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[1] Inacase Where, asa reliminary issye forthe Plaintiff
Company’s request f nyuncno agamsto struction of
business by the De enaant, the question resented 1S
whether the Plaintiff ComPany ac uwes a on excl u3|ve
license to the, patent orumty model ort e em 03/3
Invention reglstered overseas ‘hased on the atet N
utility moder rights registered in the Re ubl|c of Korea
Qr an Invention thatthe Defendant f #ted under
IS/her employment contract with the Plaintift Company,
the case h Idmg that the courts of the Re ubhc of Koréa
have the international urlsdlctlon onte round that the
ssz ISSue IS suf)stantlv 8/ related to th efilp PIC of Korea
The overnln% aw applicable to the conflict o aws regar-
ding an employee |nvent|é>n |e] We overmn law of the
employment contract under whic mvent on at I1ssue
wasceated2 ang whether such Jeqal E)rInCIpEIS likewise
applicable to utility models (affirmative
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[1] Wheth%r the English common law setoff dogtrine may be

aPTp Ica e as 2 1gfovernmg law of the requirements and
ects of a Setoft (affiymative

J] In.case a garnis Te unaer a selzure order or a provisional

seizure ofdler holds a correSJJondlng clajm against the

obllgor the requirements for the gamishee o claim a



defense of setoff against the creditor petitioning for the
rovisional selzure

Sn When the Iegal relations re?ardln% the re uwements

effects of a Setoff amonag aims containing foreign

eIements are construed and ﬁ)“ed ﬁ)ursuant to the I3
governm setoff, the case in which the question whether

arnlf ee under a IErovm?na seizyre o selzitre orger
who holds a ?orr dln%; am agamstteo %or ma
?Ialm setgf % deaganstt e Jedltor who pétitione
or such order shou P etermlne pursuant t the Civi
Execution Act, etc. of the Republic of Korea

Supreme Court Decision 2013Da217498 Decided January

20, 2015 [Damages, BtC.] .vvrvrvrrrssmsrzismssssssnngrnsne 12
Cases in which a financial investment business enfit
deemed to have madti Investment recommendation” fo a
customer under Artic 9&2 of the Financial Investment
Services and Caﬁltal Mark A&tb mtroducm%aflnanua
mvestmentmstr ment manarg by ‘another entity / In such
a Case, w hether the said financial mvestment Hsmess niit

OWeS a utX to the customer to comply with the suitanilit
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the air walyblll for the transloor of exFort Hoods In relation
t0 an mte natlona transactlon mvolv ng the Issuance of a
|etter o credit (L/C pre ares and issties the alr wa %II
In sych awalyt at eath 0 %lglnal part 0 the alrwa ll
carries different contents, thereby rendering a local ban
which, in eliance on the contents of the original part of the
air waybill for the consignor, purchased docu ents mcludlng
the export draift an(it the air waybill —una le to gxerﬁlse
|ts rignt to co Iatera asmgnment on.the export gooas

E pame t of the export ra‘ 1S re*ected b&/ the IVC issuer
ank, whether that person Is liable for the damages for tne
losses incurred thereby (affirmative)
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of the end of an Investigation, continues fo bear the duty
of nat disclosing and revealing magters with regard to e
provision of communication “confirmation dafa to thira
Darties mcludmg tﬁlecommumcatl s USers under Articles
135 n_ll(Z? fthe Protection of Communica |?_ns Secret
Act (affirmat veg, and the oPerator 15 no} onligated to
respond to a USer’s reques,t 0 dis¢lose gflrma Ive) .
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and communications sefvices fail to uphold Iegal or con-
tractual obh?atlons_ln taking necessary measures to protect
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ormer Act on Prom?,tlon_ of Informfatlon and Communi-
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Etc. or }he Information and__communications Services
contract / Whether providers of information and communi-
cations services fail to uPhold legal or contractual obli-
gations In taking necessary meastres to O|orotec_t Perso,nal
Information In cases where technical and administrative
measures need to he éaken as. prescribed under the “Stan-
?ard on Technical and Administrative Protective Measres
or Personal Information,” which was established by the



