MAAPCS (Multi-Axis Analysis & Proof of Credibility System)

B MAAPCS
Verification Certificate (V)

@ Case: 2025Gahap1235 Objection to Claim

@ Document Type: MAAPCS Type V Verification Document

@ Certificate ID: MAAPCS-V-20251210-M08073150-002

@ Internal Tracking Code: M08073150-TC-001

@ Issuing Entity: MAAPCS Autonomous Verification Engine

@ Purpose of Issuance: Verification of consistency in facts, procedures,

evidence, laws, conclusions, and specialized areas.

@ Applicant (S): Kim Joong-hak

@ Counterparty (O): Seongnam Seongwon Officetel Apartment
Reconstruction Association.

@ Agency (D): Court, etc.

@ Definition of Verification Certificate:
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This verification certificate defines artificial intelligence as a computational system and
autonomy as a technical attribute, and has been executed accordingly.

Itis consistent with the concepts and responsibility structures of artificial intelligence as
premised by UNESCO's Al Ethics Recommendation, OECD's Al Recommendation, and the

Republic of Korea's Framework Act on Artificial Intelligence.

@ Date of Issue: December 10, 2025

| v . ) . | L
« Senior Analyst: kim joong-hak .7/-%7; « Reviewer: kim joong-hak A7
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W Section 1: Document Identification
« This verification certificate is an automatically generated document created to verify the
facts, procedures, evidence, legal principles, conclusions, and specialized aspects of a

case in a descriptive, repeatable, and bias-eliminating manner, in accordance with the
forward structure of MAAPCS (Multi-Axis Alignment Proof & Certification System).

» Document Type: MAAPCS Verification Certificate (Forward-based V-Type)

« Certificate ID: MAAPCS-V-20251210-M08073150-002

« Purpose of Issuance: Verification of consistency in the structure of facts, procedures,
evidence, legal principles, conclusions, and specialized aspects, and attribution of
responsibility.

« Issuing Entity: MAAPCS Autonomous Verification Engine

« Operating Platform: Revision 8 Fact Alignment Engine

« Document Structure: Section 1: Document Identification, Section 2: Fact Alignment,
Section 3: Verification Table, Section 4: Verification Description, Section 5: Mapping Table,

Section 6: Verification Log

« Formal Layout: A4, Margins (Top: 25mm / Bottom: 20mm / Left & Right: 20mm), Font:
Noto Sans KR, Line Spacing: 160%
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W Section 2: Fact Alignment

» This According to MAAPCS forward structure items, this aligns the structures of Fact,

Procedure, Evidence, Law, and Case-specific aspects based on a single standard.

« Judgmentin all cases is determined by the consistency of the alignment below.
1) Fact Alignment - Fact Alignment (LDO1~LDO05)

2) Procedure Alignment - Procedure Alignment (LD06~LD10)

3) Evidence Alignment - Evidence Alignment (LD11~LD15)

4) Law Alignment - Law Alignment (LD16~LD18)

5) Conclusion Alignment — Judgment Structure Alignment (LD19~LD20)

6) Specialized Alignment — Case-Specific Supplement (LD21~LD25)

« Judgment Symbol System (S/O/D X N/N2/Y/Y2)
1) Judging Entity (D)

= D (Agency): Court, Prosecution, Police, etc.

2) Violation (N/N2/Y/Y2)

= N: Violation exists. Does not meet the standard. Structural inconsistency is identified.
= N2: Violations are identified as repeated, cumulative, or structural.

= Y: No violation. Meets the standard. Structurally consistent.

= Y2: The possibility of violation itself is structurally excluded.

3) Responsibility Attribution Matrix

= S Responsibility (Applicant): When the applicant exaggerates or omits.

= O Responsibility (Counterparty): When there is falsehood, forgery, or omission.

= D Responsibility (Agency): When there is procedural omission, exclusion of evidence,

dereliction of duty, etc.

