urenfrawot as 9fa or#le: 
Appeal to Custom, Excise, & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal. 

(1)" ~ ~ ~ ~- 1944 c#r m 3s-<fr/3s-=~ cfi 3Tci1TTf:­ 

Under Section 35B/ 35E of CEA, 1944 an appeal lies to :­ 

\"l@fB.lRmi qfQmc: 2 (1) cfl -4 ~ ~ cfi m c#r ~- ~ cfi ~ -4 WlTT ~- ~ 
euret so vi wlara ard)flt ureurfera (f@rec) a fun &)fre ff3at, ars+raraie # 2° 341elf, 
am1fl srqr ,3rt<aT ,fl&rtaTT@TR ,318HqT@Id-3800o4 

(a) To the west regional bench of Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (CESTAT) at 
2"° floor, Bahumali Bhawan,Asarwa,Girdhar Nagar, Ahmedabad : 380004. in case of appeals 
other than as mentioned in para-2(i) (a) above. 

/ 
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The appeal to the Appellate Tribunal shall be filed in quadruplicate in form EA-3 as 
prescribed under Rule 6 of Central Excise(Appeal) Rules, 2001 and shall be 
accompanied against (one which at least should be accompanied by a fee of Rs.1,000/-, 
Rs.5,000/- and Rs.10,000/- where amount of duty/ penalty/ demand / refund is upto 5 
Lac, 5 Lac to 50 Lac and above 50 Lac respectively in the form of crossed bank draft in 
favour of Asstt. Registar of a branch of any nominate public sector bank of the place 
where the bench of any nominate public sector bank of the place where the bench of 
the Tribunal is situated. 

(3) af@ gu sneer # as qet on@sit at wsrdr slat ® al eta +yet airer as ferg rt a gait eufaa 
a h fsent on ifgg g aeg a sld gg 4f) fas fer dl pf t vu+t a frg qenrfRerfe ard)efre 
uurf@)av ail va srf\et n a-flu mat qit as anaea fut onai & 
In case of the order covers a number.of order-in-Original, fee for each 0.1.0. should be 
paid in the aforesaid manner not withstanding the fact that the one appeal to the 
Appellant Tribunal or the one application to the Central Govt. As the case may be, is 
filled to avoid scriptoria work if excising Rs. 1 lacs fee of Rs. 100/- for each. 

(4) .-£11lllcill ~ ~ 1970 "llQTT ~ cITT ~-1 ct 31cf1IB frrt:TTffil ~ ~ Bcfc'f ~ <TT 
~ 3rmT "ll~-QTTd frruh.:r-:r ~ ct 3rmT if ~ ~ cITT ~ >lTI7 IR ~.6.50 W cB"T .-£11lllcill ~-cf)" 

fease tut &lat ifgg ] 

One copy of application or 0.1.0. as the case may be, and the order of the adjournment 
authority shall a court fee stamp of Rs.6.50 paise as prescribed under scheduled-I item 
of the court fee Act, 197 5 as amended. 

( 5) ~ 3ITT ~ ~ cn1" Rti?fUT ffi cl@ ~ cITT 3ITT "if RlA ~ ~ ~ t \iTT ~ ~, 
~ '3~1i:;.-J ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ (cblllTRlfcr) frrlli:r , 1982 if frrmc=r t 1 

Attention in invited to the rules covering these and other related matter contended in the 
Customs, Excise & Service Tax Appellate Tribunal (Procedure) Rules, 1982. 

(G) flit roa, at-dleu sure+ groa ya laras arflefret nrentf@raor (free), a fe arf)oil as +me} # 
~ a:rm (Demand) 'C;cl. ~ (Penalty) cnT 10% ~ ~ cfit.-JT ~ t I~. ~ ~ ~ 10 

~ ~ t !(Section 35 F of the Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act, 
1994) 

~ -~ \rc;;ci:; 3ITT" ~cf;{$" 3fc'filTci , ~~-~"~cf;'!" iR"fdr"(Duty Demanded)~ · 
(i) (Section) -ms nD ct"~-~·tnft::nrfu; 
(ii) 'fmTT ~ ~ ~ cfTT ™'; 
(iii) whale asfee frail as f@rear 6 as ager du aafer. 