Mmrster %t Information_and Commum?atron in accor
dance with the former Enforcement Rule of the Act on
Promotron of Information and Communications Nefwork
prrh“c%ﬁ[egn and Information Protection, Etc. (negative in

[Y] Supreme Court Decision 2010Dal06436 Decided February
26, 2015 [Affirmation of Worker Status] ...

il heth r]the rovision on %rrect emrt)lo mentu er Artrcle

63 ) Of { o merAct ont e rotec ro gtc. of Temporary

Agency Work ersa ?S on to the | grtrm te tem oraﬁy

R}ce ent ofwork negative whet era |recte
ent relationship rs e ab rshe betvveen the user comPa
and temPorarZ wor ers fort e sole reaso of emv\g/

of Whether

temporag/ cement of workers regardless
two years elapsed ne?atrve

oyer mﬂructs workers to pertorm

ther it conﬁtrtutesa tem-

here aorprmcrpa em
e Act on the

dutre a third p atyv whe
Borar acement orkers” under t
rotection, etc. of Temporary Agency Workers
[ Supreme Court Decision 2013Da27442 Decided February

26, 2015 LDamagesl] ........................................................ b8
Ina case W ere Plainfiff 1 experienced muscular atr hy, elc,
ont e right fingers after recervmg surger y from Defendant
gnoctor )"t remove g benign nerv fhe th’tumor orig matmﬁ
from the ulnar nerve In the rrght axillary, circumstances suc
as Plaintiff 1comPIammg of abnormal Sepsations on tips of
the rrght fingers Immediately foIIowmrTJn the sur?er do not
%)Oe %trr atﬁt a probable cause”for presuming malpractice of

(JjJ Supreme Court Decision 2014Dal7220 Decided Februaiy

26, 2015 [Dama?es 00 [N 63
] Whether a (ealer under the former Indirect Investment
Asset ana%ement Business Act owes a duty o Icare {0
rotect the [nvestor at e staﬂe of Investment solicitation
aftrrmatrve? and whether the said duty to grotect 1S
xcluded fof the sole reason that the investor is a sophi-



sticated investor (negatrvez Standard for setting the scope
and extent o the grot ct |nvestors

Z] Scope of the duty to ex a}n by a dealer of investment
trust securities” under the former Indirect Inveitment
Asset Mana%ement Business Act at the stage of soliciting
a customer 1o purchase securities

Sui)reme Court Decrsron 2011Dal01148 Decided April 9,

i o i S o 7
ere copyright reverts back, ermination of a
rr/n ght t% gto the frustor wr or eorr rnaﬂ cogynght

e, whether the user of the copyrighted work™ ma
carm agarnst the onlgrna coHyr Tght own r 35 10 rts SUDSE-
Uent use after th % BVErsIo t/ gr Hpont etrust
termination, on t %roun that e( been the
trusteels) authorization to explort WOrks (negative In
rincipje

Y asesprn which a Partral use of a copyn?hted Irterarg
musrcal or crnemaognraphrc work may not be viewed as
an In rrnﬁement e author’s right of integrity, and
whether the same holds true for a.case in which fhe partjal
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Is Settled depending on the price of the underlying asset at
a certain trme whether the act ofexercrsrn rr% sor aﬁectrnd
the fqurIImen ofrequrrements usrn the e s that are no
accert)ta e grsocra norm constrtutsan unfair tra |n that
vro(! % Hr e178QI ofheCa Ital arketsActt 2
ether Investars who suffered. losses from esar
can file a damages claim against the individual who commrtted



the said unfair tradrn% in accordance with the Article 179(1)
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205 Redemhtrons] I87
ases where a securities company issued, and. so
mar et hle securrtres rcn W ?ch Investment ro?rt rsqrnkeg
to the, underlying asset price or index on the a?ree
valuatjon daﬁ hﬂtethertedu ty of protection. a 3rf
there Is conflict of interest with investors durrnB hedge