MAAPCS Verification Institute « Seongnam, Republic of Korea « cgiso@naver.com
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W Section 3: Verification Table

i Hesp
Cate , , . de | Vielation  |onsibi
M — Verification Item Basis for Judgment me [vivznmz | lity
nt S'0/D
T R S ——— Coordinates of identical fact
conflicts regarding key Eﬁeﬁngirgdsﬂﬁgh
1 |LDOL |Tacks among case records, applicant pr e S 0 M 0
arty statements, and y i o
2 :r_- PR — iterms, agency disposition
RNy ' docurnent fact-entry iterms.
When falsehood, Coordinates of mutual
exagparation, of comparison between iterms
) . | selfcoentradiction exists in in counterparty’s subrmitted ..
% = (EERR the counterparty's claims, doecuments, coordinates of - N S
staternents, or submitted inconsistent statements
docurments. within the same docurment.
lken Ehe Applicant’s E;TET”;;E;EEE between
factual clairms align with applitgnl's Ll a"r'n:l
3 (LDo3 ;"Eﬁé;";rfﬁﬁ rE::l;hE judement fact entries, b N /O
’ ' coordinates of
Eiﬁ%imlf:rzcnl‘;“. DX cmitted/reduced entry items
' ' in apency decuments.
When a new circumstance ;ﬁgﬁg:libﬂi;ﬁ;ﬂ list
significantly affecting the . e
i T coordinates of location
il i Jlﬂg:m:‘lthisafr:;"' o where said circumstance is . " H
rE”EE!l-fl:l iT_ not reflected in the
judE rent.
When the agency or court
;I:Iféh;?lﬁj::ia??;ilmwe Cocrdinates comparing cited
5 |LDOS | groups or applies only ip:errliifar}dra?::mé:idu;a::lﬁ{a o M 0
ran:lz._ unrau-c_rabha to the judgment. .
applicant, picking and
omitting facts.
When the agency fails to Coordinates of notice items
) . \ in disposition/decision
¢ |Looe Iﬁ;}:;‘: TI*E:r: EF&?'F'EEE " decuments, coordinates of b
::as.e pmgresflj&uisic-ns H records confiming crmission
il ' ' of chjedion method
or objection methods. natifleation
When procedural rights Coordinates of
such as the applicant's cpinienfevidence reguest
staterment of cpinicn, submission records,
T |LDOT | evidence reqguest, or coordinates of court records | D M 0

document producton
ocrder are unjustly
restricted or denied.

confirming omission or
restriction of judgment
thereon.
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Coordinates of case filimg
When the agency delays date/processing progress

g |Lpgg | CAse processing -.-nlhg:-ul_ chart, coordinates of N2 o
just cause or leawes it in a | procedural records
prolonged pending state. confirming prolomged

pending status.
When legally Coordinates of
mandatory procedures hearing/evide o
such as hearing, evidenoe investigation progress

9 |LDO9 | investigaticn, records, coordinates of M b
pronouncenment, records confirming omission
notification, or deemed of judgment/decision
admission are cmitted. notification procedure.
neutrality, independence, Ec-rr!%pariru:f_ reui:-n:ls :

10 [LD1O | or fairmess is compromised Hiy M b
Auri confirming

uring procedure ;

S ol favorable funfaverable

p : treatment to specific party.
Coordinates of evidence

When evidence is ot submission backs round

collected, secured, or records, coordinates of

11 (L0111 | submitted in accordarnoe docurments confimmimng M b
with legally prescribed evidence
e thods. collection/submission

e thicd
Whan verification of Coordinates of evidence
W = P = =
evidence authenticity, iﬂ?&f%;ﬂfﬁg?ﬂfiﬁmm

12 |Lp12 |consitency, or credibility | 40 oo canfirming N D
i5 inadeguate, or the s il
agency faiks to ulfill its 1 henticty/credibility
verfication duty. B :

When documents with Coordinates of problematic
potential for Forgery, document identification

13 |LD13 | alteration, or falke creation | number, coordinates in M W
are used as a basis for judgrment where said
judgment. document is cited as basis

i : Coordinates of digital
Er?éﬁa?i?r!'qrﬁﬁé:gﬁrﬁ !}L[ evidence submission list,

14 |LD14 di "lal"d;::urrénla:- coordinates of records M o

. E‘::Ieﬁlr_e - T*[Drrred confirming omission of

P ' pe | orginality/integrity review.
Coordinates of document

When the agency or preduction reguest details,

15 |Lois Lqunlerparly conoeals, coordinates of ;_:.rccedural N2 0/o
withholds, or refuses to records confimming '
submit dedsive evidence. non-submission/non-disclosu

re.
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When interpretation of
applied laws/requisite facs