For an appeal to be filed before the CESTAT, 10% of the Duty & Penalty confirmed by 
the Appellate Commissioner would have to be pre-deposited, provided that the pre­ 
deposit amount shall not exceed Rs.10 Crores. It may be noted that the pre-deposit is a 
mandatory condition for filing appeal before CESTAT. (Section 35 C (2A) and 35 F of the 
Central Excise Act, 1944, Section 83 & Section 86 of the Finance Act, 1994) 

Under Central Excise and Service Tax, "Duty demanded" shall include: 
(i) amount determined under Section 11 D; 
(ii) amount of erroneous Cenvat Credit taken; 
(iii) amount payable under Rule 6 of the Cenvat Credit Rules. 

st 5 3ndr # fe 3rf)er sf@ravvr a wvrar sii rve 3rrar srva a avs faaif&a st at riar fag ·re erva 
~ 10% mrarar q'{ 3fh- ~ ~ c;-crs Rta,R.a ~ c'l'Gf a:trs ~ 10% mrarar q'{ cf;'!"~~ ~I o 9 

In view of above, an appeal against this order shall lie before the Tribunal on payment of 
10% of the duty demanded where duty or duty and penalty are in dispute, or penalty, where 

.--::o.=-- lone is in dispute." 



F.No:GAPPL/COM/STP/1499/2021 

ORDER IN APPEAL 

M/s. Academy of Computer Solutions, 38, Rajeshwari Society, CTM Cross Road, 
Ahmedabad- 380026 (hereinafter referred to as 'the appellant') have filed the instant 
appeal against the OIO No.33/AC/Div-I/RBB/2020-21 dated 30.03.2021 (in short 
'impugned order) passed by the Assistant Commissioner, Central GST, Division-I, 
Ahmedabad South (hereinafter referred to as 'the adjudicating authority'). 

2. The facts of the case, in brief, are that the appellant holding Service Tax 
Registration No.AGFPJ1646LSD001 were providing Information Technology Software 
services defined under Section 65B(44) of the Finance Act (F.A), 1994. During the 
course of audit of financial records of the appellant, for the period April, 2014 to June, 
2017, undertaken by the officers of CGST, Ahmedbad Audit Commissionerate, following 

observations was raised: 

a) Para-l: Verification of records revealed that the appellant had failed to file ST-3 
returns for the period (April to September) in the F.Y. 2015-16 and late filed the ST- 
3 returns for (April to June) in the F.Y. 2017~18, by 370 days. Accordingly, late fees 

of Rs.40,000/- was calculated. 

b) Para-2: Detailed scrutiny of trial balance accounts revealed that the appellant had 
availed services of advocate but failed to pay service tax on the value of services 
received. Under reverse charge mechanism, in terms of Notification No.30/2012- 
ST dated 20.06.2012, they were required to pay tax on 100% of the value of 
services received. Thus, non-payment of service tax amounting Rs.1,673/- was 

detected. 

c) Para-3: Reconciliation of income shown in financial statement and that shown in 
ST-3 return, showed difference. Further scrutiny of trial balance for the period 
2014-2015, 2016-17 and 2017-18 (upto June) showed commission income of 
Rs.3,24,673/- received on which service tax of Rs.42,100/- was required to be paid. 

3. The above observations were not accepted by the appellant, hence a SCN 
bearing No.147/2019-20 dated 09.10.2019, was issued proposing imposition and 
recovery of late fees/penalty of Rs.40,000/- in terms of the provisions of Section 70 of 
the F.A. 1994; demand of service tax of Rs.1,673/- and Rs.42,100/- in terms of the 
provisions of Section 73(1) of the F.A. 1994 alongwith interest u/s 75. Penalty u/s 78(1) 
was also proposed. The said SCN was adjudicated vide impugned order and the demand 
proposed in the SCN was confirmed alongwith interest. Penalty of Rs.43,793/- was also 

imposed on the appellant. 