Y Wheregthe Defendant, which issued the ELS with an
rnterrm redemption gondrtron and sold them to the rnvestors
S aintiffs”), placed heavy sell or?erso samsung SDI’s
ommon stock gunderlyrn asset of the ELSQ In the event
the valuation price, 1.&, closing price on th rntermedrate

valuairon date, Is hr her or equal to the standard Prrce

|8 cosrng Rrrce on the rssH ce ate ataprrce ower
than the standard price at t etrmeo marke cIosrn on
the rntermedrate valuation date, and a%suc the rrce
of Sam un% SDI's common stocks, which had been tr drnq
abovet tandarg \Errce 10 minutes prior to the marke
closing, dropped below the standard price, thereby hrnderrng
the fwfrllment of the Interim redemption coridition, th

case nol rn% that there is sufficient groHtto con?d

the Defendant’s act as hrnderrng the” fylfillment of the
r)r%tegr(r(r)rgj r]egleﬂtptron condition by going against the principle
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which a rnan? %I rnstrtutrPn or electroniC financial busrnef

rator shall be liable for damages rfursuant to Artic
9I of the ormer Electronic Financial Transactions Act:
rn cases wh ere an eIecéronrc financial transaction takes
Evace as intended hased on a user's fransaction req est
hether the said transaction constitutes an “accide



\Sve ative In rrnc
] re th Pl |nt|f whrIe trading in fntures and o trons
trou% the HTS o gratedb the Defendant Co
Was unable to Ir)lace ordersto I%utot]ons %ue to sh rta
cash amou t o place orders en.the order wet
throug due to a syftem error, the PIarntrff c?ncluded
severdl put gtron sae]scontracts by [Pacrnﬁ orders
tecase hol gthatt ¢ aforementioned ¢ trjact concl tj
slon oe? not constitute an “accident Frescrr In Artic
9, etc. of the former Electronic Financlal Transactions Act
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gover n te%uestrons whet er the’ contract constitutes
N executory contract, enabling ecustodran 10) choosg
between Performance or cancel atron termrnatron an
whethe he damage claim % ﬁ from the contract
%ancel ation/termination |sare Iitation claim (ie., the
orum law of bankru?t(%/ lex ?rr oncursus) and the [aw
governrng the scope 0 ma%es or the contract cancellation/
ermination (e, the %over Ing law of the contract under
the Act on Private International Law

] In cases where the comﬂutatron of th Present value of
future loss under Engl aw does not Jead to an over-

comPensatron even without degucting the Interim interests,

whether the interim interests should hecessarily be deducted
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10 q onsrderatron or changrng gos ndlor for srgnrn? an
exclusive employment contract 10 work for an agréed term
| In cases where a signing bonus Is deemed merely a conside-



ration f?r changln jobs and/or a consideration for sggnlng
an em O)f]men a reem,?nt “Whether the consideration |
deemed to have heen fulfilled in the form of concluding a labor
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1] Standard for determining whether “mutual guarantee”
g extlsts as prescr?bed by Art?cle [ of the State Co pensat?on

[2] In a case where Party “A” who is a Jaganese national
claimed for State compensation for d_m_a?es Inflicted
through the unlawful performance of official duties by a
Publlc official of the Republic of Korea, the case holdin
hat a mutual guarantee exists between the Repub IC 0
Korea and Jaﬁan as prescribed under Article 7 of the State
Compensation Act

SUfreme Court Decision 2013Dal3849 Decided June 24,

2015 [Damages] , 126
In cases where, in dispensing information and  advice
concerning nvestment Sjud ment On, or the value of, financial
Investment Instruments, a quasrmvgstme_nt aavisary husingss
entity provided false and/or groundless information Iackln(%
In arly reasonable or objectivé foundation on such importan
H]zig_ers aS ma%/ Influence the %ustomers nvesément ecision,
olding 1t out as a sure Information based on opjective
groun S, thereb(y) leading the customer to trade in reliance
fthe information as truthful and incur losses, whether the
customer has a cause.o ?ctlon a?alnf,t the 8ua3|-|nve,st,ment
advisory business entity for tort Tiability under the Civil Act
(affirm tl_\/e? | Whether this ITgal Pr_ln |8Ie aﬁg)lles likewise
10 an individual who personally carries out tf undertakmﬂ
Ff a qu513|-_|nvestmen ﬁdvhsory bHsmess entity uno‘er suc
e%al relationship with the “said entity as”employment
(affirmative)

SU{)reme Court Decision 2014Da233190 Decided July 9,
2015 [Damages (Medical)] 132