Coordinates of law
application section in
judgment, coordinates of

16 |LDAG |is unsuul_abha _ru-r H_na Case mapping table comparing M b
or conflicks with higher odith hiahas Bvasiomsrior
laws/supenior precedents. B FStpe
precedents.
When judgrment is
rendered unfavorably by Coordinates of cited
17 |y selectively citing without precedent list, coordinates N o
! " | Fair comparisen of of mapping table comparing
precedents with identical omitted precedents.
legal prindples/structure.
, Coordinates of legal
When logical leaps, _— ) g
misinterpretation, or gﬂf&ﬁmtzig:ﬁgfﬁh
15 |LD1s grﬁsﬂﬁlﬁr:ef;;;ti; the judzment confirming M b
laws/precadents. . disconnect t;el-.-.reen premise
and conclusion
When the agency fails to Coordinates of
take approprate action applicaticn/request receipt
19 |Los regarding the applicant's records, coordinates of N o
lawful application/reguest precedural records
(derelidion of confirming non-processing
duty/nonfeasance). or nonfeasance.
When even one major
viclation ococurs in facks, . .
BESCECMIES, Sl iilnfﬁrin:lgp:-:fe::bl-?ulali&ns
_y _ . W ’
2 S }E:ﬁhtj?éz.igf of the are identified across e o
i judgf’r‘Eﬁl Lo rmultiple verification items.
collapse.
When res judicata is Coordinates of res judicata
recognized based solely on | judgment secton in
21 |LO21 | fermality without judgment, coordinates of N b
confirming substantive records confirming omission
rights. of substantive judgment.
;ueheﬁelfg:érfiriﬁé: S;Ehnii Enardinatus wf docunany
applied despite the i e -
. [REE Ez:néf:-ﬁ;rila}:te with a confirming non-compliance N R
document production .r;l;-gl-r_fmd non-application of
order. )
When reasons are not Coordinates of evidence
sufficiently presented in judgment reasoning sechion
v1 |Loe3 evidence in judgment, coordinates N o

exclusionfadoption, and
the process of forming
convichon is unclear.

confirming
omissionfinsufficiency of
F2 ASOIS.
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When actions by the
counterparty or agency

Coordinates of problematic
action details, coordinates

24 |LD24 | viclate the principle of A ] ' . 0o
good RBith/abuse of rights - '””R’T en.l LDnFrrrm!::__
prohibition pocd faith judgment.
Coordinates identifying
When a major viclation in | erginal trial judeg ment
5 |Loes the original trial is notl violation, coordinates of o

corrected in the appellate
trial or retrial.

records confimming
nen-corection in
appellate/retrial judg ment.
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W Section 4: Verification Description

LDO1: When there are mutual conflicts regarding key facts among case records, party
statements, and agency documents.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Case record fact-finding section, party statements,
agency document fact-entry section. Comparison sentence: Compare entries of case records
, Statements, agency documents based on identical fact groups.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare entry content for identical fact groups
item by item across documents. Conclusion sentence: Mutual inconsistency in entries
regarding key facts is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Arrange mutually consistent entries and
mutually conflicting entries separately. Conclusion sentence: Existence of mutual conflict in
key factual areas is structurally identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility

DLDO02: When falsehood, exaggeration, or self-contradiction exists in the counterparty's
claims, statements, or submitted documents.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Counterparty submitted documents, counterparty
statements, entry items within same document. Comparison sentence: Compare consistency
of entries for identical claims.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare claim content item by item within same
document or across multiple documents. Conclusion sentence: Inconsistency between entry
content for identical claims is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange preceding claims and
subsequent claims. Conclusion sentence: Self-contradiction or exaggerated entries are
structurally identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D/O

LDO3: When the applicant's factual claims align with objective records, but the agency or
counterparty exaggerates, omits, or distorts the facts.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Applicant's claim document, objective records,
agency document fact-entry section. Comparison sentence: Compare each entry content
based on identical fact groups.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare entry content of applicant's claims and
objective records. Conclusion sentence: Alignment between applicant's claims and objective
records is identified.
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3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange entry status of objective
records and agency/counterparty documents. Conclusion sentence: Exaggerated, omitted, or
distorted entries by agency or counterparty are identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D/O