4. Aggrieved by the impugned order, the appellant preferred the present appeal, 

mainly on following grounds:- 

► The demand of Rs. 42,100/- is not sustainable as tax liability on the gross amount 
charged from their client for rendering information technology services has been 
discharged. The difference amount is the_cash /trade discount received from the 
supplier of tally accounting service which has no relation with the gross amount 
charged by them from their clients. They placed reliance on catena of decisions. 

4 



F.No:GAPPL/COM/STP/1499/2021 

o EURO RSCG Advertising Ltd.- 2007 TMI-1721 CESTAT Bangalore 
o Kerala Publicity Burea-2008 TMI- 2534-CESTAT Bang·alore 
o Mccann Erickson (India) Pvt. Ltd.- 2008 TMI -4235 - CESTAT N.Delhi. 

► Late fees demand of Rs.40,000/- is not sustainable as subsequntly the ST-3 
returns were filed with applicable tax and interest before issuance of SCN, hence 
question of penalty does not arise. They placed reliance on Board's Circular 
No.137 /167/2006-CX-4 dated 3.10.2007. 

► The demand of Rs.1673/- towards fees paid to Advocate is also not sustainable as· 
these expenses incurred were not towards advocate fees but were legal charges. 

► Reconciliation of income data from income tax return and ST-3 return is faulty as 
factual details were not into account. They placed reliance on numerous 
citations:- 2013(31) STR 673 (Tri-Bang), 2010(20) STR 789 (Tri-Mum), 2010 (19) 

STR 242 (Tri-Ahmd) 

► SCN is time barred as income tax returns & service tax returns were filed from 
time to time, hence supression cannot be invoked. 

► As no case of fraud, suppression of fact or willful misstatement of facts was made 
out to prove intent to evade taxes, penalty u/s 78 is also not sustainable. 

% » 

5. Personal hearing in the matter was held on 27.12.2021 through virtual mode. 
Shri Vipul Khandhar, Chartered Accountant, appeared on behalf of the appellant. He 
reiterated the submissions made in the appeal memorandum. He also made additional 

. ' . 

submissions on 16.11.2021, wherein he reiterated the submission made in the appeal 

memorandum. 

; 
6. I have carefully gone through the facts and circumstances of the case, the 
impugned order passed by the adjudicating authority, submissions made in the appeal 
memorandum as well as in the additional submissions made and the evidences available 
on records. The issues to be decided under the present appeal are; 

a) Whether the appellant are liable to pay late fees for non filing & late filing of 
ST-3 returns? 

b) Whether they are liable to pay service tax under reverse charge mechanism in 
respect of services received from Advocate? 

c) Whether they are liable to pay service tax on differential value arrived due to 

reconciliation of accounts and ST-3 returns? 

' - 
7. On the first issue, it is observed that late fees of Rs.40,000/- was imposed by the 
adjudicating authority as the appellant failed to file ST-3 return of (April to September) 
for the FY. 2015-16 and also had delayed in filing ST-3 returns of (April to June) for the 
F.Y. 2017-18, by 370 days. The appellant though claimed that subsequently they filed the 

a}.4e-3 returns with applicable tax and interest, before issuance of SCN, hence such fees is 
» el "9 5/ },; \@glimposable. Provision of section 70 of the Finance Act 1994, provides that a person 