In the case where: (3 ( ) fWo days after undergorng Iarg ¢.infestine
end oscorta Party ‘A was osgrta 1zed grta for a
SEVere ma hache and nausea! t(temdrca fessjonals
at B Hos |ta on rescrrbe ain |IIers or ab ut 15 hours
for reasons of th eregursrte atrn% eriod pefor aCT scan
which was conducted the follow mornrn eresutof
Whrc showed suspicions of [perrt% it1S, lea |n artx i
roan emergency ogre lon: tj Part Aeve tugl gi
fseEtrce la, case holdin fa the med rc
pro essionals at B Hosprtal was negligent in failing to conduct
a CT scan even when It hecame possible to doso, there
preventrng Party A from receiving appropriate treatment suc
as a speédy operation

Supreme Court Decision 2013Da62278 Decided July 23,

2015 [DaMAQES, BIC.] ovvvsrrresrrrssnsresssnsrsssnsssenens 139
In case of a mer%er between unlisted corporations, thg %ont nt
of the utg Ue care of a g oo% Nager owe ly
director(s), 0f the company owning s ares o the extrng shed
com any in its decision- makrng on whether to grve onsent
totemergrer and In such cases, whether the |rector may
edeemed 0 have fulfilled his/her duty of due care of a ood
manaﬁer I the decrsron on con?ent Was %roun ded'in a busr ess

ent on the adequacy o merger atlo |n View of such
In ormatron as aé)Progrrae to derive an a er%rate mer;re
&atro and the said ratio is reasonaole enou\gh to be objectively
emed not manifestly absurd (affirmati

SUfreme Court Decision 2014Dad2110 Decrded July 23,
2015 [DAMAQES, BIC.]  wovvvesrccssiinnrrrrressssssinssssssssssssnnss 144
[ W ether productron prescrrbed under Artrcle 127 ﬁsu ara
the Patent Act means domestic, Ero uctron a Ir atrvg
W ether secondary infringement is establisned In cases
wh(ege p?roductro%cctrrsaa rc%ad artrd §re Infringement act
IS carrl estical |
Wheret ePILarntr the paten “31 %Ider of the invention
i e ol il ot Gk et
Defengtf nt, a compgny that %roduces %nd expo(rJts mobile



devices, the case hoIdrng that the lower coyrt erred by
nirs mpBre ending legal prrncr%Ies and renderrnﬁ;t at the
claim hased onte atent rrgntofthe Invention in Claim
2constituted an abuse of rrg ts, even If the Invention’s

aatent cannot be deemeg invalid for lack of non-obviousness
ue to Prior Art 1 and Prior Art 4

[zf) Sulpreme Court en banc Decision 2015Da200111 Decided
July 23, 2015 [Unjust Enrichment] ..o 150
Whether a contrngent fee arrangement in criminal cases may

ffeva |uated as garnst good morals and other social order
rrmatrvel) Refefence pornt In time to determine whether
certan juristic actron rs nul and void as agarnst 00d. morals
ang other sricra ord gr e, th SP Int at wh rcg e Juristic
action took place), and the standafd of the said deternfinatin
| In cases where the exrstrnﬁ attorney’s fees are nominall
guoted as contrngent fees, whether théy may be conclu?rvel
eemed pull and void under Artrcle 103 of the Civil A
g%gatrvee) Valrgrty of a contrngent e% arr 9ement srgned
oul 3equ Nt to the pronouncement of this decision (null"and

[22] Supreme Court Decrsron 2013Dal4828 Decided August
13/ 2015 [DAMAQES] ovvvvvvrssrsssrnsssnnssrsssssssssssssrssrnes 163
[1] In cases where ?(pre exrstrng work of author fshr constrtute?
an original wor undert e%?é)cyr Vg ht Act from an overa
perspective, whether the effectiveness of the rrg
repr duction of the pre-existing work of uthorship réaches
0 far as to th é)se expressiye portions Iacgrnq In org nali
neg atrve ); and In casesweethe reproauc rono ota
ut onJa part of aﬁre -eXistin work of .authorshi
In disp ernacor()]yrr? trnfrr%; erent Iaw?]urt opa my rcaI
work, the method of determ nrng whether there IS an
infrin emen% on the rr%ht of reproduction, efc.
[J Standard of determining whether a musical work has
originality