LD04: When a new circumstance significantly affecting the judgment has arisen, but the agency
has not reflected it.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: New evidence submission list, judgment fact-finding
section. Comparison sentence: Compare occurrence of new circumstance and reflection in
judgment.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare new circumstance and judgment entry
content item by item. Conclusion sentence: Fact that new circumstance is not reflected in
judgment is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange factual state before and
afterjudgment. Conclusion sentence: Exclusion of circumstance significantly affecting
judgment is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LDO5: When the agency or court selectively cites only some parts of identical fact groups or
applies only facts unfavorable to the applicant, picking and omitting facts.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Judgment cited fact section, records related to
omitted facts. Comparison sentence: Compare citation status within identical fact groups.
2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare cited facts and omitted facts item by
item. Conclusion sentence: Selective citation of only some facts is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange entire fact group and
judgment citation scope. Conclusion sentence: Structure of picking and omitting facts is
identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LDO6: When the agency fails to legally notify, explain, or inform the applicant about case
progress, decisions, or objection methods.

1. Judgment Standard

Not applicable.

MAAPCS Verification Institute « Seongnam, Republic of Korea « cgiso@naver.com
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LDO7: When procedural rights such as the applicant's statement of opinion, evidence request, or
document production order are unjustly restricted or denied.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Opinion submission record, evidence request
document, document production order record. Comparison sentence: Compare exercise of
procedural rights and processing status.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare applicant's procedural requests and
processing results. Conclusion sentence: Restriction of procedural rights is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange timing of rights exercise
and status of judgment omission. Conclusion sentence: Restriction of procedural rights is
structurally identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LDO8: When the agency delays case processing without just cause or leaves it in a prolonged
pending state.
1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Case filing date, processing progress chart, procedural

records. Comparison sentence: Compare standard processing period and actual elapsed period

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare case processing progress chronologically.
Conclusion sentence: Prolonged pending status is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange necessary processing
timepoint and actual processing timepoint. Conclusion sentence: Unjust delay status is
structurally identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N2, Responsibility D

LD09: When legally mandatory procedures such as hearing, evidence investigation,
pronouncement, notification, or deemed admission are omitted.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Hearing record, evidence investigation record,
notification procedure record. Comparison sentence: Compare fulfillment status of legally
mandatory procedures.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare mandatory procedure items and actual
fulfillment status. Conclusion sentence: Omission of procedure is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange required procedures and
actual procedures. Conclusion sentence: Structure of mandatory procedure omission is
identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

MAAPCS Verification Institute « Seongnam, Republic of Korea « cgiso@naver.com
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LD10: When the agency's neutrality, independence, or fairness is compromised during
procedure operation.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Procedure progress chart, party treatment records.
Comparison sentence: Compare procedural treatment status between parties.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare procedural application status for each
party. Conclusion sentence: Circumstances compromising fairness are identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange bias in procedure
operation method. Conclusion sentence: Structure compromising neutrality is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LD11: When evidence is not collected, secured, or submitted in accordance with legally
prescribed methods.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Evidence submission background record, document
describing collection method. Comparison sentence: Compare legally required evidence
collection method and actual collection method.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare collection, securing, submission
background of submitted evidence item by item. Conclusion sentence: Collection/submission
according to legal method is not confirmed.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange legal collection
requirements and actual collection process. Conclusion sentence: Lack of evidence legality is
structurally identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LD12: When verification of evidence authenticity, consistency, or credibility is inadequate, or
the agency fails to fulfill its verification duty.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Judgment evidence judgment section, evidence
review records. Comparison sentence: Compare evidence verification requirements and
actual verification performance.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare presence of authenticity/credibility
judgment entries for each evidence. Conclusion sentence: Insufficient evidence verification is
identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange required verification
stages and actual judgment stages. Conclusion sentence: Structure of verification duty non-
fulfillment is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