!-•, ~ s, e 
s Z¢ 

as4 ,Ar, os'» 
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liable to pay service tax is required to file periodical return in prescribed form with late 
fee for delayed furnishing of return. It also provides for the maximum amount of late fee 
payable. Further, Rule 7C provides that if the return is not filed by the specified due 
date, the assessee is required to submit the return with late fee for the period of delay. 
The appellant failed to file the return of (April to September) for the FY. 2015-16 and 
also delayed in filing the ST-3 returns of (April to June) for the F.Y. 2017-18, by 370 days, 

having failed to do so, the penal consequences must follow. I, therefore, do not find any 
valid reasons to interfere with the findings of the adjudicating authority. Further, I also 
find that the Board's Circular No.137 /167/2006-CX-4 dated 3.10.2007, relied by the 
appellant deals with the issuance of SCNs for levy of penalty in the cases where service 
tax is paid suo motto by the assessee and conclusions of proceedings initiated under 
provisions of Section 73, thereof. The present issue is regarding imposition of penalty 
u/s 70 hence not applicable. I, therefore, uphold the late fees of Rs.40,000/- imposed 

under section 70 of the F.A. ibid. 

7.1 On the second issue whether the appellant are liable to pay service tax under 
reverse charge. mechanism in respect of services received from advocate, the main 
contention of the appellant is that these were legal charges and not the fees paid to the 
advocate therefore, not taxable. I do not find any rational in this argument because in 
terms of Notification No. 30/2012-S.T., dated 20-6-2012, a recipient of services provided 
by individual advocate or a firm of advocates by way of legal services is liable to pay 
service tax on entire value of service. I have gone through the Trial Balance for F.Y.2014- 
15 & 2015-16 and I fully concur with findings of the adjudicating authority that the 
'Vakil Fees Exp' are legal charges paid to the advocate /advocate firm. Thus, the 

demand of Rs.1,673/- is also sustainable on merits. 

7.2 Further on the issue, whether they are liable to pay service tax on differential 
value arrived due to reconciliation of accounts and ST-3 returns, the appellant claim that 
this was cash /trade discount received by them from their supplier of tally accounting 
service, which has no relation with the gross amount charged from their clients. It is 
observed that the demand of Rs.42,100/- raised in the SCN is in respect of the income 
received under the head 'Commission Income', 'Tally Sales Commssion', 'Tally Support 
Charges' 'AMC Tally support charges', 'Tally implementation charges' 'Other Income' 
etc, nowhere does it appear as a cash discount given by their supplier. Even if it is 

assumed to be purchase discount, then why such discount was not reflected separately 
in the discount column of the invoice as is evident from the sample invoice 
No.SSS/2014-15/009 dated 03.04.2017, submitted by the appellant. Besides, such 
income was shown as 'commission received' in their trial balance. I find that apart from 
trading of Tally Software, appellant were also providing up-gradation and maintenance 
of Tally Software to their clients. Therefore, the commission received has to be as 
consideration received towards the taxable service rendered, as defined under Section 

65B (44) of the F.A, 1994. Also no documentary evidence was put forth to establish their 
claim of trade discount. Therefore, I uphold the demand as justifiable and sustainable 

on merits. 

7.3 They also placed reliance on catena of decisions, which I find are not applicable 
to the present case. Decisions of the Tribunal in the case of Euro RSCG Advertising Ltd G©- 2007 7y S.I.R. 277, Mccann Erickson (hndia) Pvt. Ltd. v. CCE - 2008 (1O) S.T.R. 

•%' 
+. \ 
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365 and Kerala Publicity bureau v. CCE\2008 (9) ST.R. 101] relied upon by the appellant 
are distinguishable in the facts as there the service was treated as a "advertising agency 
service" and they did receive commission from Media which was shown separately in the 
invoices, which is not the case here. 