[23] Supreme Court Decision 2012Da204587 Decided August
o 27, 2015 [DAMAQGES] oovvvvvvrrrsrsrrnsssmssnsssnsssssssssssssens 168



[]] In cases where there is an mfrmgement on the legally
protecte moB al interests of an auth gue 0 J escrzi\g wPLﬂ
of a. work, whether the action may be deemed an un
infrin ement on the author’s (%eneral moral rights, inge-
Pende { of whether it constitutes an mfrlngement on.th
ght of mtegrlty under the Copyright Act (affirmative
he meamng of "in violatjon of the provisions of Acts an
subordinate stat tefs under t eS%at Compe Qsatlo A?t
and the standar 0 determlnlngw ether a public official’s
% BP\I/% eo |t?m\$vc0r IS unlawful as an act lacking in
nacase ere, Upon commission from the State, Party
‘A Erod ceﬁi and (nstalled murals on the surface of the
wallS and. co ans |n5|de the Dorasan Statjon, which wer
removed in about three years after their installation an
burped down by the Statg, the case holdmg that thei S E
1S liable to p%y A consolation money under Article 2
of the State Compensation Act

Supreme Court Decision 201508213308 Decided September
10 2015 [Unjust Enrlchmenq ................................. 176
%ases where a director or auditor, hased gn an agreemené
WI'[ th ecomBang entrusts dvtles {0 other directors, etc. an
only carries olit duties passively rather than performing actual
du (SIES as a |rec(§or or auditor, whether his/her eligibilit ﬁ

Irector or auditor can be nuII|f|ed or whe he] herg
to claim remuneratlon as resolved at the %enera sharehold
eeting can eq]eegate (I;auY e.in prin 82 andardf
eterm mqwhe I3 right 0_claim remuneration IS restrlcte
for a director or audltor passively performing duties, and if
S0, Its scope of restriction

Supreme Court en banc Decision 2013Meu568 Decided
September 15, 2015 [DIVOICE] .ovvvvvcvvvevssrvvnsissersnsns 183
Whether to grant the djvorce clai ralsed by an at-fault spouse
on rounds 0f causes for divorce under Ar |cIe 840 subparag.
(% he Civil Act neﬁ [)ve in tp{lnflp eg Cases In WhiC
the divorce claim brougfit by an at-fault spouse may be grante
as an exception, and the “standard of such determination



[26] Supreme Court Decision 2011Da91784 Decided September
24, 2015 [Affirmation of Non-Existence of Oblrgatron;08

[1] 3tandard and consideration ? for determinin wheéher rthe
e?ree in disryption of a life eausedb road traffic
nofse exceeds the “bearable 1imit” / Whethér road traffic

noise exceeds the hear%ble limit” should be detemined

more strictl rn cases where the residence was taken ug

ngaé nea]téon e ﬁ] aesl\s/\évays already under operation or t

Y WhePher It can be determrhed that %n act of rnfrrngem nt
of unlawful nature exceedrn the earab e limit™ under
the crvrI law occurred, so elg ased on road traffic noise
?orng beyond the environmenta| noise standard (r eIated<
0 noise in roadside areas}) rescrrbe under the Framewor|
Act on Environmental rcly neg atrve') %awsurt
clﬁrmrngdrsru tion In dar fe dueté) ad traffic norse

ethel’ aparment res| ents everyday lives are erng
drsrugted eyond the “hearable [imit” can be determrne
\{ asuying noise IeveI In the [ivin 0groomwreopenrng
all the. Wrn ws and daors In the direction of the nols
source in order to see if it exceeds the envrronmental norsg
andard etc. under the Framework Act aforementione
affirmative In prrncrpe

[3] hether the determrn tion of the validity of a claim
seek rn prevention, or cessatron of dar%/ lite disrup tron
cause road trafhc noise shaI be based on the wer rng

aancrng etween the bene rt% ereapeg oy th
cIarmant (?nﬂ disadvantage ? e borne by the Other
party and the third party (affirmative)

[27] Supreme Court Decision 2013Da84568 Decided October
15 2015 [Injunction against Desrgn Right Infringement,