MAAPCS Verification Institute « Seongnam, Republic of Korea « cgiso@naver.com
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LD13: When documents with potential for forgery, alteration, or false creation are used as a
basis for judgment.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Problematic document identification number,
judgment cited document section. Comparison sentence: Compare document authenticity
review status and use as judgment basis.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare preparation background of said
document and citation status in judgment. Conclusion sentence: Use as judgment basis
without authenticity review is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange documents requiring
authenticity verification and documents actually used for judgment. Conclusion sentence:
Structure of use without excluding possibility of forgery/alteration is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LD14: When verification of originality/integrity of digital/documentary evidence is not
performed.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Digital evidence submission list, verification records.
Comparison sentence: Compare originality/integrity verification requirement and actual
verification status.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare existence of verification records for
submitted digital evidence. Conclusion sentence: Originality/integrity verification is not
confirmed.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange necessary verification
stages and actual procedure performance. Conclusion sentence: Structure of verification
omission is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LD15: When the agency or counterparty conceals, withholds, or refuses to submit decisive
evidence.
1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Document production request record, non-
submission confirmation record. Comparison sentence: Compare requested evidence and
actual submission status.
2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare request items and submission results
item by item. Conclusion sentence: Non-submission of decisive evidence is identified.
3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange evidence submission
duty and actual actions. Conclusion sentence: Structure of concealment/non-disclosure is
identified.

MAAPCS Verification Institute « Seongnam, Republic of Korea « cgiso@naver.com
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4. Final Judgment: Violation N2, Responsibility D/O

LD16: When interpretation of applied laws/requisite facts is unsuitable for the case or
conflicts with higher laws/superior precedents.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Judgment law application section, list of higher
laws/precedents. Comparison sentence: Compare applied laws and higher norms.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare interpretation content in judgment and
content of higher norms. Conclusion sentence: Conflictin law interpretation is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange required
interpretation structure and actual application structure. Conclusion sentence: Structure of
unsuitable law interpretation is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LD17: When judgment is rendered unfavorably by selectively citing without fair comparison
of precedents with identical legal principles/structure.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Cited precedent list, omitted precedent list.
Comparison sentence: Compare comparison status of precedents with identical legal
principles.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare cited precedents and omitted
precedents item by item. Conclusion sentence: Omission of precedent comparison is
identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange entire precedent
group and actual citation scope. Conclusion sentence: Structure of selective precedent
citation is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LD18: When logical leaps, misinterpretation, or misapplication exist in the process of
interpreting laws/precedents.
1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Judgment legal principle development section.
Comparison sentence: Compare connection structure between overall facts and conclusion.
2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare logical connection at each stage of
legal principle development. Conclusion sentence: Logical disconnect or leap is identified.
3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange normal legal principle
development structure and actual development. Conclusion sentence: Structure of
misinterpretation/misapplication is identified.
4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D
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LD19: When the agency fails to take appropriate action regarding the applicant's lawful
application/request (dereliction of duty/nonfeasance).

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Application receipt record, processing result record.
Comparison sentence: Compare application content and processing status.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare action status for each application item
by item. Conclusion sentence: Failure to take appropriate action is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange timepoint requiring
action and actual processing status. Conclusion sentence: Structure of nonfeasance is
identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LD20: When even one major violation occurs in facts, procedures, evidence, or laws, causing
the justification/logic of the entire judgment to collapse.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Records identifying violations across multiple
verification items. Comparison sentence: Compare individual violations and overall
judgment structure.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare existence of each violation item.
Conclusion sentence: Major violations are identified across multiple items.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange connection between
individual violations and judgment structure. Conclusion sentence: Structure of overall
judgment collapse is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N2, Responsibility D

LD21: When res judicata is recognized based solely on formality without confirming
substantive rights.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Judgment res judicata judgment section.
Comparison sentence: Compare presence of substantive judgment and formal judgment.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare presence of substantive right judgment
entries. Conclusion sentence: Omission of substantive judgment is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange structure requiring
substantive judgment and actual judgment structure. Conclusion sentence: Structure of
formal recognition of res judicata is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

