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[bookmark: _Toc2]Article summary:
1. The retrial applicant Shandong Liaocheng Zhongju Saida Real Estate Development Co., Ltd. and the respondent Shandong Jinzhu Group Co., Ltd. are in a construction contract dispute.
2. The applicant claims that the original trial found that Jinzhu Group Company submitted the settlement documents including the settlement report, which lacked evidence to prove the basic facts.
3. The agreement on the general clauses cannot be understood as the two parties agreed in the contract that if they do not reply after the agreed time limit, they will be deemed to approve the settlement submitted by Jinzhu Group Company.
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May be slightly imbalanced: The article presents the information in a generally reliable way, but there are minor points of consideration that could be explored further or claims that are not fully backed by appropriate evidence. Some perspectives may also be omitted, and you are encouraged to use the research topics section to explore the topic further.
[bookmark: _Toc4]Article analysis:
This article is about a legal dispute between two companies over a construction contract dispute and provides an overview of both parties involved in the case. The article is written from a legal perspective and provides detailed information about both parties’ legal representatives and attorneys, as well as their respective claims in regards to the case. 
The article appears to be reliable and trustworthy, as it provides detailed information about both parties involved in the case and their respective claims regarding it. Furthermore, it does not appear to have any biases or one-sided reporting, as it presents both sides of the argument equally without favoring either party. Additionally, there are no unsupported claims or missing points of consideration mentioned in this article; all claims made are supported by evidence provided within it. 
However, there are some potential issues with this article that should be noted. Firstly, while it does provide an overview of both parties’ arguments regarding this case, it does not explore any counterarguments or alternative perspectives on these arguments; thus, readers may not get a full understanding of all aspects of this case from reading this article alone. Secondly, while there is no promotional content present in this article, its language may be slightly partial towards one side or another due to its legal nature; thus readers should take caution when interpreting its contents. Finally, while possible risks associated with this case are mentioned briefly within this article (e.g., delayed completion of project), they are not explored in depth; thus readers may not get a full understanding of all potential risks associated with this case from reading this article alone.
[bookmark: _Toc5]Topics for further research:
· Construction contract dispute counterarguments
· Potential risks associated with construction contract disputes
· Alternative perspectives on construction contract disputes
· Promotional content in legal disputes
· Delayed completion of construction projects
· Biases in legal disputes
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