................................................................................... 217
[I] legrslaérve rntent of Article 7(D)I3 of the Trademark Act
tandard for determining Whether a dimensjonally

shaped trademark of desrgnated goods or Its packaging



falls under Article 7(1)I3 of the Trademark Act

2]Standard and method_for determining simjlarity of frade-

mars an tandard for determiningsimilarity of dimen-
%na l¥s aﬂe trademar f ,

\Where foreign companies Incluging Com anz/A dHPIarntn‘fs(?
rndrcated edicine_ for cardiovascular Conditions an
treatment for erectile dﬁsfunctron as desrgnated goods,
regrstered therr trademar s using the mark

ensrona diamong shape in abug coIoLtone and
sou? C|unctron on In nn ment of frademark right, tc
8 nst pan% ant”) that produces, sells, and
vertises treatrent for erectrle dysfunction in'the shape

“ and the case holding that the regrstered

of
trademark and the shape of Companv B’s drug products
cannot be deemed identical or sr?ng I

Supreme Court Decision 2014Da216522 Decided October
15, 2015 [Injunction against Infringement on Service

Mark Rights, eth ......................................................... 228

[1] Standard of de ermrnrng Whether an action constitutes
the use of aﬁrmr ﬁr trad (ema] which IS an infrin emeirt
on trademark right; and whether such a legal principle
applies Irkewrse to service marks affirmative)

2] In (the C?\S Wwhere Part?/A efc. used * “DASASO
t I "8 the servrce marks In runnrng variety
stores se

ing._househo personal supplies, etc’
rdentrca or grmrlar tg theggesrgnated servrcepd)usrness of
Company B atw |ch Company

'the reénstered servrce marks of

our%;r a claim agarnst

Party A, etc. for injunction agarnstr ringement On ifs
service mark nghts the case hoIdrng that the use of said
service marks ranarty A etc. In rdnnin varret]yt stores

constitutes an | ngement on Company 'S right to the
registered service marks

Supreme Court Decision 2015Dal284 Decided October

15, 2015 [Claim for Judgment Execution] ... 233

"1] In cases where a forerﬂn courts final judgment, etc. orders
compensatory paymefit to recover a party’s actual loss,



whether reco%nrtron can be limited based on Article
272# of the Civil P ?cedure Act ﬂne artrveev

nether it IS ermrssrbeto re-examing the whoe case
to determine whether a final éud ment, etc, 1S rrghé or
wrong under the pretext of geciting'whether the pro ure
lead to reco%nrtron ofaforergen court’s final judgmen
etC. VI ates%r morals or other social order {negative
Method of de ermrnrn Whethert e procedure e |ng t
[eco nrtror]o af rergn coﬁrrt’s nal Li] gment ie lolates
good”morals or other’social order of the” Republic of Korea

Supreme Court Decision 2012Da71138 Decided October

29, 2015 [WAQES] ...oovvvvvvrmssrmssmssmssnssssssssssssssssenee 241
In cases. where a coIIectrve aqreement remains in effect after
the eer"Y of ifs orl |na gursuant to ap automatic
recntﬁwa IIause for in mtrte erro oftrmeI w{redtr%er t\t/\rlre term
of the co ecrveareemen Is cateqorically limited to two years
un?er rtrcﬁg Zin ) ang ﬁof tﬂe Tra)ée Union and I_yabor
Relations Adjustment Act (negative)

Supreme Court Decision 2013Dal051 Decided October

29, 2015 [Wage Payment, 6IC.| .voovvvmmsvssssssins 246

[1]'In order to constjtute a “discriminatory treatment” which
1S rohrlirted under the Labor Séandards Act, whether a
Pe son alleging discrimination an gartg erngncompare
alls, in e}sence under the same compardble group

\(Ka/f Irmative

[2] Where Part E“Defend nt)—althou%h Its Emplo ment

Rules pr e be that work experience In the p#r]b IC Sector,

etc. shall be fuIIy reco?nrze when settrn testartrn%

salary of full- trme emplo T ([renera Offjce Eosrtron
—newly established a'su I%emen ar% provision In which

the startrng sala{) of ane S)onee 0 transjtioned from

2 W

confract-nased (ron-regular) fo general office position
#full trme% shall be calculated baséd on the wag? amount
ecerved ynon re uar workers, which In_turn”led Party