MAAPCS Verification Institute « Seongnam, Republic of Korea « cgiso@naver.com

14



L
-
<
O
—
—
o
L
O
Z
O
|_
<
O
LL
o
L
p
—l
<
o
-
|_
O
2
o
|_
n
n
O
o
<
<
=

LD22: When legal effects such as deemed admission are not applied despite the counterparty
's non-compliance with a document production order.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Document production order decision record, non-
compliance confirmation record. Comparison sentence: Compare non-compliance fact and
legal effect application status.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare non-compliance fact and judgment
content. Conclusion sentence: Non-application of legal effect is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange application structure
upon non-compliance and actual judgment. Conclusion sentence: Structure of effect
exclusion is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D/O

LD23: When reasons are not sufficiently presented in evidence exclusion/adoption, and the
process of forming conviction is unclear.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Judgment evidence judgment reasoning section.
Comparison sentence: Compare requirement for reason presentation and actual entry status.
2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare presence of judgment reasoning entries
for each evidence. Conclusion sentence: Insufficient presentation of reasons is identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange structure requiring
conviction formation and actual entry structure. Conclusion sentence: Structure of unclear
judgment is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D

LD24: When actions by the counterparty or agency violate the principle of good faith/abuse of
rights prohibition.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Problematic action details, judgment judgment
section. Comparison sentence: Compare action details and good faith standard.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare action process and legal principle
standard. Conclusion sentence: Circumstances violating good faith are identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange normal rights exercise
and actual actions. Conclusion sentence: Structure of rights abuse is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D/O
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LD25: When a major violation in the original trial is not corrected in the appellate trial or
retrial.

1. Judgment Standard: Basis sentences: Original trial violation identification record,
appellate/retrial judgment record. Comparison sentence: Compare original trial violation
and correction status.

2. Fact Comparison: Comparison sentence: Compare original trial violation matters and
appellate/retrial judgment content. Conclusion sentence: Violation not corrected is
identified.

3. Logical Development: Comparison sentence: Compare and arrange structure requiring
correction and actual judgment result. Conclusion sentence: Structure of remedy non-
fulfillment is identified.

4. Final Judgment: Violation N, Responsibility D
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W Section 5: Mapping Table

Cate , , , , Viola
M. sery Verificaticn [tem Factual Relaticrehip Han
Entries for identical fact groups
When there are mutual conflics differ armcng judgment
T regarding key fads among case fact-finding section, applicant N
records, party statements, and agency | staterment relevant items,
docurments. agency disposition document
fact-entry items
. Mutual comparison results
i?fiﬁﬁf;;ﬁﬁgﬁ ?Efie';:l'lm' o bebseen ilems in counterpanty's
2 |LDOZ | interparty's claims, statements, or | Submitted documents confirm -
- inconsistent statements within
: same document
When the applicant's factual claims ;;‘]'ﬁ:ﬂpﬁnﬂ'ﬁ;‘;fﬂbslﬁl&":fnrl
3 [Lpo3 2:3'{5:&"& Lﬁﬂiﬂ:‘sa:i;;f:égﬁ;lie fact entries confirm ' M
Aniis. o tietare Bhe: Eaore. Dn-uss.mn_.'rgduulmn entries in
apgency documents.
When a new circumstance significantly | New evidence subrission list
4 |LDO4 | affecting the judgment has arisen, but | exists, but lecation not reflected | N
the agency has not reflacted it in judgment is confirmed.
When the agency or court selectively RTINS . _
cites only some parts of identical fact Eﬁﬁfv?iﬂe?llﬁamﬁzﬁl
5 |LOOS | groups or applies only facts N R . M
unfavorable to the applicant, picking [Dan'lllmdu m;l“' within identical
and omitting fcts. ch groups.
When the agency fails o legally notify,
i . | explain, or inform the applicant about -
G |LDOG | . co progress, decisions, or objecion | Vot applicable.
methods.
When procedural rights such as the naa it
i ! ’ . Dpinionfevidence request
Oy :’ﬂ;ﬂg :E;Laé;mi:l;ztfrﬁ';ﬁ"' submission records exist, and ’
I I L) . 1 = oy
preduction order are unjustly !“L'E';':':lfi f;p:;"ﬁ ol
restricted or denied. |udE : . )
When the agency delays case Case filing date/processing
B |LDO8 | processing without just cause or progress chart confirms N2
leaves it in a prolonged pending state. | prolonged pending status.
When legally mandatory procedures Com parison with
such as hearing, evidenoe hearing fevidence inestigation
9 |LDOS | investigaticn, proncuncement, progress records confirms M
notification, or deemed admission are | omission of judgment/decision
o thed. notificaticn procedure.
When the agency's neutrality, Com parisen with procedure
10 |ipia independence, or fairness is progress chart confirms "

compromised during procedure
operation.