8. The argument of demand being hit by limitation as the unpaid amount of service 
tax was declared and reflected in the Income Tax Returns is also not sustainable. The 
onus to disclose full and correct information about the value of taxable services lies with 
the service provider. The assessee pays the tax on self assessment basis and files the ST- 
3 returns, which is a report of transactions and a basic document. Therefore, the 
Department only relies on the ST-3 returns. It is the bounden duty of the assessee to 
disclose all and correct information in the ST-3 returns. Otherwise it may lead to various 
consequences. Non disclosure of full and correct information in returns would amount 
to suppression of facts. Non filing/late filing of ST-3 returns, indulging in non­ 
payment/short payment of tax, all these acts clearly establish the conscious and 
deliberate intention to evade the payment of service tax. Intent to suppress the fact 
from the department is also evident' from the fact that in spite of numerous 
correspondences made by the auditors, they did not bother to give any clarification or 
documents, to prove their bonafide intentions. I, therefore, find that all these ingredients 

. - 
are sufficient to invoke the provisions of Section 73(1) of the F.A, 1994. In the case of 
ARTEFACT Infrastructure Limited Vs CCE, Nagpur as reported at 2016 (42) STR 34 (Tri. 
Mum), Hon'ble Tribunal upheld the demand of service tax and interest on the argument 
that the appellants have not disclosed the facts related to their activities of services to 
their client before the Department. They have not declared the taxable value of services 
in their ST-3 returns. In these circumstances the Tribunal held that the department had 
no occasion to know the activity of the appellant and there is suppression of fact on the 

part of the appellant. 

9. I find that the penalty imposed under Section 78, is also justifiable as it provides 
penalty for suppressing the value of taxable services. The crucial words in Section 78(1) 
of the Finance Act, 1994, are 'by reason of fraud or collusion' or 'willful misstatement' or 
'suppression of facts' should be read in conjunction with 'the intent to evade payment of 
service tax'. Hon'ble Supreme Court in case of Union of India v/s Dharamendra Textile 
Processors reported in [2008 (231) E.L.T. 3 (S.C.)], considered such provision and came to 
the conclusion that the section provides for a mandatory penalty and leaves no scope of 
discretion for imposing lesser penalty. I find that the demand was raised based on the 
audit carried out by the department and it is the responsibility of the appellant to 
correctly assess and discharge their tax liability. The suppression of taxable value, non­ 
payment and short payment of tax, non-filing/late filing of ST-3 returns, clearly show 
that they were aware of their tax liability but chose not to discharge it correctly instead 
tried to mislead the department which undoubtedly bring out the willful mis-statement 
and fraud with an intent to evade payment of service tax. Thus, if any of the 
circumstances referred to in Section llAC are established, the person liable to pay duty 
would also be liable to pay a penalty equal to the duty so determined. 

10. When the demand sustains there Ts no escape from interest hence, the same is 
refore also recoverable under Section 75 of the F.A., 1994. Appellant by failing to pay 
ice tax on the taxable service are liable to pay the tax alongwith applicable rate of 

. . 
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interest and such willful suppression automatically attracts mandatory penalty and late 

fees. • 

a, 

11. In view of the above discussions and findings, the impugned O-I-O is upheld and 
the appeal filed by the appellant stand rejected in above terms. 

12. srfrM+afars asf 4it +s srfl a freed su?lat a'la t fat orat #I 
The appeal filed by the appellant stands disposed off in above te ms. 

Date: 5.2022 

Attested,,'{ 

Lue "V 
(Rekha A. Nair) 
Superintendent (Appeals) 
CGST, Ahmedabad 

By RPAD/SPEED POST 
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To, 
M/s. Academy of Computer Solutions, 
38, Rajeshwari Society, 
CTM Cross Road, Amraiwadi, 
Ahmedabad- 380026 

The Assistant Commissioner 
CGST, Division-I, Ahmedabad South, 
Ahmedabad. 

Appellant 

Respondent 

Copy to: 
1. The Chief Commissioner, Central GST, Ahmedabad Zone. 
2. The Commissioner, CGST, Ahmedabad South. 
3. The Assistant Commissioner (H.Q. System), CGST, Ahmedabad South. 

(For uploading the OIA) -+. Guard File. ' 
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