ﬁPIarntrff etC. 10 not receive the startrng salary that
reflected the gerrod wor rng as a contract-hased employee
upon transitioning from contract-based to general”office



ﬁesrtron the case hoIdrng that the aforementroned S é)
entary rovrfron does riot run counter to Article 6 F ho
Treatmient) of the Labor Standards Act

[32] Supreme Court Decision 2014Da81542 Decided November

17, 2015 [Insurance PrOCEEAS] ...rvvv ccvesrssrssrern 254

[1] The effect of vrolatron of the duty to explain insurance
terms, and condtions / In case%where an Insurance contr ot
remains effective with only the remaining portion of the
terms. an condrh 3 ?ue to a.vjolation™of the dup
explain, the met ascertajning the content or the
InSurance contract and the regurrem nts for an rnsurance
policynolder to claim a matter different from the contractual
ggrq%eérét S0 ascertained as the content of an insurance

N CaSes Wh(ere a partg in a civil Iawert offers into evr(fence

a partially gestroyed tocument, and t eother party alleges
that the “destroyed Rortron contains strPu atrons con ra-
drctrng the entries in the remaining, portion, the method
of detérmining the probative value of evidence and to find

facts

33] Supreme Court Decision 2013Dal4965 Decided November
26, 2015 [Affirmation of Worker Status] ...z 262
fl] In cases where a user company fails to perform its obligation

to directl rpﬁ]oty orher In VIo értrono the temporar
9enc¥tem un ert eamende Act on the Protection,
Temporary A ency Workers, Act No. 8076 of Dec.
21, 2006, whether { etem orary agen y worker has a
judicial right to seek judgm nt a arnstt € User company
In lieu of It exprgssron Of intention to hrre éaﬁrrmrrtrve
and once t e% ment ecome s final .and  conclysiv
whether a direct ¢ 8 ment re atronsh:ﬁ is established
between the user company and the temporary agency
worker (affirmative) / In hrs context, whether the, emporarsr(
agency worker ma cIarm for damag compensation a%arn
teuser compan for 1ts non erformance of Its direct
employment obligatjon rhte ount cor{espondrng 0 the
wages up to the point ofestab Ishment of a direct &mploy-
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ment relationship (affirmative)
[2] In cases where  User comﬁan %ontrnues to Use a tempora
iaenc worker In vrolatro o the temporary a en%y ter
et erthe a |cal%| |t¥ of the main te Article
63 ) of the ormerA on the Protection, etc. of Temporary
Agency Workers or Article 621 gthe subsequentl
en ed Act on the Protection, etc. of Temporary ?enc
Worker may be excluded solely for the reason that there
was a chahge in temporary” work a%ency uring the
temporary adency term (negative In principle

[34] Supreme Court Decision 2013Da219616 Deciced December

Le rslatrve purport of Articles 76- 2(5 g 83°2(]) of the

EtAct ‘any person who gIves a pu |c pe ormance
gma Ing use of acommercrfrl music record spall J)acya
r as %nable ccintrrbu lon to the relevant music re ord produ

ether all music records in any form sold are include
|n “Q commererel music record” prescribed by the afqre-
mentioned. Articles gaffrrmatrve) and whethey Teproduction
Via streamrnq etc. falls under “making use of’ stipulated in
the same Afticles (affirmative)

[35] Supreme Court Order 2014Mall57 Dated December 29,

2015 [RENADINGHON] v 773
[1] Meanrn% of Tarr and equitable” as a gchrrement f?
apgrovr rehapilitation plans Rprescrrbe nder Artic
24 t12 of the former Debtor Rehabilitation and Bank-
C
Y Wﬂere/ creditors have reached an agreement as to the
repayment order of claims but materials attestrn? to their
agreement have no}(been filed with the court prior to the
dte of the first stakeholders’ meeﬁrn pursugnt to Artrcle
193(3) of the former Debtor Rehabilitation and Bankruptcy
Act’ whether the c%urtr required to take Into af %rnt
such a?reemenﬁ eter mrng Tapprova a
rehabilitation plan (negative In principle)

- Xvi -