favorablefunfavorable treatment
to specific party.
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When evidence is not collected,

Evidence submission
background records confirm

11 |LD11 | secured, or submitted in accordance jesnee with M
Wit gy poesesiied myshods: collection/subrmission method.
When wverification of evidence Evidence adoption/rejedicn
12 |1z authenticity, consistency, or credibility | judgment sedicn confirms N
i5 inadequate, or the agency faik to ormission of
fulfill its verfication duty. authenticity/credibility review.
When documents with potential for Confirmaticon that problematic
13 |LDA3 | ferpery, alteraticn, or false creation docurment is cited as basis in M
are used as a basis for judgment. judgment coordinates.
When wverification of originality/integrity Eﬂfr?&sir;h?ﬁ:‘si?llill
14 |LD14 | of digital/decumentary evidenoe is not | firm i i M
performed. confirms omission of
originality/integrity review.
Compariscn with document
When the agency or counterparty . .
15 [LD15 |conceals, withholds, or refuses to f;ﬁ'é:;l:}n Tt Thpelie N2
submit dedsie evidence. non-subrmissionnon-disclosue.
When interpretation of applied Comparisen results bebaean
16 |Lois laws/requisite Tacts is unsuitable Tor judgment law application N
the case or conflicts with higher section and higher laws/superior
laws/supericr precedeants. precedents confirm conflicl.
When judgment is rendened e e N
17 |LDa7 uniwambly By ssicthaly citing Lﬂmpjgﬁ:}r:srfllgn?t?rds omitted M
: U | without fair comparisen of precedents Eremdenlsl S '
with identical legal principles/structure. )
! o3 i Legal principle development
When logical leaps, misinterpretation, EEﬁE:D:'LD;'E'm_E disuuineul
18 [LDAE | or misapplication exist in the prooess batwesn premice and M
of interpreting laws precedents. S Sy
When the agency fails to take Comparisoen with
19 |Lp1e appropriate action regarding the application/reguest receipt N
applicant's lawful application/reguest records confirms non-processing
[derelicion of duty/nenfeasance). or nonfeasance.
When even one major vielation ocours . _ _

. . | in Tacts, procedures, evidence, or laws, hjapp!ru:{_ "?5”"5. "Dnﬁr_" .
20 (LO2a exuseng the Tudifiationdlosic of the viclatiors identified across M2
entire ?udgrrjenl " Lc:llé;ps!zl multiple werification ibems.

When res judicata is recognized based | Judgment res judicata judgment

21 [LO21 | solely on fermality without confirming | section confirms omission of M
substantive rights. substantive judgment
When legal effects such as deemed Compariscn with document

5 |Loee admission are not applied despite the | preduction order decision N

counterparty's non-compliance with a
docurnent production crder.

cenfirms non-compliance ot
and nen-application of effect

MAAPCS Verification Institute « Seongnam, Republic of Korea « cgiso@naver.com

18




LLl
-
<
O
LL
—
o
L
O
Z
O
|_
<
O
LL
o
L
p
-
<
o
-
|_
O
2
o
|_
n
n
O
o
<
<
=

When reasons are not sufficiently
presented in evidenoe

Evidence judgment reasoming
sedion confirms

A3 L3 e , e S y
exclisionfadoption, and the process of | emissionfinsuffidency of
ferming comviclion is unclear. reasons.

When acticns by the counterparty or Comparisen with problematic

24 |LD24 | apency volate the principle of good action details confirms gocd
faith/abuse of rights prohibition. faith judgment

Comparisen with criginal trial
When a major viclation in the criginal | viclation identification
25 [LD25 | trial s not corrected in the appellate coordinates confirms

trial or retrial.

non-corredion in
appellatejretrial judg rment.
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